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1 Introduction

1.1 Model (Informal)

Following [1][2][3][4][5][6] among others, we study models of the following
type. Start with an empty (no vertices, no edges) graph and a probability
measure µ on N2, the set of unordered pairs of distinct natural numbers. We
think of the natural numbers as the set of possible vertices and N2 as the set of
possible edges. Define a (multi-)graph-valued process by repeatedly sampling
an edge according to µ and adding it, along with any needed vertices to the
graph. We will be interested in properties (e.g. connectedness, number of
vertices) which are invariant under identifying parallel edges, which we may
therefore do. There are closely related (poissonized) versions both before
and after identifying parallel edges. For the former define a poisson process
with intensity µe := µ({e}) for each edge e ∈ N2 which counts the number
of copies of that edge and for the latter let the arrival time of e, denoted
τe, be exponentially distributed with parameter µe. In both cases take the
vertex set to be the minimal set of vertices necessary. The unfamiliar reader
may benefit from reviewing the more careful introduction of these models in
Section 2 before proceeding.

1.2 Contributions

Our main contributions are giving a complete characterization of eventual
forever connectedness in these models (see Theorem 14) and resolving a con-
jecture of Janson [1] on the asymptotic normality of the number of vertices,
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in this connected regime (see Theorem 24). We also resolve an open problem
of Janson [1] regarding when the produced graphs are almost complete (see
Theorem 39). We also obtain an apparently new result characterizing when
the urns in a fairly classical, albeit much less so than its finite variants, urn
scheme [7][8][9][10] are eventually forever filled in order (see Proposition 37).

1.3 Structure

The remainder of Section 1 consists of two parts. The former, Subsection
1.4, will motivate the model of interest and our contribution to the theory
thereof. The second, Subsection 1.5, will discuss previous work on the model
we are studying, as well as on other related models. In Section 2 we will
introduce the models of interest formally. In Section 3 we introduce some
preliminaries and notation. Each of the following three sections, namely
Sections 4, 5 and 6 are dedicated to one of the three main theorems. The
first the characterization of eventual forever connectedness, the second the
asymptotic Gaussianity of the vertex count in the connected regime and the
third the characterization of eventual forever connectedness. We finish by
discussing some possible directions for future work in Section 7.

1.4 Motivation

1.4.1 Motivating Edge Exchangeable Models

A sequence of random variables is said to be exchangeable if its law is invari-
ant to finite permutations. This is weaker than being iid from some distribu-
tion, instead capturing the intuition that the random variables are observed
in no particular order. The classical graphon models are vertex-exchangeable
[3] meaning that their law is invariant under permuting the order of arrival
of the vertices. As an example, if our graphs represent the friend network on
a social media site then assuming vertex exchangability would correspond to
assuming that people join the network in no particular order [2][3]. When
using a vertex exchangeable model we end up tacitly assuming that we have
seen the all interactions between the observed vertices and are only able to
produce dense (or empty graphs) which is often not realistic [2][11]. In some
applications it seems quite plausible then to instead believe that we are ob-
serving interactions rather than agents in no particular order, which would
call for edge exchangeable models.
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1.4.2 Motivating our Contribution

The models we study are motivated by the study of edge exchangeable graphs,
from which they arise once we fix µ instead of having µ be random. One would
like to ensure that edge exchangeable models can produce graphs which re-
semble those encountered in practice. This calls for understanding how the
qualities of the produced graphs depend on µ. Moreover, in some applica-
tions one may have a choice of (prior over) µ. In that case results of the type
we provide may help inform the choice of this infinite-dimensional parameter.
In addition to being motivated by statistical applications, the model is quite
natural and displays some interesting phenomena which are not typical of
random graph models, making them probabilistically interesting. For ex-
ample, the vertex set is not deterministic nor generated randomly and then
the graph generated conditionally on it, we prove results which are really
about the entire history of the graph-valued process, not just its marginals
and we find that a topological assumption has distributional consequences.

1.5 Related Work

1.5.1 Previous Work on Edge Exchangeable Models

Edge excheangeable models go back to at least [2][4]. The former places
significant emphasis on hyper-graphs, but we restrict ourselves to ordinary
graphs. The same paper introduces a particular model, called the Holly-
wood model as a particular edge exchangeable model aimed at modeling as-
sociations between actors and studies inference in this context. It moreover
gives a De Finetti-type characterization theorem which morally states that
all edge exchangeable graph-valued processes are of the type we described,
with µ random. See Section 2 for more details. Both [2] and [4] consider
sparsity both before and after identifying parallel edges. They both show
that sparsity is possible for edge exchangeable graphs by showing that a par-
ticular model is sparse. A more general study of sparsity as well as other
graph properties after identifying parallel edges was undertaken by Janson in
[1]. The present paper can be seen as a continuation of the research program
started in [1]. Janson gives asymptotic formulas for the number of edges and
vertices, albeit the asymptotics of those formulas themselves are in general
not trivial to understand. Moreover, asymptotic normality for the number
of edges is established under the assumption that the variance of the num-
ber of edges goes to infinity. Example µ are given which produce everything
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from extremely sparse to extremely dense graphs. A sufficient condition on
µ is given such that the graphs are essentially complete (see Definition 32).
Statistical applications of edge exchangeability are also still being developed,
for instance, anomaly detection [5]. The theory of simulation (sampling) and
inference for first rank µ (see Definition 21) was developed in [6]. The text-
book by Crane [12] contains an introduction to edge-exchangeable models
and motivates them better than we can do here.

1.5.2 Comparisons to other Models

Another type of exchangability for graph-valued stochastic processes is that
of Caron and Fox’s exchangeable measures [13]. These models can also pro-
duce sparse graphs, but it is much less clear what their exchangability cor-
responds to in terms of modeling the real-world and hence when it can be
expected (see Crane’s comment in [13]).

Models which resemble the ones we are interested in arise in various con-
texts. For instance, we may imagine an inference problem in which there is
some true unknown finite graph and for each edge there is an exponential
time (independent but not necessarily identically distributed) until we ob-
serve it. This was considered, and suitable statistical estimators developed,
in [14], based on the second author’s PhD thesis [15]. The same model, al-
though therein viewed from the perspective of percolation theory more so
than statistics, is considered in [16],[17] where some weak concentration res-
ults for the emergence of a giant component are established. This has some
rough parallels to our characterization of connectedness.

One general type of graph model is the inhomogeneous random graph.
There one works with a finite deterministic vertex set and assign a probab-
ility pe (not necessarily identical) to each possible edge and decide whether
to include each edge independently of all other edges. At all times our ex-
ponential arrival time graph can be viewed as an instantiation of this model
with an infinite vertex set, pe = 1 − e−µet and the additional rule that all
isolated vertices are discarded.

In this work we are agnostic as to how µ and consequently the pe:s arise.
However, every way to obtain pe:s for an inhomogeneous random graph can
also be combined with the edge exchangeable framework and produce µe:s.
For instance, one may imagine that each vertex is associated to a vector in
some latent space and that the µe:s arise as dot products of these vectors
like the classical dot product random graphs, a survey of which can be found
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here [18]. Note that in this case some technical care needs to be taken to
ensure that µ can be normalized.

The Norros–Reittu model [19] is another model which has an independent
poisson number of edges between each pair of vertices. However, in that
model the intensity is (up to a a common scaling) the product of intensities
associated to the vertices. Thus it roughly corresponds to our first rank (see
Definition 21) case. Moreover, the vertex set is deterministic unlike ours.

2 Model (Formal)

Throughout we assume that we work on a probability space rich enough to
support all processes and random variables we describe but make no further
mention of it.

2.1 Discrete Time

Let G0 = ({}, {}) be the empty un-directed multigraph and recursively define
Gn by

Gn+1 := Gn ∪ en+1, en+1 ∼ µ,

where the edge en+1 = {i, j} sampled according to µ is identified with the
undirected (multi)-graph ({i,j},{{i,j}}) and multi-graph unions are defined
by

G1 ∪G2 := (V1 ∪ V2, E1 + E2),

where the sum is understood to be a multi-set sum. We abuse notation and
use Gn also for the graph-valued stochastic process obtained by identifying
parallel edges.

2.2 Continuous Time

For each e ∈ N2 let Ne(t) be a Poisson process, all independent, with intensity
µe.

For a set A and a non-negative integer k define kA to be the multiset which
consists of k copies of each element of A. Let Et :=

∑

e∈N2
Ne(t){e}, where

the sum is a multiset sum. Since the sets are disjoint one could equivalently
take a multiset union. Let Vt = {v ∈ N : ∃e ∈ Et s.t. v ∈ e} and finally
define

Gt := (Vt, Et).
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We abuse notation and use Gt also for the graph-valued stochastic process
obtained by identifying parallel edges.

Remark 1. These are not the most general edge exchangeable random
graphs possible, indeed one can allow a random µ, loops, hyperedges and
directed edges. There is also a slight bit of additional generality by allow-
ing a different latent vertex set than N. See [2][3][12][1] for more general
definitions and characterization theorems.

Remark 2. Note that we no longer need µ to be normalized for the con-
struction in Subsection 2.2 to make sense. It suffices that µ(N2) < ∞. By a
standard property of poisson processes rescaling µ corresponds to rescaling
time. Thus when studying properties which are invariant to rescaling time
one need not normalize µ. This can save us from computing normalizing
constants.

3 Preliminaries and Notation

For a set X we use P(X ) to denote the set of all probability measures over X .
When clear from context we drop limits of summation, preferring for example
to write

∑

i ai rather than
∑∞

i=1 ai. For µ ∈ P(N2) define µij := µ({i, j})
and define Mi =

∑

j µij for i ∈ N. For e = {i, j} define Me := Mij :=
Mi +Mj − µij.

Definition 3. For a stochastic process X indexed by I taking values in some
set X and a property A : X → {True,False} we say that X has or satisfies
A eventually forever iff there exists an i(ω) such that A(X(j)) = True for
all j ∈ I such that j > i.

Remark 4. In general whether X(i) has A eventually forever is random.
However, it will transpire that for the processes and properties we are in-
terested in whether the process satisfies the property eventually forever has
probability either zero or one. We may therefore omit the almost surely and
simply write X has A eventually forever to mean that X almost surely has
A eventually forever.

Lemma 5. If A is a property that depends only on the order of appearance
of edges then Gt has A eventually forever iff Gn has A eventually forever.
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Proof. This is immediate from the fact that we can sample Gn by waiting
until n events have occurred in Gt.

For a finite collection of random variables C = {τi}i∈I we use Č :=
maxi∈I τi and Ĉ := mini∈I τi to denote the (random) maximum and min-
imum, respectively.

Definition 6. Let Xt be a stochatic process in either discrete or continuous
time which takes values in (a subset of) R. We call such a process asymp-
totically Gaussian if there exist deterministic functions f, g : R 7→ R such
that

Xt − f(t)

g(t)
→ φ,

where φ is the standard normal distribution and the convergence is in distri-
bution as t → ∞.

Remark 7. Of course, the most natural candidates for f and g in Definition
6 are E[Xt] and

√

V[Xt], respectively.

4 Connectedness

We will now build up towards characterizing eventual forever connectedness.

Definition 8. For a µ ∈ P(N2) consider the (typically infinite) graph ({v ∈
N : ∃e ∈ N2 s.t. v ∈ e, µe > 0}, {e ∈ N2 : µe > 0}). We call this graph
the support of µ and when it is connected we say that µ has connected
support.

Remark 9. Many natural µ assign positive probability to each edge, in
which case the support is the complete graph on N.

By Lemma 5 it will suffice to consider Gt, so we state the following only
for Gt, even when the same holds for Gn.

Remark 10. If µ does not have connected support, then Gt is not eventu-
ally forever connected since edges that cannot be connected will eventually
appear.
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Let Ie be the event that that the edge e brings two new vertices to Gt

when it arrives. This is well-defined since almost surely edges are not added
at the same time.

Remark 11. When an edge arrives it adds zero, one or two new vertices. A
new component is created if and only if the edge brings two new vertices.

Lemma 12. If only finitely many Ie occur and µ has connected support,
then Gt is eventually forever connected. One the other hand, if infinitely
many Ie occur then Gt is not eventually forever connected.

Proof. If only finitely many Ie occur there exists a last time that a new com-
ponent is added by Remark 11. Since µ has connected support edges which
will cause all the existing components to join up will subsequently appear,
after which point Gt will be connected. On the other hand, immediately
following an edge bringing two new vertices the graph cannot be connec-
ted. If this happens infinitely many times the graph cannot be eventually
forever connected as by standard properties of poisson processes it cannot be
that there exists a finite time interval in which all of the edges for which Ie
occurred appear.

Lemma 12 reduces the problem of determining eventual forever connec-
tedness to deciding whether infinitely many Ie occur. We do this by com-
puting P (Ie) and P (Ie ∧ If) and applying the first Borel-Cantelli Lemma
and a suitable pseudo-inverse. We now define the notation that will be re-
quired for the computation of P (Ie ∧ If). For e, f ∈ N2 with e ∩ f = ∅
let Cef = {g ∈ N2 : g ∩ e 6= ∅, g ∩ f 6= ∅}, Ce := {g : |e ∩ g| =
1}\Cef and define Cf analogously. Note that, {e}, {f}, Cef , Ce, Cf are dis-

joint and that τe, τf , ˆ{τg}g∈Cef
, ˆ{τg}g∈Ce

, ˆ{τg}g∈Cf
are therefore independent

and exponentially distributed with parameters µe, µf , bef :=
∑

g∈Cef
µg, re :=

∑

g∈Ce
µg, rf :=

∑

g∈Cf
µg respectively. For compactness of notation we

define ae := re + µe, ce := 1 − re
re+µe

= µe

ae
. We include Figure 1 to help

with parsing this notation.

Lemma 13. For e, f ∈ N2 we have |e ∩ f | ∈ {0, 1, 2} and

• |e ∩ f | = 0 =⇒ P (Ie ∧ If ) = cecf

(

1−
bef

ae+bef
−

bef
af+bef

+
bef

ae+af+bef

)

.

• |e ∩ f | = 1 =⇒ P (Ie ∧ If ) = 0.

8



e

f

Cf

Cf

Cf

Cf

Ce

Ce

Ce

Ce

Cef

Cef

Figure 1: Edge Notation
Some selected edges labeled by the sets they belong to.

• |e ∩ f | = 2 =⇒ e = f and P (Ie ∧ If) = P (Ie) =
µe

Me
.

Proof. |e ∩ f | ∈ {0, 1, 2} is immediate from the fact that |e| = |f | = 2. If
either µe or µf is zero, it is clear that P (Ie∧If ) = 0 in which case the Lemma
holds so we may assume both to be non-zero. First we deal with the case
|e ∩ f | = 0. We will need the following sub-lemma.

P (Ie| ˆ{τg}g∈Cef
= t) =

∫ ∞

0

P (Ie| ˆ{τg}g∈Cef
= t, ˆ{τg}g∈Ce

= τ)ree
−reτdτ,

=

∫ ∞

0

(1− e−µe min(t,τ))ree
−reτdτ,

= 1−

∫ ∞

0

e−µe min(t,τ)ree
−reτdτ,

= 1−

∫ t

0

e−µeτree
−reτ − e−µet

∫ ∞

t

ree
−reτdτ,

= 1−
re

re + µe

(

1− e−(re+µe)t
)

− e−(µe+re)t,

=

(

1−
re

re + µe

)

(

1− e−(re+µe)t
)

,

= ce(1− e−aet).
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Now we compute

P (Ie ∧ If) =

∫ ∞

0

P (Ie ∧ If | ˆ{τg}g∈Cef
= t)befe

−bef tdt,

=

∫ ∞

0

P (Ie| ˆ{τg}g∈Cef
= t)P (If | ˆ{τg}g∈Cef

= t)befe
−bef tdt,

=

∫ ∞

0

ce(1− e−aet)cf (1− e−af t)befe
−bef tdt,

= cecf

(

1−
bef

ae + bef
−

bef
af + bef

+
bef

ae + af + bef

)

.

where the third equality is obtained by applying the sub-lemma twice.
If |e ∩ f | = 1 let v ∈ e ∩ f be the shared vertex. For both Ie and

If to occur both edges have to bring v. Since edges almost surely do not
arrive at the same time and the vertex set is increasing this is not possible
so P (Ie ∧ If) = 0.

If |e ∩ f | = 2, then, since |e| = |f | = 2 we have e = f and Ie ∧ If = Ie.

The event Ie is precisely the event that ˆ{τg}g:e∩g 6=∅ = τe and so, by a standard
property of exponential random variables,

P (Ie) =
µe

Me

.

Theorem 14. Gt and Gn are eventually forever connected with probability
one if

∑

e∈N2

µe

Me
< ∞ and µ has connected support. Else they are almost

surely not eventually forever connected.

Proof. By Lemma 5 it suffices to consider Gt. Recall that the support of µ
being connected is necessary by Remark 10. We may therefore henceforth
assume that µ has connected support. By Lemma 12 it remains to resolve
whether infinitely many Ie occur. If

∑

e∈N2

µe

Me
< ∞,

then almost surely only finitely many Ie occur by the first Borel-Cantelli
lemma and the third case of Lemma 13. Now assume instead that

∑

e∈N2

µe

Me
=
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∞.

P (Ie ∧ If)

P (Ie)P (If)
=

ae + bef
µe

af + bef
µf

cecf

(

1−
bef

ae + bef
−

bef
af + bef

+
bef

ae + af + bef

)

,

=
ae + af + 2bef
ae + af + bef

,

< 2.

where we used the first and third cases in Lemma 13 in the first equality,
along with the observation that Me = ae + bef and lengthy but elementary
algebra in the second and the last inequality is obtained from an elementary
calculus exercise. Namely, one notices that for a constant k, h(x) := k+2x

k+x

satisfies limx→∞ h(x) = 2 and h′(x) = k
(k+x)2

> 0. Taking reciprocals gives

P (Ie)P (If)

P (Ie ∧ If)
>

1

2
. (1)

Since N2 is countable we may order it in some arbitrary but fixed way. In
the following we take e < n to mean that e ∈ N2 is one of the first n − 1
edges under the ordering.

P (I i.o) ≥ lim sup
n→∞

∑

e,f<n P (Ie)P (If)
∑

e,f<n P (Ie ∧ If )
≥ lim sup

n→∞
min
e,f<n

1

2
=

1

2
,

where we applied the Kochen-Stone Lemma [20] in the first inequality and
Lemma 41 as well as (1) in the second. Next notice that I i.o is measur-
able with respect to σ(∪e∈N2σ(τe)), that the τe:s are independent and that
whether I i.o occurs cannot be changed by changing the values of the τe:s in
a fixed finite collection. That is to say, I i.o is a tail event in the sense of
Kolmogorov’s 0-1 law, the invoking of which implies the theorem.

Corollary 15. Let µij ∝ (ij)−γ for i 6= j. Then Gn and Gt are eventually
forever connected iff γ > 2.

Proof. The support of µ is the complete graph which is connected. Note that
µe

Me
is invariant under rescaling of µ so we may assume that the proportionality
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is in fact an equality. We compute

Mij =
∑

k

µkj +
∑

k

µik − µij

=
∑

k 6=j

(kj)−γ +
∑

k 6=i

(ik)−γ − (ij)−γ

= j−γζ(γ)− (jj)−γ + i−γζ(γ)− (ii)−γ − (ij)−γ ,

where ζ denotes the Riemann zeta function. This implies that

∑

ij

µij

Mij
=
∑

i 6=j

(ij)−γ

j−γζ(γ)− (jj)−γ + i−γζ(γ)− (ii)−γ − (ij)−γ
, (2)

=
∑

i 6=j

1

iγ(ζ(γ)− j−γ) + jγ(ζ(γ))− i−γ)− 1
. (3)

Since one can easily show that the diagonal terms are negligible and that the
row and column sums converge and since

lim
i,j→∞

iγ(ζ(γ)− j−γ) + jγ(ζ(γ))− i−γ)− 1

iγ + jγ
= ζ(γ) > 0,

by the limit comparison test for double sums [21],
∑

e
µe

Me
converges if and

only if
∞
∑

i=1

∞
∑

j=1

1

iγ + jγ
,

converges. Finally, this second series converges iff γ > 2 [22].

Remark 16. From [1] it is known that µ of this type produce sparse graphs
regardless of γ. We thus see that even natural models (”natural” being used
colloquially) can simultaneously have good connectedness and good sparsity
properties.

Eventual forever connectedness is quite a strong notion of connectedness
so one can of course straightforwardly pass to the usual marginal notion.
However, one does need to de-Poissonize slightly differently than we have
seen before as Lemma 5 does not apply.
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Corollary 17. Let Cn be the event that Gn is connected and let Ct be
the event that Gt is connected. Suppose that µ satisfies the assumptions of
Theorem 14. Then

lim
n→∞

P (Cn) = 1,

lim
t→∞

P (Ct) = 1.

Proof. Eventual forever connectedness is equivalent to {1Cn
}∞n=1 converging

almost surely to 1. The first part now follows from almost sure convergence
being stronger than convergence in probability. To avoid any subtleties in
convergence of a sequence of uncountably many random variables, we obtain
the continuous time result by first generating the number of edges that have
been drawn and then conditioning on it. Fix ǫ > 0. Choose an N such that
P (Cn) > 1− ǫ for all n > N . For t sufficiently large,

N
∑

k=0

tke−t

k!
< ǫ.

For such t we have

P (Ct) =

∞
∑

k=0

P (Ck)
tke−t

k!
>

∞
∑

k=N

P (Ck)
tke−t

k!
,

>

∞
∑

k=N

(1− ǫ)
tke−t

k!
,

= (1− ǫ)2.

Since epsilon was arbitrary, this completes the proof.

5 Gaussinaity

Janson [1] showed asymptotic Gaussianity for the number of edges by coup-
ling to certain urn schemes and we take a similar approach for the vertices.
The key difference is that the arrival of edges are, after poissonizing, inde-
pendent while the arrival of vertices are not. We will assume that the graph
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is eventually forever connected. Our key insight is that this assumption will
allow us to control the dependence.

We will now introduce two urn schemes. For the first scheme, fix a se-
quence of probabilities {pi}

∞
i=1 such that

∑

i pi = 1. For each i ∈ N define
an urn. At times t = 1, 2, 3, . . . throw a ball with probability pi of landing
in urn i. Let Un be the set of occupied urns at time n so that |Un| is the
number of occupied urns at time n. For the second scheme, fix a sequence of
non-negative reals {λi}

∞
i=1 such that

∑

i λi < ∞. For each urn define a pois-
son process with intensity λi and add a ball to the urn whenever there is an
event in the associated poisson process. Let Ut be the set of occupied urns at
time t so that |Ut| is the number of occupied urns at time t. When

∑

i λi = 1
the latter scheme is the poisonized version of the former with pi = λi. We
will abuse notation and write Ut even when we are evaluating the continuous
time scheme at the integer time n, in this sense t and n should be thought
of as interchangeable and which one we use merely distinguishes continuous
and discrete time. Let φ be the law of a standard normal random variable.
Convergence to φ will always be in distribution as t (or equivalently, n) goes
to infinity.

Theorem 18. Let Un, Ut be as above. If V[|Ut|] → ∞ then,

|Ut| − E[|Ut|]
√

V[|Ut|]
→ φ,

|Un| − E[|Un|]
√

V[|Ut|]
→ φ.

Proof. If
∑

j λj = 1 this is precisely Theorems 1 and 2 of [9]. The case
∑

j λj 6= 1 is handled by a simple scaling argument.

Asymptotic Gaussianity of the number of edges is a corollary of Theorem
18 by defining an urn for each edge. In fact, one can and Janson [1] indeed
does even obtain a local limit theorem from [8]. However, we will settle
for asymptotic Gaussianity as, for one, we do not know how to obtain rate
estimates from the coupling.

Conjecture 19. ([1], Problem 6.9). Let µ ∈ P(N2) be such that V[|Vn|] →
∞, then |Vn| is asymptotically Gaussian.

Janson only conjectures the result in discrete time we will also consider
continuous time. As Janson pointed out ”The number of vertices corresponds
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to an occupancy problem where balls are thrown in pairs, with a dependency
inside each pair”[1]. Thus the indicators of the vertices are dependent. How-
ever, we will show that actually one can couple to the standard urn scheme,
if one assumes eventual forever connectedness. We begin with some special
cases where the asymptotic Gaussianity of the number of vertices is trivial.

Proposition 20. Let the support of µ consist only of isolated edges and
assume that V[|Vt|] → ∞ or equivalently V[|Et|] → ∞. Then

|Vt| − E[|Vt|]
√

V[|Vt|]
→ φ.

Proof. Simply noting that the number of vertices is just twice the number of
edges gives

|Vt| − E[|Vt|]
√

V[|Vt|]
=

1
2
|Et| −

1
2
E[|Et|]

√

1
4
V[|Et|]

→ φ,

by Theorem 18.

In defining our models we insisted on edges being between distinct ver-
tices, however, one may allow for self-loops. In this extended context the
following definition makes sense.

Definition 21. We call µ ∈ P({{i, j}|i, j ∈ N}) first rank if there exists a
σ ∈ P(N) such that µ({i, j}) = σ({i})σ({j}) for all i, j ∈ N.

Proposition 22. Let µ be first rank and be such that V[|Vt|] → ∞ then

|Vn| − E[|Vn|]
√

V[Vt]
→ φ,

|Vt| − E[|Vt|]
√

V[|Vt|]
→ φ.

Proof. Define an urn for each vertex, setting λi = Mi. These urns are inde-
pendent as a consequence of the the first rank assumption. Hence the result
follows from Theorem 18.

Remark 23. In some sense Propositions 20 and 22 are opposite extremes.
In the former there is perfect dependence between the vertices in each edge,
in the latter there is perfect independence but asymptotic Gaussianity holds
all the same. This seems to us like good evidence for Conjecture 19.
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Theorem 24. Let Gt be eventually forever connected and suppose that
V[|Ut|] → ∞. Then the following hold.

|Vn| − E[|Vn|]
√

V[|Ut|]
→ φ,

|Vt| − E[|Vt|]
√

V[|Ut|]
→ φ.

We begin by sketching the proof. We will couple to the urn scheme with
intensities λj = Mj . By choosing an appropriate coupling, vertices will be
added to Vt but not Ut only when a pair of new vertices are simultaneously
added to Vt. Since we know this happens only finitely many times in the
connected regime, this will not cause us any trouble. We will need to fill
some extra urns in Ut but no more often than the doubles in Vt. Thus there
will only be finitely many vertices that are ever in one but not the other.
Eventually these vertices will be present in both and from that point onward
Ut and Vt will be equal. The coupling inequality will then complete the proof.

Proof. We define a coupling (Ṽt, Ũt) of Ut and Vt. Repeatedly wait an exp(3)
amount of time then do the following

For every i ∈ N\Ũt compute

λ(i)(Ṽt, Ũt) :=

{

1
2

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt
µij if i /∈ Ṽt

1
2

∑

j∈Ũt∧Ṽt
µij +

∑

j∈Ũ t∧Ṽ t
µij if i ∈ Ṽt

Then generate a N ∪ N2 ∪ {∅} -valued random variable χ by generating η ∼
Uniform[0, 1] independent of everything else and thresholding appropriately
to obtain:

• P (χ = i) = λ(i)

3
for all i ∈ N.

• P (χ = e) = µe

3
for all e ∈ N2.

• P (χ = ∅) = 2
3
− 1

3

∑

i λ
(i).

Then increment the processes according to

• If χ = ∅: pass

• If χ = i: Add i to Ũt.
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• If χ = {i, j} for some {i, j} ∈ N2,

– If |{i, j}\Ṽt| = 0:

∗ If |{i, j}\Ũt| = 0: pass.

∗ If |{i, j}\Ũt| = 1: add {i, j}\Ũt to Ũt.

∗ If |{i, j}\Ũt| = 2: Choose i or j according to a coin toss,
independent of everything else, and add that one to Ũt.

– If |{i, j}\Ṽt| = 1: Let x ∈ {i, j}\Ṽt be that one element and let
y ∈ {i, j} ∩ Ṽt be the other. Then:

∗ If x /∈ Ũt: Add x to Ũt.

∗ If x ∈ Ũt and y /∈ Ũt: add y to Ũt.

∗ If x ∈ Ũt and y ∈ Ũt: pass.

– If |{i, j}\Ṽt| = 2:

∗ If |{i, j}\Ũt| = 0: pass.

∗ If |{i, j}\Ũt| = 1: add {i, j}\Ũt to Ũt.

∗ If |{i, j}\Ũt| = 2: Choose i or j according to a coin toss,
independent of everything else, and add that one to Ũt.

– Add {i, j}\Ṽt to Ṽt

To ensure that the above construction is well-defined we need to ensure that χ
is well-defined. To see this note that λ(i) ≤

∑

j µij = Mi and that
∑

i Mi = 2,
so that therefore

P (χ = ∅) =
2

3
−

1

3

∑

i

λ(i) ≥ 0.

Note also that

∑

i

P (χ = i) +
∑

e

P (χ = e) + P (χ = ∅) =
∑

i

λ(i)

3
+

1

3
+

2

3
−
∑

i

λ(i)

3
= 1.

From the thinning property of Poisson processes and the third bullet point
in the increment rule we see that Ṽt has the same distribution as Vt.

Let p be the probability that i /∈ Ũt is added to Ũt after a particular
exp(3) wait. By summing over the probabilities of all the different ways i
can be added to Ũt this can be seen to be given by
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3p =1i/∈Ṽt

1

2

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt

µij + 1i∈Ṽt

1

2

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt

µij + 1i∈Ṽt

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt

µij,

+1i∈Ṽt

1

2

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt

µij + 1i∈Ṽt

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt

µij + 1i/∈Ṽt

∑

j∈Ṽt

µij

+1i∈Ṽt

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt

+ 1i/∈Ṽt

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt

+ 1i/∈Ṽt

1

2

∑

j∈Ṽt∧Ũt

µij

=1i∈Ṽt

∑

j

µij + 1i/∈Ṽt

∑

j

µij,

=Mi.

Note that this does not depend on t, Ṽt and Ũt. Moreover, the η are inde-
pendent, as are the exp(3) waiting times, so looking only at Ũt we observe an
urn filling process, that is to say the coupling has the correct second marginal
and so constitutes a valid coupling. Therefore (|Ũt|, |Ṽt|) is a valid coupling
of |Vt|, |Ut|.

Next we show that Ṽt = Ũt eventually forever by showing eventual forever
containment both ways. We begin by showing that Ṽt ⊂ Ũt eventually
forever. First, notice that due to how we have set up the coupling the only
way for a vertex v to be added to Ṽt\Ũt is by an edge χ adding both v
and another vertex to Ṽt. Since this happens only finitely many times, by
the connectedness assumption, eventually, it will cease to happen and, since
those vertices will eventually appear in Ũt, they will no longer be in Ṽt\Ũt.
Thus, eventually forever Ṽt ⊂ Ũt. Next we show Ũt ⊂ Ṽt eventually forever.
Immediately following an exp(3) wait, the probability that an urn is filled in
Ũt without the corresponding vertex being added to or already being in Ṽt is
1
6

∑

u/∈Ṽt

∑

v∈Ũ t∧Ṽt
µuv. This is because we need a χ = i event where i /∈ Ṽt.

Now observe that after one of the exp(3) waits the probability of adding two
new vertices to Ṽt at the same time is 1

3

∑

i,j∈Ṽ t
µij and that

1

6

∑

i/∈Ṽt

∑

j∈Ũt∧Ṽt

µij ≤
1

3

∑

i,j∈Ṽ t

µij. (4)

Since the η are independent, (4) is sufficient to see that the distribution
of the number of positive integers are ever in Ũt\Ṽt is dominated by the

18



number of vertices that appear at the same time as another vertex in Ṽt.
Since the latter is a.s. finite, so is the former. This is perhaps easier to see
in terms of processes, in which case it corresponds to the obvious fact that
if a Cox-process only ever has finitely many events and another process has
a lower intensity, the so does the second. Since any vertices added to Ũt\Ṽt

eventually leave, one has Ũt\Ṽt = ∅ eventually forever. Thus we have two
way containment and Ṽt = Ũt eventually forever. In particular |Ṽt| = |Ũt|
eventually forever almost surely.

By the coupling inequality and since almost sure convergence is stronger
than convergence in probability it follows that

dTV (L[Vt],L[Ut]) ≤ P (|Ṽt| 6= |Ũt|) → 0, (5)

where L denotes the law of a random variable. Now combining the fact that
the Levy-Prokhov distance, which we denote by π, metrizes convergence in
distribution [23], that the total variation distance upper bounds the Levy-
Prokhov distance [23], the fact that the total variation distance between laws
of random variables is invariant to shifting and rescaling the random vari-
ables, equation (5) and Theorem 18 will complete the proof in the continuous
time case.

π

(

L

[

|Vt| − E[|Vt|]
√

V[|Ut|]

]

, φ

)

≤ π

(

L

[

|Vt| − E[|Vt|]
√

V[|Ut|]

]

,L

[

|Ut| − E[|Ut|]
√

V[|Ut|]

])

+ π

(

L

[

|Ut| − E[|Ut|]
√

V[|Ut|]

]

, φ

)

≤ dTV

(

L

[

|Vt| − E[|Vt|]
√

V[|Ut|]

]

,L

[

|Ut| − E[|Ut|]
√

V[|Ut|]

])

+ π

(

L

[

|Ut| − E[|Ut|]
√

V[|Ut|]

]

, φ

)

= dTV (L[|Vt|],L[|Ut|]) + π

(

L

[

|Ut| − E[|Ut|]
√

V[|Ut|]

]

, φ

)

→ 0.

To de-Poissonize we use the exact same argument as in Theorem 2 of
[9], which we avoid repeating here. One needs to verify that the proofs of
Lemmas 1,3,4,5,6 and Theorem 2 in [9] all work in our setting, in particular
that the sum of the intensities being two and the vertex presence indicators
not being independent does not cause any issues. We spare the reader the

19



details, but morally this works because linearity of expectation does not need
independence and that therefore E[|Vt|] =

∑

i 1 − e−Mit = E[|Ut|]. The fact
that we are in any case normalizing by V[|Ut|] and not V[|Vt|] means that the
fact that V[|Vt|] 6= V[|Ut|] =

∑

i e
−Mit(1−e−Mit) does not pose any issues.

Remark 25. We interpret Corollary 15 as suggesting that the assumption
of eventual forever connectedness is not very restrictive as in this case it
corresponds to σ in Definition 21 having sub-quadratic tails, something which
in general is comparable to having a finite mean.

Remark 26. Note that both 20 and 22 allow µ which produce graphs that
are not eventually forever connected, so eventual forever connectedness is
certainly not necessary for asymptotic Gaussianity of the vertex count.

Remark 27. In the proof of Theorem 24 and elsewhere we only make use of
there being finitely many Ie which we have seen is equivalent to

∑

e
µe

Me
< ∞

so one could give a theorem with this assumption instead, but we prefer our
version as it is more immediately interpretable.

Remark 28. Without the assumption of eventual forever connectedness we
do not know how to obtain something like (5). As a next step towards
proving Conjecture 19 one could imagine wanting to generalize our result to
cover µ where vertices added by events of the type Ie are asymptotically a
vanishingly small fraction of all vertices. Indeed, if we think of vertices added
in such a way as contributing an error term then in this case this error term
should not be enough to destroy the Gaussianity. However, we do not know
how to push our techniques to cover this setting as the coupling inequality
is rather demanding, requiring exact equality. Proving Conjecture 19 in full
generality will likely require a rather different approach.

In the proof of the Theorem 24 the scaling that naturally emerges is
that involving the urn scheme. This variance is convenient because it is
straightforward to compute. However, one may desire a theorem statement
which is in terms of only the vertex process. We will allow this by showing
that in the connected regime the two variances are within a constant and
hence asymptotically equivalent.

Proposition 29.

V[|Ut|] ≤ V[|Vt|] ≤ V[|Ut|] +
∑

e

µe

Me

.
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Proof. Let Xi be the event that i ∈ Vt so that |Vt| =
∑

i 1Xi
.

V[|Vt|] = V

[

∑

i

1Xi>0

]

,

=
∑

i

V[1Xi
] +
∑

i 6=j

P (Xi ∧Xj)− P (Xi)P (Xj),

= V[|Ut|] +
∑

i 6=j

P (Xi ∧Xj)− P (Xi)P (Xj),

where in the last equality we recalled that the urns are independent and
that P (i ∈ Vt) = 1 − e−Mit = P (i ∈ Ut). For compactness of notation, let
Mi\j := Mi − µij.

P (Xi ∧Xj) = P (Xi ∧Xj|τij ≤ t)P (τij ≤ t) + P (Xi ∧Xj |τij > t)P (τij > t),

= 1− e−µijt + (1− e−Mi\jt)(1− e−Mj\it)e−µijt,

= 1− e−Mit − e−Mjt + e−Mijt.

Since
P (Xi)P (Xj) = (1− e−Mit)(1− eMjt),

straightforward algebra gives

P (Xi ∧Xj)− P (Xi)P (Xj) = e−Mijt(1− e−µijt).

We note that this is non-negative and apply Lemma 40 to obtain

0 ≤ P (Xi ∧Xj)− P (Xi)P (Xj) <
µij

Mij
,

which completes the proof.

Corollary 30. If µ is such that Gt is eventually forever connected and at
least one of V[|Ut|] and V[|Vt|] goes to infinity, then so does the other and

V[|Vt|]

V[|Ut|]
→ 1.

Proof. By Theorem 4 eventual forever connectedness implies that
∑

e
µe

Me
<

∞. The result then follows from Proposition 29 by dividing by V[|Ut|] and
taking limits.
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Remark 31. The proof of Lemma 29 gives some more intuition for why one
might expect the connectedness assumption to help with showing Gaussian-
ity. Namely, the calculations in the proof show that

µij

Mij
, the quantity we

have already seen is P (I{i,j}) also serves as an upper bound on the amount
of dependence, as measured by the covariance, between the indicators of the
vertices i and j.

6 Completeness

It is not possible for the graphs to be eventually forever complete. This is
because when a new vertex is added the graph is necessarily not complete and
new vertices are added infinitely often, assuming µ has unbounded support.
The closest one could hope to get to eventual forever completeness is captured
in Definition 32.

Definition 32. We say that a graph G = (V,E) is essentially complete
iff it is connected and there is an n ∈ N such that V = {1, . . . , n, n+ 1} and
the induced subgraph obtained by taking the vertex subset {1, . . . , n} is the
complete graph on {1, . . . , n}.

We illustrate this definition by giving some examples and non-examples
in Figure 2.

Remark 33. Clearly eventual forever essential completeness is a much stronger
notion than eventual forever connectedness.

In our terminology, Janson [1] showed the following.

Proposition 34. ([1], Example 8.1) If for all k ≥ 2,

0 < sup
l

µk+1,l ≤ k−4min
i<k

µk,i,

then Gt is eventually forever essentially complete. Moreover, µij ∝ (max(i, j)!)−4

and µij ∝ e−3ie−3j satisfy this assumption.

Janson [1] left it as an open problem to find a necessary and sufficient
condition for eventual forever essential completeness. We solve this problem.
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Figure 2: Examples and non-examples of essentially complete graphs. The
first two are not essentially complete as they fail the induced subgraph con-
dition. The former is missing edges, the latter a vertex (and its associated
edges). The third is an essentially complete graph because the subgraph
induced by vertices 1, 2, 3, 4 is the complete graph on four vertices, the fifth
vertex is the only extra vertex, and that vertex is not isolated.

Definition 35. Let F = {τi}i∈I be a countable family of random variables,
interpreted as arrival times. Let C = {Cn}

∞
n=1 be a partition of I into finite

sets. Let Sn = {τi}i∈Cn
. We define the event that F respects C to be

∪∞
N=1 ∩

∞
n=N {Šn < Ŝn+1}.

Note that even if the τi are independent exponential random variables
the events {Šn < Ŝn+1}, {Šm < Ŝm+1} are not independent. However, by
using the chain rule of probability and some conditioning we can compute
the probability that a family of exponential random variables respects a par-
titioning. Let Fn ⊂ I be the (random) set of indices of the first n arrivals,
let Kn = ∪n−1

m=1Cm, Ln := I\Kn. Note that Kn and are Ln deterministic.

Lemma 36. Let F = {τi}i∈I be a countable family of independent expo-
nential random variables indexed by I with intensities {λi}i∈I . Let C be a
partition of I into finite sets. Then F respects C with probability one if

lim
N→∞

N
∏

n=1

∫ ∞

0

∏

i∈Cn

(1− e−λit)

(

∑

i∈Ln

λi

)

e−
∑

i∈Ln
λitdt > 0,

else F respects C with probability zero.
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Proof. Let R be the event that F respects C. Notice that the exponential
random variables are independent and that changing finitely many of them
cannot change whether R occurs. Therefore Kolmogorov’s 0-1 law applies.
We calculate,

P (R) = lim
N→∞

P (∩∞
n=N{Šn < Ŝn+1}),

= lim
N→∞

P (∩∞
n=N{Šn < Ŝn+1} ∩ {F|KN | = KN}),

= lim
N→∞

(P (∩∞
n=N{Šn < Ŝn+1}|{F|KN | = KN})

× P ({F|KN | = KN})).

Since probabilities are at most one, if the limit of either factor is not one, then
the limit of the product is not one. By Kolmogorov’s 0-1 law P (R) = 0 in that
case. We turn our attention to the the first factor and exploit memorylessness
of exponential random variables.

lim
N→∞

P (∩∞
n=N{Šn < Ŝn+1}|{F|KN | = KN}),

= lim
N→∞

P (∩∞
n=N{Šn < L̂n}|{F|KN | = KN}),

= lim
N→∞

∞
∏

n=N

P ({Šn < L̂n}|{F|KN | = KN},∩
n−1
m=N{Šm < L̂m}),

= lim
N→∞

∞
∏

n=N

P ({Šn < L̂n}|{F|Kn| = Kn}),

= lim
N→∞

∞
∏

n=N

∫ ∞

0

∏

i∈Cn

(1− e−λit)

(

∑

i∈Ln

λi

)

e−
∑

i∈Ln
λitdt.

It is a standard property of infinite products of strictly positive terms that
the tail converging to one is equivalent to the full product converging to a
non-zero value. Thus we have as a necessary condition,

lim
N→∞

N
∏

n=1

∫ ∞

0

∏

i∈Cn

(1− e−λit)

(

∑

i∈Ln

λi

)

e−
∑

i∈Ln
λitdt > 0.

It remains to show that this condition is sufficient. Returning to the
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second factor,

P ({F|KN | = KN}) = P ( ˇ{τi}i∈KN
< ˆ{τi}i∈LN

),

=

∫ ∞

0

∏

i∈KN

(1− e−λit)

(

∑

i∈LN

λi

)

e−
∑

i∈LN
λitdt,

=

∫ ∞

0

N
∏

n=1

∏

i∈Cn

(1− e−λit)

(

∑

i∈LN

λi

)

e−
∑

i∈LN
λitdt.

Notice that dνN :=
(
∑

i∈LN
λi

)

e−
∑

i∈LN
λitdt is a probability measure. Note

also that
∏

i∈Cn
1 − e−λit is monotonically increasing for every n as it is a

product of monotonically increasing functions. By Chebyshev’s other in-
equality [24] we therefore have

∫ ∞

0

N
∏

n=1

∏

i∈Cn

(1− e−λit)dνN ≥
N
∏

n=1

∫ ∞

0

∏

i∈Cn

(1− e−λit)dνN .

Recalling that we had already assumed the limit of the right hand side as
N → ∞ to be strictly positive we see that the same must be true of the left
side. This completes the proof.

The following result regarding the urn schemes is a simple corollary of
Lemma 36.

Proposition 37. Consider a discrete or continuous time urn scheme with
probabilities or intensities (respectively){λi}i∈N. Then the urns are eventually
forever filled in order if and only if

∞
∏

i=1

λi
∑

j≥i λj

> 0. (6)

Proof. By a de-Poissonization argument similar to the proof of Lemma 5 it
suffices to consider the continuous time case. The stated event is equivalent to
the family F with intensities {λi}i∈N, (indexed by I = N) respects C = {Cn =
{n}}n∈N. We check the condition of Lemma 36, which essentially amounts to
showing the standard fact that the probability that a particular exponential
random variable is smallest in its family is the ratio of its intensity to the
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sum of the intensities.

lim
N→∞

N
∏

n=1

∫ ∞

0

∏

λ∈Cn

(1− e−λt)

(

∑

λ∈Ln

λ

)

e−
∑

λ∈Ln
λtdt,

= lim
N→∞

N
∏

n=1

∫ ∞

0

(1− e−λnt)

(

∞
∑

m=n+1

λm

)

e−
∑∞

m=n+1 λmtdt,

= lim
N→∞

N
∏

n=1

λn
∑∞

m=n λm

.

Remark 38. Note that if the λ:s decay geometrically then the factors we
take the product over in (6) are all equal and the limit is zero, so intuit-
ively, the condition may be interpreted as measuring how much faster than
geometrically the decay is occurring.

We turn to the main motivation behind Lemma 36. Namely, to answer
Janson’s question about completeness.

Proposition 39. If µ is such that

lim
N→∞

N
∏

n=1

∫ ∞

0

∏

{i,j}∈N2:max(i,j)=n

(

1− e−µij t
)

dνN > 0,

where

dνN :=





∑

{i,j}∈N2:max(i,j)>n

µij



 e−
∑

{i,j}∈N2:max(i,j)>n µijtdt,

then Gt and Gn are almost surely eventually forever essentially complete.
Else Gt and Gn are almost surely not eventually forever essentially complete.

Proof. By Lemma 5 it suffices to consider Gt. With a bit of thought one sees
that Gt is eventually forever essentially complete if and only if F , indexed
by I = N2 respects C = {Cn = {{i, j} ∈ N2 : max(i, j) = n}}n∈N. Applying
Lemma 36 completes the proof.
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7 Conclusions and Future Directions

If Janson’s paper is a ”second step” [1] in understanding edge exchangeable
graphs, then the present paper may be considered a third. However, much
work still remains. We begin with a discussion of the state of Conjecture 19.
As we note in Remark 25, Theorem 24 resolves Conjecture 19 under a fairly
mild extra assumption. However, as we observe in Remark 23 it really seems
that it should be possible to do away with this assumption. However, as
discussed in Remark 28 getting rid of this assumption is likely to require new
ideas. It would also be desirable to give a convergence rate in the connected
regime.

As we discussed, it would be interesting to characterize not only eventual
forever connectedness but also the marginal notion, sharpening Corollary 17
as well as more geometric notions like the size of the largest component.
This seems hard for a general µ, but may be tractable in the first rank case.
Possibly the connections to the Norros-Reittu model discussed in Section
1.5.2 could be exploited since the geometry of the Norros–Reittu model has
been studied with much success [25].

The connection to inhomogeneous random graphs discussed in Subsection
1.5.2, along with the fact that concentration results for the graph Laplacian
exist for such graphs [26][27][28] suggest looking for a more quantitative
connectedness-type result than Theorem 14 in terms of the spectral gap. A
closely related open problem is ”Spectral gap of Bayesian graph Laplacian”
in Aldous’ collection of open problems [29]. That problem arises in [14]
and is closely related to the graph inference problem discussed in Subsection
1.5.2. Other related issue are understanding clustering, dependence [30] and
the range of deg distributions that are possible [1]. In short, there are many
interesting probabilistic questions left to answer regarding edge exchangeable
random graphs. We are hopeful that the study of such questions and other
questions regarding edge exchangeable random graphs will continue to foster
fruitful interactions between probabilists, statisticians and practitioners.
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8 Appendix

Lemma 40. Let x, a, b ∈ R with a, b > 0. Then

e−ax(1− e−bx) ≤
b

a
.

Proof. Define f(x) := e−ax(1−e−bx). Differentiating and studying the deriv-
ative one finds that the unique global maximum is achieved at x̂ = 1

b
ln a+b

a
.

Evaluating f at this point gives

f(x̂) =

(

a

a+ b

)
a
b b

a+ b
<

b

a
.

The following is a well-known result for positive sequences and essentially
the same proof can no doubt be found elsewhere. However, we give a detailed
proof to justify that it extends to non-negative sequences in the obvious way.

Lemma 41. For any collections of non-negative reals {ai}i∈I ,{bi}i∈I not both
identically zero such that the sums exist one has

inf
i∈I

ai
bi

≤

∑

i∈I ai
∑

i∈I bi
≤ sup

i∈I

ai
bi
,

where we define r
0
:= ∞ for any r > 0.

Proof. If b is identically zero then the stated inequality holds trivially so we
may assume that b is not identically zero and thus divide by

∑

i∈I bi without

trouble. Letting Ĩ be the set of indices such that a and b are not both
simultaneously zero we notice that

∑

i∈I ai
∑

i∈I bi
=

∑

i∈Ĩ ai
∑

i∈Ĩ bi
.

Thus we may assume that a and b are never simultaneously zero and hence
that all ratios are well-defined in our extended sense.

Let J := {i ∈ I : bi > 0}.

∑

i∈I

ai ≥
∑

i∈J

bi
bi
ai ≥

(

inf
i∈J

ai
bi

)

∑

i∈J

bi =

(

inf
i∈I

ai
bi

)

∑

i∈I

bi,
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where the last equality comes from noticing that the ratios in the extra indices
over which we take the infimum are infinite and that the extra terms in the
sum are zero by definition of the index set. Now dividing by

∑

i∈I bi gives
the first inequality.

For the second inequality, if there is an index i such that bi = 0 then since
we have ensured that a and b are never simultaneously zero, the inequality
holds trivially. Thus we may assume b is never zero. We may then write,

∑

i∈I

ai =
∑

i∈I

bi
bi
ai ≤

(

sup
i∈I

ai
bi

)

∑

i∈I

bi.

32


	Introduction
	Model (Informal)
	Contributions
	Structure
	Motivation
	Motivating Edge Exchangeable Models
	Motivating our Contribution

	Related Work
	Previous Work on Edge Exchangeable Models
	Comparisons to other Models


	Model (Formal)
	Discrete Time
	Continuous Time

	Preliminaries and Notation
	Connectedness
	Gaussinaity
	Completeness
	Conclusions and Future Directions
	Appendix

