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ABSTRACT

Duplication-divergence models are a popular model for the evolution of gene and protein interaction
networks. However, existing duplication-divergence models often neglect realistic features such as
loss of interactions. Thus, in this paper we present two novel models that incorporate random edge
deletions into the duplication-divergence framework. As in protein-protein interaction networks, with
proteins as vertices and interactions as edges, by design isolated vertices tend to be rare, our main
focus is on the number of isolated vertices; our main result gives lower and upper bounds for the
proportion of isolated vertices, when the network size is large. Using these bounds we identify the
parameter regimes for which almost all vertices are typically isolated; and also show that there are
parameter regimes in which the proportion of isolated vertices can be bounded away from 0 and
1 with high probability. In addition, we find regimes in which the proportion of isolated vertices
tends to be small. The proof relies on a standard martingale argument, which in turn requires a
careful analysis of the first two moments of the expected degree distribution. The theoretical findings
are illustrated by simulations, indicating that as the network size tends to infinity, the proportion of
isolated vertices can converge to a limit that is neither 0 or 1.

Keywords degree distribution · duplication-divergence · edge deletion · isolated vertices

1 Introduction

Networks are fundamental structures for describing complex systems. One example is given by physical interactions
between proteins in an organism, which can be represented by a protein-protein interaction (PPI) networks with proteins
as vertices and edges representing physical interactions. In the light of evolution of species, a natural question is how
to model the evolution of such networks. For this purpose, duplication-divergence (DD) models have been explored
[7; 20; 11].

The standard duplication-divergence model [7; 5] runs as follows. Starting from the initial graph Gm0 on m0 vertices,
the graph Gm, m ≥ m0, is generated by first choosing a vertex v uniformly at random in Gm−1. A new vertex w
is then added to Gm−1 and connected to all neighbours of v (a duplication step). Then, the edges between w and
the neighbours of v are independently removed, each with probability p (a divergence step). [12] first observed that
a birth-catastrophe process is embedded in the evolution of the expected degree distributions over time m, and this
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Isolated vertices in two duplication-divergence models with edge deletion

connection is subsequently also exploited in [2; 15]. For p ≥ p∗ ≈ 0.43286, so that 1− p∗ is the unique solution of
xex = 1, [12] showed that nearly all vertices become isolated as m → ∞. When p > 1− e−1, [15] proves that the
degree distribution of the connected component has a limit that can be characterised by the stationary distribution of
a birth-catastrophe process, and this is used in [14] to prove a power-law behaviour for the degree distribution. The
p < p∗ case is also studied in detail in [2], proving a central limit theorem for the logarithm of the degree of a uniformly
chosen vertex. Other features of the model, such as the count of cliques and the degree of a fixed vertex, are studied
in [10; 12]. Modifications to the model include that new vertices may connect to vertices which are not involved in
the duplication-divergence step [19; 3], or they may connect directly to the duplicated vertex [16]. For these variants,
[2; 17] show that if p is large enough, the expected degree distribution converges to a non-negative sequence (ai)i≥0

with
∑

i≥0 ai = 1 and a0 < 1, as m→ ∞.

Evolving PPI networks may exhibit not only divergence but also edge loss, for example by protein interactions losing
functionality [8; 22]. Random edge deletions can significantly affect network behaviour; for instance, [9] shows that
such a mechanism can lead to different asymptotic degree distributions in preferential attachment models. DD models
with edge deletions are also considered in [2; 13], but in a continuous-time setting. Both [2; 13] show that the expected
degree distribution of these models are qualitatively similar to that of the standard models. Another model is introduced
in [21], where starting from a single isolated vertex, a vertex v is chosen at random at each step, and a coin toss then
determines whether a new vertex u is added and connected to v and its neighbours, or all edges of v (if any) are deleted.
Almost sure convergence of the degree distribution is proved in [21] by leveraging the connection between k-cliques
and the number of vertices of degree k − 1. However, the clique assumption limits the usefulness of the model for
understanding real-world networks.

Here we generalise the duplication-divergence model in [16] by incorporating random edge deletions, hence extending
both the model in [16] and that in [21]. We mainly focus on the number of isolated vertices, for the following reason.
In organisms, proteins interact in order to achieve biological functionalities. Hence proteins which do not have any
interactions with other proteins tend to be rare, and thus the number of isolated vertices can be used to assess DD
models, see for example [23].

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces our two new DD models with edge deletion. Section 3 collates
the results and illustrates them with simulations. Our proofs rely heavily on recursion formulas which are derived
in Section 4. A second main ingredient to our proofs is a martingale lemma which is given and proved in Section 5.
The key results are then proved in Section 6, and Section 7 contains further proofs. Additional simulation results are
available in the Appendix.

2 Two Duplication-Divergence Models with Edge Deletion

We propose two DD models with edge deletion, each having three parameters 0 ≤ p, q, r ≤ 1. For a positive integer n
denote [n] := {1, . . . , n}. The main model, Model A, is as follows. At time m0, we start with a simple graph Gm0

on m0 ≥ 1 vertices with labels [m0]. At integer times m ≥ m0, the graph Gm, with vertex set V (Gm) = [m], is
generated from Gm−1 as follows:

• With probability q, we perform a duplication-and-divergence step: choose a vertex v uniformly at random
from [m− 1], and add a new vertex labelled m to Gm−1. Draw an edge between m and v, and between m
and each neighbour of v (if any). Independently, erase each edge connecting vertex m and a neighbour of v
with probability p, and the edge connecting m and v with probability 1− r.

• With probability 1− q, we perform a deletion-and-addition step: choose uniformly at random a vertex from
[m− 1], delete all the edges connected to it, but keep the vertex and its former neighbours. Further, we add an
isolated vertex.

The motivation for adding an isolated vertex at the deletion-and-addition step is to keep the total number of vertices
fixed at m after m −m0 steps, mainly for mathematical tractability. We also consider a variant of Model A, where
the number Nm of vertices after m−m0 time steps is random. In this model, Model B, the initial network Gm0 again
consists of m0 ≥ 1 vertices with labels [m0]. At integer times m ≥ m0, the graph Gm, with vertex set V (Gm), is
generated from Gm−1 as follows:

• With probability qm−1, we perform a duplication-divergence step as in Model A, but with p and r replaced
with pm−1 and rm−1.

• With probability 1− qm−1, we perform a deletion step: erase all edges (if any) of a uniformly chosen vertex,
but keep the vertex and its neighbours in the network.
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In Model B, we do not add any new vertices to the network in a deletion step. Hence Nm −m0 follows a Poisson-
binomial distribution, as at each step m ≥ m0, a new vertex is added with probability qm, independently of other events.
In either model, the degree of any vertex in Gm is at most m− 1.
Remark 2.1. Models A and B are related to models that have been studied elsewhere.

1. When q = 1 and r = 0, Model A is the standard DD model in [5; 7].

2. When q = r = 1, Model A is the DD model considered in [16; 17].

3. When p = q = 1 and Gm0
is a single vertex, Model A can be seen as a Bernoulli bond percolation on random

recursive tree, where each edge is removed independently with probability 1− r; see e.g. [4], where the cluster
sizes are investigated.

4. When pm = 0, rm = 1, and qm = q for all m ≥ m0, and if Gm0 consists of isolated cliques, then Model B is
the model in [21].

3 Results

For both models, let Nm,k denote the set of vertices of degree k in Gm, with Nm,k = |Nm,k| as the count of such
vertices, and Nm,k = 0 for k ≥ m. Let Nm :=

∑m−1
k=0 Nm,k be the total number of vertices in Gm, and unless

specified, C > 0 is a constant not depending m, but it may depend on p, q, r,m0 and (Nm0,j)0≤j≤m0−1, and it may
vary from one instance to another.

If q = qm = 0 for m ≥ m0, no new edges are created, and edges of non-isolated vertices are deleted when chosen. In
Model A, an isolated vertex is added at each step and remains isolated, ensuring at least m−m0 isolated vertices at
time m. In Model B, the vertex count is fixed at m0, and thus all vertices are chosen within a finite time almost surely.
Consequently, in both models, Nm,0/Nm → 0 almost surely as m→ ∞ if q = 0. Our results below mainly concern
Model A, and include the q = 0 case. We begin with a bound on the expected number of isolated vertices. The proof,
which is standard, is deferred to Section 6.
Theorem 3.1. For Model A, assume that q and r are such that u := 1− 2q(1− r) > 0. Then, regardless of the initial
graph Gm0

,

2(1− q)

u
−O(m−u) ≤ E

(
Nm,0

m

)
≤ 3(1− q) + pq(1− r)

u
+O(m−u).

We also establish lower and upper bounds on Nm,0/m in Model A, whose proof in Section 6 is an adaptation of the
martingale argument in [1; 21] that is used to show concentration of degree proportions. To state the theorems we
introduce

τ := τ(p, q) = 6q − 4pq − 3 + p2q; (1)
κ := κ(p, q) = 4q − 2pq − 2; (2)
ρ0 := ρ0(q, r) = (1− q)/{1− q(1− r)}; (3)
ρ1 := ρ1(p, q, r) = {3(1− q) + pq(1− r)}/{2[1− q(1− r)]}; (4)
θ0 := θ0(q, r) = {2(1− q) + q(1− r)}/{2− q(1− r)}; (5)
θ1 := θ1(q, r) = {3(1− q) + q(1− r)}/{2− q(1− r)}. (6)

Theorem 3.2. In Model A, suppose thatm0 ≥ 2 and the parameters p, q, r are such that q ≤ min{1, 1/(2(1−r))} and
τ < 1. Then, regardless of the initial graph Gm0

, there exist constants C > 0 and 0 < δ < min{1, 1−max{τ, κ}}
such that with probability at least 1− Cm−δ/2,

ρ0 − Cm−δ/4 ≤ Nm,0

m
≤ ρ1 + Cm−δ/4. (7)

The condition m0 ≥ 2 streamlines the proof but is inconsequential since the result is valid for any Gm0
. For certain

(p, q, r) , ρ0 = 0 or ρ1 ≥ 1; we include these trivial cases in the theorem for completeness. As examples, for r ≥ 1/2,
ρ0 = 0 in the case q = 1; and for r = 1, ρ1 ≥ 1 if q ≤ 1/3. When r = 1, ρ1 − ρ0 = (1 − q)/2, thus giving a good
estimate of Nm,0/m when m, q are large enough; see Figure 2. It is also possible to improve the bounds above for
certain (p, q, r), but we do not attempt this here.
Remark 3.3. We collect the following observations for the theorem above.
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Figure 1: The regions for which the conditions of Theorem 3.2 are satisfied. The blue region on the left shows the values of q, r
such that q ≤ 1/(2(1− r)), and the green region on the right shows values of p, q such that τ < 1.

1. Figure 1 illustrates the region for which τ < 1, and also the region for which q ≤ 1/(2(1− r)) when r < 1.
The figure shows that the two inequalities do not trivially imply each other; they also illustrate the large range
for which Theorem 3.2 can be applied.

2. If r = 0, then Theorem 3.2 requires q ≤ 1/2, and so the theorem does not cover the standard DD model (with
r = 0 and q = 1) considered in [2; 12; 15].

3. If q = r = 1, then Model A is the DD model studied in [16; 17]. In this case, Nm,0/m→ 0 a.s. as m→ ∞,
regardless of the initial graph. This follows from the fact that every newly created vertex has at least one edge
after the duplication-divergence step, and these edges will not be erased in the subsequent steps.

4. The bound (7) does not hold for all choices of p, q and r. For example, if q = 1 and p = r = 0, a choice which
does not satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 3.2, the limiting behaviour depends on the initial graph Gm0

. To
see this, if q = 1 and p = 0 then every step is a duplication step, all edges to neighbouring vertices are kept,
and no edges are ever deleted. So if r = 0, and Gm0

is a collection of isolated vertices, the graph Gm will
consist of m isolated vertices. In contrast, if Gm0

is a complete graph, then every vertex will have degree at
least m0 − 1.

We can also find (p, q, r) for which the network typically consists of almost all isolated vertices, when the network size
m is large, and (p, q, r) for which the proportion of non-isolated vertices is typically non-zero as m→ ∞. The next
corollary follows immediately from Theorem 3.2.

Corollary 3.1. For Model A, suppose that m0 ≥ 2 and that (p, q, r) satisfy the assumptions in Theorem 3.2. The
following statements hold regardless of the initial network Gm0 .

1. Assume further r = 0 and q ≤ 1/2. Then ρ0 = 1 in (3), and there exist constants C > 0 and 0 < δ <
min{1, 1−max{τ, κ}} such that Nm,0/m ≥ 1− Cm−δ/4 with probability at least 1− Cm−δ/2.

2. Assume further q > 1/(3 − (p + 2)(1 − r)). Then ρ1 < 1 in (4), and there exist constants C > 0 and
0 < δ < min{1, 1−max{τ, κ}} such that Nm,0/m < ρ1 + Cm−δ/4 with probability at least 1− Cm−δ/2.

Item 1 in Corollary 3.1 holds regardless of the choice of the edge deletion probability p. This is in contrast to the
standard DD model (with q = 1 and r = 0) considered in [2; 12; 15], where almost all vertices are isolated only if
p ∈ [p∗, 1], where p∗ ≈ 0.43286. An example of (p, q, r) that satisfies the assumption of Item 2 in Corollary 3.1 is
r = 1, q ≥ 1/3, and then p can be any value in [0, 1].

When p = 1, bounds tighter than ρ0 and ρ1 in Theorem 3.2 can be achieved. In Theorem 3.4, note that θ0 = 1 if q = 0
or (and) r = 0. Since p = 1, in these cases, in fact Nm,0/m→ 1 almost surely as m→ ∞. The proof is similar to that
of Theorem 3.2 and is deferred to Section 6.

Theorem 3.4 (The p = 1 case). For Model A, suppose that m0 ≥ 2 and p = 1. Then, regardless of the initial network
Gm0 , for any 0 < δ < 1, there exists a constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1− Cm−δ/2,

θ0 − Cm−δ/4 ≤ Nm,0

m
≤ θ1 + Cm−δ/4. (8)
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Note that if p = 0 and q = r = 1, then any newly added vertex has degree at least one, so limm→∞Nm,0/Nm =
limm→∞Nm,0/m = 0 almost surely. The next proposition covers this case and more general r. The proof, which is
standard, can be found in Section 7.
Proposition 3.5 (The p = 0, q = 1 case). For Model A with p = 0, q = 1, and r ≤ 1, m−(1−2r)Nm,0 converges almost
surely to a finite limit as m→ ∞. Additionally, if r ≥ 1/2, then Nm,0 is bounded in expectation as m→ ∞; and if
r > 0, then Nm,0/m converges to 0 in probability.

While the above results are bounds, the next result fully addresses the existence of limm→∞Nm,k/m for k ≥ 0 when
p = q = 1. In this case, the new vertex undergoes only the duplication step. If the initial network is a single isolated
vertex and r = 1, the model is the random recursive tree, where it is well-known that limm→∞Nm,j/m = 2−j almost
surely for all j ≥ 1; see [6]. Instead of using the argument from [6], we follow that of [1; 21] to extend this result to
r < 1, providing a new proof that highlights the challenges when p, q < 1. The proof is found in Section 7.
Theorem 3.6 (The p = 0, q = 1 case). For Model A with p = q = 1 and 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, we have for all k ≥ 0,

lim
m→∞

Nm,k

m
= ak almost surely, (9)

where

a0 =
1− r

1 + r
and ak =

( r

1 + r

)k

(1 + a0), k ≥ 1, with
∑
k≥0

ak = 1. (10)

When r = 1, then (ak)k≥1 in (10) is the probability mass function of the geometric distribution on {1, 2, . . . } with
success probability 1/2.

Next, we turn to Model B, for which we show that there are (pk, qk, rk)k≥m0
such that the number of isolated vertices

remains bounded in expectation as the network size tends to infinity. In the first proposition below, the probabilities pk,
qk and rk are updated after every step, conditionally on the current state of the network. The corresponding proofs are
standard, and are given in Section 7.
Proposition 3.7. For Model B, suppose that one of the following holds for (pk, qk, rk)k≥m0

:

1. for all k ≥ m0, we have rk ≥ 1/2, and conditionally on Gk,

qk ≥
(
1 +

2rk − 1

2

Nk,0

Nk

)−1

(11)

so that qk ≥ 2/3 almost surely for all k ≥ m0; and if rk < 1, further

0 ≤ pk ≤ 2rk − 1

1− rk

Nk,0

Nk
− 2

(1− rk)

1− qk
qk

. (12)

2. for all k ≥ m0, rk ≥ 1/2, and conditionally on Gk,

qk ≥
(
1− 1

2

Nk,0

Nk

)(
1− (1− rk)

Nk,0

Nk

)−1

; (13)

so that qk ≥ 1/2 almost surely for all k ≥ m0; and if rk < 1, further

0 ≤ pk ≤
((

1− 2qk(1− rk)
)Nk,0

Nk
− 2(1− qk)

)(
qk(1− rk)

)−1
. (14)

Then, in either cases, Nm,0 is a supermartingale in L1 and converges almost surely as m→ ∞. Moreover as m→ ∞,
we have Nm,0/Nm → 0 in probability.

In the assumptions of Proposition 3.7, the requirement rk ≥ 1/2 is to ensure that qk can take value less than one. That
qk in (11) and (13) is larger than 2/3 and 1/2, respectively, can be seen by applying the inequalities Nk,0/Nk ≤ 1 and
rk ≤ 1. Under either sets of assumptions, if Nk,0 = 0 at some step k ≥ m0, we have qk = 1, so each step is with
probability one a duplication step. In this situation, no new isolated vertices can be created at the subsequent steps: this
is clear if rk = 1, and if rk < 1, pk = 0 also, any edges created at the divergence phase are retained with probability
1− pk = 1. In particular, if the initial network does not contain any isolated vertices, then Nm,0 = 0 almost surely for
all m ≥ m0.

In Proposition 3.8 the sequences (pk, qk, rk)k≥m0 do not depend on the network growth process. The proposition
guarantees that if the expected number of deletion steps is bounded as m→ ∞ and the sequence (pm(1− rm))m≥m0

has a finite sum, then the expected number of isolated vertices is also bounded in m. The proof is found in Section 7.
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Figure 2: Evolution of the average proportion of isolated vertices of Model A over time, initialised either with a single edge (top) or
a combination of a single vertex and an edge (bottom). The simulations are run for 1500 steps when r = 0, and 1000 steps when
r ̸= 0, as the rate of convergence for the proportion of isolated vertices appears to increase as r increases. Different values of p
are represented by different colours: red: p = 0; orange: p = 0.2; green: p = 2 −

√
22/3 ≈ 0.4365; blue: p = 0.6; purple:

p = 0.8. For r = 0, Theorem 3.2 requires q ≤ 1/2. For r ̸= 0 and q = 0.9, Theorem 3.2 requires p > 2 −
√
22/3, subject

to q ≤ min{1, 1/(2(1− r))}. Thus, the solid lines represent parameter sets satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3.2, while the
dashed lines correspond to cases where these conditions are not met. Shaded regions correspond to ±2 standard errors; capped at 0
and 1. The coloured bars on the right indicate the intervals [ρ0, (ρ1 ∧ 1)], where ρ0 in (3) does not depend on p. When r = 1, ρ1 in
(4) no longer depends on p, so the interval [ρ0, ρ1] is represented by a single bar in magenta.

Proposition 3.8. For Model B, suppose that the sequence (pk, qk, rk)k≥m0
is such that for all k ≥ m0, rk ≥ 1/2 or

qk ≤ (2(1− rk))
−1 (or both), and ∑

k≥m0

{pk(1− rk) + 2(1− qk)} <∞. (15)

Then, Nm,0 is bounded in expectation with respect to m, and Nm,0/m → 0 in probability as m → ∞. Moreover,
Nm,0/Nm → 0 in probability as m→ ∞.

Let α1, α2 > 1. An example of (pk, qk, rk) that satisfies the condition of Proposition 3.8 is pk = k−α1 , qk = 1− k−α2

and rk ≥ 1− (2qk)
−1. Another example is qk = 1− k−α1 , rk = max{1/2, 1− k−α2}, and pk in this case is allowed

to be arbitrary in [0, 1].

Before embarking on the proofs we present simulations for Model A with edge deletion. Each simulation is run for at
least 1000 steps, repeated 30 times, and we plot the average proportion of isolated vertices. The initial graph is configured
either as a single edge or as a single vertex combined with an edge. We primarily illustrate the case where q = 0.9,
though similar patterns are observed for other values of q ∈ [0, 1], with faster convergence as q decreases (see the
Appendix). The code for this simulations can be found at https://github.com/rh-zhang/DD_Edge-Deletion.

Figure 2 shows that in Model A, there are values of p, q, r such that the proportion of isolated vertices appears to
converge to a limit between 0 and 1, unaffected by the initial configuration. Notably, the limiting proportion of isolated
vertices increases with p, and reaches 1 in some instances. The panels for the r = 1 case illustrate the second result of
Corollary 3.1; noting that when q = 0.9, r = 1, [ρ0, ρ1] = [0.1, 0.15]. Simulations also suggest that Theorem 3.2 holds
even in some cases where its conditions are not met: for instance, the proportion of isolated vertices seems to converges
to 1 when p = 0.8, q = 0.9, r = 0. This suggests that the theorem could potentially be extended to broader conditions.

6
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4 Recursion Formulas

The analysis of the two models in this paper relies heavily on recursion formulas for the expectations. First we state the
recursion formulas for Nm,k in both models. Then, we show that in Model A, E[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)

2] can be bounded
in terms of the second moment of the expected degree distribution, a finding which underpins our martingale argument
in Section 6, and we give an upper bound for the latter quantity. The proofs are straightforward, and are deferred to
Section 7.
Proposition 4.1. The recursion formulas for Nm,k, k ≥ 1 in both models are follows.

1. For Model A, we have

E(Nm,0 −Nm−1,0 | Gm−1) = q(1− 2r)
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
+ q(1− r)

m−2∑
j=1

Nm−1,j

Nm−1
pj

+ (1− q)

(
2 +

Nm−1,1 −Nm−1,0

Nm−1

)
, (16)

whereas for k ≥ 1,

E(Nm,k −Nm−1,k | Gm−1) =
Nm−1,k−1

Nm−1
q
(
r + r(1− p)k−1 + (1− p)(k − 1)

)
− Nm−1,k

Nm−1
q(r + (1− p)k) + q(1− r)

m−2∑
j=k

Nm−1,j

Nm−1

(
j

k

)
pj−k(1− p)k

+ qr

m−2∑
j=k

Nm−1,j

Nm−1

(
j

k − 1

)
pj−k+1(1− p)k−1 + (1− q)(k + 1)

Nm−1,k+1 −Nm−1,k

Nm−1
. (17)

2. For Model B, (17) holds with p, q, r replaced with pm−1, qm−1, rm−1, and instead of (16) we have

E(Nm,0 −Nm−1,0 | Gm−1) = qm−1(1− 2rm−1)
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
+ qm−1(1− rm−1)

m−2∑
j=1

Nm−1,j

Nm−1
pjm−1

+ (1− qm−1)

(
1 +

Nm−1,1 −Nm−1,0

Nm−1

)
. (18)

Proposition 4.2. For Model A, we have

E[(Nm,0 −Nm−1,0)
2 | Gm−1] ≤ 5(1− q)

m−2∑
j=0

j2
Nm−1,j

Nm−1
+ 5; (19)

E[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)
2 | Gm−1] ≤ (3 + 2q)

m−2∑
j=0

j2
Nm−1,j

Nm−1
+ 4, for k ≥ 1. (20)

In view of Proposition 4.2, an upper bound on the second moment of the expected degree distribution at time step
m− 1 immediately yields an upper bound on E[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)

2]. We denote kth moment of the expected degree
distribution at time m for Model A by

ψk(m) =

m−1∑
j=0

jk
ENm,j

m
. (21)

Lemma 4.3. Let ψj(m) be as above, τ = 6q − 4pq + p2q − 3 and κ = 4q − 2pq − 2 be as in (1) and (2). Then, for
Model A, there is a constant C > 0 such that

ψ1(m) ≤


C if κ < 0

C logm, if κ = 0

Cmκ, if κ > 0.

(22)
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Similarly, for κ < 0,

ψ2(m) ≤


C if τ < 0,
C logm if τ = 0,
Cmτ if τ > 0.

(23)

For κ = 0,

ψ2(m) ≤


C logm if τ < 0,
C log2m if τ = 0,
Cmτ if τ > 0,

(24)

Finally, for κ > 0,

ψ2(m) ≤


Cmκ if τ ≤ 0,
Cmmax{τ,κ} if τ > 0 and τ ̸= κ,
Cmτ logm if τ > 0 and τ = κ.

(25)

Remark 4.4. Note that κ in (2) is monotone increasing in q. So if τ < 1, then q < 4/(6 − 4p + p2), which in
turn implies that κ = (4 − 2p)q − 2 < (16− 8p)/(6− 4p+ p2) − 2 ≤ 2

√
2 − 2 ≈ 0.8284; here we used that

(16− 8p)/(6− 4p+ p2) is maximised at p = 2−
√
2 ≈ 0.5858. Thus, any pair (p, q) ∈ [0, 1] satisfying τ < 1 also

satisfies κ < 1; see Figure 1 for (p, q) such that τ < 1.

Remark 4.5. Analogues of Proposition 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 can be obtained similarly for Model B, when pm = p,
qm = q and rm = r for all m ≥ m0. For conciseness we do not delve into these details.

5 A Martingale Tool

A key tool for proving Theorems 3.2 and 3.4 is a modified version of Lemma 1 in [1], as stated below.

Lemma 5.1. Given m0 ≥ 0, ξm0
≥ 0, let (ξm)m≥m0

be a non-negative integrable process adapted to the filtration
(Fm)m≥m0 , with Fm0 being the trivial σ-algebra. Assume that for all m ≥ m0 + 1,

E[ξm | Fm−1] ≥
(
1− u

m− 1

)
ξm−1 + vm (26)

for some 0 ≤ u ≤ m0, and (vm)m≥m0
is a non-negative predictable process such that almost surely, for some constant

v ≥ 0,
vm ≥ v, m ≥ m0. (27)

Suppose also there are constants C̃, δ > 0 not depending on m such that

E[(ξm − ξm−1)
2] ≤ C̃m1−δ, m ≥ m0. (28)

Let

αδ := 1[δ < 2] · δ/4 + 1[δ ≥ 2] · 1/2; (29)

βm,δ := 1[δ < 2] ·m−δ/2 + 1[δ = 2] ·m−1 logm+ 1[δ > 2] ·m−1. (30)

Then there exists a constant C = C(m0, u) > 0 such that with probability at least 1− Cβm,δ ,

ξm
m

≥ v

u+ 1
− Cm−αδ . (31)

If (26) holds with strict equality, and instead (or in addition) of (27), there is a constant V > 0 such that

vm ≤ V, m ≥ m0, (32)

then there exists a constant C = C(C̃,m0, u, δ) > 0 such that with probability at least 1− Cβm,δ ,

ξm
m

≤ V

u+ 1
+ Cm−αδ . (33)
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Remark 5.2. For Model A, the inequality (28), with ξm = Nm,k, is much easier to verify than the analogous condition
set out in Lemma 1 of [1], which is

E[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)
2 | Fm−1] ≤ O

(
m1−δ

)
for some δ > 0. (34)

The trade-off is the weaker conclusion than that obtained in [1], where (31) is replaced with lim infm→∞ ξm/m ≥
v/(u+ 1) almost surely (and similarly for the upper bound). In the proof of Theorem 3.6, we show that (34) can be
easily verified at least when p = q = 1. We also note that 0 ≤ Nm,k ≤ m and hence Nm,k is integrable.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Define cm0 = 1 and

cm :=

m∏
i=m0+1

{
1− u

i− 1

}−1

=
Γ(m)Γ(m0 − u)

Γ(m− u)Γ(m0)
, m ≥ m0, (35)

which is positive for all m ≥ m0, since u < i for all i ≥ m0. By (26) and (35), for m ≥ m0,

E[cmξm | Fm−1] ≥ cm

(
1− u

m− 1

)
ξm−1 + cmvm = cm−1ξm−1 + cmvm. (36)

Since vm are non-negative, (cmξm−cm0
ξm0

)m≥m0
is therefore a submartingale with respect to Fm−1. Moreover,

since ξm is square integrable by (28), so is cmξm. Now, write the Doob decomposition of the submartingale
(cmξm−cm0

ξm0
)m≥m0

, so that
cmξm−cm0

ξm0
=Mm +Am, (37)

where Mm =
∑m

i=m0+1(ciξi − E[ciξi | Fi−1]), with Mm0
= 0, is a mean zero martingale and Am =∑m

i=m0+1(E[ciξi | Fi−1]− ci−1ξi−1), with Am0
= 0, is predictable with respect to Fm. By (36),

Am −Am−1 = E[cmξm | Fm−1]− cm−1ξm−1 ≥ cmvm ≥ 0, m ≥ m0 + 1, (38)

implying that (Am)m≥m0
is a non-negative and (weakly) increasing. Moreover, a computation similar to [10, Lemma

13] (taking a = 0 and b = −u there) yields
m∑

i=m0+1

ci =

m∑
i=m0+1

Γ(m0 − u)Γ(i)

Γ(m0)Γ(i− u)
=

Γ(m0 − u)

Γ(m0)

mu+1

u+ 1
+O(mu). (39)

Thus by (38), (27) and (39),

Am ≥
m∑

i=m0+1

civi ≥ v

m∑
i=m0+1

ci ≥
Γ(m0 − u)

Γ(m0)

vmu+1

u+ 1
+O(mu). (40)

We now show that when m is large, |Mm| is typically much smaller than Am. Let Bm be the increasing process associ-
ated with the Doob decomposition of the submartingale M2

m. Since Mm is a mean zero martingale, a straightforward
computation gives

Bm =

m∑
i=m0+1

(
E
[
M2

i |Fi−1

]
−M2

i−1

)
=

m∑
i=m0+1

E
[
(Mi −Mi−1)

2|Fi−1

]
=

m∑
i=m0+1

Var(ciξi | Fi−1). (41)

Thus,

Bm =

m∑
i=m0+1

Var(ci(ξi − ξi−1) | Fi−1) ≤ Dm :=

m∑
i=m0+1

c2iE[(ξi − ξi−1)
2 | Fi−1].

Taking expectation and using the fact that cm is increasing,

EDm =

m∑
i=m0+1

E[c2i (ξi − ξi−1)
2] ≤

m∑
i=m0+1

c2mE[(ξi − ξi−1)
2]. (42)

Below, C > 0 is a constant that may vary, and depends on C̃, m0, u and δ. By applying (28) to (42),

EDm ≤ c2m

m∑
i=m0+1

C̃i1−δ ≤


Cm2−δc2m if δ < 2;
C̃(logm)c2m if δ = 2;
Cm2−δ

0 c2m if δ > 2.
(43)

9
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Let dm := m1−αδcm, and note dm = m1+u−αδ(1 +O(m−1)). By (41), EBm = EM2
m. So by Markov’s inequality,

(29), (43), and separately considering the cases,

P(|Mm| ≥ dm) = P(M2
m ≥ d2m) ≤ EM2

m

d2m
=
EBm

d2m
≤ EDm

d2m
≤


Cm−δ/2 if δ < 2;
C̃m−1 logm if δ = 2;
Cm−1 if δ > 2.

(44)

Since cm0ξm0 ≥ 0, by (37) we also have

cmξm ≥ Am − |Mm|. (45)

In view of (40) and (44), we can deduce that there is a constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1−Cm−βm,δ ,

Am − |Mm| ≥ Γ(m0 − u)

Γ(m0)

vmu+1

u+ 1
− dm +O

(
mu

)
. (46)

Furthermore, by Stirling’s formula, cm = Γ(m0−u)
Γ(m0)

mu
(
1 +O

(
m−1

))
; combining this with (45) and (46), and noting

that 0 < αδ ≤ 1/2,

ξm
m

≥ Am − |Mm|
mcm

≥ v

u+ 1
− Cm−αδ ,

which is (31).

Similarly, assume that instead of (or in addition to) (27), we have (32), and (26) holds with equality. Then, (cmξm −
cm0

ξm0
)m≥m0

is still a submartingale. Thus, using cmξm ≤ Am + |Mm|+ cm0
ξm0

, we have from (44) that there is a
constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1− Cm−βm,δ ,

cmξm ≤ Am + dm + cm0
ξm0

.

Furthermore, it follows from (37) that Am − Am−1 = cmvm, and (32) further implies that Am =
∑m

i=m0
civi ≤

V
∑m

i=m0
ci. Hence the assertion (33) follows from a computation similar to (40).

6 Proofs of Theorems 3.1, 3.2 and 3.4

With the previous preparation, we now set out to prove the main results. We take

u = 1 + 2q(r − 1) and vm = (1− q)
(
2 +

Nm−1,1

m− 1

)
+ q(1− r)

m−2∑
j=1

Nm−1,j

m− 1
pj , (47)

and note that almost surely, for all m ≥ m0,

v := 2(1− q) ≤ vm ≤ V := 3(1− q) + pq(1− r). (48)

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Taking expectations in (16) yields

ENm,0 = ENm−1,0

(
1− u

m− 1

)
+ vm ≤ ENm−1,0

(
1− u

m− 1

)
+ V.

Dividing by m and taking the upper bound gives a recursion of the form g(m + 1) ≤ g(m)
(
1− u

m

)
+ V

m , where
g(m) = E(Nm,0)/m. This is equivalent to g(m+ 1)− V

u ≤
(
1− u

m

) (
g(m)− V

u

)
, which has as solution

g(m+ 1)− V

u
≤

(
g(m0)−

V

u

) m∏
i=m0

(
1− u

m

)
= O(m−u),

where u > 0 by assumption. The stated upper bound on E(Nm)/m thus follows immediately. The lower bound can be
proved similarly using v in (48) and we therefore omit the details.

The next proof again relies on the recurrence formulas.
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Proof of Theorem 3.2. We prove the lower bound claimed in (31) by applying Lemma 5.1 to the recursion formula (16)
for Nm,0, taking u and vm as in (47), and ξm,0 = Nm,0. Then noting that Nm = m for Model A, (16) reads

E(ξm,0 | Gm−1) = ξm−1,0

(
1− u

m− 1

)
+ vm.

First we verify the conditions for applying Lemma 5.1. Observe that u ≥ 0 when r = 1 or r < 1 with q ≤ 1/(2(1− r)),
and at least one of these conditions holds under the theorem. Additionally, we have that u ≤ 1 < m0 for all
m ≥ m0 ≥ 2; where m0 ≥ 2 by assumption. We choose p, q such that τ < 1, so that κ = 4q − 2pq − 2 < 1; see
Remark 4.4. By (21) and combining the bounds in Lemma 4.3 for different values of τ, κ, there is a constant C > 0
such that

ψ2(m) ≤ C log2m · 1[τ ≤ 0, κ ≤ 0] + Cmmax{τ,κ} logm ·
(
1− 1[τ ≤ 0, κ ≤ 0]

)
.

Thus, by the last display, Proposition 4.2, and choosing 0 < δ < min{1, 1 − max{τ, κ}}, for m large enough,
E[(ξm,0 − ξm−1,0)

2] ≤ Cm1−δ . Furthermore, almost surely, (48) holds for all m ≥ m0. Thus, the conditions set out
in Lemma 5.1 are met, including (26) with strict equality, and with αδ = δ/4 and βm,δ = m−δ/2 in (29) and (30). It
follows that there exists a constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1− Cm−δ/2,

v

u+ 1
− Cm−δ/4 ≤ Nm,0

m
≤ V

u+ 1
+ Cm−δ/4,

with v/(u+ 1) = ρ0 and V/(u+ 1) = ρ1, as in (3) and (4).

Proof of Theorem 3.4. The proof is similar to the one of Theorem 3.2. When p = 1, then we have that∑
j≥1 p

jNm,j/m = 1−Nm,0/m and so the recursion formula (16) simplifies to

E(Nm,0 | Gm−1) = Nm−1,0

(
1 +

q(1− 2r)− q(1− r)− (1− q)

m− 1

)
+ q(1− r) + (1− q)

(
2 +

Nm−1,1

m− 1

)
.

We take ξm = Nm,0 as before, and

u′ = q(1− r) + (1− q)− q(1− 2r) = 1− q + qr,

v′m = q(1− r) + (1− q)
(
2 +

Nm−1,1

m− 1

)
.

Clearly, u′ ≥ 0 for all q, r ∈ [0, 1], and u′ ≤ 1 < m0. We have, almost surely for all m ≥ m0,

v′ := q(1− r) + 2(1− q) ≤ v′m ≤ V ′ := q(1− r) + 3(1− q).

Furthermore if p = 1, then τ = 3q − 3 ≤ 0 and κ = 2q − 2 ≤ 0. By Lemma 4.3, ψ2(m) ≤ C log2m and so by
Proposition 4.2, E[(ξm,0 − ξm−1,0)

2] ≤ Cm1−δ , with 0 < δ < 1. Hence, the conditions for applying Lemma 5.1 hold
and we conclude that there is a constant C > 0 such that with probability at least 1− Cm−δ/2,

v′

1 + u′
− Cm−δ/4 ≤ Nm,0

m
≤ V ′

1 + u′
− Cm−δ/4, (49)

with v′/(u′ + 1) = θ0 and V ′/(u′ + 1) = θ1, as in (5) and (6).

7 Further Proofs

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Assume that p = 0, q = 1 and 0 ≤ r ≤ 1. Let αm0
= 1 and

αm =

m−1∏
k=m0

(
1 +

1− 2r

k

)−1

=
Γ(m)Γ(m0 + 1− 2r)

Γ(m+ 1− 2r)Γ(m0)
, m ≥ m0 + 1. (50)

We first show that αmNm,0 is a martingale in L1. As p = 0 and q = 1, the recursion formula (16) for Model A reduces
to

E(Nm,0 | Gm−1) = Nm−1,0

(
1 +

1− 2r

m− 1

)
,

11
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which, with αm as in (50), implies that

αmE(Nm,0 | Gm−1) = Nm−1,0

m−2∏
k=m0

(
1 +

1− 2r

k

)−1

= αm−1Nm−1,0.

Note that αm is well-defined, also in the case of m0 = 1, and αm > 0 for all m ≥ m0. Thus, we can conclude that for
the filtration Fm = σ(Gm),m ≥ m0, the sigma-fields generated by the graphs, αmNm,0 is a non-negative martingale
with

E(αmNm,0) = αm0Nm0,0 = Nm0,0. (51)
It follows from the martingale convergence theorem that αmNm,0 has an almost sure limit as m → ∞. Since
αm = m−(1−2r)(1 +O(m−1)) by Stirling’s formula, we also conclude that m−(1−2r)Nm,0 converges almost surely
as m→ ∞. For the second assertion, we have by (51)

E(Nm,0) ≤ Cm1−2r (52)

for some constant C > 0. Thus if r ≥ 1/2, Nm,0 is bounded in expectation as m→ ∞; and if r > 0, it follows from
Markov’s inequality and (52) that Nm,0/m→ 0 in probability as m→ ∞.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. Here we assume p = q = 1. Each new vertex is almost surely isolated if r = 0, and so
limn→∞Nm,0/m = a0 = 1 almost surely. Thus, we assume now r > 0 and show that for all k ≥ 0,

lim inf
m→∞

Nm,k/m ≥ ak almost surely. (53)

Once we show this and
∑

k≥0 ak = 1, (9) follows immediately from [21, Lemma 3.1], which indicates that if (53)
holds and

∑
k≥0 ak = 1, then limm→∞Nm,k/m = ak almost surely.

To prove (53), we adapt the induction argument of [21], which in turn hinges on [1, Lemma 1]. We start by claiming
that when p = q = 1,

E[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)
2 | Gm−1] ≤

{
4, k = 1;

1, k ̸= 1,
(54)

so that condition (34) for applying [1, Lemma 1] is satisfied. To verify (54), note that the vertex degrees are non-
decreasing. The count of isolated vertices changes by at most one per step, either by adding a new isolated vertex or
by an existing one gaining a neighbour. The count of vertices of degree k, k ≥ 2, changes by at most one if a vertex
of degree k − 1 or k is chosen for attachment. The count of leaves increases by one if the new vertex connects to a
non-isolated vertex, and by two if it connects to an isolated vertex. This concludes the proof of (54).

We next use an induction on k. For k = 0, the recursion formula in (16) or a direct calculation gives

E[Nm,0 | Gm−1] = Nm−1,0

(
1− r

m− 1

)
+ (1− r).

Define ξm,0 = Nm,0, um,0 = (mr)/(m − 1) and vm,0 = 1 − r. Clearly, u := limm→∞ um,0 = r and v0 :=
limm→∞ vm,0 = 1− r. Thus, by [1, Lemma 1],

lim inf
m→∞

Nm,0

m
≥ v0

1 + u
=

1− r

1 + r
=: a0 almost surely.

Now, suppose that (53) holds for all 0 ≤ j ≤ k − 1. By a direct computation, or (17) with p = q = 1,

E[Nm,1 | Gm−1] = Nm−1,1

(
1− r

m− 1

)
+ r

(
1 +

Nm−1,0

m− 1

)
;

E[Nm,k | Gm−1] = Nm−1,k

(
1− r

m− 1

)
+ r

Nm−1,k−1

m− 1
, k ≥ 2.

We take ξm,k = Nm,k, u = r and vm,k = r
(
1[k = 1] +Nm−1,k−1/(m− 1)

)
in the application of [1, Lemma 1]. By

the induction hypothesis,

lim inf
m→∞

vm,k ≥ vk := r(1[k = 1] + ak−1) almost surely.

Hence, by [1, Lemma 1] and the definition of ak in (10),

lim inf
m→∞

Nm,k

m
≥ vk

1 + u
=

r

1 + r
(1[k = 1] + ak−1) =

( r

1 + r

)k

(1 + a0) =: ak.

12
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This completes the induction and therefore proves (53). Furthermore,∑
k≥1

ak = (1 + a0)
∑
k≥1

( r

1 + r

)k

=
2

1 + r

( 1

1− r/(1 + r)
− 1

)
=

2r

1 + r
,

implying that
∑

k≥0 ak = a0 + 2r/(1 + r) = 1.

Proof of Proposition 3.7. We prove each result separately. Under the assumptions in Item 1, we apply the inequalities
Nm−1,1/Nm−1 ≤ 1 and

∑
j≥1 p

j
m−1Nm−1,j/Nm−1 ≤ pm−1 to (18) so that

E[Nm,0 | Gm−1] ≤ Nm−1,0 −Rm−1 + (1− rm−1)pm−1qm−1 − (1− qm−1)
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
, (55)

where

Rm−1 := (2rm−1 − 1)qm−1
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
− 2(1− qm−1) =

(
(2rm−1 − 1)

Nm−1,0

Nm−1
+ 2

)
qm−1 − 2.

For qm as in (11),

Rm−1 ≥
(
(2rm−1 − 1)

Nm−1,0

Nm−1
+ 2

)(
1 +

2rm−1 − 1

2

Nm−1,0

Nm−1

)−1

− 2 = 2− 2 = 0,

If rm−1 = 1 then E[Nm,0 | Gm−1] ≤ Nm−1,0 −Rm−1 ≤ Nm−1,0. Also, if rm−1 < 1, then pm−1 in (12) is chosen
so that

0 ≤ (1− rm−1)qm−1pm−1 ≤ Rm−1.

Therefore, E(Nm,0 | Gm−1) ≤ Nm−1,0−Rm−1 + (1− rm−1)pm−1qm−1 ≤ Nm−1,0 if rm < 1, showing that
Nm,0 is a (non-negative) supermartingale. It follows that Nm,0 converges almost surely to some limit ρ0 such that
Eρ0 ≤ ENm0,0.

To show convergence in probability, for any fixed ε > 0,

P
(
Nm,0

Nm
> ε

)
≤ P

(
Nm,0 >

εm

2

)
+ P

(
Nm <

m

2

)
. (56)

Since qm ≥ 2/3 for all m ≥ m0, Nm stochastically dominates a Bin(m −m0, 2/3) random variable. By applying
Markov’s inequality and Chernoff’s inequality for binomial distribution (see e.g. [18]) to the right-hand side of (56),
there is a positive constant C such that

P
(
Nm,0

Nm
> ε

)
<

2ENm0,0

mε
+ e−Cm → 0 as m→ ∞. (57)

Thus, Nm,0/Nm → 0 in probability as m→ ∞.

The proof of the assertion under the assumptions in Item 2 is similar. By (55) and letting

R̃m−1 := Rm−1 + (1− qm−1)
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
= qm−1

(Nm−1,0

Nm−1
(2rm−1 − 2) + 2

)
+
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
− 2,

it follows that
E[Nm,0 | Gm−1] ≤ Nm−1,0 − R̃m−1 + (1− rm−1)pm−1qm−1. (58)

If rm−1 = 1 then E[Nm,0 | Gm−1] ≤ Nm−1,0 − R̃m−1. So for qm−1 as in (13),

R̃m−1 ≥
(
2− Nm−1,0

Nm−1

)(Nm−1,0

Nm−1
(2rm−1 − 2) + 2

)(
2− 2(1− rm−1)

Nm−1,0

Nm−1

)−1

+
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
− 2

= 2− Nm−1,0

Nm−1
+
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
− 2 = 0,

and thus E[Nm,0 | Gm−1] ≤ Nm−1,0. If rm−1 < 1, for pm−1 as in (14) we also have

(1− rm−1)qm−1pm−1

(
1− Nm−1,0

Nm−1

)
≤ (1− rm−1)qm−1pm−1 ≤R̃m−1.

Plugging the last two inequalities into (58) yields E(Nm,0 | Gm−1) ≤ Nm−1,0, and so Nm,0 is a non-negative
supermartingale. To prove Nm,0/Nm → 0 in probability, note that Nm stochastically dominates a Bin(m−m0, 1/2)
variable in this case. An argument similar to that in (56) and (57) then shows that Nm,0/m → 0 in probability as
m→ ∞.
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Proof of Proposition 3.8. As in the previous proofs, we start from the recursion formula (18) for Nm,0 and use
Nm−1,1/Nm−1 ≤ 1 and

∑
j≥1 p

j
m−1Nm−1,j/Nm−1 ≤ pm−1 to obtain

E(Nm,0 | Gm−1) ≤ Nm−1,0

(
1 +

qm−1(1− 2rm−1)− (1− qm−1)

Nm−1

)
+ pm−1qm−1(1− rm−1) + 2(1− qm−1).

Note that qk(1−2rk)− (1− qk) = 2qk(1− rk)−1 ≤ 0 as long as rk ≥ 1/2 or qk ≤ (2(1− rk))−1, which is assumed
to hold for all k ≥ m0. Hence for all m ≥ m0 + 1,

E(Nm,0 | Fm−1) ≤ Nm−1,0 + pm−1qm−1(1− rm−1) + 2(1− qm−1). (59)

Iterating (59), we obtain

E(Nm,0) ≤ Nm0,0 +

m−1∑
k=m0

{pkqk(1− rk) + 2(1− qk)}. (60)

So if
∑

k≥m0
{pk(1− rk) + 2(1− qk)} <∞, E(Nm,0) is bounded in m. The claim that Nm,0/m→ 0 in probability

follows immediately from Markov’s inequality.

To show that Nm,0/Nm → 0 in probability also, we write

Nm,0

Nm
=
Nm,0

m

m

Nm
. (61)

As Nm is distributed as m0 plus a sum of independent Bernoulli variables, each with success probability qk, it follows
that

ENm = m0 +

m−1∑
k=m0

qk; Var(Nm) =

m−1∑
k=m0

qk(1− qk) ≤
m−1∑
k=m0

(1− qk).

Under (15),
∑

k≥m0
(1 − qk) < ∞, so there is a constant C > 0 such that Var(Nm) ≤ C for all m, and

limm→∞E(Nm)/m = limm→∞m−1
∑m−1

k=m0
(1− (1− qk)) = 1. For any ε > 0,

P
(
|Nm/m− 1| ≥ 2ε

)
≤ P

(
|Nm −ENm|/m+ |ENm/m− 1| ≥ 2ε

)
.

Thus by choosing m large enough such that |ENm/m− 1| ≤ ε and using Markov’s inequality,

P
(
|Nm/m− 1| ≥ 2ε

)
≤ P

(
|Nm −ENm|/m ≥ ε

)
≤ Var(Nm)

m2ε2
≤ C

m2ε2
as m→ ∞. (62)

On the other hand, E(Nm,0) is bounded in m and so Nm,0/m → 0 in probability as m → ∞. Thus, by Slutsky’s
Theorem and (61), Nm,0/Nm → 0 in probability as m→ ∞.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. We start by proving (16), the recursion for the number of isolated vertices. Below, we refer
to the uniformly chosen vertex and the newly added vertex in each duplication-divergence step respectively as a parent
and a child. We start by enumerating the (not necessarily mutually exclusive) events that lead to changes in the count of
isolated vertices.

1. Given that the parent is isolated, the child and the parent either remain isolated, with probability 1− r; or they
form an (isolated) edge, with probability r.

2. Given that the parent has degree j ≥ 1, the child does not connect to v and nor to any of the j neighbours of v;
this happens with probability (1− r)pj .

3. A non-isolated vertex is chosen for a deletion-addition step and hence becomes isolated.

4. A vertex of degree one has its only neighbour chosen for a deletion-addition step, causing both the neighbour
and the vertex to become isolated. GivenGm−1, this occurs with conditional probability (1−q)Nm−1,1/Nm−1.
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Furthermore, in Model A, a new isolated vertex is added to the existing network in a deletion-addition step, regardless
of the degree of the uniformly chosen vertex. Combining these events, we obtain

E[Nm,0 | Gm−1] = Nm−1,0 − qr
Nm−1,0

Nm−1
+ q(1− r)

Nm−1,0

Nm−1
+ q(1− r)

m−2∑
j=1

Nm−1,j

Nm−1
pj

+ (1− q)

m−2∑
j=1

Nm−1,j

Nm−1
+ (1− q)

Nm−1,1

Nm−1
+ (1− q);

noting that
∑

j≥1Nm−1,j = Nm−1 −Nm−1,0 and rearranging the terms proves (16).

For Nm,k, k ≥ 1, we start by listing the (not necessarily mutually exclusive) events that add to the count of vertices of
degree k.

1. The parent has degree k − 1 just before undergoing the duplication-divergence step. The parent will have
degree k if it forms an edge with the new vertex. Additionally, the child will have degree k if it connects to its
parent and all neighbours of its parent. Given Gm−1, the expected number of vertices of degree k gained in
this way is

q
(
r + r(1− p)k−1

)Nm−1,k−1

Nm−1
. (63)

2. A neighbour v to some vertex u of degree k − 1 is selected as a parent, and u gains a new edge if the child of
v connects to u. Given Gm−1, the expected number of vertices of degree k− 1 that gain an edge in this way is

q(1− p)(k − 1)Nm−1,k−1

Nm−1
. (64)

3. Given that the parent has degree j ≥ k, the number of its neighbours connecting to the child has the Bin(j, 1−p)
distribution. In this case, the probability that the child has degree k after the duplication-divergence step, given
Gm−1, is thus

qr

m−1∑
j=k

Nm−1,j

Nm−1

(
j

k − 1

)
pj−k+1(1 − p)k−1 + q(1 − r)

m−1∑
j=k

Nm−1,j

Nm−1

(
j

k

)
pj−k(1 − p)k. (65)

4. If a neighbour v of some vertex u of degree k + 1 is uniformly selected for a deletion-addition step, vertex
u has degree k after the edge between u and v is deleted. Given Gm−1, the expected number of vertices of
degree k + 1 that lose an edge in this way is

(1− q)(k + 1)
Nm−1,k+1

Nm−1
. (66)

The count of vertices of degree k can decrease too, if one or more of the following events happen.

1. The parent has degree k and forms an edge with the new vertex. Given Gm−1, the probability is

qrNm−1,k

Nm−1
. (67)

2. At a duplication-divergence step, the parent is a neighbour of some vertex u of degree k, and the child forms
an edge with u, adding one to the degree of u. Given Gm−1, the expected number of vertices of degree k that
gain an edge in this way is

q(1− p)
kNm−1,k

Nm−1
. (68)

3. A vertex of degree k or its neighbour is selected for the deletion-addition step. Given Gm−1, the expected
number of vertices of degree k lost in this way is

(1− q)

(
Nm−1,k

Nm−1
+
kNm−1,k

Nm−1

)
. (69)
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Assembling the terms (63)–(69), and noting the contributions from (67), (68), and (69) are negative then yield (17).

The proof of the corresponding statements for Model B is a straightforward adaptation and hence omitted.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Let Ñ(k)
m,j be the set of vertices in Model A with exactly j neighbours of degree k at time m,

where j, k ≥ 1, and let Ñ (k)
m,j := |Ñ(k)

m,j |. The sets Ñ(k)
m,j and Ñ

(k)
m,l are disjoint for j ̸= l, and so ∪m−1

j=0 Ñ
(k)
m,j = [m]. To

prove (19), we first condition on the duplication-divergence step and the deletion-and-addition step to get

E[(Nm,0 −Nm−1,0)
2 | Gm−1] = qE[(Nm,0 −Nm−1,0)

2 | Gm−1; duplication-and-divergence]

+ (1− q)E[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)
2 | Gm−1; deletion-and-addition]. (70)

To bound the conditional expectations on the right-hand side of (70), we observe that, given Gm−1, the change in the
count of isolated vertices is

1. −1, 0, or +1 during a duplication-divergence step. If the parent is an isolated vertex, the change is −1 if a
parent-child link is formed; otherwise, it is +1. If the parent is a non-isolated vertex and the child fails to
connect to its parent, the change is +1, otherwise it is 0;

2. +(k + 2), with k ≥ 0, when a vertex in Ñ
(1)
m,k \ Nm−1,0 is chosen for a deletion-addition step, as during

a deletion-addition step, a new isolated vertex is added and the chosen vertex becomes isolated too. The
conditional probability of this event, given Gm−1, is at most (1− q)Ñ

(1)
m−1,k/Nm−1;

3. +1 when an isolated vertex is selected for a deletion-addition step.

The first item implies that E[(Nm,0 −Nm−1,0)
2 | Gm−1; duplication] ≤ 1. Combining this and the bounds implied by

the other items, (70) can be bounded as

E[(Nm,0 −Nm−1,0)
2 | Gm−1] ≤ q + (1− q)

m−2∑
k=0

(k + 2)
2 Ñ

(1)
m−1,k

m− 1
+ (1− q)

Nm,0

m− 1
;

applying Nm,j ≤ m, Ñ (1)
m,k =

∑m−1
j=k |Ñ(1)

m,k ∩ Nm,j | and (x+ 1)2 ≤ 5x2 + 4 for non-negative integers x, we find

E[(Nm,0 −Nm−1,0)
2 | Gm−1] ≤ (1− q)

m−2∑
k=0

m−2∑
j=0

(k + 2)2
|Ñ(1)

m−1,k ∩ Nm−1,j |
m− 1

1[j ≥ k] + 1

≤ (1− q)

m−2∑
j=0

m−2∑
k=0

(j + 2)2
|Ñ(1)

m−1,k ∩ Nm−1,j |
m− 1

+ 1

≤ (1− q)

m−2∑
j=0

(j + 2)2
Nm−1,j

m− 1
+ 1

≤ 5(1− q)

m−2∑
j=0

j2
Nm−1,j

m− 1
+ 5,

which is (19). For k ≥ 2, we again consider the cases of duplication-and-divergence and deletion-and-addition
separately. Denote by V the parent chosen at time m, and recall that the parent-child link is formed independently of
the other edges of the child. Hence,

qE[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)
2 | Gm−1; duplication-divergence]

= q

m−2∑
l=0

m−2∑
j=0

m−2∑
s=0

P
(
V ∈ Nm−1,l ∩ Ñ

(k)
m−1,j ∩ Ñ

(k−1)
m−1,s | Gm−1

)
1[j + s ≤ l]

·E
[
(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)

2 | Gm−1; duplication-divergence;V ∈ Nm−1,l ∩ Ñ
(k)
m−1,j ∩ Ñ

(k−1)
m−1,s

]
= q

m−2∑
l=0

m−2∑
j=0

m−2∑
s=0

∣∣Nm−1,l ∩ Ñ
(k)
m−1,j ∩ Ñ

(k−1)
m−1,s

∣∣
m− 1

1[j + s ≤ l]

j∑
a=0

s∑
b=0

l−j−s∑
c=0

p(a, b, c)

·
{
r
[
1(l = k − 1)− 1(l = k) + 1(a+ b+ c+ 1 = k)− a+ b

]2
+ (1− r)

[
1(a+ b+ c = k)− a+ b

]2}
.
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where p(a, b, c) is the probability of the event that the child retains a edges to neighbours of V with degree k, b edges
to those with degree k − 1, and c edges to other neighbours of V . For 0 ≤ a, b ≤ l,(

1(l = k − 1)− 1(l = k) + 1(a+ b+ c+ 1 = k)− a+ b
)2 ≤ (b− a)2 + 4|b− a|+ 4

≤ l2 + 4l + 4 ≤ 5l2 + 4;

where the last inequality is valid for non-negative integers l. Similarly,
(
1(a+ b+ c = k)− a+ b

)2 ≤ 3l2 + 1. Thus,
noting that

∑j
a=0

∑s
b=0

∑l−j−s
c=0 p(a, b, c) = 1,

qE[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)
2|Gm−1; duplication]

≤ q

m−2∑
l=0

(5l2 + 4)

m−2∑
j=0

m−2∑
s=0

∣∣Nm−1,l ∩ Ñ
(k)
m−1,j ∩ Ñ

(k−1)
m−1,s

∣∣
m− 1

1[j + s ≤ l] ·

= 5q

m−2∑
l=0

l2
Nm−1,l

m− 1
+ 4q. (71)

On the other hand, the overall change in the count of vertex of degree k is s− j − 1[l = k], if a vertex in Nm−1,l ∩
Ñ

(k)
m−1,j ∩ Ñ

(k+1)
m−1,s is selected for deletion-addition. So by a similar argument, we obtain

(1− q)E[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)
2 | Gm−1; deletion]

= (1− q)

m−1∑
l=0

m∑
j=0

m∑
s=0

∣∣Nm−1,l ∩ Ñ
(k)
m−1,j ∩ Ñ

(k+1)
m−1,s

∣∣
m− 1

1[j + s ≤ l] · (s− j − 1[l = k])2

≤ (1− q)

m−2∑
l=0

(3l2 + 1)

m−1∑
j=0

m−1∑
s=0

∣∣Nm−1,l ∩ Ñ
(k)
m−1,j ∩ Ñ

(k+1)
m−1,s

∣∣
m− 1

1[j + s ≤ l]

≤ 3(1− q)

m−2∑
l=0

l2
Nm−1,l

m− 1
+ 1− q. (72)

By (71) and (72),

E[(Nm,k −Nm−1,k)
2 | Gm−1] ≤ (3 + 2q)

m−2∑
l=0

l2
Nm−1,l

m− 1
+ 4,

proving (20).

Proof of Proposition 4.3. We start by proving the claim for ψ1(m). Clearly,

m−1
E[Nm,k] ≤ (m− 1)−1

E[E[Nm,k | Gm−1]]. (73)

By the recursion formula (17) for Nm,k with k ≥ 1,

E [Nm,k | Gm−1]

m− 1
=
Nm−1,k

m− 1
+
Nm−1,k−1

(m− 1)2
q
(
r + r(1− p)k−1 + (1− p)(k − 1)

)
− Nm−1,k

(m− 1)2
q
(
r + (1− p)k

)
+ q(1− r)

m−2∑
j=k

Nm−1,j

(m− 1)2

(
j

k

)
pj−k(1− p)k

+ qr

m−2∑
j=k

Nm−1,j

(m− 1)2

(
j

k − 1

)
pj−k+1(1− p)k−1 + (1− q)(k + 1)

Nm−1,k+1 −Nm−1,k

(m− 1)2
. (74)
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Recall ψi(m) in (21). By multiplying both sides of (73) by k, applying (74), summing over 1 ≤ k ≤ m − 1, and a
straightforward simplification,

ψ1(m) ≤ ψ1(m− 1)

+ q

m−1∑
k=1

k

(
ENm−1,k−1

(m− 1)2
(
r + r(1− p)k−1 + (1− p)(k − 1)

)
− ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2

)
(r + (1− p)k)

+ q(1− r)

m−1∑
k=1

k

m−2∑
j=k

ENm−1,j

(m− 1)2

(
j

k

)
pj−k(1− p)k

+ (1− q)

m−1∑
k=1

k(k + 1)E
[Nm−1,k+1 −Nm−1,k

(m− 1)2

]
+ qr

m−1∑
k=1

k

m−2∑
j=k

ENm−1,j

(m− 1)2

(
j

k − 1

)
pj−k+1(1− p)k−1

= ψ1(m− 1) + qr

m−2∑
k=0

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
+

m−2∑
k=0

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
k(q(1− p)− 2(1− q))

+ q(1− r)

m−2∑
j=1

ENm−1,j

(m− 1)2

j∑
k=1

(
j

k

)
pj−k(1− p)kk

+ qr

m−2∑
j=0

ENm−1,j

(m− 1)2

j∑
k=0

(
j

k

)
pj−k(1− p)k(k + 1), (75)

Noting that
∑j

k=0

(
j
k

)
pj−k(1− p)kk = j(1− p), another routine calculation yields

ψ1(m) ≤ ψ1(m− 1) + 2[q(1− p)− (1− q)]

m−2∑
k=0

k
ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
+ 2qr

m−2∑
k=0

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2

= ψ1(m− 1) +
(
4q − 2pq − 2

)m−2∑
k=0

k
ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
+

2qr

m− 1

= ψ1(m− 1)

(
1 +

κ

m− 1

)
+

2qr

m− 1
, (76)

where κ := 4q − 2pq − 2, as in (2). Iterating (76) gives, for m ≥ m0 + 1,

ψ1(m) ≤
m−1∑
j=m0

2qr

j

m−1∏
ℓ=j+1

(
1 +

κ

ℓ

)
+ ψ1(m0)

m−1∏
j=m0

(
1 +

κ

j

)

=

m−1∑
j=m0

2qr

j

Γ(m+ κ)

Γ(j + κ+ 1)

Γ(j + 1)

Γ(m)
+ ψ1(m0)

Γ(m+ κ)

Γ(m0 + κ)

Γ(m0)

Γ(m)
.

Since Γ(m+ κ)/Γ(m) = mκ(1 +O(m−1)) by Stirling’s formula, it follows that

ψ1(m) ≤ Cmκ
m−1∑
j=m0

j−(1+κ) + Cmκ ≤


C if κ < 0;
C logm if κ = 0;
Cmκ if κ > 0.
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For ψ2(m) the argument is very similar. Repeating the steps for obtaining (75), we get

ψ2(m) ≤ ψ2(m− 1) +

m−2∑
k=0

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
{
q(k + 1)2(r + (1− p)k)− qk2(r + (1− p)k)

}
+

m−2∑
k=2

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
(1− q)((k − 1)2k − k2(k + 1))

+ q(1− r)

m−2∑
j=0

ENm−1,j

(m− 1)2

j∑
k=1

(
j

k

)
pj−k(1− p)kk2

+ qr

m−2∑
j=0

ENm−1,j

(m− 1)2

j∑
k=0

(
j

k

)
pj−k(1− p)k(k + 1)2.

For Yj ∼ Bin(j, 1−p),E[(Yj +1)2] = j2(1−p)2+ jp(1−p)+2j(1−p)+1, andE[Y 2
j ] = jp(1−p)+ j2(1−p)2.

Thus, by a similar computation as for ψ1(m) and with τ as in (1), the last display can be simplified as

ψ2(m) ≤ ψ2(m− 1) +

m−2∑
k=0

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
{
q(k + 1)2(r + (1− p)k)− qk2(r + (1− p)k)

}
+

m−2∑
k=2

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
(1− q)((k − 1)2k − k2(k + 1))

+ q(1− r)

m−2∑
k=1

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
(kp(1− p) + k2(1− p)2)

+ qr

m−2∑
k=0

ENm−1,k

(m− 1)2
(k2(1− p)2 + kp(1− p) + 2k(1− p) + 1)

= ψ2(m− 1)
(
1 +

τ

m− 1

)
+

λ

m− 1
ψ1(m− 1) +

2qr

m− 1
,

where we also set λ = 2qr + q(1− p) + 1− q + qp(1− p) + 2qr(1− p). Iterating over m gives

ψ2(m) ≤ ψ2(m0)

m−1∏
j=m0

(
1 +

τ

j

)
+

m−1∑
j=m0

λ

j
ψ1(j)

m−1∏
k=j+1

(
1 +

τ

k

)
+

m−1∑
j=m0

2qr

j

m−1∏
k=j+1

(
1 +

τ

k

)

= ψ2(m0)
Γ(m+ τ)Γ(m0)

Γ(m0 + τ)Γ(m)
+

m−1∑
j=m0

λ

j

Γ(m+ τ)Γ(j)

Γ(j + τ)Γ(m)
ψ1(j) +

m−1∑
j=m0

2qr

j

Γ(m+ τ)Γ(j)

Γ(j + τ)Γ(m)
. (77)

This time, we apply the different bounds for ψ1 depending on the value of κ. When κ < 0, ψ1(j) ≤ C, and
so a calculation similar to those for obtaining (22) yields the bounds in (23). When κ = 0, we use the bound
ψ1(m) ≤ C logm for the second term in (77). This gives

m−1∑
j=m0

λ

j

Γ(m+ τ)Γ(j)

Γ(j + τ)Γ(m)
ψ1(j) ≤

m−1∑
j=m0

C

j

Γ(m+ τ)Γ(j)

Γ(j + τ)Γ(m)
log j ≤


C logm if τ < 0;
C log2m if τ = 0;
Cmτ if τ > 0,

which are the bounds in (24), and they dominate the two other terms in (77), regardless of the value of τ . Finally, if
κ > 0, ψ1(m) ≤ Cmκ. Thus

m−1∑
j=m0

λ

j

Γ(m+ τ)Γ(j)

Γ(j + τ)Γ(m)
ψ1(j) ≤

m−1∑
j=m0

C

j

Γ(m+ τ)Γ(j)

Γ(j + τ)Γ(m)
log j ≤


Cmκ, if τ ≤ 0, κ > τ ;
Cmκ if τ > 0 and κ > τ ;
Cmτ if τ > 0 and κ < τ ;
Cmτ logm if τ = κ.

Since the remaining terms in (77) can be bounded using the same upper bounds, this proves (25).
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Appendix: Further Simulations

Here we present the simulations of Model A when q = 0.7, 0.5, 0.2. The figures below show the evolution of the
average proportion of isolated vertices of Model A over time, initialised either with a single edge or a combination of a
single vertex and an edge. The simulations are run for 1000 steps, with 30 repeats. Different values of p are represented
by different colours; see each figure for the details. The solid lines represent parameter sets satisfying the conditions of
Theorem 3.2, while the dashed lines correspond to cases where these conditions are not met. In particular, for r = 0,
the theorem requires q ≤ 1/2. The shaded regions correspond to ±2 standard errors; capped at 0 and 1. The coloured
bars on the right indicate the intervals [ρ0, (ρ1 ∧ 1)], where ρ0 and ρ1 are as in (3) and (4); noting that ρ1 does not
depend on p if r = 1. Thus when r = 1, the interval [ρ0, ρ1] is represented by a single bar in magenta in the plots
below, when applicable.

Figure 3: Red: p = 0; Orange: p = 2 −
√
182/7 ≈ 0.0728; Green: 0.4; Blue: p = 0.6; Purple: p = 0.8. For r ̸= 0 and

q = 0.7, Theorem 3.2 requires p > 2−
√
182/7, subject to q ≤ min{1, 1/(2(1− r))}. While the conditions for Theorem 3.2 are

not met when q = 0.7 r = 0, the proportion of isolated vertices appear to converge to 1, even when p is small. For r = 0.5, 1, the
result of Theorem 3.2 seems to hold even when p ≤

√
182/7 (in which case τ ≥ 1.)
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Figure 4: Red: p = 0; Orange: p = 0.2; Green: 0.4; Blue: p = 0.6; Purple: p = 0.8. When q = r = 0.5, ρ1 ≥ 1 for all values
of p so we represent [ρ0, (ρ1 ∧ 1)] in this case by a single cyan bar. When r = 0.5, 1, the average proportion of isolated vertices
appears to be closer to ρ0 than to ρ1, for all p considered here.

Figure 5: Red: p = 0; Orange: p = 0.2; Green: 0.4; Blue: p = 0.6; Purple: p = 0.8; When q = 0.2 and r = 0.5, ρ1 ≥ 4/3
for all values of p so we represent [ρ0, (ρ1 ∧ 1)] in this case by a single cyan bar. When q = 0.2 and r = 1, ρ1 = 1.2 ≥ 1. When
r = 0.5, 1, the average proportion of isolated vertices appears to be closer to ρ0 than to ρ1, for all p considered here.
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