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Abstract:

Preferential attachment is an appealing mechanism for modeling power-law behavior of the degree
distributions in directed social networks. In this paper, we consider methods for fitting a 5-parameter
linear preferential model to network data under two data scenarios. In the case where full history of
the network formation is given, we derive the maximum likelihood estimator of the parameters and
show that it is strongly consistent and asymptotically normal. In the case where only a single-time
snapshot of the network is available, we propose an estimation method which combines method of
moments with an approximation to the likelihood. The resulting estimator is also strongly consistent
and performs quite well compared to the MLE estimator. We illustrate both estimation procedures
through simulated data, and explore the usage of this model in a real data example.

Keywords and phrases: power laws, multivariate heavy tail statistics, preferential attachment,
estimation.

1. Introduction

The preferential attachment mechanism, in which edges and nodes are added to the network based on
probabilistic rules, provides an appealing description for the evolution of a network. The rule for how edges
connect nodes depends on node degree; large degree nodes attract more edges. The idea is applicable to both
directed and undirected graphs and is often the basis for studying social networks, collaborator and citation
networks, and recommender networks. Elementary descriptions of the preferential attachment model can be
found in [5] while more mathematical treatments are available in [2, 4, 21]. Also see [10] for a statistical
survey of methods for network data, [18] for consideration of statistics of an undirected network and [24]
for asymptotics of a directed exponential random graph models. Limit theory for estimates of an undirected
preferential attachment model was considered in [6].

For many networks, empirical evidence supports the hypothesis that in- and out-degree distributions follow
a power law. This property has been shown to hold in linear preferential attachment models, which makes
preferential attachment an attractive choice for network modeling [3, 4, 11, 12, 21]. While the marginal degree
power laws in a simple linear preferential attachment model were established in [3, 11, 12], the joint regular
variation (see [15, 16]) which is akin to a joint power law, was only recently established [17, 19]. In addition, it
was shown in [22] that the joint probability mass function of the in- and out-degrees is multivariate regularly
varying. This is a key result as the degrees of a network are integer-valued.

In this paper, we discuss methods of fitting a simple linear preferential attachment model, which is
parametrized by 8 = («, 8,7, din, dout)- The first three parameters, «, 3,7, correspond to probabilities of the
3 scenarios for adding an edge and hence sum to 1, i.e., «+ 3+~ = 1. The other two, i, and doyt, are tuning
parameters related to growth rates. The tail indices of the marginal power laws for the in- and out-degrees
can be expressed as explicit functions of 8 (see (2.6) and (2.7) below). The graph G(n) = (V(n), E(n)),
where V(n) is the set of nodes and E(n) is the set of edges at the nth iteration, evolves based on postulates
that describe how new edges and nodes are formed. This construction of the network is Markov in the sense

1
imsart-generic ver. 2014/10/16 file: WanEtAl12017_revised.tex date: August 29, 2017


mailto:phyllis@stat.columbia.edu
mailto:rdavis@stat.columbia.edu
mailto:tw398@cornell.edu
mailto:sir1@cornell.edu

2 Wan et al.

that the probabilistic rules for obtaining G(n + 1) once G(n) is known do not require prior knowledge of
earlier stages of the construction.

The Markov structure of the model allows us to construct a likelihood function based on observing
G(no),G(ng +1),...,G(ng + n). After deriving the likelihood function, we show that there exists a unique
maximum at 6 = (&, B Y, &n, Sout) and that the resulting maximum likelihood estimator is strongly consistent
and asymptotically normal. The normality is proved using a martingale central limit theorem applied to
the score function. The limiting distribution also reveals that (d,B,ﬁ), Sin, and dou are asymptotically

independent. From these results, asymptotic properties of the MLE for the power law indices can be derived.

For some network data, only a snapshot of the nodes and edges is available at a single point in time, that
is, only G(n) is available for some n. In such cases, we propose an estimation procedure for the parameters of
the network using an approximation to the likelihood and method of moments. This also produces strongly
consistent estimators. These estimators perform reasonably well compared to the MLE where the entire
evolution of the network is known but predictably there is some loss of efficiency.

We illustrate the estimation procedure for both scenarios using simulated data. Simulation plays an
important role in the process of modeling networks since it provides a way to assess the performance of
model fitting procedures in the idealized setting of knowing the true model. Also, after fitting a model to
real data, simulation provides a check on the quality of fit. Departures from model assumptions can often
be detected via simulation of multiple realizations from the fitted network. Hence it is important to have
efficient simulation algorithms for producing realizations of the preferential attachment network for a given
set of parameter values. We adopt a simulation method, learned from Joyjit Roy, that was inspired by [1]
and is similar to that of [20].

Our fitting methods are implemented in a real data setting using the Dutch Wiki talk network [14]. While
one should not expect the simple 5-parameter (later extended to 7-parameter) linear preferential attachment
model to fully explain a network with millions of edges, it does provide a reasonable fit to the tail behavior
of the degree distributions. We are also able to detect important structural features in the network through
fitting the model over separate time intervals.

Often it is difficult to believe in the existence of a true model, especially one whose parameters remain
constant over time. Allowing, as we do, a preferential attachment model with only a few parameters and
no possibility for node removal may seem simplistic and unrealistic for social network data. Of course,
preferential attachment is only one mechanism for network formation and evidence for its use in fields
outside data networks is mixed [8, 9] and we restrict attention to linear preferential attachment. Even
imperfect models have the potential to capture salient properties in the data, such as heavy-tailedness
of the in-degree and out-degree distributions, and to identify departures from model assumptions. While
maximum likelihood estimation is essentially the gold standard for cases when the underlying model is a
good representation of the data, it may perform poorly in case the model is far from being appropriate.
In forthcoming work, we consider a semi-parametric estimation approach for network models that exhibit
heavy-tailed degree distributions. This alternative estimation methodology borrows ideas from extreme value
theory.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we formulate the linear preferential attach-
ment network model and present an efficient simulation method for the network. Section 3 gives parameter
estimators when either the full history is known or when only a single snapshot in time is available. We test
these estimators against simulated data in Section 5 and then explore the Wiki talk network in Section 6.

2. Model specification and simulation

In this section, we present the linear preferential attachment model in detail and provide a fast simulation
algorithm for the network.
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2.1. The linear preferential attachment model

The directed edge preferential attachment model [3, 12] constructs a growing directed random graph G(n) =
(V(n), E(n)) whose dynamics depend on five non-negative real numbers «, 3,7, i, and oy, where a+5+v =
1 and ip, dout > 0. To avoid degenerate situations, assume that each of the numbers «, 3,y is strictly smaller
than 1. We obtain a new graph G(n) by adding one edge to the existing graph G(n — 1) and index the
constructed graphs by the number n of edges in E(n). We start with an arbitrary initial finite directed graph
G(no) with at least one node and ng edges. For n > ng, G(n) = (V(n), E(n)) is a graph with |E(n)| = n
edges and a random number |V (n)| = N(n) of nodes. If u € V(n), Di(:) (u) and Dgﬁ%(u) denote the in- and
out-degree of u respectively in G(n). There are three scenarios that we call the «, 8 and 7-schemes, which
are activated by flipping a 3-sided coin whose outcomes are 1,2, 3 with probabilities «, 3,~. More formally,
we have an iid sequence of multinomial random variables {J,,,n > no} with cells labelled 1,2,3 and cell
probabilities «, 3,~. Then the graph G(n) is obtained from G(n — 1) as follows.

a-scheme [B-scheme ~-scheme

o If J, = 1 (with probability «), append to G(n — 1) a new node v € V(n)\ V(n — 1) and an edge
(v, w) leading from v to an existing node w € V(n — 1). Choose the existing node w € V(n — 1) with
probability depending on its in-degree in G(n — 1):

D"V (w) + b,
n—1+06,Nn—-1)"

P[choose w € V(n —1)] = (2.1)

e If J, = 2 (with probability 3), add a directed edge (v,w) to E(n — 1) with v € V(n —1) = V(n) and
w € V(n—1) = V(n) and the existing nodes v, w are chosen independently from the nodes of G(n—1)
with probabilities

DM (0) + Sout )( DE Y (w) + ) (2.2)

Plch — ( out
[choose (v, w)] n—1+08uNmn—-1)/\n—1+6§,N(n—1)
o If J, = 3 (with probability v), append to G(n —1) a new node w € V(n)\ V(n —1) and an edge (v, w)
leading from the existing node v € V(n — 1) to the new node w. Choose the existing node v € V(n—1)
with probability
D(n—l) (U) + 6out

P[choose v € V(n —1)] = — Clm_j_ Som N — 1)

(2.3)

Note that this construction allows the possibility of having self loops in the case where J,, = 2, but the
proportion of edges that are self loops goes to 0 as n — oo. Also, multiple edges are allowed between two
nodes.
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2.2. Power law of degree distributions

Given an observed network with n edges, let N;;(n) denote the number of nodes with in-degree ¢ and out-
degree j. If the network is generated from the linear preferential attachment model described above, then
from [3], there exists a proper probability distribution {f;;} such that almost surely

Nij(n)

N(n) — fij =t Pij n — 0o. (2.4)

1-8

Consider the limiting marginal in-degree distribution pi* := Y ; Dij- It is calculated from [3, Equation (3.10)]
that

in @
Po = 1 + ay ((Sin)(sin7
in F(z’+6in)F(1 + Oin +a1(5in)_1) adin n vy s 1
L= - , A - 3
v F(Z + 1 —+ 6in —+ al(éin)*l)F(l —+ 5111) 1 + a1 (5in)5in a1 (5111)
where LB
@
a1(N) i= ——, A>0.
V=17 A1 —=p)
Moreover, pi* satisfies
pin = Zpij ~ Cipi~ "™ as i — oo, as long as ady, +v >0, (2.5)
j=0
for some finite positive constant Cjy,, where the power index
1+ 5in(a + ’Y)
tn=14 —7—-—- 2.6
a+p (26)
Similarly, the limiting marginal out-degree distribution has the same property:
(oo}
p;’ut = Zpij ~ Cougl " as j — 0o, as long as Yydouy + a > 0,
i=0
for Cyys positive and
14 dou
tout = 1 + w. (2.7)

B+
2.3. Simulation algorithm

We describe an efficient simulation procedure for the preferential attachment network given the parameter
values (a, 8,7, din, Oout), where a + 8 + v = 1. The simulation cost of the algorithm is linear in time. This
algorithm, which was provided by Joyjit Roy during his graduate work at Cornell University, is presented
below for completeness. Note that this simulation algorithm is specifically designed for the case where the
preferential attachment probabilities (2.1)—(2.3) are linear in the degrees. A similar idea for the simulation
of the Yule-Simon process appeared in [20]. Efficient simulation methods for the case where the preferential
attachment probabilities are non-linear are studied in [1], where their algorithm trades some efficiency for
the flexibility to model non-linear preferential attachment.

Using the notation from the introduction, at time ¢t = 0, we initiate with an arbitrary graph G(ng)

(V(no), E(ng)) of ng edges, where the elements of E(ng) are represented in form of (vgl),vl@)) € V(ng) x
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Algorithm 1: Simulating a directed edge preferential attachment network
Algorithm

Input: a, 3, din, dout, the parameter values; G(ng) = (V(no), E(no)), the initialization graph; n, the targeted

number edges

Output: G(n) = (V(n), E(n)), the resulted graph

t < ng

while t <n do

N(t) < [V(2)]

Generate U ~ Uniform(0,1)

if U < o then

v« N(t)+1

v  Node_Sample(E(t), 2, din)

V(t) < Append(V (t), N(t) + 1)

else if o < U < o+ (8 then

v+ Node_Sample(E(t), 1, dout)

v(?) « Node_Sample(E(t), 2, §in)

else if U > a + B then

v(1) < Node_Sample(E(t), 1, dout)

v — N(t)+1

V(t) + Append(V (t), N(t) + 1)

E(t+1) « Append(E(t), (v, v(2)))

t—t+1

end
return G(n) = (V(n), E(n))

Function Node_Sample

Input: E(t), the edge list up to time ¢; j = 1,2, the node to be sample, representing outgoing and incoming nodes,
respectively; 6 € {0in, dout }, the offset parameter

Output: the sampled node, v

Generate W ~ Uniform(0,t + N(t)6)

if W <t then

)
‘ GRS
else if W > ¢ then
Wft—‘

| v [

return v

Ving), i = 1,...,np, with v§1>,v§2) denoting the outgoing and incoming vertices of the edge, respectively.

To grow the network, we update the network at each stage from G(n — 1) to G(n) by adding a new edge
(v%l), UT(LZ)). Assume that the nodes are labeled using positive integers starting from 1 according to the time
order in which they are created, and let the random number N(n) = |V (n)| denote the total number of

nodes in G(n).

Let us consider the situation where an existing node is to be chosen from V' (n) as the vertex of the new edge.
Naively sampling from the multinomial distribution requires O(N(n)) evaluations, where N(n) increases
linearly with n. Therefore the total cost to simulate a network of n edges is O(n?). This is significantly
burdensome when n is large, which is usually the case for observed networks. Algorithm 1 describes a
simulation algorithm which uses the alias method [13] for node sampling. Here sampling an existing node
from V(n) requires only constant execution time, regardless of n. Hence the cost to simulate G(n) is only
O(n). This method allows generation of a graph with 107 nodes on a personal laptop in less than 5 seconds.

To see that the algorithm indeed produces the intended network, it suffices to consider the case of sampling
an existing node from V(n — 1) as the incoming vertex of the new edge. In the function Node_Sample in
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Algorithm 1, we generate W ~ Uniform(0,n — 1+ N(n — 1)d;,) and set

v U Lwen1y + [W_(;(:_w Liwsn-1}-
Then
Pv=w) = P(vg)ﬂ :w)P(Wgn—1)+P qw_;"n_ﬂ :w)P(W>n—1)
DY (w) n—1 1 N(n—1)8,

- n—1 n—1+N(n—1)(5in+N(n—1)n—l—l—N(n—l)(Sm

Di(:_l)(w) + din
n — 1-‘1-]\7(’1’1,—1)51”7

which corresponds to the desired selection probability (2.1).

3. Parameter estimation: MLE based on the full network history

In this section, we estimate the preferential attachment parameter vector («, 3, din, dout) Under two assump-
tions about what data is available. In the first scenario, the full evolution of the network is observed, from
which the likelihood function can be computed. The resulting MLE is strongly consistent and asymptotically
normal. For the second scenario, the data only consist of one snapshot of the network with n edges, without
the knowledge of the network history that produced these edges. For this scenario we give an estimation
approach through approximating the score function and moment matching, which produces parameter es-
timators that are also strongly consistent but less efficient than those based on the full evolution of the
network. In both cases, the estimators are uniquely determined.

3.1. Likelithood calculation

Assume the network begins with the graph G(ng) (consisting of ng edges) and then evolves according to
the description in Section 2.1 with parameters («, 8, din, dout ), Where iy, dous > 0 and «, 8 are non-negative
probabilities. The ~ is implicitly defined by v = 1 — a — 8. To avoid trivial cases, we will also assume
a, 8,7 < 1 for the rest of the paper. For MLE estimation we restrict the parameter space for dy,, dous to be
[e, K], for some sufficiently small € > 0 and large K. In particular, the true value of diy, dout iS assumed to

be contained in (e, K). Let e; = (v§1), vt@)) be the newly created edge when the random graph evolves from
G(t —1) to G(t). We sometimes refer to t as the time rather than the number of edges.

Assume we observe the initial graph G(ng) and the edges {e;};_,, ; in the order of their formation. For
t=mnp+1,...,n, the values of the following variables are known:

e N(t), the number of nodes in graph G(¢);
. D(tfl)(v)7 D(tfl)(v), the in- and out-degree of node v in G(¢t — 1), for all v € V(t — 1);

in out
e J;, the scenario under which e; is created.

Then the likelihood function is

L(Oé, 57 6111’ 60ut| G(”O)

et)?:no—‘rl)

 (
15,=
R (e )
N t—1+6u,N(t—1)

t=no+1

n — _ 1iy,=
< TT (s( D~ (") + 6 )( Déflt”(vt(”)wout) R
B GV B A (R VAV B O ()

o
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n (t—1), (1) 1s=3y
D ( ) + 6out
1— _ out t 1
< I Q a=B); 1+&MN@—U> (3.1)

t=no+1

and the log likelihood function is

IOgL(Oé, [37 6in; 5outl G(”O)a (et)?:n0+1) (32)
=loga Z 15,21y +1logf Z 1(j,=2y +log(l —a—B) Z 1g,=3)
t—n0+l t=no+1 t=no+1
+ Z log ( =D 2y + 5m) lijeqnopy + Z log ( i Wi + 5out) lij,e23py
t=no+1 t=no+1
— Z log(tf 1+5inN(t7 1))1{Jt€{1,2}} — Z log(t— 1+50utN(t7 1))1{Jt6{2,3}}'
t=no+1 t=no+1

The score functions for «, 3, din, dous are calculated as follows:

n

0 1
—log L(t, B, Gin, dout| G(n0), (€)izpyir) = = D Ls—1) — Z 1(s,=3}, (3.3)
da ’ @ t=no+1 -a- ﬁ t= n0+1
0 1 <
%IOgL(a7576in750ut| G(no); (et)?:nOJrl) = B Z 1{‘],, =2} — B Z 1{J,f =3} (34)
t=no+1 t=no+1
5 logL(a, 6» 5ina 50ut| G(”O)v (et)?:no-&-l) (35)
" 1 - N(t—1)
= Z Lireqoyy — Z 1i5.eq1,2))s
t=no+1 D(t 1)( 2 )> + din t t=ngo+1 t—1+ 5inN(t - 1) '
0
log L(OL, ﬂv 5ina 5out‘ G(n0)7 (et)?:ng—i-l)
a(sout
- 1 u N(t—1
= Linef2ayy — 1i),e02,3}}-
t=§+l chf.xt U(U )) + (Sout ' tzg_i_l t—1+ 6OUtN(t - 1) !

Note that the score functions (3.3), (3.4) for @ and 8 do not depend on d;, and doys. One can show that
the Hessian matrix of the log-likelihood for (o, 3) is positive definite. Setting (3.3) and (3.4) to zero gives
the unique MLE estimates for o and 3,

n

1

~MLE

Q = rno Z 1{Jt:1}’ (36)
t=no+1

. 1 i

MLE

s Ty Z 1gj,=23. (3.7)

t=ng+1

These estimates are strongly consistent by applying the strong law of large numbers for the {J;} sequence.
Next, consider the first term of the score function for d;, in (3.5), and we have
n o0 1

1
- Ligefron = (1) s
t=no+1 Dl(li 1)(Ut(2)) + din Z i+ din ¢ nz+1 {D (v7)=d,Jeefl, 2}}

Observe that {Di(flfl)(vgz)) =1, J; € {1, 2}} describes the event that the in-degree of node vt(z)e V(t—1)is
i at time ¢ — 1 and is augmented to 7 + 1 at time ¢. For each ¢ > 1, such an event happens at some stage
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t € {no+1,n9+2,...,n} only for those nodes with in-degree < i at time ny and in-degree > i at time n.
Let N;j(n) denote the number of nodes with in-degree i and out-degree j at time n, and N;"(n) and N (n)
to be the number of nodes with in-degree equal to ¢ and greater than i, respectively, i.e.,

N"(n) =Y Ni(n), NZi(n)=) Ni'(n).
§=0

k>i
Then .
Z l{DF‘*“(vﬁz)):i,Jte{l,z}} = N3i(n) — Nino), iz 1.

P in

On the other hand, when i = 0, {Dfﬁfl)(vﬁz)) =0,J; € {1, 2}} occurs for some ¢ if and only if all of the
following three events happen:

(i) vt@) has in-degree > 0 at time n;
(i) vt@) does not have in-degree > 0 at time ng;
(iii) vt@) was not created under the y-scheme (otherwise it would have been born with in-degree 1).

This implies:

Z 1{D-(t’”(vt(?)):o,Jte{l,z}} = NZo(n) = NZj(no) - Z Lgi=s}

t=no+1 t=ng+1

since there are, in total, Z:;no 11 1{7,=3) nodes created under the y-scheme. Therefore,

n o0 n

1
Z = Ligetron = Z : Z 17 -1 C N
t=ng—+1 Dl(li 1)(Ut(2)) + Oin =0 1+ Oin 1 {Din (vg)= )Jte{172}}
_ i N1>nz(n) - Ni>n¢(n0) _ Z?:no—&-l 1ij,=3) (3.8)
. i+ din Oin ' '
i=0
Setting the score function (3.5) for &, to 0 and dividing both sides by n — ng leads to
1 iN;ni(”) — NZi(no)
n—no ‘=g i+ Oin
1 = 1 = N(t—1)
BN Lig=3} — 1 =0 3.9
Sin(n — 10) tiZH (=3} = o t ZH Pl omN(t— 1) ety =0, (3.9)
=ng =ngo

where the only unknown parameter is d;,. In Section 3.2, we show that the solution to (3.9) actually maximizes
the likelihood function in ;. Similarly, the MLE for oy can be solved from

o V2 (n) — NSY*(no)

1
n_ango j+5out

1 n

Yt L= 1 N(t —1)
n—ng =ng+1 ~{Jt=1}
_ 2 : 1 =0
dout n—no t— 1+ oueN(t —1) {Je€{2,3}} )

t=no+1

where N2 (n) is defined in the same fashion as N2 (n).

Remark 3.1. The arguments leading to (3.8) allow us to rewrite the likelihood function (3.1):

L(Oé, /65 5“‘“ 60Ut| G(n0)7 (et)?:n(,—&-l)



Linear Preferential Attachment Model 9
= a2 t=not1 1e=1) giingr1 Hn=2) (] — o — B)Zt=ng+1 Hn=3)

) [T (=14 0Nt — 1)) 102 (£ =14 GouN(t — 1)) retzan

t=no+1
- = Hpl=D )i ena} T LU W)= aeqza1}
X H H (Z + 6zn) in t t H(] + 50ut) out t
t=no+1 |i=0 =0

—qt=ng+1 11a=1} 521;n0+1 1iyy=2) (1-—a-— 5)E?=n0+1 1is=3)

n
X H (t—140;nN(t— 1))—1{11,6{1,2}} (t =14 8N (t — 1))_1{Jt€{2,3}} 5;11{%:3} 5;;{%:1}
t=no+1

x [T Gt Qi) V=0 NZ300) T (54 6 ) V57 )= N2 ),
i=0 j=0

Hence by the factorization theorem, N(no), (Jt)i=n,+1, (N2 (n) — N (ng))i>o0, (N;}“(n) *Ng?t(no))jzo are
sufficient statistics for (a, B, 0iny dout)-

3.2. Consistency of MLE

We remarked after (3.6) and (3.7) that &MLE and fMLE converge almost surely to o and 3. We now prove
that the MLE of (din, dout) is also strongly consistent. Note that if we initiate the network with G(ng) (for
both ng and N(ngp) finite), then almost surely for all 7,5 > 0,

<

N2(ng) N(w) Ng?t(”0)<N(n0)
n - n ’ n - n

—0, asn— oo,

and (n —ng)/n — 1. In other words, ng, N2%(no), N23*(ng) are all o(n). So for simplicity, we assume that
the graph is initiated with finitely many nodes and no edges, that is, ng = 0 and N(0) > 1. In particular,
these assumptions imply the sum of the in-degrees at time n is equal to n.

Let U, (+), ®,,(-) be the functional forms of the terms in the log-likelihood function (3.2) involving &, and
dout respectively, normalized by 1/n, i.e.,

> Nin(n . log \ & 1 &
‘Iln(A) = Z %log(z—k A) - %Z 1{Jt:3} — E Zlog (t -1+ AN(t — 1)) 1{Jt€{1,2}}’

i=0 t=1 t=1
& (4 .o S log 1t 1 ¢
n(p) = Z —a log(j + ) — . Z 1,21y — -~ Zlog (t=1+uN({t—1)1iseq23))
=0 t=1 t=1

The following theorem gives the consistency of the MLE of 6, and oyus.
Theorem 3.2. Suppose din, dout € (€6, K) C (0,00). Define

S%LE = 3%“5(71) := argmax ¥, (\), 5%513 = 5£V£tLE(n) := argmax D, (1).

eSASK eSpsK

Then these are the MLE estimators of 0;p, 00t and they are strongly consistent; that is,

SMLE a.s. S*MLE a.s,
Oip, " == O, Ot — Oout, n — oo.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We only verify the consistency of Sf‘rf[LE since similar arguments apply to Sé\/u[tLE

Define

XUNB(n)/n 23 L, 1 N(t—-1)
n(A) =W (\) = 2t ol 1 : 1
Un(A) n(A) ; FY \ n;t—l—F/\N(t—l) {J.e{1,2}} (3.10)
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Let us consider a limit version of v,,:

P =Y p%&;) — 1 - (1= Ba(V), (3.11)
=0

where p2;(6in) := Y po; PR (0in) with pi(6in) := pj* as defined in (2.5), and

() - a+ 8

Here we write pi"(8;,) to emphasize the dependence on ;. In Lemmas A.1 and A.2, provided in the appendix,
it is shown that () has a unique zero at di,, where 1)(A) > 0 when A < i, and (X) < 0 when A > 0y, and

sup [¥n(A) — ¥ (A)[=0. (3.12)

Since v is continuous, for any x > 0 arbitrarily small, there exists ,, > 0 such that ¢¥(\) > ¢, for A € [e, din—~]
and ¢(\) < —e, for X € [0i, + &, K]. From (3.12),

n>N, \€le,K]

P <3N,€ st.sup  sup |Y,(A) —Y(N)] < 5,{/2> =1. (3.13)

Note supy¢(e, ] [¥n(A) — P(N)] < /2 implies

wn()‘) > z/}()‘) — Sup W’n()‘) - w()‘>| > Ex— EN/Q >0, A€ [Ea din — K),
A€, K]

and

¢n(A) < 1/J()\) + sup W}n()‘) - 1/1()\)| < —gg +5n/2 < Oa A€ (5in + ’{aK]'
AE[e, K]

These jointly indicate that 6, — s < 6MEE < 6, + k. Hence (3.13) implies

P ( lim [6MEF — 6] < f—@) =1,

n—oo

a.s.

for arbitrary x > 0. That is, 511\D4LE — in- O

3.8. Asymptotic normality of MLE

In the following theorem, we establish the asymptotic normality for the MLE estimator

~MLE .
~MLE AMLE
7] (& , B

n

S{\I{LE SMLE)

» Yout

)

~MLE
Theorem 3.3. Let 0, be the MLE estimator for 6, the parameter vector of the preferential attachment
model. Then

V@ Z 9y 4 N (0,%(6)), (3.14)
where 5 )
a(l—a—p) 1—a— 0 0
N 1 l—a 0 0
YO =1(0):=| T-a=F  BI-a-hH) ; (3.15)
0 Iin
0 O 0 Iout
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with

— %y (P -p)?
z:: (i+0im)? 0%, (140m(1—5))% (3.16)
= Y o (r+B)-p)?
fou = ]2::0 G+ 00u)? 2 (14 doml(l— )

In particular, I(0) is the asymptotic Fisher information matriz for the parameters, and hence the MLE
estimator is efficient.

Remark 3.4. From Theorem 3.3, the estimators (&MEF, BMLE), 5%”3
independent.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. We first show the limiting distributions for (&MEE gMLE) (5MLE, and 0MLE  re-
spectively. From (3.6) and (3.7),

5MLE

and 0,,;

s are asymptotically

n

N 1
(@GMEE BMEE) = — N " (1,213 1(s,—2)) »

t=1

3

where {J;} is a sequence of iid random variables. Hence the limiting distribution of the pair (aM LE BM LE )

follows directly from standard central limit theorem for sums of independent random variables.
Next we show the asymptotic normality for 6M LE: the argument for 5%5}3 is similar. Recall from (3.5)
that the score function for d;, can be written as

log L(Oé, 57 5ina 50ut

)| =) w(d)
4 t=1

a6in
where u; is defined by

1 N(t—1)

0) = —+————1 — 1 . .1
uy(9) Di(rtl_l)(vt(z))+5 (ne{r2yy — ;= 1+ oN(—1) {J€{1,2}} (3.17)

The MLE estimator 6)/2F can be obtained by solving 37, u;(8) = 0. By a Taylor expansion of 31, us(6),

0= wu (6MEE) = ut m) + (BMEE _ 5 (6%, 3.18
Z ( n m
t=1 t=1

where 4; denotes the derivative of w; and 81*11 = Oin + f(gil‘fLE — 0in) for some ¢ € [0,1]. An elementary
transformation of (3.18) gives

R 1 n
nM2(§MEE _ 5 = ( . ) <n1/2 ut(ém)> .
n=t Y e (05,) t:zl

n'/2(GMLE _ 5.y 4 N(0, 170,

n 7 7In

To establish

where [j, is as defined in (3.15), it suffices to show the following two results:

() —1/2 Zt 1ut( m) (O7Iin)7
() - Zt 1ut( m) Lin.
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These are proved in Lemmas A.3 and A.4 in the appendix, respectively.
~MLE
To establish the joint asymptotic normality of the MLE estimator 6,, , denote the joint score function
vector for 8 by

a% log L(8) =: $,(8) = (Sn (), Sn(B), Sp(6in), S (6ous))”

where S, (), Sn(8), Sn(0in), Sn(dout) are the score functions for a, B, din, dout, respectively. A multivariate

Taylor expansion gives

0=S5, (éi“E) = S.(0) + 5, (6,) (@)ﬁ“E -0), (3.19)

where S,, denotes the Hessian matrix of the log-likelihood function log L(8), and é; =60+¢€o (924LE — 0)

for some vector & € [0,1]4, where “o” denotes the Hadamard product. From Remark 3.1, the likelihood
function L(@) can be factored into

L(e) = fl(aa 5)f2(5in)f3(5out)~

Hence
9% log L, (87)  9%log L, (%)
%oﬂ . agaaﬂ . O 0
1 92 1O§B%n 6:) o2 10%)2;(9:) 0 0
~S,(07) = o . - 21 3.20
n n( n) 0 0 alogTL?n(Gn) 0 ( ) ( )

9% log Ly, (é;)
952

out

0 0 0

as implied in the previous part of the proof, where I(0) is as defined in (3.15) and is positive semi-definite.
Note that (S, (a), Sp(B)), Sn(din), Sn(dout) are pairwise uncorrelated. As an example, observe that

B[S, (0) S (0)] = / PNos L) alo(%i(a)L(B)dx

_ /810gf1(aaﬁ)alogf2(5in)
B 8& aéin

— / afl(a76> af2<61n)

fi(, B) f2(8in) f3(dout ) dx

6@ 85in f3 (50ut)dx

82
= 9ado;,
= 0= E[S,(a)|E[S,(din)].

L(0)dx

Using the Cramér-Wold device, the joint convergence of S,,(0) follows easily, i.e.,
n=1/28,(0) % N(0,1(0)).

From here, the result of the theorem follows from (3.19) and (3.20). O

4. Parameter estimation based on one snapshot

Based only on the single snapshot G(n), we propose a parameter estimation procedure. We assume that the
choice of the snapshot does not depend on any endogenous information related to the network. The snapshot
merely represents a point in time where the data is available. Since no information on the initial graph G(no)
is available, we merely assume ng and N(ng) are fixed and n — co.
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Among the sufficient statistics for (a, 3, din, dout) derived in Remark 3.1, (N;“i(n))i>07 (Ng‘;»t(n))j>0 are

computable from G(n), but the (J;)}; are not. However, when n is large, we can use the following approx-
imations according to the proof of Lemma A.2:

n

1

-~ Z 1=y r1l-—a-p4,
t=no+1

and

R N(t) 1-5

- — ~ S C—

nh§;J+&dw@{*H”” D=5
Substituting in (3.9), we estimate d;, in terms of « and 8 by solving

i+ 0in din 14+ (1 —=8)om '

Note that a strongly consistent estimator of 5 can be obtained directly from G(n):

M a.s.

B=1-— 2% 3.

To obtain an estimate for a, we make use of the recursive formula for {pi"} in (A.la):
(O[ + 5>6in i
14 —2 70 ) pin_ 4.2
( 1+ (1 - ﬂ)ain Po ( )
and replace pi* by Ni*(n)/n for large n,

(a+B)om '\ Ni*(n)
(1+1+u_ﬁmm> e

=a. (4.3)

Plug the strongly consistent estimator § into (4.1) and (4.3), and we claim that solving the system of
equations:

S NBM)/n 1-a-F  (a+B1-F) _

iz:; i+ din B Oin B 1""(1_6)5111 =0, (4.4a)
(a+ B0 | Ni(n)

<1+1+ﬂ5ﬁm> o (4.4b)

gives the unique solution (&, Sin) which is strongly consistent for (c, dip)-
Theorem 4.1. The solution (d,gm) to the system of equations in (4.4) is unique and strongly consistent
for (e, d:n), i.e.
~ .S, NS a.s.
a— Q, Oin — Oin.
The proof of Theorem 4.1 is given in Section A.3.

The parameters Sout and 7 can be estimated by a mirror argument. We summarize the estimation proce-
dure for (o, 8,7, Oin, dout) from the snapshot G(n) as follows:

1. Estimate 3 by f=1—N(n)/n.
2. Obtain 62 by solving (i.e., matching (4.4a) and (4.4b))

< N(n) i . N g

: 1+46,(1—B)) = _n .
Z n © 4+ 6in( + ( ﬂ)) 1— Ng™(n) in_
i=1 n 14(1—f)din
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3. Estimate o by

Ng"(n) 13 _
a’ = inn 50 -6
1— No (n) O
no 1P,
4. Obtain 69, by solving

%) ou . Nout n ~
SO Syt
4o " 1 — D) uy
j=1 n 1+(1_ﬁ)6out

5. Estimate v by
Nout n ~
1— N((})ut(n) 50 :

out

n (1580,

Note that even though all three estimators &°, Bﬂo are strongly consistent and hence &° + B+ 70 23 9,
Step 1-5 do not necessarily imply the strict equality

A+p+30 =1 (4.5)

We recommend adding the following two steps for a re-normalization to overcome this defect.

6. Re-normalize the probabilities

a’(1-p8) 5 3°(1-5)
dO_,_,?O (. 070"‘5’0 '

(@ 5,%) (
7. Plug & into (4.4a) to update the estimate of d;y, i.e., solve for Sin from

iNi;i(n)/n_ 1-a-8 (@+/a-5)

i+ b Oin 1+ (1 - B)dim

Similarly, solve for Sout from

i Nefm/n 1-5-F G+H0-5) _
j + 50ut 5out 1 + (1 - /B)éout

j=0
5. Simulation study
We now apply the estimation procedures described in Sections 3 and 4 to simulated data, which allows us

to compare the estimation results using the full history of the network with that using just one snapshot.
Algorithm 1 is used to simulate realizations of the preferential attachment network.

5.1. MLE

For the scenario of observing the full history of the network, we simulated 5000 independent replications of
the preferential attachment network with 10° edges under the true parameter values

0 = (a7/876i11750ut) = (037 05, 2, 1) (51)
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Fic 5.1. Normal QQ-plots in black for mormalized estimates in (5.2) under 5000 replications of a preferential attachment
network with 10° edges and @ = (0.3,0.5,2,1). The fitted lines in blue are the traditional qq-lines (given by R) used to check
normality of the estimates. The red dashed line represents the y = x line in all plots.

For each realization, the MLE estimate of the parameters was computed and standardized as

~MLE

Vi (6,77~ (0);)

04

, (5.2)

5 ~MLE

where (6,,); and (0); denote the i-th components of 6, and @ respectively, and 62 is the i-th diagonal
- ~MLE -

component of the matrix ¥ := 3(0,, ). The explicit formula for the entries of X is

GMLE (1 = GMLE) _GMLEBMLE 0 0
o _dMLEBMLE BMLE (1 B BMLE) 0 0
0 0 it oo |’
0 0 0 I

where, see (3.15) and (3.16),

[ i Ni(n)/n 1= GMLE _ GMLE (@MLE‘ i gMLE) (1 _ BMLE)Q

i=0 <i+5{‘1fLE)2 (giJ\I{LE)Q B (1+Si]nwLE (1 —BMLE))z
> Ng‘j‘t(n)/n GMLE - (1 f@MLE) (1 7BMLE>2

fout = Z -

= (gaeE) (Bee) (vedEra - pren))

b
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F1G 5.2. Normal QQ-plots for the normalized estimates in (5.3) under 5000 replications of a preferential attachment network
with 10° edges and 60 = (0.3,0.5,2,1). The fitted lines in blue are the traditional qg-lines used to check normality of the
estimates. The red dashed line represents the y = x line in all plots.

By the consistency of the MLEs combined with the convergence of {Ni%(n)/n} and {Ng‘;t(n) /n}, see (A.8),
we have that f]n Ly,

The QQ-plots of the normalized MLEs are shown in Figure 5.1, all of which line up quite well with the
y = x line (the red dashed line). This is consistent with the asymptotic theory described in Theorem 3.3.
Confidence intervals for 8 can be obtained using this theorem. Given a single realization, an approximate
(1 — e)-confidence interval for (0); is

~2

~MLE 2
0, )itz Jii fori=1,...,4,
n
where z. /5 is the upper £/2 quantile of N(0,1).
5.2. One snapshot
We used the same simulated data as in Section 5.1 to obtain parameter estimates 6,, := (@, B, bin, Sout)

through only the final snapshot, i.e., the set of directed edges without timestamps, following the procedure
described at the end of Section 4. For the purpose of comparison with MLE, Figure 5.2 gives the QQ-plots
for the normalized estimates from the snapshots using the same standardizations for the MLEs, i.e.,

i=1,... .4, (5.3)
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where (@n)Z denotes the i-th components of 6,,. Again, the fitted lines in blue are the traditional QQ-lines
and the red dashed lines are the y = x line. The QQ-plot for B exhibits the same shape as for BM LE since
the two estimates are identical.

From Figure 5.2, we see that the snapshot estimates of all four parameters are consistent and approximately
normal, i.e., the QQ plots are linear. However, the slopes of the QQ-lines for &, din, Oout are much steeper
than the dlagonal line, indicating a loss of efficiency for 0,, compared with 6,,. Indeed the estimator variance
is inflated for all parameters except for 3, where 8 coincides with the true MLE. This is as expected since
knowing only the final snapshot provides far less information than the whole network history.

Recall that for a consistent estimator T, of a one-dimensional parameter 6 constructed from a random
sample of size n, the asymptotic relative efficiencies (ARE) of T;, is defined by

o VaryaTy)
ARE(T,) = nl;rr;o Var(y/iT,)’

where T¥ denotes the asymptotically efficient estimator. We may compute the ARE’s for the snapshot
parameter estimates

~MLE MLE
ARE(G) = Tim "VAGT) Var(@t®) 0.398, (5.4a)
n—oo  nmVar(a) Var( )
_ SMLE Var(SMLE
ARE(Gy) = tim "V 0w ) Var(n ™) g g99 (5.4b)
n—oo  nVar(di,) Var(diy,)
~ MLE MLE
ARE(§yy) = lim nVar(boil”)  Var(dgit®) ~ 0.226, (5.4c)

n—oo nVar((Sout) ~ Var(éout)

where Var denotes the sample variance of the parameter estimate based on the 5000 replications. Note that
ARE(f) = 1 since § = fMLE,

Given a single realization, the variances of the snapshot estimates can be estimated through resampling as
follows. Using the estimated parameter én, simulate 10* independent bootstrap replicates of the network with

n = 10° edges. For each simulated network, the snapshot estimate, éz = ( , B, 0% ~Out>, is computed.

The sample variance of these 10* snapshot estimates can then be used as an approximation for the variance
of 8,, so that assuming asymptotic normality, a (1 — &)-confidence interval for 8 can be approximated by

(,): * 2. /21 Var ((é;)i) fori=1,....4,
where z. /5 is the upper £/2 quantile of N(0,1).

5.3. Sensitivity test

Now we investigate the sensitivity of our estimates while values of the parameters (n,«, 3, din, dout) are
allowed to vary. First consider the impact of n, the number of edges in the network. To do so we held the
parameters fixed with values given by (5.1): (e, 8, in, dout) = (0.3, 0.5, 2, 1) and varied the value of n. The
QQ-plots (not presented) for standardized estimates using both full MLE and one-snapshot methods were
produced to check the asymptotic normality. When n = 500, 1000, diagnostics revealed departures from
normality for both the MLE and the snapshot estimates. However, after increasing n to 10000, estimates
obtained from both approaches appeared normally distributed as expected.

For each value of n in Table 5.1, 5000 replicates of the network with n edges and parameters 6 =

~MLE
(0.3,0.5,2, 1) were generated. For each realization, the MLE’s 6,, were computed using the full history of
the network and the one-snapshot estimates 8,, were obtained using the 7-step snapshot method proposed
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TABLE 5.1

Mean of @fyLE and 0, with ARE’s of 0., relative to éi\L/[LE for 8 = (0.3,0.5,2,1) under different choices of n.

~MLFE

n Mean(0,, ) Mean(6,,) ARE(6,,)
1000 (0.300, 0.500, 2.076, 1.054) _ (0.301, 0.500, 2.128, 1.066) _ (0.408, 1.000, 0.397, 0.228)
5000 (0.300, 0.500, 2.022, 1.013)  (0.301, 0.500, 2.036, 1.010)  (0.414, 1.000, 0.386, 0.236)
10000 (0.300, 0.500, 2.011, 1.006)  (0.301, 0.500, 2.019, 1.006)  (0.408, 1.000, 0.388, 0.232)
50000 (0.300, 0.500, 2.003, 1.002)  (0.300, 0.500, 2.005, 1.002)  (0.399, 1.000, 0.393, 0.230)
100000  (0.300, 0.500, 2.001, 1.001)  (0.300, 0.500, 2.003, 1.000)  (0.392, 1.000, 0.382, 0.223)

TABLE 5.2

Mean of éiV[LE and 0,, with ARE’s of 0,, relative to éﬁ“E for (n, 8in, Sout) = (10°,2,1) under different choices of (a, ).

(o, B) Mean(02 ™) Mean(,,) ARE(8,,)

(0.001, 0.99) _ (0.001, 0.990, 2.034, 1.016) _ (0.001, 0.990, 2.071, 1.049) _ (0.291, 1.000, 0.147, 0.316)
(0.01,0.9)  (0.010, 0.900, 2.004, 1.001)  (0.010, 0.900, 2.008, 1.004)  (0.331, 1.000, 0.207, 0.381)
(0.1,0.8)  (0.100, 0.800, 2.003, 1.001)  (0.100, 0.800, 2.004, 1.002)  (0.353, 1.000. 0.264, 0.216)

(0.200, 0.600, 2.002, 1.001)  (0.200, 0.600, 2.003, 1.001)  (0.364, 1.000, 0.309, 0.236)

( ) (
( ) (
( ) (

——

( )

( 3) (0.500, 0.300, 2.001, 1.001)  (0.500, 0.300, 2.002, 1.000)  (0.472, 1.000, 0.529, 0.202)
(0.7, 0.2) (0.700, 0.200, 2.002, 1.000)  (0.700, 0.200, 2.002, 1.000)  (0.726, 1.000, 0.793, 0.217)
( ) (0.100, 0.300, 2.001, 1.001)  (0.100, 0.300, 2.002, 1.000)  (0.420, 1.000, 0.313, 0.629)

in Section 4, pretending that only the last snapshot G(n) was available. The mean for these two estimators
were recorded in Table 5.1. There is little bias for both estimates of « and [, even for small values of n.
On the other hand, there is some bias for estimated §;, and oyt for n < 5000. The magnitude of the biases
for both types of estimates decrease as n increases. Also the ARE’s of the snapshot estimator stay within a
narrow band as n increases.

Next we held (n, §in, dout) = (10°,2, 1) fixed and experimented with various values of («, ) in Table 5.2.
For each choice of («, 8), 5000 independent realizations of the network were generated and the means of the

MLE é,iv and the one-snapshot estimates 0,, were recorded. Overall, the biases for 9,]\:[ LE are remarkably
small for virtually all combinations of parameter values, except for those parameter choices where one of
(a, B) is extremely small. The biases for the snapshot estimates 0,, exhibit a similar property, but the
magnitudes of the biases are consistently larger than those in the MLE case.

In general, the snapshot estimators are able to achieve 20%-50% efficiency over the range of parameters
considered. The loss of efficiency might be less than one would expect given the substantial reduction in the
data available to produce the snapshot estimates. It is worth noting that in the case where («, 3) = (0.7,0.2),
the efficiencies of the snapshot estimators for o and d;, are much larger (.73 and .79, respectively). A heuristic
explanation for this increase is that the parameter v = 1 — a — 8 = 0.1 is relatively small. By the implicit
constraints used for the snapshot estimates, we have

G4F=1-fF=1—pMLE _ gMLE | sMLE
that is, the snapshot estimate of the sum « + 7 is the same as the MLE for the sum. Now if 7 is small, one
would expect the resulting estimates to also be small so that & would be nearly the same as @M. Hence
the ARE would be close to 1. On the other hand, in the case of a larger v, see the bottom row of Table 5.2
in which v = 0.6, the ARE for « is not as large (.42), but the ARE for oyt is (.63).

6. Real network example

In this section, we explore fitting a preferential attachment model to a social network. As illustration, we
chose the Dutch Wiki talk network dataset, available on KONECT [14] (http://konect.uni-koblenz.de/
networks/wiki_talk_nl). The nodes represent users of Dutch Wikipedia, and an edge from node A to node
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B refers to user A writing a message on the talk page of user B at a certain time point. The network consists
of 225,749 nodes (users) and 1,554,699 edges (messages). All edges are recorded with timestamps.

In order to accommodate all the edge formulation scenarios appeared in the dataset, we extend our model
by appending the following two interaction schemes (J,, = 4,5) in addition to the existing three (J, = 1,2, 3)
described in Section 2.1.

e If J, = 4 (with probability &), append to G(n — 1) two new nodes v,w € V(n)\ V(n — 1) and an edge
connecting them (v, w).
o If J, = 5 (with probability p), append to G(n—1) a new node v € V(n)\ V(n—1) with self loop (v,v).

These scenarios have been observed in other social network data, such as the Facebook wall post network
(http://konect.uni-koblenz.de/networks/facebook-wosn-wall), etc. They occur in small proportions
and can be easily accommodated by a slight modification in the model fitting procedure. The new model
has parameters («, 5,7, &, 0in, dout ), and p is implicitly defined through p =1 — (v + 8 + v + &). Similar to
the derivations in Section 3, the MLE estimators for «a, 5,7, are

X 1« A 1 «
aMLE = E Z l{Jt:1}7 ﬂMLE = E Z l{Jt:2},
t=1 t=1

. 1 - 1
,YMLE:ﬁzl{Jtzg}, gMLEzﬁzl{Jt:”,
t=1 t=1

and din, dous can be obtained through solving

i Ni>ni(n)/n %Z?:_l Lis,e(3,4,5)) 1 Zn: N(t)

- - —1 =0

i=0 i+ din din nit+ SinN (1) {Jee{1,2}} ,
i NSt (n)/n B S L1450} 1 Z": &1 .
=0 ] + 5out 6out n — t+ 5outN(t) {J:€{2,3}} .

We first naively fit the linear preferential attachment model to the full network using MLE. The MLE
estimators are

(daﬁaﬁ/aéaﬁasinagout) = (61)
(3.08 x 1072,8.55 x 1071,1.39 x 1071,4.76 x 107°,3.06 x 1073,0.547,0.134).

To evaluate the goodness-of-fit, 20 network realizations were simulated from the fitted model. We overlaid
the empirical in- and out-degree frequencies of the original network with that of the simulations. If the
model fits the data well, the degree frequencies of the data should lie within the range formed by that of the
simulations, which gives an informal confidence region for the degree distributions. From Figure 6.1, we see
that while the data roughly agrees with the simulations in the out-degree frequencies, the deviation in the
in-degree frequencies is noticeable.

To better understand the discrepancy in the in-degree frequencies, we examined the link data and their
timestamps and discovered bursts of messages originating from certain nodes over small time intervals.
According to Wikipedia policy [23], certain administrating accounts are allowed to send group messages
to multiple users simultaneously. These bursts presumably represent broadcast announcements generated
from these accounts. These administrative broadcasts can also be detected if we apply the linear preferential
attachment model to the network in local time intervals. We divided the total time frame down to sub-
intervals of varying length each containing the formation of 10* edges. The number 10* is chosen to ensure
good asymptotics as shown in Table 5.1. This process generated 155 networks,

G(nk_l),...,G(nk—l), k= 1,...,155.
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F1G 6.1. Empirical in- and out-degree frequencies of the full Wiki talk network (red) and that from 20 realizations of the linear
preferential attachment network with fitted parameter values (6.1) from MLE (blue). The scatter plots for the degree frequencies
from the 20 simulations are overlaid together to form an informal confidence region for the degree distribution of the fitted
model

For each of the 155 datasets, we fit a preferential attachment model using MLE. The resulting estimates
(Sin, Sout) are plotted against the corresponding timeline on the upper left panel of Figure 6.2. Notice that Sin
exhibits large spikes at various times. Recall from (2.1), a large value of d;, indicates that the probability of
an existing node v receiving a new message becomes less dependent on its in-degree, i.e., previous popularity.
These spikes appear to be directly related to the occurrences of group messages. This plot is truncated after
the day 2016/3/16, on which a massive group message of size 48,957 was sent and the model can no longer
be fit.

We identified 37 users who have sent, at least once, 40 or more consecutive messages in the message history.
This is evidence that group messages were sent by this user. We presume these nodes are administrative
accounts; they are responsible for about 30% of the total messages sent. Since their behavior cannot be
regarded as normal social interaction, we excluded messages from these accounts from the dataset in our
analysis. We then also removed nodes with zero in- and out-degrees.

The re-estimated parameters after the data cleaning are displayed in the other three panels of Figure 6.2.
Here all parameter estimates are quite stable through time.

The reduced network now contains 112,919 nodes and 1,086,982 edges, to which we fit the linear prefer-
ential attachment model. The fitted parameters based on MLE for our reduced dataset are

(da 37 ’3/757 ﬁ; Sina Sout) - (62)
(6.95 x 107%,8.96 x 1071,9.10 x 1072,1.44 x 107%,5.61 x 107>,0.174, 0.257).

Again the degree distributions of the data and 20 simulations from the fitted model are displayed in Figure
6.3. The out-degree distribution of the data agrees reasonably well with the simulations. For the in-degree
distribution, the fit is better than that for the entire dataset (Figure 6.1). However, for smaller in-degrees,
the fitted model over-estimates the in-degree frequencies. We speculate that in many social networks, the
out-degree is in line with that predicted by the preferential attachment model. An individual node would be
more likely to reach out to others if having done so many times previously. For in-degrees, the situation is
complicated and may depend on a multitude of factors. For instance, the choice of recipient may depend on
the community that the sender is in, the topic being discussed in the message, etc. As an example a group
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F1c 6.2. Local parameter estimates of the linear preferential attachment model for the full and reduced Wiki talk network.
Upper left: (din,dout) for the full network. Upper right, lower left, lower right: (din,00ut), (8,%), (& &, p) for the reduced
network, respectively.

leader might send messages to his/her team on a regular basis. Such examples violate the base assumptions
of the preferential attachment model and could result in the deviation between the data and the simulations.
Next we consider the estimation method of Section 4 applied to a single snapshot of the data. In order to
implement this procedure, we donned blinders and assumed that our dataset consists only of the information
of the wiki data at the last timestamp. That is, information about administrative broadcasts, and other
aspects of the data learned by looking at the previous history of the data are unavailable. In particular, we
would have no knowledge of the existence of the two additional scenarios corresponding to J,, = 4,5. With
this in mind, we fit the three scenario model using the methods in Section 4. The fitted parameters are
(&, B, 7, Oins Oous) = (5.80 x 1074,8.55 x 1071, 1.45 x 107*,0.199,0.165). (6.3)
The comparison of the degree distributions between the data and simulations from the fitted model is
displayed in Figure 6.4 and is not too dissimilar to the plots in Figure 6.1 that are based on maximum
likelihood estimation using the full network data. In particular, the out-degree distribution is matched
reasonably well, but the fitted model does a poor job of capturing the in-degree distribution.
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Fi1G 6.3. Empirical in- and out-degree frequencies of the reduced Wiki talk network (red) and that from 20 realizations of the
linear preferential attachment network with fitted parameter values (6.2) from MLE (blue).

We see from this example that while the linear preferential attachment model is perhaps too simplistic for
the Wiki talk network dataset, it has the ability to illuminate some gross features, such as the out-degrees, as
well as to capture important structural changes such as the group message behavior. Consequently, despite
its limitation, this model may be used as a building block for more flexible models. Modification to the
existing model formulation and more careful analysis of change points in parameters is a direction for future
research.
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Appendix A: Proofs

A.1. For the proof of Theorem 3.2: Lemmas A.1 and A.2

Lemma A.1. For A > 0, the function ¥(X\) in (3.11) has a unique zero at &, and, Y(N) > 0 when A < dyy,
and Y(X) <0 when X > d;p,.

Proof. The probabilities {pi"(\)} satisfy the recursions in i (cf. [3]):

in L — L a
Po (>‘) <)‘+ al(/\)) al()\)v (A]. )

in 1 _ in Y
() (1+)\+a1()\)) = A\pgy ()\)Jral()\), (A.1b)
in 1 _ in c
PO) (2434 5 ) = (@ A, (A10)
P (1424 s ) = - L VL), (622 (A10)

where a1(A) := (a4 B8)/(1 + A1 — B)). Summing the recursions in (A.1) from 0 to i, we get (with the
convention that Zi;lo =0)

: in 1 — in « Y .
kZ:Opk (A) (k +A+ M) = Z(k’ + Npit(A) + @) + ml{izl}, 1 >0,

k=0

which can be simplified to

Zp (i + Nph(\) = il_(f) — ﬁl{izo}, i>0. (A.2)

From (2.4),

Zpi“ me =1- (A.3)

1=0

Hence by rearranging (A.2), we have

. in m 1 in
(i + A)pit(A) + alz)\) {i=0} = (1 - B - Z ) = WP»()\),
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or equivalently, _ _
PLi(A) = a1(A) (@ + Mpi*(A) + 71 =0} (A4)
Now with the help of (A.3) and (A.4), we can rewrite ¥ () in the following way:
- pi>ni(51n) v
A) = ~ 1= Ba(h
ORI e e SO
_ Oop>z 111 _ Pz 1nal Z‘i’)\)
B Z: i+ A Z i+ A
_ i a1 (6in) (i + 5in)pi (5in) 710y 7 o 2P (Gin)ar (M) (i + )
— i+ A A= i+ A
> pit 6in . .
=2 & i A) (a1 (61) (5 + 610) = ar ()i + )
— S pin((ﬁn) o 2 ;
= 2 /)\ s (al(s)(ers))ds
L) e 0o ),
it Ay (1+s(1—pB))?
o 2 (0n) | /5 a+p
= 1—i(1— S e’
(i_o i L 5”) v A+s-p)2”
6.
in a_|_/3
= C(\ / ———ds. A5
W), Trsa-ar -
The series defining C'(\) converges absolutely for any A > 0 since
> 1n = /8) 1 1
) 1-B8)(1-B+~ .
@Z; z+)\ ‘ ;) z+)\ T <A BE R <o
Summing over i in (A.4), we get by monotone convergence
D PR =D ipR (V) = (V) Y ipl" (M) + aa Azp
i=0 i=0 i=0
The infinite series converge because pi"()\) is a power law with index greater than 2; see (2.5) and (2.6).
Solving for the infinite series we get
a1 (M)A g
—(1 - — =1 A.
Z”’ = am® At T (4.9
Hence we have
Pin 5in pin 5in
o) = On)y gy GG g
i+ A ) i+ A
i<(1-B)~1 i>(1-8)""
= P (Gin)
. 1 1-—
> g (1 7/@),1 A( ( ﬂ))
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1-5
S S—" ) S S —
(R
=0.
Now recall from (A.5) that () is of the form
o
in a+/3
A)=C(A / ——————ds,
N N ey
where C'(A) > 0 for all A > 0. Therefore ¢(-) has a unique zero at di, and ¥(A) > 0 when A < di, and
P(A) <0 when A > diy. O

‘We show the uniform convergence of 1,, to ¢ in the next lemma.

Lemma A.2. Asn — oo, for any € > 0,

sup [1,,(A) = p(A)| == 0.
A>e

Proof. By the definition of v, p»;(&;n) is a function of &, and is a constant with respect to A. Hence we
suppress the dependence on i, and simply write it as p{; when considering the difference ¢, — v as a
function of A:

wnm—w(x):zW—( Zl{h . 1_a—5>>

N(t-1) (1-B)(a+p)
" Z (t TTRAN( D) e 2h T 1+/\(1—ﬂ)> '

Thus,

| Nin _ in
sup 1,0 — 6] <sup 3 OB 1

Z]‘{Jt =3} — 1_0‘_6)‘

e A>e i+ A A>e /\
1< N(t—1) (1= 8)(a+p)
sup |~ 1 T PART A A.
R nzt—l—f—)\N(t— 1) ell28 T NI = By (A7)

For the first term, note that for all i > 0,
(oo}
iNZ(n Z Nin(n)i < ZkN}Cn(n) =
k=i+1 k=1

since the assumption on initial conditions implies the sum of in-degrees at n is n. Therefore N (n)/n < i~!
for ¢ > 1, and it then follows that

|N1n /n p ’Nln /ﬂ p z| ol l/l e pini
Z i+ <Z i+ X > A 2 A

i=M+1 i=M+1

Note that the last two terms on the right side can be made arbitrarily small uniformly on [e, 00) if we choose
M sufficiently large.
Recall the convergence of the degree distribution {N;;(n)/N(n)} to the probability distribution {f;;} in
(2.4), we have
Nin(n) N(n) N%(n) as ‘ _
= —~ — (1-p) fr=p%;, Vi>0. (A.8)
n n N(n) lzoz,k:m' >
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Hence, for any fixed M,

1n _ pin.
Z|N Z+€ p>l|£>() as n — 00.

which implies further that choosmg M arbitrarily large gives

Nm /n p Nm /TL p z 0 1 ini s,
SUPZ‘ i+ A <Z| 1+e€ = Z /Z Z %—)O'

Aze vt i=MA+1

The second term in (A.7) converges to 0 almost surely by strong law of large numbers, and the third term
n (A.7) can be written as

Ly (t—1) (1-58)
EZ (t— 1+ AN(t-1) B 1+ A1 _B)) ez

t=1

n

+1+>\ 1— Z 1i,er12n —(a+ﬂ)) ,

t 1

which is bounded by

n

Ly~ N1 (1) |+ 1-5

1 n
7 n D eqay — (a+ 5)| :
t=1

nit—1+AN(t—1) 1+A1-8)| 1+A(1-5
We have
1 & N(t—1) (1-5)
el Zt—1+)\N(t—1)_1+)\(1—ﬂ)’

= sup

aze|n = (LHAN(E = 1)/(E = 1))(1+ A(1 = 5))

Nt-1)/t-1)—-(1-5)
(I+eN(t—1)/(t—1)(1+€(1=p))

1 N(t—1)/(t=1) = (1 - B) '

)

which converges to 0 almost surely by Cesaro convergence of random variables, since

‘ N(n)/n—(1-p)
(14+eN(n)/n)(1+¢€(1-0))

Further, by the strong law of large numbers,

sup —————
A>€ 1+)\

Z Lijeqoyy — (a+ /3)‘

<
- 1—|—e

Z (nef12)y — (@ +B)‘ 220, asn — oo.
Hence the third term of (A.7) also goes to 0 almost surely as n — oo. The result of the lemma follows. [

A.2. For the proof of Theorem 3.3: Lemmas A.3 and A.4

Lemma A.3. Asn — oo,

nY23 " uy(8i) 5 N0, Lin). (A.9)

t=1



28 Wan et al.

Proof. Let F,, = 0(G(0),...,G(n)) be the o-field generated by the information contained in the graphs. We
first observe that {Y ", u¢(din), Fn,n > 1} is a martingale. To see this, note from (3.17) that |u.(8)] < 2/8
and

Elu¢(6in)[Fi-1]

1 N(t—-1)
=E 1 _ E1 _
DI () 1 g -0 | Fiot | = g N =y B et e
1
=E 0@ Je=1,F_1| PlJ =1]
Din ( t ) + 6111
1 N(t-1)
+E Ji=2,F1|PlJ: =2] - (a+
DED @) £ 5| -1 Pl =2~ (a 6)t—1+5inN(t—1)
1 DYV () + 6 N(t—1)
= (a+p) - —(a+p)
UGZV:H Dfﬁ_l)(v)+5mt—1+51“N(t_1) t—1+6,N(t—-1)
— (a+B) Z 1 B N(t-1)
B S t=1+0uN(t—1) t—1+6N({t-1)
v t—1
= O7
which satisfies the definition of a martingale difference. Hence { —1/2 Z 1 Ur (§in)} ) is a zero-mean,
t=1,....,n

square-integrable martingale array. The convergence (A.9) follows from the martingale central limit theory
(cf. Theorem 3.2 of [7]) if the following three conditions can be verified:

(a) n ~1/2 max, |ue (8 1I1)| 0,

(b) n ! D Ut( m) L,

(¢) E(n~'max; u?(6i)) is bounded in n.

Since |ut(din)| < 2/0in, we have

2
—1/2 . -
n m?X|Ut(61n)‘ < SVET -0,
and
n~ ! maxu? < 4 —0
s g 0
Hence conditions (a) and (c) are straightforward.
To show (b), observe that
1< 1 1 N(t—1) ’
) _
D BHUS = S -
- ;ut( )= Z {Je{1.2}} ( '(H)(U@)) o t—1+8,N({t— 1))
_ 1 Lineqen 2 Z Lis,eq1,2}) N(t—1)
(D(t 1) (2) +51n) iz 1Dt 1) (2) )+ G t =1+ 0mN(E—1)

1 zn: N(t—-1) ’
+ - 2 Lepey (77 + 0 N(t - 1)

. T1 —2T2 —|—T3
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Following the calculations in the proof of Lemma A.2, we have for 17,

Nin(n )/ 1 1
Tl:z (2+6 n 1n Z b= }

i=0

p>z l
(i+6im)? 0%

Mg

1=0
We then rewrite 15 as

T*li 1(,eq1.2)) ( Ni-1/t-1)  1-5 >
27 0 2 DD (D) g \ T+ 0Nt~ D/~ 1) 1+ (1~ )

I~ Lgepen 1-8
_’_i
”;D(t Y@y 465, 1+ 01— 5)
=: 1o + Tra,
where
t—l t—1 1-—
‘T21‘ <= Z )/( ) 6 £>0

1+ 5mN(t —1)/(t—=1) 1+ 6a(1—p)

by Cesaro’s convergence and
1-5 S N-(n)/n 11
Iz = -—=>1
P 14wl p) (Z; i+ 0 (MZ =3
2 1-p Z PR ) _ (a+8)(1-5)
1+6n(1=0) \Zi+0m O (14 6in(1—B))2’
where the equality follows from (A.4). For T3, similar to 71, we have

1y NE-1/t-1) (1-8)°
= ; Honeay ((1 O N(t—1)/(t— 1)> T (I +6m(l— 5))2>

(1-8)? p (a+B)(1-5)*
Tt - ; Hnet2n 2 (T35, (= g2

Combining these results together,
1,
-~ Zut (0in) = T1 — 2(To1 + To) + T3

M (e AP
; “F;m 202 (1+0m(1-5)2 Tin- (A.10)

This completes the proof. O

Lemma A.4. Asn — oo,
lIe=~. ¢
= iw(0y,) B .
n
t=1

Proof. The result of this lemma can be established by showing first

*Zut m - in (All)
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and then
1 n R n
7Zut(5i*n)_ Zut(éln) £>O (A12)
nia t=1
We first observe that
1 ’ N(t—1) 2
w0)= - | ————++—— | 1 + _ 1
e (Dfﬁ D >+a> et <t1+6N<t1>) tretzn

N(t—1)

~uz(9) —2u(0)y— +O0N(t—1)

Recall the definition and convergence result for 75 and 75 in Lemma A.3, we have

1 & N(t—1) _ »
Ez;l%(am)t— 1+5inN(t—1) =T, —-T3—=0.

Also from (A.10),

Hence

. _ N(t—1) »
E ut((sin) - - ut m Z 1 +61nN(t — 1) — _Iin

and (A.11) is established.
By construction and definition, we have 5m, §m, din > 0. To prove (A.12), note that

1 1
DYV +6z, DAV (o) + 61

N(t—1) B N(t—1)
t—1406:N(t—1) t—14+6uN(t—1)

g (575,) — e (0im)| < lij,eq12py

+1eqn2n

Oin — 07,
Lenieny
(D(f 1)( )+5*)< (t 1)(,0252))_’_&“)
(N(t —1))*(0m — 65,)
t— 14565 N(t — 1)) (t—1+6N(t — 1))

+ 1eq2n (

2‘3:;1 — 5in|
S -~ .
(Si*n(Sin
Then
- , R . 2 51*n 51“ 2 2
.* _ . — _* _ . .* B < -~ - ~
Juf (050,) — w7 (Gin)| = |ue(05) — wi(in) (“t(%) +u(On)| < O W R T
and
. N(t—1 N(t—1
wy(63) (t=1) — ¢ (Oin) el
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N(t-1) N(t—1) N(t—1)
< Jue (i) = we) | — ey + )| | — N
1+ 0in N( -1 = L+ 51*11 Nit 11) 1+ 0in Nzgtql)
2 51*11 — 6in 1 2 Sl*n 6in
g -~ - < ~ T~ .
5;15111 5in 51*11 6i*n6m
From Theorem 3.2, 511\111 LE is consistent for &;,, hence
Ot — Oin| < [OMEF — 510 B 0.
We have
1< 1.
E Ut H Z ut((sm
t=1 t=1
n 1 n
< = .og - 2/ 5x 2
<=y \utw )= ()| £ =7 [uR(Eh) — w3 (6m)
t=1 t=1
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Si —t |+t = O
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This proves (A.12) and completes the proof of Lemma A.4. O

A.3. Proof of Theorem .1

Proof. First observe that Y, N/"(n) sums up to the total number of edges n, so

S0 M) g N )

=0 =0

We can re-write (4.4a) as
s (1 &Nmmm\ /(1 1-F
a+5 o <6in zz:% Z+61n >/<6ln 1+5in(15)>
(& N/ & N/ !
N (; 5in ZZ:; Z+(5m ) / <6ln(1+61n(1_5)))

= > B (115,0-8) = o) (A13)

and (4.4b) as

Then &;, can be obtained by solving

fn(0) =gn(0) =0, el K].
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Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.2, we define the limit versions of f,,, and g, as follows:
o~
= (1 1-—
f((s) Z=1p>l7/+5( +6( 6))7
9(8) = (pg" +8) / (1 Y — 5 € [e, K.
0 “14+(1-p)5)" ’

Now we apply the re-parametrization

1 1
”:_1+5(1—5)6L—1+1_ﬁ’K-1+1_ﬁ} = (A.14)

to f and g, such that

Fln) = £60) = 3 T =
i) = o6tn) = L8

Note that for all n € Z:

o Set b;(n) := (i1 — (1 — B))n, then 1+ b;(n) > 0 for all i > 1. So (1) > 0 on I;
e f(n) < ﬁ}:{'ﬁopi‘i <1+ (1-p)K < .

Meanwhile, g is also well defined and strictly positive for n € Z because

1/pg > 1/(1 = B) >n. (A.15)

The first inequality holds since:

1/p>1/1-B)epf<1-5

(6%
&5 ————<1-p
a+3)6in
L+ e
(1= B)(a+ B)din
1 + (1 - B)ain

@a+6<1+(1—ﬁ)(5in.

Sa+pf<l+

We know « + 8 < 1 by our model assumption, thus verifying (A.15).
Define for n € Z,

) 1 .
P S N Ao J 1
"= ) (;H(il—(l—ﬂ))n) po

then it follows that B R
h(n)=0 <«  f(n)=gmn), nel

We now show that  is concave and ?L(?]) — 0 as 7 — 0, then the uniqueness of the solution follows.
First observe that

-1 —1
82 ~ B 82 [e%) pini _ 82 o] pini
8—772h(77) = o (Z 1+ (it _>(1 _ ﬁ))ﬁ) o2 <Z 1—#;(17)>

i=1 =1
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oo pin -3 o o pin 2 o pin —2 62 0 pin

—9 >i <z i . —=t . A.16

(i_zlubi(n)) [an <§1+bz-<n>>] @HW)) o (Zwbi(n)) (A-10)

We now claim that

0 — pl>nz _ . 0 pl>nz _ - pl>nz(l_1 _(1_/8))

o (Z 1+bz<n>> =25 <1+bz<n>> NP S e (417
P (P2 N9 (P PG - (1 B)?
P (Z 1+bz<n>> =2 ¢ (1+bz<n>> DD A IE (A.18)

Sup o= 0, sup < 00
; nez |On (1 +bi(n) z; ner | 0% \ 1+ b;(n)

( P )‘ peili=! — (1 - B)|

<(2-p) iggm <(2-8)1+ (1-B)K)*pZ;.

Recall (A.6), we then have

0 [eS) . oo k—1 ) 0o ‘
D= N =) Y A=) k=1
i=0 i=0 k>i k=0 i=0 k=0
Hence,
o) ) pi“ oo
. | > _ _ 2 in
> |5 (1 +bi(n))\ <@ RS

=(2-B)1+(1-pPK)* <o,

which implies (A.17). Equation (A.18) then follows by a similar argument. Combining (A.16), (A.17) and
(A.18) gives

-3
> - — pi>ni
o) =2 (Z 1+ bdn))

1=1
< it - (1-)\ (S < pin (i1 — (1— B))2
X[(g A1 bi(n)? )‘(,;Hbi(n)) (2 A+ 0:(m)° >]<0’

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Hence A is concave on Z.
From Lemma A.1, ¢(din) = 0 where ¢(-) is as defined in (3.11). Hence we have f(din) = oo+ in a similar
derivation to that of (A.13). Also from (4.2), we have g(din) = a4+ 3. Hence, 0y, is a solution to f(d) = g(d).
Under the § — 7 reparametrization in (A.14), we have that f(7in) = §(7in) Where iy := 6in/(14+6in(1=75)),
and also

lim f(n) =) p =1—p2 = B+pf =limg(n).
lim £ (n) ;m pZo =B+t = limg(n)
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This, along with the concavity of h, implies that 7in 1S the unique solution to B(n) = 0, or equivalently, to
f(n) = g(n) on I. . . i

Let fn(n) := fu(6(n)), gn(n) := gn(d(n)). We can show in a similar fashion that 7 := 0in/(1 — 0in(1 — 3))
is the unique solution to f,(n) = g,»(n). Using an analogue of the arguments in the proof of Theorem A.2,
we have

sup | fu(n) = F(m)] =20, sup |gn(n) — d(n)| == 0,
nel nel
and therefore 7 25 Tin. Since § — 7 is a one-to-one transformation from [e, K| to Z, we have that Sy is
the unique solution to f,,(d) = gn(d) and that &, 2% Sin. On the other hand, & can be solved uniquely by
plugging d;,, into (A.13) and is also strongly consistent, which completes the proof.

O



	1 Introduction
	2 Model specification and simulation
	2.1 The linear preferential attachment model
	2.2 Power law of degree distributions
	2.3 Simulation algorithm

	3 Parameter estimation: MLE based on the full network history
	3.1 Likelihood calculation
	3.2 Consistency of MLE
	3.3 Asymptotic normality of MLE

	4 Parameter estimation based on one snapshot
	5 Simulation study
	5.1 MLE
	5.2 One snapshot
	5.3 Sensitivity test

	6 Real network example
	7 Acknowledgement
	References
	A Proofs
	A.1 For the proof of Theorem ??: Lemmas ?? and ??
	A.2 For the proof of Theorem ??: Lemmas ?? and ??
	A.3 Proof of Theorem ??


