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W econsidertheselforganizingprocessofm ergingand regeneration ofverticesin com plexnetworks

and dem onstrate thata scale-free degree distribution em ergesin a steady state ofsuch a dynam ics.

The m erging ofneighbor vertices in a network m ay be viewed as an optim ization ofe�ciency by

m inim izing redundancy.Itisalso a m echanism to shorten the distance and thusdecrease signaling

tim esbetween verticesin acom plex network.Thusthem ergingprocesswillin particularberelevant

fornetworkswhere these issuesrelated to globalsignaling are ofconcern.

PACS num bers:89.75.-k

The ubiquitous broad degree distribution ofthe real

world networkshasbeen am atterofdiscussionsforquite

som etim e(seeRef.[1]-[9]).Thequestion astowhy broad

degree distributions are observed in so m any di� erent

networks,has triggered various proposals for their dy-

nam icalevolution.Roughly theseproposalscan be clas-

si� ed into two m ain scenarios:O neisrelated to Sim on’s

m odelofhum an behavior,Ref.[10],and wasintroduced

in a network version under the nam e \preferentialat-

tachm ent" (see Ref.[11]). A related scenario is found

in the protein duplication m odelRef.[12]which is able

to generate broad degree distributions because duplica-

tion,to som e extent,m im ics preferentialattachm entto

neighboring nodes. Another class ofm odels is where a

scale-free distribution appears as a result ofa balance

between a m odeled tendency to form hubs against an

entropicpressuretowardsa random network with an ex-

ponentialdegree distribution. This approach includes

directattem ptsto constructHam iltonians(seeRef.[13],

[14]),localoptim ization approaches[15]as wellas gen-

eration ofscale-free networks by balancing a threshold

for assigning links weighted according to exponentially

distributed binding strengths[16].

In thispaper we are presenting a new way ofobtain-

ing the scale-free degree distributionsP (k)� k� 
. The

proposed m echanism is associated to the phenom ena of

aggregation with injection suggested in thecontextofas-

trophysicalsystem s[17]. The m odeldescribesan evolv-

ing network,in which them ain com ponents,represented

by nodes,are capable ofpairwise m erging,while atthe

sam e tim e the size ofthe network ism aintained by gen-

eration ofnew nodes.

In realworld networks one m ay think of the corre-

sponding redistribution oflinks as a synergetic process

associated with an increased e� ciency in thelinking pat-

tern. For exam ple, consider the network of intercon-

nected com puters. Since the com putational power of

the com puters im provestrem endously fast,periodically

itcould becom em orefavorableto replacetwo out-dated

neighboring serverm achineswith one new m achinethat
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a) new

FIG .1: A schem atic representation ofthe update rule. (a)

A node iis chosen at random and one ofits neighbors j is

random ly picked (ki and kj arethedegreesofiand j,respec-

tively). (b)Node m is a resultofthe pairwise m erging with

degree km = (ki � 1)+ (kj � 1)+ N com m on,where N com m on

is the num berofcom m on neighbors ofiand j and the sub-

tracted 1 isdueto the lostcom m on link.Node new isadded

with degree knew from a uniform distribution and itattaches

linksto knew random nodes(c).

can handle m ore connections. This sim pli� es the local

network topology sincetheconnectionsbetween the two

old servers and the redundant links to other nodes are

no longerneeded.Atthe sam etim e new serversm ay be

constantly created to ful� llnew dem ands. The generic

m erging or take-over process is de� ned by the update

rule:

� At each step we choose the node iwith degree ki
random ly,and then choseoneofitsrandom neigh-

borsj.(See Fig.1a).

� The nodesiand j arem erged togetherand thusa

nodem ofdegreekm = (ki� 1)+ (kj� 1)� N com m on

appears instead,with N com m on being the num ber

ofnodesthatareneighborsto both iand j.

� Atthe sam etim e a new node ofsom e degreeknew
is added to the network (Fig.1b) with the links

attached to knew random nodes (see Fig.1c). The

degree knew ofa newly added node is a random

num berr picked from a uniform distribution with

averagehri.

http://arxiv.org/abs/nlin/0403006v1
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FIG .2:(a)The cum ulative node degree distribution P (> k)

for networks of sizes N = 2
11
, 2

13
, 2

15
and 2

17
with the

average hri = 8. The �t is the power-law form P (> k) �

k
�
+ 1

with 
 = 2:3. (b) P (> k) for hri = 2;4 and 8 and

system size N = 2
14

. The straight lines are the power-law

�t with 
 = 2:4 for hri = 2 and 
 = 2:2 for hri = 8. (c)

The cum ulative degree distribution P (> k)forfourdi�erent

system sizes for the realization when two random ly selected

nodesare m erging. The �tisP (> k)� k
�
+ 1

with 
 = 1:5.

(d) P (> k) for the m erging ofrandom ly selected nodes for

hri = 2;4,and 8 and system size N = 214. The slope for

every hriis
 = 1:5.

E� ectively thisupdate reads:

�
ki ! ki+ kj � N com m on � 2

kj ! r
; (1)

where in addition the N com m on com m on neighbors are

loosing one connection each, and r random nodes get

one connection each. After the m erging, i and j lose

their identities and thus Eq.(1) can equally be written

with iand j exchanged.

In Fig.2(a) we show the cum ulative degree distribu-

tions P (> k) resulting from the update rule (1),which

is the probability of� nding a vertex with degree larger

than k,fornetworksofdi� erentsizesata steady state.

The distribution is broad,and in factclearly exhibits a

broad rangeofpower-law behaviorfrom degreeofabout

k = hri up to a cuto� which increaseswith system size

asshown in Fig.2(a). The crucialpointto note isthat

thescale-freenetworkisan em ergentpropertybased on a

sim ple m erging processand thatthe driving m echanism

isnotrelated to preferentialattachm ent.

In order to clarify this further we � rst note that the

present neighbor-m erging process (see Fig.2) in som e

senseim plicitlyintroducesatouch of"preferential"since,

when taking a random neighborofa random node,the

neighborisin som eaveragesenseselected with a proba-

bility proportionalto itsdegree. However,thistouch of

"preferential"isnotan essentialpartofwhy them erging
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FIG .3:D ynam icsofthem odelnetwork,with tim em easured

as the num berofupdates per node. (a) Transient evolution

ofthem axim aldegreekm ax in thesystem fordi�erentsystem

sizes.Noticethatthey-axisisnorm alized with system sizeN.

(b)D egree k(t)ofa given random node asa function oftim e

t. W hen the node is m erged, k(t) shows a sudden abrupt

increase. (c) The power spectrum P (!) versus the angular

frequency ! obtained from theFouriertransform ation ofk(t).

The�tisapower-law with exponent� 2.(d)Thedistribution

ofchanges�k forthe involved nodesin each update.

generatesscale-freenessasisillustrated by considering a

version ofthe m erging processwhere two random nodes

are m erged irrespective ofwhetherornotthey are con-

nected,i.e.withoutany touch of"preferential".In that

case one always,independently ofthe value ofhri,ob-

tainsa scale-free distribution P (> k)/ 1=k0:5 (see Fig.

2c,d). Thus itisthe m erging,and notthe preferential

attachm ent that is the prim ary cause ofthe scale-free

distribution. In factitisrem arkable thatthe neighbor-

m erging producesa narrowerdistribution than thecom -

pletely random m erging. (Com pare Fig.2b and Fig.2b

where 
 � 2:3 for the neighbor-m erging and 
 = 1:5

for the random m erging.) This re
 ects the property of

m erging to lim it growth ofhubs by their absorption of

singly connected neighbors. (See the update rule (1),if

kj = 1 then ki ! ki� 1.) Thistendency is strongerin

the neighbor-m erging process than in the random node

m erging dueto thelargerprobability fora hub to m erge

with a singlenode in the form ercase.Itm eansthatthe

"touch ofpreferential" fortheneighbor-m ergingactually

inhibitsthe growth ofa hub. Thisisin factopposite to

caseof"preferentialattachm ent"wherehubsarethriving

by accum ulation ofneighborsoflow degree.

In thefollowingwewilldiscusstheoriginalform ulation

ofthe m echanism (1).The m ain m otivation being that

theneighbor-m ergingversion islikelierto berelevantfor

realnetworkssince m erging am ong the neighborsseem s

m orenaturalthan them ergingofrandom nodes.In that

casetheonly param eterin thesystem istheaveragede-
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gree ofthe nodes,set by the average value ofhri. In

Fig.2(b)weshow P (> k)forthreedi� erentvaluesofhri.

The exponent
 in the power-law form P (> k)� k� 
+ 1

decreases as one increases hri. For instance,
 = 2:4,

and 2:2 forhri= 2 and 8 respectively. Furtherm ore we

veri� ed that in allcases the steady state degree distri-

bution dependsneitheron the initialaveragedegreenor

on the shape ofthe initialdegree distribution,be it a

narrow distribution (star-likeorexponential)ora broad

one(scale-free).

An additionalnoteworthy featureofthe m odelisthat

itproducesnetworkswithoutany degree-degreecorrela-

tions. W e m easure the correlation pro� le C (k1;k2) �

N (k1;k2)=N (k1;k2)random ised � 1,whereN (k1;k2)isthe

num ber ofedges connecting nodes with degrees k1 and

k2,and N (k1;k2)random ised isthecorresponding quantity

m easured in the random ized network by m any steps of

edgeexchanges(seeRef.[19]fordetails).W ealways� nd

jC (k1;k2)jto besm all,jC j< O (10� 1),im plying absence

ofsigni� cant degree-degree correlation in the networks

em erging from the update rule(1).

Theem ergenceofscalingisassociated with atransient

during which largerhubsareslowly form ing,resulting in

aselfsustainingecologywith abroad degreedistribution.

Thistransientisillustrated in Fig.3(a),wherewefollow

thedegreeofthe,atanytim e,m ostconnectednodein the

system . Thisallowsusto follow the transientapproach

towardsthe steady state. By data collapse (notshown)

we found thatthe transienttim e increasesslightly with

system size,/ N 0:2,whereas the m axim um connected

node at steady state has a degree, km ax / N 0:3. In

Fig.3(b) we follow a single node in steady state for a

N = 103,and observean interm ittentbehavior,which as

seen in Fig.3(c),can be characterized by a 1=!2 power

spectrum .Thepower-law decay form ofthepowerspec-

trum indicatestheabsenceofa characteristictim escale,

which isin parallelwith theabsenceofthecharacteristic

degreescalein thelim itoflargeN observed in Fig.2.W e

stress,thatalthough the1=!2 spectra resem blestheone

obtained forarandom walk process,theactualdynam ics

isricher.Thisisre
 ected by thelargejum psin increases

ofdegree k(t)in Fig.3(b). Thisisquanti� ed furtherby

the broad distribution ofchangesP (� k)in Fig.3(d).

So farwe have been discussing a non-growing version

ofthe network with thenum berofnodesbeing constant

at each tim e step. O ne m ight argue that the m ajority

ofthe realworld networksarenotin a steady state,but

increasein size.Forexam ple,both theW orld W ideW eb

and theInternetaregrowing.O urm ergingalgorithm can

be extended to include a growth processifwe add new

nodesateach tim e atrate higherthan thatofm erging.

W estressthatthegrowth isnon-preferentialin thesense

that the newly added nodes link to the existing nodes

with a probability that is independent oftheir degree.

W e start from a sm allinitialnetwork and grow it with

hri= 4 atvariousvaluesofthe growth rate g untilthe

10−4

10−2

1

1 10 102 103

P
(>

k)

k

stationary
g=0.1
g=1
g=10

FIG . 4: The cum ulative degree distribution for the grow-

ing network. D i�erent curves correspond to di�erent rates

ofgrowth. The solid curve isthe degree distribution in non-

growing case, and the line �t has slope 
 = � 2:2. W ith

increasing the growth rate the distribution deviatesfrom the

stationary distribution: For m oderate growth rates (g = 0:1

and 1)thedistribution rem ainsscale-free,whereasitcollapses

to exponentialforlargergrowth rates(g = 10).

network sizesreach N = 105.In Fig.4 we show P (> k)

at the growth rates 0.1,1.0, and 10. For exam ple, if

the growth rate is 0.1, one vertex is added per every

10 steps on average. Ifthe network size increases very

slowly,say one node per hundred basic steps,then the

degree distribution approachesthe one obtained forthe

non-growing case. As the growth rate is increased the

distribution stillretains its power-law form shape,but

the slope 
 increases to, e.g., 2.8 for the growth rate

1. As the growth rate is further increased, 
 reaches

3,and then the power-law form begins to break down,

and the degree distribution turns into the exponential

one. The change in the slope re
 ects the di� erence in

m ergingfrequency and thefrequency atwhich new nodes

(typically nodesoflow degree k � hki)are added to the

system . In other words, the com petition between the

two tim e scales,one related with the m erging and the

otherrelated with thegrowth,resultsin di� erentdegree

distributionsasthe growth rate ischanged.The overall

featureisthatthedegreedistribution becom esnarrower

ata highergrowth ratebecausethereisnotenough tim e

forthem ergingofthenewlyadded nodestospreadacross

the wholenetwork beforethe system growsfurther.

W e also note that the fact that the m erging and the

regeneration m echanism givesrise to scale-free distribu-

tionsdoesnothinge on the network structure perse.It

isalsoapplicabletoentitiescharacterized by justascalar

num ber,asisfurtherdiscussed in [20].

In thisLetterweproposea genericand robustm echa-

nism forobtainingabroad,scale-free,degreedistribution

in networks where m erging ofnodes play a m ajor role.

Them echanism di� ersfundam entally from thepreferen-

tialattachm ent m echanism [2]where a broad distribu-

tionsare generated during gradualgrowth ofhubs.The

broad distribution resulting from m erging and regenera-

tion processem ergesaftera transientwith slow building
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up ofa zoo ofnodes of various degrees which, as the

steady stateisapproached,togetherbuild up a scale-free

distribution. W e suggest that the m echanism could be

relevant in a num ber ofrealworld networks where the

redistribution oflinks is associated with increasing ef-

� ciency in the linking pattern through m inim ization of

pathway lengths. Asan exam ple we suggestthatm erg-

ing m ay be the e� ective result ofevolution ofarchitec-

ture ofprotein regulatory networks in a cell. In these

transcription and signalling networks,the tim e it takes

to transm it signals is im portant [21],and it m ay thus

beadvantageousto elim inatean interm ediateregulatory

protein and m ove its regulation to an upstream regula-

tory protein.W ith theaddition ofnew functionsin form

ofnew proteins (nodes),this e� ectively corresponds to

them erging and regeneration m odelproposed in thispa-

per.
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