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BRINGING ORDER TO NETWORK CENTRALITY MEASURES

G. EXARCHAKOS, R. VAN DER HOFSTAD, O. NAGY, AND M. PANDEY

ABSTRACT. We introduce a quantitative method to compare arbitrary pairs of graph centrality
measures, based on the ordering of vertices induced by them. The proposed method is conceptually
simple, mathematically elegant, and allows for a quantitative restatement of many conjectures that
were previously cumbersome to formalize. Moreover, it produces an approximation scheme useful
for network scientists. We explore some of these uses and formulate new conjectures that are of
independent interest.

1. INTRODUCTION

The importance of centrality measures in network science is similar to the importance of deriva-
tives or integrals in calculus. Yet, while both concepts are intuitively clear to practitioners, their
mathematical details can lead to unexpected complications in general settings, thus making a sin-
gle universally applicable mathematical definition challenging. The case of centrality measures is
arguably less straightforward, since there are many reasonable centrality measures that capture dif-
ferent aspects of what “being central” can mean in a network. To illustrate this point, the database
[44] currently lists more than 400 centrality measures, each motivated by a different use case. Even
very recently, new centrality measures are being introduced [27]. These various centrality measures
are not only minor variations of the same idea; usually, there are no tractable relations between
them. We refer to [59, Chapter 7] and [75, 14] for a comprehensive introduction to centrality
measures.

In this paper, we propose a method to directly study how close centrality measures are in a
particular network. This allows us to bring order to centrality measures by proposing a quantitative
method to compare arbitrary pairs of centrality measures defined on the same graph. Our method is
based on the vertez-ordering induced by the pairs of centrality measures. Intuitively, it captures the
disagreement between the collections of top-ranked vertices for two different centrality measures.
We explain the method, discuss its properties, and discuss possible use cases.

Background. While there are some more light-hearted uses of centrality measures (e.g., the Kevin
Bacon game [32, 71] is related to closeness centrality, similarly, the Erdés number [39] measures
centrality in the collaboration network in mathematics), they have also been a subject of intense
research across disciplines. A classical topic is the resilience, fragility, and other structural proper-
ties of real-world networks [1, 3, 6, 9, 12, 20, 23, 30, 34, 40, 46]. Further, we specifically highlight
uses in transportation networks [21, 26, 41|, epidemiology [48, 65, 67, 76], and fault-tolerance of
power and telecommunication grids [25, 66, 69, 70].

The mathematical properties of centrality measures have also received substantial attention. The
PageRank centrality measure, introduced in [17, 62], is said to follow the PageRank power-law
hypothesis [4, 5, 33, 35, 45, 50, 60, 61, 74], which states that in-degree and PageRank follow the
same power-law distribution in most real-world networks [10, 24, 31, 54, 64]. Surprisingly, while
often true, this hypothesis was recently disproved for directed preferential attachment models [5].

Centrality measures also attract interest in the physics community, since questions related to
them can often be approached using methods from statistical physics. A recent example in this
line of research is the use of the cavity method in [8]. A recurrent topic in this line of research is
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the introduction of novel approximation schemes, such as [7], that allow practitioners to side-step
the issues related to computational complexity of some centrality measures. We refer to [68] for an
introductory overview of complexity and approximation issues.

Comparisons of centrality measures appear in [16, 36, 38, 57, 72], often aiming to investigate
which centrality measure outperforms others in a specific task. For example, [57] studies the effect
of removal of top-ranked vertices according to various centrality measures on network connectivity,
thus comparing centrality measures on their ability to identify connectivity hubs in real-world
networks. Likewise, [16] compares the performance of various centrality measures in the specific
task of keyword extraction from scientific articles. General comparisons of arbitrary centrality
measures without any reference to a specific task are virtually non-existent, barring studies of
correlations between centrality measures [38]. On a related note, there have been attempts to
cluster centrality measures according to some similarities in their behaviour [68], but this clustering
is mostly heuristic and does not reflect any quantifiable clustering criteria.

There is not much research on the relations between various centrality measures. In [28], an
analytic derivation is given that relates closeness and degree centrality for undirected configuration
models. Even though in centrality measures, we are mainly concerned with the induced rankings
rather than the exact formula, it suggests that the inverse of closeness centrality of a vertex is
linearly dependent on the logarithm of its degree. The dependence of PageRank on the damping
factor is studied in [13].

Quantifiable relations between centrality measures can also be helpful for computational pur-
poses. Indeed, many practical uses of centrality measures focus on the ranking of network vertices
rather than the absolute value of the measure, and it is typically useful to identify the most central
vertices, rather than to calculate the centrality of every vertex.

Main innovation of this paper. The main innovation of this paper is that we propose a way
to quantitatively compare the rankings produced by different centrality measures. This is achieved
by the so-called Centrality Comparison Curve (CCC), which describes the intersection of the top
x - 100% highest-ranked vertices in a network for any x € (0,1), and can be computed for any pair
of centrality measures. From the CCC, one can immediately read off whether centrality measures
are alike, or, instead, completely independent. Since the curve is computed for every z € (0,1), it
illustrates where the centrality measures agree and where they are different. This is particularly
useful when one wishes to compare the most central vertices in the network.

We show that the CCC has several desirable properties. It is precisely the identity when two
centrality measures are equal or are monotone transformations of each other, and it is insensitive
to monotone transformations, which is desirable, since we are mostly interested in the ranks of the
centrality measures. Further, it is close to a square when the centrality measures are independent.
Finally, we indicate that the CCC is well-behaved under large graph limits, both for local conver-
gence of sparse graphs, as well as graphon limits for dense graphs. We showcase the use of the CCC
by computing it for many pairs of centrality measures, both for artificial random networks as well
as real-world networks, and investigate which pairs of centrality measures are close, close for the
top-ranked vertices, and close to independent. In terms of quantifiable relations between centrality
measures, our experiments indicate that different centrality measures can lead to similar rankings
of the most central vertices. This has computational implications, since one can then substitute the
calculation of a computationally complex measure by another of lower computational complexity.
Thus, our work has the potential to significantly speed up the detection of the most central vertices
for computationally hard centrality measures, but this is not the main focus of this paper.

We next define the centrality comparison curve.
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2. RESULTS

2.1. The centrality comparison curve. Let G = (Vg, Eg) be a graph with vertex set Vg and
edge set Eq. For simplicity, from now on we will assume that Vg = {1,...,n} = [n].

Recall that a centrality measure is a map R: Vi — Rs¢ such that R(v) > R(u) should be
interpreted as meaning that v is more central than u. We can see R as a naive way to order the
vertices in V. For our purposes, we need to refine this ordering so that it becomes total and it
breaks ties consistently. To this end, we introduce the induced vertex ordering:

Definition 1 (Induced vertex ordering). Fix a graph G = (Viz, Eg), and let R, S be two centrality
measures on (. Endow each vertex v € Vi with a number wu, sampled independently from the
standard Unif(0,1) distribution. Define the total ordering < (g g) such that, for any a,b € Vg,
a <(g,s) b if and only if

(1) R(a) < R(b); or

(2) R(a) = R(b), and S(a) < S(b); or

(3) R(a) = R(b), S(a) = S(b) and u, < up.

Note that <(g,g) is different from <(g ). The total ordering in Definition 1 allows us to define
the main contribution of this paper, the Centrality Comparison Curve:

Definition 2 (Centrality Comparison Curve). Fix a graph G = (Viz, E¢) with n vertices. For any
total ordering < of Vi, denote the first k elements in the ordered set (Vg, <) by TopS (k). Take
any two centrality measures R, S defined over G, and consider the induced orderings <(g sy and
<(s,r) in Definition 1. For A C Vg, let |A| denote the number of vertices in A.

The centrality comparison curve (CCC) on a graph of size |Vz| = n is a mapping CCC% g: (0,1] —
[n]/n defined by

[TopC,, ., ([en]) N TopC, , (n])|

CCC§ 4(x) = (2.1)

In words, CCC%} g(k/n) represents the overlap of the k most central vertices according to the two
centrality measures R and S, normalised by the size of the graph.

In many applications, it is only relevant to what extent the two centrality measures agree on the
set of most highly ranked vertices. For this purpose, we introduce a simple scalar quantity derived
from the CCC, given by

CCC s(p)

CCCof 5(p) = 444?7443 (2.2)

which, for p small, can be seen as an approximation of the right-derivative of CCC% gatz =0.
Informally, one can expect roughly nCCCo% g(k/n) of the k most highly ranked vertices for R to

also be in the k£ most highly ranked vertices for S. For example, CCCO% 5(0.05) measures how well
the centrality measures R, S agree w.r.t. the top 5% of most central vertices. The closer it is to 1,
the better they agree.

The CCCR g makes no assumption about the edge density of the graph; hence it works for
both sparse and dense graphs, as well as directed and undirected graphs, making it a universally
applicable comparison.

2.2. Properties of CCC. In this section, we discuss several properties of the Centrality Compar-
ison Curve (CCC).

Symmetry of the CCC. The CCC is symmetric in that CCCRS = CCCgR
Monotonicity of the CCC. Again by definition, z — CCC% ,s(z) is non-decreasing.
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Invariant under monotone increasing transformation. In the literature, quantitative compar-
isons of centrality measures are generally done by computing the correlation between centralities.
However, correlation measures a linear dependence, and it can vary wildly when applying a mono-
tone transformation. The advantage of the CCC is that it is invariant under monotone increasing
transformations, and thus more robust, i.e., CCC% g is invariant under a simultaneous mapping of
both R and S by strictly monotone increasing functions. As such, the CCC gives a quantitative
way of comparing how close centrality measures are, as well as the most central vertices in the
network, or, alternatively, how different they are.

CCC is identity curve when R = S. If R = S, then, by construction, no reordering occurs, hence
CCC% g(x) = =z, which serves as the diagonal reference for perfect agreement. This fundamental
property is lost under alternative tie-breaking rules, which is one reason for our tie-breaking rule.
Also, it explains that how much CCC% g(x) is below x is a measure of how different R and S are
in their top [nz| vertices with largest ranks.

Bounded above by the identity curve. The CCC always lies below the identity line, which is
also a consequence of its definition, i.e., CCCg,S(x) < z for all z € [0,1]. Thus, if CCC%}S(x) is

close to z, then R and S are approximately the same. Similarly, if CCC% g(z) is close to z for small
x, then R and S rank approximately the same vertices as being the most central.

Lower bound for maximally different centrality measures. Obviously, CCC% g(z) > 0 for
all x € [0,1], while CCC%S(x) > 2z — 1 for all z € [%,1]. Thus, pairs of centrality measures R, S
for which CCC%S(:U) ~ max{0,2z — 1} can be considered to be mazimally different.

Using CCC for testing independence of Centrality Measures. Further, observe that if R is
a random ordering of the vertices independent of everything else, then z > CCC% g(z) will converge

to the function = + 2% when the network size n — co. Thus, when CCC%S(.@) is close to x? for all
x € [0, 1], we can think of the two centrality measures as being fully unrelated.

Summary of comparisons. These observations give rise to natural comparisons: If CCC%S(J:)
is close to the identity graph, then R,S induce very similar rankings, while these rankings are
completely unrelated if CCC%S(:/U) is close to x2, and even opposite when CCC%) g(z) is close to
max{0, 2z — 1}.

2.3. Putting the centrality comparison curve to practice. We use CCC on artificial and
real-world directed and undirected networks to see which centrality measures are alike, and which
are not.

For the artificial network, we use a directed configuration model [15, 58] of size n = 100, 000,
with in- and out-degree power-law exponent 3. We run this computation 100 times with different
samples of the configuration model, and indicate the standard deviation around the mean of the
100 runs with red error bars.

A key real-world network considered is the directed “hep-ph” citation network [52], one of the
benchmark datasets in network science, which was first used in [37]. Other real-world networks
that we have studied are the U.S. patent dataset maintained by the National Bureau of Economic
Research and first studied in [51], and the Stanford web graph first studied in [53]. The code
can be found at https://github.com/nagyol/CCC, while the full set of figures can be found at
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.18214457. Further details about these computations can be
found in the supplementary material.

We will explain the plots of CCCs on the example of PageRank and in-/out-degree.

How to read a CCC plot. We start by explaining the plots of CCCs on the example of PageRank
versus in-/out-degree. Figure 1 shows that in the real-world citation network, PageRank is related
to in-degree, and essentially independent of out-degree. The first conclusion follows from the fact
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Ficure 1. CCC for PageRank versus in-degree, and PageRank versus out-degree,
for the “hep-ph” citation network [37].

Closeness and harmonic, and betweenness and load, centrality are similar. As can be
expected, due to the close relation in their definition, closeness and harmonic centrality are often
close (see Figure 2). A similar relation holds for betweenness and load centrality (see Figure 3).

closeness vs. harmonic
Runs:1, graph size: 34546, all vertices

closeness vs. harmonic
Runs:100, graph size: 100000, all vertices
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Figure 2. CCC for closeness versus harmonic centrality, for the “hep-ph” citation

network [37] and the artificial network.

betweenness vs. load
Runs:1, graph size: 34546, all vertices

betweenness vs. load-10
Runs:100, graph size: 100000, all vertices
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Ficure 3. CCC for betweenness versus load centrality, for the “hep-ph” citation

network [37] and the artificial network.
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PageRank weakly follows in-degree. While in-degree centrality is simply the in-degree of any
given vertex, PageRank is a more involved stochastic process originally used for ranking pages in
Google search results [62]. There is a large body of work showing that the PageRank distribution
has the same power-law exponent as the in-degree distribution [5, 10, 22, 24, 31, 50, 54, 64]. As
a result, unsurprisingly, the CCC for these centralities is reasonably close to a straight line (see
Figure 4).

pagerank vs. indegree
Runs:1, graph size: 34546, all vertices

indegree vs. pagerank
Runs:100, graph size: 100000, all vertices
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Ficure 4. CCC for PageRank versus in-degree, for the “hep-ph” citation network
[37] and the artificial network.

PageRank hardly depends on damping factor. PageRank centrality has a parameter, called
the damping factor, that is often taken as 0.85 [62]. However, the precise choice of the damping
factor does not significantly matter, as can be seen in Figure 5.

pagerank-50 vs. pagerank-90
Runs:100, graph size: 100000, all vertices
directed-CM-"inPL_exp":3.0-"outPL_exp":3.0-cached-run

pagerank-30 vs. pagerank-90
Runs:100, graph size: 100000, all vertices
directed-CM-"inPL_exp":3.0-"outPL_exp":3.0-cached-run
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Figure 5. CCC for PageRank with damping factors 0.5 versus 0.9, and 0.3 versus

0.9, respectively, for the artificial network.

Katz is similar to in-degree. Interestingly, Katz centrality and in-degree are almost identical

across the real-world datasets considered (see Figure 6).

PageRank is somewhat different from Katz. Perhaps surprisingly, even though the definitions
of PageRank and Katz centrality are highly similar, their centralities behave somewhat differently
(see Figure 7).

Closeness and in-degree are weakly related. In the directed configuration model, closeness

and in-degree are somewhat related (see Figure 8).
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Ficure 6. CCC for in-degree versus Katz centrality for the “hep-ph” citation net-
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work [37], the “Patent” network [51], and Stanford web graph dataset [53].
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Ficure 7. CCC for PageRank versus Katz, for the “hep-ph” citation network [37]
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Ficure 8. CCC for closeness versus in-degree, for the “hep-ph” citation network
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Computational efficiency using the CCC. The CCC can be used to simplify the computation
of computationally hard centrality measures, such as betweenness centrality. This is exemplified by
Figure 6, since in-degree is computationally significantly easier than Katz centrality, yet, for these
real-world networks, they are virtually identical. For another example, Figure 9 compares between-
ness centrality with betweenness centrality based on paths of length at most 6 and 10, denoted
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here as betweenness6 and betweenness10, respectively, showing excellent agreement, certainly in
the most highly ranked vertices. This allows one to approximate betweenness centrality in settings
where it is computationally out of reach, by a restricted version that is computationally easier. For
example, Figure 10 compares betweenness6 and betweennessl0, showing excellent agreement, as
well as betweenness10 and PageRank. For this large data set, of 3,774,768 vertices and 16,518,948
edges, betweenness itself is computationally quite heavy.

1.0

betweenness-6 vs. betweenness
Runs:1, graph size: 34546, all vertices
cit-hepph-cached-run
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betweenness-10 vs. betweenness
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Ficure 9. CCC for betweenness versus betweenness6 and betweenness10, respec-

tively, for the “hep-ph” citation network [37].
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FiGURE 10. CCC for betweenness6 versus betweenness10, and betweenness6 versus
PageRank, respectively, for the “Patent” network [51].

2.4. Convergence of centrality measures and the CCC in the large-graph limit. In this
section, we discuss convergence of the CCC with respect to the two most important convergence
notions of graphs sequences: local convergence [2, 11] for sparse graph sequences, and graphon
convergence [56, 77| for dense graph sequences.

Convergence of centrality measures and the CCC for local centrality measures. Local
convergence [2, 11], and locally tree-like behaviour, have become central techniques in network
science. PageRank is known to be a local quantity, in that the PageRank of a vertex can be well-
approximated by PageRank on a finite-radius neighbourhood [35]. Obviously also in-degree, out-
degree and degree centrality satisfy this. Due to its definition, one can also expect Katz centrality
to be a local measure.
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For pairs of (jointly) local centrality measures, one can show that the CCC converges to a limiting
continuous curve [29], that can be determined by the local limit of the graph. However, it is not
true that local measures are all alike (see, for example, Figure 7), even though their relations can
be analysed through the local limit. At the same time, many global centrality measures, such
as closeness, betweenness and load centrality, cannot be expected to converge for sparse graph
sequences, as they are not defined by local neighbourhoods. Possibly, though, they may sometimes
be well-approximated by local approximations, such as can be observed for betweenness in Figures
9-10.

The fact that the CCC for some pairs of centrality measures converges for locally convergent
graph sequences is illustrated by the fact that the CCCs for our artificial networks, which are
random graph sequences that are known to converge locally, show little variation for different
simulations. Indeed, the variability over different random graph simulations is indicated by the
red lines in the CCCs in the figures, and these appear to be varying rather little. In turn, this
is an important property, as it shows that the CCC is robust with respect to minor variations in
the graphs in question, which is desirable. An example of how this could be used is to replace the
global betweenness centrality measure by the local betweennessk based on paths of length & only.
See Figures 9 and 10 for examples of how this can be effectively used.

Convergence of centrality measures and the CCC for dense graph sequences. In sparse
graphs, the number of edges grows linearly in the network size. For dense graphs, instead, the
number of edges grows quadratically in the number of vertices. For such graph sequences, graphon
convergence is the appropriate limiting notion [56, 77]. In many cases of convergent dense graph
sequence convergence, closeness, betweenness and load centrality converge as well, so that also the
CCC converges for pairs of such centrality measures. This can be shown, for example, for dense
graphs with independent edges and strictly positive graphon limits. We refer to [55] for an example
of the use of graphon limits of the Katz centrality measure, and its implications for production
networks. On the other hand, for centrality measures such as (in-, out-)degree centrality, the order
of the degrees per vertex are to a large extent determined by the degree fluctuations, which are
not captured by the graphon limit. Such problems may be alleviated when assigning appropriate
continuous edge weights, and computing the centrality measures for such weighted graph sequences.

3. DISCUSSION

In this section, we discuss our main results and pose open problems.

Properties of the CCC. The Centrality Comparison Curve has many desirable properties, in
that it depends on centrality ranking only, and thus is insensitive to monotone transformations.
It is the identity curve precisely when two centrality measures agree, and equals = +— 2 when
two centrality measures are completely independent. Finally, since it is a curve that records the
agreement for the top z-100% highest ranked vertices of both centrality measures, it also allows one
to deduce for which rank cohorts the measures disagree. In particular, it allows for settings where
two centrality measures are rather different for most of the vertices, yet agree almost completely
for the most highly ranked vertices. Often, this is what matters most for practitioners. As such, it
yields an attractive quantitative measure to compare pairs of centrality measures.

Conclusions from the simulations. The CCC reveals that load centrality is closely aligned with
betweenness centrality, as well as closeness centrality with harmonic centrality, which is consistent
with their respective definitions. Additionally, PageRank is similar to in-degree centrality and
remains largely unaffected by the choice of damping factor, while, despite their similar definitions,
PageRank and Katz centralities are not as close as one might expect.

In the undirected case, eigenvector centrality and PageRank, which also share similar defini-
tions, behave almost like independent centrality measures. Similarly, degree and Katz centrality
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in the undirected collaboration network appear to act as independent centrality measures. See the
supplementary material for the relevant figures.

Knowing which centrality measures are similar has numerous applications, for example in that
one only needs to compute the algorithmically cheapest of similar centrality measures. It also allows
one to test whether an intuitive ranking, such as produced by field experts, is well aligned with any
of the standard centrality measures. Finally, in settings of dynamic networks, one can see how the
centralities change over time by plotting the CCCs comparing different time pairs.

In the literature, centrality measures are generally compared by computing the correlation be-
tween centralities. However, correlation measures a linear dependence, and it can vary wildly when
applying a monotone transformation. The advantage of the CCC is that it is invariant under
monotone transformations, and thus more robust. As such, the CCC gives a quantitative way of
comparing how close centrality measures are, as well as the most central vertices in the network,
or, alternatively, how independent they are.

Conclusion for convergence of the CCC for convergent graph sequences. The fact that
the CCC has nice convergence properties for the two central graph convergence notions is rather
promising, and indicates the usefulness of the CCC. At the same time, more research is needed to
unleash the full potential of the convergence of the CCC.

Open problems for the CCC. There are many open problems for comparing centrality measures
through the centrality comparison curve, and here we list two.

The first would be to do a large-scale investigation of the relation between centrality measures
for a large number of real-world networks. This was done for the tail behaviour of the degree
distribution by Broido and Clauset [18], as well as in [73], to investigate whether scale-free networks
are abundant, or rather rare, based on the KONECT database [49]. The fact that these papers
come to rather different conclusions exemplifies the fact that such an analysis is challenging. For
centrality measures, it would involve to quantify when centrality measures are close, both for the
entire set of vertices, as well as for the most highly ranked vertices, which is already non-trivial.
It would also be useful to quantify what it means for centrality measures to be independent.
Then, one would need to decide whether the various pairs of centrality measures are close, far, or
independent. This should be done for each network instance. The final step would be to summarize
these conclusions over the large body of networks to come to a general understanding of which pairs
of centrality measures are similar, which are different, and which are independent.

The second open problem relates to rigorously establishing convergence properties of the CCC,
for sparse random graphs, for dense random graphs, and for everything in between. Again, this
problem has several facets. One could study the convergence for specific random graph models,
such as the popular network models, and investigate the similarity of pairs of centrality measures
on them. Secondly, and more in line with the types of results that we have discussed in Section
2.4, it is of central importance to prove the convergence for general random graph models in the
large-graph limit. The fact that there are examples for which the CCC behaves well under both
large-graph limits, local for sparse and graphon for dense, is a promising sign that merits further
investigation.

4. METHODS: CCC AND GRAPH LIMITS

4.1. CCC and total order. Centrality scores typically induce only a partial order due to ties
originating from vertices having equal rank. The Centrality Comparison Curve (CCC) is rank-
based, and thus works best when using a total order. To obtain such a total order, we introduce a
structured tie-breaking rule that preserves interpretability of the CCC.

Suppose (R, S) denote the two centrality measures under consideration. In defining the CCC
(recall Definition 1), vertices are first ranked according to the primary measure R. Tie-breaking
then proceeds according to the following steps:
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(1) Ties in R are first resolved using the secondary measure S.
(2) Any remaining ties are broken by independent Uniform(0,1) random variables assigned to
each vertex.

The resulting total order is denoted by <(g ), and, analogously, initiating the ranking from S
produces the order <(g g)-

The rationale behind the two tie-breaking rules is that Step (1) ensures that ties in < (g g) are
resolved using S (and symmetrically for <(g )), thereby mazimizing the overlap of the top-k vertex
sets in the two rankings. This guarantees that the CCC reflects genuine differences between R and
S rather than artifacts of tie-breaking. Then, Step (2) ensures that the ranking really is total, since
Uniform(0, 1) variables come from a continuous distribution and thus break any remaining ties with
probability one.

A key property of our total order is that, by construction, no reordering occurs for R = S, and
hence CCCg’S(x) = x, the diagonal line corresponding to perfect agreement, which is a desirable
property. This property is lost under alternative rules, as illustrated in Figure 11(a). In contrast,
random tie-breaking can inflate apparent disagreement, pushing CCC% g(z) closer to 2%, which is
the curve corresponding to near-independence.

Finally, other tie-breaking rules are arguably less natural. Indeed, purely random tie-breaking
increases apparent disagreement when ties are common, while deterministic rules unrelated to
the other measure may artificially reduce overlap without reflecting true structural differences.
The hierarchical tie-breaking rule (R, S, Uniform) thus provides a consistent, interpretable, and
symmetric foundation for comparing centrality rankings via the CCC.

indegree vs. pagerank
degree vs. degree Runs:100, graph size: 10000, all vertices
Runs:1, graph size: 1200, all vertices configuration-model-"PL_exp":3.0-test-run
CcM

1.0

0.8 e

0.6 1 e

0.4 .

0.24 .

0.0 T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

FiGure 11. Effect of alternative tie-breaking rules on the CCC: CCC of degree
versus degree for an undirected configuration model with 500 vertices of degree 3, 400
of degree 4, and 300 of degree 5, with the random tie-breaking rule, and PageRank
versus indegree for a directed configuration model with an alternative tie-breaking
rule. Compare with Figure 4.

4.2. General properties of CCC. In this section, we provide the rationale behind several proper-
ties of the CCC curve discussed in Section 2.2. First, the CCC is symmetric, since its definition (2.1)
is symmetric in the two centrality measures. Second, the CCC curve always lies below the identity
line, which follows directly from the definition. Furthermore, if one of the rankings is random, then
CCC% g(x) represents the expected fraction of vertices appearing in the top xz-100% according to
both rankings. For large n, this fraction is approximately 2. The same behaviour arises when

one centrality measure corresponds to a random ordering of the vertices and the other induces a
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deterministic ranking, i.e., a centrality measure that does not have ties. This observation justifies
calling two centrality measures R and S nearly independent when CCC% s(z) is close to 2.

4.3. Sparse graphs and local convergence. Here we discuss the relation between local conver-
gence of sparse graph sequences and the convergence of the CCC. A rooted graph is a pair (G,v)
where v € V. A graph sequence (Gy)n>1 is said to converge locally weakly if the expected pro-
portion of vertices whose neighbourhoods look like a specific rooted graph converges in probability
to some limit. This is equivalent to the statement that, when o, € Vi, is chosen uniformly at
random, the random rooted graph (G, 0,,) converges in distribution to a (random) limiting rooted
graph, which can be finite or infinite. Similarly, a graph sequence (Gj,)n>1 is said to converge locally
in probability if the proportion of vertices whose neighbourhoods look like a specific rooted graph
converges in probability to some limit. See [43, Chapter 2] for more information.

In what follows in this and the next section, we will make the dependence of our centrality
measures on the underlying graph explicit, and write R“(v) for the centrality of v € Vg in the
graph G. We call a centrality measure R“): Vi — [0, 00) local when R'“)(v) is close to the centrality
measure RPr™) at v, computed on the r-neighbourhood B, (v) of v in the graph G. For a local
centrality measure, if (G,),>1 converges locally, also R‘“")(0,) converges in distribution to the
root-centrality R‘® (o) of the limiting rooted graph (G, o). This is relatively simple to verify for
(in-, out-) degree centrality, but it also holds for PageRank [35], and, under some conditions on the
largest eigenvalue of the graph’s adjacency matrix, to Katz centrality [63]. The way to see this,
is to show that the neighbourhood of the vertex o, jointly with the centrality measure as marks
associated to the vertices, converges in distribution. When this is the case, under mild conditions,
also the neighbourhood of the vertex o, jointly with the pair of local centrality measure as bivariate
marks associated to the vertices will converge, and this implies the convergence of the CCC. Thus,
the CCC converges for pairs of jointly local centrality measures, which is a rather nice property.

Obviously, the above only applies to pairs of local centrality measures, and there are many global
(i.e., non-local) centrality measures, for which the above reasoning does not apply. Important
examples are centrality measures related to graph distances, such as closeness, betweenness, and
load centrality. At the same time, it may be the case that, for appropriate graph sequences,
such centrality measures can be well approximated by local quantities (see Figures 9-10). This
contributes a significant challenge, that we leave for further research.

4.4. Dense graphs and graphon convergence. We next discuss convergence properties of the
CCC% g for dense graphs, in which the number of edges grows proportionally to the square of the
network size. For dense graphs, the natural convergence notion is graphon convergence [56, 77]. In
a dense graph, each of the vertices u has a type x,. We assume that (x,)ucv, € [0,1]" is such that
its empirical measure converges to the Lebesgue measure. There is a directed edge between vertex
u to vertex v with probability W (x,,z,), independently. The function W is called the graphon.
We consider undirected settings, where W is symmetric, as well as directed settings, where W may
not be symmetric and the edge between u and v is independent of the edge between v and w.

Let R = R and S = S® now be two centrality measures on the graph G defined in terms of
the graphon W as above. Convergence of the CCC for converging dense graph sequences for the
pair of centrality measures R and S would entail that CCCﬁg(x) — C(z) for some limiting C that
only depends on the graphon W. For concreteness, we here focus on (in- and out-)degree, closeness
and betweenness centrality. As discussed above, closeness and betweenness centrality are not local
for sparse settings, so this would indicate that convergence is more general for dense graphs.

It is instructive to restrict to graphons W that are strictly positive, in that there exists an a > 0
such that W(z,y) > a for all z,y € [0,1]. Also assume that the edges in the undirected graph
(Gn)n>1 are present independently. Then, distances in G,, are rather well-behaved. Indeed, all
distances in GG, are 1 or 2 with high probability. Thus, there are D, vertices at distance 1 from
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v € Vi, while there are n — D,, — 1 vertices at distance 2 from v € V7. As such, the distances in the
graph are closely related to the vertex degrees. Therefore, also the closeness centrality of v is almost
determined by D,, and similarly for related distance-based centrality notions such as betweenness
and load centrality. Since degrees are continuous in the graphon convergence topology, this should
imply convergence of the CCC as well, as we clearly see in the simulations, and we discuss next.

We simulated CCC graphs of growing sizes, wherein for each simulated size we computed the
CCC for several graphs for several pairs of centrality measures, and with G sampled from the
random graph based on several undirected and directed graphons. To simulate dense graphs, we
take n vertices, fix their labeling to be {1,...,n}, and, for every vertex, v, we draw an independent
standard uniform x,. Then, in general, we independently draw an edge between two vertices @
and j with probability W (x;,x;) for some W, which depends on the setting, as in the sampling
procedure in [19].

For the undirected graphon, we use the product graphon W(z,y) = czy, for ¢ < 1. In Figure
12, we see that all centralities are identical, which extends to all other pairs of centrality measures,
figures of which can be found in https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.18214457. There, also figures
of the CCC for the sum graphon W (z,y) = c¢(x + y) for ¢ < % can be found, which are again all
the identity.

betweenness vs. closeness closeness vs. pagerank indegree vs. pagerank
Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices
directed-GWnA-cached-run directed-GWnA-cached-run directed-GWnA-cached-run

0.8 0.8 0.8

0.6 0.6 0.6

0.4 0.4 0.4

0.2 0.2 0.2

0.0 0.0 0.0

FiGure 12. CCC for closeness versus betweenness, closeness versus in-degree, and
in-degree versus PageRank for the undirected product graphon. All centralities are
identical.

For the first directed graphon, independently for all ¢ < j, a directed edge from vertex 7 to
Jj is present with probability Woi(z, z;) = cxjzj, ¢ < 1, and from vertex j to i Wig(zy,z;) =
c(1—x;)(1—x;), making in- and out-degrees maximally different. The results can be seen in Figure

Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices
DGN2-test-run DGN2-test-run DGN2-test-run

Ficure 13. CCC for in-degree versus out-degree, in-degree versus PageRank, and
out-degree versus PageRank for the directed product graphon where in-degrees and
out-degrees are maximally different. In-degree and PageRank are almost identical,
out-degree is close to maximally different from in-degree and PageRank.
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For the directed graphons proposed in [19], independently, the directed edge from i to j is present
with probability Wig(x;, ;) = cuign if ; < p, and ¢, otherwise, where the constants cygn, o and
p are chosen as ¢y, = 0.9, ¢ = 0.05, and p = 0.15. Figure 14 shows that PageRank is similar to
in-degree, while PageRank and in-degree are both almost maximally different from out-degree.

We conclude that the amount of variability in the CCCs in different samples is minute, thus
suggesting that convergence indeed holds for most pairs of centrality measures. Also, for undirected
graphs, we see that the CCC is often either close to the identity curve, or to the maximally different
curve, indicating that many centrality measures are similar, or rather maximally different, for dense
graphs, which would be an important conclusion.

indegree vs. pagerank indegree vs. outdegree outdegree vs. pagerank
Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices Runs:50, graph size: 3000, all vertices
DGN1-test-run DGN1-test-run DGN1-test-run

FiGURE 14. CCC for in-degree versus PageRank, in-degree versus out-degree, and
out-degree versus PageRank for the [19].
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APPENDIX A. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A.1. Definitions of popular centrality measures. Centrality measures in networks are num-
bers assigned to vertices indicating their importance. We now formally define what a centrality
measure is. Let G = (Vg, Eg) be a graph/digraph. A centrality measure R: Vg — R, is a
function from the vertex set to positive real numbers, where the value at a vertex indicates how
important it is.

There are many centrality measures that have been considered in the literature. In this paper, we
consider in-degree, out-degree, total degree, PageRank, betweenness centrality, closeness centrality,
load centrality, harmonic centrality, Katz centrality, eigenvector centrality; both in directed and
undirected graphs.

PageRank. Let R: Vg — R>0 be the PageRank function, which satisfies the recursion

R(i) = ¢ ) JER() + (1~ o) (A1)
Jj€Ve I

where ¢;; is the number of edges from j to i in G, dj is the out-degree of j, and ¢ € (0,1) is the
damping factor.

Katz centrality. Katz centrality K, : Vo — R>0, introduced by Leo Katz [47], is a centrality

measure defined as
Ko(i) =YY oFAj,, (A.2)
E>1j€eVa

where A is the adjacency matrix of G and a € (0, 1) is the attenuation factor.

Notice that in order for the sum in (A.2) to converge, the value of the attenuation factor o has
to be chosen such that it is smaller than the reciprocal of the largest eigenvalue of A (which is
non-negative, due to the non-negativity of A).

Eigenvector centrality. Let x: Vi — R>0 be the eigenvector centrality vector, then it satisfies
' A = \at, (A.3)

where A is the adjacency matrix of G and A is its associated largest modulus eigenvalue. This
eigenvector is unique up to a multiplicative factor. To define a unique score, one must normalise
the eigenvector .

Betweenness centrality. Let b: Vi — R>0 be the betweenness centrality function, then

boy=>" Y ”GJ(;’) (A4)

i€Vg jeVe W

where o; j(v) counts the number of shortest paths from ¢ to j containing v and o; ; is the number of
shortest paths from 4 to j. For betweennessk, we restrict in the above to pairs of vertices 7,5 € Vo
such that ¢ and j are at graph distance at most k.

Load centrality. Let [: Vo — R>0, the load centrality function, then

Zz‘eVG ZjeVG 0i,j(v)

ZiGVG ZjeVG Oi,j

l(v) =

, (A.5)

where 0; j(v) counts the number of shortest paths from 4 to j containing v and o;; is the number
of shortest paths from ¢ to j. For loadk, we restrict in the above to pairs of vertices ¢, j € Vi such
that ¢ and j are at graph distance at most k.
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Closeness centrality. Let c¢: Vo — R>0 be the closeness centrality function, then

Va| -1
ZUEVG dG (’LL, 'U) '

c(v) = (A.6)

where dg(u,v) is the length of the shortest path between v and v in G.

Harmonic centrality. Let h: Vg — R>( be the harmonic centrality function, then

1
h(v) = ;} do(w,0)’ (A.7)

where dg(u,v) is the length of the shortest path between v and v in G.

A.2. Details on the artificial networks used. The source code used to create plots in the
main article is available on GitHub, via https://github.com/nagyol/CCC. The program makes
extensive use of the NetworkX and igraph libraries [42].

Simulating directed configuration models. In the case of (un-)directed configuration model
with power-law degree sequence with exponent «, the individual degrees are chosen to be

deg(v) = Ldmin + YJ7

where dpin, the lower-bound on degrees, is chosen to be 1, and Y is a Pareto(a — 1)-distributed
random variable, i.e., random variable with CDF

1-L z>1
Fy(z) = ze =
v () {O otherwise.

In the case of the directed configuration model, first the in-degree sequence is sampled via the
procedure outlined above, and then the out-degree sequence is resampled until it has the same sum
as the in-degree sequence.

Simulating directed graphons. In the case of graphon-based simulations, the focus was on
illustrating the conjectured limit of CCC as the size of the individual graphs tends to infinity. The
individual graphs were sampled according to the following procedure:

(1) Create an empty graph with n vertices at the beginning.

(2) For each vertex v € Vi, assign a weight z,, ~ Unif([0, 1]).

(3) Create an edge between edges u, v € Vg based on an outcome of an independent Bernoulli(cxy,x,)
trial.

This random graph is also known as the G(W, n) model (see e.g., [56, 77]).

A.3. CCC for undirected graphs. In this section, we present the same figures as in the main
text of the paper, but now for undirected real-world and artificial networks. Also in such networks,
centrality measures are highly used and useful to identify important vertices in the network. The
real-world network consists of the collaboration network studied in [51], while the artificial networks
correspond to configuration models with power-law exponent 3.
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pagerank vs. degree
Runs:1, graph size: 4158, all vertices

Ficure 15. CCC for PageRank versus degree
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FiGure 16. CCC for eigenvector versus PageRank, and degree versus Katz central-
ity, respectively, for the collaboration network [51].

closeness vs. harmonic
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Ficure 17. CCC for closeness versus harmonic centrality for the collaboration

network [51] and the artificial network.
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betweenness vs. load
Runs:1, graph size: 4158, all vertices
coll-grgc-

4000

3500

3000

2500

2000 +

1500

1000 -

500

0
0

T
500

T T T T T T
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500

T
4000

1000

betweenness vs. load
Runs:50, graph size: 1000, all vertices
configuration-model-power_law_exp:3.0-

800 1

600

400 -

200 q

T T T T
200 400 600 800 1000

Ficure 18. CCC for betweenness versus load centrality for the collaboration net-
work [51] and the artificial network.
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FI1GurRE 19. CCC for PageRank versus degree for the collaboration network [51]
and the artificial network.
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0.9, respectively, for the artificial network.
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pagerank vs. katz
Runs:1, graph size: 4158, all vertices
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Ficure 21. CCC for PageRank versus Katz, for the collaboration network [51] and
the artificial network.

A.4. The CCC for related directed real-world networks. In this subsection we present
additional CCC plots for two large directed real-world networks that are structurally different from
the citation network considered in the main text, namely the Stanford web graph and the U.S.
patent citation network. The goal is to illustrate that the CCC can reveal both strong alignment
and near-independence between centrality measures, depending on the dataset and the pair of
measures.

Stanford web graph. For the Stanford dataset, the CCC for betweenness versus closeness lies
close to the independence curve 2?2, indicating that these two measures identify largely disjoint sets
of highly ranked vertices. A similar near-independence is observed for the pairs betweenness versus
harmonic, closeness versus PageRank, and harmonic versus PageRank.
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FIGURE 22. Stanford web graph: CCC for betweenness versus closeness (left) and
betweenness versus harmonic (right). Both curves are close to x2, indicating near-
independence.
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closeness vs. pagerank
Runs:1, graph size: 281903, all vertices
web-stanford-cached-run

harmonic vs. pagerank
Runs:1, graph size: 281903, all vertices
web-stanford-cached-run
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FIGURE 23. Stanford web graph: CCC for closeness versus PageRank (left) and
harmonic versus PageRank (right). Both curves are close to 22, indicating near-
independence.

U.S. patent citation network. For the U.S. patent citation network, several pairs of directed
centrality measures exhibit near-independence. In particular, the CCCs for in-degree versus out-
degree, out-degree versus PageRank, and Katz versus out-degree are all close to z2. This indicates
that these pairs identify substantially different sets of top-ranked vertices, highlighting that, in this
dataset, incoming- and outgoing-link structures encode rather distinct notions of importance.

In contrast, PageRank and in-degree display a markedly different behavior. Their CCC is sig-
nificantly above 22, indicating strong dependence.
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FIGURE 24. Patent network: CCC for Katz versus out-degree (left) and PageRank
versus in-degree (right). Katz and out-degree are nearly independent, while PageR-
ank and in-degree exhibit strong dependence.



24

G. EXARCHAKOS, R. VAN DER HOFSTAD, O. NAGY, AND M. PANDEY

indegree vs. outdegree outdegree vs. pagerank
Runs:1, graph size: 3774768, all vertices Runs:1, graph size: 3774768, all vertices
cit-pat-cached-run cit-pat-cached-run

FIGURE 25. Patent network: CCC for in-degree versus out-degree (left) and out-
degree versus PageRank (right). Both curves are close to 22, indicating near-
independence.
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