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ABSTRACT

Structural Hole (SH) theory states that the node which acts as a connecting link among otherwise dis-
connected communities gets positional advantages in the network. These nodes are called Structural
Hole Spanners (SHS). SHSs have many applications, including viral marketing, information dissem-
ination, community detection, etc. Numerous solutions are proposed to discover SHSs; however,
most of the solutions are only applicable to static networks. Since real-world networks are dynamic
networks; consequently, in this study, we aim to discover SHSs in dynamic networks. Discovering
SHSs is an NP-hard problem, due to which, instead of discovering exact k SHSs, we adopt a greedy
approach to discover top-k SHSs. Motivated from the success of Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)
on various graph mining problems, we design a Graph Neural Network-based model, GNN-SHS, to
discover SHSs in dynamic networks, aiming to reduce the computational cost while achieving high
accuracy. We analyze the efficiency of the proposed model through exhaustive experiments, and our
results show that the proposed GNN-SHS model is at least 31.8 times faster and, on an average 671.6
times faster than the comparative method, providing a considerable efficiency advantage.

Keywords Structural hole spanners; graph neural network; dynamic networks; pairwise connectivity.

1 INTRODUCTION

The emergence of large-scale networks has inspired researchers to design new techniques to analyze and study the
properties of these large-scale networks. The structure of the network inherently possesses a community structure
where the nodes within the community share close interests, characteristics, behaviour, and opinions [1]. The absence
of connection between different communities in the network is known as Structural Hole (SH) [2]. The structural hole
theory states that the users who fill the “holes” between various users or groups of users that are otherwise disconnected
get positional advantages in the network, and these users are known as Structural Hole Spanners [3]. Figure 1 depicts
Structural Hole Spanner in the network.

Various solutions [3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12] are developed to discover SHSs in static networks. Nevertheless, the
real-world network changes over time. For example, on Facebook and Twitter, links appear and disappear whenever a
user friend/unfriend others on Facebook or follow/unfollow others on Twitter. As a consequence of the dynamic nature
of network, discovered SHSs also change, and it is important to quickly discover new SHSs in the updated network.
Classical SHS identification algorithms are considerably time-consuming and may not work efficiently for dynamic
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Figure 1: Structural Hole Spanner in the network.

networks. In addition, the network may have already been changed by the time classical algorithms recompute SHSs.
Hence, we need a fast mechanism that can efficiently discover SHSs as the network evolves continuously.

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) [13, 14] are deep learning-based techniques designed for graph problems. GNNs
have shown remarkable results on graph optimization problems, due to which it has become a widely adopted graph
investigation technique. In this paper, we study GNN for discovering SHSs in dynamic networks.

In literature, Goel et al. [12] proposed a solution for discovering SHSs in dynamic networks. The authors have
considered one decremental update at a time. In contrast, real networks are highly dynamic where decremental as well
as incremental updates take place. The network structure changes continuously; new nodes or edges either join or
leave the network. In our model, we consider both incremental as well as decremental edge updates of the network and
propose a model GNN-SHS (Graph Neural Networks for discovering Structural Hole Spanners in dynamic networks),
a GNN-based framework to discover SHSs in the dynamic network. We regard the dynamic network as a sequence of
snapshots and aim to discover SHSs in these snapshots. Our proposed GNN-SHS model uses the network structure and
features of nodes to learn embedding vectors of nodes. Our model aggregates embedding vectors from the neighbors of
the nodes, and the final embeddings are used to discover SHS nodes in the network. GNN-SHS aims to discover SHSs
in dynamic networks by reducing the computational time while achieving high accuracy. Our experimental results
show that the proposed GNN-SHS model is at least 31.8 times faster and up to 2996.9 times faster than the baseline,
providing a considerable efficiency advantage in run time.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• GNN-SHS model. We propose an efficient graph neural network-based model GNN-SHS, for discovering
SHSs in dynamic networks. Our model consider both the incremental and decremental edge updates in
the network. GNN-SHS model preserves the network structure and node feature, and uses the final node
embedding to discover SHSs.

• Theoretical analysis. We theoretically show that the depth of the proposed graph neural network-based model
GNN-SHS should be at least Ω(n2/ log2 n) to solve the SHSs problem.

• Experimental analysis. We validate the performance of the proposed GNN-SHS model on various synthetic
and real-world datasets. The results demonstrate that on synthetic datasets, GNN-SHS is at least 31.8 times
faster and, on average, 671.6 times faster than the baseline algorithm.

Organization. Section II discusses the related work. Section III presents the preliminaries and problem definition.
Section IV discusses the proposed model GNN-SHS. Section V reports and discusses the extensive empirical results.
Section VI concludes the paper.

2 RELATED WORK

SHSs have numerous applications, such as community detection [15], opinion control [16], information diffusion [17],
viral marketing [18], etc. Various studies [3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12] have been conducted to discover SHS nodes.
Existing work on SHSs discovery can be categorized into 1) discovering SHSs in static networks; 2) discovering SHSs
in dynamic networks. This section discusses the state-of-the-art for discovering SHSs.
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2.1 Discovering SHSs in static networks

Lou et al. [3] proposed a technique based on minimal cut to discover SHSs in the network. However, the technique
requires community information in the network, and the quality of identified SHS depends on how accurately are
communities identified. He et al. [4] developed a solution to identify SHSs and communities in the network. The
authors explored the types of interactions, particularly for bridging nodes, in order to distinguish SHSs from the other
nodes. Besides, the model assumed that every node is associated with one community only; however, in the real world,
a node may belong to multiple communities [19]. Xu et al. [5] proposed an algorithm to discover SHSs and argued that
SHSs are the nodes that block maximum information propagation when removed from the network. Rezvani et al. [7]
developed a solution based on closeness centrality to discover SHSs. Xu et al. [8] proposed various scalable techniques
for discovering SHSs. Ding et al. [9] devised a V-Constraint technique for identifying critical nodes that fill SH in the
network. The model considered various node features such as the degree of the neighbour and topological features.
However, the local features of a node may not capture the global importance of the SHS node. Tang et al. [6] developed
a solution based on shortest paths of length two to discover SHSs. Zhang et al. [10] used a community forest model to
discover SHS nodes in the network. The authors argued that local features-based metrics could not identify SHS nodes
in the network. Luo et al. [11] designed a deep learning model ComSHAE that identifies SHSs and communities in the
network. The neural network based-model learns eigenvectors to infer SHS nodes and communities.

Numerous solutions have been proposed to discover SHSs for the steady-state behaviour of the network. However,
real-world networks are not static; they evolve continuously.

2.2 Discovering SHSs in dynamic networks

Goel et al. [12] designed a decremental algorithm to efficiently update SHSs in dynamic networks. The authors have
considered one decremental edge update at a time. The algorithm first identifies a set of affected nodes due to changes
in the network and then performs computations only on affected nodes. In contrast, we design a GNN-SHS model to
discover SHSs in dynamic networks. Besides, we have considered both decremental and incremental edge updates in
the network.

3 PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM DEFINITION

This section first discusses the preliminaries and background of the problem. Later, we formally state our SHS problem
for the dynamic network.

3.1 Preliminaries and background

Notations. A graph can be defined as G = (V,E), where V is the set of nodes (vertices), and E ⊆ V × V is the
set of edges. Let n = |V | and m = |E|. We have considered unweighted and undirected graphs. A dynamic graph
G is modelled as a finite sequence of graphs (Gt, Gt+1, ..., GT ). Each Gt graph represents the network’s state at a
discrete-time interval t. We refer to each of the graph in the sequence as a snapshot graph. Each snapshot consists of
the same set of nodes, whereas edges may appear or disappear over time. Hence, each graph snapshot can be described
as an undirected graph Gt = (V,Et), containing all nodes and only alive edges at the time interval under consideration.
Due to the dynamic nature of the graph, the edges in the graph may appear or disappear, due to which the label of the
nodes (SHS or normal node) may change. Therefore, we need to design a technique that can discover SHSs in each new
snapshot graph quickly.

Let ~x(i) denotes the feature vector of node i, N(i) denotes the neighbors of node i, hl(i) represents the embedding of
node i at the lth layer of the model. l represents the index of the aggregation layer, where l = (1, 2, ..., L). Table 1
presents the symbols used in this paper.

Definition 1. Pairwise connectivity [12]. The pairwise connectivity u(i, j) for any node pair (i, j) ∈ V × V is
computed as:

u(i, j) =

{
1 if i and j are connected
0 otherwise

(1)

Definition 2. Total pairwise connectivity [12]. The total pairwise connectivity P (G) is the pairwise connectivity
across all pair of nodes in the graph and is computed as:

P (G) =
∑

i,j∈V×V,i6=j

u(i, j) (2)

3
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Table 1: Table of symbols
Symbol Definition
G Original graph
V,E Set of nodes and edges
n,m Number of nodes and edges
k Number of SHSs
Gt Snapshot of graph at time t
P (G) Pairwise connectivity of graph
P (G\{i}) Pairwise connectivity of graph without node i
N(i) Neighbors of node i
hl(i) Embedding of node i at the lth layer
|| Concatenation operator
σ Non-linearity
l Index of aggregation layer
L Total aggregation layers
z(i) Final embedding of node i
y(i) Label of node i
~x(i) Feature vector of node i

The pairwise connectivity score [12] c(j) of node j is its input to the total pairwise connectivity of the graph and is
computed as:

c(j) = P (G)− P (G\{j}) (3)

where P (G) can be computed using Equation (2).

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs). GNNs [20] are designed by extending the deep learning methods for the graph data
and are broadly utilized in various fields, e.g., computer vision, graph mining problems, etc. GNNs usually consist of
graph convolution layers that extract local structural features of the nodes [21]. GNNs learn the representation of nodes
by aggregating features from the ego network of node. Every node in network is described by its own features, and
features of its neighbors [14].

Network Embedding. Network embedding [22] is a procedure with which network nodes can be described in a low-
dimensional vector. Embedding intends to encode the nodes so that the resemblance in the embedding, approximates
the resemblance in the network [23]. Embedding can be used for various graph mining problems, including node
classification, regression problems, graph classification, etc. Figure 2 depicts an example of node embedding in
low-dimensional space.

Figure 2: Embedding of node i.

3.2 Problem Definition

Structural hole spanner problem for static network.

Given: Given a graph G = (V,E) and integer k > 0.

4
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Goal: Structural hole spanner problem aims to discover a set of k nodes called SHSs in G, where SHSs ⊂ V and
|SHSs| = k, such that when these nodes are removed from G, the total pairwise connectivity of the subgraph
G(V \SHSs) is minimized.

SHSs = min {P (G\SHSs)} (4)

where SHSs⊂ V and |SHSs| = k.

We refer to the k nodes with the highest pairwise connectivity score in the graph as top-k SHSs and rest as normal
nodes.

Structural hole spanner problem for dynamic network.

We represent the dynamic network as a sequence of snapshots of graph (Gt, Gt+1, ..., GT ) and each snapshot graph
describes all the edges that occur between a specified discrete-time interval (e.g., sec, minute, hour). Figure 3 illustrates
four snapshots of graph taken at time t, t+ 1, t+ 2, t+ 3. Due to the dynamic nature of the graph, SHSs in the graph
also change, and it is crucial to discover SHSs in each new snapshot graph quickly. Traditional SHSs techniques are
time-consuming and may not be suitable for dynamic graphs. Therefore, we propose a GNN-based model to discover
SHSs in dynamic networks by transforming the SHS discovery problem into a learning problem. We formally define
the structural hole spanner problem for dynamic networks as follow:

Figure 3: Illustration of snapshots of graph.

Given: Given snapshots of graph Gt = (V,Et), Gt+1 = (V,Et+1)...., GT = (V,ET ) and integer k > 0.

Goal: Train a model GNN-SHS to discover a set of k SHSs in dynamic network (snapshots of graph). We aim to utilize
the pre-trained model to discover SHSs in each new snapshot of the graph quickly.

Theorem 1 (Dinh et al. [24]). Discovering SHS problem is NP-hard.

Proof. We present an alternative proof, where we reduce the SHS model to vertex cover instead of β-Vertex Disruptor
used in Dinh et al. [24]. The reason for this alternative proof is that it will be used as a foundation for Theorem 2.

We show that the Vertex Cover (VC) problem is reducible to the SHS discovery problem. The definition of Structural
Hole Spanners states that SHSs are the set of k nodes, which, when deleted from the graph, minimizes the total pairwise
connectivity of the subgraph. Let G = (V,E) be an instance of a VC problem in an undirected graph G with V vertices
and E edges. VC problem aims to discover a set of vertices of size k such that the set includes at least one endpoint of
every edge of the graph. If we delete the nodes in vertex cover from the graph, there will be no edge in the graph, and
the pairwise connectivity of the residual graph will become 0, i.e., P (G) is minimized. In this way, we can say that
graph G has a VC of size k if and only if graph G have structural hole spanners of size k. Therefore, discovering the
exact k SHSs problem is NP-hard as a similar instance of a vertex cover problem is a known NP-hard problem.

Theorem 2. The depth of the proposed graph neural network-based GNN-SHS model with width = O(1) should
be at least Ω(n2/ log2 n) to solve the SHSs problem.

Proof. In Theorem 1, we proved that if we can discover SHS nodes in the graph, then we can solve the VC problem.
Corollary 4.4 of Loukas [25] showed that for solving the minimum VC problem, a message-passing GNN with a width
= O(1) should have a depth of at least Ω(n2/ log2 n). Therefore, the lower bound on the depth of the VC problem
also applies to our SHSs problem. Here, the depth describes the number of layers in the GNN-SHS model, and width
indicates the number of hidden units.

Theorem 1 showed that discovering the exact k SHSs in the network is an NP-hard problem. Theorem 2 showed that the
depth of GNN-SHS model should be at least Ω(n2/ log2 n) to solve the SHSs problem. However, in practice, deeper
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GNN faces over-smoothing issue [26], which results in poor model performance. Due to the aforementioned concerns,
we follow the same model adopted in Goel et al. [12], where the authors settled for a greedy heuristic for finding
the top-k SHS nodes. Under the greedy algorithm, a node j with maximum pairwise connectivity score (Equation 3)
is selected; this is the node which when removed from the network minimizes the total pairwise connectivity of the
residual network. The node j is then removed from the network and added to the SHS set. The process repeats until k
nodes are identified. It should be noted that this greedy algorithm, despite being a heuristic, is still computationally
expensive with a complexity of O(kn(m+ n)). Nevertheless, real-world networks such as online social networks are
dynamic, and they change rapidly. Since these networks change quickly, the top-k SHSs in the network also change
continuously. A run time of O(kn(m+ n)) of the greedy algorithm is too high and not suitable for practical purposes
where speed is the key. For instance, it is highly possible that the network might already change by the time greedy
algorithm computes the top-k SHSs. Therefore, we need an efficient solution that can quickly discover top-k SHSs in
the changing networks.

The main idea of our approach is to rely on the greedy heuristic and treat its results as true labels to train a graph neural
network for identifying the top-k SHSs. The end result is a significantly faster heuristic for identifying the top-k SHSs.
Our heuristic is faster because we only have to train our graph neural network model once, and thereafter, whenever the
graph changes the trained model can be utilized to discover SHSs.

4 PROPOSED MODEL

Inspired by the recent advancement of graph neural network techniques on various graph mining problems, we propose
GNN-SHS, a graph neural network-based framework to discover top-k SHS nodes in the dynamic network. Figure 4
represents the architecture of the proposed GNN-SHS model. We divided the SHSs identification process into two parts,
i.e., model training and model application. The details of the GNN-SHS model are discussed below.

4.1 Model Training

This section discusses the architecture of the proposed model and the training procedure.

4.1.1 Architecture of GNN-SHS

In order to discover SHS nodes in dynamic network, we first transform the SHSs identification problem into a learning
problem. We then propose a GNN-SHS model that uses the network structure as well as node features to identify SHS
nodes. Our model utilizes three-node features, i.e., effective size [27], efficiency [27] and degree, to characterize each
node. These features are extracted from the one-hop ego network of the node.

Given a graph and node features as input, our proposed model GNN-SHS first computes the low-dimensional node
embedding vector and then uses the embedding of the nodes to determine the label of nodes (as shown in Figure
4). The label of a node can either be SHS or normal. The procedure for generating embeddings of the nodes is
presented in Algorithm 1. The model training is further divided into two phases: 1) Neighborhood Aggregation, 2)
High Order Propagation. The two phases of the GNN-SHS model are discussed below: Neighborhood Aggregation.
The neighborhood aggregation phase aggregates the features from the neighbors of a node to generate node embeddings.
The node embeddings are the low dimensional representation of a node. Due to distinguishing characteristics exhibited
by the SHSs, we considered all the one-hop neighbors of the node to create embedding. We generate the embeddings of
node i by aggregating the embeddings from its neighboring nodes, and we use the number of neighbors of node i as
weight factor:

hl(N(i)) =
∑

j∈N(i)

hl−1(j)

| N(i) |
(5)

where hl(N(i)) represents the embedding vectors captured from the neighbors of node i. Embedding vector of each
node is updated after aggregating embeddings from its neighbors. Node embeddings at layer 0, i.e., h0(i) are initialized
with the feature vectors ~x(i) of the nodes, i.e., Effective size, Efficiency and Degree. Each node retains its own feature
information by concatenating its embedding vector from the previous layer with the aggregated embedding of its
neighbors from the current layer as:

hl(i) = σ
(
W l
(
hl−1(i) ‖ hl(N(i))

))
(6)

where W l are the training parameter, ‖ is the concatenation operator, and σ is the non-linearity, e.g., ReLU.

6
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Figure 4: Architecture of proposed model GNN-SHS.

High Order Propagation. Our model employs multiple neighborhood aggregation layers in order to capture features
from l-hop neighbors of a node. The output from the previous layer acts as input for the current layer. Stacking multiple
layers will recursively form the representation hl(i) for node i at the end of layer lth as:

z(i) = hl(i), ∀i ∈ V

where z(i) denotes the final node embedding at the end of lth layer. For the purpose of classifying the nodes as
SHS or normal node, we pass the final embeddings of each node z(i) through the Softmax layer. This layer takes
node embeddings as input and generates the probability of two classes: SHS and normal. We then train the model to
distinguish between SHS and normal nodes.

Algorithm 1 Generating node embeddings for GNN-SHS

Input: Graph G(V,E), Input features ~x(i), ∀i ∈ V , Depth L, Weight matrices W l, ∀l ∈ {1, .., L}, Non-linearity σ
Output: Node embeddings z(i), ∀i ∈ V

1: h0(i)← ~x(i), ∀i ∈ V
2: for l = 1 to L do
3: for i ∈ V do
4: Compute hl(N(i)) using Equation (5)
5: Compute hl(i) using Equation (6)
6: end for
7: end for
8: z(i) = hL(i)

4.1.2 Training procedure

To discover SHS nodes in the network, we employ binary cross-entropy loss to train the model with the actual label
known for a set of nodes. The loss function L is computed as:

L = −1

r

r∑
i=1

(
y(i) log ŷ(i) + (1− y(i)) log (1− ŷ(i))

)
where y is the true label of a node, ŷ is the label predicted by the GNN-SHS model, and r is the number of nodes in the
training data for which the labels are known.
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4.2 Model Application

We first train the GNN-SHS model using the labelled data as discussed in Section 4.1. Once the model is trained, we
then utilize the trained GNN-SHS model to quickly discover SHS nodes in each snapshot of graph (snapshot obtained
from the dynamic network). The discovered SHSs are nodes removal of which minimizes the total pairwise connectivity
in the remaining subgraph.

5 EXPERIMENTS

We implemented the code in Python on a machine with i7-8700 CPU. This section first discusses the datasets used for
experimental analysis, followed by evaluation metrics. We then discuss the baseline, ground truth computation, and
training settings. Lastly, we report and discuss the results obtained.

5.1 Datasets

The details of the synthetic and real-world datasets are discussed below.

Synthetic Datasets. We analyze the performance of GNN-SHS model by conducting experiments on synthetic datasets.
We generate synthetic networks using graph-generating algorithms and vary the network size to determine its effect on
model performance. We conduct experiments on synthetic networks with diverse topologies: Preferential Attachment
(PA) networks and Erdos-Renyi (ER) [28] networks. We generate PA(n) network with 500, 1000 and 1500 nodes,
where n denotes total nodes in the network. For ER(n, p), we generate networks with 250 and 500 nodes, where p is
the probability of adding an edge to the network. In PA(n) network, a highly connected node is more likely to get new
neighbors. In ER(n, p) network, parameter p acts as a weighting function, and there are higher chances that the graph
contains more edges as p increases from 0 to 1. The properties of synthetic datasets are presented in Table 2.

Real-World Datasets. We also conduct experiments on real-world datasets to analyze GNN-SHS performance. Proper-
ties of real-world datasets are presented in Table 3.

Table 2: Properties of synthetic datasets.
Dataset Nodes Edges Average degree
PA (500) 500 499 2

PA (1000) 1000 999 2

PA (1500) 1500 1499 2

ER (250, 0.01) 250 304 2

ER (250, 0.5) 250 15583 124

ER (500, 0.04) 500 512 2

ER (500, 0.5) 500 62346 249

Table 3: Properties of real-world datasets.
Dataset Type Nodes Edges
Dolphin [29] Social network 62 159

American College Football [30] Football network 115 613

5.2 Evaluation Metrics

We measure the efficiency of our proposed GNN-SHS model in terms of speedup achieved by GNN-SHS over
comparative methods. The speedup is computed as follows:

Speedup =
Run time of comparative method

Run time of proposed GNN-SHS model

In addition, we measure the effectiveness of our model in terms of classification accuracy achieved by the model.
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5.3 Baseline

In the literature, there is only one decremental algorithm proposed by Goel et al. [12] that addresses the problem of
identifying SHSs in dynamic networks. Therefore, we compare the performance of our model GNN-SHS with the
decremental algorithm. The authors [12] in their work considered only a single edge deletion update at a time.

5.4 Ground Truth Computation

To compute the ground truth labels, we first calculate the connectivity score c for each node and then label top-k nodes
with the highest score as SHS nodes and rest as normal nodes. For experimental analysis, we set the value of k to 50.

5.5 Training Settings

We implemented the code of GNN-SHS in PyTorch and fixed the number of layers to 2 and the embedding dimension
to 32. The model parameters are trained using Adam optimizer, learning rate of 0.01 and weight decay of 5e− 4. We
train GNN-SHS model for 200 epochs. We used 60% of the nodes for training, 20% for validation, and 20% for testing.
In addition, we used an inductive setting where test nodes are unseen to the model during the training phase.

5.6 Performance of GNN-SHS

In dynamic network, as the graph changes with time, we get multiple snapshots of graph. The trained model can be
used to identify the SHSs in each snapshot of the dynamic graph. Even if it takes some time to train the model, we need
to train it only once, and after that, whenever the graph changes, the trained GNN-SHS model can be used to discover
the updated SHSs in a few seconds.

5.6.1 Results on synthetic dataset

The decremental algorithm [12] only works for a single edge deletion update. Therefore, we analyze our model
GNN-SHS performance on a single edge deletion update only so that we can compare the speedup of GNN-SHS over
decremental algorithm. To determine the speedup of our proposed GNN-SHS model over decremental algorithm, we
start from the whole network and arbitrarily delete 50 edges; we only delete one edge at a time. In this way, we obtain
multiple snapshots of graph. We set the value of k (number of SHS) to 50 and make use of the trained GNN-SHS
model to discover SHS nodes in each new snapshot graph. We calculate the geometric mean of the speedup achieved
by GNN-SHS over the decremental algorithm. In our results, the geometric mean denotes the geometric mean of the
speedup attained by our model, Min denotes the minimum speedup attained, and Max indicates the maximum speedup
attained over the decremental algorithm.

Table 4: Classification accuracy of GNN-SHS on synthetic datasets.
Dataset Accuracy
PA (500) 94.5%
PA (1000) 95.33%
PA (1500) 96.5%
ER (250, 0.01) 86%
ER (250, 0.5) 90%
ER (500, 0.04) 87%
ER (500, 0.5) 92%

Table 4 reports the classification accuracy (SHS detection accuracy) achieved by GNN-SHS on various synthetic graphs.
GNN-SHS achieves a minimum accuracy of 94.5% on Preferential Attachment graph PA(500) and 86% classification
accuracy for Erdos-Renyi graph ER(250, 0.01). The results from the table show that graph neural network-based models
achieve high SHS classification accuracy.

Table 5 reports the speedup achieved by the proposed GNN-SHS model over the decremental algorithm. Our model
achieved high speedup over the decremental algorithm while sacrificing a small amount of accuracy. The proposed
model is at least 31.8 times faster for ER(250, 0.01) network and up to 2996.9 times faster for PA(1500) over the
decremental algorithm, providing a considerable efficiency advantage. The geometric mean speedup is always at
least 37.5 times, and the average speedup over all tested datasets is 671.6 times. Results show that our graph neural
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Table 5: Speedup of GNN-SHS on decremental algorithm [12] over 50 edge deletions on synthetic datasets.
Dataset Geometric Mean Min Max
PA (500) 1236.4 1012.5 1532.7
PA (1000) 1930.6 1574.2 2141.4
PA (1500) 2639.7 2432.1 2996.9
ER (250, 0.01) 37.5 31.8 40.2
ER (250, 0.5) 287.3 263.6 301.2
ER (500, 0.04) 368.2 354.5 379.3
ER (500, 0.5) 2466.6 2015.3 2845.9
Mean (Geometric) 671.6 584.1 745.9

network-based model GNN-SHS speeds up the SHS identification process in dynamic networks. In addition, it has
been observed from the results that the speedup increases as network size increases, e.g., for PA graphs, the geometric
mean speedup is 1236.4 times for a graph of 500 nodes, 1930.6 times for a graph with 1000 nodes and 2639.7 times for
a graph with 1500 nodes.

In Theorem 2, we showed that the depth of GNN-SHS should be at least Ω(n2/ log2 n) to solve the SHSs problem.
Nevertheless, a deeper graph neural network suffers from an over-smoothing problem [26, 31], making it challenging
for GNN-SHS to differentiate between the embeddings of the nodes. In order to avoid the over-smoothing problem, we
only used 2 layers in our GNN-SHS model.

5.6.2 Results on real-world dataset

We perform experiments on real-world datasets to determine the proposed model performance for incremental and
decremental batch updates. In the literature, no solution discovers SHSs for incremental and decremental batch updates;
therefore, we can not compare our results with other solutions. We only report the results obtained from our experiments.
We set the value of k = 5 (number of SHSs). For each real-world dataset, we initiate with the whole network and then
arbitrarily delete 5 edges from the network and add 5 edges to the network at once. In this manner, we obtain a snapshot
of the graph. We then use our trained model to discover SHSs in the new snapshot graph. Our empirical results in Table
6 show that our model discovers updated SHSs in less than 1 second for both Dolphin and American College Football
datasets. Besides, our model achieves high classification accuracy in discovering SHSs for batch updates.

Table 6: Run time (sec) and classification accuracy of GNN-SHS on real-world datasets.
Dataset Run time (sec) Accuracy
Dolphin [29] 0.002 76.92%

American College Foot-
ball [30]

0.009 86.96%

6 CONCLUSION

The structural hole spanner identification problem has various applications, including community detection, viral
marketing, etc. However, the problem has not been studied well for dynamic networks where nodes and edges can
join or leave the network. This paper studied the problem of discovering SHSs in dynamic networks. We considered
the dynamic network as a sequence of snapshots and proposed GNN-SHS model, that discovers SHSs in the dynamic
network by learning low-dimensional embedding vectors of the nodes. We performed empirical analysis on various
datasets. Our results show that the proposed GNN-SHS model is at least 31.8 times faster than the comparative method,
demonstrating a considerable advantage in run time.
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