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Abstract

We construct the Bitcoin User Network (BUN) directly from raw blockchain data up to late 2025, which
allows us to explore its mesoscopic properties and trace its temporal evolution. In particular, we analyze the
structure of connected components and directed assortativity through the four variants of Newman’s coef-
ficient, implemented via custom algorithms and a dedicated database. Building on this, to characterize the
distribution of structural influence, we introduce direction-sensitive centrality measures based on PageRank
and HITS, which provide a complementary global analysis of the BUN and reveal a persistently unequal
and increasingly core–periphery structure. In addition, we complement the structural analysis with a study
of Bitcoin’s price volatility using high-frequency market data. Overall, our results reveal a clear pattern
of concentration within distribution: although the protocol is decentralized by design, the emergent user
network evolves toward an asymmetric mesoscopic structure that indicates the existence of a few large-scale
connected components that function as the critical backbone of the system.

Keywords: Bitcoin User Network, Blockchain Network Analysis, Complex Networks, PageRank, HITS

1. Introduction

The original paper authored by Satoshi Nakamoto [1] introduces the concept of Bitcoin, the world’s first
cryptocurrency. Emerging during the 2008 global financial crisis, Bitcoin is designed as a radical departure
from traditional financial structures. The fundamental premise behind Bitcoin is the decentralization of
money, where no single authority controls the money supply. It ensures transparency through a publicly
verifiable ledger and promotes trustlessness by removing the need for intermediaries, allowing transactions
without going through financial institutions. In this work, we adopt the conventional distinction where
“Bitcoin” (capitalized) refers to the network, protocol, and overall system architecture, while “bitcoin”
(lowercase) or BTC denotes the currency unit transacted a single network.
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In an abstract sense, a transaction is a set of input and output addresses. To implement a secure
decentralized network that functions without the need for a trusted third-party entity, Bitcoin utilizes a
transaction history based on cryptographic proof and generates a "chain" of blocks (blockchain), whose
"concatenation" increases computational difficulty as time progresses and reduces the probability of a cyber-
attack. Unlike traditional financial institutions, Bitcoin enables anyone to publicly inspect all transactions
while ostensibly preserving user anonymity. However, this anonymity is, in fact, pseudonymity, as direct
user identification, although difficult, is not impossible [2]. The transparency of the network, where all
transactions are publicly recorded, creates opportunities for analysis. Researchers have developed heuristics
[3, 4] to identify common ownership patterns and link addresses to the same users by analyzing transaction
structures, timing patterns, and behavioral signatures in how Bitcoin manages token exchanges.

Early comprehensive analyses [5, 6], framed Bitcoin as a socio-technical system that combined the fea-
tures of the currency, commodity, and payment infrastructure, while also highlighting the challenges related
to scalability, governance, and regulation. However, more recent work increasingly situates Bitcoin in a
single domain of financial economics. As summarized in a recent survey [7], Bitcoin is widely studied as
a financial asset characterized by relative hypervolatility (see Section 6.6), asymmetric dependencies, and
weak correlations with traditional asset classes. This shift reflects a growing consensus in the literature
that Bitcoin operates less as a pure medium of exchange and more as a digital reserve asset, as well as a
speculative and potentially hedging instrument within global financial markets. As time progresses, Bitcoin
evolves quickly and it is therefore necessary to work with updated data. Its transactions grow to be more
voluminous and complex, and user behavior on the network becomes increasingly relevant for its study to
better understand the cryptocurrency market. Is Bitcoin’s volatility driven by external factors, or is it
inherent to the system?

1.1. Summary of Contributions
In this work, we construct the Bitcoin User Network (BUN) from 2011 up to late 2025 using a complete

full-node dataset and custom address-clustering heuristics aligned with the methodology of Vallarano et
al [8]. This enables us to replicate and extend canonical mesoscopic results on connected components
and directed assortativity, providing a unified temporal characterization of the BUN over an almost 15-
year period. Beyond this extension, we incorporate direction-sensitive centrality measures—PageRank and
HITS—to quantify the concentration of incoming and outgoing structural influence, revealing persistent
inequality and pronounced core–periphery patterns a single network. Our analysis also uncovers a phase of
transient mesoscopic turbulence in the strongly connected core during 2023–2024, interrupting an otherwise
long-term regime of topological stationarity. Finally, we complement the structural study by examining
Bitcoin’s hypervolatility using high-frequency spot price data from 2020 up to late 2025, providing an
orthogonal perspective on market dynamics relative to the underlying network evolution.

1.2. Terminology and Structural Definitions
To ensure clarity and self-containment, we briefly define the structural concepts used throughout this

work. The term mesoscopic structure refers to properties of the network that emerge at an intermediate
scale between microscopic (address-level) behavior and macroscopic (global) statistics. These include the
size and dynamics of large connected components, assortativity patterns, and the distribution of centrality
values across users.

We distinguish between weakly and strongly connected components. A weakly connected component
(WCC) is a maximal set of nodes that remain connected when edge directions are ignored, whereas a
strongly connected component (SCC) requires mutual reachability through directed paths (edges between
the nodes). The largest weakly connected component (LWCC) typically contains most of the users in the
network, while the largest strongly connected component (LSCC) represents the mutually reachable core of
the directed graph.
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When describing hierarchical organization, we use the notion of a core–periphery structure, in which
a dense and highly influential subset of nodes interacts asymmetrically with a large, sparsely connected
periphery. Throughout this work, we refer to the LWCC as the backbone of the network when it carries the
vast majority of users and transaction paths.

We also distinguish between three forms of stability. Topological stability refers to the stability of the
number of connected components; mesoscopic stability refers to the stability of the relative size of major
components; and dynamical stability refers to the temporal smoothness of structural indicators such as as-
sortativity or centrality. Conversely, dynamical instability denotes short-term fluctuations caused by bursts
of transactional activity.

The term assortativity is used to describe the correlation between the degrees of nodes connected by
a directed edge. Positive assortativity indicates that nodes tend to connect with others of similar degree,
while negative assortativity (disassortativity) indicates that high-degree nodes preferentially connect with
low-degree nodes. In directed networks, we consider four variants based on combinations of in-degree and
out-degree. Persistent disassortativity reflects a hierarchical flow pattern in which central hubs interact
asymmetrically with peripheral users.

Finally, for each user, we define the in-degree as the number of incoming transactions and the out-degree
as the number of outgoing transactions. Structural inequality is quantified using the Gini coefficient, applied
here to centrality distributions such as PageRank and HITS.

2. Data processing and considerations for the assembly of the BUN

Bitcoin, unlike euros or dollars, does not have a physical form. Rather, it is made up of bits of infor-
mation. Some studies analyze how an intangible currency becomes tangible and why it has monetary value
despite not having governmental authority to create and control it, mentioning the advantages of cryptocur-
rencies in terms of security and general acceptance by the public [9].

The advantage of Bitcoin is that the network allows access to the entire transaction history and vali-
dates the blockchain through Bitcoin Core, which is open-source software [10] and serves as an official client
that connects to the network, allowing users to receive, send, and manage transactions. This feature of
the Bitcoin network guarantees the availability of verified data and allows direct queries about transactions
within blocks, without relying on third parties. This information implies a large volume of data, currently
exceeding hundreds of gigabytes (GB). As of November 2025, the dataset size corresponding to a full node
on the Bitcoin network is estimated to be approximately 700 GB, reflecting the cumulative expansion of the
blockchain since its early stages of development.

2.1. Considerations of data processing
The processing and storage of Bitcoin transaction data, due to the continuous flow of information, present

technical challenges that must be considered. Figure 1 shows the volume of transactions and the size of the
Bitcoin data from 2011 to November 2025, based on our data. As illustrated, the number of transactions
does not exceed 1 million per week between 2011 and 2014. However, from 2015 to 2017, this figure nearly
triples. Between 2017 and 2025, the data show fluctuations, with a maximum peak exceeding 5 million
transactions per week. These data reflect the increasing transaction volume and the higher amount of data
handled by the Bitcoin network over time. Obtaining data from Bitcoin Core requires efficient reading of
each block and transaction, extraction of inputs, outputs, and associated metadata.

Our analysis is based on the following resource requirements for data storage and processing:
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Figure 1: Weekly number of Bitcoin transactions from 2011 to 2025, showing long-term growth from under 1 million to peaks
near 5 million transactions per week.

• Software: GNU Linux UBUNTU SERVER, Python 3.9.23, psql (PostgreSQL) 13.20, and Bitcoin Core
RPC client version v27.0.0.

• Hardware: We use an HP Z840 server with Intel Xeon E5-2699 (44 cores), NVIDIA Quadro P5000
with 128 GB of RAM and 2TB SSD memory. Disk usage was optimized through incremental parsing,
selective indexing, and database normalization strategies, allowing all blockchain and derived datasets
to be managed within same storage environment without pruning.

2.2. Bitcoin User Network (BUN)
Due to the privacy mechanisms of Bitcoin, we only have access to transactions and addresses, which

are not linked to specific users. As a result, it is not possible to explicitly determine which addresses
belong to the same user. However, we implement the heuristics [3, 4]previously proposed in the literature to
approximately reconstruct groups of addresses controlled by the same user. This reconstruction is essential
for analyzing user behavior, tracking fund flows, studying mesoscopic properties, and conducting privacy
research on Bitcoin, as it provides insights beyond a mere list of addresses and transactions. Figure 2
illustrates the rapid expansion of the network by showing snapshots of the BUN at week 104 (2011) and ten
weeks later.

2.3. Applied heuristics
To be able to identify users, we rely on the BUN of Vallarano et al. [8]. To do this, we consider the

following heuristics to reconstruct the relationships between addresses and users:

• Multi-input heuristic: When multiple addresses appear as input (vin) in the same transaction, it is
assumed that they belong to the same user.

• Change heuristic: In transactions with multiple outputs (vout), we approximate the change output
using a simplified value-based heuristic, assuming that in standard multi-output transactions the
smaller output often corresponds to change, while the rest are treated as recipients, appropriately
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Figure 2: Snapshots of the BUN at different time intervals. (a) Early 2011 (week 104), showing initial network formation. (b)
Ten weeks later (week 114), illustrating the rapid expansion of the network

assigning new or existing users. We recognize that this approach does not capture all behavioral
patterns present in modern transaction structures (see Section 2.4).

We emphasize the reassignment of vout and vin for the construction of the BUN: if an address previously
used as vout later appears as vin alongside other addresses, the groups are automatically merged, ensuring
consistency in user identification. These heuristics allow us to construct the Bitcoin User Network over long
temporal scales, prioritizing structural robustness and scalability over fine-grained behavioral reconstruction.

In Table 1 , we present an example of a transaction table that lists the input and output addresses
for each transaction. We represent the transactions as Ti, where i indicates the transaction number; as
an example, we show three transactions (T1, T2 and T3). The vin columns represent the input addresses
involved in each transaction, while the vout columns indicate the output addresses. The symbol A in the
vin column denotes an address associated with a certain amount of BTC; in this example, it corresponds to
5 BTC in transaction T1.

Based on this information, we show in Table 2 how users are grouped, indicating which addresses are
associated with each user, and Figure 4 illustrates this grouping in a diagram. Note that user 3 (U3) does
not have any assigned addresses, as it essentially corresponds to user 1 (U1). These heuristics, widely used
in the literature, allow us to follow the methodological approach proposed by Vallarano et al. [8] for building
the BUN, thereby ensuring coherence and comparability with their analytical framework. Figure 3 shows,
for week 700, the distribution of transactions by number of inputs (vin) and outputs (vout). Fifty-one percent
of the transactions correspond to one input (vin =1) and two outputs (vout =2), forming the most frequent
pattern and therefore making them particularly compatible with the heuristic we apply in this study. This
pattern remains consistent throughout the weeks analyzed.

Building on this methodological foundation, we conduct a study on the structure of connected components
and directed assortativity, as reported by Vallarano et al. [8], for the first decade of life of the Bitcoin network,
and extend the analysis into the second decade of life (see Section 6). In addition, we apply the PageRank
and HITS algorithms to offer new insights and a complementary structural perspective on the network (see
Sections 3 and 4).
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Figure 3: Distribution of Bitcoin transactions by number of inputs (vin) and outputs (vout) during week 700. “1-1” indicates
transactions with one input (vin = 1) and one output (vout = 1); “1-2” indicates vin = 1 and vout = 2; “1-3” indicates vin = 1

and vout = 3; and “other” represents all other combinations of vin and vout.

Transaction
number

vin vout

T1 A=5 B=4,C=1
T2 B=3 D=2.5,E=0.5
T3 C=1,D=2.5 F=2.4,G=1.1

Table 1: Example of three transactions (T1,T2 and T3) showing input (vin) and output (vout) addresses. The A in vin
represents an input address with a BTC value (5 BTC in T1).

2.4. Limitations of the Reconstruction Heuristics
Although there are more advanced heuristics [11] that aim to mitigate deliberate traceability-evasion

techniques (such as CoinJoin, PayJoin, Peeling , or CoinSwap), our choice of a well-established and lim-
ited set of rules allows us to maintain a controlled and consistent analytical scope aligned with the BUN
proposed by Vallarano et al. [8]. Therefore, our inferred user clusters should be interpreted as tentative
approximations of real-world entities. Future work will address more advanced clustering heuristics.

3. PageRank of the BUN

PageRank is an algorithm developed by Brin et al. [12] , originally used to evaluate the importance of
Web pages within a hyperlink structure. Its central premise is simple but powerful: A page is important if
other important pages link to it. To achieve this, the algorithm models the behavior of a “random surfer”
who browses the Web following links and occasionally jumping to a random page. This idea translates into
a mathematical problem of Markov chains, for which an eigenvector is calculated that represents the sta-
tionary probability of visiting each node in the network[13]. Over time, applications expanded beyond the
web. Its mathematical foundation, based on graph structures and network theory, allowed it to be adapted
to complex networks.

PageRank measures the importance or incoming structural influence of each node within the network[14].
In our network, we define BUN users (user i and user j) as nodes (user i and user j) and edges (edge ij) as
transfers (transaction ij) between them (see Figure 5). A node with a high PageRank is an influential re-
ceiving user, meaning it receives transfers from many addresses or from addresses that are already important.

We construct a directed unweighted graph G = (V, E) that consists of a non-empty set V of nodes (or
users) and a set E of directed edges (or transactions). Each edge from user j to user i simply denotes the
existence of a transaction, without considering its value. We calculate the centrality metrics (PageRank) [15]
and the inequality (Gini coefficient)[16]. The data comes from our own BUN database, processed weekly.

6



User Address
U1 A,C,D,G
U2 B,E
U3 -
U4 F

Table 2: User grouping based on the addresses inferred from Table 3. User 3 (U3) has no assigned addresses, as it corresponds
to user 1 (U1).

Figure 4: Representation of transactions and user groupings of Table 2. The arrows indicate transactions between addresses,
while the colored blocks correspond to users grouped according to Table 2. User 2 (U2) is shown in red, user 4 (U4) in green,
and user 1 (U1) in blue. The dashed line indicates the grouping of addresses that also belong to user 1. The numbers inside

the blocks represent, as an example, arbitrary amounts of BTC transferred between transactions.

Each node distributes its influence equally among the nodes it points to (its neighbors). A node that receives
many incoming links from important nodes gains a higher PageRank.

We define the PageRank of a node [15] i as

PR(i) = 1− d

N
+ d

∑
j∈Mi

PR(j)
L(j) . (1)

In this equation, PR(i) and PR(j) denote the PageRank values of the nodes i and j, respectively, while
d is the damping factor, for which we use a default value of 0.85. The term N indicates the total number
of nodes in the network. The set Mi consists of all nodes that point to node i, while L(j) represents the
number of outgoing links from node j.

We calculate the Gini coefficient on PageRank values (Gc) to measure inequality [16]

Figure 5: Representation of the Bitcoin User Network (BUN) elements, where users i and j are modeled as nodes, and each
edge ij denotes a value transfer (transaction ij) between them.
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Gc =
∑n

i=1
∑n

j=1 |xi − xj |
2n2x̄

, (2)

where, xi represents PageRank of node i; n is the total number of nodes; x̄ is the average PageRank. The
indicator value ranges from 0 to 1. A result close to 0 suggests an even distribution of importance among
the nodes, while a value close to 1 indicates a high concentration, in which a few nodes accumulate most of
the importance within the network in terms of incoming transactions.

Along these lines, analyzing Gc would allow a more in-depth characterization of structural inequality
from a perspective associated with the “importance” or “influence” of nodes—a particularly relevant dimen-
sion in directed networks. Since PageRank evaluates nodes according to the number of transactions links
passing through the network, independent of their value, it is particularly effective in identifying dominant
hubs that concentrate the flow of transaction and, therefore, may provide indirect insights into structural
concentration patterns that are commonly associated with systemic vulnerability in highly concentrated net-
works. PageRank is crucial because it can differentiate the importance between nodes with similar degrees
or with similar numbers of connections. For example, a node in the IN-Component — the set of nodes from
which the strongly connected component (SCC) can be reached but that are not reachable from it — that
receives many transactions from many low PageRank peripheral nodes will have a lower total PageRank
than a node in the SCC. A SCC is defined as a maximal subgraph in which every pair of nodes is mutually
reachable through directed paths. By adopting this definition, we can refine our understanding of hierarchy
beyond what is captured by simple connectivity.

4. HITS of the BUN

The HITS algorithm (Hyperlink-Induced Topic Search), designed by Jon M. Kleinberg [17], is a set
of algorithmic tools originally developed to analyze and extract information from the link structures of
hyperlinked environments, such as web pages. The algorithm is based on two fundamental concepts: hubs
and authorities.

• Authorities (x) are pages considered the best answers for a given topic. A good authority is a page
that is referenced by many good hubs.

• Hubs (y) are pages that act as resource lists, that is, pages that point to multiple relevant authoritative
pages. Therefore, a good hub is one that points to many good authorities.

In the HITS algorithm, the analysis of links between pages is essential, as hyperlinks from a page
p to a page q confer, to some extent, authority to q. As a uniform starting point, we define a vector
z = (1, 1, 1, . . . , 1) ∈ Rn, where n is the number of pages in the focused subgraph (Gs). We set the initial
authority weight vector (x0) equal to z (x0 := z), and the initial hub vector (y0) equal to z (y0 := z). In
other words, the HITS algorithm begins by assuming that each page of Gs has the same initial weight (value
1) as both a potential authority and a potential hub, before the iterative algorithm begins to differentiate
their scores through alternating mutual reinforcement operations.

The iterative algorithm consists of two operations: updating the authority (Operation I) and updating
the hub (Operation II). These operations are applied alternately over k iterations (k ≈ 20) [17]:

Operation I: the authority weight x(p) of a page p is updated as the sum of the hub weights y(q) of all
pages q that link to p

x(p)←
∑

q:(q,p)∈E

y(q). (3)

Operation II: the hub weight y(p) of a page p is updated as the sum of the authority weights x(q) of all
pages q to which p links

8



y(p)←
∑

q:(p,q)∈E

x(q). (4)

After each update operation, the weight vectors are normalized to ensure that the sum of their squares
equals 1. Once the k iterations are completed, the pages with the c largest coordinates in xk are reported as
authorities, and the pages with the c largest coordinates in yk are reported as hubs (typically c is between 5
and 10). We apply this HITS algorithm analogously to our BUN. Specifically, we focus on identifying hubs
(nodes that point to many authorities and serve as key transmitters) and authorities (users or nodes that
receive the majority of important transactions), based on the link structure of our BUN. In this paper, we
distinguish between incoming structural influence (captured by PageRank and HITS authority) and outgoing
brokerage capacity (captured by HITS hub score).

5. Volatility and blind experiment

Volatility is a statistical measure of dispersion based on cryptocurrency prices rather than structural
network evolution. Although volatility is not a pure network metric, its inclusion allows us to explore the
interaction between structural network dynamics and external market behavior. We calculate volatility
based on the volatility estimation of Wang et al. [23] , but increasing the sampling frequency to obtain more
statistics on the fluctuation of the decentralized ledger in the market.

VOL1 = STD
(

ln
(

P1

P0

)
, ln

(
P2

P1

)
, . . . , ln

(
P1440

P1439

))
·
√

1440, (5)

where, V OL1 is the daily volatility index, STD is the sample standard deviation, ln is the natural logarithm
and P i+1

P i is the ratio between consecutive spot closing prices at time i. We calculate the index as the
logarithmic percentage change taken from measurements obtained at the closing price at one-minute inter-
vals. The settlement price is calculated from 1440 samples collected over a 24-hour period. These samples
correspond to one closing price recorded per minute for each of the 60 minutes in an hour. Given that a
full day consists of 24 hours, this methodology results in a total of 1440 data points or samples used for the
settlement calculation. We employ this one-minute price acquisition frequency as it provides greater insight
into the variability and dynamics of price movements throughout the day.

To have a comprehensive assessment of the cryptocurrency market during external factors or events, it
is necessary to understand how volatile Bitcoin is and how it evolves over time. We perform a blind rolling
volatility test, where the statistical procedure is conducted independently of any prior labeling of exter-
nal factors. To do this, we calculate each daily volatility index and apply a statistical test (the Wilcoxon
signed-rank Test [20, 21]) to see if the volatility changes one week before a particular day D, studying the
week following that day in question. Here, D is a variable that we shift day by day. The analysis covers
the period from 2020, when high-frequency, high-liquidity BTC spot data for both USDT and EUR became
consistently reliable across centralized exchanges, minimizing microstructural distortions, up to November
2025, at which point the study was intentionally concluded.

In Appendix A, we detail the acquisition of volatility data and the application of the statistical test. The
relevant data and observations can be found in the results (see Section 6).
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6. Results

In this section, we present the results obtained by processing the entire Bitcoin blockchain through a
fully synchronized entire node, applying heuristics, and construct our own BUN. We analyze disconnected
components, the evolution of the largest connected component (LCC) of the BUN, and the evolution of
the ratio between the size of the largest connected component (LCC) and the size of the second largest
connected component (second LCC) from 2011 up to late 2025, extending the analysis previously conducted
by Vallarano et al. [8] for the period 2011–2018. In addition, we analyze assortativity, examine the evolution
of Bitcoin’s price volatility using high-frequency market data, and apply complementary centrality measures
based on the PageRank and HITS algorithms.

6.1. Analysis of disconnected components from 2011 to 2025
In Figure 6, we show the temporal evolution of the number of disconnected components of the BUN

(nDC) on a logarithmic scale. We calculate the measurements on a weekly basis, covering the period be-
tween 2011 and 2025, and distinguish between weakly disconnected components (red line) and strongly
disconnected components (blue line). As evidenced in the study by Vallarano et al.[8] (2011–2018), we
obtain a similar result in this work. We observe a high degree of topological disconnection in the early
days of the Bitcoin network. Specifically, since 2011, the orders of magnitude for the weakly disconnected
are 102, while for the strongly disconnected they are 103. Likewise, we find that by 2018, the orders of
magnitude for the weakly disconnected approach 105, and those for the strongly disconnected approaches
106. At the end of 2018, we observe that the value remains stable, similar to the last values in that year,
albeit with minimal fluctuations. This suggests a topological stability in terms of component fragmenta-
tion from 2018 onward, although this stability does not extend to all mesoscopic properties, as evidenced
by the LSCC dynamics between 2022 and 2024, revealing that global topological stabilization can coexist
with local structural turbulence in large-scale networks. However, this stationarity does not extend to all
mesoscopic properties of the network. The Bitcoin transaction network is in a phase of topological maturity.
The topological stability of the number of disconnected components indicates that the network reaches a
state of stationarity in terms of its topological fragmentation pattern. The presence of small fluctuations
suggests that the network is not undergoing drastic topological reconfigurations. The topological stabil-
ity of the number of disconnected components indicates that the dynamics of the network is not driven by
intense periods of speculative growth, requiring the massive formation or dissolution of isolated components.

In Figure 7, we show the largest weakly connected component (LWCC) and the largest strongly con-
nected component (LSCC). The relative size is calculated by dividing the size of the component (NLCC)
by the total number of nodes (N). The relative size of the LWCC remains between 80% and 90% of the
total number of nodes during 2011 to 2018, similar to Vallarano et al.[8] which remains stable at around
80% of the total number of nodes. This result indicates that the vast majority of Bitcoin users are, at
least indirectly, connected to each other. Regarding the LSCC, its relative size ranges from 10% to 30% of
the total number of nodes, partially overlapping with the range reported by Vallarano et al. [8] for the
first decade. However, during the (2023–2024) period, we observe deviations beyond this historical range,
with LSCC values temporarily reach very small relative sizes (without ever vanishing), followed by transient
expansions reaching peaks close to 40%. This does not imply a loss of global connectivity of the weakly
connected graph, but rather a phase of mesoscopic turbulence under the adopted temporal aggregation.

Finally, there is a return to stabilization between 10% and 20% during the (2024-2025) period, indicating
that the network has moved from a state of extreme turbulence to one of dynamical instability.

6.2. Evolution of the ratio between the size of the largest connected component (LCC) and the size of the
second largest connected component (second LCC)

In Figure 8, we show the evolution of the ratio between the LWCC (or LSCC) and the second largest
component. From 2011–2018, in agreement with Vallarano et al.[8], the largest component is about three
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Figure 6: Evolution of the number of weakly (red) and strongly (blue) disconnected components (nDC) in the BUN, from
2011 to 2025.
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Figure 7: Relative size of the largest weakly connected component (LWCC) and largest strongly connected component
(LSCC) from 2011 up to late 2025.

orders of magnitude larger and clearly dominates the network. From 2018 to late 2025, this ratio increases
further—by three to four orders of magnitude in the weak case and two to three in the strong one—reinforcing
the persistence of a few large-scale components that remain mesoscopically stable over time.
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up to late 2025.

6.3. Analysis of assortativity
Assortativity is a measure that describes the mixing patterns of the network. Assortativity occurs when

nodes with high (low) degrees tend to connect with other nodes with high (low) degrees. In contrast,
disassortativity occurs when nodes with high degrees (hubs) tend to connect with nodes with low degrees,
and vice versa. From the BUN, we calculate four variants of the assortativity coefficient (r), correlating the
in-degree and out-degree:

• r(out, out): correlation between out-degree and out-degree.

• r(out, in): correlation between out-degree and in-degree.

• r(in, out): correlation between in-degree and out-degree.

• r(in, in): correlation between in-degree and in-degree.

In Figure 9, we show the evolution of the four Newman’s assortativity coefficients [18] of the BUN over
time, from 2011 up to November 2025. In this figure, we examine how the connectivity of nodes (users)
correlates with their in-degrees and out-degrees, revealing the weakly disassortative nature of the BUN (its
values are negative and remain so throughout the period). This disassortative characteristic suggests that
users (nodes) with a large number of transactions (high degrees) tend to connect with users who have a
small number of transactions (low degrees). These results are similar to those obtained by Vallarano et al.
[8], reinforcing the evidence that this disassortative characteristic has remained remarkably topologically
stable throughout the second decade of life of Bitcoin.
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Figure 9: Evolution of Newman’s four directed assortativity coefficients (rout,out, rout,in, rin,out, rin,in) for the BUN from
2011 up to late 2025.

6.4. Analysis of PageRank of the BUN
Figure 10 shows the structural growth of Bitcoin, displaying the total number of nodes (in blue) and the

number of filtered nodes (in red), which we define in this analysis as nodes with a degree greater than 2.
The total number of nodes increases steadily, while the subgraph of active nodes with a degree greater than
2 exhibits slower and more stable growth. More than 60% of the nodes have a degree of 2 or less, indicating
a network with many peripheral participants and few central hubs.
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Figure 10: Growth of total nodes in the BUN versus nodes with degree greater than 2 (filtered nodes) from 2011 up to late
2025.

The analysis of the BUN up to late 2025, incorporating metrics such as PageRank and the Gini Coeffi-
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Figure 11: Gini coefficient of PageRank centrality values from 2011 up to late 2025.

cient (Figure 11), reinforces the mesoscale conclusions of Vallarano et al.[8](2011–2018) regarding structural
concentration. The concentration of influence (as measured by PageRank) and the inequality in its distri-
bution (reflected in consistently high Gini values, which peak at 0.55 in 2024 and then fluctuate between
that peak and 0.4 in the following years) reveal the existence of a few large-scale connected components that
function as the critical backbone of the system.

6.5. Analysis of HITS of the BUN
Applying the HITS algorithm yields a Gini coefficient that exceeds 0.9 (see Figure 12) , indicating an

extreme concentration of structural influence, both in terms of authority (incoming) and hub (outgoing)
roles. This results in a highly concentrated multi-hub topology with extreme core–periphery characteristics,
which in certain periods approaches a star-like configuration due to the overwhelming dominance of a very
small subset of nodes , while still remaining embedded in a globally multi-hub structure. Practically, despite
millions of users, a very large fraction of transaction links is concentrated around a few dominant hubs,
which are often associated in the literature with large exchanges and custodial services, analogous to urban
systems in which a very large proportion of transactions concentrate around a limited number of dominant
commercial hubs. Although Vallarano et al. [8] emphasize multiple powerful hubs that form locally star-
shaped substructures, our approach complements this by highlighting the directionality of influence and the
pronounced asymmetry in transactional flows.

6.6. Evolution of the daily volatility index from 2020 to November 2025
We calculate the daily volatility index using one-minute closing prices (1440 samples per day). For

visualization purposes, we additionally plot daily high–low price ranges in USDT and EUR to provide an
intuitive comparison with the intraday volatility estimator. Figure 13 shows two graphs: one illustrating
the daily volatility index, and the other comparing the daily high and low prices in both EUR and USDT
during this period. We can observe a trend of the maximum amplitude peaks of the volatility indices. As
years go by, the maximum peaks of the daily volatility indices tend to decrease and deviate less from their
mean value, maintaining their standard deviation during recent years (see Table A.3).

Hypervolatility (or excess volatility) is characterized by an exceptionally high level of price fluctuations
and a pronounced instability of the volatility itself. According to Baur et al. [19], Bitcoin exhibits excess
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Figure 12: Gini coefficients of HITS hub and authority scores for the BUN from 2011 to 2025, showing extreme inequality in
both metrics.

volatility, with price fluctuations approximately ten times higher than those of the main fiat currencies, such
as the US dollar against the euro and the yen. However, Bitcoin continues to remain relatively hypervolatile
in the cryptocurrency market, and there is a clear trend toward lower volatility intensity as time goes by.
This behavior can also be partly attributed to fluctuations in the fiat currency markets.

We apply the Wilcoxon signed-rank Test [20, 21] to evaluate the days on which an event D is assumed
to occur. To avoid bias, we perform a sweep of the event day across the entire study period and analyze the
volatility values on the days preceding and following each assumed event. Upon applying the statistical test,
we do not detect statistically significant changes in the daily volatility index that can be directly attributed
to the events D. This does not exclude the existence of such effects under alternative metrics. An interesting
direction for future work would be to explore how the mesoscopic properties of the BUN behave in proximity
to specific socio-political and economic events.
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7. Conclusions

This study provides a long-term structural analysis of the Bitcoin User Network from 2011 up to late
2025 based on a complete full-node dataset and a reproducible address-clustering methodology. The ex-
tended temporal window and the incorporation of direction-sensitive centrality measures allow us to identify
clear mesoscopic trends that characterize the evolution of the network beyond its first decade. The re-
sults show that Bitcoin’s transactional activity becomes progressively concentrated within a few large-scale
structures. The number of disconnected components stabilizes after 2018 (Figure 6), while the percentage
of users belonging to the largest weakly connected component remains persistently high, between roughly
80% and 90% (Figure 7). The ratio between the largest and second-largest components increases by sev-
eral orders of magnitude in the second decade (Figure 8), confirming the emergence of a dominant backbone.

The connectivity patterns within this dominant component remain consistently hierarchical. All di-
rected assortativity coefficients stay negative throughout the entire period (from 2011 to late 2025) (Figure
9), revealing persistent disassortative mixing in which high-degree nodes interact primarily with low-degree
users. Beyond the mesoscopic descriptors known in the literature [8], our application of direction-sensitive
centrality algorithms—PageRank and HITS—constitutes a key contribution of this work, as they allow us
to perform centrality metrics, considering both incoming and outgoing transaction flows, and providing a
complementary and more qualitative characterization of structural influence and transactional roles within
the system. The distribution of structural influence reflects this hierarchy: the proportion of structurally
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active nodes grows much more slowly than the total number of users (Figure 10), and the centrality of
PageRank exhibits long-term inequality, with Gini coefficients between 0.4 and 0.55 (Figure 11). Directional
asymmetries become even more pronounced under the HITS algorithm, where Gini coefficients greater than
0.9 for authority and hub scores (Figure 12) show that an extremely small subset of nodes concentrates both
incoming and outgoing structural roles.

Last but not least, these observations reveal a clear and strengthening pattern of concentration within
distribution: although Bitcoin’s protocol is decentralized, the user network evolves toward a mesoscopic
configuration dominated by a few large-scale connected components that function as the critical backbone
of the system. This structure produces a persistent and asymmetric core–periphery topology, characterized
by a high influence inequality and directional concentration. These findings highlight the importance of
studying Bitcoin not only from the perspective of its decentralized architecture but also through the emergent
organizational patterns that arise from user behavior. Future work may refine the reconstruction of users
using more advanced heuristics and investigate how these concentrated structures relate to systemic risk in
proximity to specific socio-political and economic events.
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Appendix A. Statistical test and volatility data acquisition

Appendix A.1. Volatility data acquisition
We use the Binance API [24] to obtain weekly Bitcoin price data in USDT and EUR over time. We

construct Table A.3 using the daily volatility data presented in Figure 13, reporting the mean, maximum,
minimum, and standard deviation for the period from 2020 to November 2025.

Year Max Mean Std Min
2020 0.307 0.033 0.026 0.008
2021 0.214 0.045 0.023 0.020
2022 0.108 0.031 0.016 0.006
2023 0.068 0.020 0.010 0.003
2024 0.110 0.026 0.012 0.007
2025 0.077 0.021 0.011 0.005

Table A.3: Daily volatility index from 2020 to November 2025, showing the calculated maximum (Max), minimum (Min), mean
(Mean), and standard deviation (Std) values.

Appendix A.2. Statistical test
The Wilcoxon signed-rank Test [20, 21] is a nonparametric statistical test used to compare two related

samples. This kind of statistical test is commonly applied in scenarios such as before-and-after studies to
assess the effect of an intervention, which in our case is the effect of an event D on the Bitcoin network.
We take as a dataset two groups: one that belongs to the daily volatility values during the week prior to
the event (xb ), it means the group of data of daily volatility indices ordered from one day before the event,
two days before the event, three days before the event, and so on, and the other that belongs to the daily
volatility values during the week following the event (xa ), it means the group of data of daily volatility
indices ordered from one day after the event, two days after the event, three days after the event, and so
on. The null hypothesis (h) to be evaluated will be that the data (xb -xa ) come from a distribution with
a median equal to 0, and the alternative hypothesis is that they come from a distribution with a median
different from 0. We will use a significant level of 5%. That is, if we accept the null hypothesis (h=0), there
is no significant difference between both groups after the event occurred. Otherwise, the null hypothesis is
rejected (h=1).

In Figure A.14 of (a) - (f), we show in color the graphs of daily volatility indexes V OL1 from 2020 to
November 2025. At the same time, we plotted the p-value associated with the statistical test in gray.
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Figure A.14: V OL1 of BTC from 2020 to November 2025: (a), in color blue, the V OL1 graph of year 2020; (b), in color
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