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ABSTRACT

Modern scientific work, including writing papers and submitting research grant proposals, increasingly involves researchers
from different institutions. In grant collaborations, it is known that institutions involved in many collaborations tend to densely
collaborate with each other, forming rich clubs. Here we investigate higher-order rich-club phenomena in networks of
collaborative research grants among institutions and their associations with research impact. Using publicly available data from
the National Science Foundation in the US, we construct a bipartite network of institutions and collaborative grants, which
distinguishes among the collaboration with different numbers of institutions. By extending the concept and algorithms of the
rich club for dyadic networks to the case of bipartite networks, we find rich clubs both in the entire bipartite network and the
bipartite subnetwork induced by the collaborative grants involving a given number of institutions up to five. We also find that the
collaborative grants within rich clubs tend to be more productive in a per-dollar sense than the control. Our results highlight
advantages of collaborative grants among the institutions in the rich clubs.

1 Introduction

The reliance on teamwork in scientific research has increased over the last decades1, 2. The fraction of scientific papers written
by teams of researchers and the number of authors in a scientific paper have increased over the last century on average3, 4.
Various factors affect outcomes of scientific teamwork, including the team size (i.e., the number of authors of a paper)4, 5,
internationality (i.e., the number of countries involved in a paper)6, 7, ethnic diversity (i.e., the number of ethnicities involved in
a paper)8, interdisciplinarity (i.e., the number of disciplines of authors involved in a paper)9, 10, and team freshness (i.e., fraction
of authors who have not collaborated with others before)11. In addition, quantitative approaches to scientific collaboration
networks have contributed to the understanding of patterns of collaborations among researchers1, 12 and their relations to
research productivity (e.g., the number of published papers) or impact (e.g., the number of citations received by published
papers) of researchers13–22.

A universal trend in modern scientific teamwork is that researchers from different institutions collaborate with each
other23–25. Such teams tend to produce papers with higher citation impacts than those written by teams confined to a single
institution25. Patterns of co-authorships among researchers from different institutions have been characterized through analyses
of collaboration networks among institutions26–28. Grant collaboration involving multiple institutions is also a growing
trend29–31. Ma et al. analyzed a British collaboration network among institutions in which edges represent partnerships between
two institutions in funded research projects31. They found that universities with many edges tend to be densely connected
to each other, forming a rich club. Analyses of such grant collaboration networks may inform the government and other
stakeholders on how to allocate research funding to institutions32.

In the present study, we represent collaborations among institutions on research grants as bipartite networks to investigate
grant collaborations among two or more institutions. Note that Ma et al. investigated a dyadic collaboration network of
research grants in which collaborations between three or more institutions were represented by dyadic collaborations31. Such
a projection into dyadic networks, called the one-mode projection, is a major method for analyzing networks involving
higher-order interactions among nodes1, 12, 33. However, evidence suggests limitations of describing such higher-order data only
using pairwise interactions34, 35. In fact, despite the coordination cost that collaborating institutions owe, it is not uncommon
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Collaborative grant 𝑢!
Institution Award number Award amount
𝑣! 0000001 $100,000

𝑣" 0000002 $200,000

(b)(a)

𝑢! 𝑢"𝑢#

𝑣! 𝑣# 𝑣" 𝑣$

Collaborative grant 𝑢"
Institution Award number Award amount
𝑣! 0000003 $500,000

𝑣" 0000004 $200,000

𝑣# 0000005 $300,000

Collaborative grant 𝑢$
Institution Award number Award amount
𝑣" 0000006 $1,000,000

𝑣$ 0000007 $700,000

𝑣# 0000008 $400,000

Figure 1. An example of three collaborative grants and the corresponding bipartite network of institutions and collaborative
grants.

that more than two institutions participate in a funded research project23, 24, 36. Grants with large monetary amounts often require
or at least encourage inter-institutional collaboration and are sometimes a main reason for collaboration among institutions37.
Large grant teams in terms of the number of investigators tend to be more productive38, and collaboration with such large
and productive teams tends to receive grants in the future39. These factors may also lead to an increase in the number of
collaborating institutions. Thus motivated, we investigate networks of higher-order grant collaborations among institutions.

The relationships between research funding and research productivity or impact have been investigated for individual
grants40, investigators41–45, institutions31, 46–49, and geographical regions50. Understanding such relationships is expected to
assist the government and other stakeholders to develop strategies for allocating research funds to different units for enhancing
research productivity or impact. Evidence supports positive correlations between the monetary amount of research funding
received by an institution and its research productivity or impact31, 46–49. On the other hand, the per-dollar productivity or
impact of an institution that receives a large amount of research funding tends to be diminishing51–54. Given this, in the
present study we ask the following question: do institutions participating in many collaborative grants gain advantages in their
per-dollar research impact when they densely collaborate with each other (i.e., they form a rich club) in research grants? We
examine this question using bipartite-network representation of collaborative grants among institutions, which allows us to
investigate relationships among rich clubs, research impact, and the collaboration size.

2 Methods
2.1 Construction of data sets
2.1.1 Collaborative grants
We use publicly available data on the grants administered by the National Science Foundation (NSF)1. We focused on the
collaborative grants in each of which multiple institutions participate and each institution was responsible for a separate award.
Therefore, each collaborative grant is composed of a set of linked awards each of which is separately administered by a single
institution. For this type of collaborative grant, research proposals submitted by collaborating institutions must have the same
project title beginning with ‘Collaborative Research:’ (e.g., see the latest guide posted by the NSF2. We confirmed that this
rule was applied at least since 19993). Therefore, we first collected the data of the awards with the project title beginning with
‘Collaborative Research:’ and the start date between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2020. Second, we identified the set of
institutions that received at least one such award. Third, we used the Wikipedia APIs4 to categorize each institution into one of
48 types; see Table S1 for the complete list of institution types. Fourth, we obtained the data of the awards received by the

1https://www.nsf.gov/awardsearch/download.jsp (Accessed February 2022)
2https://www.nsf.gov/pubs/policydocs/pappg22_1/index.jsp (Accessed June 2022)
3https://www.nsf.gov/pubs/1999/nsf992/cont.htm (Accessed February 2022)
4https://github.com/goldsmith/Wikipedia (Accessed February 2022)
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institutions whose type name includes ‘university’, ‘college’, or ‘school’ (see Table S1 for the list of institution types that we
focused on). Among these institutions, there are 14,081 collaborative grants each of which contains at least two awards (i.e.,
institutions). Fifth, for each collaborative grant, we identified the set of participating institutions, the 7-digit award number (i.e.,
ID) assigned to each participating institution, and the monetary amount distributed to each participating institution.

To quantify the research outputs produced under the collaborative grants, we use the Web of Science Core Collection
database5. There are 1,082,349 papers that were published between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2020 and include
at least one of the words ‘National Science Foundation’ and ‘NSF’ in the acknowledgment section. The fraction of papers
with acknowledgment data in this data set has increased since 2008 because the Web of Science started recording the funding
acknowledgment data in August 20086. For each of these papers, we extracted the 7-digit award numbers mentioned in the
acknowledgement section, the number of times cited by other papers in the database, the research disciplines assigned to
the paper, which is available in the data set, the publication year, and the document type. We retained the 1,066,324 papers
whose document types are either ‘Article’, ‘Review’, ‘Letter’, ‘Editorial Material’, ‘Meeting Abstract’ or ‘Proceedings Paper’,
as suggested in Ref.61. Then, for each award comprising a collaborative grant, we identified the papers that mentioned its
award number in the acknowledgment section. We removed the collaborative grants with less than five published papers in the
database because such collaborative grants often have extreme impact values due to the small number of the associated papers.
Then, we were left with 7,026 collaborative grants, each of which is associated with at least five of the 101,283 published
papers. These collaborative grants have been awarded to 570 institutions in total.

2.1.2 Single-institution grants
For comparison, we also analyzed the grants that were composed of just one award given to one institution. To prepare such
data, we first identified the awards of which the project title did not begin with ‘Collaborative Research:’ and the start date was
between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2020. There are 148,795 awards that meet these criteria and have been received
by any of the 570 institutions that have participated in at least one collaborative grant. Second, for each of these awards, we
identified the institution that received the award, the 7-digit award number (i.e., ID) assigned to the institution, the monetary
amount of the award, and the first and last names of a principal investigator (PI) and co-PIs. Third, for each award, we identified
the papers that mentioned its award number in the acknowledgment section. We removed the awards associated with less than
five published papers in the Web of Science database. Then, we were left with 41,510 awards. According to the NSF’s guide,
these awards belong to one of the following three types of grant: (i) single-institution grant without co-PI, (ii) single-institution
grant in which all the co-PIs are from the same institution as the PI’s, and (iii) collaborative grant in which at least one co-PI
from a different institution from the PI’s participates and the PI’s institution is responsible for the award.

We focus on the awards of types (i) and (ii) because they are genuine single-institution grants. We found 24,866 awards of
type (i) among the 41,510 awards. It is not straightforward to classify the remaining 16,644 awards into types (ii) and (iii)
because the affiliations of the co-PIs are not available in our data set. Therefore, we attempted to identify the awards of type
(ii) as follows. First, for each co-PI in a given award, we obtain the set of candidate affiliations of the co-PI as the set of the
affiliations of the authors who have the same first name initial and the same full last name as the co-PI in any of the papers
associated with the award. Second, we regard that an award is of type (ii) if and only if the set of candidate affiliations of every
co-PI in the award includes the institution that has received the award. We obtained 7,854 awards of type (ii) among the 16,644
awards with co-PIs. Otherwise, we regard that the award is of type (iii).

In summary, we obtained 24,866+7,854 = 32,720 single-institution grants, each of which is associated with at least five
of the 363,116 published papers. These grants have been awarded to 441 institutions in total.

2.2 Bipartite network of institutions and collaborative grants
From the data on the collaborative grants, we construct a bipartite network that consists of a set of institutions V = {v1, . . . ,vN},
where N is the number of institutions, a set of collaborative grants U = {u1, . . . ,uM}, where M is the number of collaborative
grants, and a set of edges E. An edge (vi,u j) exists between institution vi and collaborative grant u j if and only if vi
received an award in the collaborative grant u j. A unique 7-digit award number and a unique monetary amount are associated
with each edge (vi,u j) ∈ E. We denote by ki the degree of vi, i.e., the number of awards that institution vi received from
collaborative grants. We denote by s j the degree of u j, i.e., the number of collaborating institutions in collaborative grant u j.
We show in Fig. 1 a hypothetical bipartite network of four institutions and three collaborative grants. In this example, we have
V = {v1,v2,v3,v4}, U = {u1,u2,u3}, E = {(v1,u1),(v1,u2),(v2,u1),(v2,u2),(v2,u3),(v3,u3),(v4,u2),(v4,u3)}, k1 = 2, k2 =
3, k3 = 1, k4 = 2, s1 = 2, s2 = 3, and s3 = 3.

5https://www.webofknowledge.com/ (Accessed January 2022)
6http://wokinfo.com/products_tools/multidisciplinary/webofscience/fundingsearch/ (Accessed February 2022)
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2.3 Detection of rich clubs
A rich club of a dyadic network is defined as a subnetwork in which the nodes with the highest degrees (i.e., the nodes with
the largest numbers of connected edges) are densely inter-connected to each other62, 63. There are a few studies on rich clubs
in bipartite networks. Opsahl et al. investigated rich clubs in a bipartite network of academic authors and papers33. They
constructed a weighted unipartite network in which the weight of each edge between two authors is equal to the number of
coauthored papers, which corresponds to the one-mode projection of the bipartite network to a unipartite network, and then
applied a method to detect weighted rich clubs for dyadic networks. The same method was applied to detect a rich club in a
bipartite bran network64, a bipartite transportation network65, and a bipartite technological network66. In the present work, we
investigate rich clubs in higher-order networks of collaborative grants among institutions, which one-mode projection does not
characterize. Specifically, we develop and apply a method to detect rich clubs in bipartite networks without using the one-mode
projection.

We define a rich club of a given bipartite network composed of institutions and collaborative grants in which the institutions
with the largest degrees densely collaborate with each other. To compute the rich club, we first calculate the rich-club coefficient,
denoted by φ(k), for the original bipartite network for a given degree k. By extending the definition for dyadic networks62, 63,
we define φ(k) as the number of collaborative grants that are exclusively composed of the institutions with a degree larger than
k divided by the maximum possible number of collaborative grants that are exclusively composed of some of these nodes.
Formally, we define

φ(k) =
|U>k|

∑
N>k
i=2

(N>k
i

) , (1)

where U>k is the set of collaborative grants that are exclusively composed of the institutions with a degree larger than k, and
N>k is the number of institutions with a degree larger than k. To examine the presence of a rich club, we need to compare φ(k)
with values for a reference model63. Therefore, we define the normalized rich-club coefficient, denoted by ρ(k), as

ρ(k) =
φ(k)

φrand(k)
, (2)

where φrand(k) is the rich-club coefficient for the reference model of bipartite network. If ρ(k) is sufficiently larger than 1, we
say that the institutions with a degree larger than k form a rich club. For dyadic networks, a standard choice of the reference
model is the configuration model, which randomizes the edges of the original network while preserving the degree of each
node63. Here we use a counterpart of the configuration model for bipartite networks in which we randomize the edges of the
original bipartite network while preserving the degree of each institution and each collaborative grant67, 68. We compute φrand(k)
as the rich-club coefficient averaged over 10,000 randomized bipartite networks.

2.4 Measuring research impact for awards, institutions, and grants
Each award in collaborative grants is associated with a monetary amount and a set of journal and conference papers supported
by the award, with which we calculate the per-dollar research impact40 as follows. First, to compare the citation count across
different publication years and research disciplines, we normalize the number of citations received by each of the 101,283
papers, which are associated with at least one collaborative grant61, 69. To this end, we denote by c the number of citations that
a given paper z has received. We define c0 as the number of citations that a paper that was published in the same year as z and
belongs to a research discipline assigned to z has received on average. Specifically, we set c0 = (∑d∈D(z) c̄d,y(z))/|D(z)|, where
D(z) is the set of the research disciplines assigned to z, |D(z)| is the number of research disciplines to which z belongs, y(z) is
the publication year of z, and c̄d,y(z) is the average number of citations received by the papers published in discipline d and
year y(z). Each paper is assigned to at least one of the 42 research disciplines1 (see Supplementary Section S2 for details). We
define the normalized number of citations received by z as c/c0. Then, we define the per-dollar impact of the award given to
institution vi in collaborative grant u j, denoted by xi j, as the sum of c/c0 over all the papers associated with the award, which
we then divide by the monetary amount of the award.

We measure the impact of collaborative funded research for a given subset of institutions, denoted by V ′ (V ′ ⊆ V ), as
follows. We first calculate the average per-dollar impact of the awards in collaborative grants that the institutions in V ′

have received, denoted by x̄inst(V ′). Then, we define the normalized impact for the set of institutions V ′ as x̄inst(V ′)/x̄,
where x̄ is the average per-dollar impact of all the awards in collaborative grants. For example, when we consider the set
of institutions V ′ = {v1,v3} in a bipartite network shown in Fig. 1(b), we obtain x̄inst(V ′) = (x11 + x12 + x33)/3. Note that
x̄ = (x11 + x12 + x21 + x22 + x23 + x33 + x42 + x43)/8. If the normalized impact is larger than 1, the impact of V ′ is higher than
the average impact of all the institutions.

We measure the impact of a given subset of collaborative grants, denoted by U ′ (U ′ ⊆U), as follows. We first calculate the
average per-dollar impact of the awards in U ′, denoted by x̄grant(U ′). We are interested in whether institutional collaborations
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yield higher impact than the average impact of the participating institutions. Therefore, we define the normalized impact of
U ′ as x̄grant(U ′)/x̄inst(V ′(U ′)), where V ′(U ′) is the set of institutions participating in at least one collaborative grant in U ′.
Note that x̄inst(V ′(U ′)) is the average per-dollar impact of the awards that the institutions in V ′(U ′) have received. As an
example, let us consider the set of collaborative grants U ′ = {u1,u2} in a bipartite network shown in Fig. 1(b). One obtains
x̄grant(U ′) = (x11 + x21 + x12 + x22 + x42)/5. Because set of institutions V ′(U ′) is {v1,v2,v4}, one obtains x̄inst(V ′(U ′)) =
(x11 + x12 + x21 + x22 + x23 + x42 + x43)/7. If the normalized impact is larger than 1, the impact of the collaborative grants in
U ′ is higher than the average impact of the institutions participating in a collaborative grant in U ′.

To quantify the impact of single-institution grants, we adapt the above procedure for collaborative grants to the case of
single-institution grants as follows. First, we construct a bipartite network composed of institutions and single-institution grants.
Second, we normalize the number of citations received by each of the 363,116 papers that are associated with at least one
single-institution grant by the publication year and research discipline. Then, we directly apply the definitions of impact in the
case of bipartite networks of institutions and collaborative grants to the bipartite networks of institutions and single-institution
grants.

3 Results
3.1 Higher-order rich clubs in collaborative grants
We explore possibility of higher-order rich clubs in collaborative grants. We are also interested in how a rich-club phenomenon
depends on the number of institutions in a collaborative grant. Therefore, we calculate the normalized rich-club coefficients
for the entire bipartite network and the bipartite subnetwork induced by the collaborative grants of degree (i.e., the number of
collaborating institutions), s. We consider s ∈ {2,3,4,5} because collaborative grants with s≥ 6 are rare; there are less than
100 grants for each s≥ 6.

Figure 2(a) shows the normalized rich-club coefficients for the different bipartite networks. Figure 2(a) indicates that the
entire bipartite network shows a rich-club phenomenon (i.e., rich-club coefficient > 1.10, although this criterion is arbitrary)
for the threshold of the number of awards from collaborative grants, k, approximately 100≤ k ≤ 200. (The P-value is less than
0.005 for 1≤ k ≤ 193 according to the Bonferroni-corrected permutation test; see Supplementary Section S3.) The rich-club
coefficient reaches the maximum value of approximately 1.21 at k = 144. The figure also indicates that, although the bipartite
subnetwork with s = 2 has rich clubs that are statistically significant (see Supplementary Section S3), the rich-club coefficient
values are modest with the largest value of 1.13. In contrast, the bipartite subnetwork only composed of collaborations among
s = 3 institutions, the subnetwork restricted to s = 4, and that restricted to s = 5 show relatively strong and persistent rich clubs
across a range of k. Therefore, the institutions that receive the largest numbers of awards from either the triadic, quartic, and
quintic collaborative grants tend to more densely collaborate with each other than the institutions with the largest numbers
of awards from dyadic collaborative grants. Note that the normalized rich-club coefficient for the entire bipartite network
(diamonds in Fig. 2(a)) is mostly determined by that for the subnetwork induced by the dyadic collaborative grants (crosses in
Fig. 2(a)). This is because dyadic collaborative grants are dominant in number; they account for approximately 67% of all the
collaborative grants.

We next compare the rich clubs in the different subnetworks. We focus on the 50 institutions with the largest numbers
of awards in the entire bipartite network of collaborative grants. For these institutions, we calculate the Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient in terms of the number of awards between each pair of the five bipartite networks (i.e., the entire network,
s = 2 subnetwork, s = 3 subnetwork, s = 4 subnetwork, and s = 5 subnetwork). We show the rank correlation for all pairs of
networks in Fig. 2(b). We find that the entire network is the most strongly correlated with the s = 2 subnetwork. This result is
expected because the collaborations between s = 2 institutions are by far the largest contributor to the entire network. Figure
2(b) also indicates that the correlation is larger when s is closer between two subnetworks.

This result led us to hypothesize that some institutions are good at securing collaborative grants involving fewer institutions,
while other institutions are the opposite. To test this hypothesis, we classify the same 50 institutions using a principal component
analysis (PCA). To run the PCA, we encode each institution into a four-dimensional vector composed of the normalized number
of awards in collaborative grants with s = 2, s = 3, s = 4, and s = 5. Specifically, we scale each entry of the vector to have
mean 0 and standard deviation 1. Then, we run the PCA on the normalized vectors using the scikit-learn library71.

We show the PCA result in Fig. 2(c). Each data point is labeled with the institution’s rank in terms of the number of awards
in collaborative grants that the institution has received; see Table S2 for the names of the 50 institutions. The first two principal
components, denoted by PC1 and PC2, explain 74.7% and 13.1% of the variance of the data, respectively. Therefore, we
conclude that the two-dimensional representation of the institutions shown in Fig. 2(c), where the two axes correspond to
PC1 and PC2, is sufficient. The eigenvector corresponding to PC1 is (0.53,0.54,0.49,0.44), which indicates that the number
of awards from collaborative grants of any size of collaboration approximately equally contributes to PC1. As expected,
institutions with a higher rank (i.e., data points labeled with a smaller number in Fig. 2(c)) tend to have a higher PC1 value. The
eigenvector corresponding to PC2 is (−0.25,−0.28,−0.22,0.89). Therefore, the PC2 classifies the 50 institutions into those
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(a) (b)

(c)

Urbana-Champaign

Michigan

Purdue

UT Austin

Penn State
CU Boulder

UC Berkeley

Georgia Tech

MIT

Washington

Rice

Virginia Tech

UCLA

UCSB

Duke

Figure 2. Rich-club phenomena in networks of grant collaboration. (a) Normalized rich-club coefficient ρ(k) as a function of
the number of awards that the institution received from collaborative grants. We measured ρ(k) for the entire network (labeled
“All collaborations”), the subnetwork only composed of collaboration between s = 2 institutions, that with s = 3, s = 4, and
s = 5. In this figure, Fig. 3(b), Fig. 4(a)–(e), and Fig. 5, we omit data points for a given value of k if there are less than five
instances contributing to the data point. (b) Rank correlation matrix between the different networks, where the rank is in terms
of the number of awards in collaborative grants that the institution has received. We used the top 50 institutions in the entire
network to calculate the rank correlation. (c) PCA result for the 50 institutions with the largest numbers of awards in the entire
network. The number indicates the institution’s rank in the entire network. See the Supplementary Materials for the names of
the 50 institutions.

6/18



0

(a) (b)

Single institution

All collaborations

! = 2
! = 3
! = 4
! = 5

Figure 3. Research impact of award-rich institutions. We analyze the single-institution grants, all the collaborative grants, and
the collaborative grants with different values of s. (a) Rank plot of the institutions in terms of the number of awards. (b)
Normalized impact of the institutions with more than k awards from grants. We denote by V>k the set of those institutions.

frequent in collaborations with smaller numbers of institutions (i.e., 2≤ s≤ 4) and those frequent in collaborative grants with
s = 5. For example, the University of California, Berkeley ranks the 11th, 11th, 3rd, and 1st in the s = 2, s = 3, s = 4, and s = 5
subnetworks, respectively; University of Washington ranks the 6th, 2nd, 9th, and 2nd in the same four subnetworks; University
of Colorado at Boulder ranks the 8th, 7th, 4th, and 4th; University of California, Los Angeles ranks the 24th, 29th, 22nd, and
7th; University of California, Santa Barbara ranks the 22nd, 38th, 42nd, and 8th; Rice University ranks the 45th, 44th, 82nd,
and 6th. The latter three universities have a much higher rank in the subnetwork with s = 5 than that in the entire network. The
behavior of institutions with a low PC2 value is the opposite. For example, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign ranks
the 1st, 1st, 8th, and 10th in the s = 2, s = 3, s = 4, and s = 5 subnetworks, respectively; University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
ranks the 3rd, 3rd, 5th, and 17th in the same four subnetworks; Massachusetts Institute of Technology ranks 5th, 9th, 12th, and
28th; Duke University ranks 18th, 18th, 34th, and 55th; Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University ranks 32nd, 19th,
14th, and 53rd.

3.2 Research impact of the institutions with the largest numbers of collaborative grants
We now investigate research impact of the institutions with the largest numbers of awards from collaborative grants. Note that
these institutions form putative rich clubs. For comparison, we also analyze the research impact of the institutions with the
largest numbers of awards from single-institution grants. Here we analyze the data separately for all the collaborative grants,
the collaborative grants comprising s ∈ {2,3,4,5} institutions, and single-institution grants.

First, we show the rank plot of the number of awards received by the institution, k, in Fig. 3(a). The figure indicates that k is
skewed toward the top-ranked institutions. For example, the top 20% of institutions obtained approximately 82% of the awards
in collaborative grants and approximately 79% of the awards in single-institution grants. This result is consistent with the
concentration of research funding in top-ranked institutions observed in the NSF72, the National Institutes of Health grants in
the US53, 73, and the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council grants in the UK31. We also found that the top-ranked
institutions less dominate the distribution of awards in the case of collaboration with a larger number of institutions (i.e., larger
s). For example, the top 20% of institutions account for approximately 79% of the awards in single-institution grants (i.e.,
s = 1), 76% for s = 2, 70% for s = 3, 60% for s = 4, and 53% for s = 5. To be further quantitative, we have calculated the
coefficient of variation for the distribution of the number of awards, which is equal to 1.75, 1.67, 1.49, 1.17, and 0.95 for s = 1,
s = 2, s = 3, s = 4, and s = 5, respectively; the Gini coefficient is 0.74, 0.72, 0.66, 0.56, and 0.46 for s = 1, s = 2, s = 3, s = 4,
and s = 5, respectively.

Second, we show the normalized impact of the institutions as a function of k in Fig. 3(b). We find that the institutions with
approximately 100 or more awards from collaborative grants tend to be less productive in the per-dollar sense than those with
fewer awards. Similarly, the institutions with approximately 100 or more awards from single-institution grants tend to be less
productive than those with fewer awards. This result of the diminishing per-dollar productivity or impact at the institution level
is consistent with the previous results51–54. Figure 3(b) also indicates that similar diminishing research impact is present for
collaborative grants of different collaboration sizes, s ∈ {2,3,4,5}.

3.3 Research impact of the collaborative grants within rich clubs
Given the results shown in Fig. 3, rich clubs may be detrimental to research impact because a rich club is a set of high-degree
nodes, i.e., institutions with many awards. However, Fig. 3 does not imply that collaborative grants among rich-club institutions
are not productive; we did not look into collaboration among rich-club institutions with Fig. 3. Therefore, we now investigate
possible associations between the rich clubs in collaborative grant networks and research impact. We first validate the impact
of the collaborative grants within rich clubs, which are exclusively composed of the institutions with the largest numbers of
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0

(b) (c)

(d) (e)

(a)

Figure 4. Advantage of collaborations among the award-rich institutions. We plot the normalized impact of the collaborative
grants in each of which fraction of the institutions receiving more than k awards from collaborative grants is at least p. We
denote by V>k,≥p the set of the institutions participating in at least one collaborative grant in U>k,≥p. (a) Entire network. (b)
Subnetwork with s = 2. (c) Subnetwork with s = 3. (d) Subnetwork with s = 4. (e) Subnetwork with s = 5.

awards. We denote by U>k,≥p the set of collaborative grants in which the fraction of the institutions with more than k awards
from collaborative grants is at least p. We compare impact of the collaborative grants, U>k,≥p, for different p values.

We show in Fig. 4 the normalized impact of the collaborative grants in U>k,≥p for different values of k and p for the entire
network and the subnetwork of each collaboration size s ∈ {2,3,4,5}. For the entire network, Fig. 4(a) indicates that the
collaborative grants in U>k,≥p with p = 1 and large k tend to be more productive than the expectation for the participating
institutions. The maximum value of the normalized impact is approximately 1.15 at k = 159. The figure also indicates that the
collaborative grants in U>k,≥p with p = 1 for given value of k tend to have a higher normalized impact than those in U>k,≥p
with 0 < p < 1. For example, at k = 159, the normalized impact is 1.15, 1.10, 1.00, 0.97, and 0.98 for p = 1, p = 0.8, p = 0.6,
p = 0.4, and p = 0.2, respectively. Figures 4(b)–(e) indicate that the normalized impact for U>k,≥p with p = 1 tends to be
larger than 1 at large k values in the subnetwork with s ∈ {2,3,4,5}. This result is qualitatively the same as that for the entire
collaboration network shown in Fig. 4(a). Figures 4(b)–(e) also indicate that the normalized impact for U>k,≥p with p = 1 tends
to be larger than that for U>k,≥p with 0 < p < 1 in each subnetwork with s ∈ {2,3,4,5}. By definition, the normalized impact
of the single-institution grants is exactly equal to 1 for any k. Altogether, these results indicate that collaborations among the
institutions with the largest numbers of collaborative grants tend to be productive, not because such institutions tend to be
strong in research but because they collaborate.

To further investigate the association between rich clubs and research impact, we investigate relationships between the
normalized rich-club coefficient, ρ(k), and the normalized impact of the collaborative grants that are exclusively composed
of the institutions in the rich club. We denote by U>k the set of collaborative grants that are exclusively composed of the
institutions with more than k awards from collaborative grants. Note that U>k is equivalent to U>k,≥p with p = 1. If ρ(k) is
sufficiently larger than 1, then U>k is the set of collaborative grants contained in the rich club. Therefore, if rich clubs are
associated with high research impact, the normalized impact of U>k should be larger than 1 for the k values at which ρ(k) is
sufficiently larger than 1.

We show in Fig. 5 the plots of ρ(k) and the normalized impact of U>k against k, separately for the entire network and the
subnetworks with s ∈ {2,3,4,5}. The figure indicates that the normalized impact of U>k tends to be larger than 1 if ρ(k) is
larger than 1 in the entire network (Fig. 5(a)). For example, ρ(k) is largest at k = 144. The institutions with more than 144
awards collaborate with each other approximately 21% more densely than in a randomized network (i.e., ρ(144) ≈ 1.21).
The impact of the collaborative grants in U>144 is approximately 14% higher than expected from the average impact of the
institutions participating in a collaborative grant in U>144. However, at k = 299, the rich club is absent (i.e., ρ(299)≈ 0.67),
and the impact of the collaborative grants in U>299 is 30% lower than the expectation for the participating institutions. The
Pearson correlation coefficient between ρ(k) and the normalized impact, where we regarded a pair of these two quantities for a
value of k as a data point, is equal to r = 0.85 (P-value is less than 0.001). We also found a significant positive correlation
between these two quantities for the subnetwork with s = 2 (r = 0.89, P < 0.001; see Fig. 5(b)), s = 4 (r = 0.61, P < 0.005;
see Fig. 5(d)), and s = 5 (r = 0.98, P < 0.001; see Fig. 5(e)). For the subnetwork with s = 3, while we found a negative
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Figure 5. Overlay of the rich-club coefficient and research impact of the collaborative grants. Each panel shows the
normalized rich-club coefficient and the normalized impact as a function of the number of awards k that the institution has
received from collaborative grants. (a) Entire network. (b) Subnetwork with s = 2. (c) Subnetwork with s = 3. (d) Subnetwork
with s = 4. (e) Subnetwork with s = 5.

correlation (r =−0.81, P < 0.001; see Fig. 5(c)), the normalized impact tends to be larger than 1 if ρ(k) is larger than 1 for
approximately 1≤ k ≤ 45.

4 Discussion
We investigated higher-order rich-club phenomena in networks of collaborative research grants. To this end, we developed
a method to detect rich clubs in bipartite networks. We observed rich clubs in both the entire bipartite network and the
subnetworks induced by the collaborative grants with a given number of collaborating institutions, s, where s ∈ {2,3,4,5}.
The subnetworks with s = 3, 4, and 5 had stronger rich clubs than that with s = 2. Regarding performances of rich clubs, we
found that the collaborative grants within rich clubs tend to have higher per-dollar impact than the average impact expected
for the institutions participating in the collaboration. We emphasize that the higher impact of rich clubs is a genuine effect of
collaboration because the impact of the single-institution grants is normalized to 1. These results support our hypothesis that
collaborations among institutions in rich clubs are productive.

Our results extend the findings on the rich clubs in grant collaboration networks shown in a previous study31 in the following
two aspects. First, we found that some collaboration-rich institutions tend to densely collaborate with each other in research
grants involving fewer institutions, whereas other collaboration-rich institutions tend to do so in research grants involving more
institutions. One factor underlying this phenomenon may be strategies of individual institutions regarding interdisciplinary
research projects. Evidence suggests that interdisciplinary research projects are less likely to attract funding in a short term74,
whereas they positively contribute to long-term funding performance75. This tendency may affect funding strategy of individual
researchers and institutions, which may affect the distribution of the size of collaboration in terms of the number of institutions
for the institution to which the researchers belong. Note that Ma et al. employed the one-mode projection and therefore the
impact of the size of collaboration is not a question that they focused on in their study. Second, the benefits of rich clubs to the
per-dollar research impact seem to come from collaborations among the institutions that belong to the rich clubs. Ma et al.
indicated that the rich clubs attract a large number or monetary amount of awards and tend to produce a large number of papers
with high quality31. In contrast, our results indicate that collaborations among the institutions in rich clubs are productive
in terms of the per-dollar research impact, whereas the institutions themselves with many collaborations are not particularly
productive.

The generality of rich clubs in grant collaboration networks deserves further investigation. For example, the presence of
rich-club phenomena and their association with research impact may be stronger in some research disciplines than in others.
Our results do not guarantee the association between rich clubs and research impact across different disciplines. In fact, the
strength of the correlation between productivity and institutional collaborations in writing papers substantially depends on
research disciplines76. Rich clubs and their relevance to research impact may also depend on funding agencies. The National
Institute of Health financially encourages that multiple investigators with expertise in different health profession fields work
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together in research projects77, which may lead to rich-club phenomena in networks in which the node is a department or
institution. Moreover, higher-order rich-club phenomena in grant collaboration networks may depend on the definition of the
node. In fact, Ma et al. reported that a British collaboration network among investigators in which an edge represents two
investigators’ co-funded research projects does not have rich clubs31.

We did not address causality between rich clubs and research impact. Furthermore, the higher impact of the collaborative
grants within the rich clubs may be associated with various properties of the member institutions other than the density of
their collaborations, including the internationality of the faculty78, departmental and institutional size79, grant type42, and
funding support from industries80, which may affect research impact. Additionally, there are other forms of dense mesoscopic
structure of grant collaboration networks, most famous one of which is probably the community structure. Such other forms of
dense mesoscopic structure may also affect research impact. Examples of collaborations that may form such mesoscopic or
community structures include teams composed of private universities that may be subsidized by their financial resources23,
collaborations among investigators from different departmental affiliations30, and collaborations between universities and
industries81. Moreover, many co-authorship networks among authors also show structures including the community structure
and rich clubs1, 33, 82. The present method is also applicable to the investigation of higher-order rich-club phenomena in
co-authorship networks. Further exploring the associations and causality between mesoscopic structure of networks involving
higher-order interaction and research impact for various types of scientific collaborations warrants future work.
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Supplementary Materials for:

Higher-order rich-club phenomenon in collaborative research grant networks

Kazuki Nakajima, Kazuyuki Shudo, Naoki Masuda

S1 Institution types
Table S1 shows the list of institution types that we have used.

S2 Research disciplines
Each paper in our data set is originally assigned to at least one of the 153 research disciplines defined in the Web of Science
Core Collection database. However, some disciplines contain, for example, only one paper published in a given year. Therefore,
we used a previously proposed set of 42 disciplines that is a coarse graining of the original categorization1. See Supplementary
Table S1 in Ref.1 for the mapping from the 153 disciplines to the 42 disciplines.

S3 Statistical test for normalized rich-club coefficients

To assess the significance of the normalized rich-club coefficient, we ran the permutation test employed in previous studies2–4.
We denote by D the set of degrees, k, such that there are at least five collaborative grants in which only the institutions with
more than k awards participate. For a given degree k ∈D , we calculate the rich-club coefficient of the original network, i.e.,
φ(k), and 10,000 values of φrand(k) using the random bipartite network model. Then, for each k ∈D , we define the P-value
as the fraction of the φrand(k) values that are larger than φ(k). Our null hypothesis is that φ(k) is equal to the average of the
10,000 values of φrand(k). The alternative hypothesis is that φ(k) is larger than the average of the 10,000 values of φrand(k).
We test the null hypothesis with Bonferroni-adjusted α-level of 0.005/|D | for each degree k ∈ D . We show in Fig. S1 the
significant and nonsignificant rich-club coefficients for the entire network and the different subnetworks.

S4 Top 50 institutions in terms of the number of collaborative grants
Table S2 shows the top 50 institutions with the largest number of awards from collaborative grants.
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Table S1. Types of institutions. The institutions not found on the Wikipedia database are assigned ‘N/A’ type. Those
with * are the types of institution that we have used in the present study.

Aquarium *Private university
Arboretum Public academic health science center
Garden Public agency
Government *Public college
Health center *Public community college
Hospital *Public community college district
Medical center *Public community college system
Military academy *Public graduate school
Museum *Public law school
Naval academy *Public liberal arts college
*Private art and design college *Public liberal arts university
*Private art and design school *Public medical school
*Private college *Public research university
*Private community college *Public school of optometry
*Private engineering and technology school *Public two-year college
*Private graduate college *Public university
*Private graduate medical school Research agency
*Private graduate school Research facility
*Private liberal arts college Research institute
*Private liberal arts university Science center
*Private medical and professional school Space agency
*Private medical school Think tank
*Private research university Zoo
*Private undergraduate and graduate school N/A
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e)

Figure S1. Normalized rich-club coefficient as a function of the number of awards received by the institution. A circle
indicates a significant normalized rich-club coefficient (P < 0.005, Bonferroni-corrected permutation test). A cross indicates a
non-significant normalized rich-club coefficient. (a) Entire network. (b) Subnetwork with s = 2. (c) Subnetwork with s = 3. (d)
Subnetwork with s = 4. (e) Subnetwork with s = 5.
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Table S2. The top 50 institutions in terms of the number of collaborative grants. “Public” and “Private” in
the last column refer to public and private research university, respectively.

Rank Institution Number Institution
of awards type

1 University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 356 Public
2 University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 316 Public
3 Pennsylvania State University 308 Public
4 University of Washington 299 Public
5 Georgia Institute of Technology 298 Public
6 University of Colorado at Boulder 285 Public
7 University of Texas at Austin 282 Public
8 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 273 Private
9 University of California, Berkeley 273 Public
10 Purdue University 264 Public
11 Columbia University 261 Private
12 University of Wisconsin, Madison 237 Public
13 Arizona State University 235 Public
14 University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 229 Public
15 Ohio State University 221 Public
16 Cornell University 211 Private
17 Stanford University 211 Private
18 University of Arizona 210 Public
19 Carnegie Mellon University 201 Private
20 Oregon State University 193 Public
21 University of California, Los Angeles 190 Public
22 Duke University 189 Private
23 Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 185 Public
24 Rutgers University, New Brunswick 184 Public
25 Princeton University 183 Private
26 University of Florida 180 Public
27 Northwestern University 177 Private
28 University of Southern California 177 Private
29 University of California, Davis 176 Public
30 University of California, Santa Barbara 172 Public
31 University of California, San Diego 171 Public
32 University of Maryland, College Park 169 Public
33 Harvard University 160 Private
34 University of California, Irvine 159 Public
35 University of California, Santa Cruz 144 Public
36 Michigan State University 143 Public
37 North Carolina State University 141 Public
38 University of Massachusetts at Amherst 138 Public
39 University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 138 Public
40 Yale University 135 Private
41 University of Pennsylvania 132 Private
42 Iowa State University 127 Public
43 Stony Brook University 127 Public
44 Rice University 126 Private
45 Boston University 123 Private
46 Johns Hopkins University 121 Private
47 University of Pittsburgh 121 Public
48 University of Virginia 120 Public
49 University of Alaska Fairbanks 118 Public
50 University of Delaware 117 Public
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