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C orrelations in Scale-Free N etw orks: Tom ography and Percolation
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W e discuss three related m odels ofscale-free networks with the sam e degree distribution but

di�erentcorrelation properties.Startingfrom theBarabasi-Albertconstruction based on growth and

preferentialattachm entwe discusstwo othernetworksem erging when random izing itwith respect

to linksornodes.W epointoutthattheBarabasi-Albertm odeldisplaysdissortative behaviorwith

respectto the nodes’degrees,while thenode-random ized network showsassortative m ixing.These

kinds ofcorrelations are visualized by discussig the shellstructure ofthe networks around their

arbitrary node. In spite ofdi�erent correlation behavior, allthree constructions exhibit sim ilar

percolation properties.

PACS num bers:89.75.-k,05.50.+ q,89.75.Hc

IN T R O D U C T IO N

Scale-free networks,i.e. networkswith power-law de-

greedistributions,haverecently been widely studied (see

Refs.[1,2]fora review). Such degree distributionshave

been found in m anydi�erentcontexts,forexam plein sev-

eraltechnologicalwebsliketheInternet[3,4],theW W W

[5,6],orelectricalpowergrids[7],in naturalnetworkslike

thenetwork ofchem icalreactionsin theliving cell[8{10]

and also in socialnetworks,like the network ofhum an

sexualcontacts[11],thescience[12,13]and them ovieac-

tor[14,15]collaboration networks,orthe network ofthe

phonecalls[16].

Thetopology ofnetworksisessentialforthespread of

inform ation or infections,as wellas for the robustness

ofnetworksagainstintentionalattack orrandom break-

down ofelem ents.Recentstudieshavefocused on am ore

detailed topologicalcharacterization ofnetworks,in par-

ticular,in thedegreecorrelationsam ongnodes[4,17{26].

Forinstance,m any technologicaland biologicalnetworks

show thatnodeswith high degree connectpreferably to

nodeswith low degree[4,21],apropertyreferredtoasdis-

assortative m ixing. O n the otherhand,socialnetworks

show assortative m ixing [17,25], i.e. highly connected

nodes are preferably connected to nodes with high de-

gree.

In thispaperweshallstudy som easpectsofthistopol-

ogy, speci�cally the im portance of the degree correla-

tions,in three related m odelsofscale-free networksand

concentrateon thetwoim portantcharacteristics:theto-

m ography ofshellstructure around an arbitrary node,

and percolation.

T H E M O D ELS

O urstarting m odelisthe one ofBarabasiand Albert

(BA)[27],based on thegrowth algorithm with preferen-

tialattachm ent.Starting from an arbitrary setofinitial

nodes,ateach tim estep a new nodeisadded to thenet-

work. This node brings with it m proper links which

are connected to m nodes already present. The latter

arechosen according to the preferentialattachm entpre-

scription: The probability that a new link connects to

a certain node isproportionalto the degree (num berof

links)ofthatnode.The resulting degree distribution of

such networkstendsto [28{30]:

P (k)=
2m (m + 1)

k(k + 1)(k+ 2)
� k

� 3
: (1)

K rapivsky and Redner[30]have shown thatin the BA-

construction correlationsdevelop spontaneously between

thedegreesofconnected nodes.Toassesstheroleofsuch

correlationsweshallrandom izethe BA-network.

Recently M aslov and Sneppen [21]have suggested an

algorithm radom itzingagiven networkthatkeepsthede-

gree distribution constant. According to this algorithm

ateach step two linksofthe network are chosen atran-

dom . Then,one end ofeach link is selected random ly

and the attaching nodes are interchanged. However,in

case one orboth ofthese new linksalready exitsin the

network,this step is discarded and a new pair ofedges

is selected. This restriction prevents the apparearance

ofm ultiple edgesconnecting the sam e pairofnodes. A

repeated application ofthe rewiring step leadsto a ran-

dom ized version ofthe originalnetwork. W e shallrefer

to thism odelaslink-random ized (LR)m odel.

The LR m odelcan be com pared with another m odel

which iswidely studied in the contextofscale-free net-

works,nam ely with the con�guration m odelintroduced

by Bender and Can�eld [31,32]. It starts with a given

num ber N ofnodes and assigning to each node a num -

ber ki of\edge stubs" equalto its desired connectivity.

Thestubsofdi�erentnodesarethen connected random ly

to each other; two connected stubs form a link. O ne

ofthe lim itations ofthis \stub reconnection" algorithm

isthatforbroad distribution ofconnectivities,which is

usually thecasein com plex networks,thealgorithm gen-

eratesm ultipleedgesjoining the sam epairofhub nodes
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and loops connecting the node to itself. However,the

co�guration m odeland the LR m odelget equivalentas

N ! 1 .

O ne can also considera node-random ized (NR)coun-

terpart ofthe LR random ize procedure. The only dif-

ference to the link-radom ized algorithm is that instead

ofchoosing random ly two linkswechooserandom ly two

nodesin thenetwork.Then theprocedureisthesam eas

in the LR m odel.

As we proceed to show,the three m odelshave di�er-

ent properties with respect to the correlations between

the degrees ofconnected nodes. W hile the LR (con�g-

uration)m odelis random ,the genuine BA prescription

leadsto a network which isdissortative with respectto

thedegreesofconnected nodes,and theNR m odelleads

toan assortativenetwork.Thisfactleadstoconsiderable

di�erencesin theshellstructureofthenetworksand also

to som e (notextrem ely large)di�erencesin theirperco-

lation characteristics.W ehasten to notethatoursim ple

m odelsneglectm any im portantaspectsofrealnetworks

like geography [33,34]butstressthe im portance to con-

siderthe highercorrelationsin the degreesofconnected

nodes.

T O M O G R A P H Y O F T H E N ET W O R K S

Referring to spreading ofcom puter virusesor hum an

diseases,itisnecessary to know how m any sitesgetin-

fected on each step ofthe infection propagation. Thus,

we exam ine the localstructure in the network. Cohen

etal.[35]exam ined the shellsaround the node with the

highestdegreein thenetwork.In ourstudy westartfrom

a nodechosen atrandom .Thisinitialnode (the root)is

assigned to shellnum ber 0. Then alllinks starting at

thisnodearefollowed.Allnodesreached areassigned to

shellnum ber1. Then alllinksleaving a node in shell1

are followed and allnodes reached thatdon’tbelong to

previousshellsarelabelled asnodesofshell2.Thesam e

is carried out for shell2 etc.,untilthe whole network

is exhausted. W e then get N l;r,the num ber ofnodes

in shelllfor root r. The whole procedure is repeated

starting atallN nodesin the network,giving Pl(k),the

degreedistribution in shelll.W e de�ne Pl(k)as:

Pl(k)=

P

r
N l;r(k)

P

k;r
N l;r(k)

: (2)

W e are m ost interested in the average degree hkil =P

k
kPl(k) ofnodes ofthe shelll. In the epidem iologi-

calcontext,thisquantity can beinterpreted asa disease

m ultiplication factorafterlstepsofpropagation. Itde-

scribeshow m any neighborsanodecan infecton average.

Notethatsuch ade�nition ofPl(k)givesusforthedegree

distribution in the �rstshell:

P1(k)=

P

r
N 1;r(k)

P

k;r
N 1;r(k)

=
kN k

P

k
kN k

=
kP (k)

hki
; (3)

where P (k)and N k are the degree distribution and the

num ber ofnodes with degree k in the network respec-

tively.W ebearin m ind thatevery link in thenetwork is

followed exactly once in each direction. Hence,we �nd

thatevery nodewith degreek iscounted exactly k tim es.

From Eq.(3)followsthathki1 = hk2i=hki. Thisquatity,

thatplaysa very im portantrole in the percolation the-

oryofnetworks[36],dependsonly on the�rstand second

m om entofthedegreedistribution,butnoton thecorre-

lations.O fcourseP0(k)= P (k).

NotethatasN ! 1 wehavehk2i! 1 :forourscale-

freeconstructionsthem ean degreein shell1dependssig-

ni�cantly on the network size determ ining the cuto� in

the degree distribution. However,the valuesofhki1 are

the sam e for allthree m odels: The �rst two shells are

determ ined only by thedegreedistributions.In allother

shellsthethreem odelsdi�er.FortheLR (con�guration)

m odelone�ndsforallshellsin thetherm odynam iclim it

Pl(k)= P1(k).However,sincethesedistributionsdo not

possess�nite m eans,the values ofhkil are governed by

the�nite-sizecuto�,which isdi�erentin di�erentshells,

sincethenetwork ispractically exhausted within the�rst

few steps,seeFig.1.

In whatfollowswe com pare the shellstructure ofthe

BA,theLR and theNR m odels.W ediscussin detailthe

networksbased on theBA-construction with m = 2.For

largerm the sam e qualitative resultswere observed. In

thepresentwork werefrain from discussion ofa peculiar

case m = 1. For m = 1 the topology ofthe BA-m odel

isdistinctfrom one form � 2 since in thiscasethe net-

work is a tree. This connected tree is destroyed by the

random ization procedureand istransform ed intoa setof

disconnected clusters.O n the otherhand,form � 2 the

creation oflarge separate clusters under random ization

isratherunprobable,so thatm ostofthenodesstay con-

nected.Fig.1showshkiasafunction oftheshellnum ber

l. Panel(a)correspondsto the BA m odel,panel(b)to

the LR m odel,and panel(c)to the NR m odel.The dif-

ferentcurvesshow sim ulationsfordi�erentnetworksizes:

N = 3;000;N = 10;000;N = 30;000;and N = 100;000.

Allpointsareaveraged overten di�erentrealizationsex-

ceptforthosefornetworksof100,000nodeswith onlyone

sim ulation. In panel(d)we com pare the shell-structure

forallthreem odelsatN = 30;000.Them ostsigni�cant

featureofthegraphsisthedi�erencein hki2.In theBA

and LR m odelsthem axim um isreached in the�rstshell,

whilefortheNR m odelthem axim um isreached only in

the second shell: hki2;B A < hki2;L R < hki2;N R . Thisef-

fect becom es m ore pronounced with increasing network

size.In shellswith largelforallnetworksm ostly nodes

with the lowestdegree2 arefound.

The inset in graph (a) ofFig. 1 shows the relation

between averageage� ofnodeswith connectivy k in the

network asa function oftheirdegree forthe BA m odel.

The ageofa noden and ofany ofitsproperlinksisde-

�ned as �(n)= (N � tn)=N where tn denotes the tim e

ofbirth ofthe node. For the random ized LR and NR
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m odels age has no m eaning. The �gure showsa strong

correlation between age and degree ofa node. The rea-

sons for these strong correlations are as follows: First,

older nodes experienced m ore tim e-steps than younger

ones and thus have larger probability to acquire non-

proper bonds. M oreover,at earlier tim es there are less

nodesin thenetwork,sothattheprobability ofacquiring

a new link per tim e step foran individualnode is even

higher. Third,at later tim e-steps older nodes already

tend to have higher degrees than younger ones,so the

probability forthem to acquirenew linksisconsiderably

larger due to preferentialattachm ent. The correlations

between the age and the degree bring som e nontrivial

aspects into the BA m odelbased on growth,which are

erased when random izing the network.

Let us discuss the degree distribution in the second

shell. In this case we �nd as that every link leaving a

node ofdegree k is counted k � 1 tim es. Let P (ljk)be

a probability thata link leaving a node ofdegree k en-

ters a node with degree l. Neglecting the possibility of

shortloops(which isalwaysappropriate in the therm o-

dynam icallim it N ! 1 ) and the inherent direction of

links(which m ay be nottotally appropriateforthe BA-

m odel)wehave:

P2(l)=

P

k
kP (k)(k � 1)P (ljk)
P

k
kP (k)(k � 1)

: (4)
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FIG .1. M ean degreevaluehkiin shelll:(a)fortheBA-m odel,(b)fortheLR-m odel,(c)fortheNR-m odel.D i�erentcurves

correspond to di�erentnetwork sizes: from top to bottom 100,000;30,000;10,000;3,000 nodes. 10 sim ulations were done for

each value exceptforthe shellswith l� 2 atN = 100;000 based on only one sim ulation.Panel(d)com paresthe tom ography

ofthem odelswith N = 30;000:from top to bottom NR m odel;LR m odel;BA m odel.Theinsetin panel(a)showstheaverage

age � ofa node asa function ofitsdegree k.
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The value ofhki2 gives im portant inform ation about

the type ofm ixing in the network. To study m ixing in

networksoneneedsto dividethe nodesinto groupswith

identicalproperties.The only relevantcharacteristicsof

the nodes that is present in allthree m odels, is their

degree. Thus, we can exam ine the degree-correlations

between neighboring nodes,which we com pare with the

uncorrelated LR m odel,wheretheprobability thatalink

connectsto a node with a certain degree isindependent

from whateveris attached to the other end ofthe link:

P (kjl) = kP (k)=hki = kP (k)=2m . Allother relations

would correspond to assortative or disassortative m ix-

ing. Q ualitatively,assortativity then m eans that nodes

attach to nodes with sim ilar degree m ore likely than in

theLR-m odel:P (kjl)> P (kjl)L R = kP (k)=hkifork � l.

Dissortativity m eans that nodes attach to nodes with

very di�erentdegree m ore likely than in the LR-m odel:

P (kjl)> kP (k)=hki for k � lor l� k. Inserting this

in Eq.(4),and calculating the m ean,one �nds qualita-

tively that hki1 = hki2;L R < hki2 for assortativity,and

hki1 > hki2 fordissortativity.

In thefollowing weshow wherethecorrelationsofthe

BA and NR m odeloriginate.A consequence ofthe BA-

algorithm isthattherearetwo di�erenttypesofendsfor

thelinks.Each nodehasexactly m properlinksattached

to itatthe m om entofitsbirth and a certain num berof

links that are attached later. Since each node receives

thesam enum beroflinksatitsbirth,towardstheproper

nodesalink encountersanodewith degreek with proba-

bilityP (k).Tocom pensateforthis,in theotherdirection

a nodewith degreek isencountered with theprobability
(k� m )P (k)

m
= 2

kP (k)

hki
� P (k),so that both distributions

togetheryield kP (k)=hki. O n one end ofthe link nodes

with sm alldegree are predom inant: P (k) < kP (k)=hki

forsm allk.O n theotherend nodeswith high degreeare

predom inant: (k � m )P (k)=m > kP (k)=2m fork large.

Thiscorrespondstodissortativity.Actually thesituation

issom ewhatm ore com plex since in the BA m odelthese

probability distributions also depend on the age ofthe

link.

Assortativity ofthe NR m odelisa resultofthe node-

random izing process. Since the nodes with sm aller de-

greearepredom inantin thenodepopulation,thoselinks

are preferably chosen that have on the end with the

random ly chosen node a node with a sm aller degree

(P (k)> kP (k)=hkifork sm all).Then therandom ization

algorithm exchangesthe linksand connectsthose nodes

to each other.Thisleadsto assortativity fornodeswith

sm alldegree,which is com pensated by assortativity for

nodeswith high degree.

P ER C O LA T IO N

Percolation properties ofnetworks are relevant when

discussing theirvulnerability to attack orim m unization

which rem oves nodes or links from the network. For

scale-freenetworksrandom percolation aswellasvulner-

abilitytoadeliberateattackhavebeen studied byseveral

groups [36{40]. O ne considers the rem ovalofa certain

fraction ofedgesornodesin a network.O ursim ulations

correspondtothenoderem ovalm odel;qisthefraction of

rem oved nodes. Below the percolation threshold q < qc

a giantcom ponent(in�nite cluster)exists,which ceases

to exist above the threshold. A giant com ponent,and

consequently qc isexactly de�ned only in the therm ody-

nam ic lim itN ! 1 : itisa cluster,to which a nonzero

fraction ofallnodesbelongs.

In [32]and [36]a condition forthe percolation transi-

tion in random networkshasbeen discussed:Every node

already connected to the spanning cluster is connected

to at least one new node. Ref.[36]gives the following

percolation criterion forthe con�guration m odel:

1� qc =
hki

hk2i� hki
; (5)

wherethe m eanscorrespond to an unperturbed network

(q = 0). For networks with degree distribution Eq.(1),

hk2i diverges as N ! 1 . This yields for the random

networks with a such degree distribution a percolation

threshold qc = 1 in the therm odinam ic lim it,indepen-

dent of the m inim al degree m ; in the epidem iological

term s this corresponds to the absence ofherd im m uni-

ties in such system s. Crucialfor this threshold is the

power-law tailofthe degree distribution with an expo-

nent � 3. M oreover,Ref.[37]shows that the critical

exponent � governing the fraction ofnodes M 1 ofthe

giantcom ponent,M 1 / (qc � q)�,divergesastheexpo-

nentofthedegreedistribution approaches� 3.Therefore

M 1 approacheszero with zero slopeasq! 1.

In Fig. 2 we plotted for the three m odels discussed

M 1 asa function ofq.Thebehaviorofallthreem odels

fora network sizeof300;000 nodesispresented in panel

(a). In the inset the size ofthe giant com ponent was

m easured in relation to the num ber ofnodes rem aining

in thenetwork(1� q)N and nottotheirinitialnum berN .

O therpanelsshow thepercolation behaviorofeach ofthe

m odelsatdi�erentnetwork sizes:Panel(b)corresponds

totheBA m odel,(c)totheLR m odel,and (d)totheNR

m odel.Forthelargestnetworkswith N = 300;000nodes

wecalculated 5realizationsforeach m odel,forthosewith

30;000;10;000;and 3;000 nodesaveraging over10 real-

ization was perform ed. For allthree m odels within the

errorbarsthe curvesatdi�erentnetwork sizescoincide.

Thisshowsthateventhesm allestnetworkisalreadyclose

to the therm odynam icallim it. R.Albert et al. have

found a sim ilarbehaviorin a study ofBA-networks[38].

TheyanalyzenetworksofsizesN = 1000;5000and 20000

concluding \thatthe overallclustering scenario and the

value ofthe criticalpoint is independent ofthe size of

the system ".

In the sim ulations we �nd two regim es: for m oder-

ate q we �nd, that the sizes of the giant com ponents

of the BA, LR, and NR m odel obey the inequalities

M 1 ;B A > M 1 ;L R > M 1 ;N R , while for q close to
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unity the inequalitiesare reverted:M 1 ;B A < M 1 ;L R <

M 1 ;N R .However,in thisregim ethedi�erencesbetween

M 1 ;B A ;M 1 ;L R and M 1 ;N R are subtle and hardly re-

solved on the scales of Fig. 2. W e note that sim ilar

situation was observed in Ref.[17]. However,there the

size ofthe giantclusterwasm easured notasa function

ofqbutofascalingparam eterin thedegreedistribution.

The observed e�ects can be explained by the corre-

lations in the network. For q = 0 one has M 1 ;B A =

M 1 ;L R = M 1 ;N R . Now, the probability that single

nodesloosetheirconnection to thegiantclusterdepends

only on the degreedistribution,and noton correlations.

So,the di�erence in the M 1 m ust be explained by the

break-o� ofclusterscontaining m orethan onenode.The

probability forsuch an eventis sm allerin the BA than

in the LR m odel, since dissortativity im plies that one

�nds fewer ’regions’,where only nodes with low degree

arepresent.

However,when wegettotheregion oflargeq,asnodes

with low degree actas’bridges’between the nodeswith

high degree,theconnectionsbetween thenodeswith high

degree are weakerin the case ofthe BA m odelthan in

thecaseoftheLR m odel.So,theprobability thatnodes

with high degree break o� is higher for the BA m odel

than forthe LR m odel.Thereisno robustcoreofhigh-

degreenodesin the network [17].Thecorrelation e�ects

forthe NR m odel,when com pared with the LR m odel,

areopposite to thoseforthe BA m odel.
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FIG .2. Fraction ofnodesM 1 in the giantcom ponentdepending on the fraction q ofnodesrem oved from the network:(b)

for the BA-m odel,(c) for the LR-m odel,(d) for the NR-m odel. D i�erent curves correspond to di�erent network sizes: from

top to bottom 300,000 (5 sim ulations);30,000;10,000;3,000 nodes(10 sim ulationseach).G raph (a)com paresallthreem odels

atN = 300;000 (from top to bottom : BA-m odel,LR-m odel,NR-m odel). The insetshowsthe fraction ~M 1 ofthe num berof

nodesin the giantcom ponentrelative to the rem aining num berofnodesin the network (1� q)N .
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C O N C LU SIO N

W e consider three di�erent m odels ofscale-free net-

works: the genuine Barabasi-Albertconstruction based

on growthand preferentialattachm ent,and twonetworks

em erging when random izing it with respect to links or

nodes. W e point out that the BA m odelshows dissor-

tativebehaviorwith respectto thenodes’degrees,while

the node-random ized network showsassortative m ixing.

However,these strong di�erences in the shellstructure

lead only to m oderatequantitativedi�erencein theper-

colation behaviorofthe networks.
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