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W hy social networks are di erent from other types of netw orks
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W e argue that social networks di er from m ost other types of netw orks, lncluding technological
and biological netw orks, In two in portant ways. F irst, they have non-trivial clustering or netw ork
transitivity, and second, they show positive correlations, also called assortative m ixing, between the
degrees of admcent vertices. Social networks are often divided into groups or com m unities, and
it has recently been suggested that this division could account for the observed cliustering. W e
dem onstrate that group structure In networks can also account for degree correlations. W e show
using a sin ple m odel that we should expect assortative m ixing in such netw orks w henever there is
variation in the sizes of the groups and that the predicted level of assortative m ixing com pares well

w ith that observed in realw orld networks.

I. NTRODUCTION

The last few yearshave seen a burst of Interest w thin
the statisticalphysics com m unity in the properties ofnet—
worked system s such as the Intemet, the W orld W de
W eb, and social and biological netw orks i]: :fi 3, 4]. Re-
searchers’ attention has, to a large extent, been ibcused
on properties that seem tobe comm on tom any di erent
kinds of netw orks, such as the so-called \sn allkworld ef-
fect" and skew ed degree distributions E_E;, :_6,:22]. In thispa-
per, by contrast, we highlight som e apparent di erences
between networks, speci cally between social and non-
socialnetw orks. O urobservationsappearto indicate that
social networks are fuindam entally di erent from other
types of netw orked system s.

W e focus on two properties of netw orks that have re—
ceived attention recently. F irst, we consider degree corre—
lations in netw orks. It hasbeen cbserved that the degrees
of adpoent vertices in netw orks are positively correlated
In socialnetw orksbut negatively correlated in m ost other
netw orks Eg] Second, w e consider netw ork transitivity or
clustering, the propensity for vertex pairsto be connected
if they share a m utual neighbor [5 W e argue that the
levelof clustering seen in m any non-socialnetw orks is no
greater than one would expect by chance, given the ob—
served degree distrdbution. For social netw orks how ever,
clustering appears to be far greater than we expect by
chance.

W e confcture that the explanation for both of these
phenom ena is In fact the sam e. U sing a sin ple network
m odel, we argue that if social netw orks are divided into
groups or com m unities, this division alone can produce
both degree correlations and clistering.

T he outline of the paper is as ollows. In Sec. ILT we
discuss the phenom enon of degree correlation and sum —
m arize som e am pirical results for various networks. In
Sec.:g]-;t we do the sam e for clustering. W e also present
theoretical argum ents that suggest that the clustering
seen In non-social netw orks is of about the m agnitude
one would expect for a random graph m odel WJth pa—
ram eters sin ilar to real networks. Then in Sec. -IV. we
present analytic results for a sin ple m odel of a social

network divided into groups. Thism odel, which was in—
troduced previously [], is known to generate high kevels

of clustering. Here we show that it can also explain the

presence of correlations betw een the degrees of ad poent

vertices. In Sec. y: we com pare the m odel's predictions

conceming degree correlations against two realw orld so—
cial netw orks, of collaborations between scientists and

betw een businesspeople. In the orm er case we nd that
the m odel is in good agreem ent w ith em pirical observa—
tion. In the latter we nd that it can predict som e but
not all of the observed degree correlation, and we con—
ecture that the rem ainder is due to true sociological or

psychologicale ects, asdistinct from the pure]y topolog—
icale ects contained in the model. In Sec -V.I we give
our conclisions.

II. DEGREE CORRELATIONS

In studies of the network structure of the In-—
temet at the ]:svel of autonom ous system s, P astor-
Satorras et al. f_l(_i] have recently dem onstrated that the
degrees of ad pcent vertices in this netw ork appear to be
anticorrelated. T hey m easured the m ean degree hk,, i of
the nearest neighbors of a vertex as a fiunction ofthe de-
gree k of that vertex, and found that the resulting curve
falls o with k approxin ately ashgn,i  k '™2. Thus,
vertices of high degree k tend to be connected, on aver-
age, to othersoflow degree, and vice versa. A sinpleway
of quantifying thise ect is to m easure a correlation co-
e cient of the degrees of ad poent vertices in a network,
de ned as Pllows.

Suppose that pxy is the degree distrbution of our net-
work, ie., the fraction of vertices in the network w ith
degree k, or equivalently the probability that a vertex
chosen uniform ly at random from the network w ill have
degree k. The vertex at the end of a random Iy chosen
edge In the netw ork w ill have degree distribbuted In pro—
portion to kpy, the extra factor of k arising because k
tin es asm any edges end at a vertex of degree k than at
a vertex of degree one l_l-]_:, :_1-21, :1_-2:‘] Commonly we are
Interested not in the total degree of the vertex at the
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end of an edge, but in the \excess degree," which is the
num ber of edges attached to the vertex other than the
one we arrived along, which is ocbviously one less than
the total degree. T he properly nom alized distribution
of the excess degree is

_ (kP+ l)pk+1: 1

x KPx

W e then de ne the quantity gy, which is the pint prob-
ability that a random ly chosen edge pins vertices w ith
excess degrees j and k.

Now consider a network in which the vertices have
given degrees (the value of the degrees being called the
\degree sequence"), but which is in all other regpects
random . T hat is, the netw ork is drawn uniform Iy at ran-—
dom from the ensamble ofallpossble networks w ith the
given degree sequence. This is the socalled con gura—
tion m odel f_l-%', :_1-2:', :_fé_i, :_1-5], which we can use as a handy
nullm odel for testing our results. In the con guration
m odel the expected value of the quantity ey is sinply
€5k = Q4% , and by its deviation from this value we can
quantify the level of degree correlation present, relative
to thenullmodel. W ede ne -r_fB]
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where 2= | K’q ko is the variance of the

distrdbbution ¢ . The quantity r w ill be positive or neg—
ative for networks w ith positive or negative degree cor—
relations respectively. In the ecology and epidem iology
literatures these two cases are called \assortative" and
\disassortative" m ixing by degree, and thisnom enclature
hasbeen adopted by m any physicists also.

The ndings of PastorSatorras et al. [lb] discussed
above suggest that the Intemet should have a negative
value for r, and this indeed is the case. The m ost re—
cent structuralm easurem ents of the autonom ous-system
graph of the Intemet ﬁlG] vield a value ofr= 0:193
0002. & now appears that sim ilar resuls apply to es—
sentially all other networks exaspt social networks. In
Refs. E_S] and [_l-:}] we found that aln ost allnetw orks seem
to be disassortatively m ixed, ie., have negative values of
the assortativity coe cient r, exoept for socialnetw orks,
which are nom ally assortative. A sn all num ber of net—
works yield inconclusive results because the errors on r
are bigger than is value, but other than these few, the
pattem appears essentially perfect.

Here we propose that this striking pattem arises be—
cause disassortativity isthe naturalstate forallnetw orks,
In a sense that we willm ake clear shortly. Left to their
ow n devices, we con gcture, netw orks nom ally have neg—
ative values of r. In order to show a positive value of r,
a network must have som e goeci ¢ additional structure
that favors assortative m ixing. W e suggest in Sec. lELVI
that division into com m unities or groups provides such a
structure In social netw orks.

O ur con cture that m ost netw orks w ill be disassorta—
tive ism otivated by the work ofM aslov et al fl8 U sing
com puter sin ulations, they showed that on am all net-
works, disassortative m ixing is produced if one restricts
the netw ork topology to having at m ost one edge betw een
any pair of vertices. The sam e result can be dem on-
strated analytically as well I_l-§_5] How samall a network
need be to show this e ect depends on the degree dis—
tribution; to see signi cant disassortativity, the highest—
degree v s In the netw ork need to have degree on the
order of  n, where n is the total num ber of vertices, so
that there isa substantialprobability ofsom e vertex pairs
sharing two orm ore edges. (O bviously if there is negli-
gble probability of a doubl edge occurring anyw here
In the network, then the restriction of having no double
edgesw illhave no e ect.) The Intemet is a particularly
good exam plk ofthe e ect, since it has a degree distribu—
tion that appears approxin ate]y to Pllow a power law,
pc  k wih constant {6, 20], and the fat tail of
the power law producesm any verticesofsu ciently high
degree. However, a number of other networks also t
the bill: the W orld W ide W eb, peerto-peer netw orks,
food webs, neural netw orks, and m etabolic netw orks all
have vertices of su ciently high degree, at least In som e
cases. In their m ost comm on representations these net—
works also have only single edges between vertices, and
hence we would expect them to have r < 0, and calcu—
lations of r from structuraldata con mm that this is the
case l_l-j]

In fact, m ost netw orks have only single edges betw een
their vertices. A though it is possble to have double
edges In som e networks, In practice these are usually
ignored even where they exist and all edges are repre—
sented as single. For instance, n the W orld W ide W b
it is possible, and even comm on, for a W eb page to link
tw ice orm ore to the sam e otherpage, creating am ultiple
link. Such links are however nom ally recorded as single
by W eb craw ler program s, and hence any inform ation
about multiple links is lost. Thus m any networks m ay
have single edges only because that is the w ay researchers
have chosen to represent them , and observed properties
such as disassortativity m ay be purely a product of this
choice of representation rather than a fundam ental law
ofnature. O ther netw orksm ay truly have single edges|
m etabolic netw orks and food-w ebs are possible exam ples
of this.

Socialnetw orks also usually have only single edgesbe-
tween vertex pairs. Two peopl are either acquainted
wih one another or not| we do not nom ally have a
conoept of being \doubly acquainted" with a person.
N onetheless, the assortativity coe cient r ispositive, and
som etin es very positive, for alm ost all social netw orks
m easured t_é, :_l-j] T his appears to Indicate som e special
structure in socialnetw orks that distinguishes them from
other types ofnetworks. A revealing clue about what this
special structure m ight be com es from netw ork transitiv—
iy, aswe now describe.



III. CLUSTERING

W attsand Strogatz E] have pointed out that m ost net-
works appear to have high transitivity, also called clus—
tering. That is, the presence of a connection between
vertices A and B, and another between B and C, m akes
i lkely that there will also be a connection between A
and C .To put it anotherway, ifB hastw o netw ork neigh—
bors, A and C, they are lkely to be connected to one
another, by virtue of their comm on connection with B.
In topological tem s, there is a high densiy of trdangles,
ABC, in the network, and clistering can be quanti ed
by m easuring this density:

_ 3 numberoftriangks on the graph

Cc = ; 3
num ber of connected triples of vertices )

where a \connected triple" m eans a vertex connected di-
rectly to an unordered pair of others. In physicaltem s,
C isthe probability, averaged over the netw ork, that two
ofyour friendsw illbe friends also ofone another. (Thisis
In factonly onede nition ofthe clustering coe cient.An
alemative de nition, given in :_[S], has also been w idely
used. The latter however is di cukt to evaluate analyti-
cally, and so we avoid it here.)

T he value of the clustering coe cient in the null con—

guration m odel can be calculated In a straightforw ard
fashion {_2]_;,:_22:] Suppose that two neighbors of the sam e
vertex have excess degrees j and k. T he probability that
one particular edge In the network falls between these
tw o vertices is 2 J=@m ) k=@m ), wherem is the to—
tal num ber of edges in the network. The total number
of edges betw een the two vertices In question ism times
this quantity, or jk=@2m ). Both j and k are distributed
according to @), since both vertices are neighbors of A
and, averaging over this distribution, we then get an ex-
pression for the clustering coe cient:

1 H%i ki’
kg = —
n

ki3 ’ @
where averages are over all vertices and we have m ade
use of 2m = nhki.

N om ally this quantity goesasn ! and so isvery sn all
for Jarge graphs. However, som e graphs are not large,
and hence C is not negligbl. Consider for exampl
the foodweb of organisn in Little Rock Lake, W I, which
was originally analyzed by M artinez @-?3'] and has been
w idely studied in the networks literature. T his network
hasn = 92, kki = 2190, and hk?i = 6552. P luggig
these gures nto Eqg. -'_('4) givesC = 047. Them easured
value of C is 0:40. Thus it appears that we need invoke
no special clustering process to explain the clistering in
thisnetwork. Sim ilar results can be found forother an all
netw orks.

T his argum ent can also be applied to som e larger net—
works as well, particularly those w ith power-law degree
distrdbbutions. The fat tail of the degree distribution in
power-aw networkscan a ect the value ofthe clustering

coe client strongly. To see this consider rst how the
degree of the highest-degree vertex in the con guration
m odel varies w ith system size H].

T he probability of there being exactly m vertices of
degree k in the netw ork and no vertices of degree greater
thank is ' pf I B)" ™ ,where

®
Py = Pxo; o)
ko= k

is the probability that a vertex has degree greater than
or equalto k. Then the probability hy that the highest
degree in the network isk is

X0
hy = pr @ B)" "
m=1
= E+1 B0 R ©)

gnd the expected value of the highest degree is ky ax =

« Khy .

T he value ofhy tends to zero for both sm alland large
valies of k, and the sum over k is dom inated by the
term s close to them axin um . T hus, In m ost cases, a good
approxin ation to the expected value of the m axin um
degree is given by the m odalvalie. Di erentiating and
observing that dPy=dk = px, we nd that them axin um
ofhy occurswhen

i%“ R o+l B) T+pc@ B)T =05
7
or Ky ax is a solution of
b,

= ng; @®)

wherewehavem ade the assum ption thatpy issu ciently

anall ©rk ~ kpax that npy 1 and Py 1. For a
degree distribution w ih a power-law tail pyx k ,we
then nd that

knax 10 P )

(A s shown by Cohen et al {_2-1_1‘], a sin ple rule of thumb
that leadsto the sam e result is that them axin um degree
is roughly the value ofk that sokvesnPy = 1.)

M ost networks of interest have < 3, which m eans
k?i ¥ ., n® =0 1) and ki is .ndependent ofn.
T hen (:ff) gives

c nf 370 10)

If > I,thismeansthatC tendsto zero asthe graph be-
com es large, although it does so slow er than the explicit
C n'! ofEq. @). At = %, C becom es constant
(or logarithm ic) in the graph size. And rem arkably, or
< I i actually increases with increasing system size,

. Thus or < 1

3
becom Ing arbitrarily argeasn ! 1 37



we m ight expect to see quite large values of C even in
large netw orks.

Taking the case ofthe W orld W ide W eb, for exam ple,
we nd the predicted value of the clustering coe cient
frthe con guration modelis C = 0:048 |21], whik the
m easured valie is 011 | certainly not perfect agreem ent,
but of the right order ofm agniude. O ther exam pls err
In the opposite direction. M aslov et al. tl8] for Instance
cite the exam ple of the Intemet, for which they show
using num erical sin ulations that the ocbserved clistering
is actually lower than that expected for an equivalent
random graph m odel.

Tt isworth noting that Eq. C_l-(_)') In plies the clustering
coe cient can be greaterthan 1 if < I.Physically this
m eans that there will be m ore than one edge on aver—
age betw een tw o vertices that share a com m on neighbor.
T his is perhaps at odds w ith the conventional interpre—
tation ofthe clustering coe cient as the probability that
there exists any edge between the given two vertjoes|
nom ally one would not distinguish between the case
where there are two edges and the case where there is
one. (Indeed, asm entioned In Sec. IT, in m any netw orks,
one ignores doubl edges altogether.) If one takes this
approach, then the value of the clustering coe cient is
modi ed for networks that would otherwise have C > 1
as follow s.

Consider again two vertices that are neighbors of ver—
tex A, w ith excessdegrees jand k. T he probability thata
particularedge allsbetween them is2 j=(@m ) =(@2mnm ),
asbefore, and the probability that it doesnot is 1 m inus
this quantity. Then the probability that no edge falls
between this pair is

m

Xk, skeon
4

2m 2

11)

w here the equality becom es exact in the 1im it of Jargem .
T hus the probability of any edge falling betw een the two
verticesis1 e 772" | and the correct expression for the
clustering coe cient is the average of this:
X
Cc= Bk 1
ik

g k=2m 12)

In fact, however, using this expression m akes only the
an allest ofdi erences to the expected value ofC on, or
exam ple, the W orld W ide W eb.

A 11 of this dem onstrates that for m any non-socialnet—
works, ncluding oodw ebs, the Intemet, and the W orld
W ide W &b, clustering can be explained by a sin ple ran—
dom m odel. The sam e how ever is not true of social net—
works. It tums out that social networks in general have
a far higher degree of clustering than the corresponding
random m odel W e give four exam ples: the w ddely stud-
ied network of In -actor oo]Jaboranns-ﬂS,- 771, collabora—
tion networks of m athem aticians 25 2 ] and com pany
directors @] and an em afl network R8]. For these four
netw orks the theory presented above predicts values of
the clustering coe cient of 0:0098, 0:00015, 0:0035, and

0:017. The actualm easured values are 020, 0:15, 059,
and 0:417, In each case at least an order of m agniude
greater than the prediction. T he in plication appears to
be that there is som em echanisn producing clustering in
social netw orks that is not present at a signi cant level
In non-social networks (or not at Jeast In the exam ples
studied here). Recent work [ﬁ ,29 :_3(_) :_3]_1 :3-2] suggests

a possibl candidate theory, that soci:lalnetw orks contain
groups, or \com m unity structure" [_41:]

Iv. COMMUNITY STRUCTURE IN
NETW ORKS

In i_é] one of us proposed a sin ple m odel of a netw ork
w ith com m unity structure and show ed that this structure
produces substantial clustering, w ith values ofC that do
not go to zero as the network size becom es large. T hus
the resuls of the preceding section could be explained if
social netw orks possess comm unity structure and other
types of netw orks do not (or they possess i to a lesser
degree). W e now show that the sam e distinction can
also explain the observed di erence in degree correlations
betw een social and non-social netw orks.

In our m odel the network is divided into groups and
each individual can belong to any num ber of groups. In—
dividuals do not necessarily know all those w ith whom
they share a group, but Instead have probability p ofac—
quaintance. T hey have probability zero ofknow ing those
with whom they do not share a group. M athem atically
the m odel can be represented as a bond percolation pro—
cessw ith occupation probability p on the netw ork form ed
by the pro gction ofa suitable bipartite graph of individ—
uals and groups onto jist the individuals, as shown in
Fig. -L T he percolation properties of the m odel can be
solved exactly using generating finction m ethods.

In i_E’.] the m odel was studied in a sinple version In
which the size of all groups was assum ed the sam e. This
case can acoount for the presence of clustering in the
netw ork, and is straightforw ard to treat m athem atically.
However, i is inadequate for our purposes here, since
it does not produce any degree correlation. D egree cor-
relation arises because individuals who belong to an all
groups tend to have low degree and are connected to oth—
ers In the sam e group, who also have low degree. Sin -
ilarly those in large groups tend to have higher degree
and are also connected to one another. T hus, the m odel
should give rise to assortative m ixing provided there is
enough variation in the sizes of groups. A s we will see,
this is indeed the case.

In addition to the param eter p, we characterize the
m odel by two probability distrbutions: 1, is the prob-
ability that an individualbelongs to m groupsand s, is
the probability that a group containsn individuals. Sub—
“ect to the constraints in posed by these distrdbutions, the
assignm ent of ndividuals to groups is entirely random .

T o proceed we calculate the pint distrdbution ek ofthe
excess degrees of vertices at the ends of an edge. N oting



FIG .1: The structure ofthe network m odelstudied in Sec:_l\i:
(@) W e represent individuals @ {K) and the groups (1{4) to
which they belong w ith a bipartite graph structure. (o) The
bipartite graph is profcted onto the individuals only, giving
a network with edges between any pair of individuals who
share a group. (c) The actual social connections between
individuals are chosen by bond percolation on this profction
w ith bond occupation probability p. The net resul is that
individuals have probability p of know ing others w ith whom

they share a group.

that the total num ber of edges in groups of size n goes
ass,nn 1), we wrie
X
S = &

ssn@@ 1P (Gikh) 13)

n

where P (J;k ) is the probability that an edge that be-
Iongs to a group of size n connects vertices of excess de—
grees j and k, and ey is a constant whose value can be
ca]cu]at@d from the requirem ent that ey be nom alized,
so that ey = 1.

W e now decom pose jand k In the form j= Jn + Jouts
k = ki + kout, where i, ki are the num bers of con-—
nections to vertices w ithin the group that the two ver—

tices share, and Jjoyt, kout are the num bers of connections
outside that group. T he distrbutions of j;, and ki, are
sim ply binom ial, and hence P (§;k 1) factors nto tem s
depending only on j and k thus:

X n 2 . .
P (J;kh) = P ? P (Gour)

Jin
X n 2
P ? P koue);  (14)
k; kin

where P (jout) is the probability distribution of Jjout,
which is independent of Jy,, and sim ilarly or Koyt .

To evaluate this expression we introduce the follow ing
generating functions for the distrbutions 1, and s; :

® 1 ® .

£ = wZt; £1(@2)= mr, z¢ -; 15

0 () m=0r z 1 (2 fé)(l)m:O In Z (15)
® 1 %

JQ () = Shz ; G (2)= — ns, z% ':  (16)
n=0 go(:L)n 0

Physically, £, (z) is the generating function for the num -
ber of groups an individualbelongs to, and f; (z) is the
generating function for the num ber groups that an in—
dividual n a random ly selected group belongs to, other
than the random ly selected group itself. Sim larly gy (z)
generates the group sizes and g; (z) generates the num —
ber of other individuals in a group to which a random ly
selected Individual belongs. O f these others, our ran—
dom Iy selected individual is connected to a num ber bi-
nom ially distributed according to the probability p and
thus generated by the sin ple generating fiinction pz + g,
where g= 1 p. Averaging over the group sizes, the
num ber of neighbors of a random Iy chosen individual
w ithin one of the groups to which they belong is gen-
erated by g; oz + @), and an individual belonging to a
random Iy chosen group w ill have a num ber of neighbors
In other groups generated by f; (@1 @z + g)). This then
gives us precisely the quantity P (fout) ofEq. {14), which
is equalto the coe cient of z*t in f (g1 oz + Q)), and
sim flarly ©rP Kout) -

Combining Egs. C_l-?z') and C_l-é_i) we nd that gy isgen-—
erated by the double probability generating function

X

E (;y) = e xIy*
Jjk
= g Px+ QpEy+ 9
f@Ex+ )@ ey + @) A7)
where
®
@ (2) = ntn  1)gz" %: (18)

g @)

n=0

Th@n,m aking use ofEgs. @:) and ('_2) and the fact that
Gk = jejk,wecanwrjtetheassortatjyjtyooe cient r
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In this expression the quantities , and , are the nth
mom ents of the distrbutions 1, and s, respectively.
Thus, given the distrbutions and the probability p it
is elem entary, if tedious, to calculate r. Below we ap—
ply this expression to two realworld exam ple netw orks.
F irst, however, a few points are worth noting.

Tt is straightforw ard to show , though certainly not ob—
vious to the eye, that the expression for r, Eq. C_l-S_i), is
non-negative for all distrbutions ;, and s,, so that our
m odel alw ays produces an assortatively m ixed netw ork,
as our Intuition suggests.

Now consider the sin ple case in which each indiridual
belongs to exactly one group, and the group sizes have a
Poisson distrbution. In this case, Eq. €19) givesr = p,
and we can achieve any value of r by tuning the param e-
ter p. In particular, ifeach individualknow s allothers in
their group then p= 1 and we have perfect assortativity.
T his is reasonable, since In this case each Individual in
a group has the exact sam e num ber of neighbors. This
case is a rather pathological one how ever, since if every—
one belongs to only one group, then the netw ork consists
of m any isolated groups and m ost people are not con—
nected to one another. To m ake things m ore realistic,
ket us allow the number of groups to which individuals
belong also to vary according to a Poisson distrdoution.
Then we nd that

r= ————; @1)

w here 1 and 1 are them eans ofthe two distri-
butions. T hus as the two m eans increase, the correlation
decreases. The decrease with  is easily understood |
the m ore groups an individual belongs to, the less the
relative w thin-group degree correlation upon which the
assortativity depends: the w ithin-group correlation is di-
uted by all the other groups the indiridual belongs to.
Thebehaviorw ith isa littlem ore subtle. Thewglth of
the P oisson distribbution of group sizes goes as 1= as
a fraction ofthe m ean, and hence the e ective variation
In size between groups decreases w th increasing . It is
this decrease that drives r tow ards zero.

w here the num erator and denom inatorP and Q are

(20a)
11@1 32+ 3)
P21 32+ 3)

5,0+ @2 3)

12102

1204 (20b)

V. EXAMPLES

W e now apply our m odel to two realworld exam ple
networks. In the st case, aswew illsee, it gives a value
of r in excellent agreem ent w ith the real network. In
the second it underestin ates r by about a factor oftwo,
Indicating that group structure can account for only a
portion of the observed assortativity, the rest, we con c—
ture, being due to true sociale ects.

A . Collaboration netw ork

N etw orks of coauthorship of scientists or other aca-
dem ics provide som e ofthe best-docum ented exam ples of
socialnetw orks [_2-§‘|, ‘é’i] U sing bbliographic databases i
ispossible to construct large coauthorship netw orksw ith
high reliability, and these networks are true social net—
works, in the sense that it seem s highly lkely that two
authors who w rite a paper together are acquainted.

F jg.rg show s a coauthorship netw ork of physicists who
conduct research on networks. The network was con—
structed using nam es drawn from the large bibliography
of Ref. [4 and coauthorship data from preprints sub-—
m itted to the condensed m atter section of the P hysics
E-print A rchive at arxiv.org between Jan 1, 1995 and
April30,2003. To nd the groupsin the network, we f&d
it through the com m unity structure algorithm ofG irvan
and Newm an I_Z-S_i], producing the division shown by the
colors in the gure. The gure shows only the largest
com ponent of the network. There are also 36 an aller
com ponents, which were lnclided in our calculationseven
though they are not shown.

Them om ents of the distrbutions i, and s, are easily
extracted from the network by direct summ ation. To nd
the value ofp, we counted the num ber ofedges in the net—
work and divided by the totalnum ber ofpossble w thin—
group edges, giving p = 0:178. Feeding this value and
our gures for the m om ents into Egs. :_(1_'9) and :_(2_'0), we
then nd a predicted value ofr= 0:145. The m easured
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FIG . 2: The largest com ponent of the netw ork of coauthorships described in the text. T his com ponent contains 142 scientists,
and there are 36 other com ponents, of sizes ranging_from 1 to 5, containing 84 m ore. T he vertices are colored according to
the comm unities found using the algorithm of Ref. R9]. The com m unities correspond reasonably closely to geographical and

institutional divisions between the scientists shown.

value for the real network is 0:174 0:045. (The error
is calculated according to the prescription given in t_l-j].)
Thesetwo guresare in agreem ent w ithin the statistical
error on the latter.

W hilke this resul by no m eans proves that the group
structure is responsible for assortativiy in this network,
i tells us that no other assum ption is necessary to give
the observed value of r. W ith group structure as shown
In the gureand otherw ise random m ixing, we would get
a netw ork w ith exactly the assortativiy that is observed
In reality, w thin expected error.

B . Boards of directors

D avis and collaborators Q-]', ',_371_;] have studied netw orks
of the directors of com panies n which two directors are
considered connected ifthey sit on the board ofthe sam e
com pany. They studied the Fortune 1000, the one thou-
sand U S com panies w ith the highest revenues, for 1999,
and assembled a nearcom plte director network from
publicly available data. T he netw ork consists 0of 7673 di-
rectors sitting on 914 boards. It provides a particularly
sim ple exam ple of our m ethod, for two reasons. First,
the groups In the netw ork through which individuals are
acquainted are provided for us| they are the boards of
directors. Second, it is assum ed that directors are ac—
quainted w ith all those with whom they share a board,
so that the param eterp In ourmodelis 1.



T he distrbutions of boards per director and directors
per board have been studied before [_lj] W e note that
m ost directors (79% ) sit on only oneboard and that there
is considerable variation in the size of boards (from 2
to 35 members). Thus we would expect strong assor-
tative m ixIng In the network, and indeed we nd that
r= 0276 0004. Taking the m om ents of the m ea-
sured distrdbutions r, and s, for the network and set—
ting p = 1, Eq. ({9) gives a value of r = 0:116 for our
m odel. So i appears that the presence of groups in the
network can explain about 40% of the assortativity we
observe In this case, but not allof it. T here is som e ad—
ditionalassortativity in addition to the purely topological
e ect ofthe groups, and we con ecture that this is due to
som e true sociclogical or psychologicale ect in the way
In which acquaintanceships are form ed. O ne possbility
is suggested by the analysis of the directorships data by
Newm an et al. [_1-5%], who found that directors who sit on
m any boards tend to sit on them w ith others who sit on
m any boards. Since those who sit on m any boards w i1l
also tend to have high degree, we would expect this ef-
fect to add assortativity to the network, but thee ectis
m issing from our m odel in which board m embership is
assigned at random .

In a sense, ourm odel is giving a baseline against which
to m easure the value of r; it tells us when the value we
see is sin ply what would be expect by random chance,
as in the collaboration network above, and when there
must be additional e ects at work, as in the boards of
directors.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In thispaperw e have argued that socialand non-social
networks di er in two im portant ways. F irst, they show

distinctly di erent pattems of correlation between the
degrees ofad poent vertices, w ith degreesbeing positively

correlated (assortative m ixing) In m ost social netw orks
and negatively correlated (disassortativem ixing) in m ost
non-social netw orks. Second, social networks show high

Jevels of clustering or netw ork transitiviy, whereas clis—
tering in m any non-socialnetw orks is no higher than one
would expect on the basis of pure chance, given the ob—
served degree distribution.

W e have shown that both of these di erences can be
explained by the sam e hypothesis, that social netw orks
are divided into com m unities, and non-social netw orks
are not. W e have studied a sin ple m odel of com m unity
structure in social networks In which indiriduals belong
to groupsand are acquainted w ith othersw ith whom they
share those groups. T he m odel is exactly solvable using
generating function techniques, and we have shown that
it gives predictions that are in reasonable and som etin es
excellent agream ent w ith em pirical observations of real-
world social netw orks.
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