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A bstract

W e perform sensitivity analyses to assess the in pact of m issihg data on
the structural properties of social networks. The social network is conceived
of asbeing generated by a bipartite graph, in which actors are linked together
via multiple Interaction contexts or a liations. W e discuss three principal
m issing data m echanisn s: network boundary speci cation (non-inclision of
actors or a liations), survey non-response, and censoring by vertex degree
( xed choice design), exam ining their in pact on the scienti ¢ collaboration
network from the Los A lam os E-print Archive as well as random bipartite
graphs. The results show that network boundary speci cation and xed
choice designs can dram atically alter estin ates of network-level statistics.
The observed clustering and assortativity coe cients are overestin ated via
om ission of interaction contexts (@ liations) or xed choice of a liations,
and underestin ated via actor non-response, which results in in ated mea-
suram ent error. W e also nd that social networks with m ultiple interaction
contexts have certain surprising properties due to the presence of overlhpping
cliques. In particular, assortativity by degree does not necessarily im prove
netw ork robustnessto random om ission ofnodes as predicted by current theory.
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1 Introduction

Social network data is often incom plete, which m eans that som e actors or links are
m issing from the datasst. In a nomn al social setting, much of the incom pleteness
arises from the follow lngm ain sources: the so—called B oundary Speci cation P roblem
{Laum ann et al., 1983); resoondent lnaccuracy Bemard et al,, 1984); non—response
In network surveys Rum sey, 1993); orm ay be inadvertently introduced via study de—
sign . A lthough m issing data is abundant in em pirical studies, little research hasbeen
conducted on the possble e ect ofm issing links or nodes on the m easurable proper-
ties of networks at large. In particular, a revision of the originalwork done prin arily
in the 197080s (Holland and Lenhard, 1973; |Laum ann et al., 1983; Bemard et al.,
1984) seem snecessary In the light of recent advances that have brought new classes of
netw orks to the attention of the Interdisciplinary research comm unity Am aralet al.,
2000; Barbasi and A bert, 1999; Newm an et al., 2001; |Strogatz, 2001; W atts and
Strogatz, 1998; W _atts, 1999).

Let us start with a ffw exam ples from the literature to ilustrate di erent incar-
nations of m issing data in network ressarch. The boundary speci cation problem
{Laum ann et al., 1983) refers to the task of specifying inclusion rules for actors or
relations In a network study. Ressarchers who study Intraorganizational networks
typically ignore num erous ties that lead outside an organization, reasoning that these
ties are irrelevant to the tasks and operations that the organization perform s. A clas-
sical acoount is the Bank W iring Room study (R oethlisberger and D ickson, 1939),
which ocused on 14 men In the sw itchboard production section of an electric plant.
T he sociom etric data obtained in that study have been analyzed extensively (Hom ans,
1950; W _hie et al, 1976) but the e ect of interactions outside the w iring room on
the workers’ behavior and perform ance at work is unknown and hardly feasible to
estin ate.

In a recent study of rom antic relationships in a Jarge urban high school Beam an
et al., 2002), m ore than one half of relationships reported in the period of 18 m onths
were w ith personswho did not attend the school. T he netw ork appears to have a large
connected com ponent linking together about one half of rom antically involred pupils.
T he authors proposed an elegant explanation for the observed structure in tem sofa
m icro-socialnom goveming the pair-form ation process. H owever, by focusing sokly
on the in-school network, the authors in plicitly assum ed that the rem aining 60%
of relationships had little e ect on social dynam ics w ithin the school com m unity.
Such a large fraction of outside nom nations m akes one wonder if hom ogeneiy of
dating nom s w ithin the schoolm ay be a ected by student liaisons w ith the larger
comm uniy in which the school is embedded.

The boundary speci cation problm may be avoided to a certain extent if the
communiy is isolated from the rest of the world as eg. in Sam pson’s m onastery
{Sam pson, 1969). By and large, however, network closure is an artifact of research
design, ie. the result ofarbitrary de nition ofnetwork boundaries. W hen choosing in—
clusion rules for a netw ork study, a researcher ise ectively draw Ing a non-probability
sam ple from all possible networks of its kind (Laum ann et al,, 1983). Asa resul, it
isaln ost In possible to estin ate the error Introduced into netw ork data via study de-



sign. D ynam ic changes In the network Wwaxing and waning relationships or activation
of Jatent ties) only exacerbate the problam .

The problem of informm ant inaccuracy has enpyed m ore close attention in the
last decades Bemard et al., 1984; M arsden, 1990) and basically represents the case
w here respondents take their perception ofa social relation for the relation itself. A s
a oonsequence, network data collected by interview ng or adm inistering a network
Instrum ent m ay re ect the cognitive network rather than the actual nteraction pat-
tem . In particular, it hasbeen found that the discrepancy between cognitive and real
network in recall data depends on tine in a curiously non-linear fashion Bemard
et al,, 1984). Som e ways of alleviating this problem have been proposed, and good
network instrum ents help m inin ize this kind ofbias. At tin es, however, the cogni-
tive network m ight be exactly what the ressarcher is looking for (eg., In m arketing
applications, etc.). On the other hand, m any social transactions such as elctronic
m ailm ay be registered directly and data thus obtained does not contain a signi cant
diosyncratic com ponent. In this paper we do not explicitly m odel the e ect of infor-
m ant inaccuracy, assum ing that either it is consistent w ith the research fram ework,
or that the network In question was reconstructed from reliable electronic, historical
or survey data.

An Inportant problm in network survey ressarch is that of survey non-resoonse.
In a standard sam pling situation such as draw Ing a representative sam ple from som e
population, special techniques are available to correct param eter estin ates for in —
perfect regponse rates (Litle and Rubin, 2002). Unfortunately, no such de nitive
treatm ent is available for socialnetw ork analysis, although e ects of non-resoonse on
som e netw ork properties have been described previously (Stork and R ichards, 1992;
Rum sey, 1993). W e generally ollow this exploratory line of research in that we dis—
cusshow network structure isa ected by di erent non-response scenarios and propose
som e ways to am eliorate the problem .

C om pound m issing data m echanian sm ay be encountered aswell; a good exam ple
is forensic network ressarch. Besides flizzy boundaries, crim Inal netw orks are char-
acterized by presence of unknown actors, actors w ith false identities, and hidden or
dom ant ties (Sparrow , 1991). N etwork analysis practitioners have noticed that m i-
nor changes in graph structure (addition or deletion of vertices or links) can have a
dram atic e ect on netw ork properties asa whole, especially on ndividualdevel ndices
K rebs, 2002) . T he extent of the distortion depends on the nature of group structure
itself as well as on data collection and analysis procedures (H olland and Leinhard,
1973). However, the sensitivity of m any graph-theoretic m easures to m issing data,
especially of those introduced recently, has not been assessed num erically. Not all
graph-theoretic indices are applicable to crin inalnetw ork ressarch from an epistem o—
logicalpoint ofvjewﬂ and yet fewerm ay be reliable enough w ith respect to m issing
data.

Socialnetwork datam ay aswellbebiased asa result of study design. In thispaper

1Span:ow (1991) notes that \fiuzzy boundaries render precise globalm easures (such as radius,
diam eter, even density) aln ost m eaningless" and suggests that betweenness centrality is probably
the m ost usefiilm easure for crim inal netw orks.



we analyze the socalled xed choice e ect (Holland and Leinhard, 1973). Consider
a frendship network in which actors have anywhere between 1 and 10 fidends each.
O ften network ressarchers ask respondents to m ake nom nations only up to some

xed num ber. Suppose that we asked our participants to w rite down up to three best
friends oftheirs. How is the network constructed in that particularway di erent from
the \true" friendship network? D oesthe e ect depend on structural properties ofthe
friendship graph? These are som e of the questions that we ain to answer.

Thispaperain sto Ilthem ethodologicalvacuum around the problm ofm issing
data in social network analysis. O ne approach to dealw ith it is to develop analytic
technigues that capture global statistical tendencies and do not depend on individual
Interactions Rapoport and Horvath, 1961). A com pIn entary strategy is to develop
rem edial technigques that m inin ize the e ect ofm issing data (H olland and Leinnhard,
1973). A lthough we do not o er a de niive statistical treatm ent in this paper, we
conduct exploratory analyses and advocate the im portance of further work in this
djrectjon To explore the problm and outline possibl solutions we use the m ethod
of statistical sim ulation. T he general outline of our approach is as follows: (1) take
a real (large enough) social network or an ensamble of random graphs and assum e
that network data is com plete; (2) rem ove a fraction of entities to sin ulate di erent
sources of error; and (3) m easure network properties and com pare to the \true"
values (from the \com plete" network) . W e quantify the uncertainty caused by m issing
network data and assess sensitivity of graph-level m etrics such as average vertex
degree, clustering coe cient (INewman et al, 2001), degree correlation coe cient
Newm an, 2002&), size and m ean path length in the largest connected com ponent.

W e illustrate the problem using the scienti ¢ collaboration graph containing au-—
thors and papers from the Condensed M atter section of the Los A Jam os E-print
A rchive from 1995 through 1999 Newm an, 2001) and use this exam pl to develop a
statistical argum ent for the general case of social networks w ith m ultiple interaction
contexts. O w Ing to the sheer size of the dataset, the num erical estin ates have very
narrow con dence intervals. T he results are com pared to the case of random bipartite
graphs.

The paper is organized as Pllows. Section [2 ocuses on the sources of m issing
or false data In social network ressarch. W e generalize the Boundary Speci cation
Problm @BSP) for social networks wih mulipl interaction contexts m odeled as
bipartite graphs, in which actors are linked via m ultiple a liations or collaborations.
W e discuss the issues of non-response and non-recjprocation in socialnetw ork studies
aswell as the degree cuto bias often introduced by questionnaire design. Section
describes relevant netw ork statistics, datasets and sin ulation algorithm sthat are used
to investigate e ects ofm issing data on network properties. Section [4 presents the
results, whilke Section [6 sum m arizes the ndings and discusses a num ber of potential
applications.

27 fter thism anuscript w as com pleted we becam e aw are of another study w ith a sin ilar approach
that ocused exclusively on di erent netw ork centrality m easures |C ostenbader and Valente, 2003).



2 Sources ofm issing data in socialnetw orks

2.1 The Boundary Speci cation P roblem

N etw ork boundary speci cation which consists ofde nihg rules for nclision of actors

(and relations) in the netw ork under Investigation, isam a pr epistam ological problem
In social network ressarch. It was rst addressed by [ILaum ann et al. (1983) who
denti ed three basic strategies n dealing with the prcblem . O f course multiple
Inclusion strategies are possible, as a logical com bination of those discussed here.

A coording to the nom inalist approach, actors are included in the network based
on the form al de nition of group m enbership (recall exam ples in the beginning of
the paper) . D etailed speci cations can factor in actors’ attributes @llnon-white st
year students of a college), relations (@1l respondents who reported being nvolved in
a rom antic relationship), events (@Il lndividuals who attended a college party), etc.,
w hereby a conosptual fram ew ork is in posed by the analyst and the netw ork boundary
becom es devoid of ontologically independent status (Laum ann et al, 1983). The
last exam ple (event attendance) is particularly errorprone and is best described as
convenience sam pling, w th non-generalizable results and all sorts ofbiases operating
Including selfselection (eg. peoplk who attend an event m ay be quite gregarious and
therefore di erent from those who do not attend).

O neparticular instance ofthe nom nalist approach ispositional soeci cation, m ost
comm only de ned as occupancy ofa ranked position in a form ally constituted group.
E xam ples include a country’s 100 best known politicians, or 500 top business m s
eg.Davisand M izruchi, 1999). T his approach involves setting an arbitrarily lim iting
soope In order to facilitate analysis or due to data availability. Tt is in portant to know
w hether netw ork data thus obtained is susosptible to data-goeci c and sub fctive bias.

T he ralist approach (in the M arxist sense) lts actors them selves de ne netw ork
boundaries. \The network is treated as a social fact only In that it is consciously
experienced as such by the actors com posing " (Laum ann et al,, 1983). A particu—
lar exam ple would be recognized comm on m embership status (students, etc.). This
approach em phasizes the cognitive din ension over social interactions per se; hence
it m ay be m ore susceptible to inform ant naccuracy e ects. A ctorsm ay disagree In
their perosption of social structure; they m ay be attrbuting di erent weights to cer—
tain other actors, relationships or types of relationships. T he correspondence betw een
analytically drawn boundaries and the \oollectively shared sub fctive awareness" of
these boundaries by the actors should be treated as an em pirical question rather than
an assum ption (Laum ann et al., 1983).

F inally, an em piricist approach ain s to go beyond cognitive experience of either
the ressarcher or social actors and instead focuses on m easurable interactions. The
network boundary is de ned by recording who is interacting w ith whom In a certain
context. T his approach has not been feasible for large netw orks until recently, when
data on large-scale social interactions becom e readily available from the records of
em ail com m unication or virtual com m unities [Ebelet al., 2004;|G uin era et al., 2002;
Holmeet al.,, 2004;Newm an et al., 2004) . T he em piricist approach requires an opera—
tional speci cation ofthe interaction setting or context, and then lncluding all actors



F igure 1: Hustration ofthe Boundary Speci cation P roblem . Om ission ofactorsm ay
lead to signi cant changes In network statistics. In the above exam ple, as a result of
exclusion of actor D , the m ean network degree z went down 25% from 3% to 2% .

who interact w ithin this context. The m issing data m echanisn associated w ith this
approach is the boundary speci cation problem for relations.

2.2 The boundary speci cation problem for relations

Since social netw orks are constructed from actors and relations between actors, the
boundary speci cation problem hastwo facesto it. In addition to de ning a network
boundary over the set of actors, researchers m ake arbitrary decisions on which rela—
tions to consider. O ften it is detem ned by the task at hand, eg. a study of the
soread of HIV would perhaps include only two relations (ssxual contacts and needle
sharing) w ithout any loss of validity. For other Interesting topics, such as collective
m ovam ents or social contagion processes, relevant network relations are not so easy
to de ne.

C onsequently, a researcher of social netw orks faces the question of what types of
links to include. This problem is conosptually close to the task comm only faced In
the traditional social research focused on Individual attributes, that is, which vari-
abls should be analyzed. Usually the ressarch is infom ed by theory and aided by
exploratory num erical techniques (@s in econom etrics and nance). Yet there is no
consistent theory of social interactions to guide netw ork research W _hite, 1994), which
leaves us faceto-face w ith a non-trivial epistem ologicalproblem . Laum ann et al. pro—
pose that key ties m ay be om itted \due to oversight or use of data that are m erely
convenient. Such an error, because it distorts the overall con guration of actors in a
system , m ay render an entire analysism eaningless" (Laum ann et al., 1983).

W e develop here a m ulbhcontextuial approach based on actors’ participation in
groups, events or activities. T he key idea is to break down social ties to identi able,
discrete interactions. A s we have illustrated, social actors belong to multiple a lia—
tions, attend various events, participate in di erent Interaction contexts, and every
Interaction m ay be In portant for the dynam ics of the social network in which actors
are enbedded Breiger, 1974;W hite, 1992).

T he idea that peopl participate in m ultiple relationsw ith one another is certainly
quite old (cf.ISInmel, 1908), so it seem s surprising that only a few studies have
m ade use of m ultiple nteraction contexts in m athem aticalm odels of social netw orks.
W hite et al. (1976) dem onstrated in 1976 that it is possbl to e ciently extract
an In age of social structure underlying multiple relations de ned for the same st



of actors. W atts et al. (2002), based on the results oflTravers and M ilgram (1969)
as well as their own recent electronic experin ent (D odds et al., 2003), propossd
that peoplk use muliple relations In order to solve the an allworld problem , ie. to
deliver a m essage to an unknown target using only connections from within their
egocentric network. In both studies, however, the num ber of actors is m uch greater
than the number of relations in which actors participate. Perhaps this m ight be an
artifact of study design when ressarchers combine several relations In one group to
prevent possible m isunderstanding on part of hum an sub fcts. On the other hand,
thism ight be an indication that actors them selves group sin ilar relations into broader
and therefore m ore robust classes of relations. T herem ay be several reasons for doing
this: (1) relationsm ay be correlated, eg. when one relation alm ost always in plies
another; (2) pecplemay M isH)perceive and assign varying in portance to relations in
an idiosyncratic fashion; (3) peoplem ay m anipulate relations, eg. using personalties
to galn power In an organization. In general, it seem s hardly possble to disentangle
them anifold of social interactions (group and dyadic, etc.) thatm ake up social fabric.
Tt is the pint network, m ade by jixtaposition of all relevant kinds of ties between
actors, that m atters In dynam ics of processes based on socialin uence (W _hite, 1997;
W hite et al,, 1976).

Consider attendance at social events, eg. D avis’s Southem W omen (D aviset al,,
1941;W assemm an and Faust, 1994), ormultiple a liations, eg. interlocking boards
of directors in Am erican com panies D avis and G reve, 1997), or di erent interaction
contexts (high school students attending classes together vs going to the m ovies vs
playing sports, and so forth). Each event, a liation or context serves as an opportu—
nity to create, m aintain, or exercise m anipulate) group and interpersonal ties. The
above exam ples can be represented by a bipartite graph (W _ilson, 1982), In which one
class of vertices represents events, and the second class is actorsﬁ If an actor partic—
Jpates In an event, there is an edge drawn between the respective vertices. To focus
on the class of actors, we perform an operation that is called unipartite progction,
ie. transform ation of a two-m ode \a liation" graph Into a onem ode network that
captures m ultiple social relations between the actors  ig.[2) . O nem ode profctions
necessarily consist of m any overlapping c]:ques@ Every such clique refers to one or
severala liations or Interaction contexts. In the bipartite fram ework an a liation tie
is added to the network if an actor has participated in the given context. However,
correlated contexts are som ewhat redundant, in the sense that they contain much
the sam e nform ation about social structure. For exam ple, take a group of cow orkers
soending a weekend at a picnic organized by their m together w ith their spouses
and children. The relationships at work and at the picnic m ay wellbe di erent but
daily experience leads us to expect that peopl who are good colleagues in the work
setting w ill be Ikely to socialize w ith each other in a sem om al sstting asw

3 G ien the conceptual sin ilarty of a liation networks, social event attendance and multiple
Interaction contexts, in the discussion that ollow sw e w illtake the liberty ofusing the tem s \events",
\contexts" or \a liations" interchangeably, unless speci cally m entioned otherw ise.

4 Note that a dyad is a clique of size two.

5 This phenom enon involves a set of nteresting hypotheses which are outside the scope of this
paper but well deserve to be a focus of a separate resesarch progct. D o people tend to bring their
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Figure 2: (a) Explanation of the unjpartite profction. G wven a bipartite (or two—
m ode’) a liation graph, a new network is de ned on the sst of actors, where two
actors are connected ifthey belong to one orm ore contexts together in the association
graph. In the above exam pl, there are seven actors @A {G) and three groups ( 1{

3). Obsarve three overlapping cliques in the one-m ode profction ABC,CDE, and
DEFG) corresponding to the three interaction contexts. It ispossble to di erentiate
between di erent levels of ntensity of links in the unipartite propction by assigning
a weight to each context and calculating a summ ary weight for each connected pair
of actors. However, for the points we wish to m ake here it is su cient to use the
sin ple undirected graph representation; that is, to be ablk to tell ifany two actors are
connected or not, neglecting the strength’ of connection. (b) Boundary Speci cation
Problem for relations. Suppose that we fail to include interaction context 2 in the
above exam pl. That m ay have a drastic e ect on the cbserved properties of the
onem ode network, eg. it m ay becom e disconnected, etc.

The network approach has traditionally sought to ssparate di erent relational
contexts for the sake of analytical tractability. A textbook de nition of a social
network W asserm an and Faust, 1994) assum es a discrete set of actors linked together
by a discrete st of relations. At the Interpersonal level, social actors are aln ost
alwaysdiscrete, but di culties arise when we try to disentangle interpersonal relations
such as frdendship, help, advicegiving, authority, esteem , n uence, and so on. It
is di cult to devise a classi cation schem e that is exhaustive, describes m utually
exclusive relations and has identical m eaning to every participating actor. M ultiple
relations are often correlated (eg. Sampson’s data in W hite et al., 1976), that is,
people tend to be friends w ith peoplk that they lke, esteam and can ask for advice,
etc.; however, as we have pointed out, a m icro-social m echanisn that lads to this
correlation is an open research problem .

acquaintances from one interaction context to another? If so, then under what circum stances does
this happen? In particular, how does the probability of triadic closure, that is, probability that two
friends, A and B, of som e person C, will becom e friends them selves, depend on the number and
Intensity of shared social contexts with C?



D espite the com plex structure of Interpersonal relations or m aybe as a conse—
quence of i, the resulting pattem of connections is offten perceived as a onem ode
network: an overlap ofm ultiple relations, which perhaps guarantees som e protection
against m isinterpretation of questionnaire item s by respondents or m issing im por-
tant interaction contexts by ressarchers, and which is certainly easier to represent
and analyze. O ne-m ode netw orks have been studied extensively In the recent years
w ith a number of in portant analytic results cbtained (A bert et al., 2000; B arabasi
and A bert, 1999; Callawav et al., 2000;|Cohen et al., 2000,/2001; Newm an et al,
2001;W atts and Strogatz, 1998). H owever, this line of research has focused on sin ple
m odels for the network (eg. random Iy m ixed w ith respect to vertex degree), which
are unlkely to hold In m ost real situations where both structural and attributebased
processes are in portant (G irvan and Newm an, 2002;W attset al., 2002;W hie, 1992).
W e therefore propose that the m ulticontextualm odel of a social network (generated
by a bipartite graph) has certain advantages over them odelsbased on sin ple random
graphs. Fom ulated In a suitable m anner, it is analytically tractable Newm an et al,,
2001;W attset al., 2002) and by de nition takes care of certain properties observed in
em pircal social netw orks that are not easily reproducible w ith sin ple random graphs
(such as high clustering) 4

2.3 An exam ple: forensic data

W hile data collection quality in analysis of conventional social relationships (such as
friendship’ or \dvice’ networks) m ay be In proved by appropriate ressarch design
and cooperation on part of the participants, the situation in crim inal nvestigation
is exacerbated by the unfortunate fact that crim Inals seldom cooperate w ith law {
enforcem ent agencies. N ot infrequently, they engage in conspiracy in order to conceal
their dentities and the structure of crim inal organization.

Sihce Investigators typically proceed by expanding egonetworks of severalm ain
suspects, the key actorsm ay be om itted due to ignored or unknown interaction con-—
texts. A ctorsw ith false orm ultiple dentities also Introduce errors into the structural
representation of the crim inal group. A plusble confcture is that lnks m ay be
easier to unoover once we know the prim ary suspects (via surveillance). However,
since we expand the circle of suspects by traversing Interactions In certain contexts,
m issing links are of great In portance, too.

A s the result of congpiracy, som e m estings, telephone conversations or em ail ex—
changesm ay not be recorded. T he consequences are two—fold: rst, nvestigatorsm ay
be m issing certain connections between actors In the m ain pool of suspects; sscond,
since those connections lead to other potential suspects, truncated tiese ectively hin—

6 Som e Interesting questions that are related to networks with multiple a liations or m ultiple
Interaction contexts are the follow ing. H ow do netw ork properties change ifnew interaction contexts
em erge spontaneously? How should im putation strategies depend on whether actors create new
a liations In a com petitive or cooperative environm ent? Having de ned a social network with
several interaction contexts, what is the m inin al num ber of contexts (the core subset) such that
structural characteristics are robust? T hese and related questionsw illbe explored In future research
by analyzing em pirical netw ork data and building sim ulation m odels.
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Figure 3: The group of Septanber 11 hipckers as an exam pl of relational BSP.
The chart is reproduced from kN_aﬂlmgmn_P_Qstﬁ_nJme_(ZD_O_]J) Colum ns refer to
prin ary suseects (the hipckers), and dots connected by horizontal lines represent
Incrin nating contexts, such as: shared an apartm ent w ith another prim ary suspect,
registered forgym m em bership w ith other prim ary susoects, bought tickets using the
sam e credit card, etc. Finally, the Jatent structure of the crin inal netw ork becom es
m anifest as all actors participate In the September 11 terror attacks. This kind
of data naturally m aps out as a bipartite graph where actors are linked by way of
Interacting In various Incrim lhating contexts. Early in the hvestigation, prim ary
suspects appear to be linked through a an all subset of contexts. Interaction contexts
In a secret organization are di cul to de ne and observe for obvious reasons. The
question is, how m any contexts are needed to reconstruct the structure ofthe crim inal
organization w ith som e certainty?

der the course of jnvest:'gatjonﬂ W e Interpret this type of m issing data as the result
of Incrim nating interaction contexts left outside the scope of analysis.

W e suggest that it is natural to represent intelligence data as a bipartie graph,
w here suspects are Iinked to each other through participation in com m on actions that
we call incrin inating interaction contexts Fig.[3d). A sihglem ode actors network is
In fact a unipartite profction of the intelligence database onto the st of suspects. A
unipartite progction by de nition im pliesm ultiple overlapping c]jques Every clique
In a network of crim inal organization refers to one incrim inating context. It therefore

7 Tt is a single connected com ponent that nvestigators seek to obtain. Ifthe unipartite pro fction
of a crim inal netw ork consists of several disconnected com ponents it probably m eans that available
evidence isnot su cient to conclude that all actors belong to one crin nalgroup.

8 A ctions perform ed by individual actors are in portant pieces of evidence that draw attention
to these ndividuals (callthem principal suspects). O nce principal sugpects are know n, Investigators
may proceed with m apping the structure of crim inal network by m onioring actors involved in
certain contextsw ith the principal suspects (contextualego-netw ork expansion { snow balling on the
bipartite graph).
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Figure 4: Non—response In network surveys. Suppose that actors C, D and E did
not report their links. H owever, nom hationsm ade by actors A, B , F and G help
reconstruct the structure of Interactions to a large extent, w th a decrease in average
degree Jess than 15% . C om pare w ith the Boundary Speci cation exam ple F igure[d),
In which a single m issing node caused a 25% deviation in the m ean degree.

follow s from the bipartite fram ework that m issing links usually do not occur alone:
they are m issing groups of links corresponding to m issed interaction contexts.

H aving em phasized the prin acy of boundary speci cation problem In social net—
work analysis, we now tum to m ore soeci ¢ m anifestations of m issing data, nam ely
non-respoonse and design e ectsE

24 N on-response e ects

T he non—response e ect in networks w ith m ultiple interaction contexts (m odeled as
bipartite graphs) is quite di erent from the sam e e ect In singlem ode (unipartite)
networks. In a survey of an a liation network, actors are asked to report groups
to which they belong. Suppose that we have no other sources of Inform ation about
a liations. Ifany one actor fails to respond, allhisa liations are lost and the resul—
Ing m issing data pattem becom es equivalent to the Boundary Speci cation P roblem
for actors which we m odel as stochastic om ission of som e fraction of actors from the
network.

Ifhowever the survey asks actors to nam e peers w ith whom they interact (that is,
Ignoring the m ultiplexity of ties), then the non-resoonse e ect can be balanced out
by reciprocal nom inations (Stork and R ichards, 1992). Suppose actor A did not 1L
in the network questionnaire. Yet those of A’s Interactants who participated in the
survey must have reported their nteractions w ith A . Intuitively, one would expect
that if the num ber of non-respondents is an all relative to the size of the netw ork, and
the ressarcher does not require allnom nations to be reciprocated (asa crude validiy
check), then the am ount of m issing data caused by non-response should be an all if
not neg]:'gjb]e

° T he causes of non—response are outside the scope of this paper.
10 Consider a sihglem ode social network and retain links that are reported by a) at least one
actor; b) both actors only (the reciprocated subset of nom inations). In this paper we assum e the
rst m echanisn and treat the sin plest case of actors not responding at random , but i would be
Interesting to consider situations with a) actors not responding w ith probability proportional to
actor’s degree (call it \the load e ect"); or b) actors not regponding w ith probability inversely
proportionalto degree (\the periphery e ect").

11
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Figure 5: ustration ofa xed choice design. (a) B jpartite case: each actor nom i-
natesup toa xednumber K from hisa liations. Nom inationsare shown asarrow s.
(b) Onem ode case: each actor nom lnates up to a xed number X from his list of
acquaintances. In the hypothetical exam ple pictured above K = X = 1. Note that
there is only one reciprocated nom nation (oetween actors A and B ).

2.5 Fixed choice designs

A nother bugbear of netw ork statistics is right-censoring by vertex degree (also known
as \ xed choice e ect" (Holland and Lenhard, 1973)). This m issing data m echa—
nism is offen present in network surveys. Suppose that actor A belongs to k groups
w hereby he is connected to x other actors F ig.[5a). In the unipartite case, the actor
is requested to nom inate up to X persons from his list of x interactants, eg. \X
best friends"  i.[Bb). Ifthe cuto is greater than or equalto the actualnum ber of
friends (X X), we assum e that all x links between A and his friends are lncluded
In thedatasst. If X < x,actorA mustom it x X Iinks, but som e of those m ight
stillbe reported by A ’s friends w ho are requested to m ake theirnom inations likew ise.
T hus som e ties from the original netw ork w ill be reported by both interactants (re-
ciprocated nom inations), som e by only one partner (non-reciprocated nom inations),
and yet som e will not be reported (censored links). It is lft to the discretion of
the ressarcher whether to include non-reciprocated links which m ay be qualitatively
di erent from reciprocated ones (eg. good frdends vs casual acquaintances). F ixed
choice nom Inations can easily lead to a non-random m issing data pattem. For In—
stance, certan actorsm ay possess som € great personal qualities and hence would be
present on the \best friends" lists ofm any other actors. T hat is, popular individuals
who have m ore contactsm ay bem ore likely to be nom inated by their contacts (Feld,
1991;Newm an, 2003). W hat e ect w ill this have on the structural properties of the
truncated graph?

G enerally speaking, selecting random ly from one’s list of fiends does not generate
a random sam pl of edges in the graph. The e ect m ay be di erent depending on
w hether the network ism ixed disassortatively or assortatively by degree Newm an,
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2002a)d; Vazquez and M oreno, 2003): in the st case, vertices with high degrees
tend to be m atched w ith vertices w ith less connections and therefore m ore censored
connections are lkely to be restored using reciprocalnom inations. T his isan exam ple
ofhow the network structure m ay interact w ith m issing data m echanism s.

W e sinulate the xed choice e ect in the follow Ing two situations. F irst, we con—
sider the bipartite cass, ie. networksw ith m ultiple interaction contextsora liations.
W e assum e that actors are requested to report up to K groups to which they be-
Iong. W e perform sensitivity analyses for a number of properties of the unijpartite
proection aswe vary the a liation cuto K .

Secondly, we sinulate a network survey in which actors nom inate each other di-
rectly. To do this we analyze single-m ode networks (ie. unipartite profctions of
a liation graphs) and keep links that are reported by a) at least one actor; b) both
actors only. For the sake of sin plicity we m ake the assum ption that actors report
peers random Iy from their nteractant lists.

3 D ata and statistics of interest

3.1 N etwork-level statistics

A swew ish to Investigate how topologicalproperties ofthe network area ected by the
presence ofm issing vertices or edges, we m easure the follow Ing graph-level properties
of the unipartite profction onto actors: mean vertex degree z (average num ber
of Interactants per actor), which characterizes network connectivity; clustering C ,
that is, the probability that any two vertices w ith a m utual neighbor are them selves
oonn; assortativity r, which is sin ply the Pearson correlation coe cient of
the degrees at endpoints of an edge Newm an, 20022 b); fractional size of the Jargest
connected com ponent S ; and average path length in the largest com ponent ‘. W e
accept that the e ect ofm issing data on param eter Q is tokerable if the relative error
"=Hq—f°j 10% , where g is an estim ate from a m odelw ith m issing data and ¢ is
the respective \true" value calculated from allavailbble data.

3.2 Data

W e Pllow previous work In treating collaboration and a liation graphs as proxies of
m ulicontextual socialnetw orks D avisand M iznuchi, 1999;M iznuchi, 1996; Newm an,
2001). W e illustrate the problem ofm issing data In networks using the exam plk of
the scienti ¢ collaboration graph containing authors and papers from the C ondens=ed
M atter section (\cond-m at") of the Los A Jam os E print A rchive from 1995 through
1999 Newman, 2001) as well as random bipartite graphs. The properties of the
dataset are summ arized in Tabl[d.

I There are severalways to m easure clustering W_atts, 1999;Newm an et al., 2001; M aslov et al.,
2002). W e adopt the follow ing de nition of clustering coe cient: C = 3Ny =N 3, where N4 is
the num ber of triangles on the graph and N 3 is the num ber of connected triples of vertices. This
de nition is m ore representative of average clustering in cases when vertex degree distribution is
skewed Newm an et al., 2001/).
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Figure 6: D istributions of vertex degree In the Condensed M atter collaboration
graph (@) and In the com parison random network (o). Squares: number of papers
per author; stars: num ber of authors per paper; dots: num ber of collaborators per
author. T he data have been logarithm ically binned.

W e com pare the collaboration graph to an ensambl of 100 random bipartite
graphs w ith the sam e num ber of vertices and edges, ie. xing the num ber of actors
N = 16726, number of groups M = 22016, mean degree = 350 for actors and

= 266 ﬁ)rgroup@ F ig.[6b) . The degree sequences arenot xed and so they have a
P oisson distribution Bollobas, 2001;INewm an et al., 2001) . In the C ondensed M atter
collaboration netw ork, both the distrdbbution of the num ber of authors per paper and
the distribbution ofpapers per author are considerably skewed to the kft relative to the
random m odel F ig.[6a). T he distribution of vertex degree in the one-m ode coauthor
network (ie. the num ber of coauthors) resam bles a pow er-law w ith exponential cuto
near k = 100 Fig[8a, dots) while the sam e distrdbution in a random graph exhibits
the characteristic bin odal shape Newm an et al., 2001) with a clearcuto in the tail
Fig.[6b). In the unipartite profction of a random bipartite graph there are m any
verticesw ith a m edium connectivity while very few vertices w ith a very large num ber
of coauthors. The values of m ean degree In the onem ode profction are z = 569
for the cond-m at graph and z = 931 for its random counterpart, which indicates
a strongly non-random allocation of authors over papers n the Condensed M atter
collaboration network. In both cases z 1, which guarantees the existence of the
giant connected com ponent (Bollobas, 2001).

As seen from Tablk[l the bipartite form of the C ondensed M atter collaboration
graph is disassortative (i = 0:18) whereas its onem ode progction is assortative
(ry = 0:48). This in plies that authors who work in am aller collaborations publish
m ore papers on average; also, physicists w ith m any collaborators tend to work w ith

12 Actunally, weneed to  x only three param eters since N = M .
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Tabl 1: P roperties of the network dataset.

Q uantity notation cond-mat random ¢

N um ber of authors N 16726 16726

N um ber of papers M 22016 22016

M ean papers per author 350 350

M ean authors per paper 2 .66 2 .66

A ssortativity (degree correlation) s 018 -0.054 4)

U nipartite proction (collaborators):
M ean degree z 5.69 931(3)
D egree variance v 41 2 33.9(6)
C lustering C 036 0223 (1)
A ssortativity Iy 018 0.071(5)
N um ber of com ponents N ¢ 1188 652 (18)
Size of Jargest com ponent S, 13861 16064 (18)
M ean path In Jargest com ponent Y 6.63 4728 (8)

A random bipartite graph of the same size and m ean degree as the
orighal network. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations on the
least signi cant gures calculated in an ensem bl of 100 such graphs.

those of the sam e ik; and sim ilarly, physicists with a few coauthors who are, lnci-
dentally, m ost proli c ones, tend to collaborate w ith each other. In addition to
providing curious insights into the m ode of scienti ¢ production in Condensed M at—
ter P hysics, assortativity has in portant in plications for netw ork robustness B ogura
et al, 2003; Newm an, 20022 0; Vazquez and M oreno, 2003). A characteristic fea—
ture of assortatively m ixed (ry > 0) networks is the socalled core group consisting
of Interconnected high-degree vertices. T he core group provides exponentially m any
distinct pathw ays to connect vertices of an aller degrees. From an epidem iology point
of view , the core form s a reservoir that is capabl of sustaining a disease outbreak
even though the overall network density is too low for an epidem ic to occur. The
good new s, however, is that an outbreak In assortatively m ixed networks is likely to
be con ned to a an aller subset of the vertices. D isassortative netw orks are particu—
larly susosptible to targeted attacks on high-degree vertices due to the fact that the
latter provide m uch of the global network connectivity Newm an, 2003).

A Tthough a random graph istechnically neutral (ie. has zero assortativity), itm ay
acquire som e disassortativity asa nitesizee ect, eg. from the constraint forbidding
m ultiple edgesbetween two vertices (M aslov et al.,, 200Z;Newm an, 2003) . In a sin ilar
fashion, random bipartite graphsexhibit disassortative m ixing ifthe num ber ofgroups

13Aa dditional sin ulations (hot shown here) indicate that the presence of heavy-tailed group size
distrbbution In a bipartite graph m ay cause assortativity in its onem ode profction onto actors.
T his lead us to suggest that assortativity of the one-m ode P hysics collaboration graph m ight be to
som e extent an artifact of the skewed distrbution of collaboration sizes.
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Tabl 2: Sin ulation algorithm s for sensitivity analysis.

Label Problm M odel®
BSPC Boundary Speci cation Problem Remove a fraction of contexts at
for C ontexts random
BSPA Boundary Speci cation Problem Remove a fraction of actors at
for A ctors random
NRE Non—tesponsE ect Rem ove links w ithin subgraph in—
duced by a soeci ed fraction of
actors
FCC F ixed choice (contexts) Apply oensoring by degree to
actors
FCA F ixed choice (actors) C reate unipartite propction; ap-—

ply censoring by degree; kesp non-—
reciprocated links
FCR Fixed choice (actors), recipro— Create unipartite proection; ap—
cated nom inations only ply censoring by degree; kesp only
reciprocated links

W e m easure properties of the unjpartite progction in allm odels.

di ers from the number of actors. This Pllows from the de nition of a bipartite
graph (no edges connect vertices of the sam e class) and the requirem ent that no
actor belongs to the sam e group twice. The ensambl of random bipartite graphs
sin ulated here exhibit sn all but signi cant disassortativiy (rz = 0:054 0:004)
while the corresponding one-m ode netw orks are assortatively m ixed by degree (ry =
0:071 0:005).

Tt is In portant to kesp in m ind that clustering, assortativity (or generally, the
m ixing pattem) and degree distribution are not independent. In particular, disas-
sortative m ixing In sin ple graphsm ay cause a decrease in clustering by suppressing
connections between high degree vertices n favor of vertices of lower degree, thus
reducing the num ber of triads In the network M aslov et al., 200Z;Newm an, 2003).

3.3 A lgorithm s

T he outline ofthe sin ulation algorithm isas follow s: (1) take a real socialnetw ork or
a corresponding ensem ble of random graphs; assum e that network data is com plete;
(2) ram ove a fraction ofentities to sim ulate di erent sources oferror; and (3) m easure
netw ork properties and com pare to the \true" values (from the com plete network). A s
has been described, we m odel severalm issing data m echanisn s. Tablk[2 sum m arizes
our sim ulation m odels.
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4 Resuls and discussion

4.1 Comparison of Boundary Speci cation and Non-
Response E ects

T he results of the sin ulations for the C ondensed M atter collaboration graph and for
com parable random bipartite netw orks are plotted on F igs.[7,[3{12. T he proportion
ofm issing data increases from left to right and at the lefim ost point we assum e that
all nfom ation about the network is available. W e m odel the B oundary Speci cation
Problm for Contexts BSPC) by random Iy rem oving vertices of the corresponding
class (\papers") from the network. T he Boundary Speci cation P roblem for A ctors
(B SPA ) ism odeled as random deletion of vertices corresponding to \authors" in the
case of collaboration network. Survey non-response isdi erent from BSPA 1n that In
the form er vertices are not ram oved from the netw ork but alledges between random Iy
assigned \non-regpondents" are deleted.

M ean vertex degree. For a random bipartite graph, the m ean degree in the
unipartite progction onto actors decreases lnearly w ith random rem ovalof actors or
groups: z = 1 ), where is a relative number of m issing actors or groups,
respectjy (©bserve overlapping curves In Fig. [Ib). However, In the onem ode
collaboration network average degree decreases slower In the sinulation of BSPC
Fig. [Ja, dots) than in BSPA (squares). T his behavior in plies non-random alloca—
tion of actors (authors) to groups f(papers) and lkads us to introduce the notion of
\redundancy" in group a liation.

O neway to capture the average in portance ofan interaction context istom easure
what we call the redundancy of a bipartite graph. W e de ne redundancy as =
£ =1 =2 ,where isaverage number of groups per actor, is average size of
the group, and z is actual (Observed) m ean actor degree In the unijpartite pro fction
onto the st of actors. In a com plte bipartite graph all a liations but one are
redundant in the sense that they connect actors w ho are already connected F ig.[8a),
consequently o = 1 % ! TasM ! 1 M isthe number ofa liations). At
the other extram e are acyclic bipartite graphs F ig. [8b), in which if any two actors
belong to the sam e a liation i is the only a liation they share, therefore z =
and , = 0. Consider a bipartite graph such that every connected pair of actors
have attended exactly three events together. The mean degree In the actors one—
mode network willbe z = =3, and redundancy therefore is = 1 1=3 = 2=3.
R edundancy ofa random bipartite graph is expected to be close to zero since z ’
which beocom es exact as the graph size increases Newm an et al., 2001). In general,
high redundancy in plies that asnew interaction contexts em erge, they w ill likely link
already connected actors. R edundancy of the C ondensed M atter collaboration graph
is =1 569=@B50 2:06) 0:38, which m eans that if the collaboration sizes were
sharply peaked around the m ean, then about forty percent of collaborations could
be om itted w ithout any signi cant change in the structure of unipartite progction.

14 Here we have m ade use of the fact that the m ean vertex degree z = in the unipartite
progction of random bipartite graph, which is symm etrical w ith respect to changes in either or
Newman et al.,, 2001).
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Figure 7: Sensitivity ofm ean vertex degree In the unjpartite profction z to di erent
m issing data m echanisn s: (@) In the Condensed M atter graph; () In a bipartite
random graph. D ots: boundary speci cation (non-inclision) e ect for interaction
contexts B SPC); the horizontal axis corresoonds to the fraction of papers m issing
from the database. Squares: non-inclusion e ect for actors BSPA) wih the x-—
axis corresponding to the fraction of authors m issing from the database. Note that
In panel (o) dots overlap wih squares. Stars: simulation of survey non-response
am ong authors NRE); vertices are assum ed non-responding at random . The x-axis
indicates the fraction of non—respondents. Insets: rwlative error " = % F20
where z; is the true value. Each data point is an average over 50 iterations. Lines
connecting datapoints are a guide for the eye only.
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Figure 8: Exampls of (@) complkte (maxin al redundant); and (o) acyclic (hon—
redundant) bipartite graphs.

H ow ever, this isnot exactly the case here F i.[7a) because the group size distribution
is quite skewed (Fig. [da). There are certain in portant collaborations that serve
as \hubs" that stitch together local groups of coauthors, which m ay increase the
sensitivity ofthisnetwork to BSPC . A Iso recall that the degree correlation coe cient
iIn the origihal bjpartite network is rz = 018, In plying that on average authors
who work In am aller collaborations tend to be m ore productive (this factmay re ect
the nature of the dataset and its lin ited tin e fram e; see Newm an, 2001).

A s could be expected, due to counting in non-reciprocated nom nations, the non—
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Figure 9: Sensitivity of clustering C in the unipartite propction: om ission of nter—
action contexts (dots); om ission of actors (squares); survey non-regoonse (stars).

resoonse e ect is som ew hat less severe than BSP and m ay be tolerated for response
rates of 70% and better w here the relative error is Jess than 10% F ig.[d, nsets).
C lustering. Random om ission of actors [ ig. [9, squares) appears to have no
e ect on clustering in the unjpartite proection. T his result could be expected since all
clustering is engendered via pint m embership in groups, whose pattem isuna ected
by random deltion of actors. It is ntuitively plausible that interaction contexts are
responsible for the resulting clustering and m ixing pattem in the bipartite m odel of
a socialnetwork. Fig. 9 (dots) in plies that om ission of contexts BSPC) results in
Increased clustering. A shasbeen m entioned above, each Interaction context or group
In a bipartite graph corresponds to a clique in the onem ode network of actors. If
redundancy of the bipartite graph is su ciently high, these cliques tend to overlap.
A sm ore interaction contexts are rem oved, cliques in the one-m ode netw ork disconnect
from each other thus e ectively reducing the num ber of connected triples of vertices
N 3 whilk kesping the num ber oftriads N, high. T his causes the clustering coe cient
C =3N,=N;3 togrow.
On the contrary, non-reponse Fig. [9, stars) results n Iower clustering. Since
m issing links under non-response are the ones that connect non-responding nodes and
otherw ise netw ork connectivity isnot a ected, thism echanian opensup triples faster
than producing dyads or isolates, and therefore the clustering coe cient is decreasing.
The relative deterioration rate Fig. [Ob, inset) depends on the \true" valie of
clustering. For onem ode netw orks generated from random graphs w ith Poisson de-
gree distrioutions, clustering coe cient changesas C () = 1=1+ (1 )) In the
caxe 0ofBSPC,and C ( ) isfairly closeto =1+ (1 )) under non-response, where
denotes the fraction ofm issing groups or non-responding vertices, regoectively. T he
rst result follow s trivially from the formula C = 1=(1+ ),derivedby Newm an etal.
(2001); the seocond is our con ecture based on sin ulations.
Tt seem splausble that BSPC and non-responsem ay com pensate each other under
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Figure 10: Sensitivity of degree assortativity coe cient ry in the unipartite pro—
“ection: om ission of Interaction contexts (dots); om ission of actors (squares); survey
non-resoonse (stars).

som e fortunate circum stances, yet ssparately they drastically a ect the estin ate of
clustering coe cient and in ate the m easurem ent error. Ironically, elin inating one
source of error but not the other could severely in pair the estin ate of clustering in
the network!

A ssortativity. The sin ulation resultsplotted on F ig.[10 show that, asin the case
ofclustering, BSP C increases degree-to-degree correlation in the unjpartite pro gction
while non-response causes it to dim inish, and ulin ately leads to a disassortative
m xing pattem. W e should em phasize these facts as they increase the uncertainty
about the estin ates of clustering and assortativity in networksw ith unknown m issing
data pattems.

Tt has been shown that unipartite networks that are assortatively m ixed by de—

gree are m ore robust to ram oval of vertices than disassortative or neutral netw orks
Newm an, 2002b). Several social networks, ncluding the onem ode collaboration
graph analyzed In this paper have been found to be assortatively m ixed. In such
netw orks, the assortative core can form a reservoir that w ill sustain the disease even
in the absence of epidem ic in the network at large (Section [32). A s an application
to epidem ics control, these ndings suggest a rather grin conclusion that social net—
works would sustain epideanm ic outbreaks whereas disease prevention strategies based
on vaccihation of high-contact lndividuals are doom ed to fail.

O bserve, however, that one tends to overestin ate the m ixing coe cient in net—
works w ith m ultiple interaction contexts as a consequence of the Boundary Speci -
cation P roblem for Contexts  ig.[10, dots) and, to a lesser extent, BSP for A ctors.
T herefore com plkte social networks m ay actually possess lss assortativity than they
appear to have, provided that ressarchers take m easures to m inin ize non-response.
This ndingm ay tum out to be an in portant factor in costbene t analyses ofdisease
prevention strategies that are based on em pirical network data.
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Figure 11: Relative size of the Jargest connected com ponent In the unijpartite pro—
ction: om ission of interaction contexts (solid dots); om ission of actors (squares);
survey non-resoonse (stars).

Size of the largest connected com ponent. A s can be seen from Fig.[1]], the
collaboration network is quite robust to survey non-response (stars): good estin ates
can be obtained with response rates of 70% and better (50% for random graphs
with sin ilar param eters). On the other hand, om ission of actors (squares) lads
to mmmediate and severe deterioration of the network connectivity. The e ect of
m issihg interaction contexts (dots) is som ewhere Ih-between. From the m odeling
point of view , non-inclusion of actors (@s well as actor non-response w ith required
reciprocation, for that m atter) is equivalent to the socalled \node failures" analyzed
In several recent studies of com puter networks (A bert et al., 2000; Callaway et al,
2000;/C ohen et al., 2000,12001;VV azquez and M oreno, 2003) . T his line of literature has
focused on the e ects that random failures or Intentional attacks on Intemet routers
m ight have on the global connectivity properties of the Intemet, such as the size of
the lJargest connected com ponent. In particular, it hasbeen shown that for random
breakdowns, networks whose degree distrbbution is approxin ated by a power-aw
rem ain essentially connected even for very large breakdow n rates (Cohen et al., 2000).
Tt has been also dem onstrated under quite general assum ptions that disassortativity
Increases network fragility as it works against the process of form ation of the giant
com ponent; on the other hand, assortative correlationsm ake graph robust to random
dam age (Vazquez and M oreno, 2003). However, our sin ulation results do not fully
agree w ith these notions. T he one-m ode coauthorship network is assortatively m ixed
and has a heavy-tailkd degree distribbution, w hik the profction ofa random bipartite
graph has near zero assortativity and quickly decaying degree distrlbbution F ig.
a and b respectively, dots). Yet under BSPA the size of the Jargest com ponent
decreases faster in the onem ode collaboration network (com pare Fig. [11a and Fig.
IIb, squares).

To ssparate possiblk e ects ofm ixing pattem and degree distribution, we have run
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Figure 12: M ean path lngth in the largest com ponent of the unijpartite propc-
tion: om ission of Interaction contexts (dots); om ission of actors (squares); survey
non-regoonse (stars). Note the drop in path length corresoonding to the lost of con—
nectivity as the network becom es fragm ented and the largest com ponent becom es
Increasingly an all.

sim ulations w ith bipartite netw orks obtained by random ly rew iring the collaboration
graph. T hese netw orks have the sam e degree sequences as the origihalbipartie graph
but zero assortativity coe cient. T he rew ired netw orks behave very sin ilarly to ran—
dom graphs w ith Poisson degree distrbution. An im portant di erence, however, is
that random rem oval of actors initially leads to a faster decrease In the size of the
giant com ponent Sy, , but for lJarge rem ovalrates S;, approaches zero size continuously
In a rew ired network (not shown here), whik both random graph and the original
collaboration network exhibit a discontinuiy (easily seen in the plot of average path
length, Fig. [12). W e conclude that a rew ired version of the collaboration graph is
m ore resilient to BSPA than the original, despite its Jack of assortativity. Hence, as-
sortativity alone does not necessarily in ply network robustness, contrary to previous
assertions, and m ay have substantially di erent in plications for netw orks engendered
via piht m embership In groups or interaction contexts. The com pound e ect of the
m ixing pattern and degree sequences In such networks therefore deserves a further
Investigation.

M ean path length in the largest connected com ponent. Asmay be ssen
from Fig. [12, BSPA and BSPC have a sin ilar e ect on the average path length.
Path length diverges when m ean vertex degree becom es less than unity. D ue to the
skew ed degree distrioution ofthe C ondensed M atter collaboration network B SPA has
a stronger in pact on m ean degree than B SP C , and consequently, the phase transition
(boreakdown of the largest com ponent Into m any sm all ones) occurs at 0{75 for
BSPA and 09 rBSPC.The e ects of m issing data m echanisn s on the m ean
path length m ay be tokrated (ie. rlative error not exceeding 10% ) for am ounts of
m issing data up to 20% In case ofBSPA orBSPC, and for response rates of 50% and
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better in case of actor non-response.

4.2 D egree censoring ( xed choice e ect)

W e consider the in pact of xed-choice questionnaire design (right-censoring by vertex
degree) on network properties n the follow ing three cases: (1) we record up to K
Interaction contextsout ofaverage forevery actor; (2) each actornom natesup to X
out ofaverage z interaction partners; the link ispresent ifeither one orboth m em bers
ofa dyad report it; (3) sam e as previous, but every dyadic link m ust be reported by
both partners. Varying the cuto valies K and X , we have explored how these
m issing data m echanisn s a ect the unipartite social network under assum ption of
random nom inations. Sensitivity curves forthem ean vertex degree are shown on F ig.
[13. The results for other statistics discussed in the previous sections are qualitatively
sin ilar to the corresponding B SP /non—response e ects up to the direction of error
(see Tables[3 and [4 for details) .

Tt appears that degree censoring has a m uch m ore severe e ect on the C ondensed
M atter collaboration graph (left plot) than on a random bipartite network w ith the
sam e parameters N , M and (cight plot). In a random graph, a xed choice of
K = k interaction contexts (collaborations) or reciprocated nom ination of X = xz
partners practically doesnot a ect m ean degree z as long as relative cuto sk > 3 or
x > 3. In the collaboration graph, however, m ean degree departs from its true value
as soon as the relative cuto k or x becom es less than 15. A s a consequence, this
In pairs estin ates of such netw ork properties as the num ber of com ponents, size ofthe
largest com ponent and geodesics length (not shown). The e ects of degree censoring
on netw ork properties are quanti ed in Tabll[4, w here we report approxin atem inin al
cuto values such that param eterestin atesarew thin  10% around their resgpective
true values. It is noteworthy that xed choice errors are virtually non-existent in
random graphs for relative cuto values k or x & 2. On the contrary, the ral
collaboration netw ork appears to be very sensitive to degree bound e ects.

W hilke therem ay be a numberofdi erent m echanisn s at work, it is likely that this
di erence in behavior is a pint e ect of the non-random m ixing and skewed degree
distrdoutions observed in the Condensed M atter collaboration graph. Censoring by
degree has little e ect on the random graph because its degree variance is quite sn all,
ie. it is rather sharply peaked around the m ean. Therefore, when we cut edges in
excess to, say, 2 or 2z In a random graph, the num ber of actually ram oved links is
negligbl. On the other hand, the distrdoution of papers by authors and the distri-
bution of the number of collaborators In the onem ode network both have a heavy
tail Fig.[d), ie. there is a considerable fraction of vertices w ith degrees greater than
tw ice the average value. If the onem ode network is m ixed assortatively by degree
as In the case of the Condensed M atter graph, then degree censoring w ill likely elim -
nate m ost connections w ithin the network core and quickly break down the giant
com ponent. A dditional com puter experin ents (not shown) w ith a random Iy rew ired
version of the cond-m at network, which has the sam e degree distrbution but zero
m ixing, support this explanation. W hereas skewed actor degree distribution alone
m ay have a lin ted in pact on the robustness of network statistics with resgpect to
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(a) cond-mat (b) random

Figure 13: Fixed choice e ect on the mean degree of the unipartite progction z
In the Condensed M atter collaboration graph (@) and a com parable random graph
(). D ots: censoring collaborations. T he question asked of each author would be to
\nom nate" up to K papers coauthored by him . T he horizontal axis represents the
relative degree cuto k = K= ,where = 35 is the mean number of a liations

per actor. N ote that the am ount ofm issing data increases as we lower the threshold
valie. For exampl, k = 5 means that the actual cuto is K = 5 , wve tines
the m ean actor degree In the bipartite network. Squares: censoring coauthors, no
reciprocation required. T he question asked of each author would be to nom inate up
to X ooauthors. The horizontal axis represents rehtive degree cuto x = X=z in
units of z, the m ean num ber of collaborators per author, where (@) z = 5:69 in the
Physics collaboration graph and () z = 931 in a random network. Stars: only
reciprocated nom inations, relative cuto x = X =z in units of z. Insets: rehtive
error "= 3 Fz9, where z; is the true value. Each data point is an average over
50 iterations. L ines connecting datapoints are a guide for the eye only.

the xed choice e ects, when present together w ith assortative m ixing, i m akes the
network increasingly m ore sensitive. W e would like to stress that onem ode proc-
tions of bipartite graphs, assortativity m ay arise as a structural artifact of a skewed
group size distrdbution (see footnote[13)), rather than being a substantive property
of som e network process. Hence it is In portant when doing em pirical resesarch that
possbl xed choice e ects be carefully exam ined if there are reasons to think that
the netw ork under study hasbeen engendered by a m ulticontextual a liation graph.

5 Som e Im plications for em pirical analysis

In practice it m ight be di cul to estim ate the e ects ofm issing data and to identify
and ssparate its sources. T herefore one should takem easures against m ultiple possble
m issing data e ects. The ndings reported in this paper are based on a case study
and statistical sin ulations of random graphs and thereforem ay not apply to allsocial
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Tabl 3: Approxin ate tolerable fractional am ount of m issing data®and direction
of deviation®for boundary speci cation and non—response e ects

P roperty of onem ode network Symbol BSPC © BSPA ¢ NRE ©

M ean degree z 014 O1)# 01 O1)# 03 (03)#
C lustering C 025 ©a)" nal 035 (035) #
D egree correlation Ty 03 ©01)" na. 015 " 035 02) #
Size of Jargest com ponent S; 015 (035)# 008 (01) # na.

M ean path in Jargest com ponent L 04 ©2)"™ 03 025" o5 ™"

®M issing data is tolerable if it causes relative error not exceeding 10% , ie. "=
jqq%j 0:d, where g is an estin ate from a m odelw ith m issing data and ¢ is the
value calculated from com plete data.

PW euse " or # to indicate the direction of departure of the estin ate from the
true value (up ordown, regoectively) fora amn allam ount ofm issing data such that
the netw ork iskept above the percolation threshold, ie. mean vertex degree z > 1.

°Boundary speci cation for interaction contexts ora liations
4B oundary speci cation for A ctors (m issihg actors)
®N on-response, reciprocated nom nations are not required

INumbers in parentheses are results for an ensamble of 100 random bipartite
graphs w ith the sam e num ber of vertices and edges.

9Very slow change: lss than 10% error for 50% ofm issing data.

netw orks. H owever, som e of the results are quite general and enabk usto 0 ersom e
guidelines for researchers w ho have collected orplan to collect em piricalnetw ork data,
to help them be aware of potential pitfalls.

O ur sin ulations indicate that three m ost severe m issing data problem s are: (1)
boundary speci cation for interaction contexts BSPC); (2) boundary speci cation
for actors BSPA); (3) xed choice designs (usually FCA, ie. actors nom nating
up to a certain num ber of partners). Boundary speci cation can dram atically alter
estin ates of netw ork—level statistics, n particular, the assortativity coe cient and
m ean degree, even if context redundancy is large. In a xed choice survey design,
the errors Introduced by m issing data are relatively an all up to certain degree cuto
values, which depend on the vertex degree distribution and m ixing pattem; the worst
case being networks with highly skewed degree distributions, which m ay produce
unreliable statistics, especially In the presence of assortative m xing.

These results have the follow Ing in plications. In studies which emply a xed
choice design (eg.Beam an et al., 2002), if there are reasons to expect a heavy tail
distribution, it is crucial to choose a rlhtively high degree cuto to m inim ize the
In pact ofm issing data on netw ork statistics. Furthem ore, ifthe netw ork is expected
to be assortatively m ixed, the xed choice design m ight not be approprate at all,
and i would be better to use an open list questionnaire, ie. allow ing respondents
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Table 4: Approxin ate m inin al tolerable cuto s®and direction of deviation®for
degree censoring e ects

P roperty (profction) Symbol FCC °© FCA ¢ FCR ©
M ean degree z 55 (5)% 15z 1) # 55z 25) #
C lustering C 8 5" 15z (1) 6z (1.6)
D egree correlation Ty 18 35" 6z RH)# 6z 25 #
Size of largest com ponent St 35 12)# 1z ©O2)# 2z O7) #
M ean path in lJargest com ponent L 65 @2)" 18z 09" 5Lz @2)"

®The degree cuto is tolerable if the relative error caused by censoring " =
j%j 10% , where g is an estim ate from a m odel w ith m issing data and q is
the value calculated from com plkte data.

PW euse " or #, where applicable, to indicate the direction of departure ofthe
estin ate from the true value (Up or down, respectively) for a sm all am ount of
m issing data such that the network is kept above the percolation threshold, ie.
m ean vertex degree z > 1.

°F ixed choice of interaction contexts
9F ixed choice of actors, reciprocation not required
°F ixed choice of actors, only reciprocated nom nations

INumbers in parentheses are results for an ensemble of 100 random bipartite
graphs w ith the sam e num ber of vertices and edges.

to nom nate as m any partmers as they deam relevant. A lfematively, one m ay want
to rst obtain rough estin ates of the m ean degree z and is standard deviation
using a an all sam ple (G ranovetter, 1976) and sin ply asking with how m any actors
from within the network a respondent has Interacted during the soeci ed period of
tine. If , >> z then at the step of collecting full netw ork data one should em ploy
an open list design or set the cuto ashigh aspossble.

A sin ilar double-stage strategy m ight be appropriate, if not always feasble, for
designs based on fom al group a liation to help m nin ize the am ount of m issing
data due to the boundary speci cation problem . A fter the sociom etric data is col-
lected inside an organization, one should calculate the network diam eter D . At the
seocond step, traverse via other relevant interaction contexts for D rem oves outside
the organization (since the longest possbl cycle In the network is 2D long). If the
connectivity properties of the network (ie. the number of com ponents and average
geodesic length) aswell as clustering and assortativity coe cients do not change sig-
ni cantly, that in plies that the organizational network in question is robust w ith
respect to boundary speci cation. In the exam ple of adolescent sexual network In a
high school Beam an et al., 2002), if the above procedure Indicated robustness then
persons w ith outside partners could be m odeled as having higher infection probabili-
ties w ith the network m odel otherw ise intact.
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F inally, for forensic research it seem sm ost In portant that the netw ork of suspects
iswellconnected so that investigators can start from a few principalactorsand \snow —
ball" to the rest of suspects. A swe have found that the size of the largest connected
com ponent is very sensitire to the om ission of actors, an cbvious recom m endation
would be to expand surveillance at the early stages in the investigation.

6 Conclusions

In thispaper, we have set out to com pare di erent m issing data m echanisn s in social
networks wih muliple Interaction contexts. Social Interactions are m odelked as a
bipartite graph, consisting of the set of actors and the set of Interaction contexts or
a liations. T he conventional single-m ode netw ork of actors is a unipartite pro fction
of the bipartite graph onto the st of actors. W e have m easured structural properties
ofthisprofction while varying the am ount ofm issing data in the generating bipartie
graph by om itting actors, Interaction contexts, or individual interactions. T his paper
has covered severalm issing data m echanisn s; in particular, boundary speci cation
and xed choice survey design. A s a proxy of a m ulticontextual social network we
analyzed the Los A Jam os C ondensed M atter collaboration network and an ensamble
of random bipartite graphs w ith sin ilar param eters.

Since we have analyzed a speci ¢ em pirical case and the corresponding ensamble
of random networks, the ndings reported herein m ay not be generalizable. W ih
all due lim itations, several results of particular signi cance follow from our studies.
F irst, we found that assortativity coe cient is overestin ated via om ission of Inter—
action contexts (@ liations) or xed choice of a liations. O n the other hand, actor
non-resoonse or xed choice of collaborators leads to an underestin ated m ixing coe —
cient and m ay even cause an assortatively m ixed netw ork to appear as disassortative.
Forexam pl, thism ay explain why the adolescent rom antic network Beam an et al,,
2002) that was constructed using xed choice nom Inations was found to be neutrally
m ixed by degree, in a stark contrast to them a prity ofknown social networks New—
m an, 2002b).

In a sin ilar fashion, the observed clustering coe cient increases via om ission of
Interaction contexts or xed choice thereof, and decreases w ith actor non-response.
T he clustering coe cient isuna ected by random om ission of actors since all cluster-
Ing In the bipartite m odel of social networks is engendered via Interaction contexts

(group a liation). The divergent e ect of the two m issing data m echanisn s cbvi-
ously results in in ated the m easuram ent ervor. It is ironic that by elim inating one
source of error (eg., non-resoonse) but not the other (poundary speci cation e ect)
one m ight actually end up w ith worse estin ates of clustering or assortativiy.

F inally, the confounding e ect ofm ixing pattem and degree distrloution on net-
work robustness under random om ission of actors is found to be di erent from what
isassum ed In the current literature. W e have found that under certain circum stances
a network assortatively m ixed by vertex degree is less robust to random deletion
of vertices than a com parabl neutral network. A s a tentative explanation, we at-
tribute this peculiar behavior to the detailed structural com position of the netw orks
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that we have focused on; nam ely, the presence of m ultiple overlapping cliques In the
onem ode network as a result of unijpartite proction. Consequently, we would lke
to aem phasize the in portance of further ressarch to better understand the rolks and
properties of m ultiple Interaction contexts in the em ergence, evolution, and study of
social netw orks.

T he results reported In thispaper have been obtained using the m ethod ofnum er-
ical sinulation. W hik this approach is frequently em ployed In statistics, it appears
underrepresented in network ressarch. However, we nd that it is particularly well-
suited for exploratory analysis of large-scale networks. Thanks to its power and

exbility, the m ethod of statistical sim ulation show s prom ise as a usefiill addition to
existing network analysis tookits. W e hope that the classi cation schem e and the
system atic exploratory approach that we have presented w ill prove usefiill for further
research in the eld.
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