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A bstract

W e perform sensitivity analyses to assess the im pact ofm issing data on

the structuralproperties ofsocialnetworks. The socialnetwork is conceived

ofasbeing generated by a bipartitegraph,in which actorsarelinked together

via m ultiple interaction contexts or a� liations. W e discuss three principal

m issing data m echanism s: network boundary speci� cation (non-inclusion of

actors or a� liations), survey non-response, and censoring by vertex degree

(� xed choice design), exam ining their im pact on the scienti� c collaboration

network from the Los Alam 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 estim ates of network-level statistics.

The observed clustering and assortativity coe� cients are overestim ated via

om ission of interaction contexts (a� liations) or � xed choice of a� liations,

and underestim ated via actor non-response, which results in in ated m ea-

surem ent error. W e also � nd that socialnetworks with m ultiple interaction

contexts have certain surprising propertiesdue to the presence ofoverlapping

cliques. In particular, assortativity by degree does not necessarily im prove

network robustnesstorandom om ission ofnodesaspredicted by currenttheory.
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networks;Bipartite graphs.
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1 Introduction

Socialnetwork data isoften incom plete,which m eansthatsom e actorsorlinksare

m issing from the dataset. In a norm alsocialsetting,m uch ofthe incom pleteness

arisesfrom thefollowingm ain sources:theso-called Boundary Speci�cation Problem

(Laum ann etal.,1983);respondentinaccuracy (Bernard etal.,1984);non-response

in network surveys(Rum sey,1993);orm ay beinadvertently introduced viastudy de-

sign.Although m issing dataisabundantin em piricalstudies,littleresearch hasbeen

conducted on thepossiblee�ectofm issing linksornodeson them easurableproper-

tiesofnetworksatlarge.In particular,a revision oftheoriginalwork doneprim arily

in the 1970-80s(Holland and Leinhard,1973;Laum ann etal.,1983;Bernard etal.,

1984)seem snecessary in thelightofrecentadvancesthathavebroughtnew classesof

networksto theattention oftheinterdisciplinary research com m unity (Am araletal.,

2000;Barab�asiand Albert,1999;Newm an et al.,2001;Strogatz,2001;W atts and

Strogatz,1998;W atts,1999).

Letusstartwith a few exam plesfrom the literature to illustrate di�erentincar-

nations ofm issing data in network research. The boundary speci�cation problem

(Laum ann et al.,1983)refers to the task ofspecifying inclusion rules foractorsor

relations in a network study. Researchers who study intraorganizationalnetworks

typically ignorenum eroustiesthatlead outsidean organization,reasoning thatthese

tiesareirrelevanttothetasksand operationsthattheorganization perform s.A clas-

sicalaccount is the Bank W iring Room study (Roethlisberger and Dickson,1939),

which focused on 14 m en in theswitchboard production section ofan electric plant.

Thesociom etricdataobtained in thatstudyhavebeen analyzed extensively (Hom ans,

1950;W hite et al.,1976)but the e�ect ofinteractions outside the wiring room on

the workers’behavior and perform ance at work is unknown and hardly feasible to

estim ate.

In a recentstudy ofrom anticrelationshipsin alargeurban high school(Bearm an

etal.,2002),m orethan onehalfofrelationshipsreported in theperiod of18 m onths

werewith personswhodid notattend theschool.Thenetworkappearstohavealarge

connected com ponentlinkingtogetheraboutonehalfofrom antically involved pupils.

Theauthorsproposed an elegantexplanation fortheobserved structurein term sofa

m icro-socialnorm governing thepair-form ation process.However,by focusing solely

on the in-schoolnetwork,the authors im plicitly assum ed that the rem aining 60%

ofrelationships had little e�ect on socialdynam ics within the schoolcom m unity.

Such a large fraction ofoutside nom inations m akes one wonder ifhom ogeneity of

dating norm swithin the schoolm ay be a�ected by student liaisonswith the larger

com m unity in which theschoolisem bedded.

The boundary speci�cation problem m ay be avoided to a certain extent ifthe

com m unity is isolated from the rest ofthe world as e.g. in Sam pson’s m onastery

(Sam pson,1969). By and large,however,network closure isan artifactofresearch

design,i.e.theresultofarbitraryde�nition ofnetworkboundaries.W hen choosingin-

clusion rulesforanetwork study,aresearcherise�ectively drawing anon-probability

sam ple from allpossible networksofitskind (Laum ann etal.,1983).Asa result,it

isalm ostim possibleto estim atetheerrorintroduced into network data via study de-
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sign.Dynam icchangesin thenetwork (waxingand waningrelationshipsoractivation

oflatentties)only exacerbatetheproblem .

The problem ofinform ant inaccuracy has enjoyed m ore close attention in the

lastdecades(Bernard etal.,1984;M arsden,1990)and basically representsthe case

whererespondentstaketheirperception ofa socialrelation fortherelation itself.As

a consequence,network data collected by interviewing or adm inistering a network

instrum entm ay reectthecognitivenetwork ratherthan theactualinteraction pat-

tern.In particular,ithasbeen found thatthediscrepancy between cognitiveand real

network in recalldata depends on tim e in a curiously non-linear fashion (Bernard

etal.,1984). Som e waysofalleviating thisproblem have been proposed,and good

network instrum entshelp m inim ize thiskind ofbias. Attim es,however,the cogni-

tive network m ightbe exactly whatthe researcherislooking for(e.g.,in m arketing

applications,etc.). On the otherhand,m any socialtransactions such as electronic

m ailm ay beregistered directly and data thusobtained doesnotcontain a signi�cant

idiosyncraticcom ponent.In thispaperwedo notexplicitly m odelthee�ectofinfor-

m antinaccuracy,assum ing thateitheritisconsistentwith the research fram ework,

orthatthenetwork in question wasreconstructed from reliableelectronic,historical

orsurvey data.

An im portantproblem in network survey research isthatofsurvey non-response.

In a standard sam pling situation such asdrawing a representativesam plefrom som e

population,specialtechniques are available to correct param eter estim ates for im -

perfect response rates (Little and Rubin,2002). Unfortunately,no such de�nitive

treatm entisavailableforsocialnetwork analysis,although e�ectsofnon-responseon

som e network propertieshave been described previously (Stork and Richards,1992;

Rum sey,1993).W e generally follow thisexploratory line ofresearch in thatwe dis-

cusshow networkstructureisa�ected bydi�erentnon-responsescenariosand propose

som ewaysto am elioratetheproblem .

Com pound m issingdatam echanism sm ay beencountered aswell;agood exam ple

isforensic network research. Besides fuzzy boundaries,crim inalnetworks are char-

acterized by presence ofunknown actors,actorswith false identities,and hidden or

dorm antties(Sparrow,1991). Network analysispractitionershave noticed thatm i-

norchangesin graph structure (addition ordeletion ofverticesorlinks)can have a

dram atice�ecton network propertiesasawhole,especially on individual-levelindices

(Krebs,2002).Theextentofthedistortion dependson thenatureofgroup structure

itselfas wellas on data collection and analysis procedures (Holland and Leinhard,

1973). However,the sensitivity ofm any graph-theoretic m easures to m issing data,

especially ofthose introduced recently,has not been assessed num erically. Not all

graph-theoreticindicesareapplicabletocrim inalnetwork research from an epistem o-

logicalpointofview,1 and yetfewerm ay bereliable enough with respectto m issing

data.

Socialnetworkdatam ayaswellbebiased asaresultofstudydesign.In thispaper

1Sparrow (1991) notes that \fuzzy boundaries render precise globalm easures (such as radius,

diam eter,even density) alm ost m eaningless" and suggests that betweenness centrality is probably

the m ostusefulm easureforcrim inalnetworks.
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we analyze the so-called �xed choice e�ect(Holland and Leinhard,1973). Consider

a friendship network in which actorshave anywhere between 1 and 10 friendseach.

Often network researchers ask respondents to m ake nom inations only up to som e

�xed num ber.Supposethatweasked ourparticipantstowritedown up tothreebest

friendsoftheirs.How isthenetwork constructed in thatparticularway di�erentfrom

the\true"friendship network? Doesthee�ectdepend on structuralpropertiesofthe

friendship graph? These aresom eofthequestionsthatweaim to answer.

Thispaperaim sto �llthem ethodologicalvacuum around theproblem ofm issing

data in socialnetwork analysis. One approach to dealwith itisto develop analytic

techniquesthatcaptureglobalstatisticaltendenciesand do notdepend on individual

interactions(Rapoportand Horvath,1961). A com plm entary strategy isto develop

rem edialtechniquesthatm inim izethee�ectofm issing data (Holland and Leinhard,

1973). Although we do noto�era de�nitive statisticaltreatm entin thispaper,we

conduct exploratory analyses and advocate the im portance offurther work in this

direction.2 To exploretheproblem and outlinepossiblesolutionsweusethem ethod

ofstatisticalsim ulation. The generaloutline ofourapproach isasfollows: (1)take

a real(large enough) socialnetwork or an ensem ble ofrandom graphs and assum e

thatnetwork data iscom plete;(2)rem ove a fraction ofentitiesto sim 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 equantifytheuncertaintycaused bym issing

network data and assess sensitivity of graph-levelm etrics such as average vertex

degree, clustering coe�cient (Newm an et al.,2001), degree correlation coe�cient

(Newm an,2002a),sizeand m ean path length in thelargestconnected com ponent.

W e illustrate the problem using the scienti�c collaboration graph containing au-

thors and papers from the Condensed M atter section ofthe Los Alam os E-print

Archive from 1995 through 1999 (Newm an,2001)and usethisexam pleto develop a

statisticalargum entforthegeneralcaseofsocialnetworkswith m ultiple interaction

contexts. Owing to the sheersize ofthe dataset,the num ericalestim ateshave very

narrow con�denceintervals.Theresultsarecom pared tothecaseofrandom bipartite

graphs.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 focuses on the sources ofm issing

orfalse data in socialnetwork research. W e generalize the Boundary Speci�cation

Problem (BSP) for socialnetworks with m ultiple interaction contexts m odeled as

bipartitegraphs,in which actorsarelinked via m ultiplea�liationsorcollaborations.

W ediscusstheissuesofnon-responseand non-reciprocation in socialnetwork studies

aswellasthe degree cuto� biasoften introduced by questionnaire design.Section 3

describesrelevantnetworkstatistics,datasetsand sim ulation algorithm sthatareused

to investigate e�ects ofm issing data on network properties. Section 4 presents the

results,whileSection 6 sum m arizesthe�ndingsand discussesa num berofpotential

applications.

2Afterthism anuscriptwascom pleted webecam eawareofanotherstudy with a sim ilarapproach

thatfocused exclusively on di� erentnetwork centrality m easures(Costenbaderand Valente,2003).
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2 Sources ofm issing data in socialnetw orks

2.1 T he B oundary Speci�cation Problem

Network boundary speci�cation which consistsofde�ning rulesforinclusion ofactors

(and relations)in thenetwork underinvestigation,isam ajorepistem ologicalproblem

in socialnetwork research. It was �rst addressed by Laum ann et al.(1983) who

identi�ed three basic strategies in dealing with the problem . Of course m ultiple

inclusion strategiesarepossible,asa logicalcom bination ofthosediscussed here.

According to the nom inalistapproach,actorsare included in the network based

on the form alde�nition ofgroup m em bership (recallexam ples in the beginning of

thepaper).Detailed speci�cationscan factorin actors’attributes(allnon-white�rst

yearstudentsofa college),relations(allrespondentswho reported being involved in

a rom antic relationship),events(allindividualswho attended a college party),etc.,

whereby aconceptualfram eworkisim posed bytheanalystand thenetwork boundary

becom es devoid ofontologically independent status (Laum ann et al.,1983). The

lastexam ple (eventattendance)isparticularly error-prone and isbestdescribed as

conveniencesam pling,with non-generalizableresultsand allsortsofbiasesoperating

including self-selection (e.g.peoplewho attend an eventm ay bequitegregariousand

thereforedi�erentfrom thosewho do notattend).

Oneparticularinstanceofthenom inalistapproachispositionalspeci�cation,m ost

com m only de�ned asoccupancy ofa ranked position in aform ally constituted group.

Exam plesinclude a country’s100 bestknown politicians,or500 top business �rm s

(e.g.Davisand M izruchi,1999).Thisapproach involvessettingan arbitrarilylim iting

scopein ordertofacilitateanalysisorduetodataavailability.Itisim portanttoknow

whethernetworkdatathusobtained issusceptibletodata-speci�cand subjectivebias.

The realistapproach (in theM arxistsense)letsactorsthem selvesde�nenetwork

boundaries. \The network is treated as a socialfact only in that it is consciously

experienced assuch by theactorscom posing it" (Laum ann etal.,1983).A particu-

larexam ple would be recognized com m on m em bership status(students,etc.). This

approach em phasizes the cognitive dim ension over socialinteractions per se;hence

itm ay be m ore susceptible to inform antinaccuracy e�ects. Actorsm ay disagree in

theirperception ofsocialstructure;they m ay beattributing di�erentweightsto cer-

tain otheractors,relationshipsortypesofrelationships.Thecorrespondencebetween

analytically drawn boundariesand the \collectively shared subjective awareness" of

theseboundariesby theactorsshould betreated asan em piricalquestion ratherthan

an assum ption (Laum ann etal.,1983).

Finally,an em piricistapproach aim sto go beyond cognitive experience ofeither

the researcherorsocialactorsand instead focuseson m easurable interactions. The

network boundary isde�ned by recording who isinteracting with whom in a certain

context.Thisapproach hasnotbeen feasible forlargenetworksuntilrecently,when

data on large-scale socialinteractions becom e readily available from the records of

em ailcom m unication orvirtualcom m unities(Ebeletal.,2002;Guim era etal.,2002;

Holm eetal.,2002;Newm an etal.,2002).Theem piricistapproach requiresan opera-

tionalspeci�cation oftheinteraction setting orcontext,and then including allactors
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Figure1:Illustration oftheBoundary Speci�cation Problem .Om ission ofactorsm ay

lead to signi�cantchangesin network statistics.In theaboveexam ple,asa resultof

exclusion ofactor D ,them ean network degree z wentdown 25% from 31
7
to 21

3
.

who interactwithin thiscontext. The m issing data m echanism associated with this

approach istheboundary speci�cation problem forrelations.

2.2 T he boundary speci�cation problem for relations

Since socialnetworksare constructed from actorsand relationsbetween actors,the

boundary speci�cation problem hastwo facesto it.In addition to de�ning a network

boundary overthe setofactors,researchersm ake arbitrary decisionson which rela-

tions to consider. Often it is determ ined by the task at hand,e.g. a study ofthe

spread ofHIV would perhapsinclude only two relations(sexualcontactsand needle

sharing)withoutany lossofvalidity. Forotherinteresting topics,such ascollective

m ovem entsorsocialcontagion processes,relevantnetwork relationsare notso easy

to de�ne.

Consequently,a researcherofsocialnetworksfacesthequestion ofwhattypesof

linksto include. Thisproblem isconceptually close to the task com m only faced in

the traditionalsocialresearch focused on individualattributes,thatis,which vari-

ablesshould be analyzed. Usually the research isinform ed by theory and aided by

exploratory num ericaltechniques (asin econom etrics and �nance). Yetthere isno

consistenttheoryofsocialinteractionstoguidenetworkresearch (W hite,1992),which

leavesusface-to-facewith anon-trivialepistem ologicalproblem .Laum ann etal.pro-

pose thatkey tiesm ay be om itted \due to oversightoruse ofdata thatare m erely

convenient.Such an error,becauseitdistortstheoverallcon�guration ofactorsin a

system ,m ay renderan entireanalysism eaningless" (Laum ann etal.,1983).

W e develop here a m ulticontextualapproach based on actors’participation in

groups,eventsoractivities.Thekey idea isto break down socialtiesto identi�able,

discrete interactions. Aswe have illustrated,socialactorsbelong to m ultiple a�lia-

tions,attend variousevents,participate in di�erent interaction contexts,and every

interaction m ay beim portantforthedynam icsofthesocialnetwork in which actors

areem bedded (Breiger,1974;W hite,1992).

Theideathatpeopleparticipatein m ultiplerelationswith oneanotheriscertainly

quite old (cf.Sim m el,1908),so it seem s surprising that only a few studies have

m adeuseofm ultipleinteraction contextsin m athem aticalm odelsofsocialnetworks.

W hite et al.(1976) dem onstrated in 1976 that it is possible to e�ciently extract

an im age ofsocialstructure underlying m ultiple relations de�ned for the sam e set
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ofactors. W attsetal.(2002),based on the results ofTravers and M ilgram (1969)

as wellas their own recent electronic experim ent (Dodds et al.,2003), proposed

thatpeople use m ultiple relationsin orderto solve the sm allworld problem ,i.e. to

deliver a m essage to an unknown target using only connections from within their

egocentric network. In both studies,however,the num berofactorsism uch greater

than the num berofrelationsin which actorsparticipate. Perhapsthism ightbe an

artifactofstudy design when researchers com bine severalrelationsin one group to

prevent possible m isunderstanding on partofhum an subjects. On the otherhand,

thism ightbean indication thatactorsthem selvesgroup sim ilarrelationsintobroader

and thereforem orerobustclassesofrelations.Therem ay beseveralreasonsfordoing

this: (1)relationsm ay be correlated,e.g. when one relation alm ostalwaysim plies

another;(2)peoplem ay (m is-)perceiveand assign varying im portanceto relationsin

an idiosyncraticfashion;(3)peoplem ay m anipulaterelations,e.g.usingpersonalties

to gain powerin an organization.In general,itseem shardly possibleto disentangle

them anifold ofsocialinteractions(group and dyadic,etc.) thatm akeup socialfabric.

It is the joint network,m ade by juxtaposition ofallrelevant kinds ofties between

actors,thatm attersin dynam icsofprocessesbased on socialinuence(W hite,1992;

W hiteetal.,1976).

Considerattendanceatsocialevents,e.g.Davis’sSouthern W om en (Davisetal.,

1941;W asserm an and Faust,1994),orm ultiple a�liations,e.g. interlocking boards

ofdirectorsin Am erican com panies(Davisand Greve,1997),ordi�erentinteraction

contexts (high schoolstudents attending classes togethervsgoing to the m ovies vs

playing sports,and so forth).Each event,a�liation orcontextservesasan opportu-

nity to create,m aintain,orexercise (m anipulate)group and interpersonalties.The

aboveexam plescan berepresented by abipartitegraph (W ilson,1982),in which one

classofverticesrepresentsevents,and thesecond classisactors.3 Ifan actorpartic-

ipatesin an event,there isan edge drawn between the respective vertices. To focus

on the classofactors,we perform an operation thatiscalled unipartite projection,

i.e. transform ation ofa two-m ode \a�liation" graph into a one-m ode network that

capturesm ultiplesocialrelationsbetween theactors(Fig.2).One-m odeprojections

necessarily consistofm any overlapping cliques.4 Every such clique refersto one or

severala�liationsorinteraction contexts.In thebipartitefram ework an a�liation tie

isadded to the network ifan actorhasparticipated in the given context. However,

correlated contexts are som ewhat redundant,in the sense that they contain m uch

thesam einform ation aboutsocialstructure.Forexam ple,takea group ofcoworkers

spending a weekend ata picnic organized by their�rm togetherwith theirspouses

and children. The relationshipsatwork and atthe picnic m ay wellbe di�erentbut

daily experience leadsusto expectthatpeople who aregood colleaguesin thework

setting willbelikely to socializewith each otherin a sem i-form alsetting aswell.5

3 G iven the conceptualsim ilarity ofa� liation networks,socialevent attendance and m ultiple

interactioncontexts,in thediscussion thatfollowswewilltakethelibertyofusingtheterm s\events",

\contexts" or\a� liations" interchangeably,unlessspeci� cally m entioned otherwise.
4 Note thata dyad isa clique ofsizetwo.
5 Thisphenom enon involvesa setofinteresting hypotheseswhich are outside the scope ofthis

paperbutwelldeserve to be a focusofa separate research project. Do people tend to bring their
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(a) (b)

Figure 2: (a) Explanation ofthe unipartite projection. Given a bipartite (or‘two-

m ode’) a�liation graph,a new network is de�ned on the set ofactors,where two

actorsareconnected iftheybelongtooneorm orecontextstogetherin theassociation

graph. In the above exam ple,there are seven actors(A{G)and three groups(
1{


3).Observethreeoverlapping cliquesin theone-m odeprojection (ABC,CDE,and

DEFG)corresponding to thethreeinteraction contexts.Itispossibleto di�erentiate

between di�erentlevelsofintensity oflinksin theunipartiteprojection by assigning

a weightto each contextand calculating a sum m ary weightforeach connected pair

ofactors. However,for the points we wish to m ake here it is su�cient to use the

sim pleundirected graph representation;thatis,tobeabletotellifany twoactorsare

connected ornot,neglectingthe‘strength’ofconnection.(b)Boundary Speci�cation

Problem forrelations.Supposethatwe failto include interaction context 
2 in the

above exam ple. That m ay have a drastic e�ect on the observed properties ofthe

one-m odenetwork,e.g.itm ay becom edisconnected,etc.

The network approach has traditionally sought to separate di�erent relational

contexts for the sake ofanalyticaltractability. A textbook de�nition ofa social

network (W asserm an and Faust,1994)assum esadiscretesetofactorslinked together

by a discrete set ofrelations. At the interpersonallevel,socialactors are alm ost

alwaysdiscrete,butdi�cultiesarisewhen wetrytodisentangleinterpersonalrelations

such as friendship,help,advice-giving,authority,esteem ,inuence,and so on. It

is di�cult to devise a classi�cation schem e that is exhaustive, describes m utually

exclusive relationsand hasidenticalm eaning to every participating actor. M ultiple

relations are often correlated (e.g. Sam pson’s data in W hite et al.,1976),that is,

people tend to be friendswith people thatthey like,esteem and can ask foradvice,

etc.;however,as we have pointed out,a m icro-socialm echanism thatleads to this

correlation isan open research problem .

acquaintancesfrom one interaction contextto another? Ifso,then underwhatcircum stancesdoes

thishappen? In particular,how doestheprobability oftriadicclosure,thatis,probability thattwo

friends,A and B,ofsom e person C,willbecom e friends them selves,depend on the num ber and

intensity ofshared socialcontextswith C?
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Despite the com plex structure ofinterpersonalrelations or m aybe as a conse-

quence ofit,the resulting pattern ofconnections is often perceived as a one-m ode

network:an overlap ofm ultiplerelations,which perhapsguaranteessom eprotection

against m isinterpretation ofquestionnaire item s by respondents or m issing im por-

tant interaction contexts by researchers,and which is certainly easier to represent

and analyze. One-m ode networkshave been studied extensively in the recentyears

with a num berofim portantanalytic resultsobtained (Albertetal.,2000;Barab�asi

and Albert,1999;Callaway et al.,2000;Cohen et al.,2000,2001;Newm an et al.,

2001;W attsand Strogatz,1998).However,thislineofresearch hasfocused on sim ple

m odelsforthe network (e.g. random ly m ixed with respectto vertex degree),which

areunlikely tohold in m ostrealsituationswhereboth structuraland attribute-based

processesareim portant(Girvan and Newm an,2002;W attsetal.,2002;W hite,1992).

W ethereforeproposethatthem ulticontextualm odelofa socialnetwork (generated

by abipartitegraph)hascertain advantagesoverthem odelsbased on sim plerandom

graphs.Form ulated in a suitablem anner,itisanalytically tractable(Newm an etal.,

2001;W attsetal.,2002)and by de�nition takescareofcertain propertiesobserved in

em piricalsocialnetworksthatarenoteasily reproduciblewith sim plerandom graphs

(such ashigh clustering).6

2.3 A n exam ple: forensic data

W hiledata collection quality in analysisofconventionalsocialrelationships(such as

‘friendship’or ‘advice’networks) m ay be im proved by appropriate research design

and cooperation on part ofthe participants,the situation in crim inalinvestigation

is exacerbated by the unfortunate fact that crim inals seldom cooperate with law{

enforcem entagencies.Notinfrequently,they engagein conspiracy in ordertoconceal

theiridentitiesand thestructureofcrim inalorganization.

Since investigatorstypically proceed by expanding ego-networksofseveralm ain

suspects,thekey actorsm ay beom itted dueto ignored orunknown interaction con-

texts.Actorswith falseorm ultipleidentitiesalso introduceerrorsinto thestructural

representation ofthe crim inalgroup. A plausible conjecture is that links m ay be

easier to uncover once we know the prim ary suspects (via surveillance). However,

since we expand the circle ofsuspectsby traversing interactionsin certain contexts,

m issing linksareofgreatim portance,too.

Asthe resultofconspiracy,som e m eetings,telephone conversationsorem ailex-

changesm ay notberecorded.Theconsequencesaretwo-fold:�rst,investigatorsm ay

be m issing certain connectionsbetween actorsin the m ain poolofsuspects;second,

sincethoseconnectionslead tootherpotentialsuspects,truncated tiese�ectively hin-

6 Som e interesting questions that are related to networks with m ultiple a� liations or m ultiple

interaction contextsarethefollowing.How donetwork propertieschangeifnew 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 socialnetwork with

severalinteraction contexts,what is the m inim alnum ber ofcontexts (the core subset) such that

structuralcharacteristicsarerobust? Theseand related questionswillbeexplored in futureresearch

by analyzing em piricalnetwork data and building sim ulation m odels.
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Figure 3: The group ofSeptem ber 11 hijackers as an exam ple ofrelationalBSP.

The chart is reproduced from W ashington Post Online (2001). Colum ns refer to

prim ary suspects (the hijackers),and dots connected by horizontallines represent

incrim inating contexts,such as:shared an apartm entwith anotherprim ary suspect,

registered forgym m em bership with otherprim ary suspects,boughtticketsusing the

sam e creditcard,etc. Finally,the latentstructure ofthe crim inalnetwork becom es

m anifest as allactors participate in the Septem ber 11 terror attacks. This kind

ofdata naturally m aps out as a bipartite graph where actors are linked by way of

interacting in various incrim inating contexts. Early in the investigation, prim ary

suspectsappearto belinked through a sm allsubsetofcontexts.Interaction contexts

in a secretorganization are di�cultto de�ne and observe forobviousreasons. The

question is,how m anycontextsareneeded toreconstructthestructureofthecrim inal

organization with som ecertainty?

derthecourseofinvestigation.7 W einterpretthistypeofm issing data astheresult

ofincrim inating interaction contextsleftoutsidethescopeofanalysis.

W e suggestthatitisnaturalto representintelligence data asa bipartite graph,

wheresuspectsarelinked toeach otherthrough participation in com m on actionsthat

we callincrim inating interaction contexts(Fig.3).A single-m ode actorsnetwork is

in factaunipartiteprojection oftheintelligencedatabaseonto thesetofsuspects.A

unipartiteprojection by de�nition im pliesm ultipleoverlappingcliques.8 Every clique

in anetwork ofcrim inalorganization referstooneincrim inating context.Ittherefore

7 Itisasingleconnected com ponentthatinvestigatorsseek to obtain.Iftheunipartiteprojection

ofa crim inalnetwork consistsofseveraldisconnected com ponentsitprobably m eansthatavailable

evidenceisnotsu� cientto concludethatallactorsbelong to onecrim inalgroup.
8 Actions perform ed by individualactorsare im portantpieces ofevidence thatdraw attention

to theseindividuals(callthem principalsuspects).O nceprincipalsuspectsareknown,investigators

m ay proceed with m apping the structure of crim inalnetwork by m onitoring actors involved in

certain contextswith theprincipalsuspects(contextualego-network expansion { snowballingon the

bipartite graph).
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Figure 4: Non-response in network surveys. Suppose thatactors C ,D and E did

notreporttheirlinks. However,nom inationsm ade by actors A ,B ,F and G help

reconstructthestructureofinteractionsto a largeextent,with a decreasein average

degreelessthan 15% .Com parewith theBoundary Speci�cation exam ple(Figure1),

in which a singlem issing nodecaused a 25% deviation in them ean degree.

followsfrom the bipartite fram ework thatm issing linksusually do notoccuralone:

they arem issing groupsoflinkscorresponding to m issed interaction contexts.

Having em phasized the prim acy ofboundary speci�cation problem in socialnet-

work analysis,we now turn to m ore speci�c m anifestationsofm issing data,nam ely

non-responseand design e�ects.9

2.4 N on-response e�ects

The non-response e�ectin networkswith m ultiple interaction contexts(m odeled as

bipartite graphs) isquite di�erent from the sam e e�ect in single-m ode (unipartite)

networks. In a survey ofan a�liation network,actors are asked to report groups

to which they belong. Suppose thatwe have no othersourcesofinform ation about

a�liations.Ifany oneactorfailstorespond,allhisa�liationsarelostand theresult-

ing m issing data pattern becom esequivalentto theBoundary Speci�cation Problem

foractorswhich wem odelasstochasticom ission ofsom efraction ofactorsfrom the

network.

Ifhoweverthesurvey asksactorsto nam epeerswith whom they interact(thatis,

ignoring the m ultiplexity ofties),then the non-response e�ectcan be balanced out

by reciprocalnom inations(Stork and Richards,1992). Suppose actorA did not�ll

in the network questionnaire. Yetthose ofA’sinteractantswho participated in the

survey m ust have reported their interactions with A.Intuitively,one would expect

thatifthenum berofnon-respondentsissm allrelativetothesizeofthenetwork,and

theresearcherdoesnotrequireallnom inationstobereciprocated (asacrudevalidity

check),then the am ountofm issing data caused by non-response should be sm allif

notnegligible.10

9 The causesofnon-responseareoutsidethe scopeofthispaper.
10 Consider a single-m ode socialnetwork and retain links that are reported by a) at least one

actor;b) both actorsonly (the reciprocated subsetofnom inations). In this paper we assum e the

� rst m echanism and treat the sim plest case ofactors not responding at random ,but it would be

interesting to consider situations with a) actors not responding with probability proportionalto

actor’s degree (callit \the load e� ect"); or b) actors not responding with probability inversely

proportionalto degree(\the periphery e� ect").

11



(a) (b)

Figure 5: Illustration ofa �xed choice design. (a) Bipartite case: each actornom i-

natesup toa�xed num berK from hisa�liations.Nom inationsareshown asarrows.

(b) One-m ode case: each actornom inatesup to a �xed num ber X from hislistof

acquaintances. In the hypotheticalexam ple pictured above K = X = 1. Note that

thereisonly onereciprocated nom ination (between actors A and B ).

2.5 Fixed choice designs

Anotherbugbearofnetwork statisticsisright-censoringby vertex degree(alsoknown

as \�xed choice e�ect" (Holland and Leinhard,1973)). This m issing data m echa-

nism isoften presentin network surveys.SupposethatactorA belongsto k groups

whereby heisconnected to x otheractors(Fig.5a).In theunipartitecase,theactor

isrequested to nom inate up to X persons from hislist ofx interactants,e.g. \X

bestfriends" (Fig.5b).Ifthecuto� isgreaterthan orequalto theactualnum berof

friends(X � x),we assum e thatallx linksbetween A and hisfriendsareincluded

in the dataset. IfX < x,actorA m ustom it x � X links,butsom e ofthose m ight

stillbereported by A’sfriendswho arerequested tom aketheirnom inationslikewise.

Thussom e tiesfrom the originalnetwork willbe reported by both interactants(re-

ciprocated nom inations),som e by only one partner(non-reciprocated nom inations),

and yet som e willnot be reported (censored links). It is left to the discretion of

theresearcherwhetherto include non-reciprocated linkswhich m ay bequalitatively

di�erentfrom reciprocated ones(e.g.,good friendsvscasualacquaintances). Fixed

choice nom inations can easily lead to a non-random m issing data pattern. For in-

stance,certain actorsm ay possesssom egreatpersonalqualitiesand hencewould be

presenton the\bestfriends" listsofm any otheractors.Thatis,popularindividuals

who havem orecontactsm ay bem orelikely to benom inated by theircontacts(Feld,

1991;Newm an,2003).W hate�ectwillthishave on thestructuralpropertiesofthe

truncated graph?

Generally speaking,selectingrandom ly from one’slistoffriendsdoesnotgenerate

a random sam ple ofedges in the graph. The e�ect m ay be di�erent depending on

whetherthe network ism ixed disassortatively orassortatively by degree (Newm an,

12



2002a,b;V�azquez and M oreno,2003): in the �rst case,vertices with high degrees

tend to be m atched with verticeswith lessconnectionsand therefore m orecensored

connectionsarelikely toberestored usingreciprocalnom inations.Thisisan exam ple

ofhow thenetwork structurem ay interactwith m issing data m echanism s.

W esim ulatethe�xed choicee�ectin thefollowing two situations.First,wecon-

siderthebipartitecase,i.e.networkswith m ultipleinteraction contextsora�liations.

W e assum e that actors are requested to report up to K groups to which they be-

long. W e perform sensitivity analyses for a num ber ofproperties ofthe unipartite

projection aswevary thea�liation cuto� K .

Secondly,we sim ulate a network survey in which actorsnom inate each otherdi-

rectly. To do this we analyze single-m ode networks (i.e. unipartite projections of

a�liation graphs)and keep linksthatarereported by a)atleastoneactor;b)both

actors only. Forthe sake ofsim plicity we m ake the assum ption that actors report

peersrandom ly from theirinteractantlists.

3 D ata and statistics ofinterest

3.1 N etwork-levelstatistics

Aswewish toinvestigatehow topologicalpropertiesofthenetworkarea�ected bythe

presenceofm issing verticesoredges,wem easurethefollowing graph-levelproperties

of the unipartite projection onto actors: m ean vertex degree z (average num ber

ofinteractants per actor),which characterizes network connectivity;clustering C ,

thatis,theprobability thatany two verticeswith a m utualneighborarethem selves

connected11;assortativity r,which is sim ply the Pearson correlation coe�cient of

thedegreesatendpointsofan edge(Newm an,2002a,b);fractionalsizeofthelargest

connected com ponent S;and average path length in the largestcom ponent ‘. W e

acceptthatthee�ectofm issing dataon param eterQ istolerableiftherelativeerror

"=
jq�q 0j

q0
� 10% ,where q isan estim ate from a m odelwith m issing data and q0 is

therespective \true" valuecalculated from allavailabledata.

3.2 D ata

W efollow previouswork in treating collaboration and a�liation graphsasproxiesof

m ulticontextualsocialnetworks(Davisand M izruchi,1999;M izruchi,1996;Newm an,

2001). W e illustrate the problem ofm issing data in networks using the exam ple of

thescienti�ccollaboration graph containing authorsand papersfrom theCondensed

M attersection (\cond-m at")ofthe LosAlam osE-printArchive from 1995 through

1999 (Newm an,2001) as wellas random bipartite graphs. The properties ofthe

datasetaresum m arized in Table1.

11 Thereareseveralwaysto m easureclustering (W atts,1999;Newm an etal.,2001;M aslov etal.,

2002). W e adopt the following de� nition ofclustering coe� cient: C = 3N4 =N 3,where N 4 is

the num beroftriangleson the graph and N 3 isthe num berofconnected triplesofvertices. This

de� nition is m ore representative ofaverage clustering in cases when vertex degree distribution is

skewed (Newm an etal.,2001).
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Figure 6: Distributions of vertex degree in the Condensed M atter collaboration

graph (a)and in the com parison random network (b). Squares: num berofpapers

perauthor;stars: num berofauthorsperpaper;dots: num berofcollaboratorsper

author.Thedata havebeen logarithm ically binned.

W e com pare the collaboration graph to an ensem ble of 100 random bipartite

graphswith thesam e num berofverticesand edges,i.e.�xing the num berofactors

N = 16726,num ber ofgroups M = 22016,m ean degree � = 3:50 for actors and

� = 2:66 forgroups12 (Fig.6b).Thedegreesequencesarenot�xed and sotheyhavea

Poisson distribution (Bollob�as,2001;Newm an etal.,2001).In theCondensed M atter

collaboration network,both thedistribution ofthenum berofauthorsperpaperand

thedistribution ofpapersperauthorareconsiderablyskewed totheleftrelativetothe

random m odel(Fig.6a).Thedistribution ofvertex degreein theone-m odecoauthor

network(i.e.thenum berofco-authors)resem blesapower-law with exponentialcuto�

near k = 100 (Fig 6a,dots)while thesam e distribution in a random graph exhibits

thecharacteristicbim odalshape(Newm an etal.,2001)with a clearcuto� in thetail

(Fig. 6b). In the unipartite projection ofa random bipartite graph there are m any

verticeswith am edium connectivity whilevery few verticeswith avery largenum ber

ofcoauthors. The values ofm ean degree in the one-m ode projection are z = 5:69

for the cond-m at graph and z = 9:31 for its random counterpart,which indicates

a strongly non-random allocation ofauthors over papers in the Condensed M atter

collaboration network. In both cases z � 1,which guaranteesthe existence ofthe

giantconnected com ponent(Bollob�as,2001).

Asseen from Table 1 the bipartite form ofthe Condensed M attercollaboration

graph isdisassortative (rB = � 0:18)whereasitsone-m ode projection isassortative

(rU = 0:18). Thisim pliesthatauthorswho work in sm allercollaborationspublish

m ore paperson average;also,physicistswith m any collaboratorstend to work with

12 Actually,weneed to � x only three param eterssince �N = �M .
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Table1:Propertiesofthenetwork dataset.

Quantity notation cond-mat random a

Num berofauthors N 16726 16726

Num berofpapers M 22016 22016

M ean papersperauthor � 3.50 3.50

M ean authorsperpaper � 2.66 2.66

Assortativity (degreecorrelation) rB -0.18 -0.054(4)

Unipartiteprojection (collaborators):

M ean degree z 5.69 9.31(3)

Degreevariance V 41.2 33.9(6)

Clustering C 0.36 0.223(1)

Assortativity rU 0.18 0.071(5)

Num berofcom ponents N C 1188 652(18)

Sizeoflargestcom ponent SL 13861 16064(18)

M ean path in largestcom ponent ‘L 6.63 4.728(8)

aA random bipartite graph ofthe sam e size and m ean degree as the

originalnetwork. Num bers in parentheses are standard deviations on the

leastsigni�cant�gurescalculated in an ensem ble of100 such graphs.

those ofthe sam e ilk;and sim ilarly,physicists with a few coauthors who are,inci-

dentally,m ostproli�c ones,tend to collaborate with each other. 13 In addition to

providing curiousinsightsinto the m odeofscienti�c production in Condensed M at-

terPhysics,assortativity hasim portantim plicationsfornetwork robustness(Bogu~n�a

et al.,2003;Newm an,2002a,b;V�azquez and M oreno,2003). A characteristic fea-

ture ofassortatively m ixed (rU > 0)networksisthe so-called core group consisting

ofinterconnected high-degree vertices. The core group providesexponentially m any

distinctpathwaystoconnectverticesofsm allerdegrees.From an epidem iology point

ofview,the core form s a reservoir thatis capable ofsustaining a disease outbreak

even though the overallnetwork density is too low for an epidem ic to occur. The

good news,however,isthatan outbreak in assortatively m ixed networksislikely to

be con�ned to a sm allersubsetofthe vertices. Disassortative networksare particu-

larly susceptible to targeted attackson high-degree verticesdue to the factthatthe

latterprovidem uch oftheglobalnetwork connectivity (Newm an,2003).

Although arandom graphistechnicallyneutral(i.e.haszeroassortativity),itm ay

acquiresom edisassortativity asa�nite-sizee�ect,e.g.from theconstraintforbidding

m ultipleedgesbetween twovertices(M aslov etal.,2002;Newm an,2003).In asim ilar

fashion,random bipartitegraphsexhibitdisassortativem ixingifthenum berofgroups

13Additionalsim ulations (not shown here)indicate that the presence ofheavy-tailed group size

distribution in a bipartite graph m ay cause assortativity in its one-m ode projection onto actors.

Thislead usto suggestthatassortativity ofthe one-m odePhysicscollaboration graph m ightbe to

som eextentan artifactofthe skewed distribution ofcollaboration sizes.
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Table2:Sim ulation algorithm sforsensitivity analysis.

Label Problem M odela

BSPC Boundary Speci�cation Problem

forContexts

Rem ove a fraction ofcontexts at

random

BSPA Boundary Speci�cation Problem

forActors

Rem ove a fraction of actors at

random

NRE Non-responseE�ect Rem ove links within subgraph in-

duced by a speci�ed fraction of

actors

FCC Fixed choice(contexts) Apply censoring by degree to

actors

FCA Fixed choice(actors) Create unipartite projection; ap-

ply censoring by degree;keep non-

reciprocated links

FCR Fixed choice (actors), recipro-

cated nom inationsonly

Create unipartite projection; ap-

ply censoring by degree;keep only

reciprocated links

aW em easurepropertiesoftheunipartiteprojection in allm odels.

di�ers from the num ber ofactors. This follows from the de�nition ofa bipartite

graph (no edges connect vertices ofthe sam e class) and the requirem ent that no

actor belongs to the sam e group twice. The ensem ble ofrandom bipartite graphs

sim ulated here exhibitsm allbutsigni�cant disassortativity (rB = � 0:054� 0:004)

whilethecorresponding one-m odenetworksareassortatively m ixed by degree(rU =

� 0:071� 0:005).

It is im portant to keep in m ind that clustering,assortativity (or generally,the

m ixing pattern) and degree distribution are not independent. In particular,disas-

sortative m ixing in sim ple graphsm ay cause a decrease in clustering by suppressing

connections between high degree vertices in favor ofvertices oflower degree,thus

reducing thenum beroftriadsin thenetwork (M aslov etal.,2002;Newm an,2003).

3.3 A lgorithm s

Theoutlineofthesim ulation algorithm isasfollows:(1)takearealsocialnetwork or

a corresponding ensem ble ofrandom graphs;assum e thatnetwork data iscom plete;

(2)rem oveafraction ofentitiestosim ulatedi�erentsourcesoferror;and (3)m easure

networkpropertiesand com paretothe\true"values(from thecom pletenetwork).As

hasbeen described,wem odelseveralm issing data m echanism s.Table2 sum m arizes

oursim ulation m odels.
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4 R esults and discussion

4.1 C om parison of B oundary Speci�cation and N on-

R esponse E�ects

Theresultsofthesim ulationsfortheCondensed M attercollaboration graph and for

com parablerandom bipartitenetworksareplotted on Figs.7,9{12.Theproportion

ofm issing data increasesfrom leftto rightand attheleftm ostpointweassum ethat

allinform ation aboutthenetwork isavailable.W em odeltheBoundary Speci�cation

Problem forContexts (BSPC) by random ly rem oving vertices ofthe corresponding

class(\papers")from the network. The Boundary Speci�cation Problem forActors

(BSPA)ism odeled asrandom deletion ofverticescorresponding to \authors" in the

caseofcollaboration network.Survey non-responseisdi�erentfrom BSPA in thatin

theform erverticesarenotrem oved from thenetwork butalledgesbetween random ly

assigned \non-respondents" aredeleted.

M ean vertex degree. Fora random bipartite graph,the m ean degree in the

unipartiteprojection onto actorsdecreaseslinearly with random rem ovalofactorsor

groups: z = ��(1� �),where � is a relative num ber ofm issing actors or groups,

respectively14 (observe overlapping curves in Fig. 7b). However,in the one-m ode

collaboration network average degree decreases slower in the sim ulation ofBSPC

(Fig. 7a,dots)than in BSPA (squares). Thisbehaviorim pliesnon-random alloca-

tion ofactors(authors)to groups(papers)and leads usto introduce the notion of

\redundancy" in group a�liation.

Onewaytocapturetheaverageim portanceofan interaction contextistom easure

what we callthe redundancy ofa bipartite graph. W e de�ne redundancy as � =
���z

��
= 1� z

��
,where � isaverage num berofgroupsperactor,� isaverage size of

thegroup,and z isactual(observed)m ean actordegreein theunipartiteprojection

onto the set ofactors. In a com plete bipartite graph alla�liations but one are

redundantin thesensethatthey connectactorswho arealready connected (Fig.8a),

consequently �C = 1� N �1

M N
! 1 as M ! 1 (M isthe num berofa�liations). At

the otherextrem e are acyclic bipartite graphs(Fig. 8b),in which ifany two actors

belong to the sam e a�liation itisthe only a�liation they share,therefore z = ��

and �A = 0. Consider a bipartite graph such that every connected pair ofactors

have attended exactly three events together. The m ean degree in the actors one-

m ode network willbe z = ��=3,and redundancy therefore is � = 1� 1=3 = 2=3.

Redundancy ofarandom bipartitegraph isexpected tobeclosetozerosince z� ��,

which becom esexactasthe graph size increases(Newm an etal.,2001). In general,

high redundancy im pliesthatasnew interaction contextsem erge,they willlikely link

already connected actors.Redundancy oftheCondensed M attercollaboration graph

is� = 1� 5:69=(3:50� 2:66)� 0:38,which m eansthatifthecollaboration sizeswere

sharply peaked around the m ean,then about forty percent ofcollaborations could

be om itted withoutany signi�cantchange in the structure ofunipartite projection.

14 Here we have m ade use ofthe fact that the m ean vertex degree z = �� in the unipartite

projection ofrandom bipartite graph,which issym m etricalwith respectto changesin either � or

� (Newm an etal.,2001).
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Figure7: Sensitivity ofm ean vertex degreein theunipartiteprojection z todi�erent

m issing data m echanism s: (a) in the Condensed M atter graph;(b) in a bipartite

random graph. D ots: boundary speci�cation (non-inclusion) e�ect for interaction

contexts (BSPC);the horizontalaxis corresponds to the fraction ofpapers m issing

from the database. Squares: non-inclusion e�ect for actors (BSPA) with the x-

axiscorresponding to the fraction ofauthorsm issing from the database. Note that

in panel(b) dots overlap with squares. Stars: sim ulation ofsurvey non-response

am ong authors(NRE);verticesareassum ed non-responding atrandom .The x-axis

indicates the fraction ofnon-respondents. Insets: relative error " = jz � z0j=z0,

where z0 isthe true value. Each data pointisan average over50 iterations. Lines

connecting datapointsarea guidefortheeyeonly.

(a) (b)

Figure 8: Exam ples of(a) com plete (m axim alredundant); and (b) acyclic (non-

redundant)bipartitegraphs.

However,thisisnotexactlythecasehere(Fig.7a)becausethegroup sizedistribution

is quite skewed (Fig. 6a). There are certain im portant collaborations that serve

as \hubs" that stitch together localgroups ofcoauthors,which m ay increase the

sensitivity ofthisnetwork toBSPC.Also recallthatthedegreecorrelation coe�cient

in the originalbipartite network is rB = � 0:18,im plying that on average authors

who work in sm allercollaborationstend to bem oreproductive(thisfactm ay reect

thenatureofthedatasetand itslim ited tim efram e;seeNewm an,2001).

Ascould beexpected,dueto counting in non-reciprocated nom inations,thenon-
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Figure9: Sensitivity ofclustering C in theunipartiteprojection:om ission ofinter-

action contexts(dots);om ission ofactors(squares);survey non-response(stars).

response e�ectissom ewhatlesssevere than BSP and m ay betolerated forresponse

ratesof70% and betterwheretherelativeerrorislessthan 10% (Fig.7,insets).

C lustering. Random om ission ofactors (Fig. 9,squares) appears to have no

e�ecton clusteringintheunipartiteprojection.Thisresultcould beexpected sinceall

clustering isengendered via jointm em bership in groups,whosepattern isuna�ected

by random deletion ofactors.Itisintuitively plausiblethatinteraction contextsare

responsible forthe resulting clustering and m ixing pattern in thebipartite m odelof

a socialnetwork. Fig. 9 (dots)im pliesthatom ission ofcontexts(BSPC)resultsin

increased clustering.Ashasbeen m entioned above,each interaction contextorgroup

in a bipartite graph corresponds to a clique in the one-m ode network ofactors. If

redundancy ofthe bipartite graph issu�ciently high,these cliquestend to overlap.

Asm oreinteraction contextsarerem oved,cliquesintheone-m odenetworkdisconnect

from each otherthuse�ectively reducing thenum berofconnected triplesofvertices

N 3 whilekeepingthenum beroftriadsN 4 high.Thiscausestheclusteringcoe�cient

C = 3N 4 =N 3 to grow.

On the contrary,non-response (Fig. 9,stars) results in lower clustering. Since

m issinglinksundernon-responsearetheonesthatconnectnon-respondingnodesand

otherwisenetwork connectivity isnota�ected,thism echanism opensup triplesfaster

than producingdyadsorisolates,and thereforetheclusteringcoe�cientisdecreasing.

The relative deterioration rate (Fig. 9b,inset) depends on the \true" value of

clustering. Forone-m ode networksgenerated from random graphswith Poisson de-

gree distributions,clustering coe�cient changes as C(�)= 1=(1+ �(1� �)) in the

caseofBSPC,and C(�)isfairly closeto �=(1+ �(1� �))undernon-response,where

� denotesthefraction ofm issinggroupsornon-respondingvertices,respectively.The

�rstresultfollowstrivially from theform ula C = 1=(1+ �),derived by Newm an etal.

(2001);thesecond isourconjecturebased on sim ulations.

Itseem splausiblethatBSPC and non-responsem ay com pensateeach otherunder
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Figure 10: Sensitivity ofdegree assortativity coe�cient r U in the unipartite pro-

jection:om ission ofinteraction contexts(dots);om ission ofactors(squares);survey

non-response(stars).

som e fortunate circum stances,yetseparately they drastically a�ectthe estim ate of

clustering coe�cient and inate the m easurem ent error. Ironically,elim inating one

source oferrorbutnotthe othercould severely im pairthe estim ate ofclustering in

thenetwork!

A ssortativity.Thesim ulation resultsplotted on Fig.10show that,asin thecase

ofclustering,BSPC increasesdegree-to-degreecorrelation in theunipartiteprojection

while non-response causes it to dim inish,and ultim ately leads to a disassortative

m ixing pattern. W e should em phasize these facts as they increase the uncertainty

abouttheestim atesofclusteringand assortativity in networkswith unknown m issing

data patterns.

Ithasbeen shown thatunipartite networks thatare assortatively m ixed by de-

gree are m ore robustto rem ovalofvertices than disassortative orneutralnetworks

(Newm an,2002b). Severalsocialnetworks, including the one-m ode collaboration

graph analyzed in this paper have been found to be assortatively m ixed. In such

networks,theassortativecorecan form a reservoirthatwillsustain thediseaseeven

in the absence ofepidem ic in the network atlarge (Section 3.2). Asan application

to epidem icscontrol,these�ndingssuggesta rathergrim conclusion thatsocialnet-

workswould sustain epidem icoutbreakswhereasdisease prevention strategiesbased

on vaccination ofhigh-contactindividualsaredoom ed to fail.

Observe,however,that one tends to overestim ate the m ixing coe�cient in net-

workswith m ultiple interaction contextsasa consequence ofthe Boundary Speci�-

cation Problem forContexts(Fig.10,dots)and,to a lesserextent,BSP forActors.

Thereforecom pletesocialnetworksm ay actually possesslessassortativity than they

appearto have,provided thatresearchers take m easures to m inim ize non-response.

This�ndingm ayturn outtobean im portantfactorin cost-bene�tanalysesofdisease

prevention strategiesthatarebased on em piricalnetwork data.
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Figure 11: Relative size ofthe largestconnected com ponentin the unipartite pro-

jection: om ission ofinteraction contexts (solid dots);om ission ofactors (squares);

survey non-response(stars).

Size ofthe largest connected com ponent.Ascan beseen from Fig.11,the

collaboration network isquiterobustto survey non-response(stars):good estim ates

can be obtained with response rates of70% and better (50% for random graphs

with sim ilar param eters). On the other hand, om ission ofactors (squares) leads

to im m ediate and severe deterioration ofthe network connectivity. The e�ect of

m issing interaction contexts (dots) is som ewhere in-between. From the m odeling

point ofview,non-inclusion ofactors (as wellas actor non-response with required

reciprocation,forthatm atter)isequivalentto theso-called \nodefailures" analyzed

in severalrecentstudiesofcom puternetworks(Albertetal.,2000;Callaway etal.,

2000;Cohen etal.,2000,2001;V�azquezand M oreno,2003).Thislineofliteraturehas

focused on thee�ectsthatrandom failuresorintentionalattackson Internetrouters

m ighthave on the globalconnectivity propertiesofthe Internet,such asthe size of

the largestconnected com ponent. In particular,ithasbeen shown thatforrandom

breakdowns, networks whose degree distribution is approxim ated by a power-law

rem ain essentially connected even forvery largebreakdown rates(Cohen etal.,2000).

Ithasbeen also dem onstrated underquite generalassum ptionsthatdisassortativity

increases network fragility asitworksagainstthe processofform ation ofthe giant

com ponent;on theotherhand,assortativecorrelationsm akegraph robusttorandom

dam age (V�azquez and M oreno,2003). However,oursim ulation resultsdo notfully

agreewith thesenotions.Theone-m odecoauthorship network isassortatively m ixed

and hasaheavy-tailed degreedistribution,whiletheprojection ofarandom bipartite

graph has near zero assortativity and quickly decaying degree distribution (Fig. 6

a and b respectively, dots). Yet under BSPA the size of the largest com ponent

decreasesfasterin the one-m ode collaboration network (com pare Fig. 11a and Fig.

11b,squares).

Toseparatepossiblee�ectsofm ixingpattern and degreedistribution,wehaverun
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Figure 12: M ean path length in the largest com ponent ofthe unipartite projec-

tion: om ission ofinteraction contexts (dots); om ission ofactors (squares); survey

non-response(stars).Notethedrop in path length corresponding to thelostofcon-

nectivity as the network becom es fragm ented and the largest com ponent becom es

increasingly sm all.

sim ulationswith bipartitenetworksobtained by random ly rewiring thecollaboration

graph.Thesenetworkshavethesam edegreesequencesastheoriginalbipartitegraph

butzero assortativity coe�cient.Therewired networksbehavevery sim ilarly to ran-

dom graphswith Poisson degree distribution. An im portantdi�erence,however,is

thatrandom rem ovalofactorsinitially leads to a fasterdecrease in the size ofthe

giantcom ponentSL ,butforlargerem ovalratesSL approacheszerosizecontinuously

in a rewired network (not shown here),while both random graph and the original

collaboration network exhibita discontinuity (easily seen in theplotofaveragepath

length,Fig. 12). W e conclude thata rewired version ofthe collaboration graph is

m oreresilientto BSPA than theoriginal,despiteitslack ofassortativity.Hence,as-

sortativity alonedoesnotnecessarily im ply network robustness,contrary to previous

assertions,and m ay havesubstantially di�erentim plicationsfornetworksengendered

via jointm em bership in groupsorinteraction contexts.The com pound e�ectofthe

m ixing pattern and degree sequences in such networks therefore deserves a further

investigation.

M ean path length in the largest connected com ponent. Asm ay be seen

from Fig. 12,BSPA and BSPC have a sim ilar e�ect on the average path length.

Path length divergeswhen m ean vertex degree becom eslessthan unity. Due to the

skewed degreedistribution oftheCondensed M attercollaboration network BSPA has

astrongerim pacton m ean degreethan BSPC,and consequently,thephasetransition

(breakdown ofthe largestcom ponentinto m any sm allones)occursat � � 0:75 for

BSPA and � � 0:9 forBSPC.The e�ectsofm issing data m echanism son the m ean

path length m ay be tolerated (i.e. relative errornotexceeding 10% )foram ountsof

m issing data up to 20% in caseofBSPA orBSPC,and forresponseratesof50% and
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betterin caseofactornon-response.

4.2 D egree censoring (�xed choice e�ect)

W econsidertheim pactof�xed-choicequestionnairedesign (right-censoringbyvertex

degree) on network properties in the following three cases: (1)we record up to K

interactioncontextsoutofaverage� foreveryactor;(2)eachactornom inatesupto X

outofaveragez interaction partners;thelinkispresentifeitheroneorboth m em bers

ofa dyad reportit;(3)sam easprevious,butevery dyadiclink m ustbereported by

both partners. Varying the cuto� values K and X ,we have explored how these

m issing data m echanism s a�ect the unipartite socialnetwork under assum ption of

random nom inations.Sensitivity curvesforthem ean vertex degreeareshown on Fig.

13.Theresultsforotherstatisticsdiscussed in theprevioussectionsarequalitatively

sim ilar to the corresponding BSP/non-response e�ects up to the direction oferror

(seeTables3 and 4 fordetails).

Itappearsthatdegreecensoring hasa m uch m oreseveree�ecton theCondensed

M attercollaboration graph (leftplot)than on a random bipartite network with the

sam e param eters N ,M and � (right plot). In a random graph,a �xed choice of

K = k� interaction contexts(collaborations)orreciprocated nom ination ofX = xz

partnerspractically doesnota�ectm ean degree z aslongasrelativecuto�sk > 3 or

x > 3.In thecollaboration graph,however,m ean degreedepartsfrom itstruevalue

assoon asthe relative cuto� k or x becom eslessthan 15. Asa consequence,this

im pairsestim atesofsuch network propertiesasthenum berofcom ponents,sizeofthe

largestcom ponentand geodesicslength (notshown).Thee�ectsofdegreecensoring

on networkpropertiesarequanti�ed in Table4,wherewereportapproxim atem inim al

cuto�valuessuch thatparam eterestim atesarewithin � 10% around theirrespective

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 real

collaboration network appearsto bevery sensitive to degreebound e�ects.

W hiletherem aybeanum berofdi�erentm echanism satwork,itislikely thatthis

di�erence in behaviorisa jointe�ectofthe non-random m ixing and skewed degree

distributions observed in the Condensed M attercollaboration graph. Censoring by

degreehaslittlee�ecton therandom graph becauseitsdegreevarianceisquitesm all,

i.e. itisrathersharply peaked around the m ean. Therefore,when we cutedgesin

excessto,say,2� or 2z in a random graph,thenum berofactually rem oved linksis

negligible. On the otherhand,the distribution ofpapersby authorsand the distri-

bution ofthe num ber ofcollaboratorsin the one-m ode network both have a heavy

tail(Fig.6),i.e.thereisa considerablefraction ofverticeswith degreesgreaterthan

twice the average value. Ifthe one-m ode network is m ixed assortatively by degree

asin thecaseoftheCondensed M attergraph,then degreecensoring willlikely elim -

inate m ost connections within the network core and quickly break down the giant

com ponent.Additionalcom puterexperim ents(notshown)with a random ly rewired

version ofthe cond-m at network,which has the sam e degree distribution but zero

m ixing,support this explanation. W hereas skewed actor degree distribution alone

m ay have a lim ited im pact on the robustness ofnetwork statistics with respect to
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Figure 13: Fixed choice e�ect on the m ean degree ofthe unipartite projection z

in the Condensed M atter collaboration graph (a)and a com parable random graph

(b).D ots:censoring collaborations.Thequestion asked ofeach authorwould beto

\nom inate" up to K paperscoauthored by him . The horizontalaxisrepresentsthe

relative degree cuto� k = K =�,where � = 3:5 is the m ean num ber ofa�liations

peractor.Notethattheam ountofm issing data increasesaswelowerthethreshold

value. For exam ple, k = 5 m eans that the actualcuto� is K = 5�,�ve tim es

the m ean actordegree in the bipartite network. Squares: censoring coauthors,no

reciprocation required.Thequestion asked ofeach authorwould beto nom inate up

to X coauthors. The horizontalaxis represents relative degree cuto� x = X =z in

unitsofz,the m ean num berofcollaboratorsperauthor,where (a) z = 5:69 in the

Physics collaboration graph and (b) z = 9:31 in a random network. Stars: only

reciprocated nom inations,relative cuto� x = X =z in units of z. Insets: relative

error "= jz� z0j=z0,where z0 isthetruevalue.Each data pointisan averageover

50 iterations.Linesconnecting datapointsarea guidefortheeyeonly.

the�xed choice e�ects,when presenttogetherwith assortative m ixing,itm akesthe

network increasingly m ore sensitive. W e would like to stressthatone-m ode projec-

tionsofbipartite graphs,assortativity m ay ariseasa structuralartifactofa skewed

group size distribution (see footnote 13),rather than being a substantive property

ofsom e network process. Hence itisim portantwhen doing em piricalresearch that

possible �xed choice e�ectsbe carefully exam ined ifthere are reasonsto think that

thenetwork understudy hasbeen engendered by a m ulticontextuala�liation graph.

5 Som e im plications for em piricalanalysis

In practiceitm ightbedi�cultto estim atethee�ectsofm issing data and to identify

andseparateitssources.Thereforeoneshouldtakem easuresagainstm ultiplepossible

m issing data e�ects. The �ndingsreported in thispaperare based on a case study

and statisticalsim ulationsofrandom graphsand thereforem ay notapply toallsocial
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Table 3: Approxim ate tolerable fractionalam ountofm issing dataaand direction

ofdeviationbforboundary speci�cation and non-responsee�ects

Property ofone-m odenetwork Sym bol BSPC c BSPA d NRE e

M ean degree z 0.14 (0.1)f# 0.1 (0.1)# 0.3 (0.3)#

Clustering C 0.25 (0.1)" n.a.g 0.35 (0.35)#

Degreecorrelation rU 0.3 (0.1)" n.a.(0.15)" 0.35 (0.2)#

Sizeoflargestcom ponent SL 0.15 (0.35)# 0.08 (0.1)# n.a.

M ean path in largestcom ponent ‘L 0.4 (0.2)" 0.3 (0.25)" 0.5 "

aM issing data istolerableifitcausesrelativeerrornotexceeding 10% ,i.e. "=

j
q�q 0

q0
j� 0:1,where q isan estim atefrom a m odelwith m issing data and q0 isthe

valuecalculated from com pletedata.

bW euse " or # to indicate thedirection ofdeparture oftheestim ate from the

truevalue(up ordown,respectively)forasm allam ountofm issing data such that

thenetwork iskeptabovethepercolation threshold,i.e.m ean vertex degree z> 1.

cBoundary speci�cation forinteraction contextsora�liations

dBoundary speci�cation forActors(m issing actors)

eNon-response,reciprocated nom inationsarenotrequired

fNum bers in parentheses are results for an ensem ble of100 random bipartite

graphswith thesam enum berofverticesand edges.

gVery slow change:lessthan 10% errorfor50% ofm issing data.

networks.However,som eoftheresultsarequitegeneraland enableusto o�ersom e

guidelinesforresearcherswhohavecollected orplan tocollectem piricalnetworkdata,

to help them beawareofpotentialpitfalls.

Oursim ulations indicate thatthree m ostsevere 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,i.e. actors nom inating

up to a certain num berofpartners). Boundary speci�cation can dram atically alter

estim ates ofnetwork-levelstatistics,in particular,the assortativity coe�cient and

m ean degree,even ifcontext redundancy is large. In a �xed choice survey design,

theerrorsintroduced by m issing data arerelatively sm allup to certain degreecuto�

values,which depend on thevertex degreedistribution and m ixing pattern;theworst

case being networks with highly skewed degree distributions, which m ay produce

unreliablestatistics,especially in thepresence ofassortativem ixing.

These results have the following im plications. In studies which em ploy a �xed

choice design (e.g.Bearm an etal.,2002),ifthere are reasonsto expecta heavy tail

distribution,it is crucialto choose a relatively high degree cuto� to m inim ize the

im pactofm issing dataon network statistics.Furtherm ore,ifthenetwork isexpected

to be assortatively m ixed,the �xed choice design m ight not be appropriate at all,

and it would be better to use an open listquestionnaire,i.e. allowing respondents
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Table 4: Approxim ate m inim altolerable cuto�saand direction ofdeviationbfor

degreecensoring e�ects

Property (projection) Sym bol FCC c FCA d FCR e

M ean degree z 5:5� (2.5)f# 1:5z (1)# 5:5z (2.5)#

Clustering C 8� (2.5)" 1:5z (1) 6z (1.6)

Degreecorrelation rU 18� (3.5)" 6z (2.5)# 6z (2.5)#

Sizeoflargestcom ponent SL 3:5� (1.2)# 1z (0.2)# 2z (0.7)#

M ean path in largestcom ponent ‘L 6:5� (2)" 1:8z (0.9)" 5z (2)"

aThe degree cuto� is tolerable ifthe relative error caused by censoring " =

j
q�q 0

q0
j� 10% ,where q isan estim ate from a m odelwith m issing data and q0 is

thevaluecalculated from com pletedata.

bW euse " or#,whereapplicable,to indicatethedirection ofdepartureofthe

estim ate from the true value (up or down,respectively) for a sm allam ount of

m issing data such thatthe network iskeptabove the percolation threshold,i.e.

m ean vertex degree z > 1.

cFixed choiceofinteraction contexts

dFixed choiceofactors,reciprocation notrequired

eFixed choiceofactors,only reciprocated nom inations

fNum bersin parenthesesare resultsforan ensem ble of100 random bipartite

graphswith thesam enum berofverticesand edges.

to nom inate asm any partnersasthey deem relevant. Alternatively,one m ay want

to �rstobtain rough estim atesofthe m ean degree z� and itsstandard deviation ��z
using a sm allsam ple (Granovetter,1976)and sim ply asking with how m any actors

from within the network a respondent hasinteracted during the speci�ed period of

tim e.If��z >> z� then atthestep ofcollecting fullnetwork data oneshould em ploy

an open listdesign orsetthecuto� ashigh aspossible.

A sim ilardouble-stage strategy m ightbe appropriate,ifnotalwaysfeasible,for

designs based on form algroup a�liation to help m inim ize the am ount ofm issing

data due to the boundary speci�cation problem . Afterthe sociom etric data iscol-

lected inside an organization,one should calculate the network diam eter D .Atthe

second step,traverse via otherrelevant interaction contexts for D rem oves outside

the organization (since the longestpossible cycle in the network is 2D long).Ifthe

connectivity propertiesofthe network (i.e. the num berofcom ponentsand average

geodesiclength)aswellasclustering and assortativity coe�cientsdo notchangesig-

ni�cantly,that im plies that the organizationalnetwork in question is robust with

respectto boundary speci�cation. In the exam ple ofadolescentsexualnetwork in a

high school(Bearm an etal.,2002),iftheaboveprocedureindicated robustnessthen

personswith outsidepartnerscould bem odeled ashaving higherinfection probabili-

tieswith thenetwork m odelotherwiseintact.
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Finally,forforensicresearch itseem sm ostim portantthatthenetwork ofsuspects

iswell-connected sothatinvestigatorscanstartfrom afew principalactorsand \snow-

ball" to therestofsuspects.Aswehavefound thatthesizeofthelargestconnected

com ponent is very sensitive to the om ission ofactors,an obvious recom m endation

would beto expand surveillance attheearly stagesin theinvestigation.

6 C onclusions

In thispaper,wehavesetouttocom paredi�erentm issing datam echanism sin social

networks with m ultiple interaction contexts. Socialinteractions are m odeled as a

bipartite graph,consisting ofthe setofactorsand the setofinteraction contextsor

a�liations.Theconventionalsingle-m odenetwork ofactorsisaunipartiteprojection

ofthebipartitegraph onto thesetofactors.W ehavem easured structuralproperties

ofthisprojection whilevaryingtheam ountofm issingdatain thegeneratingbipartite

graph by om itting actors,interaction contexts,orindividualinteractions.Thispaper

has covered severalm issing data m echanism s;in particular,boundary speci�cation

and �xed choice survey design. Asa proxy ofa m ulticontextualsocialnetwork we

analyzed theLosAlam osCondensed M attercollaboration network and an ensem ble

ofrandom bipartitegraphswith sim ilarparam eters.

Since we haveanalyzed a speci�c em piricalcaseand thecorresponding ensem ble

ofrandom networks,the �ndings reported herein m ay not be generalizable. W ith

alldue lim itations,severalresultsofparticularsigni�cance follow from ourstudies.

First,we found thatassortativity coe�cient isoverestim ated via om ission ofinter-

action contexts(a�liations)or�xed choice ofa�liations. On the otherhand,actor

non-responseor�xed choiceofcollaboratorsleadstoan underestim ated m ixingcoe�-

cientand m ay even causean assortatively m ixed network to appearasdisassortative.

Forexam ple,thism ay explain why theadolescentrom anticnetwork (Bearm an etal.,

2002)thatwasconstructed using �xed choicenom inationswasfound to beneutrally

m ixed by degree,in a stark contrastto them ajority ofknown socialnetworks(New-

m an,2002b).

In a sim ilarfashion,the observed clustering coe�cientincreases via om ission of

interaction contexts or�xed choice thereof,and decreases with actornon-response.

Theclustering coe�cientisuna�ected by random om ission ofactorssinceallcluster-

ing in the bipartite m odelofsocialnetworks isengendered via interaction contexts

(group a�liation). The divergent e�ect ofthe two m issing data m echanism s obvi-

ously resultsin inated the m easurem enterror. Itisironic thatby elim inating one

source oferror(e.g.,non-response)butnottheother(boundary speci�cation e�ect)

onem ightactually end up with worseestim atesofclustering orassortativity.

Finally,the confounding e�ectofm ixing pattern and degree distribution on net-

work robustnessunderrandom om ission ofactorsisfound to bedi�erentfrom what

isassum ed in thecurrentliterature.W ehavefound thatundercertain circum stances

a network assortatively m ixed by vertex degree is less robust to random deletion

ofvertices than a com parable neutralnetwork. As a tentative explanation,we at-

tributethispeculiarbehaviorto thedetailed structuralcom position ofthenetworks
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thatwe havefocused on;nam ely,thepresence ofm ultiple overlapping cliquesin the

one-m ode network asa resultofunipartite projection. Consequently,we would like

to em phasize the im portance offurtherresearch to betterunderstand the rolesand

propertiesofm ultipleinteraction contextsin theem ergence,evolution,and study of

socialnetworks.

Theresultsreported in thispaperhavebeen obtained usingthem ethod ofnum er-

icalsim ulation. W hile thisapproach isfrequently em ployed in statistics,itappears

underrepresented in network research. However,we �nd thatitisparticularly well-

suited for exploratory analysis oflarge-scale networks. Thanks to its power and

exibility,them ethod ofstatisticalsim ulation showsprom iseasa usefuladdition to

existing network analysis toolkits. W e hope that the classi�cation schem e and the

system aticexploratory approach thatwehavepresented willproveusefulforfurther

research in the�eld.
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