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A bstract

An outline ofrecentwork on com plex networksisgiven from the pointofview

ofa physicist. M otivation,achievem entsand goalsare discussed with som e ofthe

typicalapplications from a wide range ofacadem ic �elds. An introduction to the

relevantliterature and usefulresourcesisalso given.

Introduction

Thesedays,to gaugewhatishotand whatisnotin theworld ofphysics,oneneed only
turn to the electronic preprint archives. Ifyou look atthe one focussed on condensed
m atterphysics,cond-mat,you willnoticethatam ong thepreprintslooking athigh tem -
peraturesuperconductivity,Bose-Einstein condensation and othertraditionalpursuitsof
thiscom m unity,therearealargenum bertalkingaboutnetworks.Search forthiskeyword
in thetitleand you willbecom pletely overwhelm ed by papers.W hatyou m ay alsonotice
isthatthesepapersonlystarted appearingin num bersfrom about1998as�gure1shows.
Scan som e ofthese papersand you willquickly notice thatthese arenotfullofplotsof
conductivity and the like,butare counting linkson web pages[5]ordiscussing data on
the frequency ofwords in English texts [22,23]. Ifyou are naturally skepticalabout
trendy new areasofphysicsand attem ptsto m ix physicswith anything and everything,
then the citationsofpapersin journalsofsociology [31,50]and ofbookson archeology
and anthropology [21,24,33,51]m ay justbethelaststraw!However,onecan notdeny
thatan awfullotofphysicistshavefound som ething new and intriguing aboutnetworks
overthelastfew years.W hatIhopeto do in thearticleisto givea 
avourofwhatthe
excitem entisallabout,and perhapswhy underneath thehyperbolaeaccom panying any
new developm ents,therearesensible questionswaiting to beanswered.

First,whatarethesenetworks? In thesim plestform wearediscussing a collection of
pointsorverticeswhich areconnected by avariety oflinesoredges.In m orecom plicated
cases, we can add m ore inform ation to our network. For instance if it represents a
transportnetwork there m ay be distances,tim esand/orcapacitiesassociated with our
edges(weighted edges). Perhaps
ow isonly possible in one direction along an edge so
wethink ofthem ashaving a direction (directed edges).Verticesm ay representdi�erent

�em ail:T.Evans AT imperial.ac.uk,W W W :http://theory.imperial.ac.uk/~time
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Figure 1: The num berofpaperslisted peryearon the cond-mat archives with a word
starting with \network" in theirtitle.

typesoflocation,perhapsfactories,warehousesand shops(coloured vertices).However,
while such extra data is im portant in m any cases,networks are allfundam entally just
a set ofvertices and a set ofedges connecting som e ofthe vertex pairs. Given that
such a sim ple concept is at the heart of m any physicalstructures, it should not be
surprising that m athem aticians have been studying them forsom e tim e. W hat Ihave
been callinganetworkiswhatiscalled agraph bym athem aticiansandIwillusetheterm s
network and graph interchangeably. Unfortunately,the term inology ofgraph theory is
notstandardised so onem ustbecarefulto check each author’sde�nitionsand to specify
onesown notation.

Once a physicalnetwork has been represented as a m athem aticalgraph,then nu-
m erousproblem s can be considered. Optim isation questions are often classic problem s
ofgraph theory. One exam ple is the ‘travelling salesm an’problem in which one m ust
�nd the shortest distance a salesm an can travelgiven they are to visit a set ofcities
(the vertices) along prescribed routesbetween cities(the edges). Criticalpath analysis
isanotherapplication ofgraph theory where one triesto identify bottlenecks in a pro-
cess. However,the recent interest ofphysicists stem s from the discovery ofnew ways
ofclassifying and generating graphsand linking these new typesto networkswe see in
the world around us. Applications include various types ofhum an interaction such as
socialorbusinessrelationships.Theinternetisa very fashionableand often overworked
topic,butitisa naturalapplication forallthat.In factsociologistsand anthropologists
had been studying som e ofthese system sforsom e tim e,som etim esusing graph theory.
However,physicistscertainly provided new toolsand viewseven ifthe debate predated
them .

So letm enow turn to look atthedi�erenttypesofnetwork and how they havebeen
used to study m athem aticaland physicalproblem s.

G lobalN etwork Properties

Iwillfocuson the m ostbasic properties ofa network,and hence Iwillignore the any
directionsorweightsassociated with edges,and any coloursorlabelsadded to vertices.
Further,Iwillrestrictm yselfto thecasewherem ultiple edgesbetween thesam epairof
verticesarenotallowed,and an edgeisnotallowed to startand end on thesam evertex.
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Sym bol M eaning
N Num berofVerticesin a network
E Num berofEdgesin a network
k Degreeofa vertex
K Averagedegreeofverticesin a network

n(k) Num berofverticesofdegreek in a network
L Averageoftheshortestdistancesbetween

allvertex pairsin a network
c Clustering coe�cientofa vertex

Table1:Sum m ary ofvarioussym bolsused throughoutthetext.Seetextforde�nitions.

Thesenetworksaresom etim escalled sim plegraphsthough theterm inology varies.Itwill
also turn outthatm ostnetworks ofinterest are sparse,thatisthe num ber ofedges E
isofthe sam e orderasthe num berofverticesN .Thisisconsiderably sm allerthan the
potentialN (N � 1)=2 edgesofa sim plenetwork.

Asa physicist,the�rsttypeofnetwork thatcom esto m y m ind istheregularlattice.
Playing a fundam entalrole in solids,they are characterised by invariance undertrans-
lation in space by a lattice spacing along a lattice axis1. In this case the vertices ofa
network could representthe atom sofa crystal.The edgescould then indicate them ost
im portantinteractions.Forinstance,in a sim pletwo dim ensionalregularsquarelattice,
such as�gure2,each vertex isattached to fouredgesso thatthedegree ofevery vertex
isfourto use the graph theory term inology. Ittherefore hasE = 2N edgeswhen there
areN vertices,and so itisa sparsenetwork.

A B C

Figure 2: A 20 node square periodic lattice,with 40 edgesbetween nearestneighbours
only,butshown in three di�erentways. In the lefthand picture A,edgesgoing o� the
sideswrap around.In thesecond two exam ples,the spatialcoordinatesassociated with
each vertex are ignored. In the m iddle picture B,the vertices are stilldisplayed in a
system atic orderso theregularnatureofthelatticeisstillvisible.In thelastpictureC
the verticesare displayed around the circle in a random orderand the graph now looks
random ,even though in term sofsim plegraphsitisasregularastheothertwo.Forlater
reference notethatthislatticehasan averagedistance ofL = 2:32,diam eter4,and the
averageclustering coe�cientis0.

In term sofabstractgraph theory,itiseasy topicturetheoppositeofaregularlattice.
ForinstanceifwetookN verticeswecould selectatrandom E oftheN (N � 1)=2di�erent

1Strictly speaking,only ifthey arein�nite orperiodic.
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vertex pairsand connectthem togivewhatiscalled arandom graph2.IfE isofthesam e
orderofm agnitudeasN then wehavea sparsenetwork again.Forinstancetherandom
graph ofthe sam e num berofverticesand edgesasthe regularlattice of�gure 2,given
in �gure 3,is sparse. The random graph im m ediately highlights one point centralin

A B

Figure 3: On the left a standard 20 node,40 edge a random graph. On the right a
sim ilar graph but constrained so that allvertices are attached to four edges,i.e.their
degree is always 4 like the lattice earlier. For later reference,network A has average
distance L = 2:17 (ignoring thedisconnected vertex),diam eter5 and average clustering
coe�cientofc= 0:134.Network B hasaverage shortestdistance ofL = 2:22,diam eter
4 and averageclustering coe�cientofc= 0:15.

thestudy ofnetworks,nam ely thatin generaltheverticesofa network haveno position
associated with them .Clearlyin thecaseoftherandom network,theconnectionsbetween
verticesarem ade withoutany reference to notionsofrelative position ofverticesunlike
in the crystalexam ple,and so we do notneed to,and m ustnot,picture these vertices
ashaving any position. Itistherefore wrong to think ofthe random graph asliving in
any particular dim ension. Only the lim itations ofour visualisation skills forces m e to
display the random graph of�gure 3 in two dim ensions,and theim plicitcoordinatesof
the verticesin the picture have no m eaning. Icould m ove them anywhere on the page
and,provided Im aintained theedgesconnectingthevertices,itwould representthesam e
network.Thecentralidea ofgraph theory and theissuesstudied with m odern networks
is thatit is the only the connections between vertices that are fundam entaland these
and theirassociated propertiesshould form thestarting pointofany analysis.

Ofcourse,therandom graph of�gure(3)hasnostructureotherthan itsconnections,
asthiswasallthatwasused in itsconstruction. The positionsofverticesin som e real
space are notan issue. However,the physicalpropertiesofa m aterialwhose atom sare
arranged in a square latticedo require usto takeaccountofthephysicalcoordinatesso
in such a case we m ust use the representation on the left of�gure 2 and notthose on
thecentreand rightwherethepositionalinform ation hasbeen discarded to a greateror
lesserextent.

Problem s with realcrystals are not going to be advanced by studying networks in
them selves. However,there are m any problem swhere itisthe connectionsthem selves,
and not their nature,which are the key. In this case the positions ofthe vertices in

2Sim ilarly,we could connecteach edge with probability p = 2E =(N (N � 1))and on obtain E edges

on average. Iwillcon�ne the term random network to these de�nitionsthough otherssom etim esrefer

to these asan Erd}os-Reyn�i,type random graph and extend the nam e to covera widerfam ily ofgraphs

form ed by som eprobabilisticrule.
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ourworld arenotim portant.Verticescould bepeople,thelinksindicating arelationship
which isnotjustasim plefunction ofthephysicaldistancebetween people.The‘space’of
such anthropologicalnetworksisnotthesim pleEuclidean three-dim ensionaloneofm ost
scienti�c problem s. Forinstance,suppose we require a system ofradio com m unication
between sites(the vertices). An edge linking two sitesrepresentsa com m unication link
and we willsuppose thatthisrequiresa dedicated frequency thatno otherpairofsites
can use. Perhaps for the system ,the physicalEuclidean distance between sites is not
relevant,being sm allenough not to e�ect error rates etc. On the other hand,ifthe
totalbandwidth available islim ited,then we only have a lim ited num beroffrequencies
available,wecan only havea certain num berofedgesin ournetwork.Iftheerrorratein
the com m unicationsriseswith the num berofedgestraversed by each m essage,then we
need to �nd a network thatm inim isestheaverage num berofedgestraversed in m oving
from onevertex to anotheron thegraph,a purely graph based concept.

Letusnow look atthevariousideasand conceptsthatcan bede�ned with only the
fundam entalproperties ofa network. In other words,we can only work with a set of
verticesand a setofedgesjoining som e ofthese vertex pairs. W e can im agine walking
from vertex to vertex on thisnetwork,m oving only along the edgesofthe network. In
doing so wede�nepathson thenetworksbetween vertices.In som enetworkstherem ay
beno path atallbetween som evertex pairs.Thism eansthatthegraph isdisconnected
and appearsin two orm oredistinctpiecescalled com ponents.

v1[2]

v2[1]

v3

v4[1]

v5[2]
v6[3]

[A]

v1

v2

v3

v4

v5v6[B]

Figure4:Graph [A]on theleftisconnected since onecan walk along thenetwork from
any vertex to any vertex.Thedistancesfrom vertex v3 to any othervertex aregiven in
squarebrackets.So vertex v6 is3 from v3,thelength oftheshortestpath via v2 and v5
(pathsvia v4 forinstance are longerand are notconsidered). Thisisalso the diam eter
ofthis network as no pair ofvertices has a shortest path longer than 3. The average
ofshortestdistancesoverall30 pairsofverticesisL = 1:87. Rem oving the v2-v5 edge
leavesthe disconnected graph [B]on the rightsince one can notthen walk forinstance
from v1 to v6.The v1,v2,v3,v4 verticesand theiredgesform one connected com ponent
oftherighthand graph.

Decidingifthegraph isconnected ordisconnected isoneofthe�rstthingsoneshould
look at. A regular lattice is clearly always connected. On the other hand that is not
the case fora random network aswe need a m inim um of(N � 1)edges to connect N
vertices(forinstancein aone-dim ensionallatticeorin astarform ation with onevertex at
thecentre allothersattheedge).Studying theconnectednesspropertiesoftherandom
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graphs (for large N ) was part ofthe sem inalwork done by the m athem aticians Erd}os
and R�enyi3 in the late 1950’sand early 60’s[27]. Theirwork prom pted the m odern era
ofgraph theory developm entam ongstm athem aticians,asa look atoneofthestandard
textsby Bollob�as[15]shows.W hatErd}osand Reyn�i,showed wasthata random graph
is likely to be connected only ifat least N ln(N )=2 edges are present for large N.Put
anotherway,ifoneincreasesthenum berofedgesadded random ly to agraph,then there
isasudden changein theconnectednessproperty ofthenetwork.Thisoughttom akethe
earsofa physicistprick up asitsoundslike a phase transition.Indeed the analogy can
be carried through m uch furtherwith severalcharacteristicsofrandom graphsshowing
sudden changesasweincreasethenum berofedges,and onecan useideasused in physics,
such aspercolation theory,to study theseproblem s.

Let us continue to look at the basic ways ofcharacterising networks. The paths
between verticesalongtheedgesofthenetwork haveanaturallength,sim ply thenum ber
ofedgestraversed. Thusa naturalm easure ofthe distance between any two verticesis
the length ofthe shortest path between the two vertices. Ifthe graph isconnected (or
we restrictourselvesto a connected piece orcom ponent)then we can de�ne an average
length scaleL,thatistheaverageoftheshortestdistancebetween allN (N � 1)=2vertex
pairs ofthe network. A related idea is the diam eter ofthe graph which is the largest
distancebetween any two verticesin thegraph.

Fora regularlattice this network de�ned distance between two points is called the
M anhattan distance,as we im agine that this is the actualdistance one has to travel
between two placesin a city with a rigid grid streetpattern.Forsuch latticesem bedded
in realspace there isalso the usualEuclidean distance between points(0;0;:::;0)and
(x1;x2;:::;xD ),thatis

p
(x21 + x22 + :::+ x2

D
). However,again we em phasise thatthis

isa specialproperty ofa lattice,nam ely thatitcan be visualised asliving in som e D -
dim ensionalspace. It is wellto note though that,as the tourist in New York knows
and theexam pleoftheradio network showed,thenetwork de�ned distanceand notthe
usualEuclidean onecan betherelevantm easure,even ifthelatticenetwork isphysically
em bedded in realspace.Forsuch latticeproblem sintuition based on Euclidean distance
experience can be m isleading (see forexam ple [14])and thisagain rem inds usthatwe
m ust leave behind any pictures ofour networks being em bedded in som e realphysical
space.

So,how do a regular lattice and a random graph ofthe sam e num ber ofvertices
and edges com pare? Roughly speaking the size4 ofa D-dim ensionallattice willgrow
as N 1=D while the size ofthe random graph grows m uch slower as ln(N ). In a large
random network every node ism uch closerto allthe othernodesthan in a com parable
sized lattice.Thus,fortheearlierexam pleoftheradiocom m unication network arandom
network isbetterthan a regularlattice.

Localvertex properties

So far ideas such as connectedness, average distance and diam eter are re
ecting the
propertiesofthe network on a large scale. Form any problem sthe localneighbourhood
ofvertices m ay play a vitalrole. This is fam iliarto physicists where the coordination
num berofalattice| thenum berofnearestneighbours| isim portantin m anyproblem s
and providesa sim pleway ofhighlighting thedi�erencesbetween say a triangularand a

3Solom ono� and Rapoport[61,62]had introduced random graphsand proved one classic resultin

1951 butthisdid notseem to be wellknown in the m athem aticalcom m unity.
4Asm easured by diam eter,averagedistancesorothersim ilardistancem easures.
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square lattice. In graph theory neighboursare de�ned only by the edgesofa vertex so
the num berofnearestneighboursisthe num berofedgesattached to a vertex,and this
iscalled the degree,k,ofa vertex. The average degree K issim ply K = 2E =N where
E and N are the num bers ofedges and vertices respectively. Thus fora sparse graph
this num ber should be oforder one,or at least K m ust not grow as fast as N as we
increasethesizeofa network.Forsim plelatticesallverticeshavethesam edegree:in D
dim ensionsitisK = D (D + 1)forahyper-tetrahedral(equilateraltrianglefaced)lattice,
2D fora hyper-cubic (square faced)lattice. However m ostothernetworks,such asthe
random graph,have vertices ofa widervariety ofdegrees. Thisisbestsum m arised by
giving thedegree distribution n(k),thenum berofverticesin thenetwork with degreek.
Thisisa delta function fora lattice,butform any othergraphsitisa distribution with
a tail.

Forthe random graph itis sim ple to show that the degree distribution is binom ial
with nrand(k)= N pk(1� p)(N � 1� k)

�
N � 1

k

�
wherep istheprobability thatany given pairof

verticesisconnected.On averagetherearea totalofE = pN (N � 1)=2 edgeswith m ost
verticeshavingadegreewithin 3

p
K oftheaveragedegreeK = p(N � 1).ForlargeN and

�xed K ,thisistoagood approxim ation aPoisson distribution n(k)� N K k exp(� K )=k!
whosetailfallso�slightly fasterthan an exponential,roughly asn(k)/ exp(� kln(k))=
k� k.Thefastfallo� m eansthatthereareessentially no verticeswith degreebiggerthan
kc where n(kc)= 1 . Solving we �nd that5 kcln(kc)� ln(N )which isin m ostpractical
casesclose to the m ostlikely degree fora vertex K . Forinstance a random graph with
K = 4 and N = 106 willprobably have no vertex with degree larger than 17,m uch
sm allerthan the potential(106 � 1)edgesavailable. Thisisclearfrom the distribution
shown in �gure5.

N=10^6, K=4 Random Graph

–2

–1

0

1

2

3

4
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g_
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(k
))

5 10 15 20
k

Figure5:Plotofdegreedistribution log10(n(k))againstdegreek forrandom networksof
with N = 106 verticesand averagedegreeK = 4.Thelineisthem ostlikely distribution
fora random network,a binom ialdistribution.Circlesarefora singleexam pleofa ran-
dom network generated by com puterand in thiscase6 verticeshad thelargestdegreeof
16.Theprobability of�nding a nodewith degreeabovetwenty fallso�asexp(� kln(k)).

5A m oreaccurateform ula iskc(ln(kc)� 1)= ln(N )� K .
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C lustering

W hile the degree distributions show clear di�erences between lattice and random net-
works,there is another m easure oftheir di�erences which captures som e ofthe order
present in the neighbourhood ofa lattice vertex butm issing in a random graph. This
isthe clustering coe� cient c. In the sim plest form we pick a vertex and look atallof
its neighbours,the k vertices connected to it by an edge ofthe network. W e then see
what fraction ofthe k(k � 1)=2 possible neighbour-neighbour edges are present in the
graph and thisisc.On a regulartriangularlatticein 2d onewould havec= 6=15= 0:4,

v2

v1

v3

v4

v5
v6

Figure6:Thesim plestclustercoe�cientillustrated forthediam ond vertexv2.Ithasfour
nearestneighbours,v1,v3,v4 and v5.Ofthe6 possibleedgesbetween theneighboursof
v2,only one,thev3-v4 edgeispresent.The otherpotentialneighbour-neighbouredges,
indicated bydashed lines,arenotpresent.Thustheclusteringcoe�cientofv2isc= 1=6.
Thevertex v6 playsno rolein thiscalculation.Theclustering coe�cientsofthevertices
v3 and v4 arec= 1 while forv5 itisc= 0.The clustering coe�cientisnotde�ned for
verticeswith only oneneighboursuch asv1 and v6 here.

re
ecting itscloseknitlocalstructure.Ofcoursea squarelatticehasc= 0 and to seeits
tightlocalstructurewewould havetogeneraliseourde�nition toc2 involving neighbours
and next-to-nearestneighbours6. However,in m ostnetworksthe clustering coe�cientc
variesfrom vertex to vertex and an averageisusually quoted7.

In som eproblem slocalcom m unication between neighbouring verticesisessential.In
lattice M onte Carlo sim ulations,the algorithm requires a large am ount ofinform ation
to beshared between neighbouring latticesites,re
ecting thelocalspatial(and possibly
tem poral)natureofinteractionsin m any problem s,such asatom icspinsofa crystalline
m aterial. Thus in a parallelcom puter built for this problem ,the com m unication net-
work linking the processors should have a large am ount oflocalstructure,and indeed
a lattice con�guration is a com m on solution. On the other hand,the internet today,

6W e could look atthesetN 2 ofallnearestneighboursand next-to-nearestneighbours,and de�nec2
to bethefraction ofpossibleedgesbetween theseverticeswhich areactually presentin thegraph.So on

a squarelattice in two-dim ensionsevery vertex has12 verticesin itssetN 2 with 55 possiblelinksedges

them ofwhich only 12 arepresentso c2 = 12=55� 0:22
7As the clustering coe�cientc is notde�ned for verticeswith a degree less than two,the averages

quoted in thisarticlearetaken only oververticeswherecisde�ned.Thereisa second weighted average

which is usefuland often encountered in the literature but unfortunately the two de�nitions are not

alwaysclearly distinguished [17].
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and com puting networkssuch astheGrid,aredesigned fora greatrangeoftaskswhich
requiredi�erentcom puting/data centres(thevertices)to beableto com m unicateeasily
with m ostothersitesatdi�erenttim es. Localstructure isnotparam ount. The hum an
brain faces sim ilar issues. The translation ofthe sound ofa spoken com m and into an
action involvesprocessingin severaldi�erentareasofthebrain,each areaspecialised and
involving m any neurons,yeteach area m ustcom m unicatewith m any others.

The random network liesatthe otherextrem e from a lattice,and hasthe m inim um
localstructure. In a random network there is no preference forneighbours to connect
to each otherratherthan anyone else.In otherwords,alledgesaretreated equally and
they arepresentwith probability p,and notpresentwith probability (1� p).In alattice,
neighboursofneighboursofsom e chosen vertex ican notbe very faraway in term sof
Euclidean distance8,no m orethan two latticespacings.Thism eansthatfora latticewe
areguaranteed thattheneighboursofneighboursarealsogoingtobeclosetotheoriginal
vertex iin a Euclidean distancesense,and so m ay wellbeconnected to them .They will
havea farhigherprobability than a random chance2E =(N (N � 1))ofbeing connected.
In a lattice,verticesareclustering togetherin a network sense.On theotherhand,in a
random graph there no reason why the neighbourofa neighbourofthe originalvertex
ihas any other relation to i. There is no space we can use to em bed our network in,
no Euclidean distance argum entto use. Thuswe should expectthata random network
should have a m uch lower clustering coe�cient than a sim ilar sized lattice,re
ecting
thefactthatwecan alwaysrearrangea latticenetwork so itlooksliketheusualregular
arrangem entin realspacesoallneighboursareclosetoeach otherin allsenses.9 Indeed a
quick calculation showsthatarandom graph ofN vertices,hasN (N � 1)=2possibleedges
butifonly E edgesarepresent,then on averageavertex willhaveaclustering coe�cient
ofc= 2E =(N (N � 1))= K =(N � 1)= p,justthe probability p thatany one potential
edgein a random graph ispresent.Fora sparserandom graph ofa reasonablesize,this
ism uch lessthan 1.Indeed,whileclustering coe�cientsareconstantfora latticeasitis
m adelarger,fora random graph ofthesam enum berofvertices,N and sam enum berof
edgesE = K N =2 asthe lattice,since K is�xed fora lattice,the clustering coe�cients
drop as1=N .

Sm allW orlds

W ehaveseen thatlargesparserandom graphshaveaslittlelocalnetwork structureasis
possiblefora network sincealledgesaretreated equally so thereisno specialtreatm ent
for neighbours. However this also m eans that the distance is sm all. Allvertices are
treated equally so each new vertex you visit on a path is likely to throw open K new
vertices unreachable untilnow (at least forthe �rst few steps on a route). A random
graph hasa sm alldiam eter. On the otherhand,the way a lattice ofthe sam e size uses
itsedgesto provide localstructure and thism eansthatittakesa long tim eto reach an
arbitrary vertex,and so a latticehasa largesizein network term s.Thesedi�erencesare
exacerbated aswe considernetworks with m ore and m ore vertices. On the lattice,the
averagedegreeK is�xed,asthelocalstructureisconstantby de�nition,butthesizeof
thenetwork growsasa fractionalpowerN 1=D where N isthenum berofverticesand D
isthedim ension.In thecorresponding random network ofthesam enum berofedgesand

8W e’llassum eforsim plicity thatourlattice existsin realspaceasa spatiallattice.
9It does not m atter ifour lattice network really exists as a lattice in a realspace. The network

propertiesarethesam ewhetherwelook attherighthand orlefthand version of�gure7.Itsjustm uch

easierto visualisethe localnetwork propertiesofa lattice ifweexploitthepicture on the left.
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vertices(�xed K and growing N )the probability p = K =(N � 1)ofany one link being
presentisdroppingsotheclustering coe�cientstend tozero.However,thedistancesrise
only asln(N ),m uch slowerthan any lattice.

This poses a question. Is there a sparse network which for som e given num ber of
verticesN and edgesE hasthelocalstructureofthelatticebutthesm allnetwork sizeof
therandom graph? Thisisparticularly im portantwhen wethink abouthum an networks.
In 1967M ilgram reported on an experim entin which heasked peoplein Om aha,Nebraska
and W ichita,Kansasto send packetsto oneoftwo peoplein Cam bridge,M assachusetts
speci�ed bynam e,profession andrough locationonly.However,packetsweretobepassed
only between peoplewho know each otherby �rstnam e.In thisway,M ilgram hoped to
m ap outthesocialnetwork ofclosefriends.Theresultwasthatifthepacketsarrived at
thecorrectperson,theyhad been through about�veinterm ediaries.Thisism uch sm aller
than wem ighthaveguessed given thephysicaldistancebetween theoriginalsendersand
the �nalrecipients,who also presum ably had no direct socialor other contacts. This
isthe idea ofthe sm allworld,nam ely thatthough we m ay think ofourselves asliving
am ongsta sm allgroup offriendsand colleagues,we allhave a few contactsoutside any
circle and through these friends,and theirfriendsoffriendswe are no m ore than a few
handshakesfrom any person in theworld.In term sofnetworks,verticesarepeopleand
edgesrepresentlinksbetween peoplewho areon �rstnam eterm s.M ilgram ’sexperim ent
showed thatthe average distance between sourcesand targets,ifpacketwere delivered
successfully,wasno m orethan six.AsGuareputsitin his1990 play

\I read som ewhere that everybody on this planet is separated by only six
otherpeople. Six degreesofseparation. Between usand everybody else on
thisplanet.ThepresidentoftheUnited States.A gondolierin Venice." ...
\It’snotjustthebig nam es.It’sanyone.A nativein a rain forest.A Tierra
delFuegan.An Eskim o.Iam bound to everyone on thisplanetby a trailof
six people.It’sa profound thought." ...
\How every person is a new door,opening to other worlds. Six degrees of
separation between m eand everyone elseon thisplanet."

In fact this type ofbehaviour is com m on in m any areas ofhum an interaction so
referencesto itarenotuncom m on,and certainly predate these exam ples.10 Irem em ber
som eexcited studentsshowing m ethe\Kevin Bacon gam e" and itsweb site[65]forthe
�rsttim e.Nam ean actor,and theweb sitewilltellyou their‘Bacon num ber’,thenum ber
ofstepsittakesto reach Kevin Bacon via actorswho arepaired ifthey appeared in the
sam e �lm . Forinstance Charlie Chaplin hasa Bacon num berof3 since he appeared in
\Screen Snapshots:Spike Jonesin Hollywood" (1953)with DouglasFairbanksJr.,who
in turn wasin \Hollywood Uncensored" (1987)with EliW allach and M rW allach wasin
\M ysticRiver" (2003)with Kevin Bacon.Theactorsarevertices,edgesrepresenta �lm
in which both the actors associated with ends ofthe edge appeared. This am usem ent
showsthatpathsbetween actorsare surprisingly short,around 3.7 on average (in 1999
[71])with lowernum bersforactorssuch asKevin Bacon who atthetim eofwriting was
only 2.944 from another actor on average11. However,long before com puters and the

10Barab�asi[10]m entions an obscure shortstory \L�ancszem ek" (Chains),paradoxically by a fam ous

Hungarian authorFrigyesK arinthy published in 1929 where itwassuggested thatittook �ve acquain-

tancesto reach anyone.
11Theweb sitestatesthaton 29th April,2003 Rod Steigerhad theshortestaveragedistance,average

Bacon num ber of2.652,so disproving the theory behind the student bargam e that K evin Bacon was

the centre ofthe Hollywood universe. M rSteigerwasjustahead ofChristopherLee at2.660 while M r
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internet enabled this gam e to be played with ease,the m athem aticians had the sam e
conceptofan Erd}osnum ber,the sam e Erd}osthatproduced the sem inalrandom graph
papers. The vertices were m athem aticians who were linked ifthey had coauthored a
paper.12 Erd}oscoauthored with a large num berofpeople,a resultofa fabled itinerant
lifestyle,an innatem athem aticalabilityofhisown and apparentlyan abilitytoencourage
and stim ulatethework ofothers.Them athem atician’sgam eisa tributeto Erd}os[28].

Theunderlying idea in alltheseexam plesisthatthesenetworksre
ecthum an social
interactions. They have a lot oflocalstructure,m any ofour friends are our friends’
friends too,m any actors appear in the sam e type of�lm s which therefore draw on a
sm allpoolofactorsactivein thatgenreatthetim e,academ icsoften collaborateseveral
tim eswith thesam epeople.In term sofnetworks,they havea relatively largeclustering
coe�cient. How large is ‘large’? W ellthe best way to put it is thatit is m uch larger
than a random graph ofan equivalentsize.On theotherhand,thedistancesacrossthe
network are sm all,com parable with those obtainable from a random graph and m uch
sm allerthan any regularnetwork.Thisthen isthede�nition ofa sm allworld network13,
nam ely csw � crandom ,Lsw � Lrandom .Thisisallvery well,butwhattypeofm odelgives
usa sm allworld?

Thisiswhere the sem inalpaperofW attsand Strogatzof1998 com esin [70]. Their
idea was to start from a lattice,in their case a one dim ensionalring with neighbours
and next-to-nearestneighbourslinked,so theaveragedegree wasK = 4.You then look
ateach ofthe E = 2N edgesin turn and with probability p,you rewire thisedge,that
isyou choose two new vertices atrandom and place the edge between them .14 Thisis
illustrated in �gure7 in whatisperhapstheiconicim ageofthistopicin itsm odern era.
Ifp = 1 every edge is placed at random and we have a random network ofthe sam e
num berofverticesand edges,shortdistancesbutlittlelocalstructure.Ifp= 0 wehave
the originallattice,high on localstructure but with large distances. For interm ediate
p we m ightexpecta hybrid ofthese featureswith clustering coe�cientand distance to
drop togetherasweincreasep.In factW attsand Strogatzhighlighted thefactthatasp
wasincreased,the distancesdropped rapidly down to random network levels,while the
clusteringcoe�cientonlycam edown slowlyat�rst(linearlyforsm allp).Thusforasm all
range ofp values in their m odel,they were producing a sm allworld network retaining
m ostofthe localstructure ofthe lattice buthaving the shortdistance characteristic of
therandom graph.Resultsforan N = 100,K = 4 caseareshown in �gure8.Theseare
easy tounderstand qualitatively.Rewiringoneortwoedgeswillonly lowertheclustering
coe�cient ofa few vertices. Forthe �rst few rewirings then,the average c is going to
com edown in proportion tothenum berofrewirings.On theotherhand,whilerem oving
an edgem akeslittledi�erencetom ostpathsbetween vertices,putting itback islikely to
create a shortcutbetween distantverticeson the lattice. M any shortestpathsbetween

Bacon’saveragewas2.941 putting him only 1222nd on theliston thatdate.Thenetwork isconstantly

growing and at the tim e ofwriting,February 2004,the largest connected com ponent had 6:2 � 105

vertices(actors)with an averagedegreeofK = 2:94.
12Both the academ iccoauthorship and K evin Bacon gam eexam plescan be played in a di�erentway.

W e could have the �lm s (academ ic papers)asverticeswith the actors(academ ics)aslinks. G etfrom

\Ben Hur" (1926)to \Ben Hur" (1959)(from \O n Random G raphsI",[27]to \Collective dynam icsof

‘sm all-world’networks",[70]) in as few steps aspossible. This illustrates the way that the sam e data

can often be represented asa network in m any di�erentways.
13W ell,exceptthatsom epeopledrop theclustering partofthede�nition.You justcan’twin with the

nom enclaturein this�eld.
14In facttheiralgorithm wasslightly di�erentin im plem entation and therearem any slightly di�erent

algorithm swhich achievethesam eresult.Thekey idea isadding a few random linksto a regularlattice

givesa sm all-world network whileadding m orerandom linkseventually bringsyou to a random network.
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A B C

Figure7:Evolution ofa20node,40edgenetwork through rewiring.On theleft,network
A is a regular one-dim ensionallattice with neighbours and next-to-nearest neighbours
connected by edges. In the m iddle,B isthe sam e graph with 5 random ly chosen edges
reassigned,and �nally on the right,C isthe sam e graph after200 such rewirings. The
order ofthe vertices around the circle is the sam e in allcases and no m ore than one
edge between any vertex wasallowed. From leftto rightthe average distance are L =
2:89;2:35;2:21,average clustering coe�cient are c = 0:5;0:40;0:23 and diam eters are
5,4,5.

verticeswillbe now be shorterasm any pathscan take thisone shortcut. The average
distancedropsdram atically forthe�rstfew shortcuts.

Aswe’venoted,theidea ofa sm allworld network wasnotnew.TheW S (W attsand
Strogatz)m odelisjustoneexem plary m odelofa sm allworld butito�ered theprospect
ofsim ple m odelsofnew typesofnetwork and a system atic way ofcharacterising them .
This,when coupled to m odern desktop com puting power,allowed any scientistto m ake
a system atic and statisticalstudy ofnetworks. Asin the case ofthe random networks,
analyticalresultsarehard tocom ebysotheabilitytodonum ericalexperim entsiscentral
to this�eld.The sam ecom puting power,along with theability to gatherand exchange
largeam ountsofdata,also enabled theanalysisofrealdata along thelinessuggested by
thework ofW attsand Strogatz.Ofcourse,others,notably thesocialscientists,had been
analysing such data using com puters and the language and techniques ofgraph theory
forsom e tim e. However,W attsand Strogatz opened the doorsforphysicists to join in
astheexplosion ofpreprintson networksplaced on thearchivecond-mat shows.In 2003
thenum berofpaperscontaining a word starting with \network" in theirtitlewas730%
higherthan in 1997,see�gure1.

H ubs

Notsurprisingly a random solution isnota good solution forthe radio com m unication
problem suggested above.Onesolution which can connectm oresitesforthesam enum ber
ofedgesiswhereonesiteisconnected to every othersite,allofwhich haveonly thatone
edge. W hatwe then have isa single dom inanthub in ournetwork and allpathsin the
network willgothrough thishub.Thism eansthatallverticesarerelatively closetoeach
otherin term softhenaturalnetwork distance,asthepath from each vertex to thehub
is relatively shortand then again from hub to any destination vertex takes only a few
edges.W hileshortdistancesareafeatureofrandom networksand sm allworld networks,
thisis notthe whole story. The random network and the W S sm allworld network do
nothavegreatbig hubs.Theretheexponentialnatureoftheirdegreedistributionsn(k)
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Figure8:Plotofcrel(top red squarepoints)and Lrel(bottom bluecirclepoints)against
the num ber ofrewirings (proportionalto p for sm allp) in an W S rewiring schem e for
100 runs starting from a 100 vertex K = 4 one-dim ensionallattice. The value crel =
(c� crnd)=(clat � crnd)isthe clustering coe�cient scaled so thatitis1.0 forthe lattice
(lefthand side)and 0.0 fortherandom graph (righthand side).Lrelisscaled in a sim ilar
m anner.

forlargerk m eansthatthe verticeswith the m ostconnectionsare ofa relatively sm all
sizein a sparsenetwork.Asnoted aboveand shown in �gure5,in a random network of
N = 106 verticesand average degree K = 4 there isunlikely to bea vertex with degree
higherthan 17.Thusthese typesofnetwork do notallow forvery big hubs,such aswe
m ightexpectto see in som e realworld situationsorwith the starform ation solution to
the radio network problem . Ofcourse,there are practicallim itationson hubsin m any
problem swhich preventssuch extrem ehubs,asthecentreofastarform ation,appearing.
Forinstancein com m unication networksdealing with too m any channelssim ultaneously
atany onepointislikely tobeim possibleorunrealistically expensive.Still,itseem sthat
forsom e problem slarge hubsare preferable and itshould notbe too surprising to �nd
that there are m any studies which seem to see m any m ore large hubs than one would
expectfrom random orW S sm allworld networks.

In order to have hubs,we need a degree distribution n(k) with a m uch longer tail
than the exponentialonesofrandom and W S type networks. One naturalcandidate is
a powerlaw,n(k)/ k� 
.Itisa naturalcandidate because ithasa very long history in
a widerangeofsubjectsoutsidephysics,aswellasplaying a centralrolein severalareas
ofphysics.

Forinstance,Lotka[43]in 1926claim ed citationsofscienti�cpapersfollowed apower
law. In thiscase the papersare vertices and citationsfrom one paperto anotherform
edges.Thisisagoodexam pleofwheretheinternetcom m unication anddesktop com puter
powerhasrevolutionalised work on networks. Redner[56]studied thisnetwork in 1998
using the 1991-1997 citations of1991 papers listed in the ISI (Institute for Scienti�c
Inform ation) database for his largest exam ple. This gave him a directed network of
aboutN = 7:8� 105 verticeswith average degree around K = 8:6. A m uch longertail
than a sim ple exponentialofthis size and far m ore hubs are present. A log(n(k)) vs.
log(k)plotrevealsa lineartailforthedata with a slopeofabout
 = 3.15.

15As I have de�ned sm allworld graphs in term s ofclustering and distance m easures relative to a
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Networkswith powerlaw degreedistributionsforlargedegreeareknown asscalefree
networks because ratiossuch asn(2k)=n(k)areconstant,whateverthedegreescale k is
chosen to m akethecom parison16.

To seethatsuch a distribution hashubs,verticeswith m uch highernum bersofedges
than in a random graph orin a W S m odel,considerthe following exam ple. Considera
network with N = 106 verticesand an averagedegreeofK = 4with verticesofalldegrees
presentwhosedegreedistribution isoftheform (k+ ks)� 3:0 (ks � 2:91)and so forlarge
degreesitsjusta sim ple inverse cubic.17 Itiseasy to show thatforevery valuebetween
1 and about kc � 284 there is at least one vertex ofthat degree (n(k) > n(kc) = 1)
| a continuous spectrum ofdegree. Once the likely num ber ofvertices with a given
degree k falls below one,k > kc,then we �nd that in a realnetwork,where vertices
have integer num bers ofconnections18,the n(k) = 0 for m any k > kc and we are at
the end ofthe‘continuous’partofthedegree distribution.However,unlike therandom
graph,theprobability of�nding verticeswith degreebiggerthan kc isnotfalling o� very
fastand thereisa a non-trivialchanceof�nding theodd vertex with a largenum berof
edgesattached.In thisexam pleweexpectto �nd about143 oftheselargeverticeswith
degreesbetween aboutkc � 284 and k1 � 1447 wherewecan show thatthereisunlikely
to be a vertex with degree largerthan k1 � 1447 (

P
1

k= k1
n(k)= 1). Plotsfora sim ilar

distribution from a realm odelare shown in �gure 9. These num bers,kc;k1,are m uch
largerthan those fora random network ofsam e size where both are approxim ately the
sam e and are around 17.In factfora powerlaw distribution these num bersare scaling
asfractionalpowers19 ofN while the random graph cuto�sare roughly equaland scale
roughly asln(N ).

Ifthe citation networks ofLotka and Redner were the only reports ofa power law
distribution in the literature,then perhapswe’d m erely dism issitasa specialand rare
case. HoweverNewm an [46,47]and othershave reported sim ilarpatternsare reported
in scienti�c collaboration in di�erent academ ic �elds,the m odern version ofthe Erd}os
num berdiscussed above.Albert,Jeongand Barab�asishowed that[5,20]thatthenetwork
oflinks (the edges)between web pages(the vertices) seem sto be a scale free network.
Three Faloutsosbrothersshowed thatthecom putersand routersthatform theinternet
itselfform a scale-freenetwork [30](
 � 2:2).Patternsin long distancephonecalls[1,3]
(
 � 2:1),the network of�lm actorsused fortheKevin Bacon gam e(
 � 2:3)[11],the
relationshipsofwordsin English texts[22](
 � 2:7)and m any otherexam pleshavebeen
given in the recent literature. They allhave distance scales com parable to a random
graph but m uch larger clustering coe�cients,i.e.they are also sm allworld networks.
Indeed while not allnetworks are scale free,m any in the literature are reported to be
justthat.

A powerlaw distribution issom ethingthatshould again m akeallphysicistssitup.At

sim ilarsized random graph,there isno clearstatem entone can m ake aboutthe degreedistributionsof

sm allworld networks.
16Alwaysprovided thatwearelooking atverticeswith largeenough degreewheren(k)isa powerlaw.

The degreeks wherepowerlaw behaviourstartsdoesin factprovideone scaleforthe problem .
17Ifwe specify N ,K ,
 and k � k0 = 1 then we need one lastfree param eter,say ks,to allow a �t.

In thiscase we m usthave ks � 2:91.In the following we analyse thisdistribution and itsvarioussum s

overintegersby noting its sim ple relation to the Hurwitz-Riem ann zeta function whose propertiesare

wellknown.
18Theform ulaefordegreedistributionsn(k)im ply thatsom estatisticalaverageoverm any realisations

ofnetworksistaken.
19W ith theend ofthecontinuum atn(kc)= 1=N and thelargestdegreearound k1 where

P
N �1
k= k1

n(k)=

1,we�nd thatkc / N 1=
,k1 / N 1=(
�1).
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N=10^6, K=4 Power Law and Random

–2

–1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

lo
g_

10
(n

(k
))

0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
log_10(k)

Figure 9: Log-log plot of degree distributions for a network with N = 106 vertices
and average degree K = 4. Data from a m odelofa scale free network (blue circles)
com pared againsta powerlaw with n / (k + 0:42)� 2:82 (black straightline)(both with
m inim um degree k0 = 2). Note how the powerlaw crossesn(kc)= 1 ataboutkc � 257
(log10(kc)� 2:41)and thisisroughly where the data forthe realnetwork isno longer
continuous. Even ifwe used tricks to extract data forhigherk the highest data point
is likely to be around k1 � 4800,though here it is at 2519,giving us only two and a
halfdecadesto m akethelinear�t.Notethathaving a m inim um degreeof2 ratherthan
1 shifts the power law to the right com pared to the exam ple with m inim um degree 1
considered in thetext.Also shown isthebinom ialdistribution ofthea random network
ofthesam enum berofverticesand edges(red curve)whoselargesthub isatk � 17.

ornearasecond orderphasetransition,m any quantitiesfollow apowerlaw.Forinstance
the m agnetisation ofa realm agnetnearthe criticalpointisproportionalto (Tc � T)�

where T isthetem perature,Tc the criticaltem perature.Physically thescale invariance
re
ectsthefactthatnearacriticalpointtherelevantcorrelation length becom esin�nite,
thereisno relevantscaleleft.Further,thism eansthesm allscaledetailsofthem aterial
becom e irrelevantso one hasuniversality,m any m aterialswith di�erent shortscale in-
teractionshave the sam e behaviournearthe criticalpoint. Thisinsightled to powerful
new waysofsolving problem snearcriticalpoints. Subsequently,whenevera powerlaw
is seen one hopes that this re
ects the em ergence ofa sim ilar universality and so the
hopeisthatifa sim plem odelcan capturetheessentialphysics,itwillbeguaranteed to
givethecorrectresultsfortherealworld exam ples,justassim pleIsing m odelsaregood
m odelsforthecriticalbehaviourofrealm aterials.

Powerlawsare also centralto m ore recentideas. Forinstance the length ofa coast
linelm easured with a rulerofsizek isalso a powerlaw,l/ k� 
.In thiscaseitre
ects
the fact that the coast line is not a sim ple line ofdim ension one but a fractalwith a
fractaldim ension 
. In the 80’sand 90’s,power laws were atthe centre ofinterest in
variouscom plexsystem s.Thedistribution ofthenum berofearthquakesn ofacertainsize
(equivalenttok)isapowerlaw overseveraldecades(Gutenberg-Richterlaw)even though
describing thepropertiesoftheearth’splates,theirresponseto forces,theirinteractions
with the core,appears to be far too com plicated to give such a sim ple result. A clue
com esfrom theexistence ofseveralm odelswhere them icroscopic rulesarevery sim ple,
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even iftheequilibrium solution m ay behard to �nd analytically.Num ericaloreven real
experim entscan beperform ed toshow they show criticalbehaviourwith powerlaws.For
instance in the sand pile m odelswhere ‘sand’grainsare dropped regularly onto a pile,
with a rule that the sand is stable unless the height di�erence between its neighbours
exceedssom ecriticalpoint.Thisproducesa num berofavalanches(n)which isa power
law ofthesizeoftheavalanches(k).Oneidea seen in som em odelsisthatm any system s
m ay actually preferto lie on a criticalpoint,one can alterthe initialconditionsorthe
m icroscopic rulesbutthey alwaysgive a powerlaw ifone waitsforsom e tim e. Thisis
called SOC | selforganised criticality [35,64].

Intriguingly,m any powerlawsoccurin areasoutsidephysics,and severalfam ousones
predate physicists interests’in networks,SOC orcriticalphenom ena by a considerable
tim e. W e have already noted Lotka’s interest in citations [43]. He observed that the
num berofauthorscontributingn publicationstoabibliographyisoften an inversesquare
law,butdid notlook atthisin thecontextofa network (papersasvertices,citationsas
links).

M any power laws in socialscience are said to be exam ples ofZipf’s law. George
Kingsley Zipf[81]noted thatform any quantitiesifyou rank them in orderofsize,largest
given rank one,second largestrank two,etc.and plottheirsizeagainsttheirrank,then
we get a power law. One exam ple he gave was ofthe frequency ofEnglish words and
he suggested the frequency ofa word was approxim ately inversely proportionalto the
rank.Theuniversality ofthisidea form sthebasisofm any data com pression algorithm s.
Hissecond fam ousexam ple isthe sizes ofcitiesand again suggested thatcity size was
inversely proportionalto rank. W e can turn ourdegree distributionsinto the language
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Figure 10: Two classic Zipfplots. On the lefta log-log plotofword frequency against
rank forthistext| \the" isthem ostcom m on word,\network" iseighth.On theright,
a log-log plotofthe size ofUS citiesagainstrank,alldata scaled relative to thelargest
and by a poweroften relativeto thenextcurve(forvisualisation purposes).Thedata is
for\M etropolitan Areas" in theUSA in 2000and taken from theUS CensusBureau web
site [67]. Size isgiven seven di�erentwaysin term sofpopulation,housing units,total
area,waterarea,land area,population density,and houseunitdensity.M ostshow som e
evidence ofa sim plepowerlaw.

ofZipf’slaw astherank r ofa vertex ofa network in term sofitsdegree k,its‘size’,is
given by r=

P
1

k
n(k).Zipf’slaw then consistsofplotting k againstr.Onecan quickly

seethatk / r� � with � = 1=(
� 1)fora powerlaw distribution n(k)/ k� 
.
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The characteristic ofallthese power laws can be sum m arised in term s ofan older
‘law’,Pareto’slaw.Pareto wasan econom istworking in the late1800’swho noted that
80% oftheland in Italy wasowned by 20% ofthepopulation.Such an 80:20ruleapplies
wheneverwehavea distribution with a signi�canttailsuch asa powerlaw distribution.
Forinstanceonly a few English wordsareneeded to writem ostofa book,Lotka’sstudy
m eansonly 40% ofauthorshavem orethan onepublication in a bibliography.

Finally,oneofnicestexam plesofscalinglawsarethoserelatingtom etabolicfunction
observed in biologicalsystem s. For instance the lifespan ofan organism scales as its
m ass to the power one quarter and this relationship holds over twenty one orders of
m agnitude, from m icrobes to whales. It is particularly relevant as the very ideas of
scaling used so successfully in physicsto explain criticalphenom ena have recently been
used by W est,Brown and Enquist [73,74]to provide a sim ple explanation for these
previously m ysteriousbiologicalscaling laws.

So is it possible that when we see scale-free networks,networks with a power law
degree distribution,itre
ectssom e sim ple fundam entallaw thatcould be described by
the network equivalent ofan Ising m odel? Are m ostofthe detailsin network creation
irrelevant and we need only focus on som e crucialingredient,som ething which m eans
m any networkswillalwayseventually organisethem selvesin a specialway and thescale
freedegreedistribution is
agging this? Arenetworksfractalin som esense? Notallthe
powerlawsabove,such asthe city data,have an obviousnetwork basisbutperhapswe
would gain greatinsightifwe could see theirpower laws asa result ofsom e scale-free
network structure which we have m issed to date. M any ofthese powerlaws appearin
areaswelloutsidetraditionalphysics,socialnetworkswith theirsix degreesofseparation
and so forth. Can the language ofnetworks provide us with the �rst clues ofsom e
rigouroustheory ofsom easpectsofhum an socialbehaviour| a realisation ofAsim ov’s
psychohistory [9]? Oristhisdestined to rem ain science �ction?

A w ord ofcaution

These ideasaboutpowerlaws,these questions,these speculative linkscertainly provide
oneexplanation fortheexcitem entin thestudy ofnetworksin recentyears.However,a
word ofcaution.M odern com putersand theinternethave allowed researchersto create
and analyse large databasesacrossa wide range oftopics. Itm ay seem thata data set
of106 verticesislarge (and Ican think ofonly three exam pleswhich are m uch bigger).
However the degree distribution ism uch shorterthan 106. Suppose oursystem givesa
network ofN = 106 vertices,averagedegreeK = 4and am inim um connectivity ofk0 = 2
and a(k+ ks)� 
 form forthedegreedistribution with power
 = 3 and scaleks = 0:87so
itse�ectively a purepowerlaw foralm ostallk .Onetypicalexam pleofsuch a network
willhaveanon-zerodegreedistribution n(k)onlyfork below kc � 226(wheren(kc)= 1).
Abovethisvaluethereareoften no verticeswith thatparticulardegreek,n(k)= 0,with
only theoccasionaln(k > kc)= 1.So plotting thisdirectly on a log-log plotwe have to
ignorem any pointswheren(k)= 0 whilethefew rem aining onesareallthesam evalue,
one.Forsim ilarreasonstheregion justbelow kc also showslargefractional
uctuations.
The data from a com puterm odelofa sim ilarscale-free network in �gure 11 showsthis
clearly. Thuseven in the bestcase where there isa powerlaw forallvaluesofk (scale
free networks need be power law only for large k) we have only two decades oflinear
behaviourin ourlog-log plot.Anyhow,in m ostcasesthepowerlaw form startsatsom e
degreehigherthan one.

There are varioustrickswhich im prove the situation a little. One isto bin the data
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in the large degree k & kc region as in �gure 11. That is ifwe count � vertices of
degree between klow to khigh,one ‘bin’,we assign a single data point ofvalue n(kb) =
�=(klow � khigh)at20 kb = (klow + khigh)=2.Ifwe choose these binsso thatkhigh=klow isa
constant,we geta seriesofequally spaced pointson a log-log plot.By averaging overa
range,wehave fewerdata pointsbutthey no arelongerlim ited by thediscrete values1
and 0 and they allow usto �tin thisregion. However,with the largestdegree around
k1 � 2400,log10(2400)= 3:4,we willnotadd m ore than a decade to ourlinearregion.
As an alternative,one can try to plot a Zipf-like size vs.rank distribution,see �gure
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Figure11:On thelefta log-log plotofthedegree distribution from a theoreticalm odel
ofa scale free network with N = 106 vertices,average degree K = 4,m inim um degree
2. The best �t gives a power of2:82. The black crosses are the raw data and the
bluediam ondsaretheresultoflogarithm icbining.Notehow thebining leavestheform
unchanged from around log10(k)= 1whereit�rstm akesadi�erenceand hasaconsistent
shapeuntillog10(k)= 3 though thequality ofany �twillbepooreratthesehigh k.On
theotherhand theraw datahaslarge
uctuationsfrom around log10(k)= 2sothebining
isgaining usnearly a decade ofdata to �tany theoreticalcurve to. Asan alternative,
the log size (degree)vslog rank plot�a la Zipfalso showsa m uch cleanerresultforthe
biggest104 verticeswith slopearound � 0:55.

11.However,both bining and ranking introducecorrelationsbetween data pointsso the
statisticalanalysisisnotso sim ple.

It is not surprising then that m any authors do not put an error on the power law
�tted to the data,norcan one always exclude othertypes of�tto the data,stretched
exponentialsk� 
 expf� (k=ks)�g forinstance.Itwould beniceto getm oredata butitis
only with m odern com putersthatnetworksofa m illion verticescan beeasily found and,
even then,Iknow ofonly twostudiesoftheweb and oneofphonecallswherethenum ber
ofverticesislarger(though stillno m orethan 108).M any data setsaresm allerand are
notgoing to getsigni�cantly bigger.Thehistory ofpowerlawsin otherareasofm odern
physicstellsusthatthey areso intriguing thatwe som etim esrush to see powerlawsin
everything and thisisprem aturein som ecases.Anotherconsequence isthatwearenot
going to seepowerlawswith largecoe�cients[26].Ifwerequire atleasttwo decadesof
lineardata and assum ea sim plepowerlaw forthewholerangeofk � 1 then werequire
thatkc = 100,where n(kc)= 1,and we need N � 100
 vertices. Thus with N = 106

we should be able to see scale free behaviourin networksifthe power
 islessthan 3.
20The optim alposition chosen dependson the nature ofthe curve,kb =

p
klow khigh isanotherchoice

butin practicethe two areessentially the sam eforklow =khigh � 1.
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So whilethe ranking and logarithm icbinning can help im prove the data,thepowerlaw
section ofaccuratedataisrarely goingtobeeven thislong wewould should expectthree
to bean upperpracticallim iton powersfound in realdata.Theworry isthatwith only
shortrangesoflinear-likedata,and two decadesisnotso long,m any otherform scan �t
thedata justaswell,such asstretched exponentials.Theseadditionalform scan notbe
excluded. Ifwe are interested in the form the network would have asN ! 1 then we
m ustbe very careful,as�nite size e�ectsm ay be di�cultto detectwith the data. On
theotherhand ifwearejustcharacterising ournetwork,and notascribing som e deeper
m eaning to an exactpowerlaw relation then weneed notbeso worried.Justby looking
by eyeatm any ofthedata sets,onecan beconvinced thatthelog(n(k))vs.log(k)plots
dohaveconvincinglineartailsand theidenti�cation ofscale-freenetworksin awiderange
ofnetworksin therealworld isnotunreasonable.

So W hat?

So farwe have discussed severalkey aspectsofa network which allow usto distinguish
di�erenttypesofnetwork.W hileclassi�cation isim portant,letusnow try to seeifthere
arefurtherusefulquestionswecan answeraboutnetworks.

O ptim isation

Thereareseveraltypesofquestion asked abouttraditionallyasked aboutnetworks.There
are the ‘optim alroute’questionssuch asthe travelling salesm an problem m entioned at
thestartofthearticle.Perhapstheoldestexam pleistheonethatisseen asthestartof
graph theory in m athem atics.In 1736,thegreatSwissm athem atician Eulerproved that
itwasim possibleto walk round thecity ofK�onigsberg (m odern day Kalinigrad)crossing
each ofitsseven bridgesacrosstheRiverPregelonceand only once,a preoccupation of
som eofitscitizensatthetim e.Thisisequivalenttoasking ifyou could walk alongevery
edge ofa particularnetwork once and only once. Criticalpath analysisisanotherwell
established problem .Ifweuseagraph torepresentthedi�erenttasksin aproblem ,each
depending in som e way on earlierpartsofthe problem to be com plete asindicated by
directed links,can we �nd thebottlenecksin theprocessso we can focusourresources
on theseand com pletethejob in theshortestpossibletim e.Problem ssuch asthesehave
a long tradition and �nding algorithm swhich giveonegood answerin a reasonabletim e,
ratherthan �ndingthebestansweratanycost,preoccupym anycom puterscientists.The
application ofsuch optim isation problem stoawiderangeofproblem spredatethecurrent
interestin networks. Forinstance Davis[24]used network m ethodsto suggestthatthe
pivotalrole ofthe island ofDelosin ancient Aegean culture,when itis a rathersm all
and insigni�cantisland,wasdue to itscriticalposition in the sea borne com m unication
networksoftheera.

However,letuslook atsom eofthequestionsthattherecentinterestin networkshas
provoked orrevived.

W here do netw orks com e from ?

Oneofthe�rstquestionsthatcom estom ind iswhy dodi�erenttypesofnetwork appear
in di�erentcontexts? How are di�erenttypesofnetwork form ed? Thism ay be related
to theorigin ofsom eofthepowerlawsfound in a widerangeofhum an experience,city
sizesbyrank,riversizeagainstriverbasin areas,theGutenberg-Richterlaw ofearthquake
size-frequency,etc.Isthereasim pleguidingprinciplebehind thepatternsin system swith
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such com plex interactionsand can thisbe related to som e type ofnetwork? Here there
isrealhope.Thestory oftheelucidation ofthesim plephysicaland biologicalprinciples
which can explain the powerlawsseen in biology [73,74]o�ersan exem plary m odel,at
leasttheway m ostphysicistsview problem s.

For the lattice we have regular solids with short range potentials and a m inim um
energy principle to guide usand these do notinterestushere. The random graph and
W S m odelswere presented in term sofan algorithm fortheircreation.Thuswe can see
how sm allworld networks m ight be created. However,are m ost networks going to be
form ed by purely random interactions (rewirings)? W hile there m ay be an elem ent of
chance aboutwhich web pagesa web page authorreadsand therefore which linksthat
authorislikely to add to theirpages,there isalso a large am ountofinform ed decision
m aking going on.Theauthorreadsweb pagesrelated to theirinterestsnotjustany old
page and they link only to such pagesin general. Thus the Erd}osand Reyn�i,random
graph m odeland the W atts and Strogatz algorithm for sm allworlds while usefulfor
theoreticalanalysisare perhapsnotgood m odelsofthe processesthatlead to networks
in therealworld.

One signi�cant recent contribution hasbeen to provide a m odelforthe creation of
scale-freenetworks.Aswehaveseen,thesehavebeen ofinterestform any years,though
usually interest focused on the power law and not any underlying network. One can
�nd algorithm s for creating scale-free networks e.g.[3],which involve the input ofthe
powerlaw form butthisisnotgoing to help usstudy theirorigin in the realworld. A
m ajorinsightcam efrom Barab�asi,Albertand Jeong shortly aftertheW attsand Stogatz
work on sm allworlds. Their study ofthe world wide web [5]showed a network with
lotsofhubs,incom patible with random graphs. Seeing thatthe web wasgrowing ata
considerablerate,they suggested am odelthathad twokey ingredients,growth and what
they called ‘preferentialattachm ent’.Im agineadding onenew vertex ateach turn to an
existing network. To this vertex we attach K =2 new edges with one end connected to
thenew vertex,theotherend connected to an existing vertex chosen with probability �
from alltheverticesin theexisting network.If�= 1=N so thatallexisting verticesare
treated equally,we end up with an ‘exponential’network21 and there willbe no hubs,
no verticeswith farm oreedgesattached than them ajority.To reach a scalefreem odel
Barab�asiand Albert[11]suggested thatthesenew edgesattach preferentially to vertices
with largedegreek.A \rich getricher"algorithm ,echoingPareto’slaw.Thesim pleform
they took was�(k)/ k where the norm alisation issim ple to calculate,asillustrated in
�gure12A.W hatisrem arkableisthatthism odelgivesa powerlaw degree distribution
with 
 = 3. In fact this m odelis a sim pler version ofm odels suggested by Sim on as
early as1955 [59,60,19]and there are severalsim ple variationsofthism odel,such as
�(k)/ k+ cwith cconstant,which can givescale-freenetworksofany powerabove22 2.
M oreover,m any sim plem odelscan besolved exactly in a m ean �eld approxim ation (see
forexam ple[12,40,26,4]).

Unfortunately whatisalso rem arkableisthatin thistypeofm odelonly probabilities
� linearin degree give powerlaw networks. Anything else givesstretched exponential,
such asn(k)� k� 
 expf� (k=ks)(1� 
)g,orotherform sasseen in explicitsolutions[39].
Itseem s unlikely thatwe choose which web pages to link to with probability precisely

proportionalto thenum berofweb pageson a site.StilltheBarab�asiand Albertm odel

21Not a random graph ofErd}os-Reyn�itype but a network with a sim ple exponentialfallo� forthe

degreedistribution.
22A purepowerlaw with a powerequalto two hasform ally an in�nite averagedegree,inform ally too

m any edges.Thisiswhy m odelscan’treach powersoftwo and below.
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Figure12:Two ofthealgorithm sforcreating scale-freenetworks.In both cases,weadd
one new vertex v7 (green diam ond)and wantto add one new edge between itand one
ofthe vertices in the existing network,v1 to v6. The m ostlikely edge to be chosen is
indicated with a dashed green line and is to the one with highest degree,v2,in both
cases. On the left,[A],we illustrate the algorithm discussed by Barab�asiand Albertin
which we connect our new edge to an existing vertex with probability proportionalto
thedegreeofthatvertex.Theseprobabilitiesaregiven in squarebrackets.On theright,
[B],the walk algorithm isillustrated. W e choose ata vertex from the existing network
atrandom ,say v3,and then starta random walk from thispoint.A typicalexam ple is
indicated by the arrows. W e stop aftera certain num berofstepsand connectthe new
vertex to thevertex attheend ofourwalk,v2 in thiscase.

has highlighted severalcrucialaspects about scale-free networks and power laws. In
particularitem phasisesthatthe powerlawscom e from networkswhere there arehubs,
thatisvertices with farfarm ore edgesattached than the vastm ajority and farbigger
than found in sim plerandom orW S typesm allworld networks.Theideathen isthatthe
processesleadingtotheform ation ofascalefreenetworkrequiresom etypeof‘preferential
attachm ent’,a preference forthem ostconnected vertex,doesm akequalitativesense.If
Ithink itisworth linking to a web site,the chancesare severalotherpeople willthink
thesam e.Itend to link m oreto popularweb sites.Them orepopularsitesarethoseto
which m any di�erent people are linking to. Itisperfectly reasonable to think thatwe
are m ore likely to link to popularweb pagesthan obscure ones,and thatpopularones
aretheoneswith thehighestnum beroflinksto them ,thehighestdegree.

In fact the idea can be developed to produce m ore realistic m odels for scale free
networks[68,69,37,57].SupposeI’m writing a new web pageand wantto add a link to
good pagesaboutm yfavouritehobby.W hatIm ightdoisusetheweb to�nd thesepages.
So Igo to a search engine(a superhub surely?) which pointsm eto variouspages.Itry
a few,perhapsfollow linksfrom thoseto pagesnow distancetwo from thesearch engine
vertex. W hatIam doing iswalking along the edgesofthe network. Itisthe structure
ofthenetwork which guidesm y search and thusIwould expectthatthisguidestheway
Iconnectto it,theway thenetwork grows.Ofcourse,whathappensisIam m ostlikely
to end up atsitesthatarelinked to by m any others.Therearem orewaysofgetting to
them than the siteswith only oneortwo linksfrom the outside world.The very search
Ido islikely to lead m epreferentially to them ostconnected sites.Indeed,ifweidealise
this,and supposethatweexecutea random walk on thenetwork,assum ing wewalk for
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a distance d & L the m ean distance,Iam likely to arrive at a vertex independent of
m y starting pointand the probability ofm e �nishing ata vertex with degree k willbe
proportionalto k as there are k di�erent ways ofarriving atthis vertex23. Thus ifwe
were to attach a new vertex to a vertex in an existing vertex where the latterischosen
aftera random walk on the lattice,we willquickly generate a scale-free network. Such
a ‘walk algorithm ’wasused to generate the scale-free m odelsin �gures9 and 11 and is
illustrated in �gure12B.

Growth isalso nota requirem entforscale-free networks,one justneedsan on going
dynam icalrearrangem ent. One approach isto rewire asin the originalW S m odelbut
now we choose how to rewire an edge in a m ore generalway,e.g.choosing to reconnect
existing edgesto new vertices ofdegree k with probability � / k [29]. M ore generally
we can stealideas from statisticalphysics and de�ne a M onte Carlo type algorithm in
which thenetwork em ergesasan equilibrium state.Theidea would bethatwegivethe
network an ‘energy’with the Ham iltonian containing term sproportionalto the num ber
ofvertices,the num ber ofedges and other suitable term s. W e would try rem oving or
adding an edge ora vertex,and use the M onte Carlo algorithm to acceptorrejectsuch
an update.Thecoe�cientsoftheterm sin theHam iltonian play therolesoftem perature
and chem icalpotentialsand wecould im agine�xing som eoftheseterm s,theequivalent
ofworking in di�erenttypesofensem ble. The equilibrium solution givesthe num berof
verticeswith a given connectivity ratherthan the num berofstateswith a given energy
and thisallowsustoseewhich typeofterm sin theHam iltonian arerequired fordi�erent
typesofnetwork.In therealworld,such aHam iltonian m ay arisebecausewehavecosts,
each edgeoftheinternetm ightbea cablewhich costsm oney to use.

D esperately seeking ...

In the quote from Guare’splay,Ileftouta couple ofsentences. Ofrelevance here isa
com m entfollowing the�rstparton thesix degreesofseparation

\I�nd thatA)trem endously com forting thatwe’reso closeand B)likeChi-
nesewatertorturethatwe’reso close.Becauseyou haveto �nd therightsix
peopleto m aketheconnection."

whilethelastpartcontinues

\Butto �nd therightsix people."

Guare is highlighting an im portant aspect of M ilgram ’s experim ent, nam ely how we
search thenetwork to�nd theshortestpaths.Iftherewereonly six degreesofseparation
between peoplein Nebraska and M assachusetts,how did they �nd thisroute? Thereare
in�nitely m any waysthatalettercould havebeen passed along.Indeed thefactthatonly
about20% oftheletterssentactuallyarrived could bein partbeduetothefactthatsom e
peopledid not�nd a good route.Further,perhapstherewereshorterroutesbutpeople
werenotableto �nd them .Thereisnotm uch pointin having a network ifwecan’t�nd
ourway aboutit.Findinggood routeswillbean essentialpartofalm ostany network.In
anthropologicalterm s,m any culturessetup a network ofcontacts,forexam ple through
m arriageorgiftgiving.Oneuseofsuch a network istherightto useitto �nd a skillor
resourceyou need butdon’thave.In term sofcom puting,oneway ofincreasingcom puter
poweristo distribute the com puting and storagefacilitiesacrossm any com puters.The

23Strictly speaking thisisusing a m ean �eld approxim ation.
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peer-to-peer�lesharing networkscan berun withoutcentralcoordination butthen how
do you �nd which com puterhasthe�leyou want? Ifonesendsouta m essageto allyour
neighboursin thenetwork,and they in turn send outto alltheirneighboursifthey don’t
haveit,thenetwork willbeswam ped by such requests[2].

Considerforexam pleKleinberg[38]whoconsidered atwo-dim ensionallatticetowhich
shortcutshavebeen added withprobabilityproportionaltod� � wheredistheM anhattan
distance (network distance ifthere are no shortcuts). He showed thatifyou know the
Euclidean position ofthetargetand iftheshortcutssatis�ed an inversesquarelaw �= 2
then with a sim plealgorithm hespeci�ed which used only knowledgeavailablelocally at
each vertex24,it was possible to �nd short paths from initialto target vertex,and it
would takeabout(ln(N ))2 tim e(equalsthenum berofstepstaken on thenetwork).For
any othersituation,adi�erentalgorithm ,di�erentpowerlaw fortheshortcuts,thetim e
taken would beconsiderably longer.

Kleinberg’s work is a good exam ple ofwhat can be achieved analytically and it is
relevant for m any problem s. However knowing that there is an underlying lattice and
using the M anhattan distances is in a sense using som e globalinform ation about the
network.In M ilgram ’sexperim ent,thism ighthavehelped to som edegree,a letterfrom
Nebraska m ighthave been sent�rstto a friend in Boston,asthisisphysically closerto
New York,who then forwarded to a friend in M assachusetts. Howeveronce in the �nal
geographicalregion,anotherwayof�ndingthetargetisneeded asonlyroughgeographical
inform ation was given. Presum ably the searches in thiscase were then m ade by using
intuitiveideasaboutthedistancebetween di�erentprofessionsorsom ething sim ilar.For
instanceifthetargetisa m edicaldoctorthen Igivethem essageto any friendswho are
m edicaldoctorsor,failing that,Igiveitto any onewho worksin them edicalprofession
aswhilethey arenotas‘close’professionally,itsnaturalto think ofthem as‘closer’than
otherfriendswho arecarm echanics.In thiscasepeoplearepartsofseveraloverlapping
networks,networksofEuclidean position,networksofprofessionalrelationships,and so
forth.Verticeswhich aredistant,becauseoflinksin onenetwork,m ay bem uch closerin
anothernetwork.Thusitisby being partofseveralunrelated networksthatenablesthis
search to be successfulin relatively few steps. Finding good algorithm sunderdi�erent
circum stancesisone ofthe m ajoractivitiesin thisarea [72]. Ithasalso prom pted new
attem ptsto gatherexperim entalinform ation on such networksand searchesforexam ple
[25].

G roups

Oneareawheretherehasbeen agreatinterestin networks,and onewhich predatesW atts
and Stogatz paper,is in areas we m ight broadly labelas anthropology. As M ilgram ’s
experim enthighlights,data on hum an interactionsism uch harderto collectyetitoften
hasim m ediate relevance to usall. One should notbe surprised to �nd thatideasfrom
graph theory have been borrowed and developed by researchers in this �eld for m any
years.

One question that is often asked is,what are the groupings or cohesive blocks in
thisnetwork? Ifyou ask people ororganisationsto whom they are connected,to which
groupsthey belong,whatalliancesthey have,the trouble isthey m ay wellgive you the
acceptable answerfortheirsociety orbusinessworld and notthe true one.Indeed they
m ay noteven beawareofwhich linksarethem ostim portant.Gatheringtheinform ation
in whatever way one can is often challenging in this �eld,but given the data the idea

24Takethe edgewhich decreasesthe M anhattan distanceto the targetby the m axim um am ount.
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would be to see ifthe network structure itselfgives us unbiased identi�cations ofthe
realgroupings.W ith thisinform ation m any otheraspectsoftheway such system works
m ightbecom em oreobvious.

Takeforexam plethework study offam iliesin 14th century Florenceby Padgettand
Ansell[50].By expressing therelationshipsbetween fam iliesasedgesin anetwork,�gure
13,a distinctivepattern em ergeswhereCosim o deM ediciwasatthecentreoftheblock
underhiscontrol,whereashisrivalsforpowerhad a m uch m ore di�use structure. The
suggestion isthatitisthevery structureofthenetwork around theM edicifam ily which
led to Cosim o taking overcontrolofFlorence in 1434.So whethercreated by design or
asa reaction to externalpressures,ifonehad studied thisnetwork,onem ighthavebeen
able to even predict the success ofCosim o. Note though that these data sets are far
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Figure13:The networksbetween Florentine fam iliesaround 1434,m arriageon theleft,
business on the right. Data based on the work ofPadgett and taken from exam ples
provided by UCINET [66].

sm allerthan those m any physicistsdiscuss. Itiscom pletely m eaninglessto try to label
thisasarandom graph,sm allworld orascalefreegraph,etc.,itisjusttoosm all.Rather
network based ideasareused to identify sm allgroupsand cliques.In thiscasetheideas
ofblock m odelling [79]wasused.Theseideashavebeen extended,forexam plein M oody
and W hite[45].They study thenetwork ofsociallinksin an Am erican High schoolusing
m easures of‘cohesion’and ‘em beddedness’derived from graph based concepts such as
k-connectivity and applying M enger’stheorem .They testtheirresultsagainst‘outcom e
variables’. Their groups m atch the form alorganisation ofthe schoolin term s ofyear
grades but revealadditionaldetails,such asthe tendency ofyounger grades notto be
fully assim ilated into thecentralgroup,and olderpupilshaving m orecon�dence to stay
outsidethecentralgroup,see�gure14.

In a sim ilarway,Page and Harary [51]used networksto express the di�erenttypes

24



Figure 14:The network ofsociallinksin an Am erican High schoolanalysed by M oody
and W hiteusingnetwork ideas.Nodesarestudentsand theirrelationshipsarelinks.The
verticesaredistinguished by theirdegreek asgiven in thekey.Thecohesivegroupsover-
lap in ‘k-ridges’with com ponentscentred on organisation by grades.Theirinterpretation
isasfollows:7th-graders-core/periphery;8th-two cliques,onehyper-solidary,theother
m arginalised;9th-centraltransitional;10th-hang outon m arginsofseniors;11th-12th-
integrated,butm orefreedom to m arginalise.

of inform ation known about the di�erent islands and people in Oceania. These are
often based upon exchangeofgood,services,and inform ation.Again onecan gain som e
understanding ofhow theseculturesoperated.

D ynam icalG am es on a N etw ork

Finding a network in the realworld,establishing itsnature,isoften only the precursor
to therealquestion.Often itisnotthenetwork butwhathappenson top ofthenetwork
thatwearereally interested in.

Forinstance,itm ay be usefulto know how com puters,switches etc.are connected
to form the physicalbackbone ofthe internet,butonly once we know itsstructure can
weask how vulnerableisitto random failureorm aliciousattacks[6].Aswehavenoted
theinternetdoesappearto bescale-freeand sm all-world [30].Itwasdesigned by Baran
[13]to have a high levelofredundancy so itcould withstand a largeam ountofrandom
dam age,because ofthe originalm ilitary applications. The m any shortcuts present in
a sm allworld ensure thatthisisindeed a feature ofsuch networks. Ifwe were to pick
a vertex atrandom and rem ove it,m ostpathswould lengthen a bitbutbasically there
should be no big problem . Certainly,every vertex would stillhave a path to allother

25



vertices,the network rem ains connected. On the otherhand,ifthere was a deliberate
attackwhich rem oved verticeswith thehighestdegree,thehubs,then ascale-freenetwork
willquickly splitintoseveraldisconnected piecesassom anyroutesgothrough afew large
hubs[6]. A graph with no hubs,a random orW S sm allworld network,doesnotsu�er
unduly undersuch targeted attacksand stillhasrelatively shortpaths.

A related topic is virus spreading and im m unisation,be they com puter or hum an
viruses. Itisessentialforourunderstanding thatwe use the rightnetwork ofcontacts
when wesim ulatetransm ission ofviruses.Interestingly,sim plem odelsofvirustransm is-
sion often show a transition from no infection to som e infection asim m unisation levels
are lowered (e.g.SIS m odels). However sim ilar m odels ofvirus spreading on scale-free
networks often show no such transition. Again,there are too m any paths linking one
vertex to another[53,54,49]so thata viruscan always�nd waysofreaching uninfected
and unprotected individuals. On the otherhand,using the analogy ofthe m aliciousat-
tackson a scale-freenetwork,itsclearthatim m unising thehubs,theverticeswith m ost
connections,should bring greatdividends. Forthose whose em ailisblighted by viruses
and spam have probably already realised thatim m unising random verticesispretty in-
e�ectual. It only takes a few unprotected com puters,a few sites prepared to host the
tra�c forthe infection to spread on a scale-free network. To stop thisyou have to put
theburden on thehubs.

This can be taken m uch further. Just aswith biologicalvirus spreading,there has
been interestin allsortsofm odelsofindividualsinteracting on a sm allscaleto produce
largescalee�ects.Thiscan takeintotherealm ofsim plem odelssuch assand pilem odels,
wherelargeavalanchesareproduced from sim plelocalrules,orfurtherdown theroad to
agentbased m odelling in general.In theseareasoneislooking forpowerlaws,orsudden
crashes and changes,an apparentcooperative m acroscopic behaviour in a system with
only m icroscopic rules-a com plex system . Thisforinstance hasbeen an area dubbed
econophysics(seeforexam ple [8,55]).In these casestherecentadvanceswith networks
are m erely providing a wider variety ofplaygrounds to play on. On the other hand if
thesenetworksarem orerealistic,so thenetwork ofstock m arkettradersisa sm allworld
network,then perhapsthem odelsnow havea betterchanceofthe�tting thedata.

C onclusions

Ihaveonlybeenabletoscratchthesurfaceofnetworks.Therearem anym orecom plicated
typesofnetwork,m any m orewaysofcharacterisingthem ,and farm oreapplicationsthan
Ihavebeen ableto coverhere.W hatisundoubtedly trueisthatthelastfew yearshave
shown that there is a m uch richer set ofpossibilities than just the old random graph
orlattice,and we have been given m any new waysto characterise them . In som e ways
thisisjustrationalising m any ideasthathad been in existence forsom e tim e,often in
areasoutside physics. Physicistsoughtto be carefulnotto assum e they are the �rstto
tread along thesepaths,therootsofnetworksin otherareasgoesa long way back.Still,
physicscan bringitsskillsand view pointalongwith thesenew ideas.Thereareso m any
applicationsthatthere isa lotm ore m ilage in the topic,even ifm ostreadily accessible
databaseshavebeen characterised in term sofnetworksby now.M odelling realcom plex
system sisinherently di�cult,itsoften hard to tellifsim ple m odelscapturetheessence
ofthe realsystem . In m any ofthe problem s where networks could be applied,we are
working in areaswhere the data ishard to collectorhard to judge itsquality. Trying
to study sexually transm itted diseases requires a knowledge ofthe network ofsexual
contacts[42].Thenetwork asreported by academ icsurveysisnotgoing to producedata
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where we can estim ate the errorsvery easily. Physicistsm ustalso be prepared to learn
new wayswhen m oving into otherareas.

Forinstancem y favouriterealworld network study isofthesocialnetwork in M arvel
com iccharacters[7]in which charactersarethevertices,linked ifthey haveappeared in
thesam ebook.Iadm it,thiswasat�rstbecauseitseem ed tobean am usingcom m enton
how farphysicistswillgo to jum p on a bandwagon,and perhapsitisno m oreludicrous
than m any otherattem ptsto apply thesenetwork ideas.However,otheracadem icareas
m ight�nd thiswork ofinteresteven ifIdon’tappreciate it. Afterall,while we m ight
think thatm any ofour�ctionalinventions re
ect aspects ofourlife,even those setin
som eworld thathasneverexisted,hasany oneeverbeen ableto quantify that? Even if
asaphysicistIwasneverworried by such aquestion,itm ightbethatwecan help others
answertheirquestionswith ournew network toolsifwecan only keep an open m ind.

A fter this article

The basic ideasand com puting toolsare nottoo di�cult to pick up. There are now a
good m ixture ofpopularsources and m ore technicalbooks,reviews and papers,and a
search fortheword network should turn m orem any m oregood sourcesthan Ihavebeen
abletoinclude.Ipersonally found the�rstbookofW atts[71],thereview ofDorogovtsev
and M endes[26],thecollection ofpapersedited byBornholdtand Schuster[18]and Doug
W hite’s web site [75]to be excellent sources. There are num erous com puter toolsand
libraries,m any free.I’veused theJUNG and LEDA libraries[36,41]and thetoolsPajek
and UCINET [52,66]and thesewereused toobtain,analyseand display resultsform any
ofthem odelsused in the�gureshere.
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