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A bstract

An outline of recent work on com plex netw orks is given from the point of view
of a physicist. M otivation, achievem ents and goals are discussed w ith som e of the
typical applications from a w ide range of academ ic elds. An iIntroduction to the
relevant literature and usefiil resources is also given.

Introduction

T hese days, to gauge what is hot and what is not in the world of physics, one need only
tum to the electronic preprint archives. If you look at the one focussed on condensed
m atter physics, cond-mat, you w ill notice that am ong the preprints looking at high tem —
perature superconductiviyy, B ossE Instein condensation and other traditional pursuits of
this com m uniy, there are a Jarge num ber taking about netw orks. Search forthiskeyword
In the title and you w illbe com pletely overw helm ed by papers. W hat you m ay also notice
isthat these papers only started appearing in num bers from about 1998 as gure 1l shows.
Scan som e of these papers and you w ill quickly notice that these are not full of plots of
conductivity and the lke, but are counting links on web pages [B] or discussing data on
the frequency of words In English texts R2, 23]. If you are naturally skeptical about
trendy new areas of physics and attem pts to m ix physics w ith anything and everything,
then the citations of papers n pumals of sociology [B1, 50] and ofbooks on archeology
and anthropology R1, 24, 33, 51]1m ay Just be the last straw ! H owever, one can not deny
that an aw ful lot of physicists have found som ething new and intriguing about netw orks
over the last few years. W hat Thope to do in the artick isto give a avour ofwhat the
excitem ent is all about, and perhaps why undemeath the hyperbolae accom panying any
new developm ents, there are sensble questions waiting to be answered.

F irst, what are these networks? In the sin plest form we are discussing a collection of
points or vertices which are connected by a variety of lines or edges. In m ore com plicated
cases, we can add m ore Infomm ation to our network. For instance if it represents a
transport network there m ay be distances, tin es and/or capacities associated with our
edges (Wweighted edges). Perhaps ow is only possibl in one direction along an edge so
we think ofthem ashaving a direction (directed edges). Verticesm ay represent di erent
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Figure 1: The number of papers listed per year on the cond-mat archives w ith a word
starting w ith \network" in their title.

types of Jocation, perhaps factories, warchouses and shops (colured vertices). H owever,
whilke such extra data is in portant in m any cases, networks are all fuindam entally jast
a set of vertices and a set of edges connecting som e of the vertex pairs. G iven that
such a sinpl oconospt is at the heart of m any physical structures, i should not be
surprising that m athem aticians have been studying them for some time. W hat I have
been calling a network iswhat iscalled a graph by m athem aticiansand Iw illuse thetem s
network and graph interchangeably. Unfortunately, the tem inology of graph theory is
not standardised so onem ust be carefulto chedk each author’s de nitions and to specify
ones own notation.

Once a physical network has been represented as a m atheam atical graph, then nu-
m erous problm s can be considered. O ptin isation questions are often classic problem s
of graph theory. One exam pk is the travelling salean an’ problem In which one must

nd the shortest distance a salesn an can travel given they are to visit a sst of cities

(the vertices) along prescribed routes between cities (the edges). C ritical path analysis
is another application of graph theory where one tries to identify bottlenecks in a pro-—
cess. However, the recent Interest of physicists stem s from the discovery of new ways
of classifying and generating graphs and linking these new types to networks we see In
the world around us. Applications inclide various types of hum an interaction such as
social or business relationships. T he intemet is a very fashionable and often overw orked
topic, but it is a natural application for all that. In fact sociologists and anthropologists
had been studying som e of these system s for som e tin €, som etin es using graph theory.
H owever, physicists certainly provided new tools and view s even if the debate predated
them .

So ktmenow tum to look at the di erent types of network and how they have been
usaed to study m athem atical and physical problam s.

G IobalN etw ork P roperties

I will focus on the m ost basic properties of a network, and hence I w ill ignore the any
directions or weights associated w ith edges, and any colours or labels added to vertices.
Further, I w ill restrict m yself to the case where m ultiple edges between the sam e pair of
vertices are not allowed, and an edge is not allowed to start and end on the sam e vertex.
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Symbol| M eaning

N | Number of Vertices In a network

E | Number ofEdges in a network

k | D egree of a vertex

K | Average degree of vertices In a network

n (k) | Number of vertices of degree k In a network

L | Average of the shortest distances between
all vertex pairs in a network
c | Clustering coe cient of a vertex

Tabl 1: Summ ary of various sym bols used throughout the text. See text for de nitions.

T hese netw orks are som etin es called sim pk graphs though the term inology varies. Tt will
also tum out that m ost networks of interest are soarse, that is the number of edges E
is of the sam e order as the num ber of vertices N . This is considerably sn aller than the
potentialN (N 1)=2 edges of a sin ple network.

A s a physicist, the rst type of network that com es tom y m ind is the reqular Jattice.
P laying a fundam ental role in solids, they are characterised by Invarance under trans-
Jation In space by a lattice spacing along a lattice axis'. In this case the vertices of a
network could represent the atom s of a crystal. The edges could then indicate the m ost
In portant interactions. For instance, in a sim ple two din ensional reqular square lattice,
such as gure 2, each vertex is attached to four edges so that the degree of every vertex
is four to use the graph theory tem nology. It therefore hasE = 2N edges when there
are N vertices, and so it is a sparse network.

Figure 2: A 20 node square periodic lattioe, with 40 edges between nearest neighbours
only, but shown in three di erent ways. In the kft hand picture A, edges going o the
sides w rap around. In the second two exam ples, the spatial coordinates associated w ith
each vertex are ignored. In the m iddl picture B, the vertices are still displayed In a
system atic order so the regular nature of the lattice is still visble. In the last picture C
the vertices are displayed around the circle in a random order and the graph now looks
random , even though in term s of sin ple graphs it is as reqular as the other two. For later
reference note that this Jattice has an average distance of L = 2:32, diam eter 4, and the
average clustering coe cient is 0.

In temm s ofabstract graph theory, it iseasy to picture the opposite ofa regular lattice.
Forinstance ifwe took N verticeswe could select at random E oftheN N 1)=2 di erent

Istrictly speaking, only ifthey are n nite or periodic.
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vertex pairs and connect them to give what is called a random graph?. IfE isofthe same
order of m agnitude asN then we have a sparse network again. For instance the random
graph of the sam e num ber of vertices and edges as the reqular lattice of gure 2, given
In gure 3, is sparse. The random graph Inm ediately highlights one point central In

R

Figure 3: On the lkft a standard 20 node, 40 edge a random graph. On the right a
sim ilar graph but constrained so that all vertices are attached to four edges, ie. their
degree is always 4 lke the lattice earlier. For later reference, network A has average
distance L = 2:17 (ignoring the disconnected vertex), diam eter 5 and average clustering
coe cient of c= 0:134. Network B has average shortest distance of L = 222, diam eter
4 and average clustering coe cient of c= 0:15.

the study of networks, nam ely that in general the vertices of a netw ork have no position
associated w ith them . C learly in the case ofthe random netw ork, the connectionsbetw een
vertices are m ade w ithout any reference to notions of relative position of vertices unlke
in the crystal exam ple, and so we do not need to, and m ust not, picture these vertices
as having any position. It is therefore wrong to think of the random graph as living in
any particular dim ension. Only the lim itations of our visualisation skills forcesme to
display the random graph of gure 3 In two din ensions, and the in plicit coordinates of
the vertices in the picture have no m eaning. I could m ove them anywhere on the page
and, provided Im aintained the edges connecting the vertices, it would represent the sam e
network. The central idea of graph theory and the issues studied w ith m odem netw orks
is that it is the only the connections between vertices that are fundam ental and these
and their associated properties should form the starting point of any analysis.

O foourse, the random graph of gure (3) hasno structure other than its connections,
as this was all that was used in its construction. The positions of vertices In som e real
soace are not an issue. H owever, the physical properties of a m aterial whose atom s are
arranged in a square lattice do require us to take acoount of the physical coordinates so
In such a case we must use the representation on the kft of gure 2 and not those on
the centre and right where the positional infom ation has been discarded to a greater or
lesser extent.

Problem s with real crystals are not going to be advanced by studying networks in
them selves. H owever, there are m any problem s where it is the connections them sslves,
and not their nature, which are the key. In this case the positions of the vertices in

251 ilarly, we could connect each edge w ith probability p = 2E=N N 1)) and on obtain E edges
on average. I will con ne the temn random network to these de nitions though others som etin es refer
to these as an E rdpsR eyni, type random graph and extend the nam e to cover a w ider fam ily of graphs
form ed by som e probabilistic rule.



our world are not im portant. Vertices could be people, the links Indicating a relationship

which isnot jast a sin ple function ofthe physical distance between people. The yace’ of
such anthropological netw orks is not the sin pk Euclidean three-din ensional one ofm ost
scienti ¢ problem s. For lnstance, suppose we require a system of radio com m unication

between sites (the vertices). An edge lnking two sites represents a com m unication link
and we w ill suppose that this requires a dedicated frequency that no other pair of sites
can use. Perhaps for the system , the physical Euclidean distance between sites is not
relevant, being an all enough not to e ect error rates etc. On the other hand, if the

totalbandw idth available is lin ied, then we only have a lin ited num ber of frequencies
available, we can only have a certain num ber of edges in our netw ork . If the error rate in

the com m unications rises w ith the num ber of edges traversed by each m essage, then we
need to nd a network that m inin ises the average num ber of edges traversed in m oving

from one vertex to another on the graph, a purely graph based conospt.

Let usnow look at the various ideas and concepts that can be de ned w ih only the
fundam ental properties of a network. In other words, we can only work wih a set of
vertices and a set of edges pining som e of these vertex pairs. W e can in aghe waking
from vertex to vertex on this network, m oving only along the edges of the network. In
doing so we de ne paths on the netw orks between vertices. In som e netw orks there m ay
be no path at allbetween som e vertex pairs. Thism eans that the graph is disconnectad
and appears n two orm ore distinct pieces called com ponents.

Evl

Figure 4: Graph R ]on the k¥ft is connected since one can walk along the network from

any vertex to any vertex. T he distances from vertex v3 to any other vertex are given in
square brackets. So vertex v6 is 3 from v3, the length of the shortest path via v2 and v5
(paths via v4 for instance are longer and are not considered). This is also the diam eter
of this network as no pair of vertices has a shortest path longer than 3. The average
of shortest distances over all 30 pairs of vertices is L = 1:87. Rem oving the v2-v5 edge
Jeaves the disconnected graph B ] on the right since one can not then walk for nstance
from v1 to v6. The vl,v2,v3,v4 vertices and their edges form one connected com ponent
of the right hand graph.

D eciding ifthe graph is connected or disconnected is one ofthe rst things one should
ook at. A regular lattice is clearly always connected. On the other hand that is not
the case for a random network aswe need a m nimum of N 1) edges to connect N
vertices (for nstance in a cne-din ensional lattice or in a star form ation w ith one vertex at
the centre all others at the edge). Studying the connectedness properties of the random
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graphs (for large N ) was part of the sam inal work done by the m athem aticians E rdds
and Reny? in the late 1950’s and early 60’s R7]. Their work prom pted the m odem era
of graph theory developm ent am ongst m athem aticians, as a ook at one of the standard
texts by Bollobas [L5] show s. W hat E rdps and Reyni, showed was that a random graph
is likely to be connected only if at least N In (N )=2 edges are present for large N . Put
another way, if one Increases the num ber of edges added random ly to a graph, then there
isa sudden change in the connectedness property of the network. T his ought to m ake the
ears of a physicist prick up as it sounds like a phase transition. Indeed the analogy can
be carried through much further w ith several characteristics of random graphs show ing
sudden changes aswe increase the num ber ofedges, and one can use ideasused in physics,
such as perocolation theory, to study these problem s.

Let us ocontinue to look at the basic ways of characterising networks. The paths
betw een vertices along the edges ofthe netw ork have a natural length, sim ply the num ber
of edges traversed. Thus a naturalm easure of the distance between any two vertices is
the length of the shortest path between the two vertices. If the graph is connected (or
we restrict oursslves to a connected piece or com ponent) then we can de ne an average
length scale L, that is the average of the shortest distance between allN N 1)=2 vertex
pairs of the network. A related idea is the diam eter of the graph which is the lJargest
distance between any two vertices in the graph.

For a regular lattice this network de ned distance between two points is called the
M anhattan distance, as we in agihe that this is the actual distance one has to travel
between two places in a city w ith a rigid grid street pattem. For such lattices em bedded

(X1;%p;:::;%p ), that is° (2 + x5+ :::+ x2 ). However, again we em phasise that this
is a special property of a lattice, nam ely that i can be visualised as living in some D —
din ensional space. It is well to note though that, as the tourist in New York knows
and the exam ple of the radio network showed, the network de ned distance and not the
usualEuclidean one can be the relevant m easure, even if the Jattioe network is physically
embedded In real space. For such lattice problem s ntuition based on Euclidean distance
experience can be m iskading (see for exam ple [14]) and this again rem inds us that we
must leave behind any pictures of our networks being embedded In som e real physical
Soace.

So, how do a regular lattice and a random graph of the sam e number of vertices
and edges com pare? Roughly speaking the size' of a D -din ensional lattice will grow
as NP while the size of the random graph grows much slower as h(N ). Th a large
random network every node ismuch closer to all the other nodes than in a com parabl
sized Jattice. T hus, for the earlier exam pl of the radio com m unication network a random
netw ork is better than a reqular lattice.

Local vertex properties

So far ideas such as connectedness, average distance and diam eter are re ecting the
properties of the network on a large scale. Form any problem s the local neighbourhood
of vertices m ay play a vital role. This is fam iliar to physicists where the coordination
num ber ofa lattice | the num ber ofnearest neighbours | is In portant in m any problem s
and provides a sin ple way ofhighlighting the di erences between say a trangular and a

3Solom ono and Rapoport [61, 62] had introduced random graphs and proved one classic result in
1951 but this did not seem to be wellknown in the m athem atical com m unity.
A sm easured by diam eter, average distances or other sin ilar distance m easures.
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square Jattice. In graph theory neighbours are de ned only by the edges of a vertex so
the num ber of nearest neighbours is the num ber of edges attached to a vertex, and this
is called the degres, k, of a vertex. The average degree K is sinply K = 2E=N where
E and N are the numbers of edges and vertices resgpectively. Thus for a sparse graph
this num ber should be of order one, or at least K must not grow as fast asN aswe
Increase the size of a network. For sin ple lattices all vertices have the sam e degree: n D
dimnensions it isK = D O + 1) Pra hypertetrahedral (equilateral triangle faced) lattice,
2D for a hypercubic (square faced) lattice. H owever m ost other networks, such as the
random graph, have vertices of a w ider variety of degrees. This is best summ arised by
giving the degree distribution n k), the num ber of vertices In the network w ith degree k.
This is a delta function for a lattice, but form any other graphs it is a distribution w ith
a tail.

For the random graph it is sinple to show that the degree distrbution is binom ial
WithNpna k)= Np*@ p® ' ¥ ¥ ' wherep isthe probability that any given pair of
vertices is connected. O n averagsglere are a totalofE = pN N 1)=2 edges w ith m ost
verticeshaving a degreew thin 3 K oftheaveragedegreeK = pMN 1).ForlargeN and

xed K , this is to a good approxin ation a P oisson distridoution n (k) NKfexp( K )=k!
whose tailfallso slightly faster than an exponential, roughly asn k) / exp( khk)) =
k ¥.The fast 2llo m eans that there are essentially no vertices w ith degree bigger than
ke wheren k.) = 1 . Solving we nd that® k. I (k) In N ) which is in m ost practical
cases close to the m ost lkely degree for a vertex K . For Instance a random graph w ith
K = 4and N = 10° will probably have no vertex with degree larger than 17, much
an aller than the potential (Lo 1) edges available. This is clear from the distrdbution
shown In gure 5.

N=10"6, K=4 Random Graph

log_10(n(k))

Figure 5: P lot of degree distribution log;, i k)) against degree k for random netw orks of
with N = 10° vertices and average degree K = 4. The line is them ost likely distrbution
for a random network, a binom ialdistrbution. C ircles are for a sihglk exam pl of a ran—
dom network generated by com puter and in this case 6 vertices had the largest degree of
16. The probability of nding a node w ith degree above twenty fallso asexp( kI (k)).

5A m ore accurate fomula is k. (In ke) 1)= In@N ) K.



C lustering

W hile the degree distributions show clear di erences between lattice and random net—
works, there is another m easure of their di erences which captures som e of the order
present In the neighbourhood of a Jattice vertex but m issihg In a random graph. This
is the clustering coe cient c. In the simplst form we pick a vertex and look at all of
its neighbours, the k vertices connected to it by an edge of the network. W e then see
what fraction of the k k 1)=2 possble neighbourneighbour edges are present in the
graph and this is c. On a regular triangular Jattice in 2d one would have c= 6=15= 04,

Figure 6: T he sin plest cluster coe cient illustrated forthe diam ond vertex v2. thas four
nearest neighbours, vl, v3, v4 and v5. O fthe 6 possibl edges between the neighbours of
v2, only one, the v3-v4 edge is present. T he other potential neighbourneighbour edges,
iIndicated by dashed lines, are not present. T hus the clustering coe cient ofv2 isc= 1=6.
T he vertex v6 plays no roke in this calculation. The clustering coe cients of the vertices
v3 and v4 arec= 1 whik forvb it isc= 0. The clustering coe cient is not de ned for
vertices w ith only one neighbour such as vl and v6 here.

re ecting its close knit local structure. O foourse a square lattice hasc= 0 and to see its
tight Jocal structure we would have to generalise ourde nition to ¢, involving neighbours
and next-to-nearest neighbours’. However, in m ost netw orks the clustering coe cient c
varies from vertex to vertex and an average is usually quoted’.

In som e problem s Jocal com m unication between neighbouring vertices is essential. Tn
lattice M onte Carlo sinulations, the algorithm requires a large am ount of inform ation
to be shared between neighbouring lattice sites, re ecting the local spatial (@nd possbly
tem poral) nature of interactions in m any problam s, such as atom ic spins of a crystalline
m aterial. Thus in a paralkel com puter buil for this problm , the com m unication net—
work linking the processors should have a large am ount of local structure, and indeed
a lattice con guration is a common solution. On the other hand, the intemet today,

®W e could ook at the set N, of all nearest neighbours and next-to-nearest neighbours, and de ne ¢,
to be the fraction ofpossble edgesbetween these vertices w hich are actually present in the graph. So on
a square lattice In two-din ensions every vertex has 12 vertices in its set N, w ith 55 possble links edges
them ofwhich only 12 arepresent so ¢ = 12=55 022

"A s the clustering coe cient c is not de ned for vertices w ith a degree less than two, the averages
quoted in this article are taken only over vertices where ¢ is de ned. T here is a second weighted average
which is useful and offen encountered in the literature but unfortunately the two de nitions are not
always clearly distinguished [17].



and com puting netw orks such as the G rid, are designed for a great range of tasks which
require di erent com puting/data centres (the vertices) to be able to com m unicate easily
w ith m ost other sites at di erent tin es. Local structure is not param ount. The hum an
brain faces sin ilar issues. The transltion of the sound of a spoken comm and into an
action involves processing in severaldi erent areas ofthe brain, each area specialised and
Ihvolring m any neurons, yet each area m ust com m unicate w th m any others.

The random network lies at the other extrem e from a lattioe, and has the m inin um
local structure. In a random network there is no preference for neighbours to connect
to each other rather than anyone else. In other words, all edges are treated equally and
they are present w ith probability p, and not present w ith probabilty (1 p). In a lattics,
neighbours of neighbours of som e chosen vertex i can not be very far away In tem s of
Euclidean distance®, no m ore than two lattice spacings. T hism eans that r a Jatticewe
are guaranteed that the neighbours ofneighbours are also going to be close to the original
vertex 1 in a Euclidean distance sense, and so m ay wellbe connected to them . They will
have a far higher probability than a random chance 2E=N (N 1)) ofbeing connected.
In a lattice, vertices are clustering together n a network sense. O n the other hand, In a
random graph there no reason why the neighbour of a neighbour of the original vertex
i has any other relation to i. There is no space we can use to embed our network in,
no Euclidean distance argum ent to use. Thus we should expect that a random network
should have a much lower clustering coe cient than a sin ilbr sized lattice, re ecting
the fact that we can always rearrange a Jattice network so it looks like the usual regular
arrangem ent in real space so allneighbours are close to each other in allsenses.” Indeed a
quick calculation show sthat a random graph ofN vertices, hasN N 1)=2 possible edges
but ifonly E edges are present, then on average a vertex w illhave a clustering coe cient
ofc= 2E=N N 1))= K= 1) = p, jast the probability p that any one potential
edge In a random graph is present. For a sparse random graph of a reasonable size, this
ismuch lessthan 1. Indeed, while clustering coe cients are constant for a lattice as it is
m ade larger, for a random graph ofthe sam e num ber of vertices, N and sam e num ber of
edgesE = K N=2 as the lattice, sihce K is xed for a lattice, the clustering coe cients
drop as 1N .

Sm allW orlds

W e have seen that large sparse random graphs have as little local netw ork structure as is
possible for a network since all edges are treated equally so there is no special treatm ent
for neighbours. However this also m eans that the distance is snall. A 1l vertices are
treated equally so each new vertex you visit on a path is lkely to throw open K new

vertices unreachable until now (at least for the st few steps on a route). A random

graph has a an all diam eter. O n the other hand, the way a lattice of the sam e size uses
its edges to provide local structure and thism eans that it takes a Jong tin e to reach an
arbirary vertex, and so a lattioe has a Jarge size in network temm s. T hese di erences are
exacerbated as we consider networks w ith m ore and m ore vertices. On the Jattice, the
average degree K is xed, as the local structure is constant by de nition, but the size of
the network grow s as a fractionalpower N ' where N is the num ber of vertices and D

isthe din ension. In the corresponding random netw ork of the sam e num ber of edges and

8W e’ll assum e or sin plicity that our lattice exists in real space as a spatial lattice.

°Tt does not m atter if our lattice network really exists as a lattice n a real space. The network
properties are the sam e w hether we look at the right hand or left hand version of gure 7. Its just m uch
easier to visualise the local netw ork properties of a lattice ifwe exploit the picture on the lft.



vertices ( xed K and grow ing N ) the probabiliy p= K=N 1) of any one link being
present is dropping so the clustering coe cients tend to zero. H owever, the distances rise
only asIn N ), much slower than any lattice.

This poses a question. Is there a sparse network which for som e given num ber of
verticesN and edgesE has the local structure ofthe Jattioe but the an allnetw ork size of
the random graph? T his isparticularly in portant when we think about hum an netw orks.
In 1967M ilgram reported on an experim ent in which he asked people in Om aha, N ebraska
and W ichita, K ansas to send packets to one of two people In Cam bridge, M assachusetts
goeci ed by nam e, profession and rough location only. H ow ever, packets w ere to be passed
only between people who know each otherby st name. In thisway, M ilgram hoped to
m ap out the social netw ork of close friends. T he result was that if the padkets arrived at
the correct person, they had been through about ve Interm ediaries. This ism uch an aller
than we m ight have guessed given the physical distance between the original senders and
the nal recipients, who also presum ably had no direct social or other contacts. This
is the idea of the sm allworld, nam ely that though we m ay think of ourselves as living
am ongst a sm all group of fdends and colleagues, we allhave a few contacts outside any
circle and through these friends, and their fiends of frdends we are no m ore than a few
handshakes from any person in the world. In temm s of netw orks, vertices are people and
edges represent Iinksbetween people who areon  rst nam e tem s. M ilgram ’s experin ent
showed that the average distance between sources and targets, if packet were delivered
successfiilly, was no m ore than six. A s Guare puts it in his 1990 play

\I read som ewhere that everybody on this planet is sgparated by only six
other people. Six degrees of ssparation. Between us and everybody else on
this planet. T he president of the United States. A gondolier in Venice." ...
\It's not just the big nam es. It's anyone. A native in a rain forest. A T jerra
delFuegan. An Eskimno. T am bound to everyone on this planet by a trail of
six peopl. It's a profound thought." ...

\How every person is a new door, opening to other worlds. Six degrees of
separation between m e and everyone else on this planet."

In fact this type of behaviour is comm on In m any areas of hum an interaction so
references to it are not uncomm on, and certainly predate these exam ples!® I rem ember
som e excited students show ing m e the \K evin Bacon gam e" and itsweb site [65] for the

rst tin e. N am e an actor, and theweb site w illtell you their B acon num ber’, the num ber
of steps it takes to reach K evin Bacon via actors who are paired if they appeared in the
sam e In . For nstance Charlie Chaplin has a Bacon number of 3 since he appeared In
\Screen Snapshots: Spike Jones n Hollywood" (1953) w ith D ouglas Fairbanks Jr., who
n tum was in \H ollywood Uncensored" (1987) with EI1W allach and M rW allach was in
\M ystic R iver" (2003) with K evin Bacon. T he actors are vertices, edges represent a  In
In which both the actors associated w ith ends of the edge appeared. This am usam ent
show s that paths between actors are surprisingly short, around 3.7 on average (n 1999
[71]) with Jower num bers for actors such as K evin Bacon who at the tim e of w riting was
only 2.944 from another actor on average'!'. However, long before com puters and the

10B arabasi [L0] m entions an obscure short story \Lancszem ek" (Chains), paradoxically by a fam ous
Hungarian author Frigyes K arinthy published in 1929 where it was suggested that i took wve acquain—
tances to reach anyone.

' The web site states that on 29th April, 2003 R od Steiger had the shortest average distance, average
Bacon num ber of 2.652, so disproving the theory behind the student bar gam e that K evin Bacon was
the centre of the H ollyw ood universe. M r Steiger was jist ahead of C hristopher Lee at 2.660 while M r
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Intemet enabled this gam e to be played wih ease, the m athem aticians had the sam e
concept of an E rdds num ber, the sam e E rdds that produced the sam inal random graph
papers. The vertices were m athem aticians who were linked if they had coauthored a
paper.? Erdes coauthored with a Jarge num ber of people, a result of a fabld iinerant
lifestyle, an innatem athem aticalability ofhis own and apparently an ability to encourage
and stin ulate the work of others. T he m athem atician’s gam e is a trbute to E rdds R8].

T he underlying idea In all these exam ples is that these networks re ect hum an social
Interactions. They have a ot of local structure, m any of our frends are our friends’
frdends too, m any actors appear In the sam e type of In s which therefore draw on a
an allpool of actors active in that genre at the tim e, academ ics often collaborate several
tin es w ith the sam e people. In temm s of netw orks, they have a relatively large clustering
coe cient. How large is Yarge’? W ell the best way to put it is that it ismuch larger
than a random graph of an equivalent size. O n the other hand, the distances across the
network are an all, com parable w ith those cbtamhable from a random graph and mucdch
an aller than any reqular network. T his then is the de nition ofa sn allworld network?!?,
nam ely c, Crandom r Lisy Liangon - T his isall very well, but what type ofm odel gives
usa anallworld?

This is where the sem nalpaper of W atts and Strogatz 0o£ 1998 com es In [/0]. Their
dea was to start from a lattice, n their case a one dim ensional ring w ith neighbours
and next-to-nearest neighbours linked, so the average degree wasK = 4. You then look
at each ofthe E = 2N edges In tum and w ith probability p, you rew ire this edge, that
is you choose two new vertices at random and place the edge between them * This is
llustrated In  gure 7 n what is perhaps the iconic in age of this topic In tsm odem era.
Ifp = 1 every edge is placed at random and we have a random network of the same
num ber of vertices and edges, short distances but little local structure. Ifp= 0 we have
the original Jattice, high on local structure but w ith large distances. For intem ediate
p we m Ight expect a hybrid of these features w ith clustering coe cient and distance to
drop together aswe increase p. In fact W atts and Strogatz highlighted the fact that asp
was Increased, the distances dropped rapidly down to random network lkevels, whik the
clustering coe cient only cam edown slow Iy at rst (linearly forsm allp). Thus fora an all
range of p values In their m odel, they were producing a an all world network retaining
m ost of the local structure of the Jattice but having the short distance characteristic of
the random graph. Results foran N = 100,K = 4 case are shown In gure 8. Thes are
easy to understand qualitatively. R ew iring one ortwo edges w illonly lower the clustering
coe cient of a few vertices. For the rst few rew irings then, the average ¢ is going to
com e down in proportion to the num ber of rew irings. O n the other hand, w hile rem oving
an edge m akes little di erence to m ost paths between vertices, putting it back is likely to
create a shortcut between distant vertices on the lattice. M any shortest paths between

Bacon’s average was 2.941 putting hin only 1222nd on the list on that date. T he netw ork is constantly
grow Ing and at the tim e of w riting, February 2004, the largest connected com ponent had 62 10
vertices (actors) w ith an average degree ofK = 2:94.

12B oth the academ ic coauthorship and K evin B acon gam e exam ples can be played in a di erent way.
W e could have the Ins (academ ic papers) as vertices w ith the actors (academ ics) as links. G et from
\Ben Hur" (1926) to \Ben Hur" (1959) (from \On Random G raphs I", R7] to \C ollective dynam ics of
m allworld’ networks", [70]) n as faw steps as possble. This illustrates the way that the sam e data
can often be represented as a network n m any di erent ways.

13W ell, except that som e people drop the clustering part ofthe de nition. You jist can’t w in w ith the
nom enclature in this eld.

M 1n fact their algorithm was slightly di erent in in plem entation and there are m any slightly di erent
algorithm s which achieve the sam e resul. The key idea is adding a &w random linksto a regular lattice
gives a an allw orld netw ork while adding m ore random links eventually brings you to a random netw ork.

a1



Figure 7: Evolution ofa 20 node, 40 edge netw ork through rew iring. O n the left, netw ork
A is a regular one-din ensional lattice w ith neighbours and next-to-nearest neighbours
connected by edges. In the m iddle, B is the sam e graph with 5 random Iy chosen edges
reassigned, and nally on the right, C is the sam e graph after 200 such rew irings. The
order of the vertices around the circlke is the same In all cases and no m ore than one
edge between any vertex was allowed. From Jft to right the average distance are L =
289;2:35;221, average clustering coe cient are ¢ = 05;0:40;023 and diam eters are
54,5.

vertices w ill be now be shorter asm any paths can take this one shortcut. T he average
distance drops dram atically forthe st few shortcuts.

A swe've noted, the Idea ofa am allworld network wasnotnew . TheW S W atts and
Strogatz) m odel is just one exem plary m odelofa sm allworld but it o ered the progoect
of sin ple m odels of new types of network and a system atic way of characterising them .
This, when ocoupled to m odem desktop com puting power, allowed any scientist to m ake
a system atic and statistical study of networks. A s in the case of the random networks,
analytical results are hard to com e by so the ability to do num erical experim ents is central
to this eld. The sam e com puting power, along w ith the ability to gather and exchange
large am ounts of data, also enabled the analysis of realdata along the lines suggested by
thework ofW atts and Strogatz. O foourse, others, notably the social scientists, had been
analysing such data using com puters and the language and techniques of graph theory
for som e tin e. However, W atts and Strogatz opened the doors for physicists to pin in
as the explosion of preprints on netw orks placed on the archive cond-mat show s. In 2003
the num ber of papers containing a word starting w ith \network" in their title was 730%
higher than In 1997, se.e gure 1.

H ubs

N ot surprisingly a random solution is not a good solution for the radio com m unication
problem suggested above. O ne solution which can connect m ore sites forthe sam e num ber
of edges iswhere one site is connected to every other site, all ofwhich have only that one
edge. W hat we then have is a singlk dom inant hub in our network and all paths In the
network w illgo through thishub. T hism eans that all vertices are relatively close to each
other in temm s of the natural netw ork distance, as the path from eadch vertex to the hub
is relatively short and then again from hub to any destination vertex takes only a few
edges. W hilke short distances are a feature of random netw orks and sn allworld netw orks,
this is not the whole story. The random network and the W S am all world network do
not have great big hubs. T here the exponential nature of their degree distributions n (k)

-~



1 T T T T
L relative »- @
c relative —@—
0.8 1
0 ¢ ¥
g 06 f:
S R
2 }
S o04f’e,
i o :
0.2 ®
° °
0 . . ; LJ
0 20 40 60 80 100

No.Rewirings

Figure 8: P Iot of ¢ (top red square points) and L, (bottom blue circle points) against
the number of rew irings (oroportional to p for snallp) In an W S rew iring schem e for
100 runs starting from a 100 vertex K = 4 onedim ensional lattice. The value ¢ =
€ Ga)=(Cat Gng) is the clustering coe cient scaled so that it is 1.0 for the lattice
(left hand side) and 0.0 for the random graph (right hand side). L ; is scaled in a sim ilar
m anner.

for larger k m eans that the vertices w ith the m ost connections are of a relatively an all
size In a sparse network. A s noted above and shown In gure 5, In a random network of
N = 10° vertices and average degree K = 4 there is unlkely to be a vertex w ith degree
higher than 17. Thus these types of network do not allow for very big hubs, such aswe
m Ight expect to see In som e realworld situations or w ith the star form ation solution to
the radio network problm . O f course, there are practical lim itations on hubs In m any
problem s which prevents such extrem e hubs, as the centre of a star form ation, appearing.
For instance in com m unication netw orks dealing w ith too m any channels sim ultaneously
at any one point is lkely to be In possible or unrealistically expensive. Still, it seem s that
for som e problam s large hubs are preferable and it should not be too surprising to nd
that there are m any studies which seem to see m any m ore large hubs than one would
expect from random orW S an allworld networks.

In order to have hubs, we nead a degree distrloution n (k) with a mud longer tail
than the exponential ones of random and W S type networks. O ne natural candidate is
apower law, n k) / k . It is a natural candidate because i has a very long history in
a w ide range of sub ects outside physics, aswell as playing a central role in several areas
of physics.

For Instance, Lotka B3] in 1926 clain ed citations of scienti c papers followed a power
law . In this case the papers are vertices and citations from one paper to anocther form
edges. T hisisa good exam ple ofw here the Intemet com m unication and desktop com puter
power has revolutionalised work on networks. Redner (6] studied this network In 1998
using the 1991-1997 citations of 1991 papers listed in the ISI (Institute for Scienti c
Infom ation) database for his lJargest example. This gave hin a directed network of
about N = 7:8 10 vertices w ith average degree around K = 8:6. A much longer tail
than a sin ple exponential of this size and far m ore hubs are present. A logh (k)) vs.
log k) plot reveals a linear tail for the data w ith a slope ofabout = 3.1°.

15As I have de ned small world graphs in tem s of clustering and distance m easures relative to a
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N etworks w ith power law degree distributions for Jarge degree are known as scalk free
networks because ratios such asn 2k)=n (k) are constant, whatever the degree scalke k is
chosen to m ake the com parison?®.

To see that such a distrbution has hubs, vertices w ith m uch higher num bers of edges
than n a random graph or n a W S m odel, consider the follow Ing exam ple. Consider a
network with N = 10° vertices and an average degree of K = 4 w ith vertices ofalldegrees
present whose degree distrbution is ofthe orm k + k) *? ks 2:91) and so Por large
degrees its jist a sin ple inverse cubicl’ Tt is easy to show that for every valuie between
1 and about k. 284 there is at least one vertex of that degree n k) > nk) = 1)
| a ocontinuous spectrum of degree. O nce the lkely number of vertices with a given
degree k falls below one, k > k., then we nd that In a real network, where vertices
have integer numbers of connections'®, the n(k) = 0 ormany k > k. and we are at
the end of the vontinuous’ part of the degree distrbution. H owever, unlke the random
graph, the probability of nding vertices w ith degree bigger than k. isnot alling o very
fast and there is a a non-trivial chance of nding the odd vertex w ith a large num ber of
edges attached. In this exam ple we expect to nd about 143 of these large vertices w ith
degrees between about k. 284 and k 1447 wh%te we can show that there is unlkely
to be a vertex w ith degree larger than k; 1447 | }l<=k1 nk)= 1). Plots for a sim ilar
distrdoution from a realmodel are shown n  gure 9. These numbers, k.;k;, are much
larger than those or a random network of sam e size where both are approxin ately the
sam e and are around 17. Tn fact for a power law distrbution these num bers are scaling
as fractionalpowers'® of N while the random graph cuto s are oughly equal and scale
rwoughly ash N ).

If the citation networks of Lotka and Redner were the only reports of a power law
distrdoution in the literature, then perhaps we'd m erely dism iss it as a special and rare
case. However Newm an (46, 47] and others have reported sin ilar pattems are reported
in scienti ¢ collaboration In di erent academ ic elds, the m odem wversion of the E rdds
num ber discussed above. A Ioert, Jeong and B arabasi showed that [, 20] that the netw ork
of links (the edges) between web pages (the vertices) seam s to be a scale free network.
T hree Faloutsos brothers showed that the com puters and routers that form the intemet

itself form a scale-free network [B30] ( 22).Pattems in long distance phone calls [1, 3]
( 2:1), the network of In actors used for the Kevin Bacon gam e ( 2:3) [11], the
relationships ofwords in English texts R2] ( 2:7) and m any other exam ples have been

given In the recent literature. They all have distance scales com parabl to a random
graph but much larger clustering coe cients, ie. they are also am all world networks.
Indeed whik not all networks are scale free, m any In the literature are reported to be
Just that.

A power law distrlboution is som ething that should again m ake allphysicists sit up. At

sim ilar sized random graph, there is no clear statem ent one can m ake about the degree distrbutions of
an allworld netw orks.

16 waysprovided that we are looking at vertices w ith Jarge enough degree wheren (k) isa power law .
T he degree kg where power law behaviour starts does in fact provide one scale for the problem .

UIfwe specify N K, andk Kk = 1 then we need one last free param eter, say ks, to allow a t.
In this case we m ust have kg 291. In the Pllow ing we analyse this distrdbution and its various sum s
over integers by noting its sim ple relation to the Hurw iz-R jem ann zeta function whose properties are
wellknown.

18T he orm ulae ordegree distrbutionsn (k) In ply that som e statisticalaverage overm any realisations
of netw orks is taken. p

1°W ith the end ofthe continuum atn (k) = 1=N and the largest degree around k; where | _ ;1 n k)=

1,we ndthatke/ N ,k; / N¥=C D



N=10"6, K=4 Power Law and Random
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Figure 9: Log-log plt of degree distrdutions for a network with N = 10° vertices
and average degree K = 4. Data from a model of a scake free network (plue circles)

com pared against a power law with n / (& + 042) 2% (plack straight line) (poth wih

m ininum degree ky = 2). Note how the power law crossesn k.) = 1 at about k. 257
(log;y ke) 2#41) and this is roughly where the data for the real network is no longer
continuous. Even if we usaed tricks to extract data for higher k the highest data point
is likely to be around k; 4800, though here i is at 2519, giving us only two and a
half decades to m ake the linear t. Note that having am Ininum degree of 2 rather than

1 chifts the power Jaw to the right com pared to the example wih m ininum degree 1

considered in the text. A lso shown is the binom ial distribution of the a random netw ork

of the sam e num ber of vertices and edges (red curve) whose lJargest hub is at k 17.

or near a second order phase transition, m any quantities ollow a power law . For instance
the m agnetisation of a realm agnet near the crtical point is proportionalto (T, T)
where T is the tem perature, T, the critical tem perature. P hysically the scale invariance
re ects the fact that near a critical point the relevant correlation length becom es In nite,
there is no relevant scale keft. Further, thism eans the an all scale details of the m aterdial
becom e irrelevant so one has universality, m any m aterials w ith di erent short scale in—
teractions have the sam e behaviour near the crtical point. This insight led to powerfiil
new ways of solving problem s near critical points. Subsequently, whenever a power law
is seen one hopes that this re ects the em ergence of a sin ilar universality and so the
hope is that if a sim ple m odel can capture the essential physics, it w ill be gquaranteed to
give the correct resuls for the realworld exam ples, jist as sin pl Ising m odels are good
m odels for the critical behaviour of realm aterials.

Power law s are also central to m ore recent ideas. For instance the length of a coast
line 1m easured with a ruler of size k isalso a power law, 1/ k . In this case it re ects
the fact that the coast line is not a simpl line of din ension one but a fractal with a
fractaldimension . In the 80’s and 90’s, power law s were at the centre of interest In
various com plex systam s. T he distribution ofthe num ber ofearthquakesn ofa certain size
(equivalent to k) isapower lJaw over severaldecades (G utenberg-R ichter Jaw ) even though
describing the properties of the earth’s plates, their response to forces, their interactions
w ith the core, appears to be far too com plicated to give such a sinpl result. A clue
com es from the existence of severalm odels w here the m icroscopic rules are very simple,



even ifthe equilbbrium solution m ay be hard to nd analytically. Num erical or even real
experin ents can be perform ed to show they show criticalbehaviourw ith power law s. For
Instance in the sand pik m odels where sand’ grains are dropped regularly onto a pik,
wih a rule that the sand is stable unless the height di erence between its neighbours
exceeds som e critical point. T his produces a num ber of avalanches (n) which is a power
law ofthe size ofthe avalanches (k). O ne idea seen In som em odels is that m any system s
m ay actually prefer to lie on a crtical point, one can alter the initial conditions or the
m icroscopic rules but they always give a power law if one waits for some tine. This is
called SOC | self organised criticality 5, 64].

Intriguingly, m any power law s occur in areas outside physics, and several fam ous ones
predate physicists interests’ in networks, SO C or critical phenom ena by a considerabl
tine. W e have already noted Lotka’s Interest In citations B3]. He observed that the
num ber of authors contribbuting n publications to a bibliography is often an Inverse square
law , but did not look at this In the context of a network (papers as vertices, citations as
Iinks).

M any power laws in social science are said to be exam ples of Zipf's law . G eorge
K ingsley Z ipf Bl] noted that form any quantities if you rank them in order ofsize, lJargest
given rank one, second largest rank two, etc. and plot their size against their rank, then
we get a power law . O ne exam plk he gave was of the frequency of English words and
he suggested the frequency of a word was approxin ately nversely proportional to the
rank. T he universality of this idea form s the basis ofm any data com pression algorithm s.
H is second fam ous exam ple is the sizes of cities and again suggested that city size was
Inversely proportional to rank. W e can tum our degree distributions nto the language
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Figure 10: Two classic Zipfplts. On the kft a logdog plot of word frequency against
rank for this text | \the" is the m ost comm on word, \network" is eighth. O n the right,
a log-log plot of the size 0f U S cities against rank, alldata scaled relative to the largest
and by a pow er of ten relative to the next curve (for visualisation purposes). T he data is
for \M etropolitan A reas" in the USA in 2000 and taken from theUS CensusBureau web
site [67]. Size is given seven di erent ways in tem s of population, housing units, total
area, water area, land area, population density, and house unit density. M ost show som e
evidence of a sin pke power law .

of Zipf's law ﬁsthe rank r of a vertex of a network In tem s of its degree k, is Xsize/, is
given by r= i n k). Zipf's law then consists of plotting k against r. O ne can quickly
sethatk/ r wih = 1=( 1) fora power law distrbution n k) / k
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T he characteristic of all these power Jaw s can be summ arised in tem s of an older
Yaw /, Pareto’s law . Pareto was an econom ist working In the late 1800’s who noted that
80% ofthe land In taly was owned by 20% ofthe population. Such an 8020 rule applies
whenever we have a distrbution w ith a signi cant tail such as a power law distrbution.
For instance only a few English words are needed to w rite m ost of a book, Lotka’s study
m eans only 40% of authors have m ore than one publication in a bibliography.

F inally, one of nicest exam ples of scaling law s are those relating to m etabolic finction
observed In biological system s. For mnstance the lifespan of an organisn scales as its
m ass to the power one quarter and this relationshi holds over twenty one orders of
m agniude, from m icrobes to whales. It is particularly relevant as the very ideas of
scaling used so successflly in physics to explain critical phenom ena have recently been
used by W est, Brown and Enquist [/3, 74] to provide a sin ple explanation for these
previously m ysterious biological scaling law s.

So is it possble that when we see scale-firee networks, networks wih a power law
degree distrlbbution, it re ects som e sim ple fundam ental Jaw that could be described by
the network equivalent of an Ising m odel? A re m ost of the details In network creation
irrelevant and we need only focus on som e crucial ingredient, som ething which m eans
m any networks w ill alv ays eventually organise them selves In a specialway and the scale
free degree distrbution is agging this? A re networks fractal in som e sense? Not allthe
power law s above, such as the city data, have an obvious network basis but perhaps we
would gain great insight if we could see their power law s as a result of som e scale-free
network structure which we have m issed to date. M any of these power law s appear In
areas well outside traditionalphysics, social netw orks w ith their six degrees of separation
and so forth. Can the language of networks provide us wih the st clues of some
rigourous theory of som e agpects of hum an socialbehaviour | a realisation of A sin ov’s
psychohistory [P]? O r is this destined to rem ain science  ction?

A word of caution

T hese ideas about power law s, these questions, these speculative links certainly provide
one explanation for the excitem ent in the study of networks in recent years. H owever, a
word of caution. M odem com puters and the Intemet have allowed ressarchers to create
and analyse large databases across a w ide range of topics. It m ay seem that a data set
of 10° vertices is lJarge (and I can think of only three exam ples which are much bigger).
H owever the degree distrution is much shorter than 10°. Suppose our system gives a
network of N = 10° vertices, average degree K = 4 and am ininum connectivity ofk, = 2
anda k+ kg) fom forthe degree distribution wih power = 3 and scak kg = 0:87 so
ise ectively a pure power law for alm ost allk . O ne typical exam ple of such a network
w illhave a non—zero degree distribution n k) only fork below k. 226 Wheren k) = 1).
Above this value there are often no vertices w ith that particulardegree k, n k) = 0, with
only the occasionaln k > ki) = 1. So plotting this directly on a log-og plot we have to
Ignore m any pointswhere n k) = 0 while the f&w rem aining ones are all the sam e value,
one. For sim ilar reasons the region jast below k. also show s large fractional uctuations.
The data from a com puter m odel of a sin ilar scale-free network In  gure 11 show s this
clearly. Thus even in the best case where there is a power law for all values of k (scale
free networks need be power law only for lJarge k) we have only two decades of linear
behaviour in our log-og plot. Anyhow , In m ost cases the power law form startsat some
degree higher than one.

T here are various tricks which in prove the situation a little. O ne is to bin the data
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In the large degree k & k. region as n gure 11. That is if we count wvertices of
degree between ky,, to kngn, one bin’, we assign a single data point of value n k) =
=Kpw  Kign) % kp = Kiw + Knign)=2. Ifwe choose these bins o that knyn=K, iSa
constant, we get a serdes of equally spaced points on a log-log plot. By averaging over a
range, we have fewer data points but they no are longer lin ited by the discrete values 1
and 0 and they allow usto t in this region. However, wih the largest degree around
ki, 2400, log, (2400) = 34, we willnot add m ore than a decade to our linear region.
As an altemative, one can try to plot a Zjpflke size vs. rank distrbution, see gure
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Figure 11: On the kft a logdog plot of the degree distrdbution from a theoreticalm odel
of a scale free network with N = 10° vertices, average degree K = 4, m ininum degree
2. The best t gives a power of 2:82. The bladk crosses are the raw data and the
blue diam onds are the result of logarithm ic bining. N ote how the bining leaves the form

unchanged from around log;, k) = 1 where it rstm akesa di erence and has a consistent
shape until Iog;, k) = 3 though the quality ofany twillbe poorer at these high k. On
the otherhand the raw data has large uctuations from around log,, k) = 2 so thebining
is gaining us nearly a decade of data to t any theoretical curve to. A s an altemative,
the log size (degree) vs log rank plot a Ja Zipfalso shows a much clkaner result for the
biggest 10 vertices w ith slope around ~ 0:55.

11. However, both bining and ranking introduce correlations between data points so the
statistical analysis is not so sin ple.
Tt is not surprising then that m any authors do not put an error on the power law
tted to the data, nor can one always exclide other types of t to the data, stretched
exponentialsk expf (k=k) g for nstance. It would be nice to get m ore data but i is
only wih m odem com puters that networks of a m illion vertices can be easily found and,
even then, Tknow ofonly two studies ofthe web and one of phone calls w here the num ber
of vertices is Jarger (though stillno m ore than 10%). M any data sets are an aller and are
not going to get signi cantly bigger. T he history of power law s in other areas of m odem
physics tells us that they are so Intriguing that we som etim es rush to see power law s In
everything and this is prem ature in som e cases. A nother consequence is that we are not
going to see power law s w ith large coe clents 26]. Ifwe require at least two decades of
linear data and assum e a sin ple power law for the whole range ofk 1 then we require
that k. = 100, where n k.) = 1, and we nead N 100 vertices. Thuswith N = 10°
we should be ablk to see scake free behaviour in networks if the power is less than 3.

P
20T he optin alposition chosen depends on the nature ofthe curve, kp = ki knigh is another choice
but in practice the two are essentially the sam e for ki, =kn ign 1.
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So while the ranking and logarithm ic binning can help in prove the data, the power law
section of accurate data is rarely going to be even this long we would should expect three
to be an upper practical lim it on powers found in realdata. The worry is that with only
short ranges of lnear-like data, and two decades is not so long, m any other form scan t
the data just aswell, such as stretched exponentials. T hese additional form s can not be
exclided. If we are interested In the form the network would have asN ! 1 then we
must be very carefil]l, as nite size e ectsm ay be di cul to detect with the data. On
the other hand if we are Just characterising our netw ork, and not ascribing som e desper
m eaning to an exact power law relation then we need not be so worrded. Just by looking
by eye at m any of the data sets, one can be convinced that the logn (k)) vs. log k) plots
do have convincing Inear tails and the identi cation of scale-free networks in a w ide range
of networks In the realworld is not unreasonable.

So W hat?

So far we have discussed several key aspects of a network which allow us to distinguish
di erent types ofnetwork. W hilke classi cation is in portant, ket usnow try to see ifthere
are further usefiil questions we can answer about netw orks.

O ptim isation

T here are several types ofquestion asked about traditionally asked about netw orks. T here
are the bptin al route’ questions such as the travelling salesn an problem m entioned at
the start of the article. Perhaps the oldest exam ple is the one that is seen as the start of
graph theory in m athem atics. In 1736, the great Sw issm athem atician Euler proved that
it was In possible to walk round the city ofK onigsoerg m odem day K alinigrad) crossing
each of its seven bridges across the R iver P regel once and only once, a preoccupation of
som e of its citizens at the tin e. T his is equivalent to asking ifyou could walk along every
edge of a particular network once and only once. C rtical path analysis is another well
established problem . Ifwe use a graph to represent the di erent tasks in a problem , each
depending in som e way on earlier parts of the problm to be com plkte as indicated by
directed links, can we nd the bottle necks in the process so we can focus our resources
on these and com plete the b in the shortest possible tin e. P roblem s such as these have
a long tradition and nding algorithm swhich give one good answer In a reasonable tin g,
ratherthan nding thebest answer at any cost, preoccupy m any com puter scientists. T he
application of such optim isation problem sto a w ide range ofproblem spredate the current
Interest in networks. For instance D avis P4] used network m ethods to suggest that the
pivotal role of the island of D elos in ancient A egean culture, when it is a rather an all
and insigni cant island, was due to its critical position in the sea bome com m unication
netw orks of the era.

However, ket us Jook at som e of the questions that the recent interest in netw orks has
provoked or revived.

W here do netw orks com e from ?

One ofthe rst questionsthat com estom ind iswhy do di erent types of netw ork appear
In di erent contexts? How are di erent types of network form ed? Thism ay be related
to the origin of som e of the power law s found in a w ide range of hum an experience, city
sizesby rank, river size against river basin areas, the G utenberg-R ichter Jaw ofearthquake
size-frequency, etc. Isthere a sim ple guiding principle behind the pattems in system sw ith
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such com plex Interactions and can this be related to som e type of network? H ere there
is realhope. T he story of the elucidation of the sim pl physical and biclogical principles
which can explain the power law s seen in biology [73, 74] 0 ers an exem plary m odel, at
Jeast the way m ost physicists view problem s.

For the lattice we have regular solids w ith short range potentials and a m inin um
energy principle to guide us and these do not interest us here. The random graph and
W S models were presented in tem s of an algorithm for their creation. Thus we can see
how snall world networks m ight be created. However, are m ost networks going to be
form ed by purely random Interactions (rew irings)? W hilke there m ay be an elm ent of
chance about which web pages a web page author reads and therefore which links that
author is likely to add to their pages, there is also a Jarge am ount of nfom ed decision
m aking going on. T he author reads web pages related to their interests not jist any old
page and they link only to such pages n general. Thus the Erdds and Reyni, random
graph m odel and the W atts and Strogatz algorithm for snall worlds whilk ussful for
theoretical analysis are perhaps not good m odels of the processes that lead to netw orks
In the realworld.

O ne signi cant recent contrdbution has been to provide a m odel for the creation of
scale-free networks. A swe have seen, these have been of interest form 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 eg. B], which involre the input of the
power law form but this is not going to help us study their origin in the realworld. A
m a pr insight cam e from B arabasi, A Ioert and Jeong shortly afterthe W atts and Stogatz
work on an all worlds. Their study of the world wide web [B] showed a network with
Jots of hubs, Incom patibl with random graphs. Seeing that the web was grow ing at a
considerable rate, they suggested a m odelthat had two key Ingredients, grow th and what
they called breferential attachm ent’. In agine adding one new vertex at each tum to an
existing network. To this vertex we attach K =2 new edges w ith one end connected to
the new vertex, the other end connected to an existing vertex chosen w ith probability
from allthe vertices in the existing network. If = 1=N so that all existing vertices are
treated equally, we end up with an ®xponential’ network?! and there will be no hubs,
no vertices w ith farm ore edges attached than the m aprity. To reach a scale free m odel
Barabasiand A bert [11] suggested that these new edges attach preferentially to vertices
w ith Jarge degree k. A \rich get richer" algorithm , echoing P areto’s Jaw . T he sim ple form
they took was (k) / k where the nom alisation is sin ple to calculate, as illustrated in
gure 12A .W hat is rem arkable is that thism odel gives a power law degree distribution
wih = 3. In fact thismodel is a sin pler version of m odels suggested by Sinon as
early as 1955 B9, 60, 19] and there are ssveral sin pl varations of this m odel, such as
k) / k+ cwih c constant, which can give scale—free netw orks of any power above %2 2.
M oreover, m any sin ple m odels can be solved exactly In amean eld approxin ation (see
forexample [12, 40, 26, 4]).
U nfortunately what is also ram arkable is that in this type ofm odelonly probabilities
linear in degree give power law networks. Anything else gives stretched exponential,
such asn k) k epf k=k)* ’g, or other omm s as seen in explicit solutions [B9].
Tt seam s unlkely that we choose which web pages to link to with probability precisely
proportional to the number of web pages on a site. Still the Barabasi and A bert m odel

2INot a random graph of E rdpsR eynitype but a network with a sin ple exponential fallo for the
degree distrdbution.

22A pure power law w ith a power equalto two has form ally an in nite average degree, inform ally too
m any edges. T his iswhy m odels can’t reach powers of two and below .
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Figure 12: Two ofthe algorithm s for creating scale-free networks. In both cases, we add
one new vertex v7 (green diam ond) and want to add one new edge between it and one
of the vertices In the existing network, vl to v6. The m ost lkely 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 kft, B ], we illustrate the algorithm discussed by Barabasi and A bert in
which we oconnect our new edge to an existing vertex with probability proportional to
the degree of that vertex. T hese probabilities are given in square bradkets. O n the right,
B ], the wak algorithm is illustrated. W e choose at a vertex from the existing network
at random , say v3, and then start a random walk from thispoint. A typical exam plk is
Indicated by the arrows. W e stop after a certain num ber of steps and connect the new
vertex to the vertex at the end of ourwalk, v2 In this case.

has highlighted several crucial aspects about scale-free networks and power laws. In
particular it em phasises that the power law s com e from netw orks where there are hubs,
that is vertices w ith far far m ore edges attached than the vast m a prity and far bigger
than found in sin ple random orW S type an allworld networks. T he idea then isthat the
processes kading to the form ation ofa scale free netw ork require som e type of breferential
attachm ent’, a preference for the m ost connected vertex, does m ake qualitative sense. If
Ithink it isworth Ilnking to a web site, the chances are several other peopl will think
the sam e. I tend to link m ore to popular web sites. T he m ore popular sites are those to
which m any di erent people are linking to. It is perfectly reasonabl to think that we
are m ore lkely to link to popular web pages than obscure ones, and that popular ones
are the ones w ith the highest num ber of links to them , the highest degree.

In fact the idea can be developed to produce m ore realistic m odels for scale free
netw orks [68, 69, 37, 57]. Suppose I'm w riting a new web page and want to add a link to
good pages aboutm y favourite hobby. W hat Im ight do isusstheweb to nd these pages.
So Igo to a ssarch engine (@ super hub surely?) which pointsm e to various pages. I try
a few , perhaps follow links from those to pages now distance two from the search engine
vertex. W hat T am doing is waking along the edges of the network. Tt is the structure
ofthe network which quidesmy search and thus Iwould expect that this guides the way
I connect to i, the way the network grow s. O £ course, what happens is Tam m ost lkely
to end up at sites that are linked to by m any others. There are m ore ways of getting to
them than the sites with only one or two links from the outside world. The very search
Ido is Ikely to Jlad m e preferentially to the m ost connected sites. Indeed, ifwe idealise
this, and suppose that we execute a random walk on the network, assum ing we walk for
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a distance d & L the mean distance, I am lkely to arrive at a vertex independent of
my starting point and the probability ofme nishing at a vertex w ith degree k will be
proportional to k as there are k di erent ways of arriving at this vertex?®. Thus ifwe
were to attach a new vertex to a vertex In an existing vertex where the latter is chosen
after a random walk on the lattice, we w ill quickly generate a scale-free network. Such
a Wak algorithm ’ was used to generate the scalefreemodels In gures 9 and 11 and is
Mustrated In gure 12B.

G row th is also not a requirem ent for scale-free netw orks, one jist needs an on going
dynam ical rearrangem ent. O ne approach is to rew ire as In the orighalW S m odel but
now we choose how to rew ire an edge in a m ore generalway, eg. choosing to reconnect
existing edges to new vertices of degree k w ith probabiltty / k R9]. M ore generally
we can steal ideas from statistical physics and de ne a M onte Carb type algorithm in
which the network em erges as an equilbrium state. T he idea would be that we give the
network an ®nergy’ with the Ham iltonian containing temm s proportional to the num ber
of vertices, the num ber of edges and other suitable tem s. W e would try rem oving or
adding an edge or a vertex, and use the M onte C arlo algorithm to accept or regct such
an update. T he coe cients ofthe temm s in the H am iltonian play the roles of tem perature
and chem ical potentials and we could In agine xing som e of these tem s, the equivalent
of working in di erent types of ensamble. The equilbrium solution gives the num ber of
vertices w ith a given connectivity rather than the number of states w ith a given energy
and this allow sus to see which type oftem s in the H am iltonian are required fordi erent
types of network. In the realworld, such a H am iltonian m ay arise because we have costs,
each edge of the intemet m ight be a cable which costsm oney to use.

D esperately seeking ...

In the quote from Guare’s play, I keft out a couple of sentences. O f relevance here is a
comm ent follow Ing the rst part on the six degrees of separation

\I nd that A) trem endously com forting that we're so close and B) lke Chi-
nese water torture that we're so close. Because you have to nd the right six
people to m ake the connection."

while the Jast part continues
\But to nd the right six people. "

Guare is highlighting an inportant aspect of M ilgram ’s experin ent, nam ely how we
search the network to nd the shortest paths. If there were only six degrees of ssparation
between people In Nebraska and M assachusetts, how did they nd this route? There are
In nitely m any ways that a Jetter could have been passed along. Indeed the fact that only
about 20% ofthe letters sent actually arrived could be In part be due to the fact that som e
people did not nd a good route. Further, perhaps there were shorter routes but people
were not abk to nd them . There isnot m uch point in having a network ifwe cant nd
ourway about it. F inding good routes w illbe an essential part ofalm ost any network. In
anthropological term s, m any cultures set up a network of contacts, for exam ple through
m arrage or gift giving. O ne use of such a network isthe right to use t to nd a skillor
resource you need but don’t have. In tem s of com puting, one way of increasing com puter
pow er is to distribute the com puting and storage facilities across m any com puters. T he

23strictly speaking this isusing amean eld approxin ation.
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peertopeer Il sharing networks can be run w ithout central coordination but then how
doyou nd which com puterhasthe I you want? Ifone sends out a m essage to all your
neighbours in the network, and they in tum send out to all their neighbours if they don’t
have it, the network w illbe swam ped by such requests R].

C onsider forexam pke K kinberg 38]who considered a tw o-din ensional lattice to which
short cutshave been added w ith probability proportionaltod whered istheM anhattan
distance (network distance if there are no shortcuts). He showed that if you know the
Euclidean position ofthe target and ifthe short cuts satis ed an inverse square law = 2
then with a sin ple algorithm he speci ed which used only know kedge availabl locally at
each vertex®?, i was possble to nd short paths from initial to target vertex, and it
would take about (In (N ))? tine (equals the num ber of steps taken on the network). For
any other situation, a di erent algorithm , di erent power lJaw for the short cuts, the time
taken would be considerably longer.

K kinberg’s work is a good exam pl of what can be achieved analytically and i is
relevant for m any problem s. However know ing that there is an underlying lattice and
using the M anhattan distances is In a sense using som e global Informm ation about the
network. In M ilgram ’s experin ent, thism ight have helped to som e degree, a letter from
N ebraska m ight have been sent rst to a fidend In Boston, as this is physically closer to
New York, who then forwarded to a frdend in M assachusetts. However once In the nal
geographicalregion, anotherway of nding the target isneeded asonly rough geographical
Inform ation was given. P resum ably the searches in this case were then m ade by usihg
Intuitive ideas about the distance between di erent professions or som ething sim ilar. For
Instance if the target is a m edical doctor then I give the m essage to any friendswho are
m edical doctors or, failing that, I give it to any one who works In the m edical profession
aswhile they are not as tlose’ professionally, its natural to think ofthem as tloser’ than
other friends who are carm echanics. In this case peopl are parts of several overlapping
netw orks, netw orks of Euclidean position, netw orks of professional relationships, and so
forth. Vertices which are distant, because of links in one network, m ay bem uch closer in
another network. Thus it isby being part of several unrelated netw orks that enables this
search to be successfill in rehtively few steps. F inding good algorithm s under di erent
circum stances is one of the m apr activities in this area [/2]. &t has also prom pted new
attem pts to gather experin ental Infom ation on such netw orks and searches for exam ple

R25].

G roups

O ne area where there hasbeen a great Interest in netw orks, and one which predatesW atts
and Stogatz paper, is In areas we m ight broadly label as anthropology. A s M ilgram 's
experin ent highlights, data on hum an interactions ism uch harder to collect yet it often
has Inm ediate relevance to us all. O ne should not be surprised to nd that ideas from
graph theory have been borrowed and developed by ressarchers in this eld for many
years.

One question that is often asked is, what are the groupings or cohesive blocks in
this network? If you ask peopl or organisations to whom they are connected, to which
groups they belong, what alliances they have, the trouble is they m ay well give you the
acosptable answer for their society or business world and not the true one. Indeed they
m ay not even be aware ofwhich links are them ost in portant. G athering the lnform ation
In whatever way one can is often challenging in this eld, but given the data the idea

24T ake the edge which decreases the M anhattan distance to the target by the m axinum am ount.
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would be to see if the network structure itself gives us unbiased identi cations of the
real groupings. W ith this nfom ation m any other aspects of the way such system works
m Ight becom e m ore obvious.

T ake for exam ple the work study of fam ilies in 14th century F lorence by P adgett and
Ansll B0O]. By expressing the relationshipsbetween fam ilies asedges in a network, gure
13, a distinctive pattem em erges where C osin o de M edici was at the centre of the block
under his control, whereas his rivals for power had a m uch m ore di use structure. The
suggestion is that it is the very structure of the network around the M edici fam ity which
Jed to Cosim o taking over control of F lorence in 1434. So whether created by design or
as a reaction to external pressures, if one had studied this netw ork, one m ight have been
able to even predict the success of Cosim 0. Note though that these data sets are far

®pUCCI BISCHERI
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®AccIAlUOL BARBADORI
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PUCCI
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Figure 13: T he networks between F lorentine fam ilies around 1434, m arriage on the ¥ft,
business on the right. D ata based on the work of Padgett and taken from exam ples
provided by UCINET [66].

an aller than those m any physicists discuss. It is com pletely m eaningless to try to label
thisasa random graph, sn allworld ora scale free graph, etc., it is Just too am all. Rather
network based ideas are used to dentify sm all groups and cliques. In this case the ideas
ofblock m odelling [79]wasused. T hese ideas have been extended, for exam ple In M oody
and W hite [45]. They study the network of social links in an Am erican H igh schoolusing
m easures of tohesion’ and &mbeddedness’ derived from graph based conospts such as
k-connectivity and applying M enger’s theoram . T hey test their results against butcom e
variables’. Their groups m atch the fomm al organisation of the school In tem s of year
grades but reveal additional details, such as the tendency of younger grades not to be
fully assin ilated into the central group, and older pupils having m ore con dence to stay
outside the central group, see gure 14.

In a sin ilar way, Page and Harary [bl] used networks to express the di erent types
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Figure 14: The network of social links in an Am erican H igh school analysed by M oody
and W hite using network ideas. N odes are students and their relationships are Iinks. The
vertices are distinguished by their degree k as given in the key. T he cohesive groups over-
lap n k—ridges’ w ith com ponents centred on organisation by grades. T heir nterpretation
is as follow s: 7th-graders— core/periphery; 8th—tw o cliques, one hyper-solidary, the other
m arginalised; 9th— central transitional; 10th—hang out on m argins of seniors; 11th-12th-
Integrated, but m ore freedom to m argihalise.

of nfom ation known about the di erent islands and peopl In O ceania. These are
often based upon exchange of good, services, and infom ation. A gain one can gain som e
understanding ofhow these cultures operated.

D ynam ical G am es on a N etw ork

Finding a network in the realworld, establishing its nature, is often only the precursor
to the realquestion. O ften it isnot the network but what happens on top of the netw ork
that we are really Interested in.

For instance, it m ay be ussefl to know how com puters, sw itches etc. are connected
to form the physical backbone of the Intemet, but only once we know its structure can
we ask how vuherabl is i to random failire or m alicious attacks [6]. A s we have noted
the Intemet does appear to be scale-free and an alkworld [B0]. Ik was designed by Baran
[13] to have a high Jvel of redundancy so i could w ithstand a large am ount of random
dam age, because of the originalm ilitary applications. The m any short cuts present in
a an all world ensure that this is Indeed a feature of such networks. If we were to pick
a vertex at random and rem ove i, m ost paths would lengthen a bit but basically there
should be no big problem . Certainly, every vertex would still have a path to all other
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vertices, the network rem ains connected. On the other hand, if there was a delberate
attack which rem oved vertices w ith the highest degree, the hubs, then a scale-free netw ork
w il quickly solit into severaldisconnected pieces as som any routes go through a few large
hubs [6]. A graph w ith no hubs, a random orW S sm all world network, does not su er
unduly under such targeted attadks and still has relatively short paths.

A related topic is virus soreading and inm unisation, be they com puter or hum an
viruses. It is essential for our understanding that we use the right network of contacts
when we sin ulate tranan ission of viruses. Interestingly, sin ple m odels of virus tranam is-
sion often show a transition from no infection to som e infection as Inm unisation levels
are owered (eg. SIS models). However sim ilar m odels of virus soreading on scale-free
networks offen show no such transition. Again, there are too m any paths linking one
vertex to another [B3, 54, 49] so that a virus can always nd ways of reaching uninfected
and unprotected individuals. O n the other hand, using the analogy of the m alicious at—
tacks on a scale-free network, is clar that inm unising the hubs, the vertices w ith m ost
connections, should bring great dividends. For those whose em ail is blighted by virnuses
and spam have probably already realised that inmunising random vertices is pretty in—
e ectual. It only takes a few unprotected com puters, a few sites prepared to host the
tra c for the infection to spread on a scalefree network. To stop this you have to put
the burden on the hubs.

This can be taken much further. Just as w ith biclogical virus soreading, there has
been interest in all sorts of m odels of individuals interacting on a an all scale to produce
large scake e ects. Thiscan take into the realn of sin plem odels such as sand pilkem odels,
w here Jarge avalanches are produced from sin ple localrules, or further down the road to
agent based m odelling in general. In these areas one is Jooking forpower law s, or sudden
crashes and changes, an apparent cooperative m acroscopic behaviour in a system w ih
only m icroscopic rules —a com plex system . This for instance has been an area dubbed
eoconophysics (see for exam ple B, 55]). In these cases the recent advances w ith netw orks
are m erely providing a w ider variety of playgrounds to play on. On the other hand if
these netw orks are m ore realistic, so the network of stock m arket traders isa sn allworld
netw ork, then perhaps the m odels now have a better chance of the tting the data.

C onclusions

Thave only been able to scratch the surface ofnetw orks. T here arem any m ore com plicated
types ofnetw ork, m any m ore w ays of characterising them , and farm ore applications than
I have been abl to cover here. W hat is undoubtedly true is that the last few years have
shown that there is a much richer sst of possibilities than Just the old random graph
or Jattice, and we have been given m any new ways to characterise them . In som e ways
this is just rationalising m any ideas that had been in existence for som e tine, often In
areas outside physics. P hysicists ought to be carefil not to assum e they are the rst to
tread along these paths, the roots of netw orks in other areas goes a long way badk. Still,
physics can bring its skills and view point along w ith these new ideas. T here are so m any
applications that there is a lot m ore m ilage in the topic, even ifm ost readily accessble
databases have been characterised in tem s of netw orks by now . M odelling real com plex
system s is inherently di cult, its often hard to tell if sin ple m odels capture the essence

of the real system . In m any of the problem s where networks could be applied, we are
working in areas where the data is hard to collect or hard to judge its quality. Trying
to study sexually transm itted diseases requires a know ledge of the network of sexual
contacts [2]. T he network as reported by academ ic surveys is not going to produce data
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where we can estin ate the errors very easily. Physicists m ust also be prepared to leam
new ways when m oving into other areas.

For nstance my favourite realworld network study is of the socialnetwork in M arvel
com ic characters [7] in which characters are the vertices, Iinked if they have appeared in
the sam ebook. Tadm i, thiswasat rstbecause it seem ed to be an am using com m ent on
how far physicists w illgo to Jum p on a bandwagon, and perhaps it is no m ore ludicrous
than m any other attem pts to apply these network ideas. H owever, other academ ic areas
m Ight nd this work of nterest even if I don't appreciate i. A fter all, while we m ight
think that m any of our ctional Inventions re ect aspects of our life, even those sst In
som e world that has never existed, has any one ever been abl to quantify that? Even if
as a physicist Twas never worried by such a question, it m ight be that we can help others
answ er their questions w ith our new network tools if we can only kesp an open m ind.

A fter this article

T he basic ideas and ocom puting tools are not too di cult to pik up. There are now a
good m ixture of popular sources and m ore technical books, review s and papers, and a
search for the word network should tum m orem any m ore good sources than I have been
able to include. Ipersonally found the rstbook ofW atts [71], the review ofD orogovtsev
and M endes 6], the collection ofpapers edited by B omholdt and Schuster [18] and D oug
W hite’'s web site [/5] to be excellent sources. T here are num erous com puter tools and
Ibraries, m any free. I've used the JUNG and LEDA lbraries [36, 41] and the toolsPa¥k
and UCINET [B2, 66] and these were used to obtain, analyse and digplay resuls form any
ofthem odels used in the gures here.
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