arXiv:2012.13013v1 [cs.SI] 23 Dec 2020

Correlations among Game of Thieves and other centrality measures in complex networks

Annamaria Ficara, Giacomo Fiumara, Pasquale De Meo, and Antonio Liotta

Abstract Social Network Analysis (SNA) is used to study the exchange of resources among individuals, groups, or organizations. The role of individuals or connections in a network is described by a set of centrality metrics which represent one of the most important results of SNA. Degree, closeness, betweenness and clustering coefficient are the most used centrality measures. Their use is, however, severely hampered by their computation cost. This issue can be overcome by an algorithm called Game of Thieves (GoT). Thanks to this new algorithm, we can compute the importance of all elements in a network (i.e. vertices and edges), compared to the total number of vertices. This calculation is done not in a quadratic time, as when we use the classical methods, but in polylogarithmic time. Starting from this we present our results on the correlation existing between GoT and the most widely used centrality measures. From our experiments emerge that a strong correlation exists, which makes GoT eligible as a centrality measure for large scale complex networks.

1 Introduction

SNA studies groups [14] of individuals and it can find an application in a lot of areas such us organizational studies, psychology, economics, information science

Annamaria Ficara University of Palermo, Palermo, Italy, e-mail: aficara@unime.it

Giacomo Fiumara University of Messina, Messina, Italy, e-mail: gfiumara@unime.it

Pasquale De Meo University of Messina, Messina, Italy, e-mail: pdemeo@unime.it

Antonio Liotta Free University of Bozen-Bolzano, Bolzano, Italy, e-mail: antonio.liotta@unibz.it

1

and criminology [5, 13]. Social Networks (SNs) like Facebook and Twitter have grown exponentially providing new challenges for the application of SNA methods.

The definition of the so-called centrality measures represents one of the most important results of SNA. These set of measures describe the role of single individuals (or single connections) with respect to their network of relationships and can be used to identify the most influential people. These people have the potential of controlling the information flow inside a network and, for this reason, they have a great practical relevance. Thanks to the use of the main centrality metrics, such us degree, closeness, betweenness, and clustering coefficient, we can increase our understanding of a network.

When we compute centrality measures on on-line SNs, we are facing the problem about the big size of the data. This problem can be overcome by using a new algorithm called Game of Thieves (GoT) [26]. GoT computes the centrality of both vertices and edges in a network with respect to the total number of vertices. This computation is done in polylogarithmic time, while the classical centrality measures need at least a quadratic time.

GoT owes its name to the protagonists of the game who are a multitude of thieves whose main purpose is to steal diamonds.

The basic idea is to make an overlap between a heterogeneous system like a complex network [30] and a homogeneous artificial system which has two key elements: a group of thieves and a set of vdiamonds (i.e. virtual diamonds). At the beginning, each vertex is artificially endowed with vdiamonds and wandering thieves. If a thief does not carry any vdiamond, his state is “empty”. If he carries a vdiamond, his state becomes “loaded”. If the thief state is “empty”, he wanders in search of vdiamonds. The thief picks randomly a neighbor of the vertex in which it is located, he moves to this new vertex and, if he finds a vdiamond, he fetches it. Then, he follows back the same path used in search of vdiamonds and brings the vdiamond back to his home vertex. At this point the vdiamond becomes available for the other thieves who can steal it. At the beginning of the game, there is the same number of thieves and vdiamonds in each vertex. Then, GoT proceeds in epochs. At each epoch, all thieves move from their current location to the next one. When they find or deposit a new vdiamond, their state (“loaded” or “empty”) changes.

Encouraged from the superior performance of GoT respect to the state-of-art algorithms, we decided to investigate whether GoT can be used to compute vertices and edges centrality. This amounts to investigate whether and to which extent exists a correlation between GoT and some classical centrality measures.

Correlation is a bivariate analysis through which we can study the association between two variables. This kind of analysis takes into account the strength of this relationship between pairs of variables and its direction. The value of the correlation coefficient can vary from −1 to +1. A perfect degree of association (positive or negative) between two variables is indicated by a value of ±1. The relationship between pairs of variables becomes weaker when the value of the correlation coefficient goes towards 0. The most used types of correlations are Pearson correlation, Spearman and Kendall rank correlations.

We have done a lot of experiments computing these three correlation metrics on different types of networks both artificial and real. We used three classes of simulated networks: Erdös Rényi (ER) random graphs, small-world (SW) and scalefree (SF) networks. For each class, we randomly generated different networks which have 1, 000 to 15, 000 vertices and 4, 970 to 1, 125, 545 edges. Then, we have taken into account three networks from real-world: Dolphins (62 vertices, 159 edges, unweighted), High Energy (8, 361 vertices, 15, 751 edges, weighted, disconnected) and Internet (22, 963 vertices, 48, 436 edges, unweighted). Our experiments show that there is a strong negative correlation among GoT and the main centrality metrics like degree, betweenness and closeness; while there is no correlation between GoT and the clustering coefficient with the exception of the small-world networks in which we can find a strong positive correlation.

2 Related Literature

Centrality measures describe the position of an individual in a network in relation to the complete network and to the other individuals in the same network. Some centrality metrics identify the most influential and prestigious actors in a network [3,15,33,39], some others indicate the social influence of an individual with respect to others in a network [16], others evaluate the integration of each individual into a network [38]. Most recently, a new algorithm called Game of Thieves has been developed [26]. It is a method which is able to compute the importance of both vertices and edges, which are the elements of a network, and to complete this computation in polylogarithmic time with respect to the total number of vertices.

Degree centrality, closeness centrality, betweenness centrality and clustering coefficient can be considered as the most frequently used centrality metrics. The first three measures were proposed by Freeman [15], whereas the clustering coefficient was defined by Watts and Strogatz [40]. In our work, we try to answer to an often asked, but rarely answered, question that is: are these centrality measures correlated? If there exists a high correlation between the centrality metrics, we can expect they have a similar behavior in statistical analyses and for this reason the development of multiple measures seems to be redundant. If there is not high correlation, we can conclude that they are unique measures which can be associated with different outcomes. But, we are not only interested in the correlation between the most used centrality metrics. We want to answer to an other question: are these centrality measures correlated with Game of Thieves? If we find that they behave similarly, we can use GoT in the computation of individuals’ centrality in very large networks, considerably reducing the execution time of this computation.

Many researchers carried out studies on the correlations between centrality measures.

Bolland [2] made a correlation analysis on four centrality measures: degree, closeness, betweenness, and continuing flow. He considered three criteria that are robustness, face validity and sensitivity. He underlined the similarity between closeness, degree and continuing flow and a relative difference between this three indices and the betweenness centrality. The high intercorrelations among the first three indices produced a considerable redundancy for the used dataset which was increased with the introduction of random error into the data. Then, the author chose the continuing flow as the best model and a useful companion to the betweenness.

Rothenberg et al. [32] compared eight centrality measures analyzing people risky behaviors in an area of low prevalence for HIV transmission. These measures were: three forms of information centrality (i.e. measures of centrality which make use of all paths between pairs of points) [36], eccentricity, mean, and median (i.e., three distance measures), and degree and betweenness centrality. Their studies showed an high correlation among these eight centrality measures. In particular, there was an high correlation among the three distance measures and the three information measures, but there was a weaker correlation among these measures and degree and betweenness. Degree and betweenness were highly correlated, but both were less correlated with the three forms of information centrality which were highly correlated among themselves.

Faust [12] used a subset of the data from Galaskiewicz’s study [17] regarding relationships between CEOs, clubs and boards and examined correlations among several centrality measures. He used centrality measures such us degree, eigenvector, closeness, betweenness to compute the centrality of an event, and flow betweenness used to identify central clubs. Then, he studied the correlation among these metrics founding correlation coefficients between 0.89 and 0.99.

Valente and Forman [38] discovered two new centrality measures know as integration and radiality. They examined correlations among these two measures, in-degree, out-degree, closeness, betweenness, flow and density. They used the “Sampson Monastery” and the “Medical Innovations” datasets. Their analysis showed that integration was correlated with in-degree and radiality was correlated with out-degree. A further study on the correlation revealed that these new metrics were similar but distinct from closeness, betweenness and flow.

In a more recent study, Valente et al. [37] choose the most commonly used centrality measures such as degree, in-degree, out-degree, betweenness, s-betweenness, closeness-in, closeness-out, s-closeness, integration, radiality and eigenvector. They empirically investigated the correlation among them finding out that degree had the strongest overall correlations. Eigenvector centrality had the next highest average correlation. Similar correlations were founded among betweenness, symmetrized closeness, in-degree and out-degree. The lowest average correlation was discovered between directional closeness measures, in-closeness and out-closeness.

Li et al. [24] first studied the Pearson correlation between centrality measures and the similarity ranking for vertices. Then, they introduced a new centrality measure known as the degree mass. They found that betweenness, closeness, and eigenvector were strongly correlated with the degree, the 1st-order degree mass and the 2ndorder degree mass, respectively, in both artificial and real networks. Then, they demonstrated that eigenvector and the 2nd-order degree mass had a larger Pearson correlation coefficient respect to eigenvector and a lower order degree mass.

Ronqui and Travieso [31] studied the correlation between pairs of centrality measures in two artificial networks and several real networks. Their analysis showed that these metrics were usually correlated. A stronger correlation could be found in the artificial networks with respect to real networks. Moreover, the strength of the correlation between the centrality measures varied from network to network. For this reason, they proposed a centrality correlation profile as a way to characterize networks. This profile consisted of the values of the correlation coefficients between the centrality metrics of interest.

Grando et al. [20] showed through their experiments that vertex centrality measures such as information, eigenvector, subgraph, walk betweenness and betweenness could identify vertices in all kinds of networks with a performance at 95%. Considerably lower results could be achieved using other metrics. In addition, they demonstrated that several pairs of centrality metrics evaluate the vertices in a very similar way (i.e. their correlation coefficient values were above 0.7).

Shao et al. [34] uses degree to approximate closeness, betweenness, and eigenvector. They first demonstrated that rank correlation performed better than the Pearson one in scale-free networks. Then, they studied the correlation between centrality metrics in real networks. At the end, they demonstrated that largest betweenness and closeness vertices could be approximated by the largest degree vertices. This approximation was not valid for the largest eigenvector vertices.

Oldham et al. [29] used 212 different real networks and calculated correlations between 17 different centrality measures. The relationship between these correlations and the variations in network density and global topology was examined together with the possibility for vertices to be clustered into distinct classes according to their centrality profiles. Their analysis showed that there was a positive correlation among the centrality measures. The strength of these correlations could vary across networks, and network modularity played a key role in driving these cross-network variations.

3 Background

3.1 Centrality Measures

Centrality is a core concept for the SNA. A SN is a set of people interconnected by social ties, e.g., friendship or family relationships [19]. It can be represented using a graph 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸) where 𝑉 is a set of vertices (also called nodes, actors) and 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑉 × 𝑉 is a set of edges (also called links, ties). A graph is called undirected when all the edges are bidirectional, directed when the edges have a specific direction. Given a directed edge 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, we can say that 𝑣 is the head of 𝑒, 𝑢 is the tail and 𝑣 is adjacent to 𝑢. Specific graph types can be used depending on the specific SN. We can represent a SN like Facebook with an undirected graph because in this case friendship relationships are reciprocal. Instead, we can use directed graphs to describe SNs like Twitter which use following relationships and require the use of edges with a specific direction.

A SN can be also defined as a weighted graph 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸, 𝑊) where 𝑉 is the set of vertices, 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑉 × 𝑉 is the set of edges, and 𝑊 : 𝐸 → 𝑅_{++} is a set of positive weights defined on each edge.

Degree Centrality (DC) [15] is used to evaluate the local importance of a vertex and it is one of the simplest centrality measures; given a vertex 𝑢 the degree centrality 𝐷𝐶(𝑢) of 𝑢 is as follows:

𝐷𝐶(𝑢) = 𝑣� 𝑤=1 𝑎_{𝑢𝑤}

where 𝑣 is the number of vertices in 𝐺, 𝑎_{𝑢𝑤} = 1 if and only if there exists (𝑢, 𝑤) ∈ 𝐸, 0 otherwise.

Betweenness Centrality (BC) [4] measures how important the role of a vertex is in the propagation of informations. Some vertices, in fact, act as bridges between different parts of a graph and for this reason they can block the flow of informations from one region to other. Specifically, the (shortest-path) betweenness 𝐵𝐶(𝑢) of a vertex 𝑣 is the sum of the fraction of all-pairs shortest paths that pass through 𝑢 and it defined as follows: 𝐵𝐶(𝑢) = � 𝑥,𝑦 ∈𝑉

𝜎(𝑥, 𝑦|𝑢) 𝜎(𝑥, 𝑦)

where 𝜎(𝑥, 𝑦) is the number of shortest paths between an arbitrary pair of vertices 𝑥 and 𝑦, and 𝜎(𝑥, 𝑦|𝑢) is the number of shortest paths which connect 𝑥 and 𝑦 by passing through the vertex 𝑢.

Closeness Centrality (CL) [15] measures the “proximity” between a vertex and all other vertices in a graph 𝐺. The closeness centrality of a vertex 𝑢 is the reciprocal of the sum of the shortest path distances from 𝑢 to all other vertices in 𝐺, normalized by 𝑣 − 1:

𝐶𝐿(𝑢) = 𝑣 − 1 𝑣−1� 𝑤=1 𝑑(𝑢, 𝑤)

Clustering Coefficient (CC) measures how connected a vertex neighbors are to one another. For unweighted graphs, the clustering of a vertex 𝑢, denoted by 𝐶𝐶(𝑢), is the fraction of possible triangles through that vertex that exist,

𝐶𝐶(𝑢) =

2𝑇 (𝑢) 𝐷(𝑢)(𝐷(𝑢) − 1) , where 𝑇 (𝑢) is the number of triangles through vertex 𝑢 and 𝐷(𝑢) is the degree of 𝑢. 𝐶𝐶(𝑢) = 1 if every neighbor connected to a vertex 𝑢 is also connected to every other vertex within the neighborhood. 𝐶𝐶(𝑢) = 0 if no vertex that is connected to 𝑢 connects to any other vertex that is connected to 𝑢.

3.2 Game of Thieves

Game of Thieves [26] is a new centrality measure to compute the centrality of vertices and edges in a graph 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), where 𝑉 is the set of vertices, and 𝐸 is the set of edges.

As mentioned in Sect. 1, the leading actors in the game are wandering thieves. If a thief carry a vdiamond, his state is “empty”. If a thief does not carry a vdiamond, his state is “loaded”.

In order to understand how this measure works, we have to define some notation:

• Φ^𝑣_0 is the initial number of vdiamonds in vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 at epoch 𝑇 = 0; • Φ^𝑣_𝑇 indicates the number of vdiamonds in vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 at epoch 𝑇 (i.e. after GoT has run for 𝑇 epochs);

• Ψ^𝑒_𝑇 is the number of “loaded” thieves passing through an edge 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸 at epoch 𝑇; • Γ_𝑣 is the set of vertices connected by an edge with vertex 𝑣, ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉; • Ω_{𝑣𝑢} ≥ 0 is the weight of the edge which connects the vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 and 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉; • 𝑌_𝑡 is a dynamic list which contains the vertices visited by a thief 𝑡, useful to keep the path of 𝑡 in his search for vdiamonds.

If the state of a thief 𝑡 is “empty”, the following operations will be sequentially performed in any epoch 𝑒𝑝:

Step 1: 𝑎 randomly picks a vertex 𝑢 ∈ Γ_𝑣, where 𝑣 is its actual location, with a probability 𝑝_{𝑣𝑢} =^{Ω𝑢𝑣}

�_{𝑣∈Γ} 𝑣 Ω_{𝑣𝑢} .

Step 2: 𝑡 moves from his home vertex 𝑣 to vertex 𝑢.

Step 3: If 𝑢 ∈ 𝑌_𝑡 , then all the vertices after 𝑢 in 𝑌_𝑡 are removed from the list. Step 4: If 𝑢 ∉ 𝑌_𝑡 , then 𝑢 is added to the end of 𝑌_𝑡 .

Step 5: If Φ^𝑢_{𝑒𝑝} > 0, then 𝑡 takes one vdiamond and changes his state to “loaded”. Step 6: Φ^𝑢_{𝑒𝑝} decreases by one vdiamond.

If the state of a thief 𝑡 is “loaded”, the following steps will be sequentially performed in any epoch 𝑒𝑝:

Step 1: 𝑡 moves from the last vertex 𝑣 from 𝑌_𝑡 , which is his actual location, to the last but one vertex 𝑢 from 𝑌_𝑡 .

Step 2: 𝑣 is removed from 𝑌_𝑡 .

Step 3: Ψ^𝑒_𝑝 increases by one, i.e, edge 𝑒 from 𝑣 to 𝑢 increases.

Step 4: If 𝑢 is the home vertex of 𝑡, 𝑡 unloads the vdiamond, and sets his state to “empty”. Step 5: Φ^𝑢_{𝑒𝑝} increases by one vdiamond.

The game runs for a duration of 𝑇 epochs. The number of epochs to stop the algorithm is conventionally 𝑇 = log^3|𝑉 |.

Figure 3.2.1 shows snapshots of GoT in action on a simple network with 10 vertices. We can observe the thieves’ behavior and consequently the number of vdiamonds on each vertex 𝑣 after 𝑇 = log^3|10| ≈ 12 epochs.

When the game stops the centrality of each vertex 𝑣 is computed as:

Fig. 3.2.1 GoT in action. GoT behavior over 𝑇 = 12 epochs on a simple unweighted network with 10 vertices. The initial parameters are Φ^𝑣_0 = 10 and 1 thief per vertex. The numbers on the side of each vertex show the number of vdiamonds, Φ^𝑣_{𝑒𝑝} , in any vertex 𝑣 at epoch 𝑒𝑝, where 𝑒𝑝 = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 epochs in subplots a,b,c,d,e,f,g, h, i, j, k, l respectively.

Φ̄^𝑣_𝑇 = 1 𝑇 𝑇� 𝑒𝑝=0

Φ^𝑣_{𝑒𝑝}

This measure also refers to the average number of vdiamonds present at a vertex 𝑣, after the game has run for a duration of 𝑇 epochs. An important vertex is indicated by a small Φ^𝑣_𝑇 value, while a less important vertex is denoted by a high Φ^𝑣_𝑇 value. This is because a lot of thieves visit the most central vertices which will are quickly depleted, while few thieves visit the less central vertices which will not be depleted.

Then, the centrality of each edge 𝑒 is also computed as:

Ψ̄^𝑒_𝑇 = 1 𝑇 𝑇� 𝑒𝑝=0

Ψ_𝑒 𝑝^𝑒

This measure also refers to the average number of thieves who carry a vdiamond (i.e. in “loaded” state) passing through an edge 𝑒 after 𝑇 epochs. The most important edges are indicated by a high Ψ^𝑒_𝑇 values, while the less important edges are denoted by lower Ψ^𝑒_𝑇 values.

The computational complexity of GoT, 𝑂(𝐺𝑜𝑇), is bounded by 𝑂(𝑙𝑜𝑔^2|𝑉 |) < 𝑂(𝐺𝑜𝑇) < 𝑂(𝑙𝑜𝑔^3|𝑉 |).

It’s easy to guess from the description of the game that each vertex in the network is independent from the others. An high level of parallelization can be achieved in a traditional parallel computing environment, such as MPI. We can also think about a

Table 3.2.1 Comparison of five centrality algorithms using computational complexity.

Algorithm Computational complexity

Degree Centrality 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |) Betweenness Centrality 𝑂 ( |𝑉 | |𝐸 |) Closeness Centrality 𝑂 ( |𝑉^3 |) Clustering Coefficient 𝑂 (𝑉^2) Game of Thieves 𝑂 (𝑙𝑜𝑔^2 |𝑉 |) < 𝑂 (𝐺𝑜𝑇 ) < 𝑂 (𝑙𝑜𝑔^3 |𝑉 |)

graph partitioning algorithm in which each vertex or a group of vertices can do their own computations. GoT seems to be a fully distributed algorithm. Table 3.2.1 shows how GoT represents a great step forward in terms of time complexity with respect to centrality algorithms such us degree, betweenness, closeness and clustering.

3.3 Correlation Coefficients

The correlation coefficient is a statistical measure of the strength of the relationship between two variables. The values of the coefficient can vary from −1.0 to 1.0. A number greater than 1.0 or less than −1.0 implies an error in the correlation measurement. A correlation of −1.0 means that there is a perfect negative correlation, while a correlation of 1.0 shows a perfect positive correlation. A correlation of 0.0 indicates no relationship between the two variables.

Pearson 𝑟 correlation coefficient [6] is the most used correlation metric and it measures the degree of association between two linearly related variables. It is computed according to the following formula: 𝑟 = 𝑠 � 𝑎𝑏 − � (𝑎)(𝑏) � [𝑠 � 𝑎^2 − � (𝑎^2)] [𝑠 � 𝑏^2 − � (𝑏^2)] where 𝑟 is the Pearson correlation coefficient, 𝑠 is the number of observations, � 𝑎𝑏 is the sum of the products of 𝑎 and 𝑏 scores, � 𝑎 is the sum of 𝑎 scores, � 𝑏 is the sum of 𝑏 scores, � 𝑎^2 is the sum of squared 𝑎 scores and � 𝑏^2 is the sum of squared 𝑏 scores.

Spearman rank correlation coefficient [35] is a non-parametric measure of rank correlation. It measures the degree of relationship between two variables. The only hypothesis required is that the two variables can be ordered and, if possible, continued. This coefficient is computed according to the following formula:

𝜌 = 1 − 6 � 𝑑^2_𝑖 𝑠(𝑠^2 − 1) where 𝜌 is the Spearman rank correlation, 𝑑_𝑖 is the difference between the ranks of corresponding variables and 𝑠 is the number of observations.

Kendall rank correlation coefficient [23] is a non-parametric test used to measure the strength of association between two variables. If we consider two samples, 𝑥 and 𝑦, where each sample size is 𝑠, 𝑠(𝑠 − 1)/2 will be the total number of pairings with 𝑥𝑦. This coefficient is computed according to the following formula: 𝜏 = 𝑠_𝑐 − 𝑠_𝑑 1 2 𝑠(𝑠 − 1)

where 𝑠_𝑐 is number of concordant pairs and 𝑠_𝑑 is number of discordant pairs.

3.4 Complex Networks

Random networks. A random network may be described simply by a probability distribution, or by a random process which generates it. The Erdos–Rényi model is one of two closely related models to generate random networks. There are two variants of the Erdös Rényi model [11]. The first chooses one of all possible networks 𝐺(𝑣, 𝐸) with 𝑣 vertices and 𝐸 edges, where each network has an equal probability. This could be done by choosing 𝑉 edges from the

�_𝑣 2 � possible edges. Second variant 𝐺(𝑣, 𝑝) [18] starts with an initial set of 𝑣 unconnected vertices and includes edges with probability 𝑝. It can easily be deduced that each network with 𝑣 vertices and 𝐸 edges is equally likely with probability:

𝑝^𝐸 (1 − 𝑝)(^{𝑣2})^{−𝐸}

In this paper, we used the second variant 𝐺(𝑣, 𝑝) of the ER model. In each experiment, we have chosen the number of vertices 𝑣 between 1, 000 (see Figure 3.4.1) and 15, 000, and a probability for edge creation 𝑝 = 0.01.

Small-world networks. A small-world network [10] is characterized by a high degree of local clustering (like regular lattices). It also possess short vertex-vertex distances. This network model was proposed by Watts and Strogatz [40] and it interpolates between these two extremes by taking a regular lattice and randomly rewiring some of its edges.

Newman and Watts [27] proposed a variation of the Watts and Strogatz model. Given a network defined as a graph 𝐺(𝑉, 𝐸), where 𝑉 is the set of vertices and 𝐸 is the set of edges, the Newman-Watts-Strogatz small-world model (NWS) is defined as follows:

Step 1: Ring Creation. Creation of a ring over 𝑣 vertices in which each vertex 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 is connected with the 𝑘 closest neighbors. If 𝑘 is odd, 𝑢 is connected with the nearest 𝑘 − 1 neighbors.

Step 2: Edge rewiring. For each edge (𝑢, 𝑤) ∈ 𝐸, in the underlying 𝑣-ring with 𝑘 nearest neighbors, a new edge (𝑢, 𝑤) is added, with randomly-chosen existing vertex 𝑤 and probability 𝑝.

Fig. 3.4.1 Random network. ER model created using the variant 𝐺 (𝑣, 𝑝) with 𝑣 = 1000 and 𝑝 = 0.01 probability for edge creation.

Compared with Watts-Strogatz model, the random rewiring increases the edges number because new edges are added and no edges are removed.

In this paper, we used the NWS model. In each experiment, we have chosen the number of vertices 𝑣 between 1, 000 (see Figure 3.4.2) and 15, 000, 𝑘 = 6 neighbors with which connect each vertex 𝑢 in the ring topology, and a probability 𝑝 = 0.6 of rewiring each edge.

Scale-free networks. A scale-free [10] network is characterized by a degree distribution (i.e. the distribution of the number of vertices that have a particular degree) which decays like a power law [1]. Given a network defined as a graph 𝐺(𝑉, 𝐸), where 𝑉 is the set of vertices and 𝐸 is the set of edges, the scale-free network model of Barabási and Albert (BA) is defined as follows:

Step 1: Initial condition. The network consists of 𝑣_0 vertices and 𝑒_0 edges. Step 2: Growth. One vertex 𝑢 with 𝑒 edges is added at each step. Time 𝑡 is the number of steps.

Step 3: Preferential attachment (PA). Each edge of 𝑢 is attached to an existing vertex 𝑤 with the following probability:

Fig. 3.4.2 Small-world network. NWS small-world network model with 𝑣 = 1000 vertices, each of which is joined with its 𝑘 = 6 nearest neighbors in the ring topology, and 𝑝 = 0.6 probability of rewiring each edge.

𝑃_𝑖 =

𝐷(𝑤) � 𝑢∈𝑉 𝐷(𝑢)

The defined probability is proportional to the degree of vertex 𝑢. Holme and Kim [22] proposed a SF network model with two main characteristics: a perfect power-law degree distribution and a high clustering. To incorporate the second one, which is a peculiarity of the SW model, the authors modified the above BA algorithm by adding the following step:

Step 4: Triad formation (TF). If an edge (𝑢, 𝑤) was added in the PA step, an edge from 𝑢 to a neighbor of 𝑤 (chosen randomly) is added. If all neighbors of 𝑤 were already connected to 𝑢 (i.e. there are no pair to connect), a PA step is done instead.

In this paper, we used the BA model with the fourth extra step to generate scalefree networks. In each experiment, we have chosen the number of vertices 𝑣 between 1, 000 (see Figure 3.4.3) and 15, 000, we add 5 random edges for each new vertex 𝑢,

Fig. 3.4.3 Scale-free network. Extended BA model by Holme and Kim with 𝑣 = 1000 vertices, 𝑒 = 5 random edges to add for each new vertex and 𝑝 = 0.3 probability of adding a triangle after adding a new edge.

and we have chosen a probability 𝑝 = 0.3 of adding a triangle after we have added each of these random edge.

Real networks. In this paper we used three real networks: Dolphins, High Energy and Internet. The corresponding datasets have been downloaded from Mark Newman’s website.

The Dolphins social network is an undirected and unweighted network of the relationships between the bottlenose dolphins (genus Tursiops) living in a community in New Zealand [25]. The dolphins have been observed between 1994 and 2001. This network is composed of 62 vertices which are the bottlenose dolphins and 159 edges which are the frequent associations (see Figure 3.4.4-(a)).

The High Energy theory collaborations is an undirected and weighted network of co-authorships between scientists who posted preprints on the High-Energy Theory E-Print Archive between January 1, 1995 and December 31, 1999 [28]. This network is composed of 8, 361 vertices which are scientists and 15, 751 edges which are connections existing if the scientists have authored a paper together (see Figure 3.4.4-(b)).

Fig. 3.4.4 Real networks. (a): Dolphins social network with 62 vertices (i.e. dolphins) and 159 edges (i.e. frequent associations). (b): High Energy theory collaborations network with 8, 361 vertices (i.e. scientists) and 15, 751 edges (i.e. connections existing if the scientists have authored a paper together). (c): Internet network with 22, 963 vertices (i.e. autonomous systems - AS) and 48, 436 edges (i.e. connections between AS).

The Internet network was created by Mark Newman from data for July 22, 2006 and is not previously published. It was reconstructed from BGP tables posted by the University of Oregon Route Views Project. This network is a snapshot of the structure of the Internet at the level of autonomous systems (AS), i.e. collections of connected IP routing prefixes controlled by independent network operators. It is an undirected and unweighted network in which the vertices are 22, 963 AS and the edges are 48, 436 connections between AS (see Figure 3.4.4-(c)).

4 Correlation Analysis

We investigated the correlations among the centrality measures introduced in Subsect. 3.1, in both artificial and real-world networks described in Subsect. 3.4. The network models include the SF networks, the SW networks and the ER random networks. For each class, we randomly generated five unweighted networks. Each network had between 1, 000 and 15, 000 vertices. Each SF network had between between 4, 970 and 74, 959 edges. Each SW network had between 4, 810 and 71, 826 edges. Each ER network had between between 5028 and 1, 125, 545 edges. The realworld networks include three networks from different domains: the Dolphins social network, the High Energy theory collaborations and the Internet network.

For the implementation of the centrality measures such as degree, closeness, betweenness, and clustering coefficient ,we used Python and NetworkX library [21]. For GoT we used the implementation by D. C. Mocanu [26] which is available on GitHub (github.com/dcmocanu/centrality-metrics-complex-networks), setting 1 thief and Φ^𝑣_0 = |𝑉 | vdiamonds per vertex. We let GoT to run for 𝑇 = log^3|𝑉 | epochs. NetworkX was also used to generate the artificial networks and to perform our experiments with the real networks.

The results of the Pearson correlation coefficient 𝑟 are presented in Figure 4.1, the Spearman rank correlation coefficient 𝜌 in Figure 4.2 and the Kendall Rank Correlation coefficient 𝜏 in Figure 4.3, with the growth of networks’ sizes. Small deviations of rank correlation coefficients can be observed when the size of the networks is rather small. However, when networks grow big enough, the deviations are not visible anymore, especially for the rank correlation coefficients. Spearman correlation coefficient 𝜌 was much higher than Pearson correlation coefficient 𝑟 and so more capable of capturing the underlying ranking correlation between GoT and the other measures. Moreover, we can observe that 𝜌 is always larger than 𝜏, but there is no distribution difference between these two coefficients.

GoT and degree centrality have the strongest negative correlation. GoT and betweenness centrality also exhibit a large negative correlation. GoT and closeness centrality are negative correlated, but this correlation is less than that between GoT and both degree and betweenness. GoT and clustering coefficient centrality have no correlation in most cases. In ER networks, we can observe the strongest and almost identical negative correlation among GoT and degree, betweenness and closeness. In SW networks, we can observe a very strong and unique positive correlation between GoT and the clustering coefficient. Real networks are more complex than the artificial ones, but also in this case the correlation among GoT and degree centrality is confirmed to be the strongest one.

5 Conclusions

In this work we examined the correlation between well known and recently proposed centrality measures in real and artificial networks, i.e. scale-free, small-world and

Fig. 4.1 Pearson correlation coefficient 𝑟 between GoT and Degree (Blue), GoT and Betweenness (Orange), GoT and Closeness (Green), GoT and Clustering Coefficient (Red) as a function of the Network size, in SF networks (a), SW networks (b), ER random graph (c) and as a bar chart for real networks (d). In the artificial networks, the size is between 1000 and 15000 vertices.

Erdös-Rényi networks. If two centrality measures have a strong correlation, it means there is the possibility of approximating the metric with the highest computational complexity using the other. We used the Pearson correlation coefficient, the Spearman and Kendall rank correlation coefficients to study the correlations between the centrality metrics. An important finding is that the degree and the betweenness are strongly correlated with the new metric Game of Thieves. Also the closeness centrality is correlated with GoT but it’s some sort of weaker correlation. The clustering coefficient and the Game of Thieves have a strong positive correlation only in SW networks.

We have done a correlation analysis observing the correlation coefficients when the number of vertices in both artificial and real networks increases. As future work, we want to make an analysis on artificial networks taking into account the increase of the number of edges when the number of vertices does not change.

Moreover, in this work, we focus on measures of vertex centrality and consequently on GoT’s capability to compute the vertices centrality in a network. As future work, we want to apply the GoT algorithm to the case of edge centrality making a correlation analysis with the state-of-the-art measures of edge centrality.

Fig. 4.2 Spearman rank correlation coefficient 𝜌 between GoT and Degree (Blue), GoT and Betweenness (Orange), GoT and Closeness (Green), GoT and Clustering Coefficient (Red) as a function of the Network size, in SF networks (a), SW networks (b), ER random graph (c) and as a bar chart for real networks (d). In the artificial networks, the size is between 1000 and 15000 vertices.

The centrality of an edge reflects its contribute spreading messages over a network, as short as possible, and we can use it as a tool for the community detection [7–9].

We can conclude that the GoT algorithm represents a step forward compared to the classical centrality algorithms which have at least a quadratic computational complexity an it can be used instead of degree, betweenness and closeness centrality when we want to compute the centrality of a vertex in a very large network.

References

1. Barabási, A.L., Albert, R.: Emergence of scaling in random networks. Science 286(5439), 509–512 (1999). DOI 10.1126/science.286.5439.509. URL https://science.sciencemag.org/content/286/5439/509 2. Bolland, J.M.: Sorting out centrality: An analysis of the performance of four centrality models in real and simulated networks. Social Networks 10(3), 233–253 (1988). DOI 10.1016/0378-8733(88)90014-7. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0378873388900147

Fig. 4.3 Kendall rank correlation coefficient 𝜏 between GoT and Degree (Blue), GoT and Betweenness (Orange), GoT and Closeness (Green), GoT and Clustering Coefficient (Red) as a function of the Network size, in SF networks (a), SW networks (b), ER random graph (c) and as a bar chart for real networks (d). In the artificial networks, the size is between 1000 and 15000 vertices.

3. Bonacich, P.: Power and centrality: A family of measures. American Journal of Sociology 92(5), 1170–1182 (1987). DOI 10.1086/228631. URL https://doi.org/10.1086/228631 4. Brandes, U.: On variants of shortest-path betweenness centrality and their generic computation. Social Networks 30(2), 136 – 145 (2008). DOI 10.1016/j.socnet.2007.11.001. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378873307000731 5. Calderoni, F., Catanese, S., De Meo, P., Ficara, A., Fiumara, G.: Robust link prediction in criminal networks: A case study of the sicilian mafia. Expert Systems with Applications 161, 113666 (2020). DOI https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2020.113666. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0957417420304905 6. Chen, P., Popovich, P.: Correlation: parametric and nonparametric measures.

Sage university papers series. No. 07-139. Sage Publications (2002). URL https://books.google.it/books?id=UN4nAQAAIAAJ 7. De Meo, P., Ferrara, E., Fiumara, G., Provetti, A.: Enhancing community detection using a network weighting strategy. Information Sciences 222, 648–668 (2013). DOI 10.1016/j.ins.2012.08.001. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0020025512005488 8. De Meo, P., Ferrara, E., Fiumara, G., Provetti, A.: Mixing local and global information for community detection in large networks. Journal of Computer and System Sciences 80(1), 72–87 (2014). DOI 10.1016/j.jcss.2013.03.012. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022000013000767

9. De Meo, P., Ferrara, E., Fiumara, G., Ricciardello, A.: A novel measure of edge centrality in social networks. Knowledge Based Systems 30, 136–150 (2012). DOI 10.1016/j.knosys.2012.01.007. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0950705112000160 10. Duan, Y., Fu, X., Li, W., Zhang, Y., Fortino, G.: Evolution of scale-free wireless sensor networks with feature of small-world networks. Complexity 2017, 1–15 (2017). DOI 10.1155/ 2017/2516742. URL https://doi.org/10.1155/2017/2516742 11. Erdös, P., Rényi, A.: On random graphs i. Publicationes Mathematicae Debrecen 6, 290 (1959) 12. Faust, K.: Centrality in affiliation networks. Social Networks 19(2), 157–191 (1997). DOI 10.1016/S0378-8733(96)00300-0. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378873396003000 13. Ficara, A., Cavallaro, L., De Meo, P., Fiumara, G., Catanese, S., Bagdasar, O., Liotta, A.:

Social network analysis of sicilian mafia interconnections. In: H. Cherifi, S. Gaito, J.F. Mendes, E. Moro, L.M. Rocha (eds.) Complex Networks and Their Applications VIII, pp. 440–450. Springer International Publishing, Cham (2020). DOI 10.1007/978-3-030-36683-4_36. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-36683-4_36 14. Fortino, G., Liotta, A., Messina, F., Rosaci, D., Sarne, G.M.L.: Evaluating group formation in virtual communities. IEEE/CAA Journal of Automatica Sinica 7(4), 1003–1015 (2020). DOI 10.1109/JAS.2020.1003237. URL https://doi.org/10.1109/JAS.2020.1003237 15. Freeman, L.C.: Centrality in social networks conceptual clarification. Social Networks 1(3), 215–239 (1978). DOI 10.1016/0378-8733(78)90021-7. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0378873378900217 16. Friedkin, N.E.: Theoretical foundations for centrality measures. American Journal of Sociology 96(6), 1478–1504 (1991). DOI 10.1086/229694. URL https://doi.org/10.1086/229694 17. Galaskiewicz, J.: Social Organization of an Urban Grants Economy: A Study of Business Philanthropy and Non-Profit Organizations. Academic Press (1985). URL https://books.google.it/books?id=Vd25AAAAIAAJ 18. Gilbert, E.N.: Random graphs. Ann. Math. Statist. 30(4), 1141–1144 (1959). DOI 10.1214/ aoms/1177706098. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177706098 19. Gkoulalas-Divanis, A., Labbi, A.: Large-Scale Data Analytics. SpringerLink : Bücher. Springer New York (2014). URL https://books.google.it/books?id=1F24BAAAQBAJ 20. Grando, F., Noble, D., Lamb, L.C.: An analysis of centrality measures for complex and social networks. In: 2016 IEEE Global Communications Conference (GLOBECOM), pp. 1–6 (2016). DOI 10.1109/GLOCOM.2016.7841580 21. Hagberg, A.A., Schult, D.A., Swart, P.J.: Exploring network structure, dynamics, and function using networkx. In: G. Varoquaux, T. Vaught, J. Millman (eds.) Proceedings of the 7th Python in Science Conference, pp. 11–15. Pasadena, CA USA (2008) 22. Holme, P., Kim, B.J.: Growing scale-free networks with tunable clustering.

Phys. Rev. E 65, 026107 (2002). DOI 10.1103/PhysRevE.65.026107. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevE.65.026107 23. Kendall, M., Gibbons, J.: Rank Correlation Methods. Charles Griffin Book. E. Arnold (1990).

URL https://books.google.it/books?id=ly4nAQAAIAAJ 24. Li, C., Li, Q., Van Mieghem, P., Stanley, H.E., Wang, H.: Correlation between centrality metrics and their application to the opinion model. The European Physical Journal B 88(3), 65 (2015). DOI 10.1140/epjb/e2015-50671-y. URL https://doi.org/10.1140/epjb/e2015-50671-y 25. Lusseau, D., Schneider, K., Boisseau, O.J., Haase, P., Slooten, E., Dawson, S.M.: The bottlenose dolphin community of doubtful sound features a large proportion of longlasting associations. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology 54(4), 396–405 (2003). DOI 10.1007/s00265-003-0651-y. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-003-0651-y 26. Mocanu, D.C., Exarchakos, G., Liotta, A.: Decentralized dynamic understanding of hidden relations in complex networks. Scientific Reports 8(1), 1571 (2018). DOI 10.1038/ s41598-018-19356-4. URL https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-19356-4

27. Newman, M., Watts, D.: Renormalization group analysis of the small-world network model.

Physics Letters A 263(4), 341 – 346 (1999). DOI 10.1016/S0375-9601(99)00757-4. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0375960199007574 28. Newman, M.E.J.: The structure of scientific collaboration networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 98(2), 404–409 (2001). DOI 10.1073/pnas.98.2.404. URL https://www.pnas.org/content/98/2/404 29. Oldham, S., Fulcher, B., Parkes, L., Arnatkeviciute, A., Suo, C., Fornito, A.: Consistency and differences between centrality measures across distinct classes of networks. PLOS ONE 14(7), 1–23 (2019). DOI 10.1371/journal.pone.0220061. URL https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0220061 30. Pace, P., Fortino, G., Zhang, Y., Liotta, A.: Intelligence at the edge of complex networks: The case of cognitive transmission power control. IEEE Wireless Communications 26(3), 97–103 (2019). DOI 10.1109/MWC.2019.1800354. URL https://doi.org/10.1109/MWC.2019.1800354 31. Ronqui, J.R.F., Travieso, G.: Analyzing complex networks through correlations in centrality measurements. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2015(5), P05030 (2015). DOI 10.1088/1742-5468/2015/05/p05030. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/2015/05/P05030 32. Rothenberg, R.B., Potterat, J.J., Woodhouse, D.E., Darrow, W.W., Muth, S.Q., Klovdahl, A.S.:

Choosing a centrality measure: Epidemiologic correlates in the colorado springs study of social networks. Social Networks 17(3), 273–297 (1995). DOI 10.1016/0378-8733(95)00267-R. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/037887339500267R. Social networks and infectious disease: HIV/AIDS 33. Scott, J.: Social Network Analysis: A Handbook. SAGE Publications (2000). URL https://books.google.it/books?id=Ww3_bKcz6kgC 34. Shao, C., Cui, P., Xun, P., Peng, Y., Jiang, X.: Rank correlation between centrality metrics in complex networks: An empirical study. Open Physics 16(1), 1009–1023 (2018). DOI 10.1515/phys-2018-0122 35. Spearman, C.: General intelligence, objectively determined and measured. The American Journal of Psychology 15(2), 201–292 (1904). DOI 10.2307/1412107. URL http://www.jstor.org/stable/1412107 36. Stephenson, K., Zelen, M.: Rethinking centrality: Methods and examples. Social Networks 11(1), 1 – 37 (1989). DOI 10.1016/0378-8733(89)90016-6. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0378873389900166 37. Valente, T.W., Coronges, K., Lakon, C., Costenbader, E.: How correlated are network centrality measures? Connections (Toronto, Ont.) 28(1), 16–26 (2008). URL https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/20505784 38. Valente, T.W., Foreman, R.K.: Integration and radiality: Measuring the extent of an individual’s connectedness and reachability in a network. Social Networks 20(1), 89–105 (1998). DOI 10.1016/S0378-8733(97)00007-5. URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378873397000075 39. Wasserman, S., Faust, K., Granovetter, M., Iacobucci, D.: Social Network Analysis: Methods and Applications. Structural Analysis in the Social Sciences. Cambridge University Press (1994). URL https://books.google.it/books?id=CAm2DpIqRUIC 40. Watts, D.J., Strogatz, S.H.: Collective dynamics of ‘small-world’networks. Nature 393(6684), 440–442 (1998). DOI 10.1038/30918. URL https://doi.org/10.1038/30918