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The diplomat’s dilemma: Maximal power for minimal effort in social networks

Petter Holme! and Gourab Ghoshal?
1Royal Institute of Technology, 10044 Stockholm, Sweden
2Department of Physics, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 48109, U.S.A.

Closeness is a global measure of centrality in networks, aapdoxy for how influential actors are in social
networks. In most network models, and many empirical netgjocloseness is strongly correlated with degree.
However, in social networks there is a cost of maintainingjadies. This leads to a situation (that can occur in
the professional social networks of executives, lobbyitdomats and so on) where agents have the conflicting
objectives of aiming for centrality while simultaneouslydping the degree low. We investigate this situation in
an adaptive network-evolution model where agents optirtiizé positions in the network following individual
strategies, and using only local information. The straegire also optimized, based on the success of the agent
and its neighbors. We measure and describe the time ewnlotithe network and the agents’ strategies.

I. INTRODUCTION this field of complex-network theory (1; [4;[17) has been to
study systems where the network is formed by strategic deci-
To increase or maintain power, or position of influence, is asions by the agents (i.e., situations where the successof th
goal of many professionals. Many definitions of power recog-agents depend on the choice of other agents). This problem
nize that it is not an inherent attribute of an actbit aresult  has been traditionally been analyzed fromgeane theory per-
of the interaction between agents. One well-known definitio spective. Some of the most interesting game-theoreticétpr

by Max Weber reads (25): lems have been inspired by situations where the agents have
conflicting objectives. In, for example, the iterated pnieds
‘Power’ is the probability that one actor within a dilemma (2), agents have to choose between trying to achieve
social relationship will be in position to carry out short-time benefits by exploiting other agents, and trymg t
his own will despite resistance, regardless of the optimize their long-term profit by building a relationship o
basis on which this probability rests. mutual trust, but at the same time making them vulnerable

to exploitation. In most real complex networks, and network

Definitions like this suggest that there is a link between themodels, there is a strong positive correlation betwedieri
power of an actor and its position in the network of social re-€nt centrality measures (16) such as the local degree tigntra
lationships. Thus, by examining a social network, one shoul (the number of neighbors of a vertex), and closeness central
be able to Say Something about the power of the agents_ Ay HOWeVer, one must note that the correlation betweesghe
major theme in social network studies has been to infer th@luantities, though mathematically possible —high ceityral
power structures in organizations based on the contact pa&nd low degree (and vice versa)— is not strictly necessary.
terns of their member5 (14). In undirected networks of agtor A potentially interesting question in the interface betwee
coupled pairwise by their social ties, one idea of measydng complex networks and game theory would then be "How can
defining power, is to say that an actor that is close to othess h agents simultaneously maximize their centrality and miném
more power, than a more peripheral actor dbes (22). This caffeir degree?”. Another interesting aspect of this probliem
be turned into a network measure callddseness centrality ~ & more model-theoretic sense, is that the success of thésagen
(which will be defined explicitly in the next section). Nalye ~ ¢an be estimated from their network positions alone. In most
a way to achieve power would then be to position oneself aghodels of adaptive, coevolutionary networks (8), the scére
close to everyone else in the network as possible, i.e. te hathe agents is related to some additional traits of the agents
a social tie to each one of the network’s actors. In practicethemselves and their interaction. Our modéfetis from this
to make, and maintain, a social tie requires the actor tosinve @Pproach in the sense that the success of agents can be mea-
time and other resources. To have a direct tie to a significarftured from the topological features of the graph itselheat
fraction of the network is thus neither feasible, nor dédwa than somextremal attribute artificially ascribed to the agents.
We call this situation of two contrasting interests—to maxi
mize power (in terms of being central), while at the same time
keeping the number of social ties to a minimum—itiglo-
mat’s dilemma.

The diplomat’s dilemma can also be motivated from a more
academic perspective. Fueled by the increased availabflit
large-scale network datasets, there is a wave of interest-in

alyzing and modeling systems as graphs. One theme within In this chapter, we will discuss how this problem, the diplo-
mat's dilemma, can be phrased in more mathematical terms.

We will analyze a model of adaptive agents that try to solve

this problem as the network evolves|(10). We will also, dis-

1 A person, or other well-defined social unit, in the contexbaf model; we ~ CUSS the output of t_h|5 model, bpth the evolution of the net-
will use the termagent. work and the evolution of strategies of the agents.
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Il. DEFINITION OF THE MODEL network, and the score function that the agents want to opti-
mize. However, to go from this point to a sensible simulation
A. Preliminaries scheme, we need to determine how an agent can update its

connections. A first, very common assumption, is that the
The framework of our study is a grajg#(t) = {V(t), E(t)}  agents arenyopic—that they can receive information from,
of N verticesV andM(t) edgesE(t). The vertex seY is fixed,  and dfect others in the network only within a certain radius
but the edge sef(t) varies (both its content and size) with from itself. This assumption lies behind so much of social
time. A vertex marks the position of an agent in a social netnetwork studies that one may argue that in situations where
work of edges representing social ties. We will henceforththe myopic assumption is not needed, so agents can see, and
also assume the graph to be simple, i.e. no multiple- or selfmanipulate the network at large distances, the represemtat
edges are allowed. Lel(i, j) denote thedistance between  of the social network as a simple graph is not appropriate.
andj. Technically we definél(i, j) as the smallest number of In our case, we assume that an ageo&n change its con-
edges in any path (sequence of adjacent edges) connectingections (&ect the network) within the second neighborhood
andj. Then, for a connected gragi the closeness central- T, = {j € V : d(i, j) < 2}, and thati can see the scorj),
ity (22) is defined as: centralityc(j) and degreé; of vertices inl';. (Sinces and
N—1 c are global quantities, some global information reaaidi-
(1)  rectly. Nevertheless, since the actual contact networka@an

ccll) = s—i 7 \ >S:. : . ;
Zjeayn d(, ) be inferred from this information, we still consider the atge

The score function, that the agents seek to optimize, shoul@yOp'C‘)

increase with closeness centrality and decrease with eegre The simulations procged iteratively vyhere, each time step,
A simple choice for such a function s (i)/k (wherek; is the every vertex can update its network position by adding aredg

degree ofi). However, we do not want to restrict ourselves to a vertex i, and delete an edge to a neighbor. An illustra-

to connected networks. If the network is disconnected, wd'on of the possible moves can be found in ig. 1.
make the assumption that being a part of a large component

should contribute to a larger centrality. One way of modifyi
closeness centrality to incorporate both these aspeatst(s
distances and being a part of a large component implies cen-
trality), is to define the centralitg(i) as

h C. Strategies

Ideally one would provide the agents with some intelli-
gence and use no further restrictions for how they update the
1 positions to increase their scores. This is not as easy ane ca
(2) imagine and, for simplification, one would like to reduce the
capability of the agents further. To do this, we assume that a

whereH (i) is the connected subgrapbelongs to and(i, j)is ~ @9enti updates its position (either by deleting or attaching an
the graph distance betweeand]j. The number of elementsin €dge), by applying a sequence of tie-brealangons.
the sum of Eq[{R) is proportional to the number of vertices of
i's connected component which gives a positive contribution
from large components. To obtain this property, we use the
average reciprocal distance, rather than the reciproeshge
distance (as in the original definition of closeness ceityjal e MAXC Choose vertices with maximal centrality in the
This adjusted definition gives a higher weight on the count of sense of Eq{2).
closer vertices, but captures similar features as closatues.
With the definitions established above, we are now ready to
state the score function:

o-(Prie

c(i) = ,
e 90- 1)

e MAXD Choose vertices with maximal degree.

e MIND Choose vertices with minimal degree.

MINC Choose vertices with minimal centrality.

RND Pick a vertex at random.

e NO Do not add (or remove) any edge.

For the purpose of our simulations, the networks we conThe sequences of actions define trategies of the agents.
sider will have a initial configuration similar to ErdéseRyi  The strategy of an agentcan be stored in two six-tuples
networks [(5) withMo number of edges. In other words, Sadd = (9 -, 2% and sye representing a priority or-
the network is generated by addiiy edges one-by-one to dering of the addition and deletion actions respectively. |

N (isolated) vertices such that no multiple- or self-edge isSaddi) = (MAXD, MINC, NO, RND, MIND, MAXC) then i
formed. tries at first to attach an edge to the verteX'#Gi) with high-

est degree. If more than one vertex has the highest degree,
then one of these is selected by the MINC strategy. If still no
B. Moves unigue vertex is found, nothing is done (by application &f th
NO strategy). Note that such a vertex is always found after
We have outlined so far the basic setup for the game—strategies NO or RND are applied. Xf= @ no edge is added
the underlying graph representing the actors and theiabkoci (or deleted).



FIG. 1 Anillustration of the myopia (the restricted knowdedabout
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When updating the strategycopies the parts ofqq(j) and
seel(]) that j used the last time step, and let the remaining ac-
tions come in the same order as the strategy vectors prior to
the update. For the purposes of making the set of strategy vec
tors ergodic, driving the strategy optimization|(15] 18)da
modeling irrational moves by the agents!(13); we swap, with
probability ps, two random elements &g j) andsyel(j) ev-

ery strategy vector update. In addition to the strategy espac
we also would like to impose ergodicity in the network space
(i.e. the game can generateldivertex graphs from any initial
configuration). In order to ensure this, disconnected efsst
should should have the ability to reconnect to the graph. We

the network). The agents are assumed to have knowledge af, arllow this by letting a vertex attach to any random vertex

be able to flect the second neighborhodd (shaded in the figure).

The agent knows the centrality and degree of the neighbar sheeir

accumulated score the lagt, time steps. Based on this information

the agents can, during a time step, based on their stratelgesle
to delete the edge to a neighbor, and reconnect to a vertesteps
away.

delete: MIND | [AXC] D] R
add: [NO] [FNBY [N | [MAxC] N NSl

ooV

FIG. 2 Anillustration of the strategies of the agents. Atradistep,

the agent can delete one edge and add another in order toenifso
score. The way to select a neighbor to delete an edge to (oxta ne

nearest neighbor to attach an edge to) is to consecutiveitypms-
sibilities by applying “actions” in a “strategy vector”. Ehagent's
leading deletion strategy is MIND, meaning it looks for rigigrs
with as low degree as possible in the first place, to deletedige to.
In this example there are three neighbors with degree timeeked
with black). To further eliminate neighbors the agent agplihe
MINC strategy (ranking the neighbors in order of minimumtcai

ity c. In this case vertex 1 is the unanimously least central m@igh

So, at this time step, the agent will delete the edge to 1. Aade

dition of edges the leading action is NO, meaning no edge hweill

added.

D. Strategy updates and stochastic rewiring

of V with probability p, everytg'th time step. This is not
unreasonable as even in real social systems, edges may form
between agents out of sight from each other in the social net-
work. In fact some authors have pointed out, that in addition
to information spreading processes, there are other fttiat

lead to the evolution of the social networks (cf. Ref/ (24)).

E. The entire algorithm

To summarize, the algorithm works as follows:

1. Initialize the network to a Erd6s-Rényi network with
vertices andvlp edges.

2. For all agents, start with random permutations of the six
actions as strategy vect®gq andsyer.

3. Calculate the score for all agents.

4. Update the agents synchronously by adding and delet-
ing edges as selected by the strategy vectors. With prob-
ability p;, add an edge to a random vertex instead of a
neighbor’s neighbor.

5. Everytgaith time step, update the strategy vectors. For
each agent, with probabilitps, swap two elements in
it's strategy vector.

6. Increment the simulation time If t < ty, go to stefi B.

The parameten,,q, averages over fierent realizations of the
algorithm are performed. We will primarily use the paramete
valuesMg = 3N/2, ps = 0.005, tsyar = 10, tor = 10° and
Navg = 100.

IIl. NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. Time evolution

The strategy vectors are initialized to random permutation To get a feeling for the time evolution, we start by plotting

of the six actions. Everly,th time step an agemupdates its

strategy vectors by finding the vertexlin= {j : d(i, j) < 1}

guantities characterizing the strategies of the agentsfand
network structure. The most important parts of the strategy

with highest accumulated score since the last strategytepda vectors are the first positior:%dd and ﬁe'. In practice,~ 90%
This practice of letting the agent mimic the best-perfognin of the decisions whether or not to add (or delete) a specific
neighbor is common in spatial games|(19), and is closely reedge do not pass this first tiebreaker. In Eig. 3(a) and (b) we
lated to the bounded rationality paradigm of economic5.(13)can see how complex the time-evolutionsdf? and s{* can
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FIG. 3 Output from an example run of & = 200 system with
pr = 0.012. (a) and (b) show the fraction of vertices having a certai
leading action for additior3® (a) and deletior-3 (b) respectively.
(c) shows the average scam®, (d) the average degréeand (e) the
fraction of vertices in the largest connected compoment
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close to one, meaning that all agents are connected (girectl
or indirectly), but sometimes this fraction becomes vewy.lo

It is harder (than for the high-degree peaks) to see the -corre
sponding strategic cause for these fragmented states.e Ther
are usually peaks corresponding to NO as the leading additio
action, but these are also accompanied by peaks correspond-
ing to NO as the leading deletion action. As we will see, this
feature becomes less pronounced as the system size irkrease
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FIG. 4 Four diterent example networks from a run with the same pa-
rameter values as in F{g. 3. The symbols indicate the leaatidgion
action. (a) shows the common situation where MAXC is the {ead
ing addition action.o-‘je' is MAXC for almost all agents. (b) shows

a transition stage betweerf® being mostly MAXD toc2%? being
primarily MAXC. (c) shows another transient configuratiohere a
large number of dferent addition strategies coexist. (d) shows the

addition strategies in a fragmented state.

be. Each sector of the plot corresponds to a leading addition

(or deletion) action, and they have a size in the y-direqtian
portional to the fraction of vertices having that leadintj@at

B. Example networks

value. The time evolution is complex, having sudden cascade In light of the complex time evolution of the system, it is
of strategy changes and quasi-stable periods. Cascad®s in thot surprising that the system attains a great variety of net
leading addition action seem to be accompanied by cascadesrk topologies as time progresses. In . 4 we show four
in the leading deletion action. The particular time-window snapshots of the system for a run with the same parameter
shown in Fig[B was chosen to highlight such cascades. Faralues as in Fid.3. In Fi@l4(a) the network comes from the
the parameter values of Fig. 3, cascades involving more thamost common strategy configuration where both the leading

75% of the vertices happens about once eveptih@e steps.
In Fig.[3(c) we measure the average score funcsnBe-
ing a non-zero-sum game, the value(sf can vary signifi-

deletion and addition actions are MAXC for a majority of the
agents (in this situation, we call the acticd@minating). In
this configuration the network is centered around two indi-

cantly, a fact which can be seen upon examining the figurerectly connected hubs. The vertices between these two hubs
Most of the time, the system is close to the observed maxihave the highest centrality, and since they are within tlee se
mum<s) ~ 80. One reason for lower scores can be seen iond neighborhood of most vertices in the network, and most

Fig.[3(d) where we plot the average deggiee For some time

agents haver?¥ = MAXC, these vertices will get an edge

steps, the network becomes very dense with an average digem the majority of agents (thus becoming hubs in the next
gree of alImost 20. As high degree is not desirable, the ageradime-step). There are 18 isolates vva'i-@dd = NO. These will
score is low during this period. This rise in degree has,natustay isolates until their strategy vectors are mutated¢kvbce-

rally, a corresponding peak in the leading deletion acti@h N

curs (on average) evetyay Ps = 2000°th time step. Fid.l4(b)

Another reason of the occasional dips in the average scare cahows a rather similar network topology with thdtdience

be seen in Fid.]3(e) where we plot the fractiarthat belongs

that a majority of the vertices have MAXD as their leading ad-

to the largest connected component. This quantity is usualldition action (almost all vertices hatﬁe' = MAXC). For this
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configuration, the MAXC vertices will move their edges to over the whole range. Another counter-intuitive obseorati
the most central vertices whereas the MAXD vertices will notis that there seems to be more agents W@F‘F = NO in the
move their edge. In Fig.]4(c) we show a more rare, high- more dense peaks. These vertices (wiffi’ = NO) seem to
configuration (=~ 273 545 in Fig[3). Here the leading dele- pe primarily isolated and do noffact the majority of vertices
tion action is NO for about one fourth of the vertices, and the(connected in the largest component). They will thereftag s
system is rapidly accumulating edges. In Eig. 3(d) we show &solated until their strategies have changed or they haea be
fragmented state, where a number of vertices have the igadirtonnected to the rest of the network by random connections.
addition action NO. The vertices withf% = NO that are not  We also observe that there is a larger variety of leading ad-
isolates haver‘l’e' = NO so they will not fragment the network dition actions than leading deletion actions. A possibterin
further. On the other hand, the vertices qu{iddel = MAXC pretation of this is that the fitness of agents is more depgnde
ando_elmdddel — MAXD can fragment the network. on the leading addition action. This seems natural in a situ-

ation where it is disadvantageous to connect to a majority of
agents (so the choice of neighbor to disconnect is not impor-
tant), however it is beneficial to connect to to a minority of
well established agents.

One of the most widely studied and revealing metrics of
network structure, is the degree distribution—the prolitgbi

C. Effects of strategies on the network topology

We are now in a position to examine in detail the net-

work topollogies Fhat aris_e fromferent QOminating addition mass function of the degrees of vertices. In Elg. 6 we plot the
and deletion actions. First, we plot histograms (rescaded tdegree distribution for dominating actioa%‘dd — MAXC (a)

show the probability density functions) of the network stru .

tural quantities shown in FigEl] 3(c), (d) and (e)—see FEig. 5andoi® = NO (b). Theoi™ = MAXC graph has wo highk
These diagrams all have two peaks—one with ksi (k) peaks, corresponding to the hubs in the network. _The exis-
and(n;) values (where the network is fragmented, the num-tence of two broad pea_ks_as opposed t_o only one is strange,
ber of edges small and the scores low), and another broadgggd the reasons for this is not immediately apparent. The
peak corresponding to a connected network with higherscoreo-l - .NO graphs (whose averaged degree distribution are
and more edges. Interestingly, thefdient leading actions shown in (b)) are more dense, as expected. However, they

; . also have a larg&-peak, which is probably related to, either
are not completely localized toftierent peaks but spread out the strategies of other agents, or a residue from the pregedi

period (remember that the periods of dominatirfd? = NO
is very short compared with the?d® = MAXC periods). This
implies that one can separate system-witfeas of some
strategy driving the decisions of the majority, but therd wi
also be otherfects present in the network. Note that, while
many studies have focused on the emergent properties of de-
gree distributions adl — oo, the interesting features of our

100 model occurs for smaller system sizes, consequently we be-
lieve this limit is not interesting or relevant to our studyda
we do not consider it.

We now proceed to look at four other measures @ifedi
ent network structures and how they depend on the dominat-
ing addition and deletion actions. The first two measures we
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FIG. 5 The probability density function of average scorgs ((a), 108 : e 10°5 : :
average degrees (c), (d), and relative sizes of the largestected ! ° 100 ! 0 100

component (e), (f). The fferent fields represent figrent leading

addition actions (@), (c), (e), andftéirent leading deletion actions F|G.6 The degree distribution for systems with the samerpater
(b), (d), (). The vertical size of a field gives the probagillensity  values as in Fig.J3. Panel (a) shows the averaged degreibulimn
function conditioned to that leading action. The curvesa@rages \when more than half of the agents have MAXC as their leadinii ad

over ten runs of 10timesteps with the same parameter values as inijgn actions. Panel (b) displays the corresponding plotifeleading
Fig.[3. The color codes of the actions are the same as ifiFig. 3.  addition action NO.



consider are the degrdeand scores. In Fig.[4(a) and (b) level of complexity in describing the network with respemt t
we plot the average values of these quantities (averaged ovthe agents’ degree, is to measure the correlations between t
all vertices, regardless of strategy, and averaged ovearail  degrees of vertices at either side of an edge. In particular,
ples with a particular dominating strategy). This plotisé@d one can determine if high-degree vertices are primarily con
on ten runs for 10time steps, with network quantities mea- nected to similar high degree vertices, or instead are ditiée
sured every tenth time step. During these runs, the two leadew-degree vertices. The assortativitys a measure of ver-
ing actions—e29 = MINC and 0% = MIND were never tices’ tendency to connect to other vertices of similar type
employed. We note that the most common leading actionthis case those with similar degreel(17). In technical terms
(for both addition and deletion) MAXC and MAXD gives the is the Pearson correlation d@ieient of the degrees at either
highest average score. This does not mean that all agergs haside of an edge. There is an additional caveat that we need
a high score in these situations—from Figh. 4(a) and (b) wéo consider; since the edges in our networks are undirected,
know that the score canftier much from one agent to another. r has to be symmetric with respect to edge-reversal (i.e. re-
The degrees are low for these strategies, which is a negessarlacing {, j) by (j,i)). However the the standard definition of
(but not sdficient) condition for a low score. Fmrel‘dd = NO the Pearson correlation dbieient does not account for this
the average degree is also low, but the score is much loweymmetry. The way to fix this problem is to let one edge con-
than for(ri‘dd = MAXC and MAXD. The reason, as pointed tribute twice tor, i.e. to represent an undirected edge by two
out above, is that the network can become heavily fragmentedirected edges pointing in opposite directions. If one eyl
for this leading addition action. Th@i‘dd corresponding to  an edge list representation internally (i.e., if edges toeed
the highest degree is RND, this might seem strange, but duin an array of ordered pairg( j1),- -, (im, jm)) then we can
ing these runs (which is also visible in Fig.33j% = RND is  write the adjusted as,
correlated withor@ = NO which is a state naturally leading
to a comparatively dense network. The other leading actions
039 = MIND and o¢® = MINC result in low scores and
sparse networks. _ _ ) )
The other two measures we examine areassertativity ~ Where, for a given edge. (), ki is the degree of the first ar-
andclustering coefficient. Before discussing our results, let us gument (i.e., the degree of k; is the degree of the second
first define these quantities in detail. The average degliee te @rgument and the brackes -) denote averaging. The range
us if the network is sparse or dense. The degree distributiofif I is [-1, 1] where negative values indicate a preference for
gives a more nuanced picture of how homogeneous the set 8fghly connected vertices to attach to low-degree vertaed

vertices are with respect to the number of neighbors. The ne)positive values imply that vertices tend to be attachedherot
vertices with degrees of similar magnitudes.
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The clustering ca@cient, on the other hand, is a measure of
transitivity in the network. In other words it checks whathe
neighbors of a node are also connected to each other (thus
forming triangles). It is a well known empirical fact that-so
cial acquaintance networks have a strong tendency to form
trianglesl(D) and it is therefore a worthwhile exercise tarax
ine whether the networks generated by our model display this
feature. There is in principle, more than one way to define the
clustering cofficient. Here we employ the most commonly
used one.(3),

(5)

wherenyiangie is the number of triangles amgpie is the num-
ber of connected triples (subgraphs consisting of thretcesr
and two or three edges). The factor of three is included te nor

C= 3ntriangle/ Ntriples

" malize the quantity to the interval [Q].
HRND AN Now that we have defined these quantities we refer back
to Fig.[1. We note that the most common leading actions
039991 = MAXC and MAXD have the lowes{C) and(r) val-
ues. A possible explanation for this could be the following.
Consider a triangle, a subgraph of three vertices connected
by three edges. The graph will be connected even if one of
these edges is deleted. In a situation where edges are expen-
sive, this kind of redundancy is not desired. For this reason
it seems natural that, on average, the most successfud-strat
gies MAXC and MAXD have few triangles. The negative as-
sortativity of these situations are also conspicuous feataf

OMAXC EMINC ® MAXD  AMIND
FIG.7 Average values of four flerent network structural quantities
for different dominating addition and deletion actions (i.e. thatam
than half of the agents have a specifif, or o$¢). (a) shows the
average score as a function of degree fdredéent dominatingrélldd.
(b) is the corresponding plot foﬁje'. (c) displays the clustering coef-
ficient as a function of assortativity forféierent dominatingr&lldd. (d)

is the corresponding plot forﬂiérenta-ge'. The bars indicate standard
errors. The data comes from simulation of ten rungédent random
number generator seeds) of°line steps. Two actions were never

attained during these runs2d = MINC and o' = MIND.



the examples shown in Fidd. 4(a) and (b) (most vertices there 1
are only connected to the two hubs, but the hubs are not con-
nected to each other). For networks with a broad spectrum o5
of degrees, it is known thg€) and(r) are relatively strongly
correlated|(12). This is also true in Fid$. 7(c) and (d) where
the relationship betweg€) and(r) is monotonically increas-
ing. The network configurations with highg&) and(r) are

the ones withor2d = MIND and o$¢' = MINC. Since these
networks are both sparse and fragmented, some componengs
must have a large number of triangles (probably close to be-* ™
ing fully connected). The denser states, wiff = RND and

0% = NO, have intermediatéC)- and(r)-values, meaning
that the edges are more homogeneously spread out, similar to
the network in Figl4(c).

-- N =800

(2399

N =400

K

o
D. Transition probabilities ﬁ
=z
From Fig[3 it seems likely that the ability of one leading ac- e I i it I
tion to grow in the population depends on the other predomi- __ 0-9f 1
nant strategies in the system. For exampRé% = RND dom- o8 _o--oTTTTTTTTTTTT 1
inates after a period of many agents employirig’ = MIND 07p--", , , , (h) -
as the leading strategy. Consequently, it is worth askieg th 01 02 p°-3 04
qguestion: How does the probability of one leading action de- '
pend on the configuration at earlier time steps? FIG. 8 The system’s dependence on the topological noisé (eiee

We investigate this qualitatively by calculating the “ts&n  the fraction of random rewiringg;) for different system sizeNl.
tion matrix” T’ with elements”(sy, s) giving the probability ~ Panels (a), (b) and (c) show the fractiGi{®’) of leading addition
of a vertex with the leading actios to have the leading ac- actionsoi for systems oN = 200, 400 and 800. Panels (d), (e)
tion s, at the next time step. However, note that the dynamic&nd (f) show the fraction of preferred deletion actions fee same

is not fully determined byi”, and is thus not a transition ma- (Nfee system sizes, while (g) shows the average degree jite(h

trix in the sense of other physical models. If that were thefVerage size of the largest connected compo(ret

case (i.e. the current strategy is independent of the girate

adopted in the previous time step) we would have the relation _ _ _

T = T To study the deviation from this null-model, °" the number of agents and the noise level in the deletion
" el ) ) ) _and attachment mechanism. In Hi§. 8, we tune the noise level

we assume the diagonal (i.e. the frequencies of the stestegi (fraction of random attachmentg) for three system sizes. In

given, and calculat& defined by, panels (a)-(c) we show the fraction of leading addition ac-
, — tions among the agen(Ej‘% (averaged over 100 runs and
Tij =T/ \/TiTi‘ ( 10P time steps). The quantitief®® denotes the fraction

The values ofl for the parameters defined in Fig. 3 are dis- Of 2gents having a.SpeCifEidddel- As observed in Fid.13(a)
played in Tabs[l an@lll. Thefbdiagonal elements have the leading action is MAXC followed by MAXD and RND.
much lower values than 1 (the averag&diagonal® val- ~ The leading deletion actions, as seen in panels (d)(f), are
ues are @14 for addition strategies andoao for deletion). ~ ranked similarly except that MAXD has a larger (and increas-
This reflects the contiguous periods of one dominating acing) presence. Iy, = 1, then all actions are equally likely

tion. Note that transitions between MAXC and RND are over-(they do not have any meaning—all strategies will result in

rdel . Trdel ~ R random moves equal 9% = %€ = RND). There are trends
representedl G5 - oo © Trnpmaxc ~ 0.027, whichis more qual & # )

than twice the value of any otheffediagonal elementinvolv-  in the pi-dependences dfr2%), but apparently no emerging
ing MAXC or RND. As another token of the problem’s com- discontinuity. This observation, (which also seems to liotd
plexity, the matrix is not completely symmetricel is theps-scaling), that there is no phase transition for any param-

ND,NO

twice (~ 3 s.d.) as large a-ﬁ&ngND meaning that it is easier eter value governing the probability of random permutation

for RND to invade a population with NO as a leading deletion!n the strategy vectors, is an indication that the result/ab
action. than vice versa. can be generalized to a large parameter range. We also note

that, although the system has the opportunity to be passive
(i.e. agents havingdd? = ¢ = NO), this does not happen.
E. Dependence on system size and noise This situation is reminiscent of the “Red Queen hypothesiis”
evolution (28)—organisms need to keep evolving to maintain
So far we have focused on one set of parameter values. [eir fitness.
this section we investigate how the system behavior depends Next we look at the dependence of the network structure on



MAXC MINC MAXD MIND RND NO
MAXC 1 0.0164(3) 0.0088(2) 0.0107(4) 0.0151(5) 0.0010(0)
MINC 0.0169(3) 1 0.0113(6) 0.036(2) 0.025(2) 0.0017(3)
MAXD 0.0093(3) 0.0104(7) 1 0.0103(6) 0.0206(9) 0.0003(0)
MIND 0.0115(4) 0.030(2) 0.0130(7) 1 0.059(5) 0.0020(2)
RND 0.0157(5) 0.024(2) 0.020(1) 0.064(5) 1 0.0023(5)
NO 0.0007(0) 0.0031(2) 0.0009(0) 0.0036(2) 0.0042(4) 1

TABLE | Values for theT matrices for addition. T;; is the deviation from the expected value in a model of rand@msitions given the
diagonal values.) The values are averaged over 100 raahzaif the algorithm. All digits are significant to one s.d€lparameter values are
the same as in Fif] 3. Numbers in parentheses are the stardarslin units of the last decimal.

MAXC MINC MAXD MIND RND NO

MAXC 1 0.0100(2) 0.0131(4) 0.0094(2) 0.0266(3) 0.0126(3)

MINC 0.0098(2) 1 0.0070(3) 0.010(1) 0.0105(4) 0.0050(3)

MAXD 0.0133(4) 0.0067(3) 1 0.0055(2) 0.0124(3) 0.0062(2)

MIND 0.0087(2) 0.011(1) 0.0054(2) 1 0.0101(2) 0.0055(3)

RND 0.0269(3) 0.0094(4) 0.0128(3) 0.0083(2) 1 0.0072(3)
NO 0.0097(3) 0.0076(3) 0.0053(2) 0.0078(3) 0.0131(3) 1

TABLE Il Same as in Talil | but for deletion, instead of additistrategies.

the number of agents and the noise level. The average degremsses about the network characteristics of verticesmiithi
plotted in Fig[B(g) is monotonously increasing wigh There  local neighborhood (upto second neighbors). The agents use
is, however, a qualitative flerence in the size scaling—for strategies that they update by imitating the best perfogmin
pr < 0.12 the average degree increases WiHor p; = 0.12  neighbor within this information horizon. The dynamics are
this situation is reversed. In Figl 3(h) we plot the averagedriven by occasional random moves and random permutations
largest-component size as a functionmffor different sys-  of the vectors encoding the strategies of the agents. For the
tem sizes. The behavior is monotonous in bptraendN—  sake of flexibility, the definition of the problem as stated in
larger pr, or a larger system size, means higke). In all  this chapter, is deliberately vague. To turn it into a mathe-
network models we are aware of (allowing fragmented netmatically well-defined problem, one has to specify how the
works), a decreasing average degree implies a smaller giaagients can féect their position in the network and what in-
component. Fop, > 0.12, in our model the picture is the formation they can use for this objective. There are of o®urs
opposite—as the system grows the giant component spans amny choices for how to do this. Although we believe our
increasing fraction of the network. This also means that théormulation is natural, it would be very interesting to regpée
agents, on average, reach the twin goals of keeping theelegrthese assumptions. A future enhancement would be to equip
low and the graph connected. the agents with methods from the machine learning commu-
nity to optimize their position, and to tune the amount of in-
formation accessible to the agents. A mathematical simpli-
IV. DISCUSSION fication of the problem would be to let all agents know the
precise network topology at all times (this may however lead
We have presented a general game theoretic network prof® some conceptual problems—if the information about the
lem, the diplomat’s dilemma—how can an agent in a networknetwork is obtained via the network, it would be strangeéf th
simultaneously maximize closeness centrality and miremiz picture of the network close to an agent would not be more
degree. The motivation for this problem comes in part fromaccurate than the picture of more remote sections of the net-
a type of social optimization situation where agents seek t&vork). Another interesting version of the problem would e t
gain power (via closeness centrality) and keep the cost (dgequire an edge to represent an agreement between both ver-
gree) low. It can also be motivated from a more academidices, so that an agentannot add an edgg {) unlessj finds
point of view—interesting dynamics often comes from whenthis profitable.
agents simultaneously try to optimize conflicting objeesiv Nevertheless, despite the simplicity of our model, the time
The diplomat’s dilemma is one of the simplest such situation evolution of the simulation is strikingly complex, with cgia
in a networked system, because the score function doesnot dstable states, trends, spikes and cascades of strategiag am
pend on any additional variable, or trait, of the verticaslyo the agents. This complex dynamics is also captured in var-
the vertex’ position in the network. ious metrics measuring fliérent levels of network structure.
We devise an iterative simulation where at every time stepFurthermore, the network structure and the agents’ siiesteg
an agent can delete it's connection to a neighbor and add atirectly influence one another. If the agents stop deleting
edge to a second neighbor, based on the information it pogdges, the average degree of the network will grow rapidly,
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which may benefit a strategy aiming to lower the degree of th@nd neighborhood. However to make a stronger and more

agents. This feedback from network structure, to the agentsonclusive statement about the optimal strategy, mordtsesu

and their decisions about how to update their networks isre needed. This is something we hope to gather from future

a central theme in the field of adaptive, coevolutionary netstudies.

works (8). We believe that all forms of social optimization  One of the problems facing this type of mechanistic mod-

involve such feedback loops, which is a strong motivationeling of social information processes (5; 7] 11} 20} 21), is

for studying adaptive networks. The complexity of the time-that they are very hard to validate. Information spreading i

evolution, especially in the network structural dynamiss i social systems is neither routed from agent to agent like the

more striking for intermediate system sizes. Indeed, many i information packets in the Internet, nor do they spread én th

teresting features of our simulation are not emergent in thgame fashion as epidemics. Instead the spreading dynamics

large-system limit, but rather present only for small sizesis content dependent. férent types of information may be

Models in theoretical physics have traditionally focused o spreading over dierent social networks, following fiierent

properties of the system & — co. In models of social sys- dynamic rules. There are some promising datasets for study-

tems however, extrapolating to infinite size is not necélysar ing social information spreading. For example, networks of

a natural limit in the same way (it will of course be interagti blogs, Internet communities, or social networking sitesage

to examine the limiting behavior of such models). We believeate large amounts of potentially valuable data, althougheh

this is a good example of the dangers of taking the large-sizgata sets are not necessarily conducive to the questions tha

limit by routine—the most interesting relevant featuresh&  adaptive models such as the one described in this chapter see

model may be neglected. to address. In the near future, we hope mechanistic modeling
In a majority of the cases in our simulations, most of theof social information processes will be more data drivek; as

agents use a strategy where they both delete, and attach ittg questions that can actually be validated through ecwdiri

vertices according to the MAXC action. This implies that the study.

agent first deletes the edge to the most central vertex in the

second neighborhood (in the sense of a modified closeness

centrality), and then reattaches to the most central véntex

steps away (before the deletion). In practice this mearts th&\cknowledgments

an agent typically transfers an edge from it's most centnal i

mediate neighbor to it's most central neighbor two stepsjawa  P-H. acknowledges support from the Swedish Foundation

This strategy makes the agent move towards the center witdor Strategic Research. G.G. thanks the James S. McDonnell

out increasing its degree, which clearly seems like a reasorfoundation for support. The authors thank Matteo Marsti fo

able procedure in the diplomat’s dilemma. However, thiststr comments.

egy is not evolutionary stable in the presence of noise @enc

the complex time evolution). This strategy creates network

with low clustering co#ficients, i.e., there are a comparatively

small number of triangles. Since forming a triangle introglsl

an extra edge, which is expensive, without changing the size
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