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Traditional social network analysis often models homophily—the tendency of similar individuals
to form connections—using a single parameter, overlooking finer biases within and across groups.
We present an exponential family model that integrates both local and global homophily, distin-
guishing between strong homophily within tightly knit cliques and weak homophily spanning broader
community interactions. By modeling these forms of homophily through a maximum entropy ap-
proach and deriving the network behavior under percolation, we show how higher-order assortative
mixing influences network dynamics. Our framework is useful for decomposing homophily into finer
levels and studying the spread of information and diseases, influence dynamics, and innovation diffu-
sion. We demonstrate that the interaction between different levels of homophily results in complex
percolation thresholds. We tested our model on various datasets with distinct homophily patterns,
showcasing its applicability. These homophilic connections significantly affect the effectiveness of in-
tervention and mitigation strategies. Hence, our findings have important implications for improving
public health measures, understanding information dissemination on social media, and optimizing

intervention strategies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Human interactions naturally lead to forming commu-
nities and groups, often characterized by connections be-
tween individuals with similar attributes—a phenomenon
known as assortativity or homophily [I} [2]. This prin-
ciple, where “birds of a feather flock together,” affects
not only friendship formation but also social selection,
peer influence, organizational behavior, and online inter-
actions—shaping the overall resilience and dynamism of
social networks [2H4]. Engagement patterns on platforms
like Facebook and X suggest that, while individuals tend
to initially connect with similar others, they often end up
interacting more intensively with people holding oppos-
ing views during public discussions and debates, particu-
larly on polarizing topics [5H7]. This gives rise to a dual-
layer homophily: local homophily that guides connection
formation and global homophily that emerges from inter-
actions across broader, more diverse viewpoints. These
layers manifest similarly in contexts like interdisciplinary
citation networks, where researchers engage within their
fields while also citing work across disciplines [§], or in
global trade networks, where countries exchange diverse
goods beyond their primary economic alliances [9].

In social networks, the strength of interpersonal ties
between individuals plays a crucial role in shaping inter-
action dynamics [I0, [IT]. Strong bonds, characterized by
frequent and emotionally significant exchanges, are vi-
tal for social support and the transmission of complex
information, particularly among close friends and fam-
ily members [I0]. Groups foster cohesion and influence
the broader integration of social networks by modulat-
ing the formation and role of strong ties [12], 13]. In
contrast, weak bonds, such as those between acquain-
tances, are instrumental in spreading information across

different social circles and promoting the diffusion of new
ideas [I4]. Moreover, weak ties are key in spreading con-
tagions, as they bridge disparate communities, facilitat-
ing the transmission of infections across network bound-
aries [I5HI7]. Bond strength and homophily mutually
influence each other during network evolution [I8]. For
instance, strong ties are often formed based on race in
diverse environments [14} [19], whereas weak ties exhibit
gender homophily [20]. This distinction between strong
and weak ties highlights their influence on network re-
silience and spreading dynamics. Strong ties can increase
the epidemic threshold, acting as barriers to rapid conta-
gion spread, while weak ties are crucial for bridging social
groups and accelerating innovation diffusion [10, 21].

Homophily in social network analysis is often repre-
sented as a network-wide property controlling or emerg-
ing from dyadic interactions. Such approaches often
overlook the nuanced effects of strong (local) and weak
(global) homophilic interactions on group dynamics.
While generating a network given a degree sequence and
a homophily value is relatively straightforward [22] 23],
creating random graphs with finer details—such as dif-
ferentiated biases in connections across groups—remains
beyond the capabilities of existing models. Incorporat-
ing homophily in the context of group structures intro-
duces significant challenges, yet it enables the represen-
tation of varying homophilic tendencies within different
groups and facilitates the integration of multiple layers
of interaction [24]. Moreover, homophily is inherently
multi-dimensional, arising from attributes such as race,
gender, or shared interests. Capturing these diverse fac-
tors within network models is, however, computationally
demanding, especially when attempting to account for all
potential homophilic connections, which makes compre-
hensive modeling practically infeasible [25].



In this paper, we propose a comprehensive framework
that decomposes the dyadic homophily across groups and
inside groups of different sizes, aligning naturally with
well-established theories in social science. We provide
a detailed understanding of the effects of these differ-
ent types of homophiles on the connectivity of the net-
works, which has implications for spreading phenom-
ena. We show that a maximum entropy approach that
only fits one parameter per group size is able to cap-
ture the homophily levels in several network data sets
remarkably well. While it is possible to introduce a
simplicial homophily score to capture higher-order ho-
mophily within simplicial complexes—providing met-
rics for group-level homophily beyond dyadic connec-
tions [26]—our approach takes a simpler and more flexi-
ble route. Furthermore, these data show that homophily
patterns within different group sizes may be quite differ-
ent, sometimes increasing in group sizes and sometimes
decreasing in group sizes. We show that these different
homophily levels can have a crucial impact on network
spreading processes and percolation: when percolation
levels are different within and between groups, in some
cases different homophily levels may increase the percola-
tion threshold, while in other cases, the homophily levels
decrease the percolation threshold.

The paper is structured as follows: In Section [l we
present the proposed network model, describing its statis-
tical properties and group interactions. In Section[[TI} we
show how this model can describe many different datasets
and it enables us to define local homophily consistently
across groups of any size. In Section [[V] we investigate
the implications of these models for percolation processes
and analyze their impact on connectivity and epidemic
thresholds. We leave some less crucial details to the ap-
pendix.

II. MODEL DESCRIPTION

A social network can be represented as a collection
of nodes connected by various relationships and interac-
tions. We will create a simple undirected graph G that
consists of different c-clique-graphs G.. The N nodes of
G are divided into N, red nodes and N, = N — N,. blue
nodes, with possible red-red, red-blue, or blue-blue links.

We now describe how each clique graph G, is gener-
ated. First, as the nodes of G. have two possible col-
ors, each c-clique can be classified into one of the ¢ + 1
types, depending on its number of red nodes. For exam-
ple, Fig. illustrates four possible configurations of a
3-clique with 0, 1, 2, or 3 red nodes. We denote the distri-
bution of these clique types by the vector F¢, where F¢ ;
represents the proportion of c-cliques with ¢ red nodes.
This vector provides insights into the local homophily of
the graph. For example, when ¢ = 3, higher values of
Fs 0 and F3 3 relative to F3; and Fj 5 indicate stronger
local homophily, as cliques composed entirely of nodes of
the same color (all red or all blue) represent maximum
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FIG. 1. Creating a homophilic clique network with eight red
and six blue nodes. (a) With two colors, there can be ¢+ 1
types of c-cliques distributed according to Fc. Here ¢ = 3. (b)
M3 = 7 cliques are sampled with replacement from the avail-
able colored nodes. Consequently, the relative frequency Fr ;,
where i represents the number of red nodes in each clique,
and the abundance of red nodes can influence the degree het-
erogeneity of red nodes. (c) Gs is built by sampling seven
3-cliques. (d) Final network G = G3 U G2 shapes after merg-
ing different clique layers where they share the same nodes.
Here G2 is built through a similar procedure with a different
M and Fa. In general, a network can be made of the union
of many different layer-graphs G = |J G..

homophily at the local level.

We then sample M, cliques of size ¢, whose types are
sampled according to the distribution F.. A clique of
type ¢ is sampled by sampling ¢ uniformly chosen red
vertices, and ¢ — i uniformly chosen blue vertices. This
means that a single node can belong to multiple cliques.

Homophily is a measure of the tendency of nodes to
connect to similar others. The homophily of each clique
type can be computed using the standard Coleman Ho-
mophily index [27, 28]. This index is calculated as the
normalized difference between the number of intra-group
connections in the network and its expected value if the
links were uniformly placed randomly in the network. If
err, €py, and e, are the link densities between colored
nodes, and respectively n, = N,./N and n, = 1 — n,
are the density of red and blue nodes, the Coleman ho-
mophily index h of the network is defined as
€rr + €py — 2 — ﬂf
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In our case, each clique type contributes differently to the
total homophily of the network G.. The contribution of
links within a clique of size ¢ and type 1, i.e., containing
1 red nodes, to the homophily index is

QL) e
2
e = 1-n2—-n? 2)
The choices ¢ = 0 and 7 = ¢, cliques with all red or

blue nodes, yield the intrinsic homophily, k. ; equal to 1.
On the other hand, the most heterophilic configuration
is achieved when the numerator in Eq. is the smallest

possible. This happens when, depending on the parity of
c,i=gori= %1, that is, for the most heterogeneously

colored clique types. In particular, we have
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The homophily value of a network layer G. is then
obtained as the weighted average of the homophily con-
tributions of all different clique types of size ¢, yielding

hc - Z hc,ti,i (5)

All the layers have the same red and blue nodes and
therefore for any c,

1
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These equations allow us to calculate the homophily in-
dex h, for every clique size ¢, providing insight into the
level of homophily within different group sizes.

A. Maximum Entropy Distribution for Local
Homophilies

As the clique-homophily level h. of Eq. is an av-
erage over all possible distributions of a c-clique into red
and blue nodes, this means that there are many different
choices of the F. that obtain the same clique-homophily
level h.. We therefore choose the F. distribution that
maximizes entropy for a given h.. A maximum entropy
distribution is the most unbiased distribution that sat-
isfies the given constraints—in this case, the expected
number of red nodes in a clique and the desired level of
homophily. In networks with strong homophily, the dis-
tribution will favor cliques where nodes of the same color
are grouped together, reflecting this tendency. In more
heterogeneous networks, the distribution will allow for a
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FIG. 2. The maximum entropy distribution F. for cliques of
size ¢ = 5 presented for homophily values h = 0.2 (solid lines)
and h = 0.6 (dashed lines) across two fractions of red nodes
n, = 0.3 and n, = 0.7.

broader mix of colors in the cliques, supporting diverse
connections between red and blue nodes.

The maximum entropy distribution F, in this setting,
is given by

1
Fei= —exp (010 + O2hc,i). (7)

The partition function Z normalizes the distribution F.
after applying the other constraints. 6; and 6, are con-
stants that are obtained by imposing that the average
fraction of red nodes in the cliques balance with the to-
tal fraction of red nodes in the network, N,, and that a
desired homophily index, h., is achieved by the network.

In the large-network limit, Eq. @ guarantees that af-
ter sampling the M, cliques the proportion of red and
blue nodes in the cliques coincides with the prescribed
proportion of red and blue nodes in the network. In turn,
average degrees for red and blue nodes coincide,

cle—1)

(k) = (e} = (k) = MSE ®)

B. Group Homophily

The final network G is constructed by combining var-
ious subgraphs G., represented as G = |, G.. Trivially,
(51 is a graph composed of N isolated colored nodes and
G2 is a stochastic block model (SBM) that accounts for
the global homophily, hy := ho. For ¢ > 2, G, includes
homophilic groups, which exhibit local homophily, h..
The total homophily of the network, h, is determined by
both global and local homophilies: h = h(ha, hs, ha, -+ ).

Each G, contributes links to the final network G, with
larger ¢ values increasing the expected node degree signif-
icantly. We control the average degree of the combined
network G by adjusting the number of samples M, of
different clique sizes. In the limit of large network size,
for not very large c, if M, does not grow faster than N,



each network layer G contains M, c(c; D odges. Specify-

ing the clique sizes, the total average degree for graph G
is then given by

=3 Y, 0

Larger cliques influence the average degree more strongly.
For this reason, in the large-network limit, the interest-
ing case is when each clique size contributes to G with
a similar amount of edges. This happens when we set
the number of cliques M, to scale inversely proportional
to the number of edges in a single clique of size c. In
particular, taking
N (k)

M, = c(c—l)ac’ (10)
where ) a. = 1, we can tune the contribution to the
average degree from cliques of any size ¢ by tuning the
parameter a. € [0,1]. The vector (as, as, oy, ...) encodes
the proportion of edges in the graphs coming from cliques
of all different sizes, which makes it possible to compute
the total homophily in the graph from the prescribed
global and local homophily vector (hs, hs, hy, ...):

h = <Otc, h(-> = Z achc- (11>

c>2

As an example, when G is obtained by combining only
two clique networks G. and G, we weigh the contri-
bution given by cliques of size ¢ and ¢’ by tuning the
parameter a. and a.. For instance, we can focus on
the case G = Gy U G,, with ¢ > 2, where given the de-
sired average degree (k) and the vector (s, a.) we use
Eq. the number of 2-clique and c-cliques to sample.
When o, < a3, global homophily is dominant and at
as = a. = 0.5, h represents the average of h. and ho.
For as < a., local homophily induced by c-cliques be-
comes dominant instead.

In the appendix, Fig. [[2] showcases three network con-
figurations: the first two with an equal number of cliques
and the third with equal links from both clique types,
demonstrating the impact of varying local and global ho-
mophily values on the overall network structure.

C. Beyond two colors

So far, for the sake of simplicity, we have focused on
networks where nodes possess binary attributes, such as
male and female or red and blue. However, this frame-
work can be extended to nodes with any discrete set of
states or attributes, not just binary ones. FEach clique
network G., and consequently the mixed clique network
G =G, can be extended to a multi-color version. As-
sume that each node has one of the s > 1 different colors,
hence s(s+1)/2 different edge types can be present. Dif-
ferent colors may represent different social groups, fea-
tures, or functionalities within the network. The number

of vertices of each color is denoted by N, ..., Ng, while
their fraction over the total number of nodes IV is denoted
by n1, ..., ng.

For fixed clique size ¢, each clique type can be uniquely
specified by a vector i = (i1, ..., i5) encoding the number
of vertices of each color in the clique. For example, if
s = 3 (red, blue, or green nodes) and ¢ = 4, the vector
(2,1,1) corresponds to the 4-clique with 2 red nodes, 1
blue node, and 1 green node. Similarly, as in the 2 color
case, different cliques yield different homophily indices:

% — (M2 4. +n?)
h; = 1—(n?+..4+n2)

M, cliques are sampled according to a given distribution
vector F, where F; specifies the probability of selecting
a particular clique type. Constrained with achieving a
desired network homophily value h, and assuming that
all different color nodes have the same expected degree,
we define the maximum entropy clique distribution

1
F; = E exp(01i1 oo+ 01051+ /\hi).

The exponents 61,...,0,_1 are conjugated to the con-
straints that ensure the average proportion of colored
nodes in the cliques match the total proportion of col-
ored cliques. Instead, A is specified after requiring the
desired homophily network value h. The constraints read
explicitly as

1

h=> hF (13)

Similarly as in the 2-colored version, a multi-layer struc-
tured network can be obtained when mixing cliques of
different sizes.

III. EMPIRICAL NETWORKS

To evaluate how effectively our model captures real-
world social network structures, we focus on datasets
with gender attributes, analyzing how homophily varies
across cliques of different sizes. We show two examples
from the real world examples in the next section and
leave more examples in the appendix. For each dataset,
we identified all maximal cliques, grouped them by size
¢, and derived an empirical distribution representing the
proportion of cliques containing varying numbers of red
nodes. Our analysis assumes a maximum entropy distri-
bution for clique configurations, constrained by the ob-
served data, including the expected number of red nodes
per clique and the overall homophily index. The inferred
parameters 61 and -, define the shape of the maximum
entropy distribution given by Eq. [7] that best fits the
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FIG. 3. Empirical and inferred distributions of F. for the local homophily for Pokec network with 53.42% red and 46.58%
blue nodes (gender attributes) and Coleman homophily index h = —0.2 given by Eq. Each subpanel shows the empirical
distribution of clique compositions by the number of red nodes, with the inferred maximum entropy distribution overlaid as a
dotted line. Pokec remains Slovakia’s top online social network, thriving for over a decade despite competition from platforms

like Facebook.

empirical data. By maximizing the likelihood of the ob-
served distributions, we gain insight into local and global
homophily values. The simplicity of exponential models
makes this approach particularly effective for analyzing
configurations with small numbers of states, as reflected
in the remarkably close alignment between the observed
data and the estimated distributions (dashed curves in

Fig. [3)).

To ensure the robustness of our estimates, we applied
a bootstrap resampling procedure. For each clique size
¢, we resampled n. cliques (equal to the observed count
for that size) 1,000 times, generating a distribution of
homophily values. This allowed us to compute mean ho-
mophily and construct 95% confidence intervals. These

results were visualized by plotting h. against clique size,
with error bars representing the confidence intervals, pro-
viding a clear view of how homophily evolve with clique
size (see, for example, Fig. [4).

A. Pokec Social Network

Pokec is a popular Slovak social networking platform
that is widely used for social interactions and dating.
The Pokec social network dataset, collected in 2012 from
the Stanford Network Analysis Project (SNAP), contains
383,943 nodes representing users [29]. Of these users,
53.42% are labeled as red (female) and 46.58% are la-
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FIG. 4. The changes in h. for the Pokec dating social me-
dia highlights the initial heterophily, preference for dating
the opposite genders (colors), and the shift toward a more
mixed structure in larger cliques as interactions become less
gender-specific. Error bars represent 95% confidence inter-
vals calculated using bootstrap resampling of cliques for each
clique size.

beled as blue (male). The links between nodes repre-
sent friendship relationships. Fig. 3] displays the actual
and estimated distribution of F. in each clique layer G..
This network starts with a case of heterophily (G2), in-
dicating that people on the Pokec platform tend to date
others who are different from themselves. As the clique
size increases, the network ends up having a very mixed
structure for non-dyadic relationships. Fig. [ illustrates
how the tendency for heterophily decreases as people in-
teract less dominantly with the opposite gender as the
clique size grows.

B. 100 Facebook Friendship Networks

In September 2005, a dataset on Facebook friendship
networks from 100 universities in the US was collected as
part of a study on homophily [30]. Fig. shows the mean
homophily versus clique size for these networks. It shows
that larger cliques have higher homophily on average. In
the appendix, Fig. [20] breaks down the analysis by the
six most common available cliques. Each panel focuses
on a specific maximal clique size, displaying an almost
increasing scheme. In Appendix. [B] we show similar dis-
tributions as for the Last.fm networks for US universi-
ties. For example, Fig[2T] illustrates the situation for the
Oberlin College network.

IV. COLORED PERCOLATION

Group structures and homophily—where individuals
preferentially connect with similar others—significantly
constrain spreading phenomena and the diffusion of in-
novations and behaviors within social networks [2, B+
33]. For example, people get together in households,
schools, and tight-knit communities, and this can push
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FIG. 5. Homophily VS clique size for Facebook friendship
networks from 100 US universities. The larger the cliques,
the larger the averaged homophily. This graph is divided into
segments based on the number of available clique sizes for each
network. The color shifts indicate the number of networks
contributing to each segment, with lighter colors representing
more networks. The background curves, shown in shades of
gray, represent individual university networks. The color bar
shows the number of contributing cases per segment.

the epidemic threshold, by acting as localized barriers
to the spread of diseases, thereby reducing the risk of
widespread outbreaks [34H37].

Understanding percolation processes, where nodes or
links can be removed through various mechanisms, pro-
vides valuable insights into how network structures and
connectivity change under different conditions [38], B9].
This understanding is crucial to predict epidemic thresh-
olds and the likelihood of contagion spread. Moreover, it
is instrumental in evaluating the effectiveness of different
public health strategies and designing efficient immuniza-
tion strategies [22] 23] [35] 37, [40-44].

Deriving analytical criteria for the connectivity of our
network model is challenging. However, it is intuitive
that the emergence of a giant connected component,
which scales with the network size, requires a higher
density of edges as clique size increases. Larger cliques
inherently promote localized connections, which, while
strengthening cohesion within groups, increase the risk
of network fragmentation by limiting inter-group links.
This trade-off highlights the delicate balance between
clustering and global connectivity in such network struc-
tures.

Consider a scenario where red-red links remain active
with probability 7., blue-blue links with probability 7,
and red-blue links with probability mp,.. In this case, as-
suming 7, = 7 = 0 and 7. = p < 1, the colored
percolation process is governed only by the spreading
among red individuals. Under these conditions, the size
of each group, along with local and global homophily,
becomes significant. Fig. [6] demonstrates that higher ho-
mophily values—especially local homophily—lower the
critical probability in the transmission network. Con-
sequently, increased homophily reduces the epidemic
threshold, making herd immunity more challenging to
achieve, as expected [23]. All simulations and numerical
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FIG. 6. Phase transition in the giant component of transmis-
sion networks with average degree six where red-red links are
active with probability -, and (a) all blue-blue and blue-
red links removed, 7 = 0.0, 7, = 0, (b) 7rp = 0.2, mpp = 0,
(¢) mp = 0.0, mpp = 0.2, (d) 7 = mpp = 0.2. The higher
the homophily values, especially strong (local) homophily, the
lower the critical probability. In (a) and (c), when 7. = 1,
the transmission network only includes the red-red links, and
these links contain a portion of the red nodes such that the
larger the homophily, the larger this portion. In the extreme
case of h = 1, where the network is segregated, the red-red
links contain N, red nodes. Note that at this extreme, the
larger the weak (global) homophily, the larger the giant com-
ponent. For smaller n, values, the separations between the
curves become more pronounced.

computations are publicly available at [45].

A. Critical percolation value

To analyze the critical percolation value numerically,
we map the percolation process on the clique network to
a percolation process on a tree-like network, by analyz-
ing the spreading within the clique separately from the
behavior between cliques. We therefore compute the av-
erage number of infected I'-cliques that are caused by a
percolated vertex in an I-clique.

The average number of type I-cliques that are adjacent
to a randomly chosen red or blue vertex equals

% n , % nb’[F[
F T = MC(I) N y Fb,[ = MC(I) N 5 (14)

T’
r b

where n,. 1, np,; denote the number of red, blue nodes in
a type I clique, and M, () the total number of cliques of
the same size as I. Furthermore, let ® = [m., Ty, Tpp)
be the values quantifying the probabilities that red-red,
red-blue, and blue-blue links are kept active after perco-
lation. Finally, let g,.(I, 7, n,,ny) denote the probability
that, after percolation, a randomly chosen red node is

still connected to n, red and n; blue nodes within the
same clique of type I; similarly, g,(I, 7, n.,npy) denotes
the probability for a randomly chosen blue node to re-
main connected to n, and n, nodes within 1.

Then, the average number of type I’ cliques that are
reached after percolation from a node of color (x) € {r, b}
from a red node in a clique of type I equals

ny, 1 MNp,1

B, = Flor SN sy = O g (L, 1 ).
ny=0mn,=1

(15)
The term inside the inner summation is the average num-
ber of nodes of color (x) in the I-clique that are still con-
nected to the red node after percolation. The term in
front is the average number of type I’ cliques adjacent
to (x) colored nodes. The average number of I’ cliques
reached at a node of color (x) from a blue node in [ is
denoted by By, 1 and it is similarly computed.

Therefore, the matrix B = B(w) encodes the aver-
age number of vertices of specific clique types that are
reached through percolation starting within another spe-
cific clique type. Then a percolation vector 7 is critical
when there is a vector v, for which

v € ker[B(w) — I], wv/|v| >0, (16)

where I denotes the identity matrix. Note that
det(B(w) — I) = 0 is a necessary condition for this to
hold.

The elements of the matrix B require the probabilities
g (I, m,ny,np) and g,-(I, 7, n,, np). For any clique of type
I with n, ; red nodes and ny ; blue nodes, the probabil-
ity that the clique remains connected after percolation is
gp(I, 7, np1,mp.1) = gr(L, 7,00 1,mp 7). This probability
equals to one minus the probability that there exists a
cut in the clique, and can be written recursively as

Ny, 1 Nr. 1
~x— [N, — 1\ (1
gb(I,ﬂ',nr,I7nb,I>:1_ZZ(j1 )( { )

j=114=0

X gy(Li jy 7,4, ) (1 — 1) (4 =)

X (1 — )7 (@e=9) (1 — )i (de=D)+3(de=0) = (17)

b, 1 M, T

~x— (M1 \ (Mg — 1
rIa s Mo T =1- ] J
gL, o7 ) ZZ(])(Z—l)

§=0i=1
X gb(Ii,j7 i, 5)(1 — Wrr)i(dT_i)

x (1— 7Tbb)j(drj)(l i(dp—7)+37(dr—1) (18)

—7Tb,«) .

From these equations, we can compute g,(I, 7, n,,np)
when n, <n,rorny <nyg, as

npr — 1\ (1,1
gb(Lﬂ"nr,nb) = ( ny — 1 ) ( 7:T )gb(ln,,.,nbaﬂanranb)
« (1 _ WTT)TLT('”/T,I_W/T)(l _ Wbb)nb(nb’l_nb)

x (1— ﬂ-br)nT(nb,I—nb)"Fnb(nr,I_nr)’ (19)
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~ (1 _ ﬂ.br)nr(nb,l—nb)-‘rnb(nr,z—nr)_ (20)

These equations takes the probability that a clique with
n, and n; red and blue vertices remains connected from
Eq. and (18], and multiplies it with the probability
that these vertices are not connected to any remaining
vertices of the clique.

Fig.[7]shows a heatmap of the critical percolation value
with respect to the two homophily parameters. We see
that the choice of « is crucial in determining the effect
that the two homophilies have on the critical value. In-
deed, when « is larger (Figures d, e, f), there are more
edges within 4-cliques than in 2-cliques, and the effect
of the 4-cliques dominates the critical percolation value.
When there are as many edges in 4-cliques as in 2-cliques
(Figures a, b, ¢), both homophilies equally affect the crit-
ical value. The effect of the interplay between the differ-
ent percolation probabilities between and within colors is
more interesting. When 7, is low, increasing homophily
decreases the critical percolation value. On the other
hand, when 7, is large, it increases the critical percola-
tion value.

We now compare the critical percolation values and

the impact of the different types of homophily. By in-
troducing the two levels of homophily, there are multiple
ways to achieve the same total homophily value h given
by Eq. . We now investigate the impact of choos-
ing different local homophily levels that lead to the same
total homophily on the critical percolation value. In par-
ticular, we fix hx. Then, two possible ways to achieve
a particular homophily value h are setting hy = h* and
fix ho to match the total homophily h using Eq. . A
second way is to fix ho = h* and match hy to obtain total
homophily h. We then compute the critical percolation
value 7). (hy = h*), for given 7, and setting mp, = mppe.
We compare this critical percolation value to the criti-
cal 7,.(hg = h*) at the same total homophily h. The
difference between these two values indicates the impact
that the layers of homophily may have on the critical
percolation value. Fig. [§| shows that the different layers
of homophily may have a large impact on the percolation
value. Interestingly, this effect has non-trivial behavior
in the parameter space. When 7, is small, a higher value
of clique homophily may lead to lower percolation values,
but for larger m,; this effect reverses.

Fig. [7] shows that the value of 7., at which the effect
of local homophily reverses in Fig. [§] is exactly where
the effect of changing the different homophily is almost
zero. Indeed, for example, Fig. changes effect in the
parameter 7., from negative to positive approximately at
7y = 0.4. Fig. [(b shows that indeed at that value, the
effect of changing either of the two homophilies is close
to zero. Similarly, in Fig. the transition is around
7 = 0.35, and Fig. [Te shows that the effect of changing
homophily is indeed close to zero.
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FIG. 8. The effect of local homophily levels on percolation.
Area plot of 7, against total homophily h. The color value
indicates the value of j.(ha = h*) — 7y.(he = h") value,
when myp = mrr, ¢ = 4, average degree is 2, N,/N = 0.5.
Red indicates that setting hs = h™ and hs so that the total
homophily is h has a higher percolation value than setting
he = h™ and h4 to make the total homophily equal to h. a)
h*=05,a=a"b)h" =1, a=a",¢c) A" =05, a =0.5. d)
ey = 0.17,.. White area is where there is no critical perco-
lation value, due to (1) no giant component in graph without
percolation, (2) already a giant component when 7, = 0.



We then investigate the effect of the different possible
combinations of the inter and intra-color percolation pa-
rameters. Fig.[d] shows how different local homphily set-
tings that give rise to the same total homophily may have
different critical 7., values for a specific m, and 7,4. In
particular, the plot fixes the global homophily at h = 0.
Then, it calculates the critical 7., value for ho = h*, and
hy such that the total homophily equals h, 7}.(he = h*),
as well as the critical 7,.. value for hy = h*, and hs such
that the total homophily equals h, 7),.(hs = h*). The
figure plots ©f,.(hy = h*) — wk.(ha = h*). The figure
again shows a difference in effect for different inter and
intra-color percolation parameters: for larger 7, the ef-
fect of homophily is the reverse from the effect at lower
. Furthermore, the interaction between the parame-
ters m-p and mp, also plays a non-trivial role.

B. Vaccination as an Example

We now consider a situation in which the red nodes
correspond to vaccinated nodes, and the blue nodes to
unvaccinated nodes, under an imperfect vaccine.

Let the inter-group efficacy of the vaccine be f;. That
is, when the spreading probability between two unvac-
cinated nodes equals 7, then the spreading probability
between a vaccinated and an unvaccinated node equals
mry = frm. The spreading probability between two vac-
cinated nodes equals my, = 7frf,. Fig. [I0] shows the
results for several values for f; and f,.

As in Fig. [7] we see that the effect of homophily on
the critical percolation value can flip. For example, In
Fig. [I0b, where f; = 0.1, f, = 0.5, increasing any of
the two local homophilies leads to a higher critical per-
colation value. In Fig. on the other hand, where
fr =1, f, = 0.1, increasing homophily leads to a lower
percolation value. This effect is consistent with the re-
sults in Fig. [7] where we saw that for low 7., increasing
homophily leads to a lower critical probability, as in this
case, T = frm. In Fig. [I0d, the red-blue percolation
probability is 7r, while it is 0.57 in Fig.[I0p. Furthermore,
Fig. shows that again, there is some combination of
fr and f, that makes the critical percolation probability
almost independent of any local homophily.

In a tree-like network with homophily h, the required
vaccine coverage (fraction of red nodes) for herd immu-
nity is known to increase in h, with strong homophily po-
tentially making the threshold unattainable [23]. More-
over, the size of the epidemic increases consistently with
the strength of homophily for a perfect vaccine, whereas
for a vaccine with limited efficacy, it peaks at a specific
homophily level [23]. In contrast, our results show that
the setting with multiple layers of homophily make the
results much more intricate. This underscores the im-
portance of accounting for vaccination homophily in epi-
demic modeling.

These insights show that in the case of vaccination,
which creates unequal spreading probabilities between
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FIG. 9. Area plot of m,, against my. Red indicates that
setting hy = h™ and h2 so that the total homophily is h has a
higher percolation value than setting he = h™ and h4 to make
the total homophily equal to h. In this plot, « = 0.5, h = 0,
h* = 0.1. In the white area, no critical value of ., exists for
the given combination of 7y, and m.p.

different groups, the critical value may be severely be im-
pacted by varying levels of different layered homophily.
For example, in Fig. [I0p, the critical percolation value
ranges from 0.45 to 0.89, which is almost a factor two
difference.

V. CONCLUSION & DISCUSSION

The spread of information, behaviors, and contagions
shapes public discourse, innovation, and health out-
comes. Understanding these dynamics is crucial for ef-
fective interventions, whether for misinformation, tech-
nology diffusion, or disease transmission. Here we pro-
vided a nuanced understanding of how assortative mixing
influences spreading phenomena, including information
dissemination, fake news, innovation diffusion, and epi-
demics. The effectiveness of containment measures and
epidemic interventions, particularly those with limited
efficacy, depends heavily on homophilic structures.

Our research introduces a framework that considers
different levels of homophily: between and within groups.
This expands upon traditional social network models
that mainly focus on pairwise interactions. We have
shown that a maximum entropy approach is able to cap-
ture the homophily patterns in real-world data accu-
rately. These findings have significant implications for
improving public health strategies, managing misinfor-
mation on social media, and designing targeted interven-
tions for both information control and epidemic contain-
ment.

We show that the effect of these levels of homophily on
the percolation threshold is non-trivial: depending on the
precise inter- and intra-group network parameters, inter
or intra-group percolation may either increase or decrease
the critical percolation value. Therefore, our model im-
proves the accuracy of predicting epidemic spread and
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underscores the crucial role of group interactions in refin-
ing intervention strategies such as targeted vaccinations
and social distancing policies.
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Appendix A: Network Statistics

The abundance of colored nodes and the shape of the
distribution F influence the degree of colored nodes. In
the large-network limit, if the number of cliques scales
linearly in the network size, the degree distributions of
red and blue nodes can be approximated using Poisson
distributions. The degree of a red nodes k, follows a
Poisson distribution with parameter A,

MK
Ar = o leF (A1)
This results in the degree distribution
AR/(e=1) o=,
P(k, = k) ~ c (A2)

(k/e= D)

Similarly, for blue nodes, the degree k; follows a similar
Poisson distribution with parameter A

%:%wam. (A3)

The average degrees of red and blue nodes (k,.) and (k,.)
depend on the choice of the clique distribution vector F,
and they can be different in principle. However, choos-
ing the F. via the maximum entropy approach described
earlier guarantees equal average degrees. This symmetric
selection process ensures that both node types are equally
likely to be included in cliques, thereby balancing their
degree contributions.

Each clique of size ¢ has (g) links. The number of red-
red (rr), blue-blue (bb), and red-blue (rb) links depends
on the number of red nodes ¢ in the clique. The total
number of rr, bb, and rb links before any link removal
is given by Iy, = M 320, FF(5), by = MZ?;[? Fe(95),
and I, = M Zf;ll Ef(i(c — 1)), respectively.

The Elegant Network with Assortativity: 0.59

Degree Distribution

FIG. 11. Degree distribution of G3 (homophilic 3-clique net-
works) of size 1000 with 70% red nodes, hs = 0.6 and average
degree 20.
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Appendix B: Real Data
1. The Copenhagen Networks Study

The Copenhagen Networks Study dataset provides rich
multi-layer network data collected from over 700 univer-
sity students over a period of four weeks [46]. It contains
data from several communication channels, including
physical proximity (via Bluetooth where we set the signal
strength threshold to -80 dBm), phone calls, SMS mes-
sages, and Facebook friendships. This gendered dataset
captures highly interconnected groups, which naturally
form cliques due to the frequent, repeated interactions
between individuals in close proximity, such as students
sharing dormitories or classrooms. We aggregated the
data to gather all the four-week connectives into a static
network. Fig. shows the homophily situation in this
network.

2. Last.fm Network

The dataset from the music-sharing platform Last.fm
represents a snapshot of a self-reported friendship net-
work, with 188,672 user connections and associated gen-
der information. This friendship network has an average
degree of 5.5 and is divided into two groups based on
gender. Only users with available gender data detected
from their names are included, where red represents gen-
der one and blue represents gender two [47]. Fig. [14]il-
lustrates the distribution F, across all subgraphs derived
from this network.

3. Mobile Phone Data

Mobile phone network of a major European carrier is
based on call detail records, where two individuals are
connected if they have called each other at least once
during a one-year observation period [48]. Ref.[49] shows
that the network exhibits homophily, with the smaller
female group displaying some homophily amplification.

FIG. 12. Ga,6, a homophilic network of 2 and 6-cliques of
size 1000 with 70% red nodes and an average degree of 20,
where same number of samples have taken and (a) ho = —0.1,
he = 0.6, and h = —0.06; (b) he = 0.6, h¢ = —0.1, and
h = 0.54; and different number of samples have taken but (c)
h2 = 0.6, he¢ = —0.1, and h = 0.25.
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FIG. 13. Homophily values, h = ﬁ(hz + 15hg), for a network
with 2 and 6-cliques and 70% red nodes. The gray area repre-

sents impossible heterophilic structures as bounded by Eq.

However, for the larger male population, the observed
homophily may be underestimated due to the triadic clo-
sure mechanism. This means that while women may form
more connections within their own group, the connec-
tions among men may appear less homophilic because
the mechanism of triadic closure plays a role in how con-
nections are formed.

Fig[2T] illustrates the situation for the Oberlin College
network. Additionally, Fig[T5]shows the Duke University
network, Figll6] represents the UCSD network, Figll7]
displays the Simmons University network, FiglT§] illus-
trates the Wellesley College network, and Fig[19] depicts
the Wesleyan University network.

Appendix C: Percolation

After link removal, where rr links are kept with prob-
ability 7., bb links with my;,, and rb links with 7., the
expected number of remaining rr, bb, and rb links be-

comes L Trr, lppTop, and l.pmp, respectively. The ex-
pected number of surviving cliques is
- (2)_(27) _i(c—i
MZF{:WT?’ T W:-g)c_”v (C1)

=0

where a clique with ¢ red nodes has (;) 1 links, (‘;1) bb
links, and i(c — ©) rb links.

13

Percolation thresholds varies differently according to
weak and strong homophily.

1. Percolation Process Implementation

According the network model, the probability of a red
node being placed in a clique and forming connections
with other red nodes is controlled by the Coleman ho-
mophily index, calculated for each clique. Similarly, blue
nodes were clustered together with the same approach.
To perform the percolation process, we sampled edges
from the network according to the edge type: red-red
(7pr), red-blue (m4), and blue-blue (mp). These edge
types represent the probabilities of retaining each type
of edge during the percolation process. Specifically, for a
given edge type, a fraction 7 of the edges is retained, and
the remaining edges are removed. This allows us to ex-
plore how the connectivity between different node types
influences the overall network structure.

At each step in the percolation process, for a given
probability 7., of retaining red-red edges, the largest con-
nected component (i.e., the giant component) and sus-
ceptibility were measured. The giant component was cal-
culated as the fraction of nodes in the largest connected
component, while the susceptibility was computed as the
average size of the remaining components excluding the
giant component, y = (o). This definition of susceptibil-
ity gives a smoother behavior for the simulated curves.
Moreover, homophilic connections, particularly through
mpp > 0, caused an interesting behavior where the aver-
age size of small components grew after the percolation
point, influencing the tail behavior of the susceptibility
curves. To ensure robustness, we performed ensemble
averaging over multiple network realizations and com-
puted the mean size of the giant component and the sus-
ceptibility as a function of the percolation probability.
This approach allows us to identify the critical perco-
lation threshold 7+, where the giant component rapidly
forms, as the first local maximum of the susceptibility
curve. The heatmaps shows such values in different pa-
rameter settings.
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FIG. 14. Local homophily distributions for Last.fm/ network with 32% red nodes, constructed from subnetworks G2, Gs, . ..

,Gla.

Each subpanel shows the empirical distribution of clique compositions by the number of red nodes, with the inferred maximum
entropy distribution overlaid as a dotted line. The last panel (bottom-right) displays the inferred homophily values h. based
on Eq. [5| and parameters 61, 02 as a function of clique size.
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FIG. 22. Mobile Phone 2M nodes where 55.09% are red nodes and 44.91% are blue nodes. Homophily vs. Error bars represent
95% confidence intervals calculated using bootstrap resampling of cliques for each clique size.
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FIG. 23. Empirical and inferred distributions for the local homophily for the network of students in Copenhagen Study with
78.05% red nodes and 21.95% blue nodes.
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FIG. 24. Phase transition in the giant component of transmission networks where only red-red links are active with probability
Trr, With (top left) all blue-blue and blue-red links removed, 7, = 0.0, mp, = 0, (top right) m, = 0.2, e, = 0, (bottom left)
e = 0.0, mpp = 0.2, (bottom right) m» = mp = 0.2. Lower curves depict the size of the giant component, while the top
curves illustrate the peak susceptibility at the critical point. The average degree of the network is six. The phase transition is
governed by the probability 7., of red-red links remaining active. The higher the homophily values, especially strong (local)
homophily, the lower the critical probability. When 7., = 1, the transmission network only includes the red-red links, and
these links contain a portion of the red nodes such that the larger the homophily, the larger this portion. In the extreme case
of h = 1, where the network is segregated, the red-red links contain N, red nodes. Note that at this extreme, the larger the
weak (global) homophily, the larger the giant component. For smaller n, values, the separations between the curves become
more pronounced.
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FIG. 25. How phase transition in a network with hy = he =
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ent probabilities. The average degree of the network is six.
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