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We investigate the clustering ability in bipartite netw®rkhere cycles of size three are absent and therefore
the standard definition of clustering coefficient cannot &edu Instead, we use another coefficient given by the
fraction of cycles with size four, showing that both coe#itts yield the same clustering properties. The new
coefficient is computed for two networks of sexual contami® monopartite and another bipartite. In both cases
the clustering ability is similar. Furthermore, combinibgth clustering coefficients we deduce an expression
for estimating cycles of larger size, which improves pregi@stimations and is suitable for either monopartite
and multipartite networks.
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I. INTRODUCTION recent research for instance to characterize local orglénin
complex networks from which one is able to give insight

One important statistical tool to access the structuresf.co ON their hierarchical structurk_[11], to determine equili
plex networks arising in many systerbs[[iL, 2] is the clustgrin Properties of specific network models|[12], to estimate l_‘he e
coefficient, introduced by Watts and Strogdiz [3] to measur&edicity of scale-free networks_[13], to detect phase frans
“the cliquishness of a typical neighborhood” in the networkions in the topology of bosonic net\NorHs__[M] and to help
and given by the average fraction of neighbors which are incharacterizing the Internet structufel[15]. Since the oomp
terconnected with each other. This quantity has been used fétion of all cycles in arbitrarily large networks is unfézs,
instance to characterize small-world networls [3], to unde ON€ Uses approximate numerical algorithins [13,[15, 17] or
stand synchronization in scale-free networks of osciltafd]  Statistical estimation< [18,119]. Here, we go a step further
and to characterize chemical reactidns [5] and networks-of s @nd deduce an expression to estimate the number of cycles
cial relationships(j6,]7]. One pair of linked neighbors esrr of Iar_ger size, using both cIu_sterlng coefficients, which no
sponds to a ‘triangle’, i.e. a cycle of three connections. only improves recent estlmatlods__[19] done for monopartite

While triangles may be abundant in monopartite networksnetworks, but at the same time can be applied to bipartite net
they cannot be formed in bipartite networks [7 58, 9], wherevorks and multipartite networks of higher order. _
two types of nodes exist and connections link only nodes of We start in Sectiollll by introducing the expression which
different type. Thus, the standard clustering coefficient i Characterizes the cliquishness of bipartite networks, paom
always zero. However, different bipartite networks have inind it with the usual clustering coefficient. In Sectiad llew
general different cliquishnesses and clustering atilifij, ~ @pPply both coefficients to real networks of sexual contauts a
stemming for another coefficient which uncovers these topol Sectiorll\l we use them to estimate cycles of larger size and
logical differences among bipartite networks. Bipartit-n Show how it is applied to bipartite networks. Conclusiore ar
works arise naturally in e.g. social networks [8] where e r given in SectiolV.
lationships (connections) depend on the gender of eachmpers
(node), and there are situations, such as in sexual corg&ct n
works [10], where one is interested in comparing clustering Il. TWO COMPLEMENTARY CLUSTERING
properties between monopartite and bipartite compostion COEFFICIENTS

In this paper, we study the cliquishness of either monopar-

tite and bipartite networks, using both the standard clirie ~ The standard definition of clustering coefficigf¥ is the
coefficient and an additional coefficient which gives thefra fraction between the number of triangles observed in one net
tion of squares, i.e. cycles composed by four connectioss. Awork out from the total number of possible triangles which
shown below, such a coefficient retains the fundamentalpropmay appear. For a nodewith a numberk; of neighbors the
erties usually ascribed to the standard clustering coeffich  total number of possible triangles is just the number ofsair
regular, small-world and scale-free networks. As a specifiaf neighbors given by:; (k; — 1)/2. Thus, the clustering co-
application, two examples of networks of sexual contaclis wi efficientC3 (i) for nodei is

be studied and compared, one being monopartite and another
bipartite.

Furthermore, we will show that one can take triangles and
squares as the basic units of larger cycles in any network,
monopartite or multipartite. The frequency and distribaoti  wheret; is the number of triangles observed, i.e. the number
of larger cycles in networks have revealed its importance irof connections among thg neighbors.
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Similarly to C5(i), a cluster coefficient’s(¢) with squares 1L ‘ ‘

is the quotient between the number of squares and the total 08 L (a) L 7
number of possible squares. For a given npdlee number of <osb,- "~ - T B
observed squares is given by the number of common neigh- o oL 1
bors among its neighbors, while the total number of possible O o4 f,' B
squares is given by the sum over each pair of neighbors of the 0.2 7]

product between their degrees, after subtracting the commo 0 L
node: and an additional one if they are connected. Explicitly 0 1

this clustering coefficient reads

k k Lo i
04(1) _ - Zn;:l Zn:m+1 Qz(m7 n) : (2) ;— 0.8 B N
erzzl Zn;m+1 [ai(ma TL) + Qi(ma TL)] OU 0.6 L ]
04 —
where m and n label neighbors of node, ¢;(m,n) are } 02 - ]
the number of common neighbors betweenand n and b ]

ai(m.n) = (kyy — i (m, n)) (kn —17;(m, n)) With n; (m, n) = 4
1+ ¢i(m,n) + 0,,, andé,,,, = 1 if neighborsm andn are
connected with each other afidtherwise.

While C5(i) gives the probability that two neighbors of
nodei are connected with each othéty(i) is the probability
that two neighbors of nodieshare a common neighbor (differ-
ent froms). AveragingC (i) andCy(¢) over the nodes yields
two complementary clustering coefficients}s) and (Cy),
characterizing the contribution for the network cliquiska

o

log(C, )

of the first and second neighbors respectively. For simplici -5
we write hencefortits andC) for the averages af's (i) and 0 3
C4(7) respectively. .

Figured shows both clustering coefficierits and Cy in 10 ¢ ARRRE
several topologies. In all cas&s; and C4 are plotted as 102 ]

dashed and solid lines respectively, and are averagesaver s
ples of100 realizations. As an example of regular networks,
we use networks with boundary conditions where each node
hasn neighbors symmetrically disposed. In particular, for
n = 2 one obtains a chain of nodes. For these regular net-
works, Fig.[la shows the dependence of the clustering co- 10° L L
efficients on the fractiom/N of neighbors, withV = 103 10° 10
the total number of nodes. As one se&egs < (5 and for k

either small or large fractions of neighbors both coeffitsen

increase abruptly witlw. In the middle regiorCs3 is almost

constant, whileC; decreases slightly. Our simulations have FIG. 1: Comparisons between the standard clustering ceeffic
shown that in regular networks the coefficients depend only’s in Eq. [) (dashed line) and the clustering coefficiént in
onn/N, i.e. for any size of the regular network, similar plots Ed- @) (solid line) for different network topologiega) in one regu-
are obtained. lar network withn neighbors symmetrically placedvV( = 10?), (b)

. - in small-world networks where long-range connections oaeith
Figureldb shows the coefficients for small-world networksprobabi”typ (N = 10° andn — 4) and(c) in random scale-free net-

with N = 103, nodes, constructed from a regular network o s where the distribution of the clustering coefficieistglotted
with n. = 4 neighbors symmetrically disposed. The coeffi- 55 a function of the numbér of neighbors iV = 10° andm = 2).
cients are computed as functions of the probabjlity rewire | all cases samples db? networks were used. The distributions
short-range connections into long-range connectionstegyd t Cs(k) andC4 (k) are also plotted fo¢d) Apollonian networks[[21]
are normalized as usudl [3] to the clustering coeffici€rits with N = 9844 nodes ¢) and pseudo-fractal networks [22] with
of the underlying regular network. As one se€y, yields N = 9843 nodes ¢).

approximately the same spectrum as the standard clustering

coefficientCs being therefore able to define the same range

of p for which small-world effects are observed. While here For random scale-free networks we plot in fify. 1c the dis-
the small-world networks were constructed with rewiring of tribution of both coefficients as functions of the numlier
short-range connections into long-range ones, the same feaf neighbors, using networks withh = 10° nodes and by
tures are observed when using the construction procedure igiven initially m = 2 connections to each node. Here, one
troduced in Ref.[[20] where instead of rewiring one uses adebserves that’y (k) is almost constant asincreases, repro-
dition of long-range connections. ducing the same known feature as the standasd:) apart

C3,4
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a scaling factor:Cy(k)/Cs(k) is approximately constant for
anyk. In Fig.[dd we plot the clustering distributions for two @ (b)
different deterministic scale-free networks recentlydstd,
namely Apollonian network$ [21], represented with bullets
and pseudo-fractal networks [22], represented with cirele
In both cases, the same power-law behavior already known for
C3(k) ~ k~* in these hierarchical networks is also observed
for the coefficienCy (k) with the same value of the exponent
.

In short, the results shown in Figl 1 give evidence that FIG. 2: Sketch of two real sexual contact networks ha(@gonly
is also a suitable coefficient to characterize the topokligic heterosexual contactsV( = 82 nodes andL = 84 connections)
features in several complex networks commonly done witrand(b) homosexual contacts\{ = 250 nodes and. = 266 con-
the standard clustering coefficiefi§. Furthermore, sincé€’y nectlons.). While in the homosexual network triangles anghsep
counts squares instead of triangles, it is particularlgestior appear, in the heterosexual network triangles are abssnfebl€ll).
bipartite networks. Next, we will use this coefficient to com

pare different models for networks of sexual contacts, wher | [IN]T L [T Q [ 1{Cy [ (Co)]
both monopartite and bipartite networks arise naturally. Heterosexudl 82 | 84 0 ) 0 10.004%G

(Fig.da)
Homosexual|250| 266 11 6 10.02980]0.00192

1. CYCLESAND CLUSTERING IN SEXUAL (Fig. Qo)
NETWORKS Heterosexug| 82 | 83.63 | 0 1.45 0 0.01273

(Agent Model)

Homosexua||250|287.03 | 8.23 | 10.52 |0.02302|0.01224

In this Section we apply both coefficients and Cy in
Egs. [1) and[{2) to analyze two real networks of sexual con-
tacts. One network is obtained from an empirical data set, |Heterosexug{ 82| 162 | 0 |159.72) 0 10.12859
composed solely by heterosexual contacts amdng= 82 (Scale-free)
nodes, extracted at the Cadham Provincial Laboratory and is Homosexua) 250 498 145.28256.79) 0.08170) 0.02787
a 6-month block datd_[23] between November 1997 and May (Scale-free)
1998. The other data set is the largest cluster With= 250 1ag|E |: Clustering coefficients and cycles in two real netks
nodes in the records of a contact tracing stlidl [24], fronB198 of sexual contacts (top), illustrated in FIg. 2, one whelecah-
to 1999, for HIV tests in Colorado Springs (USA), where mosttacts are heterosexual (FIJ. 2a) and another with homobkerua
of the registered contacts were homosexual. Fijure 2 sketchtacts (Fig[Bb). In each case one indicates the values ofttivéoer
these two networks, where one can see that cycles of differedV of nodes, the numbek of connections, the numbér of trian-
sizes appear. While the network with only heterosexual congles, the numbe) of squares and both clustering coefficients
tacts is clearly bipartite, the network with homosexual-con @1dCu in Egs. [1) and[R) respectively. The values of these quanti-
tacts is monopartite. ties are e_llso indicated for networks constructed with trenagodel

For the two networks in Figl2, Tablk | indicates the num_recently introduced [10] and for random scale-free network
ber T of triangles, the numbef) of squares and the coeffi-
cientsC3 andCjy. As one sees, although the heterosexual net-
work has less squares than the homosexual network due to its Using the same number of nodes as in the real networks il-
smaller size(”; is much larger. Another feature common for lustrated in Figl2 and considering two types of nodes for the
both neighbors is the average number of connections per nodeterosexual (bipartite) case, we obtain with the agentainod
L/N ~ 1. similar results forL, T, @, Cs andCy, as shown in Tablg |

Recently, we introducefi[l.0] a model to simulate the statiswhere values represent averages over samplés(ofealiza-
tical features of these networks of sexual contacts. Theaiodtions. Remarkably, for the bipartite case not only the numbe
is a sort of a granular system with low density composed byf connections and the number of squares are numerically the
N mobile particles representing persons and collisions besame, but als@’, is of the same order of magnitude. Sim-
tween them representing their sexual contacts. The anisi ilar values of the topological quantities are also obtaifeed
representing sexual contacts are governed by dynamies rul the monopartite case, with the exception(of. Despite this
which are carried out by means of an event-driven algorithmdifference, the agent model gives values for the topoldgica
and are based on two simple facts from sociological observiuantities of clustering and cycles much more closely to the
tions: (i) individuals with a larger number of partners areren ~ real ones than in random scale-free networks, commonly used
likely to get new partners and (ii) sexual interactions do no to reproduce such empirical data sets of sexual confad}s [25
determine the direction toward which each agent will be mov{n Tablell we also show the values obtained for monopartite
ing afterward. Therefore, we choose a collision rule whieee t and bipartite scale-free networks whose degree distdbati
absolute value of the velocity of each agent increases hith t are as close as possible from the distributions of the real ne
numberk of sexual partners and the moving directions afterworks.
collisions are randomly selected [10]. To compare more deeply scale-free networks and networks

(Agent Model)
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(©) FIG. 4: Distributions for one real bipartite network of sekoontacts
10°° L (bullets) compared with the one of networks obtained froenagent
10 10 model (solid lines) and with random scale-free networkssiiea

lines): (a) cumulative degree distributiof...., (k), (b) clustering
coefficientC4 (k) in Eq. [@). HereCs(k) = 0 always,N = 82, sam-
FIG. 3: Comparing topological features between networksaiobd ~ Ples of 100 realizations were used for both models and scale-free
from the agent model (solid lines) and random scale-fremarés ~ networks haven = 2.
(dashed lines), both used to reproduce one real monopasite
work of sexual contacts (bulletsja) cumulative degree distribution
Peum (), (b) standard clustering coefficiet (k) in Eq. @) andc)  gpectively. Although the real network (bullets) is very $ma
CLuls(t)%”ng Igoetf_nuenm(k) in Eq'lzm)'t;'erele f250 angmzalzpfs and therefore finite size effects appear, one may observe tha
of 100 reaiizations were used. For the scale-iree networ C; is larger thanCy. Clearly, both models yield clustering
which yields the best resdilts for the coefficients (see text) coefficients of the same order of magnitude as the ones of the
real networks, remaining the conditi@ry (k) > C4(k) ob-

obtained with the agent model we study also the distributior?erveOI for the real network. For scale-free networks the-clu

of the numbe#k of sexual partners and the coefficients distri- tering coefficients are slightly larger than the ones of grera
butions as functions df. In Fig.[3 we plot these distributions mode.
for the monopartite network of sexual contacts sketched in Figured¥ta andl4b show the cumulative degree distributions
Fig.Hb, while in Figllt we plot the distributions for the bipa and the distribution o’y respectively, for the bipartite net-
tite network (Fig[Ra). In both figures bullets indicate thie-d Work of heterosexual contacts. He€e,(k) = 0 for all k (not
tributions of the empirical data, while solid lines indieahe ~ Shown). As one sees, the cumulative distribution for thexage
distributions of the networks obtained with the agent modemodel yields a better fit to the empirical distribution thae t
and dashed lines indicate the distributions of scale-fete n 0ne of scale-free networks, as seen in Hg. 4a. Notice tieat th
works, with a minimum number of connectioms= 2, which ~ cumulative degree distribution for the scale-free netveleki-
gives the best fit of a scale-free distribution to the emplric ates from a power-law at large valueskofsince we are using
data with non-zero clustering coefficient. For both modeds w @ bipartite graph which decrease the number of the most con-
impose the same size as the real network and take averag@gcted nodes. Furthermore, comparing Elg. 4b with Hig. 3c
over a sample of00 realizations. one clearly sees that in both cas€$,has approximately the
As illustrated in Fig[Ba, the agent model reproduces accusame shape.
rately the cumulative degree distributidh,,.,, (k) of the real It is interesting to observe that, while both models repro-
monopartite network. Fom = 1 the degree distribution of duce at least qualitatively the coefficient distributiomsall
the scale-free network yields a better fit to the empiricéhda cases the agent model fits more accurately the degree distri-
than form = 2 but both clustering coefficients are zero for bution of the empirical data. Furthermore, compaiiigbe-
any degreé:, which is not realistic as illustrated in Fidd. 3b tween homosexual and heterosexual contacts one may rise the
andC3c. hypothesis that the cliquishness of both types of contacts i
FiguredBb anfll3c show the distribution@§ andC, re-  similar (see Se€1V below).
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In the next Section we will present another application ofthes — 1 neighbors. Therefore, the number of cycles of size
the clustering coefficient’s, showing how it can be used to is estimated as
account for cycles of larger size in any network, and in parti .

ular in bipartite networks. N, = Ng. Z P(k)no(s, K)po(s, k), 3)
k=s—1

IV. ESTIMATING THE NUMBER OF LARGE CYCLES whereP (k) is the degree distribution and is a factor which
WITH SQUARESAND TRIANGLES takes into account the number of repeated cycles.
The estimation in EqLI3) is a lower bound for the total num-

Recent studies have attracted attention to the cycle anict Per of cycles since it considers only cycles with a centraino
of complex networks, since the presence of cycles has impofor instance, in Fidl15b while cycles of size= 4 can be esti-
tant effects for example on information propagation thioug mated with Eq.[(B), the cycle= 6 cannot since it has no cen-
the networkl[27] and on epidemic spreading behavidr [28]. Irfral node, and in Fid5c the above equation cannot estimate
order to avoid numerical algorithms for counting the number@ny cycle of any size. In fact, Figl 5¢ illustrates the type of
of cycles with arbitrary size which implies long computatio cycles appearing in bipartite networks, where no triangfes
times, an estimate of the fraction of cycles with differémes ~ Observed. For such cycl€s; (k) = 0 and therefore all terms
was proposedﬂg], using the degree distributit(i) and the in Eq. (3) vanish yielding a wrong estimation of the number
standard cluster coefficient distributiéiy (k). However, this ~ of cycles.
estimation yields a lower bound for the total number of cycle  To take into account cycles without central nodes (Hibs. 5b
and cannot be applied to bipartite networks, as shown belovand¥c), one must consider the clustering coefficéntk)
In this Section we show that by using bafh, andC, one  defined in Eq.[[R). One first considers the set of cycles
is able to improve that estimation, being suitable at theesamoOf size s with one node ¢) connected to all the otheex-
time to either monopartite and bipartite networks. ceptone, as illustrated in Fidl 5b. In this case, since there

The estimation in Ref[[19] considers the set of cycles withdr€ s — 2 nodes connected to nodeone hasni (s, k) =
a central node, i.e. cycles with one node connected to aroth (,*,) (s — 2)!/2 different possible cycles of size with k
nodes composing the cycle. Figlile 5a illustrates one of suctie number of neighbors of node The fraction of the
cycles, where the central node and each pair of its consecuti 71 (s, k) cycles which is expected to be observed is given by
neighbors forms a triangle, in a total amount of four adjacenp: (s, k) = C3(k)*~*C4(k)(1 — C3(k)), since the probability
triangles. In such set of cycles, to estimate the number off havings — 4 connections among the— 2 connected nodes
cycles with sizes one looks to the central node of each cy-is C5(k)*~*, the probability that a pair of neighbors of node
cle which has a number, say of neighbors. The number of o has to share a common neighbor (different from nojlis
different possible cycles to occuris (s, k) = ( 51) (8—21)!, C4(k) and the probability that these same pair of neighbors

. BN T have to be not connected(is — C3(k)). Writing an equation

since one hasés_l) different groups ofs nodes and in each similar to E .

. . g.[B), where instead af, (s, k) andpo (s, k) one
one of these groups there dre—1)!/2 different ways in or- hasn, (s, k) andp; (s, k) respectively and the sum starts at
dering thes nodes into a cycle. The fraction 06(5;1‘:2) ofcy- 5 9instead ofs — 1, one has an additional numh&t, of es-
cles which is expected to occurjs(s, k) = Cs(k)*, SiNCe  imated cycles which are not considered in estimafibn (8). N
the probability of having one edge between tWo CONSECUtiVGqe that ‘since forv! one considers at least one sub-cycle of
neighbors isC’; (k) and one must have — 2 edges between o, _ 4, this additional estimation contributes only for the

estimation of cycles with size > 4. We call henceforth sub-
cycle, a cycle which is enclosed in a larger cycle and which

do not enclose itself any shorter cycle.

(@) (b (c) Still, the new estimationV, + N/ is not suitable for bi-
partite networks, since it yields nonzero estimation owly f
s = 4. To improve the estimation further one must con-
sider not only cycles composed by one single sub-cycle of
sizes = 4, as done in the previous paragraph, but also cy-
cles with any number of sub-cycles of size= 4. Figure
Bc illustrates a cycle of size = 6 composed by two sub-

cycles of size4. In general, following the same approach
as previously, for cycles composed bhysub-cycles of size

- —_—a— i .
FIG. 5: lllustrative examples of cycles (size= 6) where the most 4 One findsng (s, k) = %(57571) possible cycles of
connected nodeo is connected t¢a) all the other nodes composing Size s looking from a node withk neighbors and a fraction
the cycle, forming four adjacent triangles. () the most connected  py(s, k) = C3(k)*~2472C,(k)?(1 — C3(k))? of them which
node is connected to all other nodes except one, formingrian-t  are expected to be observed. Koe 0 one considers cycles
gles and one sub-cycle of size= 4, while in () the same cycle as the one illustrated in Fifjl 5a, while fgr= 1 andg = 2 one

s = G encloses two sub-cycles of size= 4 and no triangles (see  considers the set of cycles with one and two sub-cycles with

text). size4, as illustrated in Fig€l5b aldl 5¢ respectively. Summing




0.8 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 10% 10° ‘ 10
v (@) (b) 1 10° [€) (b)
0.6 ' \\\ B . ; - 100 110
2 . 0% 3
o ! \ z -
Zo04r ) 8 ) > z
Em \ 107 ZS ; 107k 110
=)
\ o S
0.2 L 107 g
3 5 7 9 107 . 107
0 I I L L s L L 10’200
0 20 40 60 80 O 200 400 600 "
S S 107 L 107
0 100 200 0 50 100
S S

FIG. 6: Estimating the number of cycles using Eg (3), dashed

lines, and Eq.[ﬂ{); solid lines. Here we impose a degreeilistr £\, 7: Estimating the number of cycles for the agent modilgus
tion P(k) = Pok™ with i’)o) = 0.737 andfy(oz) 2.5, anC(iogsoefﬂC'em Eq. (@) for N = 1000 (solid lines), N = 5000 (dashed lines) and
distributionsCs 4 (k) = C3 ,k~* with (a) C3” =2, C;” = 0.33, N = 10000 (dotted lines) in(a) a monopartite network and i) a
a=09and(b) C{” =1,C” =017, a = 1.1. Inallcases bipartite network, both obtained with the agent model.

kmaz = 500.

are no connections between the neighbors, i.e. all subgraph

up overk andgq yields our final expression are similar to the one illustrated in FIg. 5c. Thereforeeiis
in Eq. {4) vanish except those for which the exponerdt k)
[s/21=1  kmas is zero, i.e. fos = 2(¢ + 1). Consequently, sincgis an inte-
Ns; = Ngs Z Z P(k)ng(s, k)pe(s, k). (4)  ger, Eq. ) shows clearly that in bipartite networks theee a
q=0 k=s—q—1 only cycles of even size, as already knotn [8]. Moreover; sub

. _ . stitutingg = (s — 2)/2 in Eq. @) yields a simple expression
where[z] denotes the integer part of In particular, the first  for the number of cycles in bipartite networks, namely
term (g = 0) is the sumin Eq[{3). The upper linjit/2] — 1 of

the first sum results from the fact that the exponet) in ‘ kmax (s/2)! [ k
pqy(s, k) must be non-negative:—2¢—2 > 0. The estimation N = Ng, Z P(k) 5 (S/z) Cu(k)*?1. (5)
in Eg. (@) not only improves the estimated number computed k=s/2

from Eq. [3), but also enables the estimation of cycles up to a

larger maximal size. In fact, since in the binomial coeffitie Figure[T shows distribution of the fractiaN,/(Ng) of

(Sfl) of Eq. [3) one must have — 1 < k£ < kjaz, ONE  cycles as a function of their size for a monopartite net-

only estimates cycles of size upkq,.. + 1, whilein Eq.[3)  work (Fig.[@a) and a bipartite network (Fig 7b) composed

the maximal size i2kq., as can be concluded using both by N = 1000, 5000 and 10000 nodes. This networks were

conditionss —2¢g —2 > 0ands — ¢ — 1 < kyq- generated from the agent model described in the previous sec
Figurel compares two cases treated in Ref. [19], both withion. Here, while monopartite networks show an exponential

a degree distributio®’(k) = Pyk~” and coefficient distribu-  tail preceded by a region where the number of cycles is large,

tions Cs(k) = céo)k*a, using one value ofr < 1 (Fig.[@a) bipartite networks are composed by cycles whose number de-

and another one. > 1 (Fig.[b). Dashed lines indicate the pend exponentially of their size. Furthermore one obseaves

estimation done with EqCX3), while solid lines indicate #se  clear transition for a characteristic size, which seemgates

timation done with Eq[{4). In both cases, the latter estiomat  with the network size.

is larger. Fora < 1 the difference between both estimations It is important to notice that triangles and squares may ap-

decreases with the sizeof the cycle. Forx > 1 the differ-  pear in any multipartite network (except in bipartite ones,

ence between the estimations increases witkeyond a size where triangles are absent). Therefore, the estimation de-

5* < kmae. Clearly, from Fig[Bb one sees that,,, + 1is  scribed and studied in this Section can be applied not only

the larger cycle size for which EqJ(3) can give an estimationto bipartite networks but to any multipartite network of any

while for Eq. [@) the estimation proceeds up2,,., (par-  order.

tially shown). In both cases, the typical size for whish at-

tains a maximum is numerically the same for both estimations

as expected. Moreover, far > 1 (Fig.[@b), beyond a size of V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

the order ofk,a., Ns/(Ngs) in Eq. (4) decreases exponen-

tially with s, and not as a cutoff as observed for Hd. (3). In  We introduced a clustering coefficient similar to the stan-

fact, the deviation of Eq[13) from the exponential tail, i,ed  dard one, which instead of measuring the fraction of triaag|

to the fact that for very large cycle sizes € kn...) Eq. 3)  inanetwork measures the fraction of squares, and showed tha

can only consider very few terms in its sum. with this clustering coefficient it is also possible to clees-
Another advantage of the estimation in Hq. (4) is that itesti ize topological features in complex networks, usually done

mates cycles in bipartite networks. For bipartite netwbeeeé  with the standard coefficient. We showed explicitly that the



range of values of the probability to acquire long-range-conThe results obtained with the two real networks were com-
nections in small-world networks and the typical clustgrin pared with the ones obtained with a scale-free network and
coefficient distributions of either random scale-free aied-h  with an agent model recently introduced. Our results em-
archical networks are approximately the same. In additionphasize that, in general, the agent model seems to be more
we showed that this second clustering coefficient enables orsuitable to reproduce networks of sexual contacts than the
to quantify the cliquishness in bipartite networks wherar  standard approach with random scale-free networks. Furthe
gles are absent. Thus, one should take triangles and squam®re, our results for the clustering distribution of botlalre
simultaneously as the two basic cycle units in any network. sexual networks gave some evidence that the clustering abil

An application of both clustering coefficients was propgsedity in sexual networks probably does not depend on the type
namely to estimate the number of cycles in any network, eitheof sexual contact (homosexual or heterosexual). To sthemgt
monopartite or multipartite. Using a recent estimationakhi this hypothesis it is necessary to use larger networks afaex
yields a lower bound of the number of cycles in monopartitecontacts and apply the topological quantities here desdrib
network up to a size < k... + 1 Wherek,,.. is the maxi- These and other questions are being analyzed in more detail
mum number of neighbors in the network, we deduce a morand will be presented elsewhere.
general expression which not only improves the previous est
mation but is also suitable for bipartite networks and eesbl
one to estimate cycles of size up26,,,.. Furthermore, in
the particular case of bipartite networks our estimatiaidg
as a natural consequence that only cycles of even size may
appear.

We also studied a concrete example of two sexual networks, MCG thanks Deutscher Akademischer Austausch Dienst
one where only heterosexual contacts occur (bipartite nefDAAD), Germany, and PGL thanks Fundacao para a Ciéncia
work) and another with homosexual contacts (monopartite)e a Tecnologia (FCT), Portugal, for financial support.
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