SOCN5010 Analyza
socialnich siti

Predndaska 2: Sité a struktura
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Strukturalni analyza

* Chovani — strukturalni omezeni a pobidky spise nez vnitrni
sila zevnitr

* Analyza vztahu mezi jednotkami nez jednotek samotnych
e Jak vztahy mezi jednotkami ovlivnuji aktivitu jednotky?
* Struktura jako sit siti

* Analyza zamérena na struktury vztahu spise nez na
promenné a standardni statistické (korelacni) aplikace



Strukturalismus

e Studium celych siti — soucasny nahled na celek i jeho casti

» Studium ego-siti (nebo osobnich siti) — dulezitost primarnich vztaht v
socialnich systémech a jejich transformace (kapitalismus, urbanizace

)

* Jak sitové charakteristiky ovliviuji integraci socidlnich systému?



Principy strukturalni analyzy

 Strukturované vztahy poskytuji lepsi vysvétleni nez osobnostni
charakteristiky (nenahlizeji na jedince jako na nezavislé jednotky, coz
mj. vede k nahlizeni norem jako toho, co vede lidské chovani)

* Normy povstavaji z umisténi ve strukturovanych systémech socialnich
vztahU: nejsou pricinami téchto vztahu

* Socialni struktury determinuji fungovani dyadickych (parovych) vztaht
 Svet se sklada ze siti, ne ze skupin

 Strukturalni metody nahrazuji analyzu zalozenou na metodologickém
individualismu



Zakladni analyticke principy

* Vazby jsou obvykle asymetricky reciprocni, a lisi se ve svém obsahu a
intenzité

* Vazby propojuji Cleny sité primo i neprimo — musi byt tedy analyzovany v
kontextu celé sité

 Strukturujici socialni vazby vytvari nenahodné sité — shluky, hranice a
vzajemna krizeni

e Vzajemna krizeni propojuji shluky jedincu (organizace, udalosti, ...) stejné
jako jedince

* Asymetrické vazby a komplexni sité nerovnomeérneé distribuuji vzacné zdroje

o Sit strukturuje kooperacni i konkurenéni aktivity k zajisténi vzacnych zdroju



Shrneme-li:

* Vztahy, ne atributy! — kauzalita spociva v socialni strukture, ne v
jedinci (i kdyz lidé s podobnymi aributy délaji caso podobné véci, je to
tim, ze sdili podobné misto v socialni strukture, ktera jim poskytuje
stejné omezeni a prilezitosti)

* Sité, ne skupiny! — zakorenénost v siti neni binarni, existuje mnoho
urovni, mnohost Clenstvi a prekryvajici se vztahy mezi skupinami

e Vztahy ve vztahovém kontextu! — nejen vazby samotné, ale vzorce
téchto vztahu jsou klicové — pfrilezitosti a omezeni poskytuji nejen
pozice uzlu, ale také pozice jinych uzlu
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Network structure

* Dyad — relation between two nodes (often reciprocical)

* Triad — group of 3 nodes and various relatuions mong them

e Sub-group — group of part of the actors and relations among them
* Group — set of all actors whose relations will be examined

* Tie — set of all relations of a certain type

* Social network — definite set of actors and relation/s amog them



Conceptualizing networks: graphs

Graphs
- Mathematical object consisting of a set of vertices and edges
- Two vertices are adjacent when connected by an edge

- Directed and undirected networks ( - - )
- Directed - vertices send a tie (arc)
- Undirected — tie is always reciprocated (edge)
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Conceptualizing networks: graphs

* Conceptualization of ties

* Path — sequence of adjacent nodes, respects the direction of ties, never
revisits a node

* Trail — sequence which revisits nodes but never revisits edge

* Walk — revisits nodes, revisits edge(s)

* Geodesic — shortest path between two vertices

* Bridge — edge without which two groups of nodes would be separated

 Component — maximal set of nodes in which every node may reach every
other by some path

* Ties may have values (occurences, exchange volume, duration, ...)



Conceptualizing networks: graphs
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Conceptualizing networks: graphs
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Conceptualizing networks: graphs




Conceptualizing networks: adjacency

matrix

e Adjacency matrix
* Always square

e Arc — directed network - from row to column!

* Edge — undirected network - symmetric matrix
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Cultural

Marx *Hright

Labour

Relig /\/,L__— Other

) Enviro
Peace
SocDen
Commun
] Agrarian
Minor— Anarchist
Trotskvite
Other Anarchist Agrarian  Hright Minor  Cultural Labour Peace SocDem Enviro Commun  Relig Marx  Trotskyite
Other 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 6 2 3 3
Anarchist 1 24 1 1 1 0 1 3 1 5 4 3 3 6
Agrarian 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 4 2 3 2
Hright 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 4 2 4 2
Minor 0 1 0 0 12 6 0 12 0 2 7 15 0 4
Cultural 0 0 0 1 6 2 0 5 0 2 2 8 1 0
Labour 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 7 2 3 2
Peace 0 3 0 1 12 5 0 10 0 4 5 10 1 9
SocDem 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 4 2 3 2
Enviro 2 5 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 4 10 5 8 7
Commun 6 4 4 4 7 2 7 5 4 10 20 13 13 13
Relig 2 3 2 2 15 8 2 10 2 5 13 14 6 7
Marx 3 3 3 4 0 1 3 1 3 13 6 6 6
Trotskyite 3 6 2 2 4 0 2 9 2 7 13 7 6 6



Conceptualizing networks: geodesic distance

matrix
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Network boundaries

e Often fuzzy

* Realistic approach: boundaries are defined and set by the actors
themselves (according to their perceptions) - respondent-driven
sampling

 Nominalist approach: boundaries are defined by the analysts
according to his/her conceptualization of research problem — analyst-
driven sampling

e combination (e.g. theoretical sample reviewed by respondents)

* Related to the validity of research (Is network complete? Are all
relevant ties included?)
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