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The organizational principles behind the connectivity of a complex network are known to influence
its behavior. In this work we investigate, using the Hopfield model, the influence of the network
architecture on the performance for associative recall while the network is under hub and edge
attack. We show, by using four different attack strategies, that although the importance of hubs is
more definite for Barabdsi-Albert neuronal networks, the random removal of the same amount of
edges as in a hub may imply a greater reduction of memory recall.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

A great deal of the current interest on networks, neu-
ronal or complex, stems from the fact that the function-
ality of network systems is highly influenced, and even
determined, by their respective connectivity (e.g. []).
While most neuronal network models were initially fully
connected, increasing interest has been focused more re-
cently on systems with dilutedlﬁe.g. (14, [i4, 23, b3))
and/or structured (e.g. M, i, 02, 17, 2d, A, m,@}) con-
nectivity. A series of interesting points and questions
are implied by such investigations, especially regarding
structured networks of connections, i.e. models departing
from uniformly random connections. For instance, given
that metabolic and spatial biological pressures constrain-
ing the number of dendrites and axons in a neuronal cell,
it is virtually impossible to have fully-connected biolog-
ical networks (e.g. [19]). What are the functional impli-
cations of such unavoidable partial connections? Which
partially connected structure (e.g. random, small world,
scale free) allows the best functionalities? Are hubs par-
ticularly important for scale-free neuronal networks? In
which sense they affect the recall of patterns in associa-
tive networks such as the Hopfield model?

Because they concentrate connections, hubs have been
found to play a fundamental role in defining the connec-
tivity of scale free complex networks (e.g. [1, 11, 24]). For
instance, as they connected to many nodes, hubs provide
bypasses between a large number of pair of nodes, con-
tributing to the overall reduction of the mean shortest
path in the network. It is intuitive to expect that hubs
would also be particularly important for the dynamics of
systems with scale-free connectivity, such as the Hopfield
complex neuronal networks considered in ﬂﬁ, E] Such
a question provided the main motivation for the present
article. In order to try to answer it, we performed node
and edge attack on random and Hopfield complex net-
works and monitor the effect over the recall performance.
Among the reported experiments, we successively remove

*marconi@if.sc.usp.br

hubs from scale free Hopfield models, and then remove
the same number of edges by node and edge attack on
random models. Although hubs are confirmed to have
special importance for the memory capacity of the net-
work, it was remarkably found that their removal is not so
impacting as the random elimination of the same number
of edges from complex or random networks. One expla-
nation for such a phenomenon is the fact that a hub is
most directly and strongly associated to a single bit of
the patterns to be trained and recovered.

The article starts by reviewing the Hopfield model and
complex networks, and follows by describing the simula-
tion framework and the obtained results. It concludes by
interpreting and discussing the results and their implica-
tions for further researches.

II. METHODOLOGY

The Hopfield model [16] is a model of autoassociative
memory which has been studied and generalized thor-
oughly since its first appearance. Today, the value of the
original model is mostly epistemologic, as practical im-
plementations are constrained by several issues such as
limited efficiency for storing several patterns. Neverthe-
less, being a simple and intuitive model, it provides an
effective framework for performance studies under vary-
ing conditions while allowing the quantification of the
impact of the choice of specific influencing elements.

In this paper we follow closely the implementation de-
scribed by [18]. A set of M binary string patterns are
represented by vectors as P; = [p1, p2, ..., pn|’, whose N
elements are in either of the possible states p; = =*1,
randomly chosen. This information is stored in a weight
matrix W, according to the follow expression

M
1 T

W:N E_lPiPi - MI, (1)

In order to retrieve a pattern stored initially, say Q, =

[q1, G2, ..., @n] T, it is necessary to iterate the following ex-
pression

Qn+1 = sgn [WQn] ) (2)
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random removal of the same quantity of edges as in
a large hub from the same network has a stronger
effect on the recall performance than removing that
hub. This property is supported by the fact that
the curves, in Figure [l for hub (node) attack are
higher than the respective edge attack curves. This
is a direct consequence of the fact that the removal
of the hub implies more localized connectivity de-
terioration, affecting predominantly the single bit
of the recovered pattern which is directly related
to the hub.

All in all, it has become clear that hub and edge attack,
even when involving the same number of links, have quite
distinct effects on the memory recall of Hopfield networks

running on random and Barabési-Albert networks.
Future works related to the currently reported investi-
gation should consider the effect of edge and hub attack
on other network topologies such as small-world [1] and
Sznajd |9]. It would also be interesting to extend such ex-
perimental analyses to artificial neuronal network models
such as the perceptron [15] and self-organizing maps [21]].
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