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Assignment #3 (February 13) 
 
The purpose of this assignment is to explore methods of identifying subgroups within a 
network.  The data for the assignment are taken from Val Burris, “Elite Policy-Planning 
Networks in the United States” in Gwen Moore and J. Allen Whitt, eds., Research in 
Politics and Society 4 (1992): 111-34 (http://darkwing.uoregon.edu/~vburris/policy.pdf). 
The data consist of a network of director interlocks among 12 leading policy-planning 
organizations in the United States.  The network ties are undirected and they are valued in 
the sense that a dyad of organizations can have more than a single director interlock.  It is 
recommended that you skim the article to get a sense of the nature of the relations being 
studied, but this is not required. The data (Policy.##h and Policy.##d) can be downloaded 
from the course website. 
 
On page 121 of the article are listed the 12 policy-planning organizations divided into 
moderate-conservative and ultraconservative political camps.  There is reason to 
hypothesize that such political divisions will be reflected in the typology of the director 
interlock network, although one would not expect a perfect match and there is certainly 
political variation within each of these two camps.  The table also divides the policy 
organizations into lobbying groups and research groups.  There is no strong reason to 
expect this division to be reflected in the typology of the network, although it could be. 
The aim of the analysis is to identify 2-4 relatively distinct subgroups within the director 
interlock network and to see how these subgroups compare with the classification of 
groups in terms of political tendency or strategy as shown in Table 1 on page 121. 
 
A.  Display and print a copy of the POLICY matrix.  Open the POLICY network in 
NetDraw and print a sociogram. 
 
B.  Clustering:  Conduct a cluster analysis of the original dataset using the TOOLS > 
CLUSTER > HIERARCHICAL command and identifying the data as “similarities,” 
since a higher number means a stronger connection between nodes.  I recommend leaving 
the method parameter at AVERAGE and the other parameters at their defaults  Cut and 
paste the histogram of the hierarchical clustering results into your report and briefly 
describe the nature and composition of the clusters revealed. 
 
C.  Positions:  Conduct a structural equivalence analysis of the original dataset using the 
NETWORK> ROLES & POSITIONS > STRUCTURAL > CONCOR.  I recommend 
leaving the parameters at their defaults.  Cut and paste the histogram of the partition 
diagram into your report; describe the nature and composition of the partitions revealed 
and compare them to the clusters identified in Part B. 
 
D.  Cliques:  For a network of this high density it is unlikely that you will easily find 
sharply demarcated and non-overlapping cliques, so clique analysis will have to 
conducted in a more exploratory fashion.  First you will need to convert the valued 
network into a binary network by using the TRANSFORM > DICHOTOMIZE command 
to recode every link above a certain threshold to “1” and every link at or below that 
threshold to “0”.  Examine the matrix from Part A and decide on what you think would 
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be an appropriate threshold for distinguishing strong links from relatively weak links 
(probably you will want to choose a threshold between 0 and 2).  You may want to 
experiment with several thresholds to see how this affects the results.  Then submit your 
binary network to clique analysis using the NETWORK > SUBGROUPS > CLIQUES 
command.  You will probably want to set the minimum clique size to between 3 and 5, 
but again you may want to experiment with several options.  The cliques identified are 
likely to be overlapping rather than clearly distinct, so you will have to turn to the 
hierarchical clustering of the clique overlap matrix to identify more subtle divisions 
within the network.  Experiment with several different options for dichotomizing the 
network and setting the minimum clique size until you get a histogram that reveals 
relatively distinct and substantively meaningful subgroups.  Cut and paste this histogram 
into your report; describe the nature and composition of the clusters revealed; and 
compare them to the clusters or partitions identified in Parts B and C. 
 
E.  Comparing the results of Parts B, C, and D, identify what you think is the most robust 
division of the network into two, three, or four subgroups.  In what ways does this 
grouping coincide with or differ from the classification shown in Table 1 on page 121. 


