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typically slower than ,1 km s−1) might differ significantly from
what is assumed by current modelling efforts27. The expected
equation-of-state differences among small bodies (ice versus rock,
for instance) presents another dimension of study; having recently
adapted our code for massively parallel architectures (K. M. Olson
and E.A, manuscript in preparation), we are now ready to perform a
more comprehensive analysis.

The exploratory simulations presented here suggest that when a
young, non-porous asteroid (if such exist) suffers extensive impact
damage, the resulting fracture pattern largely defines the asteroid’s
response to future impacts. The stochastic nature of collisions
implies that small asteroid interiors may be as diverse as their
shapes and spin states. Detailed numerical simulations of impacts,
using accurate shape models and rheologies, could shed light on
how asteroid collisional response depends on internal configuration
and shape, and hence on how planetesimals evolve. Detailed
simulations are also required before one can predict the quantitative
effects of nuclear explosions on Earth-crossing comets and
asteroids, either for hazard mitigation28 through disruption and
deflection, or for resource exploitation29. Such predictions would
require detailed reconnaissance concerning the composition and
internal structure of the targeted object. M
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Networks of coupled dynamical systems have been used to model
biological oscillators1–4, Josephson junction arrays5,6, excitable
media7, neural networks8–10, spatial games11, genetic control
networks12 and many other self-organizing systems. Ordinarily,
the connection topology is assumed to be either completely
regular or completely random. But many biological, technological
and social networks lie somewhere between these two extremes.
Here we explore simple models of networks that can be tuned
through this middle ground: regular networks ‘rewired’ to intro-
duce increasing amounts of disorder. We find that these systems
can be highly clustered, like regular lattices, yet have small
characteristic path lengths, like random graphs. We call them
‘small-world’ networks, by analogy with the small-world
phenomenon13,14 (popularly known as six degrees of separation15).
The neural network of the worm Caenorhabditis elegans, the
power grid of the western United States, and the collaboration
graph of film actors are shown to be small-world networks.
Models of dynamical systems with small-world coupling display
enhanced signal-propagation speed, computational power, and
synchronizability. In particular, infectious diseases spread more
easily in small-world networks than in regular lattices.

To interpolate between regular and random networks, we con-
sider the following random rewiring procedure (Fig. 1). Starting
from a ring lattice with n vertices and k edges per vertex, we rewire
each edge at random with probability p. This construction allows us
to ‘tune’ the graph between regularity (p ¼ 0) and disorder (p ¼ 1),
and thereby to probe the intermediate region 0 , p , 1, about
which little is known.

We quantify the structural properties of these graphs by their
characteristic path length L(p) and clustering coefficient C(p), as
defined in Fig. 2 legend. Here L(p) measures the typical separation
between two vertices in the graph (a global property), whereas C(p)
measures the cliquishness of a typical neighbourhood (a local
property). The networks of interest to us have many vertices
with sparse connections, but not so sparse that the graph is in
danger of becoming disconnected. Specifically, we require
n q k q lnðnÞ q 1, where k q lnðnÞ guarantees that a random
graph will be connected16. In this regime, we find that
L,n=2k q 1 and C,3=4 as p → 0, while L < Lrandom,lnðnÞ=lnðkÞ
and C < Crandom,k=n p 1 as p → 1. Thus the regular lattice at p ¼ 0
is a highly clustered, large world where L grows linearly with n,
whereas the random network at p ¼ 1 is a poorly clustered, small
world where L grows only logarithmically with n. These limiting
cases might lead one to suspect that large C is always associated with
large L, and small C with small L.

On the contrary, Fig. 2 reveals that there is a broad interval of p
over which L(p) is almost as small as Lrandom yet CðpÞ q Crandom.
These small-world networks result from the immediate drop in L(p)
caused by the introduction of a few long-range edges. Such ‘short
cuts’ connect vertices that would otherwise be much farther apart
than Lrandom. For small p, each short cut has a highly nonlinear effect
on L, contracting the distance not just between the pair of vertices
that it connects, but between their immediate neighbourhoods,
neighbourhoods of neighbourhoods and so on. By contrast, an edge
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