0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1

Fraction of giant component

Fraction of removed nodes p

Degree HDA CI (l=1) CI (l=2)

(a) Sample size: 10%

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

Fraction of giant component

Fraction of removed nodes p

Degree HDA CI (l=1) CI (l=2)

(b) Sample size: 30%

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Fraction of giant component

Fraction of removed nodes p

Degree HDA CI (l=1) CI (l=2)

(c) Sample size: 50%

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Fraction of giant component

Fraction of removed nodes p

Degree HDA CI (l=1) CI (l=2)

(d) Sample size: 90%

Fig 29. Fraction of GC vs. fraction p of removed nodes: comparison of attack strategies (sampling method: DFS; network: P2P).

S7 Fig. Fraction of GC vs. fraction p of removed nodes: comparison of 331 attack strategies (sampling method: SEC; network: BA) 332

S8 Fig. Fraction of GC vs. fraction p of removed nodes: comparison of 333 attack strategies (sampling method: SEC; network: GRG) 334

S9 Fig. Fraction of GC vs. fraction p of removed nodes: comparison of 335 attack strategies (sampling method: RAND; network: AS) 336

S10 Fig. Fraction of GC vs. fraction p of removed nodes: comparison of 337 attack strategies (sampling method: RAND; network: P2P) 338

S11 Fig. Fraction of GC vs. fraction p of removed nodes: comparison of 339 attack strategies (sampling method: RAND; network: BA) 340

S12 Fig. Fraction of GC vs. fraction p of removed nodes: comparison of 341 attack strategies (sampling method: RAND; network: GRG) 342

Acknowledgments 343

This work was partly supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 16K20931 and 344 19K11917. 345

July 12, 2019 33/ 43