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Abstract—Many algorithms have been proposed for detecting
disjoint communities (relatively densely connectedubgraphs) in
networks. One popular technique is to optimizemodularity, a
measure of the quality of a partition in terms of he number of
intracommunity and intercommunity edges. Greedy appoximate
algorithms for maximizing modularity can be very fast and
effective. We propose a new algorithm that starts Y detecting
disjoint cliques and then merges these to optimizenodularity.
We show that this performs better than other simila algorithms
in terms of both modularity and execution speed.
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. INTRODUCTION

Many systems can be represented as networks: éonge,
social networks, epidemic networks, neural
communication networks, and distribution netwonkéth the
increasing availability of large network datasétere has been
more and more interest in computational technigbas help
us to understand the properties of networks. Atkewplogical
feature of networks is that vertices are oftencstmed into
distinct groups, ocommunities, in terms of edge density. That
is, edges between vertices in the same communitydense,
but are sparse between different communities [ZOnmunity
detection is important because vertices in the ssormamunity
often have similar properties. Community detectiam allow
us to understand attributes of vertices from netvtopology
alone; this has numerous applications in netwoekysis.

A vast number of community detection algorithms énav

been developed, especially in the last few yeansyvary in
the type of network they can handle (unipartite bipartite,
weighted vs. unweighted, etc.) and the type of conity
structure they can detect (disjoint, overlappinggrdrchical,
etc.), as well as the techniques used. A very cehgmsive
recent survey of community detection algorithmsegpp in [9].
Most algorithms are intended to detect disjoint pamities in
unweighted, undirected, unipartite networks, and restrict
our attention to this task in the rest of this pape

Research in community detection has been overstetiow

by the lack of a formal definition afommunity. This problem
was noted by social scientists decades ago [2¥tilhas not
been solved [9]. Different algorithms tend to addfferent
definitions that are consistent with the basiqjitite concept.

The simplest definition of community is dique, in the
graph-theoretic sense: a set of vertices that ladgcent to
each other. In principle, a clique should qualdygacommunity
by any definition, since it is has the greatestsjibe edge
density. There are many existing algorithms foreditg
maximal cliques (those that are not subgraphshadratliques)
[5, 28] and maximum cliques (the largest cliqguea imetwork)
[14, 22]. However, community detection cannot bduced to
clique detection, for several reasons. First, ntosbhmunities
are not cliques: the requirement that every paivenfices be
connected is too strict in practice. Second, ckgueven if
maximal, can be numerous (exponentially relateaetwork
size) and highly overlapping. This does not comespto the
intuitive notion of community, especially if comnities are
expected to be disjoint. Finally, clique detectiois

networkscomputationally expensive: the maximal clique peailand

maximum clique problem are both NP-complete.

The first problem has been addressed in the ssciahce
literature by relaxing the requirement that eveaiy pf vertices
be connected. A community could be mstlique, n-club, n-
clan, k-plex, k-core, etc., all of which are like cliques but are
allowed to have some edges missing. Another approas
adopted in the “clique percolation” algorithm [#]2a kclique
community is defined as a set of cliques, each of &zsuch
that each clique hdsl vertices shared with another.

Instead of prescribing properties that a commusitguld
satisfy, we can define a function on a subgraph shenehow
measures its internal edge density relative t@xternal edge
density, and try to optimize that function. Simlyarwe can

define aquality function that measures the quality of an entire

partition (a division of a network into disjointtsgraphs). The
most common quality function isodularity [20], which has
been widely used in recent years to assess therpefice of
community detection algorithms. It has also beesdus some
algorithms that work by optimizing modularity, nbka[6, 18].

In this paper we propose a simple new communitgaietn
algorithm that combines the concepts of cliquesrandularity
optimization. It consists of two phases: first, partition the
network into a set of disjoint communities whicle aliques,
favouring larger cliques; second, we merge thesenuanities
using a hill-climbing greedy algorithm to maximizine
modularity of the partition. As we show, the algjom achieves
better results than other modularity-maximizingoaiinms.



In the next section we outline some of the existielgted
algorithms. Section 3 describes our new algoritGtigueMod.
In Section 4 we present some results of experimemts
synthetic and real networks, to compare our algaritwith
related ones. Conclusions appear in Section 5.

II. RELATED WORK

There are a few existing community detection athars
that are based on finding cliques: CFinder [1, 24}lined in

but onlyO(n log? n) if community sizes are balanced, which is
more likely with our algorithm than with [6]. Eveif the
complexity is the same as [6], the execution timik wsually
be less because fewer merging steps are required.

For the first phase, to find “large” disjoint cligg, the ideal
method is to find the largest clique in the netwodmove it,
find the largest clique in the remaining netwonkg &0 on. One
way to implement this is to repeatedly use a marintlique
algorithm, e.g., [22, 14]. An alternative way is tse an

Section 1, ComTector [8], described below, and av ne algorithm, such as [5, 28], that enumeratiésnaximal cliques

algorithm [16] to detect highly-overlapping commtigs.

and then process its results by repeatedly findireglargest
cligue and deleting its vertices from the othegudis in the list.

The original community detection algorithm based on

modularity maximization was Newman’s [18] greedyl-hi
climbing agglomerative algorithm; this was followleg a more
efficient version, known as the Fast Modularityaalthm [6].

These algorithms begin with a trivial partition,thvivery low

modularity, in which each vertex is in a separaimmunity.

The algorithms then repeatedly merge the pair afroanities
that results in the greatest increase in modularitytil the

desired number of communities is obtained.

The algorithms of [6, 18] give poor results in sooases,
because some communities tend to become exceskiwvghy.
This seems to be because the hill-climbing algorities no
information at the beginning about which (singléton
communities to merge. Wakita and Tsurumi [27] adsleé this
problem by modifying the quality function to incomate
balanced community sizes as well as modularity.

An alternative method is to start from a partitiarwhich
communities contain more than just one vertex. &laee a few
algorithms that do this. PBD [26] forms initial comnities
using random walkers. In PKM [7], each initial conmity is
one of the highest-degree vertices and its neigisbou
ComTector [8] first finds all maximal cliques, theonverts
these to an initial partition by identifying comnityri‘kernels”
and then assigning each vertex to the most apptepkernel.

Ill.  THE CLIQUEMOD ALGORITHM
Our CliqueMod algorithm has two phases:

1. The network is divided into a set difgoint cliques. The
size of each cligue may be as small as 1, but wépr
larger cliques. These cliques are used as the coitigsy
in the initial partition.

2. The number of communities is reduced to the reduire

number by repeatedly merging pairs of communifidse

pair chosen at each step is that which maximizes th

increase in the partition’s modularity.

Because the first phase finds disjoint cliquesnetvitably
breaks some large cliques into smaller cliques.example, if
we have a 10-vertex subgraph that is not a cliquecbntains
many overlapping 9-vertex cliques, our first phag split
this intoone 9-vertex clique and a 1-vertex clique. It is left
the second phase to assemble these into a 10-wert@xunity.

Our second phase is fundamentally the same asettech

used in [6] and some subsequent algorithms. Forsepa

networks, its time complexity i©(n” log n) in the worst case,

We have found the first option to be faster, beeanfsthe
exponential number of cliques that need to be exadhusing
the second option. We therefore adopt the maximiiooe
algorithm of Konc and Jane€zi(KJ) [14], with a small
optimization: we use the size of the last cliquanid as an
upper bound on the clique size when invoking theimam-
cligue algorithm again. (The original algorithm sisgraph
colouring to obtain an approximate upper boundis T& the
first version of our algorithm, which we name Cldyiod-KJ.

The problem with CliqueMod-KJ is that its time cdemyty
is exponential, because of the use of the maximligue
algorithm. For large networks, a faster algorittsnessential.
We have modified the maximal-clique algorithm ofoBrand
Kerbosch (BK) [5] so that it finds “approximatelyaximal”
disjoint cligues. Like BK, our algorithm repeateddxpands
candidate cliques until they are maximal, but hg¥ound one,
it now outputs it and immediately deletes its i from the
algorithm’s data structures, instead of explorirtgraatives.
This way, we have no guarantee that the cliguesdoare
maximal, but they are reasonably large in practiwe] there
may be more of them, and therefore fewer singlefaques.
This algorithm is much faster, with worst-case ticoenplexity
O(n®) for a sparse network. We use this in the secemsion of
our algorithm, which we name CliqueMod-BK.

Figure 1 shows the clique size distribution in tA&P
network [4] after the first phase of CliqueMod-Khda
CliqueMod-BK, respectively.
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Figure 1. The distribution of clique sizes



IV. EXPERIMENTS

To evaluate a community detection algorithm, itidtidoe
tested on artificial and real networks. For aridficnetworks,
we use the Adjusted Rand index [12] to comparekiiavn
communities with the partition found by the algomit. For real
networks, since we do not know the real communities use
the modularity measure [20] to assess the qudligypartition.

In this section, we evaluate our CliqueMod algant{both
CM-BK and CM-KJ), implemented in Java, by comparihg
with several other disjoint community detection calthms:
Clausetet al. (CNM) [6], Wakita and Tsurumi (WT) [27], and
Pons and Latapy (PL) [25]. We also compared with RBD
algorithm [26] on real networks, but were unabledtoso on
synthetic networks because of a run-time erronénRBD code.

A. Experimentswith Synthetic Networks

Lancichinettiet al. [15] have proposed a class of artificial
networks which they claim reflect the importantexp of real
networks, to be used as benchmarks for testing agrityn

detection algorithms. The networks have severalrpaters:
nis the number of vertices.

to 2.5*<k> for all networks we use.

y is the exponent of the power-law distribution from
which the vertex degrees are taken.

cs is the minimum community size. We set the
maximum community size to 2%.

p is the exponent of the power-law distribution from
which the community sizes are taken.

w1 is the mixing parameter: each vertex shares déidrac
u of its edges with vertices in other communities.

We use these random networks to evaluate the Higwi
All results are averaged over ten random networsemated
using the same parameters.

Figure 2 shows the effect of varying the mixinggraeter,

. As i increases, CM-BK and CM-KJ are much better than

WT and CNM, and slightly better than PL fo¥0.3.

In Figure 3 we vary the community size expongntover
the range 1-2 suggested by Lancichinettal. [15]. CM-BK
and CM-KJ perform better than all other algorithraad the
results seem unaffected by the valugg.ofn Figure 4 we vary
the degree exponent over the range 2-3 suggested by
Lancichinettiet al. [15]. PL is slightly better than CM-BK and
CM-KJ, and all three are better than other algorithAgain,
the value ofy has little effect on the results.

Figure 5 shows the effect of varying the averaggete «>
from 10-30. The maximum degree is set to 2I5*<PL is
slightly better than CM-BK and CM-KJ for higher degs, but
all three are much better than CNM and WT. Figurghéws
the effect of varying the minimum community sige The
maximum community size is set to@* CM-BK and CM-KJ
are much better than WT and CNM, and better thanfdPL
larger community sizes.

<k> is the average degree. We set the maximum degree; 08¢
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Figure 2. Adjusted Rand index for random networks witt.000,5=1, y=2,
©=0.1~0.6, ¥>=10,cs=50.

1t

09¢
4

go7 CNM ——
Toet PL —E—
506 wT =
Tost CM-BK —®—
2 CM-KJ —&—
S04y

kel

<03 },/e\@/e/@\é

O.ZW

017
0

1 12 1.8 2

1.4 1.6
Community size exponent,
Figure 3. Adjusted Rand index for random networks wittL000,5=1~2,
y=2,1=0.4, «>=10,cs=50.

1y ]
097
Wg
9 O.Sﬂ

(] L
o L PL &
0.6
5 wT =
Tosf CM-BK —®—
I} CM-KJ —=
2047
) 0.3/‘.\M
0.27
017

0 . .
2 2.2 2.8 3

. .6
Degree exponent, y
Figure 4. Adjusted Rand index for random networks witL000,5=1,
y=2~3,1=0.4, <«>=10,cs=50.

Figure 7 shows how the execution time varies wétwork
size,n. All experiments were run on an AMD Opteron 250 at



2.4GHz. As expected, CM-KJ is too slow except foral
networks, but CM-BK is faster than CNM and PL.
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Figure 5. Adjusted Rand index for random networks witf.000,5=1, y=2,
1=0.4, «>=10~30,cs=50.
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Figure 7. Execution time (seconds) for random networks with
n=1000~150004=1,y=2,u=0.4, <>=10,cs=50.

B. Experimentswith Real Networks

We have run the same community detection algoritbms
several real networks, listed in Table |I. Many bége have
become de facto benchmarks for community detection
algorithms. “scientometrics” is a citation netwotketscience”,
“cond-mat-2003”, “cond-mat-2005”, and “erd6s1997620
are collaboration networks. “c. elegans” is a meliametwork.

All others are social networks. Most of the netvgonksed
contain only one component, but “drugnet”, “erd&2:91999”,
and “cond-mat-2005” contain several components, for
consistency with the experiments reported in [7, 8]

Table | shows the maximum modularity obtained bghea
algorithm for each of these networks, and the tesacution
time on an AMD Opteron 250 at 2.4GHz. As well as
CliqueMod, CNM, WT, PL, and PBD [26], the table alsothe
results for the ComTector (CT) [8], and PKM [7] atighms, as
reported in the respective papers. Regrettablyhaxe been
unable to obtain the code for CT and PKM, so oungarison
of modularity is incomplete, and the execution snae not
directly comparable with the others.

Our results show that CligueMod-KJ generally givkes
highest modularity, closely followed by CligueModkBwhile
both of them give better solutions than the otHgorahms.
For the larger networks, CM-BK is the fastest alion tested,
with the exception of WT and (possibly) PBD.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a simple algorithm to detecbidis]
communities in networks by merging cliques. Althbugrge
cligues are desirable, they need not be maximalr ou
approximate algorithm, CligueMod-BK, gives resuhsit are
almost as good as CliqueMod-KJ, which uses maxatigles,
and almost always better than those of the otrgorighms.
Our algorithm is among the fastest, though notaass &s the
WT algorithm, which gives consistently lower moditia

It is perhaps not surprising that our algorithmesuits are
better than those of the CNM and WT algorithms¢esithose
begin the merging process with singleton commusités we
noted in Section 2. More interesting is the comgmariwith the
algorithms of [7, 8, 26], which also start fromdar initial
communities. We believe that our use of cliqueskadoetter,
in modularity terms, because cliques are as theé moslular
initial communities possible. Although ComTector] [&so
finds cliques, the initial communities are creafiean them by
a process that seemsrealuce modularity.

One area of future work is to improve our algorithspeed
even further. Our current implementation is just an
unoptimized prototype. It may be worth applying theme
techniques that the WT algorithm adds to the CNyb@thm
to balance community sizes and improve speed. Giltere
work includes extending our algorithm to allow daeping
communities. This is not trivial, because of thesainae overlap
that already exists between cliques and the difficin
optimizing the modularity of overlapping communéti1].

Our CliqueMod implementation is available
http://www.cs.bris.ac.uk/~steve/networks/cliquemod/

from
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TABLE 1.

REAL NETWORKS MAXIMUM MODULARITY AND EXECUTION TIME

Maximum modularity Execution time (s)
Name Ref|Vertices| Edges|f CliqueMod . .|| CligueMod .
CNM| PL | WT |PBD | CT |PKM CNM| PL | WT |PBD | CT
BK | KJ BK | KJ
zachary 30 34 78 | 0.41D.417|0.387|0.335|0.419| 0.394 0.412f 0.03| 0.04/ 0.05 0.01 0.55 0.0p4
drugnet 7 212 284| 0.74D.745|0.745|0.702| 0.724(0.735] 0.751jf 0.05| 0.05/ 0.20 0.03 0.93 0.01
netscience | 19 379 914 0.835847/0.837/0.828|0.819|0.837 0.06 0.20/ 0.37 0.02 0.75 0.01
c.elegans | 13 453 202% 0.430418(0.408|0.349|0.421|0.416 0.04| 0.26| 0.43 0.0 094 0.04
email 11| 1133| 5451 0.550.554|{0.512|0.531|0.478|0.536 0.38) 199 1.21 0.26 1.43 0.06
scientometricy 23 | 2678 | 10368 0.596.608|0.548|0.533|0.517|0.560 111| 186/ 292 101 179 0.22
blogs 29| 3982| 6803 0.8%0.857|0.850(0.788|0.832/0.839 0.84| 36.9| 3.80 0.65 7.47 0.37
erd6s1997 5482 897% 0.7[21733|0.523|0.679|0.712(0.709| 0.69 275 338 580 224 245 0J2 4
erd6s1998 5816 950§ 0.7[2¥.734|0.706|0.676|0.711|0.714| 0.69 292 383 6.19 250 266 082 J
erd6s1999 6094 9939 0.732733|0.699|0.678|0.709(0.714| 0.69 329 421 653 276 261 086 4
erd6s2002 | 23 69271 118§D 0.7@697|0.670|0.627|0.676|0.682 432 584 7.67 532 372 136
PGP 4 10680 2431f 0.8y@.877|0.855|0.789/0.851|0.861 506 857| 11.1 3.72 288 1.78
cond-mat-2008 17 | 27519| 11618]0.734|0.748| 0.657| 0.629| 0.709| 0.725 36.6 | 26476 127 | 59.2| 5.22 10.4
cond-mat-200p 17 | 39577 17569";0.707 0.655(0.593|0.577|0.689( 0.65 106 278 138 6.756 29/0 7920
"Results reported in original papers, not testedsy
REFERENCES [15] A. Lancichinetti, S. Fortunato, and F. RadicchigtBhmark graphs for

B. Adamcsek, G. Palla, I. Farkas, I. Derényi, and/iEsek, “CFinder:
locating cliques and overlapping modules in biatadji networks,”
Bioinformatics vol. 22, pp. 1021-1023, 2006.

R.D. Alba, “A graph-theoretic definition of a sonietric clique,” J.
Math. Saciol. vol. 3, pp. 113-126, 1973.

V. Batagelj and A. Mrvar, “Some analyses of Erddsdlaboration
graph,” Social Networks vol. 22, pp. 173-186, 2000.

M. Bogufia, R. Pastor-Satorras, A. Diaz-Guilera, ahd Arenas,
“Models of social networks based on social distaattachment,” Phys.
Rev. E vol. 70, 056122, 2004.

C. Bron and J. Kerbosch, “Finding all cliques of wamdirected graph,”
Commun. ACM vol. 16, pp. 575-577, 1973.

A. Clauset, M.E.J. Newman, and C. Moore, “Findingmenunity
structure in very large networks,” Phys. Rev. E V@, 066111, 2004.

H. Du, M.W. Feldman, S. Li, and X. Jin, “An algdmih for detecting
community structure of social networks based oorpkhowledge and
modularity,” Complexity vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 53—-&007.

N. Du, B. Wu, X. Pei, B. Wang, and L.T. Xu, “Comniiydetection in
large-scale social networks,” WebKDD/SNA-KDD Workst'07, pp.
16-25, 2007.

S. Fortunato, “Community detection
arXiv:0906.0612v1 at arxiv.org, 2009.

M. Girvan and M.E.J. Newman, “Community structure social and
biological networks,” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USAIv@9, pp. 7821-
7826, 2002.

R. Guimera, L. Danon, A. Diaz-Guilera, F. GiraltdaA. Arenas, “Self-
similar community structure in a network of humateractions,” Phys.
Rev. E vol. 68, 065103(R), 2003.

L. Hubert and P. Arabie, “Comparing partitions,"Classif. vol. 2, pp.
193-218, 1985.

H. Jeong, B. Tombor, R. Albert, Z. Oltvai, and A.Barabasi, “The
large-scale organization of metabolic networks,tuda vol. 407, pp.
651-654, 2000.

J. Konc and D. JaneZi“An improved branch and bound algorithm for
the maximum clique problem,” MATCH Commun. Math. rout.
Chem. vol. 58, pp. 569-590, 2007.

in graphs,” Bpri

[16]
[17]
(18]
(19]
(20]

[21]

[22]
[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]
(30]

testing community detection algorithms,” Phys. Reéwol. 78, 046110,
2008.

C. Lee, “Detecting highly-overlapping
unpublished, 2009.

M.E.J. Newman, “The structure of scientific colladtion networks,” P.
Natl. Acad. Sci. USA vol. 98, pp. 404-409, 2001.

M.E.J. Newman, “Fast algorithm for detecting comityustructure in
networks,” Phys. Rev. E vol. 69, 066133, 2004.

M.E.J. Newman, "Finding community structure in netks using the
eigenvectors of matrices," Phys. Rev. E vol. 74103, 2006.

M.E.J Newman and M. Girvan, “Finding and evaluaticgmmunity
structure in networks,” Phys. Rev. E vol. 69, 02512004.

V. Nicosia, G. Mangioni, V. Carchiolo, and M. Matge'Extending the
definiton of modularity to directed graphs with ewapping
communities,” J. Stat. Mech. P03024, 2009.

P. Ostergard, “A fast algorithm for the maximumqak problem,”
Discrete Applied Mathematics 120, pp. 197-207, 2002

Pajek, Network from Pajek datasets.
http://vlado.fmf.uni-lj.si/pub/networks/data/

G. Palla, I. Derényi, I. Farkas, and T. Vicsek, tidwering the
overlapping community structure of complex networksnature and
society,” Nature vol. 435, pp. 814-818, 2005.

P. Pons and M. Latapy, “Computing communities irgéanetworks
using random walks,” J. Graph Algorithms and Apgiions vol. 10, no.
2, pp. 191-218, 2006.

J.M. Pujol, J. Béjar, and J. Delgado, “Clusterinfyoathm for
determining community structure in large networkBliys. Rev. E vol.
74, 016107, 2006.

K. Wakita and T. Tsurumi, “Finding community stru in a mega-
scale social networking service,” Proc. IADIS Imational Conference
on WWW/Internet 2007, pp. 153-162, 2007.

L. Wan, B. Wu, N. Du, Q. Ye, and P. Chen, “A newalthm for
enumerating all maximal cliques in complex netwb&DMA 2006,
LNAI 4093, Springer-Verlag, 2006.

N. Xie, “Social network analysis of blogs,” unpuhied, 2006.

W.W. Zachary, “An information flow model for condli and fission in
small groups,” J. Anthropol. Res. vol. 33, pp. 45623; 1977.

community stture,”



