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Abstract

In this paper we discuss a very simple approach of combinorgent and
link information in graph structures for the purpose of commity discovery, a
fundamental task in network analysis. Our approach hingeb® basic intuition
that many networks contain noise in the link structure aadl¢bntent information
can help strengthen the community signal. This enables tmetiminate the
impact of noise (false positives and false negatives), wisiparticularly prevalent
in online social networks and Web-scale information neksor

Specifically we introduce a measure of signal strength betweo nodes in
the network by fusing their link strength with content siamity. Link strength
is estimated based on whether the link is likely (with higbhability) to reside
within a community. Content similarity is estimated thrbugpsine similarity or
Jaccard coefficient. We discuss a simple mechanism fordgusamtent and link
similarity. We then present a biased edge sampling proeeghich retains edges
that are locally relevant for each graph node. The resultisxgkbone graph can
be clustered using standard community discovery algostsoch as Metis and
Markov clustering.

Through extensive experiments on multiple real-world slets(Flickr, Wikipedia
and CiteSeer) with varying sizes and characteristics, weotstrate the effective-
ness and efficiency of our methods over state-of-the-arhileg and mining ap-
proaches several of which also attempt to combine link amdect analysis for
the purposes of community discovery. Specifically we alwfiyd a qualitative
benefit when combining content with link analysis. Additdig our biased graph
sampling approach realizes a quantitative benefit in thattitpically several or-
ders of magnitude faster than competing approaches.

1 Introduction

An increasing number of applications on the World Wide Wef om combining link
and content analysis (in different ways) for subsequenlyaizaand inference. For
example, search engines, like Google, Bing and Yahoo! &}iyicse content and link


http://arxiv.org/abs/1212.0146v1

information to index, retrieve and rank web pages. Socialokking sites like Twitter,
Flickr and Facebook, as well as the aforementioned seargines) are increasingly
relying on fusing content (pictures, tags, text) and linfloimation (friends, followers,
and users) for deriving actionable knowledge (e.g. mangeand advertising).

In this article we limit our discussion to a fundamental nefece problem — that
of combining link and content information for the purposésnderring clusters or
communities of interest. The challenges are manifold. Dipelbgical characteristics
of such problems (graphs induced from the natural link stme&) makes identifying
community structure difficult. Further complicating theug is the presence of noise
(incorrect links (false positives) and missing links (&afsegatives). Determining how
to fuse this link structure with content information effictly and effectively is unclear.
Finally, underpinning these challenges, is the issue ofbddy as many of these
graphs are extremely large running into millions of noded biflions of edges, if not
larger.

Given the fundamental nature of this problem, a number aiftgnis have emerged
in the literature. Broadly these can be classified as: i)ehbat ignore content infor-
mation (a large majority) and focus on addressing the tapoéd and scalability chal-
lenges, and ii) those that account for both content and tgpcdl information. From
a qualitative standpoint the latter presumes to improvehenformer (since the null
hypothesis is that content should help improve the quafit@@inferred communities)
but often at a prohibitive cost to scalability.

In this article we present cobidil.a family of highly efficient graph simplifica-
tion algorithms leveraging both content and graph topolkoggentify and retain im-
portantedges in a network. Our approach relies on fusintecdand topological (link)
information in a natural manner. The output of CODICIL is ansformed variant of
the original graph (with content information), which caemibe clustered by any fast
content-insensitive graph clustering algorithm such asTMBEor Markov clustering.
Through extensive experiments on real-world datasetsrdfeam Flickr, Wikipedia,
and CiteSeer, and across several graph clustering algwiittve demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness and efficiency of our methods. We find that CODIQhs several orders
of magnitude faster than those state-of-the-art appreaahe often identifies commu-
nities of comparable or superior quality on these datasets.

This paper is arranged as follows. In Secfidbn 2 we discustentiresearch efforts
pertaining to our work. The algorithm of CODICIL, along withplementation detalils,
is presented in Sectidd 3. We report quantitative experimesults in Sectiohl4, and
demonstrate the qualitative benefits brought by CODIClLcagise studies in Sectidh 5.
We finally conclude the paper in Sectian 6.

2 Related Work

Community Discovery using Topology (and Content):Graph clustering/partitioning
for community discovery has been studied for more than fiveades, and a vast
number of algorithms (exemplars include Metis|[15], Gradl6] and Markov clus-
tering [27]) have been proposed and widely used in fieldsudtiog social network
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analytics, document clustering, bioinformatics and atheMost of those methods,
however, discard content information associated with lgrelpments. Due to space
limitations, we suppress detailed discussions and referaésted readers to recent sur-
veys (e.g.[[9]) for a more comprehensive picture. Leskovet €ompared a multitude
of community discovery algorithms based on conductancees@nd discovered the
trade-off between clustering objective and community cactpess [16].

Various approaches have been taken to utilize contentrirdtion for community
discovery. One of them is generative probabilistic modglivhich considers both
contents and links as being dependent on one or more latdables, and then esti-
mates the conditional distributions to find community assignts. PLSA-PHITS [5],
Community-User-Topic model [29] and Link-PLSA-LDA [R0] ethree representa-
tives in this category. They mainly focus on studies of @aand email communica-
tion networks. Link-PLSA-LDA, for instance, was motivatid finding latent topics
in text and citations and assumes different generativegssss on citing documents,
cited documents as well as citations themselves. Text géartis following the LDA
approach, and link creation from a citing document to a citedument is controlled
by another topic-specific multinomial distribution.

Yang et al.[[28] introduced an alternative discriminativelgabilistic model, PCL-
DC, to incorporate content information in the conditionaklmodel and estimate the
community membership directly. In this model, link prodapibetween two nodes
is decided by nodegopularity as well as community membership, which is in turn
decided by content terms. A two-stage EM algorithm is prepla® optimize com-
munity membership probabilities and content weights alteely. Upon convergence,
each graph node is assigned to the community with maximumbmaeship probability.

Researchers have also explored ways to augment the umdenrgiwork to take
into account the content information. The SA-Cluster-ligoathm proposed by Zhou
etal. [30], for example, inserts virtuattribute nodesindattribute edgeto the graph
and computes all-pair random walk distances on the attsibute-augmented graph
K-means clustering is then used on original graph nodesdigmshem to different
groups. Weights associated with attributes are updated efich k-means iteration
according to their clustering tendencies. The algoritheraites until convergence.

Ester et al.[[8] proposed an heuristic algorithm to solveGoanected:-Center
problem where both connectedness and radius constraiatstnebe satisfied. The
complexity of this method is dependent on the longest digtdretween any pair of
nodes in the feature space, making it susceptible to ositliBiologists have studied
methodsI[18, 26] to find functional modules using networlotogy and gene expres-
sion data. Those methods, however, bear domain-specitiogs®ns on data and are
therefore not directly applicable in general.

Recently Ginnemann et al. [|12] introduced a subspaceecingtalgorithm on
graphs with feature vectors, which shares some similaritii wur topic. Although
their method could run on the full feature space, the segvakesof their algorithm
is confined by the intersection, instead of union, of thelepsineighborhood and the
density-based combined cluster. Furthermore, the cartiiruof both neighborhoods
are sensitive to their multiple parameters.

While decent performance can be achieved on small and megdiaphs using
those methods, it often comes at the cost of model complearidylack of scalability.



Some of them take time proportional to the number of valuesaich attribute. Oth-
ers take time and space proportional to the number of chustefind, which is often
unacceptable. Our method, in contrast, is more lightwedghtscalable.
Clustering/Learning Multiple Graphs: Content-aware clustering is also related to
multiple-view clustering, as content information and listkucture can be treated as
two views of the data. Strehl and Ghosel[23] discussed thoesensus functions
(cluster-wise similarity partitioning, hyper-graph paoning and meta-clustering) to
implement cluster ensembles, in which the availability a¢keindividual view’s clus-
tering is assumed. Tang et &l. [24] proposed a linked maatxofization method,
where each graph’s adjacency matrix is decomposed intoaxdcteristic” matrix and
a common factor matrix shared among all graphs. The purplfsetorization is to
represent each vertex by a lower-dimensional vector anddluster the vertices using
corresponding feature vectors. Their method, while applieto small-scale problems,
is not designed for web-scale networks.

Graph Sampling for Fast Clustering: Graph sampling (also known as “sparsifica-
tion” or “filtering”) has attracted more and more focus in@atyears due to the ex-
plosive growth of network data. If a graph’s structure carphbeserved using fewer
nodes and/or edges, community discovery algorithms caairobimilar results using
less time and memory storage. Maiya and Berger-Wolf [1#pohiced an algorithm
which greedily identifies the node that leads to the greatgsansiorin each iteration
until the user-specified node count is reached. By doing s@&xpander-like node-
induced subgraph is constructed. After clustering the sy the unsampled nodes
can be labeled by using collective inference or other tractek learning methods.
This extra post-processing step, however, operates onitfiral graph as a whole and
easily becomes the scalability bottleneck on larger netaior

Satuluri et al.[[2P] proposed an edge sampling method tepeafially retain edges
that connect two similar nodes. The localized strategy mssthat edges in the rela-
tively sparse areas will not be over-pruned. Their methoddver, does not consider
content information either.

Edge sampling has also been applied to other graph taskgeKdd] studied the
impact of random edge sampling on original graph’s cuts, @ogposed randomized
algorithms to find graph’s minimum cut and maximum flow. Aggalet al. [1] pro-
posed using edging sampling to maintain structural prigsegnd detect outliers in
graph streams. The goals of those work are not to preservenoaity structure in
graphs, though.

3 Methodology

We begin by defining the notations used in the rest of our pdperG, = (V, &, T)
be an undirected graph withverticesV = vy, ..., v,, edge<;, and a collection of:
corresponding term vectof® = t4, ..., t,. We use the terms “graph” and “network”
interchangeably as well as the terms “vertex” and “nodeénignts in each term vector
t; are basic content units which can be single words, tagsgrams, etc., depending
on the context of underlying network. For each graph nade V, let its term vector
beti.



Our goal is to generate a simplified, edge-sampled géaphpie = (V, Esample)
and then us&s,mpie to find communities with coherent content and link structure
Gsample Should possess the following properties:

o Gsample has the same vertex set@s That is, no node in the network is added
or removed during the simplification process.

o [Esampie| < |&, as this enables both better runtime performance and lower
memory usage in the subsequent clustering stage.

¢ Informally put, the resultant edge s€f,mpi. Would connect node pairs which
are both structure-wise and content-wise similar. As altesus possible for
our method to add edges which were absent férsince the content similarity
was overlooked.

3.1 Key Intuitions
The main steps of the CODICIL algorithm are:

1. Create content edges.

2. Sample the union of content edges and topological edgibshias, retaining
only edges that are relevant in local neighborhoods.

3. Partition the simplified graph into clusters.

The constructed content graph and simplified graph haveaime vertices as the
input graph (vertices are never added or removed), so tlengglsoperations of the
algorithm are constructing, combining edges and then samplith bias. Figuréll
illustrates the work flow of CODICIL.

1. Create content edges

Term vectors] | Content edges. 3. Sample edges with bias

2. Combine edge&dge uniorg,, |-| Edge subsefs.mpie

Topological edges; 4. Cluster ClusteringC

/

VerticesV

Figure 1: Work flow of CODICIL

From the term vectorg’, content edge§. are constructed. Those content edges
and the input topological edgé€sare combined a§, which is then sampled with bias
to form a smaller edge sét..,. Where the most relevant edges are preserved. The
graph composed of these sampled edges is passed to the ¢uaehicg algorithm
which partitions the vertices into a given number of cluster

3.2 Basic Framework
The pseudo-code of CODICIL is given in Algoritirh 1.



Algorithm 1 CODICIL
Input: G, = (V,&,T), k, normalize(:), a € [0,1], I, clusteralgo(:,-),
similarity(-,-)
Returns: C (a disjoint clustering o¥’)
1: \\Create content edgé&s
2. E. 0
3: for i =1to|V|do
4:  foreachv; € TopK (v;, k,T) do
5 E. (—gCU(UZ‘,’Uj)
6: end for
7
8
9

. end for
: \\Combinef; and€.. Retain edges with a bias towards locally relevant ones
: gu < gt U gc
10: 5‘sample <~ @
11: for i = 1to |V| do
12:  \\I'; containsy;’s neighbors in the edge union
13 T < ngbr(vi, &)
14:  for j = 1to|T;| do sim?;; + similarity(ngbr(v;, &), ngbr(v;,E))
15:  simmnorm?; < normalize(sim?t;)
16:  for j = 1to|T'y| do sim*®;; < similarity(t;,t,,)
17:  simnorm®©; < normalize(sim®;)
18:  for j = 1to|I;| do sim;; + « - simnorm?;; + (1 — a) - simnorm®;;
19: \\Sort similarity values in descending order. Store the gpwading node IDs

20:  [val;,idx;] + descsort(sim;)

21 forj=1to L/|FZ—|W do

22: gsample — gsample U (Uia ’Uidmw)
23:  end for

24: end for

25: gsample <~ (V, gsample)
26: C < clusteralgo(Gsampie, 1) \\Partition intol clusters
27: return C

CODICIL takes as input 1¥;, the original graph consisting of verticés edges
&: and term vector§” wheret; is the content term vector for vertex, 1 < ¢ <
[V| = |T], 2) k, the number of nearest content neighbors to find for eaclexeB8)
normalize(x), a function that normalizes a vecter 4) «, an optional parameter that
specifies the weights of topology and content similariti®d, the number of output
clusters desired, 6)lusteralgo(G,1), an algorithm that partitions a graghinto !
clusters and 7¥imilarity(x,y) to compute similarity betwees andy. Note that
any content-insensitive graph clustering algorithm carplugged in the CODICIL
framework, providing great flexibility for applications.



3.2.1 Creating Content Edges

Lines 2 through 7 detail how content edges are created. FEbreatexv;, its k& most
content-similar neighbors are complﬂeﬂor each ob;’s top-k neighborsy;, an edge
(v, v;) is added to content edgés. In our experiments we implemented thep K
sub-routine by calculating the cosine similarity#p®s TF-IDF vector and each other
term vector’s TF-IDF vector. For a content ugjtits TF-IDF value in a term vectdsr,

is computed as

tf-idf (e, t;) = Vtf(c,t;) - log (1 + #) . Q)
Zj:l tf(ct;)
The cosine similarity of two vectors andy is
. -y
costme\x,yYy) = +——— 1 - (2)
S P

Thek vertices corresponding to thehighest TF-IDF vector cosine similarity val-
ues withv; are selected as the tdpreighbors of;.

3.2.2 Local Ranking of Edges and Graph Simplification

Line 9 takes the union of the newly-created content edgé satd the original topo-
logical edge sef;. In lines 10 through 24, a sampled edge&gt, .. is constructed by
retaining the most relevant edges from the edge uijori-or each vertex;, the edges
to retain are selected from its local neighborhooé,jr{line 13). We compute the topo-
logical similarity (line 14) between nodg and its neighboty; as the relative overlap
of their respective topological neighbor sefs= ngbr(v;, &) andJ = ngbr(vy;, &),
using similarity (either cosine similarity as in Equati@h 2 or Jaccard caefficas
defined below):

I J
CJTuJ|
After the computation of the topological similarity vectairm?; finishes, it is nor-

malized bynormalize (line 15). In our experiments we implementedrmalize with
eitherzero-one, which simply rescales the vector|t 1]:

jaccard(1, J) 3

zero-one(Z) = (x; — min(Z))/(max(Z) — min(Z)) 4

Orz—nOTmB, which centers and normalizes values to zero mean and uranee:
. 12| |Z|

T; — Tl 1 R

z-norm(T) = = M,,& = izt L6t = E (z; — )% . (5)

P 7] NEET
i=1

2Besides topk criteria, we also investigated using all-pairs similadtyove a given global threshold, but
this tended to produce highly imbalanced degree distobsti

SMontague and Aslani [19] pointed out thatnorm has the advantage of being both shift and scale
invariant as well as outlier insensitive. They experimiyttound it best among six simple combination
schemes discussed [n [10].



Likewise, we compute;’s content similarity to its neighbey; by applyingsimilarity

on term vectorg; andt,, and normalize those similarities (lines 16 and 17). The
topological and content similarities of each edge are tlygmegyated with the weight
specified by (line 18).

In lines 20 through 23, the edges with highest similarityueal are retained. As
stated in our desiderata, we Waét,mpe| < |E:| and therefore need to retain fewer
than|T';| edges. Inspired by [22], we choose to kégg|T;|| edges. This form has the
following properties: 1) every vertex will be incident to at least one edge, therefore
the sparsification process does not generate new singBtoancavity and monotonic-
ity ensure that larger-degree vertices will retain no feadges than smaller-degree ver-
tices, and 3) sublinearity ensures that smaller-degraEgemwill have a larger fraction
of their edges retained than larger-degree vertices.

3.2.3 Partitioning the Sampled Graph

Finally in lines 25 through 27 the sampled gra@fa .. is formed with the retained
edges, and the graph clustering algorithimsteralgo partitionsGsqmpie into ! clus-
ters.

3.2.4 Extension to Support Complex Graphs

The proposed CODICIL framework can also be easily extendadpport community
detection from other types of graph. If an input graph haggimeid edges, we can
modify the formulain line 18 so thaim,; becomes the product of combined similarity
and original edge weight. Support of attribute graph is ateaightforward, as attribute
assignment of a hode can be represented by an indicatoryettich is in the same
form of a text vector.

3.3 Key Speedup Optimizations
3.3.1 TopK Implementation

When computing cosine similarities across term vectoys. . , 7|, one can truncate
the TF-IDF vectors by only keeping elements with the highest TF-IDF values and
set other elements to 0. Whenis set to a small value, TF-IDF vectors are sparser and
therefore the similarity calculation becomes more efficieith little loss in accuracy.

We may also be interested in constraining content edgeswatbim a topological
neighborhood of each nodg, such that the search space®épK algorithm can
be greatly reduced. Two straightforward choices are 1)dp*tgraph in which the
content edges from; are restricted to be in;’s direct topological neighborhood, and
2) “2-hop” graph in which content edges can conng@nd its neighbors’ neighbors.

Many contemporary text search systems make use of inveartickeis to speed up
the operation of finding thk term vectors (documents) with the largest values of Equa-
tion[2 given a query vectar;. We used the implementation from Apache Lucene for
the largest dataset.



3.3.2 Fast Jaccard Similarity Estimation

To avoid expensive computation of the exact Jaccard siityilare estimate it by using
minwise hashing [3]. An unbiased estimator of sétand B’s Jaccard similarity can
be obtained by

]accard (A, B)

b‘l*—‘

h
Z (min(7;(A)) = min(m;(B))) , (6)

wherery, mo, - -+, m, areh permutations drawn randomly from a family of minwise
independent permutations defined on the univetsand B belong to, andl is the
identity function. After hashing each element once usinchgaermutation, the cost
for similarity estimation is onlyD(h) whereh is usually chosen to be less thigt] and
|BI.

3.3.3 Fast Cosine Similarity Estimation

Similar to Jaccard coefficient, we can apply random prapaatiethod for fast estimate
of cosine similarity[[4]. In this method, each hash signafior ad-dimensional vector
x is h(z) = sgn (z,r), wherer € {0, 1} is drawn randomly. For two vectossand
y, the following holds:

Prih(z) = h(y)] = 1 — arccos (cosine(x, y)) ' o

™

3.4 Performance Analysis

Lines 3—7 of CODICIL are a preprocessing step which compartedch vertex its top-
k most similar vertices. Results of this one-time computatian be reused for any
k' < k. Its complexity depends on the implementation of The K operation. On our
largest dataset Wikipedia this step completed within a feurs.

We now consider the loop in lines 11-24 where CODICIL loopstigh each ver-
tex. For lines 14 and 16 we use the Jaccard estimator frono8&E8.2 for which runs
in O(h) with a constant number of hashks The normalizations in lines 15 and 17
areO(|T';|) and the inner loop in lines 21-23G%(/|T';|). Sorting edges by weight in
line 20isO(|T;| log |T';|). The size of;, the union of topology and content neighbors,
is at mostn but on average much smaller in real world graphs. Thus the ilodines
11-24 runs irO(n? logn).

The overall runtime of CODICIL is the edge preprocessingtipiusO(n? log n)
for the loop, plus the algorithm-dependenttime takerlmgteralgo.

4 Experiments

We are interested in empirically answering the followingsfions:

e Do the proposed content-aware clustering methods lead to ker clustering
than using graph topology only?



e How do our methods compare to existing content-aware clusting meth-
ods?
e How scalable are our methods when the data size grows?

4.1 Datasets

Three publicly-available datasets with varying scale dmatacteristic are used. Their
domains cover document network as well as social networkh Hataset is described
below, and TablEl1 follows, listing basic statistics of them

4.1.1 CiteSeer

A citation network of computer science publicatiB,reach of which labeled as one of
six sub-fields. In our graph, nodes stand for publicatiorss @mdirected edges indi-

cate citation relationships. The content information eehed words from research
papers, represented as one binary vector for each docu@bsérve that the density
of this network (average degree 2.74) is significantly lothen normally expected for

a citation network.

4.1.2 Wikipedia

The static dump of English Wikipedia pages (October 201 T)ly@egular pages be-
longing to at least one category are included, each of whidoimes one node. Page
links are extracted. Cleaned bi-grams from title and tegtwsed to represent each
document’s content. We use categories that a page beloragstte page’s class la-
bels. Note that a page can be contained in more than one cgtdugss ground truth
categories are overlapping.

4.1.3 Flickr

From a dataset of tagged phﬁm\ﬂe removed infrequent tags and users associated with
only few tags. Each graph node stands for a user, and an edyg iéone user is in
another’s contact list. Tags that users added to uploadetbplare used as content
information. Flickr user groups are collected as grounthtrisimilar to Wikipedia
categories, Flickr user groups are also overlapping.

V]| |E:] #CC | |CCmax | # Unig. Content Unit| Avg |t;| | # Class

Wikipedia | 3,580,013 162,085,383 10 | 3,579,995 1,459,335 202 595,355

Flickr 16,710 716,063 4 16,704 1,156 44 184,334
CiteSeer | 3,312 4,536 438 2,110 3,703 32 6

Table 1: Basic statistics of datasets. # CC: number of cdedecomponents.
|CCmax: size of the largest connected component. Ayg§ average number of non-
zero elements in term vectors. # Class: number of (oventapmgjround truth classes.

4http://www.cs.umd.edu/projects/lings/projects/bcli
Shttp://staff.science.uva.nl/

ndex.html

~ xirong/index.php?n=DataSet.Flickr3m
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4.2 Baseline Methods

In terms of strawman methods, we compare the CODICIL methattsthree exist-
ing content-aware graph clustering algorithms, SA-Cluste [30], PCL-DC [28] and
Link-PLSA-LDA (L-P-LDA) [20]. Their methodologies have ba briefly introduced
in Section[2. When applying SA-Cluster-Inc, we treat eachtan 7 as a binary-
valued attribute, i.e. for each graph nadevery attribute value indicates whether the
corresponding term is presentépnor not. For L-P-LDA, since it does not assume a
distinct distribution over topics for each cited documemntividually, only citing doc-
uments’ topic distributions are estimated. As a resultiglaee 2313 citing documents
in CiteSeer dataset and we report the F-score on those dotsimging their corre-
sponding ground-truth assignments.

Previously SA-Cluster-Inc has been shown to outperfornNidS [25] and PCL-
DC to outperform methods including PLSA-PHITS [5], LDA-Lkifword [7] and Link-
Content-Factorization [31]. Therefore we do not compaté wiose algorithms.

Two content-insensitive clustering algorithms are ineldidn the experiments as
well. The first method, “Original Topo”, clusters the origimetwork directly. The
second method samples edges solely based on structurtdrgyrénd then clusters
the sampled graph[22], and we refer to it as “Sampled Toposditer.

Finally, we also adapt LDA and K-me%algorithm to cluster graph nodes us-
ing content information only. When applying LDA, we treathaerm vectont; as
a document, and one product of LDA's estimation procedutlasdistribution over
latent topics#y,, for eacht; (more details can be found at the original paper by Blei et
al. [2]). Therefore, we treat each latent topic as a clustdrassign each graph node to
the cluster that corresponds to the topic of largest prdibabive use GibbsLDA+H,

a C++ implementation of LDA using Gibbs samplirig [11] whichfaster than the
variational method proposed originally. Results of thigime are denoted as “LDA".

4.3 Experiment Setup
4.3.1 Parameter Selection

There are several tunable parameters in the CODICIL frameviiost of which isk,

the number of content neighbors in thep K sub-routine. We propose the following
heuristic to decide a proper value farthe value of should let&,| =~ |£;|. As aresult,

k is set to 50 for both Wikipedid&.| = 150,955, 014) and Flickr (£.| = 722,928).

For CiteSeer, we experiment with two relatively highevalues (50/€.| = 103,080

and 70,|€.| = 143,575) in order to compensate the extreme sparsity in the original
network. Though simplistic, this heuristic leads to deadustering quality, as shown

in Sectior{4.b, and avoids extra effort for tuning.

Another parameter of interestds which determines the weights for structural and
content similarities. We set to 0.5 unless otherwise specified, as in Sedtioh 4.7. The
number of hashe%:J used for minwise hashing (Jaccard coefficient) is 30, ar&féi
random projection (cosine similarity). Experiments withthb choices ofsimilarity

6We do not report running time of K-means as it is not impleradrin C or C++.
"http://gibbslda.sourceforge.net/
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function are performed. As far, the number of non-zero elements in term vectors,
we letm = 10 for Wikipedia and Flickr. This optional step is omitted foit€Seer
since the speedup is insignificant.

4.3.2 Clustering Algorithm

We combine the CODICIL framework with two different clustey algorithms, Met@[lS]
and Multi-level Regularized Markov Clustering (MLR—MCE.[Zl]. Both clustering
algorithms are also applied on strawman methods.

4.4 Effect of Simplification on Graph Structure

In this section we investigate the impact of topological @ification (or sampling)
on the spectrum of the graph. For both CiteSeer and Flicku{tefor Wikipedia are
similar to that of Flickr) we compute the Laplacian of thegjtaand then examine the
top part of its eigenspectrum (first 2000 eigenvectors). cBipally, in Figure[2 we
order the eigenvectors from the smallest one to the largesfan the X axis) and plot

corresponding eigenvalues (on the Y axis).

1 :(-

10 10

-

=

o

Graph Laplacian eigenvalues (log-scale)
Graph Laplacian eigenvalues (log-scale)

H Original Topo ~ + Original Topo ~ +
001 + Sampled Topo 001 Sampled Topo
"0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000 "0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000

(a) Citeseer (b) Flickr

Figure 2: Eigenvalues of graph Laplacian before and aftepkiication

The multiplicity of O as an eigenvalue in such a plot corregf®to the number
of independent components within the graph [18]. For CiéeS& see an increase in
the number of components as a result of topological simptifiom whereas for Flickr
(similarly for Wikipedia) the number of components is unehad. Our hypothesis is
that for datasets like CiteSeer this will have a negativeaatn the quality of the
resulting clustering. We further hypothesize that our eattbased enhancements will
help in overcoming this shortfall.

Note that the sum of eigenvalues for the complete spectriproisortional to the
number of edges in the graph [18] so this explains why thesgitotthe original graphs
are slightly above those for the simplified graph even thatghoverall trends (e.g.
spectral gap, relative changes in eigenvalues), exceghénumber of components,
are quite similar for both datasets.

Ehttp://glaros.dtc.umn.edu/gkhome/metis/metis/downlo ad
Shttp://www.cse.ohio-state.edu/ ~ satuluri/research.html
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4.5 Clustering Quality

We are interested in comparison between the predictedecingtand the real com-
munity structure since group/category information is Elde for all three datasets.
Later in Sectiod b we will evaluate CODICIL's performanceatitatively. While it
is tempting to use conductance or other cut-based objsctivevaluate the quality
of clustering, they only value the structural cohesiveregsiot the content cohesive-
ness of resultant clustering, which is exactly the motorabf content-aware clustering
algorithm. Instead, we use average F-score with regardetgrbund truth as the clus-
tering quality measure, as it takes content grouping intiseration and ensures a
fair comparison among different clusterings. Given a preedi clustep and with ref-
erence to a ground truth clustg(both in the form of node set), we define the precision
rate as% and the recall rate a‘ﬁg—f'. The F-score op on g, denoted a$'(p, g), is
the harmonic mean of precision and recall rates.

For a predicted clustes, we compute its F-score on eaghin the ground truth
clusteringG and define the maximal obtained;ds F-score orG. That is:

Fp,G) = max F(p,g) (8)

The final F-score of the predicted clusterifgon the ground truth clustering
is then calculated as the weighted (by cluster size) aveshgach predicted cluster’s
F-score:

F(P.6) = 3 (B F0.G) ©)
peP
This effectively penalizes the predicted clustering tlsahot well-aligned with the
ground truth, and we use it as the quality measure of all nustibo all datasets.

4.5.1 CiteSeer

In Figure[3 we show the experiment results on CiteSeer. Strisknown that the
network has six communities (i.e. sub-fields in computeersze), there is no need
to varyl, the number of desired clusters. We report results usingsM&nilar num-
bers were observed with Markov cluster@&'or PCL-DC, we set the parameter
to 5 as suggested in the original paper, yielding an F-scb8e530. The F-scores of
SA-Cluster-Inc and L-P-LDA are 0.348 and 0.458, respeltives we can see clearly
in the bar chart, clustering based on topology alone regulisperformance well be-
low the state-of-the-art content-aware clustering meshothis is not surprising as
the input graph has 438 connected components and therefistesmall components
were randomly assigned a prediction label. Although sugit@gxh has no impact on
topology-based measures (e.g. normalized cut or condugtahgreatly spoils the F-
score measure against the ground truth. Neither is LDA abpgdvide a competitive
result, as it is oblivious to link structure embedded in théadet. Surprisingly though,
K-means only manages to produce a very unbalanced clugighia largest cluster al-
ways contains more than 90% of all papers) even after 50tiv@s and its F-score
(averaged over five runs) is only 0.336.

10,
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Figure 3: F-score of Metis on CiteSeer

On the other hand, our content-aware approaches (using Metthe clustering
method) were able to handle the issue of disconnection gsalle include content-
similar edges. For both similarity measures, the F-scoresahin 90% range of
PCL-DC, and it outperforms PCL-DC whénincreases to 70.

While achieving the quality that is comparable with exigtmethods, the COD-
ICIL series are significantly faster. PCL-DC takes 234 seésoon this dataset and
SA-Cluster-Inc requires 306 seconds. LDA finishes in 40 sdsoln contrast, the sum
of CODICIL's edge sampling and clustering time never exsekdecond. Therefore,
the CODICIL methods are at least one order of magnituderftiste state-of-the-art
algorithms.

4.5.2 Wikipedia

For the Wikipedia dataset, we were unable to run the expeatioe SA-Cluster-Inc,
PCL-DC, L-P-LDA, LDA and K-means as their memory and/or ringrtime require-
ment became prohibitive on this million-node network. Fearmaple, storing 10,000
centroids alone in K-means requires 54 GBs).

Figured4h and 4c plot the performances using MLR-MCL andsyvietspectively.
Since category assignments as the ground truth are overtgppere is no gold stan-
dard for the number of clusters. We therefore vaiiéa both clustering algorithms.
Our content-aware clustering algorithms constantly adépms Sampled Topo by a
large margin, indicating that CODICIL methods are able todify the network and
recover community structure at the same time. CODICIL mésh&-scores are also
on par or better than those of Original Topo.

4.5.3 Flickr

Figure[5a shows the performances of various methods with M@ on Flickr,
where SA-Cluster-Inc, PCL-DC, LDA and K-means can also ffiriis a reasonable
time (L-P-LDA still takes more than 30 hours). Agalnyas varied for the clustering
algorithm. Similar to results on CiteSeer, CODICIL methadsin lead the baselines
by a considerable margin. The F-scores of SA-Cluster-1i) Land K-means never

14



0.5 T T T T T 100000 T T T T T

10000 F, E

F-score

1000 £ 1

Time (seconds)
18
>
13

Original Topo —+— | Original Topo —+—
Sampled Topo - Sampled Topo =%
CODICIL w/ Jaccard CODICIL w/ Jaccard
0 ) CODICIL w/ Cosing -~ 100 ) __CODICIL w/ Cosing - -4---
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
Num of Output Clusters Num of Output Clusters
(a) F-score of MLR-MCL on Wikipedia (b) Running time of MLR-MCL on Wikipedia
0.5 T T T T T 10000
0.4 - 1
w
©
o 03r 1 5
§ E 1000 i} 1
wooo02r 1 ° . -
= et
01 F Original Topo —+— | ,,,.‘“""' Original Topo —+—
B Sampled Topo -« Fal Sampled Topo =%
CODICIL w/ Jaccard CODICIL w/ Jaccard
0 ) CODICIL w/ Cosing -~ 100 ) ___CODICIL w/ Gosine -4~
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
Num of Output Clusters Num of Output Clusters
(c) F-score of Metis on Wikipedia (d) Running time of Metis on Wikipedia

Figure 4: Experiment Results on Wikipedia

exceed 0.2, whereas CODICIL methods’ F-scores are oftdrehitpgether with Orig-
inal & Sampled Topo.

Readers may have noticed that for PCL-DC only three datap@is- 50, 75, 100)
are obtained. That is because its excessive memory congumgpashed our work-
station after using up 16 GBs of RAM for largevalues. We also observe that while
PCL-DC generates a group membership distribution évgroups for each vertex,
fewer thanl communities are discovered. That is, there exist groupshiélwno ver-
tex is a prominent member. Furthermore, the number of contreardiscovered is
decreasing asincreases (45, 43 and 39 communities foe 50, 75, 100), which is
opposite to other methods’ trends. All three clusteringscbres are less than 0.25.
Similarly, multiple runs of K-means (K is set to 400, 800, 02&Gnd 1600) can only
identity roughly 200 communities.

4.6 Scalability

The running time on CiteSeer has already been discussetieaadve focus on Flickr
and Wikipedia. For CODICIL methods, the running time in@adoth edge sampling
and clustering stage. The plots’ Y-axes (running time) ateg scale.
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Figure 5: Experiment Results on Flickr

4.6.1 Flickr

We first report scalability results on Flickr (see Figlre.5Bpr SA-Cluster-Inc, the
value ofl (the desired output cluster count), ranging from 100 to 5@d0@s not affect
its running time as it always stays between 1 and 1.25 houhsmeémory usage around
12GB. The running time of LDA appears, to a large extent,dimia the humber of
latent topics (i.e.l) specified, climbing up from 2.56 hours £ 200) to 15.88 hours
(I = 1600). For PCL-DC, the running time with thrédevalues {0, 75, 100) is 0.5, 2.0
and 2.8 hours, respectively.

As for our content-aware clustering algorithms, runningnthon Flickr requires
less than 8 seconds, which is three to four orders of magniaster than SA-Cluster-
Inc, PCL-DC and LDA. Original Topo takes more than 10 secoadd Sampled Topo
runs slightly faster than CODICIL methods.

4.6.2 Wikipedia

Original Topo, Sampled Topo and all CODICIL methods finisksedcessfully. The
running time is plotted in Figurés Ub ahd 4d. When clustetisigjg MLR-MCL, our
methods are at least one order of magnitude faster tharedhggtbased on network
topology alone. For Metis, CODICIL is also more than fourdmfaster. The trend
lines suggest our methods have promising scalability fatyesis on even larger net-
works.

4.7 Effect of Varying a on F-score

So far all experiments performed fixat 0.5, meaning equal weights of structural and
content similarities. In this sub-section we track how thestering quality changes
when the value of is varied from 0.1 to 0.9 with a step length of 0.1.

On Wikipedia (Figuré_8a) and Citeseer (Figlré 6b), F-scaresgreatest around
«a = 0.5, supporting the decision of assigning equal weights tacttral and content
similarities. Results differ on Flickr where F-score is stamtly improving wherny
increases (i.e. more weight assigned to topological siityi)a
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4.8 Effect of£,. Constraint on F-score

In Sectiorf 3.311 we discuss the possibility of constraimiogtent edges within a topo-
logical neighborhood for each node. Here we provide a brief review on how the
qualities of resultant clusterings are impacted by suclsitaimt. For the sake of space,
we focus on the F-scores on Wikipedia and Flickr.

Figured 7k and Tb show F-scores achieved on Wikipedia, ukifegent&. con-
straints.Full means no constraint and thllsp K sub-routine searches the whole ver-
tex setV, wheread-hopconstrains the search to within a one-hop neighborhood, and
likewise for2-hop The plots offull and2-hopalmost overlap with each other, sug-
gesting that searching within the 2-hop neighborhood canige sufficiently strong
content signals on this dataset. For Flickr (Figlrgs 7d aditerestingly2-hopand
1-hophave a slight lead ovdull. This may be an indication that in online social net-
works, compared with information networks, content sinifyabetween two closely
connected users emits stronger community signals.

4.9 Discussions

An interesting observation on the biased edge samplingaisitialways results in an
improvement in running time. However, sampling just theology graph results in a
clear loss in accuracy whereas content-conscious saniglingch more effective with
accuracies that are on par with the best performing methioa éraction of the cost to
compute. We observe this for all three datasets.

We also find that for probabilistic-model-based methods.dPC, L-P-LDA and
LDA) as well as K-means, their running time is at least liniedy the desired number of
output clusters, which becomes a critical drawback in fd¢arge-scale workloads. As
the network grows, the number of clusters also increasesaigt Plots on CODICIL
methods’ running time, on the other hand, suggest a logaiitincrease with regard
to the number of clusters, which is more affordable.
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Figure 7: Effect of, Constraint on F-score

5 Case Studies

In this section, we demonstrate the benefits of leveragimger information on two
Wikipedia pages: “Machine Learning” and “Graph (Matherosl.

In the original network, “machine learning” has a total degof 637, and many
neighbors (including “1-2-AX working memory task”, “Wayrgtate University Com-
puter Science Department”, “Chou-Fasman method”, ete. pabest peripheral to the
context of machine learning. When we sample the graph ataptd its link struc-
ture only, 119 neighbors are retained for “machine learhiAthough this eliminates
some noise, many others, including the three entries alaogsstill preserved. More-
over, it also removes during the process many neighbordwghiould have been kept,
e.g. “naive Bayes classifier”, “support vector machine’ an on.

The CODICIL framework, in contrast, alleviates both prabte Apart from re-
moving noisy edges, it also keeps the most relevant onesexample, “AdaBoost”,
“ensemble learning”, “pattern recognition” all appear méchine learning™s neigh-
borhood in the sampled edge €&t,,,,... Perhaps more interestingly, we find that
CODICIL adds “neural network”, an edge absent from the aagnetwork, inteqmpie
(recall that it is possible for CODICIL to include an edge miteis not in the original
graph, given its content similarity is sufficiently high)hi§ again illustrates the core
philosophy of CODICIL: to complement the original networklmcontent information
S0 as to better recover the community structure.

Similar observations can be made on the “Graph (Mathen)atiegie. For ex-
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ample, CODICIL removes entries including “Eric W. Weisatei‘gadget (computer
science)” and “interval chromatic number of an ordered kitaft also keeps “clique
(graph theory)”, “Hamiltonian path”, “connectivity (grapgheory)” and others, which
would otherwise be removed if we sample the graph using linicaire alone.

6 Conclusion

We have presented an efficient and extremely simple algofidh community identifi-
cation in large-scale graphs by fusing content and linklsirty. Our algorithm, COD-
ICIL, selectively retains edges of high relevancy withiocdbneighborhoods from the
fused graph, and subsequently clusters this backbone griéiplany content-agnostic
graph clustering algorithm.

Our experiments demonstrate that CODICIL outperformestéithe-art methods
in clustering quality while running orders of magnitudetéasfor moderately-sized
datasets, and can efficiently handle large graphs withandliof nodes and hundreds
of millions of edges. While simplification can be appliedtie briginal topology alone
with a small loss of clustering quality, it is particularlgient when combined with con-
tent edges, delivering superior clustering quality witkeedlent runtime performance.
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