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Abstract

To date, most algorithms aiming to find community structures focus on unipartite
or bipartite networks. As is known, a unipartite network consists of one set of nodes,
and a bipartite network consists of two sets of nonoverlapping nodes with links only
join nodes in different sets. However, a third type exists, defined as the mixture
network in our paper. Just like a bipartite network, a mixture network also consists of
two sets of nodes, but some nodes may simultaneously belong to two sets, which
breaks the nonoverlapping restriction of a bipartite network. The mixture network can
be considered as a general case, with unipartite and bipartite networks viewed as its
limiting cases. A mixture network can represent not only all the unipartite and
bipartite networks but also a wide range of real-world networks that cannot be
properly represented as unipartite or bipartite networks in fields including biology and
social science. Based on this observation, we first propose a probabilistic model that
can find modules in unipartite, bipartite, and mixture networks in a unified framework
based on the link community model for a unipartite, undirected network [B. Ball, B.
Karrer, and M. E. J. Newman, Phys. Rev. E 84, 036103 (2011)]. We test our algorithm
on synthetic networks (both overlapping and non-overlapping communities) and
apply it to two real-world networks, southern women bipartite network and a human
transcriptional regulatory mixture network. The results suggest that our model
performs well on all three types of networks, is competitive with other algorithms for

unipartite and bipartite networks, and is applicable to real-world networks.



I. INTRODUCTION

Community structure, or network modules, has become a fruitful topic in fields
such as physics, mathematics, biology, and social science [1]. To date, most
algorithms focusing on this problem operate on either unipartite [2-7] or bipartite
networks [8-10], and some deal with both [11, 12] (reviewed in [1, 13]). A unipartite
network consists of a vertex set and an edge set joining pairs of vertices. On the other
hand, a bipartite network consists of two disjoint sets of vertices and a set of edges
such that each edge only joins vertices in different sets. Most complex networks in
nature and society are represented either as unipartite or as bipartite [1].

However, a third type of network also exists, defined as the mixture network in
our paper. Just like a bipartite network, a mixture network also consists of two sets of
nodes, but some nodes may simultaneously belong to two sets rather than one, which
breaks the nonoverlapping restriction. When all nodes belong to two sets, a mixture
network is unipartite; when each node only belongs to one of the two sets, it is
bipartite; when only a part of nodes belong to two sets, it is neither unipartite nor
bipartite. Thus the mixture network can be considered as a general case, with
unipartite and bipartite networks viewed as its limiting cases. A mixture network can
represent not only all the unipartite and bipartite networks but also a wide range of
real-world networks that cannot be properly represented as unipartite or bipartite
networks in fields including biology and social science (For the convenience of
illustration, we will use mixture network only to denote the mixture networks that are
neither unipartite nor bipartite hereafter):

(1) Transcriptional regulatory networks [14-16]: one vertex set represents
transcriptional factors (TFs), which play the role of regulators, and another set
represents a collection of downstream target genes. Since some TFs can also play the
role of target genes, interactions can occur not only between a TF and a target gene
but also between TFs [14], suggesting that certain TFs belong to both vertex sets
simultaneously rather than only one. Considering the fact that most of the target genes

do not play the role of regulators, edges exist between the two vertex sets that are



neither disjoint nor identical. Consequently, transcriptional regulatory networks are
mixture networks rather than unipartite or bipartite networks.

(i) Phosphorylation networks [17]: one vertex set consists of kinases or
phosphatases, and another set consists of target proteins being phosphorylated or
dephosphorylated. Some kinases or phosphatases can also be phosphorylated or
dephosphorylated by other kinases or phosphatases, playing both roles in the network.

(ii1) Shareholding networks [18]: one vertex set represents the owners and
another set represents corporations or stocks. Since a corporation can also be owned
by another corporation, and not all the owners are corporations, it makes shareholding
networks examples of mixture networks.

(vi) Some genetic interaction networks built from epistatic mini-array profiles
[19-22]: in such networks, one vertex set represents query genes, and the other set
represents array genes. Two genes are linked if they have a genetic interaction. One
gene can be either a query gene or an array gene, and sometimes it can be both.
Ideally, the case of measuring genetic interactions between all pairs of genes would
lead to a unipartite network [23, 24]. However, these result in mixture networks
because of the research goal or funding limitation in many studies like Refs. [19-21]
or epistatic mini-array profiles focusing on the cell cycle of Saccharomyces cerevisiae
and Schizosaccharomyces pombe conducted by our group [22], so that only
interactions between two subsets of genes that share common genes are measured.

(v) Some protein interaction networks built by the yeast two-hybrid method [25]:
one vertex set represents bait proteins and another set represents prey proteins. The
reason for network of Ref. [25] being a mixture network is due to the experimental
design.

The above examples can be summarized into two types of mixture networks. The
first type consists two vertex sets of two roles, some nodes of which can play both
roles, thus they simultaneously belong to two sets rather than one. On the other hand,
the second type is a subset of a corresponding unipartite network, since only links

between two subsets of nodes that share certain common elements are known. All



examples mentioned above belong to the first type, and examples (iv-v) also belong to
the second type.

In past studies, different approaches have been used to analyze mixture networks,
although the concept is not explicitly formed. However, many suffer drawbacks when
used for mixture networks without considering their own characteristics. To begin
with, directly using algorithms that can work for bipartite networks, such as
biclustering [26] or hierarchical clustering [20], will omit the association between
pairs of nodes that are actually one. Such nodes may be partitioned into different
modules inproperly even when a community detection algorithm does not allow
overlapping community, or be assigned to the same module with two different weights
or probabilites. Besides, projecting a mixture network to unipartite is an alternative
choice [21], but information will lost in such a process just as that for a bipartite
network [8, 27], and only one vertex set, rather than both, can be assigned to modules
after the transformation. Furthermore, imputation methods can be used to convert the
second type of mixture networks to unipartite ones by predicting missing values [28],
but the performance of a community detection algorithm will then depend on the
performance of an imputation method been used. Thus, models specific for mixture
networks are necessary.

We set out to find network modules in unipartite, bipartite and mixture networks
in a unified frame, allowing the relationship between two vertex sets be identical,
disjointed, or neither. To achieve this goal, we propose a probabilistic method that
operates on all three types of network based on the link community model for
unipartite networks developed by Ball ef al. [6] (denoted as BKN hereafter).

This paper is organized as follows. To begin with, we review BKN for a
unipartite, undirected network in Sec. IIA, and redefine this model in the context of a
bipartite network and generalize it to a mixture network (the general case) in the
remaining subsections of Sec. II. In Sec. III and IV, we explores the performance of
the model on synthetic networks generated using the model itself and those generated
by sampling, two ways of generating all three types of networks. In Sec. V and VI, we

apply the model to random unipartite, directed networks and bipartite networks.
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Subsequently, we apply the model on real-world data of bipartite and mixture
networks in Sec. VII. Note that simulations and applications for real-world data solely
for unipartite, undirected networks is not needed to be discussed in this paper, since
they have been done by Ref. [6]. In Sec. VIII, we provide a discussion.
I1. GENERATIVE MODELS FOR MODULE DETECTION
A. Unipartite network
Since our model is an extension and generalization of BKN, we briefly review this

generative model for unipartite, undirected networks in this subsection.

Let G, =(V,E) denote an unipartite, undirected network, where V is the vertex
set and E is the edge set. A represents the adjacency matrix, where 4; =1 if there is

a link between vertex i and vertex j, and 4, =2 if there is a self-loop of vertex i.
Suppose the number of modules K is given. BKN is parameterized by a set of

parameters &, such that 6, represents the propensity of vertex i to belong to module

z. Specifically, the physical meaning of t9l.zt9jz is the expected number of links
between vertex i and vertex j belonging to module z, with the exact number being
Poisson-distributed. By summing over all K modules, Z .0, tepresents the
expected number between vertex i and vertex j, the exact number of which is also

Poisson-distributed, since the sum of independent Poisson variables is still

Poisson-distributed. Given that the actual number of edges between i and j is known,

the likelihood function of the unipartite, undirected network G, with the adjacency

matrix A is

P(GU|0):E[%G>XP( 0. ,zj
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z iz iz 1
<11 (4,/2)! eXp(_EZH”H”j‘

i z

BKN can be fitted to an observed network according to the maximum likelihood



principle with respect to parameters 6,. By taking the logarithm of Eq. (1) and

discarding constant terms, the log likelihood function of the model can be written as

InP(G, |0) ZA ln[Z . J 2.0.9.. 2)
ijz
Applying Jensen’s inequality, we obtain

0
InP(G, |9)>2{4 qy(z)ln{ - J aﬁ,z} 3)

ijz qu (Z)

by introducing an arbitrary variable g, (z), which satisfies ZZ g;(z)=1. When

()= 4)
2.0.0,

the inequality becomes an exact equality. By differentiating Eq. (3) with respect to&,_,

we obtain

A.qg..
6, =% )

which gives the optimal value of @_. In Ref. [6], Ball et al. further change the form
of Eq. (5) to
Z 459;(2)

91'2 T =>
\/Z,;Az:/qi/ (2)

joE

(6)

using the fact that Zi Z

BKN is an expectation—maximization (EM) algorithm, which can be used to find
the maximum likelihood in an iterative manner. The log likelihood increases
monotonically by updating the parameters iteratively using Eqs. (4) and (5) or Egs.
(4) and (6), which can be viewed as two variants of EM, the former known as the
expectation conditional maximization (ECM) [29], and the latter as an incremental
variant of the EM [30]. Multiple random initializations are needed to escape from
local maxima and the division with the highest log likelihood is chosen as the final

result.

Since the physical meaning of ¢;(z) is the weight of the edge between vertex i
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and vertex j belonging to module z, this quantity is used to infer link communities in

the network. Mathematically, vertex i belongs to module z if ZAzijij (z)>1 [31],
j

and the physical meaning of the left-hand side of this inequality is the average number
of links belonging to module z that link to vertex i.
B. Bipartite network
In this subsection, we redefine BKN in the context of a bipartite network. In a
unipartite network, all links exist within the same group of vertices. Consequently,
one set of parameters, &, is enough to describe the underlying structure of unipartite
networks. On the other hand, there is two set of vertices in a bipartite network, thus

two set of parameters should be used for the parameterization. Given a bipartite
network G, =(U,V,E), where U and V denote two disjointed vertex sets, and E

denotes the edge set. We use two sets of parameters #'”) and 6" to describe the
underlying structure of a bipartite network, such that Q.EU) represents the propensity
of vertex i in the vertices of set U belonging to module z, and 6’ represents the
propensity of vertex j in the vertices of set } belonging to module z. Similar to BKN,
the physical meaning of 6.0 is the expected number of links between vertex i in
vertex set U and vertex j in vertex set V' belonging to module z, with the exact number
being Poisson-distributed. By summing over all X modules, ZZQ(ZU)HJ(,ZV ' represents
the expected number of links between vertex i in vertex set U and vertex j in vertex
set V, the exact number of which is still Poisson-distributed. The likelihood function
of generating a bipartite network G, is

(X.0000) (
exp| —

4;!

P(G,10",0")=T]

i

29‘”’9<V’j (7
iz Jjz ‘

z

By taking the logarithm of the likelihood function, and applying Jensen’s inequality

with an arbitrary variable ¢,(z) that satisfies Zz g;(z) =1 be introduced, we get

00"
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i
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where the optimal value of ¢;(z) is given by
g6

q,;(z) = Wa )
Jjz

z 1z

with the physical meaning unchanged compared to that of BKN. The optimal values

of 8 and 6! are given by

o ——ZJ'A”% @ 2442 (10)
s e TE Z G
j JE i iz

by differentiating Eq. (8) with respectto 6. and 6. In statistics, this is known as

ECM. The criterion that vertex i in U belongs to module z is z 4;q,(z)21 and that
j
of vertex j in J belongs to module z is ZAjqu. (z)=1.

C. The mixture network as an unified framework
As noted, the mixture network can be considered as a general case, with the
unipartite and bipartite networks as limiting cases. As a consequence, we can define

the generative model in a unified framework.

Given a graph G =(U,V,E), where U and V represent two sets of vertices, and £

is the set of edges between vertices in U and V, the relationship between U and V'
determines the type of G, which can classify networks into three types: (1) Unipartite:
when U and V are identical, all edges are within the same set of vertices, then G is
unipartite. (2) Bipartite: when U and V are disjointed, G is bipartite, and each edge in
E links nodes from two disjoint sets. (3) Mixture: when U and V are neither identical
nor disjointed, i.e., they have some common vertices but not all vertices are same, it is
a mixture network.

Vertex labels, or identifiers, are needed to determine whether a vertex is shared by
two vertex sets. Let /) denote the label of vertex i in U, and /"’ denote the label

of vertex j in V. In each set, any label is unique. When label for vertex i in U is the
same as that of vertex j in V, i and j are the same vertex rather than two different
vertices. For simplicity, let O, and O, denote two sets of nodes in U and V that

9



share common labels (common vertices), while S, and S, denote two sets of

vertices in U and V' that do not share any common label (specific vertices).
An illustration of the relationship between the mixture network and the unipartite

network and the mixture network is given in Fig. 1.

Unipartite network Bipartite network
I L ] A A A
1 2 n 1 2 n
ll An Alz In l|(U) An Alz Aln
lz Azn Azz Az,; l;U) A2l A:: o Azn
ln An] Anl o Ann lr(nu : Aml Aml T mn
U and V are identical U and V are disjoint

Mixture Network

V) V)
/] 12 o lr) l{)+l o ln

ll An AIZ Aln AI(OH) Aln

12 4, 4, 4, A2(0+1) 4,

lu Aul AuZ o Auu Ao(0+l) o Aon

) e e
l,,+| A(o+l )1 A(o+| )2 A(o+| )o A(o+l Yo+1) A(o+l n
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FIG 1. The mixture network can be considered as a general case. The elements of
adjacency matrices are enclosed in square bracket and the labels of vertices are placed
at the left or the top. For convenience of illustration, the adjacency matrix for the
mixture network is rearranged so that the sub-matrix of all common vertices is at the

left-up corner, and the labels for each pair in this sub-matrix at ith row and ith column
both equal to /. For a mixture network, when U and V are identical, only the

sub-matrix of all common vertices remain, which is the adjacency matrix for
unipartite; on the other hand, when U and V are disjoint, only the sub-matrix of all

specific vertices remain, which is the adjacency matrix for bipartite.

The generalization of the bipartite network version model to mixture network is

based on a simple idea: if two vertices are actually the same one, it should only has

10



one underlying tendeny. This is reached by constrained the tendencies of this pair of
nodes to belong to the same module be the same. This idea is quite similar to that in
the comment of Costa and Hensen [32], which suggest that a unipartite network can
be transformed into a bipartite network by adding explicit constraints specifying that

each pair of corresponding nodes must belong to the same community. Again, the

tendency of vertex i in U and vertex j in V' belonging to module z is denoted as QEU)

and 6. Consequently, the likelihood function of the mixture networks is

9N\
P(G|9<U>,9<V>)=H(ZZ 20) eXp(—Z@g”e;f)j, (11)

J 4,1 Z

subject to constraints that
Sy g (0 -01)=0 Vi, jz, (12)

where O is the Kronecker delta function. Fundamentally speaking, a random
network generated by this generative model is a directed network, since its unipartite
part does not necessarily need to be symmetric [33]. For an undirected network, we
adpot the view that an undirected edge can be viewed as two directed edges in
opposite directions [34]. For self-loops, there exists a slightly difference comparing to
that in BKN. Unlike other undirected edges, a self-loop only has one corresponding

element in the adjacency matrix. Thus, when vertex i in U and vertex j in V are
actually one node and they have a link (i.e., self-loop), the value of A4, is 1 rather
than 2 regeadless whether the network is directed or undirected.

Such an optimization problem with equality constraints can be solved using the

Lagrange multiplier. The proof is available at Appendix A.

We introduce an arbitrary variable ¢, (z) that satisfies ZZ g;(z) =1. The optimal

value of ¢;(z) is given by

w)p)
iz gjz

WS g
jz

z 1z

(13)

For Q.EU) and 8!, two conditions will be considered separately: (1) For any

Jjz 2
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pair of common vertices i in O, and j in O, that O i =1, We get

0<U>=zfAv'"’u'(Z)+zfAuq (), o 244,424, . (14)

iz ZIQ(ZU) Zjej('zV) jz Ziei(ZU) +Zj91§21/)

(2) For specific vertex i in S, orjin §,, we have

oY) — ZA/ A,.qu,j(z) ") = Z AU‘I,] (2) (15)
iz z Aej('V) H Jz z H(U) .
oz i iz

Our model for a mixture network is a general solution, since both BKN

(unipartite, undirected network version) and the bipartite network version described in
the preceding subsection can be described as limiting cases. When all vertices of U

and J are common vertices (unipartite network), only Eq. (14) remains. Since the
network that BKN studied is symmetric, we have ziAg'qg' (z)= Z,« Al_,qu_,j (z) and
>0 = z 6\’ ,Eq. (14) can be reduced to Eq. (5). When all vertices of U and V/
are specific vertices (bipartite network), only Eq. (15) remains, which is exactly the
same as Eq. (10). On the other side, the form of equations for qy.(z) remains

constant for all three versions of the models.
In the general model, the criteria for a node belongs to a module depend on
whether this node is a common or specific vertex and whether the network is directed

or undirected. For a specific vertex, the criterion is same as that of the bipartite

network version model: vertex i in S, belongs to module z if zfAl.qu.j (z)=1, and

vertex j in S, belongs to module z if ziAi/'qtf/(Z) >1. For a common vertex, the

criterion depends on whether the network is directed or undirected. When the network

is undirected, the unipartite part of the network is symmetric. For a pair of

corresponding common vertices i' and ', we only need to count links between
common vertices once, 1.e., Zies 4, (Z)+Z A 4 (z)>1 When the network is

directed, links between common vertices should be counted twice rather than once,

12



ie., ziAl_j, q; (z)+zj Al_,qu_,j (z)>1. According to the criteria, a node can belong to

one module, several modules, or none of the modules.
II1. SIMULATIONS OF CONSISTENCY TESTS

In this section, we perform several consistency tests, which test the algorithm in
terms of the random networks generated from the generative model itself with
different parameters.

A. Synthetic networks generated by the generative model

Using the generative model described in the previous section to generate random
networks can be viewed as the reverse process of finding network modules using the
same model. When aiming to find modules, we infer module structures from the
adjacency matrix; on the other side, when the model is used to generate random
networks, community structures are known and adjacency matrices are generated
based on the the hidden variables of the model.

The process of generating a random mixture network is described as follows: (1)
assign module membership to vertices; (2) set expected number of links for nodes to
each module; (3) calculate parameters; (4) calculate expected number of links
between each pair of nodes; and (5) generate the adjacency matrix. In this study, we
generate adjacency matrices with binary elements by forcing its element to be 1 if it is

larger than 1, despite that our model can deal with multiedge problem technically.

Let k" :ijiqu.j(z) and k{’ ZZiAijqij(Z) , which are set by the user to

denote the average number of links belonging to module z that links to vertex i in U

and vertex j in V, respectively. The values of D> 6%, > 6, zje L0,
U U Vv

and z/e ., 0 canbe given by

13



2
Z oY) — (Zz‘eou ke +Z,eo, km) _(Zl—esu ke _ZjeSV k;:))
AN R R R )
e

ieSy Zjes,, ka _ZIES k( )+Z,eo k( )+Z]eo k( )IEOU (16)
z '9/(':) - U 221/:j€SV k;ZV) U v Z 0.,

JeSy ZiESU ki(z - z(,‘esy k;z) + zz‘eou ki(z '+ ZjeO,, k;z : €Oy

Z H(V) Z Hi(zU)'

Jjeoy, ieOy

For common vertices i"in O, andj’in O, that S =1,
i J

k(U) +k(V)
oY = Z oY iz
iz La iz Z O 4 Z PGk
€0y ieOy lZ jeOoy Jz
(17)
K+ k)
(9(V) Z H(V) iz
iz Z k) +Z k(V)
J€0y €0, iz jeoy
For specific vertices i in S, andjin §,,
U) k(V)
9(U) Z 9(U) :z oY) = Z Q(V) Jjz (18)

LD
ieSy, ies, iz Jjesy jes, iz

The process for generating a mixture network described here can also be used to
generate a unipartite, directed network. However, for our bipartite network version,
model identifiability problem should be addressed before the model be used for
generating random bipartite networks (the solution to parameters is not unique, which

is treated in detail in Appendix B and discussed in Discussion). This problem can be

solved easily by introducing an extra constraint ) 6" = Zj 6" . As a consequence,

we have

w) )
H(U) kzz (V) k

T "
The details are available in Appendix B.

B. Simulation results
We use three indices to measure the performance of the algorithm in this

subsection: the fraction of correctly classified vertices, the Jaccard index for
14



overlapping vertices (vertices belonging to more then one module), and variant
normalized mutual information (NMI) [35]. Since our algorithm allows one vertex to
belong to multiple modules, a node is correctly classified if the predicted

memberships for all modules are correct. The definition of the Jaccard index is as
follows: let S, denote the known set of overlapping vertices, and S, is the

predicted set of overlapping vertices; the Jaccard index is defined as

|S,NS,|/|S,uS,|. NMI measures the similarity between actual community

structures and predictions from the view of information theory: it is 1 if the prediction
is exactly the same as the actual condition, and is 0 when they are independent. If a
generated random network has any isolated nodes, they would be removed from the
network before detecting the modules, and so cannot be used to measure the
performance of the algorithm.

The total number of vertices is fixed to 2000 for all networks in our consistency
tests. For random unipartite networks, adjacency matrices of 2000x2000 are
generated. For random bipartite networks, adjacency matrices of 1000x1000 are
generated, so that the total number of vertices is unchanged. For mixture networks,
adjacency matrices of 1500x1500 are generated with 1000 common vertices (50%),
the total number of unique vertices is still 2000.

To begin with, we perform three consistency tests on random networks with 2
modules. In the first sets of consistency testing, 55% of vertices belong to module 1,
55% to module 2 (10% to both modules). The total expected number of links of each
vertex is set to be k. Detailedly, if a node is a specific vertex that only belongs to one
module, its expected number of linkage to this module is &; on the other hand, if a
specific vertex belongs to two modules, its expected number of linkage to both
modules are k /2. For a common vertex, the numbers of linkages for it in both vertex
sets are set to be k/2 if it belongs to only one module and % /4 if it belongs to

two modules.

15
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FIG 2. (color online) Results from consistency tests for random networks (a) with 2

modules and (b) with more than 2 modules described in the text. Each point is the

average over 50 random networks. For each network, 30 random initializations are

used, and the run with the highest log likelihood is chosen as the final result. The

insets show the fraction of isolated nodes for networks of each k for the corresponding
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tests. For the second and the third sets of testing of random networks with 2 modules,
since k is fixed at a large value (10), only a few networks occasionally contain
isolated node(s) (fractions are close to 0), the effects of which to the measured indices

are negligible. Thus, their fractions of isolated nodes are not shown.

We test the performance of the algorithm by varying k&. When £ is small, the
actual modular structures of networks are quite hard to find. When £ is large, it is
quite easy to reveal the modules of networks. As shown in the left panels of Fig. 2, the
performance of the algorithm on all types of network increases with k as expected.
When £ <3, the fractions of correctly classified vertices are far away from 0, but
NMIs are quite close to 0, indicating that predictions for networks with low degree are
random with respect to the actual community structures. The performance at k=4
increase rapidly. When £ >10, the algorithm can find out the modular structures for
all three types of networks with high performance.

In the second sets of consistency testing, k is fixed at 10, and the fraction of
overlapping vertices remains at 10%, but the fraction of vertices belonging to module
1 is increased. The condition when the fraction of vertices belonging to module 1 is
smaller than that belonging to module 2 need not to be discussed, which is equivalent
to the condition considered here. As suggested by the middle panels of Fig. 2, all
indices decrease with further unbalanced fractions of two modules.

In the third sets of testing, & is fixed at 10, the fractions of modules 1 and 2 are set
to be equal, but the fraction of overlapping vertices increases. The right panels of Fig.
2 indicates that all indices decrease with an increase of the fraction of overlapping
vertices (<0.6). When the fraction of overlapping vertices is large, the fractions of
correctly classified vertices and the Jaccard indices incease, but the NMIs are close to
0, indicating that predictions for networks with large fractions of overlapping vertices
are also random with respect to the actual community structures.

In all three sets of testing, the curves of both indices for all three types of
networks overlap with each other very well at each point (Fig. 2). It suggests that our

algorithm has equal performance for three types of networks generated by same
17



parameters.

We also perform three consistency tests on random networks of more than 2
modules. In these tests, the total number of vertices is still fixed to 2000, the fraction
of overlapping nodes is set to 10%, the fractions of nodes specifically belonging to
each module are equal, but £ varies. For the overlapping nodes, the numbers of
modules they belong are restricted by an integer interval given by the user. Once the
interval is given, we randomly generate the number of modules for each overlapping
node and randomly assign it to such number of modules.

To begin with, we set the number of modules to be 5, and each overlapping node
belongs to 2 modules. Since that the fraction of correctly classified vertices is hard to
calculate for random networks with more than 2 modules, and that the Jaccard index
for overlapping vertices cannot reflect whether they are assigned to the correct
modules, these two indices are not calculated in the following tests. As shown in the
left panel of Fig. 2(b), NMIs increase with the increasing k. Similar results are
observed for two sets of random networks with 10 modules, with each overlapping
vertice belongs to 2 modules (Fig. 2(b), middle panel) and belongs to 2-10 modules
(Fig. 2(b), right panel). For the latter, the curves for all three types of networks
increase slower than those of the former.

In sum, results of consistency tests suggest that our algorithm can perform well
for a large range of parameters for all three types of networks. All indices increase
with increasing k, and approach 1 for random networks with 2 modules when the
difference between the fractions of two modules or the fraction of overlapping
vertices is small.

IV. SIMULATIONS OF SYNTHETIC NETWORKS GENERATED BY

SAMPLING
A. Synthetic networks generated by sampling

Next, we test the performance of the algorithm based on synthetic networks
generated by sampling, the pseudocode of which is given in Fig. 3. In this process,
random unipartite networks are generated for each measured parameter of network

quality, and for each random unipartite network, we generate s networks by sampling.
18



Note that in sampling, some information is lost, since many elements in the adjacency
matrix of the unipartite network become unknown in sampled networks.

foreach network quality
(1) generate » random unipartite networks;
foreach random unipartite network
foreach sampling rule
(2) sample s sub-networks;
(3) find modules;
(4) calculate prediction measures;
end
end
end

FIG 3. Pseudocode of generating random networks by sampling.

Random unipartite networks used in this section are generated by two
well-known benchmarks: the Girvan-Newman (GN) benchmark [2, 36] and the
Lancichinetti-Fortunato-Radicchi (LFR) benchmark [37-39], which are of
non-overlapping community. Using algorithms allowing overlapping community to
detect non-overlapping community is quite straightforward by assigning nodes to the
most probable module. For the GN benchmark, there are 128 vertices and 4 modules
in each generated random network, with expected degree 16 for each node. Compared
to the GN benchmark, it is more difficult to examine community structure in random
networks generated by the LFR benchmark. For the LFR benchmark, we generate
random unipartite networks with 1000 nodes, community size ranging from 20 to 100
( labeled “B”), and all other parameters are same as those used in Ref. [39]. Both
directed and undirected random networks of two benchmarks are generated using

softwares described by Refs. [37-39]. The difficulty of finding network modules are

controlled by the mixing parameter x , which determines the ratio of external degree
linking to other modules to total degree of a node. When x increases, community

structure is more mixed. The community structure vanishes when g is large enough.

We define two sampling rules, symmetric and asymmetric sampling. For

symmetric sampling, the fractions of specific vertices in U and V' are the same
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(denoted as u and v), with the faction of common vertices being changed (denoted as
c¢). For both benchmarks, we change ¢ from 0 to 1, which determines the type of
synthetic network generated by sampling: (1) ¢=0, the sampled networks are
bipartite; (2) ¢ =1, the sampled networks are unipartite and identical to the original
unipartite network; (3) 0<c<1, the sampled networks are mixture networks. For
asymmetric sampling, we fix ¢, and then change u and v accordingly. These three
parameters are not independent; their sum is always 1.

B. Simulation results

0 05 1 Undirected networks

Mixing parameter

0 02 04 06 08 1 0 02 04 06 08 1 0 02 04 06 08 1
c u u

Directed networks

0

02
0.4 | || I
0.6
0.8
1
1

0 02 04 06 08 1 0 02 04 06 08 0 02 04 06 08 1

C u u

Mixing parameter

FIG 4. (color online) Heat maps for normalized mutual information of our model on
random networks generated by symmetric sampling (left panels), asymmetric
sampling with ¢=0.2 (middle panels), and asymmetric sampling with ¢=0.8
(right panels) using the GN benchmark (directed and undirected networks), which are
created with matrix2png [40]. Both » and s are set to be 10. Fifty random

initializations are used for the module detection of each network.

First, we apply our algorithm to a set of symmetric sampling undirected networks

generated from the GN benchmark. As shown in Fig. 4 (left upper panel), when u
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increases, NMIs decrease for random networks with any ¢ as expected. When

1 <=0.3, there is no huge difference between the NMIs of networks with different c.

When 4 =0.4, the performance for our model on networks with small ¢ begin to

decrease. The smaller ¢, the worse the performance. It is not hard to understand, since

the fraction of unknown edges increases with the decrease of ¢. When #>0.5, the

performance vanishes. The tendency for the performance of symmetric sampling for
directed networks is generally similar to those of undirected ones, despite the
difference in the point of decrease Fig. 4 (left lower panel).

For the GN benchmark, we also apply the algorithm to four sets of asymmetric
sampling networks, ¢ of which are fixed to 0.2 and 0.8 (two tests for undirected
networks and two for directed networks). For the former tests, the performance for
networks of u =0.5 decrease most slowly, since they have more remaining known
edges than those of other fractions (Fig. 4, middle panels). For the latter test,
performances for all u are quite similar, since ¢ = 0.8, no matter how « and v change,

the information loss is quite similar (Fig. 4, right panels).
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FIG 5. (color online) Heat maps for normalized mutual information of our model on
random networks generated by symmetric sampling (left panels), asymmetric
sampling with ¢=0.2 (middle panels), and asymmetric sampling with ¢=0.8
(right panels) using the LFR benchmark (directed and undirected networks), which
are created with matrix2png.  is set to be 10 and s are set to be 5. Ten random

initializations are used for the module detection of each network.

For the LFR benchmark, we also apply our algorithm to two sets of symmetric
sampling networks and four sets of asymmetric sampling networks. Similar results are

obtained from this harder test compared to these of the GN benchmark. For the

symmetric sampling undirected networks (Fig. 5, left upper panel), when x<=0.5,

the algorithm easily finds the modules, despite that the performance for networks with

¢ close to 0 begin to decrease when g is close to 0.5. When u#=0.6, the

performance decreases. The smaller ¢, the worse the performance. When x>0.7, the

algorithm fails. For the remaining five tests, the tendency for the performance is also
generally similar to those of the GN benchmark, despite the difference in the point of
decrease (Fig. 5, left bottom, middle and right panels). The similar tendencies
between the performance of our algorithm on the easier and harder tests suggest that
our model are applicable not only to small and easy networks but also large and hard
ones.

V. SIMULATIONS OF UNIPARTITE, DIRECTED NETWOTKS
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FIG 6. (color online) Performance of the algorithms on random unipartite, directed

networks generated using GN (left panel) and LFR benchmarks (right panel). The
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optimized algorithms are marked with (f) following their names. Each data point is
averaged over 100 networks. The insets show the numbers of modules given to our
model (i.e., the actual number of modules) and those found by DM, DM(f) and our
model(f). The numbers of random initializations of our model for two panels are 100

and 10, respectively.

In this section, we apply our model on random unipartite, directed networks
generated by GN and LFR benchmarks, and compare it with the optimization of a
modularity defined in the context of a directed network (denoted as DM) [41]. The
optimization process is carried out by the RADATOOLS software [42] using extremal
optimization [43].

The data shown in Fig. 6 indicate that our model has similar performance with
DM on random unipartite, directed networks generated using GN and LFR

benchmarks. The numbers of modules found by DM tend to departure from the actual

number when g is large for both benchmarks (Fig. 6, insets).

We further optimize the results of DM and our model using a combinatorial
optimization strategy of fast algorithm [44] and reposition algorithm by the
RADATOOLS software. For the GN benchmark, the performances for optimized
algorithms are similar to those of unoptimized algorithms (Fig. 6, left panel). On the
other hand, the performances for algorithms increase after optimzation for the LFR
benchmark (Fig. 6, right panel).

VI. SIMULATIONS OF BIPARTITE NETWOTKS
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FIG 7. (color online) Performance of the algorithms on random bipartite networks
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generated following Ref. [9] averaged over 100 networks for each data point (left
panel), generated by symmetric sampling from the GN benchmark (middle panel,
m=10, n=10), or generated by symmetric sampling from the LFR benchmark
(right panel, m =10, n=35). The insets show the actual number of modules (violet
solid line, rectangle) and those found by LPAb (black solid line, ellipse). For
SVD(k-means) and our model, the numbers of modules are given. The numbers of

random initializations of our model for three panels are 100, 50 and 10, respectively.

Next, we apply our algorithm to a set of randomly-generated bipartite networks,
following Ref. [9]. Each random bipartite network contains 100 vertices, and consists

of 5 modules. In each module, there are 12 vertices in U and 8 vertices in V. The

difficulty of predicting is controlled by the ratio p,,/p, , where p, . denotes the

probability of vertices being connected between different modules and p,, refers to

the probability of vertices being linked within the same module. Links only exist
between vertices in U and those in V.

We compare our algorithm with LPAb [11] and a spectral algorithm based on
singular value decomposition [12], two state-of-the-art algorithms that can find
community structure in bipartite networks. LPAb is based on a label-propagation
algorithm (LPA) [45], which assigns unique labels to nodes and repeatedly updates
the label of each vertex by assigning the most frequent labels of its neighbors until it
meets the terminal condition. Barber and Clark [11] reformulated LPA as an
optimization problem, addressed its drawback with additional constraints, and
produced several variant LPA algorithms. LPAD is one of the variants that can be used
to find modules in bipartite networks. LPA and its variants can determine the number
of modules by themselves.

For bipartite networks, the above-mentioned spectral algorithm finds the
modules in three stages: (1) matrix factorization of the adjacency matrix using
singular value decomposition; (2) dimensionality reduction using k-rank least-squares

approximation; and (3) clustering vertices in the reduced space. In the third step,
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various clustering methods can be used, including the k-means clustering algorithm
and the cosine matrix reordering mentioned in Ref. [12]. Here we used k-means for
the spectral algorithm, denoted as SVD(k-means).

The data shown in the left panel of Fig. 7 suggests that all three algorithms have

similar performance in this set of tests (100 node-randomly generated bipartite

networks). Notably, when p, . /p, is small, LPAb gives the correct number of

modules; when p,, /p, islarge, it gives a very large number of modules (Fig. 7, the

inset in the left panel).
We also compare our algorithm with LPAb and SVD(k-means) on bipartite
networks generated by symmetric sampling. For bipartite networks sampled from the

GN benchmark, our algorithm and SVD(k-means) perform better than LPAb when

1 <04 (Fig. 7, middle panel). A possible explanation for why the performance of

LPAb is less good in this data set is that the numbers of modules given by LPAb

departure from the the correct number even when x is small (Fig. 7, the inset in the

middle panel). For bipartite networks sampled from the LFR benchmark, all three

algorithms have similar performance (Fig. 7, right panel). An exception is for

SVD(k-means) at 4 =0.0. At this point, SVD(k-means) performs poorly and has a

larger standard derivation. This phenomenon is caused by k-means clustering rather
than singular value decomposition, since replacing k-means with hierarchical

clustering [46] as clustering method for the spectral algorithm can achieve good

performance (NM[ =1+0)at x4 =0.0.

In total, the comparsion of three models indicate that the performance of our
model, when used for detecting non-overlapping communities for bipartite networks,
is competitive with LPAb and SVD(k-means).

VII. REAL NETWORKS
A. Southern women bipartite network
We apply our algorithm to a well-known real-world bipartite network, the

southern women dataset [47], which consists of 18 women (W1-W18) and 14 social
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events (E1-E14). This dataset has been studied extensively to investigate the results of
various methods [48].

To make the result comparable to other algorithms, first we display the result of our
algorithm by assigning nodes to two non-overlapping modules. The non-overlapping
partition divides the 18 women into W1-W9 and W10-W18, which agrees with the
“perfect” partition as suggested in Ref. [48] (Fig. 8, upper panel). Unlike many
algorithms mentioned in Ref. [48], our algorithm also assigns social events to
modules along with women. For the social events, E1-E8 belong to the same module

with W1-W9, and E9-E14 with W10-W18.

Non-overlapping division

FIG 8. (color online) Non-overlapping (upper panel) and overlapping division (lower
panel) of the bipartite southern women network. Network visualization is created with
Cytoscape [49]. Nodes colored with black or white belong to only one module, and

those colored with gray belong to both modules simultaneously.

When allowing overlapping modules, W8 and W9, and E6-E9 belong to both
modules (Fig. 8, lower panel). This is quite reasonable, since all links only exist
between those overlapping nodes and the remaining specific nodes of two modules. In
another words, these overlapping nodes maintain the connection between these two

modules.
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B. Transcriptional regulatory mixture network

Next, we apply our algorithm to a recently-released human transcriptional
regulatory network [50] obtained from Ref. [15], which is a mixture, directed network.
This dataset consists of 82 transcriptional factors (TFs) and 3998 downstream target
genes, which include 31 TFs. The number of modules is set at 30. One hundred
random initializations are used for the algorithm and the run with the highest log
likelihood is chosen as final result. For 30 modules, the average number of TFs is 5.3,
and the average number of target genes is 242.2.

Modular structures found in the network can find genes known to be related or
offer new biological insights. The underlying assumption is that genes in the same
module tend to be involved in the same or similar biological pathways. Gene ontology
(GO) [51] 1s a standard tool that can be used to associate biological functions with
gene sets. Here, we perform GO enrichment analysis [52] to determine the enriched
GO terms for downstream target genes. We report two case studies on the modules
found in this transcriptional regulatory network. Supplementary Fig. 1 displays a
module consisting of 3 TFs and 469 downstream target genes (including 2 TFs). The
enriched GO terms are mainly related to the cell cycle and the metabolic process
(supplementary Table I). There are three TFs here: HDAC2, NFKBI, and NFYA. All
three genes are known to be related to the cell cycle [53-56], and NFYA is related to
the metabolic process[57].

A second case study focuses on a module related to the immune system
(supplementary Fig. 2). It consists 130 downstream genes (including 2 TFs) and 10
TFs, 6 of which (IRFI, POLR3A, POU2F2, PRDMI, FOSL2, and IRF4) are related to
the immune system [58-62]. For downstream genes, the enriched GO terms are shown
in supplementary Table II, many of which are immune-related. We predict that
another 4 TFs (PBX3, POUS5SFI, PPARGCIA, and MAFK) may also be related to the
immune system.

VIII. DISCUSSION
In this paper, we present a probabilistic method for identifying community

structures in unipartite, bipartite, and mixture networks in a unified framework. Our
27



model can assign vertices to one module, multiple modules, or none of the modules.
When the network is bipartite or mixture, it can simultaneously assign memberships
to both sets of nodes.

We test the performance of our algorithm by applying it to several sets of
synthetic networks (both overlapping and non-overlapping communities) and two
real-world networks. Our model can perform well on large parameter ranges in
synthetic networks, and are applicable to real-world networks. For the southern
women bipartite dataset, our model offers reasonable overlapping and
non-overlapping community divisions. For the human transcriptional regulatory
network (a mixture, directed network), modules associated with biological functions
are reported in two case studies, which can reveal related genes or provide new clues.
Preliminary analysis for mixture, undirected networks (two genetic interaction
networks built from epistatic mini-array profiles) also confirm the ability of our
algorithm to find modules with biological signficance [63]. Along with the simulation
and real network results of BKN (unipartite, undirected network version) mentioned
in Ref. [6] on unipartite, undirected networks, we conclude that our algorithm
performs well on all three types of network, and is competitive with other algorithms
for unipartite and bipartite networks.

The main contributions of our model are: (1) It introduces the concept of the
mixture network, which can represent a wild range of networks that are neither
unipartite nor bipartite in many fields including biology and social science, and can
operate on this type of data. To our knowledge, this is the first network community
detection algorithm to focus this question; (2) It offers a unified framework for
unipartite, bipartite and mixture networks; and (3) This framework can potentially be
used for the generalization of other community detection algorithms focusing on the

unipartite network and maybe other models in the fields of complex network.
One may note that, for bipartite network version model, the solution for Q.EU) and
0](;/) is not unique even for the same local maxima, that is, it suffers from the problem

of model identifiability. For any solution, multiplying a positive constant C for all

28



0 and dividing the same constant for all #"” is still a solution to the model.

However, since the product of Qéu) and 0/(: ) remain unchanged, which does not

affect the value of g (z), the quantity that we are concerned with, we can ignore this

problem when the algorithm is used to detect network modules. However, when the
method is used to generate random bipartite networks (Sec. III), a constraint for
parameters is needed as shown in Appendix B. The model identifiability problem
does not exist when the network is unipartite or mixture.

Similar to Ref. [6], the main drawback of this algorithm is that it is unable to
determine the number of module K from the data. Methods for model selection, such
as the Akaike information criterion [64], the Bayesian information criterion [65], or
the likelihood ratio test [66], are not applicable here, the reason for which is the same
as that in Ref. [6], i.e., that many parameters are zero violates the assumption of
model selection methods.

We also note that in real-world data, edges are sometimes associated with weights
or scores that can be used to indicate the reliability of the links [15, 19, 21]. We are
planning to address this issue combined with the problem of determining the number

of modules in future based on the current framework.
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APPENDIX A: SOLUTION OF MIXTURE NETWORK VERSION MODEL
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The likelihood function and constraint are given by Eq. (11) and (12). Taking the

logarithm of Eq. (11) and introducing an arbitrary variable qi/.(z) that satisfies

zzqy(z) =1, we have

i
nP(G|6V,6")2Y| 4,q,(z)n —(Z’) -6.70" | (A1)

iz ij
Now we consider the constraint in Eq. (12). Let L denote the target function, which is
given by
W)

o3 anon( S8 Do) w0

ijz ij ijz
where ¢, is the Lagrange multiplier. Differentiating Eq. (A2) with respect to 495/)

ijz

leads to
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As a consequence,
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Similarly, we have
oV — Zi 4, q;(2) (AS)

Jz ) .
208+ 2600
ity
We shall only consider the condition for common vertices, since for other vertices,

Eq. (A4) and (A5) become Eq. (10). For each pair of common vertices i and j

that 8,0 o= 1. Inserting Eqs. (A4) and (AS) to Eq. (12), we can get

0% Aq,@)+) 00 4.9.(2)
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Inserting Eq. (A6) into (A4),
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Similarly, by inserting Eq. (A6) into (AS5), we have
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APPENDIX B. GENERATING RANDOM NETWORKS

(A8)

We start from Eq. (14). By multiplying the denominator of the right side at both

sides of the first equation, and summing over all common vertices, we have
Z QI(ZV)ZQ(ZU) " Z Q(U)ZH(V) z kY + Z k(V)_ (B1)
jeoy i ieOy ieOy je0oy,

Similarly, starting from Eq. (15), we get

ZQ(U)ZQ(V) ka)’

ieSy ieSy

z Q(V) Q(U) z k(.V).

JeSy JjesSy

(B2)

The goal here is to find out the solutions for ¥ and 6", given that each k.’

and k](,ZV) is known. To make symbols simpler, we define X = zles o
Y= ZZEOU H(U) ? Z= ZjeSV eg/) ? and W = Zje esz) » SO that
X+Y:ZQ§U)= TAW = Zgg)’ (B3)

and a:zles K, B= zleo kY, }/:Z kj(ZV),and {zz kj(zV),sothat
a+/3=2k§’>, y+¢ = ka. (B4)

Egs. (Bl) and (B2) can be rewritten as

WX+Y)+Y(Z+W)=4+¢, (BS)
X(Z+W)=a, (B6)
Z(X+Y)=7y. B7)

Solving the equations using Y =W, we can get
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Inserting Eq. (B8) and (B9) into Eq. (B6), we get
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Inserting back to Eq. (14), we have
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Similarly, for specific nodes, we have
k(V)
oV = Z A — ki o) = Z 7 — (B14)
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Next we will show this solution is agreed with that of BKN in the context of a

unipartite, undirected network. For such a network, =0, y=0, f={, as a
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consequence, X =0, Z=0,and

=
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On the other side, for bipartite networks we have =0 and ¢ =0 and

=

which is exactly same as Eq. (7) in [6].

therefore o =y . Since the bipartite network version model suffers from model
identifiability problem, we can introduce an extra constraint X =Z to solve the

problem, and get X =7 = Ja . Asa consequence,

(
— iz 9 — iz . (B 1 6)
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