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Community structures detection is one of the fundamental problems in complex network analysis
towards understanding the topology structures of the network and the functions of it. Nonnegative
matrix factorization (NMF) is a widely used method for community detection, and modularity Q
and modularity density D are criteria to evaluate the quality of community structures. In this
paper, we establish the connections between Q, D and NMF for the first time. Q maximization
can be approximately reformulated under the framework of NMF with Frobenius norm, especially
when n is large, and D maximization can also be reformulated under the framework of NMF. Q
minimization can be reformulated under the framework of NMF with Kullback-Leibler divergence.
We propose new methods for community structures detection based on the above findings, and the
experimental results on synthetic networks demonstrate their effectiveness.

PACS numbers: Valid PACS appear here

I. INTRODUCTION

Many real-world systems can be expressed as complex networks, where nodes and edges represent elements in the
system and the relations among them, respectively, such as social networks [I], biological networks [2], information
networks [3], etc. One of the important statistical properties of complex networks is community structure [4]. Although
there is not an accurate definition, it is widely accepted that community in the network is set of nodes, which are
densely interconnected but loosely connected with the rest [4H6]. Community detection can help us better understand
the topological structures of the network from the aspect of meso-level and network’s functions, such as epidemic
spreading and information diffusion [5l [7].

To quantitatively describe community structures, modularity @ [8] is proposed and has been extensively studied.
The basic idea of modularity is very similar with hypothesis testing: given a network partition, it compares the
fraction of links inside each module of the partition with the so-called null model, i.e., the expected fraction of links
inside the corresponding module in degree preserving counterpart, and sums the differences over all of the modules of
the partition [9HIT]. A higher modularity value indicates that the partition is reasonable and meaningful, or one can
say it has statistical significance. Modularity can be not only optimized directly for community detection, but also
used for evaluation of community structures detected by other methods. However, modularity-optimization strategy
has a resolution limit [I2] [I3]. Modularity maximization usually tends to merge small communities into large ones in
network. To overcome this problem, [14] proposed a function called modularity density (also called D) to evaluate
the partition of a network into communities.

Besides modularity, there are also other cost functions that can be optimized over all possible network partitions
for community detection, such as nonnegative matrix factorization (NMF) [15 [I6]. In recent years, NMF has been
successfully applied to a range of community structures detection including nonoverlapping communities, overlapping
ones and bipartite ones [ITHI9]. Furthermore, by adjusting objective functions, many community detection methods
can be reformulated under the framework of NMF. For example, maximum likelihood of stochastic block models
(SBM), spectral clustering and probabilistic latent semantic indexing can be reformulated by using the objective
functions of NMF, respectively [20H23].

It has been proven that modularity maximization and likelihood maximization of stochastic block models are equiv-
alent under appropriate conditions[24], and the likelihood maximization of stochastic block model can be reformulated
under the framework of nonnegative matrix factorization [20]. These results naturally lead to the next interesting
question: Is modularity mazximization equivalent with NMF?

Indeed, although both modularity optimization and NMF are widely used community detection methods, the
relations of them have not been established. In this paper, the relations of modularity, D and NMF are discussed.
Despite the model relations, the algorithms employed by @, D and NMF are different. We propose new multiplicative
update rules for NMF, and demonstrate its effectiveness on synthetic networks.
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The implications of the work are three folds: 1. There is a general framework for () and D optimization. 2. It
should be cautious when using @ and D for evaluation of detected communities by different methods, especially by
NMEF, since they are (approximately) equivalent. 3. The relations between @, D, NMF and stochastic block model
shed light on designing more effective algorithms for community detection.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sect.Il, the equivalence of modularity maximization and mini-
mizing the object function of NMF with Frobenius norm is proven. In Sect.ITl, the equivalence of D maximization
and minimizing the object function of NMF with Frobenius norm is proven. In Sect.IV, modularity minimization
and minimizing the object function of NMF with Kullback-Leibler divergence is proven. In Sect.V, we empirically
demonstrate the relations between Q and NMF, and D and NMF. Furthermore, the algorithms employed by @, D
and NMF are compared. Finally, Sect.VI concludes.

II. APPROXIMATE EQUIVALENCE OF MODULARITY MAXIMIZATION AND NMF WITH
FROBENIUS NORM

Modularity optimization is a widely used method where the benefit function @ is defined to measure the quality
of divisions of a network into communities. Many modularity optimization schemes have been proposed [25H27]. In
this section, we prove that modularity maximization is approximately equivalent to minimizing the object function
of NMF with Frobenius norm.

Suppose that network G = (V, E) can be divided into ¢ communities {V;,Va,---,V.} satisfying the following
conditions:

v=UWV. nnV =2 g

r=1

where V' = {1,2,--- ;n} is the set of nodes and F is the set of edges.
Modularity is defined as [§]

1 o kik;
Q= 2m 2 (Aij — ﬁﬁs(gi,gj),
3,j=1
where m is the total number of edges in the network, §(-,-) is the Kronecker delta, g; is the community to which
node ¢ belongs, g; € {1,2,---,c}, k; is the degree of node i, A = (A;j)nxn is the adjacency matrix of G with entries
A;; = 1 if there is an edge between nodes 7 and j and 0 otherwise.
Let
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Then, one has
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where S = (8 )nxe. For a given network, let Q* = (2m)?Q, and one has [28]
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where W = 2mA, b = (k1, ko, -+ ,k,)T, Z = bbT. Actually, arg max @ and arg max Q* with respect to S are identical,
since the number of edges m is constant. Hence,

argmax Q= argmax {T7r(ST(W —2)S)}, (2)
STS=A, §>0 STS=A, §>0
where A = diag(ny,ng, -+ ,n.), and n, is the number of nodes in community V..

Since the values of S are discrete, and the number of possible divisions of a network is exponentially large, one
normally turns to approximate optimization methods [24], and S can be obtained by the following two steps.

Firstly, by relaxing the constraints on S from binary to non-negative, we can derive the solution S for modularity
optimization [28]. Consider Lagrange multiplicator method and write

J(S) =Tr (ST (W — 2)S) + (STS — A)A, (3)
where A is the diagonal matrix of Lagrangian multipliers. Let = 0, one has
LgS = SA, (4)

where Lo = Z - W.
Furthermore, when n is sufficiently large, Eq.(4) can be approximated as [2§]

5S = SA, (5)

1 1
where Lg, = —E- —W*, and F is a matrix whose entries are one, W* = B~'A, B = diag(ky, k2, -+ ,ky). Obviously,
n n
1 1
as n — 0o, — E approach 0 much faster than —W* [28]. As a result, the first term — I can be neglected in
n n n

1
determining the eigenspace of the matrix when n is sufficiently large [28]. Note that the constant —— do not affect
n

the resulting eigenspace, hence Eq.(5) can be represented as follows.

W*S = SA. (6)
From Egs.(4-6), for sufficiently large values of n, argmax () is approximately equivalent to the solution of
STS=A, 5>0
equation W*S = SA (i.e. Eq.(6)).
oJ
Write J1(S) = Tr (STW*S) +(STS— A)A, let a—l =0, we can derive W*S = SA (i.e. Eq.(6)). Thus, the solution
Sir

S of Eq.(6) is the solution of optimizing T'r (STW*S). So, the solution S of optimizing () can be approximated by



the solution S of optimizing T'r (STW*S), that is

argmax Q~ argmax {Tr(STW*S)}= argmin {HW* - SSTHi,} . (7)
STS=A, >0 STS=A, S>0 STS=A, S>0

Eq.(7) means that maximizing  and minimizing the object function of NMF with Frobenius norm are approxi-
mately equivalent especially when n is large.

III. EQUIVALENCE OF D MAXIMIZATION AND NMF WITH FROBENIUS NORM

Although @ is widely used as a measure of the quality of the detected community structures, it has several drawbacks
[13 29, 30]. Specifically, modularity ¢ has the problem of resolution limit [12] [13]. One reason for this drawback is
that modularity function @) depends on the total number of edges so that modularity optimization method is difficult
to find small communities in large networks [I2]. To overcome this issue, a measure called modularity density (D)
has been proposed [I4]. D depends on the size of communities instead of the total number of edges. In practice, D
maximization can find small communities that modularity optimization can not find [14].

In this section, we prove that D maximization is equivalent to minimizing the object function of NMF with Frobenius
norm.

To simplify notations, we define L(V;.,V;) to be the number of links between communities V. and Vj:

The degree of a set V. is the sum of degrees of nodes in community V;.:
i€V
where k; = ) A;; is the degree of node i.
j=1
Then, we denote L(V,.,V;) by d5!% which measures how many links stay within V. itself, and denote L(V,., V \ V;.)
by d$5¢*P¢  which measures how many links escape from V,.. One has

ditay+d7c;scape — dr- (8)

D is defined as [14]:

Ny
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D=y (B, 9)
r=1

where n,. is the number of nodes in community V..
Note that

) Lif g =,
Sir = 0, otherwise.
and

S = (sir)nxc = (817827 T 786)7

where s, = (S1r, Sar, " ,sm)T. Let B = diag(ky, ke, - ,ky), where k; = >~ A;; is the degree of node 4, one has
j=1

dst = sT As,., d, = s' Bs,. (10)



Since d¢*¢P¢ = d, — d5'* = s Bs, — sI As,., one has,
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where h, = S _ (8175 S2ry - - - ,snr)T /+/Tr. One has

D = Z (hf(2A = B)h,) =Tr (H"WH), (13)

r=1
where W1, = 2A — B. Let
Wy =0l +2A - B, (14)

where [ is the n x n identity matrix, o is a sufficiently large number and independent of A and B so that W is
non-negative. Then, one has

argmax {D}= argmax {Tr(H'WiH)}
HTH=I,H>0 HTH=I,H>0
= argmin { 2Tr (HTW1H)}
HTH=I,H>0
= argmin {HW1||§:—2TT (HTW1H) + ||HTH||2} (15)
HTH=I,H>0
= argmin {||W1*HHTH37},

HTH=I,H>0

Eq.(15) means that D maximization and minimization of the object function of NMF with Frobenius norm are
equivalent.

IV. EQUIVALENCE OF MODULARITY MINIMIZATION AND NMF WITH KL DIVERGENCE

Modularity maximization can be used for detecting assortative network structures, and on the other hand, modular-
ity minimization usually reveals disassortative structures [24]. In Sect.II, we have discussed the relationship between
modularity maximization and NMF with Frobenius norm. In this section, we will show that, under certain conditions,
modularity minimization is equivalent to minimizing the object function of NMF with KL divergence.

n

1
For modularity function Q = 5 E (Aij — P;j)0(gi, g;), where P;; is the expected number of edges between nodes
m
1,j=1
16 x 16

i and j, if we suppose P;; is a constant (e.g., P;; = >
m

on famous GN networks), then log(P;;) is also a constant,



one has

1
=3 (Aijlog(Pij) — Pijlog(P;j))o(g:, g5)
ij=1 (16)
R R
= om [Aij log(P;;) — Pij] 6(gir g5) + o Z [P;j — Py log(Pi;)] 6(9i, 95)-
i,j=1 1,5=1

C
Note that §(g;, g;)= > SirS;jr, one has

r=1
OF = % Zn:l Ay f:llog(s”sjrpw ZSWS]TP” o lelswsﬁo—lf
ig= r= ij=1r
- % Z :_1 [Aijlog P,y © (SST)i; — Pij © (SST)i;] + LTr(ST«nI 5) (17)
= % zn: [AU log W +Pi; © (SST)U} + %7

where o1 = P;; — P;;log(P;;) is a positive real number, and ©® represents the dot product of two matrices with the
same dimensions. Note that log(P;;) < 0, one has

argmin Q= argmax Q¥
STS=A, $>0 STS=A, $>0
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= argmin LZ [ Aij—A--—l—P--@(SST)--:|
STS=A,5>0 | 2m ) P;; © (S8T);4 J J J

Eq.(18) means that minimization Q is equivalent to minimizing the object function of NMF with KL divergence.
Similarly, for QT2 (v) [31]
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and
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P = yP;j = constant, log(P{;-) = constant, r > 0,
Aij = Ay (i # §), Ai =,

k; = k; +r = constant, (23)
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So, Eq.(21) means minimizing Q¥ (y) with respect to S is equivalent to
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V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we evaluate the theoretical equivalence proved in Sect.Il, Sect.IIT and Sect. IV using SBM networks
(i.e., networks generated using stochastic block model [33]) and LFR networks [34]. Furthermore, although both Q
and D are reformulated under the framework of NMF, their algorithms are different. To demonstrate the effectiveness
of the algorithms, we compare them on GN and LFR networks.

A. Description of data sets

1. SBM network and its special case: GN network [4]

In the stochastic block model (SBM) network, nodes are assigned to ¢ communities with probabilities = =
{m,m2, -+, 7.}, and edges are placed randomly and independently between node pairs with probabilities 6,,(r, s =
1,2,---,¢) that depend only on the group memberships of the nodes. The framework is flexible such that many
different kinds of networks can be produced.

In this paper, the between-community edge probability 6,.s(r # s) for networks generated using SBM is 0.05, the
within-community edge probabilities 6,.,. are given by 0.6, 0.55, 0.5, 0.45, 0.4, 0.35, 0.3, 0.25, 0.2, 0.15, respectively.
The sizes of two communities are unequal, such as 400 & 600 (i.e., n = 1000,m; = 0.4, 72 = 0.6) in Fig.1(a), 200 &
300 in Fig.1(b) and 30 & 50 in Fig.1(c).



GN network is a special case of SBM network, where there are 128 nodes with 4 communities, and . = 0.25 (r =
1,2,3,4). On average, there are 16 neighbors for each node with Z;,, ones in its own community and Z,,; ones in the

Zin Zu
ﬁaers = 906t (r#£s,mrs=1,2,--+,c).

rest, i.e., Zin + Zouw=16, and 0,.,

2. LFR network

LFR network can uncover the characteristics of real networks that the distributions of degrees and community sizes
are power laws with exponents v and S, respectively. LFR network is generated using parameters n (the number
of nodes), p (the mixing parameter), k (the average degree of nodes), maxzk (the maximum degree of nodes), minc
(the minimum for the community sizes) , maxzc (the maximum for the community sizes). The strength of network
structure is controlled by mixing parameter p (p € [0,1]), which is the fraction that a node connects to the ones in
other communities.

In this paper, v and (8 are set to be 2 and 1, respectively, and the other parameters are given in the following
experiments.

B. Equivalence test on synthetic networks

In this section, we validate the equivalence relations between @ and NMF, and D and NMF.

Firstly, we test the approximate equivalence relation between @ and NMF introduced in Setc.IT on SBM networks
and LFR networks. The results are illustrated in Fig.1 (on SBM networks) and Fig.2 (on LFR networks), from which
one can see that, when n is large, all of the points are on a straight line. However, with the decrease of n, gradually
these points are not on a straight line. These phenomena are consistent with our conclusions in Sect.Il: maximizing
@ and minimizing the object function of NMF with Frobenius norm are equivalent when n is moderately large.
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FIG. 1: Approximate equivalence between maximizing @ and NMF with Frobenius norm (NMF_F) on SBM networks. Each
point corresponds to a SBM network. All networks were generated by the stochastic block model with two communities. n is
the number of nodes. n1 and ns are the sizes of two communities, respectively. The between-community edge probability for
networks is 0.05, the within-community edge probabilities (corresponding to the points from left to right) are given as 0.6, 0.55,
0.5, 0.45, 0.4, 0.35, 0.3, 0.25, 0.2, 0.15, respectively. (a) The networks contain 1000 nodes. The sizes of two communities are
400 and 600, respectively. (b) The networks contain 500 nodes. The sizes of two communities are 200 and 300, respectively.
(c) The networks contain 80 nodes. The sizes of two communities are 30 and 50, respectively.

Secondly, we test the equivalence relation between D and NMF in Sect.IIl on SBM networks and LFR networks.
The results are illustrated in Fig.3 (on SBM networks) and Fig.4 (on LFR networks), from which one can observe
that, all of the points are on a straight line, and different values of ¢ in Eq.(14) do not affect the results.

Finally, we test the equivalence relation between @ and NMF in Sect.IV. Since this equivalence has the constraint
on node degrees, i.e., all nodes have the same degree, we only test the equivalence on GN networks. The results are
illustrated in Fig.5, from which one can see that: (1) for (a), all pairs of points are in a straight line, which illustrates
the equivalence between @ & NMF in Sect.IV is reasonable; (2) for (b) and (c), all pairs of points are on a straight
line, and different values of parameter v and r cannot affect the equivalence, which means that the equivalence of Q%
& NMF and Q4FC & NMF is reasonable, respectively. In brief, these illustrations are consistent with our conclusions
in Sect.IV.
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point corresponds to a LFR network, and some of the parameters generated networks are shown in the illustration. The nine

(b)

= 137.00
L]
u 136.00
L]
" 135.00
L]
L]

- 134.00

L]
133.00

=N 1000 -k 15 -maxk 50 -minc 20 -maxc 50
0.00

0.00 020 040 060 0.80

L]
L]
L}
L}
L]
L]
L]
[ ]
L]

—N 500 -k 15 -maxk 50 -minc 20 -maxc 50
0.00 020 040 060 0.80

Q

(©

29.00
28.00
27.00
26.00
2500 {8 o
24.00
23.00

0.00

—-N 50 -k 8 -maxk 16 —minc 10 -maxc 20

-0.10

points (from left to right) correspond to mixing parameters p = 0.1,0.2,--- ,0.9, respectively.

FIG. 3: Equivalence relation between maximizing D and NMF with Frobenius norm (NMF_F) on SBM networks. Each point

(b)

0.10

Q

0.30

1.44
0.64
1.20 A % °
] [ ] ..
]
L 096 a % 0.48 n %
LL —=— =450 moe —=— =250 L
S 072 {—+ 0=500 e 032 |—— o=300 %,
Z 0 =550 L % 0=350 "
0.48 . "
024 | n=1000 0.16 =500
n; +n, =400 +600 ny +n, =200 +300
o0 {__ 0.00 { ' ' ' ' '
000 004 008 012 0.6 0.00 002 004 006 008 0.10
D D

corresponds to a SBM network. Parameter settings are identical with that in Fig.

(@) 6.00
5.00
|'LI
LL
S 400
=z
3.00
0.00

FIG. 4: Equivalence relation between maximizing D and NMF with Frobenius norm (NMF_F) on LFR networks. Parameter

L] ° .
—a— ¢g=100 LY .
—e— 0=150 Ce,
0 =200
L] n - .
" .
L n -
N 1000 -k 15 -maxk 50 —-minc 20 -maxc 50
0.00 0.30 0.40 0.50
D

settings are identical with that in Fig. [

(b)

16.00
14.00
12.00
10.00

8.00

0.00

—=— 0=60 °
—— 0=80 .
0=100 u

L
—N 500 -k 15 -maxk 50 -minc 20 -maxc 50

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60

D

(©

0.50

25.00

20.00

—#— 0=20
—e— 0=40
0 =60

15.00

10.00 ]

0.00

—-N 50 -k 8 -maxk 16 —minc 10 -maxc 20

0.00 0.40

0.50
D

0.60 0.70

0.80



10

a b c
@) 450 1 (), ©
" "a 0.75 =
LI .I. "
[ ] - ° | | n - L] ° u -
1 240 "a, 3.00 *e, ", 0.70 o, "m,
2 I.. °... '-.. ... .l.
I_L| ., ®e, 0.65 Ce, "a
< 1.60 2.00 ‘.., ., .
= 0.60 *e,
0.80 1.00 . z:?.S 0.55 {— r:?.S
—— Y= —o— =
= 0.52 Z
0.00 0.00 y=12 000 ¥ 712
-0.20 0.00 020 040 0.60 -0.40 0.00 0.40 0.80 -020 0.00 020 0.40 0.60
0 QRB QAFG

FIG. 5: Equivalence relation between minimizing Q and NMF with KL divergence (NMF_KL) on GN networks. The 15 points
(from left to right) corresponds to Zou: = 1,2, -, 15, respectively.

C. Comparison of algorithm effectiveness on GN networks and LFR networks

In this section, we design the algorithms for model (7) and (15), denoted by Q-NMF and D_NMF, respectively,
which can be summarized in Algorithm 1. The only difference is that they use different objective functions. In
addition, ) and D can also be reformulated as the traces of matrices called modularity Laplacian with nonnegative
relaxation for community detection [35], denoted by Q_NR and D_NR, respectively, and @ function itself is often used
as objective function of optimization for community detection. We compare the efficiencies of these five algorithms
on GN networks and LFR networks, and use normalized mutual information (NMI) [36] to evaluate the quality of the
results, i.e.,

c c 1 g
> > nijlog —o oy
i=1j=1 n; nj

c v(T) c v ()
V(T) n; v n,
(Z n/ "’ log n) (Zlnj log ”n>
J:

NMI(V® vy =

i=1
where V(T) = Vl(T), Q(T), e ,VC(T) are true communities in a network, V) = Vl(I), VQ(I), e ,VC(I) are infered
communities; c is the number of communities contained in a network; n is the number of nodes; n;; is the number of

v (1)

;  is the number

nodes in the ground truth community Vi(T) that are assigned to the computed community Vj(l); n

of nodes in the ground truth community VZ-(T); n}-/m is the number of nodes in the computed community Vj(I). A
larger NM I means a better partition.

Algorithm 1 Minimizing HW — SSTHi, with respect to S
Input: A, c, iter
Output: S

1: Calculating W by A.

2: Initializing S.

3: for t =1 :iter do

4: SI:SG%

5: end for

Fig. |§| shows the averaged NMI calculated by the five algorithms on (a) GN networks and (b) LFR networks, from
which one can see that the winner of these five algorithms is Q_NMF, which is proposed in this paper.



11

@ 1o e O 10 FEERgs-————1

-8
0.8 | 0.8 | '\_
—_ 06 _+ Q_NMF 06 |
% " |—e— D _NMF :
0.4 | 0.4 | \
02 { % QAR 0.2 1 \u%‘
0.0 L. , , , , 0041 -
0 2 4 6 8 0.0 0.4 0.8
Zout H

FIG. 6: Comparison of the effectiveness of the five methods on GN (a) and LFR networks (b). Q_-NMF and D_NMF stand for
multiplicative update rules for @ and D, respectively (i.e., Eq.(7) and Eq.(15)). Q-FG stands for fast greedy algorithm for Q.
Q-NR and D_NR stand for nonnegative relaxation method for @) and D, respectively. Each point is calculated from the average
of 10 runs. For each run, the iterations of Algorithm 1 are 500.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we establish the (approximate) relations between @) optimization and NMF, and D optimization
and NMF. The effectiveness of the algorithms employed by @, D and NMF are compared demonstrating that the
multiplicative update rules proposed in this paper are more effective. There are several interesting problems for future
work including designing more effective algorithms for community detection, developing more reasonable criteria for
evaluation of community structures in networks, and introducing the ideas of modularity @ into general clustering
analysis.
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