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ABSTRACT

Hypergraphs are a representation of complex systems involving interactions among more than two entities and allow to
investigation of higher-order structure and dynamics in real-world complex systems. Community structure is a common property
observed in empirical networks in various domains. Stochastic block models have been employed to investigate community
structure in networks. Node attribute data, often accompanying network data, has been found to potentially enhance the
learning of community structure in dyadic networks. In this study, we develop a statistical framework that incorporates node
attribute data into the learning of community structure in a hypergraph, employing a stochastic block model. We demonstrate
that our model, which we refer to as HyperNEO, enhances the learning of community structure in synthetic and empirical
hypergraphs when node attributes are sufficiently associated with the communities. Furthermore, we found that applying a
dimensionality reduction method, UMAP, to the learned representations obtained using stochastic block models, including our
model, maps nodes into a two-dimensional vector space while largely preserving community structure in empirical hypergraphs.
We expect that our framework will broaden the investigation and understanding of higher-order community structure in real-world
complex systems.

This work has been submitted to the IEEE for possible publication. Copyright may be transferred without notice, after which
this version may no longer be accessible.

1 Introduction
A complex system is often represented as a network composed of nodes and pairwise interactions between the nodes. Various
mathematical and computational methods have been developed to investigate the structure and dynamics of networks8, 20, 44, 57.
Conventional modeling using dyadic networks (i.e., conventional networks, in which each edge connects a pair of nodes),
however, may not accurately encode higher-order interactions among nodes (i.e., interactions among three or more nodes).
In fact, higher-order interactions among nodes are not uncommon in real-world complex systems. Examples include group
conversations in social contact networks51, 69, co-authoring in collaboration networks56, 62, joint purchase of products in
co-purchasing networks5, and many more10. Such complex systems can be represented as hypergraphs composed of nodes
and hyperedges, where a hyperedge represents interaction among two or more nodes. In recent years, there has been notable
progress in the development of measurements, dynamical process models, and theories for hypergraphs11, 17–19, 50, 71. This
progress has uncovered that higher-order interactions among nodes are associated with structural properties, phenomena, and
collective behaviors that cannot be adequately described by pairwise interactions alone (e.g.,4, 48, 55, 67).

Community detection is a fundamental task that aims to describe the structure of a network by dividing the nodes into commu-
nities (i.e., sets of nodes such that each set of nodes is densely inter-connected)31, 32, 59. Numerous approaches for this task have
been developed for dyadic networks30, 31. These methods have been extended to the case of hypergraphs21–23, 25, 29, 42, 49, 66, 79, 80.
While communities are usually defined as disjoint sets of nodes, overlapping communities reflect that each node may belong
to multiple communities in practice60. For example, an individual may belong to multiple communities via heterogeneous
interactions with colleagues, friends, and neighbors in social networks3.

A stochastic block model is a generative model for random graphs that assumes multiple communities underlying the
network and latent parameters controlling intra- and inter-community interactions between nodes38. Stochastic block models
have been deployed for investigating community structure in empirical networks2, 40, 43, 45. On one hand, basic models assume
non-overlapping communities in a network. Previous studies have extended these models for dyadic networks to the case of
hypergraphs22, 23, 41, 42. On the other hand, mixed-membership stochastic block models assume overlapping communities in a
network3. Recent studies extended these models for dyadic networks to the case of hypergraphs25, 66. In this study, we focus on
mixed-membership stochastic block models for hypergraphs.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
1.

00
68

8v
1 

 [
cs

.S
I]

  1
 J

an
 2

02
4



Empirical network data is accompanied by node attribute data in many real-world complex systems. Examples of node
attributes include the age, ethnicity, and gender of individuals in social networks26, 58, affiliations of authors in collaboration
networks54, 61, and categories to which products belong in co-purchasing networks5. While node attributes do not always
align with communities in a network63, node attribute data potentially enhances the learning of community structure in dyadic
networks9, 24, 26, 39, 46, 58, 75, 77. These previous studies motivate us to explore computational methods for incorporating node
attribute data into the learning of community structure in hypergraphs.

In this study, we propose a mixed-membership stochastic block model for hypergraphs with node attributes. We refer
to the proposed model as HyperNEO. The proposed model extends the Hy-MMSBM66 and the MTCOV26, which are both
mixed-membership stochastic block models for networks, to the case of hypergraphs with node attributes. We demonstrate the
capability of the proposed model in the learning of community structure in synthetic and empirical hypergraphs. Our code for
the HyperNEO is available at https://github.com/kazuibasou/hyperneo.

2 Methods

2.1 Hypergraph with node attributes
A hypergraph consists of a set of nodes V = {v1, . . . ,vN} and a set of hyperedges E, where N is the number of nodes. Any
hyperedge e is a subset of V and its size |e| is two or larger. We denote by D the maximum size of the hyperedge in the
hypergraph and Ω the set of all subsets of V that have size of two or larger, including V itself. We represent the hypergraph by
an adjacency vector A = (Ae)e∈Ω, where Ae represents the weight of hyperedge e ∈Ω. We assume that Ae is a non-negative
and discrete value for any e ∈Ω. In addition, each node vi belong to one of the Z categories, as represented by a Z-dimensional
attribute vector (xiz)1≤z≤Z , where xiz = 1 if node vi belong to the z-th category and xiz = 0 otherwise for any z ∈ {1, . . . ,Z}. It
holds true that ∑

Z
z=1 xiz = 1 for any i = 1, . . . ,N. We represent the attribute vectors for all the nodes as a N×Z matrix, denoted

by XXX = (xiz)1≤i≤N, 1≤z≤Z .

2.2 Mixed-membership stochastic block model for hypergraphs with node attributes – HyperNEO
In this section, we propose a mixed-membership stochastic block model for hypergraphs with node attributes, which we refer to
as HyperNEO. A mixed-membership stochastic block model (MMSBM) is a generative model for random graphs that allows
each node to belong to multiple communities3. MMSBMs have been deployed for the learning of community structure in
dyadic networks7, 26, 27, 77. These models have been extended to the case of hypergraphs25, 66. Hy-MMSBM is an MMSBM for
hypergraphs without node attributes and exhibits a high performance on empirical hypergraphs in terms of inference accuracy
and computation time66. MTCOV26 is an MMSBM for multilayer dyadic networks (i.e., dyadic networks with multiple layers
composed of sets of different types of interactions between nodes) with node attributes. We extend the Hy-MMSBM and the
MTCOV to incorporate node attribute data into the learning of community structure in hypergraphs.

Our model is not the first to extend Hy-MMSBM and MTCOV to the case of hypergraphs with node attributes. In fact,
HyCoSBM is an extension of these two models to the case of hypergraphs with node attributes6. Our model, however, does
not impose any constraints on community memberships of the nodes in a hypergraph in inferring them, in contrast to the
HyCoSBM. We find that our model achieves a comparable or higher quality of inferred communities in synthetic and empirical
hypergraphs compared to the HyCoSBM (see Section 3 for numerical evidence).

2.2.1 Model
We model a hypergraph and node attributes probabilistically, assuming an underlying K overlapping communities. Each node
vi may belong to multiple communities. The propensity of vi belonging to each community is specified by a K-dimensional
membership vector (uik)1≤k≤K , where uik is a non-negative value for any i = 1, . . . ,N and any k = 1, . . . ,K. We represent the
membership vectors for all the nodes as a N×K matrix, denoted by UUU = (uik)1≤i≤N, 1≤k≤K . The strength of intra- and inter-
community interactions among nodes is represented by a symmetric K×K affinity matrix, denoted by WWW = (wkq)1≤k≤K, 1≤q≤K ,
where wkq is a non-negative value for any k = 1, . . . ,K and any q = 1, . . . ,K. In addition, the strength of the association between
each community and each category of the node attribute is represented by a K×Z matrix, denoted by βββ = (βkz)1≤k≤K, 1≤z≤Z ,
where βkz is a non-negative value for any k = 1, . . . ,K and any z = 1, . . . ,Z. We assume ∑

Z
z=1 βkz = 1 for any k = 1, . . . ,K. We

define the set of latent variables by θθθ = (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ). We assume the following as with MTCOV26: (i) A and XXX are conditionally
independent given θθθ ; (ii) UUU and WWW probabilistically generate A , whereas UUU and βββ probabilistically generate XXX .

We first model the network data A given UUU and WWW . As with the Hy-MMSBM66, we assume that the weight of hyperedge e
follows the Poisson distribution given by

P(Ae |UUU ,WWW ) = e
−
(

λe
κ|e|

)(
λe
κ|e|

)Ae

Ae!
, (1)
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where

λe =
1
2 ∑

vi∈e
∑

v j∈e\{vi}

K

∑
k=1

K

∑
q=1

uiku jqwkq, (2)

κs =
s(s−1)

2

(
N−2
s−2

)
. (3)

We also assume that the weights of the hyperedges in Ω are conditionally independent given UUU and WWW 66:

P(A |UUU ,WWW ) = ∏
e∈Ω

P(Ae |UUU ,WWW ). (4)

Then, the log-likelihood of A is given by66

LA (UUU ,WWW ) = ∑
e∈E

Ae log(2λe)−
C
2

N

∑
i=1

N

∑
j=1, j ̸=i

K

∑
k=1

K

∑
q=1

uiku jqwkq, (5)

where

C =
D

∑
s=2

1
κs

(
N−2
s−2

)
(6)

and we discarded the terms not depending on UUU and WWW .
We next model the node attribute data XXX given UUU and βββ . Similar to the MTCOV26, we assume that the attribute of node vi

follow the multinomial distribution given by

P(xi1, . . . ,xiZ |UUU ,βββ ) = π
xi1
i1 . . .πxiZ

iZ , (7)

where

πiz =
∑

K
k=1 uikβkz

∑
K
k′=1 uik′

(8)

and it holds true that ∑
Z
z=1 πiz = 1 for any i = 1, . . . ,N since we assume ∑

Z
z=1 βkz = 1 for any k = 1, . . . ,K. We also assume that

the attributes of the nodes are conditionally independent given UUU and βββ 26:

P(XXX |UUU ,βββ ) =
N

∏
i=1

P(xi1, . . . ,xiZ |UUU ,βββ ). (9)

Then, the log-likelihood of XXX is given by

LXXX (UUU ,βββ ) =
N

∑
i=1

Z

∑
z=1

xiz log
(

∑
K
k=1 uikβkz

∑
K
k′=1 uik′

)
, (10)

where we discarded the terms not depending on UUU and WWW .

2.2.2 Inference
We turn to fit the latent parameters θθθ to data A and XXX . To this end, we deploy a maximum likelihood approach. Since we
assume that A and XXX are conditionally independent given θθθ , the total log-likelihood, denoted by L (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ), is decomposed
into the sum of structural and attribute terms, i.e., LA (UUU ,WWW ) and LXXX (UUU ,βββ ). In practice, introducing a parameter γ ∈ [0,1)
that controls the relative contributions of the structural and attribute terms is useful for the learning of community structure in
networks26, 77. Thus, we define the total log-likelihood as

L (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ) = (1− γ)LA (UUU ,WWW )+ γLXXX (UUU ,βββ ). (11)

While one may fix γ a priori, one may treat γ as a hyperparameter26, 77. The inference procedure in our model with γ = 0 is
equivalent to that in the Hy-MMSBM66. Therefore, we describe the inference procedure in our model with γ ∈ (0,1) in the
following.

3/28



We aim to find θθθ that maximizes Eq. (11). Since it is difficult to solve Eq. (11) analytically, we make it tractable
using an expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm28. This approach has been used for inferring community structure in
hypergraphs25, 66. First, using Jensen’s inequality gives the lower bound of LA (UUU ,WWW )66:

LA (UUU ,WWW )≥LA (UUU ,WWW ,ρ)

= ∑
e∈E

Ae ∑
vi∈e

∑
v j∈e\{vi}

K

∑
k=1

K

∑
q=1

ρ
(e)
i jkq log

uiku jqwkq

ρ
(e)
i jkq

− C
2

N

∑
i=1

N

∑
j=1, j ̸=i

K

∑
k=1

K

∑
q=1

uiku jqwkq, (12)

where ρ
(e)
i jkq is a probability distribution that satisfies the condition ∑vi∈e ∑v j∈e\{vi}∑

K
k=1 ∑

K
q=1 ρ

(e)
i jkq = 166. The lower bound

holds true when we take66

ρ
(e)
i jkq =

uiku jqwkq

2λe
. (13)

Similarly, we apply Jensen’s inequality to LXXX (UUU ,βββ ):

LXXX (UUU ,βββ ) =
N

∑
i=1

Z

∑
z=1

xiz log

(
K

∑
k=1

h′izk

∑
K
k′=1 uik′

uikβkz

h′izk

)

=
N

∑
i=1

Z

∑
z=1

xiz log

(
K

∑
k=1

hizk
uikβkz

h′izk

)
≥LXXX (UUU ,βββ ,h′,h)

=
N

∑
i=1

Z

∑
z=1

xiz

K

∑
k=1

hizk log
(

uikβkz

h′izk

)
, (14)

where h′izk is a variable that satisfies the condition ∑
K
k=1 h′izk = ∑

K
k′=1 uik′ , and hizk = h′izk/(∑

K
k′=1 uik′) is a probability distribution

that satisfies the condition ∑
K
k=1 hizk = 1. The lower bound holds true when we take

h′izk =
uikβkz ∑

K
k′=1 uik′

∑
K
k′′=1 uik′′βk′′z

(15)

and

hizk =
uikβkz

∑
K
k′′=1 uik′′βk′′z

. (16)

The MTCOV26 imposes the constraint that ∑
K
k′=1 uik′ = 1 for any i = 1, . . . ,N to facilitate the partial differentiation of a

lower bound of LXXX (UUU ,βββ ) with respect to uik. For the same purpose, the HyCoSBM6 imposes the constraint that 0≤ uik ≤ 1
for any i = 1, . . . ,N and any k = 1, . . . ,K. In contrast, instead of imposing a constraint on the membership matrix, we introduce
the variable h′izk to facilitate the partial differentiation of a lower bound of LXXX (UUU ,βββ ) with respect to uik. Note that hizk need to
satisfy the condition ∑

K
k=1 hizk = 1 to apply Jensen’s inequality to LXXX (UUU ,βββ ), whereas h′izk is discarded when we perform partial

differentiation of LXXX (UUU ,βββ ,h′,h) with respect to uik.
Overall, maximizing Eq. (11) is equivalent to maximizing

L (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ,ρ,h′,h) = (1− γ)LA (UUU ,WWW ,ρ)+ γLXXX (UUU ,βββ ,h′,h). (17)

We maximize L (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ,ρ,h′,h) by repeatedly updating h′, h, ρ , and θθθ . We add Lagrange multiplier λ (βββ ) = (λ
(βββ )
1 , . . . ,λ

(βββ )
K )

to enforce the constraint ∑
Z
z=1 βkz = 1 for any k = 1, . . . ,K:

L ′(UUU ,WWW ,βββ ,ρ,h′,h,λ (βββ )) = L (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ,ρ,h′,h)−
K

∑
k=1

λ
(βββ )
k

(
Z

∑
z=1

βkz−1

)
. (18)

We focus on updating uik. The partial derivative of LA (UUU ,WWW ,ρ) with respect to uik is given by66

∂

∂uik
LA (UUU ,WWW ,ρ) =

1
uik

 ∑
e∈E, vi∈e

Ae ∑
v j∈e\{vi}

K

∑
q=1

ρ
(e)
i jkq

− C
2

N

∑
j=1, j ̸=i

K

∑
q=1

u jqwkq. (19)
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Then, the partial derivative of LXXX (UUU ,βββ ,h′,h) with respect to uik is given by

∂

∂uik
LXXX (UUU ,βββ ,h′,h) =

1
uik

Z

∑
z=1

xizhizk. (20)

Setting the partial derivative of L ′(UUU ,WWW ,βββ ,ρ,h′,h,λ (βββ )) with respect to uik to zero yields

uik =
2
[
(1− γ)∑e∈E, vi∈e Ae ∑

N
j=1, j∈e, j ̸=i ∑

K
q=1 ρ

(e)
i jkq + γ ∑

Z
z=1 xizhizk

]
C(1− γ)∑

N
j=1, j ̸=i ∑

K
q=1 u jqwkq

. (21)

We focus on updating wkq. It is sufficient to set the partial derivative of LA (UUU ,WWW ,ρ) with respect to wkq to zero, which
has already done in Ref.66:

wkq =
2∑e∈E Ae ∑

N
i=1, vi∈e ∑

N
j=1, v j∈e, j ̸=i ρ

(e)
i jkq

C ∑
N
i=1 ∑

N
j=1, j ̸=i uiku jq

. (22)

We focus on updating βkz. Setting the partial derivative of L ′(UUU ,WWW ,βββ ,ρ,h′,h,λ (βββ )) regarding βkz to zero yields

βkz =
∑

N
i=1 xizhizk

∑
N
i′=1 ∑

Z
z′=1 xi′z′hi′z′k

. (23)

2.2.3 Implementation
The inference procedure in our model is as follows. We first initialize θθθ = (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ) uniformly at random. Then, we iterate
NI times updating UUU , WWW , and βββ using Eqs. (21), (22), and (23), respectively. We set NI = 20 as in Ref.58. The computational
complexity per iteration scales as O(NKZ + |E|).

The EM algorithm is not guaranteed to converge to the global maximum76. To mitigate this issue, we adopt the same
manner as Ref.58. First, we perform the above inference procedure independently NR times. Then, among the NR inferred
results for (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ), we choose the one that yields the highest final value of L (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ). We set NR = 10 as in Ref.58. We
show the pseudocode of our algorithm in Supplementary Section S1.

2.2.4 Determining K and γ

To deploy our model to a hypergraph with node attributes, we determine the values of the hyperparameters K and γ . Unless
we fix them a priori, we choose the pair of K and γ values such that our model achieves the highest accuracy in hyperedge
prediction tasks among all candidate pairs of K and γ values25, 66, as described below.

We perform a hyperedge prediction task as follows25, 66. Suppose that the train set of hyperedges, Etrain, and the test set of
hyperedges, Etest, are given. We use Etrain to infer the set of latent parameters θθθ . Then, we predict the hyperedges in Etest using
a set of inferred parameters. We use the area under the receiver-operator characteristic curve (AUC) as the accuracy metric for
the prediction of the hyperedges in Etest. We compute the AUC as follows25, 66. First, for each hyperedge e ∈ Etest, we sample a
hyperedge e′ that satisfies the condition |e|= |e′| from the set Ω \ Etest uniformly at random without replacement. Let R be the
list of length |Etest| of pairs (e,e′) thus obtained. Then, we define the AUC as25, 66

AUC =
1
|R|

[
∑

(e, e′)∈R
111{P(Ae′ > 0) > P(Ae > 0)}+0.5 ∑

(e, e′)∈R
111{P(Ae′ > 0) = P(Ae > 0)}

]
, (24)

where 111{cond} denotes an indicator function that returns 1 if the condition ‘cond’ holds true and returns 0 otherwise. We compute
P(Ae > 0) for given hyperedge e using Eq. (1) and the set of inferred parameters.

We compute the AUC for given (K,γ) using the five-fold cross-validation. First, we partition the set E into five subsets of
equal size, denoted by E1, . . . ,E5, uniformly at random. Then, we use the hyperedges in E \ Ei as Etrain and use Ei as Etest to
compute the AUC for each i = 1, . . . ,5. The AUC for the (K,γ) is the average of the five AUC values.

We choose (K,γ) that yields the highest AUC among all the candidates for (K,γ). Unless we state otherwise, we examine
the (Z−1)×9 pairs of K and γ , where K ∈ {2,3, . . . ,Z} and γ ∈ {0.1,0.2, . . . ,0.9}.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Figure 1. Inference accuracy of the proposed model when we vary the strength of the association between the communities
and node attributes in synthetic hypergraphs. (a) Cosine similarity for the proposed model with a given value of γ . (b)–(f)
Comparison of the cosine similarity between the proposed model and the two baseline models.

2.3 Applying a dimensionality reduction method to the learned representation
To enhance the understanding of community structure, we map nodes into a two-dimensional vector space using inferred
membership and affinity matrices. To this end, we first construct a N×N matrix, denoted by ĀAA = (āi j)1≤i≤N, 1≤ j≤N . We define
āi j for each i = 1, . . . ,N and each j = 1, . . . ,N such that i ̸= j as the expectation conditional on Eq. (1) of the sum of the weights
over the hyperedges to which nodes vi and v j belong:

āi j = ∑
e∈E, vi∈e, v j∈e

λe

κ|e|
, (25)

where we calculate λe for given hyperedge e using the inferred membership and affinity matrices. We define āii = 0 for any
i = 1, . . . ,N. Note that āi j = 0 for i ̸= j if and only if nodes vi and v j do not share any hyperedge in E. Then, we apply
a topology-based dimensionality reduction method (UMAP52) to the learned representation ĀAA to obtain a two-dimensional
representation of each node. To this end, we used the ‘UMAP’ function in the ‘umap-learn’ library1. The UMAP has been
deployed for the dimensionality reduction and clustering of high-dimensional data across disciplines12, 14, 16, 53, 64.

The ‘UMAP’ function has three major hyperparameters that can have a significant impact on the resulting embedding in
addition to the dimensionality of the reduced space (i.e., ‘n_components’; we set ‘n_components’ as two)1: (i) ‘n_neighbors’,
balancing local and global structure in the input data; (ii) ‘min_dist’, controlling how tightly the UMAP is allowed to pack
data points together in the reduced space; and (iii) ‘metric’, controlling how distance is computed in the ambient space of the
input data. We set ‘n_neighbors’ as the average degree of the node in a given hypergraph, where we define the degree of a
node as the number of hyperedges to which the node belongs. We set ‘min_dist’ as 0.1 as default. We examine two distance
metrics: Euclidean distance (specified by setting ‘metric’ as ‘euclidean’) and the cosine distance (specified by setting ‘metric’
as ‘cosine’).

3 Results

3.1 Synthetic hypergraphs
We begin by assessing the proposed model on synthetic hypergraphs. We fix 1,000 nodes, two communities, and two categories
of the node attribute. The set of parameters {pUUU ,win,D, |E|/N} control community structure and node attributes in our synthetic
hypergraphs (see Supplementary Section S2 for details). For a given combination of parameter values (pUUU ,win,D, |E|/N), we
independently generate 100 hypergraphs using the algorithm proposed in Ref.65. Then, we compute the average of the cosine
similarity between the ground-truth membership matrix and an inferred membership matrix of the proposed model over the 100
hypergraphs (see Supplementary Section S3 for the definition of the cosine similarity). We set the hyperparameter K = 2 in the
proposed model.

Figure 1(a) shows the cosine similarity for the proposed model with a given value of the hyperparameter γ when we
vary the parameter pUUU for synthetic hypergraphs. The hyperparameter γ controls the extent to which the proposed model
incorporates node attribute data into the learning of community structure in a given hypergraph. In our synthetic hypergraphs,
the propensity to which a node belongs to different communities is controlled by pUUU and the attribute of a node explicitly
encodes the propensity of the node (see Supplementary Section S2 for details). Therefore, the value of γ at which the proposed
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Table 1. AUC in hyperedge prediction tasks on the empirical hypergraphs. We show the mean ± standard deviation of the
AUC across 100 independent runs for each model in each data set.

Data Hy-MMSBM HyCoSBM HyperNEO HyCoSBM HyperNEO
γ = 0.5 γ = 0.5

workplace 0.703 ± 0.016 0.755 ± 0.015 0.754 ± 0.015 0.707 ± 0.017 0.714 ± 0.016
hospital 0.769 ± 0.009 0.776 ± 0.008 0.771 ± 0.008 0.775 ± 0.008 0.769 ± 0.009
high-school 0.868 ± 0.006 0.905 ± 0.003 0.913 ± 0.003 0.888 ± 0.004 0.906 ± 0.003
primary-school 0.789 ± 0.006 0.834 ± 0.003 0.850 ± 0.003 0.802 ± 0.005 0.830 ± 0.004

model achieves the highest cosine similarity is expected to depend on pUUU . Indeed, when pUUU = 0.5, the proposed model with a
smaller value of γ yields a higher cosine similarity (see Fig. 1(a)), indicating that the node attributes little contribute to the
learning of the community structure. This is because each node belongs to the two communities with the same propensity when
pUUU = 0.5, making it difficult to associate the node attributes with the communities. On the other hand, when pUUU = 1.0, the
proposed model with a higher value of γ yields a higher cosine similarity (see Fig. 1(a)). This is because each node belongs to
one of the two communities when pUUU = 1.0, and the community to which each node belongs is directly linked with the attribute
of the node.

We next compare the proposed model with the two baseline models (i.e., Hy-MMSBM66 and HyCoSBM6) in terms of the
inference accuracy in synthetic hypergraphs. Hy-MMSBM uses only network data in the learning of community structure in a
hypergraph. HyCoSBM is an MMSBM for hypergraphs with node attributes. In contrast to the proposed model, the HyCoSBM
imposes a constraint on the membership matrix in inferring it. Unless we state otherwise, we set the same number of iterations
for a set of initial parameters and the same number of sets of random initial parameters (i.e., NI = 20 and NR = 10, respectively)
in all the models. We set the hyperparameter K = 2 in all the models and set the hyperparameter γ = 0.5 in the HyCoSBM and
the proposed model. We compute the average of the cosine similarity for each model over the 100 hypergraphs generated for a
given combination (pUUU ,win,D, |E|/N).

We found that the cosine similarity for the proposed model is higher than that for the Hy-MMSBM when 0.7≤ pUUU ≤ 1.0
and that for the HyCoSBM when 0.6≤ pUUU ≤ 1.0 (see Fig. 1(b)). We also found that the cosine similarity for the proposed model
usually is higher than that for the two baseline models when we fix pUUU = 0.8 and vary any one of the structural parameters (i.e.,
win, D, or |E|/N; see Supplementary Section S4 for details). We compare the inference accuracy between the proposed model
and the HyCoSBM when we vary the value of γ in Supplementary Section S5.

These results for synthetic hypergraphs indicate the following. First, node attribute data contributes to the learning of
community structure in hypergraphs when node attributes are sufficiently associated with the communities. This extends
previous results for dyadic networks26, 58 and is consistent with those for hypergraphs6. Second, not imposing any constraint on
the membership matrix in inferring it yields a comparable or higher inference accuracy than imposing it.

3.2 Empirical hypergraphs
We turn to apply the proposed model to empirical hypergraphs with node attributes. See Supplementary Table S6 for the
properties of the empirical hypergraphs. The ground-truth communities are not available for the empirical hypergraphs. In such
cases, one performs a task that potentially measures the quality of inferred communities in a network, including link prediction
tasks36. Therefore, we compare the proposed model with the two baseline models in terms of the AUC in hyperedge prediction
tasks, as in Refs.25, 66. We examine the hyperparameter K from 2 to Z in increments of 1 in all the models; we examine the
hyperparameter γ from 0.1 to 0.9 in increments of 0.1 in the HyCoSBM and the proposed model. The procedure to compute the
AUC for any model with a given hyperparameter set follows the same manner as described in Section 2.2.4 because all the
models assume that the weight of a given hyperedge e follows the same Poisson distribution given by Eq. (1). Hereafter, unless
we state otherwise, we set the hyperparameter set that yields the highest mean of the AUC among all candidates in each model
in each hypergraph (see Supplementary Table S7 for the hyperparameter sets).

Table 1 compares the AUC between the proposed model and the two baseline models in the empirical hypergraphs. First,
the AUC for the proposed model is significantly higher than that for the Hy-MMSBM in each of the workplace, high-school,
and primary-school hypergraphs (the P-value is less than 0.005 according to the Welch’s t-test) and is comparable in the
hospital hypergraph. Second, the AUC for the proposed model is significantly higher than that for the HyCoSBM in each of the
high-school and primary-school hypergraphs (the P-value is less than 0.005 according to the Welch’s t-test) and is comparable
in other hypergraphs.

Tuning the value of γ in the proposed model entails additional computational overhead compared to the Hy-MMSBM.
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Figure 2. Inference of community structure in the workplace hypergraph. (a)–(c) Inferred membership matrices. (d)–(i)
UMAP plots of the individuals. We use the Euclidean distance in (d)–(f) and the cosine distance in (g)–(i) in the UMAP. In this
figure and Figs. 3–5, the results for the Hy-MMSBM are shown in (a), (d), and (g), those for the HyCoSBM are shown in (b),
(e), and (h), and those for the proposed model are shown in (c), (f), and (i); in panels (a)–(c), we arrange the N row indices
according to the attributes of the nodes in each hypergraph.

In practical contexts, one may also set γ = 0.5 in the proposed model, regardless of the strength of the association between
the communities and node attributes in a given hypergraph. Therefore, we compute the AUC for the proposed model with
γ = 0.5 and the HyCoSBM with γ = 0.5 while setting the same K value in each model and each hypergraph (see Table 1). We
found that the AUC for the proposed model with γ = 0.5 is significantly higher than that for the Hy-MMSBM and that for the
HyCoSBM with γ = 0.5 in each of the workplace, high-school, and primary-school hypergraphs (the P-value is less than 0.005
according to the Welch’s t-test).

These results suggest that incorporating node attribute data into the learning of community structure contributes to the
prediction of hyperedges in the workplace, high-school, and primary-school hypergraphs but little in the hospital hypergraph.
In addition, inferred affinity matrices indicate that each empirical hypergraph has a community structure (i.e., nodes have more
intra-community interactions than inter-community interactions; See Supplementary Section S8 for details). In the following,
we further explore the association between community structure and node attributes in each empirical hypergraph using the
three models. We present the results obtained by fixing a random seed in each empirical hypergraph.

3.2.1 Workplace
We first focus on the workplace hypergraph composed of 92 individuals (i.e., nodes) working in an office building in France
and 788 contact events (i.e., hyperedges) among them35, 66. The attribute of an individual is their department affiliation. Each
individual belongs to one of the five departments: DISQ, DMCT, DSE, SFLE, and SRH.

Figures 2(a)–2(c) show inferred membership matrices of the three models (see Supplementary Section S8 for the visualiza-
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tion method). The result for Hy-MMSBM suggests that individuals in the DISQ, DMCT, DSE, and SRH departments tend to
belong to distinct communities (see Fig. 2(a)). The result for HyCoSBM suggests that individuals in the DISQ, DMCT, and
SFLE departments have similar community memberships and those in the DSE and SRH departments tend to belong to distinct
communities (see Fig. 2(b)). The result for the proposed model more strongly suggests that individuals in the DISQ, DMCT,
DSE, and SRH departments have distinct community memberships, compared to that for Hy-MMSBM (see Fig. 2(c)).

To further understand the association between community structure and the departments of individuals, we map the
individuals into a two-dimensional vector space. We first compute the learned representation ĀAA using the inferred membership
and affinity matrices of a given model. Then, we apply a dimensionality reduction method (UMAP52) to the matrix ĀAA to obtain
a set of two-dimensional vectors of the individuals. We follow the same manner described in Section 2.3 for any model because
all the models assume the same Poisson distribution, given by Eq. (1), regarding the weight of a given hyperedge e.

Figures 2(d)–2(f) show UMAP plots of the individuals for each model, where the two axes correspond to UMAP1 and
UMAP2. We use the Euclidean distance as a distance metric in the UMAP. We found that individuals who have similar
community memberships are positioned closely to each other for any model. In fact, for the Hy-MMSBM and the proposed
model, individuals in the same department are positioned closely, and those in different departments are moderately far apart
from each other (see Figs. 2(d) and 2(f)). For the HyCoSBM, individuals in the DISQ and DMCT are positioned closely to
each other (see Fig. 2(e)).

Individuals who have similar community memberships but different numbers of contacts may be positioned far apart in the
space when we use the Euclidean distance in the UMAP. Therefore, we next use the cosine distance in the UMAP to mitigate
differences in the number of contacts between individuals. As expected, employing the cosine distance in the UMAP enables a
more straightforward identification of individuals who have similar community memberships in the space, compared to using
the Euclidean distance in the UMAP (see Figs. 2(g)–2(i)).

To sum up, we conclude that the workplace hypergraph has a community structure associated with the departments of
individuals. These results are consistent with the previous results that individuals have more intra-departmental contacts than
inter-departmental contacts35. We also found that applying the UMAP to the learned representation, ĀAA, maps the individuals
into a two-dimensional vector space while largely preserving their community memberships.

3.2.2 Hospital
We focus on the hospital hypergraph composed of 75 individuals (i.e., nodes) in a hospital and 1,825 contacts (i.e., hyperedges)
among them66, 74. The attribute of an individual is the class to which they belong. Each individual belongs to one of the
four classes according to their activity in the ward: patients (PAT), medical doctors (MED), paramedical staff (NUR), and
administrative staff (ADM).

The three models produce qualitatively similar inferred membership matrices (see Figs. 3(a)–3(c)). They suggest that
individuals in the same activity class do not strongly belong to the same community (see Figs. 3(a)–(c)). Figures 3(d)–3(f)
show UMAP plots of the individuals for each model when we use the Euclidean distance in the UMAP. The individuals are
relatively sparsely distributed over the space for any model. On the other hand, when we use the cosine distance in the UMAP,
we find two sets of individuals who have similar community memberships for the Hy-MMSBM and the proposed model (see
Figs. 3(g) and (i)); for example, the medical doctors are positioned closely to each other in one set (see Figs. 3(g) and (i)). The
individuals are still sparsely distributed over the space for the HyCoSBM (see Fig. 3(h)).

These results suggest that there is not a strong association between the activity classes of individuals and the community
structure in the hospital hypergraph. In fact, the original time series data contain a high frequency of contacts between medical
doctors and between paramedical staff but fewer contacts between patients and between administrative staff74. The limited
number of contacts between patients may be a characteristic of the wards with mostly single rooms in the hospital74. Such
contact patterns due to some localization of individuals (e.g., patients in different rooms may have few contacts; patients and
paramedical staff in different wards may have few contacts) have also been discussed in Ref.72.

3.2.3 High school
We focus on the high-school hypergraph composed of 327 students (i.e., nodes) in a high school in France and 7,818 contact
events (i.e., hyperedges) among them15, 23, 51. The attribute of a student is the class to which the student belongs. Each student
belongs to one of the nine classes: three classes on mathematics and physics (MP, MP∗1, and MP∗2), three classes on biology
(2BIO1, 2BIO2, and 2BIO3), two classes on physics and chemistry (PC and PC∗), and one class on engineering studies (PSI∗).

Figures 4(a)–4(c) show inferred membership matrices of the three models. The result for the Hy-MMSBM suggests that
students in the biology classes have similar community memberships, as do those in the MP, MP∗1, PC, and PSI∗ classes (see
Fig. 4(a)). The result for the HyCoSBM suggests that students in the mathematics and physics classes have similar community
memberships and other students have different community memberships in different classes (see Fig. 4(b)). The result for the
proposed model suggests that students have different community memberships in different classes (see Fig. 4(c)). These results
are largely consistent with previous results that students have more intra-class contacts than inter-class contacts51. Figures
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Figure 3. Inference of community structure in the hospital hypergraph. (a)–(c) Inferred membership matrices. (d)–(i) UMAP
plots of the individuals. We use the Euclidean distance in (d)–(f) and the cosine distance in (g)–(i) in the UMAP.

4(d)–4(f) plot the students in a two-dimensional vector space for each model when we use the Euclidean distance in the UMAP.
We find that students who have similar community memberships are positioned closely to each other in the space for any
model. In fact, students in the biology classes are positioned closely to each other for the Hy-MMSBM (see Figs. 4(d)); those
in the mathematics and physics classes are positioned closely to each other for the HyCoSBM (see Figs. 4(e)); those in the
same class are positioned closely to each other and those in different classes are moderately far apart from each other for the
proposed model (see Figs. 4(f)). In addition, using the cosine distance in the UMAP allows us to more easily find students who
have similar community memberships in the space, compared to using the Euclidean distance in the UMAP (Figs. 4(g)–4(i)).
Therefore, we conclude that the high-school hypergraph has a community structure associated with the classes of students.

3.2.4 Primary school
We finally focus on the primary-school hypergraph composed of 242 individuals (i.e., 232 students and 10 teachers; they are
represented as nodes) in a primary school in France and 12,704 contact events (i.e., hyperedges) among them15, 23, 34, 69. The
attribute of a student is the class to which they belong. There are two classes for each of the five grades: 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3A,
3B, 4A, 4B, 5A, and 5B. Each student belongs to one of the ten classes. The teachers are grouped as a separate category.

Figures 5(a)–5(c) show inferred membership matrices of the three models. First, the result for any model suggests that
teachers belong to different communities in a decentralized manner (see Figs. 5(a)–5(c)). These results are consistent with
previous results that teachers do not have much more contact with each other than they do with students69. Second, the three
models produce qualitatively different results for community memberships of students. The result for the Hy-MMSBM suggests
that students in the first and second grades have similar community memberships, those in the third grade do, and those in
the fourth and fifth grades do (see Fig. 5(a)). The result for the HyCoSBM suggests that students in the first, second, and
third grades have different community memberships in different classes and those in the fifth grade have similar community
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Figure 4. Inference of community structure in the high-school hypergraph. (a)–(c) Inferred membership matrices. (d)–(i)
UMAP plots of the students. We use the Euclidean distance in (d)–(f) and the cosine distance in (g)–(i) in the UMAP.

memberships (see Fig. 5(b)). The result for the proposed model suggests that students have largely different community
memberships in different classes (see Fig. 5(c)). These results are largely consistent with previous results that most contacts
occur among students in the same class69. Figures 5(d)–5(f) show UMAP plots of the individuals for each model when
we use the Euclidean distance in the UMAP. The set of embedded coordinates of the individuals is largely consistent with
their community memberships for each model. In fact, teachers are dispersedly positioned in the space for any model (see
Figs. 5(d)–5(f)). For the Hy-MMSBM, students in the first and second grades are positioned closely to each other, those in
the third grade are, and those in the fourth and fifth grades are (see Fig. 5(d)). For the HyCoSBM, students in the fifth grade
are positioned closely to each other (see Fig. 5(e)). For the proposed model, students in the same class are positioned closely
to each other and those in different classes are moderately far apart from each other (see Fig. 5(f)). In addition, using the
cosine distance in the UMAP makes it easier to find students who have similar community memberships in the space than using
the Euclidean distance in the UMAP (see Figs. 5(g)–5(i)). Therefore, we conclude that the primary-school hypergraph has a
community structure associated with the classes of students.

4 Discussion
We proposed a mixed membership stochastic block model for hypergraphs with node attributes called the HyperNEO. We
compared the proposed model with Hy-MMSBM66 and HyCoSBM6 in terms of the capability of learning community structure
in hypergraphs. Our results indicate that incorporating node attribute data enhances the learning of community structure in
hypergraphs when node attributes are sufficiently correlated with the communities, which extends previous results for dyadic
networks9, 26, 39, 46, 58, 75, 77 and is consistent with the previous results for hypergraphs6.

We extend the Hy-MMSBM66 and the MTCOV26 to incorporate node attribute data into the learning of community structure
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Figure 5. Inference of community structure in the primary-school hypergraph. (a)–(c) Inferred membership matrices. (d)–(i)
UMAP plots of the individuals. We use the Euclidean distance in (d)–(f) and the cosine distance in (g)–(i) in the UMAP.

in a given hypergraph. The HyCoSBM6 is an existing extension of these two models to the case of hypergraphs with node
attributes. The proposed model includes a main significant addition to the HyCoSBM. Namely, the proposed model does not
impose any constraint on the membership matrix in inferring it. Existing models similarly do not impose any constraint on the
membership matrix7, 25, 27, 66 (but see6, 26, 37, 77, 78). We found that the proposed model achieves comparable or higher fitting
quality of community structure in synthetic and empirical hypergraphs compared to the HyCoSBM.

The proposed model introduces the hyperparameter γ , similar to the HyCoSBM6. The hyperparameter γ controls the extent
to which the model incorporates node attribute data into the learning of community structure in a hypergraph. We observed that
the inference accuracy of the proposed model remarkably depends on the value of γ and the strength of association between
community structure and node attributes in synthetic hypergraphs. We tuned the value of γ in empirical hypergraphs using
cross-validation. In practical scenarios, one may also use the proposed model with γ = 0.5 regardless of the strength of the
association between community structure and node attributes in a given hypergraph. In fact, we found that the proposed model
with γ = 0.5 usually achieves a higher quality of fitting community structure than the HyCoSBM with γ = 0.5 in synthetic and
empirical hypergraphs.

We found the use of stochastic block models to map nodes into a two-dimensional vector space while largely preserving
their community memberships in hypergraphs. In fact, we have demonstrated that node layouts obtained using the three models
(i.e., Hy-MMSBM66, HyCoSBM6, and the proposed model) largely preserve inferred community memberships of the nodes in
empirical hypergraphs. The development of standard tools to visualize a hypergraph is still ongoing47, 81. A basic method is to
apply a force-directed algorithm33 to the one-mode projected network of a given hypergraph47. For comparison, we show other
node layouts10, 33, 68 for empirical hypergraphs in Supplementary Section S9. We expect that the use of stochastic block models
for the node layout facilitates the understanding of community structure in empirical hypergraphs.

We did not systematically examine different dimensionality reduction methods. We employed the UMAP, which has
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been used for the visualization and clustering of high-dimensional data across disciplines12, 14, 16, 53, 64. Other dimensionality
reduction methods (e.g., Laplacian eigenmaps13, Isomap70, and t-SNE73) may yield qualitatively different results on community
structure in the empirical hypergraphs used in our study. In addition, we focused on only the case of unordered attribute data
(i.e., the index of the category to which a node belongs is not informative). It warrants future work to extend the proposed
model to the case where the node attributes are ordered discrete values or continuous values58, 68.
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Supplementary Materials for:

Inferring community structure in attributed hypergraphs using stochastic
block models

Kazuki Nakajima and Takeaki Uno

S1 Pseudocode of the HyperNEO
Algorithm S1 shows the pseudocode of our algorithm.

Algorithm S1 HyperNEO

Require: Hypergraph with node attributes: (V,E,XXX), number of random initializations: NR, number of iterations: NI, and
scaling parameter: γ .

Ensure: Inferred parameters: (UUU ,WWW ,βββ ).
1: BestLoglik =−∞

2: BestParams = None
3: for r = 1, . . . ,NR do
4: Initialize UUU , WWW , and βββ uniformly at random.
5: for i = 1, . . . ,NI do
6: Calculate ρ using Eq. (13) and h using Eq. (16).
7: Update UUU using Eq. (21).
8: Update WWW using Eq. (22).
9: Update βββ using Eq. (23).

10: L← (1− γ)LA (UUU ,WWW )+ γLXXX (UUU ,WWW )
11: if L > BestLoglik then
12: BestLoglik← L
13: BestParams← (UUU ,WWW ,βββ )
14: return BestParams

S2 Synthetic hypergraphs
As benchmark data, we generate hypergraphs with node attributes as follows. We fix N = 1,000 nodes, K = 2 communities, and
Z = 2 categories of the node attribute. We introduce the set of parameters {pUUU ,win,D, |E|/N} to control community structure
and node attributes. First, we generate a hypergraph with community structure using the algorithm presented in Ref.14. To
this end, we input UUU , WWW , and the distribution of the hyperedge size to the algorithm to sample a hypergraph conditioned on
them as follows. We input UUU using a given probability pUUU : we assign the membership vector [pUUU ,1− pUUU ] to 500 nodes chosen
uniformly at random and the membership vector [1− pUUU , pUUU ] to other nodes. We input WWW , setting its diagonal entries to the
value win > 0 and all other entries to 1. We input the uniform distribution of the hyperedge size given the maximum size of the
hyperedge, D, and the hyperedge sparsity (i.e., the number of hyperedges divided by that of nodes), |E|/N. Afterward, we
generate node attributes XXX according to Eqs. (7)–(9), where we set βββ as the identity matrix of size two; in this case, the attribute
of a node explicitly encodes the propensity to which the node belongs to each community. We independently generate 100
hypergraphs using this procedure for a given combination of parameter values (pUUU ,win,D, |E|/N).

We examine the 41 unique combinations of parameter values (pUUU ,win,D, |E|/N) as follows: (i) we vary pUUU from 0.5
to 1.0 in increments of 0.1 while fixing (win,D, |E|/N) = (10,10,10); (ii) we vary win from 0.1 to 0.9 in increments of
0.1 and from 1.0 to 10.0 in increments of 1.0 while fixing (pUUU ,D, |E|/N) = (0.8,10,10); (iii) we vary D from 2 to 10 in
increments of 1 while fixing (pUUU ,win, |E|/N) = (0.8,10,10); and (iv) we vary |E|/N from 2 to 20 in increments of 2 while
fixing (pUUU ,win,D) = (0.8,10,10).
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Figure S1. Comparison of the cosine similarity between the proposed model and the two baseline models when we vary a
structural parameter for synthetic hypergraphs.

Note that the results for pUUU and those for 1− pUUU are equivalent because of the symmetry of the original membership matrix
UUU .

S3 Cosine similarity between the ground-truth membership matrix and an inferred mem-
bership matrix

To measure the quality of inferred communities of any model in our synthetic hypergraphs, we calculate the cosine sim-
ilarity between the ground-truth membership matrix, denoted by (ug

ik)1≤i≤N, 1≤k≤K , and an inferred membership matrix,
(uik)1≤i≤N, 1≤k≤K , as in Refs.6, 7, 15:

1
N

N

∑
i=1

∑
K
k=1 uikug

ik√[
∑

K
k=1(uik)2

][
∑

K
k=1(u

g
ik)

2
] . (S26)

The order of the indices of the K ground-truth communities may not align with that in the K inferred communities. Therefore,
we compute the cosine similarity for all K! permutations of the indices of the K inferred communities, and we use the highest
one as the cosine similarity7.

S4 Cosine similarity when we vary a structural parameter in synthetic hypergraphs
Figure S1 compares the cosine similarity between the proposed model and the two baseline models when we vary one of the
structural parameters (i.e., win, D, or |E|/N) for synthetic hypergraphs.

S5 Cosine similarity for the HyCoSBM and HyperNEO when we vary the value of γ in
synthetic hypergraphs

We compute the average of the cosine similarity for the HyCoSBM2 and HyperNEO over the 100 synthetic hypergraphs gener-
ated for a given combination (pUUU ,win,D, |E|/N). We set the hyperparameter K = 2. We vary the value of the hyperparameter γ

from 0.1 to 0.9 in increments of 0.1 in both models.
Tables S1–S5 show the cosine similarity for the HyCoSBM and the HyperNEO with a given value of γ when we vary one

of the parameters for synthetic hypergraphs. We make the following observations. First, the proposed model with γ = 0.4
or γ = 0.5 achieves a higher value of the average cosine similarity over the different values of pUUU (See Table S1). Second,
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the proposed model achieves the highest value of the average cosine similarity over the different values of any parameter for
synthetic hypergraphs (see Tables S1–S5). Third, when we fix the value of a parameter for synthetic hypergraphs, the proposed
model often achieves the highest value of the cosine similarity (see Tables S1–S5). Fourth, when we fix the value of γ as 0.3,
0.4, or 0.5, the proposed model yields a higher value of the average cosine similarity over the different values of any parameter
for synthetic hypergraphs than the HyCoSBM (see Tables S1–S5). Fifth, when we fix the value of γ as 0.1, 0.2, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, or
0.9, the proposed model yields a comparable or slightly lower value of the average cosine similarity over the different values of
any parameter for synthetic hypergraphs than the HyCoSBM (see Tables S1–S5).

S6 Empirical hypergraphs
Table S6 shows the properties of the empirical hypergraphs. For any empirical hypergraph, the set E contains a unique
hyperedge, e, composed of the same set of nodes, and the number of times e appears in the data set is stored in Ae.

S7 Hyperparameter tuning in empirical hypergraphs
Table S7 shows the tuned hyperparameter set for each model in each empirical hypergraph.

S8 Visualization of inferred membership and affinity matrices
Suppose that a given model produces inferred membership and affinity matrices, denoted by (uik)1≤i≤N, 1≤k≤K and (wkq)1≤k≤K, 1≤q≤K ,
respectively.

We perform the visualization of the inferred membership matrix as follows. First, we construct the normalized membership
matrix (u′ik)1≤i≤N, 1≤k≤K , where we define u′ik = uik/∑

K
k′=1 uik′ . This normalization is performed only for visualization purposes.

Second, we arbitrarily fix the order of the indices of the Z categories of the node attribute. Suppose that the order is given by
z1, . . . ,zZ , where zl ∈ {1, . . . ,Z} for any l = 1, . . . ,Z. Third, we arrange the indices of the N nodes according to their attributes
as follows. We first arrange arbitrarily the indices of the nodes that have the attribute z1. Then, for l = 2, . . . ,Z in order, we
arrange arbitrarily the indices of the nodes that have the attribute zl , and then, we place these indices behind the indices of the
nodes that have the attribute zl−1. In this way, we obtain the order of the indices of the N nodes, denoted by i1, . . . , iN , where
im ∈ {1, . . . ,N} for any m = 1, . . . ,N. Fourth, we arbitrarily fix the order of the indices of the K communities. Suppose that
the order is given by k1, . . . ,kK , where kn ∈ {1, . . . ,K} for any n = 1, . . . ,K. Finally, we visualize a heat map of the matrix
(u′imkn

)1≤m≤N, 1≤n≤K .
We perform the visualization of the inferred affinity matrix as follows. We denote by wmax is the largest element of the

matrix. First, we calculate the normalized affinity matrix (w′kq)1≤k≤K, 1≤q≤K , where we define w′kq = wkq/wmax. Then, we fix
the same order of the indices of the K communities, i.e., k1, . . . ,kK , as that for the inferred membership matrix. We visualize a
heat map of the matrix (w′knkn′

)1≤n≤K, 1≤n′≤K .
Figure S2 shows inferred affinity matrices of the three models in each empirical hypergraph.

S9 Other node layouts for empirical hypergraphs
To validate the node layouts obtained using the three stochastic block models, we show node layouts obtained using four
baseline methods for each empirical hypergraph.

In the first baseline method, we apply the UMAP to the adjacency matrix, AAA = (ai j)1≤i≤N, 1≤ j≤N , commonly defined for
hypergraphs3. Formally, we define ai j as the number of hyperedges to which nodes vi and v j belong, i.e.,

ai j = ∑
e∈E, vi∈e, v j∈e

Ae, (S27)

for any i = 1, . . . ,N and any j = 1, . . . ,N such that i ̸= j. We define aii = 0 for any i = 1, . . . ,N. We show in Fig. S3 UMAP
projections of the adjacency matrix AAA in each empirical hypergraph. While the node layouts in each hypergraph are acceptable,
the individuals are relatively sparsely distributed over the space in the workplace hypergraph (see Figs. S3(a) and S3(b))).

In the second baseline method, we use the adjacency matrix, AAA′ = (a′i j)1≤i≤N, 1≤ j≤N , where (i, j)-th entry is weighted by a
factor that depends on the size of every hyperedge to which nodes vi and v j belong. We use κ|e|, defined as Eq. (3), for the
weight of given hyperedge e15. We define

a′i j = ∑
e∈E, vi∈e, v j∈e

Ae

κ|e|
(S28)
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for any i = 1, . . . ,N and any j = 1, . . . ,N such that i ̸= j. We define a′ii = 0 for any i = 1, . . . ,N. We show in Fig. S4 UMAP
projections of the adjacency matrix AAA′ in each empirical hypergraph. The individuals are positioned more closely to each other
in the high-school and primary-school hypergraphs (see Figs. S4(e)–S4(h)), compared to the first baseline method; this result
indicates the effectiveness of using the weight κ|e|. On the other hand, the individuals are still relatively sparsely distributed
over the space in the workplace hypergraph (see Figs. S4(a) and S4(b))).

In the third baseline method, we apply the UMAP to the attribute matrix XXX . We use the Euclidean distance in the UMAP.
Note that the set of coordinates obtained using the Euclidean distance in the UMAP is equivalent to that obtained using the
cosine distance in the UMAP. This is because it holds true that ∑

Z
z=1 xiz = 1 for any i = 1, . . . ,N. This method is similar to that

used in Ref.16 in that we apply a dimensionality reduction method to the representation of node attributes. We show in Fig. S5 a
UMAP projection of the matrix XXX in each empirical hypergraph. This method is expected to perform well when node attributes
align with the communities. However, node attributes do not always align with the communities in empirical networks13. In
fact, the students are sparsely distributed over the space in the high-school hypergraph (see Fig. S5(d)).

In the fourth baseline method, we use the Fruchterman-Reingold force-directed algorithm8 to map nodes into a two-
dimensional vector space. This method has been deployed in the library ‘Hypergraphx’ for the visualization of a hypergraph11.
To deploy this algorithm to an empirical hypergraph, we first construct the one-mode projected network in which two nodes vi
and v j (i ̸= j) are connected by an undirected edge (vi,v j) with the weight ai j if they share one or more hyperedges. Then,
we obtain a set of coordinates of the nodes by applying the Fruchterman-Reingold force-directed algorithm to the projected
network. To this end, we use ‘spring_layout’ function setting default parameters in the ‘NetworkX’ library1. We show in Fig. S6
a force-directed layout of the nodes in each empirical hypergraph. While the node layout in each hypergraph is acceptable, it
seems to be easier to find individuals who have similar community memberships in the space using stochastic block models
than using the force-directed algorithm.
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Figure S2. Inferred affinity matrices in each empirical hypergraph. Panels (a)–(c) show the results for the workplace
hypergraph, panels (d)–(f) show the results for the hospital hypergraph, panels (g)–(i) show the results for the high-school
hypergraph, and panels (j)–(l) show the results for the primary-school hypergraph. The results for the Hy-MMSBM are shown
in (a), (d), (g), and (j), those for the HyCoSBM are shown in (b), (e), (h), and (k), and those for the proposed model are shown
in (c), (f), (i), and (l).
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Figure S3. UMAP projections of the representation AAA for each empirical hypergraph. Panels (a) and (b): workplace
hypergraph. Panels (c) and (d): hospital hypergraph. Panels (e) and (f): high-school hypergraph. Panels (g) and (h):
primary-school hypergraph. We use the Euclidean distance in (a), (c), (e), and (g) and the cosine distance in (b), (d), (f), and (h)
in the UMAP.
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Figure S4. UMAP projections of the representation AAA′ in each empirical hypergraph. Panels (a) and (b): workplace
hypergraph. Panels (c) and (d): hospital hypergraph. Panels (e) and (f): high-school hypergraph. Panels (g) and (h):
primary-school hypergraph. We use the Euclidean distance in (a), (c), (e), and (g) and the cosine distance in (b), (d), (f), and (h)
in the UMAP.
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Figure S5. UMAP projection of the representation XXX in each empirical hypergraph. Panel (a): workplace hypergraph. Panel
(b): hospital hypergraph. Panel (c): high-school hypergraph. Panel (d): primary-school hypergraph.
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Figure S6. Force-directed layout of the one-mode projected network for each empirical hypergraph. Panel (a): workplace
hypergraph. Panel (b): hospital hypergraph. Panel (c): high-school hypergraph. Panel (d): primary-school hypergraph.
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Table S1. Cosine similarity for the HyCoSBM and HyperNEO with a given value of the hyperparameter γ when we vary pUUU .
In Tables S1–S5, the rightmost column shows the average of the cosine similarity of a model with a given value of γ across the
different values of a given parameter for synthetic hypergraphs, and the highest value in each column is indicated in bold.

Model pUUU Mean0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
HyCoSBM

γ = 0.1 0.869 0.853 0.815 0.754 0.693 0.641 0.771
0.2 0.873 0.855 0.821 0.769 0.714 0.681 0.785
0.3 0.854 0.847 0.810 0.773 0.715 0.699 0.783
0.4 0.826 0.812 0.795 0.759 0.699 0.675 0.761
0.5 0.796 0.786 0.769 0.754 0.743 0.743 0.765
0.6 0.770 0.783 0.805 0.845 0.892 0.971 0.844
0.7 0.728 0.738 0.778 0.837 0.910 0.998 0.831
0.8 0.719 0.731 0.772 0.827 0.906 0.999 0.826
0.9 0.709 0.723 0.766 0.825 0.904 0.999 0.821

HyperNEO
γ = 0.1 0.865 0.851 0.809 0.753 0.691 0.633 0.767

0.2 0.866 0.853 0.818 0.765 0.712 0.671 0.781
0.3 0.864 0.852 0.828 0.796 0.757 0.772 0.811
0.4 0.846 0.845 0.846 0.855 0.869 0.918 0.863
0.5 0.794 0.806 0.828 0.864 0.910 0.970 0.862
0.6 0.745 0.758 0.793 0.845 0.918 0.992 0.842
0.7 0.719 0.732 0.772 0.828 0.910 0.999 0.827
0.8 0.709 0.723 0.761 0.823 0.909 0.999 0.821
0.9 0.707 0.723 0.764 0.828 0.905 0.999 0.821

Table S2. Cosine similarity for the HyCoSBM and HyperNEO when we vary γ and win, where win < 1.0.

Model win Mean0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
HyCoSBM

γ = 0.1 0.758 0.755 0.756 0.753 0.754 0.753 0.756 0.754 0.754 0.755
0.2 0.767 0.769 0.765 0.768 0.765 0.764 0.765 0.765 0.770 0.766
0.3 0.766 0.765 0.765 0.765 0.767 0.760 0.767 0.770 0.766 0.766
0.4 0.746 0.743 0.758 0.749 0.754 0.733 0.753 0.742 0.754 0.748
0.5 0.738 0.738 0.751 0.742 0.745 0.751 0.742 0.741 0.739 0.743
0.6 0.840 0.838 0.840 0.850 0.846 0.847 0.850 0.844 0.836 0.843
0.7 0.832 0.835 0.837 0.832 0.830 0.835 0.835 0.832 0.834 0.834
0.8 0.834 0.830 0.832 0.830 0.829 0.830 0.832 0.827 0.829 0.830
0.9 0.823 0.823 0.827 0.824 0.828 0.825 0.835 0.827 0.828 0.827

HyperNEO
γ = 0.1 0.751 0.751 0.751 0.753 0.752 0.754 0.751 0.750 0.751 0.752

0.2 0.763 0.761 0.766 0.761 0.763 0.763 0.760 0.762 0.761 0.762
0.3 0.794 0.794 0.793 0.794 0.793 0.795 0.798 0.789 0.791 0.793
0.4 0.853 0.855 0.858 0.851 0.855 0.856 0.853 0.841 0.847 0.852
0.5 0.860 0.861 0.861 0.860 0.862 0.862 0.861 0.857 0.860 0.861
0.6 0.841 0.846 0.845 0.846 0.849 0.842 0.845 0.845 0.845 0.845
0.7 0.833 0.833 0.835 0.833 0.827 0.826 0.829 0.834 0.832 0.831
0.8 0.825 0.832 0.825 0.823 0.825 0.831 0.828 0.823 0.828 0.827
0.9 0.826 0.828 0.823 0.823 0.820 0.824 0.826 0.822 0.823 0.824
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Table S3. Cosine similarity for the HyCoSBM and HyperNEO when we vary γ and win, where win ≥ 1.0.

Model win Mean1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0
HyCoSBM

γ = 0.1 0.757 0.755 0.753 0.755 0.755 0.756 0.754 0.755 0.756 0.754 0.755
0.2 0.767 0.771 0.766 0.769 0.767 0.765 0.772 0.768 0.769 0.769 0.768
0.3 0.765 0.765 0.767 0.766 0.765 0.767 0.763 0.767 0.768 0.770 0.766
0.4 0.747 0.759 0.760 0.772 0.747 0.746 0.758 0.769 0.748 0.747 0.755
0.5 0.746 0.738 0.741 0.744 0.748 0.734 0.762 0.743 0.728 0.735 0.742
0.6 0.841 0.841 0.850 0.845 0.847 0.845 0.845 0.855 0.847 0.845 0.846
0.7 0.835 0.834 0.841 0.836 0.834 0.837 0.836 0.836 0.836 0.838 0.836
0.8 0.838 0.832 0.832 0.830 0.830 0.834 0.826 0.827 0.827 0.828 0.830
0.9 0.827 0.830 0.825 0.829 0.825 0.826 0.826 0.826 0.825 0.831 0.827

HyperNEO
γ = 0.1 0.752 0.751 0.753 0.751 0.751 0.752 0.753 0.752 0.751 0.752 0.752

0.2 0.764 0.766 0.764 0.765 0.766 0.764 0.761 0.766 0.761 0.763 0.764
0.3 0.796 0.794 0.797 0.798 0.798 0.793 0.795 0.791 0.802 0.795 0.796
0.4 0.850 0.848 0.850 0.850 0.851 0.843 0.854 0.855 0.859 0.847 0.851
0.5 0.858 0.861 0.862 0.860 0.859 0.863 0.865 0.864 0.858 0.857 0.861
0.6 0.846 0.842 0.845 0.840 0.847 0.846 0.846 0.846 0.839 0.848 0.844
0.7 0.833 0.832 0.832 0.835 0.829 0.832 0.831 0.835 0.828 0.833 0.832
0.8 0.822 0.825 0.829 0.824 0.828 0.826 0.828 0.827 0.822 0.829 0.826
0.9 0.824 0.830 0.826 0.829 0.825 0.820 0.828 0.826 0.818 0.820 0.825

Table S4. Cosine similarity for the HyCoSBM and HyperNEO when we vary γ and D.

Model D Mean2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
HyCoSBM

γ = 0.1 0.748 0.741 0.744 0.743 0.746 0.750 0.752 0.755 0.758 0.749
0.2 0.755 0.753 0.755 0.758 0.758 0.765 0.763 0.770 0.772 0.761
0.3 0.753 0.754 0.759 0.760 0.759 0.756 0.770 0.757 0.768 0.760
0.4 0.741 0.738 0.743 0.743 0.753 0.753 0.773 0.736 0.760 0.749
0.5 0.784 0.769 0.753 0.750 0.753 0.741 0.739 0.738 0.744 0.752
0.6 0.855 0.844 0.851 0.854 0.841 0.850 0.847 0.843 0.846 0.848
0.7 0.848 0.843 0.844 0.833 0.835 0.836 0.835 0.830 0.830 0.837
0.8 0.843 0.838 0.841 0.834 0.834 0.827 0.835 0.831 0.832 0.835
0.9 0.842 0.833 0.827 0.828 0.821 0.828 0.827 0.825 0.829 0.829

HyperNEO
γ = 0.1 0.749 0.740 0.741 0.741 0.745 0.746 0.748 0.750 0.751 0.745

0.2 0.755 0.750 0.749 0.755 0.754 0.757 0.759 0.762 0.766 0.756
0.3 0.777 0.767 0.769 0.773 0.776 0.784 0.789 0.791 0.794 0.780
0.4 0.798 0.799 0.807 0.816 0.826 0.839 0.840 0.842 0.847 0.824
0.5 0.855 0.861 0.863 0.865 0.863 0.864 0.862 0.865 0.862 0.862
0.6 0.847 0.854 0.841 0.848 0.844 0.846 0.848 0.848 0.849 0.847
0.7 0.832 0.835 0.834 0.829 0.830 0.834 0.833 0.833 0.830 0.832
0.8 0.827 0.823 0.827 0.825 0.830 0.829 0.825 0.825 0.828 0.827
0.9 0.825 0.824 0.830 0.825 0.827 0.825 0.824 0.826 0.824 0.825
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Table S5. Cosine similarity for the HyCoSBM and HyperNEO when we vary γ and |E|/N.

Model |E|/N Mean2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
HyCoSBM

γ = 0.1 0.713 0.720 0.733 0.747 0.755 0.762 0.767 0.774 0.775 0.778 0.752
0.2 0.681 0.734 0.753 0.760 0.767 0.776 0.779 0.783 0.784 0.788 0.760
0.3 0.768 0.704 0.732 0.752 0.762 0.776 0.780 0.790 0.786 0.787 0.764
0.4 0.832 0.766 0.718 0.737 0.746 0.766 0.780 0.788 0.782 0.790 0.771
0.5 0.829 0.838 0.823 0.752 0.750 0.739 0.769 0.776 0.782 0.788 0.785
0.6 0.829 0.834 0.831 0.842 0.834 0.823 0.802 0.792 0.787 0.784 0.816
0.7 0.827 0.827 0.833 0.829 0.832 0.837 0.849 0.850 0.857 0.848 0.839
0.8 0.824 0.824 0.831 0.828 0.829 0.830 0.837 0.833 0.834 0.840 0.831
0.9 0.821 0.825 0.825 0.826 0.829 0.826 0.829 0.829 0.827 0.826 0.826

HyperNEO
γ = 0.1 0.705 0.715 0.730 0.741 0.753 0.758 0.766 0.769 0.774 0.777 0.749

0.2 0.793 0.758 0.756 0.760 0.764 0.769 0.773 0.774 0.778 0.780 0.771
0.3 0.832 0.826 0.814 0.802 0.799 0.791 0.788 0.792 0.791 0.790 0.802
0.4 0.836 0.842 0.855 0.857 0.850 0.841 0.833 0.835 0.823 0.820 0.839
0.5 0.825 0.839 0.850 0.857 0.867 0.867 0.876 0.869 0.870 0.868 0.859
0.6 0.825 0.827 0.832 0.832 0.843 0.847 0.861 0.868 0.870 0.872 0.848
0.7 0.828 0.824 0.826 0.824 0.832 0.838 0.837 0.845 0.848 0.857 0.836
0.8 0.827 0.826 0.823 0.828 0.822 0.826 0.825 0.835 0.825 0.835 0.827
0.9 0.829 0.820 0.824 0.822 0.825 0.821 0.821 0.827 0.828 0.822 0.824

Table S6. Properties of the empirical hypergraphs. N: number of nodes, |E|: number of hyperedges, k̄: average degree of the
node, s̄: average size of the hyperedge, D: maximum size of the hyperedge, and Z: number of categories of the node attribute.

Data N |E| k̄ s̄ D Z References
workplace 92 788 17.7 2.1 4 5 10, 15

hospital 75 1,825 59.1 2.4 5 4 15, 18

high-school 327 7,818 55.6 2.3 5 9 4, 5, 12

primary-school 242 12,704 127.0 2.4 5 11 4, 5, 9, 17

Table S7. Tuned hyperparameter set for each model in the empirical hypergraphs.

Data Hy-MMSBM HyCoSBM HyperNEO
K (K,γ) (K,γ)

workplace 5 (5, 0.9) (5, 0.9)
hospital 2 (2, 0.2) (2, 0.4)
high-school 9 (9, 0.9) (9, 0.8)
primary-school 10 (11, 0.9) (11, 0.8)
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