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Core-periphery Detection Based on Masked
Bayesian Non-negative Matrix Factorization

Zhonghao Wang, Ru Yuan, Jiaye Fu, Ka-Chun Wong, Chengbin Peng

Abstract—Core-periphery structure is an essential mesoscale
feature in complex networks. Previous researches mostly focus
on discriminative approaches while in this work, we propose a
generative model called masked Bayesian non-negative matrix
factorization. We build the model using two pair affiliation
matrices to indicate core-periphery pair associattions and using a
mask matrix to highlight connections to core nodes. We propose
an approach to infer the model parameters, and prove the
convergence of variables with our approach. Besides the abilities
as traditional approaches, it is able to identify core scores with
overlapping core-periphery pairs. We verify the effectiveness of
our method using randomly generated networks and real-world
networks. Experimental results demonstrate that the proposed
method outperforms traditional approaches.

Index Terms—core-periphery detection, non-negative matrix
factorization, complex networks

I. INTRODUCTION

COmplex networks are frequently utilized to represent
real-world systems in various fields, including social

relations [1], biological interactions [2], and brain networks
[3], can be modeled as complex networks. The investigation
of complex network topology mainly focused on the global,
mesoscale, and local structure of the network. Community
structure [4], core-periphery structure [5], and hierarchical
structure [6] are typical types of mesoscale structures.

The core-periphery structure is a distinct form of community
structure in which there are two partitions: the core nodes
and the periphery nodes. In a same core-periphery pair, core
nodes are densely connected while the connection between
periphery nodes are sparse. Figure.1 illustrates the core-
periphery structure, where yellow and blue nodes denote core
and periphery nodes, respectively. As shown in the figure, each
network may have several core-periphery pairs, and each pair
may containing multiple core nodes. The concept of the core-
periphery structure was first proposed by Krugman et al. for
economic analysis [7], and then formalized by Borgatti and
Everett [5]. Recent studies have revealed many applications
in analyzing collaboration networks [8], economic networks
[9], traffic networks [10], word networks [11], and trading
networks [12]. Some recent methods distinguish the core
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and periphery nodes by binary classification [13]–[15]. Some
others measure a quantitative likelihood that each node is a
core node [5], [16]–[18].

Many approaches have been devised for core-periphery
detection. For example, Shen et al. [19] consider the
core–periphery detection as a likelihood maximization prob-
lem, and proposed the C–P score maximization algorithm to
detect core-periphery pairs. Jia et al. [20] proposed a core score
inference algorithm via likelihood maximization. Zhang et al.
[15] proposed a expectation–maximization algorithm to infer
the parameter of stochastic block model of core–periphery
structure. These approaches generally estimate model param-
eters by maximizing a conditional probabilities based on
given networks. Nevertheless, these approaches suffer from
some limitations particularly in addressing overlapping core-
periphery pairs and in providing a comprehensive generative
understanding of network with core-periphery structures.

Different from these approaches, in this work, we propose
a generative model [21] that can approximately identify how
a given network is generated with a few basic parameters
and assumptions. The solution to this model can distinguish
not only traditional core-periphery pairs, but also overlapping
ones, with relatively high accuracy. Our contributions can be
summarized as follows:

• We propose a novel generative model of masked Bayesian
non-negative matrix factorization, which is able to predict
the likelihood of core scores and core-periphery pair
affiliations.

• We theoretically prove that our approach can converge
and demonstrate that it is applicable to overlapping core-
periphery pairs.

• We verify the effectiveness of our method on synthetic
networks and real-world networks, and demonstrate that
it can be accelerated easily with GPUs to achieve a
remarkable speedup.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Core-periphery detection

Core-periphery detection has been investigated for decades,
and two kinds of approaches have been developed. One kind
of approach is based on binary classification. Kojaku et al. [13]
propose a scalable algorithm to detect multiple nonoverlapping
core-periphery pairs in a network, which extends the idea of
core-periphery structure [5]. It can also identify the number
and size of core-periphery structures automatically. Zhang et
al. [15] propose a statistical inference method using expec-
tation maximization and belief programs to fit a generative

ar
X

iv
:2

40
1.

08
22

7v
1 

 [
cs

.S
I]

  1
6 

Ja
n 

20
24



2

Fig. 1. A visual illustration of a simple network with two core-periphery
structures. Yellow nodes are core nodes ,while blue nodes are periphery nodes.

model to observed network data. Shen et al. [19] propose a
metric to measure the performance of core-periphery detection
algorithms, and propose a likelihood model to find the best
solution in terms of that metric. Xiang et al. [22] developed
a unified framework for detecting core-peripheral structures
and overlapping communities. Ma et al. [23] proposed an
parameter-free algorithm to detect the core-periphery struc-
tures based on the 3-tuple motif. Multi-class classification
[24] or feature selection [25] methods may also help for the
analysis.

Another type of core-periphery detection approach is based
on soft thresholds. Yan et al. [17] propose identifying multiple
cores-periphery pairs through hierarchical clustering and using
a difference score between empirical and random networks to
choose the best partition. Boyd et al. [16] propose a method
based on minimum residual singular value decomposition,
which is suitable for diagonal missing or asymmetrical net-
works. Lee [26] proposed a method based on density and
transport and illustrated its usefulness in transportation net-
works. Liu et al. [27] proposed a hybrid method based on K-
shell decomposition to identify the most influential spreaders
in complex networks. Shen et al. [28] proposed influence-
based core-periphery detection approach to find multiple pairs
of core-periphery nodes.

B. Non-negative matrix factorization

Non-negative matrix factorization (NMF) has numerous
applications, including email surveillance [29] and document
clustering [30]. The fundamental principle of NMF involves
factorizing the given matrix into two non-negative matrices.
Lee and Seung [31] proposed two different multiplicative
algorithms for NMF, one algorithm aims to minimize the
conventional least squares error, and the other algorithm
aims to minimize the generalized Kullback-Leibler divergence.
Gonzalez and Zhang [32] further developed a variation of one
of the Lee-Seung algorithms with a improved performance.
Zdunek and Cichocki [33] proposed a quasi-Newton method
for NMF by considering the special structure of the Hessian
of the Amari alpha divergence.

In the context of community detection, the basic idea is
factorizing the adjacency matrix of the observed network
into two non-negative matrices, these matrices can be used

Fig. 2. Comparison between the traditional non-negative matrix factorization
and the proposed factorization method. V̂ is an approximation to the adjacency
matrix, Factors W and H can indicate core-periphery pair affiliations. In our
proposed method, a mask matrix M is multiplied with W and H to highlight
core nodes.

to represent the importance of different nodes in different
communities. In recent years, many NMF-based community
detection approaches have been proposed. Wang et al. [34]
proposed three NMF-based community detection techniques,
namely Symmetric NMF, Asymmetric NMF, and Joint NMF,
which can effectively detect community structures. Shi et al.
[35] proposed the pairwisely constrained nonnegative symmet-
ric matrix factorization (PCSNMF) method, which identifies
community structures by considering both symmetric commu-
nity structures of undirected network and pairwise constraints
generated from some ground-truth group information. Psorakis
et al. [36] proposed a community detection method based on
Bayesian non-negative matrix factorization that can represent
the overlapping between different communities and achieve
soft community partitioning. Kamuhanda et al. [37] proposed
the Sparse Nonnegative Matrix Factorization (SNMF) for
detecting multiple local communities.

However, none of these approaches focus on the detection of
core-periphery structures. Our work further developed a core-
periphery detection method based on masked Bayesian Non-
negative Matrix Factorization. In the following section, we
describe our approach in detail.

III. METHOD

A. Masked Bayesian non-negative matrix factorization

The basic idea of NMF is to decompose a matrix into two
matrices, and entries of all these matrices are non-negative.
Formally, given a non-negative matrix V ∈ RN×N , an NMF
algorithm attempts to find two matrices W ∈ RN×K and H ∈
RK×N such that

V ≈ V̂ = WH. (1)

For core-periphery detection, we introduce a mask matrix
M ∈ [0, 1]N×K to highlight core nodes as follows:

V ≈ V̂ = WH − (W ◦M)(H ◦MT ). (2)

Here, the notation ’◦’ indicates element-wise matrix mul-
tiplication. In our analysis, matrix V represents an adjacency
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TABLE I
NOTATIONS

Notation Explanation

N Network size
K Number of latent core-periphery pairs

V ∈ RN×N Adjacency matrix of observed network
V̂ ∈ RN×N Adjacency matrix of expectation network
W ∈ RN×K Non-negative interaction matrix
H ∈ RK×N Non-negative interaction matrix
M ∈ RN×K Non-negative mask matrix

β Hyperparameter of the distribution of W and H
µ, σ Hyperparameters of the distribution of M
a, b Hyperparameters of the distribution of β
µ̂, σ̂ Hyperparameters of the distribution of µ

Fig. 3. A graphical illustration of our masked Bayesian non-negative matrix
factorization model. The observed value V depends on W , H , and M , and
these variables further depend on β and µ. a, b, σ, µ̂, and ˆsigma are hyper-
parameters.

matrix. The non-negative factor W can be the same as HT

when V is symmetric, and Wik represents how likely a node
belongs to the core-periphery pair k. A mask matrix M can
reduce the connection probability between periphery nodes by
subtracting (W ◦M)(H ◦MT ) from WH .

As illustrated in Figure 2, a traditional non-negative matrix
factorization method cannot describe core-periphery struc-
tures, while our proposed approach works.

After factorization, a larger M indicates that the correspond-
ing node is more likely to be a periphery node and vice versa.
The matrix M is functionally equivalent to a mask during the
factorization.

B. Likelihood model

The overall architecture of our proposed Bayesian model is
as shown in Figure 3.

For ease of analysis, we assume that each entry of the adja-
cency matrix V follows a Poisson distribution with parameter
V̂ as follows:

p(V |V̂ ) = p(V |W,H,M), (3)

and the entry-wise representation is as follows:

p(vij |v̂ij) = e−v̂ij
v̂
vij
ij

Γ(vij + 1)
, (4)

where v̂ij =
∑K

k=1(wikhkj − wikmikhkjmjk) according to
Eq. (2). The corresponding negative log-likelihood is:

−logp(vij |v̂ij) =− vij logv̂ij + v̂ij + logvij ! (5)

=vij log(
vij
v̂ij

) + v̂ij + κ1, (6)

where the second equation is obtained by choosing an appro-
priate constant κ, given V as a constant.

Elements of W and H , namely, (wik and (hik are defined
to follow a half-normal distribution

p(wik|βk) = HN (wik|0, β−1
k ), (7)

p(hkj |βk) = HN (hkj |0, β−1
k ), (8)

where the probability density function of HN is as follows

HN (x|0, β−1) =

√
2

π
β− 1

2 exp(−1

2
βx2). (9)

Thus the negative log likelihood of W and H is:

−logp(W|β) =
K∑

k=1

N∑
i=1

1

2
βkw

2
ik − N

2
logβk, (10)

−logp(H|β) =
K∑

k=1

N∑
j=1

1

2
βkh

2
kj −

N

2
logβk. (11)

In addition, we consider βk as a value randomly drawn from
a Gamma distribution with parameters a and b

p(βk|ak, bk) =
bak

k

Γ(ak)
βak−1
k exp(−βkbk), (12)

and thus, the negative log-likelihood is:

−logp(βk|a, b) =
K∑

k=1

(βkb− (a− 1)logβk) + κ2, (13)

where κ2 can be another constant with an appropriate value.
The mask matrix M is to filter out connections between

periphery nodes. As each entry of M is non-negative and is
less than one, we consider mik follows a truncated normal
distribution [38], with parameter µ and σ2 as the mean and the
variance respectively of the original normal distribution before
truncation, and [0, 1] as the sample space after truncation

p(mik|µk, σ, 0, 1) = T N (µk, σ, 0, 1). (14)

Formally, T N is defined as follows

T N (x|µ, σ, 0, 1) = 1

σ
·

ϕ(x−µ
σ )

Φ( 1−µ
σ )− Φ(−µ

σ )
, (15)

where

ϕ(δ) =
1√
2π

exp(−1

2
δ2), (16)

Φ(δ) =
1

2
(1 + erf(

δ√
2
)), (17)

erf(δ) =
2√
π

∫ δ

0

e−t2dt (18)

=
2√
π

∞∑
0

(−1)nδ2n+1

n!(2n+ 1)
(19)

≈ 2√
π
σ, (20)



4

where Eq. (19) is obtained by Taylor expansion, and the
approximation in Eq. (20) is obtained by taking the first term
of the expansion.

Thus, by summarizing Eq. (14), Eq. (15), Eq. (16), Eq. (17),
Eq. (18), Eq. (19), and Eq. (20) we can have

p(mik|µk, σ, 0, 1)

=
1

σ
·

ϕ(mik−µk

σ )

Φ( 1−µk

σ )− Φ(−µk

σ )
(21)

≈ 1

σ
·

1√
2πσ

exp(− 1
2 (

mik−µk

σ )2)

1√
π
( 1−µk√

2σ
)− 1√

π
(−µk√

2σ
)

=
1

σ
e

−(mik−µk)2

2σ2 , (22)

and the negative log likelihood of M is:

−logp(M |µ, σ) =
K∑

k=1

N∑
i=1

(mik − µk)
2

2σ2 + σ, (23)

where µ is a vector containing µk over different choices of
ks, σ is a hyperparameter.

In addition, we also consider µk follows a normal distribu-
tion with predefined hyper-parameters: mean µ̂ and variance
δ̂2

p(µk|µ̂, δ̂) = N (µ̂, δ̂2), (24)

and the negative log-likelihood is:

−logP (µk|µ̂, σ̂) =
(µk − µ̂)2

2σ̂2
+ κ3. (25)

By Bayesian theorem, to find the best choice of W , H ,
β, M , and µ, we can optimize the posterior distribution as
follows

p(W,H,M, β, µ|V )

=
p(V |W,H,M)p(W |β)p(H|β)p(M |µ)p(β)p(µ)

p(V )
, (26)

which is equivalent to minimize the following negative log
likelihood

U =− logP (V |W,H,M)− logP (W |β)− logP (H|β)
− logP (M |µ)− logP (µ)− logP (β) (27)

=

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

(vij · log
vij
v̂ij

+ v̂ij)

+

K∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

(
1

2
βkw

2
ik)−

N

2
logβk

+

K∑
k=1

N∑
j=1

(
1

2
βkh

2
kj)−

N

2
logβk

+

K∑
k=1

(βkb− (a− 1)logβk)

+

K∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

(mik − µk)
2

2σ2

+

K∑
k=1

(µk − µ̂)2

2σ̂2
+ κ, (28)

where the last equation is obtained by substituting correspond-
ing terms with Eq. (6), Eq. (11), Eq. (13), Eq. (23), and Eq.
(25).
K is usually chosen to be large enough. When converged,

most columns of W and rows of H are likely to be zeros due
to their prior settings, and the remaining can indicate identified
core-periphery pairs.

Thus, Wik or Hki can indicate how likely node i belong
to core-periphery pair k, and 1 − Mik can indicate the core
score of node i in pair k. The continuous output provides
a quantitative metric to measure the importance of each
node in different pairs, with a ”soft” core-periphery structure
identification, which can be useful in identifying overlapping
pairs.

To compare with many traditional approaches, we can
discretize the output of our approach. For non-overlapping pair
detection, we can choose argmaxk Wik as the pair affiliation
of node i. Similarly, for identify core nodes explicitly in a
given pair k, we can choose node i as a core node if Mik is
less than the average value of M:k.

C. Optimization method

In this part, we propose a multiplicative approach for opti-
mization. The goal of optimization is to find appropriate W ,
H , M , β, and µ so that the objective function, Eq. (27), can
be minimized. Inspired by the approach proposed by Lee and
Seung [31], in this work, we propose a multiplicative approach
for masked Bayesian non-negative matrix factorization. The
update rule can be deducted as follows.

First, we consider the gradient descent approach

W ∗ = W + ηW (∇WU) (29)
H∗ = H + ηH(∇HU), (30)
M∗ = M + ηM (∇MU). (31)

Taking W as an example, the gradient is

∇WU =− V

V̂
HT + (

V

V̂
(H ◦MT )T ) ◦M

+ (1HT − (1(H ◦MT )) ◦M)

+WB, (32)

where V̂ = WH − (W ◦M)(H ◦MT ), B = βI , I indicates
identity matrix, 1 ∈ RN×N is an all-one matrix, and ’◦’
indicates element-wise matrix multiplication. By purposely
choosing an appropriate step length as follows

ηW = − W

(1HT − (1(H ◦MT )) ◦M) +WB
, (33)

the negative terms in Eq. (32) can be eliminated, and the up-
dated W can be non-negative when approaching the optimum.
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Similarly, the gradient and the step length of H and M are
as follows:

∇HU

=−WT V

V̂
+MT ◦ ((W ◦M)T

V

V̂
)

+ (WT 1 − ((WM)T 1) ◦MT ) +BH, (34)
∇MU

=HT ◦ (V
V̂
W ◦M) +W ◦ (V

V̂
HT ◦M)

−HT ◦ (1W ◦M)−W ◦ (1HT ◦M)

+
(M − µ)−

σ2 +
(M − µ)+

σ2 , (35)

ηH =

− H

(WT 1 − ((W ◦M)T 1) ◦MT ) +BH
, (36)

ηM =

− M

(V
V̂
(H ◦MT )T ) ◦W + (V

V̂
(W ◦M)) ◦HT + (M−µ)+

σ2

,

(37)

where the operations (·)+ and (·)− denote to keep the positive
and the negative entries of the matrix, respectively, by zeroing
out other entries. With gradients and step lengths, Eq. (29),
(30), and (31) can be expressed as follows:

W ∗ =

W ◦ (V
V̂
HT − (V

V̂
(H ◦MT )T ) ◦M)

(1HT − (1(H ◦MT )) ◦M) +WB
, (38)

H∗ =

H ◦ (WT V
V̂
+MT ◦ ((W ◦M)T V

V̂
))

(WT 1 − ((W ◦M)T 1) ◦MT ) +BH
, (39)

M∗ =

M ◦ (HT ◦ (1(W ◦M)) +W ◦ (1(HT ◦M))− (M−µ)−
σ2 )

(V
V̂
(H ◦MT )T ) ◦W + (V

V̂
(W ◦M)) ◦HT + (M−µ)+

σ2

.

(40)

During the iteration process, W , H , M , β, and µ are ini-
tialized with non-negative values, and M is always projected
into the interval of [0, 1] after each update, so that, W ∗, H∗

and M∗ are always non-negative.
The local optimum of β and µ can be directly solved by

setting the gradient of Eq. (27) to be zero, with respect to each
variable.

∇β∗
k
U =

1

2
(

N∑
i=1

w2
ik +

N∑
j=1

h2
jk)−

N + a− 1

B∗ + b = 0, (41)

∇µ∗U =

∑N
i=1(µ

∗
k −mik)

σ2 +
(µ∗

k − µ̂)

σ̂2
= 0. (42)

Algorithm 1 Core-Periphery Detection

Ensure: The observed adjacency matrix V ∈ RN×N
+

Ensure: Hyperparameters a, b, σ, σ̂, µ̂
Ensure: Initial numbers of core-periphery-pairs K
Ensure: Maximum iteration niter

Require: Non-negative matrices W,H,M
Require: Non-negative vectors β, µ

1: Initialize W,H,M with random non-negative values
2: Initialize β, µ with an all-one vector with dimension K
3: for i = i : niter do
4: Update W according to Eq. (29)
5: Update H according to Eq. (30)
6: Update M according to Eq. (31)
7: Update µ according to Eq. (43)
8: Update β according to Eq. (44)
9: end for

10: return W,H,M, β, µ

Thus, in each iteration, it can be computed by solving the
above equations, and the update rules for β and µ are:

µ∗
k =

σ̂2

Nσ̂2 + σ2

N∑
i=1

mik +
σ2

Nσ̂2 + σ2 µ̂, (43)

β∗
k =

N + a− 1
1
2 (
∑N

i=1 w
2
ik +

∑N
j=1 h

2
jk) + b

. (44)

The overall optimization approach is as shown in Algo-
rithm.1.

D. Convergence Analysis

In this part, we introduce the proof of the convergence of
Algorithm.1. Following the idea of the traditional procedure
[31], we can prove the convergence of W , H , and the mask
matrix M .

Definition 1: G(h, h′) is an auxiliary function for F (h) if
the following conditions can be satisfied:

G(h, h′) ≥ F (h), (45)
G(h, h) = F (h). (46)

According to [31], the auxiliary function can be useful under
the following lemma:

Lemma 1: If G is an auxiliary junction, then F is nonin-
creasing under the update:

h(t+1) = argmin
h

G(h, h(t)) (47)

Proof 3.1:

F (h(t+1)) ≤ G(h(t+1), h(t)) ≤ G(h(t), t(t)) = F (h(t)) (48)

By defining the appropriate auxiliary functions, the update
rules in Algorithm.1 follows from Eq. (47).
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Since the hyperparameters a, b, µ̂, σ̂, σ in loss function in
Eq. (27) are fixed, the loss function with respect to W can be
simplified by:

U =

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

(vij · log
vij
v̂ij

+ v̂ij)

+

K∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

(
1

2
βkw

2
ik). (49)

Theorem 1: By updating W,H and M under the rules
presented Eq. (29), Eq. (30), and Eq. (31), the objective
function Eq. (27) is non-increasing and will converge into a
locally optimal solution.

Proof 3.2: Without loss of generality, we first demonstrate
the convergence of W , and H can be proved similarly as it
is symmetric to W . The objective function with respect to W
can be written as follows, by omitting terms without M

U (W ) =V · log V

WH − (W ◦M) (H ◦MT )

+WH − (W ◦M)
(
H ◦MT

)
+
∑ 1

2
W 2B,

(50)

where the superscript of W 2 indicates an element-wise square
operation. Here is the auxiliary function for U(W ):

G
(
W,W (t)

)
=V log

V

V̂
+ V̂ +

1

2
W 2B

+W (t)

(
V̂ +

1

2
W 2B

)
−W log

V

V̂
. (51)

By subtracting Eq. (50) from Eq. (51), we can have

G
(
W,W (t)

)
− U (W ) = W (t)

(
V +

1

2
W 2B

)
−W log

V̂

V
.

(52)

Given that

W (t)

(
V +

1

2
W 2B

)
> W log

V

V̂
. (53)

Thus we can infer that

G
(
W,W (t)

)
> U (W ) . (54)

The gradient of the auxiliary function with respect of Wij

is

∂G(W,W (t))

∂Wij
=
[
W (t)((1HT − (1(H ◦MT )T ) ◦M) +WB)

−W ◦ (V
V̂
HT − (

V

V̂
(H ◦MT )T ) ◦M))

]
ij

.

(55)

When the above gradient is 0, we can get the iterative
formula of W as follows:

W (t) =

W ◦
(

V
V̂
HT − (V

V̂
(H ◦MT )T ) ◦M

)
(1HT − (1(H ◦MT )T ) ◦M) +WB


ij

. (56)

Next, we demonstrate the convergence of M . By omitting
irrelevant terms, the corresponding objective function with
respect to M is

U (M)

=V ◦ log V∑
WH − (W ◦M) (H ◦MT )

+

K∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

(mik − µk)
2

2σ̄2
. (57)

The auxiliary function for U(m) is

G
(
M,M (t)

)
=V ◦ log V

V̂
+

(M − µ)
2
−

2σ̄2
+M (t)

(
V̂ +

(M − µ)
2
+

2σ̄2

)

− V ◦ log V

V̂
− (M − µ)

2

2σ̄2
. (58)

By subtracting Eq. (57) from Eq. (58), we get

G
(
M,M (t)

)
− U (M)

=M (t)

(
V̂ +

(M − µ)
2
+

2σ̄2

)

−M

(
log

V

V̂
−

(M − µ)
2
−

2σ̄2

)
. (59)

Thus we can infer that

M (t)V̂ > M log
V

V̂
. (60)

The gradient of the auxiliary function with respect of Mij

is

∂G
(
M,M (t)

)
∂Mij

=

[
M (t)

(
V

V̂

(
HT ◦M

)
◦W

+
V

V̂
(W ◦M) ◦HT +

(M − µ)
2
+

σ̄2

)
−M

(
1
(
HT ◦M

)
◦W

+ 1(W ◦M) ◦HT −
(M − µ)

2
−

σ̄2

)]
ij

. (61)

When the above gradient is 0, we can get the iterative
formula of M as follows:

M (t) =[
M ◦

(
1
(
HT ◦M

)
◦W + 1(W ◦M) ◦HT − (M−µ)2−

σ̄2

)]
ij[(

V
V̂
(HT ◦M) ◦W + V

V̂
(W ◦M) ◦HT +

(M−µ)2+
σ̄2

)]
ij

.

(62)



7

E. Time complexity

Eq. (29), (30) and (31) involves the multiplication of the
two matrices shaped RN×K and RK×N , so the overall com-
putational complexity of Algorithm 1 is O(KN2).

IV. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we demonstrate experimentally that our
proposed method can effectively identify core-periphery struc-
tures.

We use the evaluation method based on discrete core-
periphery partitioning. In the context of community detection,
a commonly used evaluation metric is Normalized mutual
information (NMI) [39], where the definition is given by:

NMI(Y,C) =
2× I(Y ;C)

[H(Y ) +H(C)]
. (63)

Here, Y is class labels, and C is pair labels. H(·) is entropy
and I(Y ;C) is the mutual information between Y and C.
The value of NMI is between 0 and 1, where 0 denotes no
mutual information, and 1 denotes Y and C are identical. In
[19], the author further proposed a NMI metric for the core-
periphery detection by considering the correctness of both pair
classification and core edge classification, namely:

NMIcp =
1

2
(NMI(r, r̂) +NMI(c, ĉ)), (64)

where r represents the true label of the core-periphery pair
and c represents the true classification label of the core and
periphery nodes. The value of NMIcp is between 0 and 1,
and a larger NMIcp means that the result of core-periphery
partition is approximately close to the ground truth. We set a,
b, σ, σ̂, µ̂, and K as 5, 10, 1, 1, and 32, by default.

A. Random networks with non-overlapping core-periphery
pairs

In this part, we measure our method on random networks
with non-overlapping core-periphery structures. Block model
[40] have been widely used in complex network analysis. Here,
we adopt a similar approach proposed by Zhang et al. [15]
to generate synthetic networks with core-periphery structures.
The parameters including the proportion of core nodes in each
core-periphery pair, the connection probability between core
nodes or between core nodes and other nodes in the same pair,
and that probability between other nodes are set to be 0.5, 0.6,
and 0.6 respectively.

We compare our method with five different algorithms on
random networks, including core-periphery score maximiza-
tion (CSM) [19], Lap-Core (LC), LowRank-Core (LRC) [41],
MINRES (MIN) [16], and KM-config (KM) [13] algorithm.
The NMIcp performances of different algorithms on random
networks of different sizes are presented in Table II. For each
value of N , we generated five random networks and obtained
the core-periphery partition by the above six algorithms re-
spectively, recorded the NMIcp of each experiment, and the
result was taken as the average of these five experiments. The
result shows that our model generally performs better than
other methods, especially in large networks (N ≥ 2000). To

TABLE II
NMIcp FOR DIFFERENT ALGORITHMS

N
NMIcp

NMF CSM KM LC LRC MIN

1000 0.430 0.485 0.379 0.115 0.095 0.089
2000 0.616 0.538 0.522 0.036 0.080 0.083
3000 0.671 0.536 0.503 0.019 0.080 0.079
4000 0.697 0.538 0.518 0.017 0.077 0.077
5000 0.760 0.529 0.512 0.006 0.051 0.075
6000 0.791 0.534 0.513 0.020 0.028 0.074
7000 0.795 0.538 0.529 0.005 0.011 0.073
8000 0.851 0.537 0.528 0.004 0.007 0.072
9000 0.880 0.544 0.528 0.006 0.005 0.071
10000 0.863 0.540 0.527 0.013 0.004 0.070

TABLE III
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

variance
NMIcp(N = 5000)

K a b σ σ̂ µ̂

−30% 0.812 0.803 0.807 0.831 0.821 0.828
−20% 0.802 0.785 0.802 0.814 0.822 0.811
−10% 0.806 0.830 0.828 0.803 0.827 0.809

0% 0.779 0.833 0.837 0.806 0.782 0.820
+10% 0.829 0.824 0.812 0.778 0.821 0.823
+20% 0.804 0.767 0.825 0.789 0.831 0.812
+30% 0.809 0.836 0.830 0.813 0.815 0.804

ave 0.806 0.812 0.821 0.805 0.817 0.816
std 0.014 0.025 0.012 0.016 0.015 0.008

clearly illustrate the effectiveness of our method, we draw the
core-periphery partition result for the case N = 5000 in Fig.
8. Furthermore, we compare the runtime of our method with
other methods, the results are shown in Fig. 5. Although our
approach on CPU has a relatively high time complexity, when
the matrix operations are accelerated by GPUs with Pytorch,
the computing time can be significantly reduced.

We also conduct a sensitivity analysis under a synthetic
network of size N = 5000 on hyper-parameters, namely,
a, b, σ, σ̂, µ̂, and K. For each hyperparameter, we apply
different changes (-30%, -20%, -10%, 0%, 10%, 20%, 30%)
with respect to its predefined value, to study the sensitivity
of the model for each hyperparameter. For each change of a
hyperparameter, we conduct 10 independent experiments and
record the average NMIcp. The averaged results are shown
in Table III. We also calculate the mean and the standard
deviation of results for each hyperparameter, as shown in
Fig.4. In general, our model can maintain good and stable
performance under fluctuated hyperparameter values.

B. Random networks with overlapping core-periphery struc-
tures

In this section, we discuss the ability of our model to handle
overlapping core-periphery structures. One common but often
overlooked situation is when some node, i, is an periphery
node in a core-periphery pair, but a core node in another core-
periphery pair. Traditional methods tend to classify such a
node as either a periphery node or a core node.
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Fig. 4. Sensitivity analyze of hyperparameters. For each hyperparameter, we
apply a variation on it and run experiments to record NMIcp. We report the
mean and standard deviation of the recorded results.

Fig. 5. Runtime of different algorithms

0 10 20 30 40 50
Iterations

103

104

U

Fig. 6. Convergence analysis on Polbooks dataset

Our approach can well address this problem by using the
core score indicator M for different pairs. To illustrate the
overlapping solution, we generated a network with two core-
periphery pairs based on the stochastic model described in the
previous section and perform our approach. The experimental
result has shown in Fig. 7. In this figure, nodes are ordered
according to W and M , and we also use a colorbar to represent

Fig. 7. Illustration of overlapping core-periphery detection. Nodes are ordered
with respect to W and M , and the color intensity is obtained from M . Darker
areas indicate that corresponding nodes have higher core scores, and are more
likely to be core nodes. Two blocks represent two overlapping core-periphery
pairs. The overlapping part in the middle indicates that, some nodes in the
first pair are periphery nodes while those in the second pair are core nodes.

the distribution of core score values. The experimental result
demonstrates that our model can accurately locate core and
periphery nodes in overlapping situations.

C. Real-world networks

In this section, we apply our algorithm to real-world net-
works and compare our algorithm with two other algorithms,
i.e., CSM and KM-config. The dataset utilized is Polbooks
[42], Email-Eu-core [43], [44] and ego-Facebook [45].

The Polbooks dataset is a network of books about U.S.
politics published close to the 2004 U.S. presidential election
and sold by Amazon.com.Each node represents a book, and
edges between books represent frequent co-purchasing of
those books by the same buyers. The network is comprised
of 105 nodes and 441 edges.

The email-Eu core network, which was generated using
email data collected from a European research institution, is
comprised of 1005 nodes and 25571 edges, where each node
represents a person, each edge denotes that there is at least
one email sent from one person to another correspondingly.

The ego-Facebook network, which was collected from sur-
vey participants using this Facebook app, is comprised of 4039
nodes and 88234 edges. Each node represents a user, and each
edge represents a social relation.

To evaluate our method, we reorder the adjacency matrix
according to the output of different algorithms and display the
sorting results in the form of Fig. 10, 11, and 9. We compare
with traditional approaches CSM and KM by discretizing
our output as described in the method section. We rearrange
the adjacency matrix according to the algorithm output by
grouping nodes within the same core-periphery pair, placing
nodes in larger core-periphery pairs in front of those in smaller
pairs, and arranging core nodes in front of the periphery nodes
within the same core-periphery pair.

In the ego-Facebook dataset, the overlapping between dif-
ferent core-periphery pairs is not very significant, so we use
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the same representation scheme as that for Fig. 8, in which
each red rectangle represent a core-periphery pair, and darker
color indicate a higher core score. In Polbooks and Email-Eu-
core datasets, there are significant overlaps between different
core-periphery pairs. When we use different colors to indicate
different pairs respectively for results with NMF, it can be
find that our approach can identify the overlapping correctly
represented by mixed colors, while other approaches typically
ignores such overlapping. These results show that, compared
with traditional approaches, our approach has advantages in
identifying overlapping and non-overlapping core-periphery
pairs.

We conduct a numerical analysis to demonstrate the con-
vergence rate on the Polbooks dataset, and the result is
shown in Fig. 6. The experimental result indicates that after
several iterations, the value of the objective function, Eq. (27),
gradually decrease to a constant.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a generative model called masked
Bayesian non-negative matrix factorization, for detecting core-
periphery structures. We propose an approach to optimize
the model parameters and prove its convergence. Besides
the ability of traditional approaches, our method can pro-
vide soft partitions and core scores, and it is capable to
identify overlapping core-periphery pairs. In the experiments,
our approach can outperform traditional methods in different
scenarios. Code of the proposed approach is available at
https://github.com/HazwRuHi/Masked Bayesian NMF.
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