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ABSTRACT

Monopartite projections of bipartite networks are useful tools for modeling indirect interactions in complex systems. The
standard approach to identify significant links is statistical validation using a suitable null network model, such as the popular
configuration model (CM) that constrains node degrees and randomizes everything else. However different CM formulations
exist, depending on how the constraints are imposed and for which sets of nodes. Here we systematically investigate the
application of these formulations in validating the same network, showing that they lead to different results even when the
same significance threshold is used. Instead a much better agreement is obtained for the same density of validated links. We
thus propose a meta-validation approach that allows to identify model-specific significance thresholds for which the signal
is strongest, and at the same time to obtain results independent of the way in which the null hypothesis is formulated. We
illustrate this procedure using data on scientific production of world countries.

Introduction
Networks are simplified yet effective models for a large class of natural, socio-economic and technological systems described
by complex interaction patterns. Independently of the nature of the underlying interactions, the network representation allows
capturing the emergent features of these systems as well as their dynamical patterns1–5. As such, network science has gained
increasing popularity in the last twenty years6–8.

A network is labeled as bipartite when its elements (the nodes) can be split in two disjoint sets, such that links can only exist
between nodes of different sets9. Bipartite networks are the natural representation for several systems, such as: social affiliation
and collaboration networks, where individuals connect to the groups they are member of10, 11; financial and commercial
ownership networks, where entities are linked to the goods they own or consume12, 13; trade networks, where economies connect
to the products they export14, 15; ecological networks, where species connect to the habitat they live in16, 17; biological and
medical networks connecting, e.g., patients and diseases18, 19. Mathematically speaking, a bipartite network is defined as a
graph with two sets L and Γ of nodes, and a |L|× |Γ| matrix of connections M called bi-adjacency matrix. The generic element
of this matrix is

Miα =

{
1 if nodes i ∈ L and α ∈ Γ are connected,
0 otherwise.

(1)

The number of connections or degree of a node i ∈ L is then defined as ki = ∑α∈Γ Miα , while the degree of a node α ∈ Γ is
κα = ∑i∈L Miα . The total number of links in the network is E = ∑i∈L ki = ∑α∈Γ κα .

The indirect relation between two nodes belonging to the same set of a bipartite network can be measured through their
co-occurrences (or common neighbors), namely how many nodes of the other set they are both connected to. For instance the
co-occurrences of nodes i and j of set L are given by

Ci j = ∑
α∈Γ

Miα M jα . (2)

The L×L square matrix C represents a monopartite network obtained as the projection of the original bipartite network onto
the set L (L-projection)12. Analogously, one can project the bipartite network onto the set Γ to obtain the co-occurrences
between nodes of that set (Γ-projection).

The main problem in studying bipartite network projections is that they are often very dense and thus difficult to handle
with the tools of network theory. This happens because any two nodes are connected in the projected network as soon as they
have a single co-occurrence. Moreover, co-occurrences can be influenced by single node variables, thus understanding whether
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they indicate an effective interdependence between nodes may be difficult. For example, nodes that have high degree in the
bipartite network naturally tend to have more co-occurrences than low-degree nodes (more generally, the degree sequence of
the network projection is highly dependent on the degree sequence of the two sets from the original bipartite structure20). It is
thus useful to extract representative links of the projected network; this can be achieved using several filtering techniques, from
unconditional thresholding to Minimal Spanning Trees21 and Planar Maximally Filtered Graphs22. Yet in order to identify
the most informative co-occurrences, the statistically-grounded approach consists in performing link validation using a null
network model.

Statistical validation of network patterns is a common approach in the literature (the classical applications being motifs
expression analysis23, 24, network backbone extraction25 and community detection26–28). The goal is to identify the empirical
patterns that deviate from a benchmark null model, in order to ensure that those patterns are indeed a salient feature of the
network and not a mere consequence of some of its other properties (given the potentially strong interdependence between
structural network quantities29–33). Following the prescription of information theory34, the null model is thus obtained by
constraining some network properties and randomizing everything else. In this way, the formulated null hypothesis is that these
constraints are the only explanatory variables for the network at hand; when the null hypothesis is rejected, we can state that the
observed network patterns are not a mere consequence of the imposed constraints.

Going back to our context of bipartite network projections, the statistical significance of each observed co-occurrence value
Ci j > 0 can be quantified through its p-value:

p[Ci j] = 1−
Ci j−1

∑
x=0

π(x|i, j), (3)

where π(·|i, j) is the probability distribution of the expected co-occurrences between i and j under the null model. The
right-hand side of eq. (3) is the probability that i and j have no less than Ci j co-occurrences in the null model. This quantity can
be used to build a validated (or filtered) projection of the original bipartite network, containing only the most significant links
according to the null model. For each Ci j, if the p-value of eq. (3) is smaller than a significance threshold (or confidence level)
p∗, the link i, j is placed on the monopartite validated network; otherwise, it is discarded. In other words, the comparison is
deemed statistically significant if the observed co-occurrences are an unlikely realization of the null hypothesis according to the
significance level p∗ (in particular, we are interested in detecting the co-occurrences that are significantly larger than their null
model expectation; significantly smaller values can be obtained in a similar fashion — see Supplementary Note 1). In this way
the original amount of links is drastically reduced, and the result is a much sparser validated network with a clearer meaning.

Naturally, statistical validation has some intrinsic degrees of freedom: the choice of the null model, its specific formulation,
and the value of the significance level p∗. In particular, the choice of the model is a step that should be handled with care, as
a bad choice may lead to wrong conclusions about the structural and functional features of the network35, 36. For instance,
using a (bipartite) Erdös-Rényi model37, i.e., a random network preserving only the density of the original bipartite graph,
leads to an identical distribution π(·|i, j) for each node pair i, j and thus to an unconditional global threshold to select the most
significant Ci j values38, 39. However this choice does not solve the bias problem for high degree nodes, which is very important
in networks given that degree distributions are typically very broad40. A natural way to take this aspect into account is given by
the popular configuration model (CM)41–43, which generates random networks with a given degree sequence.

In the context of bipartite networks, the first model formulation of this family was obtained by constraining the degrees
of nodes in one set (say L)44. In this case, the co-occurrences probability can be computed exactly as a hypergeometric
distribution45, 46. Yet this model solves the degree bias only partially, since it assumes nodes of the other set (say Γ) to be
equivalent and interchangeable. The alternative approach is to model random bipartite networks preserving the degrees of
both node sets L and Γ, and then use these networks to obtain the null model for the projected network. Degree sequence
models follow this approach, however they either require multiple observations of the empirical network47 or are based on
computational link swap methods48 that are typically impractical and biased49. An exception is represented by the recently
proposed Curveball algorithm50–52, a link swap method that is extremely efficient in generating network configurations and
is ergodic (i.e., it can sample uniformly over the set of all possible network configurations). The alternative route to Monte
Carlo sampling is represented by maximum-entropy models. The Bipartite Configuration Model (BiCM)53 allows generating
an ensemble of bipartite networks where node degrees of both sets L and Γ are preserved as ensemble expectations. The null
model for the network projections is then obtained by projecting BiCM-generated networks54, 55. This latter approach allows
computing the co-occurrences distributions both numerically and analytically, and simplifies as a Bipartite Partial Configuration
Model (BiPCM) when degree constraints are imposed only on one set of nodes. At last we note that, in principle, the projection
of a bipartite network can be statistically validated also using a null model for monopartite weighted networks25, 33, 56. That is,
instead of defining the null model on the bipartite network and then deriving its formulation for the network projection, the null
model can be directly defined on the monopartite projection. However this approach discards the information contained in the
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original bipartite network, and as such typically leads to completely different and not significant outcomes (see Supplementary
Note 2).

To sum up, the four main CM-based null models for bipartite network projections proposed in the literature (Hypergeometric,
Curveball, BiPCM and BICM) can differ under two aspects. The first aspect concerns which constraints are imposed, whether
the degrees of one set or both sets of the bipartite network. We can thus speak of “partial” models (Hypergeometric and BiPCM)
and “full” models (Curveball and BiCM). The second aspect concerns how these constraints are imposed, either exactly (hard
constraints) or as ensemble expectations (soft constraints). Using the analogy with statistical physics34, we can refer to these
approaches respectively as “microcanonical” models (Hypergeometric and Curveball) and “canonical” models (BiPCM and
BiCM). Table 1 summarizes this classification (see the Methods section for the formal definition of the four null models). A
fundamental point that has not been addressed so far is whether these formulations lead to different validated networks, and
thus how to interpret and compare results of the various studies in the literature.

Here we provide, for the first time to our knowledge, a systematic comparison of validation results obtained with the various
CM formulations for bipartite network projections. We find that albeit based on very similar null hypothesis, the different
formulations lead to very different filtered networks even for the same value of validation threshold p∗. However we show that
a reconciliation of results is possible within a region of model-specific thresholds p∗ such that the densities of links validated by
the null models overlap. In particular we show that a common community structure may emerge in this region. This criterion
provides a quantitative approach to build a meta-validated network projection that is independent on the specific implementation
of the null model.

Table 1. Classification of configuration models (CM) for bipartite network projections by number and type of constraints.
Partial models only constraints the degrees of nodes belonging to the projection set, while Full models constraints the degrees
of nodes in both sets. Hard or microcanonical models impose exact constraints, while Soft or canonical models impose them as
ensemble averages. BiPCM stands for Bipartite Partial CM and BICM for Bipartite CM.

Partial (1 set) Full (2 sets)

Hard (microcanonical) Hypergeometric44–46 Curveball50, 51

Soft (canonical) BiPCM55 BiCM54, 55

Results and Discussion
We perform the comparison of validation outcomes in the context of co-occurrences for country production networks, following
the recent stream of works on economic fitness and complexity44, 57–60. In particular, our empirical bipartite system is defined by
two set of nodes, scientific fields (set L) and world countries (set Γ), and by links that connect countries with the scientific fields
they have a comparative advantage on. The L-projection of this bipartite network is a monopartite network of scientific fields,
whose generic link Ci j is the co-occurrence of fields i and j worldwide. Figure 1 summarizes how the validation procedure is
applied to this network. For a description of raw data and pre-processing, see the Methods section.

We start by recalling the key assumption underlying economic complexity studies on co-occurrences: if two scientific
fields feature significant co-occurrences (in terms of an appropriate null model) then we can assume that there is an overlap
between the capabilities required to achieve proficient level (i.e., competitive advantage) in both fields60. The need for statistical
validation arises in this context since both countries and scientific fields are heterogeneous (if nothing, by their size): two
scientific fields may happen to co-occur in many countries just because they are popular worldwide. Therefore, a reasonable
baseline choice of null model is the (bipartite) CM, for which degrees (i.e., the ubiquity of fields and possibly the diversification
of countries) sum up all the information. The corresponding null hypothesis is thus that fields are independent and there is no
capability structure behind the network: co-occurrences between scientific fields happen at random, some more likely than
others just because of their ubiquities or countries’ diversification. Therefore, any specific observed link i, j for which we can
reject such null hypothesis is interpreted as the signal of some real interdependence between the specific capabilities required to
make proficient scientific research in fields i and j.

Different models, different validated networks
In order to better understand how the validation procedure works, we begin by comparing in Figure 2 the empirical value of the
co-occurrences Ci j with the respective null model distribution π(·|i, j) for some representative pairs i, j of scientific fields. We

3/34



  BIPARTITE NETWORK 
 : connection of scientific field  and country Miα = {0,1} i α

VALIDATED NETWORK 
link between scientific fields  is validatedp[Cij] ≤ p* ⇒ i, j

MONOPARTITE PROJECTION 
 : co-occurrences of scientific fields  and Cij = ΣαMiαMjα i j

Figure 1. Schematic illustration of the validation procedure for the bipartite network of scientific fields and world
countries. We start from the bipartite network M of scientific fields (in this example: Earth Sciences, Medicine, Biology,
Chemistry and Physics111) and world countries (here: India, Italy, Japan, United States112). In this network, links connect
countries with the scientific fields they have a comparative advantage on. From this bipartite structure we create a monopartite
projected network C of scientific fields, whose weighted links represent the co-occurrences of field pairs in the various
countries. Finally we assess the statistical significance of each observed co-occurrence against its null model expectation: we
place a link on the validated network only when the p-value is smaller than the significance threshold p∗. Note that this
procedure is general and applies to any bipartite network.

recall that Ci j is validated if it satisfies the condition p[Ci j] ≤ p∗, that is, if the area under the distribution starting from the
empirical value is smaller than the threshold p∗. The three example we report are the co-occurrences of: (a) Mathematical
Physics - Geometry and Topology, which are likely validated, in accordance with our expectations that the two fields are related
by requiring common skills and capabilities; (b) Mathematical Physics - Aquatic Science, which are likely not validated, again
as we can expect that the two fields are unrelated; and (c) Finance - Applied Psychology, whose relatedness is plausible but the
outcome of the validation procedure is uncertain, as it strongly depends not only on the choice of the threshold p∗ but also on
the choice of the null model. This is a first evidence that different models may lead to different validated networks.

These plots also highlight some important symmetries between the various null model distributions (see also Figure 3).
On one hand, the peaks coincide for the two partial models (Hypergeometric and BiPCM), since they have the same average
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1

Figure 2. Comparison of empirical co-occurrences and
their null model distributions for representative
scientific field pairs. (a) Mathematical Physics - Geometry
and Topology, (b) Mathematical Physics - Aquatic Science,
(c) Finance - Applied Psychology. For each pair (i, j) of
scientific fields we report the empirical value of the
(normalized) co-occurrences Ci j/|Γ| and the respective null
model distributions π(·|i, j). The p-value is given by the
area under the distribution starting from the empirical value,
hence the outcome of the validation procedure strongly
depends both on the significance threshold p∗ and the
choice of the null model.
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value 〈Ci j〉 = kik j/|Γ| (see eqs. (6) and (14)), but the same also happens for the two full models (Curveball and BiCM).
This means that the average value of the co-occurrences in the null model depends on the set(s) on which degree constraints
are imposed. Besides, such average is higher for full models as they capture the heterogeneity of both sets. This can be
readily seen by taking the sparse limit of the BiCM, for which eq. (9) becomes piα ' e−θi+tα = kiκα/E. Inserting this
expression into eq. (11) we get 〈Ci j〉 ' kik j ∑α κ2

α/E2, which is greater than 〈Ci j〉= kik j/|Γ| of the BiPCM (and equal only
when set Γ has no heterogeneity, that is, κα = E/|Γ| ∀α). On the other hand, the width of the distribution looks similar for
microcanonical models (Hypergeometric and Curveball) and for canonical models (BiPCM and BiCM), implying that the
standard deviation of the co-occurrences depends on the types of constraints. As expected, the choice of hard constraints
leads to a narrower distribution while the choice of soft constraints leads to a broader distribution. This is easily seen by
taking the ratio of variances for the BiPCM (Binomial) and Hypergeometric model, which after some simple algebra can be
written as (|Γ|2− kik j)/[(|Γ|− ki)(|Γ|− k j)]> 1. Further insights on model comparison are provided in Supplementary Note 3.
Overall, these differences between the null model distributions are likely to produce strong disagreement between the validated
networks.

After focusing on individual co-occurrences, we ask in general how many co-occurrences are validated by each null model.
We thus measure the link density ρ(p∗) of the validated network, defined as the fraction of i, j pairs such that p[Ci j]≤ p∗, as
a function of the significance threshold p∗. Results for the various null models, reported in Figure 4, show patterns that are
consistent with the above observations. The width of the null model distributions sets the slope of the curves, so that BiCM
is the model that validates the least by having longer tails and higher mean, whereas Hypergeometric validates the most by
having shorter tails and lower mean. Note also that the Hypergeometric ρ does not tend to 0 for p∗→ 0: this is due to the
distribution not vanishing within its finite support, whereas the effective support of the canonical models distribution is much
larger due to the softness of the imposed constraints. Upstream of these considerations, we observe a very large difference in
density between the various null models, even of one order of magnitude for the same p∗ values. We can thus conclude that the
different null models unavoidably lead to different filtered network structures, even when correcting for multiple hypothesis
testing (see Supplementary Note 4).

Null models reconciliation
We now discuss a general methodology to reconcile the four validation schemes. The idea is to find a coherence area in the
space of parameters where the filtered networks show a relatively good agreement. We start by assessing the structural similarity
of the validated networks using three popular metrics of graph distance61. The first one is the simple Jaccard coefficient,
which measures the number of links in common between two graphs. Jaccard is a known node-correspondence method, i.e., it
requires that the two graphs have the same node set and the pairwise correspondence between nodes is known (our validated
networks satisfy this requirement). We further consider: DeltaCon62, another known node-correspondence method based on the
comparison of l-length paths connecting each node pair (we use the approximated version of the algorithm, which restricts the
computation to randomly chosen pairs); and Portrait Divergence63, an unknown node-correspondence method that compares
the distribution of the shortest-path lengths between graphs. Any of these methods takes as input the adjacency matrices V
and V′ of two networks, each validated by a different null model, and returns a measure of their similarity sVV′ ∈ [0,1], where
sVV′ = 0 means the two networks are maximally different while sVV′ = 1 that they are identical. We can then obtain a mean
similarity score by averaging over the six possible choices of null model pairs. A key issue in this comparison is how to choose
the validated networks to match. The simplest choice is to compare networks obtained with the same significance threshold p∗,
and study the average similarity as a function of p∗ (Figure 5, magenta triangles). We see that the average similarity is rather
low, especially for Portrait Divergence. In order to recover some compatibility between the results of the different models, we
can repeat the operations described above by taking validated networks with the same value of the link density ρ (that is, we
adjust p∗ for each network in order to obtain the match of ρ values). The resulting curves (green stars in Figure 5) show that
the average similarity of networks at equal ρ is always much higher than for networks at equal p∗.

We further study whether the validated networks are similar in terms of mesoscale or community structure. We choose this
benchmark because statistical validation on networks is precisely meant to highlight the emergence of multiple-nodes patterns
like motifs and communities. Broadly speaking, a community structure is defined by (typically non-overlapping) sets of nodes,
characterized by having many more internal links — connecting nodes belonging to the same community — than external
links – which connect nodes of different communities26. In order to find the best partition of the network nodes, a number of
community detection algorithms have been proposed in the literature (we remand to26 for a recent review of the field). Here we
use the popular Louvain method64, which is based on maximizing the quality function known as Modularity65, defined as the
observed fraction of links internal to communities with respect to a random benchmark. As there is no community detection
method that performs best in all situations66, 67, in the Supplementary Note 5 we repeat the same analysis using community
inference with Bayesian stochastic blockmodeling68 (finding qualitatively similar results).

Figure 6 shows the results of the Louvain algorithm applied on the networks validated by the various null models. Given
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2

Figure 5. Average structural similarity of the networks validated by the various null models. Error bars (not visible)
represent standard deviations over choices of null model pairs. Similarity values measured through (a) Jaccard; (b): DeltaCon;
(c): Portrait are plotted for filtered networks obtained with the same significance threshold p∗ (magenta triangles) or of equal
density (green stars). The latter option reveals a higher concordance among the null models. Note how similarity has a baseline
dependence on the network density: a change of a link has more impact in lower density graphs.

the previous analysis on structural similarity, we use ρ rather than p∗ as independent variable with the aim of achieving a better
compatibility between the results of the different models. In each plot, full circles represent the modularity of the best network
partition, which increases as the network becomes more sparse, whereas the solid line marks the number of communities, which
also increases for decreasing density due to the appearance of more disconnected components. A nontrivial feature that is
common to all plots is the presence of a plateau at 4 communities for 0.1 . ρ . 0.3. Additionally, modularity tends to stabilize
at the lower extreme of this plateau. In order to understand whether a community structure common to all null models emerges
in this region, we show in Figure 7 the modularity as a function of the number of detected communities. Using this visualization
we get rid of the trivial dependence of modularity and number of communities on ρ , and we observe a clear collapse of the
curves corresponding to the four models. Additionally we see that modularity, after a fast increase, practically stops to grow
after 4 communities are reached (the growth resumes only for a much larger number of communities). This observation points
in the direction of a shared community structure. However we still do not know if the partitions identified in each null model
setup are actually similar to each other.

To quantify the similarity between different partitions we use the Adjusted Mutual Information (AMI)69. We choose this
metrics as it discounts the agreement between partitions solely due to chance, and it is also relatively stable with respect to the
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Figure 6. Modularity and number of communities for the best partition obtained by the Louvain method on the
validated network, as a function of the density ρ of validated links. Each point corresponds to the partition of highest
modularity obtained in 100 runs of the algorithm with random initialization (hence it has no associated error). While
modularity monotonically decreases with the density, we observe that the number of communities has a plateau at 4 for
0.1 . ρ . 0.3, suggesting the presence of a region where an agreement between the four approaches is recovered.
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Figure 7. Modularity vs number of communities for the best partition obtained on the validated networks. Note how
the curves of the various models collapse onto each other. Besides, the growth of modularity suddenly stops at 4 communities,
suggesting the presence of a robust partition shared between all null models.

presence of disconnected components70. Given two network partitions U1 and U2, their AMI is defined as

AMI(U1,U2) =
MI(U1,U2)−E {MI(U1,U2)}

max{H(U1),H(U2)}−E {MI(U1,U2)}
(4)
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networks obtained with the same significance threshold p∗ (magenta triangles) or of equal density (green stars). The latter
option reveals a higher concordance among the null models.

where MI(U1,U2) is the mutual information between U1 and U2
71 while H(U1) and H(U2) is the Shannon entropy associated

with U1 and U2, respectively. The adjustment consists in discounting the expected value E {MI(U1,U2)} of the mutual
information between two random partitions with the same number of nodes per community as U1 and U2. This correction is
needed since the baseline value of mutual information between two random partitions is not constant but grows with the number
of communities69. AMI varies between 0 (if the observed partitions are consistent with a random labelling) and 1 (if the two
partitions coincide).

We can thus take a pair of networks each validated using a given null model, extract the respective best partitions (of highest
modularity) and compute their AMI. In analogy to what we did for structural similarity metrics, we compare networks that are
either validated with the same significance threshold p∗, or have the same density (that is, we adjust p∗ for each network in
order to obtain the match of ρ values). We perform this operation for the six possible choices of null model pairs to obtain an
average AMI value. Results as a function of p∗ or ρ (Figure 8, magenta triangles or green stars, respectively) confirm that the
density ρ , and not p∗, is the right knob to turn for finding an agreement among the models. Indeed the average AMI computed
for networks at equal ρ is almost always higher than AMI for networks at equal p∗ — the only exception being the region
around ρ ' 0.3 where the number of detected communities switches from 4 to 3 but not simultaneously for all models. We can
also identify a maximum AMI for ρ ∼ 0.2, corresponding to the shared community structure illustrated in Figure 9. Hence
the four filtering techniques, which in general produce very different statistically validated networks, can be reconciled by
choosing model-specific p∗ such that the resulting densities of the validated networks are approximately equal and the AMI is
maximum. This strategy is rather general and, in principle, can be applied to any bipartite to monopartite projection in order to
produce a “meta-validated” filtered network that maximizes the agreement between the different filtering techniques. Even
more importantly, it can resolve the arbitrariness in the choice of the significance threshold p∗.

To further support the general applicability of our framework, we show in the Supplementary Note 6 the same analysis
performed to several other bipartite networks belonging to totally different contexts. In all cases we find that both the structural
similarity and the AMI of the network partition are consistently higher when computed at equal ρ than when obtained at equal
p∗. Additionally, when modularity is high enough, a robust community structure shared among the null models emerges.

Conclusions
The increasing availability of complex data we are experiencing nowadays calls for techniques to extract meaningful information
from large-scale networks of interactions. The statistical validation of networks is based on comparing empirically observed
patterns with their distributional expectation under a null network model. This allows performing a statistical test of whether
empirical data is explained by the model or represent additional information. A statistically validated network is built by
retaining only the structurally relevant interactions for which the null hypothesis is rejected. This can be of crucial importance
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1

Figure 9. Community structure of the network of co-occurrence between scientific fields, validated by the
Hypergeometric null model. The link density is ρ = 0.2, corresponding to the maximum adjusted mutual information (AMI)
value of Figure 8. (a) Each color identifies a community (hand-labeled by us as in the legend) shared among the four validated
networks, whereas the few black nodes denote the mismatches. The network is represented using a force atlas layout. (b) As a
comparison, we report the same network with scientific fields labeled according to their ASJC (All Science Journal
Classification) subject area assigned by Scopus’ in-house experts. Visually, the community structure defined by such
classification is not much coherent with the network partition induced by our meta-validation approach based on significant
co-occurrences, which we recall links two scientific fields when they require common capabilities.

to obtain simpler and clearer descriptions of complex systems34.
For instance, statistical validation of bipartite network projections has been used to detect important patterns in financial

markets, such as preferential or avoided relationships72, 73, clusters of investors characterized by the same investment profile74–76,
and overlapping portfolios bearing the highest riskiness for fire sales liquidation54. In the context of economic and innovation
systems, validated network projections have been used to detect modules of countries with similar industrial profile and the
hierarchical structure of products and services55, 77, traces of specialisations emerging from the baseline diversification strategy
of countries78, and predictive innovation patterns involving the interplay of scientific, technological and economic activities60.
In the context of mobile communications, validated networks were shown to be more resilient than ordinary networks to
errors79.

Naturally, any null model hinges on a definition of what type of information represents a signal as opposed to noise. As a
result, the validated networks obtained through different filtering techniques carry different meanings and highlight different
properties. Even different constructions of the same null model may yield different outcomes. This latter issue has been recently
shown in the context of nestedness in ecological systems17: whether the degree sequence is responsible for the nestedness of
a bipartite network80, 81 depends on the choice of the CM-based null model ensemble (microcanonical or canonical)82. The
non-equivalence between the microcanonical and canonical ensembles is due to the extensive number of constraints (one for
each network node) and holds also in the thermodynamic limit83–85.

In this work we have reviewed (using a unified notation) the CM-based null model formulations for bipartite network
projections, and performed a systematic comparison in terms of null model characteristics and validation outcomes within
the same contexts. We showed that the different model formulations lead to different validation results, both at the level of
individual links and of macroscale network properties (see also this recent preprint86). However we do provide a recipe to
reconcile the validation outcomes, by comparing networks obtained with model-specific significance thresholds such that the
density of validated links becomes comparable. Additionally this comparison may allow to identify the region of density values
where the agreement between models is maximum. On one hand this solves the arbitrariness in the choice of the significance
threshold. On the other hand, it offers a meta-validation approach to identify the filtered configurations with the highest
signal-to-noise ratio.
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We have included in our comparative study CM-based null models defined on one or both sets of the bipartite network,
as well as those defined directly on the monopartite projection, considering in all cases both hard and soft constraints. Note
that, in principle, “softer” constraints could be imposed by fixing the functional form of the degree distribution rather than
the degree sequence, as in the hypersoft CM87–89. This approach may be more adequate in the case of dynamic networks,
in which degree sequences are never fixed but their distributions are often stable. Developing a hypersoft CM for bipartite
networks and projections, and adding it to our meta-validation framework represents a promising research direction. Additional
challenges for future research are represented by the development of suitable models for weighted bipartite networks and their
projections90, 91, as well as the extension of validation methods beyond pairwise interactions92, 93.

As long-term goal we plan to investigate whether the proposed meta-validation approach allows not only to capture the
most relevant structural properties of the network projection, but also to help in predicting its evolution – namely, which links
will appear in the future. This could be important in various contexts, from link prediction for recommender systems based on
collaborative filtering12, 94 to assessing prices trend and systemic risk in financial networks of portfolios and assets54, 95 and
forecasting development patterns in economic and innovation systems60, 96, 97.

Methods
Null Models of Bipartite Network Projections
Here we provide the mathematical definitions of the null models used in our analysis.

Microcanonical Partial Model: Hypergeometric. For the projection of a bipartite network on set L, an analytic null
hypothesis can be formulated by assuming random connections between nodes of the two sets L and Γ that preserve the degree
heterogeneity of set L44, 46. Under this hypothesis, the probability that nodes i and j have x co-occurrences is given by the
hypergeometric distribution

π(x|i, j) =
(

ki

x

)(|Γ|− ki

k j− x

)/(|Γ|
k j

)
(5)

and the mean value of the co-occurrences is

〈Ci j〉= kik j

/
|Γ|. (6)

This probability is exact only when nodes of set Γ have the same degree. A tentative extension to deal with the degree
heterogeneity of set Γ consists in splitting the original bipartite network into subnetworks each consisting of set Γ nodes with
the same degree and of all set L nodes linked to them, so that the null hypothesis can be properly cast for each subnetwork46.
However, when set Γ is highly heterogeneous these subnetworks are many in number and very sparse, causing severe resolution
issues (see the discussion in54).

Microcanonical Full model: Curveball. Building a null bipartite network model where only configurations with a given
degree sequence for both sets of nodes are allowed has not been tackled analytically up to now (exact results exist only in the
thermodynamic limit concerning the count of bipartite graphs with given degree sequences98). This model is hard to deal with
because, differently from the canonical case (see below), link probabilities are not pairwise independent. Therefore the model
must be defined through an ensemble of bipartite network configurations that are generated numerically by swapping links
iteratively so to preserve degrees exactly. The Curveball algorithm50–52 works as follows: Starting from the empirical bipartite
network M, these steps are repeated n times:

1. Select at random a pair of nodes i, j in set L;

2. Check that the neighborhoods of the nodes are not perfectly overlapping (otherwise start again);

3. Take the set of uncommon neighbors δ (i, j) = {α ∈ Γ |Miα ⊕M jα = 1} and remove them from the neighborhood of
both;

4. Assign ki−∑α Miα M jα new neighbors to node i, chosen at random from δ (i, j), and the rest of the nodes in δ (i, j) to
node j.

The result is a randomized bipartite network configuration M̃ (here and in what follows we use the tilde symbol to denote matrix
configurations of the null model). This procedure is repeated iteratively to generate an ensemble {M̃q}Q

q=1 of Q independent
randomizations of the bipartite network. The null model ensemble {C̃r}R

r=1 of projected networks is then obtained by projecting
pairs of different instances of bipartite randomizations (that is, a generic configuration is obtained as C̃r = M̃qM̃T

q′ with q 6= q′).
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The null model distributions π(·|i, j) ∀i, j are then computed numerically by sampling from such an ensemble. Here we use
n = 5min{|L|, |Γ|} and Q = R = 10000. Note that for a numerically-generated ensemble of R network configurations, the
minimum p-value that can be used for statistical testing is 1/R.

Canonical Full model: BiCM. Generally speaking, canonical models of networks43, 99–101 (also known as exponential random
graphs102–104) define an ensemble Ω of networks using a constrained entropy maximization procedure, which leads to assuming
the utmost ignorance about the unconstrained degrees of freedom of the system34, 105. The Bipartite Configuration Model
(BiCM)53 applies to bipartite networks by constraining the ensemble average of the degree sequence for both node sets. The
ensemble probability distribution that maximizes the Shannon entropy under these constraints is

P(M̃|{θi},{tα}) = e−H(M̃,{θi},{tα})/Z({θi},{tα}) (7)

where {θi} and {tα} are the sets of Lagrange multipliers associated to the constraints {ki} and {κα} respectively, Z({θi},{tα})=
∑M∈Ω e−H(M̃,{θi},{tα}) is the partition function and the Hamiltonian H(M̃,{θi},{tα}) = ∑i∈L θiki(M̃)+∑α∈Γ tα κα(M̃) sums
up the imposed constraints. Note that P(M̃|{θi},{tα}) depends on M̃ only through ki(M̃) and κα(M̃): network configurations
with the same value of the constraints are equiprobable, which implies that the canonical ensemble is maximally non-committal
(or the least biased) with respect to the properties that are not enforced on the system. Since degrees are linear constraints the
partition function can be computed analytically, so the ensemble probability factorizes as

P(M̃|{θi},{tα}) = ∏
i,α

pM̃iα
iα (1− piα)

1−M̃iα (8)

where piα is the existence probability of the link connecting nodes i and α:

piα = (eθi+tα +1)−1. (9)

The numerical values of the link probabilities (i.e., of the Lagrange multipliers) are determined by maximising the likelihood of
the empirical bipartite network M in the ensemble, which implies solving the constraints equations





ki = ∑α∈Γ piα i ∈ L

κα = ∑i∈L piα α ∈ Γ

(10)

Once link probabilities have been found, the expected co-occurrences between any two nodes i 6= j are

〈Ci j〉= ∑
α∈Γ

piα p jα , (11)

and the probability distribution π(·|i, j) of this quantity is the distribution of the sum of Γ independent Bernoulli trials, each with
success probability piα p jα . This is a Poisson-Binomial distribution, which can be computed numerically54 or analytically55 as

π(x|i, j) = ∑
γx

[
∏

α∈γx

piα p jα ∏
β /∈γx

(1− piβ p jβ )

]
(12)

where γx denotes all possible x-tuples of nodes in set Γ.

Canonical Partial model: BiPCM. The “partial” version of the BiCM, named BiPCM in ref.55, is defined as the canonical
model that constrains only the degree sequence of set L. As such, it is a special case of the BICM described above where
all Lagrange multipliers {tα} associated with degrees of set Γ are “switched off” (i.e., set equal to zero). The Hamiltonian is
thus H(M̃,{θi}) = ∑i∈L θiki(M̃) and the link probability of generic link (i,α) becomes piα = (eθi +1)−1. Using the constraint
equations ki = ∑α∈Γ piα ∀i ∈ L we get the explicit expression

piα = ki

/
|Γ| ∀i ∈ L. (13)

Therefore the expected value of the co-occurrence between any two nodes i and j is

〈Ci j〉= kik j

/
|Γ| (14)

and its distribution has a simple Binomial form

π(x|i, j) =
(|Γ|

x

)(
kik j

|Γ|2
)x(

1− kik j

|Γ|2
)|Γ|−x

(15)
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Data, RCA filter and Projection
To build the bipartite network of countries and scientific fields, we use data on scientific productivity and impact of countries
collected from the SCIMAGO platform (based on Scopus). The database contains the corpus of scientific publications in
journals, book series, conference proceedings, and books in the various scientific fields, covering the time interval from 1996 to
2018. Data are then aggregated at the level of countries and scientific fields (in total there are |L|= 307 scientific fields and
|Γ|= 239 countries), so that Wiα is the total number of scientific documents produced by country α in scientific field i during
the time span of the data.

In order to determine whether a given country α shows a comparative advantage in field i, both with respect to other
countries as well as to other fields, the revealed comparative advantage (RCA)106 filter comes at hand. While originally
developed in the economic context, this metric has also found use in studies of scientific production60, 107, 108. RCA is an
intensive indicator computed as the ratio between the weight of field i in the scientific basket of country α and the weight of
field i in the total world science. As a comparative advantage is revealed if RCA > 1, we binarize the raw matrices to obtain
new matrices

Miα =





1 if
Wiα

∑ j Wjα

/
∑β Wiβ

∑ jβ Wjβ
≥ 1,

0 otherwise.

(16)

Note that the RCA filter is properly normalized by making quantities related to different countries and fields comparable109.
Once the binary bipartite matrix is defined, we build the projected network of co-occurrences between scientific fields,

whose generic connection between fields i and j is Ci j = ∑α Miα M jα . Note that for the sake of having a a clearer picture and
more analytical insights on the various null models, we do not employ here more refined formulations of co-occurrences that
use additional normalization by degrees57, 59, 60.
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 1: RIGHT VS LEFT TAIL TEST OF STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

The definition of p-value – same of eq. (3) of the main text

p[Cij ] = 1−
Cij−1∑

x=0

π(x|i, j), (S1)

is the probability that i and j have no less than Cij co-occurrences in the null model 1. This definition plus the
condition of statistical significance p[Cij ] < p∗ is useful to detect the co-occurrences that are significantly larger than
their null model expectations. We use such a one-tailed test (the right tail one) because we associate a significantly
large value of co-occurrences to a signal of real interdependence between the two nodes involved. Hence, we are not
interested in detecting the empirical co-occurrences that are significantly smaller than the null model expectations.

Nevertheless, it is straightforward to implement the left tail test as well, by defining the p-value as

p′[Cij ] =

Cij∑

x=0

π(x|i, j), (S3)

plus the same condition of statistical significance p[Cij ] < p∗. The right-hand side of eq. (S3) is now the probability
that i and j have no more than Cij co-occurrences in the null model. Differently from the right tail test, however, it
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Supplementary Figure 1. Comparison of empirical co-occurrences and their null model distributions for representative scien-
tific field pairs. (left) Ecology, Evolution, Behavior and Systematics - Mechanical Engineering, (right) Chemical Engineering
(miscellaneous) - Issues, Ethics and Legal Aspects. For each pair (i, j) of scientific fields we report the empirical value of the
(normalized) co-occurrences Cij/|Γ| and the respective null model distributions π(·|i, j). For the left tail test, the p-value is
given by the area under the distribution up to the empirical value.

1 Note that co-occurrences Cij are a discrete variable, therefore the null model distribution π(·|i, j) has a discrete support ranging from
0 to min[ki, kj ]. The p-value definition of eq. (S1) commonly used in the literature is the sum of π(·|i, j) starting from the empirical
value of Cij included. The other possibility would be to exclude Cij from the sum domain, resulting in

p[Cij ] = 1−
Cij∑

x=0

π(x|i, j). (S2)

The two approaches would coincide if Cij were a continuous variable. In our discrete case, we checked that they lead to almost identical
results, after a proper re-scaling of the significance threshold p∗.
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is less clear what kind of signal can be associated to the co-occurrences that pass such statistical test. Supplementary
Figure 1 shows two example of significantly small co-occurrences between pairs of scientific fields, which appear quite
unrelated to each other.

Overall, as shown in Supplementary Figure 2, the number of link validated by the right tail test (panel A – which
is the same of Figure 4 in the main text) is typically higher than the number of links validated by the left tail test
(panel B), especially for partial models (this happens due to the relative position of the mean between partial and full
models). This observation confirms that empirical data on the scientific activity of country is biased towards the right
tail and that therefore there is a non-trivial signal of interdependence and common capability requirements between
scientific fields.
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Supplementary Figure 2. Density ρ of links validated by the various null models as a function of the significance threshold p∗.
Panels (A) and (B) report results of the right / left tail test, which validates the links that are significantly larger / smaller
than the null model expectations, respectively.
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 2: NULL MODELS OF WEIGHTED MONOPARTITE NETWORKS

As discussed in the main text, the task of filtering a bipartite network projection can be in principle accomplished
using a null model defined directly on the projection, instead of a null model defined on the original bipartite network.
Since the projection of a bipartite network is a (dense) weighted monopartite network, we can use a null model
formulation that constraints the strength sequence of the projection, where the strength of generic node i is given by
si =

∑
j(6=i)∈L Cij . Here we consider two popular model formulations.

Disparity Filter

The Disparity Filter [1] relies on the null hypothesis that node i distributes its total strength si in a uniform
random division among its neighbors. If we denote by di the degree of node i in the projected network (i.e., di =∑
j(6=i)∈L Θ[Cij ] where Θ[x] = 1 if x > 0 and Θ[x] = 0 otherwise), the corresponding null model distribution can be

expressed as

π(x|i, j) =
di − 1

si

(
1− x

si

)di−2

(S4)

This expression is obtained by considering di − 1 points distributed with uniform probability in the interval [0, si].
These points divide this interval into di sub-intervals, whose lengths represent the expected values for the di weights
according to the null hypothesis. Note that differently from the models discussed in the main text, eq. (S4) is not
symmetric in i, j and indeed depends only on node i’s properties. Therefore we assign a p-value to the link i, j
by averaging the p-values obtained by testing the link from both the perspectives of node i and of node j, that is,

p[Cij ] = 1− 1
2

∑Cij−1
x=0 [π(x|i, j) + π(x|j, i)].

Weighted Configuration Model

The maximum-entropy model that constraints the ensemble average of nodes strength sequence is known as Weighted
Configuration Model (WCM) [2, 3]. The WCM Hamiltonian is H(C̃, {ηi}) =

∑
i∈L ηisi(C̃) where {ηi} is the set of

Lagrange multipliers associated to the constraints {si}. Also in this case the partition function can be computed
analytically and the ensemble probability factorizes into link-specific terms, each of which is simply the probability
distribution of the co-occurrences:

π(x|i, j) = qxij(1− qij). (S5)

This is a geometric distribution with success probability qij = e−ηi−ηj and expected value

〈Cij〉 =
qij

1− qij
. (S6)

Finally the numerical values of the Lagrange multipliers are determined by maximising the likelihood of the empirical
projected network C in the ensemble, which implies solving the constraints equations si =

∑
j( 6=i)∈L qij/(1− qij) ∀i.

Comparative analysis of validation outcomes

Supplementary Figures 3 and 5 show that the null model distributions for Disparity Filter and WCM feature an
extreme positive skewness but also a much longer tail than the bipartite models counterparts. The effect is that they
end up validating nothing also for very large significance thresholds p∗. Therefore the information on the bipartite
network that originated the projection (which these two models discard) is essential to extract significant information
on the projection itself. At last, Supplementary Figure 4 shows that Disparity Filter behaves approximately as a
microcanonical model when compared to the canonical WCM.
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Supplementary Figure 3. Comparison of empirical co-
occurrences and their null model distributions for represen-
tative scientific field pairs. (A) Mathematical Physics - Ge-
ometry and Topology, (B) Mathematical Physics - Aquatic
Science, (C) Finance - Applied Psychology. For each pair
(i, j) of scientific field we report the empirical value of the
(normalized) co-occurrences Cij/|Γ| and the respective null
model distributions π(·|i, j). model distributions π(·|i, j).
This figure is the same of Figure 2 of the main text with
the addition of Disparity Filter and WCM.
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Supplementary Figure 4. Comparison of null model features.
(A) Ratio of average co-occurrences 〈Cij〉 and (B) ratio of
variances σ2(Cij) for WCM and Disparity Filter, as a func-
tion of the normalized degrees ki/|Γ| and kj/|Γ| of the cor-
responding nodes.
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Supplementary Figure 5. Density ρ of links validated by the
various null models as a function of the significance threshold
p∗. The dashed bisector denotes the noise level, namely the
probability to statistically validate a null model event. This
figure is the same of Figure 4 of the main text with the
addition of Disparity Filter and WCM.
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 3: TOTAL CO-OCCURRENCES

Further insights on the features of the various null model formulations can be gained by studying the distribution
of the total co-occurrences

S =
∑

{i,j}∈L

〈Cij〉. (S7)

In agreement with the discussion in the main text, Supplementary Figure 6 shows that these distributions behave very
differently for the various null models. The mean of the two partial models (Hypergeometric and BiPCM) coincide,
as well as the mean of the two full models (Curveball and BiCM), with the former smaller than the latter. Moreover,
microcanonical models (Hypergeometric and Curveball) feature a Dirac delta distribution because of the hardness of
imposed constraints. This can be seen by noting that S ≡∑α∈Γ〈kα〉2, a number which is fixed in both microcanonical
ensembles. Canonical models (BiPCM and BiCM) instead feature a similar (finite) standard deviation, very small in
comparison with the difference of means so that the respective distribution do not overlap.
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Supplementary Figure 6. Probability distribution of the total co-occurrences S (normalized by their maximum value Smax =
|L|2|Γ| of a fully connected bipartite network) in the various null model formulations.
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 4: CORRECTION FOR MULTIPLE TESTING WITH THE FALSE
DISCOVERY RATE

The statistical hypothesis testing procedure described in the main text applies the same significance threshold
or confidence level p∗ to each test considered individually. Then we vary p∗ to compare the various null model
outcomes. However we can also consider a correction for p∗ in order to obtain a confidence level for the whole family
of simultaneous tests. This is a common approach in the literature to minimize Type I errors; in the context of
bipartite network projections, it can be appropriate when co-occurrences between the various node pairs cannot be
considered independent realization of a generative process (however they still represent different instances).

Here we study whether this correction would have similar effects for the various null models. This is trivially true
for the Bonferroni correction, which simply consists in rescaling the threshold p∗ by the number of hypothesis tested,
namely m = L(L − 1)/2 (the same number for all null models). The same outcome is not guaranteed for the False
Discovery Rate (FDR) [4], which for a given p∗ prescribes to order the observed p-values in ascending order (denoting
them by p(1), . . . , p(m) and validate the k smallest p-values, where k is such that p(k) ≤ kp∗/m.

Supplementary Figure 7 shows that FDR reduces the number of links that are validated in a similar fashion among
the various null models: we do not observe a situation in which the correction is minimal for a null model while for
another is more pronounced. Therefore we can conclude that correcting for multiple tests causes a rescaling of the
validated network density with respect to p∗, but does not alter qualitatively the results of our analysis.
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Supplementary Figure 7. Density ρ of links validated by the various null models as a function of the significance threshold p∗,
with no correction for multiple tests (panel A) and correction with False Discovery Rate (panel B) applied to all null models.
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 5: COMMUNITY DETECTION WITH BAYESIAN STOCHASTIC
BLOCKMODELING

In this section we check the consistency of our results using a community detection method based on Bayesian
inference of the best stochastic blockmodel (SBM) fit of the network [5, 6]. The cost function to minimize in this case
is called description length, which represents the amount of information needed to describe the network. A detailed
description of the method and the accompanying code is available at https://graph-tool.skewed.de/static/doc/
demos/inference/inference.html#the-stochastic-block-model-sbm.

Supplementary Figures 8-10 show that this method leads to a rather different network partition characterized by
many more communities. Obtaining different outcomes is common when there is no clear-cut community structure,
which is typically the case with empirical applications. However the main point of our work, namely that the various
null models can lead to a shared community structure, and that in order to find such meta-structure the validated
networks should be compared at identical density values, is still supported by these results.
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Supplementary Figure 8. Description length versus number
of communities for the best SBM partition obtained on the
network validated using the various null models. As in the
case of Modularity, also here the curves of the various models
collapse onto each other.
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Supplementary Figure 9. Average AMI between the best
SBM partitions of the network validated by the various null
models. Values are plotted for filtered networks obtained
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(green stars). The latter option reveals a higher concordance
among the null models.

Supplementary Figure 10. SBM-induced community struc-
ture for the network of co-occurrence between scientific fields,
validated by the BiCM null model for p∗ = 0.0126 and
ρ = 0.18 (corresponding to the maximum AMI as of Sup-
plementary Figure 9).
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 6: TEST ON BIPARTITE NETWORKS FROM DIFFERENT DOMAINS

To further support the general applicability of our framework, here we report results of the same analysis performed
in the main text for several other bipartite networks belonging to totally different contexts 2. The purpose is to show
that our framework can be generalized when the nature of both nodes and links change drastically. We consider:

• HOST-VIRUS: a network of 586 viruses, 754 mammalian species, and 2805 relations between mammalians and
viruses they can host (i.e., be infected by) [7]. We consider co-occurrences between mammalians, defined in terms
of number of different viruses they can both host. Data available at https://github.com/cjcarlson/brevity/
tree/master/Olival%20Nature%202017%20Raw%20Data. Results are reported in Supplementary Figure 13.

• ROBERT plant: a network of 1429 animal species visiting flowers of 456 plant species that grew in a small
area in southwestern Illinois, USA [8]. We consider co-occurrences between plant species, defined in terms
of the different animal species they are visited by. Data available at https://iwdb.nceas.ucsb.edu/html/
robertson_1929.html. Results are reported in Supplementary Figure 14.

• TAYLOR World Cities: a network about the service values (indicating the importance of a city in the office
network of a firm) of 100 global service firms distributed across 315 cities worldwide [9]. Data are collected
in year 2000; links are weighted according to the service value, ranging from 0 to 5. We thus employed the
RCA filter and consider co-occurrences between cities, defined in terms of the different important firms office
they host in common. Data available at http://vlado.fmf.uni-lj.si/pub/networks/data/mix/mixed.htm.
Results are reported in Supplementary Figure 15.

• DUTCH elite: a network of 200 persons (corporate elite) who sit on the boards of the 395 most important
administrative bodies in The Netherlands [10]. We consider co-occurrences between corporate elites, defined in
terms of the different boards they both sit on. Data available at http://vlado.fmf.uni-lj.si/pub/networks/
data/2mode/DutchElite.htm. Results are reported in Supplementary Figure 16.

• CRIME: network of 829 persons and 551 crime cases (collected in 1990s in St. Louis), with link connecting
persons to the cases where they appeared as either a suspect, a victim, a witness. We consider co-occurrences
between crimes, defined in terms of persons appearing in both. Data available at http://konect.cc/networks/
moreno_crime/. Results are reported in Supplementary Figure 17.

• MOVIELENS: a network of 1000 users, 1700 movies, and 100000 ratings from users to movies [11] (we consider
as actual links only the ratings bigger than 3). We consider co-occurrences between movies, defined in terms
of number of different users that rated both of them. Data available at https://grouplens.org/datasets/
movielens/100k/. Results are reported in Supplementary Figure 18.

Despite the different nature of these networks, in general we find the same results of the analysis in the main
text, namely that the equal-density criterion reveals a consistently higher concordance among the null models. In
particular, concerning the community structure, often we can identify a region of “best” agreement between the
validation models, indicating which density value (and, as a consequence, which p∗) should be chosen in order to
obtain a meta-validated network. This happens when we can find a sufficiently high value of modularity, i.e., when
a robust community structure emerges — as in the case of HOST-VIRUS (Supplementary Figure 11, where we also
compare with metadata-induced partitions) as well as for other networks (Supplementary Figure 12). Otherwise, as
in the case of MOVIELENS, the AMI values obtained at equal density are not too far from the values obtained at
equal p∗, signaling the absence of a community structure in the network.

2 Note that we are limited in the choice of dataset that we can use for our exercise for a twofold reason. Firstly, we need a bipartite
network with a meaningful modular projection and possibly with metadata. Secondly, in order to include the Curveball algorithm (that
relies on numerical sampling) we cannot consider very large systems.
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Supplementary Figure 11. HOST-VIRUS network: (A) Community structure of the network of co-occurrence between mam-
malian species (with co-occurrences defined in terms of viruses they can both host), validated by the Hypergeometric null
model for ρ = 0.057 corresponding to maximum AMI value of the bottom right panel in Supplementary Figure 13. Each color
identifies a community (hand-labeled by us as in the legend) shared among the four validated networks. (B) As a comparison,
we report the same network with mammalian species labeled according to their species order.

[1] M. A. Serrano, M. Boguñá, and A. Vespignani, Extracting the multiscale backbone of complex weighted networks, PNAS
106, 6483 (2009).

[2] D. Garlaschelli and M. I. Loffredo, Generalized bose-fermi statistics and structural correlations in weighted networks,
Physical Review Letters 102, 038701 (2009).

[3] T. Squartini and D. Garlaschelli, Analytical maximum-likelihood method to detect patterns in real networks, New Journal
of Physics 13, 083001 (2011).

[4] Y. Benjamini and Y. Hochberg, Controlling the false discovery rate: A practical and powerful approach to multiple testing,
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Methodological) 57, 289 (1995).

[5] T. P. Peixoto, Efficient monte carlo and greedy heuristic for the inference of stochastic block models, Physical Review E
89, 012804 (2014).

[6] T. P. Peixoto, Bayesian stochastic blockmodeling, in Advances in Network Clustering and Blockmodeling (John Wiley &
Sons, Ltd, 2019) Chap. 11, pp. 289–332.

[7] K. J. Olival, P. R. Hosseini, C. Zambrana-Torrelio, N. Ross, T. L. Bogich, and P. Daszak, Host and viral traits predict
zoonotic spillover from mammals, Nature 546, 646 (2017).

[8] C. Robertson, Flowers and insects: lists of visitors of four hundred and fifty-three flowers (Carlinville, Ill., 1977).
[9] P. Taylor and B. Derudder, World City Betwork: A Global Urban Analysis (Routledge, 2015).

[10] W. de Nooy, Ringen om de macht, in De elite. De Volkskrant Top 200 van invloedrijkste Nederlanders, edited by W. Dekker
and B. Raaij (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Meulenhoff, 2006) pp. 85–94.

[11] F. M. Harper and J. A. Konstan, The movielens datasets: History and context, ACM Transactions on Interactive Intelligent
Systems 5, 1 (2015).

27/34



10

Supplementary Figure 12. Community structures of other networks in our dataset validated by the BiCM null model. Each
color identifies a community shared among the four validated networks. (A) ROBERT network of co-occurrence between plant
species, defined in terms of animal species they are visited by, for ρ = 0.29 corresponding to maximum AMI as of Supplementary
Figure 14, bottom right panel. (B) TAYLOR network of co-occurrence between cities, defined in terms of the different large
firms office they host in common, for ρ = 0.36 corresponding to maximum AMI as of Supplementary Figure 15, bottom right
panel. (C) DUTCH network of co-occurrence between corporate elites, defined in terms of the different boards they both sit
on, for ρ = 0.43 corresponding to maximum AMI as of Supplementary Figure 16, bottom right panel. (D) CRIME network of
co-occurrence between persons, defined in terms of the different cases they appeared in, for ρ = 0.08 corresponding to maximum
AMI as of Supplementary Figure 17, bottom right panel.
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Supplementary Figure 13. HOST-VIRUS network. Top panel: density ρ of validated links as a function of p∗. Middle panels:
(A) Jaccard, (B) DeltaCon, (C) Portrait similarity of validated networks, as a function of either p∗ or ρ. Bottom panels: (left)
Modularity vs number of communities; (right) average AMI for partitions of the validated networks as a function of either p∗

or ρ. Error bars represent standard deviations over choices of null model pairs.
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Supplementary Figure 14. ROBERT network. Top panel: density ρ of validated links as a function of p∗. Middle panels: (A)
Jaccard, (B) DeltaCon, (C) Portrait similarity of validated networks, as a function of either p∗ or ρ. Bottom panels: (left)
Modularity vs number of communities; (right) average AMI for partitions of the validated networks as a function of either p∗

or ρ. Error bars represent standard deviations over choices of null model pairs.
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Supplementary Figure 15. TAYLOR network. Top panel: density ρ of validated links as a function of p∗. Middle panels: (A)
Jaccard, (B) DeltaCon, (C) Portrait similarity of validated networks, as a function of either p∗ or ρ. Bottom panels: (left)
Modularity vs number of communities; (right) average AMI for partitions of the validated networks as a function of either p∗

or ρ. Error bars represent standard deviations over choices of null model pairs.

31/34



14

-3 -2 -1 0
log(p * )

-1

0

lo
g(
de

ns
ity

)
noise level
Hypergeometric
Curveball
BiPCM
BiCM

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1
log(p * )

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

av
er
ag

e 
Ja
cc

ar
d 
sim

ila
rit

y

similarity vs p *

0.1 0.3 0.5
density

(A)

similarity vs density

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1
log(p * )

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

av
er
ag

e 
De

lta
co
n 
sim

ila
rit
y

similarity vs p *

0.1 0.3 0.5
density

(B)

similarity vs density

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1
log(p * )

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

av
er
ag

e 
Po

rtr
ai
t s

im
ila

rit
y

similarity vs p *

0.1 0.3 0.5
density

(C)

similarity vs density

2 4 6 8 10 12
number of communities

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

m
od

ul
ar
ity

Hypergeometric
Curveball
BiPCM
BiCM

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1
log(p * )

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

av
er
ag

e 
AM

I

avgAMI vs p *

0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7
density

avgAMI vs density

Supplementary Figure 16. DUTCH network. Top panel: density ρ of validated links as a function of p∗. Middle panels: (A)
Jaccard, (B) DeltaCon, (C) Portrait similarity of validated networks, as a function of either p∗ or ρ. Bottom panels: (left)
Modularity vs number of communities; (right) average AMI for partitions of the validated networks as a function of either p∗

or ρ. Error bars represent standard deviations over choices of null model pairs.
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Supplementary Figure 17. CRIME network. Top panel: density ρ of validated links as a function of p∗. Middle panels: (A)
Jaccard, (B) DeltaCon, (C) Portrait similarity of validated networks, as a function of either p∗ or ρ. Bottom panels: (left)
Modularity vs number of communities; (right) average AMI for partitions of the validated networks as a function of either p∗

or ρ. Error bars represent standard deviations over choices of null model pairs.
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Supplementary Figure 18. MOVIELENS network. Top panel: density ρ of validated links as a function of p∗. Middle panels:
(A) Jaccard, (B) DeltaCon, (C) Portrait similarity of validated networks, as a function of either p∗ or ρ. Bottom panels: (left)
Modularity vs number of communities; (right) average AMI for partitions of the validated networks as a function of either p∗

or ρ. Error bars represent standard deviations over choices of null model pairs.
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