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Com m unity structures are an im portant feature ofm any social,biologicaland technologicalnet-

works.Herewestudy a variation on them ethod fordetecting such com m unitiesproposed by G irvan

and Newm an and based on theidea ofusing centrality m easurestode�nethecom m unity boundaries

( M .G irvan and M .E.J.Newm an,Com m unity structure in socialand biologicalnetworks Proc.

Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 99,7821-7826 (2002)). W e develop an algorithm ofhierarchicalclustering

that consists in �nding and rem oving iteratively the edge with the highest inform ation centrality.

W e testthe algorithm on com putergenerated and real-world networkswhose com m unity structure

is already known or has been studied by m eans ofother m ethods. W e show that our algorithm ,

although it runsto com pletion in a tim e O (n
4
),is very e�ective especially when the com m unities

are very m ixed and hardly detectable by the otherm ethods.

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Network analysishasrevealed asa powerfulapproach

to understand com plex phenom ena and organization in

social,biologicaland technologicalsystem s[1,2,3,4,5].

In the fram ework ofnetwork analysis a given system is

m odeled asa graph in which the nodesarethe elem ents

of the system , for instance the individuals in a social

system ,the neurons in a brain and the routers in the

Internet,and theedgesrepresentthe interactions,social

links,synapsesand electricwiringsrespectively,between

couplesofelem ents.A lotofinteresthasbeen focused on

the characterization ofvariousstructuraland locational

propertiesofthe network [1,2,3,4,5].Am ong the oth-

ers,an im portantproperty com m on to m any networksis

the presenceofsubgroupsorcom m unity structures.

Forinstance,in socialnetworkssom e individualscan be

part ofa tightly connected group or ofa closed social

elite,otherscan be com pletely isolated,while som e oth-

ersm ay actasbridgesbetween groups. The di� erences

in the way that individuals are em bedded in the struc-

ture ofgroups within the network can have im portant

consequenceson thebehaviorthey arelikely to practice.

The division ofthe individuals ofa socialnetwork into

com m unitiesisa fundam entalaspectofa socialsystem .

In fact,subgroupsin socialsystem soften havetheirown

norm s,orientationsand subcultures,som etim esrunning

counterto the o� cialculture,and are the m ostim por-

tantsourceofa person’sidentity [2].Forthisreason one

ofthe m ain concerns,since the very beginning ofsocial

network analysis,has been the de� nition and the iden-

ti� cation ofsubgroups ofindividuals within a network.

And the � rst algorithm s to � nd com m unity structures

havebeen proposed in socialnetwork analysis.

Subgroups are also im portant to other networks. The

presence of subgrouping in biological and technological

networksm ay hinderim portantinform ation on thefunc-

tioning ofthesystem ,and can berelevantto understand

the growth m echanism sofsuch networks. In fact,com -

m unitiesin theW orld-W ide-W eb m ay representpageson

com m on topics,while com m unity in cellular[6]and ge-

neticnetworks[7]m ightrepresentfunctionalm odules[8].

Forthisreason,the techniquesto � nd the substructures

within a network providea powerfultoolforunderstand-

ing the structureand the functioning ofthe network.

In thispaperwepresenta new m ethod to discovercom -

m unitystructuresthatusestherecentlyintroducedinfor-

m ation centralitym easure[9,10],based on theconceptof

network globale� ciency [11,12]. The inform ation cen-

trality is here used to quantify the relevance ofeach of

theedgesin thenetwork.Them ethod consistsin � nding

and rem oving theedgeswith thehighestcentrality score

untilthe network breaksup into com ponents.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II we

review the de� nitionsofcliquesand cohesive subgroups

and the standard m ethodsfor� nding com m unity struc-

tures in networks. In Section III we propose the new

m ethod and describe itsim plem entation. In Section IV

wediscusstheapplication ofthealgorithm to com puter-

generated networks for which there is already a knowl-

edge and controlon the existing subgroups. W e show

thatthealgorithm ,although slowerthan the bestm eth-

odson them arket,can beextrem ely e� ectiveatdiscover-

ingcom m unity structures,especially when thecom m uni-

tiesareverym ixed and hardlydetectable.Finallyin Sec-

tion V wediscussa num berofapplicationsto real-world

networks.In Section VIwepresentourconclusions.

II. D EFIN IT IO N O F C O H ESIV E SU B G R O U P S

Socialanalysts were the � rst to form alize the idea of

com m unitiesand todevisem athem aticalm easuresofthe

num ber and cohesion ofcom m unities. Here we review

the m ostim portantde� nitionsdeveloped forsocialsys-

tem s. Forthis reason the discussion ofthis section will

be m ainly in term s ofsocialnetworks,although,as we

willseein thefollowing sections,theideasofcom m unity

structuresappliesaswellto othernetworks. A com m u-

nity,orcluster,orcohesive subgroup isa subsetofindi-
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vidualsam ong whom there are relatively strong,direct,

intenseties.Thestarting pointofallthede� nitionsand

m easuresisthe conceptofsubgraph. A subgraph isany

collection ofnodesselected from the nodesofthe whole

graph,together with the edges connecting those nodes.

A random sam pleofpointsin a graph representing a so-

cialsystem isforexam plea subgraph butitisnotlikely

to correspond to any m eaningfulsocialgroup. The no-

tion ofam eaningfulsocialgroup isbased on theproperty

ofcohesion am ong thevariousm em bersofthesubgraph.

However the cohesion ofa subgraph can be quanti� ed

by using various di� erent properties ofthe ties am ong

subsetsofnodes.Thechoiceofa particularproperty in-

stead ofanotherdependson theresearcher’sdecision that

a particularm athem aticalcriterion can begiven a m ean-

ingfuland usefulsociologicalinterpretation.Thegeneral

aim isto de� ne a m eaningfulsocialcategory by investi-

gating the structuralpropertiesofthe whole graph and

� ndingthenaturallyexistingcom m unitiesintowhich the

socialnetwork can be divided.

The literature on cohesive subgroups contains various

ways to conceptualize the idea of subgroups in social

networks. In particular,there are four m ain ideas that

takeinto accountfourdi� erentstructuralproperties[1].

The resulting four categories ofcohesive subgroups are

sorted in such a way thatgoing from the� rstto thelast

one we weaken the properties that the subgroups have

to ful� ll. W e brie y present these ideas for one-m ode,

non-directed,non-valued graphs.

1)T he m utuality ofties.Cohesivesubgroupsbased

on them utuality oftiesrequirethatallpairsofsubgroup

m em bers choose each other. This idea is form alized in

thede� nition ofcliques.A clique isa m axim alcom plete

subgraph ofthree orm ore nodes,i.e. a subsetofnodes

allofwhich are adjacentto each otherand there are no

nodes that are also adjacent to allthe m em bers ofthe

clique.

2) T he closeness or reachability ofthe m em bers

ofthe subgroup. Since the de� nition ofclique israther

strong and restrictive for realsocialnetworks,a num -

ber ofextensions ofthe basic idea have been proposed.

Cohesive subgroups based on reachability require that

allthe m em bers are reachable from each other. The n-

cliques extend the notion ofcliques,weakening the re-

quirem entofadjacencyam ongallthesubgroupm em bers.

A n-clique is a m axim alsubgraph in which the largest

geodesic distance between any two nodes is no greater

than n.W hen n = 1 wego back to theconceptofclique.

2-cliques are subgraphs in which allnodes need not to

beadjacentbutarereachablethrough atm ostoneinter-

m ediary.In 3-cliquesallnodesare reachablethrough at

m osttwo interm ediaries,and so on.

A de� nition thatwillbeim portantin thefollowingofthe

paperisthatofcom ponent.A com ponentisthem axim al

connected subgraph,i.e. a subgraph in which there isa

path between allpairs ofnodes,while there is no path

between a nodein thesubgraph and any nodenotin the

subgraph.

3) T he frequency of ties am ong m em bers. This

idea ofcohesivesubgroupsisbased on restrictionson the

m inim um num ber ofactors adjacent to each other in a

subgroup. W hereas the concept ofn-clique involvesin-

creasingtheperm issiblepath lengths,an alternativeway

to relax thestrong assum ption ofcliquesinvolvesreduc-

ing the num berofothernodesto which each node m ust

be connected. A k-plex isa m axim alsubgraph contain-

ing n nodes in which each node is adjacentto no fewer

than n� k nodesin thesubgraph.Com pared to n-clique

analysis,k-plex analysis tends to � nd a relatively large

num berofsm allergroups.

4) T he relative frequency oftiesam ong subgroup

m em berscom pared to non-m em bers. Thisidea ofcohe-

sive subgroups is di� erent from the previous three be-

cause it is based on the com parison ofties within the

subgroup to ties outside the subgroup [14]. In thisway

cohesive subgroups are seen as areas ofrelatively high

density in the graph,partsthatare locally denserthan

the � eld as a whole. The LS set is the sim plest form al

de� nition ofasubgroup in thisclass.An LS setisasetof

nodesS such thatany ofitspropersubsets(i.e.any pos-

siblesubsetofnodesthatcan beselected from thenodes

in S)hasm ore tiesto itscom plem entwithin S than to

the outside ofS [15]. The factthatLS sets are related

by containm ent im plies that there is a hierarchy ofLS

sets in a graph. The de� nition oflam bda sets extends

thatofLS sets,and isbased on theconceptofedgecon-

nectivity.Theedgeconnectivity ofa pairofnodesiand

j is equalto the m inim um num ber ofedges that m ust

berem oved from thegraph in orderto leaveno path be-

tween the two nodes.A setofnodesS isa lam bda setif

any pairofnodesin S haslargeredgeconnectivity than

any pairofnodesconsisting ofone node within S and a

node outside S [16]. Lam bda setsare based on the idea

thata cohesive subgroup is relatively robust,nam ely it

ishard to disconnectby the rem ovalofedges.An alter-

native approach based on the sam e idea is to consider

ifthere are edgesin the graph which,ifrem oved,would

resultin a disconnected structure.Thisapproach iseasy

to im plem ent into an algorithm ic procedure and allows

to develop hierarchicalclustering m ethods. Such m eth-

odsrank and rem ove the edgesofthe network in term s

oftheir im portance,where the edge im portance can be

de� ned in di� erent ways as willbe clear in a m om ent.

By doing this repeatedly the network breaksiteratively

into sm allerand sm allercom ponentsuntilitbreaksinto

a collection ofsinglenon-connected nodes.Theresulting

hierarchicalstructure to clusters can be represented by

dendrogram s,orhierarchicaltrees,astheonereported in

Fig.1,showing theclustersproduced ateach step ofthe

subdivision.

Recently,G irvan and Newm an haveconsidered twoform s

of edge betweenness to m easure the edge im portance:

the shortestpath betweennessand the random -walk be-

tweenness[17,18,19].The edge shortestpath between-

nessextendsto theedgesthenodebetweennessproposed

by Freem an [20]as a centrality m easure for the nodes,
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and is de� ned asthe num berofshortestpathsbetween

pairs of nodes that run through that edge [17]. The

random -walk betweenness does consider random walks

connecting allcouples ofnodes instead ofthe shortest

paths(random walkshavealsobeen used to quantify the

sim ilarities-dissim ilarities between nearest-neighbouring

nodesin otheralgorithm sfor� nding com m unities[21]).

Thealgorithm sbyG irvanand Newm an ateach stepiden-

tify and rem ovetheedgesthatarethem ostbetween cou-

plesofnodes,in the sense thatthey are responsible for

connecting m any pairsofnodes.Them ethod for� nding

com m unity structuresthatwe presentin thispaperisa

m odi� cation ofthe m ethod by G irvan and Newm an. In

ourm ethod weproposetoidentify directly theedgesthat

when rem oved m ostly disruptthenetwork’sability in ex-

changing inform ation am ong the nodes. In fact,instead

ofthe edge betweenness,weadopta m easureofcentral-

ity,the inform ation centrality C I [9,10],based on the

concept ofe� cient propagation ofinform ation overthe

network [11,12].Theinform ation centrality hasrevealed

as an interesting quantity to characterize the centrality

ofthenodesofanetwork,and givesdi� erentresultsfrom

the betweennesscentrality [9]. Forthisreason we think

thatitm ightbeusefulto develop an algorithm ofhierar-

chicalclustering based on theedgesinform ation central-

ity.

Afterhaving described theform alde� nitionsofcohesive

subgroupsbased on therelativefrequencyofties,weneed

to give som e m ethods for assessing the cohesiveness of

the subgroups. This is especially im portant in hierar-

chicalclustering m ethodswhere one obtainsa hierarchy

ofcom m unity structures,from the originalgraph to the

extrem ecasein which allthenodesaredisconnected:in

thiscasethenum berofcom m unitiesdependson thelevel

atwhich thegraph ispartitioned,and wethereforeneed

acriterium tosay atwhich pointtostop.O neofthe� rst

m easuresofhow cohesivea subgroup is,wasproposed in

Ref. [22]and is justthe ratio ofthe num ber ofties (or

the average strength ofties for a valued graph) within

a subgroup divided by the num beroftiesfrom the sub-

group to nodesoutside the subgroup.Thism easurewas

recently extended in Ref. [18]by the m easure ofm odu-

larity thatwewilldiscussin Section IV and which proves

to be successfulto expressthe degree ofcohesivenessof

the com m unities ofm any networks. This is why itwas

recently proposed in Ref. [23]to adopt the m odularity

itselfasthequantity to m axim izeso to identify thebest

com m unity structure.The num ericalim plem entation of

thism axim ization allowsto analyze very largenetworks

because it can be perform ed in a tim e which is by far

shorterthan the tim e required by allthe previousalgo-

rithm s.

III. O U R M ET H O D FO R FIN D IN G

C O M M U N IT IES

The algorithm for � nding structures we propose here

m akes use of a recently introduced centrality m easure

[9,10],that is based on the concept ofe� cient propa-

gation ofinform ation overthe network [11,12]. W e as-

sum ethatthenetwork wewantto analyzecan berepre-

sented asaconnected,non-directed,non-valued graph G

ofN nodesand K edges.However,theextension to non-

sym m etric and valued data doesnotpresentany special

problem and willbe considered in a forthcom ing paper

[13].The graph G isdescribed by the adjacency m atrix

a,a N � N m atrix whoseentry aij isequalto 1 ifiand

jareadjacentand 0 otherwise.Two nodesin thegraphs

are said adjacentifthey are connected by an edge.The

entrieson them ain diagonalareunde� ned,and forcon-

veniencethey aresetto beequalto 0.W enow givesom e

de� nition thatwillbe usefulin the following. A walk is

an alternating sequence ofnodesand edges,where each

edge islinked to both the preceding and the succeeding

node.A path linking two nodesiand j isa walk from i

to jin which allpointsand edgesaredistinct:thelength

ofthe path isthe num berofedgestraversed to getfrom

ito j.Theshortestpath,orgeodesic,between iand j is

any path from ito j containing them inim um num berof

edges.

In orderto describehow e� ciently the nodesofthenet-

work G exchange inform ation we use the network e� -

ciency E ,a m easure introduced in refs. [11,12]. Such

a variable isbased on the assum ption thatthe inform a-

tion/com m unication in anetworktravelsalongtheshort-

est paths (geodesics),and that the e� ciency �ij in the

com m unication between twonodesiand jisequalto the

inverseofthe shortestpath lenghtdij.The e� ciency of

G isthe averageof�ij:

E [G ]=

P

i6= j2G
�ij

N (N � 1)
=

1

N (N � 1)

X

i6= j2G

1

dij
(1)

and m easuresthem ean  ow-rateofinform ation overG .

The quantity E [G ]variesin the range [0;1],and isper-

fectly de� ned also in the case ofnon-connected graphs.

In fact,when thereisnopath between iand j,weassum e

dij = + 1 and consistently �ij = 0.Such a property will

be extrem ely im portantforouralgorithm .

A m easure ofnode centrality,the so called inform ation

centrality,based on the network e� ciency,has been re-

cently proposed [9]. The sam e m easure can be used to

quantify the im portanceofgroupsand classes[9,10].

Here we use such m easureto quantify the im portance

ofan edgeofthegraph G .Theinform ation centrality C I
k

oftheedgek isde� ned astherelativedrop in thenetwork

e� ciency caused by the rem ovalofthe edgefrom G :

C
I
k =

� E

E
=
E [G ]� E [G0

k]

E [G ]
k = 1;:::;K (2)

Hereby G 0

k
weindicateagraph with N pointsand K � 1
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edgesobtained by rem oving the edge k from G . Notice

thatthism easure isperfectly de� ned also when G0
k
isa

non-connected graph.

The m ethod for � nding the hierarchy ofcohesive sub-

groupsin G consistsin theiterativerem ovaloftheedges

with the highestinform ation centrality,untilthe system

breaks up into com ponents. W e expect that the edges

that lie between com m unities are those with the high-

est inform ation centrality,while those inside com m uni-

tieshavea low inform ation centrality.The generalform

ofthe algorithm isthe following:

1.Calculate the inform ation centrality scoreforeach

ofthe edges.

2.Rem ovethe edgewith the highestscore.

3.Perform an analysisofthe network’scom ponents.

4.G o back to point1 untilallthe edgesarerem oved

and the system breaks up into N non-connnected

nodes.

Asin theG irvan and Newm an algorithm s[17,18],there-

calculationoftheinform ation centralityscoreseverytim e

afteran edge asbeen rem oved appearsto be an im por-

tantaspectofthealgorithm .W ewilldiscussthispointin

Section V.Thecalculation ofalltheshortestpaths,nec-

essary to com pute the e� ciency ofthe network,can be

perform ed with a breadth-� rstsearch algorithm in tim e

O (K N ) [24,25]. Then the calculation ofthe inform a-

tion centrality for allthe edges takes a tim e O (K 2N ).

Thistim e iscom parableto the tim e ittakesto com pute

the random -walk betweennessforallthe edges[18],but

islongerthan the tim e O (K N )ittakesto calculate the

shortestpathsbetweennessforallthe edgesused in the

m ethod ofRef.[17].The algorithm repeatsthe calcula-

tion ofallthe inform ation centralities for each edge re-

m oved,i.e.K tim es.In conclusion,theentirecom m unity

structure algorithm based on the inform ation centrality

can be com pleted in tim e O (K 3N ),or tim e O (N 4) for

a sparse graph. Although,as we willshow in Section

IV,the algorithm can be in som e cases better in � nd-

ing com m unity structures than the algorithm based on

shorthestpath betweenness,forits poorperform ance it

can be used only for graphs with up to a thousand of

nodes. Forextrem ely large networksthe bestalgorithm

to be used is the one proposed in Ref. [23]and based

on them axim ization ofthem odularity thatrunsin tim e

O (K N )orO (N 2)on asparsegraph,ortheoneproposed

in Ref. [26]based on the notion ofvoltage dropsacross

the network and running in tim e O (K + N ).

IV . T EST IN G T H E M ET H O D O N C O M P U T ER

G EN ER A T ED N ET W O R K S

W e � rstapplied ouralgorithm to com putergenerated

networks,i.e.random graphsconstructed in such a way

thatthey have a wellde� ned com m unity structure. All

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

FIG .1: D endrogram ofthe com m unities found by applying

our algorithm to a com puter generated random graph with

64 vertices and 256 edges. The random graph has been ob-

tained by dividing the nodes into 4 groups of16 nodes each

(respectively em pty circles,fullcircles,trianglesand squares)

and considering zin = 6,zout = 2 (seetext).In thetop panel

the value ofQ corresponding to the various divisions ofthe

dendrogram isreported.

graphs have the sam e num ber of nodes, 128, and the

sam enum berofedges,1024.Thenodesaredivided into

fourclasses,which arethegroups1-32,33-64,65-96 and

97-128.W e � xed to 16 the averagenum berofedgesper

node,and we labelthe edgesaccording to whetherthey

connectm em bersofthe sam e group ornot.The m ixing

between the classesisintroduced by tuning the average

num ber ofedges connecting nodes belonging to di� er-

entclasses. From a generic vertex ofthe graph we have

on average zin edges which join it to other vertices of

itsgroup and zout edgesconnecting itto verticesofthe
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othergroups.The two num bersarenotindependent,as

wem ustofcoursehavezin + zout = 16.W e rem ark that

thisisthesam esetofgraphsthatNewm an [23]and pre-

viously G irvan and Newm an [17,18]have used to test

their algorithm s. In this way we are able to com pare

directly the role ofedge betweennessand edge inform a-

tion centrality in determ ining the com m unity structure.

As a practicalexam ple we show in Fig. 1 the dendro-

gram corresponding to the analysiswith ourm ethod of

a graph ofthis type,where forillustration purposeswe

take a sm aller network with 64 nodes and 8 edges per

node. Here,zin = 6 and zout = 8 � zin = 2,i.e. the

network isstrongly clustered.Thealgorithm producesa

hierarchy ofsubdivisions ofthe network: from a single

com ponent to N isolated nodes,going from top to bot-

tom in the dendrogram (left to rightin the � gure). To

know which ofthe divisions is the best one for a given

network i.e. where we have to cutthe hierarchicaltree,

weneed to usea m easureofthecohesivenessofthecom -

m unities. The � rstm easure ofhow cohesive a subgroup

is,was proposed in Ref. [22]. Ifthere are N nodes in

thegraph G and N S nodesin thesubgroup S,thecohe-

sivenessofsubgroup S can bede� ned astheratio ofthe

num beroftieswithin subgroup S divided by thenum ber

oftiesfrom S to outsiders:
P

i2S

P

j2S
aij

P

i2S

P

j=2 S
aij

(3)

Thism easurewasrecently extended by G irvan and New-

m an in Ref. [18]into the m easure ofm odularity,that

allowsto considerm ore than a group at the sam e tim e

and tellushow good a subdivision ofG in n subgroups

is.

0
0.02
0.04
0.06
0.08

C
I

0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5

E

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70

n

0 50 100 150 200 250
number of edges removed

0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6

Q

FIG .2:Inform ation centrality C
I
oftheedgerem oved,global

e�ciency E ,num berofcom ponentsn and m odularity Q for

the resulting graph as a function ofthe num berofedges re-

m oved.

Them odularity Q isde� ned in thefollowing way.Let

ussupposethatwewantto testthegoodnessofa subdi-

vision ofthenetwork in n wellde� ned com m unities.W e

expectthata good splitisobtained ifm ostofthe edges

fallinsidethecom m unities,with com parativelyfew edges

joining the com m unitiesto each other.Forthispurpose

one introduces a n � n sym m etric m atrix e whose ele-

m enteij isthe fraction ofalledgesin the network that

link verticesin com m unity ito verticesin com m unity j

[28]. The trace ofthis m atrix Tre =
P

i
eii gives the

fraction ofedgesin the network thatconnectverticesin

the sam ecom m unity.To try justto m axim ize the value

of the trace does not help because by considering the

whole network asa single com m unity we would getthe

m axim alvalue 1 without doing any subdivision at all.

Therefore we further de� ne the row (or colum n) sum s

ai =
P

j
eij,which representthe fraction ofedges that

connect to vertices in com m unity i. Ifthe network is

such that the probability to have an edge between two

sitesisthesam eregardlessoftheireventualbelonging to

the sam e com m unity (random network),we would have

eij = aiaj.The m odularity isde� ned as

Q =
X

i

�

eii� a
2

i

�

= Tre� jje2jj (4)

wherejje2jjindicatesthesum oftheelem entsofthem a-

trix e2.Thisquantity then m easuresthedegreeofcorre-

lation between the probability ofhaving an edgejoining

two sitesand the factthatthe sitesbelong to the sam e

com m unity. It now m akessense to look for high values

ofQ . In fact,ifwe take the whole network as a single

com m unity,we getQ = 0 and we can easily gethigher

valuesby choosingsubdivisionsin m orethan justasingle

class.ValuesapproachingQ = 1,which isthem axim um ,

indicatestrong com m unity structure;on theotherhand,

fora random network Q = 0. The expression (4)isnot

norm alized,sothatQ willnotreach a valueof1,even on

a perfectly m ixed network.Fornetworkswith an appre-

ciablesubdivision in classes,Q usually fallsin the range

from about0:2 to 0:7.

In Fig.1weplottheQ correspondingtotheclasseswe

determ ined aftereach split.Thex-coordinaterepresents

the num ber ofsteps ofthe algorithm which end with a

splitofthe network (orofone ofitscom ponents,ifthe

network is not connected). W e rem ark that,since Q is

alwayscalculated by using the fullnetwork,Q can only

vary if,after the rem otion ofone edge,the num ber of

com ponents ofthe network changes,otherwise it keeps

the value corresponding to the lastsubdivision.To take

forthex-coordinatethenum berofrem oved edgeswould

resultin a plotwith m any intervalswhere Q stayscon-

stantand,even ifthatwould nota� ectourdescription,

wedo notconsideritappropriatefora presentation.

The plot presents a single peak, which exactly cor-

responds to the splitting of the network into the four

groups.Thism eansthatthealgorithm succeedsin iden-

tifying the fourclasses.The heightofthe peak is0.499,

which indicates that the network is indeed highly clus-

tered.

In Fig.2 weshow thedetailsofthecalculation.W eplot

the inform ation centrality C I ofthe edge rem oved,the
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globale� ciency E ,the num berofcom ponentsn ofthe

resulting graph and the value ofQ as a function ofthe

num berofrem oved edges,i.e. asa function ofthe iter-

ations ofthe algorithm . Each tim e we rem ove an edge

with a high inform ation centrality score,i.e. each tim e

there is a sharp drop in the network e� ciency,we also

observeasharp increasein them odularity.Theheightof

thethreem ain peaksin C I isroughly proportionaltothe

corresponding variationsofQ . The correlation between

C I and Q is non-trivial,but we can give the following

sim ple argum ent to explain it. Suppose that after the

rem ovalofan edgewegeta splitofthe com ponentA in

two classes,say A 1 and A 2. W e indicate with IA 1
,IA 2

,

IA the num ber ofedges joining pairs ofvertices within

A 1,A 2 and A,respectively. Furtherm ore,letusdenote

with m A 1
,m A 2

,m A the sum ofthe vertex degreesofall

the vertices ofA 1,A 2 and A. According to Eq. 4,the

m odularity Q b beforethe splitis

Q b �
IA

K
� (

m A

2K
)2; (5)

where K isthe totalnum berofedgesofthe network.

Notice thatIA =K is exactly eA A ofEq. 4 and m A =2K

roughly aA (with i= A). O n the otherhand,afterthe

split,wegetthe m odularity

Q a �
IA 1

+ IA 2

K
� (

m A 1

2K
)2 � (

m A 2

2K
)2: (6)

Asjusta few edgeskeep A 1 and A 2 togetherin A,m A

is approxim ately given by m A 1
+ m A 2

. So,we com e to

thefollowing expression forthem odularity variation � Q

afterthe split:

� Q = Q a � Qb �
IA 1

+ IA 2
� IA

K
�
m A 1

m A 2

2K 2
: (7)

The � rstterm on the r.h.s.ofEq.7 issm all,because

IA � IA 1
+ IA 2

,so the dom inantterm isthe second one,

which isproportionaltotheproductm A 1
m A 2

.O n sparse

graphs like those we are dealing with here,m A 1
m A 2

is

roughly proportionalto the num berofvertex pairswith

a vertex in A 1 and theotherin A 2.Thisnum berofpairs

equalsthe num berofpathsgoing from A 1 to A 2,which

after the split are ofin� nite length and give a vanish-

ing contribution to the globale� ciency ofthe network.

The variation ofthe inform ation centrality is then due

to those paths,so it is proportionalto � Q ,as we � nd

num erically.

O ur aim is ofcourse to test how the algorithm works

form any di� erentnetworks,and thisisaccom plished by

consideringm any di� erentrealizationsofthesam egraph

and checking how m any vertices are correctly classi� ed

in each case.W eanalyzed ourarti� cialnetworksforvar-

iousvaluesofzout,ranging from 4 to 7:5,with a step of

0:25. W e did not do a quantitative analysis ofthe in-

terval0 < zout < 4 because there the algorithm always

� nds the right classes(m ore than 99% ofsuccessfulat-

tem pts). For each value ofzout we produced from 100

to 500 sam ples,and calculated the average fraction of

nodeswhich end up in theirnaturalgroup.W eplotsuch

averages in Fig. 3 as a function ofzout. In the sam e

plot we report the results obtained by using the algo-

rithm ofG irvan and Newm an on the sam e network.W e

see that in the sector [4;6]the two algorithm s perform

equally well;thealgorithm ofG irvan and Newm an seem s

to lead in som e casesto slightly betterresultsbutthey

arecom patiblewith ourswithin errorsexcepteventually

forzout = 5:75. Thisisalso the region ofvaluesofzout
which correspondsto networkswith a clear com m unity

structure. In the sector[6;7:5],where the com m unities

are very m ixed and hardly detectable,both algorithm s

start inevitably to fail, but our algorithm clearly per-

form sbetter. In [7;7:5]ourresultsare even betterthan

the ones obtained through the m odularity-based algo-

rithm recently proposed by Newm an [23]. These results

m ay justify theextra pricein term sofCPU tim ethatwe

have to pay ifwe choose to adopt the algorithm based

on the inform ation centrality. As faras the m odularity

is concerned,we passed from peak values ofabout0.65

for the lowest zout we have taken (2) to about 0.25 for

the m ostm ixed cases(zout = 7:5).
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FIG .3: Average fraction ofcorrectly identi�ed vertices as a

function ofzout. Each point represents an average over 100

to 500 graphs. The com parison with the analogous results

ofG irvan and Newm an shows that our algorithm perform s

betterwhen the com m unitiesare very m ixed and hardly de-

tectable.

Asafurtherevidenceofthesim ilaritiesand di� erences

between edgeinform ation and betweennesscentrality we

report in Fig. 4 a scatter plot ofthe two m easures for

each ofthe 1024 edgesofthe initialnetwork,i.e. before

we start the � rst iteration ofthe edge rem ovalprocess.

The � gure shows that, as expected, the two m easures

arecorrelated,although therearesom eim portantdi� er-

ences. In particular we notice that the edges with the

higherinform ation are notalwaysthose with the higher

betweenness. This is m ore evident when the com m uni-
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tiesarem ixed and hardly detectable.Forinstancein the

case zout = 7 the edge with the largestinform ation,i.e.

theonethatwillberem oved by ouralgorithm isnotthe

onewith the largestbetweenness.
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FIG .4:Correlation between edge inform ation centrality and

betweenness centrality. Each point ofthe scatter plot refers

to an edgeofan arti�cially generated network with 128 nodes

and 1024 edges. W e consider the two values zout = 4 and

zout = 7,respectively representing a case in which the com -

m unities are clearly separated and a case in which the com -

m unitiesare m ixed and hardly detectable.

V . A P P LIC A T IO N S T O R EA L N ET W O R K S

After the � rst experim ents on arti� cialnetworks,we

can say that the algorithm seem s prom ising. However,

ifourm ethod isany good,itm ustwork aswellforreal

networks,which actually represent the system s we are

m ostly interested in.W epresentheretheanalysisoffour

networks,although we analyzed m ore. The � rst three

ofthem ,i.e. the Zachary’skarate club,the network of

the Am erican college footballteam s and the food web

ofthe Chesapeake Bay,have also been studied by other

authors,with other hierarchicalclustering m ethods. In

this way we can better understand whatthe di� erences

between the various approaches are. The last network

studied represents the interactions am ongst a group of

20 m onkeys.

A . Zachary’s karate club

The � rstexam ple we considered isthe fam ouskarate

club network analyzed by Zachary [27]. It consists of

34 persons(78 edges)whose m utualfriendship relation-

ships have been carefully investigated over a period of

two years. Due to contrastsbetween a teacher and the

adm inistratoroftheclub,theclub splitinto two sm aller

ones. The questions we want to answer are the follow-

ing: Is it possible,by studying the network com m unity

structuresbeforethenetworksplitting,topredictthebe-

haviorofthenetworkand in particulartoidentifythetwo

123
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FIG .5: The karate club network of Zachary (�gure taken

from G irvan and Newm an [18]).

classes ? M oreover,according to the network structure

willa possiblecon ictm ostlikely involvetwo factionsor

m ultiple groups ? The network is presented in Fig. 5,

where the squaresand the circles labelthe m em bers of

thetwogroups.Theresultsofouranalysisareillustrated

in the dendrogram ofFig.6.

The� rstedgewhich getsrem oved istheonelinkingnode

12 to the restofthe network. Thisedge correspondsto

the edge between node 12 and node 1,an edge having

the largestinform ation centrality (0.024)and a m edium

value ofbetweenness (66) as shown in the scatter plot

reported in Fig. 7. Notice also that the edge with the

highestbetweenness(142.79)istheedgeconnectingnode

1 with node32.Therem ovalofthe� rstedgethen leads

to the isolation ofnode 12. This is a feature that we

encountered othertim esin ouranalyses.The early sep-

aration ofa singlenodeorofa sm allgroup isdueto the

factthata system often loosesm oree� ciency becauseof

such splitsthan through therem ovalofintercom m unities

edges.

Toseewhythisisso,letusconsiderthesim pleexam ple

ofFig.8,describinganetworkG with N nodescom posed

by two cohesive subgroups,nam ely G 1 with N 1 nodes,

and G 2 with N 2 nodes (N 1 � N2 � 1), and by the

two nodesk,which isjoined to the network via a single

edge (like node 12 in the karate club) and i,bridging

G 1 to G 2. In such a case the separation ofthe node

k leads to a decrease of e� ciency proportionalto the

num ber of rem aining nodes, i.e. � E k� split / O (N ).

In fact, because ofthe single edge,the shortest paths

between pairsofnodesdi� erentfrom k are nota� ected

by the rem ovalof the edge, so the only contributions

com e from the pathsfrom k to the restofthe network,

which areN � 1.O n the otherhand,the rem ovalofthe

edge linking ito G 1 in uences the lengths ofN1 � N2

shortestpaths,so that� E int� com m / O (N 2). In such

a case,the edge standing between the two com m unities

G 1 and G 2 willbe the � rst one to be rem oved. But

this is not always the case,since a sim ple m odi� cation
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FIG .6: D endrogram ofthe com m unities ofthe karate club.

Initially onehasthesplitoftwo loosely bound nodes,12 and

27,from the restofthe network.Afterthatthe two com m u-

nities,with the exception ofnode 10 (and ofthe two above-

m entioned nodes),are correctly identi�ed.The separation of

thetwo com m unitiescorrespondsto a peak in them odularity

Q .

ofthe network considered in the � gure would lead to a

di� erentresult.In fact,ifwenow supposethatnodeiis

connected toG 1 through twoedges(asfortheconnection

between nodeiand G 2)instead ofa singleone,then the

algorithm willsee the graph com posed by G 1,G 2 and

iasa m ore cohesive structure than before and the � rst

edgeto be rem oved willbe the one connecting k to G 1.

G oingbacktothedendrogram ofFig.6,weseethatafter
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FIG .7:Correlation between edge inform ation centrality and

betweenness centrality for the karate club network. Each

pointofthe scatterplotrefersto an edge ofthe network.

node12 isrem oved from thenetwork ofthekarateclub,

also the loosely bound node 27 (justtwo edges)isolates

from the rest. The third split � nally separatesthe two

big groups.Atthisstage we have fourcom ponents,two

isolated nodes(12 and 27)and two largergroupswhich

are hom ogeneous except node 10 which is m isclassi� ed

(curiously enough,this node isalso m isclassi� ed by the

fast algorithm ofNewm an [23]). The separation ofthe

fourabove m entioned clusterscorrespondsto a peak in

the plot ofQ . However there is a second higher peak

which is obtained for a split ofthe network into seven

com m unities. This double peak structure is present as

wellin the Q -plot ofthe G irvan-Newm an analysis [17,

18].

FIG .8: A graph G com posed by a node k and two cohesive

subgroups,G 1 and G 2,connected by node i.

Asforthe com putergenerated networks,we reportin

Fig.9theinform ation centrality C I oftheedgerem oved,
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the globale� ciency E ,the num ber ofcom ponents n of

the resulting graph and the value ofQ as a function of

the num ber ofedges rem oved from the network ofthe

karate club. The � gure is analogousto Fig. 2. W e ob-

serve again a correlation between the peaks ofC I and

thejum psofQ (herewehavetwo).M oreover,likein the

previous case,the absolute m axim um ofQ corresponds

to the lowerofthe two peaksofC I.

W erem ind thatthevariationofthee� ciencycorrespond-

ing to the rem otion ofone edge is calculated by taking

into accountthe structure ofthe network atthe current

stage,i.e.withoutconsideringtheedgeswhich wereelim -

inated in theprevioussteps.Forthealgorithm ofG irvan

and Newm an this condition of recalculation turns out

to be crucial,because rem oving the edges according to

the (decreasing)valuesofthe betweennessascalculated

from the originalcon� guration ofthe network leads to

very poor results. W e wanted to check whether this is

also true forourm ethod. Indeed,Fig. 10 clearly shows

thatthisisthecase:thedendrogram doesnotrevealthe

realsplitting ofthe network into the two classes,which

instead look quite m ixed up,and the m odularity,whose

valuesarequitelow allover,presentsarather atpro� le.
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FIG .9:Inform ation centrality C
I
oftheedgerem oved,global

e�ciency E ,num berofcom ponentsn and value ofQ forthe

resulting graph asa function ofthenum berofedgesrem oved

forthe karate club network.

B . N etw ork ofthe A m erican college footballteam s

The second network we have investigated is the col-

legefootballnetwork,representingthescheduleofgam es

between Am erican college football team s in a season.

The team s are divided into wellknown "conferences",

which are the com m unities, with a higher num ber of

gam es between m em bers of the sam e conference than

between team s of di� erent conferences. There are al-

together eleven conferences plus few other team s which
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FIG .10: D endrogram ofthe com m unities ofthe karate club

obtained by ourm ethod ifwe calculate the inform ation cen-

trality according to theinitialstructureofthenetwork.This

version ofthe algorithm failsto detectthe com m unities.

do notbelong to any conference.Fig.11 showstheden-

drogram wehavederived with ourm ethod.Thepattern

ofthem odularity lookssim ilarto theonewehaveshown

for the karate club, and it again presents two peaks,

the higher ofwhich reaches the value Q = 0:485. The

corresponding subdivision ofthe network is the one we

highlighted in the � gure. W e identify ten groupswhich

coincide with ten conferences (either exactly or up to

a team ). The team s labeled as Sunbelt are not recog-

nized as belonging to the sam e group. This group is

m isclassi� ed aswellin the analysisofG irvan and New-
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and thespectrum ofthetrophiclevels;thelatterallowed

to identify in [30]� veclustersoftaxa.Nevertheless,our

study did not revealany particular subdivision of the

species. Repeating the analysis with the algorithm of

G irvan and Newm an led essentially to the sam e results.

W e had sim ilarproblem sby analyzing otherfood webs;

the reason m ay be the fact that these networks often

contain m any edges,and our algorithm is probably not

suitableforthe analysisofdense graphs.

Phytoplankton                     

Bacteria attached to suspended POC

Atlantic menhaden                 

Zooplankton                       

Bay anchovy                       

Ctenophores                       

Microzooplankton                  

American oyster                   

Mya (Softshell clam)              

Other suspension feeders          

Bluefish                          

Striped bassy                     

Summer flounder                   

Blue crab                         

Sea nettles                       

Weakfish                          

Alewife and blue herring          

Bacteria attached to sediment POC 

Macoma                            

Other polychaetes                 

Sea catfish                       

Nereis (Rag worm)                 

White perch                       

Crustacean deposit feeders        

Spot                              

Hogchoker                         

Atlantic croaker                  

American shad                     

Fish larvae                       

Benthic diatoms                   

Meiofauna                         

Free Bacteria in water column     

Heterotrophic microflagellates    

              Benthic Organisms   

              Pelagic Organisms   

              Undetermined        

FIG .12:D endrogram ofthe com m unitiesofthe Chesapeake

Bay food web. The m odularity peaks for the highlighted

partition ofthe network. The two largest clusters are quite

hom ogeneous,reecting approxim ately the division between

pelagic and benthic organism s.

D . P rim ate N etw ork

In thissection weconsideradatasetcollected byLinda

W olfe[9,31],recording3m onthsofinteractionsam ongst

a group of20 m onkeys,where interactionswere de� ned

asthe jointpresence atthe river.The datasetalso con-

tainsinform ation on thesex and theageofeach anim al.

 1 ( M, 4 Y)

 3 ( M, 3 Y)

12 ( F, 3 Y)

13 ( F, 4 Y)

14 ( F, 1 Y)

15 ( F, 2 Y)

17 ( F, 2 Y)

11 ( F, 4 Y)

10 ( F, 2 Y)

 7 ( F, 1 Y)

 4 ( M, 2 Y)

 8 ( F, 3 Y)

 5 ( M, 2 Y)

 9 ( F, 2 Y)

 2 ( M, 3 Y)

 6 ( F, 4 Y)

16 ( F, 3 Y)

18 ( F, 1 Y)

19 ( F, 4 Y)

20 ( F, 1 Y)
0

0.01

0.02

FIG .13: D endrogram ofthe prim ate network. The circles

representtheasocialm onkeys,thesquaresthesocialm onkeys

(see text). There is no separation in classes;our procedure

leadsto a progressive isolation ofthe nodes.The m odularity

Q is very low,the higher peak is relative to a partition in a

large group and the isolated nodes 5,8 and 9 (besides the

asocialprim ates).

M onkeys 1-5 are m ales,m onkeys 6-20 are fem ales. In

increasing order ofage: m onkeys 7,14,18,20 belong

to the � rst age group (the youngest),m onkeys 4,5,9,

10,15,17 to the second,m onkeys2,3,8,12,16 to the

third and m onkeys 1, 6, 11,13, 19 to the fourth and

oldest group. A detailed analysis ofthe individualand

group centrality ofthis network can be found in Refs.

[9,31]. The totalnum ber oflinks is 31,i.e. ofthe or-

derofm agnitudeofthenodes.Indeed,six outoftwenty

m onkeysdid notactively participate in the sociallife of

the group;the resulting non-directed non-valued graph

thus consists of6 isolated points (labeled by the num -

bers2,6,16,18,19,20)and a connected com ponentof

14 points. The results ofour analysisare illustrated in

Fig.13,wherewereported aswellforeach prim ateboth

sex (M = m ale,F= fem ale)and age (in years). The m od-
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ularity ofthe subsequentsubdivisionsofthe network in

com ponentsisvery low,which showsthatthereisno ap-

preciable com m unity structure;nevertheless,two peaks

are clearly visible,the higherofwhich isobtained when

the nodes 5,8 and 9 separate one after the other from

thenetwork.O negetsthen am ajorcom m unity ofeleven

elem entsand nineisolated m onkeys.W edo not� nd any

sensible relationships between our partition and the di-

vision ofthe prim ates in age groups. W e analyzed the

network aswellwith them ethod ofG irvan and Newm an

and the resultsare essentially the sam e: one getsagain

two peaksforthe m odularity (whosevaluesrem ain low)

and the best partition ofthe network corresponds to a

separation in thesam elargecom m unity wefound before

withoutnode11,which isnow isolated,plusisolated sites

exceptthe pair5-8.

V I. C O N C LU SIO N S

W e have presented a new algorithm to identify the

subdivisions ofcom plex networks in cohesive groups of

vertices,or com m unities. The algorithm is based on a

recently introduced centrality m easure,the so-called in-

form ation centrality,and consistsin classifying alledges

according to the value ofthis m easure,so to determ ine

which edge is m ost central: the latter edge is then re-

m oved from the network. O ne then recalculatesthe in-

form ation centrality of the rem aining edges and again

rem ovesthem ostcentraledge;theprocedureisrepeated

untilalledgesarerem oved.Thehopeisthatthissequen-

tialrem ovalofedges looses the bonds between tightly

connected groupsofvertices,sothat,atsom estage,they

eventually separatefrom each other.

Forthe quantitativeevaluation ofthe goodnessofthe

successive splits,which isnecessary in orderto identity

thebestsubdivision ofthenetwork,weadopted them od-

ularity Q introduced in [18].O uralgorithm runsto com -

pletion in tim e O (K 3N ) (K and N are the num ber of

edgesand verticesofthe graph,respectively)and there-

foreisnotso fastasotherm ethods;becauseofthat,net-

works with thousands ofvertices are unreachable. The

aim ofthe paper,however,wasto check whetherthe in-

form ation centrality isrelevantin thesearch ofthecom -

m unities.

The results of the application of our m ethod both

to com puter generated networks and to realnetworks

clearly show thatthe algorithm isindeed able to detect

therealcom m unitiesin m ostcases.Thisim pliestheexis-

tenceofa correlation between theinform ation centrality

C I
k ofan edge k and the fact that the edge joins two

di� erentcom m unities;the higherCIk,the m orelikely k

isa tiebetween groups.Thisiscon� rm ed by thecorrela-

tion weobserved between thepeaksofC I and thejum ps

in the m odularity (see Figs. 2 and 9). W e stressed the

im portance ofthe recalculation ofthe inform ation cen-

trality step by step;withoutitthe algorithm isnotable

to distinguish the com m unities. O ur m ethod wasespe-

cially devised forsparsegraphs(i.e.when K � N ),and it

isprobably doom ed to failfordense graphs(K � N2).

The exam pleswe havetaken allowed usaswellto see

how e� cientouralgorithm iscom pared with others. In

particularwem adeextensivecom parisonswith thealgo-

rithm ofG irvan and Newm an [17,18],which also usesa

centrality m easure,the edge betweenness. It turns out

that our algorithm is generally as good as the one of

G irvan and Newm an. It seem s to perform slightly bet-

ter when there is a high degree ofm ixture between the

classes;on theotherhand,itsom etim eshastroubleswith

nodeswhich aretoo loosely bound to therestofthenet-

work (likenodeswith a singleedge),which m ay separate

too early and be m isclassi� ed,although they often hap-

pen to be truly independentcom m unities.
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