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P otentialenergy landscapes can be represented as a network ofm inin a linked by transition states.
The comm unity structure of such networks has been obtained for a series of sm all Lennard-Jones
clusters. This comm uniy structure is com pared to the concept of finnels In the potential energy
landscape. Two existing algorithm s have been used to nd community structure, one involring
rem oving edges w ith high betweenness, the other involing optim ization of the m odularity. The
de nition ofthem odularity hasbeen re ned, m aking i m ore appropriate for netw orks such as these
where multiple edges and selfconnections are not lncluded. The optin ization algorithm has also
been in proved, usingM onte C arlo m ethods w ith sim ulated annealing and basin hopping, both often
used successfully in other optim ization problem s. In addition to the am all clusters, two exam ples
w ith known heterogeneous landscapes, LJiz wih one labelled atom and LJsg, were studied with
this approach. The network m ethods found com m unities that are com parable to those expected
from Jandscape analyses. T his is particularly interesting since the netw ork m odel does not take any
barrier heights or energies of m Inin a into account. For com parison, the network associated w ith a
tw o-din ensional hexagonal Jattice is also studied and is found to have high m odularity, thus raising
som e questions about the Interpretation ofthe com m unity structure associated w ith such partitions.

I. NTRODUCTION

N etw orks have been the focus ofm uch attention in the
last few years [L{3]. This is partly due to the growth
of two networks| the intemet K] and the world wide
web [B]. A diverse range of networks have also been
studied, for exam ple interaction networks [6, 7] of pro—
teins or genes, socialnetw orks such as the actor netw ork
B, 9] and netw orks of collaborations am ongst scientists
[10]. Initially, the focuswason the com m on features that
m any of these netw orks possessed, such as their smn alk-
world character [11] or whether the degree distribution
was scale-free B].

T he current em phasis is on m ore detailed properties
of such networks, In particular to understand how these
properties di er between di erent types of netw orks and
how these di erences re ect the origins of the netw orks.
P roperties that have been studied inclide correlations
betw een connected nodes [12], com m uniyy structure [13]
and possble spatial em bedding [14, 15]. The focus here
is on community structure, and as highlighted In a re—
cent summ ary of the ten lading questions for netw ork
research’ there are in portant open questions In this area
[L6]. For exam ple, what is the best way to quantify such
com m uniy structure and what are is origins?

T he networks that we focus on in this work are asso—
ciated w ith potential energy landscapes. The potential
energy ofa system is a function of the coordinates ofall
N 5+ atom s. P Iotting this would give a 3N s+—din ensional
hyper-surface’ that is known as a potential energy land-
scape PEL) [17]. Energy landscapes have been the fo—
cus of much attention in recent years, as scientists have
sought to understand the behaviour of a system , such as
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the ability of a protein to ©©1d to its native state or the
super-A rrhenius slow Ing down of the dynam ics in fragile
liquids, in temm of features of the landscape.

Som e of the m ost interesting points on PELs are sta—
tionary points w here the gradient vanishes. T he type of
stationary points that receive them ost focus are them in—
In a since they represent locally stable structures. It can
be particularly usefiil to partition the PEL into basins of
attraction surroundingeachm nimum on aPEL,wherea
basin ofattraction isde ned asthe set ofpoints forwhich
follow ing the steepest descent pathw ays from those points
w il lead to the sam em inin um . P ioneering w ork by Still-
nger [L8] has shown that system s generally spend m ost
of their tin e vbrating in a m ninum ’s basin of attrac-
tion and occasionally hop to another basin, although at
su clently high tem perature this tin e scale separation
begins to break down [19]. F irst-order saddle points (of-
ten called transition states) are particularly in portant to
describe this hopping, since the tra gctory of the system
passes along a transition state valley connecting adpcent
basins during this process. T hus, the m inin a, their en—
ergies, their connectivities and the heights ofbarriersbe-
tween them controlthe dynam ics of the system , ie.how
it m oves around the PEL, and hence how the structure
changes.

The number of m inin a Increases exponentially wih
the num ber of atom s in a system . T herefore, for allbut
quite gn all system s, it will be in possible to com pletely
characterize the PEL. Instead, the aim is to obtain a
statistically accurate representation ofthe PEL from an
Incom plete sam ple ofm inim a and transition states. This
problem has essentially been solved form inim a, allow ing
the distrbution ofm inin a as a function of energy to be
obtained R0{22]. Hence, a landscape description of the
therm odynam ics is possible.

H ow ever, the situation is much m ore com plex for the
dynam ics, because not only is the distrdboution of transi-
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tion states required, but also their pattem of connectiv—
ities. Particularly little is known about the latter, and
the ain ofour research program m e is to get insights into
the fundam ental organization of the PEL by studying
the PEL connectivity for sm all system s for which a com —
plkte characterization can be obtained. To achieve this
we have applied the tools developed to study com plex
netw orks to the network ofm inin a linked by transition
states. It should be noted that this representation only
describes the connectivity of the PEL, is topology. It
does not take into account the energies ofthem nin a or
the heights of the barriers betw een them , its topography.

Recently we showed fora series of sm allLennard-Jones
(LJ) clusters that the netw orks show both a am alkworld
behaviour and have a power-aw tailto the degree distri-
bution R3, 24]. In these networks the low-energy m in—
Ina wih large basins of attraction act as hubs in the
network. Furthem ore, a detailed characterization of a
variety of topological properties, such as the local clus—
tering coe cients, degree-degree correlations and m ea—
sures of betw eenness show ed behaviour sim ilar to other
scale-free netw orks. In this paperwe extend thiswork by
applying algorithm s designed to identify com m unities of
strongly connected nodes to our PEL networks. O ur ain
is to com pare the divisions ofthe PEL achieved by these
m ethods, which are based on purely topological inform a-
tion, to m ethods from the eld ofenergy landscapes that
also use topographical inform ation.

II. LANDSCAPES,FUNNELSAND
COMMUNITY STRUCTURE

In socialnetw orks, people are often grouped Into com —
m unities w here there are particularly strong interactions
betw een the people in a com m uniy, and the people share
som e comm on characteristics or purpose. Attem pts to
quantify these conospts In network tem s usually focus
on the greater density of edges w ithin com m unities than
between them . For example, the algorithm of G irvan
and Newm an [13] discussed in the follow iIng section was
applied to a network where nodes were people in an or—
ganization and edges linked those that com m unicated by
em ail R5]; the comm uniy structure identi ed by the al-
gorithm corresponded to inform al social groups w ithin
the organization, as con m ed by the people involved.

In the PE L netw orks studied here, com m unities would
indicate groups ofm inim a interconnected by m any tran-—
sition states. It would be reasonable to expect conver-
sions between those m inina to occur rapidly whereas
those between di erent com m unities/groups of m inin a
would occur more slow Iy. Comm uniy structure would
then have a strong e ect on the dynam ics of the system .
If there is strong community structure then groups of
m inin a are segregated from each other, probably m aking
it moredi cuk to sample allofthe PEL. H owever, the
topography ofthe PEL is also expected to have a strong
e ect on this. For exampl, a group of m Inin a m ight

have m any transition statesbetween them and hence be
classi ed asa comm unity in this approach, but ifthe bar-
riers are high in energy then they are unlkely to be used
by the system .

The relationship between dynam ics and comm unity
structure hasbeen put to use previously in chem istry via
the m aster equation approach [17]. T hem aster equation
describes the rate of ow of the occupation probability
between m inim a In termm s of a m atrix of transition rates
between each individual m inim a, calculated usinhg uni-
m olcular rate theory. The eigenvectors of this m atrix
are associated w ith di erent dynam ical processes. If the
network has two di erent com m unities, the slow m ode
associated w ith transitions between those comm unities
has an eigenvector w here the sign of the com ponents de-
pends upon In which community the m inimum is. The
m ain di erence between that approach and this work is
that the only inform ation used here is the connectivity.
In network tem s the focus is an unw eighted, undirected
ad-pcency m atrix, rather than a transition m atrix where
the strength of the connections depends on properties
such as the height of the barrier between the two m in—
Ina. Our approach is equivalent to studying the system
at In nite tem perature, where allbarriers can be equally
easily crossed. Interestingly, spectralm ethods have also
been used to divide netw orks into com m unities based on
the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the ad pcency m atrix
re6, 271.

Sin plke PELssuch asthose ofthe smn all clusters studied
here are shaped lke finnels keading down to the global
m ihinum 8, 29] and thereforem ay be expected to have
no com m uniy structure. O ther system s, eg.the 38-atom
LJ cluster, havem uliple funnelstructuresw ith lJargebar-
riersbetw een the di erent fuinnels R9]. In LJ3g the global
m Inimum isa truncated octahedron and is at the bottom
of a narrow fiinnel of face—centred-cubic (foc) structures,
whereas m ost low -energy structures are icosahedral and
at the bottom of a second w ider fiinnel. Evidence for
these two funnels com es from analyses of both the to—
pography of the PEL and the cluster’s dynam ics [B0].
T he LJ3g disconnectivity graph, which provides a picto-
rial representation of the barriers between the m inin a,
show s a clkar division ofthe low -energy m inin a into two
sets, tem ed funnels because the energy decreases as one
steps down tow ards the low -energy m Inin a at the finnel
bottom . There are Iow barriers between m Inim a in the
sam e funnel, but a m uch larger barrier between the two
funnels. Unsurprisingly given that the energy barrier isa
m a pr determm nant of transition rates, there is a separa-
tion of tin e scales between transitions between m inin a
w ithin a finnel and transitions between the two funnels.
T here isalso a therm odynam ic solid-solid transition from
the foe to icosahedral structures jist below the m elting
point B1l]. There are m ore icosahedral structures than
foe structures, so icosahedral structures are favoured en—
tropically at higher tem peratures, w hereasthe low energy
globalm inin um is favoured at low tem peratures.

LJ3g w illbe studied here to determ Ine w hether netw ork



m ethods based purely on connectivity can nd groups
corresponding to the two fiinnels. The sam ple ofm Inin a
and transition stateswe analysed was previously used to
study the m ultiple funnel topography and the them ody-—
nam ics and dynam ics of the solid-solid transitions [30].
U nlike the sm all clusters how ever, this sam ple is far from
com plete. The method previously used to dentify the
m inin a In the two funnels isbased on a m aster equation
approach.

Any structure of a cluster will have m any pem uta—
tional isom ers, structures w hich are identical except that
the positions of som e atom s have been exchanged. For
a m onoatom ic cluster, the num ber of possible permm uta-
tions of each geom etrically distinct m inimum isN ¢ !. As
som e of these are related by sym m etry this num ber is re—
duced to 2N 41 =0, where o is the order of the point group
ofthat m inim um .

In our analyses of the PEL connectivity of LJ clusters
so far we have not m ade any attem pt to distinguish such
pem utational isom ers of the same m inimum . Instead,
we have just looked at the connections between geom et—
rically distinct m inina. The PELs of sm all L.J clusters
are usually described as having a single—fiinnel topogra—
phy. However, if one starts to consider di erent perm u—
tational isom ers the situation can becom em ore com plex.
For exam pl, if for LJ;3 one considers one atom to have
a di erentm ass, there are tw o physically distinguishable
isom ers of the icosahedralglobalm inin um , one w ith the
heavy atom in the centre ofthe icosahedron and one w ith
this atom on the surface. A sthere isa signi cant barrier
forexchange ofan atom betw een the centre and surface of
the icosahedron, the two isom ers of the globalm inin um
lie at the bottom of separate fiinnels [32].

ITII. METHODS

A . Community structure algorithm s

Identifying communities within a network is a non-—
trivial task, because the num ber of possble divisions of
the netw ork is very large, especially since, In general, the
sizes and num ber of com m unities are unknown. A num —
berofdi erent algorithm shave been proposed to attem pt
this task R6, 27, 33{38]. A recent m ethod proposed by
G irvan and Newm an (the betweennessalgorithm ) [13, 39]
relies solely on the connectivity of the nodes and has
proven successfiil n various networks. T he betw eenness
of an edge isbased on the num ber of shortest paths that
pass along i. If an edge lies between two com m unities,
it is expected to have higher betw eenness because lots of
shortest paths w ill pass through it that connect nodes In
the di erent comm unities (from the de nition ofa com -
munity there willbe few inter-comm unity edges for the
shortest paths to choose from ). If the edges between
com m unities are rem oved then the network w ill be bro-
ken down Into com ponents corresponding to the di erent
com m unities of the original network. A fter each edge is

rem oved the topology of the network changes and the
betweenness m ust be recalculated. The algorithm is hi-
erarchical, edges are rem oved until the netw ork isbroken
down from one community of N nodes into N comm u-—
nities of one node each w ith various com m unity solits in
between. This can be represented in a dendrogram show —
ing the various splits in a hierarchicalm anner, a vertical
line at any point gives the com m unity solit at that point.

To detem ine which of the m any splits found by this
algorithm is the best, a quantitative m easure ofthe com —
munity structure is needed. The fraction of edges lying
w ithin com m unities should b% large for a good com m u—
nity split. This isdenoted by  _ e. where e; is the frac-
tion of edges lying w ithin community c. However, the
m axin alvalie of e is found if the whole network is
considered as one com m unjty,PJ'n which case all edges lie
within that community and _e.~1. To rectify this,
Newm an and G irvan Introduced the m odularity Q . To
calculate Q , the fraction of edges that would lie within
the sam e communities In a random network whege the
nodes have the sam e degree is subtracted from -
T herefore, if there are m ore edges In com m unities than
would be expected due to the degree distribution, Q is
large. A plot ofQ against the num ber of edges rem oved
w illhave a peak w ith typicalvalues ofQ around 0.3{0.7
if there is com m uniy structure.

T he fraction of edges w ithin comm unities in the real
network is sin ply counted, and the expected value for
a random network is calculated from the degree of the
nodes. If an edge is picked at random , the probability
ac that one end of it lads to community c is propor—
tional to the num ber of edges that lad there, which in
tum is sin ply the sum ofthe degrees ofallnodes in that
comm unity. T herefore

F k
2 chi
ac = oM : @)
T he probability that both ends of the edge lead to com —
munity c is then a?, and so Q is given by

Q= e a : @)

Having such a measure of comm uniy structure also
naturally leads to a new approach to nding comm uni-
ties. Rather than just using Q to evaluate the output of
a com m unity structure algorithm one can instead try to
optim ize Q directly. In the st application of this ap—
proach,Newm an used a sin ple agglom erative and greedy
algorithm [40]. Starting wih N comm unities each con-—
taining one node, com m uniies are pined together one
node at a tin e until there is a single communiy. At
each step, the two com m unities that lead to the largest
Increase n Q (or if no Increases n Q are possble, the
an allest decrease) are grouped together. T his greedy al-
gorithm is fasterthan that based on betw eenness, scaling
asO (M + N )N ) ratherthan O M 2N ).

Finding the m axin alvalie ofQ is a global optim iza—
tion problem , and while the above greedy algorithm can



nd communiy splits with high m odularity, there is of
course no guarantee that it will nd the split w ith m ax—
Inum m odulariy. Indeed, given the large search spaces
for the larger netw orks we analyse, there is good reason
to think that i willnot nd this optin al split. Ifbetter
comm uniy splits are sought, m ore sophisticated global
optim ization algorithm s should be used.

In this paper a second approach to optin ize Q is also
Investigated. This is based on the M onte C arlo m ethod
with sinulated annealing. At each step, a node and a
com m unity are chosen at random . T he com m unity could
be any of the existing com m unities, lncluding the one
that the node is already in, or it could be a new com —
muniy that does not contain any nodes. M oving the
node from its initial communiy to the new community
would changeQ by Q .If Q isgreaterthan zero then
the m ove is acoepted, otherw ise the m ove is acoepted
w ith probability exp( Q). This is the M etropolis cri-
terion, where represents the inverse tem perature. At
high tem peratures m any m oves are accepted and lots of
di erent comm uniy solits are sam pled, whilst at lower
tem perature few er splits are sam pled but those that are
generally have higherm odularities. T he principle of sin —
ulated annealing Involves starting the algorithm at high
tem perature and decreasing the tem perature untilQ be-
com es constant because no further m oves are acoepted.
The hope of such an annealing schem e is that the -
nalpartition w illbe the globaloptin um , but of course it
could only be a localoptin um . To increase the likelihood
of success, quenches can also be applied periodically. In
these quenches, Q iscalculated form oving allnodes to
all communities, and the m ove w ith the highest Q is
taken. T his is repeated untilthe highest Q is less than
orequalto zero In plying Q cannot be increased further.
The sim ulated annealing m ethod runs quickly, taking a
sin ilar am ount of tin e as the greedy optim ization but

nding higher values ofQ .

However, sin ulated annealing is often not a particu—
larly e cient global optin ization m ethod. Indeed, we
were able to cbtain still higher values of the m odulariy
using a basin hopping approach that isknown to perform
well n other optin ization problem s [A1]. Basin-hopping
also uses M onte Carlo, but there are a num ber of sig—
ni cant di erences from the sim ulated annealing schem e
described above. F irstly, each step consists of random Iy
changing the com m unities of a series of nodes, not just
a single one. Secondly, after each step the new partition
is quenched and the M etropolis acogptance criterion is
applied to the values ofthe m odulariy for the partitions
that result from quenching. Then, if a step is acoepted,
the current partition is updated to that of the quenched
partition. This algorithm is slower to run to com pletion,
but ndshigh values ofQ quickly.

T he Initialpoint forboth these approaches can be any
partition ofthe nodes into com m unities. Thiscould be N
com m unities of one node, but the algorithm s are faster
if the Iniial partition is either that obtained from the
greedy algorithm ora com m unity split obtained in a sim —
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FIG. 1l: Varation in the clustering coe cient of the LJ 14
network as edges were rew ired to form a random ensemble.
D ata collection began at 5 sw itches per edge.

ilar agglom erative m anner but using M onte C arlo, which
is much faster. To create this initial partition, rather
than checking all possiblk edges as In the greedy algo—
rithm , a single edge is chosen at random and added if

Q m eets the M etropolis criterion. Sim ulated annealing
runs were started from the partition obtained from the
greedy algorithm , which gave m uch higher values ofQ .
Ifthe algorithm is started from the second m ore random
niial partition then the resuls depend quite strongly
on param eters such as the cooling rate and frequency of
quenches. However, for the basin hopping algorithm the
Iniial conditions, n general, have only a weak e ect on
Qm axs S0 this was started from the m ore random parti-
tion. Thism akes basin hopping m ore feasble for larger
netw orks, because the greedy algorithm , although gen-—
erally fast, especially using the algorithm of Ref. [42],
requires large arrays for large netw orks.

B . Random ized netw orks

In order to interpret the resuls of the above algo—
rithm s, it is In portant to com pare the values ofQ ob-
tained to those or an appropriate nullm odel. G ven the
In portance of the degree distrbution for other network
properties, the usual nullm odel is an ensem ble of ran—
dom netw orks that have the sam e degree distrbution as
the netw ork being analysed. C urrently, them ost e cient
algorithm to generate such an ensamble is the rew iring
m ethod (3, 44]. The starting point is the realnetwork.
TwoedgesA {B and C {D are then picked at random and
rew ired to give either A {C and B{D orA {D and B{C.
M oves are sin ply not allowed if they would create m ul-
tiple edges or self-connections.

A s edges were rew ired the clustering coe cient was
measured to follow the random ization. This is shown
plotted against the num ber of rew ired edges (sw itches)



per edge ofthe network forL.J;; n Figure 1. A llofthese
LJ netw orks appear to be fully random ized after around
one sw itch per edge, so data collection for the ensemble
began at ve sw itchesper edge. It is lkely that the clis—
tering coe cient reaching its equilbrium value indicates
that the netw orks are random after one sw itch per edge,
but since the algorithm is fairly fast, rew iring m ore edges
has no disadvantages. For all random networks w ith be—
tween veand ten sw itchesperedge, the probability that
any tw o nodes were connected w as recorded. 25 random
networks were also saved at intervals of 0 2 sw itches per
edge (roughly the autocorrelation tim e of the clustering
coe clent) from the sam e range. The com m unity struc-
ture algorithm swere then run on thisensem ble, recording
the m ean and standard deviation of the m odularity.

IV. RESULTS

A . LJg 14

T he resultsofapplying the edge betw eenness algorithm
to identify com m uniy structure are illustrated in F igure
2 by the dendrogram and the associated m odularity Q
forLJyg (@llam all cluster netw orks studied showed qual-
TFatively sin ilar behaviour).

T he dendrogram show s that nodes were rem oved from
the Initial tommuniy’ of N nodes roughly one by one.
At any stage there is one large comm unity and several
an aller btomm unities’ consisting of one or two nodes
each. The globalm nimum is the last node rem aining
In the originalcom m unity, which is perhaps unsurprising
since it hasthe highest degree. A plot ofthe degree ofthe
node rem oved at each stage against the order in which
they are ramoved F igure 3) shows that lowest degree
nodes are rem oved rst.

T hisbehaviourhasbeen seen in previouswork for ran—
dom networksw ithout com m unity structure A5] and our
random netw orks also have qualitatively sim ilar dendro-—
gram s. In the case ofa node w ith degree one, all shortest
pathsto that nodem ust pass along the one edge connect-
Ing it to the rest ofthe netw ork, m aking the betw eenness
ofthatedge2®™N 1) (the factor of2 appearsbecause In
calculating the betw eenness each path is counted tw ice) .
T his is true In any netw ork, but the fact that these edges
have the highest betweenness re ects the relatively low
betw eenness of the rest of the edges in the LJ netw orks.
T his has been used previously to identify a lack of com -
m unity structure in a network 25, 46]. In that case, when
enough edges had been rem oved to m ake the edges con—
nected to degree one nodes have the highest betw eenness,
the algorithm was considered to have run to com pletion.
Since the m agnitude of Q is so small (an order ofm ag—
niude sm aller than m ost netw orks show Ing com m unity
structure) the resuls seem to indicate that the LJ net—
works have little com m unity structure.

U sing the greedy algorithm to optim ize Q , however,
does nd som e com m uniy structure, as illistrated by the
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FIG.2: (@) Dendrogram show Ing the resuls of the between-
ness algorithm applied to LJijo. Each point on the y-axis
represents a single node in the network (in arbitrary order).
D raw Ing a vertical line at any point, as has been done at the
best splits as determ Ined by Qm ax and Q,?\ ax r gives the num —
ber and sizes of com m unities at that point. In the case of
the betw eenness algorithm , the nitial point is the right-hand
side where all nodes are In a single com m unity. The scale of
the x-axis is the num ber of edges rem aining in the network.
(b) Variation in Q (solid line) and Q° (dashed lne) as the
algorithm progresses.

dendrogram for LJ;¢ in Figure 4. The comm uniy struc—
ture isweak com pared to othernetw orks| them agnitude
of Q for the best solit, Qp ax, is around 02{03. Qp ax
forthe greedy algorithm ism uch higher than that for the
betw eenness algorithm , therefore the communiy splits
from this algorithm are much better. The betweenness
algorithm has been found to be unsuccessfiil for dense
networks (eg.a food web [13]), sihce if there are m any
edges between com m unities the shortest paths between
the com m unities can pass through any ofthese edges and
the betweenness of any one is unlkely to be high. It is
notew orthy that in this respect the average degree of the
LJ networks are signi cantly larger (ki up to 30 R4])
than those ofm any of the networks previously studied.
T he betw eenness algorithm has also been able to detect
com m unities n weighted netw orks when it has failed for
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FIG . 3: D egree of nodes separated from them ain com m unity
by the betweenness algorithm for LJig .

the equivalent unweighted network R7]. Here we con—
centrate on in proving the quanti cation of comm unity
structure and hence the comm uniy structure found by
optim izing this value.

Q is negative for communiy splits with many small
comm unities (to the left In the dendrogram ), In plying
that the communiy structure is weaker than in a ran—
dom network wih the sam e degree distrbution. The
reason for this isthat in tom m unities’ of one node there
can be no edges within that communiy. However, the
expression forQ (Elguatjon (2)) uses a predicted fraction
of edges of a2 = o ki=2M ? that is clearly greater
than zero. This e ect makes Q am aller when there are
Jots of am all com m unities, as is the case for the between—
ness algorithm , because the second term In Q predicts
m ore edges than are physically possible. T he totalnum —
ber of edges predicted is equal to the total num ber of
edges In the netw ork, so iftoo m any are predicted in one
area too few m ust be predicted elsew here. T herefore, as
the com m unities grow this e ect is reduced untilQ = 0
when there is one large community. Usihg a. to pre—
dict the num ber of edges in a comm unity if the network
were random is equivalent to predicting k;ks=2M edges
between two nodes i and j. This number can clearly
be greater than one for two high degree nodes. For the
largest network studied, LJ14, the globalm ininum has
degree 3201 and there are 61085 edges, so m ore than one
edge is predicted between the globalm ininum and any
node w ith degree greater than 40. This is sin ilar to
the argum ent used by M aslov and Sneppen to explain
degree-degree anticorrelations seen for the intemet KU3].
The lack of selfconnections means Q disfavours sn all
com m unities and the lack ofm ultiple edgesm eansQ dis-
favours the grouping together of high degree nodes.

A solution to this problem isto im prove the predicted
fraction of edges w thin com m unities. The m ethod used
here was to create an ensem ble of random networksw ih
the sam e degree distribution as the originaland w ith the
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FIG. 4: (a) Dendrogram show ing the results of the greedy

algorithm applied to LJip. The nitial point for the greedy
algorithm is at the left-hand side with N (64) com m unities.
T he x-axis represents the num ber of steps, where each step
involves pining together two com m unities. The dashed line
represents the best split found wih maxinmum Q). ©) Vari-
ation of Q asthe algorithm progresses.

constraint that multiple edges and selfconnections are
forbidden. It is then straightforward to calculate the
probability that there is an edge between any pair of
nodes In a network taken from that ensemble. The pre—
dicted fraction ofedgesw ithin each com m unity in a ran—
dom network (with the sam e degree distribution and no
m ultiple edges or self-connections) is then the sum ofthis
probability over each pair of nodes w ithin the com m u-
nity. This sum (denoted by f.) replaces a2 in Equation
@) giving

Q0= e fo): €))

(¢}

Tt may also be possble to use the analytical m ethod of
Park and Newm an (7] to predict the probability of an
edge between two nodes.

T he probability ofan edge betw een tw o nodes is show n
In Figure 5 plotted against the product of the degree
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FIG . 5: Average probability of an edge between two nodes
as a function of the product of the degrees of those nodes,
calculated for LJis . Valueswere calculated from an ensemble
of random netw orks and are used to calculate Q °. T he num ber
of edges predicted by thism ethod is never larger than 1. T he
straight line shows the value kijk;=2M used in the original
calculation ofQ . For the two highest degree nodes, this takes
the value 33 .46.

of the two nodes for both the original prediction a;y =

kiky=2M and fi; from rew iring, as used in calculating
Q°. fi5 is roughly proportionalto the product of the de-
grees of the nodes at etther end ofeach edge for m edium

degrees, but there is a plateau at higher degrees in £
so that £ 1 for all pairs of nodes. f;j is then neces-
sarily Jarger than aj; for nodes w ith lower degree since
the sum over allpairs ofnodes isM . T his approach has
also proved usefiil for the assortativity coe cient [12, 24],

which also requires the predicted num ber of edges be-
tween two nodes in a random network.

Using Q° rather than Q will not a ect the between—
nessalgorithm (@lthough it could a ectwhich com m unity
split is identi ed asthebest), but it w illalm ost certainly
a ect the greedy algorithm . Q ° for the betw eenness algo—
rithm is shown I Figure 2 and the dendrogram and Q°
for the greedy algorithm in Figure 6.

The overalle ect is unchanged; the greedy algorithm

nds som e com m unity structure w ith a largervalue ofQ °
than for the betweenness algorithm , which nds essen—
tially no com m unity structure. H owever, the com m unity
split ound by the greedy algorithm is di erent for the
two m easures of m odulariy. For the betweenness algo—
rithm Q © can be com pared to Q sihce both arem easured
for the sam e comm unity splits. T he di erence is signif-
icant for this network, wih the ordering of the peaks
being altered. The highest peak of Q° is fiirther to the
left because the originalQ disfavours an allcom m unities.

H igher valies of Q ° were found by sinulated anneal
Ing and basin hopping runs. These values are shown
In Figure 7, along w ih those for the greedy algorithm
and the betweenness algorithm , for the real and ran-
dom networks. The modularity increases roughly log—
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FIG.6: (@) Dendrogram show ing the resuls of the greedy al-
gorithm using Q 0 applied to LJio . The dashed line represents
the best split ound W ih m axinum Q %. () Variation ofQ°
as the algorithm progresses.

artthm ically w ith the size of the networks. The rate of
increase orQ? _, from the greedy algorithm slow s down
for lJarger netw orks, as seen previously (48], sinply be-
cause as the netw orks becom e larger the num ber of pos—
sble comm uniy splits ncreases and so the probabiliy
of nding the globalm axinum of Q ° decreases. A s the
netw orks becom e larger, they also becom e m ore sparse
= 2M =N N 1)) decreases). T herefore, there should
be comm unity splits with less edges between comm uni-
ties, and hence greater Q °.

Q9 is greaterthan zero for the random netw orksm ean—
Ing that i is always possbl to nd some comm unity
structure. This fature, coupled w ith the fact that Q°
depends on the size and average degree of the netw ork
48], In plies that it is m portant to com pare resultsw ith
those or random networks 49]. Q0 ., is several stan-
dard deviations above the m ean ofthe random netw orks,
so although Q¢ ., is fairly low com pared to other net—
works, there is signi cantly stronger community struc—
ture than expected if nodes were connected random ly.
This is perhaps due to the spatial nature of the net-
works and their high clustering. For exam ple, previous
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FIG.7: Q° against N for clister networks and random en—
sam bles, error bars are one standard deviation from an en-—
sam ble of 25 random networks. T he resuls are (from bottom

to top) for the betweenness algorithm , the greedy algorithm ,
sin ulated annealing and basin hopping. T he betweenness al-
gorithm was only run on clusters w ith up to 12 atom s (515
nodes) as it is slow for larger netw orks.

work on the contact netw orks associated w ith m odels of
space— ling disks (speci cally the two-din ensionalA pol-
Ionian packing) [BO] ound community structure w ith
Omax = 0:5938.

Som e correlations have been seen between com m unity
structure, high clustering and assortativiy. Forexam ple,
these properties are m ostly all seen In social networks,
but rarely in technological or biological networks [B1].
G ronluind and HoIm e used a m odel from social netw ork
analysisto introduce com m uniy structure into an E rdos—
Renyirandom network forwhich clustering, assortativity
and comm unity structure (using the greedy algorithm )
were then studied [48]. T he evolution of these properties
w as follow ed as the com m unity structure was introduced.
Both Q and the clustering coe cient increased from the
E rdosR enyivalues and showed a strong correlation, uc—
tuating at the sam e tin es. T he netw orks becam e assor-
tative, ie.there w ere correlationsbetw een degrees of con—
nected nodes (high degree nodes were m ore likely to be
connected to other high degree nodes and low to low).
T he assortativity coe cilent uctuated strongly, but dif-
ferently to the clustering coe cient and the m odularity,
Indicating that, although introducing com m unity struc—
ture m ade the netw orks assortative, the link between the
tw o properties is not as strong as that between comm u—
nity structure and clustering.

Newm an studied a m odel scale-free netw ork w ith com —
munity structure 2] that was found to have a high clus-
tering coe cient. W hen di erent sized com m uniieswere
present the m odel was also assortative by degree [B1].
T he explanation given for this was that nodes w ith high
degree are m ore lkely to be in big com m unities so that
they can be in the sam e comm uniy as asm any of their
neighbours as possible. Consequently, high degree nodes

are likely to be in the sam e com m unities (the biggerones)
and are therefore also lkely to be linked to each other.

T he netw orks studied here have been show n previously
to be highly clustered R23]. They are also disassortative
(anticorrelated) by degree, but not signi cantly di er—
ently to random networks; this e ect can be explained
by the degree distribution and lack ofm ultiple edgesand
selfconnections 43, 47]. The LJ netw orks have com m u—
nities of di ering sizes so they m ight also be expected
to be assortative by degree if the hubs are m ostly in
big com munities, whereas comm uniy sizes in the ran-—
dom networks vary less and as such would be expected
to be less assortative. A s can be seen in plots of the de—
gree distrbution foreach community F igure 8) the hubs
are split between three ofthe ve comm unities for LJis3.
T hese are not the three largest com m unities, the highest
degree node In the second largest com m unity (contain—
Ing 432 nodes) has degree 248 w hereas the biggest hub,
w ith degree 794, is in a comm unity of only 206 nodes.
This in plies that there is som e other property causing
nodes to group into com m unities, beyond the degree and
comm unity sizes.

T he netw orks are assortative w ith respect to their po—
tentialenergy R4], ie.m Inin a w ith sin ilar potentialen-
ergies are lkely to be connected. It seem s reasonable
that nodes grouped in a com m unity would correspond to
m inin a wih sin ilar energies. This is illustrated in the
energy distrbution shown in Figure 8. T here is som e sep—
aration. For exam ple, m ost of the high energy m .nim a
are In one com m unity, but the di erences are fairly weak.
In a study 0ofLJss a sin ilar overallenergy histogram was
seen and the di erent peaks could be assigned to di erent
classes of structure [B3], nam ely di erent types and num —
bers of defect. P revious work on 13-atom M orse clusters
28] found that di erent peaks corresponded to structures
w ith di erent num bers of non-nearest neighbours. It is
therefore likely that the di erent peaks in the energy his—
togram can also be di erentiated by structure.

B. BLJi3

A binary Lennard-Jones clister w ith 13 atom s, one of
w hich is distinguished as being heavy, was also studied.
ThePEL hastwo funnels [L7, 32] leading to di erent iso—
m ers of the globalm inin um . Networks for the clusters
considered in the previous section were found in previous
work [b4]using the eigenvector-ollow ing algorithm to lo—
cate allthe stationary points. T he netw ork forthe binary
system was obtained from thism onoatom ic 13-atom net-—
work In the follow ng way. For each m nimum in tum,
one atom wasgiven a m ass oftwo while the other twelve
had a m ass of one. The trace of the nertia tensor was
calculated as

X

m; &Ki Xeom )2 + i Yeom )2 + (2Zi  Zeom )2 4)
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FIG.8: (Colur online) (a) Cumulative degree distribution
and () energy distribbution of m inin a for LJy3. The solid
(black) line is the overall distribution for the whole network
and the dashed (coloured) linesthose for the ve com m unities
found using basin hopping.

where the sum is over all the atom s, m ; is the m ass of
atom i, x; is x coordinate and X.o, the x-coordinate
of the centre of mass. This is repeated wih a di er-
ent atom being heavy until all 13 possibilities have been
Investigated. The trace of the inertia tensor is used to
distinguish di erent isom ers, as the trace of the inertia
tensor for som e of the 13 possible isom ersm ay be equal,
depending on the symm etry of the cluster. For exam ple,
the globalm inimum icosahedron w ith the heavy atom

In any of the 12 outside positions are classed as indis-
tinguishable. There are a total 0£17 964 distinguishable
minima (odes) compared to 1509 for the m onoatom ic
cluster. For each distinguishable version of the transi-
tion statesw ith one heavy atom , the associated pathw ay
was found. The origihal network tells us which m inin a
a transition state connects, and the traces of the inertia
tensors of the m inin a at either end of the pathway tells
uswhich versions ofthosem inin a it connects. T his gave
rise to 294285 edges in the network. Due to the large
size of the netw ork, applying the rew iring m ethod to cre—
ate a random ensam ble of netw orks is not feasible, so the

originalexpression ©orQ hasbeen used.

The 13-atom cluster w ith one heavy atom has higher
m odularity than the sin ple 13-atom cluster, the highest
Qm ax value obtained was 0.4370 using the basin hopping
algorithm . This re ects the greater heterogeneity of this
PEL com pared to those of the an aller clusters. The two
pem utational isom ers of the globalm inin um are in dif-
ferent com m unities, the two largest (consisting of 5507
and 4732 nodes) . M easuring the m om ent of nertia (the
geom etricm ean ofthe 3 principalm om ents of inertia) for
the clusters gives an indication ofw here the heavy atom
is; ie.if i is near the edge of the cluster the m om ent of
inertia w illbe larger and vice versa. T he distrdbutions of
them om ents of inertia are shown in F igure 9 for the four
largest com m unities. M inim a In the largest com m unity,
containing the version of the globalm ininum w ith the
heavy atom on the outside, have high inertia in plying
that the otherm inin a also have the heavy atom close to
the outside. T he converse is true for the second largest
com m unity, which contains the permm utational isom er of
the globalm inin um w ith the heavy atom in the centre.
T he energy distrbutions  igure 9) show sthat thesetwo
com m unities have very sim ilar energy distributions and
therefore probably consist ofdi erent pem utational iso—
m ers of the sam e geom etric structures. There are two
additional com m unities which are fairly large (4008 and
3629 nodes). These also have peaks In their nertia dis-
tributions at around the sam e position as the two largest
com m unities, in plying that the two funnels around the
tw o permm utational isom ers of the globalm ininum have
been broken down into sm aller com m unities. O ne of the
two an aller comm unities consists of fairly high energy
m Inin a and could be a transition region between the two
funnels.

C. LJss

For LJsg the comm uniy structure is very strong w ith
Q0 . from the greedy algorithm being 0.8311, which is
of the order of ur tin es that found for the sn aller LJ
netw orks and one of the higher m odularities found for
any network. Q % tends to be higher than Q as the lack of
self-connectionsm eans too m any edges are generally pre—
dicted w ithin comm unities forQ ,butQ 1x isalso greater
than 0.8. This Indicates that the PEL for LJsg ismuch
m ore heterogeneousthan those forthe sn aller clusters, as
expected. Q0 ., was also high fr the random ensemble
w ith a m ean 0£0.5650 in plying that the degree distrbbu—
tion can explain som e of the comm uniy structure. The
degree distrbbution ofthe m inim a sam pled for this clus—
ter is not scale-free, because of the ncom pleteness of the
network. In a scalefree network there are som e nodes
w ith very high degree (hubs). It is not always lkely for
a hub to be In the sam e communiy as all of its neigh—
bours, for exam ple In LJ1,4 the largest hub is connected
to approxin ately 75% of the nodes in the network and
there is no com m unity that large. T his could m ean that
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FIG.9: (Colour online) D istrbutions of (@) the m om ents of
inertia (the geom etric m ean of the principalm om ents of in—
ertia) and (o) energies of m Inim a ound for LJ1; with one
heavy atom , using basin hopping to optim ize Q . The solid
(black) line show sthe distribution forallm inin a. T he dashed
(coloured) lines represent the four largest com m unities w ith
sizes greater than 3000, the other com m unities all contained

Jess than 20 nodes. M inin a with larger m om ents of inertia
have the heavy atom closer to the outside of the cluster.

comm uniy structure can be stronger in networks w ith
degree distrbutions w ithout hubs, such as that for LJsg,
explaining the high values ofthe m odulariy seen for the
random ensemble. However, the value of Q0 _  for the
PEL network is over 17 standard deviations higher than
that for the random networks and so is signi cant. The
dendrogram is shown in Figure 10, only the last 100 of
6000 steps are shown.

The communiy structure found can be com pared to
the m ultiple-fiinnel structure of the PEL. Som e of the
m inin a have previously been assigned to either an fcc
or icosahedral funnel using a m aster equation approach.
At the point ofm axinum Q ° in the com m unity structure
found from the greedy algorithm , them Inin a from the foc
funnelare in the sam e com m unity and there are no icosa—

10

6000

5000 r

4000 - r

3000 - r

2000 - r

5900 5920 5940 5960 5980 6000

FIG .10: The nallOO0 stepsin the dendrogram for LJszs using
the greedy algorithm . If a com m unity only consists of single
nodes, ie.is not com posed of am aller com m unities, then for
clarity only the st and last nodes to pin that com m unity
are shown. The variation ofQ ° as the algorithm progresses is
not shown, it has a single peak ofvalue Q ,?1 ax= 08311 at level
5956 (indicated by a dashed line on the dendrogram ).

hedralstructures in that comm unity. T his isalso true for
the partition with the highest valie of Q% @ %= 0.8314),
obtained from basin hopping. The best solit is at level
5956 Q2 _,=0.8311) and the foc and icosahedralm in—
Ina are in di erent com m unities until level 5990 where
0% 0.8099 and has begun to fallo . The betweenness
algorithm is too slow to run to com pletion, but after re-
moval of only 13 edges the network was split Into two
comm unities w ith all f/cm inim a In one and all icosahe-
dralm inin a in the other. The community algorithm s
are therefore giving an insight into the topology of the
PEL whilst only using data on the connectivities of the
m inin a, whereas the previous m ethods also use the en-
ergies of m inin a and the barrier heights between them .
T his should be contrasted w ith the com m uniy structure
found for the am aller clusters, which is very weak and
was not found at all using the betweenness algorithm .
The PELs for the an all clusters have a single funnel to—
pography. The 13-atom M orse cluster, which is sim ilarto
LJ;3 when appropriate param eters are used, hasonly one
m onotonic sequence basin, m eaning that a path from any
m ininum which decreases the energy at each step leads
to the globalm inImum R29]. T his Inform ation from topo—
graphicalanalysis is consistent w ith the picture obtained
from the topological approach in thiswork.

D . 2D hexagonal lattice

Since the energy landscapes of an all clusters have sin—
gk funnel topographies, it is curious that there should
be any communiy structure in the corresponding net—
works. It is possble that this communiy structure is
related to the spatial nature of the landscapes. N odes



In the sam e region of space are m ore lkely to be inter—
connected (leading to high clustering). Ifthese nodes are
grouped together nto com m unities, there is lkely to be
m any edges w thin those comm unities and few between
di erent com m unities, as edges connecting di erent com —
munities would only come from nodes adpcent to the
boundaries. To Investigate the e ect of spatial organiza-
tion and clustering on com m uniy structure a hexagonal
lattice was studied.

T he greedy algorithm can be applied to a large two—
din ensional hexagonal lattice, where all nodes have the
sam e degree (k= 6) and the clustering coe cient is 04.
In the st step any edge is equally lkely to be added,
each changingQ toQ + Q,where Q = % If
k?=2M < 1,ie.M > 18then Q ispositive. In the sec-
ond step one ofthe two nodes that form s a t:dang]e w ith

that edge willbe added, with Q = 2 M (@lso
positive ifM > 18). In the third step, a ﬁ)urth node w i1
be added to the comm unity. This can only Increase the
num ber of edges w ithin the com m unity by two, whereas
the increase in the num ber of expected edges w illbe the
num ber of new pairs of nodes (the size of the comm u—
niy, n. = 3) muliplied by the probability of an edge
between each pair, Q = % . In the Hllow ing
steps, the num ber of edges added to the com m unity can
be Increased by up to 6 (the degree ofeach node) depend-
Ing on the shape of the grow Ing com m unity (thisw illde-
pend on the random choices). At each step the expected
num ber ofedges (to be subtracted) isnk?=2M .Atsome
point, Q willbe smaller than that for starting a new

(1 k?=2M

communiy (Q = m !) s0 a new comm unity will

be started.

0 and Q ° were optin ized or a hexagonal Jattice w ith
periodic boundary conditions such that all nodes have
degree 6. T he follow Ing results correspond to the largest
system studied, a lattice with 2500 nodes. These were
also com pared to a random ensemble. Qpax and Q2 .
from greedy optin ization are 0.7674 and 0.7231 respec—
tively, w hereas the corresponding values for the random
networks are 0.3860 and 0.3517, di erences of 191 and
45 standard deviations. T he highest value ofQ © (0.8480)
corresponds to the partition shown in Figure 11, which
w as found by basin hopping from a partition into roughly
equally sized hexagons Q %= 0.8389 for 18 com m unities of
average size 139). Interestingly, the partition obtained
from greedy optim ization contained m uch larger com m u-—
nities, w ith an average size over 300. N odes in the lattice
have constant degree, so this could possbly explain why
them odularity ishigherthan for scale-free landscape net-
works (as for LJsg), forboth the lattice and the random —
ized versions. H owever, Apollonian networks, which are
spatial scale—free netw orks, also have a high m odularity.
The m odularity of a scale—free network embedded on a
Jattice could be studied [L5] to provide a further com par-
ison.

T he m odularity of the Jattice is stillm uch higher than
that forthe random ensem ble so the com m unity structure
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FIG .11l: (Colouronline) T he partition w ith the highest m od—
ularity @ =0 .8480) seen for a two-din ensionalhexagonal lat—
tice w ith 2500 nodes using periodic boundary conditions. T his
partition was found using basin hopping to optin ize Q ° from
an initial partition into roughly equally sized hexagons.

is signi cant. N odes close together on a hexagonal lattice
have m any edges between them due to the highly clus-
tered nature of the network. T hey also have few edges to
the rest of the network, as they only occur at the edges
of the communiy. Sim ilar high values of the m odular-
iy have been analytically predicted for low -din ensional
regular lattices 49]. T he partition ofthe lattice into com —
m unities is highly degenerate, for exam ple the partitions
could be translated In any direction, giving a di erent
comm uniy split with the sam e high value of the m odu-
larity. This raises questions about the Interpretation of
Q and Qyang I temm s of Unigue’ communities. O ther
m ethods for nding com m unity structure have been pro—
posed w hich givem any possible partitions due to random
choices In the algorithm s [35, 46]. T hese partitions could
then be com pared to determ ine whether they are based
on a strong com m unity structure or are very di erent to
each other, aswould be the case for the hexagonal lattice.

An altemative way to probe this issue would be to
Jook at the them odynam ics associated w ith partitioning
ofthenetwork,where Q or Q °playsthe rok ofenergy,
as in the M onte C arlo m ethods used here. If there was
a unigue, wellkde ned comm unity structure, one would
expect a transition, som ew hat akin to crystallization, to
a low -tem perature state w ith a low density of partitions,
all of which would have the sam e basic structure. By
contrast, am ore Ylass-lke’ behaviourwould be expected
for netw orks w ith ilkde ned com m unity structure. T hat
is there would only be a gradual Increase in Q as the
tem perature is decreased w thout any sharp transitions,
and therewould bem any high-m odularity partitionsw ith
signi cant structuraldi erences.

V. CONCLUSION

The potential energy landscapes of sm all Lennard—
Jones clusters have been studied in tem s of networks
descrbbing which m etastable states of the clusters are
connected. A num ber of algorithm s have been used to



uncover the com m unity structure of the PEL networks.
A1l are based sokly on the topology of the network,
ie.barrier heights and energies of the m inin a are not
taken into acocount. The rst algorithm used, based on
edge betw eenness, found no comm uniy structure n the
networks of the an all clusters, consistent wih a singlke
funnel shape of the PEL. However, this algorithm has
been unsuccessfill in previous studies when the netw ork
is densely connected, and the PE L netw orks studied here
have a higher average degree than m any of the other
netw orks previously studied. The other algorithm s put
nodes into com m unities such that there are m ore edges
wihin communities than expected for a random net-
work, thus optin izing the m odularity. A m odi cation
wasm ade to the way In which the communiy structure
is quanti ed. Q° is essentially the sam e as Q , m easur—
Ing the fraction of edges w thin com m unities com pared
to the predicted fraction for a random network w ith the
sam e degree distribution. H ow ever, here the random net—
work does not contain m ultiple edges or selfconnections
m aking it a better com parison.

O ptin izing the m odularity did nd weak comm unity
structure n the networks. This In plies that wihin the
sihgle fuinnelofthe PEL m inim a form groupsw ith m ore
transition states between them than tom inina In other
groups. The communiy structure is lkely to be con—
nected to the spatialnature ofthe netw orks and therefore
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related to the clustering. To investigate the e ect of spa—
tial ordering of a network on its comm unity structure a
hexagonal lattice was studied. Strong com m unity struc—
ture was found for the lattice, Im plying that the weak
comm uniy structure found in the landscape networks
could be due to spatial organization.

Two LJ clusters w ith m ore com plicated PELs where
com m uniy structure w asexpected were also studied. La—
belling one atom in LJ;3 distinguishespem utational iso—
mers that t broadly into two classes, those with the
heavy atom on the outside and those wih the heavy
atom on the inside. Two com m unities corresponding to
these classes of structure were found by optin izing Q .
The PEL ofLJsg is known to have two fiinnels, one con—
sisting of foc structures containing the truncated octahe-
dron globalm Inin um and the other consisting of icosahe—
dralstructures. Both topologicalalgorithm s found m uch
stronger communiy structure for this cluster than for
the sn aller clusters, In plying am uch m ore heterogeneous
PEL.Thecommuniy structure found w as also com pared
to the known funnel structure ofthe PEL . In both algo—
rithm s foc and icosahedral structures were in di erent
comm unities. The topology of the PEL therefore con—
tains inform ation about its heterogeneity and can be used
to provide a sim ilar picture to that gained from a topo—
graphical analysis.
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