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Many networks exhibit some community structure. There exists a wide variety of approaches to detect
communities in networks, each offering different interpretations and associated algorithms. For large networks,
there is the additional requirement of speed. In this context, the so-called label propagation algorithm (LPA)
was proposed, which runs in near linear time. In partitions uncovered by LPA, each node is ensured to
have most links to its assigned community. We here propose a fast variant of LPA (FLPA) that is based on
processing a queue of nodes whose neighbourhood recently changed. We test FLPA exhaustively on benchmark
networks and empirical networks, finding that it runs up to 700 times faster than LPA. In partitions found
by FLPA, we prove that each node is again guaranteed to have most links to its assigned community. Our
results show that FLPA is generally preferable to LPA.
Keywords: complex networks, community detection, label propagation
INTRODUCTION

Networks are relevant in various scientific fields, ranging from social networks in sociology to metabolical networks in biology. There are various techniques to try
to improve our understanding of networks. One such
technique is to cluster the nodes of a network, such that
nodes within a cluster are relatively densely connected
while they are relatively sparsely connected between clusters. There is a wide variety of clustering approaches
to networks, such as modularity1 and stochastic block
models2 and approaches based on dynamical processes
on networks3 , such as random walks. Sometimes, a similar approach can be solved in various ways. For example,
when modularity was first proposed, it used a cutting
approach based on betweenness1 . New algorithms were
continuously proposed, either improving the speed of the
algorithm or the quality of the partition as determined
by modularity. This includes a fast greedy approach4 ,
a slower simulated annealing approach5 , a faster algorithm based on extremal optimisation6 , a fast hierarchical multi-level method, known as the Louvain algorithm7
which was most recently improved upon in the Leiden
algorithm8 . Most of these algorithm can also optimise
different quality functions, such as the Constant Potts
Model9 .
A technique that takes a heuristic approach is the label propagation algorithm (LPA)10 . Its foremost focus
is on speed, trying to find clusters in as little time as
possible. Simply put, LPA works by iteratively updating
the label of each node to a label that is most common
among its neighbours. We here propose a fast variant
of LPA (FLPA), which is able to run hundreds of times
faster than LPA. This allows to cluster even larger networks in even less time. We consider this to be useful as
a first initial look at a network, although other methods
are arguably more robust and preferable11 . The results
of LPA are only local minima of a global quality function
for which the optimum is simply placing all nodes into
a single community12 . Other quality functions may be

more informative of any structure in the network.
We first briefly review LPA and introduce the fast variant FLPA in the next section. We then go on to demonstrate FLPA on both synthetic networks and empirical
networks.

LABEL PROPAGATION ALGORITHM

We now introduce the label propagation algorithm
(LPA)10 more formally. For a more detailed review of
label propagation algorithms, we refer the reader to literature reviews11,13 .
Let G = (V, E) be an undirected multigraph with
nodes V and edges E, where there are n = |V | nodes
and m = |E| edges. Let Aij be the adjacency matrix of
graph G, such that Aij = 1 if and only if i and j are
connected (i.e. (i, j) ∈ E) and Aij = 0 otherwise. The
implementation of LPA is quite straightforward. Let ci
be the label of node i ∈ V . Typically, each node is initially labelled differently, i.e. ci = i for all i ∈ V . At each
step, we take a random i ∈ V and change its label to the
majority in its neighbourhood. In more detail, we do the
following.
P We count how many neighbours have label c
as nc = j∈V Aij δ(cj , c), where δ(cj , c) is the Kronecker
delta function such that δ(cj , c) = 1 if cj = c and 0 otherwise. We then consider the set of most frequent labels
{c} = argmaxc nc . We randomly sample from the set of
most frequent labels {c} a label c∗ , where each c∗ has
equal probability and update the label ci = c∗ . We iterate these steps over all nodes in V . After having iterated
over all nodes, we check whether all labels are among
most frequent (i.e. maximal). If any label is not maximal, we perform another iteration over all nodes, until
all labels are maximal. This algorithm is summarised in
Algorithm 1.
This version of the label propagation is also referred to as the asynchronous implementation of label
propagation10 . The synchronous implementation of label propagation showed potential problems with (near)
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bipartite networks and some other networks, resulting in
oscillations of labels. We therefore do not consider the
synchronous implementation, and limit the discussion to
the asynchronous implementation.
After LPA terminates, it is guaranteed that the label ciP
of each node i ∈ V is maximal. That is, nci =
maxc j∈V Aij δ(cj , c). This is trivial to prove, since
LPA continues to process nodes until all labels are maximal. In the original introduction of LPA10 , they observed
that this is close to the definition of “communities in the
strong sense” as introduced by Ref.14 .
The overall time complexity of a single iteration over
all nodes in the LPA is O(m). The number of iterations
necessary before convergence is not know theoretically. It
was observed that generally only a few iterations suffice
to have most labels consistent with their final labelling10 .
However, there are no clear results for the overall time
complexity of LPA.

Retention strategy

LPA stops iterating whenever the labels of all nodes are
maximal. The original implementation of LPA10 simply
considered always updating the label with a randomly selected maximal label. Later, a so-called retention strategy was suggested: update the label only if it is not
maximal15 . This has one great benefit: we can simply
keep track of whether a label was updated during the iteration, and if so, we continue iterating over all nodes.
This means it is not necessary to check for maximal labels
after an iteration over all nodes, making the implementation more efficient. The retention strategy is summarised
in Algorithm 2.
In addition, this retention strategy introduces more
stability, because it does not continuously sample from
competing maximal labels for a single node like the original LPA does. LPA sometimes shows the appearance of a
“giant” cluster10,16 which might be related to the quality
function which it implicitly optimises12 . Indeed, merging
neighbouring clusters does not alter the label maximality,
so that any arbitrary combination of clusters in principle
will still meet the original stopping criteria. The retention strategy might prevent the method from finding such
“giant” clusters15 .
Some empirical observations in the literature noted
that we can expect roughly 1.03m0.23 iterations for the
retention strategy17 . This leads to an overall time complexity of about O(m1.2 ) for the retention strategy.

Fast label propagation algorithm

We now introduce the fast label propagation algorithm
(FLPA). It is based on the same principle that is used
for the fast local move in the Leiden algorithm8 . Similar to the LPA, each node i ∈ V has an associated label
ci , and we use a similar majority update rule. However,

instead of checking after an iteration whether all labels
are maximal, or by considering whether labels are updated, as done in the retention strategy, we maintain an
explicit queue of nodes Q that should be considered. If ci
of node i is changed, we append some of its neighbours
Ni = {j | (i, j) ∈ E} to the queue. In particular, we
add each neighbour j ∈ Ni to the queue that has a label
different from the new label of i, cj 6= ci and does not
yet belong to the queue j 6∈ Q. At each step, we pop the
node from the beginning of the queue, and we continue to
process all nodes until the queue is empty. Hence, instead
of iterating over all nodes if a label is changed, we only
consider nodes in whose neighbourhood a label changed.
This greatly reduces the number of nodes that we consider, making the algorithm even faster. The algorithm
is summarised in Algorithm 3.
A node i ∈ V that is not in the queue will have
its label
P ci as its maximal label. That is, nci =
maxc j∈V Aij δ(cj , c). This clearly holds when node i
was processed. If node i is currently not part of the
queue, we can discern two cases. In the first case, no
labels in its neighbourhood have changed at all. In this
case, the label ci continues to be the maximal label. In
the second case, the label of a neighbour j ∈ Ni changed.
It must then hold that cj = ci , since otherwise i should
have been added to the queue. In that case, the number of labels in the neighbourhood of i that equals ci
increased. If nci was maximal prior to node j changing
its label, it continues to be maximal. Hence, ci continues
to be the maximal label as long as node i is not part of
the queue. If the queue is empty, the label ci of each
node i is guaranteed to be the maximal label, similar to
LPA.
Earlier literature also suggested a speedup of LPA in
a similar fashion18,19 . However, they seem to have taken
a slightly more complicated approach, either introducing
additional heuristics or requiring the algorithm to check
whether a neighbour might be updated or not. Our approach is easier to implement, and seems to result in even
greater speedups.

RESULTS

We ran benchmarks on five different types of synthetic
networks and on seven different empirical networks. In
addition to comparing LPA, its retention alternative, and
FLPA, we also compare to the Leiden algorithm, which
is one of the fastest available algorithms8 . We use the
Leiden algorithm to optimise for modularity. We compare both the speed and the resulting partitions of LPA,
its retention alternative, and FLPA.
We first discuss the results for the synthetic
networks20 . We then discuss the results for some empirical networks. We report averages and standard deviations of 2 000 runs.
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FIG. 1. Algorithm runtime for synthetic networks with increasing number of nodes n and average degree hki = 10. (top) ErdősRényi random graphs, Barabási-Albert scale-free
graphs, forest fire graphs with burning probability 0.5 and two-dimensional
p
geometric graphs with connection radius hki/(πn). (bottom) Stochastic block model graphs with 100 groups and mixing
parameter µ. Results are averages over 2 000 runs of the algorithms and error bars show standard deviations.
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FIG. 2. (left) Largest cluster size for Erdős-Rényi random
graphs and (right) the number of clusters for stochastic block
model graphs with 100 groups and mixing parameter µ = 0.1.
Results are averages over 2 000 runs of the algorithms and
error bars show standard deviations.

Synthetic networks

As is clear, for all networks FLPA is always faster than
LPA. For the largest networks with 100 000 nodes, FLPA
is somewhere between 3–10 times faster than LPA. On
Erdős-Rényi (ER) graphs, LPA is only about twice as
slow as FLPA, which is comparable to the runtime of the
Leiden algorithm. On two-dimensional geometric graphs,
LPA is even 3–4 times slower than the Leiden algorithm,
which in turn is still about 3–4 times as slow as FLPA.
For a stochastic block model (SBM) of 100 groups and
a mixing parameter of µ = 0.6 with average degree of
hki = 10, LPA is again about twice as slow as FLPA,
which is again about 1.5 times faster than the Leiden
algorithm. The overall scaling of both LPA and FLPA
seems to be near linear, although there might be some
small super-linear factors.
The comparison between FLPA and the retention vari-

ant of LPA is more complex. For some networks, the
retention strategy alternative is faster, while for other
networks FLPA is faster. However, in cases when the
retention strategy is faster, it typically fails to perform
well. For instance, in ER graphs, both LPA and FLPA
find a single large cluster (Fig. 2 left), as expected based
on earlier literature10 , but the retention strategy simply
stops almost immediately, finding a partition that closely
resembles the singleton partition of each node in its own
cluster. In SBM graphs, both LPA and FLPA typically
find partitions that are close to the planted partition,
while the retention strategy finds many small clusters
within each group of the planted partition (Fig. 2 right).
This is understandable, since every group is essentially
an ER graph internally. In short, the retention strategy
is faster simply because it stops very soon after having
found some very small community structure.
We also compare the differences across partitions that
are detected by the different algorithms (Fig. 3 top) based
on the variation of information (VI)21 . The VI of an algorithm with itself denotes the average VI of two runs of the
same algorithm on the exact same graph. We can interpret this self-VI as a measure of stability: larger VI values
suggest that partitions differ quite a bit from run to run,
indicating a lower stability, while lower VI values suggest
that partitions are quite similar from run to run, indicating a higher stability. For ER graphs, there is essentially
no variation within and between LPA and FLPA, because
they always find a single large cluster. The retention
strategy, as explained earlier, typically finds some structure within ER graphs, which can also differ quite a bit
from run to run. The Leiden algorithm also shows quite
different results from run to run, and also finds some
structure within ER graphs, which is a known result for
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FIG. 3. Distance between partitions of (top) synthetic networks with n = 105 nodes and (bottom) empirical networks over
2 000 runs of the algorithms.

modularity22 . For both the forest fire model and the twodimensional geometric model, the three variants of LPA
find relatively comparable structures, which differs from
the partitions from the Leiden algorithm. The stability
of the partitions in the two-dimensional geometric graph
of the three LPA variants is similar to the stability of
the Leiden algorithm. Finally, on the SBM, the retention strategy seems to be unable to find any meaningful
partition. As explained earlier, each group in the SBM is
similar to an ER graph, where the retention strategy also
finds very small substructures, which hence also shows up
in the SBM results. In contrast, both LPA and FLPA are
able to find relatively stable partitions that are similar
to each other, and similar to the results of the Leiden
algorithm, as they all detect the planted partition of the
SBM.

Empirical networks

We now discuss the results of the empirical networks.
We tested the algorithms on seven different empirical networks. They vary in size, ranging from 317 080 nodes
and 1 049 866 edges for the smallest network (com-dblp),
up to 6 297 539 nodes and 16 057 711 edges (bitcoin)
or 4 847 571 nodes and 68 993 773 edges (livejournal).
FLPA is between 30–700 times faster than LPA (Table I)
and between 4–15 times faster than the retention strategy. For the largest network (bitcoin), LPA takes over
45 min on average, while FLPA is finished in 37 s. LPA is
by far the slowest on the us-patents network, where it
takes over 7 h, while FLPA is finished in 38 s. This may
be partly due to LPA finding a much coarser partition:
the largest cluster covers more than 38% of the nodes,
and it finds about over 6 times fewer clusters than the re-

tention alternative, and over 3 times fewer clusters than
FLPA. This conforms to the general pattern that LPA
finds the least clusters, FLPA finds more clusters while
the retention strategy finds even more clusters. There is
no a priori reason to prefer larger over smaller clusters,
so we cannot say whether a method would be preferable
over the other based on this observation.
The partitions of most empirical networks themselves
are similar between the three variants of LPA (Fig. 3).
Moreover, they differ similarly from the results of the Leiden algorithm. The Leiden algorithm shows greater VI
than (F)LPA for the livejournal and twitter-sample
networks. This might be related to the community sizes
that Leiden finds, since we use it to optimise modularity, which suffers from a resolution limit23 . The resolution limit might lead the method to aggregate several
clusters together, which may be somewhat arbitrary. Indeed, the Leiden algorithm using modularity typically
finds an order of magnitude fewer clusters than LPA. As
already noted earlier, for the us-patents network there
is a larger difference between LPA and the retention variant and FLPA.

DISCUSSION

Detecting communities in networks is a frequent task in
network analysis. Label propagation is one of the fastest
algorithms available. It may be useful to get an initial
first look at a network. We here suggested a faster variant of label propagation. Fast label propagation runs
up to 700 times faster than the original label propagation. Additionally, the same guarantees continue to hold,
and results from both algorithms are largely comparable.
When using label propagation, we believe our fast vari-
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TABLE I. Speedup of fast label propagation for empirical networks. Results are averages over 2 000 runs of the algorithms
(1 986 runs for the bitcoin network).
Network
Nodes
Edges Algorithm Clusters Largest
Time (s)
Speedup
LPA
22 048 20.1%
185.0 ± 105.0
188.5×
com-dblp
317 080 1 049 866 retention 46 380
2.1%
10.6 ± 6.0
10.8×
FLPA
32 329
2.7%
1.0 ± 0.4
LPA
219 392 0.0%
940.4 ± 341.8
161.8×
roadnet-ca
1 965 206 5 533 214 retention 610 087 0.0%
23.2 ± 8.6
4.0×
FLPA
341 773 0.0%
5.8 ± 1.9
LPA
53 337 38.3% 26 704.4 ± 12 100.4 705.2×
us-patents
3 774 768 16 522 438 retention 359 233 1.4%
601.8 ± 273.4
15.9×
FLPA
183 476 1.8%
37.9 ± 12.3
LPA
73 805
6.2%
977.3 ± 357.3
63.8×
foursquare
3 935 215 22 809 624 retention 77 352
5.3%
117.6 ± 41.3
7.7×
FLPA
76 028
5.8%
15.3 ± 4.7
LPA
59 742 69.4% 2 248.1 ± 1 259.9
30.2×
livejournal
4 847 571 68 993 773 retention 149 555 60.5%
959.6 ± 477.0
12.9×
FLPA
93 501 65.5%
74.4 ± 26.3
LPA
16 011 55.1%
1 343.5 ± 544.6
93.0×
twitter-sample 5 384 162 16 011 444 retention 20 651 47.5%
92.8 ± 38.9
6.4×
FLPA
18 560 51.8%
14.5 ± 4.9
LPA
42 388 50.9% 2 937.7 ± 1 077.3
80.3×
bitcoin
6 297 539 16 057 711 retention 1 059 801 10.7%
597.1 ± 522.6
16.3×
FLPA
247 404 24.3%
36.6 ± 13.0

ant will bring benefits at no additional costs. Although
label propagation may be useful to get a first look at a
network, other methods may be likely to provide more
accurate results. It was also used to effectively and efficiently compress the Facebook graph24 to calculate its
four degrees of separation25 . At the same time, label
propagation is quite similar to majority opinion simulations26 . The suggested speedup might also be relevant in
the context of such applications.

Require: undirected multigraph G(V, E)
Ensure: node clustering C = {ci }n
i=1
1: C ← {1, 2, 3 . . . n}
2: while C not maximal do
3:
for i ∈ shuffle V do
P
4:
{c} ← argsmaxc j∈V Aij δ(cj , c)
5:
ci ← randomc {c}
6:
end for
7: end while
8: return C
ALGORITHM 1. Label propagation algorithm (LPA).

METHODS
Algorithm implementation

We have implemented FLPA in C in igraph and made
it available in its Python interface python-igraph. The
C source code can be found in https://github.com/
vtraag/python-igraph/tree/flpa, while the Python
interface can be found in https://github.com/vtraag/
igraph/tree/flpa. We compared FLPA to the existing
implementation of LPA in (python-)igraph. All results
were run on Dell PowerEdge M620 computing nodes using Intel E5-2697 CPUs.

Require: undirected multigraph G(V, E)
Ensure: node clustering C = {ci }n
i=1
1: C ← {1, 2, 3 . . . n}
2: while C changed do
3:
for i ∈ shuffle V do
P
4:
{c} ← argsmaxc j∈V Aij δ(cj , c)
5:
if ci ∈
/ {c} then
6:
ci ← randomc {c}
7:
end if
8:
end for
9: end while
10: return C
ALGORITHM 2. Label propagation algorithm with retention.

Empirical networks

Empirical networks from Table I are part of the
Netzschleuder repository and can be downloaded from
https://networks.skewed.de. All networks have been
reduced to their largest connected component. The
com-dblp is a co-authorship network extracted from

the DBLP database in 201227 , the roadnet-ca is the
road network of California28 , the us-patents is the
U.S. patent citation network from 1975 to 199929 ,
the foursquare network represents check-in events on
Foursquare from April 2012 to September 201330 , the
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Require: undirected multigraph G(V, E)
Ensure: node clustering C = {ci }n
i=1
1: C ← {1, 2, 3 . . . n}
2: Q ← shuffle V
3: while Q not empty do
4:
i ← pop Q
P
5:
{c} ← argsmaxc j∈V Aij δ(cj , c)
6:
c ← randomc {c}
7:
if ci 6= c then
8:
ci ← c
9:
for j ∈ Ni : cj 6= c ∧ j ∈
/ Q do
10:
j → push Q
11:
end for
12:
end if
13: end while
14: return C
ALGORITHM 3. Fast label propagation algorithm (FLPA).

livejournal is an online social network of the LiveJournal members in 200631 , the twitter-sample is a sample
of the Twitter follower network extracted in 201232 , and
the bitcoin is a network of Bitcoin transactions from
January 2009 to April 201333 .
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