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ABSTRACT
Community detection has a wide variety of applications
in different fields such as data mining, social network
analysis and so on. Label Propagation Algorithm (LPA)
is a simple and fast community detection algorithm,
but it has low accuracy. There have been presented
some advanced versions of LPA in recent years such
as CenLP and WILPAS. In this paper, we present improved versions of CenLP and WILPAS methods called
CenLP+ and WILPAS+ respectively. Experiments and
benchmarks demonstrate that while CenLP+ is as fast
as CenLP, it outperforms CenLP on both synthetic
and real-world networks. Moreover, while accuracy of
WILPAS+ on synthetic networks comparable with that
of WILPAS, on real-world networks, WILPAS+ excels
WILPAS. In addition, whereas both presented methods
CenLP+ and WILPAS+ show high accuracy on synthetic networks, on real-world networks they outperform
remarkably all other tested label propagation based algorithms for community detection. Therefore, since
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Abstract Continued:

CenLP+ and WILPAS+ are both fast and accurate, specially on real-world networks,
they can efficiently reveal community structures of mega-scale social networks.

2

Introduction

Community structure is considered as an important property of real-world networks. Despite the lack of unique definition of community, it is widely accepted that a community
has more internal connections than external ones . Communities can be found in many
complex systems such as social and biological networks, the internet, food webs and so
on. Nodes of a community have often several characteristics in common.
A wide variety of different methods have been proposed for community detection. In 2002,
Newman and Girvan introduced a divisive algorithms using centrality indices called edge
betweenness to find community boundaries [10]. In 2004, a measure called modularity
was introduced to assess the quality of detected communities of a network [24]. After
that, so many methods were presented for modularity optimization [2, 6, 3]. In addition
to modularity optimization strategies, graph partition-based methods [23, 8, 29], densitybased methods[31, 27] and label propagation algorithm (LPA) [25] have been presented
for community detection.
Among all the community detection methods, LPA is one of the fastest algorithms. LPA
algorithm is simple and its time complexity is nearly linear time. However because of randomness, the detected communities have poor stability. That is, LPA may find different
communities in different runs. In some runs, small communities are merged with big ones
forming ”monster” communities which is a drawback of LPA [17].
The LPA can be described as follows. Initially, each node is assigned a unique numeric
label. At each iterative step, each node updates its label to the most frequent label from
its neighbours in a random order. When there are multiple most frequent labels, the node
will randomly pick one of them. Relabeling continues until the label of each node is its
most frequent label among its neighbours. Finally, the nodes with the same label are
considered in the same community. Because of two sources of randomness, LPA shows
low accuracy. First source is random update order of nodes for label updating and the
second one is randomly selecting one label when there are multiple most frequent labels
to choose.
To increase accuracy, CenLP method eliminates these two types of randomness. First,
CenLP replaces random order of nodes with one deterministic order of nodes. Second,
CenLP provides a new label choosing mechanism when there are multiple most frequent
labels to select. In CenLP, for each node u , its most similar neighbor of higher local
density, if exists, is defined as its preference node or p(u). Then, If a node u has an
equal maximum number of neighbor labels and one of them equals the label of p(u), then
node u adopts that label. CenLP+ changes this strategy a little to improve accuracy.
More accurately, CenLP+ attempts to choose label of p(p(u)), when there are multiple
maximum neighbour labels to select, regardless of the content of the set of maximum
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neighbour labels. The main reason for doing this in CenLP+ is that p(p(u)) is more likely
to be the center of its community than p(u). Therefore, adopting label of node p(p(u))
for node u, can lead to a much more accurate community detection.
WILPAS is another method which increase accuracy of community detection with replacing two source of randomness of LPA with two deterministic part. First, nodes are
arranged such that more important nodes update their labels first. Second, each node
adopts a neighbour label that has more influence on it. Influence of a neighbour label
can be calculated as the summation of all influence of neighbour nodes holding that label. Influence of a node u on node v can be estimated as importance value of node u
multiplied by strength of the link connecting these two nodes. Important value of node
u is estimated by degree of node u. Moreover, strength of a link can be estimated by
the similarity measure between its two endpoints. WILPAS+ attempts to find for a each
node u, a ’follower’ node such the follower node have both higher importance ( higher
degree) than u and maximum influence on u at the same time. Then each node will adopt
the label of its follower node. The reason behind this strategy is that, in real networks,
nodes with high degrees have important role in forming communities, spreading information, viral marketing and so on. Thus, follower node of a node u is more likely to be an
important node in the community of node u. Therefore, these follower nodes can guide
us to find ground-truth communites of real-world networks with higher accuracy.
This paper is structured as follows. In Section 3, related works in the field are listed.
Some notions are defined in Section 4. In Section 5 the proposed methods CenLP+ and
WILPAS+ are presented. Experimental results of comparing the proposed methods with
some famous methods in this area are discussed in section 6. Finally, conclusion is given
in Section 7.

3

Related Works

In 2007, Raghaval et al.[25] proposed Label Propagation Algorithm (LPA) for community
detection. LPA can be summarized as four following steps:
1) Initialize every node with a unique label.
2) Arrange the nodes in a random order.
3) For every node in that random order, set its label with the one which is the most
frequent label among its neighbours.
4) If every node has a label that the maximum number of their neighbours have, then
stop the algorithm; else go to step 2.
Label of each node u in LPA is defined as follows:
X
l(u) = argmax
1,
(1)
l

v∈N l (u)

where N l (u) indicates the set of neighbours of node u with label l. This is LPA’s asynchronous version. Since synchronous version has potential label oscillations as discussed
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in [25], we will not consider this version. As discussed earlier LPA has two types of randomness. Unfortunately, randomness of LPA may result in missing small communities
and even getting trivial solution in which all nodes are assigned the same label [17]. Moreover, it makes the algorithm unstable such that different communities may be detected
in different runs of the algorithm.
Zhang et al. generalized LPA to weighted networks by calculating the probability value
of every label [33]. The label updating formula in this case is changed as follows:
X
w(u, v) ,
(2)
l(u) = argmax
l

v∈N l (u)

where w(u, v) indicates the weight of the edge between nodes u and v.
Barber and Clark proposed modularity-specialized algorithm (LPAm) to constrain the
label propagation process [5]. Their algorithm is near-linear time, but it may get stuck
in poor local maxima in the modularity space. To scape local maxima, Liu et al. introduced an advanced modularity-specialized label propagation algorithm called LPAm+
[19]. LPAm+ combines LPAm with multistep greedy agglomerative algorithm to get
higher modularity values. Thus, LPAm+ does not guarantee near-linear time complexity
[34]. Xing et al. presented a node influence based label propagation algorithm called
NIBLPA [30]. NIBLPA defines two concepts node influence and label influence for specifying node orders and label choosing mechanism respectively. Zhang et al. proposed a
label propagation algorithm with prediction of percolation transition named LPAp [34].
They transformed the process of label propagation into network construction process. Using this prediction process of percolation transition, they tried to delay the occurrence of
trivial solutions. Sun et al. proposed a centrality-based label propagation called CenLP
[28]. They presented a new measure for computing the centrality of nodes. Based on
these centrality values, one specific update order in addition to node preference values
are specified in order to improve traditional LPA. Arab et al. presented a novel label
propagation algorithm called WILPAS with specific update order and new mechanism for
label updating [4]. WILPAS method considers both node importance and link weight during label propagation process in order to reveal real community structure, while avoiding
forming monster communities.

4

Terminology

Let G = (V, E) be an undirected network where V is the set of nodes and E is the set of
links. The number of nodes and links of G is denoted by n and m respectively. That is
n = |V | and m = |E|. Let du be the degree of node u in the network. Degrees of node
out
u within and outside of its community are denoted by din
u and du respectively. Mixing
dout
parameter µ for each node u is defined as duu . The set of all neighbours of node u is
denoted by N (u). Internal and external links respectively refers to the links within and
between communities. Moreover, w(u, v) refers to the weight of the link between nodes u
and v. Also l(u) indicates the label of node u.
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The Proposed Methods

In this section, we first analyze the structure of CenLP method. To do that, we present
the definitions of local density ρ , the similarity δ with higher density neighbours, the
centrality of nodes ρδ and also pseudo-code of CenLP. After that, we introduce the proposed
improved version of CenLP called CenLP+. In fact, CenLP+ modifies the label choosing
mechanism of CenLP in order to increase peformance.

5.1

CenLP

The CenLP method proposes a specified node order for label updating and also a new
label choosing formula. The specified node order is such that nodes which are less likely
to be centers of communities should update their labels first. These nodes called border
nodes. The basic assumption for specifying centers of communities is that community
centers are surrounded by neighbors with lower local density and they have a relatively
low similarity with any nodes with a higher local density. The label choosing formula is
such that a node u prefers to adopt the label of a neighbour node whose local density
is higher than that of itself and their similarity is maximum among all neighbors of the
node. If such node exists, it is called node preference of node u or p(u). In the followings
some basic definitions of CenLP are presented.
Definition (Structure Neighborhood). The structure neighborhood of a node u is the set
Γ(u) containing u and its adjacent nodes:
Γ(u) = N (u) ∪ {u}
Definition (Strength). The strength of a node u is defined as
X
k(u) =
w(u, v).

(3)

(4)

v∈N (u)

Definition (Structural Similarity). The structural similarity between two nodes u and v
is defined as
|Γ(u) ∩ Γ(v)|
,
(5)
σ(u, v) = p
|Γ(u)||Γ(v)|
where || indicates the cardinality of a set.
Definition (local Density). For a node u ∈ V , the local density is defined as
ρu =

k(u)
n−1

(6)

where k(u) and n are the strength of node u and the number of nodes in the network
respectively.
Definition (Similarity with Nodes of Higher Density). For a node u ∈ V , the similarity
with nodes of higher density is defined as
δu = maxv∈N (u) ∧ ρv >ρu sim(u, v),

(7)
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where sim(u, v) refers to the structural similarity σ(u, v).
Definition (Centrality). Given a weighted undirected network G(V, E, w), the centrality
γu of a node u ∈ V is defined as
ρu
.
(8)
δu
Since centers of communities will have high ρ and low δ, their γ values will be higher than
those of other nodes. Thus, these nodes can be recognized by this characteristic. Then,
the nodes are sorted in ascending order of their γ values. This specific order of nodes is
used for label updating in CenLP. Therefore, the border nodes should be updated first.
Moreover, remaining nodes based on their preference nodes , update their labels.
Definition (Preference Node ). For a node u ∈ V , the preference node p(u) is defined as
γu =

p(u) = {v ∈ V |

argmax

sim(u, v)}

(9)

v∈N (u) ∧ ρv >ρu

Note that preference node p(u) may not exist for some nodes, specially for nodes which
are centers of their community. The main part of label choosing mechanism of CenLP
is as follows. If a node u has an equal maximum number of neighbor labels and one of
them equals l(p(u)), then set: l(u) = l(p(u)); if the node does not have a preference node,
select a candidate label randomly.

5.2

CenLP+ method: improved version of CenLP

The presented CenLP+ method changes the mentioned label choosing mechanism of
CenLP such that the accuracy of community detection can be improved. In fact, label
choosing mechanism of CenLP+ for each node u is as follows. If a node u has an equal
maximum number of neighbor labels, then if p(p(u)) exists, then set l(u) = l(p(p(u))),
else if p(u) exists, set l(u) = l(p(u)). But if neither p(p(u)) nor p(u) exist, then select a
candidate label randomly. Moreover, CenLP+ does not check the existing of the label of
preference node among neighbour labels. The pseudo-codes of two methods CenLP and
CenLP+ are presented as Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 respectively.
Fig 1 shows karate club network. This network is formed by 34 members of a karate club
in the United States. Because of a disagreement between administrator and instructor
of the club, a new club was formed by the instructor by taking about the half of the
original club members. This network has two communities specified by shapes ’circle’ and
’square’ in Fig 1. The edges between nodes (members) of this network represent the social
interactions between the members outside the club. Two nodes ’34’ and ’1’ represent the
club president and the instructor respectively. Therefore, these two nodes are the centers
of their own communities.
In Fig 1 red arrow connecting a node v to node u indicates that u is preference node of
v, i.e. u = p(v). Starting from each node, by following red arrows at several steps, finally
either two nodes ’34’ or ’1’ are reached, which are the centers of their own communities.
Except starting from node ’10’, by following red arrows in Fig 1, ultimately the center
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foreach u ∈ updateOrder do
if u has an equal maximum number of neighbors then
if isExist (p(u)) ∧ candidateLabels.contains( l(p(u)) ) then
l(u) =l(p(u));
else
l(u) = randomly select from candidate labels;
end
else
l(u) = label with the highest frequency among neighbors;
end
end
Algorithm 1: CenLP method

Figure 1: Preference nodes on karate club networks. Red arrow connecting a node v to
node u indicates that u is preference node of v, i.e. u = p(v).
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of community of that node is reached. In experimental results we will see that, for each
node v, adopting label of p(p(v)) as suggested by CenLP+, instead of choosing label of
p(v), as proposed by CenLP, will lead to more accurate community detection. This is
because p(p(v)) is more close to the center of its community than p(v).
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

foreach u ∈ updateOrder do
if u has an equal maximum number of neighbors then
if isExist (p(u)) then
if isExist (p(p(u))) then
l(u) = l(p(p(u)) );
else
l(u) = l(p(u));
end
else
l(u) = randomly select from candidate labels;
end
else
l(u) = label with the highest frequency among neighbors;
end
end
Algorithm 2: CenLP+ method

5.3

WILPAS method

The method WILPAS is based on this assumption that each node u has an effect on each
of its neighbour node v according to both w(u, v) as the strength of relationship between
the two nodes and also du as the importance value of node u. Therefore, w(u, v) ∗ du can
be thought as the influence value of node u on the neighbour node v which is denoted by
inf (u, v). Thus,
inf (u, v) = w(u, v) ∗ du .
(10)
One can simply extend this definition to be used for influence of a label l on a node. More
accurately, influence value of label l on a node v can be thought as the summation of the
influence values of its neighbour nodes having label l. That is:
X
inf (l, v) =
inf (u, v)
(11)
u∈N l (v)

In
P WILPAS, the extended importance value of each node is defined as EI(v) = dv +
u∈N (v) du . WILPAS has two stages. Stage one has specific node order for label updating
and also one special label updating formula. Stage two of WILPAS is similar to LPA with
random update order and randomly selecting most frequent labels. The specified node
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order of stage one is based on descending order of EI values of nodes. In addition, label
updating formula of stage one of WILPAS is such that each node v adopts a neighbour
label l having maximum influence inf (l, v). In other words, in stage one of WILPAS, the
new label l(v) for a node v is defined as follows:
l(v) = argmax inf (l, v) .

(12)

l

The process of label updating continues in iterative steps untill labels of nodes do not
change anymore. Stage two of WILPAS is injecting detected labels from stage one into
ordinary label propagation agorithm (LPA). The stage two of WILPAS causes possible
sub-communities to be merged to get real ones.

5.4

WILPAS+: improved version of WILPAS

The main goal for presenting WILPAS+ is to improve the quality of detected communities
of WILPAS for real-world networks, while increasing its speed. In stage one of WILPAS,
as discussed, each node adopts a label with maximum influence on it. But in WILPAS+,
at first, each node v defines a neighbour node called following node f (v). The node f (v)
has both high degree and high influence on v. Then, in stage one of WILPAS+, each node
adopts the label of its following node. Stage two of WILPAS+ is similar to standard LPA
with one difference. Once there are multiple most frequent labels to select, choose the
one with maximum importance, i.e. adopt the one that their corresponding nodes have
higher degrees.
The more accurate descriptions for WILPAS+ are presented as follows.
In WILPAS+ method, each node v attempts to find a following node f (v) with two
primary conditions: 1) f (v) has high influence on v. 2) f (v) should be more close to
the center of its community than v. Therefore, one candidate for f (v) is a neighbour
node u of v such that du ≥ dv and the influence inf (u, v) is maximum. Consider two
nodes which have maximum degrees of their own communities. If these two nodes are
connected with an edge, there is a possibility that one of them becomes following node of
another. This can result in merging the two communities by WILPAS+. To avoid that,
the third condition for defining following node is necessary. At first, let define for a node
v a neighbour node u with maximum influence on it and denoted it by max inf (v):
max inf (v) = argmax inf (u, v)

(13)

u∈N (v)

Then, the third condition can be described as follows. The ’following’ node f (v) should
be such that inf (v, f (v)) should be equal or greater than α ∗ max inf (v). The parameter
α is a arbitrary threshold such that 0 < α < 1. If α is too small, the above problem
of possibility of merging two communities may still exist. On the other hand, if α is
very close to one, the second condition would be very hard to be satisfied. In experiment
section we set α = 0.50. For node v, following node f (v) is defined as follows.
f (v) =

argmax
u∈N (v) ∧ du ≥dv ∧ inf (u,v)≥α∗max inf (v)

inf (u, v)

(14)
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Figure 2: Following nodes on karate club network for WILPAS+ method. Red arrow
connecting a node v to node u indicates that u is following node of v, i.e. u = f (v).
Fig 2 shows following nodes of karate club network. Red arrow connecting a node v to
node u indicates that u is following node of v, i.e. u = f (v). Starting from each node,
by following red arrows with at most two steps, finally either two nodes ’34’ or ’1’ are
reached, which are the centers of their own communities.
WILPAS+ method has two stages. In first stage of WILPAS+, each node will get the
label of its following node . There is an efficient way to do that. Consider red arrows in
Fig 2 as edges. Let E 0 denote the set consisting of these edges. In graph G(V, E 0 ) find
connected components of nodes. Assign all nodes of each connected component the same
label as a community. For example, by finding connected components of graph G(V, E 0 ),
where G(V, E) is karate club network, two real communities of this network are detected.
Finding connected components of G(V, E 0 ) takes O(|E 0 |) time using DFS algorithm. Since
|E 0 | = n, stage one of WILPAS+ takes linear time complexity O(n). The second stage of
WILPAS+ is like ordinary label propagation algorithm with one difference: When there
are multiple most frequent neighbour labels, the one is chosen which their corresponding
neighbour nodes have higher degrees.
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Experiments

This section evaluates the effectiveness and the efficiency of CenLP+ and WILPAS+.
We conduct experiments on both artificial networks and famous real-world networks. We
compare the performance of CenLP+ and WILPAS+ with LPA, CenLP, LPAp, LPAm,
NIBLPA and WILPAS. All the simulations are carried out in a desktop pc with Pentium
Core 2, 1.8 GHZ processor and 4GB of RAM under Windows 8.1 OS.
In this paper, we use normalized mutual information (NMI) as the evaluation measure
which is currently widely used in measuring the quality of detected communities. NMI
allows us to measure the amount of information common to two different network partitions. Accordingly, if real known partition matches detected ones, we have NMI=1, but
when two partitions are independent of each other, we have NMI=0.

6.1

Test on synthetic networks

In this section, LFR benchmark networks is used which are currently the most commonly
used synthetic networks in community detection [16]. The parameters of LFR benchmark
networks are as follows: number of nodes n, the average degree k, maximum degree maxk,
mixing parameter µ. Moreover, minc and maxc refer to the minimum and maximum
values for community sizes respectively.
Two ranges for different community sizes indicated by the letters B (stays for big) and VB
(stays for very big) are chosen. These wo ranges for letters B and VB are [cmin, cmax] =
[20, 100] and [cmin, cmax] = [200, 1000] respectively. For each type of networks, we
generate 10 samples and for each sample we run 10 times each tested label propagationbased algorithm. Then, the average of these 100 NMI values are reported as output.
Fig 3 shows the accuracy of the mentioned methods on the networks with size of 1000. We
observe that for n = 1000, when µ ≤ 0.55, CenLP+ and WIPLAS+ methods get higher
NMI values than ordinary CenLP and WILPAS methods. Moreover, when µ ≤ 0.55,
CenLP+ and LPAm have the highest accuracy for community detection. WILPAS+ is
third best accurate method for this range of µ on this network.
For n = 10000, it can be observed from Fig 4 that LPA, LPAp and NIBLPA has the lowest
accuracy. Furthermore, three methods CenLP, CenLP+ and LPAm have approximately
the same NMI results. WILPAS method has best accuracy on this network.

Fig 5 demonstrates the NMI results for the five most accurate tested label propagation
methods i.e. WILPAS, CenLP, WILPAS+, CenLP+ and LPAm for a network with n =
100000, k = 40, [cmin, cmax] = [200, 1000]. As it can be observed from this figure, four
methods WILPAS, CenLP, WILPAS+, CenLP+ have the same accuracy for µ ≤ 0.65.
For µ = 0.70, two methods WILPAS+ and CenLP+ obtain the same NMI result, but a
little lower than that of WILPAS. Thus, in addition on the network with n = 1000 in Fig
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Figure 3: Comparing different label propagation-based algorithms on the network with
n = 1, 000.
3, CenLP+ excels ordinary CenLP method on network with n = 100000 as well (see Fig
5).
In summary, on synthetic networks, CenLP+ methods outperforms CenLP method. WILPAS+
has more accuracy than WILPAS on the synthetic network with n = 1000. However on
networks with n = 10000 and n = 100000, for largest tested value of mixing parameter
µ, accuracy of WILPAS is a little lower than that of WILPAS. But as we can see later,
on real-world networks, WILPAS+ method outperforms ordinary WILPAS method.

6.2

Experiment on Real-world Networks

In this section, we are going to evaluate the above methods on real-world networks which
their communities are already known. Zachary karate club [32], American college football
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Figure 4: Comparing different label propagation-based algorithms on the network with
n = 10, 000.
[10], dolphin social network [22] and Polblog [1] are four famous networks in the field.
The details of these networks are shown in Table 1. The NMI results of all tested label
propagation-based methods are displayed in Table 2.
Each method is run 10 times on each real network, then the average NMI results are reported. The number in the {} for CenLP, NIBLPA and WILPAS, CenLP+ and WILPAS+
in Table 1 shows the number of found communities by these five deterministic methods.
Since LPA, LPAp and LPAm detect different partitions on the same network for each
run, we ignore them. The maximum resulted NMI values on each network has been bold
in Table 2.
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Figure 5: Comparing different label propagation-based algorithms on a network, when
n = 100, 000 and average degree k = 40.
Network
Nodes
Karate [32]
34
Dolphin [22]
62
Football [10]
115
Polblog [1]
1490

Links Communities
78
2
159
2
615
12
16715
2

Table 1: Real-world networks with known community structures.
6.2.1

Zachary karate Club

The well-known karate club network of Zachary [32] is a standard benchmark for community detection. Zachary observed 34 members of a karate club in the United States over
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two years. At some point, a disagreement between the club president and the instructor
resulted in the split of the club into two separate groups. These two original communities
are specified with shapes ’circle’ and ’square’ in Fig 6.
Fig 6 shows the output of two methods CenLP and CenLP+ on karate network. While
CenLP divides this network into four communities, CenLP+ method detects two real
communities of karate network approximately as it is. More accurately, CenLP+ just
assign node 10 incorrectly to another community. WILPAS and WILPAS+ detect two
original communities perfectly with NMI=1.
6.2.2

Dolphin social network

Dolphin network [22] shows the frequent associations between 62 dolphins living in Doubtful Sound, New Zealand. Nodes are dolphins and the edges between nodes shows that
the two corresponding dolphins were seen together more than expected by chance. After
leaving one of dolphins, they separated in two communities. These two original communities are specified by shapes ’circle’ and ’square’ in Fig 7. As it is observable from Fig 7,
WILPAS+ has higher accuracy than WILPAS. Moreover, CenLP+ is more accurate than
CenLP on this network. Among all the tested methods on this network, WILPAS+ gets
the highest NMI value, as it can be seen from Table 2.
It is important to note that NMI measure is more sensitive to assignment of nodes to a
wrong community rather than dividing a real communities into several sub-communities.
For instance, if node 40 for WILPAS+ method in Fig 7.b was correctly assign to its
real community (the community shaded with red), then instead of NMI=0.75, NMI=0.84
would be obtained. Moreover, CenLP in fact finds two different partitions with NMI=0.58
and NMI=0.64 respectively. The NMI value 0.61 for CenLP on dolphin network in Table
2 is the average of these two values in 10 runs. The detected partition shown in Fig 7.c
is related to NMI=0.64 .
6.2.3

American college football

Another well known benchmark for community detection is American college football
network compiled by Girvan and Newman [10]. This network represents Division I games
for the 2000 season. Nodes represent teams and the edges represent the games between
teams. This network has 12 communities.
As one can see from Table 2, WILPAS+ get highest NMI value 0.92 with finding 11
communities which is very close to 12 real communities of this network. CenLP+ is the
second accurate method with resulted NMI=0.91.
6.2.4

Polblogs network

This network represents the links between weblogs about US politics preceding the US
Presidential Election of 2004 [1]. The links were automatically extracted from a crawl of
the front page of the weblogs. Each blog is labeled with ’0’ or ’1’ to indicate whether
they are ”liberal” or ”conservative”. This network can be considered both directed or
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Figure 6: a) result of CenLP method on karate club network. b) result of CenLP+
method on karate club network.
undirected. In this paper, the undirected version of this network is considered which has
1490 nodes and 16715 links. Since nodes with degree zero makes this network disconnected, when comparing the performance of methods, these nodes are ignored. Thus, by
removing 266 nodes with degree zero in addition to removing two nodes with degree one,
a connected network with 1222 nodes is obtained. This resulted network is considered for
testing and comparing community detection methods.

45

M. Hasheminezhad / JAC 50 issue 1, 2018, PP. 29 - 50

Figure 7: Detected communities of four methods WILPAS, WILPAS+, CenLP and
CenLP+ on the dolphin network.
However CenLP and CenLP+ achieve maximum NMI value 0.71 on Polblog network, but
the number of detected communities of WILPAS and WILPAS+ shows accuracy of these
two methods in finding true number of original communities.
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When dealing with community detection on real-world networks, WILPAS+ outperforms
other methods on karate and dolphin and football network with highest obtained NMI
value. CenLP+ is the second accurate method on real-world networks based on the
resulted NMI values. Furthermore, on real-world networks, the numbers of detected communities of WILPAS and WILPAS+ is more close to the numbers of known communities
of these networks.
network
Karate
Dolphin
Polblog
Football

LPAm
0.55
0.45
0.45
0.89

LPAp
0.56
0.55
0.61
0.88

WILPAS
1,{2}
0.66,{3}
0.70,{2}
0.90,{13}

LPA
0.70
0.52
0.70
0.87

NIBLPA
0.21 {3}
0.50 {5}
0.20 {9}
0.78 {9}

CenLP
0.60, {4}
0.61,{4}
0.71 ,{3}
0.90, {13}

CenLP+
0.84, {2}
0.74, {3}
0.71, {3}
0.91 , {14}

WILPAS+
1,{2}
0.75,{3}
0.69,{2}
0.92 ,{11}

Table 2: NMI results of the methods on four real networks with known community
structures.

6.3

Efficiency analysis

To illustrate the running time of the proposed algorithms Cenlp+ and WILPAS+ and
compare them with other algorithms, we produce 10 networks using LFR software, where
the number of nodes n = 100, 000 and the average degree k = 40 and [minc, maxc] =
[200, 1000] and mixing parameter µ = 0.40. Figure 8 plots the average running time
(in seconds) of our proposed methods CenLP+ and WILPAS+ on these 10 synthetic
networks compared with other six label propagation algorithms: LPA, LPAm, LPAp,
NIBLPA, CenLP and WILPAS. As we can see from Figure 8, while two methods CenLP
and CenLP+ have the same running time, WILPAS+ is faster than WILPAS. More accurately, WILPAS+ is a little faster than CenLP and CenLP+, much faster than WILPAS
and LPAm, but slower than LPA, LPAp and NIBLPA.
In summary, while the proposed method WILPAS+ has a little lower accuracy than that
of WILPAS on synthetic networks, its accuracy on real-world network shows remarkable
improvement in comparison to WILPAS. Moreover, another proposed method CenLP+
shows higher accuracy than ordinary CenLP method on both synthetic and real-world
networks. In addition, two improved method CenLP+ and WILPAS+ preserve the speed
of original methods CenLP and WILPAS.

7

Conclusion

In this paper, we propose two improved versions of label propagation-based algorithms
CenLP and WILPAS denoted by CenLP+ and WILPAS+ respectively. Both of these
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Figure 8: The execution times of different methods on a network with n=100,000, k=40,
[minc, maxc] = [200, 1000] , µ = 0.40.
two presented methods use node importance and link strength for community detection.
Experimental results show that CenLP+ is more accurate than CenLP on both artificial
and real-world networks, while preserving original speed of CenLP. Moreover, experiments
show that while accuracy of WILPAS+ is comparable to that of WILPAS on synthetic
networks, on real-world networks it demonstrates remarkable improvement in community
detection.
In summary, both WILPAS+ and CenLP+ shows high accuracy in detecting true community structures of networks while preserving the speed of the original methods. On
real-world networks, both WILPAS+ and CenLP+ outperform all other tested methods with gaining higher NMI values. In fact, experiments on several well-known realworld networks demonstrate that WILPAS+ is more capable of finding the number of
known communities of these networks. Therefore, two presented methods WILPAS+ and
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CenLP+ can be used for efficient community detection on large real-world social networks.
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