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Fig. 1: NMI
The DBLP graph consists of 317, 080 nodes and 1, 049, 866
edges. Nodes correspond to authors and edges connect authors
that have co-authored a paper. Publication venues (specifically,
conferences) are used for defining ground-truth communities.
Thus, the set of authors that have published in the same
conference is viewed as a ground-truth community.

In [17], Yang and Leskovec rate the quality of ground-
truth communities of Amazon and DBLP (as well as those
of additional networks) using six scoring functions, such as
modularity, conductance, and cut ratio. They rank ground-truth
communities based on the average of their ranks over the six
corresponding scores and maintain the 5, 000 top ground-truth
communities per each network. These are the ground-truth
communities provided as part of the datasets of [29].

As mentioned previously, the evaluation criteria we use
return meaningful results when applied to a pair of
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Fig. 2: Amazon competitive analysis

covers of more-or-less the same size. We guarantee this as
follows. Let G be the set of ground-truth communities and let C
be the cover produced by the algorithm. For each ground-truth
community, we select a community in C that is most similar
to it. More formally, for each ground-truth community G ∈ G,
we select a single community C = argmax{F1(G,C ′) :
C ′ ∈ C}. This results in a subset D ⊂ C of size at most |G|.
(The size of D may be smaller than that of G since duplicates
are eliminated.) We now apply the NMI, Omega-index and
average F1 score criteria to quantify the quality of D.

Figure 2 presents the results of our competitive analysis on
Amazon. Each bar corresponds to an algorithm and shows its
scores on the 3 evaluation criteria. The rate of triangles in the
Amazon graph is low, and so NECTAR employs extended
modularity. NECTAR provides the best performance with
an overall score of 2.062, approximately 3.5% more than
InfoMap, which is second best, and approximately 4.4% more
than GCE, which is the third performer. Zooming in to specific
quality criteria, NECTAR is second-best in terms of NMI
and average F1 score, lagging only slightly behind Cfinder
in both cases. In terms of Omega-index, NECTAR is second-
best as well, lagging behind InfoMap, and Cfinder is the last
performer.

Figure 3 presents the results on DBLP. The rate of triangles
in DBLP is high, and so NECTAR employs WOCC. All
algorithms fair poorly in terms of their Omega-index. In terms
of overall score, Cfinder is the best performer, enjoying a
small margin of approximately 2.5% w.r.t. NECTAR, which
is second-best. GCE is the third performer, with a score lower
than NECTAR’s by approximately 25%. In terms of NMI,
Cfinder is first with a score of 0.657. NECTAR is second best,
lagging by approximately 5.5%, and the third performer by a
wide margin is GCE. In terms of average F1 score, NECTAR
comes out first, but Cfinder’s score is only approximately 1%
smaller. COPRA obtains the third score, nearly 17% less than
NECTAR’s.
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Fig. 3: DBLP competitive analysis


