
V. NODE-CENTRIC VS. COMMUNITY-CENTRIC SEARCH

While node-centric heuristics iterate over nodes, trying
to find the best communities from each node’s perspective,
community-centric heuristics iterate over communities, trying
to find the best nodes to add to each community. Out of the
algorithms we experimented with, NECTAR is node-centric,
while GCE and OSLOM are community-centric. Although the
rest of the algorithms do not fall strictly into any of these
categories, community memberships are nevertheless decided
from either a node or a community viewpoint. For example,
in SLPA and COPRA, which are label-propagation algorithms,
community-membership is decided from a node’s perspective.

NECTAR’s greedy local search heuristic is node-centric.
Since it is not a-priori clear which approach is superior,
we decided to implement and evaluate a community-centric
version of NECTAR as well. The community-centric version
was implemented as follows. Instead of iterating over nodes
(as done by NECTAR in the loop of lines 14–23), we iterate
over communities. For each community C, we add to C those
neighboring nodes that contribute the most in terms of the
objective function (using β as the threshold parameter as we
did in Algorithm 1). After some nodes are added to C, the
bond of other nodes to C may weaken, so we also perform a
“clean-up” routine for removing such nodes.

When optimizing QE , unlike in the node-centric approach,
we need to take into account Ov - the number of communities
that a neighboring node v of C belongs to, and so the
expression in Equation 5 has to be divided by Ov (in addition
to being divided by Oi).

We compared the performance of (the node-centric) NEC-
TAR with that of the community-centric variant using the
same set of LFR graph types describe above. For each
graph, NECTAR first selects the appropriate objective func-
tion (see lines 5–8 of Algorithm 1) and then the node-
centric/community-centric code optimizes the selected func-
tion.
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Fig. 4: Node-centric vs. community-centric
Figure 4 presents the results. The (node-centric) NECTAR

obtains values of the objective function that are, on average,
more than twice those of the community-centric variant.
Specifically, NECTAR exceeds the community-based variant
by 72% when extended modularity is optimized (graphs with
average degree of 10) and by 164% when WOCC is optimized
(graphs with average degree of 40).

Obviously, these results do not necessarily mean that the
node-centric approach is always superior to the community-
centric approach, as this may depend on the graph at hand, the
objective function optimized, and the implementation details
of the search heuristic. Nevertheless, our intuition is that node-
centric search may yield better results on networks in which
the dynamics of community emergence are node-centric. In
other words, node-centric search seems more natural for net-
works in which the agents themselves (represented by nodes)
decide, either explicitly or implicitly, with whom to interact.

VI. DISCUSSION

We introduced NECTAR, a novel overlapping community
detection algorithm that generalizes the local search heuristic
of the Louvain method so that it can be applied to networks
possessing overlapping community structure.

A unique feature of NECTAR is that it selects dynamically
which objective function to optimize, depending on the struc-
ture of the graph at hand. Yang and Leskovec [17] observe that
objective functions that are based on triadic closure provide
the best results when there is significant overlap between
communities. Weighted Community Clustering (WCC) [18]
is such an objective function but is defined only for disjoint
community structures. We define WOCC - a generalization
of WCC that may be applied to overlapping communities.
NECTAR uses WOCC when it is invoked on graphs that
possess a high rate of closed triangles, whereas, for graphs
with a low rate of closed triangles, it optimizes extended
modularity [30] instead.

We conducted extensive experimental evaluation of NEC-
TAR and six other state-of-the-art overlapping community
detection algorithms. Our evaluation was done using both
synthetic graphs and real-world networks with ground-truth.
We evaluated the clusterings output by the algorithms using
several commonly-used metrics. NECTAR outperformed all
other algorithms in terms of average detection quality and was
best or second-best for almost all networks.

Analysis of our empirical results shows that extended mod-
ularity yields better results on networks with low average node
degrees and low community overlap, whereas WOCC yields
better results on networks with higher degrees and overlap.
The fact that NECTAR is able to provide excellent results on
both types of networks highlights the importance of objective
function dynamic selection, as well as the general applicability
of Louvain’s search heuristic.

NECTAR employs a node-centric heuristic that iterates over
nodes, trying to find the best communities from each node’s


