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Abstract

Bipartite networks are widely used to encode the ecological interactions. Being able to
compare the organization of bipartite networks is a first step toward a better understand-
ing of how environmental factors shape community structure and resilience. Yet current
methods for structure detection in bipartite networks overlook shared patterns across col-
lections of networks. We introduce the colBiSBM, a family of probabilistic models for
collections of bipartite networks that extends the classical Latent Block Model (LBM).
The proposed framework assumes that networks are independent realizations of a shared
mesoscale structure, encoded through common inter-block connectivity parameters. We
establish identifiability conditions for the different variants of colBiSBM and develop a
variational EM algorithm for parameter estimation, coupled with an adaptation of the
integrated classification likelihood (ICL) criterion for model selection. We demonstrate
how our approach can be used to classify networks based on their topology or organiza-
tion. Simulation studies highlight the ability of colBiSBM to recover common structures,
improve clustering performance, and enhance link prediction by borrowing strength across
networks. An application to plant—pollinator networks highlights how the method uncovers
shared ecological roles and partitions networks into sub-collections with similar connectiv-
ity patterns. These results illustrate the methodological and practical advantages of joint
modeling over separate network analyses in the study of bipartite systems.

1 Introduction

Context Plant—pollinator networks are increasingly documented across the globe (see Doré et
al., [2021] and references therein). These systems belong to the broader class of bipartite graphs,
which also capture other types of ecological interactions between two sets of actors, such as
bird—seed dispersal, prey—predator, or host—parasite relationships (Kaszewska-Gilas et al., 2021}
“Web of Life: Ecological Networks Database”, 2022).

Bipartite graphs are widely applied in biology, not only for ecological networks but also in
fields such as medicine, where they are used to model biomedical, biomolecular, and epidemi-
ological networks (Pavlopoulos et al., 2018). Numerous metrics are commonly employed to
characterize bipartite networks, including connectivity and nestedness (see Corso et al., 2011)).
However, methods for comparing bipartite networks based on their topology remain under ac-
tive development. Advancing our understanding of bipartite networks and the functional roles of
communities is crucial for ecosystem conservation and management (Elle et al., [2012; Sheykhali
et al., [2020).

A flexible and widely used approach for uncovering mesoscale structure in bipartite networks
is the Latent Block Model (LBM) (Govaert and Nadif, 2003, 2010) also known as biSBM (for
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bipartite SBM). In this model, each node is associated with a latent variable that assigns it to
a functional group or block. Nodes in the same block are assumed to have similar connectivity
patterns, so biSBM grouping can reveal functional organization, with potential ecological inter-
pretation. However, the standard biSBM applies to a single network at a time. While one could
independently infer biSBMs for each network in a collection and then compare their structures,
this approach has clear limitations: in particular, block assignments are not guaranteed to cor-
respond across networks. Being able to compare bipartite networks in ecology would provide an
interesting framework to uncover how species interactions shape biodiversity, ecosystem stability,
and functional resilience, offering crucial insights for understanding environmental change and
guiding conservation efforts. This motivates us to develop a new model for structure detection
in collections of bipartite networks.

Our contribution We propose to jointly model a collection of bipartite networks by extending
the LBM. We assume that the networks are independent realizations of the biSBM, sharing com-
mon parameters. From this assumption, an interesting implication is that the groups represent
a shared connectivity structure, which can be interpreted as functional groups. Note that we
consider networks involving their own nodes, no assumption of correspondence between nodes
across networks is made. If some networks involve common individuals (species) then, our ap-
proach does not take this information into account and, possibly, the nodes representing the same
individual /species across multiple networks may be allocated to different blocks. The proposed
model is referred to as the colBiSBM, standing for collection of bipartite stochastic block models.
We introduce several variants of the model, including one where the networks are assumed to be
identically distributed according to the same biSBM. Recognizing that this assumption may be
overly restrictive for real-world data, we propose an alternative that allows for fluctuations in
block proportions, including the possibility of certain blocks being unpopulated. This flexibility
enables networks to share only parts of their connectivity structures.

Inference of the parameters, block memberships, and model selection is performed using
established tools for SBM and LBM models, building on the work of Chabert-Liddell et al.,
2024l Specifically, we employ Variational Expectation-Maximization and an adaptation of the
Integrated Classification Likelihood (ICL, Daudin et al., 2008) for model selection, incorporating
novel strategies for model-space exploration.

Three key features of the colBiSBM model are particularly noteworthy. First, it enables
the identification of a shared connectivity structure that accounts for the observed collection
of networks, while also assessing whether this joint modeling approach is appropriate for the
collection. By sharing connectivity and, consequently, functional groups, the model facilitates
the identification of nodes that exhibit similar ecological roles across different networks. Second,
we show how our model can be used to partition the collection of networks thus leading to
sub-collections of networks that are similar in terms of their connectivity structures. These
two capabilities address critical needs in ecological research, as highlighted by Michalska-Smith
and Allesina, 2019; Pichon et al., 2024l Finally, a notable advantage of joint modeling is its
ability to transfer information between networks that share a common structure. This approach
improves the recovery of more detailed connectivity structures and block memberships, while
also facilitating the prediction of missing links (Clauset et al., |2008) by utilizing connectivity
patterns observed throughout the entire collection, thus using mesoscale information instead of
local information (Zhou et al., [2009)) to predict missing links.

Related work FEcological studies increasingly analyze collections of networks rather than sin-
gle systems. For example, Doré et al., 2021] investigate anthropogenic pressures across a large
dataset of plant—pollinator networks, examining species richness, connectance, and the influence
of covariates. Similarly, Pichon et al., 2024| use multi-scale structural descriptors—such as de-



gree distributions, motif frequencies, and nestedness—to differentiate mutualistic and antagonistic
networks, identifying structural signatures of interaction types. For pairwise graph comparison,
one can rely on dedicated metrics (see Wills and Meyer, 2020)). More recently, graph embedding
techniques (see review by Xu, 2021)), often based on neural networks, have become popular: they
map graphs into a low-dimensional latent space, making clustering-based comparisons possible.
While these approaches are highly scalable, they generally lack the interpretability of block
model based methods. Joint modeling of network collections has been studied mostly in the
context of unipartite networks. For instance, Arroyo et al.,|[2021]introduce the common subspace
independent edge random graph model, which captures a shared invariant subspace across net-
works. Building on SBM theory, Agterberg et al., 2025 analyse the multilayer degree-corrected
stochastic block model (ML-DCSBM), proposing a spectral algorithm that aggregates normal-
ized embeddings across layers. Both approaches assume that nodes are shared across networks in
a multilayer collection. In contrast, Kumpulainen et al., 2024| consider collections of SBMs that
share a core subset of s blocks, with the remaining blocks being network-specific. Finally, Ma-
tias and Miele, 2017 address temporal network sequences, where the underlying connectivity
structure evolves over time.

Outline The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section [2.1] we introduce the
biSBM for a single bipartite network and apply it independently to a collection of four plant-
pollinator networks. Section [3| presents the colBiSBM model and its variants. Subsequently, Sec-
tions and provide the likelihood of the models and establish the identifiability of their
parameters. In Sections and [4.4] we detail the inference strategy (parameter estimation,
selection of the numbers of blocks). In Section [4.5] we demonstrate that our method enables the
partitioning of a collection of networks into sub-collections sharing a common mesoscopic orga-
nization. Finally, in Section [} we apply our methodology to a collection of five plant-pollinator
networks and stress its benefits.

2 Data motivation and existing models

2.1 Plant-pollinator networks in British cities

Let us consider a collection of M bipartite networks, each of them representing an (eco)-system
involving its own entities. Each bipartite network m has two sets of nodes of respective sizes
ni" and n5', and the interactions only occur between nodes of set 1 and of set 2. For each
network, one can define its bi-adjacency matrix (X™)m,eq1,...a) of size n* x ny* such that V(i, j) €
[1, 0] > [1, n3']:

X7 =0 if no interaction is observed between species ¢ and j in network m
X7 #0 otherwise.

With this formalism, the nodes of set 1 (e.g., pollinators) are in row and the nodes of set 2 (e.g.,
plants) are in column. In the following we will talk about row and column nodes. If the network
represents binary observations (like presence-absence) then X7 € {0,1}; if the interactions are
weighted (like an abundance count), X/ € N. In what follows, we assume that all the networks
in the collection have the same valuation of the interactions. We denote by X = (X!, ... XM)
the collection of bi-adjacency matrices.

Plant-pollinator networks in British cities We present here a collection of M = 4 plant-
pollinator networks from Baldock et al., 2019, This paper studies the diversity, robustness and
impact of the type of environment on the ecological aspect of plant-pollinator networks in four



Table 1 — Characterics of the four British plant-pollinator networks

m Place nb. of pollinators nb. of plants nb. of  density
(n7") (nh") # 0 inter.

1 Bristol 180 193 662 0.019

2 Edinburgh 129 137 425 0.024

3 Leeds 126 154 573 0.029

4  Reading 167 156 574 0.022

major British cities, namely Bristol, Edinburgh, Leeds and Reading. The original interactions
are abundance counts but, in order to remove potential sampling or species abundance effects,
we consider them as binary interactions by setting X7 = 1 if pollinator ¢ has visited plant j
at least once. Their characteristics in terms of number of nodes and density are provided in
Table 1] Note that at most 35% of the species (plants or pollinators) are shared by any pair of
networks. Additional details on the networks are provided in Table

We are interested in the global organization of those four networks and not specifically on
the role played by each species in its ecosystem. When willing to understand how the networks
are organized, the Stochastic Block Model (in short, SBM) has proved its capacity to capture
various complex structures, (see Sander et al., 2015 for instance). This model has been extended
to bipartite networks resulting into the bipartite Stochastic Block Model (biSBM), also known
as the Latent Block Model (Govaert and Nadif, 2003).

2.2 Separate biSBM (sep-biSBM)

The first naive way to deal with multiple networks is to adjust the biSBM separately on each
network and then ”"compare” the resulting structures. The biSBM is a latent variable model,
assuming that the row and column nodes of each network m are divided into respectively Q7

and Q5" blocks. Let Z™ = (Z1*,...,Z", ..., Z,TT) and W™ = (Wy",..., Wi, ..., Wg’gn) encode
the belongings of the nodes to their blocks: Z"* = ¢ if row node ¢ of network m belongs to row
block q (¢ € {1,...,Q7'}) and W = r if column node j of network m belongs to column block

r(re{l,...,Q5}). The Z* and W™ are independent categorical variables with probability:
P(Z" = q) = 77", PW" =r) = p" (1)

where 7" > 0, pi* > 0, ZqQEI m =1 and ZQ? ot = 1. Given the latent variables (Z™, W™),

r=1
the X/!’s are assumed to be independent and distributed as

X | Z"=q,W" =7~ F(;aq) (2)

where F is referred to as the emission distribution. F is chosen to be the Bernoulli distribution
for binary interactions, and the Poisson distribution for weighted interactions such as counts.
Let f be the density of the emission distribution, then:

X log(agy) + (1 — X[7)log(1 — ag;)  for Bernoulli emission

3
—agy + X[ log(ayy) — log(X77) for Poisson emission 3)

log f (X335 agy) :{

Equations (I, () and (3) define the biSBM model, and we will now use a short notation:

X™ ~ F-biSBM,m nm (Q7", Q5", 7™, p™, &™) Ym=1,...M (sep-biSBM)

where F encodes the emission distribution, n}*, n5" are the numbers of row and column nodes,
T, Q% are the numbers of row and column blocks in network m, w™ = (W;")qfl om
—1,., p
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and p" = (pT)TiL”%n are the block proportion vectors. The Q7" x Q5 matrix o™ =

(agfn)qf oM el Om contains the connectivity parameters, i.e., the parameters of the emis-
=1,., mop=1,., n

sion distribution. In this sep-biSBM model, we suppose that each network m follows a biSBM

with its own parameters 8™ = (7™, p™, a™). Each model is defined up to label switching of the

blocks, as the order of the blocks is completely arbitrary.

For given numbers of blocks (Q7*, Q%"), the parameters 8™ can be estimated by a variational
version of the EM algorithm. This method is implemented in the R package sbm (Chiquet et
al., 2024} Leger et al., 2021). The number of blocks Q7" and Q%' can be chosen through the
Integrated Classification Likelihood criterion (ICL). Details on the variational EM and ICL will
be provided in the following section. The biSBM is an unsupervised clustering method in that
the blocks cluster the nodes that “behave the same” in the network. The nodes are assigned to
blocks by their maximum posterior probability:

~

Zr = argmax,,_op P(Z" =q| X™,6m),

7

I/ij = argmax,_; qm ]P(VV]m =r| X" om).

Application on the plant-pollinator networks We applied the sep-biSBM model on the four
British plant-pollinator networks refereed as Bristol, Edinburgh, Leeds and Reading. We obtain
4 blocks of pollinators for all the networks. The number of blocks of plants is chosen to be 3 in the
Bristol, Edinburgh and Reading networks but only 2 in the Leeds network. In Figure[I} the four
bi-adjacency matrices are arranged according to the blocks obtained by the inference procedure.
For each pair of blocks (g, r), the background color of the submatrix is chosen to represent the
intensity of the interaction ay,. As previously mentioned, the labels assigned to the blocks are
entirely arbitrary. Since we aim at comparing the estimated organisation of the networks, we
chose to order the row and column blocks with respect to their marginal density. This choice
underscores the nestedness present within the networks (a structural element that is frequently
observed in plant-pollinator networks, see e.g., Corso et al., |2011)). A quick look at Figure
suggests the existence of structural similarities in the four organisations and indicates that a
joint modeling approach could be beneficial. In the following, we propose several probabilistic
models that assume a connectivity structure shared by all the networks of interest.

3 Joint modelisation of multiple bipartite networks

We propose several models adapted to collections of networks. All of them assume that the
(X™)m=1,. m are independent realizations of a biSBM model.

3.1 A collection of i.i.d. biSBM

This first model assumes that all the networks are independent realizations of the same (Q1-Q)s-
biSBM with identical parameters. The iid-colBiSBM is defined as follows:
X" ~ F-biSBM,imm i (Q1, Q2, T, p, ), Ym=1,...M (iid-col BiSBM)
where V(q,r) m, > 0, p, > 0, 222:11 Ty = Z?jl pr = 1. This model involves
NP(Hd—COlBlSBM) = (Ql — 1) + (QQ — 1) -+ Ql X QQ,

parameters, the two first terms corresponding to the row and column block proportions and the
third term to connectivity parameters.
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Figure 1 — Matrix representation of the 4 British plant-pollinator networks. The blocks were
obtained by fitting a biSBM on each network separately.The blocks were reordered following the
marginal probability of connection. The shades of red show the connectivity parameters ay,.

By considering the same biSBM model for all the networks, we assume that the systems
they represent have a similar global functioning. More interestingly, the inferred blocks in each
network will gather species that play the same role across the networks. The role played by
each block/cluster in the system is encoded in the unique connectivity matrix a. However,
the iid-colBiSBM also assumes that the block proportions are the same across networks, which
means that each block is represented in the same proportion in each network. This is a strong
assumption which may not be realistic in plant-pollinator networks and is relaxed in the next

section.

3.2 A collection of bipartite SBM with varying block size on rows or columns

mp-colBiSBM model Our mp-colBiSBM model assumes that the networks share a common
connectivity structure represented by a but that each network has its own row and column
block proportions. The X are assumed to be independent and distributed as

X™ ~ F-biSBM,m nm (Q1, Q2, ®™, p™, ), Ym=1,...M (7 p-colBiSBM)

where V(q,7), 77" > 0, pi* > 0 and 22?:11 T = S o= 1.

This model is more flexible than the iid-colBiSBM as it allows the row block and column
block proportions to vary between networks. In addition, we allow some of the (77*)’s and (p}"*)’s
to be null (77" € [0,1]): if m)* = 0 or p* = 0 then the row block ¢ or column block r is not
represented in the network m. The connectivity structure of network m may thus be a subset
of a large connectivity structure common to all networks. The possible nullity of some block
proportion raises identifiability issues which can be tackled if we assume that each block q is



represented in at least one network, i.e.,

Vge{l,...,Qi},Im € {1,..., M} such that 7" >0
Vre{l,...,Q2},Im € {1,..., M} such that p" >0

Let us define the support matrix for row blocks S of size M x Q; such that ¥(m, q), S%g, =
1zm>o. Then the set of admissible supports is the set of binary matrices with a least one non-null
element in each row and column:

Q1 M
So, = {su) € Murxg ({0,1}) [ ¥m, Y SO0 >0, ¥g, > S0 > o}.

q:l m=1

We define equivalently the support matrix for column blocks S® For given numbers of blocks
(Q1,Q2) and support matrices SU, S the number of parameters is:

M Q1 M Q2 Q1,Q2
NP(rp-col BISBM) = 3 ( st — 1) +3 (ZSSZ - 1> + D Lswrse), 50
1 m=1

m=1 q= r=1 q,r=1

where ST is the transpose of SM). The third quantity takes into account that with mp-
colBiSBM some row and column blocks may never interact and thus the corresponding cy, is
not required to define the model.

For the mp-colBiSBM model, we introduce the following notations which will be useful in the

next sections.
o = {ge{l,....Qm>0h QF = [Qf @
Qy = {re{l,....Q}[p" >0}, Q3 = |93

Q7 and Q3 are the numbers of non-empty row and column blocks in network m.

m-colBiSBM and p-colBiSBM models Some intermediate models can be naturally defined.
The m-colBiSBM allows the row proportions to vary across networks, while keeping the column
proportions identical for all networks. The p-colBiSBM is defined analogously by interchanging
rows and columns.

All the models previously defined are summarized in Table [2|

Table 2 — Summary of the different models defined in Section [3] The last line is for separate
modelisation as presented in Section .

Model name Row Column Connection Number
Block prop. Block prop. param. of param.
- ) o _— m o (Qr— 1)+
lid-colBiSBM | m" =g, mq >0 | pi* = py, pr >0 | g = agr (Q2— 1)+ Q1Q
2 — 12
< _
m-colBiSBM 7TZ]n >0 P:ﬂ = Pr, Pr > 0 a$~ = Qg (é M(gl_i_ C;kg
2 — 12
< _
p-colBiSBM | 77" = 7y, 7wy >0 pt >0 Qg = Qg M(_ <Q11) _i)c—; Q
2 — 162
< _
mp-colBiSBM >0 prr =0 Qgr = Qgr MZQM(Qll) +165+Q
2 — 162
4 m
sep-biSBM T >0 P >0 Ogr (%Jz”:_l [1()Q T legﬁ]
2 )




4 Statistical inference

We now address the task of statistical inference. More precisely, we derive the expression of the
likelihood, establish the identifiability of the parameters, propose a variational version of the EM
algorithm to estimate the parameters, and finally suggest a penalized likelihood criterion to infer
the number of blocks. The results and methods are given for mp-colBiSBM. The corresponding
formula for m-colBiSBM and p-colBiSBM are left to the reader.

4.1 Log-likelihood expression for mp-colBiSBM

For the given matrices S, S let Os01) 2 be:
05(1)75(2) = (71-17 B 77TM7 p17 s 7pM7 a) = (777 P; a)

where 7" = 0 for any ¢ such that S,(,}L()Z = 0 and p* = 0 for any r such that s@ = . mp-colBiSBM
is a latent variable model and consequently, the observed log-likelihood /(X; O5a) g ) is written
as the complete likelihood integrated over the latent variables.

Let Z™ = (Z")i=1 nm denote the set a latent variables encoding the clustering of the row

i =1l

nodes in network m. Similarly, we define and W™ = (W]m)j 1,...n- The log-likelihood of the

observations X = (X!, ..., X™) is written as the complete likelihood integrated over the latent
variables (Z, W) = (Z™,W"™)—1

7777

M
(X050 5) = > log > exp{l(X™|Z" W™ a) + {(Z";m) + (W™ p)}  (5)

m=1 zZm Wwm

where

(X2 W o ZZ YD Lapgwyprlog f(X[ ag),

i=1 j=1 qe Q7 reQy

0zmm) = Zl Z 1zm—glogm,", and ((W Z Z Lwp=rlog p;".
i=1 qeQi" j=1reQy

where f is defined in Equation (3). We obtain the log-likelihood of the iid-colBiSBM model
by setting " = 7 and p™ = p,Vm, Q" = {1,...@Q1} and QF = {1,...Q2}. For the 7-
colBiSBM and p-colBiSBM models we obtain the log-likelihood by fixing either the row or
column proportions, and by setting the relevant support matrix to the matrix full of ones.

4.2 Identifiability of the models

We prove the identifiability of the parameters, namely that if ¢(X;60) = ¢(X;8’) for any collec-
tion X then @ = @’. The identifiability of the parameters of the simple biSBM is demonstrated
in Keribin et al., 2015 as an extension of the result of Celisse et al., 2012 Chabert-Liddell
et al., [2024] gave identifiability conditions for collections of simple (non bipartite) networks. We
provide here conditions which ensure the identifiability of the model. Note that the conditions
are sufficient but not necessary.

In 7wp-colBiSBM, we allow the block proportions to be null in certain networks. Let us
first define the restricted parameters for each network, corresponding to the non-null block
proportions:

7 = (1) eors P = (P)coy

(O‘qr)qe o reQy

8



Property 1. The parameters @ = (m, p, o) of the iid-colBiSBM model are identifiable up to a
label switching of the blocks under the following conditions:

(1.1) Im* € {1,..., M} :n?" >2Qy — 1 and nj* > 20Q; — 1.
(1.2) The coordinates of vector ap are distinct.
(1.3) The coordinates of vector w"ax (where w" is the transpose of w) are distinct.

The parameters Qg g = (7', ... M opto . pM ) of the mp-colBiSBM are identifiable
up to a label switching of the blocks if the following conditions are met:

(2.1) Ym e {1,... M} :n{* >2Q% — 1 and ni* > 2Q7" — 1

(2.2) Ym € {1,..., M}, the coordinates of the vector &™p™ are distinct.
(2.3) ¥Ym € {1,..., M}, the coordinates of the vector (w™) @™ are distinct.
(2.4) All entries of o are unique.

The proof is provided in Section [A]

4.3 Variational estimation of the parameters

We aim to estimate 8ga) g2 by maximizing the log-likelihood of Equation for fixed num-
bers of blocks (Q1, Q) and fixed support matrices (S, S®)) in the case of the mp-colBiSBM
model. However, in practice, this log-likelihood is not tractable as it requires to sum over
Z%zl(QT)”T (Q7)"2" terms. A reliable method to tackle this problem is to rely on a variational
version of the Expectation Maximization (VEM) algorithm (Daudin et al., 2008; Govaert and
Nadif, 2008)).

The maximization of the log-likelihood is replaced by the maximization of a variational lower
bound of the log-likelihood of the observed data. For ease of reading, the indices of 850 g2 are
dropped and we use the short notation 8. Let R be an approximation of p(Z, W|X; 8). Then:

((X;0) > (X;0)— Dxi(R || p(Z,W|X;0))
= Er[(X,Z,W;0)] - H(R(Z,W)) (6)
= J(R;0)

where Dy, is the Kullback-Leibler divergence and H is the entropy. J(R;®) is known as the
evidence lower bound (ELBO). Note that J(R;0) = ¢(X;0) if R = p(Z,W|X;80). So, the
objective is now to maximize J(R; @) with respect to @ and R. This task can be performed
thanks to the reformulation of the lower bound provided in Equation (). The VEM algorithm
is an iterative process aimed at maximizing the lower bound, that alternates between the E-step
and the M-step. During the E-step J(R;8) is maximized w.r.t. R and for a current value
of 8, resulting into a minimization of Dk, (R || p(Z,W|X;0)), which can not be performed
directly. The M-step maximizes J(R; @) w.r.t. 8 for a given variational distribution R. R must
be chosen so that the quantity Ex[¢(X, Z, W;0)] can be calculated explicitly. By conditional
independence of the row and column latent variables given the observations and by independence
of the networks we have:

p(Z,W|X;0) = p(Z|X;0)p(W|X;0)

M
= [[e(Zz"X™0)pW™X™;0).

m=1



R(Z,W) is assumed to respect the same independence structure. Moreover, following Daudin
et al.,|2008; Govaert and Nadif, 2008, R(Z) and R(W) are chosen as product distributions, thus
neglecting the conditional dependencies between nodes of a given network. Thus, p(Z™|X™; @)
is approximated by R(Z™) =[], pr(Z") which is parametrized by the probabilities 7;;"
T = PR(ZM = q).

q

The same holds for p(W™|X™;0) and we set:

]7”

These quantities are the approximations of the posterior node clustering probabilities. In the
following we identify R to these quantities.

For the colBiSBM models, the VE-step is computed independently for each network and
during the M-step the parameters are updated with formulas that link the networks together.

We describe below the update procedure to go from step ¢ to ¢ + 1, in our implementation
this is done until convergence and we use a mini-batching approach as it converges quicker in
the experiments. To initialize the algorithm one can do a spectral clustering of the nodes to
determine the first posterior node clustering probabilities.

Variational E step At this step we maximize with respect to the variational distribution R:

R = argmax J (R, 01).
R

And we obtain the following formulas for the 7™ = ((Tilq’m)z 1, (sz;m)j:1,...,n?)2

qeQ™ reQy
~1, ~m,(t )y 72 (1) ]
{Tiqm m()n HTEQm f( ’L]’ )Tfr ) VZ:].,...,TLT,QG Q71n
~2, ym, (t+ .
Tjrmocpr H Iqugmf< ) ‘a VJ:L---a”EHaTGQEH

which are used to update iteratively the values.

M step At iteration (¢) the M-step maximizes the variational bound with respect to the model

parameters 6: R
0(t+1) — arg mngj( t+1)70)

The following quantities are involved in the obtained formulas:

n* ny' n np nm nip
lm 2m m 1,m 2m 1,m __ 1,m 2,m __ 2,m
=2 TG e =3 ) n T = o m m =) Ty
=1 j=1 i=1 j=1 i=1 =1
The block proportions estimations depend on the model we consider,
P /g ~ X n . :
Tq = e s P = SIS for iid-colBiSBM
7 il pm m IBiSBM
T = e , po= g or mp-colBi .

while the connectivity parameters g, are estimated as the ratio of the number of observed
interactions between row block ¢ and column block r among all networks over the number of
possible interactions:



Output of the algorithm The inference algorithm supplies for each node of any network its
probability of clustering given its connections namely the ?Z-lq’m and ?ﬁlm. These quantities can
be used to perform hard clustering (taking the mazimum a posteriori, in short, MAP) and
so to reorganize the bi-adjacency matrices. Note that contrarily to sep-biSBM (Section [2),
the clustering we obtain here are coherent across the networks. In other words, two species
from networks m and m’ affected to a given cluster ¢ do play the same role in their respective
ecosystem. On the contrary, from the ecological point of view, one can check if a given species
represented by two different nodes in networks m and m’ is affected to the same block or plays

a different role in the two ecosystems.

4.4 Selecting the numbers of blocks (Q)1, ()2)

Section was dedicated to the estimation of @ for fixed (Q1,Q2). In practice the numbers of
blocks need to be inferred. We propose a penalized likelihood criterion. We first consider the
iid-colBiSBM and then the mp-colBiSBM which requires a few more work due to the possibly
null block proportions in some of the networks.

4.4.1 A penalized criterion adapted to collections of networks

The Integrated Classification Likelihood (ICL), introduced by Biernacki et al., 2000; Daudin
et al., 2008| is a well-established tool for selecting the appropriate number of blocks of SBM
and biSBM. The ICL is derived from an asymptotic approximation of the marginal complete
likelihood where the parameters are integrated out using a prior distribution, resulting in a
penalized likelihood criterion. Usage has shown good recovery properties for the number of
blocks. The generic expression of the ICL is

1
ICL = max Es[((X,Z,W;0)| — pen

where pen penalizes the complexity of the model. ICL is known to encourage well-separated
blocks by imposing a penalty on the entropy of node grouping. However, the objective of
our approach extends beyond grouping nodes into coherent blocks. We also aim to assess the
similarity of connectivity patterns across different networks. Consequently, we suggest to permit
models that offer more flexible node grouping by not penalizing on entropy. This leads us to
formulate a BIC-like criterion in the following manner:

1 . 1
BIC-L = max Eg[((X, Z, W;6)] + H(R) — Spen = max J (R, 0) — Spen

We provide below the penalty expressions for iid-colBiSBM and mp-colBiSBM.

4.4.2 Model selection for iid-colBiSBM

For iid-colBiSBM, the penalty follows from the same logic as for the classical biSBM since the
networks are independent realizations of the same biSBM:

BICL(X, Q1, Qs) = max J(R.0) — 3 [pen, (@) + pen, (Q2) + pen, (Q1, Q2]

with

pen, (Q1) = (Q1 — 1)log (inm) pen, (@2) = (@ — 1) log (fnm)

m=1 m=1

pena(le QQ) = Q1Q2 IOg(NM),
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where
M
m=1

is the number of entries in all the bi-adjacency matrices. The terms pen, (Q1) and pen,(Q)
correspond to the estimation of the block proportions. The term pen,(Q1, Q)2) is the penalty for
the connectivity. And finally ()1 and ()5 are chosen as:

(@\17 @\2) = arg HQI&X BIC_L(Xa Ql? Q2)

4.4.3 Model selection for 7p-colBiSBM

In model 7p-colBiSBM, we need to choose not only (Q1,@Q2) but also the support matrices
(SM,S@). The penalty term must take into account the dimension of the supports (S, S)
which is the number of non-null proportions namely Q7" and Q%" defined in Equation (). Con-
sidering the same principle as ICL described before, the penalty derives from a prior distribution
on (S S®): a uniform prior over {1,...,Q1} x{1,...,Q5} is set as a prior on (Q7*, QF'); then

conditionally to (Q7*, @%"), the place of the non-empty blocks in network m (i.e. (LS’,(,}“)Z)q:LMQ1

and (sz)r 1,..0,) are uniformly distributed, resulting into a penalty of the form

log pq, (SW) = =M log(Q1) — Zlog< )

Q1
QT
blocks. The same formula holds for pg, (S (2)). Using the Laplace approximation and the prior
distributions we obtain the following criterion:

where ( ) is the number of ways to place the Q7" non empty blocks among the @); possible

S g2
BIC-L(X, @1,Q2) = max p axX J(R, 040 s — pen(Q1, Q2, S, S a,m, p) .
S50 | 6.01) o2 5

The penalty is composed of the following terms:

peng (Ql’ ) + pen (Q27 ) + pen,, (Qh Q?a S(l)u 5(2)) + penga) (Ql) + pehg) (Q2>7

with
penga (Q1) = —2log pg, (S™), penge) (Q2) = —2log pg, (52),
M M
pen, Qh S(l) Z log nl ) pen Q?a Z log n2 ;
m=1 m=1
and

Q1 Q2
pen,, (Q1,Qs, 5, %) = (Zzl 1)) 52)), >0) log(Nas),

qg=1 r=1

where Ny is defined in Equation (7). (Q1,Q2) are finally chosen by maximizing the BIC-L
criterion:

(Q1,Qs) = arg max BIC-L(X, Q1, Q).

12



4.4.4 Practical model selection

The choice of (@1, Q2) and the estimation of the model parameters are computationally expen-
sive. All the models with possible values of (Q1, Q2) should be fitted and compared through the
BIC-L(X, Q1, @Q2) criterion. In addition, for a fixed value of (@1, @Q2), the variational EM being
sensitive to the initialization, multiple runs are needed.

We propose a partial exploration of the model space by a split and merge approach. The first
step is a greedy exploration to find an estimation of the mode of the criterion. The second step
is a moving window centered around the first mode to refine the first estimation by leveraging
all the previously fitted models. The procedure, detailed in Algorithm [I] is implemented in the
R-package colSBM.

Algorithm 1: Model selection algorithm
Data: X a collection of bipartite networks
Tuning parameters: mazge, marm, and depth
begin
| - Fit colBiSBM model with Q = (1,2) and Q = (2,1)
end
stepge < 0
for Qe € {(1,2),(2,1)} do
while BIC-L increases and stepge < mazg. ; < Greedy exploration
do
- Fit the models for @ € Qcurr + {(1,0),(0,1)} ; < Splits
if Qcurr allows to merge then
| - Fit the models for Q € Qcur — {(1,0),(0,1)} ; < Merges
end
- Qcurr + argmax BIC-L(X, Q1, Q2) and stepge < stepge + 1
end

end

- Qge <+ Qecurr and steppy < 0
while BIC-L increases and step,,, < maz., ; < Moving window
do
for Q... = Qcur — depth, ..., Q.o + depth; < Forward pass
do
| - Fit the models by splitting from Q..
end
for Q... = Q.o + depth, ..., Q curr — depth; < Backward pass
do
| - Fit the models by merging from Q...
end
- Qeurr < argmax BIC-L(X, Q1, Q2) and stepyy < stepmw + 1
end
return Q;, Qy = arg max BIC-L(X, Q1,Q2) with 0.Z, W and SV,5 for
mp-colBiSBM models.

4.5 Searching for common connectivity structures among a collection of net-
works

sep-biSBM versus colBiSBM Beyond determining the optimal number of blocks, the BIC-L
criterion we derived can also be used to test whether two or more bipartite networks share a
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common mesoscopic structure. To do so, the first model comparison that we may perform is
between the colBiSBM models and the sep-biSBM model to determine if the networks share a
common structure. We decide that networks share a common structure if:

M

max BIC-Leopispm (X, @1, Q2) > Z max BIC-Lyspn (X™, QT", Q3').
Q1> £ Qp 0k

Partition of a collection of networks At a more advanced stage, when considering a large
collection of networks as the one described in Doré et al., 2021}, one may seek to identify subgroups
of networks exhibiting similar connectivity patterns. In other words, the goal is to perform a
network partitioning procedure based on their mesoscopic structure i.e., find G = (My),=1,. ¢ a
partition of {1,..., M} such that

Vm e M,, X™ ~ F-biSBM(Q7, Q3, 7™, p™, a?),

where af depends on the group the network belongs to. For any partition G , we define an
adequacy score, denoted by Sec(G), which quantifies the fit of the partition according to the

BIC-L criterion: G

SC(Q) = max BIC’L((Xm)mGMg7 51]7 Qg> (8)
g=1 1,.@2

Thus the score consists of the sum of the BIC-L computed on the sub-collections for the partition
G. By (Bell number) possible partitions have to be compared though this score. If M is small,
the scores of the Bj; possible partitions can be computed by fitting a colSBM to any of the
2M subcollections of networks. However, if M is large, this strategy is not realistic anymore for
computational considerations. In this case, one can resort to a hierarchical research strategy.
In a few words, adjust a unique model on the full collection and then proceed by sequential
divisions of the partition based on dissimilarities between parameters. Denoting G* the new
partition obtained from G, if S¢(G*) > Sc(G) try to partition further, else stop and return G.
For extensive details see Section [Cl

4.6 Accuracy of the inference strategy on synthetic datasets

We illustrate the accuracy of our inference method on synthetic datasets. The results of our
extensive simulation study is available in supplementary material. In Section we prove
the capacity of our inference procedure to recover the number of blocks. The corresponding
nodes clustering is assessed under the different colBiSBMs. The ability to choose the correct
colBiSBM (through BIC-L) is tested in Section . The interest of a joint learning under a
colBiSBM compared to fitting separated biSBMs is demonstrated in Section [D.3] Finally, the
efficiency of the partitioning procedure of a collection of networks is investigated in Section [D.4]
All these simulations are reproducible, the code is available at https://github.com/Polarolouis/
code-colbisbm/.

5 Analyzing real-world ecological networks

To demonstrate the practical relevance of our approach, we apply it to real-world networks
obtained from Baldock et al., 2019| (presented in Section and Baldock et al., 2011.

In a preliminary study (results not shown here), we first fitted the various colBiSBM models
on the collection constituted of the four British networks introduced in Section 2.1l We obtained
the following results: on this collection the iid-colBiSBM was selected as the best model, con-
firming the fact that they share a common organization. In that particular case, the assumption
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of equal block proportions is adapted to the data. To strengthen our evaluation, we augmented
the collection with a savanna pollination network deduced from the data collected in Kenya and
presented in Baldock et al., 2011. Although the original dataset focused on the daily temporal
structure, we concatenated the data in a single merged network.

5.1 Joint estimation and partitioning of the five Baldock networks

We applied our partitioning method on those five networks, using the four models. The BIC-L
obtained for the best partition and the various joint modeling are presented in Table [3]

Table 3 — BICL values for different models on the Baldock et al., 2011, 2019 datasets.

Model BICL (1)
iid-colBiSBM (Kenya and 4 British) | —9466.866
iid-colBiSBM on all networks —9479.636
mp-colBiSBM on all networks —9497.920
Separate biSBM —9620.375

Table |3| indicates that all our models beat the separate biSBM (last line) hence there is an
advantage to model jointly those networks. The fact that the iid-colBiSBM on all networks is
preferred to the mp-colBiSBM can be explained by the cost of all the additional free parameters
for the mp that hinder its BIC-L. Finally, the preferred configuration is to split the networks in
two partitions, one for the Kenyan network and another for the British networks. We can now
interpret the results of the partitions obtained by the iid-colBiSBM and 7p-colSBM models.

Brit-Bristol { 0.49 0.34
Brit-Edinburgh 4 0.5 0.36
Brit-Leeds 0.47 0.34
Brit-Reading { 0.53 0.29
1.00 0.75 0.50 025 0.00
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Figure 2 — Result of an iid-colBiSBM clustering applied to the five Baldock networks, four British
and one Kenyan. Left is Kenyan network structure, right is shared British structure.

First, under the iid-colBiSBM, the clustering criterion (see Section [4.5)) prefers to separate
the Kenyan network from the British ones. Once partitioned, the method recovers a structure
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commonly found in ecological networks: nestedness in both collections. In the Kenyan network,
it identifies two groups of pollinators (row nodes) and two groups of plants (column nodes). The
resulting connectivity matrix displays a reverse-stair pattern, with generalist species in both
rows and columns interacting strongly among themselves (darker red shades, ;1 = 0.5), while
specialist species interact primarily with generalists (ag; and «;5) and show minimal interac-
tion with one another (a2 = 0.02). In terms of block sizes, the generalist species—although
responsible for most of the interactions—form very small fractions of the network: only about
2% of the pollinators and 5% of the plants.

The structure for the British Baldock networks, shown in Figure [2| also exhibits nestedness
with three groups of pollinators and five groups of plants. Interestingly the generalists connec-
tivity coefficient is not the highest one, the highest one being with the second pollinator group.
The generalist pollinators are distributed across blocks 1 and 2. Generalist plants are spread
in 3 groups, 1, 2 and 3. When comparing to Figure [T the joint modeling allows to refine the
plant groups. In particular, it splits both generalists and specialists adding two new functional
groups. Further analysis with ecologists may reveal the functional meaning of these new groups.

Brit-Bristolq 0.61 0.22
Brit-Edinburgh 0.75
Brit-Leeds 0.63
Brit-Reading 0.42 0.39
Kenya-TB+JN - 0.86
1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00

Column proportions
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11 0.32 0.45 0.36 0.1 0.35

21 0.52 0.3 0.18 0.04 0.02
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Figure 3 — Result of a mp-colBiSBM clustering applied to the five Baldock networks, four British
and one Kenyan. The shared structure for the five networks is in shades of red. The networks
are in this order: Bristol, Edinburgh, Leeds, Reading and Kenyan

Secondly, we perform the network collection partition using the mp-colBiSBM and plot the
results in Figure 8| The flexibility induced by the varying block proportions leads to keeping
together the five networks (whereas they were separated using the iid-colBiSBM) thus finding a
shared structure between the Kenyan and British networks. Using this approach, the pollinator
blocks are left unchanged but the plant blocks see at least a swap between blocks 4 and 5
along with some species of former block 4 joining former block 5. The Kenyan network does
not populate the pollinator block 3 and sees most of its pollinators in block 2. For the plant
blocks, it does not populate the first generalist block and the trend is reversed when comparing
to British networks: the British networks populate block 4 and less block 5 whereas Kenyan
network mainly (86%) make use of block 5 and not (< 10%) block 4. Note that, to go further,

16



interesting results could arise from comparing the nodes transfer between the two structures seen
in Figures 2] and [3] since it could inform us on functional role change of the blocks between the
clusterings. This ecological analysis is out of the scope of the present work.

5.2 Edge prediction on ecological networks

We now present a numerical experiment that demonstrates the benefits of joint modeling for
predicting edges. We compare the results of our model-based approach to the performances
obtained by a Variational Graph AutoEncoder (VGAE, Kipf and Welling, |2016). The objective
is to prove that joint modeling leverages information transfer.

To do so, we consider the four British networks from Baldock et al.; 2019/and randomly mask
a proportion of edges on one of the four networks, then we gauge the predicted interactions. We
use two kind of missing edges: missing links — i.e, we replace a random number of entries in the
bi-adjacency matrix by a zero thus degrading the information by potentially masking ones— and
missing dyads where we replace the value by a NA allowing the model to take into account that
the “value of” the interactions are not known.

We fit the four colBiSBM models on the degraded networks. We also fit a biSBM on the
degraded network: this plays the role of reference method where the information of the other
networks cannot be leveraged. In order to challenge our probabilistic model based approach, we
additionally fit a VGAE on the four British networks jointly or on the altered network. In a
few words, we use a VGAE that takes as input features a non informative ordering of nodes as
integers. The encoder has three GraphSAGE layers (Hamilton et al., [2018) of dimension 4 and
the latent space is of dimension 4. The output of the encoder is two vectors V;™ (for pollinators)
and Vy" (for plants) for each network. V™ (respectively V;") dimensions are (n}*, 4) (respectively
(n3*,4)). For the decoder we use an inner product decoder as proposed by Kipf and Welling,
2016, adapted for bipartite networks. The predictions of the missing dyads or edges are done
according to the fitting models. For missing dyads, we predict the unobserved (NA) dyads. For
missing edges, we predict the altered edges.

Missing Dyads Missing Links
0.9 °
o 090 . RE e e w9 L L
=] ° ' o
< 0.85 ﬁ ﬁ X *g é' . 0.7 ﬁ %
3 RRER g
= % 06 .
0.80
0.5
01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
Pmis
sep EI s EI ™ sepVGAE
Model
iid p EJ VGAE

Figure 4 — Information transfer on ecological data: AUC of the recovered links in the missing
dyads (left) and missing links (right). All the models are fitted on the Baldock British dataset
with one of the networks altered. The “sep” model is a biSBM destined to serve as a reference.

In Figure [ we plot the boxplots of the ROC AUC metrics. Our joint models perform
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marginally better than the sep-biSBM for the recovery of the interactions thus indicating that
the joint approach allow for information transfer between the networks. The best models are
iid-colBiSBM and 7-colBiSBM returning the higher AUC overall for the low py;s.

From the two kinds of missing information, the missing dyad is the one that our models
tackle best. We explain this by the fact that missing interactions are clearly labelled as NA and
not taken into account to estimate the parameters. The block parameter estimation are then
only based on observed interactions and nodes for which some interactions are missing in one
network can be estimated by using the information for the block in the other networks. Whereas
for the missing links experiment, the missing interactions are set as 0, potentially masking some
interactions and being used to infer parameters, degrading the performance of the model for
interaction prediction.

Regarding the VGAE, we observe that VGAE trained jointly on the 4 networks does not
manage to transfer information. In both cases (sepVGAE and VGAE), the performances are far
worse than the ones of the probabilistic model approach.

The difference between the sep-biSBM and colBiSBM models are narrow but we observe in
the extensive simulation study that a nested structure (as the one observed in these ecological
networks) is usually well retrieved by a sep-biSBM despite the alterations. However, for other
network structures, we show that the differences can be clearer (see Section [D.3).

6 Discussion

We introduce probabilistic models, namely colBiSBMs, that assume a shared connectivity struc-
ture among a collection of networks. The models range from the most constrained iid-colBiSBM
to the more flexible mp-colBiSBM which accommodates empty blocks and varying block propor-
tions. This joint modeling approach offers two main advantages compared to fitting separate
biSBMs. First, by leveraging a larger combined dataset, the joint inference increases statistical
power and can reveal finer structural patterns. Second, it establishes explicit links between the
blocks (node clusters) identified in each network, allowing the corresponding clusters across net-
works to be interpreted as functional groups that play analogous roles within their respective
ecosystems. This was illustrated in a dataset of five plant-pollinator networks.

Note that a limitation of the iid-colSBM is that all the networks of the collection must
have the same global density. The other models are a bit more flexible in this regard. At
present, unlike Chabert-Liddell et al., 2024 our models do not incorporate a way to deal with
common structures up to a density variation. Since there are many options to account for
varying densities, we consider as a promising direction for future work to generalize the model
by allowing any increasing function to mediate the transformation between network connectivity
structures. This would enable a colBiSBM variant capable of identifying structural differences
while explicitly accounting for density effects. Concretely, such a formulation would associate
with each network an increasing function d,,, that transforms the shared connectivity matrix «,
yielding the relation o™ = d,,(«).

For the partition of a collection of networks, the example we develop in Section can
be attained by an exhaustive search (for 5 different elements there are 52 partitions). For
larger collections, Bell numbers grow too rapidly to consider exhaustively searching for the best
partition. We have then to resort to a partitioning algorithm like the one described in Section [4.5]
In our simulation study (see Section , we assess its capacity to retrieve the true partition
of the collection of networks. However, the method reached its limits on the large collection
of Doré et al., 2021], presenting unstable behaviors. This may be due to the fact that there are
numerous connectivity structures within this dataset and some of them are not as contrasted
as in the simulation study. Some perspectives proposed by Rebafka, 2023 could be adapted to
bipartite networks.
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A Proof of the idenfiability result

Along with results presented in Property [1] we also have the identifiability results for w-colBiSBM
and p-colBiSBM shown in Property [2]

Property 2. m-colBiSBM The parameters @ = (w',... , 7w™ p, ) are identifiable up to a label
switching of the blocks if those conditions are achieved:

(2.1) Yme {1,..., M} 0" >2Qs — 1 and 3m* € {1,..., M} :nl" >20Q, — 1.
(2.2) The coordinates of the vector aup are distinct.

2.8) Ym € {1,.... M}, the coordinates of vector (&™) a&™ are distinct.
( ) b M

(2.4) The coordinates of the vector p are distinct.

p-colBiSBM  The parameters @ = (m, p', ..., pM, ) are identifiable up to a label switching
of the blocks if those conditions are achieved:

(3.1) Im* € {1,...,M}:nl" >2Qs—1 andVm € {1,..., M} : nJ* > 2Q; — 1.
(3.2) Ym € {1,..., M}, the coordinates of vector @™p™ are distinct.
(3.3) The coordinates of the vector '« are distinct.

(8.4) The coordinates of the vector 7 are distinct.

Proof. We derive the results in Properties [1I] and

iid-colBiSBM  Keribin et al., |2015| building on Celisse et al., [2012, proved that the parameters
(7™, p™, ™) of the F-biSBMym ., (QT", Q3', ™, p™, ') are identifiable from the observation
of network X™ when F is the Bernoulli distribution and the following conditions are met:

1. n" > 205 — 1 and nJ" > 2Q7" — 1.

2. V1 < ¢ < Q7',m;" > 0 and the coordinates of vector a™p™ are distinct.

3. V1 <r < Qp,p™ >0 and the coordinates of vector (™) a™ are distinct.

Under the iid-colBiSBM model, for all m = 1... M, X™ ~ F-biSBM,m ,m(Q1, Q2, 7, p, ).
This means that applying Keribin et al., 2015| the identifiability of a, v and p is obtained from
the distribution of X™" under assumptions to .

m-colBiSBM  Under m-colBiSBM, we have for all m,
X"~ -F'blsBMnT,ngn (ana Q?a fma P; am)

where 7t is the vector of non-zero proportions of length Q7" in w and a™ is the restriction of a
to the set O, i.e., the rows (ag)1<r<@, With ¢ € Q*. Under assumptions to and by
noticing that implies that Vm € {1,..., M}, the coordinates of vector @™ p are distinct,
applying Keribin et al., 2015 allows us to identify ™, 7" and p for each of the networks X™.
From the @™ we build a the complete matrix that merges the &™. This is done by starting
from any of the @™ and adding the missing entries from the others @™ using assumption
to reorder the columns and assumption to reorder the rows. This way we build a and have
the index matches to define ¢, = {1,...,Q7"} — {1,..., @1} such that @’ = ag. Finally,
we define ™ as follows:

[0 veedl @ en{L Q)
¢\ A, Ya€on({l,..., Q) '
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p-colBiSBM  Under p-colBiSBM, we have for all m,
XM~ Jr_blSBMn’I",nE” (Qb lea , ﬁm’am)

where p™ is the vector of non-zero proportions of length Q7' in p and &™ is the restriction of a
to the set QF, i.e., the columns (a,)1<4<@, With r € QF'. By applying Keribin et al., 2015 using
assumptions to and noticing that implies that Ym € {1,..., M}, the coordinates
of vector @™ are distinct, we identify @™, p™ and 7 for each of the networks X™. From the
a™ we build a the complete matrix that merges the a™. This is done by starting from any of
the @™ and adding the missing entries from the others @™ using assumption to reorder
the rows and assumption to reorder the columns. This way we build @ and have the index
matches to define ¢, : {1,...,Q5} — {1,...,Q2} such that Qg () = Qgr- Finally, we define

p™ as follows:
0 Vred{l,..., @} \vn({l,...,@3'})
FQanl(T) Vr e wm({laann}) .

m

P =

mp-colBiISBM  Under mp-colBiSBM, we have for all m,
Xm ~ f—blSBanln,ngl (QT, gn,fm,ﬁm,am>

where 7T is the vector of non-zero proportions of length Q7' in =, p™ is the vector of non-
zero proportions of length Q3" in p and a™ is the restriction of a to the set Q" x QF, i.e,
(qgr)gear reqp- By applying Keribin et al., 2015 using assumptions to we have the
identifiability of each of the X™ networks. The difficulty lies in the reordering of the blocks
across the networks and the fact that the @™ only represent subparts of the e matrix. Under
assumption one can build a from the a™.

Start by taking @' as the first a. Then for each m € {2,..., M}, find common entries
with the current a, from it deduce the permutations of rows and columns for a” that will
allow to match the entries. If there are new entries add them to the current a either from
the permutations, either at the end of the rows and/or columns. Update the previous index
matches from previous networks that where possibly changed and repeat for next m. As men-
tioned in Section some row and column groups may never interact and thus a would be
incomplete.

Building e in this manner gives us the index matches and thus define ¢, : {1,...,Q""} —
{1,...,@Q1} and ¢, - {1,...,Q%} — {1,...,Q2} such that Qg (m(r) = Qgr- Finally, we define
7™ and p™ as follows:

S IR V=Y C IR ST (O S
T\ Ty Ve € on({l, Q) "
m 0 VT’E{l,,Q2}\wm({177Q§n})

Pr = ﬁ;l,;l(r) Vr € v ({1,...,05}) .
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B On the model selection criterion

For mp-colBiSBM, the model is described by its supports S, S?). Let us denote both supports
by S12).

p(Xa Z> w ‘ 5(172)) (Xa Z7 w ‘ 5(1’2))p(95(1v2)) d0S<1!2)

\

S(l 2)

/ / §(X | Z,W,50) p(Z | 75, SO) p(W | paen, SP)
5(1,2) Y T g(1) Y Pg(2)

I
g\

plasa) p(sm) p(Pse) dagn dmga) dpge
(X | Z, W, agu, 5(1’2)) plagaz) daga

I
(Q\

5(1,2) |
A
X / p(Z ’ g1, S(l)) d7TS(1) X / p(W ‘ ps(g),5(2)) dp5(2),
Ts(1) N Pg(2) .
B1 B2

(S-1)

We use a BIC approximation on A:

M
A= p(X | Z7 VV7 5(1’2)) = / (H p(Xm | Zm, Wm; Ag1,2), 5(1’2)))])(045(1,2)) da5(1,2>
5(1,2)

m=1

M
A max exp <Z UX™ | Z™ W™ agnz, ST?)
m=1

X g(1,2)
2 Z Z 1smys@),,>o 10g<zn n§”> + (9(1)).

qeQ1 re€Q2 m=1

<

dun(as(lyz))

For B1 and B2 we propose a ()!"-dimensional Dirichlet prior for each mixture parameter:

Bl=p(Z | SV H / 27 | 7)) gy

M
A% Iax exp (Z U2 mwgm) — QY;_I log(n") + (9(1)) :

To(1) 1
B2 = p(W | 52) = H / ™| ) p(0ey) o
5(2)
M
A max exp (Z (W™ pgea) 2271 log(n3') + (’)(1)) .
pS(Q) m=1
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Then, using the log of (S-1)) and inputting A, B1 and B2:

M
logp(X,Z, W | SU?) x~ max (Z UX™ | Z™ W™ gz, ST)

Fs(1,2) m=1
Q1,Q2 M
—3 > Lsoysan, o log( Y ”T”Qn)>
q,r=1 m=1
M
+£9?§<Zf (27 mw) = 5= 10g("”)
s m=1
M
+max| > (W™ pga) — L log(ny)
Ps) m=1

M
~ max Z{ (X™ | 27 W™ SO ) + U(Z™: o) +z(wm;p5<2))]

S(l 2)
M M
—%(Z 1) log(n!" —i—Z 1) log(ny')
m=1

m=1

Q1 Q2 M
+ Z Z 1 (SM)' 52, >0 10%(2 ny'ny' >>

q=1 r=1 m=1
~ max (X, Z, W | S5 040)
0501,2)

_ %[pen <Q1, ) + pen, (QQ, ) + pen,, (Qh Qo, 5(1,2))}.

(5-2)
Recalling that the penalties are:
M M
pen (@1, 5) =Y (QF — 1)logn{, pen, (@2, 5®) = > (QF — 1)logny’,
m=1 m=1

and

Q1 Q2
pena(le QQa 3(172)) - (Z Z 1((5<1))/S(2))qr>0) log(NM)’

q=1 r=1

- J— M mo,,m m m 3
with Ny = > ni'ny". As Z and W are unknown we replace the Z77, W by their corre-
di iati 1 t 1Im _2m,
sponding variational parameters 7, 7;":

logp(X,Z, W | S&Y) ~ max Ez[((X, 2, W | S1D:002)]

(1 2)

) [pen (Qh ) + pen <Q27 ) + pen,, (Qlu Q27 5(172))}
CL(X7 Qla QZ? )
To obtain the criterion BIC-L(X, @1, Q2) we need to penahze for the supports SM, S®). For
a given Q; blocks, where i € {1,2}, we set the prior on S® to be the product of umform priors
for the number of blocks Q" populated by the network m and uniform priors for the actual

choice of the Q™ blocks (i.e., the position of ones in the mth row of S®) among the @Q; possible
blocks:

M
Pa.(S) = pa(Qu - Q) P (S | Q1. Qu) = = [ o
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Using a BIC approximation and under a concentration assumption on the correct supports
we obtain:

logp(X. Z,W) =log [ [ p(X, Z.W | 519)pg, (0)pg, (5)asds
S1)J 5(2)

~ log/ / exp[ICL(X, Q1, Qz, S™) +log(pg, (SV)) +log(pg, (5¥))]dsWds®
S1)J5(2)

~ max [ICL(X, Q1, Q2, S"?) + log(pg, (S™M)) + log(pg, (S®))].
S(1>€SQ1, S(2>€SQ2

Recalling that:

g(X, Z7 W, 03(1,2)) = logp(Z, %74 ’ AX7 95(1,2)) + g(X, 03(1,2))
= EZ,W\X[K(Xa Z7 W; 95(1,2))] = —H(p(Z, %4 | X; 95(1,2))) + E(X, 05(1,2)),

and under the variational approximation, namely approximating Z, W | X by R:
Exl((X,Z,W;0502)] = ((X;0502) — H(R).

Thus the ICL can be expressed as:

~

ICL(X,Q1,Q2, S%?) = max ((X;04012) — H(R)

0.(1,2)
— Lpen, (Qu, SV) + pen, (@, S@) + pen, (Q1, o, 542

Finally in order to obtain the BIC-L criterion, we add the entropy of the surrogate distribution
as the ICL penalizes on the entropy and in order to allow fuzzy node memberships we want
to alleviate this penalization. By denoting peng (Q;) = —2logpg,(S®) and recalling that
J(R,0s02) = Ex[0(X, Z,W;8502)] + H(R), the criterion is:

~ 1
BIC-L(X,Q1,Q2) = max |max J(R,0502)— = [penw(Ql, SWy 4 pen,(Q2, S)
SWeSg, [9501,2) 2
S@esq,

+ pen, (Q1, Q2, 5(1’2))

+ penga) (Q1) + penge (Q2)] |-

C Details of the partitioning algorithm

Continuing Section [4.5] the principle is to adjust the colBiSBM model over the full collection of
M networks and then compute the dissimilarity matrix between all networks of the collection.
We obtain the collection G = {1,... M} the trivial partition in a unique group.

The parameters for the dissimilarity are defined as follows:

nf* nP ZHT n3' ~lma2m xem
~m __ ~l,m~2m ~m __ =1 £Luj=1 "ig  ‘gr ij
Mgr = Tig Tjr > Qgr = >m )
— £ n
i=1 j=1 qr
nin /\l,m ngl /\Q,m
~m D it Tiq ~n Zj:l Tjr
T = m Pr=—"—n
ny L3

And the pairwise dissimilarity for networks (m,m’) € {1,... M}? is then:

Q1 Q2 9
Dy(m,m’) = Z Z max(7,", 7" ) (&Z}n — &Zﬁ) max(p", p)

q=1 r=1
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Then using a hierarchical clustering we split the collection in two sub-collections with the
dissimilarity matrix. On the two subcollections we adjust a colBiSBM model and we compute
the score of this new partition G* = {G1, Gy }. If Sc¢(G*) > Sc(G), we repeat the same procedure
on G and G5. Else we return G. We illustrate our capacity to perform a partition of a simulated
collection for all colBiSBM models, results are presented in figure and illustrate that as soon
as the structure is sufficiently marked (e, > 0.3) clustering is almost perfect. For all details on
the experiment see Section [D.4]

D Details of the numerical experiments

In this section, we conduct a comprehensive simulation study to evaluate the accuracy of our in-
ference procedure and to assess our ability to distinguish between the various competing models.
Additionally, we demonstrate the benefits of jointly modeling multiple networks, particularly in
terms of improved link prediction performance.

Reproducibility All the codes used to simulate and to perform the analysis can be found at
https://github.com /Polarolouis/code-colbisbm /.

D.1 Assessing the quality of estimation

We first assess our ability to fit the most complex model namely the mp-colBiSBM in our frame-
work. To do so, we simulate networks with varying degrees of structural clarity and evaluate
how well the model recovers the underlying node clusters. Clustering is a central feature in
network analysis, and its quality is quantified using the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI). We begin
by describing the simulation settings, then introduce the quality indicators, and finally present
the results. Some tables are deferred to the Supplementary Material section for clarity.

Simulation settings We set M = 2 and simulate bipartite networks involving ni* = 240 nodes
in row and n5' = 240 nodes in column with ); = 4 blocks in row and )2 = 4 blocks in columns.
The connection matrix « is set as follows:

3€q 264 €4 —€q4

2€ 26, —€ €
a= 25+ a «a «a «a ’

€q —€o0 €o 2€4

—€n  €Ea 264 0

with €, taking nine equally spaced values ranging from 0 to 0.24. €, represents the strength of
the network structure.If ¢, = 0, the model is an Erdés-Rényi model with a constant probability
of connexion between any pair of nodes. As ¢, increases, the differences between the blocks
become more pronounced, leading to a clearer underlying structure in the network.

For each unique combination of parameters, we perform N = 3 repetitions under the model
Bern-BiS BMasa 240(4, 4, o, ®™, p) where the block proportions (7),,—12 and (p™),,—12 are
chosen as follows

ml=0,(02 04 04 0), 7w = (025 025 0.25 0.25),
p' = (025 025 0.25 0.25), p>=02(0 033 0.33 0.33),
where o7 and o9 are two permutations of {1,...,4} randomly chosen for each one of the 3

repetitions. This allows to randomly affect the non-present block in each simulation.
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Inference For each network, we put in competition the five models iid-colBiSBM, m-colBiSBM,
p-colBiSBM, 7p-colBiSBM sep-b:SBM. The parameters are estimated with the VEM algorithm
described in Section The numbers of blocks @; and Q, and if necessary the supports S*
and S? are selected with the BIC-L criterion. The BIC-L is also used to chose among the five
models.

Results Figure proves that the mp-colBiSBM is the preferred model if the networks’ block
structure is clear enough. In case where €, is very small, all the blocks are equivalent and the
best model is the iid-colBiSBM.

Table provides the frequencies of choice of the right number of blocks, i.e., @1 = @2 =4.
As one can see, the structure is not recovered for small values of €., which is not surprising since
in this case, the network is close to an Erdés-Rényi model. However, as soon as €, is over 0.06
the methods recovers the true numbers of blocks in most cases (frequency higher than 0.61).
Even more remarkably, the 4 — 4 block structure is also found in the majority of cases, even if
the assumption on the proportions is not the right one (columns 1, 2, and 3 of the table).

To go further, we evaluate the quality of the clustering of the nodes into the blocks depending
on the chosen model. To compare the inferred clustering (denote Z) with the simulated/true
ones (denote Z*) , we use the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI, Hubert and Arabie, [1985) which is
a measure of the similarity between two clusterings: ARI = 0 for a random clustering while
ARI =1 for a perfect match between clusteringd’] For each network, we compare the block
memberships obtained respectively by the m-colBiSBM, p-colBiSBM and mp-colBiSBM models
to the true ones. To do so, we compute the mean of the ARI per dimension (rows and cols) over
the 2 networks:

ARL,, = [ARI(Z\l,Z*l)JFARI(ZA?,Z*?)},

1
2
ARLy =1 [ARI(VV\l, W*) + ARI(W?, W*z)} ,

The evolutions of ARI,,, and ARI., as €, increases are plotted on the top line of Figure .
As we see, the intra network clustering of the nodes is very good for every model as soon as ¢,
exceeds 0.09. However, we have to check if the blocks are coherent from one network to another:
i.e., we want to be sure the block k of network 1 indeed corresponds to block k in network 2.
To do so, we concatenate the row node clustering (Z*, Z?) and compute the global ARI (across
networks) in row and col as:

ARL., = ARI((Z',22),(2",2"))
ARL, = ARI(W1,W2), (W W)

The evolutions of ARI,,, and ARI.y as €, increases are plotted in the bottom line of Figure [S-2]
As expected, the global ARI of the sep-colBiSBM is around % Indeed, in this case, no coherence
between the networks is introduced and consequently, due to label switching, the blocks are
randomly matched leading to the observed phenomena. When ¢, increases the global ARI for
iid-colBiSBM and 7 p-colBiSBM stabilizes around 0.9: the proposed colBiSBM are able to recover
the common structure in the 2 networks and gather nodes from various networks playing the
same role. For m-colBiSBM and p-colBiSBM the stabilization occurs around 0.7 and 0.8, the
differences with the best models can be interpreted as the need of either having no flexibility
or complete flexibility on both axis to not hinder performances by introducing some possible
confusion.

!Note that even if Rand Index can only yield values between 0 and 1, ARI can return negative values if the
RI is less than the expected value. This indicates a structure in clustering discordance.
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Figure S-1 — Assessing the quality of estimation: Preferred model proportions over all datasets
in function of ¢,

Table S-1 — Assessing the quality of estimation: proportion of datasets where the correct numbers
of blocks are selected.

iid-colBiSBM m-colBiSBM p-colBiSBM mp-colBiSBM
€a 1@\1=4 162=4 1@::4 1@\2:4 1@\1=4 1@;:4 1@\1=4 1@\2:4
0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.03 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.06 | 0.64 + 0.05 0.61 + 0.05 | 0.67 + 0.05 0.64 + 0.05 | 0.66 + 0.05 0.59 & 0.05 | 0.86 + 0.03 0.86 + 0.03
0.09 | 0.97 £ 0.02 0.94 + 0.02 | 0.71 + 0.04 1 1 0.64 + 0.05 | 0.83 £ 0.04 0.88 + 0.03
0.12 | 0.91 £ 0.03 0.91 + 0.03 | 0.74 + 0.04 1 1 0.66 + 0.05 | 0.92 + 0.03 0.91 + 0.03
0.15 | 0.91 4 0.03 0.94 + 0.02 | 0.83 + 0.04 1 1 0.71 4 0.04 | 0.92 + 0.03  0.94 + 0.02
0.18 | 0.93 £ 0.03 0.89 + 0.03 | 0.81 + 0.04 1 1 0.73 4+ 0.04 | 0.94 £ 0.02 0.94 + 0.02
0.21 | 0.91 £ 0.03 0.92 + 0.03 | 0.83 + 0.04 1 1 0.7+ 0.04 | 0.88+0.03 0.9+ 0.03
0.24 | 094003 092+ 0.03 | 0.81 + 0.04 1 1 0.79 + 0.04 | 0.93 + 0.03 0.93 + 0.03

D.2 From fixed to varying block proportions

In this numerical experiment, we test our capacity to distinguish 7p-colBiSBM from iid-
colBiSBM and other models

Simulation settings

row nodes and ny' = 90 column nodes. We fix a connection structure

To do so, we simulate M = 3 networks of the same size involving n]* = 90

0.73 0.57 041
0.57 0.57 0.09
0.41 0.09 0.41

(6 —

We vary the difficulty to decipher between the models by setting the block proportions as follows:

P (L), o= ),
oo (b b bre). =a(i-cn b Lie).
woo(lte, L o1oa), =t b boq).

where €, and €, takes 9 values equally spaced in [0,0.28]. For each combination of parameters,
N = 3 repetitions are conducted. Note that when e, = 0 and ¢, = 0, the true model is the
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Figure S-2 — Assessing the quality of estimation: Plot of the ARI quality indicators in function
of e,

iid-colBiSBM. When €, > 0 and ¢, = 0 the true model is a 7-colBiSBM. When ¢, = 0 and
€, > 0 the true model is a p-colBiSBM. Finally, when e, > 0 and ¢, > 0, the true model is
a mp-colBiSBM. The five models 7wp-colBiSBM, m-colBiSBM, p-colBiSBM, iid-colBiSBM and
sep-colBiSBM are fitted, and the preferred model is chosen by the BIC-L criterion.

Results Figure shows the selection frequency of each model across simulations. As expected,
the sep-colBiSBM is never selected. When e, or €, is close to 0, the iid-colBiSBM model is
predominantly selected. A noticeable transition occurs around €, = 0.14, marking a shift in the
preferred models. Before this threshold, the iid-colBiSBM and the p-colBiSBM are frequently
selected. Beyond this point, the 7-colBiSBM and mp-colBiSBM are increasingly favored. A
similar result is observed on the other axis around ¢, = 0.14 favoring the p-colBiSBM and
mp-colBiSBM after this threshold. Eventually, when the group proportions differ significantly
across networks, the mp-colBiSBM is systematically selected. The fact that both e, and €, need
to exceed 0.17 before the mp model is preferred suggests that a strong inter-network difference
is required to justify selecting this model. The below Table shows the retrieval percentage
of the correct number of blocks in the model selection experiment presented in Section [£.4]

The proportions of correct block number selected stay relatively high for all models and e, €,
but something interesting can be seen for the w-colBiSBM and p-colBiSBM. When the other axis
e.g., the columns for the m-colBiSBM sees the proportions differences increased it diminishes the
correct retrieval rate for the free axis. One may suspect other causes but the performance of
the mp-colBiSBM being near perfect invites us to point in the direction of a confusion induced
in the free axis by the non-free one.
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Figure S-3 — From fixed to varying block proportions: Plot of model selection proportions over
the different datasets in function of €, and ¢,

Table S-2 — From fized to varying block proportions. Proportion of dataset where the correct
number of blocks is selected. Only shows results for €, € {0,0.14,0.28}.

iid T p ™

€x € 151,4=3 15;,4=3 15,3 lg.=s | 1a,=s 1G,-3 15,,,=3 15,,,=3
0.000 0.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.000 0.14 | 0.99 £+ 0.01 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.000 0.28 | 0.93 & 0.03 0.99 = 0.01 | 0.81 £ 0.04 1 1 1 1 1
0.035 0.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.035 0.14 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.035 0.28 | 0.97 &£ 0.02 0.96 = 0.02 | 0.86 £+ 0.03 1 1 1 1 1
0.070 0.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.070 0.14 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 + 0.01 1
0.070 0.28 | 0.95 4+ 0.02 0.96 = 0.02 | 0.78 £ 0.04 1 1 1 0.99 £ 0.01 0.99 £ 0.01
0.105 0.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.105 0.14 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.105 0.28 | 0.96 & 0.02 0.95 = 0.02 | 0.79 £ 0.04 1 1 1 0.99 £ 0.01 0.99 £ 0.01
0.140 0.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.140 0.14 | 0.98 + 0.01 0.99 + 0.01 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.140 0.28 | 0.98 & 0.01 0.94 = 0.02 | 0.81 £ 0.04 1 1 0.99 + 0.01 | 0.99 £ 0.01 1
0.175 0.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.175 0.14 | 0.98 & 0.01 0.98 = 0.01 | 0.99 £+ 0.01 1 1 0.99 + 0.01 1 1
0.175 0.28 | 0.98 & 0.01 0.97 = 0.02 | 0.82 £ 0.04 1 1 1 1 1
0.210 0.00 | 0.99 4+ 0.01 0.98 + 0.01 1 1 1 0.99 4+ 0.01 1 1
0.210 0.14 | 0.99 & 0.01 0.96 = 0.02 | 0.99 £+ 0.01 1 1 0.99 + 0.01 1 1
0.210 0.28 | 0.94 & 0.02 0.95 = 0.02 | 0.75 £ 0.04 1 1 0.98 & 0.01 | 0.99 £ 0.01 0.99 £ 0.01
0.245 0.00 | 0.99 &+ 0.01 0.97 &+ 0.02 1 1 1 0.97 4+ 0.02 1 1
0.245 0.14 | 0.94 & 0.02 0.95 = 0.02 | 0.99 £+ 0.01 1 1 0.98 + 0.01 1 1
0.245 0.28 | 0.94 & 0.02 0.93 +£0.03 | 0.72 £ 0.04 1 1 0.94 + 0.02 1 1
0.280 0.00 | 0.98 & 0.01 0.92 + 0.03 | 0.99 £ 0.01 1 1 0.86 &+ 0.03 1 1
0.280 0.14 | 0.96 &= 0.02 0.95 = 0.02 | 0.98 £+ 0.01 1 1 0.86 + 0.03 1 1
0.280 0.28 | 0.94 & 0.02 0.96 = 0.02 | 0.77 £ 0.04 1 1 0.73 £ 0.04 | 0.99 £ 0.01 0.98 £ 0.01
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D.3 Information transfer between networks

One of the motivations for modeling collections of networks jointly rather than separately is the
potential for information transfer between them. To illustrate this advantage, we evaluate how
information can be transferred from a large network to a smaller one with missing values, aiming
to recover the fine structure of the smaller network. In particular, we compare the performance
of different methods in retrieving the node blocks affected by missing edges.

D.3.1 On modular structure

Simulation settings For this purpose we generate collections with two networks (M = 2) of
size n} = ny = 20 and n? = n2 = 120. One collection is generated for each colBiSBM model.
For each colBiSBM model, the experiment is repeated N = 10 times.

. {71':(0.5,0.3,0.2) for iid . {;»:(0.5,0.3,0.2) for iid
i - et

ol'(m) for 7 and 7p o' (p) for p and 7p’

for the block proportions, and two different structures with the corresponding a,

0.9 0.05 0.05
o™ — 005 0.2 0.05
0.05 0.05 0.8

where o™ represents networks with community structure, i.e., pairs of blocks that tend to

interact preferentially within the block and less outside of the blocks. In network m =1 (i.e.,
the smallest one) a proportion of the edges pmis see their values replaced by NAs.

Test procedure A standard biSBM is fitted on the first network alone, and the predicted block
memberships are saved, along with the predicted links using the inferred parameters. This will
serve as a baseline to see if the use of the collection benefits the predictions. A colBiSBM model
is then fitted of the two networks and we store the then obtained predictions of the missing links
of network m = 1.

Quality metrics To benchmark the performance we use the ROC Area Under the Curve (ROC
AUCQC) for predicted versus real link values and the ARI that compare the predicted block mem-
berships to the true block memberships.
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Figure S-4 — Information transfer on modular structure: ARI over rows and columns in function
of pmis, the proportion of missing links for the four colBiSBM models and their LBM counterparts.
Each dataset is generated with the corresponding colBiSBM model on a modular structure and
fitted with the same model and the LBM model labelled as sep-colBiSBM to give a baseline of
the performance.
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Figure S-5 — Information transfer on modular structure: AUC over rows and columns in function
of pmis, the proportion of missing links for the four colBiSBM models and their LBM counterparts.
Each dataset is generated with the corresponding colBiSBM model on a modular structure and
fitted with the same model and the LBM model labelled as sep-colBiSBM to give a baseline of
the performance.

Results Figures [S-4] and show the results for the colBiSBM model and its sep-biSBM
counterpart fitted on the same data.

For the AUC (Figure , in almost all cases and for almost all models the differences are
not significant, but our models seem to perform marginally better than their LBM counterpart
and with a smaller variance. The colBiSBM models seem able to endure higher degradation
levels than the sep counterpart. This indicates that information is transferred from the bigger
network that can learn the full structure when estimating the parameters and predicting link
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Figure S-6 — Information transfer on nested structure: ROC AUC in function of p.,;s, the propor-
tion of missing links for the four colBiSBM models and their LBM counterparts. Each dataset
is generated with the corresponding colBiSBM model on a nested structure and fitted with the
same model and the LBM model labelled as sep to give a baseline of the performance.

values.

For the ARI (Figure , our models almost always do at least as good as the sep counterpart
and with a smaller variance. The block membership attribution for rows for m-colBiSBM reveals
more challenging and yields an ARI of at most 0.75. And for the 7p datasets the sep is completely
random (ARI = 0) and the mp-colBiSBM is only better for the very low proportions of missing
data.

D.3.2 Simulation on nested structure

Simulation settings We use the same simulation settings, test procedure and quality metrics
as in Section [D.3] The only difference being the connectivity structure,

0.9 065 0.1
o™ = 035 0.15 0.05
0.1 0.05 0.05
where a™®***? represents a common structure detected in ecology with generalist and specialist

species and a “nested” structure.

Results Figures and [S-7] respectively present the results of the simulation for AUC and
ARI metrics.

From Figure we see result similar to Figure [S-4] our models always perform at least as
best as the baseline sep and with smaller variability. But the performance difference is marginal
and non significant except in very degraded case (pmis > 0.7).

On Figure [S-7], we see trends similar to Section [D.3.1] All models at worst equal their sep
counterpart (apart from iid for rows at pp;s = 0.6). For the iid and p datasets the sep is having
trouble on columns and rows respectively.

Four main differences from Section [D.3.1] are that iid-colBiSBM gives poor performance node
membership attribution for columns, for p-colBiSBM on rows it performs a bit better than the
sep but not exceeding 0.5, still for p-colBiSBM on columns the ARI is at 1 until a sudden
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Figure S-7 — Information transfer on nested structure: ARI over rows and columns in function
of pmis, the proportion of missing links for the four colBiSBM models and their LBM counter-
parts. Each dataset is generated with the corresponding colBiSBM model on a nested structure
and fitted with the same model and the LBM model labelled as sep to give a baseline of the
performance.

variability increase and drop around pp;; > 0.8 and the mp-colBiSBM is less drastically bad
around 0.55 slowly decreasing to 0.1 but still beating the sep.

What we learn from Sections [D.3.1]and [D.3.2]is twofold. The structure of connectivity of the
networks can drastically change the performance of the inference algorithm. We see that nested
structures resist to higher levels of degradation than modular structures. In the end the joint
modeling still benefits from the information transfer it allows even in harder settings.

D.4 Clustering of simulated networks

Simulation settings For all models we simulate M = 30 networks with Vm € {1... M}, n}* =
For the simulations the proportions are the following:
7wl =(0.2,0.3,0.5), p* =(0.2,0.3,0.5) and for all m =2,...,9

m ! for iid m pl for iid
™ = Y - )
om(w!) for m and 7p p o(p') for p and mp

where 0" and ¢3" are permutations of {1, 2, 3} proper to network m and o1 (7) = (7,,(;)) (

i={1,...,.3}
and 02<p) = (pcz(i)>i:{1,.._73}'
The networks are divided into 3 sub-collections of 10 networks with connectivity parameters
as follows:

3

a

[@n) SI1LN

€
€

N

2
aP =34+ | €
€
2

Ol ™

€ €
€ € € B 2

with € € [.1,.4]. a® represents a classical assortative community structure, while a® is a
layered core-periphery structure with block 2 acting as a semi-core. Finally, a®® is a dis-
assortative community structure with stronger connections between blocks than within blocks.
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Figure S-8 — ARI obtained for the partitioning with the different models in function of €

If ¢ = 0, the three matrices are equal and the 9 networks have the same connection structure
thus making the node membership attribution and partitioning of the different structure types
difficult. Increasing e differentiates the 3 sub-collections of networks and makes the classification
task easier.

True number

A % Model
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— p

0
ES mp

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

# collections in partition

Figure S-9 — Number of collections in partition obtained for the clustering with the different
models in function of €. The true number of collections is 3 plotted by the red dashed line.

Results The evaluation of our method involves a comparison between the resulting partition
of the network collection and the simulated partition using the ARI metric (Figure . As the
value of € increases, our ability to distinguish between the networks improves, and this distinction
becomes nearly perfect in all setups of the colBiSBM as soon as € > 0.3.

The number of collections in the partition obtained for the clustering with the different
models is plotted in Figure There is a variation in the number of collections yielded by the
algorithm for the iid, 7 and p models the medians settle around true value for €, > 0.3 while for
the mp it happens for ¢, = 0.4. This may be due to the fact that there is more freedom in the
mp model and thus more variability. Looking at the number of partition helps understand why
some partitioning yields an ARI of 0, this is due to the partitioning algorithm deciding to stop
after fitting the full collection and not proposing any cut.
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E Data for applications on ecological networks

Table S-3 — Shared species over total species for both pollinators and plants for the 5 Baldock

networks.

TB+JN Bristol

Edinburgh Leeds  Reading

TB+JN
Bristol
Edinburgh
Leeds
Reading

373
2577 236
6 79
2717 227
73 89
2767 258

61 58
2307 197
66 62 69 74
2277 234 2417 219
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