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Adaptive cut reveals multiscale complexity in networks
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Hierarchical clustering and community detection are important problems in machine learning and complex
network analysis. A common approach to identify clusters is to simply cut dendrograms at some threshold.
However, single-level cuts are often suboptimal in terms of capturing underlying structure in the data, especially
when the dendrogram is unbalanced. In this paper, we present the adaptive cut, a novel method that leverages the
hierarchical structure of dendrograms by employing multi-level cuts to overcome the limitations of single-level
approaches. The adaptive cut optimizes an objective function using a Markov chain Monte Carlo with simulated
annealing, resulting in better partitions. We demonstrate the effectiveness of the adaptive cut through applica-
tions to link clustering and modularity optimization, but note that the method is applicable to any clustering task
that relies on a dendrogram and an objective function. Beyond the adaptive cut, we introduce the balancedness
score, an information-theoretic metric that quantifies how balanced a dendrogram is. Balancedness predicts the
potential benefits of using multi-level cuts. For the community detection examples, we evaluate our method on
more than 200 real-world networks and multiple synthetic datasets, demonstrating significant improvements in
partition density and modularity over traditional single-cut approaches. In addition, we show the generality of
the adaptive cut by applying it across various hierarchical clustering techniques and objective functions. Our
results indicate that the adaptive cut provides a robust and versatile tool for improving clustering outcomes.

I. INTRODUCTION

effectively resolve the trade-off between over-aggregation in

Identifying groups of objects that are closely related, which
is commonly referred to as ‘clustering’ or ‘community detec-
tion’ in the case of networks, is an important problem in many
scientific fields. A plethora of clustering methods have been
proposed in the literature [1-5]. Community detection and
cluster analysis methods frequently produce hierarchies, re-
flecting the multi-scale nature found in many datasets [6—8].
The end product of hierarchical clustering is a merge tree (or
dendrogram if binary) originating from leaves containing data
elements and culminating at the root, which encompasses the
entire dataset. Dendrograms are thus a common feature of
both clustering and community detection methods. In this pa-
per, we focus on hierarchical clustering and community de-
tection in complex networks, specifically the Link Clustering
algorithm [9] and the Louvain optimization of modularity [6].
However, our approach can be applied to any clustering pro-
cess that produces a dendrogram and an independent function
of clustering quality.

The most common method for obtaining clusters (or com-
munities) is to cut the dendrogram at a single level or a con-
stant height cutoff value [10—12]. There are several meth-
ods for selecting this value, including optimizing an objec-
tive function [9, 13], obtaining a specific number of clusters
(through the elbow method or the silhouette method) [11], or
optimizing for clusters with high intra-cluster similarity and
high inter-cluster differences [14]. However, single-level cuts
may not always identify the most useful clusters. In particular,
many dendrograms are unbalanced (e.g. due to different levels
of data density across a dataset), and a single-level cut cannot
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one part of the dendrogram and providing an excessively gran-
ular view in another part. Consequently, single-level cuts are
incapable of optimally separating distinct clusters.

In this sense, single-level cuts are unable to use all of the
information contained within the hierarchical structure of the
dendrogram. In unbalanced dendrograms, choosing a single
cut point can result in the formation of clusters with very dif-
ferent sizes. This can have a range of undesired downstream
consequences. For example, statistical tests that assume equal
cluster sizes may be unsuitable when employed in the analysis
of unbalanced clusters [15, 16]. Similarly, machine learning
algorithms that rely on balanced training sets may underper-
form [17, 18].

Here, we propose the adaptive cut, a novel method for cut-
ting dendrograms using a multi-level cut. Our approach im-
proves a range of tasks that involve hierarchical tree struc-
tures. To demonstrate the robustness of our results, we eval-
uate the method on over 200 real networks. The adaptive
cut optimizes an objective function along the dendrogram us-
ing a Markov chain Monte Carlo with a simulated annealing
scheme. We demonstrate the generality of the method across
two distinct use cases of community detection for network
nodes and edges. The previous key approach to examine this
has been based on a visualization tool for exploring various
clustering scenarios by offering different cut levels [19]. How-
ever, this approach depends on expert knowledge and does
not provide a quantitative measure. Another approach [20]
proposes a heuristic based on dendrogram shape, akin to the
silhouette coefficient [21].

We also present a new measure of dendrogram balance. Nu-
merous tree balance indices have been proposed in the litera-
ture [22, 23]. Our novel index of balance named balanced-
ness, is based on information theory. It is defined at each level
of the dendrogram, computationally efficient, and satisfies the
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axioms required for membership in the class of robust, univer-
sal tree balance indices [24].

Existing work on community detection also connects to our
method. Markov chain Monte Carlo with simulated anneal-
ing has been employed for community detection in networks
to optimize modularity [25, 26], description length [7], or
fit stochastic block models [27]. These approaches optimize
community splits directly and as such do not utilize the tree
structure to optimize the objective function. They operate on
a large state space, making convergence to the optimal parti-
tion challenging and computationally expensive. By leverag-
ing an underlying tree structure adaptive cut reduces the size
of the state space and enables a more efficient optimization
of the objective function and faster convergence to an optimal
solution.

II. BALANCEDNESS
A. Definition

We begin by introducing the balancedness score, an infor-
mation theory based metric that quantifies the balance of a
dendrogram. The balancedness metric compares the actual
branching structure of a dendrogram (real entropy) with both
a perfectly balanced scenario (maximal entropy) and a highly
skewed one (minimal entropy) to quantify how balanced a par-
ticular dendrogram is. At each level / of the dendrogram, the
partition of the n leaves in each of the k branches is noted as
follows:

1 ={B1,Bs,...,B¢}, (1)
where B; represents the set of leaves having branch B; as an
ancestor. To account for balancedness, we first define the
maximal entropy of the leaf distribution,

k
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Then we define the minimal entropy as
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Additionally, we determine the actual realized entropy of the
leaf partition 77 at level [ as follows:

|77

H(m) == p(B)log, p(B:), “)
i=1

where p(B;) = |B;|/n. The balancedness score is the average,
over all levels, of the ratio between the realized entropy mi-
nus the minimal entropy and the maximum entropy minus the

minimal entropy across all levels,
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The balancedness metric ranges from O (unbalanced dendro-
gram, Fig. 1a) to 1 (perfectly balanced dendrogram, Fig. 1c).
Moreover, the balancedness score satisfies the axioms of a ro-
bust and universal measure of tree balance [24]. Balancedness
can be computed in O(n) with a single pass over levels.

B. Examples

To illustrate our metric, we now examine the balancedness
score of two real networks. Figure 1d,g illustrate the den-
drogram obtained by the link clustering of two real networks,
the character network of Les Miserables (unbalanced) and the
street network of Paris (balanced, 1g). To determine the bal-
ancedness of the dendrograms, we compute the maximum,
minimal and real entropy values at each level as defined in
(Egs. 2-5). These values are displayed at each level of the
dendrogram on Fig le,h. The balancedness score is equal to
the proportion of the area between the two black curves that is
under the pink curve. For further details, refer to Equation 5.

A majority of real-world networks yield unbalanced den-
drograms, as illustrated in Figure 1f. Moreover, we show on
Figure 1i that the balancedness measure is relatively indepen-
dent of the size of the network and therefore the size of the
dendrogram.

III. ADAPTIVE CUT

To identify the multi-levels of the adaptive cut, we opti-
mize an objective function over the partitions (or cluster mem-
bership). We employ a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
approach to optimize the objective function f within a finite
search space X, using the softmax distribution

el ()T
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where x represents a state within the search space X, T denotes

the temperature parameter, and Z is the partition function.

*(x) =

(6)

A. Markov Chain

The Markov chain we define can walk up or down the den-
drogram. As it goes up, it merges two neighboring partitions
into a larger one; as it goes down, it splits a single partition
into two smaller partitions. For each step, given a partition,
a cluster is selected uniformly at random, followed by a di-
rection (up or down). Subsequently, we obtain a new parti-
tion by merging the cluster with its neighbor (up) or splitting
the cluster in two (down). Each move is accepted or rejected
with a probability given as a function of the objective func-
tion difference Af. To ensure that the adaptive cut MCMC
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FIG. 1. Explanation of the balancedness Measure. (a, b, ¢) [llustrations of different tree structures: (a) an unbalanced caterpillar tree, (b)
an intermediate tree, and (c) a balanced tree. (d) Dendrogram of the network of the urban street of Paris based on link similarities [9]. The
dendrogram is unbalanced, as shown in (e). (e) The progression of the real, maximal and minimal entropies (x axis) across different similarity
levels (y axis). The three entropies are used to compute the balancedness metric (Eq. 5). (f) Dendrogram representing the "Les Miserables”
character network based on link similarities [9]. The dendrogram is unbalanced, as shown in (g). (g) The progression of the real, maximal
and minimal entropies across different levels. (h) The distribution of balancedness scores for 200 real networks. (i) A plot of the balancedness
metric against network size (number of nodes), demonstrating that the balancedness score is relatively independent of network size.

converges to the optimal partition we must verify the Markov
chain is ergodic (or irreducible), implying that every network
partition present in the dendrogram is accessible from every
other partition in the dendrogram, and that detailed balance
is maintained, meaning each step is reversible. After a suffi-
ciently long equilibration time, each observed partition must
occur with the desired probability 7*.

We define the following ergodic Markov chain. Given
a partition that corresponds to the list of branches
{B1,B3,...,B,}, we select a branch with uniform probabil-
ity i ~UA{1,..,n}. The choice of the direction is not uniform.
Indeed, if we go down one level, there are two paths that can
bring back the chain to the initial state. Consequently, the
probability of going down must be twice as large as the prob-
ability of going up. Although the number of branches also
changes, it increases (down) or decreases (up) by one. There-
fore, the probability of going up/down from a level / that con-
tains n branches is:

1 3n
Pl = —x— 7
w373, 2 ™
_ 2 3(n-1)
1
Pgown = § -2 (®)

The probability to move from a state x with n clusters to a

state y is,
2 . .
SP,, if yisup fromx,
Oxoy = %P(’ilown , if y is down from x,
0, if we cannot attain y from x in one step.
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The Markov chain defined by Q is symmetric, for state x

and y, Ox—y = Qy_sx. The process can transition from any

state to any state, irrespective of the number of steps required,

rendering the Markov chain defined by Q ergodic. However,

it does not fulfill detailed balance, but this condition can be
enforced using the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [28, 29].

B. Metropolis-Hastings

To sample the Markov chain we use the Metropo-
lis—Hastings algorithm [28]. This means that at each step
of the Markov chain, we accept a move with a probability «
given by

a:min{l,%}_ (10)

T ()C i )Qxi—wc*
With probability @, we move to state xj;; = x4, otherwise,
Xi+1 = x. As Q is symmetric and 7 o« exp(f(x)/T) then if
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FIG. 2. Comparison between Link Clustering and adaptive cut (a) The adjacency matrix of a stochastic block model network, with nodes
colored according to edge communities identified by the link clustering method [9]. (b) The corresponding dendrogram for the same network,
with partitions or communities defined by the single-level link clustering cut [9]. The similarity level at which the cut is made is indicated by
the dashed line. (¢, d) Similar network to (a) and (b), but using an adaptive cut method instead of link clustering.

the objective function increases between the two states, i.e.
f(xx) > f(x) we always move to x, else we move with prob-
ability exp(—|Af|/T). In Eq. (10), the parameter T represents
the temperature, which can assist in escaping local maxima.
Therefore, the Markov chain converges to the desired distri-
bution, as defined in Eq. (6).

C. Simulated Annealing

In practice, however, the mixing time may be long. To pre-
vent the Markov chain from getting trapped in a local max-
imum, we employ a simulated annealing scheme [30]. The
principle behind simulated annealing is to initiate with a high
temperature and gradually reduce it over time. We opt for Fast
Annealing [31], where the temperature cooling scheme is,

Ty =— Y

with Ty is the temperature at iteration k and 7Ty is the initial
temperature.

D. Initialization

We initiate the Markov chain at the optimal single-level cut
obtained from the clustering algorithms. This is important
since a critical practical aspect of Markov chain Monte Carlo

(MCMC) methods is the selection of the initial state, as it has a
significant impact on the mixing time [32]. The mixing time is
strongly influenced by the proximity of the initial state of the
Markov chain to the equilibrium partitions. While it is com-
mon practice to start with a random partition, in the present
case, a local maximum is already provided by the single-level
cut. Using Markov chain Monte Carlo to optimize community
detection methods is not novel [25-27]. However, the main
issue is the long convergence time as the state space of these
methods is very large. By restricting our method to the struc-
ture of the dendrogram, we optimize the moves and achieve
significant improvement over random alternatives when net-
works become larger. The adaptive cut has a much smaller
state space, allowing it to converge to the global optimum in a
shorter time.

IV. RESULTS
A. Link Clustering with toy network models

The Link Clustering method [9] uses hierarchical clustering
based on link similarity (Jaccard index of neighbors) to create
a dendrogram, where each link is a leaf, and branches rep-
resent link communities. Communities are extracted by cut-
ting the dendrogram at a specific similarity threshold, allow-
ing nodes to belong to multiple overlapping communities (see
VID). To identify the most relevant communities, the method



introduces partition density D, which measures link density
within communities and does not suffer from resolution limits
[9, 33, 34]. The optimal cut is determined by maximizing D
along the levels of the dendrogram.

However, determining the best cut level can be challeng-
ing. The adaptive cut method optimizes D further, potentially
revealing more accurate community structures, especially in
networks with communities of varying sizes and densities.
This approach addresses the limitations of a single-level cut
by better capturing complex network structures (Fig. 2c).

1. Varying Density Stochastic Block Model

To illustrate the limitations of the single-level cut, we fo-
cus on two toy networks with a given community structure, a
stochastic block model [35, 36] and a varying density stochas-
tic block model that we introduce. We simplify the stochastic
block model (SBM) by assuming that the probability of an
edge between two nodes depends only on whether the nodes
belong to the same community or different communities (see
the adjacency matrix Fig. 2a). The model is described by the
following equation:

P(Aijj=1]z; =2;) = binga» P(Aij =1]2i #2;) = bineer
12)

where A;; is the adjacency matrix entry for nodes i and j,
where A;; = 1 indicates the presence of an edge between these
nodes, and A;; = 0 otherwise. The variables z; and z; denote
the community assignments of nodes 7 and j respectively. The
term 6O, represents the probability of an edge between any
two nodes in the same community, while 0y, represents the
probability of an edge between nodes in different communi-
ties. In this model, O;y, is the same for all communities, and
Ointer 1s the same for all pairs of different communities. Our
varying density stochastic block model is the same, except that
the Oina decreases and the Oy, also decreases. In the Varying
Density Stochastic Block Model, we generalize the traditional
stochastic block model by varying the intra-community and
inter-community densities. This approach allows the creation
of communities with different internal structures and varying
degrees of connectivity between them. In particular, the intra-
and inter-community densities decrease across communities
(see VIC and adjacency matrix Fig. 2e).

The stochastic block model (adjacency matrix in Fig. 2a)
exhibits clear communities of identical size and density, thus
exhibiting identical similarities with respect to link clustering.
The single-level cut is capable of distinguishing between the
communities (see Fig. 2a), while the adaptive cut does not of-
fer a superior partitioning (see Fig. 2b). Indeed, the partition
densities of both cuts is close D = 0.620 for link clustering
and D = 0.622 for the adaptive cut. Conversely, although the
Varying Density Stochastic Block Model still exhibits a clear
community structure, as evidenced by the adjacency matrix in
Fig. 2e, the single-level cut is unable to provide a partition
that reflects these communities. This is due to the inability
of a single-cut to capture communities with varying densi-
ties. The adaptive cut improves performance, with a value

of D =0.45, in comparison to the single-level cut, which has
a value of D =0.325, Fig. 2c,d). The communities are clearly
aligned with the blocks of the adjacency matrix, as illustrated
in Figure 2d. Finally, it can be observed that the stochastic
block model dendrogram is more balanced than the dendro-
gram of the varying density stochastic block model. This is
evidenced by the respective balancedness values of B = 0.55
and B = 0.22.

2. Community Structure Evaluation

Average cluster size Adjusted Mutual Information
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FIG. 3. Varying Density Stochastic Block Model Network: Compar-
ison of average cluster size and recovery accuracy for a. (a) Com-
parison of the average cluster size (log-scale) for Link Clustering,
the adaptive cut, and the ground truth. Link Clustering has many
singleton communities that yield a smaller average size, whereas the
adaptive cut merges the singletons into clusters and therefore the av-
erage cluster size matches the ground truth better. (b) Adjusted Mu-
tual information between the detected partitions and the ground truth
assignments. The adaptive cut has higher mutual information with
ground truth than Link Clustering, indicating a better community de-
tection.

In Figure 3a, we compare the log-scale average cluster size
produced by each method with the true cluster size. The Link
Clustering method has a smaller average community size be-
cause it leaves many links isolated in singleton communities
(21,254). This observation is due to the tendency for the
single-level cuts of unbalanced networks to ‘over-partition’.
In contrast, the adaptive cut method successfully merges these
small communities into larger communities — shifting its mean
cluster size much closer to the ground truth, reflecting a more
accurate representation of the structure of the network, as can
be seen in the adjacency matrix (see Fig. 2d).

Figure 3b shows the mutual information between each de-
tected partition and the true cluster assignments. The adap-
tive cut has a higher mutual information with the ground
truth than Link Clustering, demonstrating that its multi-level
cutting scheme recovers the underlying community structure
more accurately than a single-level cut.

B. Link Clustering with real networks examples

We compare the Link Clustering and adaptive cut across
200 real-world networks to evaluate a) the typical improve-
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FIG. 4. Improvement (in %) of the partition density between the
single-level cut (Link Clustering [9]) and the multi-level adaptive cut
as a function of the dendrogram balancedness. The color of the sym-
bols indicates the domain of the network, and the size indicates the
number of nodes in the network.

ment and b) the influence of balancedness on the outcome
of the community detection. Figure 4 presents the extent to
which adaptive cut enhances partition density (expressed as a
percentage) relative to the balancedness of each dendrogram.
Our findings indicate that as the balancedness of a network de-
creases, the likelihood of achieving significant improvements
with adaptive cut increases. Importantly, this relationship is
consistent across various types of networks, including eco-
nomic, transportation, informational, biological, and social
networks.

C. Louvain with real network examples

The Louvain method [6] is a popular algorithm for commu-
nity detection that optimizes modularity to identify commu-
nity structures in networks. It operates iteratively, initially as-
signing each node to its own community and then repeatedly
merging communities to maximize modularity gains. How-
ever, this greedy optimization can lead to the algorithm get-
ting trapped in local maxima, potentially missing the globally
optimal community structure. Moreover, the standard Lou-
vain method does not produce a complete dendrogram that
represents the full hierarchy of community merges, as it stops
merging when no further modularity gain is possible.

To integrate the adaptive cut into the Louvain method, we
modify the algorithm to construct a full dendrogram, extend-
ing beyond the point where modularity gain ceases. This is
achieved by allowing merges that result in a modularity de-
crease, thereby capturing the entire hierarchical structure of
the network from individual nodes up to the entire network as
a single community.

Our experiments on real-world networks demonstrate sig-
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FIG. 5. Improvement (in %) of the modularity between the single-
level cut (Louvain) and the multi-level cut (Louvain + adaptive cut)
as a function of balancedness. The symbol colors indicate the domain
of the network, and the size the number of nodes in the network.

nificant improvements in modularity when applying the adap-
tive cut to the Louvain method. For instance, in networks
with unbalanced dendrograms—where community sizes and
densities vary widely—the adaptive cut effectively adjusts for
imbalance by selecting cuts at different levels of the dendro-
gram, leading to partitions with higher modularity. Figure 5
shows the percentage improvement in modularity achieved by
the adaptive cut compared to the original Louvain partition,
plotted against the balancedness score of each network’s den-
drogram. The results indicate that networks with lower bal-
ancedness scores benefit more from the adaptive cut, validat-
ing our approach.

D. Generalizing to any hierarchical clustering

The adaptive cut framework extends beyond network com-
munity detection and is applicable to any clustering task that
produces a dendrogram. This generalization requires two
main components: a method for constructing the dendrogram
and an objective function to optimize.

For dendrogram construction, any hierarchical clustering
algorithm can be utilized, such as single linkage [1], average
linkage [37], or Ward’s method [38]. These methods build
a hierarchical tree by iteratively merging clusters based on a
chosen linkage criterion.

An appropriate objective function is necessary to evaluate
the quality of partitions at different levels of the dendrogram.
Common choices include the Davis-Bouldin index [14], sil-
houette score [21], within-cluster sum of squares as in K-
means clustering [39], or the ratio of intra-cluster to inter-
cluster distances.

Once the dendrogram and objective function are defined,
the adaptive cut is applied by optimizing the objective func-
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FIG. 6. Comparison of clustering results on the two-circle dataset
using a single-level cut and the adaptive cut. The adaptive cut effec-
tively identifies the two concentric clusters, which the single-level
cut fails to separate.

tion using the Markov chain Monte Carlo method described
earlier. The Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm explores
different partitions by moving up and down the dendrogram
to find the partition that optimizes the objective function.

To illustrate the generality of our method, we apply the
adaptive cut to the classic two-circle toy dataset [40], which
presents a challenging clustering problem due to its non-
convex cluster shapes. We construct a dendrogram using hier-
archical clustering and use the within-cluster sum of squares
as the objective function. Figure 6 compares the clustering
results of the traditional single-level cut and the adaptive cut.
While the single-level cut fails to separate the concentric cir-
cles effectively, the adaptive cut successfully identifies the in-
herent cluster structure by leveraging multi-level cuts.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we introduced the adaptive cut, a new method
designed to overcome the limitations of traditional single-
level cuts in hierarchical clustering and community detec-
tion. Using multi-level cuts and optimizing an objective func-
tion using a Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm with simu-
lated annealing, the adaptive cut leverages the full hierarchical
structure of dendrograms. This approach is particularly effec-
tive for datasets with unbalanced dendrograms, where single-
level cuts often fail to capture the true underlying structure.
We also introduce the balancedness score, an information-
theoretic metric that quantifies the balance of a dendrogram

and predicts the potential benefits of the adaptive cut.

First, we demonstrated that traditional single-level cuts
can be inadequate for accurately identifying clusters in com-
plex networks, especially when dealing with unbalanced
dendrograms—something which can arise when the density
of data is uneven across a dataset. Single-level cuts may
lead to over-aggregation in some parts of the dendrogram and
overly granular partitions in others, resulting in suboptimal
clustering. This issue was particularly evident in our exper-
iments with stochastic block models exhibiting varying den-
sities, where the adaptive cut significantly outperformed the
single-level approach.

Second, we introduced the balancedness score, an
information-theoretic metric that quantifies the balance of a
dendrogram. Our analysis of over 200 real-world networks
revealed that most dendrograms are indeed unbalanced. The
balancedness score not only measures dendrogram balance
but also serves as a predictor of the potential improvement
achievable with the adaptive cut method. Networks with lower
balancedness scores tended to benefit more from the adaptive
cut, as it effectively adjusts for the imbalance by employing
multi-level cuts.

The applications of the adaptive cut to both synthetic
and real-world networks consistently outperforms single-level
cuts. In synthetic networks, the adaptive cut produced parti-
tions that more accurately reflected the ground truth commu-
nity structures, particularly in models with varying densities.
In real-world networks across diverse domains—including so-
cial, economic, biological, and transportation networks—the
adaptive cut consistently improved performance metrics such
as partition density and modularity. These improvements were
most pronounced in networks with unbalanced dendrograms.

We showcased the generality and versatility of the adap-
tive cut method. It can be applied across different hierarchical
clustering techniques (e.g., single linkage, average linkage,
Ward’s method) and optimized for various objective functions
(e.g., modularity, silhouette score, partition density). This
flexibility makes the adaptive cut a valuable tool for a wide
range of clustering applications beyond network analysis, in-
cluding machine learning tasks where hierarchical clustering
is essential.

While the adaptive cut offers substantial advantages, it is
not without limitations. One key limitation is its reliance on
the dendrogram structure, which confines the set of possible
partitions to those represented within the dendrogram. Al-
though this restriction reduces the state space and enhances
computational efficiency, it may exclude some potentially op-
timal partitions not present in the dendrogram.

Moreover, the optimization process within the adaptive cut
uses a Markov chain Monte Carlo method with a simulated
annealing schedule. While effective, the choice of cooling
schedule can impact convergence rates and computational
efficiency. Future work could investigate adaptive cooling
schemes, where the cooling rate is adjusted dynamically based
on the acceptance rate of new solutions. This approach could
provide a more flexible optimization strategy, enhancing con-
vergence and allowing the algorithm to balance exploration
and exploitation more effectively.



Another promising direction is to explore alternative op-
timization methods, such as dynamic programming, which
can optimize objective functions on tree structures with lower
computational complexity [41, 42].

In conclusion, the adaptive cut method, coupled with the
balancedness score, represents a significant advancement in
hierarchical clustering and community detection. By effec-
tively utilizing the hierarchical information in dendrograms
and addressing the shortcomings of single-level cuts, it pro-
vides a more nuanced and accurate clustering method suitable
for complex and unbalanced datasets.
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VI. SUPPLEMENTARY
A. Code availability

Code is available on GitHub https://github.com/
LCBOB/adaptive_cut.

B. The definition of the Markov chain

For the Markov chain to be symmetric , i.e. for all states x,
y with x having 7 clusters and y having n—1 clusters,

2 1 -1
QX—’y:Q,V*X;Plrllp:n_lpgown (13)
However we also know that Py, + Py = 1. These two

constraints lead to the equation 8.
The probability to move from a state x with n clusters to a
state y is,

%Pl’}p , if yisup from x,
OQxmy = %Pg’own, if y is down from x,
0, if we cannot attain y from x in one step.

(14)

C. Varying Density Stochastic Block Model

The model begins by defining a set of communities, each

with a specific size and intra-community density. The intra-

community density, g'c)

intrae [OT COMMunity c is given by:

@ _ 1
Hintra - k_ Z Pi

€ ieCommunity ¢

where k. is the size of the community, and p; represents the
probability of an edge between any two nodes within commu-
nity c¢. As the community index ¢ increases, Hi(nctza decreases
linearly or non-linearly, depending on the specific configura-
tion used.

For the inter-community density, Hi(r;;H) , which represents
the probability of an edge between nodes in adjacent commu-
nities ¢ and ¢ + 1, the density is also designed to decrease as a
function of the intra-community densities:

glec+l) _ (9(c+l))2

inter intra

D. Dendrogram Construction and Link Similarity

To construct a dendrogram representing link communities
[9], we start by defining the similarity between pairs of links.
For an undirected, unweighted network, let n; (i) denote the
set of neighbors of node i. The similarity S(e;x,e ;%) between
two links e;; and e j;, sharing a common node k, is calculated
using the Jaccard index:

[n1 (i) Ny ()]
[ (i) Uni ()’

Here, n(i) and n;(j) represent the sets of neighbors of
nodes i and j, respectively, with the shared node k excluded.
This measure, known as the Jaccard index, provides a normal-
ized similarity score based on the overlap between the sets of
neighbors.

The similarity between links can be easily extended to net-
works with weighted, directed, or signed links (without self-
loops), as the Jaccard index generalizes to the Tanimoto coef-
ficient [43]. Consider a vector a; = (A;1,...,A;n), where

S(eik,ejr) = (15)

_
Aij=—

i

Wiir0ij +Wij, (16)

i’en(i)

with w;; representing the weight on edge e;;, n(i) =
{Jlwij > 0} being the set of all neighbors of node 7, k; = |n(i)|
denoting the degree of node i, and §;; = 1 if i = j and zero oth-
erwise. The similarity between edges e;x and e i, analogous
to Eq. 15, is now defined by the Tanimoto coefficient:

ai.aj

S(eik,ejr) = 17

|ai|? + |aj|? —a; -a;°

This formula generalizes the similarity measure to handle
various types of networks, including those with weighted, di-
rected, or signed edges, offering greater flexibility in the anal-
ysis.


https://github.com/LCB0B/adaptive_cut
https://github.com/LCB0B/adaptive_cut

E. Single-Linkage Clustering for Dendrogram Creation

Using the similarity matrices S(e;x, e x) for the unweighted
case, or S(e;x,e i) for the weighted, directed case as defined
in Eq. 17, we perform single-linkage hierarchical clustering.
This method initializes each link as its own cluster and itera-
tively merges clusters based on the highest similarity until a
single cluster remains. The resulting hierarchical structure is
represented as a dendrogram, where each leaf corresponds to
an original network link, and the branches depict the forma-
tion of link communities.

F. Partition Density for Evaluating Clusters

To identify the most meaningful level of clustering within
the dendrogram, we employ partition density D, a metric that
assesses the density of links within communities. Given a net-
work with M links and N nodes, partitioned into C subsets
P ={Py,...,Pc}, where m. is the number of links in subset
P, and n. is the number of nodes connected by these links,
the link density D, for a community c is defined as:

D. = mc_(nc_l)
‘o nc(nc_l)/z_(nc_l)’

This expression normalizes the number of links in P, by the
minimum and maximum possible number of links that could
exist among n. nodes. The overall partition density D is then
computed as the weighted average of D, over all communi-
ties:

(18)

_3 me—(ne—1)
D=3 2" G 1) 4

This approach avoids the resolution limits that often chal-
lenge other community detection methods, making it an ef-
fective measure for evaluating the hierarchical structure in a
network.

G. Adaptive cut for Optimal Clustering

To optimize the clustering process, we introduce an adap-
tive cutting technique that selects the optimal dendrogram cut
by maximizing the partition density D as defined in equation
19. This method ensures that the communities identified are
both meaningful and reflective of the network’s underlying
structure.

1. State Space

The state space of MCMC restricted to a dendrogram is
smaller than the space of all set partitions. The number of

ways to partition n vertices into k nonempty groups is the Stir-
ling number of the second kind S(n, k). Summing over all k
gives the total number of partitions (the Bell number B(n)):

n
B(n)= ) S(n,k).
k=1
Although there is no simple elementary closed form, B(n) ad-
mits Dobinski’s formula
b n

1
B(n) = ;Z%,

m=0

and its exponential generating function is )}, B(n)x" /n!
e¢" =1, Moreover, since S(n,1) +S(n,2) =1+ (2" -1) =
271 we have B(n) >2"~!, so the number of partitions grows
at least exponentially in n.

On the other hand, the number of partitions allowed by the
dendrogram, i.e that respect the structure of the binary tree, is
much smaller. When considering multi-cuts on a dendrogram,
the state space is defined by the possible partitions of the tree,
which can be obtained by making cuts at different levels of the
tree. For a perfectly balanced binary tree with n leaf nodes, the
number of possible partitions (or states) is 2"~! — 1. Indeed,
each cut separates the subtree below that node from the rest
of the tree, creating a new cluster. The number of ways to
cut the tree is equivalent to the power set of the set of internal
nodes, minus the empty set (since we don’t consider the situ-
ation with no cuts as a valid partition). The power set of a set
is the set of all possible subsets of that set. If n is the number
of leaf nodes in the tree, then there are n — 1 internal nodes
in a complete binary tree. Therefore, the number of possible
partitions is 20~ — I which is also S(n,2).

This state space size is significantly smaller than the Bell
number, which represents the number of ways to partition a
set of n objects into any number of subsets. The Bell number
grows much faster than 27=1_ 1 and for large n, the difference
between the two becomes increasingly pronounced.

The smaller state space when considering multi-cuts on a
dendrogram has important implications for the performance
of MCMC methods. In particular, it suggests that MCMC al-
gorithms should converge faster when applied to dendrograms
compared to more general partition problems. This is because
the algorithm has fewer states to explore, allowing it to more
quickly and efficiently sample the state space and converge to
the equilibrium distribution.

Moreover, the tree structure of the dendrogram allows
for more informed decisions about where to make cuts, po-
tentially leading to more efficient exploration of the state
space. Therefore, in practice, MCMC methods applied to
dendrograms with multi-cuts can offer significant advantages
in terms of both computational efficiency and convergence
speed.



H. Proof that the balancedness score fulfills the three universal
tree-balance axioms

In this paragraph we prove that our balancedness measure
satisfies the three universal tree-balance axioms. We keep the
notation already introduced in Egs. (2)—(5) of the manuscript.
Below we prove that B satisfies the three universal axioms of
[24].

Axiom I (Maximum-value). Bound. For every level [ we
have Hpyi,(717) < H(mp) < Hmax(717), hence each summand is
in the closed interval [0, 1] and therefore 0 < B < 1.

Saturation. Equality B = 1 requires every summand to
equal 1; thus H(mr;) = Hmax (71;) for all 1. Because Shannon
entropy attains its maximum iff p; =--- = py = %, each inter-
nal node splits its n leaves into k subbranches of identical size
n/k. Conversely, if every internal split is perfectly even, then
H(m;) = Huax (717) at every level and B = 1.

Axiom 2 (Minimum-value). Linear dendrogram gives B =
0. In a caterpillar (fully unbalanced) dendrogram every inter-
nal node separates a single leaf from the rest. For any level /
the partition is therefore 7r; = {1 leaf,n — 1 leaves}, which real-
izes the minimal entropy: H(7;) = Hyin(717). Each summand
vanishes and B = 0.

Conversely, B =0 implies linearity. Suppose B = 0. Then
H(m;) = Hyin(7r;) for every [. Minimal entropy is achieved
only when exactly one block of 7; contains n— (k — 1) leaves
while the remaining k — 1 blocks are singletons. Inductively
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climbing up the dendrogram this forces every internal node to
eject a single leaf while passing the remainder upwards, i.e.
the dendrogram is linear.

Axiom 3 (Insensitivity to vanishing subtrees). Let a leaf
be replaced by a finite subtree whose total number of leaves
is en with 0 < £ <« 1, producing a modified dendrogram 7.
Probabilities of all original leaves scale by the factor (1+¢) 7!,
while the new leaves jointly carry probability mass /(1 + ¢).

Entropy change at any fixed level. Standard Taylor expan-
sion yields

|Hg (1) - H(m)| = O(elog(1/e)) (e —0).

Effect on balancedness. The denominators Hyax(77) —
Hpin(7r7) are independent of &, hence each summand in the
definition of B perturbs by at most Celog(1/¢) for a constant
C > 0. Averaging over the L levels therefore gives

|B(T:)—B(T)| < Celog(l/e) —0> 0.

Thus adding a vanishingly small subtree leaves B unchanged
in the limit.

The balancedness index defined in Eq. (5) achieves its max-
imum exclusively for perfectly balanced trees, its minimum
exclusively for linear trees, and is insensitive to subtrees of
vanishing size. Hence it fulfills the three universal axioms
and constitutes a robust, universal tree-balance index.
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