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Abstract—This paper proposes a novel community detection
method that integrates the Louvain algorithm with Graph
Neural Networks (GNNs), enabling the discovery of communities
without prior knowledge. Compared to most existing solutions,
the proposed method does not require prior knowledge of the
number of communities. It enhances the Louvain algorithm
using node embeddings generated by a GNN to capture richer
structural and feature information. Furthermore, it introduces a
merging algorithm to refine the results of the enhanced Louvain
algorithm, reducing the number of detected communities. To the
best of our knowledge, this work is the first one that improves
the Louvain algorithm using GNNs for community detection.
The improvement of the proposed method was empirically
confirmed through an evaluation on real-world datasets. The
results demonstrate its ability to dynamically adjust the number
of detected communities and increase the detection accuracy in
comparison with the benchmark solutions. The code is available
at https://github.com/Dalila206/HGLouvain,

Index Terms—Community detection, Graph neural networks,
Louvain, Node embeddings, Deep learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Community detection is fundamental for graph analysis and
has many real-world applications. It enables the identification
of specific groups that represent meaningful contexts within a
network. For example, in web applications, grouping clients
based on similar interests or geographic proximity can enhance
service delivery [23]]. As a general abstraction, community
detection enables the clustering of similar vertices and uncov-
ering the hierarchical structure of a graph. Traditional com-
munity detection methods, such as the Louvain algorithm [?2],
rely solely on the graph topology and overlook valuable node
features that can enhance community identification. While the
graph topology provides good insights into how vertices are
connected in the graph, it does not provide any information
about the node attributes.
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More recent community detection algorithms leverage both
graph topology and node attributes for better vertices’ sep-
aration [8] [7] [9]. However, because of the size of node
attributes, they are usually compacted into a low-dimensional
form known as node embeddings. Numerous methods have
been proposed to calculate node embeddings (also known
as the latent representation of vertices), such as DeepWalk
[34], node2vec [35], and TransE [36]]. However, these shallow
methods do not generalize well to unseen data. The more
recent algorithms are based on deep learning (DL) [6]]. An
ideal node embedding preserves the proximity of nodes, i.e.,
nodes that are closely connected in the graph structure have
embeddings that are similarly close in the feature space. This
property is well-aligned with community detection, where
the spatial relationships between nodes in the feature space
reflect meaningful groupings within the graph [21]]. Node
embeddings capture node-level representations but might fail
to fully exploit graph structure.

To leverage both graph topology and node features, we
propose an unsupervised method GNLouv, that improves the
Louvain algorithm [2]] by incorporating the embeddings of
nodes generated by a graph neural network(GNN) in the
community detection process. GNLouv combines the Louvain
algorithm, which identifies the structure of the graph, with
GNNs, which learn detailed representations of the nodes.
These node representations are incorporated into the objective
function of the Louvain algorithm to improve its results. To the
best of our knowledge, we present the first paper that tackles
community detection using GNNs and the Louvain algorithm.
The main contributions of this article are listed as follows:

o We integrate the Louvain algorithm with node embed-
dings, allowing the number of communities to be deter-
mined dynamically without prior knowledge. To further
refine the results, we introduce a merging algorithm based
on the Louvain method, designed to reduce the number
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of detected communities.

« We propose a novel objective function for the Louvain
algorithm that integrates both modularity and node em-
beddings. This allows the Louvain algorithm to detect
more robust and meaningful communities by considering
both graph structure and node features.

o GNLouv undergoes rigorous evaluation against well-
known community detection approaches, demonstrating
superior capability in capturing the relevant features
needed for the community detection process.

II. RELATED WORK

Community detection has evolved throughout the years, start-
ing with methods based on graph partitioning in the 70s
to DL techniques now. Early methods relied on using the
graph topology to detect communities. They include different
classes of algorithms, such as graph partitioning [24] [25]]
[26]], hierarchical clustering [27]] [28]] [29], modularity-based
algorithms [30] [2]] [3], and random walks [31] [32] [33]],
[23]]. The rest of this section includes a review of 1) methods
that improve the Louvain algorithm and 2) those using node
embeddings with GNNs for community detection.

A. Improvements of the Louvain algorithm

The Louvain algorithm has several issues, including an exces-
sive number of communities, long runtimes on large networks,
non-determinism (where different runs yield different commu-
nity structures), and difficulty detecting smaller communities,
often leading to suboptimal partitions.

Since the Louvain algorithm was proposed, many re-
searchers have attempted to improve it. Existing trends range
from traditional to DL methods. One of the main purposes
of the improvement is to reduce the time complexity of the
algorithm and improve modularity. For instance, Do et al. [37]
proposed a method that adds a random walk as an additional
phase. This led to an increase in modularity and Normalized
Mutual Information (NMI). Van et al. [38|] suggested using
a knowledge graph to cluster content according to users’
behavior. This improved the precision and the recall. Traag
et al. [39] improved the theoretical runtime complexity from
O(m) to O(nlog(k)) where n is the number of nodes, m is
the number of edges and k is the community size, by moving
nodes to a random neighboring community, instead of the best
neighboring community. Ozaki et al. [40] proposed Louvain
Prune that reduces the computational time by 90% due to
the improved calculation of the change in modularity. Hu
et al. [41]] improved the runtime by combining the Louvain
algorithm with the LPA algorithm when processing massive
data. Checconi et al. [42] scaled the Louvain algorithm to large
networks by using a different graph mapping and data repre-
sentation. Similarly, Wickramaarachchi et al. [43]] proposed a
distributed memory parallel algorithm that parallelizes the first
few iterations, which are the most costly. Their method is five
times faster than the basic Louvain algorithm. Traag et al. [3]]
fixed one of the main issues of the Louvain algorithm to detect
more connected communities. These works primarily integrate
traditional algorithms like LPA and graph partitioning methods

into the Louvain algorithm, aiming to enhance modularity and
improve its overall runtime. However, most do not focus on
accuracy.

B. GNNs for community detection

Sobolevsky et al. [1] proposed a framework that combines
GNNs and modularity optimization for unsupervised com-
munity detection by using a recurrent neural network to
optimize modularity as part of the activation function. The
method was evaluated against techniques such as Louvain
[2], Leiden [3[], and Combo [4], which showed superior or
Benchmark-level modularity scores. Bruna et al. [5]] studied
data-driven methods for community detection in graphs. They
studied a GNN in the synthetic Stochastic Block Model to
prove that the model can reach statistical and computational
detection thresholds. The GNN was demonstrated to be ef-
ficient by comparing it against the Community-Affiliation
Graph Model (AGM) where it showed superior accuracy on
SNAP datasets. Srichandra et al. [6] proposed a method that
combines a graph attention network(GAT) with two clustering
algorithms, Kmeans and agglomeration. The GAT generates
embeddings of the network, while the clustering algorithm
uses the knowledge to cluster the data. The method was
compared to Louvain and Girvan Newman algorithms, where
it showed superior performance on the Cora and Citeseer
datasets. Yuan et al. [7]] proposed to use Markov Stability as
a loss function over the community affiliation weight matrix
in the GNN. The technique was tested and evaluated on four
network datasets and surpassed other existing methods. Shchur
et al. [8] proposed Neural Overlapping Community Detection
(NOCD) that leverages a graph convolutional network(GCN)
to generate the affiliation matrix F' for the Bernoulli Poisson
model. NOCD demonstrated superior performance in terms of
Overlapping NMI and exhibited promising scalability. Chen et
al. [9]] introduced the Line GNN (LGNN), a modified GNN
architecture that incorporates a non-backtracking operator on
the graph. The model and its variations’ performance were
tested on the SNAP datasets, where they achieved the best
performance. Most of these works are based on the assumption
that the number of communities is known in advance, but this
is not always true in the real world. GNLouv, however, is
completely unsupervised and does not make any assumption
on the number of communities.

III. PROPOSED SOLUTION

The proposed solution is described in this section. The term
“communities” refers to communities in the graph that are
aimed to be detected, while the term “classes” refers to the
ground truth of the datasets.

A. Hypothesis

GNLouv is based on the hypothesis that vertices that belong
to the same community are characterized by embeddings that
are close to one another in terms of a distance metric. That is,
if the vertices v; and v, belong to the same community, their
distance D(v1,v3) is very small. As a first step to prove that
this hypothesis holds, we run some experiments. A multi-layer
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Fig. 1: Results on different classes of the Cora Dataset.

GCN is used to generate node embeddings, and the cosine
similarity is used to calculate the distance. This test aims
to prove that the distance between a community and nodes
belonging to it, is smaller than the distance between the same
community and nodes belonging to a different community. For
example, the “book” community consists of nodes that belong
to the “book” class. The distance between a random “book™
and the “book” community is supposed to be smaller than
the distance between a “song” and the “book” community. To
run the test, communities are created from the Cora dataset.
These communities are created using 50 random nodes from
each class, that is 7 communities in total. The distance between
random nodes from the same class and their community was
calculated first, and then the distance between random nodes
from different communities and the community in question. A
simple cosine distance formula between the embedding of the
node and the centroid of the embeddings of the community
in question was used for distance calculation. Figure [T] shows
the test result on classes 2 and 4 of the Cora dataset. The
distance between nodes in the same class appears to be very
small compared to the distance from random nodes.

B. Methodology

GNLouv integrates GNNs with the Louvain algorithm to
enhance the community detection task. The GNN is respon-
sible for learning and extracting meaningful node representa-
tions, capturing both structural and feature-based relationships
within the network. These learned embeddings are then uti-
lized by the Louvain algorithm to identify communities more
effectively. By leveraging the rich feature representations from
the GNN, the Louvain algorithm can achieve more accurate
and adaptive community detection. The overall framework
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Fig. 2: Illustration of the Designed Method.

Algorithm 1 Community detection with GNLouv

1: Input: V = {vq,v2, ..
: The adjacency matrix.

2: Output: C = {C1,C2, ..
3: Step 1: Node Embeddings
4: E+ GCN(X,A)

5: Step 2: Improved Louvain Algorithm
6: for each node v; € V do
7.
8
9

., Um }: Set of nodes. X: The features matrix X, and A

., Cy}: The set of communities.

: Ci < v;
: end for
: while modularity improved do
10: for each node v; do
11: Calculate Ag
12: Ny, + NeighborCommunity(v;)
13: D < Distance(E,,;,En, )
14: Compute f(Q, D) using Eq. @
15: Move node to community with the highest f(Q, D).
16:  end for
17: Recalculate the graph by collapsing communities into supernodes.

18: end while

19: Step 3: Iterative Community Merging
20: Initialize: Thnigals @ Timins L tmax

21: while iterations < Itm.x do

22: for each (C;, C;) do

23: if D(nodes(C’i), Ecj) < Tiitiar then
24: Merge(C;, Cj)

25: end if

26: end for

27: if No communities merged then
28: Thnitial <= Tinitial —

29: if Thnitir < Thnin then

30: Break

31: end if

32: end if

33: iterations < iterations + 1

34: end while

35: while Desired number of communities not reached do
36: E <« Update(E, C)

37: Repeat Step 3

38: end while

39: return C

of GNLouv is illustrated in Figure 2] and the pseudo-code
is shown in Algorithm [T} It is composed of the three steps
described below:

1) Node Embedding: This step consists of generating the
node embeddings using the multi-layer GCN. The GCN
is trained with both the adjacency matrix and the features
matrix to obtain the embeddings matrix E that represents



the embeddings of the nodes.

2) Improved Louvain Algorithm: Let k be the node degree,
where k; is the degree of node i and k; the degree of
node j. §(c;,c;) is the Kronecker delta function that
equals 1 if nodes ¢ and j belong to the same community
and O otherwise, and m is the total number of edges. The
modularity is defined in equation Eq.(T). The original
objective function of the Louvain algorithm measures the
modularity gain Ag, which is the change in modularity
when a node is moved to a neighboring community.
The improved Louvain algorithm preserves modularity
gain while incorporating the distance D between a
node’s embedding and the centroid of its community’s
embedding.
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The new objective function is denoted as f(Q, D). Since
A¢ is much larger than D, D is reversed to obtain 4.
Then, the Logarithm with 1 added before computation is
applied to both % and Ag to compress large values of
Ag and emphasize proportional relationships between
Aq and D. The logarithmic also controls the outcome of
f(Q, D) to avoid zero and negative values. Considering
D can be negative, the absolute value of both D and Ag
is used before applying the log. The resulting expression
is shown in equation 2]

1Q.0) = 1og, (80D +105, (| 5]) @

3) Iterative Community Merging: The output of the Louvain
algorithm is a list of communities. In this third step,
similar communities are merged. The centroid of each
community is calculated, as well as the distance between
each node of the community and all the centroids. The
average is then compared with the initial threshold,
and the two communities C, and C, are merged if
the D(C,,Cy) < Tiiga. To address the issue of
distances exceeding the initial threshold, an additional
parameter is introduced, o, which gradually reduces the
initial threshold over time until it reaches the specified
minimum threshold 7},,. This ensures that the algorithm
can continue merging communities even as distances
increase. The merging algorithm is run recursively until
the desired number of communities is reached.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we assess the effectiveness of GNLouv by
experimenting with different datasets. We start by running
the Louvain algorithm alone, the Leiden algorithm alone, the
improved Louvain algorithm, and finally, the iterative merging
algorithm.

A. Metrics

For this version of GNLouv, we focus on two metrics:
accuracy and number of communities. The intra-community

accuracy Ainya(C;) defined in eq. measures the proportion of
nodes v; in community C; whose class label class(v;) matches
the majority class class(C;) of the community, where |C;]| is
the total number of nodes in Cj.

{v; € C; | class(v;) = class(C;) }
Aintra(ci> = ! . J . (3)
|Cil
The final accuracy is the inter-community accuracy, which
is the average of intra-community accuracy across all commu-
nities.

k
1
Ainter = % ; Aintra(Ci) (4)

The other metric, the number of communities, is the result-
ing number of communities after running the algorithm.

B. Datasets

We have experimented on 2 citation network datasets: Cora
and Citeseer [l Information about these datasets is available
in table [

Dataset #Nodes  #Edges  #Features  #Classes
Cora 2,708 5,429 1,433 7
Citeseer 3,312 4,732 3,703 6

TABLE I: Statistics of the datasets used in the study.

C. Results

The first experiment consists of assessing the effectiveness of
the improved Louvain algorithm on both the accuracy and the
community size. We simply run the Louvain algorithm, the
Leiden algorithm, and the improved Louvain algorithm and
report the results in Table [I]

Methods Cora Citeseer
Louvain 91.69%(102) 85.23%(469)
Leiden 91.78%(106) 85.17%(471)
Improved Louvain 96.33%(78) 86.44%(438)%

TABLE II: A performance evaluation based on accuracy and
community size (between parentheses).

For the Cora dataset, the improved Louvain algorithm shows
a clear improvement in terms of accuracy and community size.
The community size dropped from 102 and 106 communities
for the Louvain and Leiden algorithms, respectively, to 78
communities. This also showed an increase of about 5% in
terms of accuracy. For the Citeseer dataset, the improved
Louvain algorithm showed a slight increase in accuracy of
about 1% and a decrease in the community size from 469 and
471 communities for the Louvain and the Leiden algorithm,
respectively, to 438 communities. We conclude that the im-
proved Louvain algorithm shows an improvement in terms of
accuracy and community size, however, the community size

Uhttps://graphsandnetworks.com/the-cora-dataset/
Zhttp://konect.cc/networks/citeseer/



can be further refined to better approximate the true number
of communities in the dataset. In the second experiment, the
goal is to assess the effectiveness of the iterative merging
algorithm. We run the algorithm using different values for the
initial threshold, ranging from small, such as 0.05, to large,
such as 0.9. The impact of such thresholds on the accuracy
and the community size is reported in the figures below.
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Fig. 3: Accuracy on the Cora dataset.
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Fig. 4: Community Size on the Cora dataset.
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Fig. 5: Accuracy on the Citeseer dataset.

Figures [3] and [] show both accuracy and community size
for the Cora dataset. A large threshold like 0.9 results in
the lowest number of communities, 3, and also results in the
lowest accuracy, 68%. The threshold 0.5 has resulted in the
best community size of 8, which is close enough to the real
number of communities, which is 7, and a good accuracy of
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Fig. 6: Community Size on the Citeseer dataset.

87.73%. The lowest threshold, 0.05 has resulted in the highest
accuracy 91.61%, however, it has also resulted in the largest
number of communities, 40.

Figures 5] and [6] show both accuracy and community size for
the Citeseer dataset. The largest threshold, 0.9, has led to the
lowest accuracy 29.59% and the lowest community size, 3. The
threshold 0.05 provided the best accuracy 87.43%, however,
the community size is very large at 124. We conclude that the
threshold controls the resulting accuracy and the community
size. For larger thresholds, the community size is closer to
the real number, however, it reduces the accuracy drastically.
Smaller thresholds lead to a larger number of communities but
also a higher accuracy.

V. CONCLUSION

This work explored community detection by leveraging both
node embeddings and network structure. The improved Lou-
vain algorithm demonstrated a slight accuracy improvement
and a reasonable reduction in community size, though it
remains insufficient as a standalone approach. To address this,
we introduced a community merging algorithm that balances
accuracy and community size based on a chosen threshold. The
results indicate that achieving higher accuracy often requires
a trade-off with community size, but fine-tuning the merging
algorithm’s parameters can optimize this balance effectively.
Moreover, the adaptability of GNLouv makes it well-suited
for real-world scenarios where the optimal community size
is unknown. Future work will focus on refining parameter
selection to enhance performance and exploring alternative
methods that assume a predefined community size to improve
accuracy further. Another interesting direction is to explore the
present work in real applications, including intrusion detection,
and maritime surveillance for security and surveillance. Lim-
itations of the approach include scalability on large networks,
which can be explored for use on real-world networks.
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