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Abstract

Time plays an essential role in the diffusion of in-
formation, influence and disease over networks.
In many cases we only observe when a node
copies information, makes a decision or becomes
infected — but the connectivity, transmission rates
between nodes and transmission sources are un-
known. Inferring the underlying dynamics is
of outstanding interest since it enables forecast-
ing, influencing and retarding infections, broadly
construed. To this end, we model diffusion pro-
cesses as discrete networks of continuous tempo-
ral processes occurring at different rates. Given
cascade data — observed infection times of nodes
— we infer the edges of the global diffusion net-
work and estimate the transmission rates of each
edge that best explain the observed data. The op-
timization problem is convex. The model nat-
urally (without heuristics) imposes sparse solu-
tions and requires no parameter tuning. The
problem decouples into a collection of indepen-
dent smaller problems, thus scaling easily to net-
works on the order of hundreds of thousands of
nodes. Experiments on real and synthetic data
show that our algorithm both recovers the edges
of diffusion networks and accurately estimates
their transmission rates from cascade data.

1. Introduction

Diffusion and propagation processes have receive
increasing attention in a broad range of domains
information  propagation | (Adar & Adamic, |_2005;
Gomez-Rodriguez et al., | _2010;| _Meyers & Leskovec,
2010), social networks (Kempe et al., 2003; Lappaslet al
2010), viral marketing [(Watts & Dodds| 2007) and
epidemiology/(Wallinga & Teunis, 2004).
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Observing a diffusion process often reduces to noting when
nodes (people, blogs, etc.) reproduce a piece of informa-
tion, get infected by a virus, or buy a product. Epidemiolo-
gists can observe when a person becomes ill but they can-
not tell who infected her or how many exposures and how
much time was necessary for the infection to take hold. In
information propagation, we observe when a blog mentions
a piece of information. However if, as is often the case,
the blogger does not link to her source, we do not know
where she acquired the information or how long it took
her to post it. Finally, viral marketers can track when cus-
tomers buy products or subscribe to services, but typically
cannot observe who influenced customers’ decisions, how
long they took to make up their minds, or when they passed
recommendations on to other customers. In all these sce-
narios, we observeshere and wherbut not how or why
information (be it in the form of a virus, a meme, or a
decision) propagates through a population of individuals.
The mechanism underlying the process is hidden. How-
ever, the mechanism is of outstanding interest in all three
cases, since understanding diffusion is necessary for stop
ping infections, predicting meme propagation, or maximiz-
ing sales of a product.

This article presents a method for inferring the mechanisms
underlying diffusion processes based on observed infec-
tions. To achieve this aim, we construct a model incor-
porating some basic assumptions about the spatiotemporal
structures that generate diffusion processes. The assump-
tions are as follows. First, diffusion processes occur over
static (fixed) but unknown networks (directed graphs). Sec-
amd, infections are binary,e., a node is either infected or

it is not; we do not model partial infections or the partial
propagation of information. Third, infections along edges
of the network occur independently of each other. Fourth,
an infection can occur at different times: the likelihood of
hodea infecting nodeb at timet is modeled via a proba-
bility density function depending am, b andt. Finally, we
observeall infections occurring in the network during the
recorded time window. Our aim is to infer the connectiv-
ity of the network and the likelihood of infections across
its edges after observing the times at which nodes in the
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network become infected. section we formulate our model, starting from the data it
is designed for, and concluding with a precise statement of

In more detail, we formulate a generative probabilistic .
the network inference problem.

model of diffusion that aims to describe realistically how
T]fectlo_ns Ioccur O\éer gme In a static network._ '_:'_nd'nﬁ Data. Observations are recorded on a fixed population of
the optimal network and transmission rates maximizing they 1< and consist of a s@tof cascade$t!, ..., t/C1}.
likelihood of an observed set of infection cascades reduce@ach cascade’ is a record of observed infection times

to solving a convex program. The convex problem decoui/vithin the population during a time interval of lendiff.
ples into many smaller problems, allowing for natural par-, ..<.ade is afv-dimensional vectot® :— (6, 15,)
allelization so that our algorithm scales to networks Withrecording when nodes are infected, € [0 Té]’ U {’Og}'
hundreds of thousands of nodes. We show the e1‘fectivene'§:5/mboIOO labels nodes that are n(;t infécted during ob-
of our method by reconstructing the connectivity and CON-g&rvation windowi0, 7] — it does not imply that nodes
tinuous temporal dynamics of synthetic and real networksare never infected.7 The ‘clock’ is reset to 0 at the start

using cascade data. of each cascade. Lengthening the observation windéw
Related work. The work most closely related to increases the number of observed infections within a cas-

ours (Gomez-Rodriguez etldl., 2010 Meyers & L esk Veccadec and results in a more representative sample of the

2010) also uses a generative probabilistic model for infer:underlylng dynamics. However, these advantages must be

ring diffusion networks.| Gomez-Rodriguez et al. (ZOlO)Weigh.ed ggainst the cost (Zf observing for longer periods.
(NETINF) infers network connectivity using submodular For simplicity we aggumé’ = T for all cascades; the
optimization and_Meyers & Leskovet (2010) ¢gNIg)  'eoults generalize trivially.

infer not only the connectivity but also a prior probabil- The time-stamps assigned to nodes by a cascade induce the
ity of infection for every edge using a convex program andstructure of a directed acyclic graph (DAG) on the network
some heuristics. However, both papers force the transmigwhich isnotacyclic in general) by defining nodés a par-
sion rate between all nodes to be fixed — and not inferredent ofj if ¢; < ¢;. Thus, itis meaningful to refer to parents
In contrast, our model allows transmission at differergsat and children within a cascade, but not on the network. The
across different edges so that we can infer temporally hetbAG structure dramatically simplifies the computational
erogeneous interactions within a network, as found in realcomplexity of the inference problem. Also, since the un-
world examples. Thus, we can now infer the temporal dy-derlying network is inferred from many cascades (each of
namics of the underlying network. which imposes its own DAG structure), the inferred net-

The main innovation of this paper is to model diffusion as awork 's typically not a DAG.

spatially discrete network of continuous, conditionaly i Pairwise transmission likelihood. The first step in model-

dependent temporal processes occurring at different. rateﬁ]g diffusion dynamics is to consider pairwise interaction

Infection transmission depends on the complex intricacie%e assume that infections can occur at different rates over

.Of the gndgrlymg mechanisme.g, a person’slsuscepnbll- different edges of a network, and aim to infer the transmis-
ity to V|ra_l infections depen_ds_ on weather, diet, age, stresSion rates between pairs of nodes in the network.

levels, prior exposures to similar pathogens and so on). We

avoid modeling the mechanisms underlying individual in-Define f (t;]t;, a; ;) as the conditional likelihood of trans-
fections, and instead develop a data-driven approach, suitission between a nodeand nodei. The transmission
able for large-scale analyses, that infers the diffusian pr likelihood depends on the infection timgs, ¢;) and a pair-
cess using only the visible spatiotemporal traces (cas$adewise transmission rate; ;. A node cannot be infected by a

it generates. We therefore model diffusion using only time-node infected later in time. In other words, a ngdeat has
dependent pairwise transmission likelihood between paireen infected at a timg may infect a nodé at a timet;

of nodes, transmission rates and infection times, but no®nlyif ¢; < ¢;. Although in some scenarios it may be possi-
prior probabilities of infection that depend on unknown ble to estimate a non-parametric likelihood empiricalby, f
external factors. To the best of our knowledge, continu-simplicity we consider three well-known parametric mod-
ous temporal dynamics of diffusion networks has not beergls: exponential, power-law and Rayleigh (see Table 1).
modeled or inferred in previous work. We believe this is aTransmission rates are denotedsgs > 0 andd is the

key point for understanding diffusion processes. minimum allowed time difference in the power-law to have
a bounded likelihood. As;; — 0 the likelihood of in-
fection tends to zero and the expected transmission time
becomes arbitrarily long. Without loss of generality, we
This paper develops a method for inferring the spatiotemeconsider = 1 in the power-law model from now on.

poral dynamics that generate observed infections.

2. Problem formulation

In thI%xponential and power-laws are monotonic models that
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Table 1.
Transmission likelihood Log survival function Hazard function
Model 9
J(taltss ) log S(tilts; o) H(tlt5 005,0)
) ey i(ti—ty) ift: <t
oji-e Y g Mt <t; (et -
Exponential (&P) { 0 otherwise ay,i(ti —t5) Qi
—1l—c; s
Qi (ti*tj) . ift; 4+ <t ti—t; 1
Power law (Pw) { 06 s otherwise —aj,; log (T) i
Rayleigh (R) 0i(ts — ty)e Boaitimt)® i £ <ty —ay, ) i+ (ti —t;)
Yy 0 otherwise 512 ST

have been previously used in modeling diffusion net-assume infections are conditionally independent given the
works and social networks (Gomez-Rodriguez et al., 2010parents of the infected nodes, the likelihood factorizes ov
Mevers & Leskovec| 2010). Power-laws model infec- nodes as

tions with long-tails. The Rayleigh model is a non- o

monotonic parametric model previously used in epidemiol- f=5A) = H fltilte, . tn \ s A). (2)

ogy (Wallinga & Teunis, 2004). It is well-adapted to mod- ti<T

eling fads, where infection likelihood rises to a peak andcomputing the likelihood of a cascade thus reduces to com-
then drops extremely rapidly. puting the conditional likelihood of the infection time of
We recall some additional standard notation (Lawless€ach node given the rest of the cascade. As in the indepen-
[1982). The cumulative density function, denoteddent cascade model (Kempe et al., 2003), we assume that
F(ti|tj;a ), is computed from the transmission likeli- & node gets infected once tfiest parent infects the node.
hoods. Given that nodgwas infected at time;, thesur- ~ Given an infected nodg we compute the likelihood of a
vival functionof edgej — i is the probability that node  Ppotential parenj to be the first parent by applying Eg. 1,

is notinfected by node by timet;:
Ftiltiog) < [T SCiltes an). 3)
S(ti|tj; ajﬂ-) =1- F(ti|tj; ajﬂ-). JFktk <t

¢ We now compute the conditional likelihoods of Hg. 2
by summing over the likelihoods of the mutually disjoint
events that each potential parent is the first parent,

The hazard function or instantaneous infection rate, o
edgej — i is the ratio

f(tilty; 05,6)
H ti t'; ii) = —
(tiltss @) S(tilts; i) f(tilte, ... tn \ti; A) = Z J(tilty; a4)%
Jit;<t;
The hazard functions of our models are simple, Thble 1.
H S(tilty; k). (4)
Probability of survival given a cascade We compute the JFk e <ti

probability that a node survives uninfected until tifie gy £q 3 the likelihood of the infections in a cascade is
given that some of its parents are already infected. Con-
sider a cascade := ({;,...,ty) and a node not in- <T. AN _ e

fected during the observation windoty,> T'. Since each FE=75A) = H Z F(tiltys 0.) %

infected node: may infect: independently, the probabil- sttt
ity that nodesl ... N do not infect nodei by time T is H S(tiltr; an,i).  (5)
the product of the survival functions of the infected nodes kitg <tik#£j
L. Nlty < T targetingi, Removing the conditiok # j makes the product indepen-
dent ofj,
1 sTitw: o) (1) J
t, <T
FesTa) =TT 11 Sltes ana)x
6 <T kit <t;
Likelihood of a cascade. Consider a cascade := Ftalty; o)
(ti,....ty). We first compute the likelihood of the ob- > W (6)
(2R 7,

served infections=? = (¢;,...,tx[t; < T). Since we Jity<ti
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Eq.[8 only considers infected nodes. However, the fact thalf all pairwise transmission likelihoods between pairs of
some nodes amotinfected during the observation window nodes in the network have log-concave survival functions
is also informative. We therefore add the multiplicative su and concave hazard functions in the parameter(s) of the
vival term from Eq[1 and also replace the ratios in [Hq. 6pairwise transmission likelihoods, then convexity of Eq. 9
with hazard functions: follows from linearity, composition rules for concavity)@
concavity of the logarithm. O
F&A) =TT ] STt cvim)x

GST b ST Corollary 2. The network inference problem defined by

equation Eq[P is convex for the exponential, power-law
H S(tiltrs i) Z H(tiftj; ). () ang Rayleigh models.
kit <t; Jiti<t;
heorem 3. The maximum likelihood estimatargiven by

Assuming independent cascades, the likelihood of a set Ot e solution of EC9 is consistent

cascades’ = {t!,...,t/°l} is the product of the likeli-

hoods of the individual cascades given by Ba. 7: Proof Sketch. We check the criteria for consis-
H N ) tency of identification, continuity and compactness
Al (t% A). (Newey & McFaddelr, 1994). The log-likelihood in EEq] 10

is a continuous function oA for any fixed set of cas-
cades{t'...t/°l}, and eacha defines a unique func-
Network Inference Problem. Our goal is to find the trans- tion log f(-|A) on the set of cascades. Finally, note that
mission ratesy; ; of every pair of nodes such that the like- L — —oo for botha;; — 0 anda;; — oo for all 4, j

lihood of an observed set of cascadeés= {t',... t!/¢1} so we lose nothing imposing upper and lower bounds thus
is maximized. Thus, we aim to solve: restricting to a compact subset.
minimizes — Y ..o log f(t A) ©) We refer to our network inference method asTRATE.

subjectto  «;; >0,4,j=1,...,N,i#j, ) o
Properties of NETRATE. We highlight some common fea-

whereA := {o;,|i,j = 1,...,n,i # j} are the vari- tures of the solutions to the network inference problem for
ables. The edges of the network are those pairs of nodgbe exponential, power-law and Rayleigh models.

with transmission rates; ; > 0. All terms in Eq[I0 depend only on transmission raigs

) and infection time difference§&; — t¢;), but not absolute
3. Proposed algorithm: NETRATE infection timest; or ¢;. Our formulation thus does not de-

. . . . end on the absolute time of the root node of each cascade.
The solution to Ed.19 is unique, computable and con3|stent[:)

Theorem 1. Given log-concave survival functions and The ¥; and ¥, terms contribute a positively weighted

concave hazard functions in the parameter(s) of the pair/1-10rm_on_vector A_that_encourages sparse solu-
wise transmission likelihoods, the network inference prob 1oNS (Boyd & Vandenber €.2004). The penalty arises

lem defined by equation E. 9 is convexiin naturally within the probabilistic model and therefore

heuristic penalty terms to encourage sparsity are not nec-
essary. Each term of thg-norm is linearly (exponen-
tial model), logarithmically (power-law) or quadraticall
(Rayleigh) weighted by infection times.

Proof. By Eq.[8, the log-likelihood of a set of cascades is

L({t'...tI}A) =
c. c. c. The ¥y, term penalizes edgds — ¢ based on the infec-
zc:qjl(t PA) + Wa(t5 A) + Us(t5 A), (10) tion times difference; — t,. Edges transmitting infec-

tions slowly are heavily penalized and conversely. The

where for each cascade € {t?,... ,t\c\}, term penalizes edges— j; targetinguninfectednodes;
based on the tim& — ¢; till the observation window cut-
Uit A) = > > log S(T|ti; im), off. Lengthening the observation window produces harsher
it <T tp >T penalties — however, it also allows further infections. The
lties are finitei.e., if no infection of nodej is ob-
Tyt A) = log S(tilt;: o1 bena ’ . . > C
2(t A) Z Z og S(tilts; aji), served, we can only say that it has survived until tifhe

ity <T jit;<t; v . . . .
! There is insufficient evidence to claijnwill never be in-

. fected. NETRATE does not use empirically ungrounded
Ua(t5A) = Y log [ Y H(tilty;as) | - parameters (such as number of edgeand penalty fac-
it <T Jiti<ti tor p used by NETINF and GONNIE respectively) to leap
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Figure 1. Panels (a-c) plot precision against recall; panels (dd) atcuracy. For GNNIE and NETINF we sweep over parametess
(penalty factor) and (number of edges) respectively to control the solutionsipain both algorithms, thereby generating a family of
inferred models. RTRATE has no tunable parameters and therefore yields a uniqugosol(a,d): 1,024 node hierarchical Kronecker
network with exponential model for 5,000 cascades. (b,€)24.node Forest Fire network with power law model for 5,088cades.
(c,f): 1,024 node random Kronecker network with Rayleighdeldor 2,000 cascades.

from not observing an infection to inferring it is impossi- Solving NETRATE. We solve Eq.[® with cvx,
ble. Instead, MTRATE infers that infections are impossi- a package for specifying and solving convex pro-
ble across certain edgés., that some of the optimal rates grams|(Grant & Boyld, 2010).

«; ; are0, based solely on the observed data and the length

of the time horizon. 4. Experimental evaluation

The W term ensures infected nodes have at least one parewe evaluate the performance oENRATE on: (i) synthetic

since otherwise the objective function would be negatively . .
. . networks that mimic the structure of social networks and
unboundedi.e., log0 = —oco. Moreover, our formulation

LT Qi) real cascades extracted from the MemeTracker détaset
encourages a natural diminishing property on the numbeW .
) ; . e show that MTRATE discovers more than 95% of the
of parents of a node — since the logarithm grehmsvly, it : . .
. : edges in synthetic networks and more than 60% in real net-
weakly rewards infected nodes for having many parents. o .
works, accurately recovers transmission rates from diffu-
sion data, and typically outperforms two previously devel-
oped inference algorithms,@NINF and GONNIE. We use
the public implementations of &rINF and CONNIE.
Distributed optimization:The optimization problem splits
into N subproblems, one for each nodein which we 4 1. Experiments on synthetic data
find N — 1 ratesa;;, j = 1,...,N \ i. The computa-
tion can be performed in parallel, obtaining local solusion Experimental setup. We focus on synthetic networks that
that are globally optimal. Importantly, each node’s com-mimic the structure of real-world diffusion networks — in
putation only requires the infection times of other nodes inparticular, social networks. We consider two models of di-
cascades it belongs to. rected real-world social networks: the Forest Fire (scale

Unfeasible rates:If a pair (j,7) is not in any common  [T€€) model(Barabasi & Albert. 1999) and the Kronecker
cascadesa; ; only arises in the non-positive terfa, in ~ Graph modell(Leskovec etldl.. 2010) to generate diffusion

Eq.[D, so the optimat, , is zero. We therefore simply the networks. We generate three types of Kronecker graph
objective function by setting;; ; to zero. !Data available @http: //memetracker.org

Optimizing NETRATE. We speed up the convex program
by orders of magnitude via two improvements:
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! CorePeriphery == priors _to edges that are defined without refer_ence to an ob-
W  os Hierarchical i servation window. Therefore, the values assigned to edges
% os Forandom f by NETRATE and GONNIE are not comparable, so we do
g - not compute MAE for ©NNIE.
©
£ o Figure [1 compares the precision, recall and accuracy
= 02 of NETRATE with NETINF and GONNIE for two types

of Kronecker networks (hierarchical community struc-
ture and random) and a Forest Fire network over an

Figure 2NETRATE’s normalized mean absolute error (MAE) for observgtl_on window of length” = 10. In terms
three types of Kronecker networks (1,024 nodes and 2,04espdg Of Precision-recall, MTRATE outperforms ©NNIE and
and a Forest Fire network (1,024 edges and 2,422 edgespn 5, NETINF_for all the synthetic examples in the Pareto
cascades. We consider all three models of transmissionexp sensel(Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004). More specifically, if
tial (ExP), power-law (Pw) and Rayleigh (RY). we set @NNIE and NeTINF's tunable parameters to pro-

vide solutions with the same precision asTNRATE, NET-

RATE’s recall is always higher than the other two meth-
with very different structures: randorh_(Erd6s & Rényi, ods. Strikingly, @ NNIE and NETINF do not achieve HT-
[1960) (parameter matriX0.5, 0.5; 0.5, 0.5]), hierarchi- RATE’s recall for any precision value. BRATE outper-
cal (Clausetetal.. 2008)[0(9,0.1;0.1,0.9]) and core- forms CoNNIE with respect to accuracy for any penalty
periphery|(Leskovec et al., 2008)(9, 0.5; 0.5, 0.3]). factorp in all the synthetic examples. It is also more accu-
rate than NETINF for most values of: (number of edges).
Importantly, N=TINF and GONNIE yield a curve of solu-
tions from which have to select a point blindly (or at best

EXP

First, we generate networ&™* by drawing transmission

rates for edge$j, i) from a uniform distribution. For the

exponential and Rayleigh modeise_ [0301’ 1] and for the heuristically), whereas NITRATE yields a unique solution

power lawa € [0.01, 2]. The transmission rate for an edge _ .

(4, 1) models how fast the information spreads from nodeWIthOUt any tuning.

j to nodes in social networks. Then, we generate a set ofFigurd2 shows the normalized MAE of the estimated trans-

cascades over*. Root nodes of cascades are chosen unimission rates for the same networks, computed on 5,000

formly at random. As noted previously, the optimization cascades. The normalized MAE is under 25% for almost alll

problem depends on the time differen¢es— t;). There-  networks and transmission models — surprisingly low given

fore, our formulation does not depend on the absolute timgve are estimating more than 2,000 non-zero real numbers.

of the root node of each cascade. Once a node is infected,

the transmission likelihoods of outgoing edges determindNETRATE performance vs. cascade coverageDbserv-

the infection times of its neighbours. We record the time ofing more cascades leads to higher precision-recall and more

the first infection if a node is infected more than once. In-accurate estimates of the transmission rates. Figuré 3(a)

fections are not observed after a pre-specified time horizoplots the MAE of inferred networks against the number

T. of observed cascades for a hierarchical Kronecker network
with all three transmission models. Estimating transmis-

Accuracy of NETRATE. We evaluate BTRATE against  sion rates is considerably harder than simply discovering

two other inference methods,EYINF and GONNIE, by  edges and therefore more cascades are needed for accurate

comparing the inferred and true networks via three meaestimates. As many as 5,000 cascades are required to ob-

sures: precision, recall and accuracy. Precision is tte fra tain normalized MAE values lower than 20%.

tion of edges in the inferred network present in the true

network G* . Recall is the fraction of edges of the true NETRATE performance vs. time horizon.Intuitively, the

network G* present in the inferred networ®. Accuracy longer the observation window, the more accurateiyrN

is1— zzig(a)i)z_l(i(;”]) wherel(a) — 1if > 0  RATE is able to infer transmission rates. Figfire B(b) con-

BN i3 " . firms this intuition by showing the MAE of inferred net-
andI(a) = 0 otherwise. Inferred networks with no edges works for different time horizon®’ for a hierarchical Kro-

or only false edges have Zero accuracy. _Sepond, we eval5’1’eckerwith exponential, power-law and Rayleigh transmis-
ate how accurately BITRATE infers transmission rates over

. : sion models for 5,000 cascades.
edges by computing the normalized mean absolute error

(MAE, i.e, E[|o* —a|/a*], wherea* is the true transmis-
sion rate andy is the estimated transmission rate). Note
that in NETRATE, as for real cascades, the probability of
infection depends on both the transmission rate and the o
servation window. In contrast,dNIE assigns probability

NETRATE running time. Figure[3(c) plots the average
running time to infer rates of all incoming edges to a node
against number of nodes in a network (the number of edges
Bs twice the number of nodes) on a single CPU. Further
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Figure 3.Panels (a,b) show BrRATE’s normalized MAE vs number of cascades and time horizonesly for a hierarchical Kro-
necker network with 1,024 nodes and 2,048 edges with expiah¢BxP), power-law (Pw) and Rayleigh (RY) transmission models.
Panel (c) plots BTRATE’s average running time to infer rates of all incoming edgea hode against network size (number of nodes)
for a hierarchical Kronecker network.

improvements can be achieved sinceRATE naturally  ing single solutions for HTINF and GONNIE, there is no
splits into a collection of subproblems, one per node. Aguarantee that the solutions chosen from the curves will be
cluster with 25 CPUs can therefore infer a network with anywhere near the highest achievable value.
16,000 nodes (and 32,000 edges) in less than 4 hours.
. 5. Conclusions

4.2. Experiments on real data

We have developed a flexible modelgRRATE, of the spa-
Dataset description. As in previous work tackling dif- tiotemporal structure underlying diffusion processese Th
fusion networks, we use the MemeTracker dataset, whicinodel makes minimal assumptions about the physical, bio-
contains more thah72 million news articles and blog posts logical or cognitive mechanisms responsible for diffusion
from 1 million online sources. We use hyperlinks betweenlInstead, it infers transmission rates between nodes ofa net
blog posts to trace the flow of information. A site publisheswork by computing the model that maximizes the likeli-
a piece of information and uses hyper-links to refer to thehood of the observed data — temporal traces left by cas-
same or closely related pieces of information published bycades of infections. Qualitative assumptions about infec-
other sites. These other sites link to still others and s@on. tions (.9, are they long-tailed?) determine the choice of
cascade is thus a collection of time-stamped hyperlinks beparametric model on the edges. An interesting feature of
tween sites (in blog posts) that refer to the same or closelNETRATE, to be investigated in future work, is the possi-
related pieces of information. We record one cascade pédhility of mixing exponential, power law, Rayleigh or other
piece — or closely related pieces — of information. We ex-models within a single inference algorithm, thus providing
tract the top 500 media sites and blogs with the largest numiremendous flexibility in fitting real data which may com-
ber of documents, 5,000 hyperlinks and 116,234 cascade$ine long-tailed, faddish and other qualitative behaviors

Remarkably, introducing continuous temporal dy-
Qamics, allowing variable transmission rates across
edges, and avoiding further assumptions dramati-

Accuracy on real data. As the ground truth is unknown
on real data, we proceed as follows. We create a networ

where there is an edge:, v) if a post on a site: linked cally simplified the problem compared with pre-

to a post on a site. We consider this as the ground truth . - ]
networkG* and we use the hyperlink cascades to infer the1ous approaches_L(Gomez-Rodriguez ét al 010;
¢l 2010). The model has param-

networkG and evaluate how many edges our method esti-

. eters with natural interpretations, and it leads to a
mates properly. We assume an exponential model. ) . S
propery P well-defined convex maximum likelihood problem that

Figure[4 compares our results witteNINF and GONNIE. can be solved efficiently. Importantly, we do not need
As in the synthetic experiments ENRATE yields a unique  to tune parameters by hand to control the sparsity of the
solution whereas the other algorithms produce curves oihferred network i(e., number of edges to infer or penalty
solutions. Panel (a) shows thaeERRATE performs com-  terms). Heuristid;-like penalty terms, as the ones used
parably to NeTINF and it outperforms GNNIE on preci-  in [Meyers & L eskovec! (2010), are unnecessary since the
sion and recall. Panel (b) plots accuracye™MRATE’S out-  probabilistic model naturally imposes sparsity.

erforms the other two algorithms on the majority of their . L
P . g jortty We evaluated HTRATE on a wide range of synthetic dif-
outputted solutions, and almost matches their best perfor:-

mances. Since there are no principled methods for choogl—JSIon networks with heterogeneous temporal dynamics
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R 6 200 400 600 800 1000 Cambridge University Press, 2004.
- 08 J\_ Cg‘ﬁ,ﬂ'}“ef ] 1 NetRate i .
g oer 1 3 gi ohetinf Clauset, A., Moore, C., and Newman, M. E. J. Hierarchical
g o4t h 1 RN — structure and the prediction of missing links in networks.
02 ¢ S < 02l e Nature 453(7191):98-101, 2008.
0O 02 04 06 08 1 0 0 5000 10000 15000 20000 . , . )
Recall K Erdés, P. and Rényi, A. On the evolution of random graphs.
(a) Precision-recall (b) Accuracy Publication of the Mathematical Institute of the Hungar-

ian Academy of SciencB:17—67, 1960.

Figure 4.Real data. Precision-recall and accuracy &TRATE, .
NETINF and GNNIE, with an exponential model, on a 500 node Gomez-Rodriguez, M., Leskovec, J., and Krause, A. In-

hyperlink network with 5,000 edges using hyperlinks cassad ferring Networks of Diffusion and Influence. IRroc.
of the 16th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on

Knowledge Discovery in Data Miningp. 1019-1028,
which aim to mimic the structure of real-world social and 2010.

information networks. MTRATE provides a unique so-

lution to the network inference problem with high recall, Grant, M. and Boyd, S. CVX: Matlab software
precision and accuracy. A direct comparison with the cur- for disciplined convex programming, version 1.21.
rent state of the art is difficult, since these methods in- http://cvxr.com/cvx, 2010.

clude a parameter controlling the sparsity of the inferred ] , o
network that requires blind tuning. Nevertheless™  Kempe, D., Kleinberg, J. M., and Tardds, Maximizing
RATE is typically better in terms of accuracy than previ- the spread of influence through a social networietoc.
ous methods across the full range of their tunable parame- ©f the 9th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on
ters. In addition, it accurately estimates transmissitesia ~ Knowledge Discovery and Data Miningp. 137-146,
which other methods cannot estimate at all. The perfor- 2003.

mance of @NNIE appears significantly worse than re- . . .
ported inl Meyers & L eskoveé (2010); a possible explana-Lappas’ T., Terzi, E., Gunopulos, D., and Mannila, H. Find-

. o : : ing effectors in social networks. IRroc. of the 16th
tion for the degradation is that in our work, we consider .

. : ; ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge
networks with heterogeneous temporal dynamics. It is sur-

prising how well NeTINF performs in comparison with Discovery and Data Miningpp. 1059-1068, 2010.

NETRATE despite assuming uniform temporal dynamics|_ayjless, J.F. Statistical models and methods for lifetime
and priors. data Wiley New York, 1982.

Finally, we evaluated NTRATE on real data. Again, NT-
RATE provides a unique solution to the network inference
problem but in this case, as expected, the values of re-

call, precision and accuracy are modest — adopting a simple .
parametric pairwise transmission model is a simplistic as- the 17th International Conference on World Wide Web

sumption on real data. In terms of accuracy, it outperforms 2008.
previous methods across a significant part of the full rang sk ovec 3. Chakrabarti. D. Kleinberg, J., Faloutsos, C
of their tunable parameters. and Ghahramani, Z. Kronecker graphs: An approach to

NETRATE provides a novel view of diffusion processes. modeling networks.The Journal of Machine Learning
We believe it can be fruitfully applied to several lines of ~Research11:985-1042, 2010.

research including influence maximization, control of epi-
demics, and causal inference.

Leskovec, J., Lang, K. J., Dasgupta, A., and Mahoney,
M. W. Statistical properties of community structure
in large social and information networks. Rroc. of

Meyers, S. and Leskovec, J. On the Convexity of Latent
Social Network Inference. IAdvances in Neural Infor-

mation Processing Systen2010.
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