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Abstract

Community detection in online social networks is typicdlgsed on the analysis of
the explicit connections between users, such as “friend$?acebook and “followers”
on Twitter. But online users often have hundreds or evenséods of such connections,
and many of these connections do not correspond to reatisféps or more generally
to accounts that users interact with. We claim that commguiétection in online so-
cial networks should be question-oriented and rely on aifdit information beyond
the simple structure of the network. The concept of ‘comnylins very general, and
different questions such as “whom do we interact with?” andH whom do we share
similar interests?” can lead to the discovery of differestial groups. In this paper we
focus on three types of communities beyond structural conitiles: activity-based,
topic-based, and interaction-based. We analyze a Twittexrsét using three different
weightings of the structural network meant to highlightsta¢hree community types,
and then infer the communities associated with these wiaigght We show that the
communities obtained in the three weighted cases are hiitiérent from each other,
and from the communities obtained by considering only theaighted structural net-
work. Our results confirm that asking a precise question isr&voidable first step in
community detection in online social networks, and thdedént questions can lead to
different insights about the network under study.
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1 Introduction

Networks play a central role in online social media servides Twitter, Facebook, and
Google+. These services allow a user to interact with oth@sed on the online social net-
work they curate through a process known as contact filtdﬂhfor example, ‘friends’ on
Facebook represent reciprocal links for sharing infororativhile ‘followers’ on Twitter
allow a single user to broadcast information in a one-toyfashion. Central to all these
interactions is the fact that trstructureof the social network influences how information
can be broadcast or diffuse through the service.

Because of the importance of structural networks in onloéed media, a large amount
of work in this area has focused on using structural netwfisksommunity detection. In
this traditional view, ‘community’ is defined as a collectiof nodes (users) within the
network which are more highly connected to each other tharottes (users) outside of
the community E4]. For instance, iEtZl], the authors asfollower network to
determine communities within Twitter, and note that comsaéions tend to occur within
these communities. The approach of focusing on the streicfuretworks makes sense for
‘real-world’ sociological experiments, where obtainirddéional information about user
interactions may be expensive and time-consuming. Howewrthe prevalence of large,
rich data sets for online social networks, additional infation beyond the structure alone
may be incorporated, and these augmented networks moisticzdly reflect how users
interact with each other on social media servites [@,.[15]

A large body of work exists on methods for automatic detectibcommunities within
networks,e.g.,the stochastic bIockmodéﬂZO] (and its recent generatinab weighted
networks([1]), the Newman and Girvan aIgoritHﬂ 34], climmcolationlfab], Infomaﬂﬂl],
Louvain [4], and the recently introduced OSLOM [26]. All Beemethodbeginwith a
given network, and then attempt to uncover structure ptesehe network, i.e., they are
agnostic to how the network was constructed. As opposedidcatinostic analysis, we
propose and illustrate the importance of a question-fatagproach. We believe that in
order to understand the communities present in a data setinijportant to begin with a
clear picture of the community type under considerati@ng=are we looking for groups of
friends? or for groups of people having a common interest¥d-taen perform community
detection with that community type in mind.

This is especially true for social network analysis. In nalsocial networks, a ‘com-
munity’ could refer to several possible structures. Thepsast definition of community,
as we have seen, might stem from the network of explicit cotimes between users on a
service (friends, followers, etc.). On small time scalbese connections are more or less
static, and we might instead determine communities basehoris talking to whom, pro-
viding a more dynamic picture. On a more abstract level, amgght consider themselves
part of a community of people discussing similar topics. VWghthalso define communities
as collections of people who exhibit similar activity prefiland seem to “influence” each
other’s activity on the network. We can characterize thgped of communities based on
the types of questions we might ask about them:

e Structure-based: Who are your stated friends? Whom do you follow?
e Activity-based: Whose activity influences your activity?
e Topic-based: What do you talk about?



e Interaction-based: Whom do you communicate with?

This is not meant to be an exhaustive list, but rather a ligtoofie of the more com-
mon types of communities observed in social networks. Wegse looking at when and
how communities motivated by these different questionslapeand whether different ap-
proaches to asking the question, “What community are youlegs to different insights
about a social network. For example, a user on Twitter mighhect mostly with compu-
tational social scientists, utilize the service nearlyrgtane a particular user or group of
users is active, talk mostly about machine learning, aretéat solely with close friends
(who may or may not be computational social scientists) hidi¢hese different ‘profiles’
of the user highlight different views of the user’s sociatwark, and represent different
types of communities. We divide our approaches into fouegaties based on the ques-
tions outlined above: structure-based, activity-basepictbased, and interaction-based.
The structure-based approach, as outlined above, is moshoa, and for our data relies
on reported follower relationships.

The activity-based approach is motivated by the questiof\Adiich user’s activity
‘influences’ the activity of another user?” With this questin mind, a community can then
be thought of as those individuals who “influence” each dsheestivity on the network. In
general, quantifying the influence of one user on anotherdfigault and ill-understood
problem. For that reason, we focus on a smaller subset optbatem,viz., quantifying
influence purely from an information theoretic framework.

To accomplish this, we consider each user on Twitter as arrmdtion processing
unit, but completely ignore theontentof their tweets. We then weight the directed edges
(the reported follower-followee relationships) betweesens with the so-callettansfer
entropyintroduced in]. Transfer entropy is an information tretic measure afirected
information flow. It has been shown iﬂ46] that a positivensier entropy between a user
and a followerf indicates that: “influences”f, or thatu and f share a common influencer.
In particular, positive transfer entropy from the tweetdiig of a usern: to a follower f’s
tweet history implies that this relationship is causal ia @ranger sensﬂl(S]. As aresult,
transfer entropy is often thought of as a measure of “infle&ircan information theoretic
sense. Thus, communities detected in this way have membiersentweet histories are
causally related in a Granger senise, members who “influence” each others activity on
the network.

We want to reiterate that we do not imply that this informatibeoretic measure com-
pletely captures social influence in general. However, wgesiure, it does capture a
useful subset of that relationship. In this paper, when werstuencewe explicitly refer
to a reduction in uncertainty of whether a followgmwill be active or not given the past
history of a uset.. We will however show later in this paper that this infornoattheoretic
measure of influence agrees with other concepts of influarddeas the Forbes list of “Top
10 Social Media Influencers” and corroborates with the dledatrength of weak tieﬁh?].

This activity-based approach was motivated by a method bge8haliziet al. in
[@] to detect functional communities within populatiorisxeurons, but to the best of our
knowledge, this is the first use of transfer entropy for comityudetection in online social
networks. Various other information theoretic approadiese been used successfully to
analyze online social networks,g.,to gain insight into local user behavior [9], to detect
communities based aimdirectedinformation flow EB], and to perform network inference
and link predicti0n|_[_Al6].



Our topic-based and interaction-based approaches, inasbid the activity-based ap-
proach, rely on theontentof a user’s interactions and ignore their temporal comptmen
The content contains a great deal of information about conication between users.
There are two broad approaches to topic-based communitigeiliterature. |E0] used
a set of users collected based on their use of a single hasiitdgracked the formation
of follower and friendship links within that set of users.[lﬂ], the authors chose a set of
topics to explore, and then seeded a network from a celethibgen to exemplify a par-
ticular topic. Both approaches thus begin with a partictdaic in mind, and perform the
data collection accordingly. Other approaches use prés@dbmodels for the topics and
treat community membership as a latent variablé [47]. Farmgde, a popular approach
to analyzing social media data is to use Latent Dirichlebédition (LDA) to infer topics
based on the prevalence of words within a stdﬂs@b, 49]. L' model can then be
used to infer distributions over latent topics, and the ksirity of two users with respect to
topics may be defined in terms of the distance between th&iicaged topic distributions.
Because our focus is not on topic identification, we applyngér approach using hash-
tags as a proxy for topicE| [El45]. We can then define the siityilaf two users in terms of
their hashtags, and use this similarity to build a topicelasetwork.

Finally, the interaction-based approach relies on the +data and text of messages to
identify whom a user converses with on the social media sen®n Twitter, we can use
mentions (indicating a directed communication) and rets/@edicating endorsement of
another user) to identify conversation. Moreover, we cdindea directed influence be-
tween two users by considering the attention paid to thatem®pared to all other users.
This allows us to generate a network based on conversatimhaser interactions. A few
works have investigated this type of community. For examﬁﬂeconsidered both mention
and retweet networks in isolation for a collection of usdresen for their political orien-
tation. In m)], the authors construct a dynamic networkeblasn simple time-windowed
counts of mentions and retweets, and use the evolution®httivork to aid in community
detection.

Previous research on communities in social networks fatas@ost exclusively on
different network types in isolation. A notable exceptioritie analysis of isolated types of
communities is|E8], that considered both structure-basetinteraction-based communi-
ties on Twitter. However, this study focused on data coflédiased on particular topics
(country music, tennis, and basketball), and not on a geselipopulation of Twitter users.
Moreover, it did not explore the differences in communitysture resulting from the dif-
ferent network weightings, and focused on aggregate staticommunity size, network
statistics, etc.). Another notable exceptioHE [22], vehibre authors used a tensor repre-
sentation of user data to incorporate retweet and hashtagriation into a study of the
social media coverage of the Occupy Movement. The tensothesmbe decomposed into
factors in a generalization of the singular value decontjprsof a matrix, and these fac-
tors can be used to determine ‘salient’ users. Howeveraghigoach focused on data for
a particular topic (the Occupy Movement) and did not collesstrs based on a structural
network.

The activity-based, topic-based, and interaction-basddiarks allow us to build a
more complete picture of thenplicit networks present in online social media, as opposed
to the explicit social network indicated by structural links. In this pgpee explore the
relation between these various possible networks and tloeiesponding communities.



We begin by describing the methodologies used to generateattious types of networks,
and infer their community structure. We then explore howdtmunities of users differ
depending on the type of network used. Finally, we explore bommunication patterns
differ across and within the different community types.

2 Methodology

In the following sections, we introduce the problem of conmityidetection, and present
the data set used for our analyses. We then describe our duddlgy for constructing the
question-specific networks. In particular, we introduc@dormation theoretic statistic for
activity-based communities, a retweet-mention statfstiinteraction-based communities,
and a hashtag similarity metric for defining topic-based camities.

2.1 Community Detection

As discussed in the introduction, we adopt the standarditiefirof community a collec-
tion of nodes (users) within a network who are more denseftyeoted to each other than
with the rest of the network. Structural community deteti®a well studied problem and
several different methods and algorithms have been prdp&®se a complete review of this
subject we refer the reader @ 38]. In this paper howexefocus on a class of net-
works and communities that is far less studied, in particwka study networks which are
bothweightedanddirectedand communities within those weighted directed networks th
can (but need notyverlap When selecting a detection algorithm we propose that edkth
(weight, direction, and overlap) are important for the daling reasons. First, communi-
cation on Twitter occurs in a directed manner, with useraticasting information to their
followers. An undirected representation of the network ldagnore this fact, and could
lead to communities composed of users who do not actualleshéormation. Second,
we are interested in not just the structure of links but afstheir function, and to cap-
ture this we use edge weightings which must be incorporatediie community detection
process. Finally, since people can belong to multiple arssipty overlapping social (e.qg.,
college friends, co-workers, family, etc.) and topicafi(ea user can be interested in both
cycling and politics and use the network to discuss the tvpicwwith the two different
communities) communities, we are interested in findimgrlappingcommunities, rather
than partitions of the weighted directed network.

This last criterion in particular poses a problem becausenthjority of community
detection algorithms developed so far are built to find parts of a network and few are
aimed at finding overlapping communitiés l[__il 11,[18,24/325 36 ]. Among these
methods, even fewer deal with directed or weighted netwofkar example, the work
of [@] on clique percolation can account for both featuias, not at the same time. A
recent method proposed |E[26], OSLOM (Order Statisticsdl@ptimization Method), is
one of the first methods able to deal with all of these featsirasltaneously. This method
of Lancichinetti et al. relies on a fitness function that nugas the statistical significance of
clusters with respect to random fluctuations, and attenopt@timize this fitness function
across all clusters. FoIIowinﬂ%], the significance meassidefined as the probability of
finding the cluster in a network without community structur@e null model used is basi-



cally the same as the one adopted by Newman and Girvﬂinc{fﬁqﬁne modularityi.e.

it is a model that generates random graphs with a given defise@bution. The authors
tested their algorithm on different benchmarks (LFR and/&@irNewman) and real net-
works (such as the US air transportation and the word assmtizetwork), and compared
its performance against the best algorithms currentlylaviasi (i.e the ones mentioned in
the introduction), and found excellent results. Moreothey showed that OSLOM is also
able to recognize the absence, and not simply the presehcemmmunity structure, by
testing it on random graphs. This feature of the algorithayplan important role in the
analysis of real data networks, since it is not always the tast a community structure is
indeed presentand it is therefore useful to be able to diégestisence too. Therefore, given
its versatility and performance with benchmark networkshis paper we used OSLOM
to detectoverlappingcommunities present in omreightedanddirectednetworks.

2.2 Thelnitial Dataset and Network Construction

The dataset for this study consisted of the tweets of 15,008€F users over a 9 week
period (from April 25th to June 25th 2011). The users are eldbd in a network collected
by performing a breadth-first expansion from a random seed uis particular, once the
seed user was chosen, the network was expanded to inclutierhisllowers, but only
included users considered to be ‘active’ (i.e., users wheeted at least once per day over
the past one hundred days). Network collection continugtli;ifashion by considering
the active followers of the active followers of the seed, aadn until 15,000 users were
added to the network. The only biasing steps in this proeedue the selection of the
seed node and the filtering out of inactive users. Howeverlee all of the community
types we are interested in involve some aspect of the irtterelsetween users, each other,
and their content, the procedure provides a relatively tipresignostic follower-followee
network for use with the different question-based analyses

Since our goal is to explore the functional communities @ tietwork, we filter the
network down to the subset of users which actively interaith wach other (e.g., via
retweets and mentions). We do this by measuring what we ioalbifhing/outgoing) in-
formation events. We define an outgoing information eventfgiven usew as either a
mention made by, of another user in the network, or a retweet of one'sftweets by an-
other user in the network. The logic for this definition is aldws: if « mentions a user
this can be thought of asdirectly sending information to, and ifu is retweeted by then
v received information froma and rebroadcast it to their followers. In either case thexs w
information outgoing fromu which affected the network in some way. Analogously, we
define the incoming information event faras either being mentioned by a different user
in the network, or as retweeting another user in the netwivith (incoming/outgoing)
information events defined we filtered the network by elirtimgall users with less than a
total of 9 outgoingand incoming information events.e., less than one information event
per type per week on average. We then further restricted malysis to the strong giant
connected component of the network built from the (incorfontgoing) information fil-
tered set of users. In this study the link is directed fromuber to the follower because
this is the direction in which information flows. Thus, for aipof usersu andv, an edge
a4, In the structural network has weight 1 if ugefollows v, and 0 otherwise. The final
network consists of 6,917 nodes and 1,481,131 edges.



2.3 Activity-Based Communities and Transfer Entropy

For the activity-based communities, we consider only timértg of each user’s tweets and
ignore any additional content. From this starting point,c&a view the behavior of a user
u on Twitter as a point process, where at any instahe user has either emitted a tweet
(X¢(u) = 1) or remained silentX,(u) = 0). This is the view of a user’s dynamics taken
in [9] and [46]. Thus, we reduce all of the information gertedsby a user on Twitter to a
time serie§ X;(u)} wheret ranges over the time interval for which we have data (9 weeks
in this case). Because status updates are only collectasdretke, 1-second time intervals,
it is natural to consider only the discrete tinmes 1s, 2s, .. ., relative to a reference time.
Operationally, we expect users to interact with Twitter druanan time scale, and thus
the natural one-second time resolution is too fine; sinceé marans do not write tweets on
the time scale of seconds. For this reason, we coarsen eaelsdries by considering non-
overlapping time intervals ten minutes in length. For eaole interval, we record a 1 if the
user has tweeted during that time interval, and a 0 if they Ima¢. Thus, the new coarsened
time series now captures whether or not the user has beee aatiTwitter over any given
ten minute time interval in our data set. We can then comphaeflow of information
between two userg andv by computing the transfer entropy between their time series
X:(u) and Xy (v). See Appendix A for a detailed introduction to transfer epyrand its
estimation from data.
For the communities based on transfer entropy, we weighdeld edge from a user
to a follower f by the estimated transfer entropy of the usemn f,

—~(k
U’ZE—E? = TEE(zu)ﬁX(f)' 1)
As discussed in the introduction, a positive value for thasfer entropy of the usaron f
indicates that: influencesf, or thatu and f share a common influenc46], and that the
time seriesX (u) and X (f), are casually related in a Granger sense.

We computed the transfer entropy on each coarsened timessgith lagk ranging
from 1 to 6, this corresponds to a lag of ten minutes to an hdhe choice of lag must
balance a trade-off between additional information andssfyeof samples: as we increase
the lagk, we account for longer range dependencies, but we alsoatexthe number of
samples available to infer a higher dimensional predidistibution. See Appendix A for
a discussion of these issues. As we will show, the underlgargmunities resulting from
the different lags have similar structure.

2.4 Interaction-Based Communitiesand Mention / Retweet Weighting

Retweets and mentions are two useful features of Twittexarés which can be used to
track information flow through the network. With mentionsets are sending directed
information to other users and with retweets users are aslmasting information from a

user they follow to all of their followers. This type of infaation flow defines a community
in a much different way than transfer entropy. Instead ofniledi communities by the loss

of uncertainty in one user’s tweeting history based on artthwe define interaction-based
communities by weighting the user-follower network with @asure proportional to the
number of mentions and/or retweets between users. Fortdgraation-based communities



we consider three weighting schemes: proportional resyeet

WR = pR— # retweets of; by f ’ @)
u=f # total retweets made by
proportional mentions,
WM = pM = # mentions gff byu7 3)
u=f # total mentions off
and mention-retweet as the arithmetic mean of these twourness
(pM +pR)
Wik, = TP (@)

2.5 Topic-Based Communities and Hashtag Weighting

The final community we consider is a topic-based or topicaimainity, i.e., a community
defined by the content (topics) users discuss. In a topicahwanity, users are defined to
be a member of a community if they twestoutsimilar topics as other members of the
community. In order to detect the topical communities, wéglvethe edges of the user-
follower network through a measure based on the number oframrhashtags between
pairs of users. Hashtags are a good proxy for a tweet's cbaghashtags are explicitly
meant to be keywords indicating the topic of the tweet. Muezthey are widely used and
straightforward to detect.

To this end, we characterize each uséry a vectorﬁ(u) of length equal to the number
of unique hashtags in the dataset, and whose elements aredia$

i) = 6i(u)log - ©)

whereg; (u) is the frequency of hashtagccuring in usew’s tweets,N is the total num-
ber of users, and; is the number of users that have used the hashtagheir tweets.
This adapted term frequency—inverse document frequeﬁWthmeasurelEZ] captures
the importance of a hashtag in the users’s tweets througfiriidactor, but at the same
time smooths it through the second factor by giving less irgree to hashtags that are
too widely used (a%l approaches one, its logarithm approaches zero).

For the topical communities we weight each directed edga fraisern to a follower
f with the cosine similarity of their respective vectar@:) andi(f):

—

() - R(f)
it H ol

(6)

u—)f

This weight captures the similarity between users in terfri@topics discussed in their
tweets.



3 Resultsand Discussion

3.1 Comparing Aggregate Statistics of Community Structure

We begin by examining the overall statistics for the comrtiesinferred by OSLOM using
the weightings defined in the previous sections. The numbesrmmunities by commu-
nity type is given in Tabl€]1. We see that the topic- and irtéoa-based networks admit
the most communities. The activity-based network admisféwest communities. One
advantage of OSLOM over many other community detectionrétyas is that it explic-
itly accounts for singleton ‘communities’: those nodes vawonot belong taany extant
communities. This is especially important when a networkakected via a breadth-first
search, as in our network, where we begin from a seed nodehandbtanch out. Such a
search, once terminated, will result in a collection of reode the periphery of the network
that may not belong to any community in the core.

We see in Tabl€l1l that the topic- and interaction-based carities have the most
singletons. This result for the interaction-based comiyusipartially an artifact of the
retweet/mention weighting: 717 of the users were discoteakeftom the network by how
the weights were defined, resulting in ‘orphan’ nodes whiethave included in the collec-
tion of singletons for all of our analyses. However, eveeradiccounting for this artifact,
the interaction-based network still has the most non-aniregletons. This seems to in-
dicate that a large fraction of the 6917 (nearly 25%) do ntdract with each other in a
concerted way that would mark them as a community under deraaotion-based defini-
tion. This agrees with a result previously reportedE [3®at how most users passively
interact with incoming information on Twitter.

Table 1: Number of non-singleton communities and singletby community type:
S(tructural), A(ctivity-based), T(opic-based), and Hatction-based).

Community Type| # of Communities| # of Singletons

S 201 308

A Lagl 101 951

A, Lag 2 99 600

A, Lag3 106 611

A Lag4 105 668

A, Lag5 107 632

A, Lag 6 106 642
T 289 1064
I 252 2436 (1719)

Next we consider the distribution of community sizes actbescommunity types. The
complementary cumulative distribution of community siegiven in Figuré1l. Note that
both axes are plotted on log-scales. Thus, for a fixed conmysizie s, Figure[1l shows
the proportion of communities of size greater thdor each community type. We see that
the community distributions have longer tails for the nomtstural networks, and that the
interaction-based network has the longest tail. Note thatctivity-based communities,
using transfer entropy estimated with varying lags, seewotoverge on a similar large-
scale community structure around lag 3. That is, the comtimsnbased on lag 1 and



lag 2 transfer entropies are generally larger, and thesemtonities resolve into smaller
communities as the lag increases beyond 2. The distribwfi@m@mmunity sizes for lag

larger than 2 is insensitive to the lag. Most importantly, see that the distributions of
community sizes differ across the community types, hidttiitg that the different networks
give rise to different large-scale community structureatetent on the particular weighting
of the structural network.

1 T T T

0.001 |Activity-based, Lag 1
ctivity-based, Lag 2 ——
ctivity-based, Lag 3 e
ctivity-based, Lag 4

ctivity-pased, Lag 5

ctivity-based, Lag 6 ——
opic-based
| =|

Proportion of communities larger than s

10 100 1000
Size of community (s)

0.0001
1

Figure 1: The proportion of communities greater than size, across the different com-
munity types. Note the logarithmic scale on the horizontal @ertical axes.

3.2 Comparing Community Structurewith Normalized M utual I nfor-
mation

Inthe previous section, we saw that the large scale stagtistithe communities were highly
dependent on the type of community under consideration. dtew macroscale network
statistics do not account for differences in communityctite that result from operations
such as splitting or merging of communities. Moreover, thew does not account for
which users belong to which communities, and in particulaiicv users belong to the
same communities across community types. To answer thigtiqunewe invoke methods
for the comparison of clusters: given two different clustgs of nodes into communities,
how similar are the two clusters? The standard approachswenmg this question is to
define a metric on the space of possible partitions. Becaas#etect coverings rather than
partitions, standard cluster comparison metrics likeatamn of information] are not
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appropriate. Instead, we use a generalization of variatfanformation first introduced

in [IE], the normalized mutual information. The normalizaditual information stems
from treating clustering as a community identification geob: given that we know a
node’s community membership(s) in the first covering, hoveminformation do we have
about its community membership(s) in the second coveringd véce versa? Consider the
two coveringL; andC,. We think of the community memberships of a randomly chosen
node inC; as a binary random vect& < {0, 1}/“:l where thei™ entry of the vector

is 1 if the node belongs to communityand 0 otherwise. Similarlyy € {0,1}/%! is a
binary random vector indicating the community membersbifibe node inC,. Then the
normalized mutual information is defined as

(H[X|Y] H[Y|X]>
H[X] H[Y]

1
NMI (€1, C2) =1 —

(7)
whereH -] denotes a marginal entropy affl-|-] denotes a conditional entropy. The nor-
malized mutual information varies from 0 to 1, attaining tadue of 1 only wher€; and
C, are identical coverings up to a permutation of their lab8kse the appendix 5] for
more details.

We considered the normalized mutual information betweenctimmunities inferred
from the structural network and the networks weighted wattp 1 through 6 transfer en-
tropies, hashtag similarity, and mention, retweet, andtioafretweet activity. The result-
ing NMI(C;,C;) are shown in Figur]2. We see that similarity between the rooye is
dictated by the generic community type (structural, agtibased, etc.). That is, the trans-
fer entropy coverings are more similar to each other thanyméthe other coverings, with
a similar result for the mention, retweet, and mention-esttrcoverings. Interestingly, the
coverings resulting from the different weightings are afirmsimilar to each other than to
the structural covering from the unweighted network. Alsdenthat the covering based
on the hashtag similarities are different from all of theestiveight-based coverings. In
agreement with the results reported in the previous seatiersee that the activity-based
communities share similar structure for lags greater thaBeZause of these two results,
in the remainder of the paper, we focus on the activity-basedmunities inferred using
the lag-4 transfer entropy.

Thus, we see that although the activity-based, interadimsed, and topic-based com-
munities relied on the structural network, their commusityicture differghe mosfrom
the community structure of the follower network. This agreéth the results from the
previous section, and reinforces that the follower netwisrk necessary but not sufficient
part of detecting communities characterized by propeki&snd follower-followee rela-
tionships.

3.3 Comparing Edges Across Different Community Types

Any covering determined by OSLOM induces a natural partitbbthe edges in a directed
network. In particular, let. and f be two users in the network, and Iet, andM; be their
community memberships. Then any edge, ; can be partitioned into one of three classes

11



Normalized Mutual Information Community Types

1.0 o_structural
0.9

0.8 1-6—Activity-Based with Lags 1-6
0.7
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0.0 Mentions and Retweets

2 4 6 8 10
Community Type j

Figure 2: The normalized mutual information between theeciogs inferred from the
different community types. Values of normalized mutuabimmhation close to 1 indicate
similarity in the community structure, while values closeOtindicate dissimilarity. The
normalized mutual information is computed with singletansl orphan nodes included.

by

Inter-edge : M,NM; =1
T(eysy) = Intra-edge : M, = M; . (8)
Mixed-edge : otherwise

In words, an inter-edge connects two users who share no coitynraemberships, an
intra-edge connects two users who each belong to the samewoities, and a mixed-
edge connects two users who share some, but not all, comymaeitnberships. Thus,
inter-edges cross community boundaries, intra-edgestiéncommunity boundaries, and
mixed-edges lie at the borders of community boundaries.Fapee[3 for a schematic of
this edge partitioning.

Each community type (Structural, Activity-based, Topasbkd, Interaction-based) in-
duces a different partition of the edges, and each edge tamgfer Entropy, Hashtag,
Mention-Retweet) induces a different distribution of weigy That is, lefi?,_, ; be the
weight on an edg#,,_, y chosen uniformly at random from the network, and compute

PWusp S wuesf|T(Bussy) = 1), ©)

the empirical distribution over the edge weights conditidon the edge typebeing one of
inter, intra, and mixed. For meaningful community struefwwe expect the distribution of
edge weights to differ with the edge typelf the community structure were arbitrary, the
edge weights would be independent of the edge type, and-a# ttonditional distributions
would be identical. The densities associated with thegslulisions are shown in Figufé 4.
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Figure 3: A schematic of how, given a covering, the edges efribtwork can be parti-
tioned using[(B) into inter-edges, intra-edges, and mixgges. Inter-edges (red dashed)
cross community boundaries. Intra-edges (blue solid) renmside community bound-
aries. Mixed-edges (purple dotted) both remain in and ccossmunity boundaries due
to overlap in community membership. Each column correspaadhe same collection
of weights, but partitioned using a different covering. E@aow corresponds to the same
covering, but for the different weights.
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Figure 4: The density of edge weights for different commyuiypes (rows) and weight
types (columns). The red, blue, and purple values below ealtéction of densities indi-
cate the median of weight on intra-, inter-, and mixed-edgspectively.

Eachcolumnof Figurd4 demonstrates how the density of weights chanthetixeé com-
munity type used to induce the partition. For example, tloesd column shows how the
density of hashtag weights change based on the communititigrarin general, the den-
sities differ in non-trivial ways across the edge types amgedngs. However, we see that
the medians of the distributions provide a useful summaatyssic. Under each collection
of density functions, we list the median value of the intatra, and mixed-edges in red,
blue, and purple, respectively. Unsurprisingly, we seéttiegreatest difference between
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the distributions occurs when we consider matching Comtytgppe / Weight-type pairs,

since the communities are determined based on the corrdispgoneights. However, we

also see differences in the distributions when the Commtyie / Weight-type pairs do

not match. For example, for the covering correspondingeatttivity-based communities,
the hashtag weights tend to be higher for edges internaltoramities than between com-
munities. Similarly, for the covering corresponding to tbpic-based communities, the
transfer entropy weights tend to be higher on edges withing) and between (inter) com-
munities, and lower for edges between members with multigla-identical memberships
(mixed).

We also note that the distribution of transfer entropy wedgtiways tend to be higher
for edges crossing community boundaries (inter- or mixeégles) compared to those edges
within community boundaries (intra-edges). This is a prgpeot exhibited by either
the hashtag or mention-retweet weights, independent afdliering used to partition the
edges. Moreover, for all but the activity-based coverihg weights of mixed-edgestend to
be highest overall. Recall that the transfer entropk 5, x () quantifies the reduction
in uncertainty about a followef’s activity from knowing the activity of a user. This
result therefore implies that, in terms of prediction, ini®re useful to know the time
series of a user followed outside of the community compasealuser followed inside of
the community, and even more useful to know the time seriesuder that shares some,
but not all, of the same community memberships. Thus, in ormation theoretic sense,
we see that novel information useful for prediction is makely to flow acrosscommunity
boundaries thawithin community boundaries.

3.4 Qualitative Analysisof Community M ember ships Across Types

As demonstrated bﬂim] in the context of modularity maxiatian-based community de-
tection, an exponential number of nearby partitions magtetkiat nearly maximize an
objective function used to measure the goodness-of-fit abptgpartition used for com-
munity detection. Because of this and related issues, iviays wise to perform some sort
of qualitative study of the communities returned by any camity detection algorithm to

verify their meaningfulness with respect to the scientifiestion at hand. In this section,
we consider a collection of communities in such a study.

In the topic-based communities, we find a single communitysisting of 83 users
who tweet about environmental issues and frequently udetdgs such as #green, #eco
and #sustainability. We also find a different community ofuéérs who tweet about small
businesses and entrepreneurship, using hashtags suchaltbits #marketing and #enter-
preneur. In both cases most members of the topic-based coitiesuare not found in the
same community in the other networks, indicating that wttikese people talk about the
same things and can therefore be considered a communitg bagheir content, they do
not strongly interact with each other nor behave the santesatelong to different social
groups with respect to interactions and behavior.

Another interesting example is a community whose topicsl tenfocus on Denver
and Colorado. These users do not belong to the same comniuttity interaction-based
network, but most of them do belong to the same communityaratiivity-based network.
This indicates that these users react to the same eventsamsiregarding Colorado and
are therefore strongly connected in the topic-based amdtgdtased networks, but at the
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same time they do not directly interact with each other amdtherefore more loosely
connected in the interaction-based networks, where thieyngeo different communities.

As an aside, it is interesting to examine who the most infiaéusers are in these com-
munities, as determined by transfer entropy. Recall tHaténce in this context refers to a
reduction in uncertainty about a follower(s) activity onifter given the tweet history of a
followee. Said differently, higher transfer entropy, orighter reduction in uncertainty, im-
plies more influence. Interestingly, among the most infliaéosers in these communities,
those with highest transfer entropy on average, we find @dmrwhich is the state offi-
cial Twitter account, ConnectColorado, a page createdriaect Coloradans, and the CBS
Denver account, a popular news agency. This means thatdbhesants had high influence
in terms of their followers’ activity on Twitter. This is nstrprising as these communities
discuss Colorado and these accounts provide informatighismopic. However, this does
provide a check that this measure of activity-based inflaenakes sense and suggests this
could be a useful measure for influence on social media if usttdother measures. This
is discussed more in future work.

Lastly, itis interesting to note that two of the Forbes “Td@pSocial Media Influencers”,
happen to be in our networkjz., Ann Tran and Jessica Northey, and transfer entropy
also quantified these two users as highly influential. Thggssts that activity-based or
information-theoretic influence may be useful in findinguefhtial members purely based
on their temporal tweet history while completely ignoringthp tweet content and social
status.

4 Conclusion and Future Work

In this study, we have demonstrated that the communitiesrebd in online social net-
works are highly question-dependent. The questions pdsaat a networla priori have a
strong impact on the communities observed. Moreover, udiifgrent definitions of com-
munity reveal different and interesting relationshipsaesn users. More importantly, we
have shown that these different views of the network are emgaled by using the struc-
tural network or any one weighting scheme alone. By vanfiwgfuestions we asked about
the network and then deriving weighting schema to answehn gaestion, we found that
community structure differed across community types ot llo¢ macro (e.g. number of
communities and their size distribution) and micro (e.gcsfic memberships, comember-
ships) scale in interesting ways.

To verify the validity of these communities we demonstratest boundaries between
communities represent meaningful internal/externalsitivis. In particular, conversations
(e.g. retweets and mentions) and topics (e.g. hashtagsden be most highly concen-
trated within communities. We found this to be the case eveenithe communities were
defined by a different criterion from the edge weights untiglys

At first glance the boundaries defined by the activity-basedraunities derived from
the transfer entropy weighting seemed less meaningful. édew upon further investiga-
tion our novel use of transfer entropy for the detection di/ég-based communities high-
lighted an important fact about this social network: infloenended to be higher across
community boundaries than within them. This result echesstrength of weak ties’ the-
ory from [17], which has found empirical support in onlinec&d networks ]. This
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means that our use of transfer entropy not only defines baiesdhat are meaningful di-
visions between communities but also illustrates thatasio have a strong influence on
a community need not be a member of that community.

Our findings may have important implications to a common fgwhin social network
analysis: identification of influential individuals—butrtber work must be carried out.
Many network measures of influence are based on the varipes ©f centrality (degree,
betweenness, closeness, eigenvector, @.) [33]. Mostatitas depend explicitly on the
structure of the network under consideration. But we haga seour study that a structural
network alone is not sufficient to capture user interactioawen activity-based influence
in online social media. Thus, a naive application of cdityraneasures to a structural
network for influence detection may give rise to erroneosslts. This result has been
explored previouleS], and our work further highlights importance.

Based on our preliminary results, we conjecture that weiglgieneralizations of these
centrality measures using transfer entropy might lead teeb@sights about who is ac-
tually influential in an online social network. In addition éxploring this phenomenon
further, we plan to explore a broader selection of choice®&dh the transfer-entropy lag
and tweet history time resolution. We believe that by doingradepth analysis of both
of these parameters we can discover interesting actidgetd communities that occur on
much broader time scales.

This work demonstrates that asking the proper questiontrerdcrafting an appropri-
ate weighting scheme to answer that question, is an unaveidiest step for community
detection in online social media. More generally, this wilikstrates that without a clear
definition of community, many rich and interesting commigsitpresent in online social
networks remain invisible. Question-oriented communétedtion can bring those hidden
communities into the light.
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A Appendix A: Transfer Entropy and ItsEstimation from
Data

Let {X;} and{Y;} be two strong-sense stationary stochastic prodéssesour work,
these would correspond to the activities,(«) and X, (v), of two usersu andv. We use
the notationX/_, to denote the values of the stochastic process from timé to timet,

X!, = (Xt X4—(k—1)»---» Xt—1, X¢). The lagk transfer entropma ot onX is

defined as

TEY x = H [XiX[Tl] - H (X XI2L Y, (10)
where
H [Xy|X]~}] = —F [logy p(X4| X[ 7})] (11)
and
H [X4| X7, V] = —F logy (X |1 X[ 74, V5] (12)

are the usual conditional entropies over the conditionaldjetive) distributiong(x; |x§:,1€)
andp(:vt|:v§j1 , y;fj,i). This formulation was originally developed iE[43], wherarsfer
entropy was proposed as an information theoretic measud@axtedinformation flow.
Formally, recalling that{ [Xt|ij,i] is the uncertainty inX; given its values at the pre-
vious k time points, and that/ [XAXE:,%, Yf:ﬂ is the uncertainty inX; given the joint
process{ (X:, Y;)} at the previous time points, transfer entropy measures the reduction
in uncertainty ofX; by including information abou‘t’t‘fkl, controlling for the information

in Xtt:,i. By the ‘conditioning reduces entropy’ result [7]
H[X|Y,Z] < HIX|Y], (13)
we can see that transfer entropy is always non-negativasarato precisely when
H [Xa] X;mp] = H [Xi X7 Y

, in which case knowing the pastlags ofY; does not reduce the uncertainty . If
the transfer entropy is positive, théi;} is considered causal fdrX;} in the Granger
sense|E6].

When estimating transfer entropy from finite data, we wiase that the process
{(X:,Y:)} is jointly stationary, which gives us that

p(zdxi}) = p(aps|af) (14)
and

pledeyZ Y, 0) = plensa et yt) (15)

1Recall that a stochastic process is strong-sense statidriae joint distribution for the process evaluated at
finitely many time points is invariant to an overall timesHifg].
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forall t. Thatis, the predictive distribution only depends on th& p#ot on when the pastis
observed. Given this assumption, we compute estimatoggfqr. |25 ) andp(zy1|z%, y¥)

by ‘counting’: for each possible marginal and joint patand (=¥, %), we count the
number of times a future of type,, 1 occurs, and normalize to obtain the appropriate es-
timators of the one-step-ahead predictive distributioDall these estimators(z, 1 |z¥)
andp(zy+1]z¥, y¥). Then the plug-in estimator for the transfer entropy is

(k) . _ A _ _
TEy ,x =H [Xt|X:71i] -H [Xt|X:4ithtfkl} (16)

where we use the plug-in estimatas| X,| X/ ~}] and # [X,| X[}, Y;7}] for the en-
tropies. It is well known that the plug-in estimator for ey is biasedt|I§7]. To account
for this bias, we use the Miller-Madow adjustment to the piimgstimatorlfall]. For a
random variableX taking on finitely many values from an alphabiétthe Miller-Madow
estimator is

H[X] = H[X] + Pgn_ !

(17)

where|X| is the number of observed symbols from the alphabeindn was the number
of samples used to estimatg X . The definition of transfer entropl (IL0) can be rewritten
in terms of joint entropies as

TEY), x = HIX|X[Z)] — HIXX[ZL Y5 (18)
= H[X:, X, 73] = HIX{ 73] = H[Xo, X[ VI + HIX{ L Y, (19)
We then apply the Miller-Madow adjustment individually taod of the entropy terms. For
example, for the first term, we have
kT —

2n ’

H[X,, X"} = H[X] ] = H[X] ;] + (20)

Where|?’;ﬁ| is the number of k + 1)-tuples we actually observe (of tt26*! possible
tuples). Doing this for each term, the overall Miller-Mad@&stimator for the transfer
entropy is

(k) = _ = _ _
TEy ,x = HIXy| X{73) = HX| Xy, Vi (21)
= H[Xe, X{73) = HIX[Z3) = HIXe, X{00 Y+ HIXZL Y5 (22)
One possible problem with this estimator is that it can tesuhegativeestimates of en-

tropies. That usually occurs whéi is very small. In these cases, we truncate set the
estimator to zero.
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