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ABSTRACT: We consider the influence maximization problem arising in social networks. In contrast to existing studies
that involve greedy approximation algorithms with a 63% performance guarantee, our work focuses on solving the
problem optimally. We propose a Benders decomposition algorithm to find the optimal solution to the problem with
a finite number of samples. We show that the submodularity of the influence function can be exploited to develop
optimality cuts that are more effective than the standard optimality cuts available in the literature. We prove that the
submodular cuts are facet-defining for the influence maximization problem under certain conditions. Furthermore,
we give an extension of this algorithm to solve general two-stage stochastic programs where the second-stage value
function is submodular. Finally, we report our computational experiments, which show that our proposed algorithm

outperforms the greedy algorithm for problems with a moderate number of scenarios.
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1. Introduction The prevalence of social networking services, such as Facebook, LinkedIn and Twitter
has led to increasing interest in viral or word-of-mouth marketing of new products or services to customers. A
few individuals, seen as influencers, are targeted with free samples or relevant information on a new product
or service. Marketers hope that these early adopters promote the product to others in their social network
through status updates, blog posts or online reviews and that this information propagates throughout the
social network from peers to peers of peers until the product “goes viral.” Therefore, a key question for
marketers of new products is to identify a small number of individuals whom to target so as to instigate a

cascade of peer influence taking into account the network effects.

In the past decade, there has been a flurry of research on social networks in the computer science com-
munity. Domingos and Richardson (2001) introduce the problem of finding which customers to target to
maximize the spread of their influence in the social network. The authors propose a Markov random-field-
model of the social network, where the probability that a customer is influenced takes into account whether
her connections are influenced. After building this network, the authors propose several heuristics to identify
which k individuals to target in a viral marketing campaign. Kempe et al. (2003) formalize the optimization
problem, referred to as the independent cascade model. The authors show that the independent cascade
problem is NP-hard, assuming that there is an efficient oracle to compute the influence spread function.
Furthermore, Wang et al. (2012) show that calculating the influence spread function is #P-hard under the
probabilistic assumptions of Kempe et al. (2003). Therefore, the independent cascade problem is #P-hard,
and there are two sources of difficulty. First, the calculation of the influence spread function is hard, because

there is an exponential number of scenarios. This difficulty is overcome by using sampling. Second, the seed
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selection is combinatorial in nature, and requires evaluating an exponential number of choices. This difficulty
is overcome by seeking heuristic solutions in the literature. We will describe the results of the seminal paper

by Kempe et al. (2003) and the subsequent developments in Section 2.

Despite their ubiquity, social networks have not attracted much attention in the optimization community.
The algorithms studied to date are approximation algorithms with a worst-case guarantee within 63% optimal
(Kempe et al., 2015). The proposed heuristics are tested on real social networks and compared to other
simple heuristics. However, their practical performance has not been tested against the optimal solution due
to the hardness of the problem and the unavailability of an algorithm that can find the optimal solution
for large scale instances of the problem. In this paper, we fill this gap and give a two-stage stochastic
programming formulation of the classical independent cascade problem (Kempe et al., 2003). We propose
a Benders decomposition algorithm that utilizes the special structure (submodularity) of the second-stage
value function. We show that our algorithm scales well with respect to the number of scenarios representing
the uncertainty. We provide the first test on the quality of the greedy solution when compared to the optimal
solution obtained by our algorithm. Further, the proposed algorithm reaches the optimal solution faster than

greedy in most of the tested instances.

We note that while we focus on the independent cascade model, our approach is more generally appli-
cable to many other variants of the influence maximization problem previously studied in the literature.
Furthermore, beyond social networks, there are other applications of identifying a few key nodes in com-
plex networks for which our models are applicable. For example, Ostfeld and Salomons (2004) consider the
problem of locating costly sensors on the crucial junctures of the water distribution network to ensure water
quality and safety by the early detection and prevention of outbreaks. The models could also be useful in the
development of immunization strategies in epidemic models (see, e.g. Madar et al., 2004), and prevention of

cascading failures in power systems (see, e.g., Hines et al., 2009).

Two-stage stochastic programming is a versatile modeling tool for decision-making under uncertainty. In
the first stage, a set of decision needs to be made when some parameters are random. In the second stage,
after the uncertain parameters are revealed, a second set of (recourse) decisions are made so that the expected
total cost is minimized. We refer the reader to Birge and Louveaux (1997) and Shapiro et al. (2009) for an
overview of stochastic (linear) programming. In this paper, we consider a two-stage stochastic programming
model for the influence maximization problem in social networks. We show that the second-stage problem
can be formulated as a linear program. Furthermore, by utilizing the submodularity of the second stage

value (objective) function, we develop effective decomposition algorithms.

2. Greedy Algorithm of Kempe et al. (2003) In this section, we describe the modeling assumptions
of Kempe et al. (2003), and overview the greedy hill-climbing algorithm proposed by these authors. Suppose

that we are given a social network G = (V, A), where |V| = n,|A|] = m. The vertices represent the
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individuals, and an arc (i,j) € A represents a potential influence relationship between individuals 7 and j.
In the independent cascade model, it is assumed that each arc (i,j) € A has an associated probability of
success, m;;. In other words, with probability 7;; individual ¢ will be successful at influencing individual j.
We say that an arc (i, 7) is active or live in this case. Our goal is to select a subset of seed nodes, X C V', with
|X| < k < n to activate initially, so that the expected number of people influenced by X (denoted by o(X))
is maximized, where k is a given integer. (Note that the original problem statement is to select exactly k
nodes to activate. However, for the relaxation that seeks | X| < k seed nodes that maximize influence, there
exists a solution for which the inequality holds at equality.) The cascade is assumed to be progressive, in

other words, once a node is activated it remains active.

Kempe et al. (2003) show that the influence function o(X) is nonnegative, monotone and submodular.
Therefore, the influence cascade problem is that of maximizing a submodular function, which is NP-hard.
However, using the results of Cornuéjols et al. (1977) and Nemhauser et al. (1978) that the greedy method
givesa (1— %)—approximation algorithm for maximizing a nonnegative monotone submodular function, where
e is the base of the natural logarithm, Kempe et al. (2003) establish that the greedy hill-climbing algorithm
solves the independent cascade problem with a constant (0.63) guarantee, assuming that the function o(X)
can be calculated efficiently. The authors observe that even though the stochastic diffusion process of
influence spread is dynamic, because the decisions of whom to activate do not influence the probability
of an individual influencing another, we may envision the process to be static. In other words, we can
generate sample paths (scenarios) of likely events for each arc, a priori. This is referred to as the “triggering
model” or the “triggering set technique” by Kempe et al. (2015). This technique generates a sample path
(scenario) by tossing biased coins (with probability of m;; for each arc (i,j) € A) to determine whether the
arc is active/live. Based on this scenario, a graph consisting of live arcs is constructed (referred to as a
live-arc graph), to calculate the influence spread under this scenario. The authors show the equivalence of

the stochastic diffusion process to the live-arc graph model with respect to the final active set.

Recognizing the computational difficulty of calculating o(X') exactly, which involves taking the expectation
of the influence function with respect to a finite (but exponential) number of scenarios, Kempe et al. (2003)
propose Monte-Carlo sampling, which provides a subset of scenarios, A, of equal probability. Letting oy,
denote the influence function for scenario w € A, we get o(X) = ﬁ Y wen 0w(X). The basic greedy

approximation algorithm of Kempe et al. (2003) is given in Algorithm 1.

Subsequently, Wang et al. (2012) formally show that calculating o(X) is #P-hard under the assumption
of independent arc probabilities m;;, (¢,j) € A. Therefore, Kempe et al. (2015) propose a modification
where an arbitrarily good approximation of o(X) is obtained in polynomial time by sampling from the true
distribution. In particular, Kempe et al. (2015) show that for a sample size of 2 (2—22 ln(l/a)), the average
number of activated nodes over the sample is a (1 + ¢)-approximation to o(X), with probability at least

1—a.
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Algorithm 1: Greedy Approximation Algorithm of Kempe et al. (2003)

1 Start with X = () and a sample set of scenarios A;

2 while | X| <k do

3 For each node i € V'\ X, use the sample A to approximate o(X U {i});
4 Add the node with the largest estimate for o(X U {i}) to X;

5 end

6 Output the set X of seed nodes.

Further algorithmic improvements to this heuristic are given in the literature (see Kempe et al., 2015;
Chen et al., 2013, for an overview). Most notably, Borgs et al. (2014) give a randomized algorithm for
finding a (1 — 1/e — €)-approximate seed sets in O((m +n)e > logn) time for any precision parameter € > 0.
Note that this run time is independent of the number of seeds k. The authors show that the run time is close
to the lower bound of £2(m 4+ n) on the time required to obtain a constant factor randomized approximation
algorithm. The proposed randomized algorithm has a success probability of 0.6, and failure is detectable.

Therefore, the authors suggest repeated runs if failure is detected to improve the probability of success.

3. A Two-Stage Stochastic Programming Model As described in Kempe et al. (2003), in the live-
arc graph model, the time aspect is not essential in the final active set determination. This observation is

crucial in the formulation of our two-stage stochastic programming model, which we describe next.

The decision-making process considered by Kempe et al. (2003) may be viewed as a two-stage stochastic
program. In the first stage, the nodes to be activated are determined. Then the uncertainty is revealed with
respect to which influence arcs are active. Based on this, the spread of the influence is determined. Let A
be a finite collection of scenarios. Each scenario w € A, with a probability of occurrence p,,, represents a
live-arc graph graph G,, = (V, A,), where A, C A is the set of active arcs under that scenario. Let o, (X)
be the number of vertices reachable from X in Gy,. Then o(X) = > pwo,(X). Let 2 € {0,1}" be the

characteristic vector of X C V. Where appropriate, we use o(z) interchangeably with o(X).

We are now ready to give the two-stage stochastic programming formulation of the independent cascade

model:

max Z Puw0w(T) (1)

weA

s.t. Z rj <k (2)
JEV
z € {0,1}" (3)

Next, we give a linear programming (LP) formulation for o, (x). Observe that the maximum number of

nodes reachable from nodes X (corresponding to the decision vector x) in graph G, can be formulated as a
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maximum flow problem an a modified graph G/, = (V U {s,t}, A.,), where s is the source node, ¢ is the sink
node, and A/, includes the arcs A,, and arcs (s,4) and (i,¢) for all ¢ € V. Let the capacity of the arcs (i,¢),
i € V be one, and the capacity of arcs (i,j) € A, be n (the maximum flow possible on any arc). In addition,
we would like the arcs (s,i),7 € V to have a capacity of n if ; = 1 and 0 otherwise. Therefore, we let the
capacity of arc (s, ) be na;. The reader might wonder why we create an arc (s, ) if a node 4 is not activated.
To see why, note that in a two-stage stochastic programming framework, we need to build a second-stage
model that is correct for any first-stage decision x. It is easy to see that the maximum flow on this graph is
equal to the maximum number of vertices reachable from the seeded nodes X. The LP formulation of the

second-stage problem for scenario w € A is

o,(x) = max Z Ysi (4a)

eV

st Y yi— > =0, i€V (u¥) (4b)
J:(3,5)EAL, Ji(i,5) €A
Ysi <nxg, i€V (vs) (4c)
Yij < n, (i,7) € Aw (v37) (4d)
yau <1, i€V (vit) (4e)
yij > 0, (i,7) € AL,, (4f)

where y;; represents the flow on arc (4,j) € AJ,, and the dual variables associated with each constraint is
defined in parantheses. Note that the subproblems are feasible for any w € A and « € {0,1}" (we can always
send zero flows), therefore this problem is said to have complete recourse. The dual variables associated with

the constraints are given in the parentheses. The dual of the second-stage problem (4) is

o,(x) = min Z(mclvfZ +08) + Z nv; (5a)

eV (1,)€Aw

s.t. Z Yji — Z Yij = 0, eV (5b)
J:(4,1) €A J:(i,5) €A
ui +os > 1, eV (5¢)
uf —ui +vj; >0, (i,7) € Ay, (5d)
—uy 4+ vy >0, ieV (5e)
v;‘J’- >0, (i,7) € A,. (51)

Note that we can write a large-scale mixed-integer program, known as the deterministic equivalent program
(DEP), to solve the independent cascade problem. To do this, we create copies of the second-stage variables
yi; for all w € A, where y; represents the flow on arc (i,7) € Al under scenario w € A. The DEP is
formulated as

max Z Do Z Yo (6a)

weA eV
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s.t. Z z; <k (Gb)

jev

yo, < na;, weMNieV (6¢)
Y < m, weAN(i,j) € Ay (6d)
Yy <1, weMNieV (6e)
e {0,1}",y5 > 0,w e A, (4,5) € A, (61)

It is well-established in the stochastic programming field that due to its large size, it is not practical to solve
DEP directly. Instead, as is commonly done, we propose the use of Benders decomposition method (Benders,

1962; Van Slyke and Wets, 1969) utilizing the structure of this large-scale MIP.

The generic master problem at an iteration is formulated as

max Z PO (7a)

weA
st. reX (7b)
(z,0) €C, (7¢)

where, 6, is a variable representing the second-stage objective function approximation for scenario w, con-
straints (7c) represents the optimality cuts generated until this iteration, and the set X’ represents restrictions

on the first-stage variables z (e.g., X = {z € {0,1}" : >_._,, x; < k} for the independent cascade model).

jEV
The set of inequalities in C provide a piecewise linear approximation of the second stage value function,
which is iteratively refined through the so-called optimality cuts. (We will describe different forms of these
inequalities in the following discussion.) Let (Z,6) be the optimal solution to the master problem at the
current iteration. Then for all w € A we solve the subproblems (4) to obtain o,(Z). We add valid optimality
cuts to C if 0, > 0,() for any w € A, otherwise we deduce that the current solution Z is optimal. The
generic version of the Benders decomposition algorithm is given in Algorithm 2. The particular implemen-

tation will depend on the method with which subproblems are solved (in line 4 of Algorithm 2), and the
optimality cuts (in line 6 of Algorithm 2) are obtained.

A naive way of generating the optimality cuts is to solve the subproblem (4) for each w € A as an LP to
obtain o, (Z), and the corresponding dual vector (2, 7*). Then the optimality cut is
O, <Y (nzvs +05) + > ni. (8)
eV (i)j)eAw
We refer to the optimality cuts (8) obtained by solving the subproblems as an LP as the LP-based optimality

cuts.

Next, we discuss a more efficient way of obtaining the optimality cuts. Note that because the subproblems
are maximum flow problems, they can be solved more efficiently using specialized algorithms. In particular,

for our problem, one only needs to solve a reachability problem to obtain the corresponding maximum flow.
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Algorithm 2: Benders Decomposition Algorithm

1 Start with C = {0 < 6, < n,w € A}. Solve the initial master problem (7) and obtain (z, ),
OptCheck=1 ;
while OptCheck=1 do

[V

3 for w e A do

4 Solve Subproblem (4) to obtain o, (Z);
5 if 0, > 0,,(7) then

6 Add an optimality cut to C;

7 end

8 end

° if 0, < 0,(Z) for all w € A then

10 Let OptCheck=0;

11 end

12 end

13 Output the set X = {i € V : Z; = 1} of seed nodes.

Reachability problem in a graph can be solved in linear time in the number of arcs using breadth- or depth-
first search. For a given first-stage solution Z and the corresponding seed set X, let R(X ) € V be the set
of nodes in V reachable from s, R(X) = R(X) \ X be the set of nodes reachable from s not including the
seed nodes X, and R(X) =V \ R(X) be the set of nodes in V' not reachable from s in G/,. From maximum
flow minimum cut theorem (see, e.g., Ahuja et al., 1993)) we can show that a minimum cut is given by
(R(X)U{s}, R(X)U{t}). (See the maximum flow formulation of this problem for a given X and scenario
w € A in Figure 1.) Let u¢ = 1if i € R(X), and v = 0, if i € R(X). In addition, for (i,7) € A, let v =1
if i € R(X)U{s} and j € R(X) U {t}, otherwise let vi; = 0. It is easy to check that this choice of the dual
variables is feasible. Furthermore, this choice is optimal. To see this, note that the objective value of the
dual is

S + o)+ Y nvg= Y nwit+ Yy 1+ > n=|R(X)|

eV (i,)€Aw i€R(X) ieR(X) (i,§)€(R(X),R(X))
because x; = 0 for i € R(X) and there can be no arc (i,5) € A, with i € R(X), j € R(X) (otherwise j
would be reachable from s and hence it will be in R(X)). Because the optimal objective value of the primal
subproblem is o,,(z) = |R(X)|, this dual solution must be optimal. With this choice of the optimal dual
vector, we obtain the Benders optimality cut

O, < ou(T)+ Y na (9)
i€R(X)

We refer to the optimality cuts (9) obtained by solving the subproblems as reachability problems as combi-

natorial optimality cuts. Note that inequality (9) can also be seen as a big-M type inequality. For © = Z,
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with the associated seed set X, we get a correct upper bound on 6, as o, (z). For any other x # z, if z; = 1
for some i € R(X), then the upper bound on 6, given by inequality (9) is trivially valid, because o,,(z) < n
for any = € {0,1}". Finally, for any x # 7, if ; = 0 for all i € R(X), then we must have z; = 0 for some
j € X and 2, = 1 from some £ € R(X). However, because ¢ is reachable from X, replacing j with ¢ will not

increase the number of reachable nodes, i.e., o, (2) < 0, (Z). Therefore, inequality (9) is valid.

Figure 1: Maximum flow formulation of the influence function

Finally, note that because the first-stage problem is a pure binary optimization problem, one can also
consider the optimality cuts proposed in the integer L-shaped method of Laporte and Louveaux (1993). The
resulting inequality, for w € A and a given Z, with an associated seed set X, is

O, <ou(@)+ Y (n—0u(x))z:. (10)
i€EV\X
This inequality can be strengthened by the same observation that replacing a node j € X with a node
¢ € R(X) does not increase the number of reachable nodes. Therefore, we can reduce the coefficient of x, in
inequality (10) to obtain a strengthened version of the integer L-shaped optimality cut (10):
O, <ou(@ + Y, (n—o0u(@)m, (11)
i€ER(X)

which is clearly valid. We refer to inequalities (11) as the strengthened integer L-shaped optimality cuts.

4. Exploiting the Submodularity of the Second-Stage Value Function In Section 3, we pre-
sented the best possible optimality cut that can be obtained from the existing approaches in stochastic
programming (inequality (11)). In this section, we explore the possibility of utilizing the submodularity of

the second-stage value function.

As observed by Kempe et al. (2003), the set function o, (X) is submodular and monotone (nondecreasing).
Nemhauser and Wolsey (1981) give submodular inequalities to describe the maximum of a submodular set

function (see also Nemhauser and Wolsey, 1988), which we summarize next.
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Consider the polyhedron given by Sy, = {(6u,2) € R x {0,1}" : 0, < 0w (S) + D2 e\ 5 5 (5)25, VS € V}
for w € A, where p¥(S) = 0, (SU{j}) — 0w(9) is the marginal contribution of adding j € V'\ S to the set S.

THEOREM 4.1 (Nemhauser and Wolsey, 1981) For a submodular and nondecreasing set function oy, : 2™ —

R, X is an optimal solution to maxgcy. s|<klow(S)}, if and only if (0,,x) is an optimal solution to

{max 0y, : 37 cy 2 <k, (0w, 2) € Su}

Utilizing Theorem 4.1, we give an explicit description of the submodular inequalities for the independent

cascade problem.

PROPOSITION 4.1 For S CV and w € A the inequality
O, < 0u(S)+ Y 19(S), (12)
JER(S)
is a valid optimality cut for the master problem (7), where R(S) is the set of nodes not reachable from the
nodes in S in the graph G, = (V, Ay), and r¥(S) is the number of nodes reachable from j € R(9) (including

j) that are not reachable from any node in S.

PrROOF.  From Theorem 4.1, we know that 6., < 0w (S) + >2;c 505 (S)2; is a valid inequality. Note
that R(S) C V' \ S and for j € R(S), we have p%(S) = 4 (S), in other words, the marginal contribution of
adding j € R(S) to S is precisely 7#(S5). Furthermore, for any node j € R(S), the marginal contribution of

adding j to S is zero, because j is already reachable from at least one node in S. This completes the proof.

O
PROPOSITION 4.2 The submodular optimality cuts (12) dominate the combinatorial optimality cuts (11).

PROOF. This follows because 4 (S) < n — 0,,(z) for any j € R(S). O

Next we give conditions under which inequalities (12) are facet defining for conv(S,). For i € V, let
indeg(i) and outdeg(i) denote the in-degree and out-degree of node i, respectively. Let T := {i € V :
indeg(i) = 0}, we refer to nodes in T as root nodes. For i € V\ T, let P; be the set of root nodes such that i
is reachable from the nodes in this set, i.e., P, :={j € T :i € R({j})}. Finally, let L := {i € V : indeg(z) >

0, outdeg(i) = 0} denote the set of leaf nodes that have no outgoing arcs.

PROPOSITION 4.3 For S CV and w € A the submodular inequality (12) is facet defining for conv(S,,) only
if the following conditions hold

(i) ifie S, theni¢T,

(i) there exists T' C T with |T'| < k such that S C R(T").
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PROOF. First, note that the submodular inequality (12) for a set S is equivalent to that for the set
SUR(S) =: R(S), because 0,,(S) = 0,(R(S)), R(S) = R(R(S)), r¥(S) = rf(R(S)) for all j € R(S) and

J

p$(S) = 0 for j € R(S). Therefore, without loss of generality, we assume that for all non-leaf nodes i € S\ L,
we have R({i}) C S.

(i)

Suppose, for contradiction, that there exists ¢ € SN T. Now consider the submodular inequality
(12) for the set S = S\ {i} given by

O, <o0u(S)+ D 198w =0u(S) —1+azi+ > 1¥(S)7;, (13)

JER(S") JER(S)

which follows because the set of all descendants of 7, R({i}) is contained in S by assumption, so
removing ¢ reduces the influence function by exactly 1, and the set of nodes not reachable from
S is given by R(S’) = R(S) U {i}, and hence the coefficients 74 (S") = r4(S) for j € R(S), and
r#(S") = 1. Because z; < 1, inequality (13) dominates the submodular inequality (12) for this choice
of S. Hence, the submodular inequality for a set S such that there exists ¢ € S N7 is not facet

defining for conv(S,,).
Suppose, for contradiction, that there does not exist 7/ C T with |T”| < k such that S C R(T7”). In
this case, consider the set S := {i € S : #j € S with i € R({j})}, in other words, S is the set of
nodes in the graph induced by S that have no incoming arcs from other nodes in S. Note that from
condition (i), we know that SNT=0.T hen, by assumption there exist at least k nodes, say nodes
1,...,k € S such that P, N P; =0 for all pairs i,j € {1,...,k},i # j. Now consider the submodular
inequality (12) for the set S’ = S\ {1,...,k} given by
k
O, <ou(S)+ Y 188w =0u(S) —k+ Y r(S)zi+ > >, (14)

JER(S) JER(S) =1 jeR(P)\R({i})
which follows because the set of all descendants of i € {1,...,k}, R({i}), is contained in S by
assumption, so removing nodes ¢ = 1,...,k reduces the influence function by exactly k, and the
set of nodes not reachable from S’ is given by R(S’) = R(S) U {1,...,k}. In addition, the coef-
ficients 74 (S") = r4(S) for j € R(S) such that j ¢ U}, (R(H) \R({z})), re(8) = r¢(S) + 1
for j € R(S) such that j € Ur, (R(PZ)\R({z})), and r¢(S") = 1 for ¢ = 1,...,k. Because
Ele Y jer(P\R({ip) Ti S 2jev ¥ <k, inequality (14) dominates the submodular inequality (12)
for this choice of S. Hence, there must exist 7/ C T with |T’| < k such that S C R(T") for the

submodular inequality (12) to be facet defining for conv(S,,).

O

For a given solution & to the current master problem, we propose the use of the submodular inequalities

(12) in the Benders decomposition algorithm, where we let S = {i € V : &; = 1} =: X. We refer to the cuts

in the form of (12) as submodular optimality cuts.
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PROPOSITION 4.4 Algorithm 2 with optimality cuts (12) with S = X converges to an optimal solution in

finitely many iterations for the independent cascade problem.

PROOF. The result follows from the fact that the number of feasible first-stage solutions is finite, and

from Theorem 4.1. O

Note that while sampling issues are not considered in the present paper, there is a rich body of work

on sampling for stochastic programs. In particular, Kleywegt et al. (2002) show that for discrete stochastic
|X]

optimization problems, for a sample size of (2 (?’6—‘2/ In (7)), the probability that the optimal solution to
the sampled problem is an e-optimal solution to the original problem is at least 1 —«. Here V is a parameter
bounding the maximum variance of the difference between an optimal objective value and the objective
value of a non-e-optimal solution. Observe that because |X'| has O(n*) elements in our case, the sample size
estimate grows in the order of kInn. Furthermore, after a candidate solution is found, one can utilize multiple
replications method for assessing solution quality to obtain asymptotically valid confidence intervals for the
optimality gap (see Homem-de-Mello and Bayraksan, 2014, for a survey of sampling methods for stochastic

programming).

Observe that while we focus on the independent cascade model, our proposed model and method is
applicable to many extensions of the social network problems studied in the literature. For example, consider
the linear threshold model of Kempe et al. (2003). In this model, given the social network G = (V, A), the
arcs have deterministic weight 0 < w;; < 1, such that for all nodes j € V, Ei:(i,j)eA w;i; < 1. In addition,
each node j € V selects a threshold v; uniformly at random. A node is activated if sum of the weights of
its active neighbors is above the thresholds, i.e., Zi:(i_’j)GA wi;x; > vj. Kempe et al. (2003) show that this
model also has an equivalent live-arc graph representation, where every node has at most one incoming live
arc. In addition, the influence spread is monotone and submodular under the given assumptions. As a result,

our stochastic programming method applies to the linear threshold model as well.

Another extension considered in the literature is to replace the cardinality constraint on the number of
nodes selected with a knapsack constraint representing a marketing budget where each node has a different
cost to market. This model also admits an adapted and more involved 0.63-factor greedy approximation
algorithm (see, Khuller et al., 1999; Sviridenko, 2004). In fact, our model is flexible enough to allow any
constraints in X so long as the master problem can be solved with an optimization solver, while the greedy
approximation algorithm needs careful adjustment and analysis for each additional constraint. Similarly, the
time-constrained influence spread problem studied in Chen et al. (2012) and Liu et al. (2012) can also be
solved using our method. In this problem, there is an additional constraint that the number of time periods
it takes to influence a node should be no more than a given parameter 7. The resulting influence spread

function is monotone and submodular, hence we can use the general form of the submodular inequalities for
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X C V given by

O, <ou(X)+ D p5(X);. (15)
JEVAX

Furthermore, we can efficiently calculate the coefficients p;-J(X ) by solving, with breadth-first search, a

modified reachability problem limiting the number of hops from the seed set X to any other node by 7.

Indeed, in the next section, we show that we can generalize our method to any two-stage stochastic
program, where the value function of the second stage is a submodular function of the binary variables of

the first stage.

5. General Two-Stage Stochastic MIPs where the Second-Stage Value Function is Submodu-
lar Note that the decomposition algorithm we propose is more generally applicable to two-stage stochastic
programs with binary first-stage decisions, = € {0, 1}|V‘, where the second-stage value function, o, (x) is
submodular, and X" represents the set of feasible first stage solutions. The algorithm takes the form of Algo-
rithm 2, where for a given first stage solution, Z, which is a characteristic vector of the set X, and scenario
w € A, we use the optimality cut given by (15) if the second-stage value function o (x) is nondecreasing
and submodular. If the second-stage value function o, (z) is nonmonotone and submodular, then we use the
optimality cut given by the inequality

Ou < 0u(X) =Y (VAGHA—z) + Y s (X)ay, (16)
jex JEVAX

(see Nemhauser and Wolsey, 1981, for validity).

PROPOSITION 5.1 Algorithm 2 with optimality cuts (15) and (16) converges to an optimal solution in finitely
many iterations for a two-stage stochastic program with binary first-stage decisions, x € {0, 1}|V| for which
the second-stage value function, o,(x),w € A, (|A| finite) is submodular nondecreasing and submodular

nonmonotone, respectively.

PROOF. The result follows from the fact that the number of feasible first stage solutions is finite, and

from Theorem 4.1 and its analogue for nonmonotone submodular functions given in Nemhauser and Wolsey

(1981). O

6. Computational Experiments In this section we summarize our experience with solving the in-
fluence maximization problem using the Benders decomposition method with various optimality cuts pro-
posed in this paper, and the greedy hill-climbing algorithm (Greedy) of Kempe et al. (2003). The Benders
algorithms utilize two versions of the optimality cuts: submodular inequalities (12) (denoted by Benders-
Sublneqs) and strengthened integer L-shaped cuts (11) (denoted by Benders-LC). The algorithms are im-
plemented in C++ with IBM ILOG CPLEX 12.6 Optimizer. All experiments were executed on a Windows
Server 2012 R2 with an Intel Xeon E5-2630 2.40 GHz CPU, 32 GB DRAM and x64 based processor. For
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the master problem of the decomposition algorithm, the relative MIP gap tolerance of CPLEX was set to

0.5%, so a feasible solution which has an optimality gap of 0.5% is considered optimal.

6.1 Small-Scale Network First, we study the quality of the solutions produced by Benders and Greedy
on a small-scale network for which we can enumerate all possible outcomes of the random process. In these
experiments, we are able to capture the random process precisely, and no information is lost through sampling
from the true distribution. Note that Benders-Sublneqs and Benders-L.C both compute the optimal objective
value, so both Benders-Sublneqs and Benders-L.C are regarded as Benders in this section. An illustrative
network is given in Figure 2 with 9 nodes, 10 directed arcs and independent influence probability m;; = p
for all (¢,7) € A. Our goal is to select k = 2 seed nodes, so that the objective value, which is the expected
number of nodes influenced by the seed nodes, is maximized. We generate all possible influence scenarios

(a total of 20 = 1024 scenarios). Note that under the assumption that each influence is independent of the

others, the probability of scenario w, which has ¢ < 10 live arcs, is given by p, = (1 — p)lo_g pt.

The solution of Benders and Greedy methods on 1024 scenarios with various values of p = 0.1,0.2,...,1
is shown in Table 1. When p < 0.5, both algorithms have the same objective value. For 0.6 < p < 1, Greedy
selects node 1 as the seed in the first iteration of Algorithm 1 (line 4 of Algotihm 1) and selects either node
2 or 3 as the seed in the second iteration. However, Benders selects nodes 2 and 3 as the seed nodes, and
provides a better objective value than Greedy (up to 12.5% improvement). So while Greedy does better
than its worst-case bound (63%), it is within 12.5% of optimality.

Next, instead of generating all 1024 scenarios, we employed Monte-Carlo sampling, and independently
sampled different number of scenarios |A| = 10, 50 and 100 according to different p values, and let p,, = 1/|A]|.
We summarize the results of this experiment in Table 2. For eight out of 15 cases, Benders has a higher
objective value than Greedy, and in all other cases Greedy attains the optimal objective value (mostly for
small influence probabilities p = 0.1,0.3). We also observe that the objective value for the instances with
larger number of scenarios are closer to the objective value with all 1024 scenarios. Note that Greedy is
a 0.63-approximation algorithm even for the sampled problem, which assumes that the true distribution is

given by the |A| scenarios, whereas Benders provides the optimal solution to the sampled problem.

Figure 2: Network with 9 nodes and 10 arcs with equal influence probabilities p
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Table 1: Expected influence obtained from two algorithms for the small-scale network with 1024 scenarios

Objective values with different p

Algorithm | p=1.0 | p=09 | p=08 | p=07|p=06 | p=05|p=04|p=03|p=02|p=0.1

7.4 6.8 6.2 5.6 ) 4.48 3.92 3.32 2.68
6.68 6.32 5.92 5.48 ) 4.48 3.92 3.32 2.68

Benders

Greedy

Table 2: Expected influence obtained from two algorithms for the small-scale network with |A| scenarios

Objective values for different p

|A]  Algorithm | p=09 | p=06 | p=05|p=0.3| p=0.1

10 Benders 7.1 5.2 4.7 3.4 2.6
10 Greedy 6.8 5.1 4.6 3.4 2.6
50 Benders 7.4 5.84 5.18 3.98 2.68

50 Greedy 6.82 5.66 5.06 3.98 2.68
100  Benders 7.38 5.61 5.04 3.96 2.76
100 Greedy 6.69 5.52 5.04 3.96 2.76

6.2 Large-Scale Network with Real World Dataset To evaluate the efficiency of Benders and
Greedy on large networks, we conduct computational experiments on a standard test instance derived from
the real world academic collaboration network in the “high energy physics theory” (HEPT) section of the
e-print arXiv (www.arxiv.org) (Kempe et al., 2003; Chen et al., 2009; Kempe et al., 2015). The network
contains 15,233 nodes, which represent the authors, and 117,782 directed arcs, which represent the co-
authorship between each pair of authors in the “high energy physics theory” papers from 1991 to 2003.
As in Kempe et al. (2003), we assign uniform influence probability m;; = p = 0.1 to each arc (7, 7) in the
network. We generate |A] = 50, 100,200 and 400 scenarios. We employ Benders-Sublneqs, Benders-LC and
Greedy on these instances to find £ = 1 to 10 seed nodes, which influence the largest expected number of
nodes. However, the running time of Benders-LC is extremely slow. Therefore, we only report our results
with Benders-Sublneqgs and Greedy in Table 3, and discuss the inefficiency of Benders-LC later in Section
6.3. Column “k” denotes the number of seed nodes to be selected. Column “User cuts(#)” reports the
total number of submodular inequalities (12) added to the master problem of Benders-SubInegs, and column
“Time(s)” reports the solution time in seconds. We do not report the objective values in these experiments,
because we are able to prove that despite its worst-case performance guarantee of 63%, Greedy is within
0.5% optimal for these instances. In Kempe et al. (2003) Greedy is tested empirically against other heuristics
such as choosing the nodes with & highest degrees in the graph (G, because it is said that an optimal solution

is not available. Therefore, our computational experiments also provide an empirical test on the greedy
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heuristic when the optimal solution is available (to the sampled problem).

From column User cuts(#) in Table 3, we observe that the number of cuts added to the master problem
generally increases with the number of seed nodes k (with the exception of & = 9 and 10 for |A| = 50
and 100). In other words, more iterations are needed to prove optimality if we have more seed nodes to
select. Columns Benders-SunIneqs Time(s) and User cuts(#) show that the overall running time does not
necessarily increase with the number of user cuts, as more cuts may help the master problem converge to an
optimal solution faster. Recall that the running time of Benders-Sublneqs includes the cut generation time
of submodular inequalities, which decomposes by each scenario, and the solution time of the master problem

(a mixed-integer program).

From columns Benders-Sublneqs Time(s) and Greedy Time(s), we see that the running time of Greedy
increases linearly as the number of seed nodes increases, but the same observation can not be made for
the number of scenarios. For example, for £ = 10, Greedy takes 921 seconds to solve the instance with 50
scenarios, but 5958 seconds for the instance with 100 scenarios. In addition, there is no obvious trend in the
solution time of Benders-Sublneqs as we increase k or |A]|. We also observe that Benders-Sublnegs is faster
than Greedy in 27 out of the 30 instances with |A| = 100,200 and 400. On average, over all tested instances,

Benders-Sublneqs takes less than half the time of Greedy.

6.3 Benders with submodular inequalities and L-shaped cuts In the previous subsection, we
set m; =p=0.1,(4,5) € A in the real world network. Because the influence probability p is very small, the
live-arc graphs corresponding to each scenario are large-scale sparse networks. We were not able to solve
even the smallest instances (with & = 1 and |A| = 50) using Benders-LC after one day. To demonstrate
the inefficiency of Benders-LC, we consider a much smaller subset of the sparse HEPT network under one
scenario, depicted in Figure 3 with 15 nodes and 4 directed arcs, and compare the performance of Benders-
SubIneqs and Benders-LC. In other words, we let p = 1, which leads to a deterministic problem (i.e., a

unique scenario with objective 6, and p; = 1). We vary the value of k from 1 to 5.

p p p
Figure 3: Sparse Network with 15 nodes and 4 arcs with equal influence probabilities p

The total number of user cuts added to the corresponding master problem is shown in Table 4. We observe

that compared to Benders-Sublneqs the number of user cuts added to the master problem of Benders-LC
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Table 3: Performance of the decomposition algorithm with submodular inequalities and the greedy algorithm

p=0.1

Benders-Sublneqs Greedy
k |[A| | User cuts(#) Time(s) | Time(s)
1 50 100 64 134
2 50 105 223 224
3 50 150 328 304
4 50 200 410 391
5 50 250 732 476
6 50 258 204 558
7 50 304 1009 641
8 50 366 314 747
9 50 353 367 839
10 50 360 1296 921
1 100 200 185 608
2 100 200 815 1121
3 100 300 265 1604
4 100 410 287 2154
b) 100 419 394 2691
6 100 508 363 3241
7 100 677 632 3766
8 100 782 3643 4312
9 100 710 720 5021
10 100 708 701 5958
1 200 400 256 839
2 200 409 281 1459
3 200 601 518 2063
4 200 702 1936 2655
5 200 814 605 3244
6 200 824 714 3830
7 200 1039 716 4440
8 200 1268 1360 5023
9 200 1409 5716 5588
10 200 1423 1398 6173
1 400 800 3898 1326
2 400 803 2007 2226
3 400 1199 3421 3123
4 400 1948 1621 4017
5 400 1616 4748 4904
6 400 1650 1446 5794
7 400 2431 1968 6667
8 400 2562 2104 7552
9 400 2801 2532 8441
10 400 3223 3145 9342
Average 882.05 1333.55 3110.42
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grows rapidly as the number of seed nodes k increases. Indeed, the number of user cuts for Benders-LC
approached to (1k5), indicating that Benders-LC is effectively a pure enumeration algorithm for this problem.
The strengthened integer L-shaped optimality cuts (11) do not provide any useful information on the objective
value when the solution is different from the one that generates the cut. In contrast, submodular inequalities
are highly effective for this set of problems. To see why, consider the problem of finding £ = 1 seed node. The
master problem of both Benders-Sublneqgs and Benders-LC selects £ = 1 node arbitrarily, because they do
not have any cut at the beginning. Because the sparse network is constituted of many singleton nodes (with
no incoming and outgoing arcs), there is a high probability that the master problem selects one singleton at
the first iteration. Suppose that the master problem chooses node 15, which was also the choice of CPLEX.

Benders-Sublneqs generates the cut
0h <1+ 3w + 2m2 + 23 + 224 + 5 + 226 + T7 + Ts + To + T10 + T11 + T12 + T13 + T14,

and Benders-LC generates the cut
14

61 <1+ 14w,
i=1
to be added to the corresponding master problem. At the second iteration, due to the use of the stronger

optimality cut, Benders-Sublneqs chooses node 1 and reaches optimality, but Benders-LC chooses one of
the 14 nodes arbitrarily. Note that, in the worst case, Benders-LC traces all 15 nodes in the network (and
generates 15 optimality cuts) before reaching the optimal solution. Therefore, in the large-scale network
of Section 6.2, Benders-LC fails due to the need for a large number of iterations and computational time.
In contrast, the submodular inequality guides the master problem to choose nodes with higher marginal

influence.

Table 4: Comparison of Benders-Sublneqs and Benders-LC

Number of user cuts with different &

Algorithm k=1|k=2|k=3|k=4|k=5
Benders-Sublneqs 2 5 11 16 51
Benders-L.C 15 106 458 1365 | 3003

7. Conclusion In this paper, we propose a decomposition algorithm to solve the independent cascade
problem arising in social networks. We show that exploiting the submodularity of the influence function
is crucial in making the decomposition algorithm computationally effective. Furthermore, we report com-
putational experiments with a standard real world test instance that indicate that the algorithm performs
favorably against a popular greedy heuristic for this problem. In most instances with a moderate number of
scenarios, our algorithm finds a solution with provable optimality guarantees more quickly than the greedy
heuristic, which can only provide a 0.63 performance guarantee. Our algorithm is applicable to many other

variants of the influence maximization problem for which the influence function is submodular. Furthermore,
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we generalize the proposed algorithm to solve any two-stage stochastic program, where the second-stage value

function is submodular.

Our results on optimization-based methods for the basic independent cascade problem provide a founda-
tion to build algorithms for more advanced models, such as the adaptive model of Seeman and Singer (2013),
where a subset of additional seed nodes is selected in the second stage based on the realization of some of
the uncertain parameters and the seed nodes selected in the first stage. The decomposition methods of Sen
(2010); Gade et al. (2014) and Zhang and Kiigiikyavuz (2014) can be employed in this case to convexify the
second stage problems that involve binary decisions. Another possible future research direction is to develop
optimization-based methods for the problem of marketing to nodes (Kempe et al., 2003; 2015) to increase

their probabilities of getting activated.
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