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Abstract

In this paper, we develop an efficient non-
parametric Bayesian estimation of the kernel func-
tion of Hawkes processes. The non-parametric
Bayesian approach is important because it provides
flexible Hawkes kernels and quantifies their uncer-
tainty. Our method is based on the cluster repre-
sentation of Hawkes processes. Utilizing the finite
support assumption of the Hawkes process, we ef-
ficiently sample random branching structures and
thus, we split the Hawkes process into clusters of
Poisson processes. We derive two algorithms —
a block Gibbs sampler and a maximum a posteri-
ori estimator based on expectation maximization —
and we show that our methods have a linear time
complexity, both theoretically and empirically. On
synthetic data, we show our methods to be able to
infer flexible Hawkes triggering kernels. On two
large-scale Twitter diffusion datasets, we show that
our methods outperform the current state-of-the-
art in goodness-of-fit and that the time complex-
ity is linear in the size of the dataset. We also ob-
serve that on diffusions related to online videos, the
learned kernels reflect the perceived longevity for
different content types such as music or pets videos.

1 Introduction

The Hawkes process [Hawkes, 1971] is a useful model of
self-exciting point data in which the occurrence of a point
increases the likelihood of arrival of new points. More specif-
ically, every point causes the conditional intensity function A
— which modulates the arrival rate of new points — to in-
crease. An alternative representation of the Hawkes process
is a cluster of Poisson processes [Hawkes and Oakes, 19741,
which categorizes points into immigrants and offspring. Im-
migrant points are generated independently at a background
rate u; offspring points are triggered by existing points at a
rate of ¢. Points can therefore be structured into clusters,
where each cluster contains a point and the offspring it di-
rectly generated. This leads to a tree structure, also known as
the branching structure (an example is shown in Fig. 1).
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Figure 1: The cluster Representation of a Hawkes Process. (a) A
Hawkes process with decaying triggering kernel ¢(-) has intensity
A(t) which increases after each new point is generated. It can be
represented as a cluster of Poisson processes PP(¢(t — ¢;)) associ-
ated with each ¢;. (b) The branching structure corresponding to the
triggering relationships shown in (a), where an edge ¢; — t; means
that ¢; triggered ¢; with the probability p;; (calculated as Eq. (9)).

1.1 Background and Motivations.

¢ is important as it is shared and decides the class of the
whole process and recently the Hawkes process with various
¢ has been studied. Mishra et al. [2016] employ the branch-
ing factor of the Hawkes process with the power-law kernel to
predict popularity of tweets; Kurashima er al. [2018] predict
human actions using a Hawkes process equipped with expo-
nential, Weibull and Gaussian mixture kernels; online pop-
ularity unpredictability is explained using the Hawkes pro-
cess with a variant of the exponential kernel by Rizoiu et
al. [2018]. However, most work employes Hawkes process
with parametric kernels, which encodes strong assumptions,
and limits the expressivity of the model. Can we design a
practical approach to learn flexible representations of the op-
timal Hawkes kernel function ¢ from data?

A typical solution is the non-parametric estimation of the
kernel function [Lewis and Mohler, 2011; Zhou et al., 2013b;
Bacry and Muzy, 2014].These are all frequentist methods
which do not quantify the uncertainty of the learned ker-
nels. There exists work [Rasmussen, 2013; Linderman and
Adams, 2015] on the Bayesian inference for the Hawkes pro-
cess. To scale past toy-dataset sizes these methods require
either parametric triggering kernels or discretization of the



Methods Time Complexity Bayesian Continuous Non-parametric
Zhou et al. [2013al O(n?) X v X
Xu et al. [2016] O(n?) X v X
Lewis and Mohler [2011] O(n?) X x v
Zhou et al. [2013b] O(n?) X X v
Rasmussen [2013] O(n) v v X
Linderman and Adams [2015] O(n) v interval-censored X
Donnet et al. [2018] unspecified v v v
Ours O(n) v v v

Table 1: Related Works on Non-parametric Hawkes Processes.

input domain, which in turn leads to poor scaling with the
dimension of the domain and sensitivity to the choice of dis-
cretization. The work closest to our own is that of Donnet
et al. [2018], however their main contributions are theoreti-
cal; on the practical side they resort to an unscalable Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) estimator. We comparatively
summarize related works in Table 1. To the best of our knowl-
edge, our work is the first work proposing a Bayesian non-
parametric Hawkes process estimation procedure, with a lin-
ear time complexity allowing it to be applied to real-world
datasets, and without requiring discretization of domains.

1.2 Contributions.

In this paper, we propose a general framework for the efficient
non-parametric Bayesian inference of Hawkes processes.

(1) We exploit block Gibbs sampling [Ishwaran and James,
2001] to iteratively sample the latent branching structure, the
background intensity p and the triggering kernel ¢. In each it-
eration, the point data are decomposed as a cluster of Poisson
processes based on the sampled branching structure. This is
exemplified in Fig. 1, in which a Hawkes process (shown on
the top temporal axis of Fig. 1a) is decomposed into several
Poisson processes (the following temporal axes); the corre-
sponding branching structure is shown in Fig. 1b. The pos-
terior 1 and ¢ are estimated using the resulting cluster pro-
cesses. Our framework is close to the stochastic Expectation-
Maximization (EM) algorithm [Celeux and Diebolt, 1985]
where posterior p and ¢ are estimated [Lloyd et al., 2015;
Walder and Bishop, 2017] in the M-step and random samples
of u and ¢ are drawn. We adapt the approach of the recent
non-parametric Bayesian estimation for Poisson process in-
tensities, termed Laplace Bayesian Poisson process (LBPP)
[Walder and Bishop, 2017], to estimate the posterior ¢ given
the sampled branching structure.

(2) We utilize the finite support assumption of the Hawkes
Process to speed up sampling and computing the probability
of the branching structure. We theoretically show our method
to be of linear time complexity. Furthermore, we explore the
connection with the EM algorithm [Dempster er al., 1977]
and develop a second variant of our method, as an approxi-
mate EM algorithm.

(3) We empirically show our method enjoys linear time
complexity and can infer known analytical kernels, i.e., ex-
ponential and sinusoidal kernels. On two large-scale social
media datasets, our method outperforms the current state-of-

the-art non-parametric approaches and the learned kernels re-
flect the preceived longevity for different content types.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce the prerequisites of our work:
the Hawkes process and LBPP.

2.1 The Hawkes Process

Introduced in Section 1, the Hawkes process [Hawkes, 1971]
can be specified using the conditional intensity function A
which modulates the arrival rate of points. Mathematically,
conditioned on a set of points {t;}V ,, the intensity X is ex-
pressed as:

At) = p+ ) ot —t), )

t;<t

where > 0, considered as a constant, and ¢(-) : R —
[0, 00) are the background immigrant intensity and the trig-
gering kernel. The log-likelihood of {t;}¥| given ;1 and &(*)
is [Rubin, 1972]:

N
logp({t} il 0() = Y loA(t) = [ Mot @)
i=1
where () is the sampling domain of {t;}¥ ;.

2.2 Laplace Bayesian Poisson Process (LBPP)

LBPP [Walder and Bishop, 2017] has been proposed for the
non-parametric Bayesian estimation of the intensity of a Pois-
son process. To satisfy non-negativity of the intensity func-
tion, LBPP models the intensity function A as a permanen-
tal process [Shirai and Takahashi, 2003], i.e, A = go f
where the link function g(z) = 22/2 and f(-) obeys a
Gaussian process (GP) prior. Alternative link functions in-
clude exp(-) [Mgller et al., 1998; Diggle et al., 2013] and
g(2) = M*(1 + exp(—2))~! [Adams et al., 2009] where \*
is constant.

The choice g(z) = 22/2 has the analytical advantages;
for some covariances the log-likelihood can be computed in
closed form [Lloyd et al., 2015; Flaxman er al., 2017]. LBPP
exploits the Mercer expansion [Mercer, 1909] of the GP co-
variance function k(z,y) = Cov(f(x), f(y)).

K
k(z,y) = Y. Aiei(z)ei(y), 3)
=1



where for non-degenerate kernels, K = oo. The eigen-
functions {e;(-)}; are chosen to be orthonormal in L?(2, m)
for some sample space {2 with measure m. f(-) can be
represented as a linear combination of e;(-) [Rasmussen
and Williams, 2005, section 2.2], f(:) = w”e(-), and
w has a Gaussian prior, ie., w ~ N(0,A) where A =
diag(A1, A2, -+, Ak) is a diagonal covariance matrix and
e(-) = [ei(), -+ ,ex(:)]¥ is a vector of basis functions.
Computing the posterior distribution of the intensity func-
tion A(-) is equivalent to estimating the posterior distribution
of w which, in LBPP, is approximated by a normal distribu-
tion (a.k.a Laplace approximation [Rasmussen and Williams,
2005, section 3.4]), i.e.,

log p(w| X, Q, k) ~ log N (w|@, Q), 4)
where X= {t;}, is a set of point data, () the sample space
and k the Gaussian process kernel function. @ is selected

as the mode of the true posterior and Q the negative inverse
Hessian of the true posterior at w:

w= argmax logp(w| X, Q, k), (5)

Q ' = wa Ing(w|X Q k)| . (6)

The approximate posterior distribution of f(¢ ) is a normal
distribution [Rasmussen and Williams, 2005, section 2.2]:

F(t) ~ N(@"e(t), e() Qe(t)) = N(v,0%).  (7)
Furthermore, the posterior of A(t) is a Gamma distribution:
=B M (a), (@)
where a = (12 + 0%)?/(4v%0? + 20%) and B = (V* +
0?)/(2v20? + ot).

Gamma(z|a, 8)

3 Inference via Sampling

xWe now detail our efficient non-parametric Bayesian esti-
mation algorithm, which samples the posterior of x (constant
background intensity) and ¢(-) (the trigerring kernel). Our
method starts with random g, ¢o(-) and iterates by cycling
through the following four steps (k is the iteration index):

i Calculate p(B|X, ¢—1, ptk—1), the distribution of the
branching structure 3 given the data X, triggering kernel
¢r—1, and background intensity p;_1 (see Section 3.1).

ii Sample a By as per p(B|X, ¢r_1,pr—1) (see Sec-
tion 3.1).

iii Estimate p(¢|By,
(Section 3.2).

iv Sample a ¢r(-) and pi from p(o(-)|Bp,
p(p|Bg, X), respectively.

By standard Gibbs sampling arguments, the samples of ¢(-)
and p drawn in the step (iv) converge to the desired posterior,
modulo the Laplace approximation in (iii). As the method is
based on block Gibbs sampling [Ishwaran and James, 2001],
we term it Gibbs-Hawkes.

X) (Section 3.3) and p(u|Bg,X)

X) and

3.1 Distribution and Sampling of the Branching
Structure

The branching structure B has a data structure of tree (as
Fig. 1(b)) and consists of independent triggering events.

p(/‘THti}z]‘Lih «, B) =

Thus, the probability of the branching structure B is the
product of probabilities of triggering events, i.e., p(B) =
Hf;l Dij; where p;;. is the probability of ¢;, triggering t;.
Given p and ¢(-), p;; is the ratio between ¢(t; —t;) and A(t;)
(see e.g. [Lewis and Mohler, 2011]):

pij = o(ti —t;)/A(t:), j=1. )
Similarly, the probability of point ¢; being from y is:
pio = p/A(L)- (10)

Given these probabilities we may sample a branching struc-
ture by sampling a parent for each ¢; according to probabili-
ties {p;;};=0. The sampled branching structure separates a
set of points into immigrants and offspring (introduced in
Section 1). Immigrants can be regarded as a sequence gen-
erated from PP(u), where PP(u) is a Poisson process which
has an intensity u, and used to estimate the posterior .

The key property which we exploit in the subsequent Sec-

tion 3.2 and Section 3.3 is the following. Denote by {t(l ,]Cvt 1

the IV, offspring generated by point ¢;. If such a sequence
is aligned to an origin at t;, yielding S;, = {t,(;’) — ti}é\’;’l,
then the aligned sequence is drawn from PP(¢(-)) over [0,
T-t;] where [0, T] is the sample domain of the Hawkes pro-
cess. The posterior distribution of ¢(-) is estimated on all
such aligned sequences.

3.2 Posterior Distribution of 1

Continuing from the observations in Section 3.1, note that
if we are given a set of points {t;}}, generated by PP(u)
over Q = [0,7], the likelihood for {t;}}, is the Pois-
son likelihood, p({t;},|u, Q) = e *T(uT)M/M!. For
simplicity, we place a conjugate (Gamma) prior on u7,
pT ~ Gamma(a, 8); the Gamma-Poisson conjugate fam-
ily conveniently gives the posterior distribution of uT, i.e.,
Gamma(o + M, 8 + 1). We choose
the scale v and the rate § in the Gamma prior by making the
mean of the Gamma posterior equal to M and the variance
M /2, which is easily shown to correspond to « = M and
B = 1. Finally, due to conjugacy we obtain the posterior

p(ul{t:}M,, a, ) = Gamma(2M, 2T). (11)

3.3 Posterior Distribution of ¢

We handle the posterior distribution of the triggering kernel
¢(+) given the branching structure in an analogous manner to
the LBPP method of Walder and Bishop [2017]. That is, we
assume that ¢(-) = f2(-)/2 where f(-) is Gaussian process
distributed as described in Section 2.2. In line with [Walder
and Bishop, 2017], we consider the sample domain [0, 7] and
the so-called cosine kernel,

y) = D) ey (@)es(y), (12)
v=0
Ay =1/(aly 2>’"+b) (13)

ey (z) = (2/m)Y24/1)2 ) o (yz). (14)
Here, v is a multi-index with non-negative (integral) values,
[-] is the indicator function, a and b are parameters control-
ling the prior smoothness, and we let m = 2. This basis is

orthonormal w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure on 2 = [0, 7]. The



expansion Eq. (12) is an explicit kernel construction based on
the Mercer expansion as per Eq. (3), but other kernels may be
used, for example by Nystrom approximation of the Mercer
decomposition [Flaxman et al., 2017].

As mentioned at the end of Section 3.1, by conditioning on
the branching structure we may estimate ¢(-) by considering
the aligned sequences. In particular, letting S;, denote the
aligned sequence generated by ¢;, the joint distribution of w

and {Sy, }I¥ | is calculated as [Walder and Bishop, 2017]
logp( {Si'}i 1[$2,k)
—Z Z log = (w e At)) —fw T(A+A Hw+C, (15
i= 1At€Sf 2

AZJ

where K is the number of eigenfunctions. Note that there
is a subtle but important difference between the integral term
above and that of Walder and Bishop [2017], namely the limit
of integration; closed-form expressions for the present case
are provided in Appendix A. Putting the above equation into
Eq. (5) and Eq. (6), and we obtain the mean w and the covari-
ance @ of the (Laplace) approximate log-posterior in w:

7{Sfi}£il|kal)7 (16)

=—> > 2e(At)e(At)T/(@"

i=1AteSy,

Then, the posterior ¢ is achieved by Egs. (7) and (8).

T dt, C——flog[(Qw)K|A|].

w=argmax logp(w
w

e(At)’+A+A". (17)

3.4 Computational Complexity

For LBPP, constructing Eq. (15) and Eq. (17) takes O(N,K?)
where K is the number of basis functions and N, is the
number of offspring. Optimizing w (Eq. (16)) is a con-
cave problem, which can be solved efficiently. If L-BFGS
is used, O(CK) will be taken to calculate the gradient on
each w where C' is the number of steps stored in memory.
Computing @) requires inverting a K x K matrix, which is
O(K3). As a result, the complexity of estimating p(¢|B) is
O((N,+ K)K?). In terms of estimating p(yz| B) taking O(1),
the complexity of estimating p(u|B), p(¢|B) is linear to the
number of data. The time taken to sample p and ¢ is minor
(O(1) and O(K) respectively), so estimation time dominates.
While the naive complexity for p;; is O(N?), Halpin [2013]
provides an optimized approach to reduce it to O(NN), which
relies on the finite support assumption of Hawkes processes.
The finite support assumption says that the value of the trig-
gering kernel is negligible when the input is large [Halpin,
2013, p. 9]. As a result, the step of sampling branching
structures can also be run in O(N) and points with negligible
impacts on another point are not sampled as its parents. In-
terestingly, in comparison with LBPP, while our model is in
some sense more complex, it enjoys a more favorable com-
putational complexity. In summary, we have the following
complexities per iteration and in Section 5, we validate the
complexity on both synthetic and real data.

Gibbs-Hawkes: one

EM-Hawkes: multiple
EM: infinite

posterior

compute
Dij

ibbs-Hawkes: [
Gibbs-Hawkes: store all Gibbs-Hawkes: sample
sampled ¢, u EM-Hawkes: M.A.P.
EM-Hawkes: store all EM: M.A.P.
M.AP. ¢, 1

Figure 2: A visual summary of the Gibbs-Hawkes, EM-Hawkes and
the EM algorithms. The differences between them are (1) the num-
ber of sampled branching structures and (2) selected ¢ and p for
pij. In contrast with with Gibbs-Hawkes, the EM-Hawkes method
draws multiple branching structures at once and calculates p;; using
M.A.P. ¢ and p. The EM algorithm is equivalent to sampling infinite
branching structures and exploiting M.A.P. or constrained M.L.E. ¢
and p to calculate p;; (see Section 4).

4 Maximum-A-Posterior Estimation

We explore a connection between the sampler of section 3 and
the EM algorithm, which allows us to introduce an analogous
but intermediate scheme between them. In contrast to the
random sampler of Section 3, the proposed scheme employs
a deterministic maximum-a-posteriori (M.A.P.) sampler.
Relationship to EM. In Section 1, we mentioned the con-
nection between our method and the stochastic EM algorithm
[Celeux and Diebolt, 1985]. The difference is in the M-step;
to perform EM [Dempster et al., 1977] we need only mod-
ify our sampler by: (a) sampling infinite branching structures
at each iteration, and (b) re-calculating the probability of the
branching structure with the M.A.P. iz and ¢(-), given the infi-
nite set of branching structures. More specifically, maximiz-
ing the expected log posterior distribution to estimate M.A.P.
w and ¢(+) given infinite branching structures is equivalent to
maximizing the EM objective in the M-step (see Appendix B
for the formal derivation). Finally, note that the above step
(b) is identical to the E-step of the EM algorithm.
EM-Hawkes. Following the discussion above, we pro-
pose EM-Hawkes, an approximate EM algorithm variant of
Gibbs-Hawkes proposed in Section 3. Specifically, at each
iteration EM-Hawkes (a) samples a finite number of clus-
ter assignments (to approximate the expected log posterior
distribution), and (b) finds the M.A.P. triggering kernels and
background intensities rather than sampling them as per block
Gibbs sampling (the M-step of the EM algorithm). An
overview of the Gibbs-Hawkes, EM-Hawkes and EM algo-

Operation Complexity
p(p|B) o(1)
Dij O(N)
p(¢|B)  O((N, + K)K?)
overall O((N + K)K?)

Table 2: Time Complexity.
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Figure 3: Computation time for calculating p;; and sampling
branching structures, with and without Halpin’s speed up.
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Figure 4: Running time per iteration on ACTIVE and SEISMIC.

rithm is illustrated in Fig. 2.

Note that under our LBPP-like posterior, finding the most
likely triggering kernel ¢(-) is intractable (see Appendix C)
As an approximation we take the element-wise mode of the
marginals of the {¢(¢;) }; to approximate the mode of the joint
distribution of the {¢(¢;)};.

5 Experiments

We now evaluate our proposed approaches — Gibbs-Hawkes
and EM-Hawkes — and compare them to three baseline mod-
els, on synthetic data and on two large Twitter online diffu-
sion datasets. The three baselines are: (1) A naive parametric
Hawkes equipped with a constant background intensity and
an exponential (Exp) triggering kernel ¢ = ajas exp(—axst),
ai,ay > 0, estimated by maximum likelihood. (2) Ordi-
nary differential equation (ODE)-based non-parametric non-
bayesian Hawkes [Zhou et al., 2013b]. (3) Wiener-Hopf
(WH) equation based non-parametric non-bayesian Hawkes
[Bacry and Muzy, 2014]. Codes of ODE based and WH based
methods are publicly available [Bacry erf al., 2017].

5.1 Synthetic Data

We employ two toy Hawkes processes to generate data, both
having the same background intensity 4 = 10, and cosine
(Eq. (18)) and exponential (Eq. (19)) triggering kernels re-
spectively. Note that compared to the cosine triggering ker-
nel, the exponential one has a larger L2 norm for its deriva-
tive, and the difference is designed to test the performance
of the approaches in different situations. We can check that
both triggering kernels have negligible values when the input

Data Exp ODE WH  Gibbs EM

Peos 0.661 0.553 1.000 0.338 0.318
Hcos 0.069 0.071 1.739 0.078 0.119
AVGeos 0.365 0312 1.370 0.208 0.219
Dexp 0.120 0.610 1.000 0.147 0.140
Hexp 0.086 0309 4.631 0.103 0.204
AVGeyp 0.103 0.460 2.816 0.125 0.172
ACTIVE 2369 2370 1315 2.580 2.592
SEISMIC 3.335 3357 2131 3.576 3.578

Table 3: Empirical performance comparison between algorithms
(columns) with different measures (rows). Top: relative L2 distance
to known ¢ and u, and AVG denoted the average of L2 errors of ¢
and p. bottom: mean predictive log likelihood on real data. Bold
numbers denote the best performance and the underlined numbers
for the second best.

is large in the domain which we will choose as [0, 7], so the
finite support assumption is satisfied.

¢eos(t)=cos(3mt)+1, te(0,1]; O, (18)
Pexp(t) =Dexp(—5t), t>0. (19)
Prediction. For three baseline models and EM-Hawkes, the

predictions fipreq and (bpred(') are taken to be the M.A.P. val-
ues, while for Gibbs-Hawkes we use the posterior mean.

otherwise;

Evaluation. Each toy model generates 400 point sequences
over 2 = [0, 7], which are evenly split into 40 groups, 20 for
training and 20 for test. Each of the three methods fit on each
group, i.e., summing log-likelihoods for 10 sequences (for
the parametric Hawkes) or estimating the log posterior prob-
ability of the Hawkes process given 10 sequences (for Gibbs-
Hawkes and EM-Hawkes) or fitting the superposition of 10
sequences [Xu et al., 2018]. Since the true models are known,
we evaluate fitting results using the relative L2 distance be-
tween predicted and true g and &(-): dr2(Gpred, Girue) =

(SQ (gpred(t) - gtrue(t))zdt)l/g/(gg (gtrue(t))th)l/Q'

Experimental Details. For Gibbs-Hawkes and EM-
Hawkes, we must select parameters of the GP kernel
(Egs. (12) to (14)). An arbitrary choice of them can lead to
poor performance, and to this end, we apply the standard
cross validation based on the log-likelihood. We choose
the number of basis functions in [8,16,32,64,128] and
a = bfrom [0.2,0.02, -+ ,2 x 1078]. We found that having
many basis functions leads to a high fitting accuracy, but
low speed. So, we use 32 basis functions which provides
a suitable balance. In terms of kernel parameters a,b of
Equation (13), we observed that large values return smooth
triggering kernels which have a large distance to the ground
truth, while small values result in non-smooth predictions
which however have small log-likelihoods. As a result, the
values a,b = 0.002 were chosen. 5000 iterations are run to
fit each group and first 1000 are ignored (i.e. burned-in).

Results. The top of Table 3 shows the mean relative L2
distance between the learned and the true ¢ and p on toy
data. First, Gibbs-Hawkes and EM-Hawkes are the closest
the models to the ground truth cosine model according to the
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Figure 5: Learned Hawkes triggering kernels using our non-parametric Bayesian approaches. Each red or blue area shows the estimated
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(Eqg. (19), shown in gray), is fit using Gibbs-Hawkes (in red) and EM-Hawkes (in blue); (b) Twitter data in ACTIVE (in red) and SEISMIC
(in blue); (c) Twitter data associated with two categories in the ACTIVE set: Music (in red) and Pets & Animals (in blue).

average error values (AVGy,s). For the exponential simulation
model, both approaches gain the second and the third lowest
errors respectively among all methods, and as expected, the
parametric Hawkes — which uses an exponential kernel — fits
the model best. In contrast, the parametric model retrieves the
cosine model worse because of its mismatch with the ground
truth model. The learned triggering kernels for ¢ex, and ¢cos
by our approaches are shown in Fig. 5a and Fig. 6 in the ap-
pendix. The ODE-based method performs unsatisfactorily on
both simulation settings and it is observed that it performs
better on (ficos, Peos) than on (fiexp, Pexp). We explain the sec-
ond observation as that the regularization of the ODE-based
method encourages those triggering kernels that have small
L2 norms for their derivatives and the derivative of ¢exp ()
has a larger norm than that of ¢..s(x). Notably, tuning the
hyper-parameters of the WH method is challenging, and Ta-
ble 3 shows the best result obtained after a rather exhaustive
experimentation. We speculate that the overall better perfor-
mance of our approaches is due to the regularization induced
by the prior distributions and less difficult hyper-parameter
selection. In addition, we also note that EM-Hawkes al-
ways performs better at discovering triggering kernels than
Gibbs-Hawkes and this observation also holds on the real-life
data. Thus, we conclude that generating multiple samples
per iteration tends to improve modeling of the triggering ker-
nels. In summary, compared with state-of-the-art methods,
our approaches achieve better performances for data gener-
ated by kernels from several parametric classes; as expected,
the parametric models are only effective for data generated
from their own class.

Effect of Halpin’s Procedure. In Section 3.4, we show that
using Halpin’s procedure reduces the complexity of calculat-
ing p;; from quadratic to linear. We now empirically validate
this speed up. To distinguish between quadratic and linear
complexity, we compute the ratio between running time and
data size, as shown in Fig. 3. The ratio when using Halpin’s
procedure remains roughly constant as data size increases
(the ratio increases linearly without the optimization), which
implies that Halpin’s procedure renders linear calculation of
p;; and of branching structures. Later, we will show the linear

complexity of our method on real data.

5.2 Twitter Diffusion Data

We evaluate the performance of our two proposed approaches
(Gibbs-Hawkes and EM-Hawkes) on two Twitter datasets,
containing retweet cascades. A retweet cascade contains an
original tweet, together with its direct and indirect retweets.
Current state of the art diffusion modeling approaches [Zhao
etal.,2015; Mishra et al., 2016; Rizoiu et al., 2018] are based
on the self-exciting assumption: users get in contact with on-
line content, and then diffuse it to their friends, therefore gen-
erating a cascading effect. The two datasets we use have been
employed in prior work and they are publicly available:

* ACTIVE [Rizoiu et al., 2018] contains 41k retweet cas-
cades, each containing at least 20 (re)tweets with links
to Youtube videos. It was collected in 2014 and each
Youtube video (and therefore each cascade) is associated
with a Youtube category, e.g., Music or News.

 SEISMIC (Zhao er al., 2015] contains 166k randomly
sampled retweet cascades, collected in from Oct 7 to
Nov 7, 2011. Each cascade contains at least 50 tweets.

Setup. The temporal extent of each cascade is scaled to
[0, 7], and assigned to either training or test data with equal
probability. We bundle together groups of 30 cascades of
similar size, and we estimate one Hawkes process for each
bundle. Unlike for the synthetic dataset, for the retweet cas-
cades dataset there is no frue Hawkes process to evaluate
against. Instead, we measure using log-likelihood how well
the learned model generalizes to the test set. We use the same
hyper-parameters values as for the synthetic data. Finally, we
follow the prior works on these cascade datasets [Zhao et al.,
2015; Rizoiu et al., 2018] by setting the background intensity
w as 0, because the cascade datasets contain only the infor-
mation of triggering relationships.

Fitting Performance. For each dataset, we calculate the
log-likelihood per event for each tweet cascade obtained by
three baselines and our approaches (Table 3). Visibly, our
proposed methods consistantly outperform baselines, with
EM-Hawkes performing slightly better than Gibbs-Hawkes



(by 0.5% for ACTIVE and 0.06% for SEISMIC). This seems
to indicate that online diffusion is influenced by factors not
captured by the parametric kernel, therefore justifying the
need to learn the Hawkes kernels non-parametrically. As
mentioned in the synthetic data part, the WH-based method
has a disadvantage of hard-to-tune hyper-parameters, which
leads to the worst performance among all methods.

Scalability. To validate the linear complexity of our
method, we record running time per iteration of Gibbs-
Hawkes on ACTIVE and SEISMIC in Fig. 4. The running
time rises linearly with the number of points increasing, in
line with the theoretical analysis. Linear complexity makes
our method scalable and applicable on large datasets.

Interpretation. We show in Fig. 5b and Fig. 5c the learned
kernels for information diffusions. We notice that the learned
kernels appear to be decaying and long-tailed, in accordance
with the prior literature. Fig. 5b shows that the kernel learned
on SEISMIC is decaying faster than the kernel learned on AC-
TIVE. This indicates that non-specific (i.e. random) cascades
have a faster decay than video-related cascades, presumably
due to the fact that Youtube videos stay longer in the human
attention. This connection between the type of content and
the speed of the decay seems further confirmed in Fig. 5c,
where we show the learned kernels for two categories in AC-
TIVE: Music and Pets & Animals. Cascades relating to Pets
& Animals have a faster decaying kernel than Music, most
likely because Music is an ever-green content.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we provided the first non-parametric Bayesian
inference procedure for the Hawkes process which requires
no discretization of the input domain and enjoys a linear
time complexity. Our method iterates between two steps.
First, it samples the branching structure, effectively trans-
forming the Hawkes process into a cluster of Poisson pro-
cesses. Next, it estimates the Hawkes triggering kernel us-
ing a non-parametric Bayesian estimation of the intensity of
the cluster Poisson processes. We provide both a full poste-
rior sampler and an EM estimation algorithm based on our
ideas. We demonstrated our approach can infer flexible trig-
gering kernels on simulated data. On two large Twitter dif-
fusion datasets, our method outperforms the state-of-the-art
in held-out likelihood. Moreover, the learned non-parametric
kernel reflects the intuitive longevity of different types of con-
tent. The linear complexity of our approach is corroborated
on both the synthetic and real problems. The present frame-
work is limited to the univariate unmarked Hawkes process
and will be extended to marked multivariate Hawkes process.
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Accompanying the submission Efficient Non-parametric Bayesian Hawkes Processes.

A Computing the Integral Term of the Log-likelihood

We consider 2 = [0, T], the background intensity ., the triggering kernel ¢(-) = 1/2f(-)2, f(-) = wTe(-), and data {t;} |,
and the integral term in the log-likelihood is calculated as below

Integral Term

13 (T,
S —t,)d
Q;Lf(t t;)dt

_ L i J‘T_ti[i wrek(t)]?dt
- 2i:1 0 k=1 .

1 N K K T—t;
— 2D S [ alenv
i=1k=1k'=1 0
20
1 :
-3 WU, (20)
=1

In our case, Eq. (14) has d = 1, ie., ¢p(z) = (2/7r)1/24/1/2[k71=0] cos[(k — )x], k = 1,2,---. The matrix U® is
calculated as below:

’ 0 ™ Y
i 7 \/iﬁln[(k - 1)(tm - tl)]
U1£>)1,1 :Ul(,l)c>1 = T E_1 )
sinf[2(k — 1)(T — t;)]
Uk kk>1) —*{T*tl+ 20— 1) }7

1sin[(k— k)T —t)]  sin[(k+k —2)(T —t;)]
Uk ke (h2k7) :E{ k— K + k+k —2 }

B M.A.P. ;i and ¢ Given Infinite Branching Structures
M.A.P. i and ¢ given Infinite branching structures is written as:
argmax Eg[log p(w, u| B, {t:}Y 1, Q, k)]

w,p
= argmax Ep[log p({t;};L1|w. 1, B, Q, k)] +log p(w) + log p(p)
" Expected Log-likelihood Constraints
1 1 (Tt
= argmaxz { Z pij log §[wTe(tz‘ —1;)]* = piolog p — 3 J [whe(t —t;)]%dt} — (B + 1)uT
Wl =1 ti<ty 0
1
— —wl'A ™ w — (@ — 1) log 1, (21)

2
where B represents the branching structure, p;; the probabilities of triggering relationships shown as Eq. (9) and Eq. (10), and
«, (8 are parameters of the Gamma prior of p7'. The second line is obtained using Bayes’ rule, which shows M.A.P. i and
¢ given Infinite branching structures is equivalent to maximizing the constrained expected log-likelihood, i.e., the objective
function for the M-step of the EM algorithm and the third line is an explicit expression of the second line.

C Mode-Finding the Triggering Kernel

Here we demonstrate in detail the computational challenges involved in finding the posterior mode with respect to the value of
1

the triggering kernel at multiple point locations. Consider the triggering kernel ¢(-) = 3 f2(-) where f(-) is Gaussian process

distributed. For a dataset {t;},, X = {f(t;)}}¥, = {X;})Y, has a normal distribution, i.e., { f(;)}}Y.; ~ N(m,X) where
m and ¥ are the mean and the covariance matrix. The distribution of Y = {¢(t;)} Y| = {Y;}}¥, is derived as below where F'



is the cumulative density function and f the probabilistic density function.
Fy (y)
= P(~\/25i < Xi < \/2yii = 1o+ )

V2y1 V2yn 1 X — TE—I X —
=J J exp[_( m) ( m)]dX1-~-dXN7
—vam v /(2N B 2
fr(y)
&N
= F
0y -+ OYN v ()
1 1 X -mTIE X -—m
= oo iy > exp[~ ) 5 ( ) (22)
m U Xex ™ (vaur,—v2un)

where X is the Cartesian product. There are 2 summations of exponential functions, which is intractable.
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Figure 6: Triggering kernels estimated by the Gibbs-Hawkes method (Section 3) and the EM-Hawkes method (Section 4). The true kernel is
plotted as the bold gray curve. We plot the median (red) and [0.1, 0.9] interval (filled red) of the approximate predictive distribution, along
with the triggering kernel inferred by the EM Hawkes method (blue). The hyper-parameters a and b of the Gaussian process kernel (Eq. (13))

are set to 0.002.
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