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Influence Maximization problem has received significant attention in recent years due to its application in various do-

mains such as product recommendation, public opinion dissemination, and disease propagation. This paper proposes

a theoretical analysis framework for collective influence in hypergraphs, focusing on identifying a set of seeds that

maximize influence in threshold models. Firstly, we extend the Message Passing method from pairwise networks to

hypergraphs to accurately describe the activation process in threshold models. Then we introduce the concept of hyper-

graph collective influence (HCI) to measure the influence of nodes. Subsequently, We design an algorithm, HCI-TM,

to select the Influence Maximization Set, taking into account both node and hyperedge activation. Numerical simu-

lations demonstrate that HCI-TM outperforms several competing algorithms in synthetic and real-world hypergraphs.

Furthermore, we find that HCI can be used as a tool to predict the occurrence of cascading phenomena. Notably, we

find that HCI-TM algorithm works better for larger average hyperdegrees in Erdős-Rényi (ER) hypergraphs and smaller

power-law exponents in scale-free (SF) hypergraphs.

The innovation of this study lies in several key aspects.

Firstly, we extend the Message Passing equation to thresh-

old models in hypergraphs, providing a more comprehen-

sive and accurate understanding of the activation process.

Secondly, we introduce the concept of Hypergraph Col-

lective Influence (HCI), which quantifies the collective in-

fluence of nodes in hypergraphs. HCI offers a novel ap-

proach to measuring the influence potential of individual

nodes in hypergraphs. Thirdly, we propose the HCI-TM

algorithm, designed to select the Influence Maximization

Set in hypergraphs based on threshold models. Notably,

the HCI-TM algorithm considers both individual node in-

fluence and the collective impact of hyperedges, result-

ing in more effective Influence Maximization strategies

in hypergraphs. Through extensive simulations on syn-

thetic and real-world hypergraphs, we demonstrate that

the HCI-TM algorithm outperforms other classical algo-

rithms. Additionally, HCI proves useful in predicting cas-

cading phenomena. Furthermore, our simulations reveal

interesting observations, indicating that the HCI-TM algo-

rithm performs better with larger average hyperdegrees

in ER hypergraphs and smaller power-law exponents in

SF hypergraphs. These findings provide valuable insights

into the influence of hypergraph characteristics on HCI-

TM algorithm performance.

I. INTRODUCTION:

The Influence Maximization problem in complex networks,

which aims to select a fixed number of seed nodes to maxi-

mize the scope of spreading, is widely recognized as an NP-

hard problem1,2. The critical role played by a small sub-

set of nodes in the spreading process has been widely ac-

knowledged in various applications3,4. For instance, a limited

number of individuals possess significant influence and can

shape public opinion, thereby facilitating the transmission of

ideas. Similarly, identifying and immunizing super spread-

ers in disease transmission networks is crucial for effectively

containing outbreaks. Due to its broad applications in disease

control5,6, marketing strategy7, and other fields8, this problem

has emerged as a prominent topic in recent academic research.

In pairwise networks, the topic of Influence Maximation

has been extensively researched9,10, and a large number of

heuristic algorithms, such as Betweenness11, High Degree

(HD)12, PageRank13, K-core14, and CI15–17, have been pre-

sented. However, with the continuous development of com-

plex system modeling18, researchers are increasingly realizing

that many real-world interactions involve multiple individu-

als. Pairwise networks are difficult to distinguish and describe

high-order interactions. For example, a research group can

consist of multiple members, a WeChat group can have mul-

tiple participants, and a tweet can receive multiple comments.

Hypergraphs provide a modeling framework that can distin-

guish and represent such high-order interactions19,20. In re-

cent years, with the growing development of hypergraph the-

ory and its wide-ranging applications, there has been a greater

interest in Influence Maximization problem in hypergraphs.

Xie et al.21 proposed an effective adaptive heuristic algorithm

to find the optimal set of influence seeds in hypergraphs. Zhu

et al.22 investigated how to maximize social influence in so-

cial hypergraphs. Austin R. et al.23 extended the feature vector

center from graphs to hypergraphs. These21–25 are important

progress on Influence Maximation problem in hypergraphs.

However, it remains a challenging problem, as many existing

heuristic algorithms lack sufficient mathematical analysis and

overlook the dependence of nodes’ neighbors. It is widely

recognized that the Message Passing equation26 has proven

effective in reducing loops in pairwise networks by removing

nodes, enhancing node independence, and providing a more

precise definition of the information transmission process. In

this study, we aim to extend the existing theory to hypergraphs

in order to investigate the Influence Maximization problem.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.13458v2
mailto:sp3449@cumc.columbia.edu.
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Our main contribution lies in the proposal of a novel Message

Passing equation tailored specifically for threshold models in

hypergraphs, thereby providing a more effective framework

for analyzing and optimizing influence propagation in hyper-

graphs.

Linear Threshold Models (LTM) can describe a large vari-

ety of real-world phenomena, such as disease spread27, pub-

lic opinion diffusion28, information dissemination29, and be-

havior adoption1,30,31. However, there haven’t been many

studies32 on threshold models in hypergraphs up to now.

Therefore, we aim to investigate the optimal influence of

nodes based on the threshold models in hypergraphs. The

main contributions of this paper are as follows:

• In this paper, we extend the Message Passing Method

from pairwise networks to hypergraphs in order to re-

duce the dependence of nodes’ neighbors. Then we

analyze the self-satisfying equation to obtain the Hy-

pergraph Collective Influence (HCI), which serves as a

metric for quantifying the collective influence of nodes

in hypergraphs.

• To select the optimal influence node in hypergraphs,

we propose the HCI-TM algorithm. Compared to other

methods, our algorithm not only maximizes node acti-

vation scale but also hyperedge activation scale.

• Through numerical simulations, we demonstrate that

the HCI-TM algorithm outperforms other classical al-

gorithms in both synthetic hypergraphs and real-world

hypergraphs. Additionally, we find that HCI can be

used as a basis for assessing the occurrence of cascade

phenomena.

• Our numerical simulations further reveal that larger

average hyperdegrees in ER hypergraphs and smaller

power-law exponents in SF hypergraphs could enhance

the performance of HCI-TM algorithm.

The article structure is as follows: Section 1 provides the

background, research motivation, and innovative aspects of

our study. In Section 2, we introduce the threshold models

in hypergraphs. Section 3 focuses on extending the Message

Passing Method from pairwise networks to hypergraphs. We

propose the concept of HCI and design the HCI-TM algorithm

to select the Influence Maximization Set based on threshold

models in hypergraphs. Section 4 presents the validation of

the HCI-TM algorithm through numerical simulations con-

ducted on both synthetic and real-world hypergraphs. The re-

sults demonstrate the superiority and robustness of HCI-TM

in diverse hypergraph structures. And we also find that HCI

can be used as a tool to predict the occurrence of cascading

phenomen. Finally, in Section 5, we summarize our findings

and provide insightful suggestions for future research direc-

tions.

II. THRESHOLD MODELS IN HYPERGRAPHS:

A hypergraph is a generalization of a graph where a hyper-

edge can connect any number of nodes, unlike regular graphs

which only allow connections between two nodes. Hyper-

graph H = (V,E) is a subset system of finite sets, where V

is the set of nodes in the hypergraph, and E is the set of hy-

peredges in the hypergraph. In a hypergraph with N nodes

and M hyperedges, the topology structure can be represented

by the correlation matrix {Hieγ }N×M . Here, Hieγ is equal to

1 if node i is associated with hyperedge eγ , and 0 otherwise.

We use vector n = (n1,n2, ...,nN)
T to indicate whether node

i is a seed node. If node i is a seed node, the ith compo-

nent ni = 1, otherwise, ni = 0. So the fraction of seed nodes

q =
N

∑
i=1

ni

N
. During the activating process, the states of each

node and hyperedge can be either active or inactive, depend-

ing on the rule of threshold models in hypergraphs. Assuming

that hyperedge eγ consists of Nγ nodes and mγ nodes of them

are in the state of active. The hyperedge eγ becomes activated

if the fraction of activated nodes
mγ

Nγ
reached or exceeded the

threshold value tγ ∈ (0,1). Once a hyperedge becomes ac-

tivated, all the nodes within that hyperedge will also become

active in the next step of the propagation process. This process

continues until there are no more newly activated nodes or hy-

peredges. To illustrate this concept, we can refer to Fig.(1),

which shows an example of the activation process in a hyper-

graph. In this example, all the threshold values of the hyper-

edges are set to tγ = 0.5, meaning that a hyperedge becomes

activated when at least half of its nodes are already active. At

the initial time t = 0, node 3 is chosen as the initial seed, so

U(0) = {3}. Depending on the threshold rule, the hyperedges

eγ2
and eγ3

get activated at time t = 1 because their fractions of

activated nodes reached threshold 0.5, so U(1) = {3,eγ2
,eγ3

}.

At time t = 2, nodes 2 and 6 are made to activated subse-

quently and U(2) = {3,eγ2
,eγ3

,2,6}. At next step, the hyper-

edges eγ1
and eγ5

are both activated, making nodes 1 and 7

activated respectively, so U(3) = {3,eγ2
,eγ3

,2,6,eγ1
,eγ5

} and

U(4) = {3,eγ2
,eγ3

,2,6,eγ1
,eγ5

,1,7}. Since no more nodes or

hyperedges will be activated, this propagation process ends at

time t = 4.

In this paper, all thresholds of the hyperedges are set to the

same value, which range from 0.5 to 0.8.

III. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS AND HCI-TM
ALGORITHM

In this Section, we propose a collective influence theoreti-

cal analysis framework based on threshold models in hyper-

graphs.

A. Message Passing Equation

In the spread process, vi represents the probability of node i

being activated, and veγ the probability of hyperedge eγ being

activated. At the final stage of propagation, vi and veγ can

only show two states, that is, vi = 0(veγ = 0), indicating that

node i (hyperedge eγ ) has not been activated, and vi = 1(veγ =
1), indicating that node i (hyperedge eγ ) has been activated.
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Step 0: U 0 3

Step 1: U 1 3, ,

Step 2: U 2 3, , , 2,6

Step 3: 3 3, , , 2,6, ,

Step 4: 4 3, , , 2,6, , , 1,7

FIG. 1. The diagram of the hypergraph spread process depicts nodes

as circles and hyperedges as ovals. Each hyperedge comprises mul-

tiple nodes, and each node is associated with multiple hyperedges.

The colors assigned to the hyperedges and nodes represent the order

of activation.

Therefore, we denote Q(q) =
N

∑
i=1

vi
N

as the final proportion of

the active nodes with size q of the initial seed nodes.

In hypergraph, the Cavity Method can be extended to the

"link" between node and hyperedge. Actually, the hypergraph

can be described as a Bipartite Graph, which consist of two

kinds of node: the nodes and hyperedges in hypergraph are

both taken as the node in Bipartite Graph, the links in Bipar-

tite Graph only exist between node and hyperedge when they

are associated in hypergraph. So we can consider to remove

two kinds of node in Bipartite Graph by Cavity Method. For a

directed link from node i to hyperedge eγ , suppose eγ is "vir-

tually" removed from the Bipartite Graph and reconsider if

node i is activated or not. The variable vt
i→eγ

represents the

probability of node i being activated in the absence of hyper-

edge eγ at time t. Similarly, vt
eγ→i represents the probability of

hyperedge eγ being activated in the absence of node i at time

t. Notice that although the direct impact between node i and

hyperedge eγ did not occur, they can still affect each other by

a longer path i ↔ eβ ↔ . . .↔ j ↔ eγ . For sparse hypergraphs,

the updating process can be obtained:







vt+1
i→eγ

= ni +(1− ni)[1− ∏
eβ∈∂ i/eγ

(1− vt
eβ→i)]

vt+1
eγ→i = 1− ∏

Ph∈P
mγ
eγ /i

(1− ∏
p∈Ph

vt
p→eγ

) (1)

Here, ∂ i/eγ represents the set of hyperedges related to

node i except eγ . P
mγ

eγ/i
= {P1,P2, ...,Pτ} is defined as the

set of all combinations of mγ nodes in hyperedge eγ exclud-

ing node i, where τ = C
mγ

Nγ−1. Each element Ph in P
mγ

eγ/i
has

the form Ph = {ph1
, ph2

, ..., phmγ
}, representing the hth com-

bination composed of mγ nodes. Notice that in Eq.(1), the

states of vt
i→eγ

and vt
eγ→i will update every two time steps (i.e.

v2t+1
i→eγ

= v2t
i→eγ

and v2t+2
eγ→i = v2t+1

eγ→i for all t = 0,1, . . .). Denote

limt→∞ vt
i→eγ

= vi→eγ and limt→∞ vt
eγ→i = veγ→i. The message

passing equations can be described as:







vi→eγ = ni +(1− ni)[1− ∏
eβ∈∂ i/eγ

(1− veβ→i)]

veγ→i = 1− ∏
Ph∈P

mγ
eγ /i

(1− ∏
p∈Ph

vp→eγ )
(2)

Moreover, the final state of node i and hyperedge eγ is given

as follows:







vi = ni +(1− ni)[1− ∏
eβ∈∂ i

(1− veβ→i)]

veγ = 1− ∏
Ph∈P

mγ
eγ

(1− ∏
p∈Ph

vp→eγ )
(3)

B. High-order Collective Influence

To simplify the Eq.(2), let’s denote V→ = {v1,v2}
T , where

v1 = {vi→eγ }S×1, v2 = {veγ→i}S×1. Here S =
N

∑
i=1

ki and ki rep-

resents the hyperdegree of node i. Correspondingly, we extend

n to n→ with larger dimension 2S:

n→ = (n1,0)
T = (. . . ,

ki
︷ ︸︸ ︷
ni, . . . ,ni, . . .

︸ ︷︷ ︸

S

,0, . . . ,0
︸ ︷︷ ︸

S

)T (4)

So the Eq.(2) can be described as a nonlinear function:

V→ = n→+G (V→)⇔

{
v1 = n1 + g1(v2)
v2 = 0 + g2(v1)

(5)

The final state of V→ is completely determined by giving

the initial seeds set n→, i.e. the solution of the self-consistent

Eq.(5) is unique under given initial seeds. Unfortunately, it is

hard to solved directly due to the complexity of functions g1

and g2
16, Therefore, we calculate it approximately by iteration

and linearization:

Vt+1
→ = n→+ JG |Vt

→
×Vt

→ (6)

Here the JG |Vt
→

is the jacobian matrix of Eq.(5) at point

Vt
→. For a given hypergraph, we take the partial derivatives of

Eq.(5):

JG =





∂g1
∂v1

∂g1
∂v2

∂g2
∂v1

∂g2
∂v2





2S×2S

(7)
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For the partial derivative of g1, We have:

∂vi→eγ

∂v j→eβ

= 0 (8)

∂vi→eγ

∂veβ→ j

=

{
(1− ni) ∏

eµ∈∂ i/eγ ,eβ

(1− veµ→i) i = j,eβ 6= eγ

0 otherwise

(9)

For the first row of jacobian matrix at time t, we have
∂g1
∂v1

∣
∣
Vt
→

= 0 and
∂g1
∂v2

∣
∣
Vt
→
= {

∂vi→eγ

∂veβ → j
}
∣
∣
Vt
→

is a generalization

of the non-backtracking (NB) matrix, which is only deter-

mined by the number of active hyperedges associating to

node i except eγ and eβ at time t, denoted by at
eβ→i,i→eγ

=

∑
eµ∈∂ i/(eγ ,eβ )

vt
eµ→i. So the

∂g1
∂v2

can be described as:

∂vi→eγ

∂veβ→ j

∣
∣
∣
∣
Vt
→

=

{
1− ni i = j,eβ 6= eγ ,a

t
eβ→i,i→eγ

= 0

0 otherwise

(10)

The same analysis on the partial derivative of g2 yields that
∂veγ→i

∂veβ → j
is always zero and

∂veγ →i

∂v j→eβ
is almost zero except for

eβ = eγ , j 6= i:

∂veγ→i

∂v j→eγ

= ∏
Ph∈P

mγ
eγ /i

j/∈Ph

(1− ∏
p∈Ph

vp→eγ )

× ∑
Ph∈P

mγ
eγ /i

j∈Ph

[ ∏
p∈Ph/ j

vp→eγ ∏
P̃h∈P

mγ
eγ /i

P̃h 6=Ph

j∈P̃h

(1− ∏
p∈P̃h

vp→eγ )]

(11)

Although the
∂veγ→i

∂v j→eγ

∣
∣
Vt
→

seems much complicated, it still

can be simplified by the bt
j→eγ ,eγ→i = ∑

p∈∂eγ/(i, j)
vt

p→eγ
, which

is the number of active nodes associating to eγ at time t, ex-

cluding i and j. Firstly, if bt
j→eγ ,eγ→i ≥ mγ at time t, there is

at least one combination of Ph that makes for ∏
p∈Ph

vt
p→eγ

= 1,

which leads to that the first part on the right side of Eq.(11)

equals zero, so
∂veγ→i

∂v j→eγ

∣
∣
Vt
→
= 0 under this condition. Secondly,

if bt
j→eγ ,eγ→i ≤ mγ − 2 at time t, we have ∏

p∈Ph/ j

vt
p→eγ

= 0 for

any combination because at least one zero element will be se-

lected when you choose mγ −1 elements from a set containing

at most mγ −2 nonzero elements, so
∂veγ→i

∂v j→eγ

∣
∣
Vt
→
= 0 under this

condition. Lastly, only when bt
j→eγ ,eγ→i = mγ −1, there is ex-

actly one combination such that ∏
p∈Ph/ j

vt
p→eγ

= 1. Meanwhile,

all the forms ∏
p∈Ph

vt
p→eγ

and ∏
p∈P̃h

vt
p→eγ

are zeros, which fi-

nally leads to
∂veγ →i

∂v j→eγ

∣
∣
Vt
→
= 1. Therefore, for the second row

of jacobian matrix at time t, we have
∂g2
∂v2

∣
∣
Vt
→
= 0 and another

generalized Non-Backtracking matrix
∂g2
∂v1

∣
∣
Vt
→
= {

∂veγ→i

∂v j→eβ
}
∣
∣
Vt
→

described as:

∂veγ→i

∂v j→eβ

∣
∣
∣
∣
Vt
→

=

{
1 eβ = eγ , j 6= i,bt

j→eγ ,eγ→i = mγ − 1

0 otherwise

(12)

For the convenience and simplicity of the following deriva-

tion, the jacobian matrix JG
∣
∣
Vt
→

is denoted as follows:

JG
∣
∣
Vt
→
=

(
0 M t

I t 0

)

(13)

Here M t = {M t
eβ→ j,i→eγ

} = {
∂vi→eγ

∂veβ → j
}

∣
∣
∣
∣
Vt
→

, I t =

{I j→eβ ,eγ→i}
∣
∣
Vt
→
= {

∂veγ→i

∂v j→eβ
}

∣
∣
∣
∣
Vt
→

are the matrix with demen-

sion S× S. We extend the matrices M t and I t to the higher

dimensional space M × N × N × M and N × M × M × N.

Although they should not be combined to form a matrix

because of their different dimensions, it does not affect the

subsequent calculation as long as we just do it respectively.

Bringing in new symbols:

{

M t
eβ jieγ

= (1− ni)Hieγ H jeβ
δi j(1− δeβ eγ )M

t
eβ iieγ

I t
jeβ eγ i = Hieγ H jeβ

δeβ eγ (1− δi j)I
t
jeγ eγ i

(14)

Here Mt
eβ iieγ

and It
jeγ eγ i are the binary matrices. Mt

eβ iieγ
= 1

if at
eβ→i,i→eγ

= 0 and Mt
eβ iieγ

= 0 otherwise. Similarly, It
jeγ eγ i =

1 if bt
j→eγ ,eγ→i = mγ −1 and It

jeγ eγ i = 0 otherwise. The Mt
eβ iieγ

and It
jeγ eγ i are related to the concept of "subcritical" node and

hyperedge respectively. By definition of Ref16, a node (hy-

peredge) is subcritical if that one more activation of associ-

ated hyperedge (node) will cause it activated. Additionally,

Mt
eβ iieγ

and It
jeγ eγ i are fully determined by vt

i→eγ
and vt

eγ→i, im-

plying that both of them are also periodic (M2t+2
eβ iieγ

= M2t+1
eβ iieγ

and I2t+1
jeγ eγ i = I2t

jeγ eγ i for all t = 0,1, . . .).

For t = 1, we set V0
→ = n→, so V1

→ = n→+ JG 0 ×n→:

[
v1

v2

]1

=

[
n1

0

]

+

[
0 M 0

I 0 0

][
n1

0

]

=

[
n1

I 0n1

]

(15)

Notice that n1 should also been extended to the higher di-

mensional space N ×M, based on the Eq.(15), we have:

{
v1

i→eγ
= niHieγ

v1
eγ→i = Hieγ ∑

j

n jH jeγ (1− δi j)I
0
jeγ eγ i

(16)
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FIG. 2. The illustrates of subcritical path in hypergraphs. The blue circles represent nodes, the triangles represent hyperedges. (a) At

t=0, HCI0(i) is erqual to the hyperdegree of node i. (b) At t=1, the additional 2-length subcritical paths also contribute to HCI1(i), which

represented by thick crimson links. And the orange triangles represent hyperedges in subcritical state, so the HCI1(i)=HCI0(i)+3=8. (c) At

t=2, the additional 3-length subcritical paths are represented by thick yellow line, so HCI2(i)=HCI1(i)+4=5+3+4=12.

Defining ‖v→‖ = ∑
ieγ

(vi→eγ + veγ→i) to quantify the activa-

tion scale of Threshold Models in hypergraphs, our goal is to

optimize the collective influence of a given number of seeds

by maximizing ‖v→‖. Based on the Eq.(16), the form of ‖v→‖
for t = 1 is:

‖v→‖= ∑
ieγ

vi→eγ +∑
ieγ

veγ→i

= ∑
ieγ

niHieγ +∑
ieγ

Hieγ ∑
j

n jH jeγ (1− δi j)I
0
jeγ eγ i

= ∑
i

niki +∑
i

ni ∑
eγ∈∂ i

∑
j∈∂eγ/i

I0
ieγ eγ j

= ∑
i

ni



ki + ∑
eγ∈∂ i

∑
j∈∂eγ/i

I0
ieγ eγ j



 (17)

Supposing that the final state of self-consistent Eq.(5) is ob-

tained at t = 1, we can quantify the contribution of node i to

‖v→‖ for t = 1, which is formulated by the content in brack-

ets of Eq.(17). Let’s define it as the Hypergraph Collective

Influence (HCI) of node i to find the optimal influencers:

HCI1(i) = ki + ∑
eγ∈∂ i

∑
j∈∂eγ/i

I0
ieγ eγ j

(18)

As shown in Fig.(2b), we can calculate the HCI1(i) through

Eq.(18), so HCI1(i) = 8.

For t = 2, based on Eq.(6), we have V2
→ = n→ + JG 1 ×

V1
→ = n→+ JG 1 ×n→+ JG 1 × JG 0 ×n→, so:

[
v1

v2

]2

=

[
n1 +M 1I 0n1

I 1 n1

]

(19)

Same as above, the specific form of Eq.(19) can be de-

scribed as







v2
i→eγ

= niHieγ +(1− ni)Hieγ ∑
eβ

Hieβ
(1− δeγeβ

)M1
eβ iieγ

×∑
k

nkHkeβ
(1− δki)I

0
keβ eβ i

v2
eγ→i = Hieγ ∑

j
n jH jeγ (1− δi j)I

1
jeγ eγ i

(20)

Let us compute the Hypergraph Collective Influence of

node i for t = 2, the same process as above, we have:

HCI2(i) = ki + ∑
eγ∈∂ i

∑
j∈∂eγ/i

I1
ieγ eγ j

+ ∑
eγ∈∂ i

∑
j∈∂eγ/i

I0
ieγ eγ j ∑

eµ∈∂ j/eγ

(1− n j)M
1
eγ j jeµ

(21)

As shown in Fig.(2c), the additional 3-length paths also

contribute to HCI2(i), making HCI2(i)=12. Due to the period-

icity of Iieγ eγ j, we can replace the I1
ieγ eγ j with I0

ieγ eγ j. Therefore,

the right part of the first line in Eq.(21) is actually the HCI1(i).

Moreover, ki can also be seen as HCI0(i), which corresponds

to the High Hyper Degree (HHD) ranking. It is obvious that

HCIt+1 is composed of HCIt and all message of subcritical

path with lengh t. So we can generalize the above HCI for-

mula to any given t = n. In summary, based on Eq.(6), we

have Vn
→ = n→+ JG n−1 ×Vn−1

→ = [1+
n

∑
i=1

i

∏
j=1

JG n− j]×n→,

and for n > 2:

[
v1

v2

]n

=









n1 +

(

∑
L∈An

∏
l∈AL

M n−l+1I n−l

)

n1

I n−1

(

n1 +

(

∑
L∈An

∏
l∈AL

M n−lI n−l−1

)

n1

)









(22)

where An = {x ∈ N+|x mod 2 = 0,x ≤ n}. By analyzing

the Eq.(22) we can get the Hypergraph Collective Influence

of node i for t = n:
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HCIn(i) = ki + ∑
L∈An

O
n
L + ∑

L∈Bn

E
n
L (23)

where Bn = {x ∈ N+|x mod 2 = 1,x ≤ n}, On
L and E

n
L are

defined as follows:

On
L = ∑

eγ1
∈∂ i1

∑
i2∈∂eγ1

/i1

In−L
i1eγ1

eγ1
i2

∑
eγ2

∈∂ i2/eγ1

(1− ni2)M
n−L+1
eγ1

i2i2eγ2

×·· ·× ∑
iℓ∈∂eγℓ−1

/iℓ−1

In−2
iℓ−1eγℓ−1

eγℓ−1
iℓ

∑
eγℓ

∈∂ iℓ/eγℓ−1

(1− niℓ)M
n−1
eγℓ−1

iℓiℓeγℓ

(24)

En
L = ∑

eγ1
∈∂ i1

∑
i2∈∂eγ1

/i1

In−L
i1eγ1

eγ1
i2

∑
eγ2

∈∂ i2/eγ1

(1− ni2)M
n−L+1
eγ1

i2i2eγ2

×·· ·× ∑
iι+1∈∂eγι /iι

In−1
iι eγι eγι iι+1

(25)

Here ℓ = L+2
2

and ι = L+1
2

. On
L and En

L represent the num-

ber of subcritical path starting from node i with odd and even

length respectively, and both length of them do not exceed

n+ 1. Inspired by above, we define the concept of subcritical

paths. For a directed link i1 → eγ1
→ ...→ eγl

is a subcritical

path of length 2l − 1, if ni1 = 1,ni2 = 0, ...,nil = 0,Ii1eγ1
eγ1

i2 =
1,Meγ1

i2i2eγ2
= 1, ..., Ii1−1eγl−1

eγl−1
il = 1,Meγl−1

il il eγl
= 1. Same

as above, the directed link i1 → eγ1
→ ...→ il is a subcritical

path of length 2l − 2, if ni1 = 1,ni2 = 0, ...,nil = 0,Ii1eγ1
eγ1

i2 =
1,Meγ1

i2i2eγ2
= 1, ..., Iil−1eγl−1

eγl−1
il = 1. For locally tree-like

hypergraphs, HCIn can be approximately defined as the num-

ber of subcritical paths starting from i with length 0 ≤ l ≤ n.

C. HCI-TM Algorithm

Our objective is to identify the most effective configura-

tion of seeds n, with a given size of qN, in order to maxi-

mize ‖v→‖. By increasing the number of iterations or the time

parameter n, we can obtain increasingly accurate approxima-

tions of the final state defined by Eq.(5). This signifies im-

proved performance of HCIn(i). However, it also leads to an

increase in the complexity of HCIn(i), as it becomes depen-

dent on time and other seeds. In order to select the optimal in-

fluence node, we have devised an adaptive HCI-TM algorithm

that follows a greedy approach based on the aforementioned

analysis:

It is important to note that ar represents the expected pro-

portion of active nodes. In order to save computational re-

sources, it is not necessary to update the HCI for all nodes.

Instead, we only need to recalculate the neighbors within the

⌈n/2⌉-layer of nodes that were activated in the previous step.

This approach allows us to focus on the relevant nodes and

optimize the efficiency of the algorithm.

IV. NUMERICAL SIMULATION:

In this section, we have conducted a comprehensive evalu-

ation of the HCI-TM algorithm by comparing it with several

Algorithm 1: HCIn-TM algorithm

Input:

Hypergraph: H(V,E),
Activation Radio: ar

Output:

Seed Set: S

Initialization: S=/0, Calculate the HCIn values of all nodes in

the hypergraph;

while Q(q)<ar do

Select node i with the highest HCIn as the seed;

S = {i}∪S;

Remove the newly activated node and hyperedge from the

hypergraph;

Recalculate the HCIn value of ⌈n/2⌉-layer neighbor of

node removed in the prevous step;

end

return S

classical algorithms, namely HHD (High Hyper Degree Al-

gorithm), HHDA (High Hyper Degree Adaptive Algorithm),

NP (Neighbor Preference Algorithm), NPA (Neighbor Prefer-

ence Adaptive Algorithm), PageRank, and RA (Random Al-

gorithm). To ensure the robustness of our findings, we per-

formed simulations on both synthetic and real-world hyper-

graphs. Our results revealed that the HCI-TM algorithm out-

performed the other algorithms in various aspects. Specifi-

cally, it achieved maximum activation of the hypergraph while

selecting a minimal seed set, thereby demonstrating its supe-

rior performance in the threshold models. It is worth not-

ing that the parameter ar was set to 0.9 in all experiments.

This choice takes into account the presence of challenging-to-

activate peripheral nodes in the hypergraphs.

A. Synthetic hypergraphs

To evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the HCI-

TM algorithm, a series of experiments were conducted on

synthetic hypergraphs. These hypergraphs consisted of Erds-

Rényi (ER) hypergraphs33 with average hyperdegrees of 2 and

3, Scale-Free (SF) hypergraphs21 with power-law exponent of

1.5 and 2, as well as K-uniform hypergraphs with hyperedge

sizes of 4 and 5. The experiments covered a range of hy-

pergraph size, including 5000, 10000, 20000, 30000, 50000,

and 100000. The result of the experiment was averaged ten

times to ensure the reliability of the results. All numerical

simulations was conducted in giant connected component of

hypergraphs based on our threshold rules.

FIG (3) illustrates the performance of various algorithms

in ER, SF, and K-UF hypergraphs under different parameter

settings, with a threshold of tγ = 0.5. As depicted in FIG

(3), the HCI-TM algorithm outperforms other algorithms in

all cases. It achieves a node activation rate of 90% in the hy-

pergraphs with the minimum number of seeds. The HHDA

algorithm performs relatively good performance, ranking sec-

ond in terms of effectiveness, while the RA algorithm need

select the most seed nodes. Through our experimental sim-

ulations, we observed that the superiority of HCI-TM algo-
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FIG. 3. Performance of HCI-TM algorithm and other algorithms on ER, SF and K-UF hypergraphs. The size of hypergraphs N are 10000 and

100000, and M = 0.3N in ER hypergraphs, M = 0.5N in SF and K-uniform hypergraphs. The horizontal axi of each subfigure represents the

proportion of seed nodes in the hypergraphs, and the vertical axis represents the proportion of active nodes in the hypergraphs.

rithm becomes increasingly evident in ER hypergraphs as the

average hyperdegree increases. However, the performance of

the HCI-TM algorithm on SF hypergraphs deteriorates as the

power-law exponent increases. This phenomenon can be at-

tributed to that the larger power-law exponent limits the num-

ber of nodes with large hyperdegrees, causing the more hy-

perdegree of nodes to be 1, making the failure of the HCI-TM

algorithm.

FIG (4) presents the proportion of seed nodes required by

different algorithms to achieves 90% node activation in ER,

SF, and K-uniform hypergraphs. As shown in FIG (4), the

HCI-TM algorithm consistently outperforms other algorithms

by selecting optimal influence seed sets with the minimum

number of nodes. Following the HCI-TM algorithm, the

HHDA algorithm demonstrates relatively good performance,

while the RA algorithm requires the largest number of seed

nodes. These results highlight the effectiveness of the HCI-

TM algorithm in identifying influential nodes in the hyper-

graphs, allowing it to achieve a high activation rate while min-

imizing resource utilization.

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of HCI, we conducted

an analysis of HCIn during the spreading process. Initially, we

examined the evolution of HCI based on the HCI-TM ranking

during sequential activation, as shown in FIG (5). It can be

observed that in the early stages, the HCI value is small and

there is a little disparity between HCI1 and HCI2. However,

TABLE I. The TABLE show the slope of different algorithm running

times using a one order polynomial fitting on different types of hy-

pergraphs.

Algorithms HHD HHDA NP NPA PR RA HCI1 HCI2

ER-2 1.28 1.03 1.17 0.76 0.87 1.04 1.02 1.03

ER-3 1.25 1.03 1.13 0.83 0.92 1.02 1.02 1.03

SF-1.5 1.07 1.02 1.06 0.73 0.95 1.04 1.07 1.07

SF-2 1.04 1.01 1.03 0.64 0.89 1.02 1.03 1.06

4-UF 1.06 1.01 1.04 0.58 0.92 1.00 1.02 1.01

5-UF 1.16 1.02 1.10 0.70 0.97 1.04 1.03 1.04

as the propagation process unfolds, the gap between HCI1 and

HCI2 gradually widens. Furthermore, our findings indicate

that the occurrence of the cascade phenomenon corresponds to

the peak evolution of HCI. Notably, the peak of HCI2 occurs

earlier and reaches a higher value compared to HCI1. Remark-

ably, the HCI2 algorithm achieves this superior performance

while utilizing fewer seed nodes. These results demonstrate

the significant impact of HCI in the cascading process and

suggest that it can be used as a tool to predict the occurrence

of cascading phenomen.

We recorded the computational time of each algorithm in

different synthetic hypergraphs. The logarithm (log10) of the

computational time and the scale of the hypergraph were then

calculated. Subsequently, we plotted a line graph with the
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FIG. 4. The fraction of seed nodes required by different algorithms to activate the ER hypergraphs with the average hyperdegree of 2 and 3,

the SF hypergraphs with the power-law exponent of 1.5 and 2 and the K-uniform hypergraphs with the size of hyperedges are 4 and 5. The

horizontal axis represents the hypergraph size, and the vertical axis represents the proportion of seed nodes.
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FIG. 5. Analysis of the HCI value attached to each node when it is activated sequentially according to HCIn-TM ranking. a-c shows the results

of HCI algorithm on ER hypergraphs with average hyperdegree of 3, SF hypergraphs with the power-law exponent of 1.5 and UF hypergraphs

with size of hyperedges are 5, and the size of hypergraphs N are 10000.

scale of hypergraph on the horizontal axis and the time on

the vertical axis, as shown in FIG (6). To analyze the time

complexity of the algorithms, we fitted the running time data

with first-order polynomials, as presented in TABLE (I). Our

analysis revealed that the time consumed by each algorithm

exhibits a linear growth pattern in relation to the hypergraph

size. Remarkably, the HHD algorithm exhibits the highest

time complexity, approximately O(N1.14), while the NPA al-

gorithm demonstrates the lowest time complexity, approxi-

mately O(N0.71). The time complexity of the HCI-TM algo-

rithm, approximately O(N1.04), demonstrates a linear increase

in computational time as the scale of the hypergraph increases.

Among all the algorithms examined, the PageRank algorithm

consumes the most time, while the RA algorithm exhibits the

lowest time complexity. The HCI-TM algorithm strikes a rea-

sonable balance between time complexity and performance,

making it a pragmatic choice for practical applications.

B. Real-world hypergraphs

The threshold models in hypergraphs is widely utilized in

various real-world scenarios, encompassing the proliferation

of public opinion and protein interaction hypergraphs. In this

subsection, we conducted six numerical simulations in real-

world hypergraphs to demonstrate the efficacy of the HCI-TM
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FIG. 6. The computational time (seconds) of different algorithms on ER hypergraphs, SF hypergraphs and the K-uniform hypergraphs. The

horizontal axis is log10(N), and the vertical axis is log10(T ), where N represent the number of node in the hypergraphs and T represent

computational time.

algorithm. The specific information about the real-world hy-

pergraphs is presented in TABLE (II).

TABLE II. Some specific information about the real-world hyper-

grphs dataset, including the number of nodes and hyperedges, and

the threshold settings.

Dataset N M tγ
House-committees 1,290 341 0.6

Vegas-bars-reviews 1,234 1,194 0.6

Geometry-questions 580 1,193 0.8

Senate-committees 282 315 0.8

MAG-10 80,198 51,889 0.5

Mathoverflow-answers 73,851 5,446 0.5

The first dataset we used is Congressional data compiled

by Charles Stewart and Jonathan Vaughan34. The nodes of

the House-Committees dataset represent members of the U.S.

house of Representatives, and the hyperedges represent the

committee members. There are 1290 nodes and 341 hyper-

edges in the hypergraph, and the average and median number

of nodes in each hyperedges are 34.8 and 40 respectively.

As depicted in FIG (7a), we can observe the performance

of the HCI-TM algorithm in comparison to other classical al-

gorithms. Specifically, when applied to the US Congressional

hypergraph, the HCI-TM algorithm excels by achieving full

activation at an early stage. Notably, HCI1 and HCI2 outper-

form all other algorithms by selecting 75 seed nodes. Among

the alternative algorithms, the HHDA algorithm demonstrates

the third-best performance, achieving full activation with 102

seed nodes. However, there is still a significant gap compared

to the HCI-TM algorithm. On the other hand, the RA algo-

rithm need to select 34.4% seed nodes (approximately 444

nodes). This striking example effectively highlights the sub-

stantial advantages of the HCI-TM algorithm, underscoring

its practical utility and application value.

The Vegas-bars-reviews dataset35 is derived from the Yelp

Kaggle competition data which node represents the user, and

hyperedge contains lists of reviewers that reviewed a certain

typeof establishment within a month. In FIG (7b), the superi-

ority of the HCI-TM algorithm over other classical algorithms

on the Vegas-bars-reviews dataset is clearly demonstrated. As

the hypergraph reaches 90% activation, the HCI1-TM algo-

rithm and HCI2-TM algorithm select 82 and 49 seed nodes

respectively, while the HHDA algorithm and NPA algorithm

select 124 and 136 seed nodes respectively. Comparing with

the HHDA algorithm and NPA algorithm, the HCI algorithm

exhibits remarkable advantages, which become more pro-

nounced as the order of the HCI algorithm increases. Among

all the algorithms compared, the NP algorithm performs the

poorest, requiring 567 seed nodes.

The third real-world hypergraph is the Geometry-question

dataset35. The nodes represent the users of MathOverflow

and hyperedges are sets of users who answerered a certain

question category. FIG (7c) presents the performance of vari-

ous algorithms on the Geometry-question dataset. The results

clearly indicate that the HCI-TM algorithm outperforms all

other algorithms. Notably, the HCI2-TM algorithm achieves

a hypergraph activation rate of over 90% by selecting only 20

nodes, which is nearly 45% higher than the performance of

the HHDA algorithm.
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FIG. 7. Performance of HCI-TM algorithm and other classical algorithms on real-world hypergraphs. And the horizontal axis represent the

proportion of seed nodes and the vertical axis represent the proportion of active nodes in the hypergraph.

The fourth dataset is Senate-Committees34, which nodes

represent the members of the United States senate and the

hyperedges correspond to committee members. The perfor-

mance of different algorithms are showed in Fig.(7d), and

it outperforms all others. Compared to other classical algo-

rithms, the HCI2-TM algorithm only select 19 seed nodes to

achieve the same goal, whereas the HHDA algorithm, which

exhibits the best performance among the other classical al-

gorithms, required 36 seeds. That clearly demonstrates the

superiority of the HCI-TM algorithm.

The MAG-10 dataset36,37 comprises authors as nodes and

their corresponding publications as hyperedges within the Mi-

crosoft Academic Graph subset. Fig(7e) shows that all algo-

rithms could activate the hypergraph to 0.4 using very few

seeds at the initial stage. As propagation process evolved, we

observed that the HCI-TM algorithm exhibits a slight advan-

tage over other algorithms. However, HCI-TM algorithm is

surpassed by the NPA and HHDA algorithms in the final stage,

but the gap between them was very small. The last dataset we

selected was Mathoverflow-answers38, where the nodes rep-

resent the user, and the hyperedges are the set of questions an-

swered by the users. As can be seen from Fig.(7f), HCI-TM

algorithm has obvious advantages compared with other algo-

rithms in the initial stage. However, as the propagation pro-

cess evolved, the difference between the HCI-TM algorithm

and the HHDA and NPA algorithms gradually diminished. In

the final stage, NPA algorithm is slightly ahead of HCI-TM al-

gorithm. In addition, we found no first-order phase transitions

in the MAG-10 and Mathoverflow-answers datasets when the

threshold was set to 0.5. All experiments in real-world hyper-

graphs show that HCI-TM has strong robustness and superi-

ority.

V. CONCLUSION:

The Influence Maximization problem in hypergraphs has

gained attention due to its relevance in real-world scenarios

involving high-order interactions. However, this field is still in

its early stages, with many heuristic approaches lacking suff-

cient mathematical analysis and neglecting the dependence of

nodes’ neighbors. This paper focuses on optimizing node in-

fluence based on the threshold models in hypergraphs, but it

only solves specific problems. Future research will investigate

more general probabilistic agent-based HCI-TM algorithms,

applying a message passing theoretical analysis framework to

address a broader range of spread and diffusion problems in

hypergraphs.

Additionally, the structure of the hypergraphs may have an

impact on the occurrence of the cascade phenomenon, which

is an area of focus for our future research. Understanding how

different hypergraph structures influence the dynamics of in-

formation spreading and the cascade phenomenon can pro-

vide valuable insights into optimizing Influence Maximiza-

tion strategies. By further investigating this aspect, we aim to

uncover additional factors that contribute to the spread of in-

fluence in hypergraphs and develop more effective algorithms

for Influence Maximization problem.
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Appendix A: Compared Algorithm

To assess the efficacy of the HCI-TM algorithm, we em-

ployed several established algorithms that are commonly uti-

lized in pairwise networks and extended them for application

in hypergraphs. Through a comparative analysis with other

classical algorithm, we substantiate the superior performance

of HCI-TM in efficiently selecting the most influential nodes,

thus achieving maximum propagation scale within the hyper-

graphs.

Neighbor Preference Algorithm(NP):

The NP algorithm employs a sorting technique to prioritize

nodes based on their one-layer neighbor count, selecting the

node with the highest number of neighbors as the initial seed

node for spreading. This process continues until a specific

proportion of nodes in the hypergraphs are activated. In order

to enhance its efficiency, the NPA algorithm builds upon this

approach. After each removal, the neighbors of each node are

recalculated, and unactivated nodes with the highest number

of neighbors are chosen as seed. Notably, the NPA algorithm

avoids selecting already activated nodes as seeds, further op-

timizing the NP algorithm. The algorithm terminates once the

desired proportion of nodes in the hypergraphs are activated.

High Hyper Degree Algorithm(HHD):

The HHD algorithm ranks nodes in descending order based

on their hyperdegree and selects the node with the highest hy-

perdegree as the initial seed node for propagation in the hy-

pergraph. This process continues until a specified proportion

of nodes in the hypergraphs are activated. HHDA algorithm

is an improvement of HHD algorithm. After each removal,

the hyperdegree of each node is recalculated, and the HHDA

algorithm prioritizes selecting the remaining unactivated node

with the highest hyperdegree as the seed. The algorithm termi-

nates when the desired proportion of nodes in the hypergraphs

are activated. By reducing the overlap of already activated

nodes as seeds during propagation, the HHDA algorithm en-

hances the efficiency of the HHD algorithm.

PageRank(PR):

The PageRank algorithm is a widely used method em-

ployed by the Google search engine to evaluate the signifi-

cance of web pages. It operates by analyzing the linkage re-

lationships between web pages, providing a measure of their

relative importance in search engine rankings. In our study,

we have extended the conventional PageRank algorithm from

pairwise networks to hypergraphs, and the PageRank value of

each node in the hypergraph can be defined as follows:







PR(i) = d( ∑
j∈ℓi

PR( j)
L( j)

)+ 1−d
N

L( j) = ∑
eγ∈∂ j

Nγ − 1
(A1)

In Eq.(A1), ℓi represents the first layer neighbors of a node,

Nγ represents the number of nodes in the hyperedge eγ , and

d ∈ (0,1) is the damping factor. The PageRank value of each

node in the hypergraph is iteratively updated based on the

aforementioned equation until convergence is achieved. Once

convergence is reached, the nodes are sorted based on their

PageRank values. The node with the highest PageRank value

is selected as the seed node to activate the hypergraph. The al-

gorithm terminates until a specific proportion of nodes in the

hypergraph are activated.

Random Algorithm(RA):

The random algorithm selects seed nodes randomly and

propagates them in the hypergraphs. The algorithm terminates

until a specific proportion of nodes in the hypergraphs are ac-

tivated.
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