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Built upon the shoulders of graph theory, the field of complex networks has become a central tool for studying
real systems across various fields of research. Represented as graphs, different systems can be studied using
the same analysis methods, which allows for their comparison. Here, we challenge the wide-spread idea
that graph theory is a universal analysis tool, uniformly applicable to any kind of network data. Instead,
we show that many classical graph metrics—including degree, clustering coefficient and geodesic distance—
arise from a common hidden propagation model: the discrete cascade. From this perspective, graph metrics
are no longer regarded as combinatorial measures of the graph, but as spatio-temporal properties of the
network dynamics unfolded at different temporal scales. Once graph theory is seen as a model-based (and
not a purely data-driven) analysis tool, we can freely or intentionally replace the discrete cascade by other
canonical propagation models and define new network metrics. This opens the opportunity to design—
explicitly and transparently—dedicated analyses for different types of real networks by choosing a propagation
model that matches their individual constraints. In this way, we take stand that network topology cannot
always be abstracted independently from network dynamics, but shall be jointly studied. Which is key for the
interpretability of the analyses. The model-based perspective here proposed serves to integrate into a common
context both the classical graph analysis and the more recent network metrics defined in the literature which
were, directly or indirectly, inspired by propagation phenomena on networks.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Built upon the shoulders of graph theory, the field of
complex networks has become a central tool for studying
real systems across many different fields of research, e.g.
sociology1, epidemiology2, neuroscience3–6, biology7,8,
chemistry9,10 and telecommunications11. The success of
graph theory to permeate through such a diversity of do-
mains lies on its simplified representation. In the eyes
of graph theory, a system of interacting elements is re-
duced to nodes and edges. A graph is an abstract manner
to describe empirical systems which provides them with
a “form” that is mathematically tractable, thus allow-
ing to uncover their hidden architecture and to quantify
how this architecture is related to—or is affected by—the
functions of the real system. Despite its immense success,
the simplicity of graph analysis is at the same time its
major limitation. Reducing a real system into a graph
implies discarding much of the information needed to un-
derstand it. As beneficial as it is to count with a sim-
plified representation and having a common toolbox for
all networks, the final step of the analysis is to translate
the outcomes of the graph metrics back into interpreta-
tions that make sense in the context of the real system.
This step—from metrics to interpretation—is prone to
personal creativity, all the more when the simplifications
made in first place were substantial.

Significant efforts have been devoted in the past to
study the bidirectional relation between network archi-
tecture and dynamics on networks. The literature can be
divided into three classes of studies. First, investigations
that aim at explaining how the architecture of a network,
or specific structural features, influence the collective dy-
namics happening on a network12–15. For example, how
the degree distribution, the clustering coefficient or the
presence of motifs affect the synchrony between nodes.
Second, studies which—in opposition—aim at revealing
the unknown organization of a network by running dif-
fusion, propagation or navigation processes on the net-
work16–22. For example, to identify communities or to
define the centrality of nodes by observing the behavior
of random walkers on a network. And third, studies of
network inference in which the connectivity itself is not
(completely) known but empirical recordings are avail-
able of the network dynamics, e.g., the spiking activity
of neurons. Such inference methods aim at guessing the
underlying structural or effective links from the observed
signals23–26.

The present Perspective Article is enclosed within the
second class of studies, namely, that of employing sim-
ple propagation dynamics to describe the network struc-
ture. Here, we will point out that the relation between
graphs and dynamics is not only a matter of practical
interest but that a foundational correspondence exists
between the two. We show that graph analysis can be
reformulated from the perspective of dynamical systems,
by exposing that classical graph metrics, e.g., clustering
coefficient and geodesic distance, arise from a simple but

common propagation dynamical model: a cascade of dis-
crete agents, which is also discrete in time and rapidly
diverges. From this dynamical perspective, graph metrics
are no longer regarded as combinatorial measures of the
graph but as spatio-temporal properties of the network,
unfolded at different temporal scales after unit pertur-
bations are applied at the nodes. Here, by unit pertur-
bation we mean an external stimulus of unit amplitude
and short duration whose effect propagates throughout
the network.

Exposing this dynamical viewpoint is relevant for sev-
eral reasons and opens new opportunities for the study of
complex networks in a more pragmatic manner. First, it
allows to conceive graph analysis as a model-based anal-
ysis toolbox instead of a data-driven one. Given that
classical (combinatorial) graph metrics implicitly assume
a discrete and divergent propagation as the model to de-
scribe the interactions occurring in the network, it affects
and sometimes undermines the interpretations we derive
from their outcomes. However, in a model-based analysis
we are free to replace the discrete cascade by other prop-
agation models and define new network metrics. This
opens the possibility to calibrate network analyses by
choosing a minimal—canonical—propagation model that
respects the fundamental constraints of the real system
of interest; thus balancing between simplicity and inter-
pretability. Second, the shift from a data-driven to a
model-based analysis also allows us to frame into a com-
mon context both the classical graph metrics and the
more recent approaches to describe complex networks
that are—one way or another—inspired by dynamics.
Despite the fact that those methods were introduced
independently from each other16,18–20,22,27–30, here we
disclose that in reality they form a family of methods.
Each method is rooted on a specific canonical propaga-
tion model and therefore each method serves a different
range of applications.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II describes
the dynamical formulation of graph metrics as emerg-
ing from a discrete cascade. Section III illustrates that
networks exhibit different faces depending on the prop-
agation model employed to observe them. This high-
lights the need for making explicit the dynamical assump-
tions underlying network analyses. Section IV presents
novel results—using a continuous propagation model—to
demonstrate the advantages of a dynamical approach to
network analysis. In particular, to generalize the concept
of distance and to compare across networks. Last, Sec-
tion V revisits past literature to define network metrics
based on propagation phenomena or diffusion. We clarify
the similarities and the differences between those propos-
als, pinpointing the underlying model in each case. The
present Article focuses mainly on binary and undirected
graphs in order to reliably formalize the relation between
graph metrics and propagation dynamics. However, the
approach proposed here naturally extends to weighted
and directed networks as illustrated, e.g., by the network
normalization examples in Section IV.
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II. A DYNAMICAL REPRESENTATION OF CLASSICAL
GRAPH METRICS

For graph theory, all the relevant information about a
network is encoded in the adjacency matrix A. Hence,
graph analysis consists of applying different metrics on A
in order to reveal the shape of the network—its architec-
ture. This process is similar to building a puzzle because
there is no single metric which conveys all the neces-
sary information needed to fully understand the network.
Each graph metric provides a useful but incomplete piece
of information and only by integrating several pieces to-
gether we can understand how the network is organized.
In this article we will follow the indexing convention of
dynamical systems in which Aij = 1 if there is a link
pointing from (source) node j to (target) node i. Hence,
the columns of A represent the outputs from a node and
the rows its inputs. Wherever possible, i will be used
only as a row index and j as a column index, while sum-
mations (either column or row) will involve index k.

Historically, graph theory has been formalized as a
branch of combinatorial mathematics. However, graph
metrics are nowadays rarely evaluated using combina-
torial algorithms. Instead, graph metrics are usually
computed by navigating the graph via depth-first-search
(DFS) or breath-first-search (BFS) algorithms and apply-
ing different rules along the process. From a dynamical
standpoint, DFS and BFS represent two different prop-
agation processes. Depth-first search corresponds to a
conservative dynamical process in which a single agent
explores the entire graph jumping from one node to an-
other through the links. A similar approach widely em-
ployed in the recent literature is that of random walks.
The difference is that in a DFS the agent follows a pre-
established ordering that depends on the labelling of the
nodes, while in random walks the agent randomly chooses
which of the neighbors to visit in the following iteration.

A BFS represents a non-conservative cascading process
of discrete particles. In a BFS, for every particle sitting
on a node j at time t, the process generates at t+ 1 one
new particle for each of the neighbors of j. Therefore,
BFS is non-conservative because the number of particles
rapidly grows with time. Such a cascade is illustrated in
Fig. 1 in a graph of n = 8 nodes and a single particle (a
tennis ball) starting from j = 1. This has two neighbors,
i = 2 and i = 3, who receive one ball each at time t = 1.
In the following iteration i = 1 receives two balls—one
per neighbor, i = 6 receives one ball and i = 4 receives
two. At t = 3 the number of balls grows from five to
eighteen. Both i = 2 and i = 3 receive two balls from
j = 1 and two more from j = 4. At each iteration, every
node receives one new ball per each ball in its neighbors.

Without a queue to remember the nodes visited, the
system that describes the cascade behind BFS in a graph
is the discrete mapping f : Nn → Nn of the form:

xt = Axt−1, (1)

where xt is the state (column) vector of shape n×1. The

values xi,t ∈ N represent the number of particles found
in node i at time t. Usually, a BFS-like process starts
with a single particle at a selected node, as the example
in Fig. 1 initiated from j = 1. If we assume instead that
the process starts with one particle per node, the initial
conditions are given by the column vector of unit entries
xT
0 = 1T = (1, 1, . . . , 1). The solutions of the discrete

cascade at t > 0 are thus obtained recursively:

x1 = Ax0 = A1 ,

x2 = Ax1 = A (Ax0)) = A2x0 = A2 1 ,

x3 = Ax2 = A (A (Ax0)) = A3x0 = A3 1 ,

...

xt = At x0 = At 1 . (2)

The recursive nature of the process implies that the so-
lution at any time t is trivially determined by two quan-
tities: the initial conditions x0 and the powers At of the
adjacency matrix A acting as the propagator (kin to the
Green’s function). In this case, the values (At)ij are the
number of particles found in node i at time t, due to the
single particle seeded at j at t = 0. More generally, (At)ij
can be interpreted as the temporal response of node i to a
unit perturbation (a stimulus of unit amplitude) applied
on j at time t = 0. This conditional pair-wise response
encompasses all network effects from j to i, acting at
different time scales, along all paths of different lengths.
At this point, a connection can be drawn between

graph theory—as a combinatorial method—and a dy-
namical process that implements the calculation of graph
metrics. From graph theory it is well known that the
powers of the adjacency matrix, Al, encode the number
of Hamiltonian and non-Hamiltonian paths of length l
between two nodes. For example, the entry (A3)ij repre-
sents the number of paths of length l = 3 starting at node
j that reach node i. If i = j, then (A3)ii is the number of
triangles (cycles) in which i participates. From a purely
combinatorial point of view, counting and identifying all
possible paths of a given length is a difficult problem to
tackle for large networks since the number of branches
rapidly grow with length l. However, from the dynami-
cal point of view it is a rather trivial exercise. As Eq. (2)
reveals, the combinatorial problem is equivalent to iter-
atively calculating the propagation of a discrete cascade
in the network until time horizon t = l. Our aim here
is to show that more than a coincidence, this dynamical
equivalence and interpretation is common for the most
popular graph metrics, albeit often implicit or hidden.
To this end, we note that all the relevant informa-

tion needed to characterize the network and to define
graph metrics is unfolded—through the dynamics—from
the adjacency matrix A onto the response matrices R =
{A0, A1, A2, A3, . . . , At}. In Appendix 1 we show that
node degree, matching index, clustering coefficient and
geodesic distance can be derived from the matrices Rt.
From these derivations we learn three lessons. First, in
this dynamical perspective, graph metrics are not com-
binatorial attributes of the graph but spatio-temporal
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FIG. 1. Representation of the discrete cascade behind graph metrics. From the perspective of graph theory, the
powers of the adjacency matrix Al represent the number of all (non-)Hamiltonian paths of length l between two nodes. From
a dynamical perspective, however, matrices At encode the number of particles found in node i (row index, target node) at any
given time t, due to one particle initially seeded at node j (column index, source node) at time t = 0; assuming the propagation
of particles is governed by a discrete cascade. In the illustration, matrix entries in green color are the number of particles at
target nodes i = 1, . . . , n due to initial seed at node j = 1. Entries of value “0” are left blank for visualization purposes.

properties of the network’s response to external (unit)
stimuli. Second, although the discrete cascade is a diver-
gent system, graph metrics only reflect the properties of
the network dynamics at short times. Both the degree
and the matching index are attributes of the cascade at
t = 2, and the clustering coefficient is a network feature
of time t = 3. The geodesic distance is the only metric
that may result from the cascading at longer times (up
to t = n− 1 if the graph is connected). But for real net-
works that exhibit small-world properties, it spans only
for t ≪ n. And third, graph metrics are easy to gener-
alize for arbitrary time-scales. For example, we realize
that the degree and the clustering coefficient both reflect
the self-response of one node on itself at times t = 2 and
t = 3 respectively. That is, the degree is computed from
the diagonal entries

(
A2

)
ii

and clustering from
(
A3

)
ii
.

Thus, it would be easy to extend these and evaluate the
self-influence—or recurrence of the inputs—at any time
t > 3 from (At)ii.

III. PROPAGATION MODEL SELECTION FOR
PERSONALIZED NETWORK ANALYSIS

The derivations in Sec. II and Appendix 1 allowed us
to establish a fundamental relation between graph theory

and network dynamics, by showing that usual graph met-
rics can be derived from a common propagation model.
And accordingly, they can be re-interpreted as spatio-
temporal properties of the network responses to initial
unit stimuli. Although defining the graph metrics from
the set of response matricesR = {A0, A1, A2, A3, . . . , At}
may seem a complication, this dynamical perspective
brings two important implications. On the one hand, it
reveals that when applying classical graph metrics, we are
assuming “as if” the discrete cascade were the appropri-
ate dynamical model to describe the real network under
study. Given the number of empirical systems studied as
networks, it is unrealistic to assume that one propagation
model serves to characterize and interpret all of them. On
the other hand, it opens the door to alleviate this prob-
lem by developing a family of graph analysis methods
of different flavors. Once recognized as a model-based
analysis tool, we are free to replace the underlying prop-
agation model and design analyses that are better suited
for individual real networks, or specific domains of real
networks.

We envision that in the future, before performing a
network study, users will first identify the fundamental
constraints of the real system under investigation. Then,
users will select a canonical propagation model that sat-
isfies those conditions and develop a customized network
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FIG. 2. Characterizing networks in the light of different dynamical processes. A Equations, basic conditions and
temporal response matrices of five canonical propagation models, two discrete (gray) and three continuous (blue). B Illustration
of model replacement to derive network metrics applied to a sample graph of eight nodes. Each row represents the response
matrices at different times for one of the five canonical models (grayscale matrices, from left to right). In all cases, the initial
matrix is diagonal representing a unit perturbation at all nodes. Except for the continuous cascade, the color scale of the
matrices is adjusted to the same range. Due to the explosive growth of the continuous cascade, matrices are shown for adjusted
color scales in order to highlight the resulting patterns. Panels on the right hand side show the temporal solutions xi(t) for
the eight nodes in the graph, highlighting the divergent, conservative or decaying nature of the models. C Global network
responses r(t) over time, quantifying the sum of all pair-wise responses Rij(t) at each time step t.
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analysis. In this Section we show how to construct such
families of network analyses. For that, we consider a
set of five canonical propagation models—summarized in
Fig. 2A—representing both discrete and continuous dy-
namical systems, being also either conservative or non-
conservative. For each model, we derive their correspond-
ing response matrices: Rt in the time-discrete cases and
R(t) for time-continuous models. In this scenario, net-
work analysis consists of extracting information out of
the R for the chosen canonical in the form of spatio-
temporal network metrics.

A. Discrete and conservative propagation

A popular propagation model often employed to ex-
plore networks is the random walk. The random walk
is, as the cascade, a discrete dynamical model both in
variable and time. The main difference is that the ran-
dom walks corresponds to a conservative system in which
walkers (or agents), perpetually navigate through the
network. In other words, the initial number of walkers is
preserved at all times. Given an adjacency matrix A, the
transition probability matrix T is defined by normalizing
the columns by their out-degree, Tij = Aij/

∑n
k=1 Akj .

The entries Tij ∈ [0, 1] thus represent the probability
that a walker located at node j at time t will visit one of
the (output) neighbors of j at time t + 1. Formally, the
random walker is a mapping f : Rn → Rn of the form:

xt = T xt−1, (3)

where xt is a column-vector with xi,t representing the
expected number of walkers on node i at time t. As for
the discrete cascade, Eq. (3) is solved iteratively. Given
initial conditions x0, then xt = T t x0 for discrete times
t ≥ 0. Initializing the process with one walker at each
node, x0 = 1, the resulting response matrices are Rt =
{T 0, T 1, T 2, T 3, . . . , T t}.

The first two rows of Fig. 2B show the response matri-
ces for the sample graph of n = 8 nodes depicted, in the
case of the discrete cascade and random walks. As seen,
the two models give rise to different patterns of pair-wise
responses. At the first iteration (t = 1) the R1 matri-
ces of both models display a similar pattern that reflects
the direct links. But in the subsequent iterations the re-
sponse matrices begin to differ between the two models.

The panels on the right display the solutions xi,t for
the eight nodes over time. As seen, the number of par-
ticles on each node rapidly grows for the cascade while
the expected number of walkers on a node stabilizes af-
ter a short transient. Additionally, we define the global
network response as the sum of all pair-wise responses at
each time step, r(t) =

∑n
i,j=1 Rij(t). Figure 2C shows

the evolution of the corresponding global network re-
sponses. For the discrete cascade r(t) rapidly grows but
for the random walk model r(t) = 8 at all times, cor-
responding to the eight walkers initially seeded, one per
node.

B. Continuous and non-conservative models

The extension of Eq. (1) into continuous time is given
by the following differential equation:

ẋ(t) = Ax(t), (4)

where xT (t) = [x1(t), x2(t), . . . , xn(t)] is the real-valued
(column) state vector of the n variables and A is a real-
valued, positive connectivity matrix not restricted to bi-
nary. Given initial conditions x0, the solution of this
system is:

x(t) = eAtx0. (5)

In this case, the pair-wise responses are a continuous
function of time

R(t) = eAt . (6)

In the engineering and the physics jargons, the response
function R(t) is also known as the Green’s function or
the propagator. At each time t, R(t) is a matrix of shape
n×n whose elements Rij(t) =

(
eAt

)
ij
represent the tem-

poral evolution of the response of node i at times t > 0,
due to a unit perturbation applied in j at time t = 0.
Equivalently, Rij(t) can be interpreted as the influence
that node j exerts on i after a time lag t. As in the dis-
crete cascade, R(t) encompasses this influence along all
possible paths, of all lengths converging into i at different
times. Hence, the response is typically larger between
nodes sharing a direct connection and smaller between
nodes connected via indirect paths.

The third row of Fig. 2B shows the evolution of the
response matrices R(t) = eAt for the small sample graph
at various temporal snapshots. As seen in the first
snapshot, short after the perturbation the responses are
governed by the direct connections and R(t) resembles
the adjacency matrix A. But as time passes and the
influence between nodes expands to longer paths, the
pattern of R(t) changes and it dissociates from A. The
continuous cascade is also a divergent system and the
solutions (node activity) xi(t) grow exponentially as
depicted in the panel at the right. The same trend is
observed for the global response r(t), in Fig. 2C.

Divergent dynamics are rarely representative of empir-
ical systems. A manner to avoid divergence in Eq. (4) is
to include a local dissipative term such that:

x(t) = −1

τ
x(t) + Ax(t). (7)

The term −x/τ causes that a fraction of the activity flow-
ing through a node will leak, compensating for the expo-
nential growth of the cascading term Ax. The relaxation
time-constant τ controls for the ratio of the leakage: the
shorter the τ the faster the nodes leak. When τ → 0 the
flow is lost through and no activity propagates through
the network. Given that λmax is the spectral radius of
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the (weighted) connectivity A, the leakage can only com-
pensate the cascading term as long as 0 ≤ τ ≤ 1 / λmax.
When τ > 1 / λmax the exponential growth dominates
and the system becomes divergent.

For this model, we define the network response to an
initial unit perturbation x0 = 1 as30,31:

R(t) =
(
eJt − eJ

0t
)
, (8)

where J = −δij / τ + Aij is the Jacobian matrix of Sys-
tem (7) and J0 = −x / τ represents the passive leakage of
the initial perturbation on a node through itself. In other

words, eJ
0t are the temporal responses we would observe

in an empty graph of n nodes with no links. We choose to
regress this out in order to emphasize the part of the re-
sponses that are specifically associated to the interactions
between nodes. The patterns of the response matrices at
the initial times are dominated by the shape of the con-
nectivity matrix A, fourth row of Fig. 2B. The temporal
evolution of the solutions xi(t) monotonically decay and
relax to zero as expected, right panel in Fig. 2B. However,
the overall network response r(t) undergoes a transient
peak in the beginning followed by a decay as the activity
of the nodes vanishes, Fig. 2C. This behavior results from
the interplay of the two terms in Eq. (8), each acting at
different time-scales. The initial growth is governed by
the cascade term and the later, slower decay is controlled
by the leakage term.

C. Continuous and conservative models: diffusive
coupling and the heat equation

The two continuous models described so far are non-
conservative because the coupling j → i is mediated by
passing the state xj of (source) node j to (target) node
i. Thus, the evolution of i depends on the state of its
neighbors, which are summed

∑n
k=1 Aikxk. In some sys-

tems, however, the strength of the interaction between
nodes is mediated by their difference (xj − xi). For ex-
ample, this is the case for the Kuramoto model in which
the interaction between two oscillators depends on their
phase differences: θ̇i ∝

∑n
k=1 sin(θk − θi). This type of

coupling is termed diffusive coupling and is characteris-
tic of conservative dynamical systems. The effect of this
interaction is to pull the nodes towards each other, there-
fore, helping the collective behavior to converge towards
a mean-field state.

The simplest linear propagation model based on diffu-
sive coupling is:

ẋi =

n∑
k=1

Aik (xk − xi) . (9)

This expression can be separated as ẋi =
∑n

k=1 Aik xk −
xi

∑n
k=1 Aik. Since the degree of a node is di =

∑n
k=1 Aik, the expression can be re-written to:

ẋi = −di xi +

n∑
k=1

Aikxk . (10)

Defining D as the diagonal matrix with entries Dii = di,
the matrix form of the system is:

ẋ = −Dx+Ax = Lx , (11)

where L = −D + A is the Jacobian matrix of the lin-
ear conservative System (9). This Jacobian L is usually
named as the graph Laplacian in the literature. Compar-
ing Eqs. (7) and (10), it evidences that this conservative
system is in fact a special case of the leaky-cascade where
the time-constants of the nodes are individually tuned
such that τi = 1/di. In other words, the input and the
leakage ratios of every node are balanced preserving the
flow of activity over time.
An alternative but intuitive manner to understand

Eqs. (9) – (11) is to remind that they result as the re-
duction of the heat equation to graphs (see Appendix 3
and Fig. 5). Consider the sample graph of n = 8 nodes in
Fig. 2B and imagine that xi(t) represent the temperature
of the nodes. If all nodes were at the same temperature,
say xi(0) = 5◦C, then no differences exist between adja-
cent nodes, Aik (xk − xi) = 0 for all {i, k}, and no heat
flows. Now, if the temperature of the first node is sud-
denly raised to x1 = 15◦C, heat will start to flow towards
its adjacent neighbors i = 2 and i = 3, decreasing x1 and
increasing x2 and x3. This rebalancing process will ex-
tend to the rest of the network through the neighbors of
i = 2 and i = 3. The temperature x1 will decrease and
all other temperatures will increase until all nodes reach
xi = 6.25◦C, which is in fact the average temperature of
the initial conditions xT

0 = (15, 5, 5, . . . , 5).
The solution of Eq. (11) with initial conditions x0 is

given by x(t) = eLt x0. The matrix eLt is the Green’s
function (also called the heat kernel in some works) of
Eq. (11). The elements

(
eLt

)
ij

represent the temporal

evolution of the response (or influence) of node i at times
t > 0, to a perturbation of unit amplitude in j at t = 0.
In the heat analogy,

(
eLt

)
ij

are the temporal evolution

of the temperature at node i, assuming that the temper-
ature xj was suddenly increased by one degree at time
t = 0. As for the case of the leaky-cascade, we regress
out the passive leakage term L0 = −Dx to define the
response function:

R(t) =
(
eLt − eL

0t
)
. (12)

For some applications the reader may be interested in
directly using R(t) = eLt, as it has been the case in past
examples, see Sec. V, or dividing32 the contribution of
L0 over time. The temporal evolution of R(t) matrix is
depicted in the last row of Fig. 2B. As we have observed
for other models, in the beginning R(t) seems governed
by the direct connections although at subsequent times
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the pattern changes and becomes dissociated from the
shape of A. In particular, the connections of the hub
(i = 4) rapidly loose relevance, as compared to the
responses of the leaky-cascade in which the hub is
reinforced at early times. Since the initial conditions
x0 = 1 are identical for all nodes, there is no change
in the flow across nodes and xi(t) remain constant over
time, right panel at the bottom of Fig. 2B. For the same
reason, the network responses r(t) = 8, which is the sum
of the initial unit inputs at the eight nodes.

D. Observing networks in the light of different
propagation models

The response matrices depicted in Fig. 2B for the five
models display rather different patterns of interactions
over time despite that, in all cases, they were estimated
on the same sample graph. For example, the leaky-
cascade seems to emphasize the connections of the cen-
tral hub (i = 4) consistently over time, and those of node
i = 6 to a lesser extent. However, in the views of the
other models the interactions of the hub i = 4 are only
visible initially but become indistinguishable with time;
specially for the random walks and for the continuous cas-
cade. In the case of the continuous diffusive model, the
strongest interactions in the intermediate times are some
rather peripheral connections: between the first node and
its two neighbors, 1 − 2 and 1 − 3, and the peripheral
connections of node j = 6, 6 − 7 and 6 − 8. Also, it
is notable that the discrete and the continuous cascades
provide very distinct patterns at the later times despite
both models are divergent.

These observations demonstrate that networks express
different views when observed through different propa-
gation models. Beyond the initial time-steps, the pat-
terns of R(t) always dissociate from the shape of A,
as the interaction between nodes becomes mediated by
longer paths. The resulting patterns at the later times
differ across models. Each model tends to highlight
some aspects of the connectivity and shadows other as-
pects. These observations strengthen the idea that net-
work structure cannot always be abstracted away from
network dynamics and shall be jointly studied. It also
underlines that, in order to carry out interpretable net-
work analyses, it is necessary to choose a propagation
model that respects the minimal constraints of the real
system under investigation.

IV. EXAMPLES AND APPLICATIONS

Section III presented five canonical models to per-
form model-based network analyses. We now provide
examples to illustrate that this dynamical approach to
study networks can overcome some limitations of clas-
sical graph analysis. We first deal with the problem of

network comparison and then we explain how to derive a
more general definition of distance between nodes based
on the time-scales of propagation. The section ends with
the presentation of analytical results to provide formal
support to these observations. For illustrative reasons
we restrict the calculations to the leaky-cascade model
and its response functions, Eq. (8), but the derivation
are generalizable to the other models.

A. Comparing networks with each other

The outcome of graph metrics is influenced by the size
n and the density ρ (or number of links m) of a net-
work. This dependence makes it difficult to compare
across networks. Imagine we study two graphs G1 and
G2 of same size n1 = n2 but one is denser than the
other, say ρ1 = 0.01 < ρ2 = 0.06. If we obtained aver-
age pathlengths l1 = 3.5 and l2 = 2.9 respectively, this
means that G2 is shorter than G1. However, it is well-
known that the pathlength decays with the number of
links. Additionally, we may also want to ask whether
l2 < l1 only because G2 is denser than G1, or because
their internal architecture differs. In order to answer
this question we would need to regress out the influ-
ences of both size and density on the pathlength, which
is not always possible. Therefore, the typical strategy to
deal with this problem is to compare empirical networks
to simple graph models (null-models)33–37, e.g. random
graphs or degree-conserving random graphs. As depicted
in Fig. 3A, we would construct two ensembles of random
graphs of matching n and m of G1 and G2, and we would
compute the ensemble average pathlengths lr,1 and lr,2.
Then, we would compare the relative metrics l′1 = l1 / lr,1
and l′2 = l2 / lr,2 with each other to derive conclusions
about which network architecture is shorter.
This typical procedure suffers from some conceptual

limitations because random networks only offer relative
comparisons, instead of absolute extremal values38. Nev-
ertheless, from the dynamical perspective to network
analysis here proposed there is no need to employ null-
models for comparing networks. Instead, a simple nor-
malization of the connectivity suffices to align networks
of different size and/or density, making them compara-
ble. The largest eigenvalue of a connectivity matrix λmax

captures the intrinsic time scale of a network for linear
dynamical models. Hence, for any two networks, nor-
malizing the connectivity matrices by their correspond-
ing λmax such that A′ = A/λmax, aligns their responses
making the two networks directly comparable22,39; see
Fig. 3B. The largest eigenvalues of the normalized con-
nectivities A′

1 and A′
2 are the same: λ′

max,1 = λ′
max,2 =

1.0. It shall be noted that after the normalization the
matrices A′

1 and A′
2 are weighted. Standard graph the-

ory cannot deal with these normalized connectivities as
it requires adjacency matrices to be binary, with entries
0 or 1. However, this dynamical approach to network
analysis naturally deals with such weighted networks.
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FIG. 3. Normalizing connectivity to compare networks. A Schematic representation of classical approach in graph
analysis to compare networks via third-party comparison to null-models. B Schematic representation of network comparison
in the dynamical perspective. Normalizing the connectivity matrices by their largest eigenvalues λmax gives rise to weighted
connectivities with aligned time-scales of evolution. C – E Testing network comparison by renormalization of networks with
largest eigenvalue for three familiar network models (random graphs of uniform probability, scale-free-like random graphs and
ring lattices). Top panels display results out of the original (binary) adjacency matrices and bottom panels show results for
the normalized connectivities. For each model, four distinct graphs were generated, from small and sparse to large and dense,
combining sizes n1 = 200 and n2 = 500 nodes with densities ρ1 = 0.06 and ρ2 = 0.1. Scale-free-like graphs were generated
using degree-degree probabilities that would return an exponent γ = 3.0 in the thermodynamical limit. The time-constant τ
for each network was set such that τ = 0.8 τmax, where τmax = 1 / λmax.



A dynamical perspective for network analysis 10

In Figs. 3C-E we show the results of this normaliza-
tion on three network models: random graphs (uniform
probability), scale-free-like graphs and ring-lattices. For
each of the three models we generate four graphs com-
bining sizes n = 200 or 500, and densities ρ = 0.06 or 0.1.
We study the responses R(t) of the networks using the
continuous leaky-cascade. For each type of network, the
global network responses r(t) of the four graphs (top pan-
els) follow different amplitudes and characteristic time-
scales despite their internal architecture is equivalent—
as they are instances of the same graph model. Next,
we normalized the connectivity matrices by their corre-
sponding λmax and recomputed the responses R′(t). As
shown (bottom panels), the normalization aligns the re-
sponse curves r′(t) collapsing them in pairs of different
amplitude. The difference in response amplitudes depend
only on the network size. A further normalization of the
responses by network size n would fully align the four
curves. However, this would not necessarily make the
networks more comparable since the λmax normalization
implies that the total response per node is the same in
all networks.

We illustrate this studying the relation between the
node-wise responses and the node degrees in the origi-
nal graph before and after the normalization. The node
responses ri(t) are defined as the temporal response of
a node to all the initial perturbations. It is thus com-
puted as the row sum of the response matrices: ri(t) =∑n

k=1 Rik(t). Then, the total node response r̄i accounts
for the accumulated response at the node from the initial
time t = 0. It is calculated as the integral (or area under
the curve) over time r̄i =

∫∞
t=0

ri(t)dt. A linear relation
between the original degrees di of the binary graph and
the total node responses r̄i is observed in all the net-
works. Networks generated from the same graph model
follow the same degree distribution but the actual values
di grow with n and ρ. In the comparison to r̄i before
the normalization (top panels), we find the same trend
happens for the r̄i values taken by the nodes. Their abso-
lute values grow with n and ρ of the underlying original
graphs forming separate “clouds” of points in the plots.
However, after the adjacency matrices have been normal-
ized (bottom panels), the values for the responses r̄′i of
the four networks become aligned, showing that both the
r̄i values and their distributions p(r̄i) are now directly
comparable across networks.

B. Defining graph distance from response times

In graphs, the (geodesic) distance Dg
ij between two

nodes is defined as the smallest number of links that an
agent needs to traverse—hopping from node to node—to
travel from source j to target i, Fig. 4A. However, this
concept is only valid for the case of unweighted, binary
graphs as its calculation relies on discrete agents or par-
ticles navigating through the network. If the edges of a
graph are weighted, or the system is represented by con-

tinuous variables, the geodesic distance cannot be com-
puted. In Appendix 1 we show that from the dynamical
perspective, the graph distance between two nodes cor-
responds to the discrete time step t at which a discrete
cascade initiated at node j arrives for the first time at
node i. This redefinition of distance in terms of time al-
lows for a more flexible generalization, applicable to other
propagation models.
In the leaky-cascade, the pair-wise responses Rij(t)—

describing the response of i to an initial perturbation at
j—undergo a transient growth followed by a slower de-
cay, as depicted in Fig. 4B. In this scenario, we can define
the distance from j to i as the time required for the re-
sponse Rij(t) to reach the peak value. We illustrate this

time-to-peak distance Dttp
ij for three undirected graphs

(random, scale-free-like and a ring lattice) of n = 100
and density ρ = 0.1. The scale-free-like network was gen-
erated for γ = 2.5. The adjacency matrices, the graph
distance Dg

ij and the time-to-peak distance Dttp
ij matrices

for the three graphs are shown in Fig. 4C. Visually, Dg
ij

and Dttp
ij look very much alike, indicating that in these

unweighted cases measuring time-to-peak or the classical
graph distance are qualitatively equivalent. Quantita-
tively, the agreement is not exact but similar, Figure 4D.
While graph distance is a discrete quantity, time-to-peak
is continuous. Thus there is some level of degeneracy
in the time-to-peak values taken by nodes at the same
geodesic distance. Although this variation is small and
a reasonable linear correlation is found between the two
metrics.
It shall be reminded that in the particular case of the

leaky cascade, the response dynamics depends on the
intrinsic relaxation time-constant τ governing the rate
of the leakage. For the examples in Fig. 4, τ were
independently chosen in the three networks such that
τ = 0.4 τmax with τmax = 1

λmax
. The value of τ can al-

ter the linear relation between Dg
ij and Dttp

ij with wider
degeneracy and ultimately saturating when τ → τmax.

C. Mean-field and link-wise calculations for the
leaky-cascade

We finalize this section providing analytical calcula-
tions to support the previous observations. We firstly de-
tail mean-field approximations for the network response
r(t), which can provide intuition about the normalization
proposed above to compare networks. This normaliza-
tion is equivalent to rescaling the networks in order to
obtain the same mean weight per node in random net-
works (for which the mean-field approximation is accu-
rate). Note that such mean-field approximations are also
useful when the entire calculation of the response matri-
ces R(t) turn computationally expensive. We then for-
mally proof the above observations on the time-to-peak
distance Dttp

ij . See further details in Appendix 2. Deriva-
tions for other models than the leaky-cascade should fol-
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FIG. 4. Redefinition of distance in networks based on response times. A In graphs, the distance between two nodes
is defined as the number of links needed to traverse to travel from one node to another. B Under the dynamical perspective
here proposed, the distance can be redefined in terms of the time needed for a unit stimulus at j (column index, source node) to
take effect on i (row index, target node). This could be quantified in different manners, e.g., the time it takes for the response
to reach its peak value. C and D, validation of equivalence between classical graph distance and time-to-peak distance in three
sample graphs: a random graph, an scale-free graph and a ring lattice. C Adjacency matrices for the three sample graphs and
the corresponding pair-wise distance matrices following the two approaches. Qualitatively, both distance matrices look very
much the same. D Comparison of the distance between all pairs of nodes in the three graphs computed either as classical graph
distance Dg

ij or time-to-peak Dttp
ij . The relation is linear—corroborating the agreement between the two measures—although

some degeneracy in the time-to-peak is found across pairs that lie at same graph distance.

low similar rationale, e.g., see Ref.22 for the continuous
diffusive model.

The pair-wise responses Rij(t) from source j to target
i can be evaluated using the spectral properties of the
adjacency matrix A as follows30:

Rij(t) =
∑
k

[
e−t/τ+λkt − e−t/τ

] (
uT
i vk

) (
uT
j vk

)
,

where λk are the eigenvalues of A, vk their corresponding
right eigenvectors and ui = δij are the unitary vectors.

The mean-field approximation consists in evaluating the
contribution associated to the largest eigenvalue and dis-
carding all other contributions, while also assuming ho-
mogeneity in the network. This implies that the domi-
nating eigenvector is close to the uniform vector and the
dominating eigenvalue is λ1 ≃ Ain =

∑
i,j Aij/N(N−1).

This yields

r(t) ≃ e−t/τ
(
eλ1t − 1

)
≃ e−t/τ

(
eAint − 1

)
, (13)

that is, the node-wise metrics obtained when summing
over all inputs ri(t) =

∑n
k=1 Rik(t), as also done with
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the integral over time t above yielding r̄i. In this way,
we get a quantification for node importance (either at
time point t or in total), providing a ranking of nodes in
the network, as centrality measures do. The key point
here is that the distribution of values r̄i for nodes i can
be compared across networks because the (mean-field)
baseline has been matched.

We now provide analytical results to confirm the close-
to-linear relationship between time-to-peak and graph
distances in Fig. 4. As shown in Appendix 1, the geodesic
distance Dg

ij is the smallest exponent of the adjacency
matrix A such that the corresponding matrix element is
non-zero:

Dg
ij = argminl

[
(Al)ij > 0

]
.

On the other hand, by definition, the time-to-peak t∗

corresponds to the time-point at which the derivative of
the response curveRij(t) for the pair (i, j) is zero, leading
to the equality

[
eAt

]
ij

=
[
(I − τA)−1

]
ij
, with I being

the identity matrix. Using the power series expansions
for both sides, the matrix exponential and the inverse
matrix, and applying the Stirling approximation of the
factorial, we obtain the approximate time-to-peaks:

t∗ ≃ τ

e
Dg

ij , (14)

which implies that the time-to-peak t∗ = Dttp
ij is glob-

ally linearly related to the geodesic distance Dg
ij , as il-

lustrated in Fig. 4D. Moreover, the connection-wise peak
amplitude satisfies the following equality:

Rij(t
∗) = e−t∗/τ

∑
n≥0

τnAn


ij

∝ Kij ,

with τ being the rescaling factor for the adjacency ma-
trix A and the matrix K = 1

I−τA , with the fraction indi-

cating the matrix inverse, (I − τA)
−1

. This means that
the node-wise peak amplitudes ri(t

∗) =
∑n

k=1 Rik(t
∗) is

proportional to the Katz centrality; see Sec. V and Ap-
pendix 2 for further details.

These results confirm that the responsesRij(t) provide
a decomposition of the information necessary to calculate
graph metrics that capture network effects in accordance
to usual concepts such as distances between nodes and
node ranking to describe hierarchies. Again, we stress
that aligning the networks by their dominating eigen-
values and then comparing their peak amplitudes would
also allow to contrast Katz centrality across networks of
different sizes or densities.

V. RELATION WITH LITERATURE OF MODERN AND
COMPLEX NETWORK ANALYSIS

So far, we have shown that classical graph metrics arise
from a common propagation model, we have proposed

five canonical models to generalize network analyses un-
der different constraints and we have illustrated some
benefits of redefining network analysis under a dynami-
cal perspective. This last section reviews recent efforts
in the literature to define network measures that are—
in one way or another—based on dynamical phenomena.
Our aim is to clarify the propagation model, the assump-
tions and the constraints behind those different metrics.
In doing so, we identify that the majority of these meth-
ods follow one of the five canonical models in Fig. 2.
In general, we find two classes of approaches. On the
one hand, we encounter heuristic measures inspired by
dynamical rationale but whose underlying propagation
dynamics are hidden, implicitly assumed or unknown.
Examples of this class are the Katz centrality and com-
municability. On the other hand, we find methods in
which the underlying spreading, navigation or diffusion
process is explicit. This class comprises approaches for
both discrete units (e.g., random walks) and continuous
variables (e.g., diffusion or flows).

Concerns regarding implicit assumptions, hidden dy-
namics and the lack of transparency are not new in
the study of networks, specially regarding the defini-
tion of centrality measures: e.g., degree, closeness, be-
tweenness, eigenvector or Katz centralities. Many of
these were defined following intuitive but implicit—or
even hidden—dynamical motivations. This lack of trans-
parency has motivated debates calling for further clarity
in the field40,41. As stated by S.P. Bogartti41:

What is not often recognized is that the for-
mulas for these different measures make im-
plicit assumptions about the manner in which
things flow in a network (. . . ) the discussion
of centrality has largely avoided any mention
of the dynamic processes that unfold along
the links of a network (not to mention the
processes that shape the network structure).
Yet, the importance of a node in a network
cannot be determined without reference to
how traffic flows through the network.

He concludes that:

. . . the off-the-shelf formulae for centrality
measures are fully applicable only for the spe-
cific flow processes they are designed for, and
that when they are applied to other flow pro-
cesses they get the ‘wrong’ answer. It is noted
that the most commonly used centrality mea-
sures are not appropriate for most of the flows
we are routinely interested in.

These concerns resonate with the aim of this Perspective
Article although, here, our intention is to generalize these
ideas to the essence of network analysis beyond centrality.
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A. Heuristic measures of influence: Katz centrality and
communicability

We start by exposing the hidden dynamical origin and
the implicit assumptions of two popular network mea-
sures: Katz centrality and communicability. We estab-
lish the connection between the two measures thanks to
the dynamical viewpoint endorsed in this article.

Given the fact that the powers of the adjacency matrix
Al determine the number of paths of length l between
nodes, it has been often recognized that this construct
should be key to explain the functional relation between
them. Accordingly, it has been proposed that the influ-
ence that one node exerts over another should depend
on the accumulated effect through all possible routes, of
all lengths, available to travel between the nodes. This
idea of influence thus surpasses the contribution of direct
connections and shortest paths, and it can be quantified
as the following sum:

Q = A+A2 +A3 +A4 +A5 + . . .

The problem with this expression is that for any binary
adjacency matrix the sum diverges as the values (Al)ij
rapidly grow with length l. In order to avoid this, Katz
(1952)27 proposed to include an attenuation factor α < 1
which “has the force of a probability of effectiveness of a
single link.” In other words, α is a weight given to the
links which tunes—reduces—the efficiency of transmis-
sion. Then, the expression above is rewritten as:

Q = αA+ α2A2 + α3A3 + α4A4 + α5A5 + . . . (15)

When α is small enough, the reduced efficiency of trans-
mission compensates the growth of the powers (Al)ij and
guarantees the convergence of the sum. In fact, conver-
gence is achieved only if 0 < α < 1 / λmax, where λmax

is the largest eigenvalue of A. In this case, the sum is a
power series leading to the exact expression:

QK = I+αA+α2A2+ . . . =

∞∑
l=0

(αA)
l ≡ 1

I− αA
, (16)

where I is the identity matrix. Following this, Katz de-
fined the centrality of the nodes cK as:

cK =
(
QK − I

)
u =

(
1

I− αA
− I

)
u . (17)

Here, u is a (column) vector of input strengths and the
matrix QK encodes the net influence that one node ex-
erts over another through all possible paths of all lengths.
If we assume a stimulus of unit amplitude at all nodes,
uT = 1T = (1, 1, . . . , 1), then Katz centrality cKi quan-
tifies the cumulative influence that these perturbations
will have on i, excluding the self-influence triggered by
the perturbation ui = 1. Katz centrality is sometimes
expressed as

cK = QKu =

(
1

I− αA

)
u (18)

which includes the self-influences.
A more recent measure to estimate the influence of

nodes beyond shortest paths is the communicability met-
ric29. In this case, the convergence of the power series
is guaranteed by choosing the factorial coefficients 1/l!

such that I + A + 1
2!A

2 + 1
3!A

3 + . . . =
∑∞

l=0
Al

l! . Al-
gebraically, this series represents the matrix exponential
eA and converges for all positive definite matrices A. In
some applications an optional factor α is included. Then,
communicability is defined as the influence matrix:

QC = I + αA+
1

2!
α2A2 + . . . =

∞∑
l=0

(αA)l

l!
≡ eαA. (19)

In Katz centrality and communicability the factor
α tunes the “depth” of the path structure at which
influence is exerted. When α = 0 no information or
influence can pass across the links. Increasing α will first
favor transmission along direct connections. Further
increase of α gradually allows for longer paths to take
effect and—in the case of the Katz centrality—when
α > 1 / λmax it will cause QK to diverge. Conceptually,
the factor α can be interpreted in different manners;
either as an attenuation factor, a resistance or more
generally, as a coupling strength associated to the links.

As seen, the rationale behind Katz centrality and com-
municability is identical. Both approaches define the
(time-averaged) influence that one node exerts over an-
other accounting for the cumulative influence propagated
through all possible paths, of all lengths, which are en-
coded in the power matrices Al. From this algebraic
point of view, the only difference between the two ap-
proaches is that communicability is biased, favoring the
influence of shorter paths while Katz centrality is more
sensitive to the longer path structure. In Katz centrality
the propagation through a link suffers the same attenu-
ation α at every step, regardless of how many steps were
given before. In contrast, the factorial coefficient 1/l! of
communicability punishes the longer paths, which in fact
facilitates the convergence of the power-series of Eq. (19).

Now, from the dynamical perspective we propose here,
we can clarify that the difference between Katz centrality
and communicability is that they assume different prop-
agation models. Katz centrality is based on the leaky-
cascade of Eq. (7) and communicability assumes the con-
tinuous cascade in Eq. (4).

Considering the leaky cascade subjected to a con-
stant external unit input u = 1, Eq. (7) is written as

ẋ = −x/τ + Ax + 1. The steady-state solution ( ˙̃x = 0)
is given by (I/τ −A) x̃ = 1. Solving for x̃ we have
that42–45:

x̃ =

(
1

I/τ −A

)
1, (20)

which is proportional to the definition of Katz central-
ity (x̃ = τ cK) in the version that accounts for the self-
influences and with attenuation factor α = τ . Whether
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α divides the leakage term such that ẋ = −x/α + Ax
or multiplies the connectivity matrix such that ẋ =
−x + αA is just a matter of convenience. the param-
eter α can be interpreted accordingly either as a leakage
time-constant, a coupling strength or a dissipation factor
but, mathematically, those forms are identical. Regard-
ing communicability, we recall that the solution of the
parametrized continuous cascade ẋ(t) = αAx(t) to ini-
tial conditions x0 is given by x(t) = eαAt x0. From here,
it is trivial to realize that communicability QC = eαA is a
special case of the pair-wise response (or Green’s) func-
tion R(t) = eαAt at a single temporal snapshot, when
t = 1. That is, communicability QC ≡ R(t = 1).
A benefit of the dynamical perspective against the al-

gebraic one is that the relation between the responses
(quantifying influence) and the length of the paths is nat-
urally unfolded in the temporal dimension. An input at
t = 0 is first transmitted through the shorter paths and
influence of longer paths takes effect at later times.

B. Describing networks through random walks

Due to their Markovian (no memory) and conserva-
tive nature, random walks on networks are mathemat-
ically tractable and well-behaved (the dynamics do not
diverge). Hence, they are a convenient tool to explore
networks and to describe them according to the emerg-
ing patterns while walkers flow through a network. Spe-
cially relevant have been their applications for commu-
nity detection18,20,46–48 and for defining centrality mea-
sures28,49.
The notion of a community (module or cluster) in a

network is that of a subset of nodes more densely inter-
connected with each other than they are with the rest of
the network. The core idea behind community detection
with random walks is that walkers are trapped into com-
munities: they spend more time wandering within the
communities than jumping between them. In practice
none of the algorithms follows the temporal evolution of
a walker. Instead, they employ estimates of the within-
module and cross-modular transition probabilities, either
at the long-time horizon—the steady-state solution—or
at a given time step.

For example, the Netwalk algorithm50–52 evaluates the
time-horizons at which nodes see other other. For each
node j, it first estimates the mean-first-passage-time D1

ij

to all other nodes. The mean first-passage time is de-
fined as the average number of steps that a walker start-
ing at j takes to visit i for the first time. Then, the
algorithm clusters together nodes with similar distance
profiles (columns of the D1

ij matrix). The idea is that
two nodes in the same community should reach other
nodes within a similar time horizon.

The Walktrap algorithm46 directly employs the powers
of the transition probability matrices T t. Although,
instead of using all the information in the response
matrices Rt =

{
T 0, T 1, T 2, T 3, . . .

}
as we suggested

in Sec. III, Walktrap focuses at one intermediate time
t′ arbitrarily chosen “. . . long enough to gather enough
information about the topology of the graph (but) must
not be too long (compared to the mixing time of the
Markov chain), to avoid reaching the stationary distribu-
tion.” Once a time t′ is selected, the algorithm clusters
together nodes that have similar (outgoing) transition

probability profiles—the columns of T t′ . The idea is
that two walkers that start from the same community
should have similar probability of being found at a given
node at time t′.

The centrality of a node can be regarded as its ten-
dency to attract walkers. Since random walks are Marko-
vian, in the long-time horizon a walker has no memory
of where it started. Therefore, random walk centrality
crwi is usually quantified as the steady-state solutions
x̃i. For the simple random walk in Eq. (3), the prob-
ability of a walker to visit a node at the steady-state is
trivially proportional to the degree of the node (its in-
put degree if the graph is directed). Hence, in this case
crwi = di∑n

k=1 dk
= 1/N x̃i, where N is the number of walk-

ers seeded at t = 0. Defining centrality as the steady-
state solution misses the temporal transient information
but allows to employ the same criteria for different classes
of random walks.
PageRank28 is another popular measure of random

walk centrality. At its core we find the special case
of random walks with teleportation. In this model a
walker navigates through network as in the simple ran-
dom walk but from time-to-time, with probability (1−ϵ),
it jumps—teleports—to any of the n nodes of the net-
work. In large networks, e.g., the world-wide web, the
teleportation term allows the walkers to explore a local
vicinity of the network before jumping to a different re-
gion. The time spent in a vicinity is thus controlled by
ϵ. This process is governed by the iterative equation:

xt = [(1− ϵ)v + ϵ T ] xt−1 , (21)

where v is a preference vector encoding the probability vi
that the walker jumps to node i in case of teleportation.
If this is uniform, then vi =

1/n. But otherwise it allows
to specify a ranking of preferences if we had such infor-
mation about the real system. PageRank centrality cPR

i

is calculated as the steady-state solution x̃i of Eq. (21).
Mathematically, this corresponds to the right eigenvector
of the transition matrix TPR = [(1− ϵ)v + ϵ T ] that is as-
sociated with the largest eigenvalue λmax = 1 (the left
eigenvector if we followed the graph convention i → j).

C. Network metrics based on continuous diffusion

Several network metrics have been proposed in the
literature based on continuous diffusion. For example,
through the definition of diffusion kernels53. This ap-
proach follows a similar reasoning as for Katz central-
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ity and communicability. Diffusion kernels define an in-
fluence matrix between nodes which is then employed
to derive the metrics. Zhang and coauthors proposed a
heuristic Gaussian kernel54, Kij = exp

(
Dij/2h

2
)
, which

defines the influence between nodes depending on their
shortest-path distance Dij . The parameter h modulates
the depth of the interactions along distances, playing a
similar role as the attenuation factor α in Katz centrality
and communicability. This kernel has been employed to
define a centrality measure55 and to study communities56

at different levels of resolution, with h controlling for the
resolution scale.

Another example of heuristic kernels for diffusion is
the redefinition of communicability that replaces the ad-
jacency matrix A by the graph Laplacian L such that57:

QL = I + αL+
1

2!
α2L2 +

1

3!
α3L3 + . . . ≡ eαL . (22)

While the original communicability arises from the con-
tinuous cascade ẋ = αAx as we showed before, it is easy
to identify now that QL arises from the continuous dif-
fusion ẋ = αLx. In fact, QL is the Green’s function
of this equation at time t = 1 with parameter α modu-
lating the influence of the longer paths. Therefore, the
different between the two is that QC follows a divergent
linear propagation and QL a conservative systems with
the nodes diffusively coupled as (xk − xi).

A recent study22 proposed a measure of centrality that
scans across different hierarchical scales making use of the
Green’s function eLt of the continuous diffusion model
applied to the graph Laplacian. Recalling that

(
eLt

)
ij

is the temporal response of node i to the unit stimuli at
j, the authors defined the distance between two nodes
as the time t∗ij at which the curve

(
eLt

)
ij

peaks. This

allows to explore the centrality of nodes at various tem-
poral horizons, and reveal different scales of the network.
We note that the rationale behind this centrality measure
is the same as the definition of time-to-peak distance dis-
cussed in Sec. IV, only that for the examples in Fig. 4 we
employed the leaky-cascade of Eq. (7).

Finally, several methods have been proposed to iden-
tify communities across different resolution scales based
on continuous diffusion on networks20,48,58,59. In princi-
ple, the reasoning behind these methods is the same as
those for random walks but employing a time-continuous
formulation. In these cases, the goodness of a parti-
tion is evaluated in terms of the temporal stability of
the communities—say, the average time that a walker
seeded in one community at t = 0 would need to leave
the community. Paying attention to the transient times
t (the Markov time) before the steady-state horizon
(0 < t < t∞), it allows to zoom-in and zoom-out the res-
olution and identify communities of different size. The
time-continuous system associated to the simple random
walk is given by:

ṗ = −p+ T p = [−I + T ]p . (23)

Recalling that the transition matrix is calculated as T =
D−1A, Eq. (23) reduces to:

ṗ = [−I +D−1A]p =
(
D−1L

)
p = Lp , (24)

where L ≡ D−1L = −I + T is the (column) normalized
Laplacian matrix. Expressed in terms of the individual
elements we have:

ṗi = −pi +

n∑
k=1

Tikpk = . . . =
1

di

n∑
k=1

Aik (pk − pi) . (25)

From here we see that, despite these methods were
motivated by random walks, Eqs. (24) and (25) are the
same as the continuous diffusion Eqs. (10) and (11)
only that the adjacency matrix A is replaced by the
transition matrix T . The values of L are bounded to
[0, 1] so that pi(t) represent the temporal evolution of
probabilities. This is the reason for why we summarized
these methods here instead of together with methods for
random walks. Besides, it shall be noted that despite
the analogies drawn in the literature, the solutions xt

for the time-discrete random walk in Eq. (3) and the
time-continuous version p(t) in Eq. (23) converge only
at the steady-state but do not follow the same time-
courses along the transition, see Appendix 4 and Fig. 6.
Therefore, the time-discrete and the time-continuous
random walk lead to different views of a network which
turns the same only in the t → ∞ limit.

At this point, we find it useful to clarify that both
communicability QL, the hierarchical centrality mea-
sure of Ref.22 and the Markov-time community detection
methods20,58, are all constructed upon the same model:
the canonical continuous diffusion of Eqs. (9)-(11). De-
spite they were introduced following different reasoning
and motivations: heuristically, from its analogy to the
heat equation or as a time-continuous version of random
walks. This level of degeneracy in the literature makes it
difficult for users to navigate through the abundance of
methods. It is in part for this reason that in the present
Article we advocate for more transparency such that all
network measures explicitly and clearly state the canoni-
cal model underlying each of them. This clarity can only
help users make better methodological choices and derive
more accurate interpretations of the results obtained.

D. An integrative perspective for model-based network
analyses with propagation dynamics

In this Section, we have summarized network metrics
that were proposed in the past, which were inspired by
the idea of probing propagation dynamics on networks
to characterize them. We have exposed their underly-
ing propagation models to highlight their differences and
similarities. It shall be noted that all these methods are
valid measures to describe networks. However, given that
they are bound to different assumptions and constraints,
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it is important to understand when it makes sense to
use one method or another, and how their results should
be interpreted. Making the right choice will depend on
the information we have about the real system, or the
hypotheses we may want to test. Rather than compet-
ing with each other, all these measures form a family of
complementary methods for studying networks.

The idea that different dynamical processes could be
exploited to extract complementary views out of a net-
work has been explored in the past. For example, Zhang
et al.54 compared the outcome of propagation kernels,
phase oscillators, epidemic models and random walks on
a set of empirical and synthetic graphs. Regarding com-
munity detection Lambiotte et al. (2014)59 suggested
that the simple random walk could be replaced by other
types of random walks, e.g. biased random walks, with
teleportation or with memory:

“. . . the choice of (random walk) dynamics
can also be used to find the most appropriate
community structure (if particular informa-
tion about the system is available) or to ex-
plore the network under different (and com-
plementary) viewpoints to gain deeper infor-
mation about the system.”

In this Article, our aim has been to generalize these ideas
(i) providing a perspective that embraces the diversity of
real systems studied as networks, and (ii) to propose a
unified methodology to deal with the ecosystem of net-
work metrics. Specifically, we propose that network anal-
yses should follow these steps:

1. Identify the key constraints of the real system. For
example, the user may need to question whether the
system investigated is discrete or continuous, whether
it is conservative or non-conservative, whether it fol-
lows divergent or convergent behavior, whether it is
diffusively coupled or not.

2. Choose a corresponding canonical propagation
model. We proposed the five canonical models shown
in Fig. 2 which, in turn, are the root of many metrics
in the literature as we just reviewed. But users may
consider other canonical models if required by the con-
straints of the real system. For example, we saw that
PageRank assumes a special case of random walks with
teleportation.

3. Compute the pair-wise network responses R(t) of
the network, for the chosen canonical model. Using
the Green’s function R(t) of the system is a natu-
ral choice for linear propagation models, but further
study is necessary for an extension to non-linear mod-
els. Note that, in our definitions for the leaky-cascade
and the continuous diffusion models, we regressed out
the passive leakages J0 and L0 in order to highlight the
contributions of the responses due to the interactions.

4. Extract information out of R(t) in the form of spatio-
temporal network metrics. For example, here we

defined the global network response r(t), the time-to-
peak distanceDttp for the leaky-cascade and the node-
wise responses ri(t). Several other metrics are possible
depending on the questions one may have about the
real system. In general, both Rij(t), r(t) and ri(t) are
the curves of the temporal evolution of the responses,
and a variety of information could be extracted from
those. Also relevant are the self-responsesRii(t) which
generalize the graph concepts of node degree and clus-
tering coefficient, but at different times. Community
detection methods could take advantage of the input
/ output response profiles of the nodes—the rows and
columns of R(t)—in order to find communities at dif-
ferent times of resolution.

VI. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE PERSPECTIVES

The goal of this Perspective Article is to motivate a
paradigm shift in the analysis of complex networks, from
a data-driven (model-free) tradition to a model-based
culture. Graph theory has been considered a data-driven
analysis tool and therefore, its metrics applicable to any
system that is represented as a graph. As reviewed in
Sec. V, many other measures have been proposed in the
literature to characterize networks beyond graph theory,
in particular for centrality and community detection. We
have exposed that all these methods—including classical
graph metrics—are either heuristically or explicitly based
on canonical propagation models. We derive two lessons
from here. First, network analysis is already model-based
only that a consequent tradition is still missing. Cor-
responding analysis practices and a unified formulation
that encompasses the different model-based metrics were
still needed. And second, the fact that all past meth-
ods were defined upon different dynamical models, sub-
jected to particular assumptions and constraints, it begs
to question the presupposed universality of network met-
rics. Despite they were introduced as if they were useful
to study any network.
Here, we have proposed a unified formulation to har-

monize the network analyses that use different propaga-
tion models. We envision that in the future, network
analyses should begin by choosing an adequate canonical
model—not necessarily restricted to the five suggested in
Sec. III. Then, one should estimate the (pair-wise) net-
work response function R(t) for the corresponding model
in the network of interest. And finally, we would extract
the information about the network from R(t) in the form
of spatio-temporal network metrics. Although defining
such metrics might not always be trivial, we have shown
that this dynamical point of view to network analysis
brings several benefits.
We acknowledge that the transition from data-driven

to model-based analysis can only happen at the cost
universality—a price many will find difficult to pay given
the traditions in the field. But by doing so, there is plenty
of specificity and interpretability to gain. The success of
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PageRank as a website ranking tool is a prominent exam-
ple. The reason for why PageRank outperformed other
algorithms is because its underlying propagation model—
the random walk with teleportation in Eq. (21)—is a
very simplistic but reasonable account of human behavior
when navigating through the world-wide web. Usually,
a person navigates the web clicking on hyperlinks found
on the current webpage until the person “looses interest
and jumps” to restart the navigation visiting websites of
a different topic. The success of PageRank thus lies in the
fact that its underlying propagation model shares mini-
mal but necessary ingredients of the real system it aims
at measuring. For the same reason, it is unlikely that
PageRank could be a good centrality measure for other
real networks, e.g., neural networks, epidemic spreading,
traffic or protein-protein interactions, for which the as-
sumptions and constraints of a conservative random walk
with teleportation do not make sense.

One issue with model-based data analyses is that of
model selection, which may lead to controversies between
authors with different views on which is the adequate
model for each case. Another potential source of dis-
pute may lie in the distinction between canonical models
(intended for the analysis) and actual models (meant to
reproduce the system). The difference between analysis
and modeling can sometimes become a gray area with
no clear boundaries. However, we are convinced that the
transparency and the interpretability of results that a
model-based approach brings are beneficial for the field
of complex network. And, in our opinion, it could even
be seen as a sign of its maturity. For example, in statis-
tics, one would never apply certain metrics to a dataset
unless the data passes a Gaussianity test before. Because
if the data is not normally distributed, the numerical re-
sults computed out of those measures would not be in-
terpretable. We believe that it is better for the field of
complex networks to deal with these controversies than
to continue without a “Gaussianity test,” trapped in the
dream of universality.

Before the study of a network, users should perform a
careful selection and identify which metrics make sense
for the real system under investigation. And which met-
rics should be discarded. But to do so, users need clear
and transparent information about the assumptions be-
hind each metric. For example, neurons that communi-
cate via chemical (pulse) coupling transmit spikes (dis-
crete units) which propagate and multiply through the
network, sometimes giving rise to avalanches. Therefore,
it is unreasonable to study neuronal and brain networks
with metrics based on random walks or in the graph
Laplacian, simply because the brain is not a conserva-
tive system and neurons are not diffusively coupled.

We shall also emphasize that the dynamical perspec-
tive supported here is neither to be regarded as the only
solution to network analysis. Surely there are real-world
systems susceptible of a graph representation but whose
study in terms of propagation and navigation is not
meaningful. Their characterization may require employ-

ing other forms of analyses and different metrics. The
key lesson is that, as users, we should choose the right
tools for each case. And as method developers, we should
transparently inform of the assumptions, the constraints
and the range of validity of the tools we provide.

A. Limitations and future work

Our proposal to derive network metrics out of the pair-
wise response functionsR(t) as spatio-temporal measures
comes with a notable limitation. Numerical calculation
of the R(t) tensors for a large number of time steps could
be computationally expensive, and prohibitive for large
networks. In those cases, analytical (mean-field) approx-
imations as the ones derived in Sec. III and Appendix 2
could become very useful. Also, as accounted in past
approaches, one may need to restrict the analysis to the
steady-state solutions. Although these options miss the
richness of detail allowed by our proposal, they will still
benefit from the desired transparency of model selection.
Despite we proposed to derive network metrics out of

R(t), here we did not provide a complete set of possible
measures. The redefinition of distance in networks22 and
the global network response metrics are useful starting
points. In previous applications to neuroimaging data
(employing the leaky-cascade) we calculated the input
and the output responses to each node, which are remi-
niscent of the integrative and broadcasting capacities of
the brain regions31,60. Surely, users will also derive fur-
ther measures out of R(t), depending on the information
they may like to extract from their networks. Addition-
ally, we find it rather interesting the possibility to gen-
eralize the classical graph metrics, which are bounded to
discrete times t = 1 − 3, to longer time-scales or under
other canonical models.
In the present Perspective we did not directly treat

the case of weighted or directed networks. We restricted
the examples to binary and undirected graphs in order
to undoubtedly state the mapping from graph theory
to its dynamical representation. But the application
to directed and weighted networks is straight forward.
For example, in the comparisons of Sec. IV the normal-
ized networks are all weighted. Also, we studied em-
pirical weighted networks in past publications following
this formulation30,31,60. Despite this dynamical approach
can naturally deal with weighted networks, we shall em-
phasize again that the interpretability of the results is
bounded to those cases where the weights of the real sys-
tem are associated to physical or statistical notions that
are compatible with the models of propagation and dif-
fusion.
Finally, the work presented in this Perspective Article

is tightly related to the broader problem of the structure-
function relation in networks. We omitted such discus-
sion to focus on the implications for data analysis alone.
The relation between network structure and dynamics
has been vastly studied in the literature. It is helpful to
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frame those efforts into three categories: (i) works trying
to investigate the effect of a known architecture on the
collective dynamics. (ii) Efforts aiming at describing the
architecture of a network by probing dynamics on them.
This is the main focus of the present Article. And (iii)
attempts to infer the unknown links of a network by use
of empirically observed dynamics.

It is well-known in the literature that the collective
dynamics on a network not only depend on the connec-
tivity but also on the dynamical model we assume, lead-
ing to different views of the same network15,54,61,62 as we
illustrated in Fig. 2. Some of these works also aim at
describing the propagation of perturbations on networks
for different models63–65. However, in our opinion, the
literature should deal with this information with more
precision, more stratified. In some occasions, the goals
of papers do not seem well classified within the three cat-
egories just mentioned. In other occasions, it may even
seem that a single paper intends to solve all the problems
associated to the three cases at once. We can only spec-
ulate about the reasons. On the one hand, due to the
lack of a tradition for model-based network analyses we
may be prone to overlook the difference between canoni-
cal models and actual models, instead of exploiting their
distinctive purposes separately. On the other hand, the
desire—or the community pressure—to deliver universal
results could make it difficult for authors to frame their
work more specifically. We can only hope that our efforts
here to seed some clarity, and our call for more trans-
parency in the field, may help the community to con-
textualize future contributions to the network-dynamics
problem with more precision.
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APPENDIX 1: DYNAMICAL REPRESENTATION OF
GRAPH METRICS

From the point of view of graph theory, all the relevant
information about the network is encoded in the adja-
cency matrix A. Combinatorial or algorithmic methods
allow then to answer different questions about the archi-
tecture of the graph in the form of graph metrics. The dy-
namical paradigm shown in the previous sections exposes
that under the discrete cascade in Eq. (1), the struc-
tural information in A is unfolded into the set of powers
R = {A0, A1, A2, A3, . . . , At} representing the temporal
response of the network to initial stimuli applied in at

nodes. We now show how fundamental graph metrics
are encoded by the response matrices R.
The degree of a node, d, is defined as the number of

neighbors of the node. Assuming undirected graphs with
A symmetric, it is calculated as the row or column sum
of the adjacency matrix such that di =

∑n
k=1 Aik. In

the dynamical perspective, the degree is expressed as the
number of particles returning to the node in the short
time scales. A particle starting at node j produces that
each neighbor of i receives one particle in the first iter-
ation. In the second iteration, t = 2, new particles will
propagate to the neighbors of each node. The single par-
ticle starting from j at t = 0 results in j receiving one
particle per neighbor at time t = 2. In other words, the
degree is the influence that a node exerts on itself at time
t = 2 and it is thus represented by the diagonal elements
of A2:

di = (A2)ii. (26)

Matching index is a measure of the structural simi-
larity between two nodes. It is evaluated counting the
number of common neighbors since, two nodes that share
the same connections play an identical role in the graph.
Given that N (v) is the set of nodes connected to vertex
v—the neighborhood of v—the number of common neigh-
bors between two nodes is quantified as the size of the
overlap of their neighborhoods: m(i, j) = |N (i) ∩ N (j)|.
From the adjacency matrix m(i, j) is calculated compar-
ing the columns corresponding to the two nodes such
that m(i, j) =

∑n
k=1 AikAjk. Usually, the matching in-

dex M(i, j) is normalized by the fraction between the
number of common neighbors and the total number of
nodes adjacent to either i or j:

M(i, j) =
|N (i) ∩N (j)|
|N (i) ∪N (j)|

=
m(i, j)

di + dj −m(i, j)
. (27)

Thus, M(i, j) = 0 when i and j have no neighbors in
common and M(i, j) = 1 when both nodes are connected
to the same, and only the same, neighbors.
Under the perspective of the discrete cascading, the

overlapm(i, j) can be regarded as the “convergence zone”
of two simultaneous propagations, one starting from i and
the other from j. Imagine the initial conditions x0 with
xk,0 = 1 if k = i, j and xk,0 = 0 otherwise. After the
first iteration, nodes adjacent to either i or j will receive
one particle and the only nodes with two particles are
those adjacent to both i and j. At the second time-step,
node j receives one particle, due to the initial one on i
at t = 0, from each of the nodes shared with i. There-
fore, the number of common neighbors m(i, j) between i
and j is reflected in the matrix element (A2)ij . In other
words, the influence that i exerts on j at time t = 2—or
the influence of j on i—is mediated exclusively via their
common neighbors. If they had no common neighbors,
then there is no influence between them at this time step.
As shown before, the degrees di are encoded in the en-
tries (A2)ii, thus substituting in Eq. (27) we can express
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the matching index in terms of the discrete propagation
as:

M(i, j) =
(A2)ij

(A2)ii + (A2)jj − (A2)ij
, (28)

This expression illustrates that in dynamical terms the
normalized matching index is regarded as the fraction
of the influence between two nodes that is routed via
the common neighbors, and it thus invites for a gener-
alization of the index to subsequent time steps t > 2
by allowing the subsequent powers into Eq. (28). Such
a generalization should also open the door to define an
equivalent metric when the underlying discrete cascade
is replaced by other more general dynamical models.

The clustering coefficient, C, is a popular graph met-
ric. It quantifies the probability that the neighbors of
one node are connected with each other. In social terms,
it answers the question of how likely is that “my friends
are also friends with each other”. In practice, the clus-
tering coefficient is calculated by counting the number of
triangles in a graph since a link between two neighbors of
a node leads to a triangle. It is well-known that the di-
agonal entries of A3 represent the number of triangles—
cycles of length l = 3—in which nodes participate and
that the total number of triangles in a graph is given by
n(△) = 1

3 tr(A
3) = 1

3

∑n
i=1(A

3)ii, where the factor 1
3 is

to account for the fact that every triangle is counted once
per node. For the clustering coefficient to be a probabil-
ity, it is normalized by the total number of triads n(∨),
or paths of length l = 2 in the graph. Thus, C is 1 only if
all the triads form closed paths. In terms of the powers of
A, the total number of paths of length l = 2 is calculated
as n(∨) = |A2| − tr(A2), where | · | represents the sum of
all the elements of the matrix, and tr(·) is the trace. So,
the clustering coefficient is calculated as:

C = 3
n(△)

n(∨)
=

tr(A3)

|A2| − tr(A2)
. (29)

Under the dynamical perspective of the discrete cascad-
ing in Eq. (1), the quantity |A2| − tr(A2) represents the
number of particles that are generated in the iteration
from t = 1 to t = 2, or in other words, the total influ-
ence exerted across nodes at time t = 2. The quantity
tr(A3) is the number of particles returning to the nodes,
or the self-influence at t = 3. Thus, in dynamical terms
the clustering coefficient can be interpreted as how much
of the influence generated by the network at time t = 2
falls back to the nodes at t = 3.
It shall be noted that if the degree is a metric of the

influence of a node over itself at t = 2, the clustering
coefficient is a metric of the influence that nodes exert
on themselves at time t = 3. The difference is that the
clustering is normalized in order to take the form of a
probability. Last, the dynamical definition of C allows
for a natural generalization of the probability of self-
interaction at any time, such that for all t > 1,

Ct =
tr(At)

|At−1| − tr(At−1)
. (30)

The geodesic distance, Dij , between two nodes in a
graph is defined as the minimal number of links needed to
traverse in order to reach i from j, or pathlength. Graph
distance cannot be derived from the adjacency matrix
alone. Its calculation requires to navigate through the
graph, e.g. based upon DFS or BFS algorithms. As men-
tioned before, the cascading process described in Eq. (1)
is indeed the BFS navigation without memory. Under
this cascading, instead of counting the number of jumps
to travel between nodes, Dij can be evaluated from a
temporal point of view—as the time needed for a cas-
cade initialized at node j to reach node i for the first
time. That is, in dynamical terms graph distance can
be regarded as the time a perturbation on a node needs
to reach the other nodes, instead of the “static” defini-
tion of the pathlength. Given the set of matrix powers
R = {A0, A1, A2, A3, . . . , At}, we can formally redefine
graph distance as:

Dij = t′ : (At′)ij > 0 if for all t < t′, (At)ij = 0. (31)

Our overall goal is to generalize graph analysis by re-
placing the original propagation dynamical model behind
graph metrics, Eq. (1), with other models which account
for other basic properties of real systems. The interpre-
tation of distance in terms of the time required for per-
turbations to propagate will become a handful change of
perspective under arbitrary dynamical rules, either dis-
crete or continuous.

APPENDIX 2: ANALYTICAL CALCULATIONS

a. Responses for individual pairs of nodes reflect the
spectral properties of the adjacency matrix. We can ex-
press the matrix elements Rij(t) in terms of the eigenval-
ues λk and the corresponding (right) eigenvectors vk of
the adjacency matrix A. For that, we use the property of
matrix v = (vk) whose columns are the orthogonal eigen-
vectors satisfying v vT = 1. Using the column unitary
vectors u with entries ui = δik. For the case in which the
response matrices are defined as R(t) = eAt, we have:

Rij(t) = uT
i R(t)uj = uT

i e
Atv vTuj

=
∑
k

(uT
i e

Atvk)(v
T
k uj)

=
∑
k

eλkt(uT
i vk)(u

T
j vk) ,

which is a weighted sum of exponentials of the eigenvalues
(multiplied by the time). Note that uT

i vk is simply the
i-th coordinate of vk. For the responses of the discrete
cascade R(t) = At, we have similarly

Rij(t) =
∑
k

λt
k(u

T
i vk)(u

T
j vk) ,

and for the case R(t) = eJt − eJ
0t = e−t/τ (eAt − 1),

Rij(t) =
∑
k

e−t/τ (eλkt − 1)(uT
i vk)(u

T
j vk) .
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The mean field approximation consists in discarding all
eigenvalues aside from the dominating one, say λ1 ≃ Ain

and approximating the corresponding eigenvector with
the uniform vector ū =

∑
i ui. For the three cases, this

returns

R̄(t) ≃

 eλ1t ≃ eAint

λt
1 ≃ At

in

e−t/τ (eλ1t − 1) ≃ e−t/τ (eAint − 1) .

b. Time-to-peak (TTP) is linearly related to the
geodesic distance. If we consider a single pair of nodes,
from source j to target i, for the case of the leaky-
cascade, then TTP can be calculated using the derivative

of R(t) ∝ eJt − eJ
0t, which is

1

τ
e−t/τ (eAt − 1) = Ae−t/τeAt

yielding the condition eAt = (1 − τA)−1. In principle,
we would need to evaluate the logarithm of the matri-
ces but we look for an approximation. Let’s call p the
geodesic distance for connection from i to j that verifies
p = argminl

[
(Al)ij > 0

]
. That is, the smallest exponent

of A such that the corresponding matrix element is non-
zero, see Appendix 1. Then, TTP t is defined as the
solution of eAt = (1− τA)−1, which can be expressed us-
ing the series expansions for the matrix exponent in both
sides: ∑

n≥0

tnAn

n!
=

∑
n≥0

τnAn .

For all integers 0 ≤ n ≤ p−1, the terms are zero and the
first non zero term is for n = p. Because of the factorial
in the denominator of the left side, and of the power of τ
on the right side, this first term dominates on each side
meaning that in fact

tpAp
ij

p!
≃ τpAp

ij

and Ap
ij = 1 disappears. To approximate the factorial,

we can use the Stirling approximation of the factorial
p! ≃

√
2πp

(
p
e

)p
that implies (p!)(1/p) ≃ p

e (even though
it is designed for large p, it is a reasonable approxima-
tion here sincewe pass it to the p-order root thereafter),

so the previous equality can be rewritten as t∗e
p ≃ τ

which means that TTP is linearly related to the geodesic
distance by t∗ ≃ τ

e p.
c. Sum of peak amplitudes (SPA) for a node is lin-

early related to Katz centrality. At the peak, we have
the derivative condition satisfied for the matrix element
corresponding to the link [eAt∗ ]ij = [(1−τA)−1]ij , so the
amplitude is given by

Rij(t
∗) =

[
eJt

∗
− eJ

0t∗
]
ij
= e−t∗/τ

[
eAt∗ − 1

]
ij

= e−t/τ
[
eAt∗

]
ij
= e−t∗/τ (1− τA)

−1
ij

using i ̸= j. It can be further expressed using the same
series as before:

Rij(t
∗) = e−1/τ

∑
n≥0

τnAn


ij

.

It follows that the peak amplitude takes the form of the
Katz centrality, connection-wise. The node-wise measure
would just be obtained summing over j), with attenua-
tion parameter alpha taking the role of the leakage con-
stant τ (and the overall expression rescaled by a factor).

APPENDIX 3: FROM HEAT EQUATION TO THE
GRAPH LAPLACIAN

An intuitive manner to understand Eqs. (9) – (11) is
to remind that they are the translation of the heat equa-
tion to graphs. Imagine a two dimensional surface as in
Fig. 5A. The heat transfer between two nearby points
at the surface, y1 and y2, is proportional to the gra-
dient of temperature between them. This gradient de-
pends both on the difference in temperature ∆u12(t) =
u(y2, t)− u(y1, t) and on the euclidean distance between
the two points ∆y =∥ y2−y1 ∥. The heat transfer u(y, t)
at one point of the surface is thus evaluated as the local
gradient du(y, t) ∝ (u(y∗, t)− u(y, t)) between the point
y and all other points y∗ = y + dy that are infinitesi-
mally close to it. In this case, the heat equation at point
y is written as:

∂u(y, t)

∂t
= α∇2u(y, t) = α

(
∂2u(y, t)

∂x2
+

∂2u(y, t)

∂y2

)
,

(32)
where α > 0 is a diffusivity parameter and ∇2 is
the Laplacian operator that evaluates the local gradient
around a point in an Euclidean space.
The heat equation defines diffusion in a continuous me-

dia. But graphs are discrete objects without a spatial
embedding, Fig. 5B. Therefore, the “local vicinity” of a
node i consists of the set of nodes with which i shares
a link. If we assume that nodes have temperature ui(t),
the gradient of temperature around i simply becomes the
sum of the differences

∑n
k=1 Aik (uk − ui) because, in a

graph, there is no spatial dimension and thus, there is no
euclidean distance between them. From here, it is rather
simple to realize that Eqs. (9) – (11) are equivalent to
(32) with α = 1 and the Laplacian operator ∇2 for the
local gradient taking the form of the Laplacian matrix L.
Given that the equation governing the temperature of
node i is u̇i =

∑n
k=1 Aik (uk − ui), this expression can be

separated as u̇i =
∑n

k=1 Aikuk −
∑n

k=1 Aikui. Remind-
ing that di =

∑n
k=1 Aik is the degree of node i, then we

have that

u̇i = −diui +

n∑
k=1

Aikuk .
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FIG. 5. The heat equation for graphs: origin of the graph Laplacian. The heat equation describes the heat transfer
in a continuous media, which depends on the difference in temperature between two points and on their euclidean distance.
Given the fact that graphs are discrete objects with no spatial embedding, euclidean distance between nodes is not defined.
Instead, the “local vicinity” of a node i consists of those nodes k with which it shares a connection. Therefore, the local heat
transfer between nodes depends uniquely on their difference in temperature uk − ui. In consequence, the Laplacian operator
∇2 of the heat equation for continuous media, u̇(y, t) = α∇2u(y, t), turns the Laplacian matrix L on a discrete graph such that
u̇ = αLu.

Written in matrix form, this expression translates to

u̇ = −Du + Au = (−D +A)u = Lu .

Consider the sample graph of n = 8 nodes in Fig. 5B. If
all nodes are at the same temperature, e.g., ui(0) = 5◦C,
then all pair-wise differences between adjacent nodes in
Eq. (9) vanish, Aik (uk − ui) = 0, and no heat flows. If
the temperature of the first node suddenly increased to
u1 = 15◦C, heat will start to flow towards its adjacent
neighbors i = 2 and i = 3, increasing u2 and u3, and de-
creasing u1. This will extend to the rest of the network
through the neighbors of i = 2 and i = 3. Temperature
u1 will decrease and all other ui will increase until all
nodes reach 6.25◦C, Fig. 5C, which is the average tem-
perature of the initial conditions xT

0 = (15, 5, 5, . . . , 5).

APPENDIX 4: RELATION BETWEEN TIME-DISCRETE
AND TIME-CONTINUOUS RANDOM WALKS

In Section V we reviewed several different approaches
proposed in the literature that employ the random walk
to explore networks and derive centrality measures or
identify communities. Some works employ the sim-
ple random walk xt+1 = T x where T is the transi-

tion probability matrix. Other proposals are based on
the so-called time-continuous random walk by equation
ṗ = [−I + T ]p = Lp, where L ≡ D−1L = −I + T is
the normalized Laplacian matrix. We showed that this
time-continuous equation is the same as the heat equa-
tion ẋ = Lx only that the entries of L are column-wise
normalized such that variables pi(t) represent probabili-
ties bounded between 0 and 1.

It is informative to clarify that network metrics de-
rived from time-discrete or time-continuous versions are
equivalent, only when the metrics capture the steady-
state horizon. Solutions xt and p(t) converge in the
t → ∞ time limit but differ during the transient times.
In order to illustrate this, we solved both equations for
one random walker initially seeded at node i = 1 (ini-
tial conditions x0 = p0 = [1, 0, 0, . . . , 0]) in the sample
graph of n = 8 illustrated in Fig. 2B. The temporal so-
lutions (probability of a node to be visited by the agent)
are shown in Fig. 6. As it is observed, the time-discrete
(dashed lines) and time-continuous (solid lines) solutions
for a node begin from same initial conditions (at t = 0)
and converge again at the later times, but the two so-
lutions follow separate trajectories in between. This ob-
servation illustrates the importance of choosing a right
canonical model that respects fundamental constraints
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FIG. 6. Relation between time-discrete and time-
continuous random walks. Temporal evolution of the
probability of a random walking agent to be found at nodes
i = 1, 2 and 4, for a single agent initially seeded on i = 1
and navigating through the sample graph of n = 8 nodes of
Fig. 2B. Solid lines (—) represent the solutions for the time-
continuous equation and dashed lines (−−) the solutions for
the time-discrete version. As evidenced, time-continuous and
time-discrete solutions for each node converge at the steady-
state (t → ∞) but follow differentiated trajectories during the
transient times.

and conditions of a real system. In this case, even if the
models are equivalent, considering the system to be time-
discrete of time-continuous leads to different propagation
dynamics in the network, and therefore to different views
of the influences between nodes.
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4G. Zamora-López, C. S. Zhou, and J. Kurths. Exploring brain
function from anatomical connectivity. Front. Neurosci., 5:83,
2011.

5A. Baronchelli, R. Ferrer i Cancho, R. Pastor-Satorras,
N. Chater, and M. H. Christiansen. Networks in cognitive sci-
ence. Trends Cogn. Sci., 17(7):348–360, 2013.

6D. Papo, M. Zanin, J.A. Pineda-Pardo, S. Boccaletti, and
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