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Using Node Centrality and Optimal Control to
Maximize Information Diffusion in Social Networks

Kundan Kandhway and Joy Kuri

Abstract—We model information dissemination as a
susceptible-infected epidemic process and formulate a pbéem
to jointly optimize seeds for the epidemic and time varying
resource allocation over the period of a fixed duration campign
running on a social network with a given adjacency matrix.
Individuals in the network are grouped according to their
centrality measure and each group is influenced by an exterda
control function—implemented through advertisements—duing
the campaign duration. The aim is to maximize an objective
function which is a linear combination of the reward due to
the fraction of informed individuals at the deadline, and the
aggregated cost of applying controls (advertising) over ta
campaign duration. We also study a problem variant with
a fixed budget constraint. We set up the optimality system
using Pontryagin’'s Maximum Principle from optimal control
theory and solve it numerically using the forward-backward
sweep technique. Our formulation allows us to compare the
performance of various centrality measures (pagerank, dege,

In this paper, we devise optimal strategies to maximize
the spread of a message in a social network for a fixed
duration campaign. Such problems lie in the broad class of
influence maximization problemstroduced first in m4]. In
[IZI], the authors found a set of initial seeds such that their
final influence on the network is maximum. This problem was
shown to be NP-hard for many spread models, such as linear
threshold and independent cascadé in [5], and performance o
the greedy optimization algorithm was analyzed. The works
above averaged multiple runs of Monte-Carlo simulations to
estimate influence spread, making the solution methodology
computationally inefficient. In[[6]17.]8], the authors used
tools from statistical physics (bond percolation) and prece
modeling to approximately solve the greedy optimizatiod an
seed selection problems. In EJ 10], computationally edfici

closeness and betweenness) in maximizing the spread of eheuristics were introduced to solve the same problem that

message in the optimal control framework. We find that

degree—a simple and local measure—performs well on the

three social networks used to demonstrate results: scieffi
collaboration, Slashdot and Facebook. The optimal strateg

targets central nodes when the resource is scarce, but non-

scaled to large network sizes. Monotonicity and submodular
of the spread functions were used to further speed up the
greedy optimization in|ﬂ1].

All of the above benchmark studies on influence maximiza-

central nodes are targeted when the resource is in abundance tion focused on optimizing the seed nodes—the individuals

Our framework is general and can be used in similar studies
for other disease or information spread models—that can be
modeled using a system of ordinary differential equations—fer
a network with a known adjacency matrix.

Index Terms—Information epidemics, Optimal control, Pon-
tryagin’'s Maximum Principle, Social networks, Susceptibke-
Infected.

|. INTRODUCTION

who start the spreading process at titne 0. Once the seeds
are selected, the decision maker does not influence thensyste
during the rest of the campaign horizany 0. In contrast, this
paper formulates the resource allocation problem througho
the campaign horizon.

Our approach is as follows. Information diffusion is mod-
eled as a susceptible-infected (SlI) epidemic, which iserepr
sented mathematically as a set of differential equatiohe T
population is divided into two classes—susceptible irdlials
are unaware of the message, while the infected ones are

A LL major brands and even small businesses have pr@gtormed and spreading the message. We group the nodes of
\ ence in multiple online social media these days. They Ugge network, and each group is influenced by an advertisement
social media to promote their products and services. Moviggategy (control function) throughout the campaign darat

have used social networks for creating strong buzz befaie t

hwhich transfers susceptible individuals to the infectealss|

release .9, the case of ‘Hunger Games’|[1]). Paramounthis is in addition to the epidemic message transfer in the
Pictures—a movie distributor—and Twitter—a social medi@ystem. The strategies are computed such that a net reward
comparé/—successfully partnered to promote the movie ‘Sgimction—a linear combination of the reward due to informa-
per 8" [2]. The success of some of charity campaigns, likgyn spread and the advertisement costs—is maximized.

Movember (which raised ovef63.9m in 2013 for men’s

Our main contribution in this work is to formulate the

health) and #nomakeupselfie (which helped Cancer Resegi@irmation diffusion maximization problem on a network
raise about£8m in a week) would have been impossiblyith known adjacency matrix asjaint seed—optimal control
without the attention they got in the social media [3]. Thesgioblem where nodes can be targeted based on their central-
examples establish the central role played by social né&svolty measures in the network. Here the campaigner has the

in information dissemination.

Authors are with the Department of Electronic Systems Eewyiimg,
Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore, 560012, India @km{kundan,
kuri}@dese.iisc.ernet.in) .

flexibility to allocate the resource throughout the campmaig
horizon. This is done by adjusting a control functiore-g,
rate at which advertisements are shown to individuals in
their social network timeline during the campaign horizon
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[0, T]—such that the reward function is maximized. Unlik&\. Related Work and Our Contributions

traditional optimization problemspptimal control problems . . .
P P P P We have already discussed the benchmark studies on in-

optimize functions and not real variabld®e maximize an f R h d4d h imal d sel
objective. These controls affect the evolution of the syste uence maximization that address the optimal seed selec-

which is captured by a set of ordinary differential equaet;iont'On p_roblem. More recent works have generalized the seed

In addition, our framework jointly optimizes the seeds fO:?eIgctlon _algorlthm for more general netwqus gnd/or com-

the epidemic. Details on optimal control theory and sohutig?®ting opinions. For gxampl_e, networks with signed edges

techniques using Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle can rlen.d/foe) were considered 'ﬂ17]’ .te.mporal nngorksrewe

found in ]_ conS|derec_i |n|_L_1|8]_ and competing opinions (positive/niegat
were considered nﬂ@O].

In practice, the advertisements are shown in the socialAll of the above works identified good seeds to maximize
network timeline of the individuals throughout the campaiginformed/influenced individuals in the network. After the
horizon and not just once at the beginning of the campaigseed was selected, the system evolved in an uncontrolled
Thus, the joint seed—optimal control framework developed manner. However, as discussed earlier, in real world $itgt
this paper is more suitable for real world scenarios thay onke see advertisements and promos appearing throughout the
seed optimization which has been carried out extensively gampaign durationOur formulation not only identifies good
the literature. There are many companies/entities intiedeis  seeds, but also shapes system evolution during the campaign
advertising products/running campaigns in the networke Tihorizon through controldt is more general and more practical
social network economic planner would want to entertaifith respect to the above works.
as many of them as possible at any time instant. Thus,previous works such als [21./22] 23] maximized information
advertisements by a single entity are spread over time dfidemics under different diffusion models by formulating
real world situationsThis motivates the formulation of theop“ma] control prob|em§)owever, all of them assumed no un-
influence maximization problem as an optimal control prablederlying network structureHomogeneous mixing—in which
rather than just a seed optimization problem. any two individuals in the system are equally likely to meet
and interact for the purpose of information diffusion—ist no
a plausible assumption for individuals connected via docia

ination in a network motivates us to use the SI model metworks. In additionseed optimization was not carried out

the uncontrolled system, the message is passed to susteepﬁscause homogeneous mixing .was assumed. . ]
neighbors of an infected/informed node at some rate due to/Vorks such as|ﬂ4|:_t5:|2&:,l_|scu§sec_i prevention of bio-
posts made by the infected/informed node in its social neewddical and computer virus epidemiassing optimal control

timeline, similar to the spread of a disease. strategies. Againhomogeneous mixing was assum@]
formulated a biological epidemic mitigation problem for a

The SI model is suitable for information epidemics whenetworked population, but presented optimal results fdy on
spreaders do not recover (stop spreading) during the durat five node network (heuristics were proposed for larger but
of the campaign. This is possible for campaigns with smadynthetic networks)The effect of different centrality measures
deadlines €.g, charity campaigns, movie promotion after itsvas not studiedn that work. Also, we present and interpret
release). Advertising individual matches in a long toureain results forreal social networksSimilarly, [28] devised product
(e.g, Football World Cup) where deadlines are short becaustarketing strategies for a synthetic network with only two
gaps between the matches are small, and interest of thges of individuals—ones with high degrees and low degrees
population is high, is another example of this situatiorthé which is only acrude approximation of real social networks.
campaign generates lot of interest in the population, the Slin the following we list themain contributions of this
process is again a suitable model for information diffusiopaper. First, we formulate a joint seed—optimal control prob-
(e.g, election/political campaigns). lem to allocate seeds and time varying resource to groups

Prior works have used the Sl process to model inform f nodes in the network. Th_|s IS a dynaml_c o_ptlmlzatu_)n
tion dissemination in a population. For example, informati _rameyvork rather _tha_n a static one. The pbjectlv_e function
dissemination in a social call graph—where two individuals 2 linear combination of the final frac_tlon of informed
are connected if they spoke over the mobile network—wggdes and the aggregate (.:OSt of apphcatlon 9f controls. We
modeled as an Sl process In__|[13]. Information disseminati®°UP nodes based on their centrality values in the netvyork,
in social and technological networks was modeled as an ¥ ich allows us to compare the performance of various

process in|E4B5] Information diffusion due to face-tmd centrality measures in maximizing information spread ia th
interactions was m;)deled as an Sl proces& [16] framework of optimal control. However, we emphasize that
' grouping can be carried out using other methods as well.

We emphasize that thieamework developed in this paperWe also study a problem variant which has a fixed budget
is not limited to the SI modealnd can be easily extended tacconstraint (with given seedfecond, we prove some simple
other ordinary differential equation based epidemic medel structural results for the optimal control signal analgtiz
networks with given adjacency matrix, such as, susceptiblehird, we present numerical schemes that use the forward-
infected-susceptible/recovered (SIS/R) and Maki-Thampsbackward sweep technique (generalized for a network ggttin
rumor models. to solve the optimality systems. We modify this scheme to

Justification for Using Sl as the Spread Mod&he simi-
larity between biological epidemics and information disse
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solve the problem with a budget constraint and for joirtypes’, we aggregate them into groups. One control inflesnc
optimization. These schemes are capable of handling laggch group. The whole network is divided infd non-
optimality systems and allow us to present and interpretit®s overlapping groupsy,,, 1 <m < M;thatis,N = UM_ | N,,
for real social networks—scientific collaboration, Slasha@nd andN, "N, = ) for p # ¢. Each node belongs to one and
Facebook. We also study the effect of system parametersanly one of the groupsy,,, 1 < m < M, and the sum of
the optimal strategy and the objective function. Thesemmase the number of nodes in all the grou;@frf:1 IN,,| = N. We
can be easily adapted to study other differential equationse notions of node centrality listed in SEg. V for dividihg t
based spread models on networks with given adjacency mametwork into A/ groups.
(e.g, SIS/R, SIRS, Maki-Thompson etc.). Only non-random grouping is useful, that is, nodes of
We believe that our framework and formulation provideimilar ‘types’ should be grouped together. In this work, we
novel insights into the problem of maximizing influencelifferentiate node types based on their centrality valoehe
through optimal controls. It allows us tanswer the fol- following, we illustrate how division ofV nodes can be carried
lowing questions that were overlooked in the previous outin M groups using, for example, degree centrality. Suppose
literature: (1) Depending on scarcity/abundance of resourcee decide to keep all the groups of the same size. We calculate
whom to target—central nodes who are better spreaders,ttoe degree centralities of all nodes in the network, and then
disadvantaged non-central nodes who would not receive iblace the bottoniv/M nodes with least values of the centrality
message through epidemic spreading? How is this resouicgroup1, N;y; next N/M nodes in groupg, Ny; and so on.
allocated over time? (2) How does the simple and locHlthe centrality values of two or more nodes are tied andeher
centrality measure—node degree—perform compared to miaseénsufficient space in grouf;, a number of nodes from the
complicated ones like betweenness, closeness or pagg@nktied set are randomly chosen and placed in griypand the
How much advantage do optimal strategies—which heterogest are placed in grouy;, ;.
neously allocate resource over time and node groups—aehiev\WWe emphasize that the above method is just an example;
over simple heuristic strategies which target everyonelyju the sizes of groups need not be equal in our formulation.
at the same rate throughout the campaign duration on r@ddo, metrics other than centrality measures may be used for

social networks? the division of the groupse(g, community structure in the
network). However, to present results in this paper (el VI
II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION we have followed the method mentioned above to group the

We consider an undirected and non-weighted static netwoﬂ?des in the network.
(N, A). The set of all nodes (vertices) in the network (graph) Denote by p,,, the fraction of nodes in groupn, i.e,

is represented byl = {1,2, ..., N}. The adjacency matrix of P = 2 |N,,|/N. The control functioru,,(t) aids information
the network is given byd — {A }. Thus, A;; = 1 if nodes diffusion in the groupN,, at timet. It represents the rate at
i and j are connected and otlgjer.vvise AISZ) in this work Which advertisements are placed in the social network tireel

we consider an undirected netwoile, A;; = A;. Let the ©f the nodes in groupi,,. _ _
probability of nodej € N being in infected (informed) state Ve state the joint seed—control problem in the following
at time¢ be;(t). Then,i;(t) = 1 — s;(t), wheres;(t) is the and discuss the formulation:

probability of the node being in susceptible state at time 1 N

We briefly describe the uncontrolled SI epidemic on a max J == N 27 Z/ Gm (U (t

network with known adjacency matr|ﬂ29 Sec. 17.10], and () ’“}M(t)T) ’

then adapt it to include controls to accelerate information 02&;;;“@;_:

spreading. If the information spreading ratesisthe message Jﬂp;i;m:i;}

transfers from a single infected neighblrto a susceptible " (2a)
node j, with probability 5dt in a small intervaldt. It is

Jj=1

. . . . . . N
required thatj be susceptible to begin with, which happens st — Bs,(t Z ;
with probability s;(¢), and the neighbor be infected, which ' i e hin(t
happens with probabilityl ;i;(¢) (nodek is a neighbor only M -
if there is a link betweer andk, i.e, A, = 1). Aggregating Z Lijen, yum(t))s;(t); 1 <5 <N,
over all neighbors, the evolution of the probabilityt) in an — I ! S
S| epidemic in a network with adjacency matrX is given (2b)
by , Sec. 17.10]: M
N i;(0) = Z Lijen,.yiom; 1<j < N. (20)
ij(t) = Bs;(t) ) (Ajrir(t)); i;(0) = wo;; VjeN, (1) m=1
k=1 We have considered the net reward functién] (2a) to be

where,z; is the probability that nodg is selected as seed. a weighted combination of the reward due to extent of
Controlled SystemThe shape of the control function de-information dissemination (captured b§4 27 14;(T)) and
cides resource allocation over tinig 7], identifying impor- the aggregate cost due to expenditure caused by applica-
tant and non-important periods of the campaign. In addition tion of controls over the decision horizon (captured by
differentiate allocation of resources among nodes of dfie Zm o gm(um( ))dt). Constant weights are subsumed in
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gm/(.)’s. In a social network, it is impractical to assume that weended to other differential equation based spread models s
know the states (susceptible or infected) of the nodesaipri as susceptible-infected-susceptible/recovered (S)SVR)ki-

So, the advertisement is shown to both susceptible andi@dfecThompson model and other derivatives like SIRS etc. To do
nodes; however, it has useful effect on only susceptibleeaodthis, one should replace Ef._{2b) with the differential e
Thus, the cost of application of control is only a function oforresponding to the new model.

um,(t) (and not fraction of susceptible or infected nodes in

classm). [1l. ANALYSIS AND SOLUTION OF PROBLEM ()

The controll transfers nodes from susceptible to infectedys first set up the optimality system by assuming the seeds
class. A nodgj € N,, is shown the advertisement at the ratg . given (known) in Se€_TIHA, and present an algorithm to
um(t) at timet. In other words, in an intervalt at timet, the o 5te the controls corresponding to this system nunirica
probability of showing the advertisement t0 a nod€ N iy e [TZCT. We will use this algorithm in the numerical

is wy,(t)dt. Since we do not know the state (susceptible Qupeme in SeEII=Q2 to jointly optimize the seed and dyrami
infected) of the node beforehand in an online social netwonk,o . \rce allocation

and the advertisement is shown to both categories of ndues; t

advertisement has useful effect (of infecting the nodey @nl . ) o

the node is susceptible, which happens with probability). A Pontryagin's Maximum Principle

Thus, in an intervalit at timet, the additional increment in  We get the following optimality system for Problerl (2)
the probability of nodej € N,, being in infected class is when seeds are given (details of Pontryagin’s Principlebean

U (t)s;(t)dt. This additional increment is the second terrfound in [12]): "

on the right hand side of Eq._(Rb). Note thif;cy, ; = 1 Hamiltonian: H(i(£). A(1). w(t)) — — ‘
when nodej is in groupm and0 otherwis ltonian: H(i(t), A(#), u(t)) mzzjl g (um (D)) +
. . . . N M
In 2d), ig,, with 0 < ig,, < 1, represents the fraction of S () (ﬂsl(t) ngvzl(Alkik(t))‘FZ (]l{leNm}um(t))Sz(t))-

nodes selected as seeds in gradip. In other words, each /= me1

node is selected as seed with probabilify, in groupN,,. State equationsEgs. [Zb) withi;(t) and s;(t) replaced by
Thus, for a nodg belonging to group,,, the initial condition #;(t) andsj(t) for all j € N. The initial condition is given by
is as represented in Ed_{2c). Also, the constanin the EQ. (2¢) withi;(0) replaced byi}(0) for all j € N.
constraint>"™ | p,.io. = io represents the ‘seed budgetAdjoint equations:

(fraction of total population that can be selected as seed at oK N
t=0). _ _ Aj(t) =g = =B N ()(s7 (8) Agg)+
We assume the cost functiops,(.)’'s to be strictly convex i5(t) =1

and increasing functions in their arguments(¢) > 0, with N
gm(0) = 0 (stronger control leads to greater cost). Costs are SA;(t) Z(AjkiZ(t)) + A (t)
convex functions in many economic applicatiolE [30]. For ou k=1

scenario where we attempt to maximize the spread of use
information, the controls.,,(t)’'s are never negative. Instead

M=

(Ljen, yum(t). (3)
1

3
I

ful Lo iy
#amlltonlan maximizing condition:

of explicitly incorporating this constraint in Problei (2ye w*(t) = argmax H (i* (t), \* (1), u* (1))}
ensure it by assuming,,(.)’s to be even functions (by taking OH

an even extension of the cost function definedifgr(t) > 0). = G —gn(up, () + D A (D)si(t) =0

If we do so, negative values of controls incur positive costs " 1ENM,

but reduce the reward functidn {2a) by reducing the fraotibn =gl (u,(t) = Z N(t)si(t), 1<m< M, (4)
infected nodes in the population. Insteaduf, (¢)| is applied, EN,,

the reward increases and expenditure is the same. Thusyfor a .

) =g (3 NWsi®), 1<m< M. (5)

t, the control is never negative. No constraint on the control m S
€Ny,

function u,,’s makes the theoretical analysis in S&c._1lI-B

simple. Also, this assumption ensures that we get a corrgghnsyersality condition:

solution from the numerical schemes (discussed later in Sec

[=C]. Aj(T)=1/N, 1<j<N. (6)
We have presented the joint seed and time varying re-

source allocation optimization framework for the SI mode$. Structural Properties of Controls

in this paper. However, the framework can be easily ex- g, the special case aff — N, i.e, each node has an

N _ individual control, it is possible to show that the contrate
The uncontrolled and controlled SI models used in Eds. (d){@H) do not . ina f . 1 TheorémT1.1). F
consider spontaneous conversion of susceptible nodefetéd state without non-mcrgasmg unctl-ons of ime ( eor : ) UI’.tl fer
any external control or peer influendes., information spreads only through quadratic cost functions, the controls are convex in nature

the campaigner’s advertisements and neighbors. Modeld iserevious Theorem[1I.2). We first state following lemma which will
works, e.g, [8, [6,[9,[11] (linear-threshold and/or independent casgall] EJ di g tth 9

(SIS), and many others make a similar assumption where ravdesfluenced € used In subsequen eorems.
only due to their peers in the network. However, spontaneousersion, due . .
to sources external to the system, may be handled in our fatioo by Lemma Ill.1. For M = N, at the optlmal solution, the

adding a constant or state dependent term to the RHS of Byan(2h). ~ adjoint variablesA’ (t)>0,1<j< M, telo,T].
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Proof: From the Hamiltonian maximizing condition of

Pontryagin’s Principle,

H(E (), A (), 0} (£), ooy (1), ooy (1)
> HE (), A (1), w5 (t), ... 0, ..oty (1)),

This leads to,

= Aj(t)s; (t)uj(t

Theorem Ill.1. For M = N, the optimal controlsu(t) are
non-increasing ir¢, for 1 < j < M.

Proof: Differentiating [4) with respect te, for M = N,
we get,

gl (w3 ()i (£) = 3 ()53 (8) + X5 ()35 (0),

After simplification, this leads to (note that(¢) =

0y

=1

—i*(t)),

g5 (uj (1)) (t) = = Bsj( ) A).  (7)

Since g;(.)'s are convex sqf(uj(t)) > 0 and A\j(t) > 0
(LemmalllL.]), s(t) being probabrlrty> 0, so we conclude
thata*(t) < 0. |
Theorem I1l.2. For M = N and g;(u;(t)) = ¢ju3(t), ¢; >
0 for1 < j < M, the optimal controISu;f(t) are convex
functions oft, for all 1 < j < M.

Proof: Using Eq. [#) (forM = N) in Eq. (@),

N

2¢c;u}(t) = — Bs;(t) Z (g7 (uf (t)Aj)
=1
N

= 2c;iiy () = — Bs;(t) > (g1’ [ (t)A)
l;l
— B55(1) > (g1 (ui (1) Ayy)-

=1

Since 4 (t) < 0 (Theoreml]]]j),g;-’(.) > 0 (. gj's are
quadratic andt; > 0), s} (t) > 0 (probability), g%(.) > 0 (as-
sumption of stronger control Ieadmg to greater cost)t) < 0
(from Eq. [2B), note that’ () =

that u;‘-(t) > 0, which proves the conveX|ty aff(t)int. m

C. Numerical Solution Using Forward-Backward Sweep

i%(t)), so we can conclude (do1, -

1) Fixed Seed:Let the operator perform element wise
multiplication of two vectors of the same dimensiarg.,
(oryai, )T % (biy )T = (. a:b;,...)T. Let the state,
adjoint, and control variables be represented 3y)
(i1(t), .. in (@) = 1 = s8(t), At) = Mi(t),.... An(t)7T,
and u(t) (ul(t) Lup ()T, and, the initial condition by
i = (501, . zON) Here, thejth element is the probability
that nodej is selected as seed, which is a given quantity.
Let w(t) be a column vector of dimensiolY with the jth
element beingZﬁf:l(]l{jeNm}um(t)). If node j is in class
m, the controlu,, influences it. Then, giveo, Problem [(2)
can be solved using the forward backward sweep method [24]
in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Forward-backward sweep algorithm for Problem
(2) whenig is given.

Input:  wsp, T, B, 20, A, M, N,,, for 1 <m < M, P.
Output: The optimal control signals;,, (¢), 1 <m < M.
1: Initialize: For allt € [0,T7], up,(t) < 0,1 < m < M, and

Aj(t) <=0, Vj € N, iter < 0.
2: repeat
3 ater < iter + 1.
4. Uplg — U*. .
5. Use the state equatiorls [2h),(t) =
calculatez” (¢), Vt, with initial condition*(0) = 0.
Forward sweep.

Bs” (1) x (Ai*(1)), to
%

6: Calculateuy,, 1 <m < M using [3).

7. Use the adjoint equationd B\ (t) = —B((A*(t) »
s* ()T A)T 4+ B (1) * (Ad* (1)) + A" (t) ™ (¢) to calculate
A*(t) for all ¢, with terminal conditions\}(T") = 1/N, j €

N. (transversaility conditions).
8: Calculateu),, 1 <m < M using [3).
9: until ||u* — woid|| < uen OF iter > P.

% Backward sweep.

Since information diffusion is captured by a systemof
differential equations, angptimal strategy cannot have lesser
computational complexity. For a network of sizg Algorithm
[@ amounts to solving a system &f differential equations”
times, in the worst case. Thus, the worst case computational
complexity of the optimal strategy i©(N).

2) Joint Seed and Resource Allocatiodoint Problem[(R)
can be expressed as:

@ad) subject to: @8), @d); @), @), @).

max

{(101 ..... ZQ]\[)T:
0<i0m <1, Vm;

M pmiom=io }

The above problem can be solved by a combination of
an optimization routine and Algorithia] 1. The optimization
routine starts from an initial guess for the seed vedtor=
,ioar)T and keeps refining the value till the maximum
is reached. Note that thgth element ofiy is now given by

zoj = Z%_l(ﬂ{JeNm}ZOm) As stated earlier, each node is
selected as seed with probabiliy,, in groupN,,. For any
value of the seed variable, the values of controls compuyed b
Algorithm [ are such that Pontryagin's Principle is satibfie

Sec.[TlI-C1 presents the numerical scheme to solve thad hence they are optimum.
optimality system in Sed_TII-A (when seeds are given). We Numerical solution to the joint problem requires the gratie
use this to solve the joint seed—control problem numesicalbf the net reward function with respect to the seed variable

in Sec[-C2.

vector i of length M. It is unlikely that the gradient can
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be computed analytically. A typical numerical optimizatio used@ times in the worst cale Thus, in the worst case, a
routine estimates it by perturbing the variable vector ongystem ofN differential equations has to be solvéd) times
in every dimension and computing the objective function athich has a computational complexity 6 V).

the perturbed point. Let the maximum number of optimization

iterations be fixed td.. Then, in the worst case, Algorithth 1— V. Nobe CENTRALITY MEASURES TOFORM M GROUPS
which solves a system a¥ differential equations” times—
has to be use\/+1)L times to get a solution}( evaluations i
to compute the gradient and one to compute the objectiveeat
new point). That is/V differential equations has to be solvecg’}
P(M + 1)L times which has a complexity @d(M N).

We have used four commonly used notions of centralities
a network for dividing the individuals intd/ groups. We
iefly describe these notions here. Detailed discussiams ¢
e found in, for examplel__[jZQ, Chap. 7].
Closeness CentralitylLet d;; represent the length of a
geodesic path from nodéto j—shortest path from to j
IV. FIXED BUDGET CONSTRAINT through the network. Ther; £ > jen dij/N, takes small

Our optimization framework and numerical scheme an@lues for nodes which have smaller geodesic paths to other
flexible enough to handle other similar problems. In thi§0des in a network with a single giant component. Closeness
section we discuss a variant of Probldrh (2) which maximiz&§ntrality for node: is C; = 1/I;. The nodes with larger
the fraction of infected nodes in the network under a resurt@lues of closeness centrality are, on the average, atemall
budget constraint. For this formulation we consider thaiseedistance from other nodes in the network. Thus, these nodes
to be given and not as optimization variables. The problem@€ potentially better spreaders.

stated as: Betweenness Centrality:et nzi)q = 1 if node i lies in
N a geodesic path between nodesand q. Then betweenness
1 i is B & i
max J— - Z i(T), (9a) centrality of nng is B; > p.qen Mpg- It measures the extent
(r (£),.nouns (8))T N = to which nodei lies in the shortest paths between all pairs of

. nodes in the network. Therefore betweenness centrality can
; . _ identify good spreaders in the network.

subject to: Z /0 g (tm (£))dt = B, (%b) Degree Centrality:The degree of a node in the network—

@D), 3. (9c) number of connections to other nodes—is also known as
’ degree centrality of the node. Intuitively, the nodes witbren
We can relax the budget constraint in Probldm (9) in trgonnections are better spreaders.

objective function using a multiplier—a technique comnyonl Pagerank Centrality.The nodes connected to more central

used in optimization theory—which leads to: nodes in the network should have higher centrality. Egt

represent the pagerank centrality of nad€&hen, the pagerank

N M T .. . . . .
1 . centralities of the nodes in the network satisfy the fixechpoi
max J N;ZJ( ) H<mX—:1/0 9o (um (1)) > equations:P; = n > Ai;Pj/k; +0, 1 < i < N. Here, k;

(10a) s the degree of Jnecl?dg'. We choosen = 0.85 andé = 1
s.t: 1), 2J). (10b) in this paper. We choose pagerank as one of the measures
o ) _ because it generalizes other measures like degree cgntrali
For the value of the multiplier which leads to EQ.](9b) beingq4 eigenvector centralyand has found widespread use in

satisfied, Probleni(10) solves Probldm (9). Also, givem 5B ranking pages on the world wide web [29, Chap. 7].
is just a constant and can be removed from10a).

Pontryagin’s Principle applied to Problem [10) again leads VI
to Eqg. [2b) as state equations, EQl (3) as adjoint equations

and Eq.[[6) as transversality conditions. Only the Hamitton ~ Network and Default Model Parametersve present our
maximizing condition changes to: results on networks sampled from giant components of three

real world social networks: ‘condensed matter archiveéisei
U (1) = gl (i Z M (t)s] (t)), 1<m<M, (11) tificcollaboration network, the undirected version of Bldst
H* network, and Facebook neton[Sl]. The (sampled) networks
are of sizesl2000, 12000 and 4020 nodes respectively. We
; . o sample the networks from a random starting node using
leads to Eq.[(9b) being satisfied). breadth first traversal. These networks provide the adf@cen

The above problem can be easily solved numerically ByairicesA used to demonstrate results in this sedfon.
narrowing down to the value of the multiplier which satisfies

Eq. [9B) by bisection search. The inner loop uses Algorfthm 1If thigh: tiow and uy, are the initial guesses and the desired accuracy

(with (@) replaced by[(11)) to compute the controls. The Dut{éir/é‘)én( “t:e hb'seztllon)agoﬂizm’:}% C_amﬂcoogm?(ﬁ.fr: m the f)o /"31':';1]9 :
. . . . . . 7 - ow = - 2 (3 - ow .
loop adjusts the multiplier value by the bisection algarith Here, [2] is the least integer greater than or equam%

(initialized by appropriate guesses for minimum and maximu  3Eigenvector centrality of nodgis equal to theith entry in the eigenvector
values fory*) till the budget constrain{{9b) is satisfied withciresponding to the largest eigenvalue of the adjacendybma

. . . . The original scientific collaboration, Slashdot and Facéhmetworks have
desired accuracy. If the bisection search takes a maximum,@fss 77350, and 4039 nodes respectively. They contaii8497, 516575

(QQ iterations to reach desired accuracy, Algorithim 1 has to ledsg234 edges, and have a diameterlef, 11 and8 respectively [31].

. REsuULTs

1eN,,

where, u* is the value of multiplier at the optimum (which
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The spreading rate and the deadline together decide the (2) degree, b=25 ,,  (b) degree, b=25
extent of spreading in the Sl process. Hence, we have fixed © 0.2 —m=1 %0'15
the deadline tdl’ = 1 time unit for all the results presented %0_1 ---m=8 | 3 0.1
in this paper, and have varied the spreading rate in the g s m=10 §0'05 °°°°°°o°°
parameter sweep studies. We choose the default valuesgfor th % o5 12 % 5 10
spreading rates to b8 = 0.1,0.04,0.035 for the scientific time group
collaboration, Slashdot and Facebook networks respégctive 2(c) degree, b=0.1§ (d) degree, b=0.1
These values are chosen because they lead to small fractions 2 L —m=1 | 2015 °°co,
of infected nodes at the deadlin®-3007,0.1050, 0.1048— 1 M8 g "o,
in the respective uncontrolled systems. Such a system,ewher 8 0L E s °
there is scope to reach more individuals, will benefit from % tion.nse 12 0 grgup 10

campaigning.
. . . Fig. 1: Shapes of controls and normalized (or per capita) resource
The cost function for groupn in (28) is chosen to be, consumption for thescientific collaboration network for degree
Gm (U (1)) = bppu?,(t). Here,p,, = |N,,|/N as explained centrality. Parameter valueg: = 0.1, io,, = 0.01¥m. For (a) and
earlier is the fraction of nodes in group. The factorh weighs (b) resource is scarcé & 25), (c) and (d) shows abundant resource
the reward due to the final fraction of infected nodes and t§&se &= 0.1).

cost of application of controls in the net reward functibd)(2

The default value is set th= 25 for all the three networks. o(g) closeness, b=25, o 1(;’) closeness, b=25
Division into Groups:We have divided the whole network ~_§01 X jm;é g 0.1

into M equal groups for the purpose of applying controls. § ) \‘::‘:-‘__'_m=10 £ 005 boo®
Each group is influenced by a separate control function. ;Thus 0 == 5 Le°°°?

0 0.5 1€ 0 5 10
pm = 1/M, ¥Ym. The groups were created based on the time group
four centrality measures discussed in Sg¢. V. The values (c) closeness, b=0.],  (d) closeness b=0.1
of the net reward achieved by following the four grouping ° 2 —m=1 %0.15 “oo,,
strategies identify the better-performing centrality sw@as. E1/ M8 18 g °o
We calculate node centralities for all nodes in the network. 8 ~emEI0) e 0.05 °
The lastN/M nodes with the least value of the centrality are % o5 120 5 10
placed in groupl, the nextN/M nodes are placed in group time group
2, ..., and the topV/M nodes are placed in groul. Fig. 2: Shapes of controls and normalized (or per capita) resource

L ) consumption for theSlashdot network for closeness centrality. Pa-
Heuristic Controls:We compare the results obtained by theameter valuesg = 0.04, o, = 0.01¥m. For (a) and (b) resource

optimal control strategies with two heuristic strategi€he is scarce § = 25), for (c) and (d) resource is abundaat=£ 0.1).

first one is thebest static/constant controllt is constant over

time throughout the campaign duration and maximizes the

net reward in[(Za). The same control is applied to all nodés Shapes of the Controls and Importance of the Groups
(or groups) and the seed is uniformly distributed througho(Given Seed)

the network. Comparison of the optimal strategy with the 1) Shapes of the Controlsive plot shapes of the controls
best constant control reveals the improvement due to dynarghd normalized resource allocation for the scientific ¢slla
resource allocation over time and heterogeneous allotatigration and Slashdot networks in Figs. 1 4nd 2 respectively.
over groups. Here the networks are divided intd/ = 10 groups. These
plots are solutions of Probleni](2) for the case in which
seeds are uniformly selected from the population (and ate no

and 0 for the rest of the campaign duration. The value 0qptimization variables). We have shown results for only one

the non-zero part is selected so that the rewardn (2a) centrality measure _in t_)oth the cases, other centrality oreas
maximized. Again, seeds are selected uniformly from the Io(;Igad_to same qualitative trends hence plots are removed for
ulation and the same control is applied to all groups. Theor revity.

[T suggests that the initial period of the campaign is enor Figs.da andd2a plots the controls for three .representative
important and requires stronger control, which motivates t groups for the scarce resource calse-(25), and '.:'gSDlC and
heuristic strategy. [Zc for the abundant resource case=(0.1). The figures show

that the initial period is more important for campaigningain
Since both the heuristic controls are optimized controfsisceptible-infected epidemic—early infection of nodeeg
in a restricted class of functions, an optimization routindhem more time to infect others, hence this behavior.
calculates the heuristic controls numerically. If the nmaxim The resource allocation is more variable over time for the
number of optimization iterations is fixed t®, in the worst group containing more central nodes & 10) than the group
case, computation of the heuristic strategies requiregrgpl containing less central nodes:(= 1) for both the cases—
a system ofVN differential equationss' times. Thus, the worst when the resource is scarck € 25, in Figs.[1a[Pa) and
case computational complexity 3(N). when it is abundantb(= 0.1, in Figs.[Ac,[2c). Notice that

The second heuristic control is thest two-stage controllt
is a simple dynamic control which is constanttii [0,7"/2]
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for the convex-increasing (specifically quadratic) insaeous (a) pagerank, i0=.01 S (b) pagerank, i0=.01
. . . . . X
cost of application of the control considered in this work, a 01 §5
uniform shape over time has more aggregate effort than any 3 0.05 53 °
. . . . Q ¥ 8 0O
non-uniform shape for a given amount of resofrcenis is @ S |ooo0o®
so because the per unit cost of applying extra control stheng % 5 10 % % 5 10
_li H _ H H group c group
grows super Imegrly at any pqmt. In spltg of this, cotgrare () pagerank, i0=4 =  (d) page, i0=4
sharply decreasing for the high centrality group & 10). - 37 :
This is because central nodes are better spreaders, so it is 3 %'4 °o
useful to target them early—even though it may be costly— g 05 o . o
because it will lead to further infection. ok : 0 £ Oee=g 10
In contrast, controls are more uniform over time for low group = group

centrality nodes. They are not only poor spreaders but F. 3: Fraction of seed in each group and normalized (or per

also disadvantaged in receiving the message due to their nQA%ita) resource consumption for tBkashdot network for pagerank
central positions. The focus of the optimal strategy foisthe centrality. Parameter values: = 25, 3 = 0.04. (a) and (b) have

nodes is to apply the maximum possible control effort (bgmall seed budget, (c) and (d) have large seed budget.
keeping the control signal uniform) so that maximum direct
recruitment—due to more aggregate effort—can be achieved.
There is not much benefit from early infection of these lowhen the seed budget is high, = 0.4, (Figs.[3c[Bd). Plots
centrality nodes. for other centrality measures and networks show similardre

2) Importance of the GroupsTo identify the important and are omitted for brevity.
groups for campaigning, we plot normalized resource con-We see a behavior similar to that in the previous section
sumed over the complete campaign horizon byMhegroups. in the allocation. Central nodes are selected as seeds when
Figs.[db[2b correspond to the scarce resource ¢ase25) the seed budget is low, owing to there spreading strength. In
for the two networks. Fig$.] 1] 2d correspond to the abundanentrast, for the high seed budget case, primarily disadvan
resource caseb(= 0.1). The normalized (or per capita)taged nodes are selected because epidemic spreading cannot
resource consumed by group is calculated as™ = be relied upon to inform them. However, when seed budget is

per capita

(1/pm) foT G (U (£))dt = b foT uZ, (t)dt. hig_h, some central nodes are also selected as_seeds bduau;et
From Figs.[lb andl2b we conclude that in the scar@timal strategy wants some good spreaders in the populatio

resource casé (= 25), the optimal strategy targets the groupEor high seed budget case, controls too target the nonatentr

with higher centrality measures. They are better spreaders’0des (groups which are not already completely seeded) as

the population and this leads to the best utilization of tH€en in Fig[Bd.

available resources because their infection leads to durth

. . . . pagerank, sc collab pagerank, Slashdot
information spread through epidemic process. 0.4 045

However, when resource is abundadnt; 0.1 (Figs.dd[2d), 03“»,}\\\ aiidel N AN T Do conwol
groups with lower centrality measures get more allocatic ¢ | Ny, (A Zme |2 Ny, 4 e
In this case, we have enough resources, and targeting 2, //':jj\\\'s,:‘-page joint | 2 "/‘C\-\‘-Npgge joint
groups which are at a disadvantage in receiving the mess % LN \" S % “““ 1
through epidemic process is a better strategy. Note thaem 3 5 .
central nodes are better positioned to receive the messaje Mo —
hence receive relatively less allocation when the resoisrce o 10 100 s00 1 10 100 500
abundant. weighting param, b (log) weighting param, b (log)

Fig. 4: RewardJ vs weighting parameter for pagerank centrality.

B. Seed and Resource Allocation by the Joint Problem

For the joint Problem[{2) in which both the dynamic

resource allocation and seeds for the epidemic are optitiz&- Effect of Model Parameters on the Net Reward, and Iden-

we plot the fractions of population selected as seeds and H{¢ing Better Centrality Measures

normalized resource allocated to each group in Elg. 3 forWe study the effect of varying three system parameters—
the Slashdot network for the pagerank centrality measuee. e cost of application of controls, the spreading rat¢,
choose number of group8/ = 10 and consider two cases—and the number of group®’—on the scientific collaboration,
when the seed budget is lovy = 0.01, (Figs.[3a[Bb) and Slashdot and Facebook networks in this section.

1) Varying the Cost of Application of ControlsFig. [4

5Consider the following example: Suppose decision horizodiscretized shows the variation of the net reward functiohwith the cost
into three intervals and the control strength is constarthiwithe interval.

A control profile with0.8,0.4,0.1 units of effort in the three intervals uses of application of controls—captured by varying the paramet

0.81c units of resource (for a constan}, and has an aggregate effort bt b in the instantaneous cost functign (u,,, (t)) = bu?, (t)—for
units over the three intervals. However, a uniform profileichhuses same the pagerank centrality measure for the scientific collation
amount of resource has an effort & 0.5196 units in each intervali.e., an

aggregate effort ok 1.5588 units over the three intervals. This 48 20% and Slashdot networks. We present results for both the-eases

greater than the aggregate effort in the previous case. when only time varying resource is optimized (seeds are
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scientific collaboration Slashdot Facebook
100 100 100
pag OptUniSeed pag OptUniSeed
-4 -deg OptUniSeed -4 -deg OptUniSeed
50r = bet OptUniSeed - | ~= bet OptUniSeed
-~ close OptUniSeed . -~ close OptUniSeed
—*—pagerank joint —*—pagerank joint
- - -degree joint - - -degree joint
o bet joint / o bet joint
-#- closenessjpint -#- closeness j

pag OptUniSeed
- A-deg OptUniSeed
5of @ bet OptUniSeed
- - close OptUniSeed
—»—pagerank joint
- - -degree joint
o bet joint

10r
10

%age improvement wrt static (log scale)
%age improvement wrt static (log scale)
%age improvement wrt static (log scale)

10 100
weighting parameter, b (log scale)

(a) Scientific collaboration network. (b) Slashdot network. (c) Facebook network.

10 100 10 100
weighting parameter, b (log scale) weighting parameter, b (log scale)

Fig. 5: Variation of percentage improvements in the net rewardeseli by various optimal strategies over the static contimaitegy,
with respect to weighting parametér Largerb = costly resource. Parameter values for scientific collafmranetwork: 5 = 0.1, ig =
0.01, M =5; Slashdot:8 = 0.04, i = 0.01, M = 5; Facebook:3 = 0.035, io = 0.01, M = 5.

uniformly selected from the population), and for the joir degree, Slashdot 5 04 degree Facebook
optimization of the seeds and dynamic resource allocati | =28 -7y e I
We compare the performance of the two optimal strateg -~ | 4 2stage  .° ~ 03 A 2stage
. .. . . el = ==-deguni .7 - = = =deg uni
with the two heuristic strategies. Other networks and edityr 8 02| - - deg j(lip{',/' g .,
measures have similar trend, so plots are omitted for yrev 2 LK z
Figs.[5&[5h} Hc plots the percentage improvement achigvec = o1 .- So1
optimal strategies over the static strategy for the thréeaonks 4 &
for all four centrality measures. 002 0.04 0.06 0015 0.045 0.075

spreading rate, spreading rate,

Fig. [4 shows that as resource becomes costly, and hernce
scarce, we are able to reach fewer individuals in the network Fig. 6: Reward.J vs spreading ratg for degree centrality.
(due to lack of resources only epidemic spreading dissemssna
information, optimal control does not help). We observerfro
the percentage improvement data in fily. 5 that optimal tinfier any strategy followed. This is the reason for increasing
varying resource allocation alone (without seed optinizgt trend in the curves in Fifl 6. From the percentage improvémen
achieves substantial gains for a window of intermediateaml data (Fig.[¥), we observe that optimal strategies are more
of b. If the resource is abundant (sma), even the static beneficial for a window of intermediate values 6f When
strategy reaches a lot of nodes—leading to a small percefitis high, even heuristic strategies reach a lot of people
age improvement in optimal strategy compared to the sta@8d hence optimal strategies achieve only a low percentage
strategy. On the other hand, scarce resource (layge not improvement over them. Whef is low, the advantage of
enough to influence many people, which explains such a tret@geting good spreaders by direct recruitment is low due to
The joint seed—dynamic resource allocation achieves mugAw spreading; this causes small percentage improvement i
higher gains. In addition to using the resource in the bei$ie optimal strategies over the static strategy.
possible way, the epidemic process is also enhanced due to

. . .. . closeness, sc collab closeness, Slashdot closeness, Facebook
seed optimization. This is particularly useful when thetwase 02 L 022 02 = N
is scarce (high values @). otsl (AR 02l AR A“closeioint_
It is worth noting that, node degree—in-spite of being - |4 %R |, ST T L dlese optun
simple and local centrality measure—does not have any ¢ §°-16“.§'£2%9 optun 5 om.ﬂ%ﬁ"m““mg 01644884 "
advantage over more complicated measures. This behavic 20.14»03’5‘“5““ ® % o'l o ° Meetistics ¢ % 0.14
consistent for different networks (and also when otheresyst " o - " o
parameters are varied in Figs. 7 4dd 9). This observation n o control 012 o control no control

be useful because node degree can be locally comuted. 01738 0 %3 0 “has 10
2) Varying the Spreading Ratg; Figs.[6 andT7 plot the no- of gropus. M no- orgropus. M no- orgropus. M
performance of the optimal strategies with respect to tHgg. 8: RewardJ vs number of groups/ for closeness centrality.
spreading rateS for the three networks. Largef—faster
spreading—Ileads to more informed population at the deadlin 3) Varying the Number of Groupd/: Figs.[8 and® plot
the impact of changing the number of groups into which
®A possible reason why we observe such behavior is that epdernodes are divided for the purpose of applying controls. iFine
spreading is local. The message spreads from a seed only éw &dps; (jyision allows more flexible resource distribution, leagli
thus degree—a local measure—is a better metric to idenéfyeb spreaders b q | For d . L
than betweenness or closeness which depend on all othes imoithe network, tO. a better rewar \_/a ue. For dynamic re_sou_rce optimization
most of which are at large distances from the node in question without seed selection, we see a saturation in the percentag
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(a) Scientific collaboration network.
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(b) Slashdot network. (c) Facebook network.

Fig. 7: Variation of percentage improvements in the net rewardeseli by various optimal strategies over the static contiiaitesyyy,
with respect to information diffusion ratg. Parameter values for scientific collaboration netwdrk: 25, ic = 0.01, M = 5; Slashdot:
b=25, ip = 0.01, M = 5; Facebookd = 25, ic = 0.01, M = 5.

scientific collaboration Slashdot network Facebook network
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(a) Scientific collaboration network. (b) Slashdot network. (c) Facebook network.

Fig. 9: Variation of percentage improvements in the net rewardeseli by various optimal strategies over the static contiiaitesyyy,
with respect to number of groupsd/. Parameter values for scientific collaboration netwdrk= 25, 5 = 0.1, ic = 0.01; Slashdot:
b=25, B8 =0.04, iop = 0.01; Facebookd = 25, 8 = 0.035, i = 0.01.

improvements at about/ = 5 for all three networks (Fid.]9) D. Fixed Budget

because groups seems to be enough to capture the disparityror the problem with budget constraint (Probldm (9)), we
in centrality measures for the purpose of applying dynamot the variation of fraction of infected nodes at the dawll
controls. .HO\.Never, joint aIIocat|0n_ keeps aghleV|ng bettthe reward function in{9a)) and the percentage improvémen
results with increasingl/. But the increase in percentag&yer the static strategy with respect to the value of the btidg
improvement due to addition of more groups is smaller Figs.[Z0 and 11 respectively. Due to the fixed budget, the

larger values off1.
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—&—no control
—— static
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net reward, J

0.4

0.3

0.2

—&—no control
—— static
A 2stage
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Fig. 10: Reward.J vs budgetB for betweenness centrality.

107 10" 10
Budget, B (in log)

0

heuristic controls can be uniquely computed (and optironat

is not required as was the case earlier). Seeds are uniformly
selected from the population for these plots. More budget
means abundant resource and less budget corresponds to
scarce resource. Hence, we can interpret the behavior of the
percentage improvements in Figl] 11 as in $ec. VI-C1.

VIl. FUTURE WORK

We list some future research directions based on our work:

1) Developing heuristic low complexity strategies fay-
namic resource allocation over the period of the cam-
paign for huge social networks that scale to millions
of nodes: Some of the insights derived from this work
about resource allocation over time and node groups for
different system parameters may prove useful in this
regard. Also, nodes may be methodically assigned to
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(a) Scientific collaboration network. (b) Slashdot network. (c) Facebook network.

Fig. 11: Variation of percentage improvements in the net rewardesehi by various optimal strategies over the static contmaitegy,
with respect to budgeB. Parameter values for scientific collaboration netwdrk= 25, 8 = 0.1, i, = 0.01, M = 5; Slashdot:
b=25, 8=0.04, io =0.01, M =5; Facebookd = 25, 8 = 0.035, io = 0.01, M = 5.

groups based on the output of some suitably formulatedn-increasing functions of time. Furthermore, for quédra
optimization problem to further increase the rewardosts, the controls are convex functions of time.

function. o _ Previous benchmark studies on influence maximization con-

2) In this paper, an individual changes to the ‘infectedigered only seed selection. The system evolved in an uncon-
state based only on the states of her neighbors. Thefglied manner after seed selection. In contrast, our féatian
are models where an agent's strategy depends not ogfibws the campaigner to allocate the resource througiheut t
on the proportion of adopters but also on the collectivésmpaign horizon in addition to seed selection—a situation
social position of those adoptefs [321.¢, a dominant more general and more practical. Other studies used optimal
agent has more effect on the system). Further, cost @§nirol for devising strategies for preventing biologiei-
influencing different agents in the network may varyemics and computer viruses, and in some cases maximizing
[@]._Dewsmg strategies for optimal information diffu-jnformation dissemination. However, they assumed homoge-
sion in such a setting forms an interesting future researgBoys mixing of population which is not valid for informatio
direction. . _ dissemination in social networks. In contrast, we studynogit

3) This paper takes a structure-oriented V'fm [34] of beontrol of a network with a given adjacency matrix. Our work
havior diffusion in social networks—social actors args ziso different from the ones that focused on analyzing

uniform non-strategic nodes. Several authors have mog-given spreading strategy with no optimization/control in
eled nodes of the social network as strategic agents ($gf/ed.

for e.g.[@,]). Devising optimal dynamic information

. : - ; . We present results for real social networks—scientific col-
Q|ﬁu3|on strategies fro”.‘ the campaighers perspectnfg oration, Slashdot and Facebook networks. We find the
in the presence of selfish strategic agents may be 0

interest optimal strategies to be very effective compared to the Emp
' heuristic strategies for a wide range of model parameters
VIII. CONCLUSION (quantified by the percentage improvements in rewards that

We model the spread of information as a susceptiblg‘—e optimal strategies achieve over Fhe heuristics). C)wltse
infected epidemic process in a social network with knowshow that seed and resource allocation based on the single an
adjacency matrix. We use the theory of optimal control #9¢@! degree centrality performs well compared to otherenor
devise strategies for jointly identifying good seeds and fomplicated measures. When the resource is scarce, ittis .bes
locating campaign resources over time, to groups of nod&R target groups with central no_des owing to thellr spreading
such that a net reward function is maximized. The net rewasgength. On the other hand, if the resource is abundant,
function is a linear combination of the reward due to sprefad 8rOUPS with non-central nodes are targeted because sues nod
a message in the network and the aggregate cost of applyfi§ dlsgdvantaged in receiving the message throggh epidemi
controls. Groups are formed by aggregating nodes with aimisPreading. Abundance of resource makes it possible to reach
values of a centrality measure. The centrality measured udgem.
are pagerank, degree, closeness and betweenness. We eompdihe seed and dynamic resource allocation framework and
the performance of these centrality measures in informatithe solution techniques presented in this paper are general
dissemination within the joint optimization—optimal cosit and can be used to study other ordinary differential eqnatio
framework. We also study a problem variant which has a fixdsed information dissemination or biological epidemiamo
budget constraint. els on networks with given adjacency matrix. Examples of

For the special case when each individual is influenced byher processes running on networks whose dynamic control
a separate control, we show analytically that the contrads acan be studied using our framework are susceptible-inflecte
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susceptible/recovered (SIS/R), SIRS, Maki-Thompson rmumo]
model etc. In addition, other centrality measures andesjias

to group individuals for the purpose of applying control&l]
can be incorporated into the framework. For example, social
networks are known to have community structure, each COETZE]
munity may form a group influenced by a separate control.

REFERENCES 23]

[1] A. M. Taepke, “The hunger games: Using social media
marketing to bring fiction to life,” March 19, 2012 URL:

http://ww. ignitesocial medi a. com soci al - nedi a [24]
- exanpl es/ hunger - ganes- soci al - nedi a- marketing/ ).

[2] “4th annual shorty industry awards winner:
Super 8 movie - super 8 secret,” (URL: [25]
http://shortyawards. com 4t h/ super - 8- novi e- super
-8-secret ).

[3] A. Zoe, “Five social media charity campaigns [26]

you need to know about” Aprii 3, 2014, (URL:
http://ww. t heguardi an. coni vol unt ary- sect or

-networ k/ 2014/ apr/ 03/ fi ve-soci al - medi a-charity [27]
-canpaigns ).

[4] P. Domingos and M. Richardson, “Mining the network valokcus-
tomers,” inProceedings of the International Conference on Knowledgi28]
Discovery and Data Mining2001, pp. 57-66.

[5] D. Kempe, J. Kleinberg, and Tardos, “Maximizing the sateof in-
fluence through a social network,” iRroceedings of the International
Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Minigg03, pp. 137— [29]
146.

[6] M. Kimura, K. Saito, and R. Nakano, “Extracting influeaitinodes for [30]
information diffusion on a social network,” iIAAAI, vol. 7, 2007, pp.
1371-1376.

[7] K. Saito, M. Kimura, K. Ohara, and H. Motoda, “Efficientsdiovery [31]
of influential nodes for sis models in social networki&fiowledge and
information systemsvol. 30, no. 3, pp. 613-635, 2012. [32]

[8] K. Ohara, K. Saito, M. Kimura, and H. Motoda, “Predictigamulation
framework of stochastic diffusion model for identifyingptd influential
nodes,” inAsian Conference on Machine Learnjrigp13, pp. 149-164.

[9] W. Chen, Y. Wang, and S. Yang, “Efficient influence maxiatian in  [33]
social networks,” inProceedings of the International Conference on
Knowledge Discovery and Data Minin@009, pp. 199-208.

[10] W. Chen, C. Wang, and Y. Wang, “Scalable influence mazation for [34]
prevalent viral marketing in large-scale social netwdrks Proceedings
of the International Conference on Knowledge Discovery &ata
Mining, 2010, pp. 1029-1038. [35]
[11] A. Goyal, W. Lu, and L. V. S. Lakshmanan, “Celf++: Optizirig the
greedy algorithm for influence maximization in social netkay’ in
Proceedings of the 20th International Conference Compawio World

Wide Web ACM, 2011, pp. 47-48. [36]
[12] D. E. Kirk, Optimal control theory: an introductian Courier Corpora-
tion, 2012.

[13] J.-P. Onnela and et. al., “Structure and tie strengthmobile commu-
nication networks,”"Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USAvol. 104, no. 18, pp.
7332-7336, 2007.

[14] A. Khelil, C. Becker, J. Tian, and K. Rothermel, “An epidic model
for information diffusion in manets,” iINPACM International Workshop
on Modeling Analysis and Simulation of Wireless and Mobjist&ns
2002, pp. 54-60.

[15] M. Busch and J. Moehlis, “Homogeneous assumption aedldhistic
behavior of information propagation?hysical Review Evol. 85, no. 2,
p. 026102, 2012.

[16] L. Isella, J. Stehle, A. Barrat, C. Cattuto, J.-F. Bmtand W. Van den
Broeck, “What's in a crowd? analysis of face-to-face bebali net-
works,” Journal of theoretical biologyvol. 271, no. 1, pp. 166-180,
2011.

[17] Y. Li, W. Chen, Y. Wang, and Z.-L. Zhang, “Influence diffion
dynamics and influence maximization in social networks witbnd
and foe relationships,” iffroceedings of Int. Conference on Web Search
and Data Mining 2013, pp. 657—666.

[18] R. Michalski, T. Kajdanowicz, P. Brodka, and P. Kaxen “Seed
selection for spread of influence in social networks: Terapes. static
approach,”"New Generation Computingol. 32, no. 3-4, pp. 213-235,
2014.

[19] S. Liu, L. Ying, and S. Shakkottai, “Influence maximirat in social
networks: An ising-model-based approach,’Annual Allerton Confer-
ence on Communication, Control, and Computig§10, pp. 570-576.

H. Zhang, T. N. Dinh, and M. T. Thai, “Maximizing the Sp of
Positive Influence in Online Social Network$EEE Int. Conference on
Distributed Computing System2013.

K. Kandhway and J. Kuri, “How to run a campaign: Optimalntrol
of SIS and SIR information epidemicsApplied Mathematics and
Computation vol. 231, pp. 79-92, 2014.

A. Karnik and P. Dayama, “Optimal control of informatiepidemics,”
in International Conference on Communication Systems anddiks
IEEE, 2012, pp. 1-7.

K. Kandhway and J. Kuri, “Optimal control of informatioepidemics
modeled as Maki Thompson rumorsCommunications in Nonlinear
Science and Numerical Simulatiowol. 19, pp. 4135-4147, 2014.

E. Asano, L. J. Gross, S. Lenhart, and L. A. Real, “Opticntrol of
vaccine distribution in a rabies metapopulation modMAthematical
Biosciences and Engineeringol. 5, no. 2, pp. 219-238, 2008.

Q. Zhu, X. Yang, L.-X. Yang, and C. Zhang, “Optimal cavitrof
computer virus under a delayed modeRpplied Mathematics and
Computation vol. 218, no. 23, pp. 11613-11619, 2012.

M. H. R. Khouzani, S. Sarkar, and E. Altman, “Optimal toh of
epidemic evolution,” innternational Conference on Computer Commu-
nications IEEE, 2011, pp. 1683-1691.

M. Youssef and C. Scoglio, “Mitigation of epidemics iargact networks
through optimal contact adaptationfMathematical Biosciences and
Eng, vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 1227-1251, 2013.

P. Dayama, A. Karnik, and Y. Narahari, “Optimal inceeti timing
strategies for product marketing on social networks,International
Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Sys2®i, pp.
703-710.

M. Newman, Networks: An Introduction Oxford University Press,
2009.

P. Newman, “Convexity,” inThe New Palgrave: A Dictionary of Eco-
nomics J. Eatwell, M. Milgate, and P. Newman, Eds. Palgrave
Macmillan, 1987.

“Stanford large network dataset collection.” [OnljneAvailable:
https://snap.stanford.edu/data/index.html

Y. Jiang, “Concurrent collective strategy diffusiof multiagents: the
spatial model and case studyEEE Transactions on Systems, Man,
and Cybernetics, Part C: Applications and Reviewsl. 39, no. 4, pp.
448-458, 2009.

Y. Wang, A. V. Vasilakos, Q. Jin, and J. Ma, “Pprank: Ecorically
selecting initial users for influence maximization in sbai@tworks,”
IEEE Systems Journalo appear.

Y. Jiang and J. C. Jiang, “Understanding social netwofitom a
multiagent perspective [EEE Transactions on Parallel and Distributed
Systemsvol. 25, no. 10, pp. 2743-2759, 2014.

Y. Wang, A. V. Vasilakos, J. Ma, and N. Xiong, “On studgirthe
impact of uncertainty on behavior diffusion in social netks’ IEEE
Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics: Systahg5, no. 2,
pp. 185-197, 2015.

Y. Jiang and J. C. Jiang, “Diffusion in social networl&:multiagent
perspective,”|IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics:
Systemsvol. 45, no. 2, pp. 198-213, 2015.

Copyright (c) 2016 IEEE. Personal use is permitted. For ahgropurposes, permission must be obtained from the IEEEnmjlieg pubs-permissions@ieee.org.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TSMC.2016.2531690
https://snap.stanford.edu/data/index.html

	I Introduction
	I-A Related Work and Our Contributions

	II System Model and Problem Formulation
	III Analysis and Solution of Problem (??)
	III-A Pontryagin's Maximum Principle
	III-B Structural Properties of Controls
	III-C Numerical Solution Using Forward-Backward Sweep
	III-C1 Fixed Seed
	III-C2 Joint Seed and Resource Allocation


	IV Fixed Budget Constraint
	V Node Centrality Measures to Form M groups
	VI Results
	VI-A Shapes of the Controls and Importance of the Groups (Given Seed)
	VI-A1 Shapes of the Controls
	VI-A2 Importance of the Groups

	VI-B Seed and Resource Allocation by the Joint Problem
	VI-C Effect of Model Parameters on the Net Reward, and Identifying Better Centrality Measures
	VI-C1 Varying the Cost of Application of Controls
	VI-C2 Varying the Spreading Rate, 
	VI-C3 Varying the Number of Groups, M

	VI-D Fixed Budget

	VII Future Work
	VIII Conclusion

