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Recent years have seen a lot of progress in algorithms for learning parameters of spreading dy-
namics from both full and partial data. Some of the remaining challenges include model selection
under the scenarios of unknown network structure, noisy data, missing observations in time, as well
as an efficient incorporation of prior information to minimize the number of samples required for
an accurate learning. Here, we introduce a universal learning method based on scalable dynamic
message-passing technique that addresses these challenges often encountered in real data. The al-
gorithm leverages available prior knowledge on the model and on the data, and reconstructs both
network structure and parameters of a spreading model. We show that a linear computational com-
plexity of the method with the key model parameters makes the algorithm scalable to large network
instances.

I. INTRODUCTION

Spreading models are routinely used to generate pre-
dictions for a plethora of diffusion processes on networks,
whereby infectious diseases, opinions, or failures propa-
gate in natural, social, and technological systems [1, 2].
In these models, the nodes typically go from inactive to
an active state through interactions with their neighbors
on a network, similarly to how an infection is passed from
one person to another. When the model structure or pa-
rameters are unknown, it is natural to consider the in-
verse problem of learning of the spreading model from
data. Available data usually takes form of reported ac-
tivation times for nodes in a network in several observed
activation cascades. Whether due to a limited observa-
tion budget or imperfect reporting, the accessible data
is unlikely to be perfect, and may be subject to uncer-
tainty or provide only partial information on the system.
This motivates the design of robust methods for selecting
a spreading model from incomplete and noisy data. In
this paper, we introduce a scalable learning method that
addresses the challenges related to imperfect data.

Reconstruction of networked spreading models has
been addressed by a number of works in recent years. In
the context of full and exact observation of nodes’ activa-
tion times, [3–6] showed that maximum-likelihood type
approaches succeed to learn the model structure and pa-
rameters. The problem becomes significantly more dif-
ficult when the system is only partially observed, i.e.,
only a fraction of nodes report information about their
activation times. In this case, the maximum likelihood
approach has exponential complexity with respect to the
number of unobserved nodes, which warrants learning
methods based on the direct problem of predicting the
model dynamics [7]. This approach has lead to an effi-
cient algorithm for learning the parameters of the spread-
ing model on a known network, based on minimization
of the distance between observed and model-predicted
node marginal probabilities [8]. This choice is motivated
by the fact that marginal probabilities of nodes’ acti-
vation can be estimated in a computationally efficient
way using a method known as dynamic message passing

(DMP) [9–28]. DMP is an inference method for spread-
ing processes on networks derived from a classical belief
propagation (BP) algorithm [29, 30], and thus showing
similar properties to BP [17, 21]. The key result of [8]
stated that the model learned using the minimization of
distance between marginal probabilities generates better
predictions compared to the model with ground-truth pa-
rameters when DMP is used as the inference algorithm.
This has been shown through an empirical study on a
popular spreading model known as Independent Cas-
cade [31, 32], equivalent to a popular epidemic spreading
susceptible-infected-recovered (SIR) model [33, 34] with
deterministic recovery. Due to a prediction-centric fo-
cus, the algorithm proposed in [8] has been referred to
as SLICER (Scalable Learning of Independent Cascade
Effective Representation).

On many sparse network instances, SLICER produces
high-quality estimates of model parameters in a time
scaling linearly with the system size, even for fraction of
hidden nodes up to 25% of the network. However, from
the results of [8], it is not immediately obvious what the
expected accuracy limits of the method are, i.e., what
error can be expected when the number of unobserved
nodes reaches very high values. In order to get insight
into the performance of SLICER, in section IIIA we run
a systematic evaluation of the performance of SLICER
for learning of the spreading model parameters on a va-
riety of random graph classes under diverse fractions of
unobserved nodes.

Partial node-observability of the system is only one of
the several ways in which the data may be incomplete
or uncertain. Some of the challenges often encountered
in real data include model selection under the scenar-
ios of unknown or partially known network structure,
noisy data, missing observations in time, or necessity to
include prior information in order to minimize the re-
quired amount of data. Scenarios that we consider are
presented in Figure 1. The first challenge that we address
is the lack of information about the network structure.
This task has been recently studied in [35], however, the
proposed method involves cubic complexity in the num-
ber of nodes, making its application to large networks
prohibitive. The second challenge deals with incorpo-
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FIG. 1: Schematic representation of different scenarios of incomplete and uncertain data that we consider in
learning of networked spreading models. We focus on the general setting where a fraction of the nodes never reports
information (depicted as empty nodes). In addition, we treat cases where network structure is not known or known
only partially; where the number of data samples is small, but prior information on the parameters is available; and
where the observed node activation timestamps are missing or noisy. At the end of our experimental evaluation, we

address learning of real-world network instances under a combination of these scenarios.

ration of prior information on the model parameters in
the case where the number of available samples is small.
For instance, in epidemiological applications, at most a
few realizations of the dynamics can be observed, but
the spreading is often modeled by a single parameter
(transmission probability) [36]. We show how to leverage
this prior information and learn the simple graph models
from a few observed trajectories. The third challenge is
missing data in time, where nodes report their activa-
tion times only during limited time windows. This task
was analysed in [37], but with an additional assumption
that the full probabilistic trace for each node is avail-
able. A likelihood-free approach for the missing time
case was proposed in [38], together with additional goal
of finding the source of spreading. A variant of the sce-
nario of missing timestamps assumes that only the com-
plete final state of the dynamics is available. One of the
first results for this variant of the problem assumed that
the unknown network is a tree [39], but later this as-
sumption has been relaxed in [40–42]. In our work, we
show that the spreading model can be accuractly recov-
ered with minimal available information in the temporal
space, even in the case of partial node-observability. The
last challenge that we consider, often related to the re-
porting procedure, is uncertainty in timestamps, which
may be modeled as an additional noise added to the ob-
served data. Similar setting was analysed in [43, 44], but
not paired with any other type of missing information
such as partial node-wise reporting.

As we show in this work, in most of these scenarios, the
objective function used in SLICER method is not directly
applicable, resulting in biased estimates of the model pa-

rameters. Our overreaching goal consists in generalizing
SLICER, introducing a universal learning framework ca-
pable of addressing all these challenges. Here, we show
how to crucially define the objective function in such a
way that it incorporates the available prior information,
and provides a high-quality reconstruction of the model
parameters. As demonstrated below and contrary to the
solution of these challenges on a case-by-case basis, this
universality presents an advantage in that data uncer-
tainties present in the data and pertaining to different
challenges can be treated at the same time. As a demon-
stration of such a universality, in the end of our study, we
illustrate the approach on real-world network instances
under a combination of these challenges.

II. METHODS

In the section, we first pose the learning problem us-
ing the Independent Cascade (IC) model as the dynamics
of choice. Then, we discuss the dynamic message pass-
ing (DMP) inference method that lies at the foundation
of our approach. Finally, we explain the details of our
learning method.

A. Problem formulation: Learning of the
Independent Cascade model

In this paper, we focus on the Independent Cascade
model [31, 32]. Define the spreading network as a graph
G = (V,E), consisting of the set of vertices V = {vi},
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and the set of edges E = {(vi, vj) | vi, vj ∈ V }. Each
node vi in the IC model can be in one of two states:
active and inactive. Assuming node-wise independent
initial condition for the states of the nodes at time t = 0,
which can be either deterministic or stochastic, further
dynamics is subject to a single stochastic rule. If node
i gets activated at any time t, it has only one chance to
activate any of its inactive neighbors j at time t+1. This
happens independently for each of the inactive neighbor
with edge dependent probability αij :

A(i) + I(j)
αij−−→ A(i) +A(j). (1)

Regardless of activating any of its neighbors, node i re-
mains active forever, but it cannot activate any other
node in the future beyond t + 1. In what follows, we
assume that G is undirected and there are no self-loops
or multi-links (although this assumption can be relaxed
in general). The dynamics continues until a predefined
number of steps T . A single realisation of this process is
called a cascade. Since each node can be activated only
once, every cascade c is fully described by a set of activa-
tion times {τ ci }i∈V . Additionally, if node i does not get
activated before or at the specified time T in cascade c,
we assign τ ci = ∗ as its activation time. It means that
∗ summarizes all future activity of a given node. More
details about this notation is given in the Appendix A.
In all our experiments, we use a single seed as an initial
condition (this setting corresponds to the most popular
scenario, but can be relaxed as well). This means that
there is only one node activated at the beginning of the
spreading process, although it may be a different node for
each specific cascade. The number of observed cascades
is denoted by M .

The problem that we consider in this work is as fol-
lows: given a set of observed activation times {τ ci }i∈O,c∈C

where O ⊂ V is the set of observed nodes and C is the
set of cascades, as well as using additional information
on the cascades (e.g., prior knowledge that τ ci are noisy),
learn model parameters, i.e., estimate {αij}(ij)∈V×V so
that they are close to the parameters of the ground-
truth model, denoted as {α∗

ij}(ij)∈E . In the case of the
unknown network, thresholded values of {αij}(ij)∈V×V

away from small values close to zero define the recov-

ered network structure Ê that can be compared to the
ground-truth set of edges E. In what follows, the fraction
of hidden nodes |V \O|/|O| is denoted as ξ.

We chose the IC model for simplicity reasons. On one
hand, it does capture basic properties of many known
spreading processes, including a possibility of an early
cascade termination. On the other, it simplifies the ana-
lytical equations presented in the next subsection, mak-
ing the proposed approach easier to follow and under-
stand. Our approach can be can easily be generalized
to a broad class of more complex spreading models on
networks for which DMP equations (explained next) are
known.

B. Inference method: Dynamic Message Passing

As discussed in the Introduction, presence of partial
information warrants learning methods that feature in-
ference algorithms for predicting the model dynamics as
a subroutine. One of the key observables that quantify
the spread is given by the influence function: the number
of expected number of activated nodes at a certain time t
for a given initial condition. For a fixed initial conditions
in cascade c, the influence function is given by the sum
of marginal probabilities pci (t) of activation of each node
i ∈ V at at time t [20]. Prediction of influence function or
marginal probabilities is known to be #P-hard [45, 46],
and hence approximate methods need to be used. A clas-
sical way of estimating the influence function consists in
using Monte-Carlo simulations. However, this approach
typically requires a large sampling factor to provide a
reliable estimate [32, 47–51]. Aiming at an accelerated
approach that saves this sampling factor, we use the infer-
ence method known as Dynamic Message Passing [9–28].
For IC model [21], DMP estimates marginal probabilities
of activation in a linear time in both system size and du-
ration of the dynamics, and has the properties of being
exact on graphs without loops and asymptotically exact
on random graphs, providing an upper-bound of the in-
fluence function on general networks.
For the IC model, the equations take the following

form:

pci (t) = 1−
(
1− p̄ci

) ∏
k∈∂i

(
1− αki · pck→i(t− 1)

)
, (2)

pcj→i(t) = 1−
(
1− p̄cj

) ∏
k∈∂j\i

(
1−αkj · pck→j(t− 1)

)
, (3)

where pci (t) is the marginal probability of node i being ac-
tive at time t under initial conditions of cascade c, pci→j(t)
is the same probability, but on an auxiliary graph where
node j was removed, ∂i denotes the set of neighbors of
node i in the graph G, and ∂j \i denotes the set of neigh-
bors of node j in the graph G except i. We also denote
an initial condition for node i in cascade c as p̄ci = pci (0).
Note that for known model parameters, the marginals
given by DMP depend only on the initial condition p̄ci .
Detailed properties of the above equations were studied
in [21]. In Appendix A, following the approach of [17],
we provide an alternative derivation of DMP equations
for IC model that connects them and their properties to
the classical belief propagation algorithm [29, 30].

C. Learning Framework

In this section, we explain the details of our method.
We start by stating the approach introduced in [8] and
known as Scalable Learning of Independent Cascade Ef-
fective Representation (SLICER), which will be used as
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a baseline method in all numerical experiments below.
Subsequently, we will show that the objective used in
SLICER need to be modified to account for the prior in-
formation on the uncertainty in the data, and enhanced
with the known constraints on the model parameters –
an approach referred to as SLICER+.

Let us focus on the case of perfectly observed informa-
tion from a subset of visible nodesO [8]. SLICER is based
on the minimization of the Kullback–Leibler (KL) diver-
gence between the empirical marginal distributions com-
puted from the data, and the marginals estimated from
the model using DMP, on the observed nodes. Marginal
distributions depend on non-local model parameters, in-
cluding those adjacent to hidden nodes, and thus allowing
for the reconstruction of the entirety of model parame-
ters under sufficient observations. Minimization of KL
distance on marginals on the observed nodes in our case
is equivalent to maximizing:

O =
∑
c∈C

∑
i∈O

logµc
i (τ

c
i ), (4)

where C is the set of available cascades, O is the set
of visible nodes and µc

i (t) is the marginal probability of
node i being activated under cascade c precisely at time t.
These marginal probabilities can be calculated based on
the marginal variables pci (t) used in the DMP equations
above:

µc
i (t) = pci (t) · 1(t<T ) − pci (t− 1) · 1(t>0) + 1(t=T ), (5)

where 1 stands for the indicator function.
The cost function (4) has been first proposed in [7]

showing an asymptotic consistency of DMP-based re-
covery using this objective, but providing an inefficient
optimization algorithm. The work [8] proposed an effi-
cient algorithm for minimizing (4), which gave rise to the
SLICER algorithm.

For a given set of parameters αij , marginal probabili-
ties depend only on the initial condition. Therefore, we
can re-write the objective in the following way:

O =
∑
s∈S

∑
i∈O

∑
τs
i

mτs
i logµs

i (τ
s
i ), (6)

where S is a set of all the initial conditions occurring
across all the cascades C and mτs

i is the number of times
node i gets activated at time τsi under initial condition s.
This equivalent reformulation allows one to reduce the
computing cost by evaluating DMP equations only |S|
times instead of M = |C|. In our simulations, where s
is assumed to be a single node, it means that DMP will
not be run more than N times, regardless of the number
of available cascades. In the case of a stochastic initial
condition of all of the cascades, e.g., when each node is
independently initially activated with probability 1

N , the
size of S is |S| = 1, making the whole computation far
less costly.

In order to maximize (6) we use a Lagrangian formula-
tion, where the objective function O (6) is supplemented

with constrains on marginal provided via DMP,

L = O︸︷︷︸
objective

+ C︸︷︷︸
constraints

, (7)

where in the absence of any additional prior information
on the parameters, C are given by DMP equations (2)-
(3) reweighted by Lagrange multipliers λs

i (t) for all nodes
i ∈ V and λs

i→j(t) for all edges (ij) ∈ E of graph G for
each time t and for each cascade in the class s, see Ap-
pendix B for details. The iterative equations constituting
SLICER is obtained by differentiating the Lagrangian (7)
with respect to all variables: psi (t)i∈V , p

s
i→j(t)(ij)∈V×V

,

αij(ij)∈V×V , λ
s
i (t)i∈V , and λs

i→j(t)(ij)∈V×V
. This results

in DMP equations (2)-(3) in the primal space; DMP-
like equations on the Lagrange multipliers λs

i (t)i∈V , and
λs
i→j(t)(ij)∈V×V

in the dual space; and update equations

for the parameters αij(ij)∈V×V , see Appendix B.

When prior information about the parameters is avail-
able, it can be directly incorporated in the term C. As
an example, the constraint can be greatly simplified if
we know that for each (ij) ∈ E, αij = α (the case of
so-called simple graphs, representing a popular case in
epidemiological models). As we show below in the sec-
tion III C, the gradient of the Lagrangian with respect to
the model parameter α in this case reads for α ̸= 0:

∂L
∂α

= − 1

α

∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
(i,j)∈V×V

λs
i→j(t) · psi→j(t). (8)

The gradient in Eq. (B6) can be used to learn parameter
α using an iterative procedure with α←− α+ε∂L

∂α , where
ε is a learning rate. Lagrangian formulation ensures that
a single gradient descent step has the worst-case compu-
tational complexity O(|E|T |S|), which means it is linear
in the system size, cascade length and the number of ini-
tial conditions.
In a similar manner, under different scenarios of in-

complete data considered in Figure 1, the loss function
O can be appropriately modified to include the prior in-
formation A on the type of the uncertainty in the data,
as we discuss in the next section below. Collectively,
we refer to the algorithm based on modified objective O
and constraints C as to SLICER+. The full derivation of
SLICER+ for each of the challenges in Figure 1 is given
in the Appendix B. Efficient implementation of the al-
gorithm, taking advantage of the DMP-like equations on
the evolution of the Lagrange multiplies in the dual space
and assuring the linear complexity of the algorithm, is
available in the Appendix C.

III. RESULTS

In this section we present details on the SLICER+ ap-
proach designed for dealing with different types of chal-
lenges regarding uncertainty and partial observability of
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FIG. 2: Heat maps of average difference between inferred αij and real α∗
ij parameters in ℓ1 norm, as a function of

the number of available cascades and the fraction of unobserved nodes. Each heat map represents a different
network type, but all of them have the same color scale. Each point is averaged over 5 different networks and 5
different sets of parameters α∗

ij (sampled from a uniform distribution in the range [0, 1]). All networks contain
N = 100 nodes and all but the tree have average degree ⟨k⟩ = 3. Unobserved nodes were picked at random. All

cascades had length T = 5. Note that ξ = 33% corresponds to a random guess.

data presented in Figure 1. All subsections devoted to
particular challenges are supported with simulations on
synthetic networks. For this purpose we choose four dif-
ferent network models: 3-regular tree (RT), 3-regular
random graph (RR), Erdös-Rényi graph with average de-
gree equal to 3 (ER) [52] and a scale-free graph generated
with Barabási-Albert model with average degree equal to
3 (BA) [53]. Except for the tree, all models have the same
number of edges, so that they are comparable. The tree
network case is studied for the baseline benchmarking
purposes given that DMP is exact on trees. In the sec-
tion III F, we apply the method to real-world networks,
while assuming a simultaneous co-occurence of multiple
types of incomplete data.

A. SLICER’s learning limits

SLICER was already shown in [8] to perform well in a
regime where the unobserved part of the system is signif-
icant. It was not shown, however, what are the limits of
the algorithm in terms of the size of the unobserved part
and how it depends on the sample size. Here we answer
this question and additionally we show how these limits
depend on the network structure.

We take all four synthetic network models, generate up
until M = 106 cascades and vary the percentage of the
unobserved part from 0% to 95% (with a 5% step). The

results of applying SLICER to all these cases are pre-
sented in the form of heat maps in Fig. 2. Interestingly,
the quality of reconstructed parameters decrease faster
for tree graphs than for loopy networks, because tree
graphs have significantly lower edge density than other
networks, making it not directly comparable. At the
same time, single unobserved node affects a tree struc-
ture in a more significant way – single node separates a
tree into two disconnected sub-graphs. We observe an
interesting behavior from a scale-free graph. Despite a
steeper decline in the quality of reconstruction for smaller
fractions of the unobserved part ξ, for high values of ξ the
reconstruction still correlate with the true solution. If we
look at 80 − 90% of unobserved nodes for both random
regular and Erdös-Rényi graph, the reconstructed param-
eters are basically random. Dynamics on scale free graph
on the other hand, still does contain information that one
is able to exploit, even for unobserved fraction equal to
ξ = 90%. For lower values of the unobserved fraction ξ,
in the interval between 30 − 70%, the best parameters’
reconstruction results are obtained for the Erdös-Rényi
graph. Finally, when ξ is below 30%, the best param-
eters’ reconstruction is achieved for the regular random
structure. These results illustrate that the uncertainty
of the obtained reconstruction depends on the particular
network structure.
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Unobserved nodes were picked at random. All cascades had length T = 5.

B. Structure learning

In many real-world applications, like epidemic spread-
ing, data on contact network is extremely difficult to

gather. Sometimes it is possible to assess a limited
number of potential connections, but detailed knowledge
about the graph is rarely available. In practice, structure
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learning is equivalent to learning spreading parameters,
where near-zero couplings signal an absence of an edge.
Under the structure recovery task, parameter learning
needs to be run on larger graph reflecting the prior knowl-
edge on the network structure. The less knowledge one
have about the network, the larger the set of edges one
needs to consider, up until N(N−1)/2 potential edges in
a fully-connected graph when no knowledge about model
structure is provided. When the dynamics of all nodes
is available, edges can be recovered using maximum like-
lihood approach and thresholding. We focus on a more
challenging scenario where the network structure is un-
known or partially known under the presence of unob-
served nodes. One of the main difficulty of this scenario
consists in an increased potential for the solution degen-
eracy. Indeed, already in the case of full structural knowl-
edge, degeneracy may appear for specific arrangements
of unobserved nodes. The simplest example is when an
unobserved node is a leaf – a node with a single connec-
tion. In this case it is impossible to recover the outgo-
ing spreading parameter corresponding to the leaf edge.
There are also more complex situations involving solu-
tion degeneracy such as interconnected clusters of hid-
den nodes, and increased number of unknown connec-
tions makes these situations more likely. However, in-
formation contained in the cascades makes it possible to
discover the structure of the diffusion network with high
accuracy even on very loopy graphs, as we show below.

Consider a problem of selecting the spreading graph
from a set of known super-set of edges. Such a super-set
of edges becomes a fully-connected graph in the worst
case of no prior information on the diffusion network.
SLICER can then be used as the structure discovery al-
gorithm as follows. A gradient descent on the parame-
ters {αij} as a part of SLICER is run on a super-set of
edges. If a parameter goes beyond a certain threshold
value (which we take as 10−8 in all experiments in this
section), it is declared as zero and the respective edge
is removed from the set of candidate edges, thus reduc-
ing the network at the next steps of the gradient descent
procedure. This online pruning procedure results in a re-
duced overall computational complexity of the algorithm,
compared to an alternative where SLICER is run on the
full super-set of edges and the parameters are thresholded
only in the end of the procedure. In order to evaluate the
effectiveness of our method we use a receiver operating
characteristic (ROC) curve [54]. After assessing all po-
tential edges, we build the ROC curve of true and false
positives among them and then we compute the surface
under such curve. ROC curve surface equal to 1 rep-
resents a perfect reconstruction, while values oscillating
around 0.5 suggest that the edge set selection is not bet-
ter than a random guess.

Surprisingly, structure discovery with SLICER using
the procedure described above is successful even when
the underlying network has many short loops, which
strongly affects the accuracy of the DMP approximation,
as explained in section II B. To illustrate this point, con-

sider an adversarial scenario of a regular two-dimensional
square lattice containing a large number of short loops,
which represents the ground-truth propagation network.
Further, consider a super-set of edges by adding diagonal
connections to the lattice, as shown in Fig. 3(a). Thus
expanded network containing 50% fake edges (and even
more short loops compared to the ground-truth square
lattice) is then used as a starting network in the structure
learning task. Ground-truth parameters αij are drawn
from a uniform distribution over [0, 1] interval. Despite
this adversarial scenario, we are able to perfectly recon-
struct the correct network, see Fig. 3, even with 25% of
nodes being unobserved.
In Fig. 4, we test structure recovery procedure on four

different types of synthetic networks, where the size of
the super-set of edges is two times larger than the num-
ber of ground-truth edges in the network on which the
data has been generated. These results show that an ac-
curate recovery of the network structure is possible even
in the presence of a large fraction of hidden nodes. In
Section III F, we further explore structure learning for
real-world network instances. In Appendix D, we dis-
cuss results for network structure recovery in the case
of no available prior information on the topology, where
the super-set of edges corresponds to a fully-connected
graph.

C. Simple graphs

In many applications, some knowledge about model
parameters is assumed, which makes it easier to esti-
mate them. Most often it is simply assumed that all
the spreading parameters are the same for all edges
αij = α ∀(i,j)∈E . Although such setting significantly sim-
plifies the problem, it is a good case study for understand-
ing how the algorithm can take advantage of additional
knowledge.
The constraint of equal parameters change the DMP

equations, which leads to a different form of the
SLICER+ instantiation for this case. In this new set-
ting the constraints become a single parameter function:

L = O({τ ci })︸ ︷︷ ︸
objective

+ C(α)︸︷︷︸
constrains

, (9)

which requires recomputing the Lagrangian derivatives.
Following the steps described in the Appendix B 2 we
arrive at:

∂L
∂α

= − 1

α

∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
(i,j)∈E′

λs
i→j(t) · psi→j(t). (10)

In the end, not only do we reduce the memory usage
of the algorithm, but most importantly, we reduce the
amount of data needed to obtain desirable level of error
on parameters.
We apply the modified procedure to synthetic data

generated with different network types. As shown in
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αij = α

unobserved - fraction

observed - fraction

(b) (c)

(d) (e)

(a)

τj
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ξ %
(100 − ξ ) %

3-regular tree random 3-regular

Erdos-Renyi scale-free

FIG. 5: Learning of simple graphs with equal transmission probabilities on all edges. Average difference between
inferred αij and real α∗

ij parameters in ℓ1 norm, as a function of the number of available cascades for different
network types in the case where a fraction ξ of nodes is unobserved. The dashed gray line denotes the benchmark
case where one is using standard SLICER without imposing the constraint of equal parameters on all edges. The
triangles corresponds to the case where SLICER includes the knowledge about equal parameters. Each point is

averaged over 5 different networks with parameters ∀(i,j)∈E α∗
ij = 0.5. All networks contain N = 100 nodes and all

but the tree have average degree equal to ⟨k⟩ = 3. Unobserved nodes were picked at random. All cascades had
length equal to T = 5.

Fig. 5 even with 90% unobserved nodes and regardless
of the network structure, a small number of cascades is
needed to obtain remarkable accuracy. Ten cascades are
on average enough to get error below 0.1 and it does not
depend strongly on the size of the unobserved part. As-
suming different transmission probabilities for each edge
in the reconstruction, shown with a gray dashed line as a
benchmark, yields results which are orders of magnitude
worse. Moreover, as shown in Fig. 2, different trans-
mission probabilities combined with unobserved fraction
above 60% yields almost random outcome, even with
large number of cascades.

D. Missing temporal observations

Not being able to observe the whole system, as a re-
sult of a limited budget or other challenges related to
gathering data, is a fair limitation for many practical ap-
plications. Another realistic situation arises when, for
similar reasons, one is not able to record the data for ex-

tended periods of time. Partial observability of the sys-
tem, should be considered in both spatial and temporal
spaces. Here we show how to modify the objective so that
it correctly accounts for the unobserved time periods, re-
sulting in a SLICER+ instantiation for the scenario of
missing observations in times.

Under this scenario, the state of the network is not
observed at each time step, but only at a subset of ob-
servation times. Therefore, although we do not generally
observe activation time of a node, we still know that ac-
tivation happened somewhere in the last unobserved pe-
riod preceding the first time we noticed a given node to
be active. As a result there are two cases: (i) node acti-
vation is observed and we denote the activation time as
τi; (ii) node activation happens during an unobserved in-
terval denoted as [τ̂i−∆τ̂i, τ̂i]. Observed snapshots of the
initial and of the final states of the spreading dynamics
only represents a particular example of such a missing in-
formation in time. New objective will depend on known
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unobserved - fraction
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(b) (c)
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(f)

(a)

(g) (h)

τj ∈ [ ̂τj − Δ ̂τj, ̂τj]

τi ∈ [ ̂τi − Δ ̂τi, ̂τi]

ξ %
(100 − ξ ) %

3-regular tree random 3-regular

Erdos-Renyi scale-free

Erdos-Renyi scale-freerandom 3-regular

FIG. 6: (a) Reconstruction of parameters under missing temporal observations. (b-e) Average difference between
inferred αij and real α∗

ij parameters in ℓ1 norm, as a function of the number of available cascades for different
network types. Only initial and final spreading states are observed and additionally, some nodes are not observed at
all. The triangles corresponds to the case where SLICER includes the knowledge about unobserved periods of time.
Each point is averaged over 5 different networks and 5 different sets of parameters α∗

ij (sampled from a uniform
distribution in [0, 1]). All networks contain N = 100 nodes and all but the tree have average degree equal to ⟨k⟩ = 3.

Unobserved nodes were picked at random. All cascades had length equal to T = 6. (f-h) Scatter plots of true
parameters α∗

ij versus the estimated ones αij . The results were obtained for different network structures with

N = 100 nodes, M = 106 cascades of length T = 6 and ξtime = 33.(3)% of unobserved times picked at random.
Except for the tree, all networks have average degree equal to ⟨k⟩ = 3.

activation times and activation intervals:

L = O({τ ci }, {τ̂i,∆τ̂i})︸ ︷︷ ︸
objective

+ C({αij})︸ ︷︷ ︸
constrains

. (11)

This leads to a variant of the SLICER+ algorithm for

missing temporal observations, presented in Appendix
B 3.

Results in Fig. 6(b-e) are presented in the case where
only initial and final states of the dynamics are observed,
similarly to the case considered in [41] (where the case of
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Erdos-Renyi scale-free
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FIG. 7: (a) Reconstruction of parameters under noisy observations. (b-e) Average difference between inferred αij

and real α∗
ij parameters in ℓ1 norm, as a function of the number of available cascades for different network types in

the case where a fraction ξ of nodes is unobserved. Additionally, observed activation times {τ ci }i∈O are subject to
noise described by Eq. 14. The dashed gray line denotes the benchmark case obtained with SLICER. The triangles

corresponds to the case where SLICER includes the knowledge about the noise. Each point is averaged over 5
different networks and 5 different sets of parameters α∗

ij (sampled from a uniform distribution in [0, 1]). All networks
contain N = 100 nodes and all but the tree have average degree equal to ⟨k⟩ = 3. Unobserved nodes were picked at
random. All cascades had length equal to T = 5. (f-h) Scatter plots of true parameters α∗

ij versus the estimated

ones αij . The results were obtained for different network structures with N = 100 nodes, M = 106 cascades of
length T = 5 and ξ = 10% of unobserved nodes. Additionally, observed activation times {τ ci }i∈O are subject to noise

described by Eq. 14. Except for the tree, all networks have average degree equal to ⟨k⟩ = 3.

full spatial observations ξ = 0 has been treated). Given
the effectiveness of the method in the setting of unob-
served time-periods, we explore an even more complex
case, where we combine both unobserved times and un-

observed nodes, a realistic setting, which, to our best
knowledge, was not addressed in the literature before.
Results presented in Fig. 6(b-e) are of similar quality as
the ones obtained in [8] when there are no missing ob-
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servations in time, despite lack of knowledge on the ex-
act activation times, which illustrates the robustness of
SLICER+ with respect to missing observations in time.

Unobserved time periods can be naively treated with
SLICER, by simply assuming that if a given node was
activated in such a period, it is regarded as an unobserved
node. This, however, does not take advantage of all the
available information. As it is shown in Fig. 6(f-h), this
leads to a one-sided bias, which quantitatively depends
on the network structure and the fraction of unobserved
timestamps. When the unobserved periods are treated
correctly, as done in SLICER+, the bias disappears.

E. Noisy timestamps

Another realistic scenario in data collection relates to
the fact that apart from not being able to monitor every-
thing, the collected data is not necessary perfect. This
may be a result of omission, deliberate actions or simply
imperfect gathering procedure. If, for example, a popu-
lation is tested for a certain virus, the testing dates are
most likely not the dates when the infection occurred.
On top of that, the lab results may be delayed, dates
may be mistaken and tests can produce both false pos-
itives and false negatives. All of this builds up into an
unpredictable noise, which cannot be removed in a de-
terministic matter. It has to be accounted for in the
modelling process.

In our case of learning spreading parameters, the data
is a set of activation times. In this context, we model
noisy observations as deviations around the correct acti-
vation times. We assume that what is observed is a sum
of the original activation time and a noise coming from
a certain discrete distribution. In general it is described
as follows:

P (τ = τ∗ + k) = πk ∀|k| ≤ K, (12)

where τ is the observed activation time, τ∗ is the real ac-
tivation time, and K is a constant related to the support
of the noise distribution. The presence of noise in times-
tamps has no effect on the DMP equations and the con-
straints, but will affect the objective function, resulting
in incorporation of the prior on the noise in the SLICER+
formulation. The objective function will now depend on
both activation times and the noise distribution:

L = O({τ ci }, {πk})︸ ︷︷ ︸
objective

+ C({αij})︸ ︷︷ ︸
constrains

. (13)

Exact form of the objective for noisy data and detailed
derivation of SLICER+ for this case is given in the Ap-
pendix B 4.

As in the previous sections, we test the instantiation
of SLICER+ for the case of noisy observations with dif-
ferent network structures. In the numerical experiments
we use noise described by the following distribution for

K = 1:

πk =

 0.6, if k = 0,
0.2, if |k| = 1,
0.0, otherwise.

(14)

For simplicity, in the numerical experiments in this sec-
tion, we assume that the noise distribution is known, but
the probabilities πk characterizing the noise distribution
can be treated as parameters and learned from the data.
Notice that a naive application of SLICER to the case

of noisy observations could lead to infinite objective func-
tion, since the realization of noisy timestamps could be
impossible, showing inconsistency with the dynamic rules
of the IC model. This could happen, for instance, if a
node is observed to be activated before any of its neigh-
bor is activated. Application of SLICER is still possible
by neglecting these conflicting cases leading to an infinite
value of the objective function. We use such an approach
as a benchmark to SLICER+ that accounts for the pos-
sibility of noisy observations. Fig. 7(b-e) shows that the
use of SLICER quickly leads to a significant error gap,
while consideration of noise implemented in SLICER+
brings the algorithm’s performance to a level similar to
a noiseless situation. Looking more closely at the partic-
ular results at Fig. 7(f-h), we see that disregarding the
presence of noise gives results that are correlated with
the true solution, but there is a systematic bias, which
depends on the network structure. The solution given by
the noise-corrected algorithm, on the other hand, aligns
perfectly with the ground-truth.

F. Study on real-world networks

Previously we used different network structures to
show how they affect the results of the learning proce-
dure for different scenarios. Real-world networks typi-
cally combine several characteristics of different random
models [55]. In order to truly test the effectiveness of
our learning framework we use two real-world social net-
works together with multiple types of noisy and incom-
plete spreading data. The first network is the Zachary
Karate Club [56] with N = 34 nodes, |E| = 78 edges
and multiple short loops, small enough to serve as an
explicit illustration of the quaility of structure learning
under partial and noisy observations. The second net-
work is a Facebook snapshot from [57] and previously
analysed in [58], with N = 2888 nodes and |E| = 2981
edges.
In Figure 8, we present results on learning of the struc-

ture of the network from a combination of missing infor-
mation: partially reporting nodes and noisy activation
times. We assume that no prior information on the topol-
ogy is known to the algorithm. Due to many short loops,
learning spreading parameters in the Zachary Club net-
work using SLICER+ is not an easy task. As shown in
Fig. 8(c), 10% of unobserved nodes leads to a low error in
parameter recovery of 5% error on average. With 25% of
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FIG. 8: (a) Structure reconstruction using the Zachary Karate Club network. Solid black connections represent the
correctly reconstructed edges. Dotted black connections are the ground-truth edges that were not reconstructed.

Dashed gray lines are the ones reconstructed by the algorithm, but absent in the ground-truth edge set. We fix all of
spreading parameters to αij = 0.5. Network was learned based on M = 1000 cascades of length T = 5 with ξ = 10%

of unobserved nodes. (b) Average ROC curve surface, as a function of the number of available cascades for the
Zachary Karate Club network in the case where a fraction ξ of nodes is unobserved. (c) Average difference between
inferred αij and real α∗

ij parameters in ℓ1 norm, as a function of the number of available cascades for the Zachary
Karate Club network in the case where a fraction ξ of nodes is unobserved. In both cases (b) and (c), each point is
averaged over 5 different sets of parameters α∗

ij (sampled from a uniform distribution in [0, 1]). Network contains
N = 34 nodes and |E| = 78 edges. Unobserved nodes were picked at random. All cascades had length T = 5. We
assume no knowledge on the topology, hence the initial set of edges is the complete graph. Additionally, observed

activation times are subject to known noise described in Eq. 14.

unobserved nodes, this error grows above 10%. However,
the structure recovery is performed with a greater accu-
racy, despite no assumed knowledge on the edge set. Ob-
viously, no algorithm can produce perfect reconstruction
for high fractions of non-reporting nodes and unobserved
edges due to a degeneracy in the space of solutions.

An explicit structure learning example produced for
ξ = 10% unobserved nodes and M = 1000 cascades of
length T = 5 is shown in Fig. 8(a). To eliminate pos-
sibility of bias due to a choice of ground-truth αij , we
use the test case with all αij = 0.5. The algorithm how-
ever does not have access to this information during the
learning procedure. Although the parameter reconstruc-
tion quality could be slightly improved by increasing the
number of cascades, one can already see that the recon-
struction on the observed part is perfect. Incorrect clas-
sification appears only in the vicinity of the unobserved

nodes. Specifically, the problem is more pronounced for
the two connected unobserved nodes, whereas the result
is much better for an isolated unobserved node.

We now test structure recovery with SLICER+ on the
larger Facebook network with the following setting: the
observed timestamps are noisy, and we start with a super-
set of 5962 edges, twice as large as the ground-truth set of
2981 edges. The Facebook snapshot network is a sparse
graph with multiple hubs. Hubs tend to increase the
number of triangles, but the clustering of this network is
on average lower than for the Zachary Club. This is con-
sistent with our observation that the reconstruction er-
ror in spreading parameters is significantly smaller, even
when 25% of nodes are unobserved, as shown in Fig. 9.
Furthermore, inclusion of the knowledge on the super-set
of 5962 potential edges allows to nearly perfectly recon-
struct the network structure in the partial observation
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regime, assuming enough data is available.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Literature on learning of spreading models from data
is rich, but not much attention so far was given to the
problem of learning from incomplete and uncertain in-
formation. Our work proposes a flexible method that
addresses this problem. SLICER+ deals with multiple
settings related to incomplete and noisy data, that in-
clude partial observations in both spatial and temporal
dimensions, noisy timestamps, unknown network struc-
ture, and combinations of these settings.

For unobserved times, we show that a proper formula-
tion of the algorithm is able to learn model parameters
from final and initial states only, assuming that enough
data available. This holds even in the presence of un-
observed nodes. We further show that uncertainty in
provided activation times leads to significant bias, when
not properly accounted for.

Although the structure learning task under unobserved
nodes may generate degenerate solutions, we empirically
showed that additional knowledge can significantly in-
crease the quality of reconstruction using several repre-
sentative synthetic networks, as well as two popular real-
world networks. For real-world instances specifically, we
used a setting where different types of incomplete and
uncertain data settings are combined.

We found that our results are quite robust regardless
of the synthetic network type. As an illustration, we
considered quality of reconstruction as a function of the
size of the set of unobserved nodes on a variety of random
graph families.

Our framework can be further developed in several
future directions. In the setting of noisy observations,
we assumed for simplicity that the noise distribution
is known. However, the noise distribution probabilities
πk can be treated as additional parameters and learned
from the data. For the structure learning task, we
considered reconstruction from a super-set of edges. It
would be interesting to test the impact of other graph
topological prior information on learning, such as details
on density or degree distribution. Such a setting would
be relevant in the setting where surveillance and data
gathering procedures can be controlled. Under the
scenario where the observations are too sparse and the
degeneracy in the reconstruction is unavoidable and in
applications focused on downstream prediction tasks, it
could be useful to study the properties of the learned
models as effective representations [8]. Finally, in the
future, it would be useful to extend our framework to
other dynamic models, including models with reversible
dynamics.

CODE AND SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Full implementation of all algorithms studied in this
work is available at [59].
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Appendix A: Derivation of the DMP equations for the IC model

The DMP equations presented in the paper are quite intuitive. In case of simple models, such as IC model, they
could be derived by identifying the correct dynamical variables to use in the equations, as it was done here. They
are also intrinsically connected to a more general framework of Belief Propagation (BP) equations, which are well
described in detail in the literature [29, 30]. In the dynamic setting, the BP equations on time trajectories have been
studied by Kanoria and Montanari in [11]. Here, for completeness, we show how DMP equations for IC model can be
obtained directly from BP formulation.

Denote σ⃗i = (σ0
i , . . . , σ

T
i ) the time trajectory of node i variable, and wi

(
σt+1
i |σt

i , {σt
j}j∈∂i

)
the local probability

of node i transitioning to state σt+1
i at time t + 1, given its previous state and the states of its neighborhood at

time t, and P ({σ0
i }i∈V ) is the probability of the initial state. Additionally, let us introduce new type of message

µi→j(σ⃗i||σ⃗j), which represents the probability of node i variable having the trajectory σ⃗i on an auxiliary graph, where
the trajectory of node j is fixed to σ⃗j . Our starting point is the dynamic belief propagation (DBP) equation on time
trajectories [11]:

µi→j
t (σ⃗i||σ⃗j) =

∑
{σ0

k,...σ
t−1
k }k∈∂i\j

P ({σ0
i }i∈V )

t−1∏
τ=0

wi

(
στ+1
i |στ

i , {στ
k}k∈∂i

)∏
k∈∂i\j

µk→i
t−1 (σ⃗k||σ⃗i), (A1)

where µi→j
t (σ⃗i||σ⃗j) is a message probability for trajectories up until time t.

A direct use of the above equations is still impractical due to their exponential complexity over cascade length T .
This is where the unidirectional character of the dynamics come in handy and leads to simplifications. In the case
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FIG. 9: (a) Structure of the FB network. (b) Average ROC curve surface, as a function of the number of available
cascades for the Facebook network in the case where a fraction ξ of nodes is unobserved. (c) Average difference

between inferred αij and real α∗
ij parameters in ℓ1 norm, as a function of the number of available cascades for the

Facebook network in the case where a fraction ξ of nodes is unobserved. In both cases, each point is averaged over 5
different sets of parameters α∗

ij (sampled from a uniform distribution in [0, 1]). Network contains N = 2888 nodes
and |E| = 2981 edges. Unobserved nodes were picked at random. All cascades had length T = 5. We assume that a

super-set of 5962 edges is known, out of which we would like to infer the ground-truth set of 2981 edges.
Additionally, observed activation times are subject to known noise described in Eq. 14.

of the IC model, vector σ⃗i can be fully described by a single number τi, which represents the activation time. This
allows us to rewrite the DBP equations as follows:

µi→j
T+1(τi||τj) =

∑
{τk}k∈∂i\j

W̄i(τi; {τk}k∈∂i)
∏

k∈∂i\j

µk→i
T (τk||τi), (A2)

µi
T+1(τi) =

∑
{τk}k∈∂i

W̄i(τi; {τk}k∈∂i)
∏
k∈∂i

µk→i
T (τk||τi), (A3)

where µi→j
T (τi||τj) and µi

T (τi) correspond the same messages and marginals as before, but parameterized with acti-
vation times τi. Additionally, we denote W̄i(τi; {τk}k∈∂i) = P ({σ0

i }i∈V ) ·Wi(τi; {τk}k∈∂i) for simplicity. Before we
move further we want to highlight some observations, which will be used later. First, all the information required to
compute the probability of activation at certain time τi is available at that time.

µi
T (τi) = µi

τi(τi) ∀T>τi , (A4)

µi→j
T (τi||τj) = µi→j

τi (τi||τj) ∀T>τi . (A5)

Second, if the activation time τi of the node i is earlier then the activation time τk of its neighbor k, than the message
from i to k does not depend on τk. If we combine this we the previous equation, we can write:

µi→k
T (τi||τk) = µi

T (τi||∞) ∀τk>T , (A6)
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where ∞ describes the state where a given node was activated at any time later than the cutoff time T (the time
subscript). Finally, the incoming messages in equations above are independent of node i activation time τi and always
behave as τi is later than their cutoff time:

µi→j
T (τi||τj) =

∑
{τk}k∈∂i\j

W̄i(τi; {τk}k∈∂i)
∏

k∈∂i\j

µk→i
T−1(τk||∞), (A7)

µi
T (τi) =

∑
{τk}k∈∂i

W̄i(τi; {τk}k∈∂i)
∏
k∈∂i

µk→i
T−1(τk||∞). (A8)

This is a direct consequence of the previous observations. Let us now define new type of marginals and messages:

P i
S(t) =

∑
τi>t

µi
T (τi) = µi

t(∗), (A9)

P i→j
S (t) =

∑
τi>t

µi→j
T (τi||∞) = µi→j

t (∗||∞), (A10)

where P i
S(t) is the probability that node i was not activated until time t and P i→j

S (t) is the same probability, but
on an auxiliary graph where node j does not exist. Symbol ∗ stands for all the trajectories with the activation
time τi being after the time horizon T . It means that when we sum over τi > b, in practice we sum over τi ∈
{b+ 1, b+ 2, . . . , T − 1, T, ∗}. It should be noted that in all equations below we use the convention that when τi = ∗,
τi−1 = T . Now, we use these new objects to compute the term W̄i(. . . ), which describes the dynamics of the process.
In the case of IC model it has the following form:

W̄i(τi; {τk}k∈∂i) = (1− P i
S(0)) · 1(τi = 0)

+ P i
S(0) · 1(τi > 0)

[∏
k∈∂i

1− αki · 1(τk < τi − 1)

]

×

[
1−

∏
k∈∂i

(1− αki · 1(τk = τi − 1)) · 1(τi ̸= ∗)

] (A11)

We can now plug it all together and get:

1− P i→j
S (t) = 1−

∑
{τk}k∈∂i\j

W̄i(∗; {τk}k∈∂i)
∏

k∈∂i\j

µk→i
t−1 (τk||∞)

= 1− P i
S(0)

∑
{τk}k∈∂i\j

∏
k∈∂i

(1− αki · 1(τk ̸= ∗))
∏

k∈∂i\j

µk→i
t−1 (τk||∞)

= 1− P i
S(0)

∑
{τk}k∈∂i\j

∏
k∈∂i\j

(1− αki · 1(τk ̸= ∗))µk→i
t−1 (τk||∞)

= 1− P i
S(0)

∏
k∈∂i\j

∑
τk

(1− αki · 1(τk ̸= ∗))µk→i
t−1 (τk||∞)

= 1− P i
S(0)

∏
k∈∂i\j

 ∑
τk≤t−1

(1− αki)µ
k→i
t−1 (τk||∞) + µk→i

t−1 (∗||∞)


= 1− P i

S(0)
∏

k∈∂i\j

(
1− αki(1− P k→i

S (t− 1))

)
,

(A12)

which is equivalent to the DMP equations (3) from the main text, where pi→j(t) = 1 − P i→j
S (t) and assuming some

initial condition p̄i→j = 1−P i→j
S (0). Readers interested in derivation of DMP from DBP for different dynamic models

should refer to [11, 17, 23].
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Appendix B: Derivation of SLICER+ for different scenarios of incomplete data

Below we present the details of Lagrangian formulation used in the optimisation scheme of each of the different case
of missing or incomplete data. We show step-by-step how to compute all the Lagrange multipliers and the gradient
step used to update the parameters.

1. SLICER

The SLICER algorithm [8] was developed to deal with the scenario of missing information on nodes exclusively. In
this setting the objective takes the following form:

O =
∑
s∈S

∑
i∈O

∑
τs
i

mτs
i log

(
psi (t) · 1(t≤T ) − psi (t− 1) · 1(t>0) + 1(t=∗)

)
. (B1)

The constraints are the same as in the main text, but lets remind them for reader’s convenience.

C =
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
i∈V

λs
i (t+ 1)

(
psi (t+ 1)− 1 +

(
1− p̄si

) ∏
k∈∂i

(
1− αki · psk→i(t)

))

+
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
(i,j)∈E

λs
i→j(t+ 1)

(
psi→j(t+ 1)− 1 +

(
1− p̄si

) ∏
k∈∂i\j

(
1− αki · psk→i(t)

))
.

(B2)

The sum of the objective and the constraints constitutes the Lagrangian. Lagrange multipliers can now be found by
differentiating the Lagrangian:

∂L
∂psi (t)

= λs
i (t) +

∑
τs
i

mτs
i · 1(t=τs

i )
· 1(τs

i ≤T )

psi (τ
s
i )− psi (τ

s
i − 1) · 1(τs

i >0)

+
∑
τs
i

mτs
i · 1(t=τs

i −1) · 1(τs
i >0)

psi (τ
s
i − 1)− psi (τ

s
i ) · 1(τs

i ≤T ) − 1(τs
i =∗)

,

(B3)

∂L
∂psi→j(t)

= λs
i→j(t)− λs

j(t+ 1)αij

(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\i

(
1− αmj · psm→j(t)

)
−
∑

k∈∂j\i

λs
j→k(t+ 1)αij

(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\{i,k}

(
1− αmj · psm→j(t)

) (B4)

and equating the derivatives to zero. Finally, derivatives over parameters αij read

∂L
∂αij

=−
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

λs
i (t+ 1) psj→i(t)

(
1− p̄si

) ∏
m∈∂i\j

(
1− αmi · psm→i(t)

)

−
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

λs
j(t+ 1) psi→j(t)

(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\i

(
1− αmj · psm→j(t)

)

−
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
k∈∂i\j

λs
i→k(t+ 1) psj→i(t)

(
1− p̄si

) ∏
m∈∂i\{j,k}

(
1− αmi · psm→i(t)

)

−
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
k∈∂j\i

λs
j→k(t+ 1) psi→j(t)

(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\{i,k}

(
1− αmj · psm→j(t)

)
,

(B5)

which can further be simplified for αij ̸= 0:

∂L
∂αij

= − 1

αij

∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

(
λs
i→j(t) p

s
i→j(t) + λs

j→i(t) p
s
j→i(t)

)
. (B6)

The above can be directly used in the forward–backward propagation procedure described in the main text.
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2. Simple Graphs

In the case of simple graphs, where αij = α ∀(i,j)∈E , the objective is the same as for the original SLICER, but the
constraints simplify to:

C =
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
i∈V

λs
i (t+ 1)

(
psi (t+ 1)− 1 +

(
1− p̄si

) ∏
k∈∂i

(
1− α · psk→i(t)

))

+
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
(i,j)∈E

λs
i→j(t+ 1)

(
psi→j(t+ 1)− 1 +

(
1− p̄si

) ∏
k∈∂i\j

(
1− α · psk→i(t)

))
.

(B7)

As a result, we need to update the derivatives over messages:

∂L
∂psi→j(t)

= λs
i→j(t)− λs

j(t+ 1)α
(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\i

(
1− α · psm→j(t)

)
−
∑

k∈∂j\i

λs
j→k(t+ 1)α

(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\{i,k}

(
1− α · psm→j(t)

)
,

(B8)

while the derivatives over marginals remain in the same form as before. Then we can rewrite the derivatives over
parameters, which in this case reduce to only a single equation:

∂L
∂α

=−
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
i∈V

λs
i (t+ 1)

∑
j∈∂i

psj→i(t)
(
1− p̄si

) ∏
m∈∂i\j

(
1− α · psm→i(t)

)

−
∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
(i,k)∈E′

λs
i→k(t+ 1)

∑
j∈∂i\k

psj→i(t)
(
1− p̄si

) ∏
m∈∂i\{j,k}

(
1− α · psm→i(t)

)
,

(B9)

where by E′ we denote the set of edges such that (i, j) and (j, i) are counted as separate elements. The above equation
can, assuming that α > 0, be simplified to:

∂L
∂α

= − 1

α

∑
s∈S

T−1∑
t=0

∑
(i,j)∈E′

λs
i→j(t) · psi→j(t). (B10)

Now we can repeat the whole procedure, but the update step is in only one dimension.

3. Missing Times

In this setting part of the activation times are known precisely, while others are known to be in certain time intervals.
Based on that we modify the objective in a following way.

O =
∑
s∈S

∑
i∈O

∑
τs
i

mτs
i log

(
psi (τ

s
i ) · 1(τs

i ≤T ) − psi (τ
s
i − 1) · 1(τs

i >0) + 1(τs
i =∗)

)
+
∑
s∈S

∑
i∈O

∑
τ̂s
i

mτ̂s
i log

(
psi (τ̂

s
i )− psi (τ̂

s
i −∆τ̂si )

)
.

(B11)

The only change is that if the node was activated during an unobserved time interval, the marginal probability of
being infected precisely at τi is replaced by a marginal probability of being infected inside the interval [τ̂i −∆τ̂i, τ̂i].
The constraints are the same as in the original SLICER. The above modification affects only the computation of the
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Lagrange derivative over marginal probabilities.

∂L
∂psi (t)

= λs
i (t) +

∑
τs
i

mτs
i · 1(t=τs

i )
· 1(τs

i ≤T )

psi (τ
s
i )− psi (τ

s
i − 1) · 1(τs

i >0)

+
∑
τs
i

mτs
i · 1(t=τs

i −1) · 1(τs
i >0)

psi (τ
s
i − 1)− psi (τ

s
i ) · 1(τs

i ≤T ) − 1(τs
i =∗)

+
∑
τ̂s
i

mτ̂s
i · 1(t=τ̂s

i )

psi (τ̂
s
i )− psi (τ̂

s
i −∆τ̂si )

+
∑
τ̂s
i

mτ̂s
i · 1(t=τ̂s

i −∆τ̂s
i )

psi (τ̂
s
i −∆τ̂si )− psi (τ̂

s
i )

.

(B12)

This requires updating the values of Lagrange multipliers λs
i (t). The rest of the procedure remains the same.

4. Noisy Timestamps

Taking into account the noisy activation times results with an objective function of the following form:

O =
∑
s∈S

∑
i∈O

∑
τs
i

mτs
i log

(
K∑

k=−K

πk

[
psi (τ

s
i − k) · 1(0≤τs

i −k≤T ) − psi (τ
s
i − 1− k) · 1(0<τs

i −k≤∗) + 1(τs
i −k=∗)

])
. (B13)

Updating the objective function affects the learning procedure. However, the only element of the optimisation scheme,
which require changes is the computation of λs

i (t).

∂L
∂psi (t)

= λs
i (t) +

∑
τs
i

mτs
i ·
∑K

k=−K πk

(
1(t=τs

i −k) · 1(0≤τs
i −k≤T ) − 1(t=τs

i −1−k) · 1(0<τs
i −k≤∗)

)∑K
k=−K πk

(
psi (τ

s
i − k) · 1(0≤τs

i −k≤T ) − psi (τ
s
i − 1− k) · 1(0<τs

i −k≤∗) + 1(τs
i −k=∗)

) . (B14)

All the further computations remain the same as before. It should be noted that the described change in the learning
procedure does also affect its complexity. In the worst case scenario where K = T the complexity of the algorithm
becomes max[O(|E||S|T ), O(N |S|T 2)] in comparison with the complexity O(|E||S|T ) of the original algorithm.

Appendix C: Efficient Implementation

Direct implementation of Eq. (2) and (3) suffers from evaluating the products over neighbors, in particular, this
is repeated for every message rooted in a given node. As a result the complexity of the algorithm depends on the
network’s degree distribution, instead of the number of edges. Networks with broad degree distributions, which
are common in real-world applications, are specifically affected by this problem. It is possible to overcome this by
rewriting the DMP equations in the following form:

pci (t) = 1−
(
1− p̄ci

) ∏
k∈∂i

(
1− αki · pck→i(t− 1)

)
, (C1)

pcj→i(t) = 1−
1− pcj(t)

1− αij · pci→j(t− 1)
, (C2)

where the marginals equations are the same, but the messages are computed using the pre-computed marginals. Now
the complexity is independent of the degree distribution and truly linear in the number of edges, assuming that
αij · pci→j(t − 1) ̸= 1. The latter is, however, a reasonable assumption, which is unlikely to be broken, in which case
the original equation can still be used. Similar problem arises from Eq. (B4), which after equating left hand side to
zero leads to:

λs
i→j(t) = λs

j(t+ 1)αij

(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\i

(
1− αmj · psm→j(t)

)
+
∑

k∈∂j\i

λs
j→k(t+ 1)αij

(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\{i,k}

(
1− αmj · psm→j(t)

)
.

(C3)
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Although the equation have a different form, they are dual to the DMP one. Similarly to the latter, direct imple-
mentation leads to degree distribution dependence. Here instead of a product over neighbors we have a sum over
neighbors and similarly as before, this can be prevented. To do so, let us introduce

λ̂s
j(t) =

∑
k∈∂j

λs
j→k(t+ 1)

(
1− p̄sj

) ∏
m∈∂j\k

(
1− αmj · psm→j(t)

)
, (C4)

which can be further simplified as

λ̂s
j(t) =

∑
k∈∂j

λs
j→k(t+ 1)

(
1− psj→k(t+ 1)

)
. (C5)

Now we can write:

λs
i→j(t) = λs

j(t+ 1)αij

(
1− psj→i(t+ 1)

)
+ αij

λ̂s
j(t)− λs

j→i(t+ 1)
(
1− psj→i(t+ 1)

)
1− αij · psi→j(t)

.
(C6)

This way, knowing that λs
i→j(T ) = 0 ∀i,j , we reduced the complexity to being linear in the number of edges, same

way as we did for messages. Additionally, in the directed case where (i, j) ∈ E, but (j, i) /∈ E, one needs to rewrite
Eq. (C6) into:

λs
i→j(t) = αij

λ̂s
j(t) + λs

j(t+ 1)
(
1− psj(t+ 1)

)
1− αij · psi→j(t)

. (C7)

The above equations, used in all our experiments, are implemented in Julia [60] and available at [59].

Appendix D: Structure learning without any prior knowledge on the topology

Here, we present results on structure learning in the presence of unobserved nodes. We reproduce the experiment
presented in Fig. 4, but in the most challenging setting where no information on the network topology is available,
and the super-set of edges that we initially consider corresponds to a fully-connected graph. The results are given in
Fig. 10, and are similar for all four synthetic network types.The edge reconstruction is always better than random
guess, but we observe reduction of reconstruction quality with the increase of the number of unobserved nodes. This
is expected due to the appearance of degeneracy where several models are consistent with the observation data. As a
result SLICER produces a graph, which is compatible with the observed data and as such can be used as an effective
model for prediction [8], even if it is not the true graph. Moreover, have in mind that our method recovers the network
simultaneously with learning model parameters.
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parallel dynamics of ising spins on a graph. Jour-
nal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment,
2009(08):P08009, 2009.



20

��� ��� ��	

�

���

���

���

��	

��


���
��
�
�

��
��
��
��
�
�

��� ��� ��	

�

���

���

���

��	

��


���

��
�
�

��
��
��
��
�
�

��� ��� ��	

�

���

���

���

��	

��


���

��
�
�

��
��
��
��
�
�

��� ��� ��	

�

���

���

���

��	

��


���

��
�
�

��
��
��
��
�
�

����

�����

���	�

��	��αij

unobserved - fraction

observed - fraction

(b) (c)

(d) (e)

(a)

τj

τi

ξ %
(100 − ξ ) %

3-regular tree random 3-regular

Erdos-Renyi scale-free
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