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Networks are a powerful tool to model the structure and dynamics of complex systems
across scales. Direct connections between system components are often represented as
edges, while paths and walks capture indirect interactions. This approach assumes that
flows in the system are sequences of independent transitions. Path data from real-
world systems often have higher-order dependencies, which require more sophisticated
models. In this work, we propose a method to construct concise networks from path
data that interpolate between first and second-order models. We prioritise simplicity
and interpretability by creating state nodes that capture latent modes of second-order
effects and introducing an interpretable measure to balance model size and accuracy.
In both synthetic and real-world applications, our method reveals large-scale memory
patterns and constructs concise networks that provide insights beyond the first-order
model at the fraction of the size of a second-order model.

INTRODUCTION

Networks offer a versatile framework for modelling
complex systems, abstracting their components as nodes
and interactions as edges [1]. These edges often represent
flows of some quantity, such as passengers between air-
ports, information between people, or workers between
occupations. While edges capture only direct flows be-
tween pairs of nodes, a key feature of networks is their
ability to model indirect flows as paths or walks. This ca-
pacity allows researchers to analyse systems across scales
[2], revealing meso-scale structures such as communities
and roles, and macro-scale patterns such as hierarchies
and rankings. Capturing these patterns relies on assum-
ing that flows are transitive – given flow from node i to
node j and from node j to node k, there is implied in-
direct flow from i to k through j, often modelled as a
first-order Markov process.

To validate this Markovian assumption, researchers
analyse empirical squence or trajectory data. Consider,
sequences of the form (x1 → x2 → · · · → xl), where xt

are system components such as airports in itineraries or
occupations in careers. In a first-order network, nodes
represent these entities and edges capture first-order
transition rates. This memoryless model treats the flow
i → j → k as two independent steps, with a combined
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probability P (xt+1 = j |xt = i)P (xt+1 = k |xt = j).
But many real-world systems often have higher-order de-
pendencies [3; 4; 5; 6] that memoryless network models
fail to capture. To address this issue, researchers have
introduced network models with memory [7; 8; 9; 10; 11],
expanding the network toolbox to applications where
the Markovian assumption is too restrictive. A natu-
ral extension is a second-order network, which incorpo-
rates one-step memory with state nodes of the form j|i
– indicating arrival at j from i, where j and i corre-
spond to physical nodes – the real-world system compo-
nents. Edges capture the transition rate from j|i to k|j
as P (xt+1 = k |xt = j, xt−1 = i). This approach can be
generalised to build networks with fixed-order memory of
any order, capturing increasingly complex dependencies.

Combining Markov models up to a maximum order in a
multi-order approach significantly improves next-element
prediction in real-world systems [10; 12]. However, mod-
elling an entire system with a single fixed Markov order
imposes a strong constraint, as real systems may exhibit
dependencies spanning multiple orders. The heteroge-
neous distribution of observations in real data can cause
such models to simultaneously overfit and underfit dif-
ferent parts of the system. Higher-order networks with
state nodes used only where required have been proposed
to overcome these challenges [9; 13]. While these ap-
proaches mitigate overfitting, they rely on heuristics to
estimate the importance of memory effects, limiting their
interpretability and scalability for even moderately sized
systems. Effective models must balance simplicity and
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predictive accuracy [14].
In this work, we focus on building simple and in-

terpretable models that interpolate between first- and
second-order networks. Using non-negative matrix fac-
torisation, we construct state nodes that represent latent
modes, capturing prominent patterns in second-order dy-
namics. We introduce a simple measure of model perfor-
mance to balance quality and complexity, and incorpo-
rate a Bayesian prior to mitigate overfitting. We pro-
cesses each physical node independently, enabling paral-
lel execution. After validating our method on synthetic
data, we apply it to two real-world systems: air travel and
information spread. In both cases, the method captures
critical memory effects using a minimal number of in-
terpretable state nodes, providing insights beyond those
offered by first-order models.

RESULTS

Concise network models of path data

Understanding the dynamics of complex systems re-
quires models that balance simplicity and explanatory
power. We focus on constructing concise and inter-
pretable network representations that capture essential
memory effects. As a first step, we create state nodes in-
dependently for each physical node j following the steps
illustrated with an example in Fig. 1. Let A be the
matrix of observation counts of the trigrams through j,
where Aki is the frequency of i→ j → k. We use i and k
to refer to predecessors and successors respectively1. In
the example, |i| = 15, |k| = 9, and A has a block struc-
ture with 3 equally sized blocks each of predecessors and
successors. While most transitions are between corre-
sponding blocks, the first and second blocks have more
flow between them than with the third. Two predecessors
in each block are undersampled. Let matrix M2 be the
Maximum Likelihood Estimate (MLE) of second-order
transition rates

M2ki :=
Aki∑
k′ Ak′i

. (1)

M2 is susceptible to overfitting (see example), which we
combat by regularising it with a Bayesian prior.

Prior. Let vectorM1 be the MLE of the first-order tran-
sition rates

M1k :=

∑
i′ Aki′∑

k′,i′ Ak′i′
. (2)

1 The sets of predecessors and successors may overlap without any
effect.

We introduce a Dirichlet prior with parameters µM1
(µ ∈ R+) to each column M2·i, which helps regularise
under-sampled predecessors and reduce overfitting. This
approach corresponds to assigning a pseudocount of
µM1k to Aki. Let matrix X be the posterior mean of
the second-order transition rates

Xki :=
Aki + µM1k∑

k′ Ak′i + µ
. (3)

We can write the column X·i as

X·i =

(
µ

µ+ ni

)
M1+

(
1− µ

µ+ ni

)
M2·i, (4)

where ni =
∑

k′ Ak′i. In cases where system knowledge
cannot inform the choice of µ, we use leave-one-out cross-
validation (see Methods). The prior is stronger for under-
sampled predecessors, regularising their transition rates
(see Fig. 1).

Constructing state nodes. We aim to represent the tar-
get dynamics in X by constructing interpretable state
nodes that capture prominent second-order patterns in
the transition rates to successors. Specifically, we esti-
mate transition rates P̂ (i → α) from i to state node α
and P̂ (α→ k) from α to k and approximate

Xki ≈ X̂ki :=
∑
α

P̂ (i→ α)P̂ (α→ k). (5)

We can rewrite this expression as

X̂ = X̂outX̂
⊤
in, where

(X̂in)iα := P̂ (i→ α),

(X̂out)kα := P̂ (α→ k). (6)

Given the number of state nodes r ≪ min(|i|, |k|), we
use Convex Non-negative Matrix Factorisation to find the
optimum rank-r approximation such that X̂in and X̂out

are themselves transition matrices (see Methods). A key
feature of this step is that each column of X̂out is a convex
combination of the columns of X, creating state nodes
that capture plausible behaviour. For instance, at rank 2
in our example (Fig. 1), we identify the coarser behaviour
– the first two blocks of successors are merged in X̂out.
Adding another state node separates the first and second
blocks, recovering the planted dynamics. In both cases,
the well-sampled predecessors are assigned exclusively to
a single state node each in X̂in. The uncertainty in the
behaviour of the undersampled ones leads to them being
modelled as a mixture of behaviours.

For each physical node, the trade-off between model
complexity and description quality is made in the choice
of r. We define a simple and intuitive measure of quality
of fit to guide this choice in situations where it cannot be
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FIG. 1 Method schematic. We illustrate the steps in our method with an example of a physical node. The matrix of
observation counts, A (top left), has a block structure with 3 equally sized blocks each of its 15 predecessors and 9 successors.
While most of the flow is between the corresponding blocks, the first and second blocks have more transitions between them
than with the third. 2 predecessors in each block are undersampled. The MLE of second-order transition rates, M2 (centre left),
overfits to the undersampled nodes, which is regularised by a Bayesian prior to obtain X (bottom left). We find representations
with 2 and 3 state nodes (centre) that capture the planted behaviour. Minimal gain in flow overlap for more state nodes (centre
right) shows that we capture all the large-scale patterns with 3 state nodes. All matrices except A share a colourbar (bottom
centre).

made with system knowledge. We define the flow overlap
of two discrete probability distributions over the same
domain as the probability mass in the same elements:

flow overlap(p, q) :=
∑
i

min(p(i), q(i)), (7)

where p and q are discrete probability distributions over a
set indexed by i. We can extend flow overlap to transition
matrices as the (weighted) mean flow overlap of every
column. Let X̂(r) be the rank-r solution. Flow overlap
is defined as

flow overlap
(
X, X̂(r) | ni

)
:=

1∑
i′ ni′

∑
k,i

ni min
(
Xki, X̂(r)ki

)
. (8)

This quantity ∈ [0, 1] measures the fraction of flow
through the physical node in X that is captured by X̂(r).
In our example, flow overlap increases rapidly until rank
3, after which adding state nodes does not capture im-
portant new behaviour (Fig. 1). We pick the optimum
number of state nodes as the lowest r such that the flow
overlap reaches a threshold.

Constructing the network. State nodes can be made in-
dependently in parallel for each physical node. In large
systems, we can also restrict the creation of state nodes

to a subset of important physical nodes. We put the con-
cise network model together by linking state node αi to
βj with weight

P̂ (αi → βj) = (X̂i
out)jαi(X̂j

in)iβj

= P̂ (αi → j)P̂ (i→ βj), (9)

where the superscript indicates the physical node. Con-
vex NMF tends to create sparse factors [15]. Many of
the entries of X̂in and X̂out will be close to 0, mean-
ing that predecessors and successors interact primarily
with a subset of state nodes. However, since the NMF is
likely to converge before they are exactly 0, state nodes
have dense neighbourhoods with many low-weight edges.
We recommend trimming these low-importance edges, for
which we implement a simple threshold-based approach
(see Methods).

Synthetic experiments

We explore the performance of our method on syn-
thetic physical nodes with 50 predecessors and succes-
sors each. We sample data for each predecessor from
a distribution that is a random convex combination of
n modes non-overlapping planted modes. The modes
combine with weights drawn from a symmetric distri-
bution with spread controlled by concentration > 0.
The distribution is uniform for concentration = 1 and
higher values decrease the variance. Intuitively, each
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FIG. 2 Synthetic experiments. (a) A typical example of
X for 2 modes and concentration = 0.5. Predecessors are
ordered by their participation in the first mode. (b) Median
flow overlap as a function of the number of state nodes. (c)
Flow overlap similarity between the state nodes created by
our method (solid) and the baseline (hatched) with the prede-
cessors closest to the planted modes. We distinguish n modes

with colours and concentration with transparency.

predecessor participates exclusively in a single mode for
concentration ≪ 1, and equally in all the modes for
concentration ≫ 1. We vary n modes ∈ {2, 5, 10} and
concentration ∈ {0.5, 1.0, 1.5}, and generate 25 physi-
cal nodes for each pair (see Methods for details).

When n modes = 2, 5, flow overlap (Eq. 8) increases
rapidly until the number of state nodes equals n modes,
reaching a high value that does not improve further with
more state nodes (Fig. 2(b)). This sharp increase to an
optimum is less clear when there are 10 modes. Nonethe-
less, flow overlap reaches reasonably high values of more
than 0.8 with 10 state nodes. As expected, solutions
with fewer than n modes state nodes do better for higher
concentration since the predecessors are more similar.

Since the planted modes are extreme behaviours un-
likely to be observed in the data, we do not want the
state nodes to match them exactly. Instead, we compare
the state nodes to the predecessors which are most simi-
lar to the modes. We calculate the quality of a solution
as the mean flow overlap (Eq. 7) of the best matching.
As a baseline, we randomly generate 50 solutions with
the same number of state nodes (see Methods). Not only
do we out-perform the baseline for all values of the pa-
rameters, but we also achieve objectively high values of
similarity (Fig. 2(c)).

Transit flow through airports

While second-order memory is important in modelling
the flow of passengers through airports [8; 16; 17], fixed
second-order networks can be impractically large and are
prone to overfitting. Here, we investigate whether we
can capture key memory effects with interpretable state
nodes and if our concise network model offers insights
different from a first-order network. We use open source
data from the U.S. Bureau of Transport Statistics to
construct a dataset of around 4.3 million domestic tran-
sits through 435 airports in the United States. We are
interested specifically in the role of airports as transit
hubs and only consider non-return transits of the form
i→ j → k where i ̸= k (see Methods).
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FIG. 3 State nodes and connectivity in the airport
network. (a) Denver with two state nodes. For either
state node, we plot with grey circles the 5 predecessors (resp.

successors) with the highest (X̂in)iα (resp. (X̂out)kα) from
amongst the 20 most-observed predecessors (resp. successors)
of Denver. The state nodes are denoted as blue and orange
squares with edges of the same colour. Dashed (resp. solid)
lines are edges to (from) state nodes. The black star marks
the location of Denver. (b) Gain in 3-leg connectivity (y-
axis) – log10 (ρc/ρfo) – against the distance between o and d
(x-axis) for (o, d) pairs of airports ranked 11-20 by number
of transits. The dashed black line denotes no gain. (c) The
distribution of gain in 3-leg displacement – log10 (δc/δfo) – for
all origin airports except the 10 largest hubs. The dashed
black line denotes no gain. The dashed orange line marks the
mean.

The five largest airports by transit volume – in Atlanta,
Dallas-Fort Worth, Denver, Charlotte, and Chicago – ac-
count for 42% of all transits, making it crucial to cap-
ture potential memory effects in their traffic. However,
they have an average of 170 connections each, and a full
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second-order model is impractical. We explore whether
we can build a more concise model by identifying mean-
ingful modes of behaviour (see SI Sec. II.A). Flow overlap
increases rapidly between rank 1 and rank 2 or 3, indicat-
ing large-scale patterns that can be modelled with only a
few state nodes. For instance, having two state nodes for
Denver increases flow overlap from 0.60 to 0.74 by cap-
turing an intuitive behaviour – passengers arriving from
the east are likely to continue westward and vice-versa
(Fig. 3(a)). We observe similar patterns for the other
large national hubs, revealing that passengers use them
to travel between distant regions.

The inability of a first-order network to model this be-
haviour suggests that adding memory effects would alter
the analysis of connectivity, which is an important fea-
ture of any transport system. We analyse this by con-
structing (1) a first-order network Gfo and (2) a concise
memory network Gc with state nodes for the 10 largest
airports, which account for 57% of the transits (see Meth-
ods). Using a flow overlap threshold of 0.7, Gc has 27
state nodes for these airports and is much smaller than
a network with full second-order models for them, which
would have 1,467 state nodes.

Modelling a passenger’s itinerary as a random walk
on the network, we define 3-leg connectivity ρfo(o, d)
(resp. ρc(o, d)) as the probability that a passenger start-
ing at origin o reaches destination d in 3 or fewer steps
on the first-order (resp. concise) network (see Meth-
ods). Comparing Gc to Gfo, the gain in connectivity
is log10 (ρc/ρfo). For (o, d) pairs in the next 10 largest
airports, the gain (1) increases with the geographic dis-
tance between o and d (Pearson r = 0.88, Kendall
τ = 0.74, both with p-value < 10−16), and (2) is pos-
itive for all pairs of airports more than 2,500 km apart
(Fig. 3(b)). These results are robust to the number of
legs (SI Fig. 12).

Covering larger distances on Gc is not unique to
journeys from big airports. Let δfo(o) (rep. δc(o))
be the expected displacement from origin o after 3
steps on Gfo (resp. Gc). The gain in 3-leg displace-
ment – log10 (δc/δfo) is positive for most origin airports
(Fig. 3(c)). The mean gain = 0.02 is significantly greater
than 0 (one-tailed t-test statistic= 27.2, p-value< 10−16).
By capturing the role of large national hubs in routing
traffic across distant regions, Gc shows that passengers
can travel long distances in a few flights.

Group structure in information flow

Information flow is an important process in the anal-
ysis of social networks, where individuals are modelled
as nodes and their interactions as edges. In reality, peo-
ple interact in many different contexts, and whom you
pass information on to likely depends on whom you got
it from. Using social networks of co-work and friendship

among 71 lawyers at a firm [18], we generate synthetic
trajectories where information received from a friend
(resp. co-worker) is passed on to a friend (resp. co-
worker). From these, we construct (1) the first-order
network Gfo, (2) a concise network Gc with flow over-
lap threshold = 0.9, having 2 state nodes each for 52
individuals, and (3) the second-order network Gso (see
Methods).

Identifying group structures is key to understanding
information spread. We use Infomap [19], a flow-based
community detection tool, to find groups of people within
which information circulates rapidly before spreading to
the rest of the network (see Methods). The three com-
munities of Gfo (Fig. 4(a)) correlate with work-related
metadata. Office location splits the individuals in com-
munity 3 from the rest, who are then divided into litiga-
tors and corporate lawyers (SI Table 4).

For higher-order networks, Infomap works at a state
node level, allowing communities to overlap at physi-
cal nodes [20]. Gc has seven communities (Fig. 4(b)),
of which 2 are very small. Communities 1 - 3 are non-
overlapping and are the same groups of co-workers identi-
fied in Gfo (Fig. 4(c), top). Communities 4 and 5 overlap
with 1 and 2, and are novel to Gc. They are friendship
groups of people who work in the same office, and corre-
spond exactly to communities in the friendship network
(SI Sec. III.C). This analysis shows that Gc effectively
captures overlapping social circles, revealing distinct yet
interconnected groups of friends and co-workers. Despite
having more than 7 times as many nodes, the community
structure of Gso is very similar to that of Gc (Fig. 4(c),
bottom), showing that we can model the important mem-
ory effects with far fewer nodes.

CONCLUSION

We propose a pipeline for constructing concise network
models from path data. Using non-negative matrix fac-
torisation, we create interpretable state nodes that cap-
ture memory effects, identifying large-scale patterns in
second-order dynamics. To prevent overfitting, we incor-
porate Bayesian regularisation and define a simple mea-
sure of model performance to guide the trade-off between
model size and performance. Our approach produces
compact network models that retain important memory
effects in empirical data at a fraction of the cost of full
second-order models.

This work opens up several promising avenues for
future research. The flexibility and scalability of the
pipeline make it well-suited for analysing real-world path
data across diverse domains. A natural extension is to
incorporate the memory effects of higher orders. Simi-
lar tools can be explored to identify non-stationary pat-
terns and to construct compact representations of tem-
poral networks.
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FIG. 4 Group structure of information flow in the social network. Communities identified by Infomap in the (a)
first-order and (b) concise networks. The circles are physical nodes with colours indicating community membership. The
legend includes community sizes, with the two smallest communities with fewer than 5 nodes each in Gc labelled Other. Node
positions are determined by the spring layout applied to Gfo. (c) Jaccard similarity of physical nodes in each community of
Gc (x-axis) with those of Gfo (y-axis, top) and Gso (y-axis, bottom). The width (resp. height) of each cell is proportional to
the size of the community in Gc (resp. Gfo and Gso).

METHODS

Constructing concise networks

The prior

We assume that there are sufficient data that M1 is
a good estimate of first-order transition rates. This as-
sumption is not essential to our framework. For instance,
in cases where data are very sparse, a uniform prior or one
conserving node degree might be more suitable. However,
data that are insufficient to estimate first-order transition
rates are unlikely to be usable for higher-order models.

Leave-one-out cross-validation to pick µ. The choice of the
prior strength is critical, as high values of µ wash out
memory effects while low values fail to remove the noise
from M2. In cases where system knowledge cannot in-
form the choice, we use leave-one-out cross-validation
[21]. From Eq. 3, the likelihood of observing a i→ j → k
in a model trained on all the others is

Aki − 1 + µM1k

ni − 1 + µ
. (10)

We pick the µ that maximises the log-likelihood of every
observed transition in a model trained on all the others,
i.e.

µ∗ = argmax
µ

∑
k,i

Aki log

(
Aki − 1 + µM1k

ni − 1 + µ

)
. (11)

Our choice of leave-one-out cross-validation is motivated
by its closed-form objective function and ease of opti-

misation. Using other methods such as k-fold cross-
validation to estimate the parameter(s) of the prior does
not affect the rest of our method.

Convex NMF to construct state nodes

NMF is a tool to create low-rank approximations with
interpretable factors. The goal of NMF is to obtain fac-
torisations of the form X ≈ X̂ = FG⊤, where F,G ≥ 0.
Convex NMF constrains the space of solutions by requir-
ing the columns of F to lie in the column space of X.
Thus, we search for a factorisation X̂ = XWG⊤, where
W,G⊤ ≥ 0. We use the multiplicative updates from
Ref. [15] to optimise the loss function

||X̂−X||2 =
∑
k,i

(
X̂ki −Xki

)2

. (12)

In each iteration, we update

G← G⊙
√

(X⊤XW)⊘ (GW⊤X⊤XW)

W←W ⊙
√
(X⊤XG)⊘ (X⊤XWG⊤G),

where ⊙ and ⊘ are element-wise multiplication and divi-
sion respectively until the solution converges to the local
optimum (see Ref. [15] for proofs of correctness and con-
vergence). The solution is not unique. For instance, we
can write XWG⊤ = X(WA−1)(GA⊤)⊤ for alternative
solutions with the same loss. Requiring that the matrix
factors are transition matrices eliminates this degeneracy.
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We set

X̂out = XWDW
−1 (13)

X̂in = GDW, (14)

where DW is the diagonal matrix of the column sums of
W. The columns of X̂out are convex combinations of the
columns of X, making X̂out column-stochastic. The row-
sums of X̂in will be close to 1 and we normalise them. For
each r, we pick the solution with the lowest loss amongst
n candidates candidates with different initialisations.

Initialisation. We use the equivalence of Convex NMF to
soft k-means clustering (SI Sec. I.A) to pick good initial
values. We initialise G to a smoothed version of the k-
means clustering of the columns of X into r clusters,

Giα =

{
1, if column i ∈ cluster α

0.2, otherwise.
(15)

We initialise W to a row-normalised version of G.

Convergence. The loss is guaranteed to be non-
increasing under the multiplicative updates[15]. In the
analyses in this work, we declare convergence when the
relative decrease in loss over 10 iterations is less than
10−4.

Trimming the neighbourhood of state nodes

We implement a simple method to trim out low-
importance edges from the neighbourhood of state nodes,
improving the interpretability and sparsity of the net-
work. For a physical node j with rank r, the importance

of state node α to predecessor i is
(
X̂in

)
iα

– the prob-

ability that a trajectory from i passes through α. We
retain edge i→ α if(

X̂in

)
iα
≥ 1

r
× multiplier, (16)

where multiplier is a parameter that controls the strict-
ness of the trimming such that smaller values retain more
edges. Similarly, we keep α→ k if(

X̂out

)
kα∑

β

(
X̂out

)
kβ

≥ 1

r
× multiplier. (17)

Synthetic examples

Synthetic data

We construct physical nodes with 50 predecessors
and successors each by generating synthetic flow using

n modesmodes of behaviour. The modes are uniform dis-
tributions over disjoint equal-sized subsets of the succes-
sors. For instance, when n modes = 5, we partition the
successors into 5 groups of 10 each, and define each mode
as the uniform distribution over the successors in the
corresponding group. For each predecessor, we create a
‘true’ distribution as a convex combination of the modes
with weights drawn from a symmetric Dirichlet distribu-
tion with concentration parameter concentration. In-
creasing concentration decreases variance, making pre-
decessors more similar on average. We generate the
data for each predecessor by sampling its ‘true’ dis-
tribution 1000 times. We vary n modes ∈ {2, 5, 10}
and concentration ∈ {0.5, 1.0, 1.5}, constructing 25 in-
stances for each combination.

Quality of state nodes

Predecessors are likely to be a mixture of modes. Par-
ticularly for larger values of concentration, the planted
modes are not realistic behaviour given the data. There-
fore, it is undesirable for the state nodes to match them
exactly. We evaluate the quality of the state nodes by
comparing them to the set of predecessors that are most
similar to the planted modes.
For each mode, we identify the closest predecessor

by finding the column of X with the highest flow over-
lap. Using the same similarity measure, we find the best
matching of the state nodes to these predecessors and
calculate the mean flow overlap similarity of the matched
pairs.

The baseline. We compare the quality of our solution
with randomly generated ones with the same number of
state nodes. Each state node in the baseline is a convex
combination of the columns ofX with weights distributed
uniformly at random. For each physical node, we gener-
ate 50 instances of the baseline.

Transit flow through airports

Data description

Our dataset is a 10% sample of domestic flight
itineraries in the United States in the first quarter of
20232. We discard all itineraries with just one leg and
parse the rest into transits through each airport. Since
we are interested in the role of airports as transit hubs,

2 Airline Origin and Destination Survey, Bureau of Transportation
Statistics, accessed on 13 June 2024. https://www.transtats.

bts.gov/DataIndex.asp

https://www.transtats.bts.gov/DataIndex.asp
https://www.transtats.bts.gov/DataIndex.asp
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we remove return transits of the form i → j → i. This
leaves 4,340,809 transits between 435 airports. Of these,
379 have transits through them, while the rest only serve
as sources or destinations. We plot the distribution of
transit volume (SI Fig. 1) and the location of the air-
ports (SI Fig. 2) in the SI.

Constructing the networks

We create the first-order network Gfo by setting rank
= 1 for each physical node. For the concise memory net-
work Gc, we create state nodes for the 10 largest transit
hubs (SI Table 1) with flow overlap threshold 0.7. Gc

has 2 state nodes each for Atlanta, Dallas-Fort Worth,
Denver, Charlotte, Chicago, Seattle, and Houston, 3 for
Minneapolis - St Paul, and 5 each for Phoenix and Las
Vegas.

Backboning. We remove low-importance edges in two
stages. First, we trim the neighbourhoods of the state
nodes in Gc with multiplier = 0.05. Next, we use the
Disparity Filter [22] to backbone both networks3 with
a DF score threshold of 0.01 (see SI Sec. II.B). We en-
sure that both networks remain weakly connected. After
backboning, Gfo has 435 nodes and 9,249 edges, and Gc

has 452 nodes and 12,429 edges.

Connectivity analysis

We model an itinerary as a discrete time random walk
on the network. Let Tfo be the row-stochastic adjacency
matrix of Gfo

4.

3-leg connectivity. The probability that a passenger at
origin o reaches destination d in 3 or fewer steps on Gfo

is given by

ρfo(o, d) :=
((

Td
fo

)3)
od

, (18)

where Td
fo is Tfo modified to make d an absorbing state.

Specifically,
(
T d
fo

)
id

= 0 ∀i ̸= d and
(
T d
fo

)
dd

= 1. We
define ρc(o, d) similarly for cases where o and d have only
one state each. In the Results, we investigate the gain in
3-leg connectivity between (o, d) pairs from the airports
ranked 11 - 20 by transit volume (SI Table 2).

3 We use the implementation by Michele Coscia available at https:
//www.michelecoscia.com/?page_id=287.

4 We give the three airports with no out-edges self-loops with
weight = 1.

3-leg displacement. The expected 3-leg displacement
from o for Gfo is

δfo(o) :=
∑
d

(
(Tfo)

3
)
od
× distance(o, d). (19)

We define δc similarly. In the Results, we investigate
the gain in 3-leg displacement for all origins o except the
10 largest airport. In both analyses, we use Haversine
distance to quantify geographic separation.

Group structure in information spread

Data description

The Lazega law firm data [18] contains social networks
of three relationships – co-work, friendship, and advice
– between 71 lawyers at a corporate law firm. We use
metadata on the practice (litigation or corporate) and
office location (Boston, Hartford, or Providence) of the
individuals (SI Table 3).

Synthetic trajectories

We start with two separate social networks Gw of co-
work and Gf of friendship. For simplicity, we make them
undirected by discarding non-reciprocated edges. Gw and
Gf contain 378 and 176 edges respectively, of which 74 are
shared. We generate trigrams i → j → k through every
node j using a second-order Markov process to model in-
formation spreading separately along co-work and friend-
ship links. If i is only a co-worker (resp. friend) of j, k is
chosen uniformly at random from the set of co-workers
(resp. friends). If i is both, k is picked from the disjoint
union of friends and co-workers. For each j, we generate
1000 trigrams from each i.

Constructing the networks

We create Gfo by setting rank = 1 for each physical
node. For Gc, we pick a flow overlap threshold of 0.9 and
create two state nodes each for 52 nodes. The full second-
order network Gso has |i| state nodes for each physical
node, with X̂out = X and X̂out = I, the identity matrix.
We trim the neighbourhoods of the state nodes in both
higher-order networks with multiplier = 0.05. Gfo has
71 nodes and 960 edges, Gc has 123 nodes and 1,293
edges, and Gso has 960 nodes and 12,384 edges.

Community structure

Community detection is a long-studied task in network
science with a plethora of approaches [23]. We use In-
fomap [19], a method designed for networks of flow, and
set its Markov time parameter to 0.9 (see SI Sec. III.A).

https://www.michelecoscia.com/?page_id=287
https://www.michelecoscia.com/?page_id=287
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Infomap works at a state node level, allowing physi-
cal nodes to belong to multiple communities. Viewing a
community as a set of physical nodes, we compare com-
munities in different networks (Fig. 4(c)) using Jaccard
similarity. For sets A and B,

Jaccard similarity(A,B) :=
|A ∩B|
|A ∪B|

. (20)
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Supplementary Information

I. CONSTRUCTING STATE NODES

A. Convex NMF and soft k-means clustering

K-means clustering can be written as a matrix factori-
sation problem, where we want to approximate the data
matrix X as

X ≈ X̂ = FG⊤, (21)

where F has the cluster centroids and G the member-
ships. Convex NMF is analogous to a soft k-means clus-
tering, with cluster centroids in the convex hull of the
data and fuzzy cluster membership. Ref. [28] has a gen-
eral discussion of the relationship between clustering and
NMF.

II. FLIGHT TRANSITS NETWORK
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number of transits (×105)
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Atlanta

Dallas - Fort Worth,
Denver, Charlotte

Chicago

Supplementary Figure 1 Distribution of transit volume.

A. State nodes of the 5 largest hubs

We create models for the five largest airports with 1
- 10 state nodes. We see (1) a steep increase in flow
overlap between ranks 1 and 2, and (2) quite high values
of flow overlap by rank 3 (SI Fig. 3), indicating that
important memory effects can be captured by a few large-
scale patterns. To illustrate these patterns, we visualise
solutions with manually picked number of state nodes –
rank 2 for Dallas, Denver, and Chicago and rank 3 for
Atlanta and Charlotte (Figs 4 - 8).

Alaska
Hawaii

Supplementary Figure 2 Map of airports. A map of all the
airports with at least one transit through them. The size of
the marker indicates the number of transits. For a compact
map, we place Alaska and Hawaii as insets and do not plot the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands.
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Supplementary Figure 3 Creating state nodes for large
airports. Flow overlap (y-axis) as a function of the number
of state nodes (x-axis) for the five largest airports.

a. Each row depicts the locations of a state node’s pre-
decessors (left) and successors (right). Its marker size
indicates the flow from (resp. to) airport to (resp. from)
the hub. The colour of i indicates (X̂in)iα. The colour of
k shows how over-represented it is in the out-distribution
of α compared to the other state nodes:

(X̂out)kα −
∑

α′(X̂out)kα′

r
, (22)

where r is the number of state nodes. The maps
show clear geographic patterns that capture intuitive be-
haviour – passengers use large national hubs to travel be-
tween distant regions. Travellers staying within a region
are probably served by smaller regional hubs or direct
flights.



12

Atlanta
predecessors successors

St
at

e 
1

Alaska
Hawaii

0.0 0.5 1.0

Alaska
Hawaii

0.02 0.00 0.02

St
at

e 
2

Alaska
Hawaii

0.0 0.5 1.0

Alaska
Hawaii

0.01 0.00 0.01

St
at

e 
3

Alaska
Hawaii

0.0 0.5 1.0

Alaska
Hawaii

0.02 0.00 0.02

Supplementary Figure 4 State nodes of Atlanta Predeces-
sors and successors are sized by their traffic with the physical
node and coloured by their importance to the state node. We
explain this in detail in the text.
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Supplementary Figure 5 State nodes of Dallas - Fort
Worth Predecessors and successors are sized by their traf-
fic with the physical node and coloured by their importance
to the state node. We explain this in detail in the text.
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Supplementary Figure 6 State nodes of Denver Predeces-
sors and successors are sized by their traffic with the physical
node and coloured by their importance to the state node. We
explain this in detail in the text.
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Supplementary Figure 7 State nodes of Charlotte Pre-
decessors and successors are sized by their traffic with the
physical node and coloured by their importance to the state
node. We explain this in detail in the text.
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Supplementary Figure 8 State nodes of Chicago Predeces-
sors and successors are sized by their traffic with the physical
node and coloured by their importance to the state node. We
explain this in detail in the text.

B. Constructing the networks

We construct Gfo with 1 state node for each airport,
and Gc with state nodes for the 10 largest airports (flow
overlap threshold = 0.7, Table1). Peaks near 1 in the dis-
tributions of the relative strength of the prior (SI Fig. 9)
show that M2 overfits to some predecessors.

a. Trimming edges At this stage, Gfo has 435 nodes and
10,222 edges, and Gc has 452 nodes and 15,233 edges.
We first trim the neighbourhoods of the state nodes in
Gc using multiplier = 0.05, which removes 1,309 edges.
Next, we apply the Disparity Filter [22] (implementa-
tion by Michele Coscia5) to remove low-importance edges
from both networks.

b. Backboning The DF assigns a score to an edge by
comparing its weight to a degree-preserving null model
that randomises the weight distribution of the edges of
a node. We see a peak near 0 in the distribution of DF
score for both networks 10. Let us define the flow along
edge i→ j as fij = PageRank(i)× wij , where wij is the
weight. This can be viewed as the amount of probability
mass moving along an edge at stationary state6. Thus,∑

i,j fij = 1. In SI Fig. 11, we plot the fraction of edges

and flow retained for DF score threshold ∈ [10−4, 10−1].

5 https://www.michelecoscia.com/?page_id=287
6 Since the networks are not strongly connected, we proxy the
stationary state distribution with PageRank (α = 0.85).

With a threshold of 0.01, Gfo has 435 nodes and 9,249
edges, and Gc has 452 nodes and 12,429 edges. We ensure
that both networks remain weakly connected.

C. Connectivity analysis

Generalising the notation in the main text, we define
ρfo(o, d, t) as the t-leg connectivity from o to d on Gfo.

ρfo(o, d, t) :=
((

Td
fo

)t)
od

, (23)

where Td
fo is Tfo modified to make d an absorbing state.

SI Fig. 12 shows that the analysis in the main text is
robust to t.

III. INFORMATION FLOW NETWORK

A. Community detection

The Map Equation[29] is a function that maps a par-
tition of nodes to the description length of a random
walk on the network using a coding scheme that leverages
group structure. It takes low values for partitions where
the the random walker tends to remain within modules
before spreading to the rest of the network. Infomap[19]
is a greedy algorithm to optimise the Map Equation. In-
fomap works at the level of state nodes, allowing (1)
physical nodes to be in multiple communities and (2)
communities to overlap.

B. Picking Markov time

The Markov time parameter can be used to find group
structure across scales [30] – with lower values creat-
ing finer modules. To pick a scale to focus our analy-
sis on, we explore the community structures for Markov
time ∈ [0.8, 1.15] (SI Fig. 1). As Markov time increases,
the major change for all three networks is the merging
of the blue and orange modules into a single blue one,
which happens at different Markov times for each net-
work. These modules correlate with the metadata. The
merged blue module contains the lawyers in the Boston
and Providence offices, who split into corporate lawyers
(blue) and litigators (orange) when we look for finer com-
munities. We tabulate this for Gc in Table 4. Our focus
rests mainly on the novelty of the pink and red modules
of Gc, which (1) persist across Markov times and (2) have
no equivalent in Gfo. Thus, the choice of Markov time
does not qualitatively affect our analysis. We pick 0.9
since the finer communities provide insight into how in-
dividuals are grouped by work roles, and how friendship
groups bridge these divisions.

https://www.michelecoscia.com/?page_id=287
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IATA code Airport # transits # state nodes flow overlap

ATL Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta 529,581 2 0.76

DFW Dallas/Fort Worth 369,169 2 0.75

DEN Denver 345,731 2 0.74

CLT Charlotte Douglas 343,534 2 0.72

ORD Chicago O’Hare 235,590 2 0.73

PHX Phoenix Sky Harbor 159,261 5 0.70

LAS Harry Reid 145,290 5 0.70

SEA Seattle/Tacoma 140,914 2 0.72

IAH George Bush Intercontinental 116,158 2 0.72

MSP Minneapolis-St Paul 98,626 3 0.73

Supplementary Table 1 Largest transit hubs. The 10 largest airports with number of state nodes and flow overlap in Gc.
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Supplementary Figure 9 Distribution of relative strength of prior

IATA code Airport # transits

SLC Salt Lake City 93,889

LAX Los Angeles 93,849

BWI Baltimore/Washington 90,492

DTW Detroit Metro Wayne County 88,438

MDW Chicago Midway 87,508

DAL Dallas Love Field 80,362

MCO Orlando 78,957

LGA LaGuardia 67,595

DCA Ronald Reagan Washington 66,595

SFO San Francisco 64,417

Supplementary Table 2 Airports ranked 11-20 by transit
volume

Corporate Litigation Total

Boston 19 29 48

Hartford 8 11 19

Providence 3 1 4

Total 30 41 71

Supplementary Table 3 Metadata in the Lazega dataset.
Cross-tabulation of office location (rows) and practice
(columns) of the 71 lawyers in the data.
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Supplementary Figure 10 Distribution of DF score Dis-
tribution of the Disparity Filter score of the edges in the first-
order (left) and concise (right) networks.

C. The communities of Gc

To understand the origins of the community structure
of Gc, we compare it to that of the co-work and friendship
networks Gw and Gf. We find communities correspond-
ing to those of Gc in both networks, albeit for different
Markov times (SI Fig. 2).
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Boston Hartford Providence

Module Corp. Lit. Corp. Lit. Corp. Lit. Total

1 1 29 0 0 0 1 31

2 18 0 1 0 3 0 22

3 0 0 7 11 0 0 18

Total 19 29 8 11 3 1 71

Supplementary Table 4 Community structure and metadata in Gfo. Cross-tabulation of the module (rows) and metadata
on office location and practice (columns) of the nodes in the first-order network. Corp. and lit. stand for corporate and litigation
respectively.
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Supplementary Figure 11 Sweeping DF score threshold
The fraction of edges (left x-axis, circle markers) and flow
(right x-axis, cross markers) retained as a function of thresh-
old for the first-order (blue) and concise (orange) networks.
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Supplementary Figure 12 Gain in connectivity. The gain
in t-leg connectivity (y-axis) for t ∈ [2, 20] against the distance
between o and d (x-axis) for (o, d) pairs of airports ranked 11-
20 by number of transits. The black dashed line denotes no
gain. ∗ : p-value< 10−8.
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Supplementary Figure 1 Community structures across
Markov times. The changes in the community structure of
Gfo (top), Gc (middle) and Gso (bottom) networks for Markov
time ∈ [0.85, 1.15]. Each block represents a module, with the
colours capturing similarity. The width of the blocks and
flow lines indicate the number of (state) nodes. The figures
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Supplementary Figure 2 Origins of the communities of
Gc Jaccard similarity the communities of Gc (y-axis) with
those of Gw at Markov time 1 (x-axis, left) and Gf at Markov
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