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Abstract

Influence maximization in social networks plays a vital role in applications such
as viral marketing, epidemiology, product recommendation, opinion mining, and
counter-terrorism. A common approach identifies seed nodes by first detect-
ing disjoint communities and subsequently selecting representative nodes from
these communities. However, whether the quality of detected communities con-
sistently affects the spread of influence under the Independent Cascade model
remains unclear. This paper addresses this question by extending a previously
proposed disjoint community detection method, termed a-Hierarchical Clus-
tering, to the influence maximization problem under the Independent Cascade
model. The proposed method is compared with an alternative approach that
employs the same seed selection criteria but relies on communities of lower qual-
ity obtained through standard Hierarchical Clustering. The former is referred to
as Hierarchical Clustering-based Influence Mazimization, while the latter, which
leverages higher-quality community structures to guide seed selection, is termed
a-Hierarchical Clustering-based Influence Mazimization. Extensive experiments
are performed on multiple real-world datasets to assess the effectiveness of both
methods. The results demonstrate that higher-quality community structures sub-
stantially improve information diffusion under the Independent Cascade model,
particularly when the propagation probability is low. These findings underscore
the critical importance of community quality in guiding effective seed selection
for influence maximization in complex networks.
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1 Introduction

Influence in social networks has gained significant attention in recent years [1]. This
growing interest has motivated extensive research aimed at understanding how influ-
ence propagates, including the identification of key structural properties such as
opinion leaders and communities of interest. To address these challenges, researchers
have applied various data mining techniques, including community detection and
Influence Maximization (IM). The concept of IM was first introduced by Domin-
gos et al. [2] in the context of viral marketing. Later, Kempe et al. [3] formalized
IM as an optimization problem. Given a positive integer k, the goal is to identify
a seed set S of k influential nodes that maximizes the expected spread of influence.
Kempe et al. also demonstrated that the IM problem is AP-hard and proposed two
widely adopted diffusion models: the Linear Threshold Model (LTM) and the Inde-
pendent Cascade Model (IC). In the IC model, influence spreads over a directed graph
G = (V, E) where each edge (u,v) is associated with an activation probability p.,.
Starting from an initial seed set S, the diffusion unfolds in discrete time steps. At
each step t; (i > 0), newly activated nodes are each given one chance to independently
activate their currently inactive neighbors. A node u attempts to activate a neighbor
v with probability p,.; if successful, v becomes active at time ¢;;1. Regardless of suc-
cess or failure, u cannot attempt to activate v again. The process terminates when
no more activations are possible [4]. Despite its importance, IM remains challeng-
ing due to both computational complexity and the difficulty of selecting high-quality
seed nodes. Kempe et al. [3] proposed the first Greedy algorithm for IM, which iter-
atively adds the node that provides the largest marginal gain in influence spread.
They proved that this algorithm achieves a (1 — 1) ~ 0.63 approximation of the opti-
mal solution. However, the Greedy method is computationally demanding because it
repeatedly simulates the diffusion process. To improve efficiency, Leskovec et al. [5]
introduced the Cost-Effective Lazy Forward (CELF) algorithm, which accelerates the
Greedy procedure by a factor of about 700. Subsequently, Goyal et al. [6] proposed
CELF++, which further improves runtime performance. Borgs et al. [7] then intro-
duced the Reverse Influence Sampling (RIS) framework, providing a more scalable
alternative to Greedy-based methods. Beyond these approaches, several IM methods
rely on community detection. In social networks, a community is a group of users who
share common interests or characteristics. In graph theory, it refers to a set of vertices
that are densely connected internally but sparsely connected to the rest of the graph.
Community-based IM methods exploit these structural properties to guide seed selec-
tion. For example, Bouyer et al. [8] proposed a method using overlapping communities
to select influential overlapping nodes. Chen et al. [9] introduced the Community-based
Influence Maximization (CIM) framework, which uses Hierarchical Clustering (HC)
under the Heat Diffusion Model (HDM) [10]. Numerous recent influence maximization
approaches rely on community detection as a foundation, including [11-14]. Recently,
I improved the HC method by proposing a new similarity measure called a-Structural
Similarity (a-2S), which accounts for both common neighbors and the interconnection
between them. This led to the development of the a-Hierarchical Clustering (a-HC)
algorithm, which replaces the traditional Structural Similarity (2S) measure with a-2S
[15]. However, it remained unclear whether the higher-quality community structures



produced by a-HC consistently affect the spread of influence and lead to more effec-
tive seed selection under the Independent Cascade (IC) model [3]. To address this
question, I extend the a-HC framework to the influence maximization problem and
introduce two methods for comparison: Hierarchical Clustering-based Influence Maxi-
mization (HCIM), which relies on standard HC with lower-quality communities, and
a-Hierarchical Clustering-based Influence Mazimization (a-HCIM), which leverages
the higher-quality community structures detected by a-HC to guide seed selection.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the formal
notations. Section 3 presents the proposed a-HCIM approach. Section 4 describes my
experiments on real-world social networks. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper and
outlines future research directions.

2 Formal notations

Consider an undirected graph G = (V, E), where V is the set of vertices, and E is
the set of edges. The set of neighbors of a node u € V is defined as Nei(u) =
{v | (u,v) € E}. The degree of v € V is then |Nei(u)|. G can be divided into
numerous subgroups called communities, denoted by Co = {c1,ca, ..., ¢m}. Let dmax
be the maximum degree of G, i.e, dynax = max|yeiw) {u € V'}. Given a set of nodes
X CV, asubgraph induced by X, denoted as Gx = (X, Ex), is a graph over X s.t.
Ex = {(u,v) € E|u,v € X}. Besides, let dy, be the average number of neighbors
of all the vertices in X, i.e., dgy = ‘71| > uex INei(u)|. Let ¢(S) represent the final
active set produced by the stochastic diffusion model, specifically the IC model.
Additionally, let denote o(S) = E(|¢(5)|) as the influence spread of set S. This
indicates the average size of the final active sets the expected size of the final active
sets. Let consider L be the path between the nodes u and v, then, d(u,v) is called the
distance between u and v defined as d(u,v) = min,,—1{L = (v1,v2,...,0y) s.t. v1 =
Uy, Oy =0, V1<i<m, (vi,v;41) € E}. The coverage of a node u € V is defined
as N%u) = {v € V | d(u,v) < 0} U {u}. Further, denote sizeCom(u) = |¢| where
u € ¢ and ¢ € Cg the size of the community which u belongs to it. A node u is called
an overlapping node if 3 ¢;,¢; € Cg, 1 < i < j < m s.t. ¢; N Nei(u) # 0 and
¢; N Nei(u) # 0.

Definition 1 (Influence Maximization problem [3]). Given an undirected graph G =
(V,E) and k > 0. Find a seed set S CV where |S| =k and k < |V| s.t. VS CV
where |S'| =k, I have o(S) > o(95’).

3 An Influence maximization approach based on
a-HC

In this section, a~-HC method [15] is extended for the influence maximization prob-
lem, referred to a-HCIM. Overlapping nodes can be added in the seed set because
they can link several communities in such a way that it contributes to the effective
propagation of information. However, not all overlapping nodes have the same impor-
tance and then I propose a novel score called propagator-score which is described



in the definition that follows.

Definition 2 (propagator-score). Let G = (V| E) be an undirected graph. Let v € V
be an overlapping node, and G o) = (N9 (v), Eno)) the subgraph induced by N (v)
then the propagator-score noted score(v) is defined as :

score(v) = Z |Nei(u) N Nei(w)] (1)

(w,w) € Eno,y

Example 1. Consider the undirected graph shown in Figure 1.

Supposing that v and ¢ are overlapping nodes and 6 = 2, then:

N?(v) = {v,a,e,i,b,m, j,c,d}
N2(¢) = {c,a,v, f,d, b, g}

then :

Fig. 1. Example for calculating the score of the nodes v and ¢ with 6 = 2.

In example 1, based on the scores, node v appears to be more important than node
c for selection in the seed set. This is because the score calculates the sum of common
neighbors for each pair of nodes linked by an edge in the subgraph induced by N?(v),
which plays a role in mitigating conflicts during the propagation of information. The
node with the minimum score is selected to be a candidate in the seed set. When this
sum is minimized, it helps to avoid these conflicts. Indeed, let assume that node c is
selected in the seed set. Consider a scenario where both nodes f and d simultaneously
receive information from node c at time t. In this situation, an information propagation
conflict arises because node g will subsequently receive information from both nodes
f and d at time t 4+ 1. These conflicts result in a reduction in the number of impacted
nodes that successfully receive the information. In the proposed approach, I begin with
a set of communities called Cg. I then perform a decomposition into two new sets.



The first set consists of communities with a single node, while the second set contains
the remaining communities.

Algorithm 1 o-HCIM

Require: G(V, E),a, k

Ensure: S

Ca <= a-HC

S<0

Co={Vec, €Cqlleol =1}

Cbﬂi{VCbECG | |Cb| > 1}

while |S| < k and Cy, # 0 do
for ¢, € Cp, do

no < argmax o({u})
uecy

: S < SUno
9: Cp <= Cp \ S
10: end for
11: end while
12: while |S| < k do
13; n< argmin score(uo)

Uo€Co, Co€CH

14; S < Su{n}
15: Co=1¢o\ S
16: end while
17: while True do

IR A A

18: ny < argmin score(u,)
UoECo, Co€C,
19; spready <= o(S)
20: ng < argmin sizeCom(u)
u€S

21: S < S\ {na}
22: S<Su{ni}
23: spreads <= o(S)
24: if spreads > spread; or C, = () then
25: break

26: end if

27: S< S \ {nl}
28: S« SuU {TLQ}
29: C, < C, \ {nl}
30: end while

31: return S

Subsequently, I apply a sorting operation to the second set, arranging the com-
munities in descending order based on their respective sizes. Significantly, larger
communities are of greater importance due to their critical role in information prop-
agation. Following this sorting process, for each community within the second set, I



select the node that maximizes propagation within the subgraph induced by the com-
munity set under the IC model. If the size of the seed set remains below k, I then
select the remaining nodes from the set of single-node communities using the prop-
agator score. A node is chosen if it has the minimum value of the propagator score.
After this selection process, I make a small enhancement to the seed set. Specifically,
I compute the spreading rate of the seed set. Subsequently, I remove the last node
added to the seed set. This node is either selected from the smallest community or
the set of single-node communities or selected from larger communities but with less
expected information spread value, compared with the nodes selected before it. The
removed node is replaced with a node selected from the set of single-node communi-
ties. I then recompute the seed set. If the spreading rate is higher than before, I retain
the current seed set as the final result. If not, I search for an alternative seed set. It
should be noted that the HCIM approach follows exactly the same methodology as a-
HCIM, which is formally presented in Algorithm 1, with the sole difference being that
communities are detected using the standard HC method instead of a-HC. In other
words, for HCIM, C¢ < HC, whereas for a-HCIM, Cg < o-HC.

Complexity analysis.
The a-HC requires O(|V|d3, ... + 4|E|| X |daw + (|E| + [V])|V]) [15]. Let consider r as

the number of Monte Carlo simulations then the IC model takes O(rk|E|) time to
estimate the influence spread [16] [17]. Besides, when given a set X C V, extracting
the subgraph induced by X requires O(|X|?) [18]. Moreover, for the first while loop,
let assume that |S| = ki. Let consider B C N?(u,) and D C NZ?(u,) such that
B # D. Furthermore, let consider m; as the subgraph’s edges number induced by
¢p. Finally, let denote a community ¢ € Cg. Then, a—HCIM requires O(F') where
F = (k1| Col(le]? + leolrms)) + (k = k1)|Co| (IN?(uo)|* + | By, Imin(| B| + | D)) +
|Co|(ICo|(|N? (o) | + | Enz2(u,) |min(| B| +|DI)) + 2kr|E| + k|c||Cg|). The complexity is
polynomial and is moderately high, which indicates that IM is an A"P-hard problem
that can always be improved on the runtime side.

4 Experiments

This section presents the experiments the influence maximization. Table 1 illustrates
the datasets utilized.

Table 1. Real-world networks.

Datasets Nodes/Edges Source
Karate 34/78 [19]
Dolphin 62/159 [20]
Books 105/441 [21]
Email-Eu-Core  1005/25571 [22]
Facebook-artist ~ 50515/819306 (23]




To answer my question, I performed two kinds of experiments. ! In the first phase
of the experiment, I compared a-HCIM and HCIM, with a set to 1. Both methods
employed the same criteria for selecting seed nodes, but HCIM relied on Hierarchical
Clustering (HC) [9]. I tested these approaches on two small-world datasets, namely the
Karate network and the Dolphin network. I varied the probability parameter p of the
IC model, from 0.1 to 0.9 while keeping k constant where k < |V'| (specifically, k = 4).
It should be noted that the number of Monte Carlo simulations for IC model was set
to 100 (r = 100). For experimental reasons, I fixed § = 2. Additionally, I performed
experiments by fixing the value of p (specifically, p = 0.1) and varying k from 4 to 10.
In the second phase of the experiment, I set the value of p to the lowest probability
(p = 0.1). My goal was to evaluate the performance of these approaches under the most
challenging scenarios of the IC diffusion model, where information propagates very
slowly. I compared a-HCIM and HCIM with other datasets. I selected various networks
based on their sizes, particularly focusing on the number of edges. In my experiments,
I opted for three small-world datasets (Karate, Books, and Dolphin), one moderate
dataset (Email-Eu-Core), and one large dataset (Facebook-artist). The selection of
Facebook-artist as the large dataset was primarily due to the computational demands
of Monte Carlo simulations. To ensure fairness in evaluation across datasets with
different sizes, I set £k = 10. I also compared a-HCIM with two other well-known
approaches called CELF [5] and Greedy [3] known for achieving high information
spread for an approximation near to 1 — % compared with the optimal solution. My
comparison was based on the expected information spread and running time. These
experiments were conducted on a machine with a 4-Core E5-2637 CPU (3.5GHz) and
128GB of RAM. It should be noted that the maximum allowable running time delay
was 168 hours.

Firstly, I compared 1-HCIM to HCIM in terms of expected information spread
and running time. I selected the Karate and the Dolphin networks because 1-HCIM
performed better than HCIM in the phase of community detection. I aimed to deter-
mine whether the community quality could enhance information spread under the
same selection criteria and using the same diffusion model, specifically the IC model.
Figures 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 illustrate the obtained results.

L The source code is available at: https://github.com/2x254/Influence- Maximization
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Fig. 9. 1-HCIM vs HCIM on Dolphins dataset based on running time in seconds with
p=0.1.

On the information spreading side, histograms reveal that for k = 4 and p < 0.3, 1-
HCIM exhibits a better information spread compared to HCIM, or at least, it matches
HCIM’s performance. This finding holds particular interest in the context of the IC
model, where information propagation is notably slow. However, if p > 0.3 or k # 4,
1-HCIM performs similarly overall, occasionally displaying slight improvements or
setbacks. On the running time side, HCIM generally outperforms 1-HCIM due to
its use of the 1-HC community detection approach, which comes with higher time
complexity, particularly the 1-2S similarity.

Despite the significance of running time considerations, my primary focus in this
paper is to address the question of whether the enhancement in information spread is
contingent on the quality of the identified communities. To gain further insight into

11



this question, I conducted additional comparisons on different datasets during the
second phase of the experiment. Secondly, I maintained p = 0.1 and I set £ = 10.
I conducted an initial comparison between 1-HCIM and HCIM. On the aspect of
expected information spread, table 2 demonstrates that 1-HCIM outperforms HCIM
on the Books network, Dolphin network, and Facebook-artist network with differences
of 1, 1, and 888 active nodes, respectively. However, HCIM performs better on the
Email network and the Karate network, with differences of 1 and 1, respectively. Based
on the results obtained from the first and second phases of the experiment, I can infer
that enhancing the community quality can improve information spread, especially
when p has a lower value within the IC model. However, it’s important to note that
this improvement may not be consistent across all scenarios. Regarding the running
time, HCIM generally outperforms 1-HCIM, but there are instances where 1-HCIM is
faster than HCIM, such as on the Dolphin and Email networks.

Furthermore, I conducted a second comparison between 1-HCIM, CELF, and the
GREEDY approach, and the results are presented in Tables 3 and 4. In terms of run-
ning time, 1-HCIM outperforms all other approaches across all datasets. However,
regarding information spread, 1-HCIM exhibits a minor setback with only a modest
difference. On the other hand, CELF and GREEDY face scalability issues, as demon-
strated by exceeding the timeout during the execution on the Facebook-artist dataset
without producing results.

Table 2. 1-HCIM vs. HCIM based on expected information spread and running
time(s) with £ = 10 and p = 0.1.

1-HCIM HCIM
Datasets

Running time(s) a(S) Running time (s) a(S)

Karate 0.6 14 0.4 15

Books 4.4 32 2.73 31

Dolphin 0.8 19 1.07 18
Email-Eu-Core 551.89 694 637.15 695
Facebook-artist 24665.26 30633 4484.54 29745

Table 3. 1-HCIM vs.CELF vs. GREEDY based on expected information spread with
k=10 and p =0.1.

Comparison based on o(S)

Datasets 1-HCIM CELF GREEDY
Karate 14 15 15
Books 32 34 34

Dolphin 19 18 19
Email-Eu-Core 694 702 702
Facebook-artist 30633 - -
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Table 4. 1-HCIM vs.CELF vs. GREEDY based on running time(s) with k£ = 10 and
p=0.1.

Comparison based on running time(s)

Datasets 1-HCIM CELF GREEDY
Karate 0.6 0.99 6.23
Books 4.4 10.31 64.43
Dolphin 0.8 2.61 16.01

Email-Eu-Core 551.89 3419.6 18402,01
Facebook-artist 24665.26 - -

5 Conclusion

In summary, in this paper In this work, I extended the a-HC approach to the influ-
ence maximization problem under the Independent Cascade (IC) model, resulting in
the proposed framework a-HCIM. Experimental results show that, particularly when
the IC model operates with a low propagation probability p, higher-quality commu-
nity structures can significantly improve the spread of information. However, this
improvement is not guaranteed in all scenarios. As future work, I plan to evaluate
the performance of a-HCIM under additional diffusion models, such as the Linear
Threshold Model and the Heat Diffusion Model.
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