arXiv:2108.11043v1 [physics.soc-ph] 25 Aug 2021

Identifying super-spreaders in information-epidemic coevolving dynamics on multiplex networks

Qi Zeng^{a,1}, Ying Liu^{a,1,∗}, Ming Tang^{b,c}, Jie Gong^a

aSchool of Computer Science, Southwest Petroleum University, Chengdu 610500, P. R. China bSchool of Physics and Electronic Science, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200241, China cShanghai Key Laboratory of Multidimensional Information Processing, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200241, China

Abstract

Identifying super-spreaders in epidemics is important to suppress the spreading of disease especially when the medical resource is limited. In the modern society, the information on epidemics transmits swiftly through various communication channels which contributes much to the suppression of epidemics. Here we study on the identification of super-spreaders in the information-disease coupled spreading dynamics. Firstly, we find that the centralities in physical contact layer are no longer effective to identify super-spreaders in epidemics, which is due to the suppression effects from the information spreading. Then by considering the structural and dynamical couplings between the communication layer and physical contact layer, we propose a centrality measure called coupling-sensitive centrality to identify super-spreaders in disease spreading. Simulation results on synthesized and real-world multiplex networks show that the proposed measure is not only much more accurate than centralities on the single network, but also outperforms two typical multilayer centralities in identifying super-spreaders. These findings imply that considering the structural and dynamical couplings between layers is very necessary in identifying the key roles in the coupled multilayer systems.

Keywords: multiplex network, information-disease coupled spreading dynamics, super-spreader, coupling-sensitive centrality PACS: 89.75.Fb, 87.23.Ge, 89.75.-k

1. Introduction

Identification of the most important nodes in complex networks is an active field in network science [1, 2]. The important nodes in different contexts have their specific implications, such as the opinion leaders that can influence the public views in the social media [3], the critical neurons and regions in brain networks associated with brain functions [4], the most influential spreaders that can maximize information diffusion or epidemic spreading [5–7], and the articulation nodes that maintain the integrity and connectivity of networks [8–10]. The most commonly used method to identify important nodes in networks is the use of centrality measures which evaluate nodes’ importance from the local or global structure of the networks, such as degree [11], eigenvector centrality [12], closeness centrality [13], betweenness centrality [14], PageRank [15], k-shell index obtained from k-core decomposition [16] and the nonbacktracking centrality [17]. The centrality-based methods are very successful and find their wide applications in identifying kinds of important nodes [18, 19].

In spreading dynamics, the most important nodes called influential spreaders or super-spreaders are nodes which can induce the largest outbreak sizes when the spreading originates from them. As control of epidemics is a major challenge the human beings are facing with [20, 21], identification of influential spreaders is a key step in optimizing the available resources and ensuring more efficient control strategy [6]. A great many of methods are proposed to

∗Corresponding author Email address: shinningliu@163.com (Ying Liu) 1These authors contributed equally to this paper.

Preprint submitted to Elsevier January 3, 2022

identify influential spreaders [22–26]. However these progresses are mostly in single layer networks, while some real complex systems are better represented as multilayer networks [27]. For example an individual may have relationships with others in different ways, either being friends, colleagues, schoolmates, or doing business, which is a multilayer network [28]. Integrating these different types of interactions into a single network may lose some critical information of the system. The multilayer network approach is adopted in understanding the robustness of infrastructures [29, 30], coevolving spreading dynamics of information and epidemics [31], evolutionary games [32], functions of brain [33] and stability of economical and financial systems [34].

When an epidemic outbreaks in the contact population, information on the epidemic is easily transmitted through kinds of channels, such as the online social platform and mobile communication network. The information on epidemic disease promotes people to adopt self-protection measures to reduce their risks of being infected, thus helping to suppress the diffusion of epidemic. Meanwhile, the wide spread of epidemic further enhances the spreading of information [35]. These can be considered as two processes on a two-layer multiplex network where the information diffuses on the communication layer and the disease spreads on the physical contact layer, and nodes are the individuals [31]. It is found that the asymmetrical interplay between layers has significant impact on the spreading dynamics on top of the multiplex networks, such as changing the epidemic threshold and suppressing the infected population in the stationary state [36–39]. As for searching for the influential spreaders, it is natural to consider that the spreading influence of a node in the physical contact layer will be reduced due to the information spreading on the communication layer, but the extent of reduction depends on the structure and dynamics on the communication layer.

To address the issue of identifying the most important nodes in multiplex networks, a lot of centralities and methods are proposed, such as the multiplex PageRank [40, 41], multiplex eigenvector centrality [42, 43], multiplex betweenness [44], tensor-decomposition based methods [45], and methods based on the local or global structure of the networks [46–48]. These methods provide more accurate rankings than approaches based on the aggregated networks or single-layer networks. However, these methods mainly focus on the multilayer structure, while neglecting the dynamical couplings between layers. Researches have pointed out that the influence of a node in the spreading process is a result of the interplay between dynamics and network structure [49, 50], and dynamic-sensitive measures are more efficient in identifying super-spreaders than structural measures in single networks and interconnected networks [51, 52].

In this paper, we work on identifying the most influential spreaders in the coupled information-epidemic dynamics. By considering three dynamical and structural couplings between two layers, which are the two-layer relative spreading rate, the inter-layer coupling strength and the inter-layer degree correlation, we propose a measure called coupling-sensitive centrality (CS) to identify super-spreaders in the coevolving dynamics on multiplex networks. Simulation results show that the CS centrality is not only much more accurate than the centralities of degree, eigenvector centrality, k-shell index and PageRank in the contact layer, but is also more accurate than two typical multiplex centralities, which are the multiplex PageRank and multiplex eigenvector centrality. While being applied to a variety of real-world multiplex networks, the proposed measure also works well, implying that considering the couplings between layers is crucial in finding key nodes in multilayer systems.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we give the preliminaries. In section 3, we propose the coupling-sensitive centrality. In section 4, we represent the effectiveness of the proposed centrality in synthesized networks and real-world networks. Finally we give a conclusion in section 5.

2. Preliminaries

In this part, we first describe the information-epidemic coupled spreading model on a two-layer multiplex network. Then we give a brief description of the benchmark centralities of degree, eigenvector centrality, k-shell index and PageRank on single layer network, and the multiplex PageRank and multiplex eigenvector centrality on multiplex network, which are used as competitors to our measure to identify super-spreaders. Finally we give the definition of the imprecision function and Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient, which are two methods to evaluate the performance of different measures in identifying super-spreaders.

2.1. The coupled information-epidemic model on multiplex network

To describe the information-epidemic coevolving dynamics, we use the SIR-SIRV spreading model in ref. [38]. In this model, a multiplex network is composed of two layers where the nodes represent individuals and links represent

Figure 1: The schematic representation of the information-epidemic coupled dynamics on a multiplex network. Layer A is the communication network where information spreads, and layer B is the physical contact network where disease spreads. (a) At t = 0, a node is informed and infected and all other nodes are in susceptible states in both layers. The informed and infected node transmits information and disease to its neighbors in layer A and B respectively with rate λ_A and λ_B. (b) The informed node in layer A makes its counterpart in layer B be vaccinated with rate λ_{AB}, and the infected node in layer B makes its counterpart in layer A be informed with rate λ_{BA}.

their interactions. The information spreads on the upper communication layer A and the disease spreads on the bottom physical contact layer B. In the communication layer, the classical susceptible-infected-recovered (SIR) model is used to describe the information spreading process. In the SIR model, a node can be in one of the three states: susceptible (S), infected or informed in information spreading (I) and recovered (R). At each time step, an I-state node infects or informs all its susceptible neighbors with rate β_A and then recovers with rate μ_A. The spreading stops until there is no I-state node in the network. In the physical contact layer where disease spreads, the same SIR dynamics are adopted with an additional state vaccinated (V), where nodes of V-state will neither be infected nor transmit disease. The disease transmission rate is β_B and the recovering rate of infected nodes is μ_B. The effective transmission rates for layer A and B are respectively λ_A = β_A/μ_A and λ_B = β_B/μ_B.

The dynamical coupling of the two layers is as follows. For an informed node i_A in layer A, if its counterpart i_B in layer B is in S-state, then i_B transfers to state V with immunization rate λ_{AB}. This immunization rate represents the willingness or capability of the informed individuals to get vaccinated. The larger λ_{AB} is, the more counterparts of the informed nodes will get vaccinated and the suppression effect from information layer is more significant. For an infected node j_B in layer B, if its counterpart j_A in layer A is in S-state, then j_A transfers to state I with rate λ_{BA}. The λ_{BA} represents the probability that an infected individual is aware of the epidemic or is willing to transmit information on it. The larger λ_{BA} is, the more nodes in layer A become aware of the epidemic and the information spreads more widely. A schematic representation of the SIR-SIRV model is shown in Fig. 1.

In simulations, each layer of the multiplex network is a scale-free network with power law degree distribution p(k) ∼ k^{−γ}. We generate layer A from the uncorrelated configuration model (UCM) with the number of nodes N = 10000, the power exponent γ = 2.6 and the average degree < k >= 6. The minimal degree is set as k_{min} = 3 and the maximal degree is set as k_{max} = √ N. Then we generate layer B by keeping the same node sets of layer A.

The degree sequence of layer B is generated by copying the degree sequence of layer A first and then exchanging the degrees of randomly selected pairs of nodes until the specified inter-layer degree correlation is reached. The multiplex network is thus a set of nodes with two different types of connections represented by two layers. The inter-layer degree correlation of the two layers is quantified by the Spearman rank correlation coefficient [53].

Definition 2.1. Inter-layer degree correlation. The inter-layer degree correlation is defined as

m_s = 1 − 6

�_{Ni=1} Δ^2_i N(N^2 − 1)

, (1)

where N is the number of nodes, Δ_i is the rank difference of node i in two ordered sequences ranked by degree in layer A and layer B respectively. m_s ranges in [-1,1]. If the degrees of nodes in two layers are positively correlated, m_s → 1. If the degrees of nodes in two layers are negatively correlated, m_s → −1. If the degrees of nodes in two layers are uncorrelated, m_s → 0. The degree correlation of a node in two layers has a potential impact on the spreading influence of the node in the contact layer. From the centrality’s perspective, a node with larger degree has a greater spreading influence in the network. For nodes with the same degree in the contact layer B, their degrees in the communication layer A imply different suppression effects of information on epidemic spreading, making the centrality in the contact layer be unable to predict the spreading influence of nodes in disease spreading.

In the coevolving dynamics, initially a seed node is infected on layer B and its counterpart in layer A is informed. The information and disease spread in layer A and layer B respectively until a final state is reached. As we focus on disease spreading, we take the proportion R_i of recovered nodes in the contact layer in the steady state as the spreading influence of the seed node i. The disease transmission rate λ_B is set to be 0.13 for the synthesized network which is three times of the epidemic threshold of layer B. As indicated in ref. [54], the transmission rate will not impact the relative ranking of node influence if it is above the epidemic threshold and within a few times of epidemic threshold. The recovery rates are set as μ_A = μ_B = 1 for simplicity. The relative spreading rate of layer A and layer B is γ^λ_{AB} = λ_A/λ_B, which reflects the dynamical coupling of the two layers. If γ^λ_{AB} = λ_A/λ_B is large enough, we can consider that the information spreads first and the disease spreads on the residual network after vaccination. All results in simulations are obtained by averaging over 100 runs.

2.2. Competitor centralities 2.2.1. Centralities on single-layer network

Consider a network G(V, E), where V is the set of nodes, E is the set of edges, and N = |V| is the number of nodes. The adjacent matrix of G is A_{N∗N} = a_{i j}, where a_{i j} = 1 if there is an edge between node i and j, otherwise a_{i j} = 0. The degree k quantifies how many direct neighbors a node has, which is k_i =

�_{j∈V\i} a_{i j}. Degree is the simplest centrality measure in quantifying node importance.

Definition 2.2. Eigenvector centrality. The eigenvector centrality of node i is defined as

e_i = λ^{−1} N� n=1 a_{i j}e_j, (2)

which gives λe = Ae in matrix notation. Here e is the right leading eigenvector corresponding to the largest eigenvalue λ of the adjacent matrix A. The eigenvector centrality takes into account both the quantity and quality of neighbors in determining the importance of a node.

Definition 2.3. K-shell index. The k-shell index ks is obtained in the k-shell decomposition process. Initially, nodes with degree k = 1 are removed from the network together with their links. After removing all nodes with k = 1, some nodes initially with degree more than one may have only one link left. Continue to remove them until no node with degree one is left. The removed nodes are assigned a k-shell value ks = 1. Then nodes with degree k ≤ 2 are removed in the same way and given a value ks = 2. The pruning process continues until all nodes are removed and given a ks value. Nodes with large ks are considered to be in the core of the network and are super-spreaders.

Definition 2.4. PageRank Centrality. The PageRank centrality is famous for its success in the web ranking technology used by Google corporation. It is defined as

PR_i(t) = (1 − c) N� j=1 a_{i j}

PR_j(t − 1)

k^{out}_j + c N , (3)

where k^{out}_j is the out-degree of a neighbor node j, and c is a free parameter to represent the random jump of users not visiting along the links. The algorithm iterates until a steady-state and the PR_i for each node is obtained.

2.2.2. Centralities on multiplex network

First we introduce the Functional Multiplex PageRank (FMPR) defined in ref. [41], which is a generation of PageRank centrality to the multiplex networks. This centrality considers the weights of different types of connections between two nodes. Suppose a multiplex network −→ G = (G_1, G_2, ..., G_M) is composed of a set V of N nodes and M layers. Each layer is G_α = (V, E_α), where E_α is the set of edges in layer α and α = 1, 2, ..., M. The adjacent matrix element a^α_{i j} = 1 if node i and j has a link in layer α, otherwise a^α_{i j} = 0. To characterize the multiplex network with overlap, a vector called multilink −→m^{i j} is defined, where −→m^{i j} = (m_1, m_2, ..., m_M) has elements m_α = 0, 1. The number of possible types of multilink is 2^M. A pair of nodes i and j are connected by a multilink −→m^{i j} if and only if −→mi j = (a[1]_{i j} , a[2]_{i j} , ..., a[M]_{i j} ). Then the multiadjacency matrices A^{−→}m defines the connection of nodes with multilink −→mi j,

with elements A^{−→m}_{i j} = 1 if the node pair i and j is connected by a multilink −→m^{i j}, otherwise A^{−→m}_{i j} = 0. Therefore A^{−→m}_{i j} can be expressed as

A^{−→m}_{i j} = M� α=1 [m_αa^{[α]}_{i j} + (1 − m_α)(1 − a^{[α]}_{i j} )]. (4)

For the two-layer multiplex network the multi-adjacent matrices are

A^{(1,0)}_{i j} = a^{[1]}_{i j} (1 − a^{[2]}_{i j} )

A^{(0,1)}_{i j} = (1 − a^{[1]}_{i j} )a^{[2]}_{i j}

A^{(1,1)}_{i j} = (a^{[1]}_{i j} a^{[2]}_{i j} ). (5)

Definition 2.5. The Functional Multiplex PageRank centrality X_i(z) of node i is defined as

X_i(z) = ~α N� j=1 A^{−→mi j}_{i j} z^{−→mi j} 1 k_j

X_j + βv_i, (6)

where ~α is the possibility that in the steady state a random walker jumps from node j to a neighbor i, otherwise it jumps to a randomly connected node in the multiplex network. z is a tensor with elements z^{−→m} ≥ 0 associated to every type of multilink −→m representing its influence, and z^{−→0} = 0. A random walker jumps to a neighbor along the multilink −→m with probability proportional to z. In Eq. (6),

k_j = N� i=1 A^{−→mi j}_{i j} z^{−→mi j} + δ_{0,}�N_{i=1 A}−→_mi j_{i j z}−→_mi j ,

β = 1 N N� i=1 [(1 − ~α)(1 − δ_{0,}�N_{i=1 A}−→_mi j_{i j z}−→_mi j ) + δ_{0,}�N_{i=1 A}−→_mi j_{i j z}−→_mi j ]X_j,

v_i = θ( N� i=1 A^{−→mi j}_{i j} z^{−→mi j} + N� i=1 A^{−→m ji}_{ji} z^{−→mi j} ).

(7)

Here δ_{x,y} is the Kronecker delta and θ(x) is the Heaviside step function. The Functional Multiplex PageRank centrality X_i(z) of node i depends on the values of z. In our calculations for the two layer network, we use a z^{1,0} = z^{0,1} = z^{1,1} = 1 to represent an equal importance of each type of the multilinks.

The second multiplex centrality used in this manuscript is the Global Heterogenous Eigenvector-like centrality (GHEC) proposed in ref. [42]. This centrality takes into account the contribution of neighbors from all layers and the mutual influence between layers. Consider an M ∗ M influence matrix W where the non-negative elements w_{αβ} represents the influence of the layer β on layer α, which is

W = � � � � � � w_{11} · · · w_{1M} . . .. . . . w_{M1} · · · w_{M,M}

� � � � � � , (8) and a N ∗ NM matrix A = (A_1|A_2|...|A_M). Then A^⊗ is the Khatri-Rao product of the matrices W and A, which is

A^⊗ =

� � � � � � � � � w_{11} A_1 w_{12} A_2 · · · w_{1M} A_M

w_{21} A_1 w_{22} A_2 · · · w_{2M} A_M . . . . .. . . . w_{M1} A_1 w_{M2} A_2 · · · w_{MM} A_M

� � � � � � � � � . (9)

The Global Heterogenous Eigenvector-like centrality of the multiplex network −→ G is the positive and normalized eigen-

vector c^⊗ ∈ R^{NM} of the matrix A^⊗. If one introduces the notation

c^⊗ =

� � � � � � � � � c^⊗_1

c^⊗_2 . . c^⊗_M

� � � � � � � � � (10)

with vectors c^⊗_1 , ..., c^⊗_m ∈ R^N , then the Global Heterogenous Eigenvector-like centrality matrix of −→ G is given by C^⊗ =

(c^⊗_1 |c^⊗_2 |...|c^⊗_M) ∈ R^{N∗M} . The information contained in the vectorial-type centrality should be aggregated to associate

a number to each node, which is C =

�_{Mj=1} c^⊗_j , where C ∈ R^{N∗1} and the ith-row C_i is the Global Heterogeneous

Eigenvector-like centrality of node i in the multiplex network.

2.3. Evaluation methods

To evaluate the performance of measures in identifying super-spreaders, we use the imprecision function [6] and

the Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient [55]. The imprecision function quantifies how close to the optimal spreading

is the average spreading of pN nodes with the highest centrality.

Definition 2.6. Imprecision function. The imprecision function is defined as

ε(p) = 1 −

M(p)

M_{e f f} (p)

, (11)

where p is the fraction of nodes considered (p ∈ [0, 1]). M(p) is the average spreading influence of pN nodes with the

highest centrality, and M_{e f f} (p) is the average spreading influence of pN nodes with the highest spreading influence.

A smaller ε value indicates a more accurate centrality to identify super-spreaders.

Definition 2.7. Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient. The Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient is used to measure

correlation between two rankings which is defined as

τ(r_1, r_2) =

K(r_1, r_2) − K^′ (r_1, r_2)

n(n − 1)/2

, (12)

where K(r_1, r_2) is the number of node pairs that appear in the concordant ordering in the ranking lists r_1 and r_2, and

K^′ (r_1, r_2) is the number of node pairs that appear in the reverse ordering in r_1 and r_2. n is the number of nodes in each

ranking list. In our applications, nodes are ranked by centrality measure in ranking list r_1 and nodes in ranking list r_2

are ranked by spreading influence, which are obtained by computer simulations. A large τ indicates that the centrality

measure and the node spreading influence are highly correlated.

3. The proposed coupling-sensitive centrality

In this part, we first show the two-area phenomena of the centralities to predict the spreading influence of nodes

in the contact layer. Then we propose the coupling-sensitive centrality (CS) in multiplex network to predict the

disease-spreading influence of nodes in the coevolving dynamics.

Figure 2: The scatter plots of nodes with their disease-spreading influence R and degree centrality k_B (a)-(c) or eigenvector centrality e_B (d)-(f) in the contact layer B. The color of plots represents centralities of nodes in layer A. It can be seen that the spreading influence of nodes with higher centrality in layer A is obviously suppressed. The parameters are set as: (a) and (d) degree correlation m_s = 0.3, relative spreading rate γ^λ_{AB} = 2.0, informing rate λ_{BA} = 0.1, and immunization rate λ_{AB} = 1.0; (b) and (e) m_s = 0.5, γ^λ_{AB} = 2.0, λ_{BA} = 1.0, λ_{AB} = 1.0; (c) and (f) m_s = 0.5, γ^λ_{AB} = 3.0, λ_{BA} = 0.1, λ_{AB} = 0.5. We take these parameter values for example to reflect different dynamical and structural coupling strengths and discuss their impacts later in detail.

3.1. The two-area phenomena of centrality in predicting disease-spreading influence

The centrality measures are heuristic ways to predict the spreading influence of nodes in the network. The idea is that the more central a nodes is, the more influential it is in spreading, where the centrality is positively related with the node spreading influence [19]. Figure 2 displays the scatter plots of nodes with their disease-spreading influence R and degree centrality k_B or eigenvector centrality e_B on the contact layer B under different parameters. We use three groups of parameter values for the relative spreading rate γ^λ_{AB}, the inter-layer dynamic coupling strengths λ_{AB} and λ_{BA} and the inter-layer degree correlation m_s, where the dynamical coupling strength and structural coupling strength vary.

It can be seen that with the increase of k_B and e_B, the spreading influence R increases in general. But there are some nodes where their spreading influences are lower than that of others with the same centrality of k_B or e_B, and a two-area phenomena appears. The suppressed spreading influence of these nodes is due to the coevolving dynamics between layers. Let’s consider two nodes i_B and j_B with the same centrality in layer B and their counterparts in layer A are i_A and j_A respectively. If i_A has a larger centrality than j_A, then the spreading of information originating from i_A is supposed to be wider than that originating from j_A, making more nodes in layer B be vaccinated. The disease-spreading influence of node i_B in layer B is thus smaller than that of j_B. It can be seen from Fig. 2 that for nodes with relatively high centrality in layer A (nodes with color approaching red), their disease-spreading influences are obviously lower than that of nodes with lower centrality in layer A under different parameters. This phenomena implies that the centralities on the contact layer are not adequate to identify the super-spreaders in the coevolving dynamics on the multiplex networks.

3.2. The coupling-sensitive centrality on multiplex network

We take into account the dynamical and structural couplings between layers and propose a coupling-sensitive (CS) centrality to identify super-spreaders on multiplex networks.

Definition 3.1. Coupling-sensitive centrality. The coupling-sensitive centrality of node i is defined as

CS^θ_i = θ^B_i − θ^A_i ∗ λ_A ∗ λ_{AB} + θ^B_i ∗ λ_B ∗ λ_{BA}, (13)

where θ^B_i is the benchmark centrality of node i in layer B and θ^A_i is the centrality of its counterpart node in layer A. θ can be any centrality measure such as degree, eigenvector centrality and k-shell index. λ_A and λ_B are the transmission rates in layer A and B respectively. λ_{AB} is the immunization rate and λ_{BA} is the informing rate.

In the definition of CS centrality, the first term on the right side of Eq. (13) is the node centrality in the contact layer, which is taken as the baseline. The second term represents the impact of information spreading on disease spreading, where the suppression effect of node i depends on the transmission rate λ_A in layer A and the inter-layer coupling strength λ_{AB} from layer A to layer B. θ^A_i and θ^B_i are the centralities of node i in layer A and B respectively, representing the spreading abilities of node i in layer A and B respectively. Existing researches have indicated that the degree centrality is positively correlated with many other centralities, such as the eigenvector centrality and k-shell centrality, so θ^A_i and θ^B_i in Eq. (13) reflect the inter-layer degree correlation. As the information-spreading suppresses the disease-spreading, the spreading influence of node i in layer A has a negative impact on the baseline centrality θ^B_i in predicting the disease-spreading, thus the second term has a minus sign. On the other hand, the disease spreading in layer B has an impact on layer A through inter-layer coupling, which depends on the transmission rate λ_B and the inter-layer coupling strength λ_{BA}. The more nodes informed by infected nodes in layer B, the less impact of the spreading origin in layer A on information spreading. Thus we add the third term representing the reduced impact of node centrality in layer A. The algorithm to calculate the coupling-sensitive centrality is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Algorithm to obtain coupling-sensitive centrality

Input: A multiplex network −→ G = (G_1, G_2), where G_1 = (V, E_1) and G_2 = (V, E_2) //The multiplex network consists of a set of nodes V and two types of edges E_1 and E_2 which are layer A and layer B respectively.

Output: The coupling-sensitive centrality of each node CS^θ_i ; 1: Set the values of parameters λ_A, λ_B, λ_{AB} and λ_{BA}. 2: for i = 1 to |V| do 3: Calculate the centrality θ^B_i of node i in layer B; 4: end for 5: for i = 1 to |V| do 6: Calculate the centrality θ^A_i of node i in layer A; 7: end for 8: for i = 1 to |V| do 9: Calculate the centrality CS^θ_i of node i in the multiplex network using Eq. (13) 10: CS^θ_i = θ^B_i − θ^A_i ∗ λ_A ∗ λ_{AB} + θ^B_i ∗ λ_B ∗ λ_{BA} 11: end for

4. Experimental results

We evaluate the performance of the CS centrality and compare it with that of the benchmark centralities in synthesized networks and real-world networks by large simulations. Results show that the proposed CS centrality outperforms the corresponding benchmark single-layer centrality and two typical centralities defined on multiplex networks in identifying super-spreaders in information-disease coevolving process.

4.1. Performance comparison of coupling-sensitive centrality and single-layer centrality

We first compare the performance of CS centrality with that of the single-layer centrality. We use degree centrality k_B, eigenvector centrality e_B, k-shell index ks_B and PageRank centrality PR_B in layer B as the benchmark centralities respectively and calculate the corresponding CS centralities, which are CS^k, CS^e, CS^{ks} and CS^{PR}. The imprecisions of these centralities are shown in Fig. 3. It can be seen from Figs. 3 (a)-(d) that the CS centralities are more accurate to identify super-spreaders in disease spreading than their corresponding benchmark centralities in layer B. Similar results are obtained under a different set of parameters as shown in Figs. 3 (e)-(f). We use the relatively large λ_{AB} and small λ_{BA} to emphasize on the cases when the spreading influences of nodes in epidemic are strongly impacted by the information spreading.

Figure 3: Comparison of the imprecisions of benchmark centralities and coupling-sensitive centralities as a function of p. p is the proportion of nodes considered. (a)-(d) The parameters are set as m_s = 0.5, γ^λ_{AB} = 2.0, λ_{BA} = 0.3, λ_{AB} = 0.7. (e)-(h) The parameters are set as m_s = 0.5, γ^λ_{AB} = 2.0, λ_{BA} = 0.1, λ_{AB} = 1.0. The smaller imprecision, the more accurate the measure is in predicting the spreading influence.

4.2. Performance comparison of coupling-sensitive centrality and multiplex centrality

Next we explore and compare the performance of CS centrality with two centralities defined on multiplex networks. We use the eigenvector centrality as the benchmark centrality to calculate the coupling-sensitive centrality CS^e, and compare with the Functional Multiplex PageRank [41] and the Global Heterogeneous Eigenvector-like centrality [42]. To validate the robustness of the proposed CS centrality, we vary the structural and dynamical coupling strengths, which are represented by the immunization rate λ_{AB}, the informing rate λ_{BA}, the relative spreading rate γ^λ_{AB} and the inter-layer degree correlation m_s. Results indicate that the CS centrality is in general robust under all considered parameters, as shown in Fig. 4-Fig.7.

Figure 4 displays the imprecisions of centralities when the immunization rate λ_{AB} varies. When λ_{AB} ≤ 0.5, the imprecision of CS^e is a little higher than or close to that of the multiplex centrality FMPR. When λ_{AB} increases, the CS^e outperforms the other two centralities. This is because when the immunization rate λ_{AB} is relatively small, according to the definition of CS centrality, the second term is relatively small, and the CS centrality is more close to the centrality of node in layer B. When λ_{AB} becomes large, the CS centrality is more impacted by the centrality θ^A_i of node i in layer A. In this case the CS centrality can reflect the contributions of both layers, thus is more effective. While the informing rate λ_{BA}, the relative spreading rate γ^λ_{AB} and degree correlation m_s vary respectively, as shown in Fig. 5-Fig.7, the imprecision of CS^e is the smallest, which indicates that the coupling-sensitive centrality is the best measure to identifying the super-spreaders in the coevolving dynamics.

Furthermore, we calculate the Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient of the proposed CS centrality with the spreading influence of nodes, and compare with that of the multiplex centralities. It be can be seen from Fig. 8 that the CS centrality has the largest correlation with the spreading influences of the influential spreaders.

4.3. Application in real-world networks

Many real-world networks can be represented as multilayer networks, such as the biological networks, the social networks and the cooperation networks. In this part, we apply the coupling-sensitive centrality in eight real-world multilayer networks and compare its performance with other two multiplex centralities. For the multilayer networks with more than two layers, we choose two layers and use the mutually connected giant component in which the nodes are connected to the largest connected component in both layers for study. The real-world networks studied are: (1) SacchPomb (gene and protein interaction network. Layer A is a synthetic genetic interaction network and layer B is a physical association network); (2) Drosophila (protein-protein network with different nature of interactions as layers. Layer A is suppressive genetic interaction and layer B is additive genetic interaction); (3) IPv4 IPv6 (Internet topologies of Autonomous System (AS). Layer A is IPv4 AS network and layer B is IPv6 AS network); (4) Human

Figure 4: Imprecisions as a function of p for the multiplex eigenvector centrality GHEC, multiplex PageRank FMPR and coupling-sensitive centrality CS^e based on eigenvector centrality in identifying super-spreaders when the immunization rate λ_{AB} varies.

Figure 5: Imprecisions as a function of p for the multiplex eigenvector centrality GHEC, multiplex PageRank FMPR and coupling-sensitive centrality CS^e in identifying super-spreaders when the informing rate λ_{BA} varies.

Figure 6: Imprecisions as a function of p for the multiplex eigenvector centrality GHEC, multiplex PageRank FMPR and coupling-sensitive centrality CS^e in identifying super-spreaders when the relative spreading rate γ^λ_{AB} varies.

Figure 7: Imprecisions as a function of p for the multiplex eigenvector centrality GHEC, multiplex PageRank FMPR and coupling-sensitive centrality CS^e in identifying super-spreaders when the inter-layer degree correlation m_s varies.

Figure 8: Kendall’s tau correlation of the centrality measure and the spreading influence of nodes under different parameters. The centralities used are the multiplex eigenvector centrality GHEC, multiplex PageRank FMPR and coupling-sensitive centrality CS^e. p is the proportion of nodes considered. (a)m_s = 0.5, λ_{AB} = 1.0, λ_{BA} = 0.1, γ^λ_{AB} = 2.0. (b) m_s = 0.5, λ_{AB} = 0.6, λ_{BA} = 0.1, γ^λ_{AB} = 2.0. (c) m_s = 0.5, λ_{AB} = 1.0, λ_{BA} = 1.0, γ^λ_{AB} = 2.0. (d) m_s = 0.5, λ_{AB} = 1.0, λ_{BA} = 0.1, γ^λ_{AB} = 1.6.

brain (structural and functional networks where nodes are brain regions. Layer A is the structural network and layer B is the functional network ); (5) Physicians (different types of relationships among physicians in four US towns. Layer A is a discussion network and layer B is a friendship network); (6) arXiv (co-authorship of scientists in different research categories. Layer A is a co-authorship network in data analysis, statistics and probability and layer B is a co-authorship network in physics and society); (7) Air train (airports network and train stations network in India. Layer A is the train network and layer B is the airport network); (8) Pardus (friendship relationship and message communication relationship between individuals in an online game virtual society. Layer A is the friendship network and layer B is the message communication network). Data for the first seven networks are collected from ref. [56] and there are more detailed descriptions of the data and their origins, and data for the last network are collected from the massive multiplayer online game^′Pardus^′(http://www.pardus.at) [28]. The characteristics of the studied networks are listed in Table 1.

Table 1: Characteristics of the real-world multiplex networks studied in this work. These characteristics include the number of nodes N, the number of edges E_A in layer A and E_B in layer B, the inter-layer degree correlation of two layers m_s, the infection rate λ_B used in the SIR spreading in layer B, and the type of networks.

Network N E_A E_B m_s λ_B Type SacchPomb 426 2236 1678 0.27 0.28 Biological Drosophila 449 2656 2172 0.65 0.21 Biological IPv4 IPv6 4710 48026 25366 0.55 0.018 Technological Human brain 74 426 396 0.24 0.517 Biological Physicians 106 460 362 0.47 0.818 Social arXiv 2252 15926 14570 0.94 0.24 Collaboration Air train 66 634 354 0.44 0.185 Technological Pardus 2501 16119 20860 0.65 0.052 Social

It can be seen from Fig. 9 that in all studied networks, the coupling-sensitive centrality outperforms the other two multiplex centralities. This implies that considering the structural and dynamical couplings between layers is significantly meaningful to identify the most important nodes in the multilayer networks.

Figure 9: Imprecisions of the centralities on real-world multiplex networks as a function of p. The centralities used are the multiplex eigenvector centrality GHEC, multiplex PageRank FMPR and coupling-sensitive centrality CS^e. The parameters are set as λ_{AB} = 0.7, λ_{BA} = 0.3, γ^λ_{AB} = 2.0. λ_B for each network is three times of the epidemic threshold of layer B.

5. Conclusion and discussion

Identifying the most influential spreaders is an important step to make use of available resource and control the spreading process. In this paper, we work on identifying super-spreaders in the information-epidemic coupled spreading dynamics on multiplex networks. We find that the centralities on the contact layer are no longer effective to identify the most influential disease-spreaders, which is due to the suppression effects from the information layer. By considering the centralities of nodes in both layers and the structural and dynamical couplings between layers, we propose a new measure called coupling-sensitive centrality on multiplex networks. Simulation results on synthesized networks and real-world networks indicate that the CS centrality is not only much more effective than the centralities on the single contact layer, but also more effective than two typical multiplex centralities without considering the dynamics.

The real-world multiplex networks studied in our simulations are not necessarily the networks where information and disease spread. But we can consider that the dynamic couplings in our measure have their specific meanings in different contexts of the various real-world networks. For example, the immunization rate λ_{AB} may represent the proportion of autonomous systems (ASs) routing IPv4 packets that can also route IPv6 packets in the IPv4 IPv6 multiplex network, and the informing rate λ_{BA} may represent the proportion of ASs routing IPv6 packets that can also route IPv4 packets. While in the air train network, the immunization rate λ_{AB} may represent the possibility that the travellers planning to travel by airplane switch to travel by train, and the informing rate λ_{BA} may represent the possibility of travellers changing the transportation mode from train to airplane. The effectiveness of the couplingsensitive centrality implies that when identifying the most important nodes in the multilayer systems, considering their structural and dynamical couplings are very necessary. Our work gives a possible way to synthesize the inter-layer couplings into one measure which may find its applications in various multilayer systems.

The computation of CS centrality contains the spreading rates of two layers, which are the immunization rate and the informing rate. Their values vary depending on the specific real-world scenarios of information spreading and epidemic spreading. For example the basic reproduction number R_0, which is the average number of secondary infections caused by a primary case, is used to estimate the spreading parameters, where R_0 = λ/μ [20]. Our work demonstrates that in a reasonable parameter range, for example the information spreading rate is larger than the epidemic spreading rate corresponding to γ^λ_{AB} > 1, the CS centrality is effective and robust under different values of the parameters λ_{AB} and λ_{BA}. In addition, in the definition of the coupling-sensitive centrality, there are two items θ^A_i ∗ λ_A ∗ λ_{AB} and θ^B_i ∗ λ_B ∗ λ_{BA} that represent the mutual influence of two layers. If we add two weighting factors α and β before each item, adjusting them may come to an optimal expression of the coupling-sensitive centrality.

We work on the two-layer multiplex network where the information spreading and epidemic spreading coevolves on each layer. For networks with more than two layers the identification of critical nodes will be more complex due to the coupling and mutual influences between layers. The study of more general index in multilayer networks requires further explore in the future.

Acknowledgments

This work is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant Nos. 61802321, 11975099), the Sichuan Science and Technology Program (No. 2020YJ0125), the Natural Science Foundation of Shanghai (Grant No. 18ZR1412200) and the Southwest Petroleum University Innovation Base (No.642).

References

[1] S. P. Borgatti. Identifying sets of key players in a social network, Comp. Math Organiz. Theor. 12 (1) (2006) 21-34 . [2] S. Pei, F. Morone, H. A. Makse, Theories for influencer identification in complex networks, In Lehmann S., Ahn YY. (eds) Complex Spreading Phenomena in Social Systems, Springer, Cham (2018) 125-148.

[3] D. J. Watts, P. S. Dodds, Influentials, networks, and public opinion formation, Res. Consumer 34 (4) (2007) 441-458. [4] G. Del Ferraro, A. Moreno, B. Min, et al., Finding influential nodes for integration in brain networks using optimal percolation theory, Nat.

Commun. 9 (1) (2018) 2274.

[5] D. Kempe, J. Kleinberg, E. Tardos, Maximizing the spread of influence through a social network, In Proc. 9th ACM SIGKDD Int. Conf. on Know. Dis. and Data Mining (2003) 137-146.

[6] M. Kitsak, L. K. Gallos, S.Havlin, et al., Identification of influential spreaders in complex networks, Nat. Phys. 6 (11) (2010) 888-893. [7] F. Morone, H. A. Makse, Influence maximization in complex networks through optimal percolation, Nature 524 (7563) (2015) 65-68. [8] A. Braunstein, L. Dall’Asta, G. Semerjian, L. Zdeborová, Network dismantling, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci, USA 113 (44) (2016) 12368-12373. [9] L. Tian, A. Bashan, D.N. Shi, Y. Y. Liu, Articulation points in complex networks, Nat. Commun. 8 (1) (2017) 1-9. [10] F. Morone, G. Del Ferraro, H. A. Makse, The k-core as a predictor of structural collapse in mutualistic ecosystems, Nat. Phys. 15 (1) (2019) 95-102 [11] L. C. Freeman, Centrality in social networks conceptual clarification, Soc. Netw. 1 (3) (1978) 215-239. [12] P. Bonacich, P. Lloyd, Eigenvector-like measures of centrality for asymmetric relations, Soc. Netw. 23 (3) (2001) 191-201. [13] G. Sabidussi, The centrality index of a graph, Psychometrika 31 (4) (1966) 581-603. [14] L. C. Freeman, A set of measures of centrality based on betweenness, Sociometry 40 (1) (1977) 35-41. [15] S. Brin, L. Page, The anatomy of a large-scale hypertextual Web search engine, Comp. Netw. 30 (1-7) (1998) 107-117. [16] B. Bolobás, Graph Theory and Combinatorics: Proc. Cambridge Combinatorial Conf. in honor of P. Erdös, Academic Press, NY, 1984. [17] T. Martin, X. Zhang, M. E. J. Newman, Localization and centrality in networks, Phys. Rev. E 90 (5) (2014) 052808. [18] L. Lü, D. Chen, X. L. Ren, Q. M. Zhang, Y. C. Zhang, T. Zhou, Vital nodes identification in complex networks, Phys. Rep. 650 (2016) 1-63. [19] M. Jalili, M. Perc, Information cascades in complex networks, J. Comp. Net. 5 (5) (2017) 665-693. [20] R. M. Anderson, R. M. May, Infectious diseases of humans: dynamics and control, Oxford university press (1992). [21] J. Zhang, M. Litvinova, Y. Liang, Y. Wang, W. Wang, S. Zhao, Q. Wu, S. Merler, C. Viboud, A. Vespignani, et al.,Changes in contact patterns shape the dynamics of the COVID-19 outbreak in china, Science 368 (6498) (2020) 1481-1486.

[22] F. Radicchi, C. Castellano, Leveraging percolation theory to single out influential spreaders in networks, Phys. Rev. E 93 (6) (2016) 062314. [23] Y. Liu, M. Tang, Y. Do, P. M. Hui, Accurate ranking of influential spreaders in networks based on dynamically asymmetric link weights, Phys. Rev. E 96 (2) (2017) 022323.

[24] B. Min, Identifying an influential spreader from a single seed in complex networks via a message-passing approach, Eur. Phys. J. B 91 (1) (2018) 18.

[25] T. Wen, D. Pelusi, Y. Deng. Vital spreaders identification in complex networks with multi-local dimension, Know.-B. Sys. 195 (2020) 105717. [26] A. Zareie, A. Sheikhahmadi, M. Jalili, M. S. K. Fasaei. Finding influential nodes in social networks based on neighborhood correlation coefficient, Know.-B. Sys. 194 (2020) 10580.

[27] M. Kivelä, A. Arenas, M. Barthelemy, J. P. Gleeson, Y. Moreno, M. A. Porter, Multilayer networks, Journal of Complex Networks 2 (3) (2014) 203-271.

[28] M. Szell, R. Lambiotte, S. Thurner, Multirelational organization of large-scale social networks in an online world, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci, USA 107 (31) (2010) 13636-13641.

[29] S. V. Buldyrev, R. Parshani, G. Paul, H. E. Stanley, S. Havlin, Catastrophic cascade of failures in interdependent networks, Nature 464 (7291) (2010) 1025-1028.

[30] J. Gao, S. V. Buldyrev, H. E. Stanley, S. Havlin, Networks formed from interdependent networks, Nat. Phys. 8 (1) (2012) 40-48. [31] C. Granell, S. Gomez, A. Arenas, Dynamical interplay between awareness and epidemic spreading in multiplex networks, Phys. Rev. Lett.

111 (12) (2013) 128701.

[32] M. Perc, J. Gómez-Gardeñes, A. Szolnoki, L. M. Floría, Y. Moreno, Evolutionary dynamics of group interactions on structured populations:

a review, Jour. Roy. Soc. Interf. 10 (80) (2013) 20120997.

[33] F. Morone, K. Roth, B. Min, H. E. Stanley, H. A. Makse, Model of brain activation predicts the neural collective influence map of the brain, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci, USA 114 (15) (2017) 3849-3854.

[34] S. Poledna, J. L. Molina-Borboa, S. Martínez-Jaramillo, M. Van Der Leij, S. Thurner, The multi-layer network nature of systemic risk and its implications for the costs of financial crises, J. Fina. Stab. 20 (2015) 70-81.

[35] S. Funk, E. Gilad, C. Watkins, V. A. Jansen, The spread of awareness and its impact on epidemic outbreaks, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci, USA 106 (16) (2009) 6872-6877.

[36] M. De Domenico, C. Granell, M. A. Porter, A. Arenas, The physics of spreading processes in multilayer networks, Nat. Phys. 12 (10) (2016) 901-906.

[37] G. F. de Arruda, F. A. Rodrigues, Y. Moreno, Fundamentals of spreading processes in single and multilayer complex networks, Phys. Rep.

756 (2018) 1-59.

[38] W. Wang, Q. H. Liu, S. M. Cai, M. Tang, L. A. Braunstein, H. E. Stanley, Suppressing disease spreading by using information diffusion on multiplex networks, Sci. Rep. 6 (2016) 29259.

[39] H. Yang, C. Gu, M. Tang, S. M. Cai, Y. C. Lai, Suppression of epidemic spreading in time-varying multiplex networks, App. Math. Mod. 75 (2019) 806-818.

[40] A. Halu, R. J. Mondragon, P. Panzarasa, G. Bianconi. Multiplex Pagerank, PLoS ONE 8 (10) (2013) e78293. [41] J. Iacovacci, C. Rahmede, A. Arenas, G. Bianconi, Functional multiplex PageRank, Europhy. Lett. 116 (2) (2016) 28004. [42] L. Solá, M. Romance, R. Criado, J. Flores, A. García del Amo, S. Boccaletti, Eigenvector centrality of nodes in multiplex networks, Chaos 23 (3) (2016) 033131.

[43] D. Taylor , M. A. Porter, P. J. Mucha, Tunable Eigenvector-Based Centralities for Multiplex and Temporal Networks, Multis. Mod.g and Sim.

19 (1) (2021) 113-147.

[44] A. Solé-Ribalta, M. D. Domenico, S. Gómez, A. Arenas, Centrality rankings in multiplex networks, Proc. 2014 ACM Conf. on Web Sci.

(2014) 149-155.

[45] D. Wang, H. Wang, X. Zou, Identifying key nodes in multilayer networks based on tensor decomposition, Chaos 27 (6) (2017) 063108. [46] N. Azimi-Tafreshi, J. Gómez-Gardeñes, S. N. Dorogovtsev, k-core percolation on multiplex networks, Phys. Rev. E 90 (3) (2014) 032816. [47] M. De Domenico, A. Solé-Ribalta, E. Omodei, Sergio Gómez, A. Arenas, Ranking in interconnected multilayer networks reveals versatile nodes, Nat. Commun. 6 (1) (2015) 1-6.

[48] P. Basaras, G. Iosifidis, D. Katsaros, L. Tassiulas, Identifying influential spreaders in complex multilayer networks: A centrality perspective, IEEE Trans. on Net. Sci. and Engi. 6 (1) (2019) 31-45.

[49] K. Klemm, M. Á. Serrano, V. M. Eguíluz, M. S. Miguel, A measure of individual role in collective dynamics, Sci. Rep. 2 (2012) 292. [50] F. Radicchi, C. Castellano, Fundamental difference between superblockers and superspreaders in networks, Phys. Rev. E 95 (1) (2017) 012318.

[51] D. Zhao, L. Li, S. Li, Y. Huo, Y. Yang, Identifying influential spreaders in interconnected networks, Phys. Scr. 89 (1) (2014) 015203. [52] J.-G. Liu, J.-H. Lin, Q. Guo, T. Zhou, Locating influential nodes via dynamics-sensitive centrality, Sci. Rep. 6 (2016) 21380. [53] K. M. Lee, J. Y. Kim, W. K. Cho, K. I. Goh, I. M. Kim, Correlated multiplexity and connectivity of multiplex random networks, New J. Phys.

14 (3) (2012) 033027.

[54] Y. Liu, M. Tang, T. Zhou, Y. Do, Core-like groups result in invalidation of identifying super-spreader by k-shell decomposition, Sci. Rep. 5 (2015) 9602.

[55] M. G. Kendall, A new measure of rank correlation, Biometrika 30 (1/2) (1938) 81-93.

[56] K. K. Kleineberg, M. Boguñá, M.Á. Serrano, F. Papadopoulos, Hidden geometric correlations in real multiplex networks, Nat. Phy. 12 (11) (2016) 1076-1081.