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ABSTRACT
Choices made by individuals have widespread impacts—for instance,
people choose between political candidates to vote for, between
social media posts to share, and between brands to purchase—
moreover, data on these choices are increasingly abundant. Discrete
choice models are a key tool for learning individual preferences from
such data. Additionally, social factors like conformity and contagion influence individual choice. Existing methods for incorporating
these factors into choice models do not account for the entire social network and require hand-crafted features. To overcome these
limitations, we use graph learning to study choice in networked contexts. We identify three ways in which graph learning techniques
can be used for discrete choice: learning chooser representations,
regularizing choice model parameters, and directly constructing
predictions from a network. We design methods in each category
and test them on real-world choice datasets, including county-level
2016 US election results and Android app installation and usage
data. We show that incorporating social network structure can improve the predictions of the standard econometric choice model,
the multinomial logit. We provide evidence that app installations
are influenced by social context, but we find no such effect on app
usage among the same participants, which instead is habit-driven.
In the election data, we highlight the additional insights a discrete
choice framework provides over classification or regression, the
typical approaches. On synthetic data, we demonstrate the sample
complexity benefit of using social information in choice models.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Applied computing → Sociology; Economics; • Computing
methodologies → Semi-supervised learning settings.
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1

INTRODUCTION

Predicting and understanding the decisions individuals make has
a host of applications, including modeling online shopping preferences [48], forecasting the demand for renewable energy [4, 39],
and analyzing elections [15, 19]. These and other scenarios are studied under the umbrella of discrete choice [54], which describes any
setting where people select items from a set of available alternatives. While discrete choice has its roots in econometrics, machine
learning approaches have recently found great success in discrete
choice applications [9, 46, 50, 52]. This recent interest is driven by
the increasing importance of Web-based choices (e.g., purchases on
Amazon or bookings on Expedia), which provide both motivating
applications and benchmark datasets. These new methods extend
existing econometric models—most notably the classic conditional
or multinomial logit (CL/MNL) [37]—by learning more complex
effects, such as context-dependent and non-linear preferences.

One of the crucial aspects of human decision-making is that,
as fundamentally social creatures, our preferences are strongly
influenced by our social context. Viral trends, conformity, word-ofmouth, and signaling all play roles in behavior, including choices [4,
17]. Additionally, people with similar preferences, beliefs, and identities are more likely to be friends in the first place, a phenomenon
known as homophily [38]. Together, these factors mean that social
network structure is often very informative in predicting choices.
In economics and sociology, there has been growing interest in
incorporating social factors into discrete choice models [17, 35, 36].
However, the methods used so far in these fields have largely been
limited to simple feature-based summaries of social influence (e.g.,
what fraction of someone’s friends have selected an item [20]).
On the other hand, the machine learning community has developed a rich assortment of graph learning techniques that can incorporate entire social networks into predictive models [27, 31, 57],
such as graph neural networks and graph-based regularization.
These approaches can handle longer-range interactions and are less
reliant on hand-crafted features. Because of the large gulf between
the discrete choice and machine learning communities, there has
been almost no study of the application of graph learning methods
to discrete choice, where they have the potential for major impact.
Perhaps one factor hindering the use of graph learning in discrete
choice is that machine learning methods are typically designed
for either regression or classification. Discrete choice has several
features distinguishing it from multiclass classification (its closest
analogue)—for instance, each observation can have a different set of
available items. As a concrete example, any image could be labeled
as a cat in a classification setting, but people choosing between
doctors have their options set by their insurance policy.
Motivated by this need, we adapt graph learning techniques to
incorporate social network structure into discrete choice modeling. By taking advantage of phenomena like homophily and social
contagion, these approaches improve the performance of choice
prediction in a social context. In particular, we demonstrate how
graph neural networks can be applied to discrete choice, derive
Laplacian regularization for the multinomial logit model, and adapt
label propagation for discrete choice. We show in synthetic data
that Laplacian regularization can improve sample complexity by
orders of magnitude in an idealized scenario.
To evaluate our methods, we also perform experiments on realworld election data and Android app installations, with networks
derived from Facebook friendships, geographic adjacency, and Bluetooth pings between phones. We find that such network structures
can boost the performance of discrete choice models, resulting in
better predictions for unobserved choosers in a semi-supervised
learning task. For instance, Laplacian regularization improves the
mean relative rank (MRR)1 of predictions by up to a 6.8% in the
Android app installation data and up to 2.6% in the 2016 US election
1 MRR

measures the relative position of the true choice in the predicted ranking [52].
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data. In contrast with our results on app installations, we find no
evidence of social influence in app usage among the same participants: social factors appear to influence the apps people get, but
less so the apps they actually use. Instead, we find that app usage
is dominated by personal habit. Another interesting insight provided by our discrete choice models in the app installation data is
the discovery of two separate groups of participants, one in which
Facebook is popular, while the other prefers Myspace.2 We further showcase the power provided by a discrete choice approach
by making counterfactual predictions in the 2016 US election data
with different third-party candidates on the ballot. While a common
narrative is that Clinton’s loss was due to spoiler effects by thirdparty candidates [12, 47], our results do not support this theory,
although we emphasize the likelihood of confounding factors. Our
tools enable us to rigorously analyze these types of questions.

2

RELATED WORK

There is a long line of work in sociology and network science on
understanding peoples’ social behavior, including effects like contagion and herding [7, 11, 16]. More recently, there has been interest
in the use of discrete choice in conjunction with network-based
analysis [17] enabled by rich data with both social and choice components [1]. The traditional econometric approach to incorporating
social interactions into discrete choice modeling is to add terms to
an individual’s utility that depend on the actions or preferences
of others [10, 35, 36]. For instance, this approach can account for
an individual’s desire for conformity [8]. In practice, this is done
by treating the choices made by a chooser’s friends or community
as a feature of the chooser and then applying a standard multinomial logit [20, 29, 30, 42, 55]. In contrast, we focus on methods that
employ the entire graph rather than derived features. This enables
methods to account for longer-range interactions and phenomena
such as network clustering without hand-crafting features. We are
aware of one econometric paper that uses preference correlations
over a full network in a choice model [32], but inference under
this method requires Monte Carlo simulation. Laplacian regularization, on the other hand, allows us to find our model’s maximum
likelihood estimator with straightforward convex optimization.
There are many machine learning methods that use network
structure in predictive tasks; graph neural networks (GNNs) [31, 57,
59] are a popular example. Discrete choice is related to classification
tasks, but the set of available items (i.e., labels) is specific to each
observation—additionally, discrete choice models are heavily informed by economic notions of preference and rationality [37, 54].
A more traditional machine learning method of exploiting network structure for classification is label propagation [58], which
we extend to the discrete choice setting. Recent work has shown
how to combine label propagation with GNNs for improved performance [26] and presented a unified generative model framework
for label propagation, GNNs, and Laplacian regularization [27]. The
present work can be seen as an adaptation and empirical study of
the methods from [27] for discrete choice rather than regression.
The idea of applying Laplacian regularization to discrete choice
models appeared several years ago in an unpublished draft [62].
However, the draft did not provide experiments beyond binary
2 The

dataset is from 2010, when both were popular options.

choices (which reduces to standard semi-supervised node classification [31]). In contrast, we compare Laplacian regularization with
other methods of incorporating social network structure (GNNs
and propagation) on real-world multi-alternative choice datasets.
There is a large body of existing research on predicting app
usage and installation, including using social network structure [5,
43, 60], but our use of network-based discrete choice models for
this problem is novel. Our approach has the advantage of being
applicable to both usage and installation with minimal differences,
allowing us to compare the relative importance of social structure in
these settings. Another line of related work applies discrete choice
models to networks in order to model edge formation [21, 40, 41, 52].

3

PRELIMINARIES

In a discrete choice setting, we have a universe of items U and a set
of choosers A. In each choice instance, a chooser 𝑎 ∈ A observes a
choice set 𝐶 ⊂ U and chooses one item 𝑖 ∈ 𝐶. Each item 𝑖 ∈ U may
be described by a vector of features 𝒚𝑖 ∈ R𝑑 𝑦 . Similarly, a chooser 𝑎
may have a vector of features 𝒙 𝑎 ∈ R𝑑𝑥 . In the most general form,
a choice model assigns choice probabilities for 𝑎 to each item 𝑖 ∈ 𝐶:

Pr(𝑖 | 𝑎, 𝐶) = Í

exp(𝑢𝜽 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎))
,
𝑗 ∈𝐶 exp(𝑢𝜽 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎))

(1)

where 𝑢𝜽 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎) is the utility of item 𝑖 to chooser 𝑎 when seen in
choice set 𝐶, a function with parameters 𝜽 . The utilities 𝑢𝜽 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎)
can depend on 𝒙 𝑎 , 𝒚𝑖 , both, or neither. In the simplest case—the
traditional logit model—𝑢𝜽 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎) = 𝑢𝑖 is constant over choosers
and sets. This formulation is attractive from an econometric perspective, since it corresponds to a rationality assumption: if we
suppose a chooser has underlying utilities 𝑢 1, . . . , 𝑢𝑘 and observes
a perturbation of their utilities 𝑢𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖 (where 𝜀𝑖 follows a Gumbel
distribution) before selecting the maximum observed utility item,
then their resulting choice probabilities take the form of a logit [37].
When we add a linear term in chooser features to the logit model,
the result is the multinomial logit (MNL) [23, 37], with utilities
𝑢𝜃 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎) = 𝑢𝑖 + 𝜸 𝒊𝑇 𝒙 𝒂 , where 𝑢𝑖 are item-specific utilities and 𝜸 𝒊
is a vector of item-specific coefficients capturing interactions with
the chooser features 𝒙 𝒂 . Similarly, when we add a linear term in
item features, the result is a conditional logit (CL), with utilities
𝑢𝑖 + 𝜽 𝑇 𝒚 𝒊 . The conditional multinomial logit (CML) has both the
chooser and item feature terms: 𝑢𝑖 + 𝜽 𝑇 𝒚 𝒊 + 𝜸 𝒊𝑇 𝒙 𝒂 .
In addition to this standard discrete choice setup, our settings
also have a network describing the relationships between choosers.
Choosers are nodes in an undirected graph 𝐺 = (A, 𝐸) where the
presence of an edge (𝑎, 𝑏) ∈ 𝐸 indicates a connection between 𝑎
and 𝑏 (e.g., a friendship). We assume 𝐺 is connected. The Laplacian
of 𝐺 is 𝐿 = 𝐷 − 𝐴, where 𝐷 is the diagonal degree matrix of 𝐺 and
𝐴 is the adjacency matrix. We use 𝑛 = |A|, 𝑚 = |𝐸|, and 𝑘 = |𝑈 |.

4

NETWORKED DISCRETE CHOICE DATA

We begin by introducing our datasets and providing motivation
for both the use of a discrete choice approach and the use of social
network-based methods. Table 1 shows a summary of our datasets.
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Table 1: Dataset summary. |𝐴|: number of choosers (aggregated at the county/precinct for elections), |𝑈 |: number of
items, |𝐶 |: choice set sizes, 𝑁 : number of observed choices,
𝑑𝑥 : number of chooser features.
Dataset

|𝐴| |𝑈 |

|𝐶 |

𝑁 𝑑𝑥 𝑑 𝑦

app-install
139 127 51–127
4,039
app-usage
104 121
2–55
20,564
us-elec-2016 3,112 32
3–22 135,382,576
ca-elec-2016 21,495 182
2 261,278,336∗
ca-elec-2020 17,282 170
2 225,606,176∗
∗ Voters

4.1

—
—
19
17
17

—
1
—
—
—

had more than one election (i.e., choice) on their ballots.

Friends and Family app data

The Friends and Family dataset [1] follows over 400 residents of a
young-family community living near a large research institution in
North America during 2010-2011. The dataset is remarkably rich,
capturing many aspects of the participants’ lives. For instance, they
were given Android phones with purpose-made logging software
that captured app installation and usage as well as Bluetooth pings
between participants’ phones. We use the installation and usage
data to construct two separate choice datasets (app-install and
app-usage) and use a network built from Bluetooth pings, as in [1].
Preprocessing details can be found in Appendix A—for instance,
we ignore uncommon apps and apps shared by everyone, leaving a
universe U of 127 apps in app-install and 121 in app-usage (e.g.,
Twitter, Facebook, and Myspace).
To construct app-install, we use scans that checked which apps
were installed on each participant’s phone every 10 minutes – 3
hours. Each time a new app 𝑖 appears in a scan for a participant 𝑎, we
consider that a choice from the set of apps 𝐶 that were not installed
at the time of the last scan. We use a logit as the baseline model in
app-install, since we do not use any chooser or item features. To
construct app-usage, we use 30-second resolution scans of running
apps. To separate usage into sessions, we select instances where a
participant ran an app for the first time in the last hour. We consider
such app runs to be a choice 𝑖 from the set of all apps 𝐶 installed
on participant 𝑎’s phone at that time. Our discrete choice approach
enables us to account for these differences in app availability. In
app-usage, we use a conditional logit with a single instance-specific
item feature in 𝒚𝑖 : recency, defined as log−1 (seconds since last use)
or 0 if the user has not used the app yet.
To form the social network 𝐺 over participants for both datasets,
we use Bluetooth proximity hits—like the original study [1], we
only consider hits in the month of April between 7am and midnight
(to avoid coincidental hits from neighbors at night). For each participant 𝑎, we form the link (𝑎, 𝑏) to each of their 10 most common
interaction partners 𝑏 (we also tested thresholds 2–9, but our methods all performed very similarly). Prior research on this data found
that social networks were useful in predicting app installations, but
did not employ a discrete choice approach [1, 43].

4.2

County-level US presidential election data

US presidential election data is a common testbed for graph learning
methods using a county-level adjacency network, but the typical

Figure 1: 2016 US presidential election vote shares for conservative independent Evan McMullin. Notice his regional
popularity and the spillover from Utah to southeast Idaho.
McMullin was not on the ballot in filled-in states. The lack
of spillover into Colorado may be due to its crowded field
(22 candidates) or because it is less conservative than Idaho.

approaches are to treat elections as binary classification or regression problems (predicting the vote shares of one party) [25, 26, 64].
However, this ignores the fact that voters have more than two
options—moreover, different candidates can be on the ballot in different states. The universe of items U in our 2016 election data
contains no fewer than 31 different candidates (and a “none of
these candidates” option in Nevada, which received nearly 4% of
the votes in one county). While third-party candidates are unlikely
to win in the US, they often receive a non-trivial (and quite possibly
consequential) fraction of votes. For instance, in the 2016 election,
independent candidate Evan McMullin received 21.5% of the vote
in Utah, while Libertarian candidate Gary Johnson and Green Party
candidate Jill Stein received 3.3% and 1.1% nationally (the gap between Clinton and Trump was only 2%). A discrete choice approach
enables us to include third-party candidates and account for different ballots in different states. As a visual example, in Figure 1
we show the states in which McMullin appeared on the ballot as
well as his per-county vote share. By accounting for ballot variation, we can make counterfactual predictions about what would
happen if different candidates had been on the ballot, which is
difficult without a discrete choice framework. For example, given
McMullin’s regional support in Utah, it is possible that he would
have fared better in Nevada (Utah’s western neighbor) than in an
East Coast state like New York. Using the entire ballots also allows
us to account for one possible reason why McMullin’s vote share
appears not to spilled over into Colorado, while it did into Idaho:
Colorado had fully 22 candidates on the ballot, while Idaho only
had 8. A discrete choice approach handles this issue cleanly, while
regression on vote shares does not.
We gathered county-level 2016 presidential voting data from [28]
and county data from [26], which includes a county adjacency network, county-level demographic data (e.g., education, income, birth
rates, and unemployment rates), and the Social Connectedness Index (SCI) [6] measuring the relative frequency of Facebook friendships between each pair of counties (see Appendix A for a complete
description of features). We aggregate all votes at the county level,
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treating each county as a chooser 𝑎 and using county features as
𝒙 𝑎 (modeling voting choices in aggregate is standard practice [2]).
For the graph 𝐺, we tested using both the geographic adjacency
network and a network formed by connecting each county to the 10
others with which it has the highest SCI. We found almost identical
results with both networks, so we only only discuss the results using
the SCI network. We refer to the resulting dataset as us-elec-2016.

4.3

California precinct-level election data

The presidential election data is particularly interesting because
different ballots have different candidates, all running in the same
election. For instance, this is analogous to having different regional
availability of goods within a category in an online shopping service. In our next two datasets, ca-elec-2016 and ca-elec-2020, we
highlight a different scenario: when ballots in different locations
may have different elections. Extending the online shopping analogy, this emulates the case where different users view different
recommended categories of items. Although it is beyond the scope
of the present work, a discrete choice approach would enable measuring cross-election effects, such as coattail effects [18, 24] where
higher-office elections increase excitement for down-ballot races.
To construct these datasets, we used data from the 2016 and
2020 California general elections from the Statewide Database.3
This includes per-precinct registration and voting data as well as
shapefiles describing the geographic boundaries of each precinct
(California has over 20,000 voting precincts). The registration data
contains precinct-level demographics (counts for party affiliation,
sex, ethnicity, and age ranges), although such data was not available
for all precincts. We restrict the data to precincts for which all three
data types were available: voting, registration, and shapefile (99.8%
of votes cast are included in our processed 2016 data, and 99.0% in
our 2020 data). Again, we treat each precinct as a chooser 𝑎 with
demographic features 𝒙 𝑎 . Full details on our preprocessing steps
and precinct features are in Appendix A.
Our processed California data includes elections for the US Senate, US House of Representatives, California State Senate, and California ballot propositions. We set aside presidential votes due to
overlap with the previous dataset and state assembly votes to keep
the data size manageable. Due to California’s nonpartisan top-two
primary system,4 there are two candidates running for each office
—however, each voter has a different set of elections on their ballot
due to differences in US congress and California state senate districts (the state has 53 congressional districts and 40 state senate
districts). A discrete choice approach enables us to train a single
model accounting for preferences over all types of candidates. We
use the precinct adjacency network 𝐺 (since SCI is not available at
the finer-grained precinct level), which we constructed from the
Statewide Database shapefiles using QGIS (https://qgis.org).

5

GRAPH-BASED METHODS FOR DISCRETE
CHOICE

We now turn to our methodological contributions. We identify three
phases in choice prediction where networks can be incorporated:
networks can be used (1) to inform model parameters, (2) to learn
3 https://statewidedatabase.org;

2016 and 2020 data accessed 8/20/20 and 3/22/21, resp.

4 https://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/primary-elections-california

chooser representations, or (3) to directly produce predictions. In
this section, we develop representative methods in each category.
We briefly describe each method before diving into more detail.
First, networks can inform inference for a model that already accounts for chooser heterogeneity. This is done by incorporating the
preference correlations of individuals who are close to each other
in the network. Our Laplacian regularization approach (described
in Section 5.1) does exactly this, and we show that it corresponds to
a Bayesian prior on network-based preference correlations. Second,
networks can be used to learn latent representations of choosers
that are then used as features in a choice model like the MNL.
GNNs have been extensively studied as representation-learning
tools—in Section 5.2, we focus on how to incorporate them into
choice models, using graph convolutional networks (GCNs) [31]
as our canonical example. Third, direct network-based methods
(such as label propagation [58], which repeatedly averages a node’s
neighboring labels) can also be used as a simple baseline for choice
predictions. While this approach is simple and efficient, it lacks
the proper handling of choice sets of the previous probabilistic
approaches. Nonetheless, we find it a useful and effective baseline,
and we adapt label propagation for discrete choice in Section 5.3.

5.1

Laplacian regularization

We begin by describing how to incorporate network information
in a choice model like MNL through Laplacian regularization [3].
Laplacian regularization encourages parameters corresponding to
connected nodes to be similar through a loss term of the form
𝜆𝜶 𝑇 𝐿𝜶 , where 𝐿 is the graph Laplacian (as defined in Section 3),
𝜶 is the vector of parameter values for each node, and 𝜆 is the
scalar regularization strength. A famous identity is that 𝜶 𝑇 𝐿𝜶 =
Í
2
(𝑖,𝑗) ∈𝐸 (𝜶 𝑖 −𝜶 𝑗 ) , which more clearly shows the regularization of
connected nodes’ parameters towards each other. This also shows
that the Laplacian is positive semi-definite, since 𝜶 𝑇 𝐿𝜶 ≥ 0, which
will be useful to preserve the convexity of the multinomial logit’s
(negative) log-likelihood.
The idea of using Laplacian regularization for discrete choice
was proposed in [62] (although they focused on regularizing intercept terms in binary logistic regression). We generalize the idea
to be applicable to any logit-based choice model and show that
it corresponds to Bayesian inference with a network correlation
prior. We then specialize to the models we use in our experiments.
Laplacian regularization is simple to implement, can be added to
any choice model with per-chooser parameters, and only requires
training one extra hyperparameter.
5.1.1 Theory of Laplacian-regularized choice models. Consider a
general choice model, as in Equation (1). We split the parameters
𝜽 into two sets 𝜃 A and 𝜃𝐺 , where parameters 𝜶 ∈ 𝜃 A , 𝜶 ∈ R𝑛
vary over choosers and parameters 𝛽 ∈ 𝜃𝐺 , 𝛽 ∈ R are constant over
choosers. The log-likelihood of a general choice model is:

ℓ (𝜽 ; D) =

∑︁
(𝑖,𝑎,𝐶) ∈D

h

log(𝑢𝜽 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎)) − log

∑︁

i
exp(𝑢𝜽 ( 𝑗, 𝐶, 𝑎)) .

𝑗 ∈𝐶

(2)
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The Laplacian-regularized log-likelihood is then
𝜆 ∑︁ 𝑇
ℓ𝐿 (𝜽 ; D) = ℓ (𝜽 ; D) −
𝜶 𝐿𝜶 .
2

(3)

𝜶 ∈𝜃 A

We show that maximum likelihood estimation of 𝜽 with Laplacian
regularization corresponds to Bayesian inference with a prior on
per-chooser parameters that encourages smoothness over the network. In contrast, existing results on priors for semi-supervised
regression [13, 61] typically split the nodes into observed and unobserved, fixing the observed values and only considering randomness
over unobserved nodes. In choice modeling, observing choices at a
node only updates our beliefs about their preferences, leaving some
uncertainty. Our result also allows some parameters of the choice
model to be chooser-dependent and others to be constant across
choosers, allowing it to be fully general over choice models.
Theorem 5.1. The maximizer 𝜽 ∗MLE of the Laplacian-regularized
log-likelihood ℓ𝐿 (𝜽 ; D) is the maximum a posteriori estimate 𝜽 ∗MAP
after observing D under the priors 𝜶 ∼ N (0, 𝐿 −1 /𝜆) for each 𝜶 ∈ 𝜃 A
and uniform priors over each 𝛽 ∈ 𝜃𝐺 .
The proof is in Appendix B. Notice that the Gaussian in Theorem 5.1 has precision (i.e., inverse covariance) matrix 𝜆𝐿. The
partial correlation between the per-chooser parameters 𝜶 𝑖 and 𝜶 𝑗
(controlling for all other nodes) is therefore
𝜆𝐿𝑖 𝑗
𝐴𝑖 𝑗
− √︁
= √︁
,
𝜆𝐿𝑖𝑖 𝜆𝐿 𝑗 𝑗
𝑑𝑖 𝑑 𝑗

(4)

using the standard Gaussian identity relating precision and partial
correlation [33] (where 𝑑𝑖 is the degree of 𝑖). This is easy to interpret:
𝜶 𝑖 and 𝜶 𝑗 have partial correlation 0 when 𝑖 and 𝑗 are unconnected
(𝐴𝑖 𝑗 = 0) and positive partial correlation when they are connected
(larger when they have fewer other neighbors).
5.1.2 Laplacian-regularized logit models. To incorporate Laplacian
regularization in our four logit models (logit, MNL, CL, CML), we
add intercepts 𝑣𝑖𝑎 for each item 𝑖 and chooser 𝑎 to the utility formulations. For instance, this results in the following utility function for
MNL: 𝑢𝜃 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎) = 𝑢𝑖 + 𝒙 𝒂𝑇 𝜸 𝒊 + 𝑣𝑖𝑎 . While we could get rid of the
global utilities 𝑢𝑖 , 𝐿2 regularization (by encouraging small overall
parameter values) enables us to learn a parsimonious model where
𝑢𝑖 is the global baseline utility and 𝑣𝑖𝑎 represents per-chooser deviations. The per-chooser parameters of a Laplacian regularized logit
are 𝜃 𝐴 = {𝒗 𝒊 }𝑖 ∈𝑈 , where the vector 𝒗 𝒊 stacks the values of 𝑣𝑖𝑎 for
each chooser 𝑎 ∈ 𝐴. All other parameters are global. The Laplacianregularized log-likelihood can then be written down by combining
Equations (2) and (3). Crucially, since the Laplacian is positive semidefinite, the terms − 𝜆2 𝒗 𝒊𝑇 𝐿𝒗 𝒊 are concave—and since all four logit
log-likelihoods are concave, their Laplacian-regularized negative
log likelihoods (NLL) are convex. This enables us to easily learn
maximum-likelihood models with standard convex optimization
methods.

5.2

Graph neural networks

Graph neural networks (GNNs) [57] use a graph to structure the
aggregations performed by a neural network, allowing parameters
for neighboring nodes to influence each other. We test the canonical GNN, a graph convolutional network (GCN) [31], where node

embeddings are averaged across neighbors before each neural network layer. There are many other types of GNNs (see [57] for a
survey)—we emphasize that we do not claim this particular GCN
approach to be optimal for discrete choice. Rather, we illustrate
how GNNs can be applied to choice data and encourage further
exploration.
In a depth-𝑑 GCN, each layer performs the following operation,
producing a sequence of embeddings 𝐻 (0) , . . . , 𝐻 (𝑑) :
𝐻 (𝑖+1) = 𝜎 (𝐴 ′𝐻 (𝑖) 𝑊 (𝑖) )

(5)

where 𝐻 (0) is initialized using node features (if they are available—if
not, 𝐻 (0) is learned), 𝜎 is an activation function, 𝑊 (𝑖) are parameters, and 𝐴 ′ = (𝐷 +2𝐼 ) −1/2 (𝐴+𝐼 )(𝐷 +2𝐼 ) −1/2 is the degree-normalized
adjacency matrix (with self-loops). Self-loops are added to 𝐺 to allow a node’s current embedding to influence its embedding in the
next layer. We can either use 𝐻 (𝑑) as the final embeddings or concatenate each layer’s embedding into a final embedding 𝐻 . In our
experiments, we use a two-layer GCN (both with output dimension
16) and concatenate the layer embeddings. For simplicity, we fix
the dropout rate at 0.5.
To apply GCNs to discrete choice, we can treat the final node embeddings as chooser features and apply an MNL, modeling utilities
as 𝑢𝜃 (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎) = 𝑢𝑖 + 𝐻𝑎𝑇 𝜸 𝒊 , where 𝑢𝑖 and 𝜸 𝒊 are per-item parameters
(the intercept and embedding coefficients, respectively). If item
features are also available, we add the conditional logit term 𝜽 𝑇 𝒚 𝒊 .
Thanks to automatic differentiation software such as PyTorch [44],
we can train both the GCN and MNL/CML weights end-to-end.
Again, any node representation learning method could be used for
the embeddings 𝐻 —we use a GCN for simplicity.
In general, graph neural networks have the advantage of being
highly flexible, able to capture complex interactions between the
features of neighboring nodes. However some recent research has
indicated that non-linearity is less helpful for classification in GNNs
than in traditional neural networks tasks [56]. With the additional
modeling power comes significant additional difficulty in training
and hyperparameter selection (for embedding dimensions, depth,
dropout rate, and activation function).

5.3

Choice fraction propagation

We also consider a baseline method that uses the graph to directly
derive choice predictions, without a probabilistic model of choice.
We extend label propagation [27, 63] to multi-alternative discrete
choice. The three features distinguishing the choice setting from
standard label propagation is that we can observe multiple “labels”
(i.e., choices) per chooser, each observation may have had different
available labels, and that not all labels are available at inference time.
Given training data of observed choices of the form (𝑖, 𝐶, 𝑎), where
chooser 𝑎 ∈ A chose item 𝑖 ∈ 𝐶 ⊆ U, we assign each chooser 𝑎 a
vector 𝒛 𝒂 of size 𝑘 = |𝑈 | with each item’s choice fraction. That is, the
𝑖th entry of 𝒛 𝒂 stores the fraction of times 𝑎 chose 𝑖 in the observed
data out of all opportunities they had to do so (i.e., the number
of times 𝑖 appeared in their choice set). We use choice fraction
rather than counts to normalize by the number of observations for
a chooser and not to count against an item instances when it was
not available.
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Figure 2: Estimation error of item utilities with (left) and
without (right) Laplacian regularization on synthetic data
generated according to the priors in Theorem 5.1, with varying homophily strength 𝜆. Error bars (most are tiny) show
standard error over 8 trials. Using Laplacian regularization
can improve sample complexity by orders of magnitude.

We then apply label propagation to the vectors 𝒛 𝒂 over 𝐺. Let
𝑍 (0) be the matrix whose rows are 𝒛 𝒂 . As in standard label propagation, we iterate
𝑍 (𝑖+1) ← (1 − 𝜌)𝑍 (0) + 𝜌𝐷 − /2𝐴𝐷 − /2𝑍 (𝑖)
1

1

(6)

until convergence, where 𝜌 ∈ [0, 1] is a hyperparameter that controls the strength of the smoothing. Let 𝑍 (∞) denote the stationary
point of Equation (6). For inference, we can use the 𝑎th row of
𝑍 (∞) (in practice, we will have a matrix arbitrarily close to 𝑍 (∞) ),
(∞)
denoted 𝒛 𝒂 , to make predictions for chooser 𝑎. Given a choice
(∞)
set 𝐶, we predict 𝑎 will choose the argmax of 𝒛 𝒂 restricted to
items appearing in 𝐶. Note that in a semi-supervised setting, we
do not observe any choices from the test choosers, so their entries
of 𝑍 (0) will be zero. The term (1 − 𝜌)𝑍 (0) then acts as a uniform
prior, regularizing the test chooser entries of 𝑍 (∞) towards 0. Since
choice fraction propagation does not use chooser or item features,
it is best suited to scenarios where neither are available.

6

EMPIRICAL RESULTS

We begin by demonstrating the sample complexity benefit of using
network structure through Laplacian regularization on synthetic
data. We then apply all three approaches to our datasets, compare
their performance, and demonstrate the insights provided by a
networked discrete choice approach. See Table 1 in Section 4 for a
dataset overview. Our code and data, along with instructions for
reproducing results, are available at https://drive.google.com/file/
d/1735rA1-5hxEFUxiUwfq3Kc10mijNXlLU/view.

6.1

observation. In Figure 2, we show the sample complexity benefit
of Laplacian regularization in synthetic data with 100-node Erdős–
Rényi graphs (𝑝 = 0.1) and preferences over 20 items generated
according to the prior from Theorem 5.1. In each of 8 trials, we
generate the graph, sample utilities, and then simulate a varying
number of choices by each chooser. We repeat this for different
homophily strengths 𝜆. For each simulated choice, we first draw a
choice set size uniformly between 2 and 20, then pick a uniformly
random choice set of that size. We then measure the mean-squared
error in inferred utilities of observed items (fixing the utility of
the first item to 0 for identification). When applying Laplacian
regularization, we use the corresponding value of 𝜆 used to generate the data (in real-world data, this needs to be selected through
cross-validation). We train the models for 100 epochs.
In this best-case scenario, we need orders of magnitude fewer
samples per chooser if we take advantage of preference correlations:
with Laplacian regularization, estimation error with only 1 sample
per chooser is lower than the estimation error with no regularization and 1000 samples per chooser. The stronger the homophily,
the fewer observations are needed to achieve optimal performance,
since a node’s neighbor’s choices are more informative.

Improved sample complexity with
Laplacian regularization

By leveraging correlations between node preferences through Laplacian regularization, we need fewer samples per node in order to
achieve the same inference quality. When preferences are smooth
over the network, an observation of a choice by one node gives us
information about the preferences of its neighbors (and its neighbors’ neighbors, etc.), effectively increasing the usefulness of each

6.2

Prediction performance comparison

We now evaluate our approaches on real-world choice data. In
the style of semi-supervised learning, we use a subset of choosers
for training and held-out choosers for validation and testing. This
emulates a scenario where it is too expensive to gather data from
everyone in the network or existing data is not available for all
nodes (e.g., perhaps not all individuals have consented to choice
data collection). We vary the fraction of training choosers from 0.1
to 0.8 in increments of 0.1, using half of the remaining choosers for
validation and half for testing. We perform 8 independent sampling
trials at each fraction in the election datasets and 64 in the smaller
Friends and Family datasets.
As a baseline, we use standard logit models with no network
information. For the election datasets, we use an MNL that uses
county/precinct features to predict votes. This approach to modeling elections is common in political science [14]. For app-install,
we use a simple logit. For app-usage, we use a conditional logit (CL)
with recency (as defined in Section 4.1). We then compare the three
graph-based methods we propose to the baseline choice model: a
GCN-augmented MNL (or CML), a Laplacian-regularized logit (or
CL/MNL) with per-chooser intercepts, and choice fraction propagation (see Appendix C.1 for details on training and hyperparameter
selection). We note that we did not attempt to aggressively finetune the GCN beyond learning rate and 𝐿2 regularization strength,
since it has many more hyperparameters than our other approaches
and is more expensive to train. Our GCN results should therefore
be interpreted as the performance a discrete choice practitioner
should expect to achieve in a reasonable amount of time using the
model, which we believe is an important metric.
In Figure 3, we show results of all four approaches on all five
datasets. We evaluate the three likelihood-based methods using
their test set negative log likelihood (NLL) and use mean relative
rank (MRR) [52] to evaluate propagation. For one sample, MRR is
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Figure 3: Test negative log likelihoods (NLL; top row; lower is better) and mean relative ranks (MRR; bottom row; lower is better)
on the two Friends and Family datasets and three election datasets (error bars show standard error over chooser sampling).
“Logit” refers to CL and MNL as appropriate in the different datasets. Laplacian regularization improves performance in appinstall, while no method improves on (conditional) logit in app-usage. In the election data, Laplacian MNL, but not GCN,
outperforms MNL across train fractions. Propagation performs well on app-install, but very poorly on app-usage, as it does
not utilize recency. Despite not using county/precinct features, propagation can be competitive in the election data.

defined as the relative position of the actual choice in the list of predictions in decreasing confidence order (where 0 is the beginning of
the list and and 1 is the end). We then report the mean MRR over the
test set. In app-install, both Laplacian regularization and propagation improve prediction performance over the baseline logit model,
and the advantage increases with the fraction of participants used
for training (up to 6.8% better MRR). However, the GCN performs
worse than logit in terms of likelihood and the same or worse in
terms of MRR. In app-usage, we find no benefit from using social
network structure using any method. Instead, the recency feature
appears to dominate, with propagation (which uses no features)
performing much worse than the models that do incorporate recency. This indicates that app usage is driven by individual habit
rather than by external social factors. In the three election datasets,
Laplacian-regularized MNL consistently outperforms MNL (with
up to 2.6% better MRR in us-elec-2016; the margin in the California
data is small but outside errorbars), while the GCN performs on
par with MNL in us-elec-2016 and worse in the California datasets.
Despite entirely ignoring demographic features, propagation over
the social or geographic adjacency network performs remarkably
competitively, especially as the training fraction increases.
We provide runtime figures for a single run of training and
inference of all models on all datasets in Appendix C.2. Laplacian
regularization has very low overhead over CL/MNL, while GCN
is up to 4× slower in the smaller datasets. In the larger datasets,
PyTorch’s built-in parallelism reduces this relative gap. Propagation
is more than 10× faster than the choice models in every dataset.

6.3

Facebook and Myspace communities in
app-install

Given that we observed significant improvement in prediction performance in app-install, we take a closer look at the patterns
learned by the Laplacian-regularized logit compared to the plain
logit. In particular, the Facebook and Myspace apps were in the
top 20 most-preferred apps under both models (see Appendix C.3
for the full lists). Given that these were competitor apps at the
time,5 we hypothesized that they might be popular among different groups of participants. This is exactly what we observe in the
learned parameters of the Laplacian-regularized logit. Facebook
and Myspace are in the top 10 highest-utility apps for 70 and 27
participants, respectively (out of 139 total; we refer to these sets
as 𝐹 and 𝑀). Intruiguingly, the overlap between 𝐹 and 𝑀 is only 3.
Moreover, looking at the Bluetooth interaction network, we find
the edge densities are more than twice as high within each of 𝐹 and
𝑀 than between them (Table 2), indicating they are true communities in the social network. In short, the Laplacian-regularized logit
learns about two separate subcommunities, one in which Facebook
is popular and one in which Myspace is popular.

6.4

Counterfactuals in the 2016 US election

One of the powerful uses of discrete choice models is applying
them to counterfactual scenarios to predict what might happen
under different choice sets (e.g., in assortment optimization [49]).
For instance, we can use our models to make predictions about
election outcomes if different candidates had been on ballots in
2016. However, we begin this exploration with a warning: making

5 The dataset is from 2010; Facebook surpassed Myspace’s popularity in the US in 2009.
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Table 2: Edge densities within/between the groups preferring Facebook (|𝐹 | = 70) and Myspace (|𝑀 | = 27) in appinstall. Left: including the 3 choosers in 𝐹 ∩ 𝑀. Right: excluding 𝐹 ∩ 𝑀.

𝐹
𝑀

𝐹

𝑀

11.2%
4.9%

4.9%
11.7%

𝐹
𝑀

𝐹

𝑀

11.3%
5.8%

5.8%
12.0%

predictions from observational data is subject to confounders, unobserved factors that affected both who was on which ballot and how
the states voted. There are causal inference methods of managing
confounding in discrete choice models; for instance, our county
covariates act as regression controls [53]. If those covariates fully
described variation in county voting preferences, then the resulting choice models would be unbiased, even with confounding [53].
However, we do not believe the covariates fully describe voting,
since we can improve prediction by using regional or social correlations not captured by the county features. Nonetheless, examining
our model’s counterfactual predictions is still instructive, demonstrating an application of choice models, providing insight into the
model’s behavior, and motivating randomized experiments to test
predictions about the effect of ballot changes. We note that the MNL
we use obeys the axiom of independence of irrelevant alternatives
(IIA) [34], preventing relative preferences for candidates changing
within a particular county when choice sets change. However, since
states contain many counties, they are mixtures of MNLs (which
can violate IIA), so their outcomes can change under the model.
A widespread narrative of the 2016 election is that third-party
candidates cost Clinton the election by disproportionately taking
votes from her [12, 47]. To test this hypothesis, we examine three
counterfactual scenarios: (Scenario 1) all ballots have five options:
Clinton, Trump, Johnson, Stein, and McMullin; (Scenario 2) ballots
only list Clinton and Trump, and (Scenario 3) ballots are as they
were in 2016, but “None of these candidates” is added to every ballot.
For each scenario, we take the best (validation-selected) Laplacianregularized MNL trained on 80% of counties from each of the 8
county sampling trials and average their vote count predictions.
Maximum-likelihood outcomes under the model are shown in Table 1. We find no evidence to support the claim that third-party
candidates hurt Clinton more than Trump. None of the scenarios
changed the two major measures of outcome: Clinton maintained
the popular vote advantage, while Trump carried the Electoral College. A few swing states change hands in the predictions. The model
places more weight on “None of these candidates” than seems realistic (for instance, predicting it to be the plurality winner in Rhode
Island), likely because training data is only available for this option in a single state, leading to confounding. We also note that
under the true choice sets, the model’s maximum likelihood state
outcomes are the same as in Scenarios 1 and 2. A more complete
analysis would examine the full distribution of Electoral College
outcomes rather than just the maximum likelihood outcome, but
we leave such analysis for future work as it is not our main focus.

Table 3: Maximum likelihood 2016 election outcomes under
our model under the three scenarios in Section 6.4. We show
mean vote shares (with 95% confidence interval over trials)
for the top three predicted candidates and differences in
state outcomes between the counterfactual prediction and
reality. C: Clinton, T: Trump, Outcome: Electoral College
votes. T → C denotes that a state won by Trump goes for
Clinton under the model. States abbreviated by postal code.

C%
T%
T→C
C→T
Other
Outcome
∗ Maine

7

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

47.7 ± 0.1
46.3 ± 0.1
—
ME∗ , MN,
NV, NH
—
T 326, C 205

50.7 ± 0.1
49.3 ± 0.1
—
ME∗ , MN,
NV, NH
—
T 326, C 205

37.5 ± 2.2
37.0 ± 1.9
PA
MN, NV, NH
RI (“None”)
T 304, C 223

allocates Electoral College votes proportionally—we assume a 3-1 split.

DISCUSSION

As we have seen, social and geographic network structure can be
very useful in modeling the choices of a group of connected individuals, since people tend to have more similar preferences to
their network neighborhood than to distant strangers. Several possible explanations are possible for this phenomenon: people may
be more likely to become friends with similarly-minded individuals
(homophily) or trends may spread across existing friendships (contagion). Unfortunately, determining whether homophily or contagion
is responsible for similar behavior among friends is notoriously
difficult (and often impossible [51]).
We observed poor performance from the GCN relative to the
standard and Laplacian-regularized choice models, but we do not
claim that GNNs in general are ill-suited to choice modeling. As
we noted, there are many GCN hyperparameters that could be finetuned to possibly improve this performance, although this might
not be practical for non-machine learning experts. Additionally,
there are a host of other GNNs that could outperform GCNs in a
choice task. Our contributions in this area are to demonstrate how
GNN models can be adapted for networked choice problems and
to encourage further exploration of such problems. However, our
findings are consistent with several lines of recent work that show
simple propagation-based methods outperforming graph neural
networks [22, 25, 56].
There are several interesting avenues for future work in graphbased methods for discrete choice. As we noted, much of the recent machine learning interest in discrete choice [9, 46, 50, 52]
has revolved around incorporating context effects (violations of
IIA). Combining our methods with such approaches could answer
questions thats are to our knowledge entirely unaddressed in the
literature (and possibly even unasked): Do context effects have a
social component? If so, what kinds of context effects? Can we improve contextual choice prediction with social structure (in terms
of accuracy or sample complexity)? Another natural extension of
our work is to use a weighted Laplacian when we have a weighted
social network. In another direction, choice data could be studied
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as an extra signal for community detection in networks, building
on our identification of the Facebook and Myspace communities in
the Friends and Family data.
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A DATASET DETAILS
A.1 app-install and app-usage

original data includes 17,785,667 total ballots cast, 17,622,921 (99.0%)
of which are in precincts for which we have all three types of data.
We use the same features in ca-elec-2020 as in ca-elec-2016.

B
We remove apps that appeared on every participant’s phone as
well as apps owned by fewer than 10 participants. To filter out
built-ins, we also ignore all apps whose package name begins with
com.android, com.motorola, com.htc, com.sec, and com.google.
This is not a perfect method (for example, it fails to filter out a builtin text-to-speech program, com.svox.pico), but it catches many
apps and manual inspection would have been very time-intensive
and prone to its own errors. For app-usage, we subset the data to
March and April due to the huge number of app scans.

A.2

us-elec-2016

We use two dummy-encoded categorical features: the 2013 UDSA
rural-urban continuum code6 (e.g., metro area, urban adjacent to
metro area, rural) and the 2015 USDA Economic Research Service
economic typology code7 (e.g., farming, manufacturing, recreation).
In addition, we use the 2016 birth, death, net migration, unemployment, and bachelor degree rates and the 2016 median income.
One county—Oglala Lakota County, South Dakota (FIPS 46102)—
was named Shannon County (FIPS 46113) until 2015, which resulted
in some missing data. We manually renamed it in the data and
extrapolated missing data from previous years.

A.3

ca-elec-2016

Vote data was available for 23785 precincts, registration data for
21554 precincts, and adjacency data for precincts. We discarded
precincts without all three data types. We have full 2016 data for
21495 precincts. The data includes 14,610,518 total ballots cast,
14,584,788 (99.8%) of which are in precincts for which we have all
three types of data. There was a US Senate election in California in
2016, in which Kamala Harris defeated Loretta Sanchez. The 2020
California election did not have a US Senate race.
The registration data includes the following per-party ethnicity
counts in each precinct:8 Latino, Jewish, Korean, Japanese, Chinese, Indian, Vietnamese, Filipino. It also contains counts for each
age-range/sex/party combination. We aggregate these statistics and
normalize them by total registration count to obtain the following
final precinct features (all in proportion of registered voters): Democrat, Republican, American Independent Party member, Green Party
member, Libertarian, male, female, Jewish, Latino, Asian, age 18–24,
25–34, 35–44, 45–54, 55–64, and 65+.

A.4

ca-elec-2020

Since the 2020 election was more recent, some of the data had
not yet been populated in the Statewide Database. We had vote
results for 21346 precincts, registration data for 17321 precincts, and
adjacency data for 20051 precincts. Again, we discarded precincts
without full data. We have full 2020 data for 17282 precincts. The
6 https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/rural-urban-continuum-codes.aspx
7 https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/county-typology-codes/
8 See

https://statewidedatabase.org for details on the initial dataset construction. To
keep the number of features small for computational efficiency, we combined the
counts for Asian ethnicities.

PROOFS
Proof of Theorem 5.1. Using Bayes’ Theorem,
𝜽 ∗MAP = argmax𝜽 𝑝 (𝜽 | D)
= argmax𝜽

Pr(D | 𝜽 )𝑝 (𝜽 )
.
Pr(D)

Since Pr(D) is independent of the parameters,
𝜽 ∗MAP = argmax𝜽 [log Pr(D | 𝜽 ) + log 𝑝 (𝜽 )] .
Notice that the first term is exactly the log-likelihood ℓ (𝜽 ; D). Additionally, the priors of each parameter are independent, so
∑︁
∑︁
log 𝑝 (𝜽 ) =
log 𝑝 (𝜶 ) +
log 𝑝 (𝛽).
𝜶 ∈𝜃 A

𝛽 ∈𝜃𝐺

Since the priors 𝑝 (𝛽) are uniform, they do not affect the maximizer:


∑︁


𝜽 ∗MAP = argmax𝜽 ℓ (𝜽 ; D) +
log 𝑝 (𝜶 )  .


𝜶 ∈𝜃 A


Now consider the Gaussian priors 𝑝 (𝜶 ):


1
𝑝 (𝜶 ) = (2𝜋)𝑛/2 det(𝐿 −1 /𝜆) −1/2 exp − 𝜶 𝑇 [𝐿 −1 /𝜆] −1 𝜶
2


𝜆
= (2𝜋)𝑛/2 det(𝐿 −1 /𝜆) −1/2 exp − 𝜶 𝑇 𝐿𝜶 .
2
Dropping constants not affecting the maximizer, we then have



𝜆 ∑︁ 𝑇 
𝜶 𝐿𝜶 
𝜽 ∗MAP = argmax𝜽 ℓ (𝜽 ; D) −
2


𝜶 ∈𝜃 A


= argmax𝜽 ℓ𝐿 (𝜽 ; D)
= 𝜽 ∗MLE .
□

C ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS
C.1 Training details
Aside from the propagation approach, we train the other methods with batch Rprop [45], as implemented in PyTorch [44], with
learning rate chosen from 10−3, 10−2, 10−1 and 𝐿2 regularization
chosen from 10−5 , 10−4 , 10−3 , 10−2 , 10−1 based on validation loss
(we also tested no 𝐿2 regularization in the two app datasets). We
similarly select Laplacian 𝜆 from 10−5, 10−4, 10−3, 10−2 in the election datasets (in addition to these, we also test 100, 10−1, 10−6, 10−7
in the app datasets) and propagation 𝜌 from 0.1, 0.25, 0.25, 0.75, 1.
The smaller hyperparameter ranges in the election datasets were
used due to runtime constraints (especially for the large California
election datasets). We train the likelihood-based models for 100
epochs, or until the squared gradient magnitude falls below 10−8 .
For propagation, we perform 256 iterations, breaking if the sum of
squared differences between consecutive iterates falls below 10−8 .
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Table 4: Runtime in seconds to train and test each model,
with standard error over 4 trials.
Dataset
app-install
app-usage
us-elec-2016
ca-elec-2016
ca-elec-2020

C.2

CL/MNL

Laplacian

GCN

Prop.

2.5 ± 0.0
12 ± 0
18 ± 0
605 ± 6
450 ± 79

2.2 ± 0.0
13 ± 0
19 ± 0
647 ± 3
397 ± 2

9.0 ± 0.2
41 ± 0
20 ± 0.0
758 ± 4
485 ± 51

0.2 ± 0.0
0.9 ± 0.0
1.0 ± 0.0
63 ± 0
38 ± 0

Runtime details

To measure runtime, each model was run on a 50-25-25 trainvalidation-test split of each dataset four times. We fixed the learning
rate at 0.01, L2 regularization strength at 0.001, Laplace regularization strength at 0.0001, and propagation 𝜌 at 0.5. For each trial, we
trained and tested each model once, shuffling the order of models
to avoid systematic bias due to caching. The experiment was performed on a shared server, so high variance in ca-elec-2020 may
be due to a jump in activity from other users.

C.3 app-install highest-utility apps
In Tables 5 and 6 we examine the top 20 apps recommended by
logit and Laplacian logit, respectively. For logit, we look directly
at utilities, while for the Laplacian-regularized logit we count the
number of participants for whom the app in their top 10 by utility.
For both, we compute utilities by averaging the best-performing
(on validation) model at training fraction 0.8 in each trial.

Table 5: Top 20 apps by their global logit utility. Bolded
apps are deemed to be non-built-in downloadable apps by
manual inspection. Built-ins escaping our filter are overrepresented at the top of this list since they commonly appear in app scans.
App
edu.mit.media.funf.BluetoothService
android.tts
com.svox.pico
com.tmobile.selfhelp
com.noshufou.android.su
org.zenthought.android.su
com.facebook.katana
com.shazam.android
com.qo.android.moto
com.telenav.app.android.telenav
com.arcsoft.mediagallery
com.voxmobili.sync.MobileBackup
com.metago.astro
com.cooliris.media
com.pandora.android
com.gotvnetworks.client.android.altitude.activity
com.xtralogic.android.logcollector
com.orange.maps
com.myspace.android
com.telenav.app.android

Utility
2.15
1.65
1.62
1.52
1.49
1.14
1.03
1.02
1.00
0.91
0.90
0.90
0.83
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.77
0.74
0.70
0.70

Table 6: Top 20 apps by the number of participants for whom
they have top-10 utilities under the Laplacian logit. See Table 5 for additional details.
App
edu.mit.media.funf.BluetoothService
com.tmobile.selfhelp
android.tts
com.svox.pico
org.zenthought.android.su
com.qo.android.moto
com.noshufou.android.su
com.shazam.android
com.facebook.katana
com.voxmobili.sync.MobileBackup
com.arcsoft.mediagallery
com.cooliris.media
com.pandora.android
com.telenav.app.android
com.qo.android.gep
com.gotvnetworks.client.android.altitude.activity
com.myspace.android
com.telenav.app.android.telenav
com.vzw.vvm.androidclient
com.xtralogic.android.logcollector

Count
135
120
103
96
95
82
82
70
70
68
67
57
42
31
31
30
27
26
24
23

