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Similarity measurements are widely used in the user-objecbipartite networks to evaluate
potential relations between objects. We argue that the accate similarity measurements
should generate stable results for objects since their natal properties are unchangeable
regardless of the network structure. With six bipartite networks, the present paper quantifies
the stabilities of fifteen similarity measurements by compang the similarity matrixes of

two data samples which are randomly divided from original dada. Results show that, the
fifteen measurements can be well classified into three clusteaccording to their stabilities.
Measurements in the same cluster are found having the same rsiderations and similar
mathematical definitions. In addition, we develop a topr-stability method to study the object
similarity stability’s effect on the recommendation. The wnstable similarities are proved to
be false information By taking only the stable similaritiesinto account, the stability of the

recommendation could be largely improved. Our work may shedsome lights on the further


http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.01432v1

investigation and application of similarity in link predic tion and recommendation systems.

Connections are everywhere and can be observed betwegthévgin our world?, such as
the connections between locations in the transport syst€érasd connections between neurons
in the neural networkd. To characterize systems consisting of connections, caxmptwork, in
which objects are simplified as nodes and connections agdied as links, has been widely used
in the last decade to study the relations between differgjeiots and the structure of those kinds

of system&.,

However, in most real complex networks, not only the coregciodes have relations with
each other. Actually, every pair of nodes has some speciéitioas even there is no link between
them. For example, citation networks consist of papersfam@aper cited another, there would be
a link between therf. Besides citing relations between connected papers, pthiential relations
may exist between any pair of papers like same subject, satheraor same cited papers and so
on®. Generallysimilarity that describes the connections between different objpotsserties, is
the most used method to evaluate such relations. With the depelopment of complex networks,
similarity has become an important measurement with giigatfeance for both theoretical re-
search in fields such as biological and physical science eaxtigal applications in e-commerce
and social service. Evaluating the similarity of genes’resgion profile, one may identify sim-
ilar regulations and the control processes of géfi€4 Co-expression networks may also be
established according to the similarities between géfi&s Moreover, while protein-protein or

metabolic interactions can only be verified by costly expents and most of the interactions are



still unknown, similarity-based link prediction meth&#® could largely help identify the most
likely pair of interacting protein®8 |n addition, the similarity measurements have also found
its’ applications in object clusterif§2? and community detecting. As to more practical ap-
plications, one of the most used recommendation syst&wfds to utilize similarity to evaluate
correlations between objects such as movies, commoditieks and so on, and accordingly make

recommendations to users.

Based on various theories and considerations, dozens déstgnmeasurements have been
developed. However, with different data, similarity measnents generally have very different
performances. Even with different parts of a same data, dbelts may also vary. Particularly
in the bipartite networks, the object similarity is detemel by their natural properties, and thus,
similarity should be steadfast for a definite pair of objed® the other hand, the networks we
study are mapped incompletely, which is always evolving;amtain false positives and negatives
25 Thus, some fundamental questions are roused that, howtbeseetwork structure affects
the similarity? Could those exists similarity indexes dimethe real relations between objects?
While the aim of similarity measurements is to estimate #a correlation between items, unstable
estimation is unreliable and meaningless. For a definitegbabjects, a good measurement should
always return the same similarity at different times. Tolespthe stability problem of object
similarity in bipartite networks, fifteen similarity measments will be analyzed and studied in this
paper. Firstly, we will report the influence of data amountloafifteen similarity measurements’
stability. Secondly, the comparison and classificatiorheffifteen similarity measurements will

be analyzed. At last, we will explore the object similaritglslity’s effect on the recommendation.



Table 1: Properties of the utilized datasets. The sparsithe deviation between existed links
and possible links, i.eT'/(M - N), whereT, M, N is the number of links, objects and users
respectively. Subject matters of those datasets are a@efibjects whose properties are unchange-
able except Last.FM. The subjects of Last.FM are artistsvé¥er, the artists’ music have definite

contains and properties. Thus, the artists in Last.FM caldd be regarded as objects.

Dataset Subject matter NUM. of users NUM. of objects NUM.iioks$ Sparsity

MovieLens Movie 5547 5850 698054 2.15 x 1072
Netflix Movie 8608 5081 4192479.59 x 1073
Amazon  Commodity 645056 99622 203609B.17 x 107°
Last.FM Artist 1892 17632 928342.78 x 1073
Epinions  Reviews 28090 30073 422085.00 x 10~*
Del.cioi.us Bookmark 1861 1860 153284.43 x 1073

Similarity Measurements

In many online systems objects usually could get ratingsfobfferent users. To this kind of
context, one can use thlgosine IndeXCOS) orPearson CoefficienfPC) to measure the object
similarity. When the ratings are unavailable, similarigncalso be defined from the structure of
the historical data, that is, two objects are similar if tleeg connected with many same nodes.
The simplest such method @ommon NeighbofCN), where the similarity between two objects

are directly given by the number of same neighbors who hameextions with them. Considering



degree information of two objects, variations of CN haverbpeposed, includinalton Index
(SAL)%, Jaccard IndeXJAC)?Z, Sgrensen Indg8OR)28, Hub Promoted IndeHP1)2°, Hub De-
pressed IndexHDI) and Leicht-Holme-Newman IndgkHN) 20, Instead of number of the same
neighbors in the CN indexAdamic-Adar IndeXAA) =+ and Resource Allocation IndefRA)
was presented, regarding objects’ similarity as the sunomaf their common neighbors’ degree
information. To fit the basic preferential attachment ral@éetwork sciencé, the algorithmPref-
erential Attachment IndefPA) was also presented. Furthermore, using the conceptsghysics,
the methodViass Diffusion(MD) 23, Heat Conductior{HC) 24:3% andImproved Heat Conduction
(IHC) =® were also investigated. The mathematical definitions ofergimilarity measurements
can be found in the Method section. Generally speaking, alhge\vof similarity is relatively high
(low) if the objects are very similar (different). With treeéifteen similarity measurements, we

investigate their stability when measuring object sinifiyan the user-object bipartite networks.

Figure 1: (Color online) Typical examples of the comparibetween object similaritiesaﬁ and

siﬁ of MovielLens dataset for fifteen similarity measurementfiewwrandomly dividing data, we
haven = 0.5, i.e. 50% ratings are divided into the first sample and thersthre divided into the
second sample. For each calculation, we randomly s&{éqpairs of objects’ similarities of two
sample to show in the figure. Thus, there abé dots in each subplot, each representing a pair
of objects. The dots would locate on the diagonal if the sinties in two samples]; = s2;.

Consequently, the more stable the similarity measurersetite more concentrated the dots would

distribute around the diagonal.



Data

Six different datasets are applied in this paper to studysthbility of similarity measurements,
differing both in the subject matter and data sparsity, asvshin Table 1. Those datasets are
widely used to investigate and evaluate the recommendatgorithms and usually modeled as
the user-object bipartite network&3?. MovieLensandNetflixare movie Web sites in which users
could watch and rate movieAmazons a e-commerce systems in which users buy commaodities.
Last.FMis a music Web site allowing users collect different artistasic. Epinionsallows users
writing reviews and on the other hand reading others’ regi®el.icio.usis a bookmark Web site

in which users collect and share bookmarks they interested i

Similarity Stability

Although lots of object similarity measurements have baesgnted, we could not know the exact
object similarity. Thus, to examine the stability of thoseasurements, we divide the dataset into
two samples to compare the similarity matrixes calculatethfthose two samples for each mea-
surement. The data-dividing method can be described asvolEvery record will get a random
numberp from a uniform distribution ranging from 0 to 1, and this redbelongs to the first sam-
ple if p < n and else belongs to the second sampjef 1 — n, wheren can be regarded as a data
amount parameter artid< n < 0.5. With this method, those two samples would have no overlaps,
which means, they are totally different parts of the databer a specific pair of objects and

3, we uses}w to denote their similarity in the first sample aayﬁ to denote that in the second

sample. Thus, if a similarity measurement can give staldéuetion of the object similarity, there



would bes); = s2;. Figure 1 reports the distributions of similarities of twansples for each
of the fifteen similarity measurements in MovieLens data3éie dots would distribute near the
diagonal if the measurement can give stable evaluationjetobimilarity. The PA index presents
the most concentrated distribution. The reason is, the B&xionly considers the popularity when
measuring the objects. Popular objects of a data sample general also popular in another data

sample, and thus the object similarity is stable. Other nwesmsents’ results are not so concen-

trated especially for pairs of objects with low-similarggirs of objects. Results in Fig. 1 indicate
that, when the data is changed, a same pair of objects mayahe&d as different similarity level

and thus, the stability problem indeed exists in most smitylaneasurements.

Figure 2: (Color online) Average bias standard deviation of bias and the Pearson coefficient
p against the data amount paramejdor MovieLens, Amazon, Last.FM and Epinions data re-
spectively. Each data point is averaged over 20 indeperedgrariments, i. e., for each level of
data amount parameter we randomly divide the data for 20 times and calcujate andp of
each time. Note that, there is only selecting informatiothait ratings in Last.FM dataset. Thus,
the COS and PC indexes could not be performed in Last.FM elatAs the data becomes more
and more abundant, the stability of object similarity wotdthatively be better. However, many
measurements still could not give stable evaluations @ailgimilarity.

Figure 3: (Color online) The: — o location map with data amount parameter= 0.5. On the
location map , a measurement locating on the left side méansimilarities of objects have little
change at average, and the bottom means the similaritiescbfgair objects have similar change.

Overall, a stable measurement generally would locate olethieottom of theu, — o location map.



The values of similarity calculated by different measuretaelistribute in different ranges,
and thus we make a simple normalization to make those maasuats comparable. Suppose that
is the average value of similarity that= » _ ; sas/(N (N — 1)) whereN is the number of objects
which have at least one record in the corresponding santmendrmalization i, = s.z/53.
Specifically, the similarities of the PC index distributetire range—1, 1], which may probably
leadss to be 0. Hence, we make the normalizatiorsas = (s.s + 1)/(5 + 1) for the PC index.
Henceforth, the similarities are all been normalized beefsed. To qualify the stability of object

similarity, we define three metrics:

1) The average bias is used to describe the average level of similarity diffeeehetween

two similarity matrixes from the two samples, and it reads

o Zaﬁaaﬁ
PNV 1)

(1)
whered, s is the bias of similarities between objeet&nd g from two samples as shown in Fig. 1
(@),1..045 = \siﬁ—s§5|. High value of average bias means the same pair of objectalissted as

different similarity level on average when the data is cleghg hus, the more stable the similarity

measurement is, the lower the vajugvould be.

2) The standard deviation of biasreads

S0 — 02
g:\/ e @

The deviations can measure the difference of susceptibility between réiffepairs of objects

against the data change. High values of the deviatiorean that, similarities between some pairs
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of objects may be quite unstable. On the other hand, low sabfie could indicate that, each
pair of objects has similar unstable level and the hiasay be caused by the coincident entirety

changes of every pair of objects’ similarity.

3) The Pearson coefficieptreads

Eaﬁ(s}xﬁ - El)(siﬁ - 32)
Uﬂ)gN N — 1) ’

p= 3)

wheres!' ands? are the average value of similarity over every pair of olsjdor two samples
respectively, ana; andv, are the standard variance of similarity for two sampleseesyely. In
general, the value of Pearson coefficipmanging from -1 to 1 measures the coherence of two
similarity matrixes calculated by two samples. The uppeaitlof Pearson coefficient = 1 means
two similarity matrixes are totally coherent and the cqomegling similarity measurement s totally

stable. Thus, higher Pearson coefficigntould be better.

With each similarity measurement, we calculate the sintyldor two data samples with
different data amount parametersThe results of average biasstandard deviation of biasand
the Pearson coefficieptof MovieLens, Amazon, Last.FM and Epinions datasets arerteg in
Fig. 2 (Results of Netflix and Del.icio.us datasets can bedom Supplementary Information).
One can easily find that, the PA index is the most stable measnt regardless of the data amount
1, and even with little data, the PA index could give stablduatdon of the object similarity. As
the data amount increases, the average biasa®d the standard deviations of biaggenerally
decrease. It can be observed that for both the average laiad deviatiorr, the CN, AA and RA
indexes have similar decay pattern. When the data amouitties(h) < 0.1) the average bias
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of the CN, AA, RA indexes are almost the highest, and with tierd@ase of), the average bias
1 rapidly decrease which means they are sensitive to the datargt. Another dynamic cluster
consisting of the COS, SAL, JAC, SOR, HPI, HDI indexes seefetansensitive. Although the
average biag and deviatiorr also derease with the increment of data, the decays are riaveérs
than that of the former cluster (the CN, AA, RA indexes). Adpkemeasurement refers to the
LHN index, which has no apparent dynamic against the datauatmo Same with the results of
average biag and deviatiorr, Pearson coefficient of the PA index is the highest and larger
than 0.9 even with the least data amountH 0.05). As to the CN, AA, RA indexes, the Pearson
coefficientsp are also sensitive, which is similar to the average piasd deviatiornr. As the data
amounty increase, Pearson coefficigndf the CN, AA, RA indexes rapidly increase to quite high
levels. Other measurements’ Pearson coefficiemowever, increases very slowly with the data
amount and are in general less than 0.2 even when all the glata((5) was used. Especially
in Amazon which is a very sparse (sparsity3i$7 x 10~°) dataset, most measurements’ Pearson
coefficientsp are less than 0.03. This result indicates that, for mostlaiity measurements,
the similarity matrixes calculated from different data gdes could have no apparent coherence.
Overall, more data could make it more stable for most of thasueements especially the CN, AA

and RA indexes.

To get deeper insight of the comparison and the classifitatidhose similarity measure-
ments, we analyze the results of average piand the standard deviatienwhen all of the data
is used { = 0.5) as shown in Fig. 3 (Results of Netflix and Del.icio.us datssan be found in

Supplementary Information). Using the average hiand the dispersioa/u as two dimensions,
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we can get the: — o location map for each dataset respectively. One can sunglysfind that,
those similarity measurements could be well classified frioenperspective of similarity stability.
Except four measurements namely the PA, PC, LHN and IHC ieslethe other measurements
could be classified into three clusters. Measurements igdhee cluster are similar in both math-
ematical form and original considerations. The first clustansists three measurements namely
the CN, AA and RA indexes, all of which only take the inforneettiof the common neighbors of
two target objects into consideration. While the CN indethis total number of common neigh-
bors, the AA and RA indexes make the total number weightet/bys (%, ) and1/k, respectively
wherek, is the degree of the two target objects’ common neighbdrhe second cluster consists
of six measurements namely the COS, SAL, JAC, SOR, HPI andintizixes. Except the COS
index, the other five measurements are all variations of thendex, adding the information of
the two target objects. However, the CN index’s anotherati@m, the LHN index, locates out-
side the second cluster. The reason may be that, when cangidiee degree information of two
target objects, the LHN index makes the degrees of two abjeetitiplied, i.e. k, kg, and thus
the degree information is quadratic in the LHN index. Unlike LHN index, other variations’s
degree information is not quadratic, such\@, ks of the SAL index k., + ks of the SOR index,
max(k,, kz) of the HDI index and so on (See Method section for detailecherattical definitions
of these measurements). The third cluster consists the MDH& indexes which consider the
degree information of both the target objects and their comneighbors. Another similar point
is that, the MD and HC indexes are both based on the spreadntggs on bipartite networks

according to Physical theories. Actually, they have tgtdle same stability when measuring the
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object similarity. Although the basic considerations afeetent, mathematical definitions of the
MD and HC indexes are very similar that leads;{§” = s/ Overall, according to the stability
of the object similarity, various similarity measuremeotslld be well classified into three clus-
ters. In fact, the classification can also be observed inEign which measurements in the same

cluster always have same dynamical pattern against theadaiant parameter.

[htb]

Effect on the Recommendation

Object similarity in the user-object bipartite networkgenerally used to make the recommenda-
tion for users. While those fifteen similarity measuremeamnéswidely used in the recommendation
system, the stability of the recommendation results isistknown. In this section, we analyze the
effect of object similarity stability on the recommendati@sult. Generally speaking, the goal of a
recommendation system is to generate a recommendati@otiststed of. objects and voluntar-
ily to display on each user’s interface based on the targatakistorical selections. The system
has to calculate the score of every unselected object fogattasen:, and rank the objects from

high scores to low scores. The score of an objefcir the target uset, w,z is given by

Wag = Y Sap, 4)

ael"u

wherel’, is the set of objects which are the historical selectiontefusen.. A high score means
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Figure 4: (Color online) The average ranking position of taeommended objectsk), against
number of objects that counted in the togstability method. The length of the recommendation
list in the simulation isL. = 50, and the results are averaged over 10 independent simngdatio
general, the recommendation stability could be improveddnsidering only the stable similari-

ties.

that, the system evaluates it as what the target user itdaresThus, a stable recommendation
system should not rank a definite object at totally diffeyrgitions of the ranking list at different
times. To qualify the stability of recommendation results, still divide the data as two samples
according to the former method with= 0.5. Thus, for a target user, there would be two ranking
lists of objects. If an objeat is in the recommendation lists (ranking at the fitgbositions in the
ranking list), we defing?,, = i/M wherei is objecta’s position in another ranking list antl/

is the total number of objects. Hence, we can use the aveaagieng position(R) to describe the

stability of the recommendation results aff¢) reads

B=33 f(;:], (5)

u OLEOu

whereQ,, is the set of objects which rank at the tbgositions of the ranking list and at the same
time have not been selected by the target userboth of the samples, and,| is the number of
objects in the seb,. According to this definition, stable measurements woulclsmall average

ranking position( ?).

To explore the correlation between similarity stabilitydaslecommendation stability, figure.

4 shows the Pearson coefficient of similarity matrixesnd the average ranking positioR) of
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each measurement for MovieLens, Netflix, Last.FM and Episidatasets. We can observe the
correlation that, the more stable a measurement could a&esaine similarity (highep), the more
stable its’ recommendation would be (lowgk)). However, the correlation is not linear. We fit
the results of each dataset with power-fofR) = ap~". Although the parameters in the fitting
equation may be different, it could be concluded that, ther@ power-law correlation between
similarity stability and recommendation stability. Théfelience of the parameters may be caused

by the different structures and sparsity of the data.

On the other hand, we can find that, many of the recommendati@nquite unstable, such
as the PC, SAL, HPI, LHN, HC and IHC indexes whose averagemgngositions(R) are larger
than 0.1 in each dataset (See Table S1 for detail). To takeidlems dataset as an example,
(R) = 0.1 means that, the objects recommended at the/tgositions using a data sample are
ranked at 585th position (there are 5850 objects in Movisldata) at average when using another
data sample. Theoretically, the average ranking posititynof the totally random case is 0.5 and
the most stable results {f2) = L/2M where M is the total number of the objects. Thus, the
theoretical best stability i$.3 x 1073, 4.9 x 1073, 8.3 x 10~* and1.4 x 10~2 for MovieLens,
Netflix, Epinions and Last.FM respectively which means gmmmendation lists of the two data

samples are totally the same.

To improve the stability of the recommendation and furthgiere the effect of the similarity
stability, here we propose a topstability method. For an objeet, the similarity bias between

and each objegt, J3, is calculated and ranked from low (stable) to high (unsfatéhen adding
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the score of objectv according to Eq. (4), we only take objects which have the most stable

similarities i. e., which rank at the toppositions to objectv. This could be explained as

o S8a Pgo < | ©)
0 Pgo >n
whereP;, is the position of object in objecta’s stability list. Note that, unlike the classical top-
n-similarity recommendation algorithm in whiehobjects with the highest similarities to object
o would be counted®4], here we ignore the exact value of similarity, just consitier stability.
The basic consideration is that, if a pair of objects’ simiifahas poor stability, the similarity
would be meaningless regardless of the value of similafityough the experiments, the classical

top-n-similarity method can also improve the recommendatiotabisity for a little bit, but the

improvement of our topr-stability method is much bigger (See Supplementary In&irom).

With different number of stable objects we make the recommendation and calculate the
average ranking position of the recommended objéBtsas shown in Fig. 5. Figure 5 is sum-
marised according to the similarity measurements’ clgstée results of similarity measurements
the PC, LHN, PA and IHC indexes could be found in Supplemgntsfiormation. One can ob-
serve that, there is no apparent recommendation staltipravement for the first cluster (the
CN, AA, RA indexes) except in the Epinions dataset in which tacommendation stability is
poor for every similarity measurement. On the other hanchmamendation stability of measure-
ments of the second cluster could be well improved by thetapability method especially for the
SAL and HPI indexes whose average ranking positiBi is over 0.1. However, measurements

in the third cluster, i.e. the MD and HC indexes, have diffiéq@gattern against the top-stability
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method. While the HC index’s recommendation stability ddag largely improved, the MD index
has no apparent improvement. We can conclude that, whertioenmendation is unstable, our
top-n-stability method could largely improve (See Table S2 foraded improvement ratio) the
stability by taking only the stable similarities into acobuFor most similarity measurements, the
optimized stability could be reached when considering 8&06&b6 of the similarities, and for the
poor-stability measurements, the counted ratio may eveibbet 5%. The improvement indicates
that, those unstable similarities are more like false mi@tion which would lead to the deflected

evaluation of users’ true interest.

Conclusion and Discussion

While similarity measurements can measure the potentatioas between objects in the biolog-
ical, social, commerce systems, they are meaningful ontyafevaluated similarities are stable.
Unstable similarities are generally false information ethivould lead to the misunderstanding of
the relations between objects. The present paper studiestdbility of fifteen similarity measure-
ments measuring object similarity in user-object bipanmi¢tworks. The results showed that, most
similarity measurements except the PA, CN, AA, RA indexes,cuite unstable when measuring
object similarity. The Pearson coefficiemof two similarity matrixes calculated from two data
samples may even smaller than 0.2, which means the two reatniave little correlation. Gen-
erally speaking, measurements with simple consideratansdescribe the natural properties of
objects and are stable. The CN, AA, RA indexes considerig thie information of two objects’

common neighbors are stable and can be regarded as a clOstéine other hand, variations of
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the CN index, namely the SAL, JAC, SOR, HPI, HDI indexes, aersng further the degree in-
formation of two objects, are less stable than the CN indexcam be regarded as another cluster.
Measurements in the same cluster have in general similaidemations and mathematical defi-
nitions, and thus have similar stabilities and even the dyoagainst the data amount. In other
words, while dozens of measurements have been developest siimilarity measurements can
be well classified according to their object similarity sty When a new measurement being
proposed, one just needs to analyze its stability to idemtHich cluster it belongs to, and then
could get deeper insight to this measurement by comparitiy ether measurements within the
same cluster. In addition, we presented ategtability method to investigate the effect of object
similarity on the recommendations. By considering only steble similarities i.e. deleting the

unstable, false information, the stability of the recomudedion could be improved.

The investigations and considerations in this paper orntyged on the objects. Actually,
similarity is also an important method measuring the paaenelations of human beings in the
social systems and users in the online systé&ndHowever, different with objects whose natu-
ral properties are definitely unchangeable, evidences ibese found to prove that, the behaviors
and interests of human behavior are temp8téf. Thus, the stabilities of object similarity and
human-to-human similarity may have totally different miegs. Additionally, the stability of
those similarity measurements should be also studied imuyae systems, which contain only
one kind of nodes. Especially for the objects like geneggime ect., the investigations of similar-
ity stability are still urgently needed because those dbjeay have properties different from that

studied in this paper.
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Methods

The datasets used in the present paper are usually modeleskaebject bipartite network in
which nodes can be divided into two groups, representingsuesgd objects respectively. In such
kind of system, links only exist between different kinds ofds, i.e. between users and objects.
We usea and 3 to denote the target pair of objects afigs is the set of users who select both
objectsa and . The popularityk, andks represent the times of objeetand$ selected by users
respectively, and the activity, is the number of objects userhave selected. We suppose that,
the functionmin(z, y) equals to the minimum value betweerandy andmax(x, y) equals to the
maximum value between andy. In addition,r, andrs are rating vectors in the N-dimensional

user space and,, andr,s is the rating user, evaluating the object and respectively. With
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those parameters defined, the fifteen similarity measurtsmeferred in this paper read:

1
cCOS : Saf = T Z TuaTuB,

PC: Saf =

CN : Saf = Z 1,

1
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Figure 5 (Color online) The average ranking position (R) versus the Pearson coefficient
of similarity matrixes p for each similarity measurement. The values of (R) and p are
calculated with » = 0.5 and L = 50 and averaged over 10 independent calculations.

Furthermore, we fit the correlation with power-law form (R) = ap~°.
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