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Abstract: Interestingness is an important criteddgrwhich we judge knowledge discovery. But, intéregiess has

escaped all attempts to capture its intuitive megmmnto a concise and comprehensive form. A ungyin
paradigm is formulated by function composition. W&m that composition is bipolar — i.e. compositiof
exactly two functions — whose two semantic poles mlevance and unexpectedness. The paradigm
generality is demonstrated by case studies of mégvastingness functions, examples of known funstio
that fit the framework, and counter-examples foiolhthe paradigm points out to the lacking pole.

1 INTRODUCTION

Interestingness is an important criterion by whied judge discoveries, in particular knowledge digrg.
But, interestingness has eluded all attempts tducapts intuitive meaning into a widely acceptexntnial
framework.

There are many proposals for the meaning of intieigrgess. Most of them fit our intuition to a grerabr
lesser extent. Some of them even correctly expvassaspect or another of what should be interastiss)
Though, none has convincingly covered the wholeeiss a fundamental way.
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This work starts with concepts firmly based uporr dantuition to reach a unifying paradigm for
interestingness. It is stated in terms of mathezabtiomposition of exactly two functions, no lessl @o more.
It enables grouping apparently disparate empifmahulas into a common paradigm.

Once its formal framework is made explicit, one cme it as a guide to propose functions to caleulat
interestingness and integrate them into novel kadge discovery protocols.

A first example of interestingness composition ies amatching coefficient of a result as the relevance
to an interest field, multiplied by the unexpectesingiven by anismatch coefficient of the result to the same
interest field. It simultaneously optimizes relegamnd novelty of each result.

Moreover, the formal framework serves to check Wwheexisting functions fit the unifying paradign,ib
points out to some required kind of addition.

An existing criterion to rank search data is gi®nthe Tfldf formula It perfectly fits the interestingness
paradigm, as our analysis clarifies.

For each of the functions presented, we provide sagdies, in a Web search setting, to demondtnate
they actually produce interesting results.

The remainder of the paper presents the unifyimggigm (section 2), introduces match-&-mismatclaas
interestingness function pair (section 3), offesv&-high-threshold computational functions (sentid),
showsTfldf in the new paradigm liglisection 5), and ends with a discussion.

2 INTERESTINGNESS: THE UNIFYING PARADIGM

Interestingness, within knowledge discovery, is aotabsolute quantity. It is variable along timel atways
relative to a field of interest. Here it is arguédt it is bipolar, combining exactly two functioimsa unifying
paradigm for interestingness.

2.1 Exactly Two Functions: Relevance and Unexpectedss

Knowledge discovery means that we acquire new kedge that we did not have previously. We use tima te
Unexpectedness, rather than the more neutral novelty, to empleattiat what is new is not strictly contained in
any sense in the previously known.

The very meaning of Unexpectedness, as statedepafaplies that it is relative to previously exisi
knowledge. We use the terRelevance, rather than relativity, to stress that the pattic frame of reference is a
chosen field of interest, e.g. material propertiEmetals, migratory birds, or software design ¢aus.

These two concepts, Unexpectedness and Relevaraegtgjust two faces of the same coin, one redativ
the other, but two really independent functionsleled, they are separately quantified.

The previous knowledge exists whether or not neemktedge is acquired. Thus, the chosen field ofrese
can be characterized — say, by some kind of metadaefore and independently of any knowledge disgo
event. In particular, the Relevance of any piecknumfwledge, say a search result — be it novel bman be
guantified relative to the reference metadata.

New knowledge is not determined by the previousipwn. In fact, one can acquire two pieces of new
knowledge, having quite distinct contents, thudedéntly quantified, The Unexpectedness of onehefrt
could be larger than the other one’s, even withstirae previous knowledge.

The first sense of interestingnessREevance to the field of interest. In this sense, an iteninteresting
because it fits the field for which one has a ratable interest, either professional or amatEar.instance,
metals conduct heat, conduct electricity and hawhiay appearance. Copper concerns people intdra@ste
metals because it fits the context metadata.

The second sense of interestingneddriexpectedness. In this second sense, an item is interesting umxa
it calls one’s attention by marked deviation frome typical item in the context. For instance, meyda the
only metal which is liquid at room temperature.

But, mercury is really interesting when one coma®ss it, because it I®th a typical metal — conducting
and shiny — and has unexpected properties — allfguning spherical drops.

Thus, we really have two functions, viz. Relevaand Unexpectedness.
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2.2 No More Than Two Functions

We now argue that there are no more than two fonstielated to interestingness.

Suppose that we acquire a new piece of knowledafebth genetic modification, an agricultural statitas
developed yellow tomatoes, instead of the usualaegls. Yellowness certainly is a function that d¢en
guantified by colorimetric methods and by accestaedards.

Should we include yellowness — or for that matt@y ather intrinsic property of the new knowledgén—
the calculation of its interestingness? The anssveegative.

Let us look at the time dependence of interestisgnafter such a knowledge discovery. At the disopv
time, that piece of knowledge has a certain quabté# amount of Unexpectedness.

The typical action after knowledge discovery isrtoorporate the new piece into the body of knowtedg
available in the respective field of interest. ThHaexpectedness of that piece of knowledge decreases
dramatically. Interestingness decreases accordingly

The situation is totally different with yellownesA. short time afterwards, the yellow tomatoes & s
yellow. The time dependence of yellowness has ngtto do with one’s knowledge of it.

Obtaining again the same piece of knowledge — &t $inoe interval afterwards — will not be considgre
discovery anymore. This is analogous to the remistn of a new patent. Once a patent is registeited,
contents are not novel anymore and it cannot histexgd again.

Interestingness — through its Unexpectedness etiam intrinsic property of any knowledge pieceisla
function of the discovery process.

2.3 The Formal Framework
The unifying paradigm for interestingness is folmakpressed by the following equation:

Interestingness = Ro U (2-1)

where R is a Relevance function,, U is an Unexpectedness function, ando is the symbol for function
composition, meanimg either mathematical or contmurtal function composition.

In equation (2-1) one should first apply the Unestpdness function on the search results. On the
respective output, one then applies the Relevangetibn, in this order. In its most general formndtion
composition is not commutative, in analogy to matiultiplication.

One could conceivably think of other pairs of fuons for which rathel o R is the appropriate order. But
as long as the operator between functiors tise generic function composition, whatever isdhder it cannot
be reversed.

In certain particular cases, composition may berudtiplicative, and therefore commutative:

U*R=R*U (2-2)

Particular cases of importance are selection fanstithat select items from the search result ibénisy
specified criteria.
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3 MATCH & MISMATCH

In our first example, a Match coefficient has théerof aRelevance function and a Mismatch coefficient is the
Unexpectedness function. They are multiplied as in eq. (2-2) tatain Interestingness values.
The case study illustrates these functions withivebhlog recommendation system.

3.1 Match & Mismatch Coefficients

The Match coefficient is calculated by comparing imilarity between the field of interest context
metadata and the current item.

The simplest Match coefficient is a boolean vagalil has value 1 if at least one keyword is comnmn
both the field context and the current item. Otlisevit has a zero value.

A slightly more sophisticated Match coefficient sisen integer variable. Here one counts the common
words of the context and current item.

A more complex Match coefficient calculation wouhdolve in some way the edges in the metadata graph
(say an ontology), where the vertices are keywords.

A Mismatch coefficient counts the dissimilarity veen the field context metadata and the current.ite
is an integer variable.

Assume the field metadata is a set F of keywordisthe current item is a set C. In more precise sethe
mismatch is calculated as the symmetric differefdbese sets:

Mismatch=FA C = (F-C)U (C - F) (3-1)

Note that mismatch terms can also be weightederlii known keyword statistical factors or by tliges
of an ontology graph.
Finally the expression for the Interestingness is:

Interestingness = Match * Mismatch / NormF (3-2)

where NormF is a normalization factor that comptasséor differences in the total number of keywoatting
result items.

3.2 Case Study: Weblog Recommendation

This is a case study of weblog recommendation,(Ewgimura, 2005 [2]), (Glance, 2004 [3]). The ushooses
a field of interest, here “sports”. A context mettalis obtained from pre-defined data and usertinpu

Search was performed with the Yahoo search engittetive keywords: “Euro 2008 results and fixtures
blog”. Search results were post-processed to atlenlalues of Interestingness in equation (3-2g 3brted
outcome is plotted in Figure 3.1.

The outcome is satisfactory for two reasons. Higte are few “interesting” results, so that oas make
recommendations with confidence. These are sed¢heigraph of Figure 3.1. It clearly highlights oriyo
results out of 93. One could set a threshold feoraatic decision making.

March 2014 Page 4



Interestingness — A Unifying Paradigm laakoyman

Second, the Interestingness ranking is signifigadifferent from the engine search ranking, whiglbased
on very different considerations from interestinggeFor instance, the two highest results by istergness
are ranked by Yahoo search in positions 29 an@§ferctively.

ness
N

Interestin

Itemn Number

Figure 3.1: Interestingness plotted against itemlmers for “sports” weblog items. Exactly two itefresve sharply higher
values (around 350) than others.

4 LOW & HIGH THRESHOLDS

Our second example of interestingness calculationlves composition of computational functions ma®q.
(2-1). This composition is not commutative.

The low threshold appears within the Unexpectedfigsstion, while the high threshold is related be t
Relevance function.

4.1 Low & High Computational Thresholds

The context here is discovery of new keywords. @nse performs regular search in a field of intérfes
the user, using a standard search engine.

From the search result item-set one extracts all rtbn-trivial words and sorts them by frequency of
appearance. Trivial words are articles, pronourgpgsitions, etc., found in a “stopwords” file.

The Unexpectedness functionU outputs all words below a low-frequency thresHoldT.

These candidate words are then tested byRéhevance functionR as follows: repeat regular search with
the same original keywords and each candidate wiind. candidate is a new keyword if it is now abave
high-frequency thresholadighT.

Thus, the interestingness expression in this exauimas the same form as equation (2-1):

Interestingness = R(highT)o U(lowT) (4-1)

March 2014 Page 5



Interestingness — A Unifying Paradigm laakoyman

4.2 Case Study: Keyword Discovery

This case study refers to keyword discovery teaesgsee e.g. (Arimura, 2000 [1]), (Moukas, 199Y. [7
Samples of result sets with a size of 100 itemsewsstained from Yahoo web search of the keyword

combination “migratory birds water swim”.
The Unexpectedness function produced among the roursidow-frequency words appearing only once the

word “phalarope” — previously unknown to us, asase not ornithologists.
The Relevance function was applied next, with thedidate keyword “phalarope” added as input to the

same keyword combination. The outcome shows this keyword clearly above the higher threshold. Tikis

seen in Figure 4.1, for results starting at resaléxi=1, up toi=100.
As counter-examples, the same threshold check ést other low-frequency words does not succeed.

Word Count - 100 Results from 1
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Figure 4.1: Relevance function highlights phalarepe this histogram of selected words appearameecandidate word is
very prominent. Indeed it even appears in two fofpiglarope, phalaropus).

5 FREQUENCY & INVERSE FREQUENCY

Tfldf is a well-known ranking criterion for documents/en keywords of relevance — see e.g. (Yuwono, 1995

[11]). Here it is shown that it perfectly fits tjeneric framework for interestingness.
Its application is illustrated in reciprocal mode:discover keywords of relevance, when given ggéng

documents.
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5.1 Tffor Relevance

The so-called’erm Frequency Tf of keywordk in documen is:
Tfjk = Nik /Tj (5-1)

whereny is the number of appearanceskah documenj, andTj, the total number of appearances of all terms
t in documenj, serves as a normalization factor.

Tfjc is directly proportional to the number of keywokdappearances. Whek is high-frequency in
documents — as it is typical of keywords used @ratterize a field of interest — the valueTéf, is accordingly
large.

Thus, Tfj has the common behavior oRalevance function. It indeed plays this role, wh&fidf is used
to rank documents, with given characteristic keyigor

5.2 Idf for Unexpectedness

TheInverse Document Frequency Idf of keywordk is usually given by:
Idf« = log (N / dfy) (5-2)

where N is the total number of documents in the sub-spawer consideration andf, is the number of
documents containing keywokd

Idf ¢ is inversely proportional to the number of docutseof interest. The value dflf, increases when
there are fewer documents containing the keywardhis rewards document rarity. With this respecg th
logarithm serves as a scaling factor, which doeéshange thédf , meaning.

Thus,Idf ¢ plays the role of abinexpectedness function within theTfldf criterion.

5.3 Interesting Useof Tfldf
Tfldf has the form of a multiplicative composition, béttype of eq. (2-2):
Tfidf = Tfy * Idf, (5-3)

TheTfldf criterion is bipolar since it has exactly two ftinas pulling frequencies in opposite senses.

The common use offldf is that of a ranking criterion for documents ofeiest, given keywords of
relevance.

But, Tfldf can also be used the other way roundTflif is indeed a valid criterion for interesting
documents, given those documents it can be appidithd keywords which characterize the choserdfief
interest. This is illustrated in the next caselgtu
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5.4 Case Study: Finding Keywords of Relevance

This case study refers to software reuse of magledscode found in the Web. In particular we weteragsted
in cases that combine two design patterns, su€@basrver and Mediator in the same code.

Search with the Google search engine started vatiwkrds fetched from a target file containing both
general words and keywords associated to spe@8Bmd patterns.

Table 1: Tfldf values for Selected Keywords.

Keyword Tfldf
patterns 14.14
mediator 12.47

concatenate 10.48
observer 6.27

The purpose of th&fldf calculation was to find new keywords of relevatwéhe chosen field of software
pattern reuse. In this context a document is tthe #ind summary of each item in the search resths.
candidate keywords were all words appearing irstrsch results.

Sorting the words by theirfldf value produced the outcomes as seen in Tabl@dadearch of “observer
mediator design patterns”.

Although the number of appearances of the word éples” is much higher than the word “concatenate”,
Tfldf values reverse their order and actually highliggsv words of relevance, such as “concatenate”. & hes
new keywords were incorporated in the target fde posterior use.

6 DISCUSSION AND RELATED WORK

The most striking feature of the vast literature ioterestingness that we wish to convey in thisyvamort
literature review is the diversity of concepts dmanulas: a broadly accepted framework is stilkiag.

Deviation — in a statistical sense — has been used to dbaracinterestingness for automatic knowledge
discovery in relatively early works — see e.g. {€tisky-Shapiro and Matheus, 1994 [9]).

A good source of references is the survey by Tirlfifuzhilin, 2000 [10]) in the Handbook of Data
Mining and Knowledge Discovery (Klosgen and Zytk@@02 [4]), and references therein, e.g. (Padmaarabh
and Tuzhilin, 1999 [8]).

Tuzhilin refers to three subjective measures adrestingness and ways to integrate them. Unexpeetsd
is explicitly mentioned. Another measur@terestingness templates reflects to a certain extent a form of
relevance. The third onagtionality — another name for usefulness — is orthogondlisoptaper’s claim.

Arimura in reference (Arimura, 2000 [1]) uses thation of important instead of interesting keywords.
Among other techniques it mentions Shannoadropy as a measure to discover important patterns.
Information entropy is found in a variety of worksee e.g. (Li, 2006 [5]) and references therein.

A more recent survey of interestingness measurdaenfowvledge discovery is found in (McGarry, 20056
from which one can infer that heterogeneity stilhacterizes the discipline.

6.1 A Unifying Paradigm

Against the background of so much diversity of eomtand form, this work offers a unifying conceptua
paradigm of interestingness.

The unifying paradigm has a concise formal framéwbiterestingness is the mathematical composiion
exactly two functions: one standing faevance to a chosen field of interest; the other for tihexpectedness
that calls our attention to specific newly acquikedwledge.

This formal framework is clear enough to enablegjudnt relative to our intuitive notions and to the
prevalent trends of research in the area.
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On the other hand, the formal framework of thisapégm is not too restrictive. It encompasses fomsti
currently used in practice and serves to stimuiatdings of novel functional forms that fit the paigm, as
discussed next.

6.2 Varieties of Bipolar Composition

To esablish the viability of the unifying paradigmd its formal framework, it is important to shdvat many
functional forms obey the paradigm.

We offered three examples, with their respectiveecstudies: a multiplicative Match*Mismatch bipolar
expression; a non-commutative pair of computatidaattions with application of Low and High thredts
the well-known Tf*Idf criterion, which is also miglicative. Each of them is bipolar in the sensat tthey
involve exactly two functions, standing for Relegarand Unexpectedness.

As a counter-example to stimulate further reseaved,mention algebraic similarity vectors. Any such
vector clearly represents the Relevance side obssiple bipolar expression. By itself it is not egb to
express interestingness as required by the unifyamgdigm.

One could define a kind of dissimilarity vector represent unexpectedness, which is a subject forefu
investigation.

6.3 Main Contribution

The main contribution of this work is a unifying naeptual paradigm of interestingness for knowledge
discovery:

-Mathematical composition of exactly two functiopslling in opposite directions, viz. Relevance and
Unexpectedness.
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