841 % 10 H 3 £ % K Vol. 41, No. 10

2015 £ 10 H ACTA AUTOMATICA SINICA October, 2015
. VIV . \ 3 A3 L : =
EF R RBEBIEN A XEZW AR
FF ORTERD O oA
i E HXASMY (Semantic social network, SSN) & —Fh H /5 S 11 8 M A& KR MR 24 W 4%, e i SUE B IR

Fhos PR HARBEFTI A, A TGl s s B8 B S B, LA 9T AR E T 4L ISR (8 o it AL 0 R T, BRI,
VB SCA: 25 P4 AL DX 24 A AT — 2 (R B A k. 0 SR 2 I 48 1R A X S IE 5 D5 T, ASSC oM 17 2 i 1 1 A A e s Y
(R SCREIX R I 5323, AR SRR I ) 221 R B B 25 T 8 iR AL B R, J5 SEF R A T BB JLAE. 7515 SUAE 25 2 AL IX 424
SERLIVER T, A SO T AHSCI PN R 38 Ik S0 43 A 0T b T A2 0] A DG P R SR DG P Rt 1]
KBRS M, TR, AL AR, LX)

LA =7, UHET, M. TR SRR B SO R ORILERTR. B i Ei), 2015, 41(10): 1693—1710

DOI 10.16383/j.aas.2015.¢150136

Semantic Community Detection Research Based on Topic Probability Models

XIN Yu''? XIE Zhi-Qiang' YANG Jing®

Abstract Semantic social network (SSN) is a complex network consisting of textual node information and social rela-
tionships, and has more valuable applications than the traditional social network which focuses on social network analysis
(SNA) with semantic information. As it contains the semantic analysis and social relationship analysis, there is some
complexity for the modeling in mining the SNA community. In the SNA community mining aspect, the advantages and
disadvantages of each method based on topic probability models are summarized to provide a theoretical basis for the
further research. In the evaluation aspect of SNA community mining, relevant evaluation models are summarized. The

tendency of each evaluation model toward topological and semantic relevance is compared by experimental analysis.
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REFEZE RS T TP RO R B s i v SR
PERAE T ART BIRHE LUR] = 20 e i) Jaj 38/ X3
(i A SR A F P 5 s U R, A4S HURE
(G Ry AR e T 2 AR, S34h, BT RER
IBCRE #R BE AL A% 48— > 406 e A O BORE Y s 7 i, £
B 1 IBORE S AU SO RCHB A . FL sk AR T R
TR o AT SO R8 fE BEAT IR, BIME B AT 4D
Jii X WA PR 52 W) g SAIAH I, 52 AT 5 R A0 o HURE
P35 i3 b 50 )

2006 4, Kemp 450060 2518 T [0 46 J& 73 A %) 45
FORRMFEMW, $2H T DURE AR e M3 N i 0 5
[ty IRM (Infinite relational models) %!, TRM ¥§
CAFE BB 0T () — D REA, JF Rk
R P55 SO B[R] Beta 2040, tHEATE S
AR A AEREAT AR ORI, IRM DL
RS TR AN S VAN W P R S R S S
BR300 I S e R 0 4 DX PR 8 R e R R S IR A X
R AR SAE T DU MR M e A2 4 T
RBHEFRE, DAL 9 25 1) b &6 kg m] LU T T %28
MR R, JLwh (e T LRI R i Tk
Rk 1 Ao W 25 158 1) ok 30 oy A B v, BRI LB %
N AN R A A I A 25 D 28 PR RF AL

2007 4, Long 57 Jy Sz dL oz W45 v (1) 2 Fh
KARBA LB, 2 7 MMRC (Mix membership
relational clustering ) #y%. A AT BB ipA
TR B RTRAS , DUBERR RN E (A
KFRN BRKFR ENRRRE) AN AT
BOE, s BERLAE M2 0 A i SR 4, &
VRAEHEAT JRy BB 40 0 5% ZR 429 77 1R H) T 454 15 B 1)
Sort relational clustering Jj 1% LA THEAC, 76
4 JRy i A S 2R R 23 O TSR FH TR At 1 v ) Hard
relational clustering J77%. MMRC J& T W B 2R
HKIjHs, L RAE T B RHA AL T 2 BB vk AR
i), 1 T A ORI E S o . Tk
RAET: SRR N IR B EA =, R R R AE
h V8 SCIRIRE TG A A DX AN B 7 2 T4 e 1) ) R

2007 4F, Zhu Z5P81 F ] NMFPO-60 ) 9 i
SAE DRI AT X R4, $2i T CCLC
(Combining content and link for classification) %
W5, LRI R R w g, A HA T SOGB4
ATV SUINAL, - e T SCRE 25 W 48 A0 A B 2
Wt LR, B M2 IR B 4% NME 1B 20k
St LUINABCAR A BRI AL Ry H AR R AR X — AR 20 il 3R
R Bn, DA X —RRAE il 21k 08 B bR R 2
LA AR A T, LA TSR AL X R 45 &5

R HAL ST it T NMEF 5185 S IXOR A 45
G2, B H AR RS 7 B A
HE S AfE T 4K T NMF it 88000, AFT
ILIHE .

2008 4, Nallapati 5526582 H T Link-PLSA-
LDA®BY F1 Pairwise-link-LDA62) By pf g ) B
U R Z I 1 SR 2 AT S B, AR 98 A
. HAR WA S s e s Tyl HE R
T g5 M N, MWIMAE LDA BB rR N 7 3% 78— 1
G ER. HAR AT 051 3028 R 25 142 9 ROR
i, WA T 5 H#E 5 GIH#E RS LR
7772 MMSBES) SHL T 5| 52 9 28 1) 4 X4 4. 3L
i SUFE T 1 A2 IS ()16 EOC RN 2 A R4 58
KR, W T Link-PLSA-LDA 1 Pairwise-
link-LDA {3 HIE .

2012 4F, Yin %063 2117 ICDT (Integration
of community discovery with topic modeling) #&
B BRI I R 2 o P RCURE R 2 X
FE. kR AR R — P AT IR IS, R i
FH P s A B AT — IRIURE, #aX 2 B B
WORE G5 AR iz 48 O IR R, B AT &
ART &R MRA. J35h, ICDT JBEAN A7 i
SRS oy IC T AL DR R R B 1, AR IR R A R
J AT AR A DS S B P R AR XL A A
T 2 r B B BB i 1 A P RO Z O
(1 SRR DR, 12 DX s ] ASEAEL T 7 7 O] JT 32 B 2 1
W Xsgm ). ek siAE T ICDT AEdtiT+E X R )8
FERRERT, WA % IS S M B SR, SEUTK
3 AL H I AN 38 ) 1 0L

2012 4F, Cha %0640 M4 4158 W4 2 v ER G )
TR A BOIR O R, JERI Tk LDA 5
ORI AR G FR A v (1) SOAAE BEAT B, e T
T 7] 7 A2 4% 50 BT I HLDA R, 12 R 1F
AT SCAAE SRR INE, ABCRE RO R, W5 2 R
2, -+ 3 IR P RT3 JE IR AL R A T
ARSI IR (AERARR) Wb P15 fisr
e, oAb, A R BRURE 7 2CnT St 4 4% (1)
FfbEEPE. BN AE T HLDA f94y 2 BRI Rk
ToBCIRE I, AT 5 R R 1) A% 1 52 . 55 5% W 1)
K%

2012 4F, Hu 25051 DL A 6 Rl s 5
oy AT ARG, PR TN TR X AT ) FT
(Feature topic) A NI 7] ¢ R 7M1 ST (Social
topic) BB, Horh FT 5 ST #5410 A B JH 37 (1)
LDA B 7Ei% B2 3 fE v, I Gibbs HURE
J7i8, 43t BT ST MEATAZ SCHURE, AT PRk T
LDA B SHORME WAL FT MST ¥ DUk 3R
A, HAR AR T S LDA B (BT A
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ST) 77 2 b T IR-A B ) S Ak, RN, K AR
TR MARFET FT M ST AR ok b T
L FT K ST e A8 H P 15 sl 38 S B A9 4
15 EAHBRST, DT 15 SC— A OCPE (BT SO
a5 KRR ) 2% 8.

2013 4F, Natarajan 2506 Pl Link commu-
nity®” I i, @57 T LA Link-content 4 i X
3 HARF) LCM (Link-content model) #%4. 1%
LAY DUHS P4 1) 1 L =5 B AR 7 AT R A
15 S AE A Link-content, fEHEAT LDA ZEBLN K
Link fE R4 7R HEA oo, HARSAE T Myt
7 Link-content ffJ LDA #i#! 7F & P Link com-
munity [ [F] ] Ab B T SOk 2 9 28 (10 i 4 Tt i)
B AR S /E T Link-content J& T 7 1 5 1 UL
FERME RER, ®HE4i & Link-content 141
PTG, BRIk LOCM [RIFEH AT H 2 7 — i
BRI ) — il 5.

14 HE FEEEER

Je 8 X A A2 A 2 0 48 A ) T — B TR Y 4%
(KI5 AT 30 FNEEAE, A Gi Ak 2 X 4 00F 97 Hh X 4 2 I 4%
) SR X I 45 K (G Clique 41X 191, Block 4t
X (68=690) [ AEEPE O T 7820 UE W], TSR AE T
MR 2 RS (1 SCAHE X IR FE v B At A 4
(¥ o33 DX 5 A% A e RARTR S, $ B T — &
B0 2% FE Jed i X 3 P DR 3R (1 3 SO X A5 0 k. 1 6
A 24T THT ) A DX R B ) A DX — 355 R AME 5 A 1T 1)

LD o3 A FE AR

HCDF LDA-G

LA TR P BIAALX 537
CUT

Z AL A

7 D2D THIALIX 53 A :

T AR SRR 5 LR R RO AT Tk

2005 4, Wang %7 34 T4 LDA HA+X 45
KR S), #eH T GT (Group topic) FY. 1A
7 LDA BiRp N T#EIX JT R, FR8 B4 At
DX PN G S A SR R . L A SR OGS 1 Ay
A A T 05 80 3 A, A DX P 508 S B 1 0 A M
FTiHE S X A4, GT BEBEEASH AT
TN 58 LA JR OB A Tl 4 A, P AR N
R 5 o A Al AR X A, ik xR B E 2 Z
BORes. HASAET: GT By i) ih il 5 4 X s
(IR BOR G HORE 7 =X, #8517 LDA [ 2 75344
fHTHIRORE B LB i 2T GT B e Pl
() (P BE R OC 2R, NS A 2 DX 48 (18] 4 X 45 ) 42 4 B R

2006 4, Zhou %5 Sy TR AL X ) A T I
%, et 7 CUT (Community user topic) A, I
76 AT B EEA E o0 B3 U T 4R o3 A 4
. DU O AR08 ¢ 2R Ay e 4 DA X AR B 1 A
FELUH P i A s Xt Js ey el 2 (P
RUZ) BEATAN VTS H DATE SCAE 9 X A
MR, AT SEIRAL X I 2. JLAR S AE T CUT A
RN T AT SR 8 R 200 AR G IR AN A
R JE B SCRE DRSS A TR, Lk e T
FH 5 UL X o A B 2% RS P IR R &R, X
0 AL BE AN i i B 2 OC R T8 AL X 2 8 A3 %%, 7
AL H DL 25 40 0 Ay SE A ) 41 DX FE 0 1), 2t IR
FE DX P EBAN I 8 1R DL

| ERALXORI
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Fig.6 The relationship of various community-topic probability models
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2007 4F, Zhang 5™ $£H T SSN-LDA (Sim-
ple social network-LDA) 8. %484 gt 57 1 H]
JAAE O BT A AH AR H P R SIW (Social inter-
action weight) 7> Afi B &L, PARCASTIUAR R ) 4% s
5N )3, B Zhang %507 E SSN-LDA (¥
fili L2538 TR =, $#2iH T GWN-LDA (Generic
weighted network) #%4. SSN-LDA 5 GWN-LDA
TEREAT LDA BERUKARNT, $% SIW X HURE TG = AT
JASL, AT 23 25 R 35 RO S PR I A X 46 4.
AR RAE T SIW BIBCBRE L2 i A 4 2% 18 i X
AHOCHE IR BERIIRORE AT LA B R f] 5, AT,
Ry k. JLE S T 0 SRR I 4% 1 R
T SCIE L (T J R bR 28 KB ) [A) [ AR AR A4 %
e, i SSN-LDA 5 GWN-LDA A3 [ il 5 4L 45
e/ SO B SR 192 18, Bl S, Zhang %5
NHEH T HSN-PAM (Hierarchical social network
pachinko allocation) £, HSN-PAM #|H LDA
B R 7 T 2 )24 XA, RIYE LDA 4k
XA AT 2 )24 8, PR th ) 4 2 AL X )
FAEPPRA SRR, HAU ST AR A ST 2
Ak, AT LAY HSN-PAM 1R fift it F2 2B AT 40 Ah
TS DAY RS KRR B34 42 40 1 o 22, T FL AR IR &5
e fd HSN-PAM #5848 H A7 9 46 4 Fh BEAR PR 200, B
R AR X P ) AR B ORI R A IR A,
S AET: T HSN-PAM WA E R 2, T
FOAE LDA HEAT 2 )2 KA I, #5570 6 1) A 12 %
fik.

2008 4, Pathak 45129 7 ART 7L 3k
fii 42 T CART (Community author recipient
topic) A, ZMEALAE ART BRI T 411X
JeE, R ORI A A R AN
[f] 7 TURCM (Topic user recipient community
model) ™) K ALK SR S BEAE A 7 AU S
AT, CART H4 75 s AR by 4k DRI R () v
[F) AR 6, DAAZ A9 A6 P 1 R i) 7 S IAL X
W HASAE T @ THX SR P R A S
Tl AR R i) SCIBR, A 45 A UL ) ¥ SCAE DX &5 g o £
R A — AR DR AT i) 45 . HLk g2 T CART
HE IR e AR Ak X AN EEO6) DX 3 (1) 45 SR 5 i K
X AL X AR ASE S AL IO CART B A
i TR ) i) L

2009 4, Lacoste-Julien 21361 Jyfi# vk LDA
AU ST B AL XA E i r) 8, ¢t T DiscLDA
(Discriminative variation on LDA) #7140
7E LDA BRI 658 oA () e S Hoh InN T e 8
MEA AR, DiscLDA BERF A k48158 505 2 5
LR ML A B R BUE AR ke 4ET @il gk AT [ 4R i
H AR EA BSOS AE T R

FH 2 7 188 232 R B0 1 T 2ORT 13 i AT AR AR, A o
T LDA BRI 3 At G SRARAS T35 R 0 v A )
@, S FET: DiscLDA BL k 415 80 70 A 250
5 R W3R B 2 B A h B S 50 2 8, Ae AT
Gibbs HURE IS J0 2 SR A5 HE 1 1) % 7 M 25 0 B A
DRI L 73 A 2 R

2009 4, Henderson 251761 Jy 7 7% D2D k%%
FZEIEVELEY) Document community, 2 T LDA-G
R R W 25 o (1) B AT P Y RUE 8 LDA
¥ Document, ¥ £ X /E A Topic, 4 H J* 75 &3
() [P BEHAE A Word KIEE. LDA-G ¥ M 28 140
FME BAE A SCAME B, T LDA B84 v Word-
docuemt-topic £ H & Node-link-community, 75
M LDA (3R 77 S BAL X R B, AR fUAE T
LDA-G RILT LDA #8541 XA RS (R AL 2 4,
MTTARUE T H RIS AT AT . ek e T HoA I |
AN T 17) SCAST 53 B (104 X 42 4 55005, HL LDA-
G fEHEEH LDA BIRIRF, %41 X BB 175 &
B TR AL X G R AR AN 1.

2010 4F, Henderson Z£"7 7 LDA-G LY {1
SLafi Oy R UM T e e s T HCDF
(Hybird community discovery framework) #& 7.
HCDF 3k H = 45 s @ Pk TR & it s, diar 1
% 18 1 o A 7 R0 X LAY LDA B
R, AR o3 &5 F A2 T AL XA T SO — 2.
HALSAE T Prer A EH AR iR A AR W T
B S DR 0 41 ¢ R ANE SCOC R 0 ) Bk, JL R
MAET: BHFRRESGAR LDA BERAR T HH
PRIEA AL LDA B2 (i) CART®RY), 75 ZLAE KA
OIS LR DI I PN S V€ il SO N (T S S 44
v AERf .

2010 4, Kumar 2578 Gy T 41 X 8 h 2548
W FE R DTk, o R HOH P s ANEXFER
TR DX AR B 5. R 3 R A X 1) 375 ot R
PR BEEASH T LR 4518 AN REERE AN 7] 4544 1
FEIX, FEE A A HAT — 2 ARSI, R4 X g &)
53 TGV o W 1 ) B A — . HE g el
T SCAE DX ORI T — ol iR JE R ) ) 3 1 R 1)
I3 M R AT e DL A Jey v SO A, DA AT figk R )
TR SONF4 J T SCIP AR 1 S A5 i .

2010 4F, Kwak 71 78 B 2% 7 R
ST S N (T O A B £ B S i N O [
Follower. Reciprocity. Degree of Separa-

tion. Homophily 4 A~7J5 [ 43 81 T H /= 45 &2 18]
P OCTENE, JRgh T H T VR0 H = 71 s M 1
Rank fEbr. Kwak %5 i S256 0 Ho 75 H DUR 4518
1) P ST R Bt SR RO AR FE 2 5 2 A
ARE S m ), RITE PR Y T 4 R
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JE A 2) &Y A ZE e A AE R B B B A
FURRAE 5 3RS 2 ) AR a3, SCRe W EL IR HE
AISZIGIGAIE 2 J7 TS IE T 8 SOR S X #: X354 1)
SO, SCRET AL 2 2R SO THRAR DG, A2 1 A
2 4% 45 110 5 LA

2011 4F, Sachan %™ $EH 7 TURCM #7.
LA DL — IR SCARAL T (R B4 0% R A by SCARHURE:
X%, FEAERURE R TR N T H P S8 2 A
X PR . @ TURCM (ECREZ>#F, ) 1531
FAH P RS A X I FE S R, N R
JEE R AL DX AE A FH P05 s BT e A X LA A T
HE FH 0 RO0 A DX S5 R R FH P 0 R A 1 2
¥ 24, il Gibbs BUEIEXT TURCM HEAT SR AR,
A E A P A X R E S R HE s A
T B R AL X 5 T ] R DI, FLME AR A
PIAEE. T 954 TURCM 13Xk &5, Sachan
26800 B 54t T TURCM k478 TURCMI,
7 TURCM [JJEAG 380 1 41X 5 0081 oG, 4R
il TURCM 5 TURCM1 (3L [ 6 5 4E T, 4
FE DA Ry P A P 1 T b e 2 of A DX 3%
(2% 18, BT 24 H 00 4 X 45 #g 45 H AN 32 T8 1) 1
.

2014 4F, ¥4 Semantic-LDABY a1
4y B LT A ) Block X3 & H A Field X 14+
Ly, YA Block X & #7# Field X 38418 3 #r 4
N ZIRE Y SE UAE R, $8HT BAT (Block au-
thor topic) #7482 J¢ LFT (Link field topic) #%
B3 JERE R T R niE Gibss BURERLFEH £ &
HUFE ARTMS (ARTSs multiple sampling)® J732.
WGBSR A oA 55 4 DXOR IAR 4 B 1K 2
BORA Mg, HALSAET: WA 1 B B s S
X R4y g8 e AL giAt ORI, 5 T E N
T BN AL X b T B 4 X R B LG 75 TG e A
X A% HBk S 4E T Semantic-LDA. BAT. LFT
S ARTMS 78 A BT i 18] 1 SCAH 5 1 AR 1) ] /8
I, &40 R E AT R = R ROK, S EUIT R4y
[ [7] — A X A7 A 5 A X SCAH 5% PRI F e 355 15
i

2 BUXNERNEERZEDN

W SCAEIX S M e AL et IX g5 h o mN T 38 UfE
B BRI, 18 SCRHEX R 23 R PP A A 5 S AL X A
B TE SCAH R S AL X S by () B 8tk AR Scgsid 1
T SCHEDC PP oh s F B V8 OB, IR Bevt 1R L
F AP PR RE RS2 50T .
2.1 EEHEZR

RSO S RVEN INERAT T 48—k, g &
ORISRy I

G FoRaRMLt, |G| FoRpgg b 1 sS4
i, G FoRMgs G A ¢ AT R

L FoxM4s G PIEERAE S, |L] FonM g
MREREECR, 1(4,5) BB PR G, MG 1
i

A RIRM L G (1) ABHH

degree; XU R Gy B

C FoRPri o A X 5, |C) Fostt XA,
|Cs| FosttIX C; WY RN

my; R G JEE (WD) R, LY

A AL VPO AL AR

1) Qov fEALA2=85]: ZARLLILE QIS 1)
SCBERL, ] VRO A B ) 2%, 3d T UE R TR
SO A i T8 AL X G5 4.

HFRIEL = (1) Prow, H f(x) = 2pz — p,
Qe T RE XHX ¢ ITTERIE, B, X
c BTN AEES: 1(i, 7) ALK ¢ MUTikEE, 81 ) . A1

iy .e SN AR AL IX ¢ MDTIREE, Qov

TEUARL AR O [X 28 R B

2) ACS (Average cluster similarity) #7157
ZATUFH RBF (Radial bias function) 2457 58]
X AL D E R EAT VP, HRIE A

Z K(m]:mj)

GiEC,Gj ec’

Hrp, K(m;,m;) &8 RBEF B8R, HAREAN

ACS = (2)

ut Qin in |C|
1 Byt degree;™ By . degree;
Qov = —— Z Z Bigi gy, Aij — —=2 E Zam =1
2‘L’ ceC i,jeG 2‘L’ c=1
Z F(ai707aj,0) Z F(ai,waj,c)
out Jgejice in jgcicc (1)
ﬁl(i»j)70 = ‘G’ ) 1(i,5),c = |V‘
> Flaie aje) .
. i,JEC ' ' .
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K (m;, m;) = exp( o Qm]H - > (3)

Hodp, X h#HIR -, ACSe (0,1], ACS #RAEX A
PSR T SCRBUIE 8y, A DX ) o3 4 R 2L
3) PWF (Paier wise F-measure) fi#3): %
BTG N7 0 SCRIAL X AH G JE w0705, HR Ik
A
2|RNT|
R+ 1T W
Horp, T 320R HAT AR R BR 28 1) AH 4B FH P 715 R 46
B, R K50 A A4k X B A AR T 5 fU AR
PWE TR 1 W T SCHE DX X 1) 5 BT
4) PurQ FEARISO: ZRARIE T T Q SR
SR S AR 5 R P B 70, LRk sl
Purity - Q
~2 . Purity + Q
1 (5)
IC] or
1 2 o {m}
Forr, Q AR DRI SR BREER S nyy FoR s T4t
DX C; AR 5 W AN KL Purity 3235 T 4
DR AT RO I, JFL AT A sy A 140 81 2 S8R A,
v A Purity 5 Q WFHZSE, M0 < v < 1K,
Pur@ T Purity, 1 <~y < oo ¥, PurQ i
T Q.
5) NR (Network regulaziation) fi /151 %45
A 7E GHF (Graph harmonic function)® )3t
by ST TR T AR AR R A T SR DX R TV,

PWF

Pur@ = (1++?)

Purity =

IC|
Reg= 333 £ (O (D)~ W £ ©
ceC j=1
o, Wie) IitIX e FIBCEBESRE, D(c) AHtX
c RHARE, e, Dy (c) = 32, W (¢), fi(c) A
HALDX ¢ BB P 1T SOR U 6 1R SR B T A
(1) ) 2
6) SCE (Semantic community entropy)
RO R ST T DAVE SCAH AL &4k ok T 42 1)
T S IX 1 T, HRIA AN
IC|

He=Y H(C)

ICi|-1 |C;]

H<Cz) = Z Z Sjl 1n8ﬂ+
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G T SRR L5 #h A S R AR SRR, JLARIE N
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> w%j\/ >
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Hrh wyy b G 5 G HEEEIIBE, cos(m;, m;)
H G 5 G MR m, 5 omy FRZAHLEL.
ARSCAEZ I S At b T i SR X R TR
NMI #8 (ieAfE s-NMT), EAER UL G & 5 v
k) NMI R 02 g ey, ik h
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;pc (i) logp. (i) x ; pe (j) log per (7)
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A, p (4, ) MHP R G MG 1) 1-dis #1IX
(R mi5 30 B S AT T BT AR X)) IAEBE
FEELTH U BLIBER, p. (1) RIRAE ¢ AR
T Gy DT 1-dis A1 DA S8 435 T I ) A
. s-NMI (c, ¢') FI& T HX ] 136 AR A

8) OFS (Occurrence frequency similarity)
BRI T Document H OGBS IR HH AR 2 G
B R RAH R, AECHE 7 1 Jr s b 2 B
T AV SORMBIE . LB T

of (iu,iz) = ley Xy <1+log <f(Zn)> X

neN

ox (7)) (10

AH, N & Document &M EMES, |[N| V&
PR, VORISR OB B dun RO 4,
HIEE n ANEYE, f(iun) TR, B2 n DETEE
s B B, OFSe (0,1] H OFS #k
D4 R T P SOARABA A sy

9) PMI (Pointwise mutual information) 15
IO Z A L AE Network similarity #5499 4
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_ log (IMFG (u,x) E|)
NS (w.2) = 20 BIFG (u) B] (11)

Hp, FGw)E A G, ) 1-dis F1 D% 1) A 0 %L
MFG(u,z)E K G, W 1-dis +LXH1 G, B 1-dis
FEDX BT R R AL X A AR R A AL K. 7E NS AR YR
fiti_ I, PMI (Pointwise mutual information) #21]

P (F,, Fy)

v, F, ®ox G, WINAKL, P(F,) &ani—Hr
TR G, WA, P(F,, F,) Fnit—H
PR G, G BISE R I 2.

10) AL GEAL X AN BB 1) 1 S AsE 2 i S
s WA 2 1) 53 B &5 R mT A o P 4 i) 22 4 e
m;, HH S G MGy WA U (my, m;)
WA 1(4,§) HORCE, B, WAL U (my, my) &
S GO B ERERE S, S, = U(m;, my).

T 1 AL Ak o P 2% IR AL X VR AN R AR,
H Czpm = Zpec,-,qgci quv Cziﬂ = Zp,qeci quv
1Ll =", 4ec Avar C (J) = 2 pec, Aips O (5) =
D opec, Ajpy TETE SCAE 2 WL () PP AR J5 1T, A ST A
P AL g8 41 2 W 2% PP A B2 8L 1 Rk B 50, )
25O AT TR EOE CO = o e Spas
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> pec, Sipy CF" (1) = Lpge, Sipy MWALGAL 2 M 45

PMI (u,s) = P(F,, F;)log (12)

PRI ] PR U SCRE X R 23 25 . i 2 s
AL R “s-model” (W1 s-EQ).

2.2 E=2HZREIXTEE

AT F S 56 43 B 84 S8 SO X 7 vt
AT T A DX G R A PR IR A v SR PR, T
FRELRE A (I AR B FRELSE e 4L, H
ZA B e T AR R R R RE. BT S Y
()2 HOHAT R LE e 75 BRI, Xk, A8 S04
KT B3 AT B 5256 07 6 R, 0 2% 2 AL X
TNFEHAT INEE R, AMESHOE RIXT L, Jerpi
U ZERR AR AT O SCRRIEAT R

1) B 5 Ik

e S W B & U7 i, A TR K LFR
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s XAk Mg o R . S ik E
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