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Abstract: This paper addresses an issue of training optimization of multi-aspect rating inference. First, to address the issue of author
inconsistency rating annotation, this paper proposes two simple approaches to improving the standard rating inference models by
optimizing sample selection for training, including tolerance-based selection and ranking-loss-based selection methods. Second, to explore
correlations between ratings across a set of aspects, this paper presents an aspect-oriented collaborative filtering technique to improve
rating inference models. Experiments on two publicly available English and Chinese restaurant review data sets have demonstrated
significant improvements over standard algorithms.
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H A7, ELIE ) P P8 B AR g, ot = i R PR IR B A A A IR 43 AT (sentiment analysis) R
AU HE (opinion mining) 32 R Ay W) 2415 JEL 58 A6 Ak B ATUAER 1 — S OS], 30 E 090 B Ok
SCAH [ Bt AT T R 2 D) R i AR TR A ) DA AR AR 2 S B I P o R L, 7
A7 3 TR T GO NATIRE T 5 7 il 1) 4 R 8 VAN (L1 55 207 53 ), T AN (AN R 187 o 1) Bz Mk — S iR 7 ok
Ui, 25 2% 4> (rating inference) ML i HLZ& T $E4/r (polarity analysis)HL il 5 fe 44 F0 A4 F0AE G 66 ] 7 500 A4 1) 2 3

« JEEH: EEK B ARRHEHE4: (61073140, 61100089); 1 %5 A 18 42 2 B fl & TR 3 42(20100042110031);  Hy ey £ 5 AR}
HiFF b 45 %% L T30 %% 4 (N110404012)
WA 1) 2011-09-29; & XU 18] 2012-02-15; & Fa i) 1a): 2012-07-03
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M40 5 43I AL B AT AR 2 R T E AL AR A T (5 51 10 23 ) 540 0 2 L1 >k U8 7 P (00 A5 0
A5 AR AR S B 2 R AR 22 P S R B R B I ) T S 4 o 1 4R 1) R AT R ST 4 R UER R A B B 1Y
R VAT T 2 A B2 SR SO 7 P VP8 SRV R0 1 5 1 B AR WL SOV 5 A BT 0 A e Ak £ 13% Rl 7= F 4 25 1
BBV A I ) B ARV A LA R ) R AN R G (.91 B, — EIT I 0 VP AN AL R T 0
I R A Ak, FRATT 5 R T T I A TAE . FE R o A A o A5 B SRR N DA IR L
T 7= AR — AN T SO T TR A AT A FH P R 1 ER SCAS R S W S DT 8 R O, B S T
PR SR R, 248k T BT RS (08 A T AN, T ST W [ SR Bt 3R S0t T LLSEHL,
AN B HT AR R VE A B A A B B 00 R A Sk AR IR 0k, Tan e R B 2 3O R 3 T B VT A
TR (B VT 90 ) A A AT T — A 1 L S5 00 D1 43 BB s bt D P of e e 2 i) 50 sl 7= O 1 VT AP (3t
W) SR GV A BRI H bR 2, IR Z5 VA0 SCAS A B2 38 VAN 38 1R 2L SE U R, DL A 2 A B T R R K.

PR R 5 0 D ) A g P (10 5 1 g 2% ) FL A 3 Ay B (14 43 2 1) 1 (n-ary classification) !kl ¥ (ranking)
T R EAY, L0 £ 25 20 PP 3 IF 5 T A0 85 R P A B8 SCAR 4 AR SR At K AN 7] 1043 K0 SO AS IR B0 28 53 AL 388 31 )
K A A AR B (i 3 4 F 4 ) Z A DX 43 AR X R G LR, 2 BB AR AR RESR R 4 N =
BT DR g 4 8 43 FE ARSI T DX 591 2 5 00 K 0 2 ) 42, ol LA 300 Tk o 2 U Bk e, — ek N\ B LR
HEJF 24 2] (learning to rank) 5y SR Al o 25 25 U7 43 (1) 1) 850 BAS: 17 B 4 (R 25 L TR e AR SO AR K ik 9 36 T HE P B R 1)
VP A AR S SR T T — Rz A T R 2 ) AR BB T AN L ) HE 5 2 2] 1k (perceptron-based
ranking, fii Fx PRanking)[®.i% 730 1 85 4 fic o 157 P - 48 1 40k 1) 45 2 D 43 v 0,

TSI B N o R TR — VA X 5 (a0 48 1) B AS [ VT8 TR SRk BT R RN A A AR 6] P 5 4T 43 e
BB A A A AR AR — B 90 G AR GRS R 2 AR (B 43) ISR UF (4 43) " PSP A T i — Bk g 28
il AN — B B AR ) SR PR B TR 2 GV A A R rh D A TR BRI B SO TR S 43 i Sl P M
FE X4 4355 5 A FT 4 (R DX A g 13 U, AS [ P 0 AN [T 4 43 BT 2 05 T8 182 1) LA A7 A SR 1 A9 B 7 8 ) 7 O
T 7 THT A A FH 025 AN [RDFD A B (48 V%) B il e 45 D 2 ) AR s A AT 4% 1 P 0L s R L. — K 8 4 5
SV R R P ISR Ay 4 SRR B ar il E RIS SN ABARFH P 45 K 4 50 F0 5 40 A6 R R R
& FAR R AR AR BRI 00, AT LB 2 S e ) 4 S AT B S T A A A R P 4 I By TRk
0 ) S5 AR P R b e T DAAS LT AN 0] R LR TR AE A 1R P 4 Hh B 8 LR DI o, AR 7D [ £ B2 Rk 45 ik LT —
SO VP B AR SR VP A bR A — B IR AR b AR ERLES A% 2 S B s LU R A AR SR SRR
FA P45 58 WSOV bR AP AN — B0k, 2 S SRR e S T N B A b AR SR S T R =l 7 SR 0 g Yok
R S VT o3 B A I 2 ) b R, DA e D P VA A e A7 AN — SO0 (90 1 303 otz R 40 SR A Ak I 5 A
TR (1 7 VSR OOt Y I 555 S I 2 A4 2 T 5 R P (W RE R S 8 5 R E T VP A0 B R IR a8 V.

FEAR SO R AT 25 o P 65 0 VR AR 6 5 1) 22 A 4 B (a8 1 ,aspects or features)HEAT VT8, 148 1 (1)
TR 55 oA JS2 R A0 A 24 8 AN AN AT P R 12 4 T A R B N AR SORR L Oy 2 4 AR G 43 (multi-
aspect rating inference){T- 45 1% 4t % 4 B 55 VT 43 A e 7 58 SRR AN [R) 4 B 1R 55 VT 43 6 MO B KA T 45, 4
I U, AN 7 4 FEE 1) S 0P 40 5 2R ) S R 000 Sk A 6 Ak ST A A R T R LS A T R AT 45, S,
AN )4 B 2 T AN A7 AE B 2 A OGP S B b 7 480 AU ) P VAN v A () 4 B2 8 2 Tm) 1 P P 0 s VA B
AFAE— 58 I R OC R (R D) A9 i, DA L S VB VP8 T AT R B, 24 L P S — AN B AR AR HEAT VR B, K 2 8
PEIS P HR B CPR B A B S AR RO AR < B 53 B T 100, 22 FH P DI 28 U 1) AR 058 0t L e S A I ARG P e B 7
TAZBIE R S VA S SR A U R IR 45 AR 22 AR 2 AR 10 4 Sk 4 e At 7y T 2 438 02 S4BT o
PR N B3R A7 0] LA S AR I R B4 5 5 5 D 0 A0 % AL JE - T A ARV A IR QD 1 IX R O IR VAR D= A B
TARAL 2 Y B 55 0P o3 B I ZR AN TR0k e 1A% S8 10 55 S0P A B AR A2 1A J vk o b AT 1 AR SR GOt g
e T R 1 SR VA 6 G AN [RS8 A 2 ) B DA AR DG 4 A B T A B 0 S BRAT TR A A VT A 6
G0N TR 4 BE 2 TRVA7 AR A DR Ik B 00, S A R P 26 A S P R ARAK 22 4 B 25 VT 0 5 28 )11 5 £ 2% >0 R v
AEN T IR B AN H 1, A SCH 7T ) JE 16 ) IR 3 98 4K (aspect-oriented  collaborative filtering, i # AOCF)
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2% F. 5 HEFHIF SRS K 1547

LASEEL 2 4k B2 SR 0P 23 AL AN 2 T B9 TE A DU A 00 PR IR 2 4R L EAT U0 AIE, 5126 45 R AR W, A ST i AL Ak
TR R T 2 Y A5 v o B K PE .

1 tEXIE

15 A S 5 AR SO 9T AR B R AR SR I 04T 45 2 — 3L H A 2 A A B 2 ST I o B AR Sk o i L P
A5 A, B S SO0 3 JLAE e, % VBT 7 52 1) 1 P AR 2 RF TN B SR RIS T SR SR
SRO-SI0I8] S sk A7 BEHIF ST N SRS A 45 (1 S0 FAT 459 B B 5 G0 V8 434 55 K5 P W 5 ST B AW A 1) 41 SR
P 2 (V20 SR -2 T, 5 20 V40030 5 Rl — AN 22 208 7643 288 ) 1 1 ) A

Pang A1 Leel® 84 45 tH 5L T P 75 IO S 0 0P 04T 45 A7 A0 W AN A st — 2 P VP40 Wi A — S0 ol i, 4
VE 53 RO 5 SCA 2 TR AE AT IC 1) 1) AR 2, B RIS A GBI S0 0 AT IR N I V8 Q] 72 e 55 0 0P 3 AT 55 vh
FUVE S AR AN — EOPE a8, L R AR e U 2R A b A4S B B Sk Pang A Leel® o o 7 4R I
R4 B T VP 4 B A T 2 S0 AR KA P VIR SR AT BBl 2K AR T —
1 .Goldberg Fi1 ZhulP R I T F6 - B0 2 8 2% 39 53095 SR At e 5 0T 43 il 03 R IR 90 0 4 v A B 4E %
(single-aspect) (45 4L VP 43T 4% b=k 1 i w2 4k )8 24T 2> 17 81, Snyder A1 Barzilay™ 42 1 T 3£ PRanking (1
GHEF AR BRI ST N 4 B 2 1) A S AR SRR T BT 4 BT A bR — RE BN — RE R R 2R
TR W S Bm b P 80 0 38 43 4 B O R ) O 4T 0 b v — 3, A B P VT A W 1 DA (AN B CRATE ) T A7 4 55
T FRiE — R AR X P LR, Snyder A1 Barzilay™ (1975 2 HAT AR K1) J) BR A, i LA 20042 41 AT 335 DU AN AN [+ 4 i
(B PE) (I PF 23 bRV (1 5 B \Wang 45 A CIR 17— /98 76 45 3 1F 23 49 BT (latent aspect rating analysis, & #k
LARA)R I o) A8 w5 D1 18 HR 98 7 48 B 1) S5 0 VT 20 04T 2 A S 56 45 SR A = AR VP iR A A — e ROR H B
RN IS AR bR vE A — BOvE A0 22 4 B 0 1) 3o 8 ) 50 Zhu 25 A TR T o R 4 S A e T ) L A 4 1
AR SO H T B I (opinion: polling) i ABABATT FT AR LR &1 X B B 2R BEAT 20 B, FE 3% A 50 S8 00T
OMT 55 A SCRNBIE ST T THI i) 20 28 J3E 25 0P 43 A58 84 P AN [n) R0 FH P VP o e AR — S0P AR [R] 48 FE (% B P 9F 93 b
TERH I A 15— 4 02, AR SCHR H R e R A T B L A7 20

2 BETHARMEFRITHRE

FEF P 2P T AT 55 T LATE S — AN 40 2% ) RS e 1 i A SO BT R SR B A
P 2% 2] 51k ——PRanking Ut & - 4 725 10 S 90T 49 AT 24K PRanking 579 AS it 13l ik 78 25 %X 2% S KL
FH—N S HE w RS b T SCEHET N, SR 200 R TR 4 N AR AR VTR 1 SR VT A AR
TR EAN T H T PRanking 2545 7/ M 56 T PRanking 5092 1R 3 40 45 R 40 15 7] 2 WL SCHk[6].

AR — MR IR 705 T N B S G0 T 55 T 40 78 — A (S, 55 T 537 50 (X, Y, - (Ko ), - T
A SR P PP SCA) X — ANREAE 1) 2, JL S 0P o0 y & VP oY o i —AN 40 8, Y={1,2,....k}. 7& T PRanking
(155 PR o BRI H bR 22 SO HE P RN HL 3L b H2 A9 310 25 900 43 (1 BIU R 50 B H XY HE P H 2% T
S w R E ) i b={by,...,b T LI B & b 2 K AN BE A by <. < by < by=oo £ TR
IR R AP by <wex<by BN SE B x BT — AR T 0 r(e ) B 45 th woRT b i SXHEE T R
JULHC), 008 S48 x P 00 45 2 VT 43 kR B (HE P R0 ) T AR e XA

HX)=min;cy{r:w-x-b,<0} 1)

BEF P9 2RI S VT 0 A Y 25 H b 2 ) IERGHEFE R H(-), G 9% SRAE 500 09 55 20T 2 F0 2L 52 19 FH - b
VEVE 23 2 10 (1R 22 B3 3 de /N 1% 22 B0 58 R FHE R4 2% (ranking  loss), B[ EL S5 45 25 1 43 RS0 45 2 DF 43 22 18] B8 {8
PN E 4% 5 | PRanking 5 %2 2] B AR & R D HEF 4 KRB TE PRanking B3R — I gk >, — B
RCIATAE TN A 15, K5 1 2l S8 24 5 HE P R HC), BIME SCA AT w AT b, 2R 5 R T A 45 4 43 Fi TSI 48 2%
V43 42 75 AR [7 Ok e s 40t — 0 100 3 R 0 A e e 5

PRanking 7 T AR A7t b 3 45 20 - 43 b EL A — S0PE B0 U1 0 55000 B0 AE 7 B0 S R PP 00 v AR 1 20
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AFAE LT ARt AN SUPE (9 1) 3, AR X B0 T, DX AN — S0P )R] fiE 2 3 21 PRanking SA VI 255 51 i 7
RS AN IE R IR AE IE 95K, B 2 S SBORE R PR BE 1K) 1 e

3 SRR —BEEE

EH T AN )7 %o T 43 AL 00 BT A A T AN ] 36 J3 0P 2 v AN — S50 ) R 17 gk ek A ) R AT 4 T
R AL H A H F o3 55 T PRanking f45 200 40 B AL I 25 2% S R e, ot 28 i 25 A R 000 v g X P R e R A ot L
0 2 38 3k A A A AR I e o R e I R AN 1) 3 R SR S BN L 4 3 T B I BE A i U7 v (tolerance-based
selection) 1L Tk ¥ 451 2 B R 45 1% 4% 77 12 (ranking-loss-based selection). 55 2 #5323, JH 7 YE bRy A — S0k 7]
it 35 PRanking 2% > S50t 25 (o A1 w) M H A TE 8 1048 1E 9 508 78 R 2% 1) S8 190 S B £ - S AT A7 258 b g 4
PRanking 592 I 25 Hh A A8 5 2 3018 1F Y 5 B 2L T PRanking F VI 2527 =) i R o Sz B b AS AT BE 4 4 H iy v
Tiff 60T S A 2 B0 T R S T 0 sl 5% 1) A B U, A SO M ) 7 e I AR IO A B R 9 B R id
S NZE 28 SR A0 RAb T 7 3, oK B AR ST 10 2 S0 2 o A S IE A 00 2 30008 1E J Sk 10 L3RR SOB BR 40 AR R
X PR Al 4 A 1 B AR S AR o S A,
3.1 ETATDEMMARIEE

A S — A ] B TR AR AN [ P 2 TE 23 A S — S0P n) R T B AN AN TR R I 2 SE R
o, 1E B 4 0 R — A AT VPR

o T LRI B SR AR LR S B R R X 3~ SE44,
o HIJT 224 RIRAEIX ML AR, 1 Il 6 4 S5,

FF LR WA B R, BAVEN ST 10 AN TFEHLE T B 5T A AT T — AN S A b SRk A
22 ST MR 5 A IR ANV IS BEAT S5 VT i AR 2 5 R R I, 80% I 2= AR X PR ANV IR 45 HY B
53 4% 20% 11 2 AN AN VTR I 45 4 43 A R R B A — AN I A2 AR 03X AN VTR TR T AS R A SR 4 B
e B B B RPN A P 4 B S VT bR A — R

WE S ST, T LA BB F] — VPR B 48 I SE 0T o pn vl oA — S0 (B AR R TR & th T X 25 0T
3 WU A A [F] 1R BRAE 3 B8O [R] — AN VP IR 4 BB IS5 20 VT 40 A mT B A [m) AR TR A 45 2, R P AN VR IR Y i 45
A R S VT 53 (B /0 B 4 4) ABSEBR b A LRI P 2 45 RSN A B9 4T 4, 3 U W7 S SE 0 R A7 R 4
RAF o bR A — S )

T A AR — R B IR AN FEA VIS B T PRanking SE I 22 31 AR B AE SR t 3N 524 0 SR 2 i
HEJF RN HC )R PN FEGNIT R 45 AR R 4T 43 (5 /38 4 43),PRanking Sk SN A BATE—MEAR LA T
R A TI0I, R e 3t 2 1 A8 S BT HE P B HC) A0 A 3E UL, S VT 20 B A — B 2 5 8O0 2 mr e
KU HC)BEAT B R M IE 3 AE O T R PO A 1) 8 AR SCHE T — i T 28 2 BE I BRI aff e 2 15 15 278 24
22 1R RO 2 AT HE U BEATAE 1F R I Ok JE T 2 2B R AR I B 7 v

TEARMER] PRanking &% 33 51320, 2 Pl S5 0 07 43 15 B0 S5 00T 20 AN AH S5 I, RIABCHS BB HE e B0 H ()
FA RS R g il 24 R 7 2 R T 2 A mT L LA

gi=y @)

IEn IR BT s (IR R UE PRanking 27 33 592 23 20568 A — AN IR AR ARt a2 () HE I 0 H()
16 1E P 3, TORE 56 T A5 40V 3 S RN 2527 ) R N EC S P VR e b T LA R BN [ P R A Rk e
RSt T RN AR SO MU B AR AN [R), AT BE S 23 il 4 1 4 43BN 5 0 ARJEAR EANSSR H 1 43k 2 43, A
H 1 ArE 2 e s W P AR A A T A, 2 SRR S VT A B R B 4 B B PR SRR R IR TR P P AR —
P ) B A X A T O MRS O ALY A3 B 2 4) R R A G (R R4 A3 B 5 43) 2 (R] ( HELf
0 2 A H T R AR AE S BR A Dl A R P B SR A A [R] 10 B 02 0 W At AR T S 4 A R R S T 4
ur 4 43R5 oy R BEMEW AEF IS OU R4 43 F1 5 43P IR BN T R T AR SO R T AR
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FEAIERETTER M T AR 7 SR Y AT 75 TS 1IE AT HE P RN HC), A0 E AR A I Zib A e ML A,
R 2 ()& e h

19 -y'> 8 3)
b, B 25 7 FE DR BB DX T DA [ 1, k=10 K 2 >4 i S5 01 o WL A o st s 18 400, A 5 43+ 0 ok 5 43 A8 5 94T 4
BLA A S S BRA p=1.

32 ETHFRAMHERER

T CE2 3 PRanking S0 2 2] B AR 2 HR IR H HE P41 2% RankLoss(H) ik 2 5/ I HEF R H(-). 20 ik,
7E5 2R, B BT DL H R A RankLoss(H) 1 2 3 6 V1 45 S5 51 F -1 58 397 24 5k 3 10000 R A o T O 25 1
HEFF B8 % (0B A e 3 T 1 SEAC SEARUE 0 L 224 O R L) HY L SRR HY A s R K,
DU 8 24 i P U] HE ASVEAT A48 10, B ERC 4 08 ke IR B HY = HEIE TR 7 B0 2K (0 B A3 B A )
LUE A2 Xk

IF EH"™)>EH")+e THEN set w' =w',vr:b'™ =h' 4)
Horb EH)R R HF AW HC) PR A, BT RankLoss(H); et — AN % 13 B (0<e<<1).{E 5%, al LISt B &
b 0 BREL/INMIAA.

ELEE S B I FH R 3 HE 5 458 2 00 0 AR A7 A8 A TR s — 2 1 B 52 2% B 1) i 81 AR A — 8 5 o) o AR A
YIZRAE T vF 5 RankLoss(H) B9 AR A 24 v HE /7 8 2 1 SE B oF 80K 5 30 PRanking B9 1 I 255 5 i f ok 8 52 O
J 3 i (S5 AR ME IR PRanking 52092541 EL); HLk, B T RankLoss(H) /& A I 2545 P il o e S (¥, B A3 8% RankLoss(H)
RTHE R R H() AN — 5 B 8 A £ TR LA 5 i 1 8 e B 2 e o A 22 1 R A 18 A ) g v o
) B PIANAS [ (6 HE 540 00 B4 B AH 7] £ RankLoss(H), {E 795 25 7 0% 4t (0 4 45 26t 1] 8 AN AH 7).

N T iR F ORI A ] L Gk 2 b AR /R B4 PRanking VI 25 > Xt RankLoss(H)REAT A & F4l T
AP T WA TR TS RankLoss(H): 28 1 Bl )y v A& 46 B 50 2% 3 i B2 v A0 AR RS /N IR I 5 1 S R A 5
RankLoss(H), 1] A A2 7 &Yk 45 o 3R AT ik S0 IR 00 0, mT LUK HE 5 2R V1 S0 A /I 381 5 A1 P E . 388 ) 06 )L,
A — 5 Y 2R 2% 3] RankLoss(H) B LA AT ikl A 2D 2 1 I 2R 850 T Al 57 H ok PRanking & —FhfE 28 2 X 50k,
RSS2 3o KA SB35 P A0 2061 T LA FH A Aty 24 Wi 00 FIE P 00 H R0 B I 0 HE R HE R e k.
BAR A — AN E il TF RankLoss(H) ) 7570 aT LAFT 20k B AR AR R (0 V1 SEARAN AR AT G754 A5 b ik el 15
DU Py e e ) R 5 A WA I VR SR T — A R /N R S I R B AR MO R A v m] DU S e/ A o R R
KAt v RankLoss(H).iX Fi /7 AR 2 AL 88 2 AT 55 o TR S 000 Ak, DA iy L4 55 S0 B 20 (1 4 s 1tk

T3 A0 A0S B SR o TR R A R (R R B 5 VE AR A D 19 B R R e A TR PR A Il R, — P ) i
Y pidi 2 o 5B AT | FeARIE Y PRanking Y1255 20, 2 5 B I8 B 56 T-HE 7 400 2k i 8 vk (B OE S0 10 35 6 20).

LERT |46 2 ARG SR 25120 0 4 (0 e U] HO 1 g 35 Hl e 353 2K (0 36 36 7 vk (00 D 452 >0 (0 4 05
#TF OTSS B PRanking F 3] &%,
Input: (x"y"),....(x"y"), HEFF B H(-) (from Eq.1);
Initialize: Set w'=0,b/,...,bf_, =0,b} = co.
Loop: FOR t=1,2,....T
1 BN K
2. RIEAX QTN EWELTES 9 =H (5w, b,
3. HUASREBI X SRR Y
4. IF | =y'|> B THEN B3 w'(f5 0], % 5 w* =w', vr:b* = b} ,goto Step 1):
a) FORr=1,... k-1 IFy'<r THEN y'=-1 ELSE y'=1.
b) FORr=1,. k-1:IF (§'-r)y'<0 THEN r'=y' ELSE 7'=0.
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r

d) FORr=1,..k-1:update b™=h -z,

5. IF ZH"N>&H"Y)+¢ THEN set w'*' =w',vr:bl* =b! (Eq.4).
Output: HOx;w™™,b™%).

4 hEEERK

IR AN RE A B A B AR T DL T O A P A VT A A L (A AR VR N T R T A 2k
PEAR S 52 (00 AN [7] I8 2 0] 8 S I AR BN (R DR 2k ) LA e 22 4 8 S5 0 VT A A5E 28LA 17 i o A il 8, A SR F 1 1)
it & 5 ¥ (collaborative filtering, i #% CF)k SE 3L 2 4 5 55 VT 40 BRI b ARG T 1) A P 10 B ) B8 R
(user- oriented collaborative filtering, % UOCF) T4 iz N I T Ak Ak #4574 25 1920 45l 41 Amazon Al
Netflix. 2 3 2 AR 78 43 1) FH AT ARSI BB (1 FH P 140 i &5 SR ok 36 B 00000 244 i FHD P 100 558 400 0P 43 b 2 46 L
113 FFD D% S AR T S0 42 WO 6 Y P R e LA A [0 110 2 B8 ARLTE A SCRHF 1) 2 4 P35 55 0 VT 43T 46 v 49 2 2% 1
BE 0 — AN VTS, G 2 F P SR SR — AN B A B AR VP AE X B L T X A b R A 1 4T
O3 B BRI o LA S AR [F) FH 10 SRR ABL I 1 B 1 T 2 24 A B VE AR S S (i A ) 1A [ Je v (4 B ) 1
JAVE G AR Z WIAEAE — € AR DG Ik, 3 BLAZ 38 % AE DGk T LU B T 2 4 B S5 G0 VP A O b, R SR H — D o) )i
P (1 B3 )3 JE B R (aspect-oriented collaborative filtering, &% AOCF). 5 A< AR s 2 4248 VAN X S (WA 7] g
P22 1) PR PP 43 v A G (RELABL ), T AN 2 S D P2 22 T ) X BB DG 1k (AR AR ). Ol 7 S5 AOCF R AR SR
R T —Fh T 5 SR b AF 2% 2 % (Pearson correlation coefficient, & F PCC)H1 Ja 2= A 26 1 3147 5 120 56T PCC 1)
FA SR VAR 4 52 SR B ANV — 46T 4[] T 16 P9 B, 0 R B o

c) Update w‘*1<—w‘+(zrr‘)x‘.

cov(a, b) 1<§m (ai - a)(bi - 6)
PCC(a,b) = = — — ®)
0,00 \/ > (@ —a)z\/ > (b-by

Horpa={ay,...,an} i b={by,....0n} 2 B R I ZREE h m AN VEE R R a Fl b PP brid 45 51, afilb
Sy M2 R IR B B Tk a M b RS ] A RS

SE SO VR X B2 0 L AT SCJE M, 0 i 45 FIRBE 4k 5 45 52 — A R bR SCAR VPR x0T Pk a (055 23T
3 T AT LA s S Ay A 2 £ S D o R I 3 S
> (b,—b)PCC(a,b)

3+ be¥ Abza

S PCC(a,b)

be¥ Abza
e HCR () - 55 T W [R) i R B B A5 ZLUT 53 000 bR 55 [172€ s TOCHE 4 47F bR 25, 1 [4.3]=4 505 [4.6]=5; b, K o JE
T PRanking 5735 (1 J& 11 b (155 2 F 23 T 45 2R

5 SIS

Hee (x,0) = (6)

51 XWigE

AR SEG B S VAN T A B ARG BB AR IR T A 2 B A5 VP 43T 55 P 10 R4tk B 45 AR HE PRanking 5
TEGEME RS 5T 25 B R AL B 75 VE(TBS) 5 T HE )7 8 2k 1 8 07 v CR N k7 B Al T 7 40 25 RLS-
training) Z& T-HE 4 2R AORE B 7 vE CR A T R B2 vHHE /7 B 2k RLS-DevSet) L J2 TBS #1 RLS W44 (TBS-
RLS). 1 3 Fi 4l & 5 1% 2 Al F TBS I RLS-DevSet 3 ABEAT 21 4510 148 5 A SCk— 25 VR0 7 1 1) 8 1 1)
B )k S B AR (CFYFE 22 4 B 25 0 V7 40 AT 45 vh A 0t 3 TR T REAS R B AL BOR 5 b [ 1 i e R AR 45 &
(OESEA S

75T I 1 5250 Be vt Hh bRt PRanking SR IZRak AR BRI T 4.2 @) AR R 7 gl 1,450
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()H Ky ezl 0.RLS-Training 77724 B2 F 21K/ k 324 20.RLS-DevSet FiEH IS H | Wl 4.5 TH 7
BRI B J5 125 (RLS) 2 i 8 A 35 11 4 At s X M GVE AT 3N I HE P B e il 1 RS 7] 2 8 i B )
PSR e (R AU JG S 3R 8~38 10 2R T 3 NS HL K, R el AS [ B0 AR TR 1 56 1Y) 52 1 434

T S B E AR FH PRI AN A T B ARV 1R U7 T ) B0 42, L 455 9038 2040 4R (EngSet) A b SC 445 4 (ChiSet).
YLK AR EngSet T 4 488 A VTR, 1% KO 5 5 Wi T 2 o 15 AR VP AT 45 LKL 42 EngSet AR 4
PRSI T H P E 5 MAFYEE B RS s BREE ARG J7 TH (02 VP 9 AniE R A PR IR Y B
T BT H B b 3 VR LA b PR YA T 2 R a4 3 A 1) B O o SOBCHR 4R ChiSet B Bl T 2 4EIE 1Y
B 22 A AT 25 Th P2 b (8 £ 6 100 SRR 3L 13 350 45t SR 3 K BIFREE . AR S5 IX 3 MESE I
VRN AE 2B IR 2 )G Bl AR ChiSet Hh A 4 PRI B R 7R 9 IRV AIE 1) 22 b al AN B 4R v S P o)
BIRH 5 43 S5 v 431l

N T B WA [ 5 VEERE I G vl 2 S 1 22 S ek R A P VP A T 9k T A T S 8 5 S R 10 IRSEE
MRS B AR R RS2 50 v A8 F - 809 0 B4l 1HEAT B 2R 1 5, L0% 1) 545 VB D4 T R AR TR 2 I 4R 1) 10% 15 b k4.
SV SR F I R SR AN Fe 471422 A5 HE P 2k Ranking-Loss 1 Zero-One 4% 15 22 HE 7451 < {8 1 Zero-One {8
G, 026 Bk e R 4

SE SCIR B 2 % S P bR i R=(rq,..., 1), RGN 25 BVP A bRvE 0 R = (17,1, HEFE K
loss(R,R")F1 Zero-One 4% 3% ZOE(R,R") i it 4 24 30 Xl R

loss(R",R) =|R" =R ||, /n,ZOE(R",R) =|{i: r" = r}/n.

5.2 ETFPRankingtyZE R T e

F 1. F 3 MK 5 o5 EIR T S5 MEE T PRanking 55 407 43 8 R TE 96 SO AT SCEO 1Y Ranking Loss il
Zero-One PERE. I, 3 2, 2 4, R 6 AR 7 40 SN T A RIBEARPE e 2 5 1k 10 2 25 PRS0 UE 25 Sl i figg e FH P
PEOr b i AN — S50PE 1) 2 2 L8 IR AR IR 507 78 TBS A R s 7 B Tl v B, BT 7E EngSet L HUAF T 4 4f
)7~ Zero-One % fig FI7E ChiSet 1S T %% 47 () °7-4) Ranking Loss 1 Zero-One V&€ H. #,7E EngSet L 1T
¥ Ranking Loss 1 fig 555 UE R AR LU A G0 v = S0 b 1) 22 5l X AN S 36 245 R T LU Y, ChiSet E 554007
bR A — Bk ) U] B L EngSet R E AT £,

Table 1 Ranking loss on the EngSet for various PRanking-based methods
F 1 A[FZET PRanking 177 4 D8 SCHHE 42 EngSet b 1 HE 7401 e 1 fig
=Y R % NS U AR Average

PRanking 0.594 0.669 0.721 0.784 0.578 0.669
+TBS 0.582 0.684 0.714 0.789 0.588 0.671
+RLS-Training 0.604 0.677 0.743 0.809 0.605 0.688
+RLS-DevSet 0.577 0.647* 0.699* 0.770* 0.567* 0.652*
+TBS-RLS 0.576* 0.667 0.701 0.778 0.584 0.661

Tt (%) R By R s i Pk e
Table 2 Paired t-tests between various rating inference methods on

the EngSet in terms of average ranking loss
R 2 AR EORLE VS H G EP B HEFRBUR MERE RN Paired t-test 37 45 1

PRanking +TBS +RLS-Training +RLS-DecSet +TBS-RLS
PRanking N/A ~ >> << <<
+TBS P> N/A >> << <<
+RLS-Training << << N/A << <<
+RLS-DevSet >> >> >> N/A >>
+TBS-RLS >> >> >> << N/A

TEAESTE p-value>0.05 B TR T ,A(IT)“>>"B(81),“<<"M“~" 73 HI& 7R A B 4f . EMBCA S X ERVEREZE 7L

PEEBCRATUEFUIT hups/ www. jos. org. cn
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Table 3 Zero-One error on the EngSet for various PRanking-based methods
%* 3 AAZEET PRanking J5 ¥E7E T SCHAR 4 EngSet 1) Zero-One 457 &P A

i k% (AN R 5 Average
PRanking 0.444 0.507 0.547 0.578 0.457 0.506
+TBS 0.411 0.485 0.506 0.541 0.437 0.476
+RLS-Training 0.419 0.473* 0.523 0.547 0.452 0.483
+RLS-DevSet 0.425 0.486 0.522 0.557 0.441 0.486
+TBS-RLS 0.401* 0.474 0.495* 0.529* 0.434* 0.467*

T (%) B R R R e
Table 4 Paired t-tests between various rating inference methods on the EngSet in terms of average Zero-One

F 4 AR BORAE T SCHHRE 4 11 Zero-One L RER) Paired t-test 437 45 2
PRanking +TBS +RLS-Training +RLS-DecSet +TBS-RLS
PRanking N/A << << << <<
+TBS >> N/A >> >> <<
+RLS-Training >> << N/A ~ <<
+RLS-DevSet >> << ~ N/A <<
+TBS-RLS >> >> >> >> N/A

A48 E p-value>0.05 T2 T ATT)“>>"B(F1), “<<"Fl“~" 7} JIRIR A LL B i . ZEFIEA Gk = L 1k e 2 5 k.

Table 5 Ranking loss and Zero-One error on the ChiSet for various PRanking-based methods
£5 AT PRanking 77 2: 76 oS08 Hi 4 ChiSet | i HEFE 17 2k 22 M1 Zero-One R i 227 B

Ranking loss Zero-One error
e Y7 K% Average Wi 'Y M55 Average
PRanking 0.885 0.851 0.876 0.871 0.652 0.644 0.646 0.647
+TBS 0.832 0.846 0.820 0.833 0.638 0.644 0.618* 0.633
+RLS-Training 0.928 0.909 0.939 0.925 0.671 0.663 0.658 0.664
+RLS-DevSet 0.772 0.824 0.839 0.811 0.609* 0.636 0.632 0.625
+TBS-RLS 0.764* 0.805* 0.800* 0.790* 0.614 0.628* 0.619 0.620*

VE Y (%) (K 80T 2R B e
Table 6 Paired t-tests between various rating inference methods on the ChiSet in terms of average ranking loss
6 ISRV HORTE T SCHE B BT B UR PERE RN Paired t-test 37 45

PRanking +TBS +RLS-Training +RLS-DecSet +TBS-RLS
PRanking N/A << >> << <<
+TBS >> N/A >> << <<
+RLS-Training << << N/A << <<
+RLS-DevSet >> >> >> N/A <<
+TBS-RLS >> >> >> >> N/A

RS E p-value>0.05 FITITHE T ,AGT)“>>"B(H),“<<"FI“~"43 il & A B B 4f . ZE FIBCA gevt = SR g 2 57 1k
Table 7 Paired t-tests between various rating inference methods on the ChiSet in terms of average Zero-One
R T AREEHFIF AR SCHAR A 1) Zero-One 1 fEY Paired t-test 73 #7 45

PRanking +TBS +RLS-Training +RLS-DecSet +TBS-RLS
PRanking N/A << >> << <<
+TBS >> N/A >> << <<
+RLS-Training << << N/A << <<
+RLS-DevSet >> >> >> N/A <<
+TBS-RLS >> >> >> >> N/A

TEAE45E p-value>0.05 FIHTHE T A(TT)“>>"B(H),“<<"F1*“~" 43 B A b B IF+ 2R Ge it i L b (I PERE 22 2k

MFE 1~38 7 [1°F-#4 Ranking Loss Fl Zero-One ¥4 & I 7] L& t,RLS-DevSet £l TBS-RLS Rk — D i
LI Tt v g HHh TBS-RLS 7E ChiSet |45 55 4 1) °F 33 Ranking Loss 11 Zero-One P fig, [7] 15 7 EngSet I
WA T B 4T3 Zero-One PEfiE.RLS-DevSet 7% EngSet H(fS T & 4 #1°73% Ranking Loss 14 fiE.fH RLS-
Training 7 # AN 196 SCHUE B RIAHE AR 2 B {5 8 0 R 4T A . 32 s BRI TR /IS BE ) 1 R 5040 Sk o
SMHTHE U Ranking Loss, AT fE 4%
VI G52 > b R 391 25 50 RS0 10 N 53 30 S A e s 28 5 e 1 L 2 22,

© PEEEEBAITT
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bR S 2y M EE 6T 892, T34 Ranking Loss #1 Zero-One FI#ARME g T I 7 B0 41— T &R 5 a4t b Bk
HifF R AR 1. % 3 MK 5 P LIFE 1, RLS-DevSet il TBS-RLS ] LA 3 k £ ¥4 & 1) Tl ik,
{H TBS-RLS 7£ EngSet [ /KL £ 5 1% A B¢ .RLS-Training 761K 2 4EfE - R BUAFHA HEBEAR I & S B TEfE
ANEHAH.TBS 7E EngSet %76 F UL H 7 & 1) Ranking Loss #5457 ¥4, {2 £ Zero-One F5 br VP4 HHEXAF T 5035 11 7k E.
AT o W AN TR T AR 5 T A A i AELA) R i e L e A P YA A LAl TR 1 i B T 10 J B, AT TR N 43 AT
TR BE B A5 T, 30 5 ) 52 56 B 940 7 A B, EngSet A 2 BT v i 2 0 3 A 06 4 JEE 1) SCAS IR 0 T R
L, S B b, PRI 2k 8 10 T 4 AT AR 5 I g S N7 A 4 PR 1 AR SCA LB A5 B (90X A 1) L S Pang
1 Leet® e 42 B3k B e — A J3E (10 25 20 D 4315 0 25 SCAS A 28 2 TIAE AE AR DE S AR B % AEARLAT T 9 B0 SR AT IX
AN i . Zhu 25 T8 75 R0 %5 (opinion: polling) BIF 5% H B 9 sk 4 3 43 11455 774 (aspect-based segmentation), 1]
JU RV SCAR 93 80 B AN Tr] L AR A P38 P 0 A AR 5 AT R U7 4 0 A A S, TR D 2 ) P 2% 7 vk R oot 45
AR LRI

N TIRNGHT 3 A H K| FH el AN [ IR AT 485 VT 53 B 27 o 1 R 1) S WA RR 88, AN 1 7 0k S 3l B — 20
Wik 7 — S50 TR 2, LR Sea p W B R A E R 7 AL A 5 A S AT o HL b, S a6 45 L BOR,
L1 ML RS AR W 72, 3% HUAS B 0k 2 2088 TR 1 B AT UK YE 43

#* 8 N k IARFIBE X RLS-Training J5 2 ¥ HE 741 < 1 Zero-One #5535 1) Pk g 5 . 52 by F, 3%
Hh S (R 6 22 I AE 959% A5 B /KT 46 AF T AT et i S IR X ). 4% 8 2 W, TRT 4 48 JinH F VP4l Ranking Loss
(/NI 57 SR ASE, S BB CRIE S &7 RLS-Training 77V M E 8, O HLAOK I k E0KS S BUBLAL 2% S B B i 1 U B
A TH.

RLS-DevSet Jj i@ 5k T 1R 4e % ] 5% PRanking. 72 X FiHE &t~ ,RLS-DevSet % 3] FVE T 385 T — AN UFIN
S IR0 5 L SR R T R A I AR IR AR 9 R, R U 3 3L RLS-DevSet J7 1A 7E b
SCHAE EEAFAS P A 3L 1=0 FORWIAAHE U Ho Bl T2 1 BRI 86 o5 U0k RE R B 2 R 10 1 {EDKS

1=5 I I BeAT At — 20 W K PERE ST
* 10 R, BRIA B E &(=0.00) JF A2 RLS-DevSet ¥ 55 £ 1% BEFC & SE B b 3l i ¥ & 4 3 1) eHUE I8 A BAJE
B RLS-DevSet [ 1E fE.(H 75 95%[K) B 5 /K- 411 ARXT T BRIABC  (6=0.00), I K HU{EL, 1 £>0.02, FF AN fig
133 B AT ge vk 2= L e .
Table 8 Sensitive analysis of RLS-Training methods with various k values on the EngSet

%8 kIWAFEEX RLS-Training Jy V7 o SCEH b 101 685 w43 #r

k 10 15 20 25 30
RL 0.690 0.682 0.688 0.695 0.688
ZOE 0.481 0.482 0.483 0.485 0.479

o k=20 2 BRIV B .RL Fl ZOE 43 % 7~ HE P 451 % Ranking-Loss 1 Zero-One 4% .

Table 9  Sensitive analysis of RLS-DevSet methods with various | values on the EngSet

F9 | I FEUAXT RLS-DevSet Jj i 7E 56 SCHHE F 1K PERE R W 73 A

| 0 1 2 3 4 5
RL 0.952 0.735 0.670 0.662 0.652 0.652
ZOE 0.532 0.493 0.488 0.490 0.486 0.490

Horp1=4 ZERIAE B .RL Ml ZOE 4> £ /- HEF 41 % Ranking-Loss il Zero-One 4 5 .

Table 10 Sensitive analysis of RLS-DevSet methods with various ¢ values on the EngSet

F 10 AR RIEUEXT RLS-DevSet Jy 7T o SCE s b 1) Pk fig 5w 23 17

& 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
RL 0.652 0.641 0.650 0.643 0.647 0.654
ZOE 0.486 0.472 0.480 0.485 0.486 0.496

Horp,6=0.00 &8RN B E .RL Al ZOE 43 53R /R HEFF $t 2% Ranking-Loss fil Zero-One £ i5 %K.
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5.3 WhELTIER A ERE

AT BEVE T LS H AL A 1) A 1 P T o i RO A v D SR A R R el T T HE R BRI
PP EAE R e 2% 2] A oF Ranking Loss, AT 5 2057 > v SARHY B ey A i se i df— 2D LU VRO 1 9%
TR (AR AL A5 5 1k (TBS) X B ) i 2 A 1) P i s i

F 11~3% 17 R T 1 & MR B IR i 83 AR (CF). PRanking 5v%k (GEUE R 45) 1 CF+TBS £ HH SC DL S0
A E S E RO F AR FA Zero-One A5 iR F M g, S SEAN AT BORYE RE 72 57 1k 10 S 25 PE B UE 45 2R .CF+TBS 1EM
ANB A LRI T B R Zero-One H R R Ve X R I 3 T A 2 RIREARE &7 V5
(TBS) Rt — P i F W R L JEHOR B 5 PRanking 5032 014 BE EL 5220 A vl USRI v SCEs 4k L, 0y )
PEBOR BE WS B — 0 o 1 R 78 D8 SCEHE 4 L, P 7] el 98 BOR [ IROAT T 80 R ~P- 340 Py 451 Ok R PR e ELE 3L
Zero-One 5 R A ML REAT AN N B A4S i B BT G vk 2 S B 22 R PR (95 % B AR K ). dl it 5K 1~£ 3
IR TBS PR REAH FUEUS AL, T A0 B IR A e 1607 VA BE 06 A7 2800 B Db 7)ok i BRI S 47 1) - B4 R e 45
KANMEREIT A AR 35 1) PRanking Sk U B4 1)~ 34 Zero-One 48547 %< P it Wik [F] i 308 5 vk BLAR R HUAS 48 1
PERE IS T AEAE REAN A B b n] GRS A8 7 1152 M. A R 365 5.2 715 5236 45 L3 oK R S B8 B o) U 0 P vt
T SCAS B 22 B ARG — 4 2 UL s A 3R 2 5 e S P 7 ASE R U £ — A O B ) B AE XA 00 R R T N
SEVE MBI RS AR BE A X RO SCASAE Ay B A 98 B2 4 A SCACR S 1 PRanking BRI £y o i R ]
1 Bl ) L A JEE RO s i SO e W oK I o >0 L ARYE JBE (R A 0P 7 AR R — SR AR S I — A 1) i

Table 11  Ranking loss on the EngSet for collaborative filtering (CF) methods
F 1L WA BT AR SO A B RS AR R E
Ty % i R ¥ Average

PRanking 0.594 0.669 0.721 0.784 0.578 0.669
CF 0.579 0.662 0.674 0.753 0.591 0.652
CF+TBS 0.565 0.654 0.671 0.763 0.579 0.646

Table 12 Paired t-tests between various collaborative filtering based rating inference methods
on the EngSet in terms of average Ranking Loss
R 12 AT W3 [A) 1 8 A0 A 0P o B AE S SC KA A
I HE B R PR BE I Paired t-test 43 H 45

PRanking CF CF+TBS
PRanking N/A << <<
CF >> N/A <<
CF+TBS >> >> N/A

RS SE p-value>0.05 HIRTHE T ,AGT)“>>"B(FI),“<<"FI“~"43 il KR A W B UF . 22 FIBEAH Givh 7 X E v fE 2 S b
Table 13  Zero-One error on the EngSet for collaborative filtering (CF) methods
F 13 IRl pE Uy VAR S SO 4R B Zero-One £ iR % Mk

1257 k% i g PR Average
PRanking 0.444 0.507 0.547 0.578 0.457 0.506
CF 0.460 0.526 0.531 0.559 0.485 0.512
CF+TBS 0.437 0.501 0.510 0.539 0.464 0.490

E BAR T R B R
Table 14 Paired t-tests between various rating inference based rating inference methods
on the EngSet in terms of average Zero-One
14 AS[FEIEE T U R 8 155 2 VF 3 B AE 9 SCEH A 13 Zero-One P Paired t-test 7347 45 2R

PRanking CF CF+TBS
PRanking N/A ~ <<
CF ~ N/A <<
CF+TBS >> >> N/A

TEAELE p-value>0.05 I 1, A(IT)“>>"B(H1),“<<"M“~" 43 I os A W B 4f . ZEMBA Gk X BRI PEREZ 1.
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Table 15 Ranking loss and Zero-One error on the ChiSet for collaborative filtering (CF) methods
% 15 PRI 9E T VEAE th SCEU AR ChiSet b ¥ HEP 451 9 % F1 Zero-One 5 id % 4 g

Ranking loss Zero-One error
HH & k% Average 5 &y k%5 Average
PRanking 0.885 0.851 0.876 0.871 0.652 0.644 0.646 0.647
CF 0.845 0.875 0.818 0.846 0.641 0.657 0.631 0.643
CF+TBS 0.827 0.871 0.779 0.826 0.637 0.657 0.613 0.636

Table 16 Paired t-tests between various collaborative filtering based rating inference methods
on the ChiSet in terms of average Ranking Loss
F 16 AN[E TP ) 0 A G PP 2 BORAE b SCH s A P HE R MR BE K Paired t-test 2 BT £ 2R

PRanking CF CF+TBS
PRanking N/A << <<
CF >> N/A <<
CF+TBS >> >> N/A

AR E p-value>0.05 ITTHE T AIT)“>>"B(A1),“<<"Ml“~" 73 4R A L B 4fF . ZERTBCAH e vh i SR vk e 2= 4
Table 17 Paired t-tests between various collaborative filtering based rating inference methods

on the ChiSet in terms of average Zero-One

R AT AT DI PRI A G ) BORAE o SCHU 4R B2y Zero-One PERE (Y Paired t-test 7 7 45 21

PRanking CF CF+TBS
Pranking N/A ~ <<
CF = N/A <<
CF+TBS >> >> N/A

VEHELSE p-value0.05 AR T ACHT)*>>"B(IY) "< B~ B A 1L B IF. ZRIHSeil B X LI PE 2 5P
6 HIRGARRIE

ANTC T BRI THE TN 0 2 2 S A S DF 3 R v R A T I R B R P PR AR A B 1
i) AR SO 17 8 ol ] P75 920K AR B T R I 2 20 R A R VP o B R RE K A Rl g i A R R T LA D R A A
IEPEBARMA ST IR 2 ST R T, A4 7% L (KRR AT BT VA AN T VP R IR e 6 BOR 0 A A7 28042
I A T Je8 A1 22 1) £ 5GP o et 22 o B S5 G VP o BRI AR SR 1 T ) Je 4 ) W [ O IR AR A 2 4
JESEF 2R VF 7 PR RE A 5 SOMT A S AN LSBT VP 18 B0 4R 1 10 S50 45 SRR WY, AR SRR H 1R 5 Yk e A1 A ik %2
Y LSRRV B FRIE R T — 20 BATVRe 2 — D F R PO T 3 (0 SR A ME 55 T AR T 20 AU s 3L
AR Z H)ASVG PE 1 i) L
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