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Abstract—Recommender system is currently widely used model both users and items with some latent factors,
in many e-commerce systems, such as Amazon, eBay, ancand these latent factors are learned in the training stage.
so on. It aims to help users to find items which they | yhis naper, we propose a new algorithm which in-
may be interested in. In literature, neighborhood-based . . —_
collaborative filtering and matrix factorization are two tegrates pelghbor_hoo_d-based coIIaboratlve_ f'lt?”ng (CF)
common methods used in recommender systems. In this @nd Matrix Factorization (MF). When considering these
paper, we combine these two methods with personalized two methods together, rather than assign them with fixed
weights on them. Rather than using fixed weights for weights for all the users, we assume that each user has
these two methods, we assume each user has her/hig,o /his own preference over them.

own preference over them. Our results shows that our In this paper, the Twitter-based movie rating dataset
algorithm outperforms neighborhood-based collaborative . = . ’
filtering algorithm, matrix factorization algoritthm and ~ MovieTweeting [14], is chosen for the recommender
their combination with fixed weights. system development. The rating data are extracted from
Twitter, in which users rated a movie on IMDB, and

posted the score on their Twitter timeline. The organizer

Recommender systems are now widely deployed of MovieTweeting extracts the ratings as well as relevant
may e-commerces, like Amazon, eBay, Epinions and @aformation from Twitter, and posts the dataset on Inter-
on, as these platforms become more and more populeet, inviting public to develop customized recommender
The main purpose of recommender systems is to providgstem based on this dataset.
users a list of items that they may be interested in. ltemsThe interesting part of the dataset is the access to real
in the list are ranked based on metrics like similaritysocial behavior for each user, led by the real Twitter
relevance and so on. Such type of recommender systelds provided in the dataset. Meanwhile, the dataset also
are often mentioned as top-N recommendations([1] [g]ves the entries of the rated movie, by IMDB movie IDs.
[3]. Besides ranked list, in some case, researchers &felike usual recommender dataset, which only contains
also interested in predicting rating that users will rate faating values associated to anonymous users and items,
items. This is always called rating prediction problenthe MovieTweeting dataset gives linkages to the real
and many works belong to this category [4] [5] [6] [7]world, enable the developers to search more probabilities
[8l [9]. in potential useful data.

Recommendation approaches can be basically dividedn the following of this paper, we first introduce
into two categories: content based and collaboratithe background and related works in Sectioh 1. We
filtering based approaches [10]. Among them collaboranalyze the social connections among users in Séciionll.
tive filtering based approach are wildly used by manifter investigation, the proposed social network is too
works [4] [11] [9] [6]. Collaborative filtering based sparse. Also we review two very classical algorithms
approach can be further divided into neighborhooda recommender systems: neighborhood-based collabo-
based (or memory based) and model based collaboratiagive filtering and matrix factorization in Sectign]IV.
filtering approach [[10]. Classical neighborhood-basdd Section ¥, we integrated these two methods together
collaborative filtering approaches assume similar usessth another baseline method, and incorporate them into
(neighbors) have similar tastes on items such that thairsingle model. Furthermore, we proposed a improved
purchase or rating behaviors are also very similar [12]. lersion, in which we assume that each user has her/his
traditional neighborhood-based collaborative filteripg a own preference over these two methods. We call it
proach, user-user (item-item) similarities are calcaaténtegrated algorithm 2.0. In Sectidn VI, experimental
by two users’ previous purchase or rating behaviors (twesults show that integrated algorithm can perform much
items’ common buyers). While model based collabordetter than neighborhood-based collaborative filtering
tive filtering approach, like Matrix Factorization [13],and matrix factorization individually. Also by taking
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users’ different preferences over these methods intoThe most similar work with our new algorithm is
account, we can even achieve better. We conclude tffig/]. It Combines neighborhood-based and model based
paper in Section V]I approach, which can use either explicit or implicit social

information in recommender systems.
Il. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORKS

A. Collaborative Filtering [1l. SociAL TRUST NETWORK

Collaborative filtering is the most wildly used ap- The decisions people make are usually influenced by
proach and has acceptab|e accuracy in many cases [mmers, especially the ones they trust. This idea construct
And it can be divided into neighborhood-baged an@e so-called Social Trust Network [4] It was difficult to
model based approach. In this paper we mainly focus 6anstruct such network back couple decades ago since
and use neighborhood-based approach. To recommén@st information was not quantified, while such network
items to a user, it assumes that similar users have simigg@nstruction becomes available nowadays since the trust
tastes such that items purchased by similar users nigtween people can be observed from their behavior on
also be of interest for her. Similarly, based on usergocial network website.
previous purchased items, similar items might also be Given real Twitter IDs from the dataset provided, we
attractive to her. Based on which type of similaritgre able to connect the movie ratings to the raters’ real
measured, it can further be divided into user base aht§. On Twitter, a well-known social network website,
item based approach. Collaborative filtering tries to findser can retweet other user's tweet. The retweeting
out similar users or items using users’ previous purchaBghavior makes trust between people observable. We can
behaviors. Therefore, it takes user-item rating or pufdake a guess, if user A retweets user B's tweet, we can
chase matrixM) as input’ in which each row representgssume user A tends to trust user B. This could h8|p us
a user and each column represents an item. For exampteedict a possible movie rating that is not rated by user
in the input matrix, M,; represents usei's rating or A butis rated by user B who is trusted by user A.
purchase behavior on itegn Thus, a trust indicator between a pair of user can be

Besides neighborhood-based approach, matrix facté@rmulated as Equatidnl 1,
ization is another popular approach used in recommender .
systems. It assumes that users and items have the same Trustiness(i, j) = nli, j) (1)
amount of hidden features. Therefore, both users and ¢
items can be represented by n matrix, in which m while, then represents the number of retweets posted
is the number of usersfitems, and n is the number BY userifromuser j. The more posts user i has retweeted
hidden features. Then, the prediction becomes the matH&er J, the high level trust of user i toward user j. If the

factorization problem. trust network is observed valid, the resulting trust factor
can later be integrated to overall mathematical model.
B. Related Works 1) Attempt of Network Constructionwe first ex-

As seen by many researchers, traditional collaboratittacted social content posted on the Twitter of each user
filtering approach have the data sparsity issue and daeghe training set. A clip of the retweeting data is shown
not solve cold starts problem very well, there are marig Table[.
works proposed to solve this problem. The first column contains the users provided in the

TaRS [4] uses collaborative filtering approach alonlylovieTweeting dataset, while the third column contains
with social trust information to produce advice. It usethe users who are retweeted by the users in first column.
trust propagation — MoleTrust [115] to infer indirect trustVe organize the data and input to Gephi, an open-source
among users such that more users can be connected switivare, to plot network diagram using Fruchterman
increase the coverage. Based on TaRS$, [7] propose®aingold Algorithm to observe the behavior of that
model which also takes distrust into account as well. [12jetwork, as Figur&l1l below.
also use trust metric as weights, but at the same time itNote that each user we focus for Twitter content ex-
keeps similarity. It filters out links in the trust networktraction is from MovieTweeting dataset. All the users in
if two users’ similarity is below a threshold. the first column did provide rating information (marked

Using similarity and social trust information,|[9] cangreen). However, the users in the third column, or the
even cluster users into groups and find groups’ behavipeople being retweeted (marked grey), do not necessarily
patterns instead of single user’'s behavior pattern. [16kist in the MovieTweeting dataset. In other word, the
learned social networks’ small world property and alspeople being trusted in the network did not rate any
cluster users together in order to do better prediction.movie for grant. However, we should only care those



TABLE |
A CLIP OF RETWEETING DATA

Username Location Retweeted Username  Retweet Content sfeimp

. . N Cooler than he : Tue Oct 15 00:49:16
GreatBritain GB  Great Britain sonianitiwvadee Adidas. . EDT 2014
kvakke Oslo, Norway  netliferesearch i dag. Veldig Irerifjt. Mon Nov 03

05:28:35 EST 2014
Dios mio, asi quedo el Sat Oct 25 21:44:40

luisferreras Dime FernandoSuedl veh de Oscar EDT 2014

@
g User rated
4 User didn’t rate /

®  A. Therefore, it is necessary to remove average ratings

[ B & O{ from r when ponsidering user or item similarity.

s? o | o Besides this, we also take the number of common
6 4 ° o items rated by two users (or the number of common
L T . . users rating two items) into account. It is obvious that
°e ¢ é given the same deviation, more common items two users
2 6 . N o rate, more similar they are. So we introduce the second
' NS s ¢ termin EquationEl2 arld &, is the set of items which

p ¥ ® o ¢ O.o rated by both user andv, andC;; is the set of users

® o @

N s who rate both item and ;.

Fig. 1. A Glimpse of the Trust Network

_ Ziecw (r(u,i) — ) * (r(v,i) — 75)
s(u,v) = - |
\/Ziecw () = 72)+ \/Ziecw (r(v,1) —74)?
|Cuo| + 100

being retweeted as well as providing rating information,
since only those being trusted can help us predict those
followers’ movie preferences.

@)
After investigation, only 0.1% of those being trusted
did provide movie rating (a|59 _eX|st in the tralr_1|ng N S wcen (r(us) — 1) * (r(u,5) — )
dataset). And only 0.5% of training set user are influs(i, j) = = .
enced by trust network. The sparse network impact is Duecy, (r(u,i) = 7u)? \/ZuECij (r(u,j) = ru)?
way too small. Thus, this approach is discarded from |Cis]
the overall model. * |Ci;] + 100
®3)
IV.  COLLABORATIVE FILTERING Intuitively, more similar user or item is, more impor-
A. Neighborhood-based Collaborative Filtering tant the corresponding rating is. Based on what similarity

) S metrics used, CF can be divided into two categories:
Neighborhood-based collaborative filtering (CE)![12],ser-based and item based. Equatibhs 4 @nd 5 show

is one of the most classical recommendation systefediction function of user-based and item-based sepa-

algorithm. Basically it assumes that similar users haygtely. Hereb(u, ) is the baseline from average ratings,
similar tastes on items, or similar items will attract samgs shown in Equatiof 6.

users. To measure similarity among users or items, we
use cosine similarity as shown in Equatiéhs 2 Bhd 3. 3 s(u,0) % (r(0,7) — b(v, 1))
In calculating cosine similarity, we deduct user Of(u, ) = b(u, i)+ —2S2 Nr:H20 77 ’ i
item’s average rating;,, or 7; from r. This is because 2vesly Ar(u,iyz0 5 V)
deviations from average ratings are more useful in infer- “)
ring users’ preferences. Ratings can not directly reflect
users’ preference, as it will be affected by users’ bask?’\. — blwg DjesN Ar(ungyzo S 3) * (r(u, ) = b(u, 5))
favor (average ratings). For example, if ugkerates item r{u,8) = blu, i)+

2jest Ar(ugy20 506 5)

i for 4, and his average rating is also 4. For uBgrhe (5)
rates item; for 3, but his average rating is 2. In this
example, useB shows more favor in item than user b(u,i) =7+ 7, + 75 (6)



In real applications, we only consider ta§ most For all iterations, we print out theiM/ AEs and we
similar users or items when we do prediction. We wilkelect the minimum one as our result. Also we know that
see howN affects CF’s performance on out dataset. the number of latent factoi® can affect both\/ AE and

B. Matrix Factorization lt;r‘{\eer complexity, we will see how cak affect results

Matrix factorization (MF) [18] is another pop-
ular algorithm for recommender systems. Unlike
neighborhood-based collaborative filtering, it does not V. INTEGRATEDALGORITHM
require semantic explanation and no domain expert
needed. Although it also assumes that there exists Ug€r|ntegrated CF and MF 1.0
preference factors and item feature factors, they are not
directly available. Instead, it assume there are certainneighborhood-based collaborative filtering and matrix
number of hidden factors, which capture users’ featurésctorization are two widely used algorithms in recom-
and items’ features. mender systems. However, both of them themselves are
In MF, we assume there afe hidden factors to model not perfect. When calculating user or item similarities in
users’ preference. Then users can be represented bye#ghborhood-based collaborative filtering algorithm, it
M x K matrix, which is calledP. Here M is the number only consider two users’ or two items’ common ratings,
of users. Each row ofP represents a user and eachll other rating information is not used at all. On the
column of P represents one users’ feature. In order tether hand, matrix factorization leverages all users’ and
relate users with items, items are also represented bytéms’ ratings to model their features. But it does not
matrix @, which hasN rows and alsai columns. In take user-user or item-item relationship into account. To
such way, predicted rating can be written as Equdtlon dvercome this problem, like in i [17] we integrate these
. two algorithms together in a single model. The prediction
r(u,i) =T + puqi (7)  functions in Equation 11 contains three terms: bias base-

We show objective function in Equati@h 8. It includedine, matrix factorization predicted deviation from bias,

two parts: error term and regularization term. Regulaii-nd neighborhood-based collaborative filtering predicted

ization term is used to avoid over fitting. To solve thigléviation from bias.

problem, we use alternating least squaresifoand Q).

For each rating paifu,i) in the training dataset, we o

updateP(u) andQ(i) according to Equatiorid 9 and]10. r(u,i) = 7 + bu(u) + bi(i) + puq) +

- > ) =bw ) xwiig) A
FP,Q) =Y (r(u,i)=r(u,0)*+ (|| Pl 3+|Q[3) jesy Nr(ug)#0
(u,i)ER
(8) To incorporate these two algorithms, it is intuitive
for matrix factorization, but we modify a little bit for
P(u) =] Z Q(i)r(u, )| x[M\+ Z Q()TQ(i)]"' the neighborhood-based collaborative filtering part. In
(u,i)ER (u,i)ER the traditional neighborhood-based collaborative fiftgri
(9) algorithm, weightsu(i, j) is user dependent. How much
item j will affect useru’s rating on item: does not
N : T —1 only depend ons(i,j), but alsoi’s similarities with
Q@) = [(U%RP(U)T(U’Z)]*[)\H—(U%RP(U) P other items. But as stated in_[19], it is helpful to make
' ’ (10) these weights global and user independent. In such a
To get the optimal solution, we iterate again and Way, w(i,j) is treated as variables, and we can learn
again, until it converges. Note that in each iteratioft in the training stage. Herg is among the top-N
all rating pairs(u,i) are visited. After each iteration Similar items (or users) of item for each(u, ) rating
ends, we compare objective function with the previoudir in the training dataset. Selection is based on the
iteration, if it does not change a lot, we consider it i§imilarity metric mentioned in Equatidd 3 for pairs of

converged. items. Also we assumeéu and b: are variables, which
d FplI-Fe-D] means users’ and items’ bias are changing over time.
f= {C‘m“erge ) [ <e Therefore, given the prediction function, we can write
not converged, Otherwise our objective function as in Equati¢nl12.



anda3) for three methods. The prediction function is in

f(bu,bi, P,Q,w) = Z (r(u, ) — r/(u,\i))2 T Equation 1B.

(u,i)ER —

(1bull? + [[B]]?) + Ao * (IP|> + 1|QI12) + Ag # ||w]®> "7 = al(u) * (7 + bu(u) + bi(i)) + a2(u) * pug; +
(12) ad(u)x Y (r(u,4) = blu, 5)) * w(i, j)

- )
Again A\, \» and \; are regularization parameters. jest Nr(wi)70

Therefore, our goal is to minimize the objective function. (13)

To solve this optimization problem, we use Stochastic Correspondingly, its objective function can be written

gradient descent method. Instead of calculating gradisl14.

ents over whole training dataset, we approximate it at

single examples. And we will update variables for eachf(b% bi, P,Q, w) = Z (r(u, i) — m)z +

given training pairs. The learning rate is controlled by (w)eR

parameters-1, 2 and r3. If we denote error between , '

predicted rating and actual rating as: for user and Au (11Bull® + 116l %) + A2 = ([1PIP + 1QII%) +

item pair (v, 4) in the training dataset, updating processAs * [[w[[* + s * ([[al][* +[|a2]* + [[a3|[*)

can be written as following. Similarly, we use Stochastic gradient descent method
to solve this optimization problem, updating process can

of be seen as following. And we show this method in
buu) = bulu) = rlx Zo00s = Algorithm .

(14)

bu(u) — 1l * (A >;bu(u) — eui) bu(u) = bu(u) — 1 + ab@f
o f u(u)
bi(i) = bi(i) —rlx ——= = 0
Obi (1) bi(i) = bi(i) — 11 % —_
bi(i) — 1 % (Ay * bi(i) — eud) Obi(i)
of
pu:pu—r2*§—f:pu—r2*()\2*pu—eui*qi) p“:p“_ﬂ*@
3? = 2. 9
Qi:qi_r2*6 =q —12x (Ao *xq; —eui xpy) %=4q-r *3q.
qi '
- - of
P of .. w(i,j) = w(i,j) —r3 * —
w(lhj) _w(lﬁj) T3 * aw(l,]) - w(l’j) alg;lﬁj)
73 x (A3 *x w(i, j) — eui* (r(u, j) — b(u, 7)) al(u) = al(u) —rd * Dl (u)
allu
We continue to update these variables until it con- of
verges, which means the objective function remains a2(u) = a2(u) —rd * 9a2(u)
stable. of

B. Integrated CF and MF 2.0 da3(u)

In the above integrated algorithm, we assume bias
baseline, neighborhood-based collaborative filtering and
matrix factorization are equally important such that we o
just simply add them together. But it can be the cads Dataset Description
that different users may favor different methods among We use the same dataset — MoiveTweeting[as [14]
these three algorithms. For example, usEs behav- [20]. It is a up-to-date dataset and we download it on
iors may be very similar with bias baseline such thaov 7, 2014. It is like that we take a snapshot of the
neighborhood-based collaborative filtering and matridataset at that time. MoiveTweeting collects all tweets
factorization should not affect much. However, for usérom Twitter having the format “*| rated #IMDB*". In
B, it is possible that his rating behavior is more similasuch tweets, it extracts user ids and movie ids, associated
with matrix factorization than other two. We realize thatvith ratings. Therefore, it can be seen as a user-item
it is necessary to model users’ preferences over thrparchase matrix. It is also the dataset used in the ACM
methods. Therefore we put user-based weights ¢2 RecSys Challenge 2014.

V1. RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS



Algorithm 1: Integrated CF and MF algorithm
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Input: K: latent dimension, N: top N similar items,
A: constant parameter (100) in similarity
calculation, maxliter: maximum number of
iterations,e: converge condition,

AL, A2, A3, M\: regularization parameters,
rl,r2,r3,r4: learning rates, R: training
data, T: testing data

Output: MAE

Calculate average ratings bu, bi ;

Initialize P and Q with--:

Initialize a1, a2 and a3 with 1;

for : =1 to Item_Size do

for j =i+ 1 to Item_Size do

| Calculates(i, j) ;

end

end

for : =1 to Item_Size do

Sort and select top N similar items’;

Initialize w with similarity score;

end

t=0,

while ¢ < mazIter do

++;

for all (u,i) € R do

Cui = T(ua Z) - m’

RY, =R, sY;

bu(u) = bu(u) — rl * (AL * bu(u) — eyw;);

bi(i) = bi(i) — r1 * (A1 % bi(7) — eys);

Du =Dy — T2 % (/\2 * Pu — Cui *Qi);

@i = qi — 12 % (A2 % @i — €y * Pu);

for eachj € R}, do
w(i, j) =w(i,j) —r3* (A3 xw(i,j) —
Cui * (r(u,]) - b(u,]))),

end

al(u) = al(u) —rd x (M x al(u) — ey *

(7 + bu(u) + bi(i)));

a2(u) =

a2(u) — rd x (M * a2(u) — ewi * (puql));

a3(u) = a3(u) — 14 x (M x a3(u) — ey *
(Zj T(uvj) - b(uvj)) * w(lvj)))’

end

Calculate MAE on T;
if LOLEDl < then
| break;

end

end

return MAE;

Originally, the dataset contains 22,079 users and
13,618 items in the training dataset. But we find that
some of them do not appear in the testing dataset. On
the other hand some users and items in the testing
dataset never appear in the training dataset. Therefore,
we remove such kind of users and items from the dataset.
After pruning, details of the dataset can be seen in Table
1L}

TABLE Il
DATASET DETAILS

# of total users 24,924
# of total items 15,142
# of users in R 22,079
# of items in R 13,618
# of pairs in R 170,285
#ofusersin T 5,717

# ofitemsin T 4,226

#of pairsinT 16,848

B. Performance Comparison

In this section, we compare our integrated algorithms
with neighborhood-based collaborative filtering and ma-
trix factorization methods.

1) Parameters:For the MF method, we leX in Equa-
tion[d equals to 10, as it gives us the best performance.
And for algorithms using stochastic gradient descent
method, we set = 0.0001 and maxIter = 100. In
CF and MF integrated algorithm 1.0, we set = 0.1,

A2 = 0.1, A3 = 1.0, 1 = 0.002, »2 = 0.005,
r3 = 0.002. And for integrated algotrithm 2.0, we set
Al =0.1, A2 =0.1, A3 = 1.0, M4 = 1.0, 1 = 0.002,
r2 = 0.01, r3 = 0.002, 4 = 0.002.

2) Comparisons:We compare the integrated meth-
ods with neighborhood-based collaborative filtering and
matrix factorization methods separately. In these two
comparisons, we increase N and K. We compare CF,
CF_MF1.0 and CEMF2.0 algorithms’ performances
when we increase N from 5 to 50, with K fixed at 20
for CF_MF1.0 and CEMF 2.0 algorithms. Similarly, we
increase K from 5 to 100 to compare MF, QWF1.0
and CEMF2.0 algorithms’ performances with N fixed
at 10. Prediction error MAE are shown in Figlide 2 and
separately.

From Figure reffig:performancel we can see that our
integrated methods achieve more thas% improve-
ment over neighborhood-based collaborative filtering. we
also note that when we increase N, the results do not
change a lot. We can see from Figlte 3 that KIF1.0
algorithm improve accuracy by more thd®% than
traditional matrix factorization method. And CMF2.0
can even achieve more than @Q#F1.0. This means that
by assuming that users have different favors over three



TABLE Il
CF_MF1.0AND CF_MF2.0'sMAE

K CF.MF1.0 CFMF2.0
5 2.18379 2.13825
1 10 2.18109 2.13351
1 15 2.17971 2.12938
20 2.17875 2.12625
25 2.17801 2.12418

] 30 217739 2.12281
af T o ] 35  2.17688 2.12189
e 40  2.17643 2.12127

s 10 15 20 25 N 30 35 40 45 50 45 217604 2 12084

50 2.17568 2.12053
Fig. 2. Comparison of CF, CAMF1.0 and CEMF2.0 integrated gg ggig; éﬁg%g
algorithms 80 217411  2.11937
90 2.17372 2.11893
100 2.17337 2.11884

VII. CONCLUSIONS ANDFUTURE WORKS
In this paper, we propose a new algorithm which in-

] tegrates neighborhood-based collaborative filtering (CF)
225 ] and Matrix Factorization (MF). When considering these
e ] two methods together, rather than assign them with fixed
MT————— weights for all the users, we assume that each user
T has her/his own preference over them. Our results on

_ _ _ the MovieTweetings dataset shows that our algorithm
Fig. 3. Comparison of MF, CRMF1.0 and CEMF2.0 integrated gytperforms neighborhood-based collaborative filtering
algorithms . . . . .

algorithm, matrix factorization algorithm and their com-
bination with fixed weights.
. . For integrated algorithms, we can still do parameter
methods can achieve more improvement than equallz . .
. evaluations based on evaluation dataset. Also we may
treating them. . ; . :
| der to illustrat learlv K's infl consider some constrains on variables, like a2, a3
n order O, fustrate more clearly 1S INMUENCe,hq.). The integrated algorithms are flexible, it is easy
on algorithms’ performance, we show Q%WF1.0 and

, - . to add other terms, like social side information into it.
CF_MF2.0's performance again in Figuré 4, along with The future work will be focused on the social network

the'{ run(rjwlng time. Wf' can see tf:a;thlncreasmtg K can h_eg?'lalysis. Since the relations between pairs of users do
us 10 Teduce error. However, at the same time TUnNiele vork due to sparsity, attention should be paid to

time is also Increasing. Therefore ther_e exists trade-_? dividual background information, such as age, location,
between prediction accuracy and running time. We l'%tender education level. etc

MAEs of CF_MF1.0 and CEMF2.0 in TableTI.
VIIl. W ORK DISTRIBUTION

== This work is based on a course project (Recommender

217

] systems, IUPUI, Fall, 2014).

L Yefeng Ruan extracts users’ tweets from Twitter, im-
it e e e e S S plements CF and MF algorithms separately, proposes and
implements CF and MF integrated algorithms 1.0 and
2.0, also compares and analyzes results.
Tzu-Chun Lin analyzes the social relationship among
users and also implement SVD algorithm. But as it is

T I T I T same as MF algorithm, we do not present it here.

Running time(ms)

s oo oo o
T
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