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ABSTRACT

A key task in social network and other complex network arialys
is role analysis: describing and categorizing nodes agugrid
how they interact with other nodes. Two nodes have the same
role if they interact withequivalentsets of neighbors. The most
fundamental role equivalence is automorphic equivalenda-
fortunately, the fastest algorithms known for graph autgehism
are nonpolynomial. Moreover, since exact equivalence ney b
rare, a more meaningful task is to measure the sotelarity be-
tween any two nodes. This task is closely related to the tsiraic

or link-based similarity problem that SimRank attemptsdtve.
However, SimRank and most of its offshoots are not suffidient
cause they do not fully recognize automorphically or strcalty
equivalent nodes. In this paper we tackle two problems. t,Firs
what are the necessary properties for a role similarity omeasr
metric? Second, how can we derive a role similarity measafre s
isfying these properties? For the first problem, we justédyesal
axiomatic properties necessary for a role similarity measr
metric: range, maximal similarity, automorphic equivaentran-
sitive similarity, and the triangle inequality. For the sed prob-
lem, we present RoleSim, a new similarity metric with a sienp
erative computational method. We rigorously prove thaeSoh
satisfies all the axiomatic properties. We also introducécan
berg RoleSim algorithm which can guarantee to discoveraitbp
with RoleSim score no less than a user-defined threshalih-

out computing the RoleSim for every pair. We demonstrate the
superior interpretative power of RoleSim on both both sgtith
and real datasets.

1. INTRODUCTION

In social science, it is well-established that individugeats
tend to play roles or assume positions within their intécachet-
work. For instance, in a university, each individual can lzes<c
sified into the position of faculty member, administratistaff,
or student. Each role may be further partitioned into substo
faculty may be further classified into tenure-track or nenttre-
track positions, etc. Indeed, role discovering is a majeeagch
subject in classical social scien€e|[45]. Interestingdgent stud-
ies have found not only do roles appear in other types of mésyo
including food webg[30], world trade[16], and even softavays-
tems [9], but also roles can help predict node functionailityin
their domains. For instance, in a protein interaction nekworo-
teins with similar roles tend to serve similar metabolicduions.
Thus, if we know the function of one protein, we can prediettth
all other proteins having a similar role would also have Emi
function [18].

*A revised version of this paper will be published for KDD'11,
August 2011.

Role is complementary to network clustering, a major tool in
analyzing network structures. Network clustering attenptde-
compose a network into densely connected components. -t pro
duces a high level structural model consisting of a small lmem
of “cluster-nodes” and the “super-edges” between thesstaru
nodes. Since its goal is to minimize the number of edgesr{inte
actions) between clusters, it will result in strong int¢i@ts be-
tween nodes within each cluster. Given this, the clustesaingme
inevitably overlooks and over-simplifies the interacti@ttprns of
each node. For instance, each node in a cluster may takeifery d
ferent “roles”: some of them may serve as the core of theetast
some may be peripheral nodes, and some serve as the cosnector
to link between clusters. Indeed, those nodes with similaame
roles may not even directly link to each other as they may sim-
ply share similar interaction patterns. Furthermore, ewben
a network lacks modularity structure, for instance, a higraal
structure, roles can still be applied for characterizirgititerac-
tion patterns of each node. To sum, “roles” provide an ortinad)
abstraction for simplifying and highlighting the complexédrac-
tions among nodes.

A central question in studying the roles in a network system
is how to definerole similarity. In particular, how can we rank
two nodes’ role similarity in terms of their interaction fEhs?
Despite its vital importance for network analysis and desaof
work by social scientists, joined recently by computer istigts,
no satisfactory metric for role similarity has yet emergédkey
issue is the encapsulation of graph automorphism (and its ge
eralization) into a role similarity metricif two nodes are auto-
morphically equivalent, then they should share the san®ant
their role similarity should be maximaFrom a network topology
viewpoint, automorphic nodes have equivalent surrourg]isg
one can replace the other. Figlile 1 illustrates a graph veides
S1 andJ1 being automorphically equivalent. Automorphism can
be further generalized in terms@dloration assuming each node
is assigned a color, then two nodes are equivalent if théifhne
borhoods consist of the same color spectrum [12].

Traditionally, the social science community has approdche
role analysis by defining suitable mathematical equivaerss
lations so that nodes can be partitioned into equivalenasseb
(roles). An essential property of these equivalences isttey
should positively confirm automorphic equivalence, i.é.any
two nodes are automorphic, then they are role-equival€Fie (
converse is not necessarily true.) Automorphism confiromaits
an instance of verifying a solution, which is often alganiih
cally less complex than discovering a solution. Therefexen
though there is no known polynomial-time algorithm for diger-
ing graph automorphisfll role equivalence algorithms|[3,[5.]40]

1The computational complexity of graph isomorphism and -auto
morphism are still unproven to be eithBror NP — Complete.
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can still guarantee to satisfy the aforementioned autohismp
confirmation property. These equivalence rules also dyrect-
respond to the aforementioned coloration.

However, by relying on strict equivalence rules, these mubel-
eling schemes can produce only binary similarity metriago t
nodes are either equivalent (similarity 1) or not (similarity
= 0). In real-world networks, usually only a very small portion
of the node-pairs would satisfy an equivalence critérig fgid
among those, many are simply trivially equivalent (suchiagls-
tons or children of the same parent). In addition, striot+hsed
equivalence is not robust with respect to network noiseh sisc
false-positive or false-negative interactions. Thuss itiésirable
in many real world applications to rank node-pairs by thegree
of similarity or provide a real-valued node similarityetric
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Smith family Jones family Lee family

Figure 1: Example Graph for Equivalence Classes.

Equivalence Neigh. Rule Non-singleton Classes

Structural exactly same {S3,54},{33,J4}, {L3,L4,L5}

Automorphic, | same  numbel {S1,J1},{S2,J2}, {S3,S4,J3,J4},

Exact Color. per class {L3,L4,L5}

Regular same class {S1,J1,L1},{S2,J2,L2},
{S3,54,33,J4,L.3,L4,L5}

Several recent research works have proposed to measure real
valued structural similarity or to rank nodes’ similaritgded on
their interaction patterns [19, 22]. SimRank][19] is one lué t
best-known such measures. It generates a node similariy me
sure based on the following principle: “two nodes are simifla
they link to similar nodes”. Mathematically, for any two feif-
ent nodes: andy, SimRank computes their similarity recursively
according to the average similarity of all the neighbor pda
neighbor ofr paired with a neighbor af). A single node has self-
similarity value1. This is equivalent to the probability that two
simultanous random walkers, startingraandy, will eventually
meet. Most of the existing node structural similarity meastii,
[13,[23,/48/ 491 "50] are variants of SimRank. Though SimRank
seems to capture the intuition of the above recursive stralct
similarity, its random walk matching does not satisfy theiba
graph automorphism condition. For example, in Fiddre 1u¢ho
S1andJ1 are automorphically equivalent, SimRank assigns them
a value of 0.226. We discuss this further in Seclion 3.2. To ou
best knowledge, there is no available real-valued stratg&im-
ilarity measure satisfying the automorphic equivalenaguire-
ment. Since automorphic equivalence is a pivotal chariatier
of the notion of role, its lack disqualifies these existingasieres
from serving as authentic role similarity measures. Heegdara-
dox: SimRank and its variants seem to implement the reairsiv
structural similarity definition of automorphic equivaten(two
nodes are similar if they link to similar nodes), yet they di n
produce desired results (to assign value those pairs).

Thus we have an open probler@an we derive a real-valued
role similarity measure or ranking which complies with the- a
tomorphic equivalence requirement2n this paper, we develop
the first real-valued similarity measure to solve this peatol In
addition, our measure is also a metric, i.e., it satisfiegrihagle
inequality. The key feature of our role similarity measuseali
weighted generalization of thiaccard coefficiento measure the
neighborhood similarity between two nodes. Unlike SimRank
which considers the average similarity among all possilalie- p
ings of neighbors, our measure considers only those paitsein
optimal matching of their two neighbor sets which maximittes
targeted similarity function. We show this approach susfaly
resolves the aforementioned SimRank paradox.

2. ROLE EQUIVALENCE

In social network analysis, the traditional approach fonfal-
izing roles and role groups is to define a equivalence relatial
to partition the actors into equivalence classes. Actors fuHill
the same role are equivalent. Over the years, four defisitiof
fering different degrees of strictness, have stood out.sg&lieur,
in decreasing strictness order, are structural equiveleaato-
morphic equivalence, equitable partition, and regulaiedence.
Figure[1 shows how these different definitions generatemifft

Table 1: Equivalence Classes for Figurgll

roles from the same network.

Let G = (V, E) be a graph with vertex sét = {vi,...,v,}
and edge seE. For any node € V, let N(v) be the neighbors
of v andN,, be the degree af.

Structural Equivalence: Two actors arestructurally equivalent

if they interact with thesameset of otherd[28]. Mathematically,
andv are structurally equivalent if and only N () = N(v). For
example, consider the extended family shown in Figlirg11.J1,
andL1 are siblings,S2, J2, and L2 are spouses, and the remain-
ing nodes are their children. Each family’s childrgi§y3, S4},
{J3, J4}, and{L3, L4, L5} form a nontrivial equivalence class.
However, none of the parents can be grouped together vier stru
tural equivalence. This equivalence model is too stricetogeful

for simplifying a large network and to discover meaningfles.
Automorphic Equivalence: Two actors (nodesy andv areau-
tomorphically equivalenif there is an automorphism of G such
thatv = o(u) [4]. An automorphisno of a graphG is a per-
mutation of vertex set” such that for any two nodes and v,
(u,v) € E iff (o(u),o(v)) € E. In social terms,u and v
can swap names, along with possibly some other name swaps,
while preserving all the actor-actor relationships. L&) be
the group of all automorphisms of gragh For any two nodes
wandvin G, u = v if u = o(v) for someo € I'(G). Note
that = is an equivalence relation ovi; if « = v we say that

u is automorphically equivalent to. The equivalence classes
generated under(G) (or =) are called orbits. The equivalence
class for vertex» € V is called the orbit ofv, and denoted as
Aw) = {o(v) € V,o € I'(G)} = {ulu = v}. Each or-

bit corresponds to a role in the automorphic equivalence- Un
derstanding the importance of automorphic equivalenceagmd
plying it to role modeling was a major breakthrough in classi
cal social network research. In our example Fiddre 1, froen th
topology alone, we cannot distinguish between the Smith- fam
ily and the Jones family. The Lee family is distinct, because
it has three children instead of two. Therefore, the eqaived
classes ardS1, J1},{S2, J2},{S3,54,J3, J4},{L1}, {L2},
and{L3, L4, L5}. Interestingly, we can observe that automor-
phically equivalent classes must have equivalent indnedations

as well, such as equivalent in-laws and cousins. Howevé¢o- au
morphic equivalence is hard to compute and still very strict
Exact Coloration (Equitable Partition): An exact coloratiorof
graphG assigns a color to each node, such that any two nodes
share the same color iff they have the same number of neighbor
of each color[[111]. Nodes of the same color form an equivaenc
class. An exact coloration is also referred to as equitabté-p



tion [I5] and graph divisor[8] and is often applied in thetear
classification/refinement for canonical labeling of grapbnior-
phism test[[36_33]. A graph may have several exact colaratio

in general we seek the fewest colors. In our running example,

the structural equivalence partitioning and the automiorphr-
titioning offer two different exact colorations. Exact ocdtion
relaxes automorphism by considering only immediate naghb

hood equivalence. Two nodes with the same color under an ex-

act coloration may not necessarily be automorphically\edent,

but the graph automorphic equivalence does introduce act exa

coloration by assigning a unique color to each orbit. Liké au
momorphic equivalence, exact coloration equivalenceigesva
recursive aspect to role modeling.

Regular Equivalence (Bisimulation): Two actors areegularly

equivalentif they interact with the same variety of role classes,

where class is recursively defined by regular equivaleh&i. [4
Unlike automorphic equivalence and exact coloration, legu
equivalence does not care about the cardinality of neighddar
tionships, only whether they are nonzero. For example gusg-
ular equivalence, all three families are now equivalenter€tare
only three equivalence classesbling — parent{S1, J1, L1},
spouse — parent{S2, J2, L2}, andchild. Note that under regu-
lar equivalence, any two automorphically equivalent nadag be
partitioned into the same regular equivalence class. Inpcoen
science, the regular equivalence is often referred to alsisimau-
lation, which is widely used in automata and modal lofid [32]

3. AXIOMATIC ROLE SIMILARITY

An equivalence relation, however, tells us nothing about-no
equivalent items.

child/spouse/parent, but also tell us that a Lee child/sparent
has strong similarity to either a Lee or Smith child/spopagent.
Over the years, several methods have been developed fasaddr
ing various link-based similarity problems (co-citati@®], cou-
pling [21], SimRank [[18]). Recently, several researchergeh
tried to apply these measurements to role modeling [22,156)v-

ever, none of these encompass the aforementioned autoimorph

equivalence property and thus are inadequate for meastoiag
similarity. To deal with this shortcoming and to clarify theob-
lem, we first identify a list of axiomatic properties that etle
similarity measures should obey.

DEFINITION 1. (Axiomatic Role Similarity Properties)
Given a graphG = (V, E), any sim(a,b) that measures the
neighbor-based role similarity between verticesand b in V'
should satisfy properties P1 to P5:

P1) Range0 < sim(a,b) < 1, for all a andb.

P2) Symmetrysim(a,b) = sim(b, a).

P3) Automorphism confirmation: &f = b, sim(a,b) = 1.
P4) Transitive similarity: lfa = b, ¢ = d, thensim(a,c) =
sim(a,d) = sim(b,c) = sim(b,d).

e P5) Triangle inequalityd(a, ¢) < d(a,b) + d(b, c), where
distanced(a, c) is defined ad — sim(a, c).

Any node similarity measure satisfying the first four cdodg
(without triangle inequality) is called aadmissible role simi-
larity measure. Any node similarity measure satisfying all five
conditions is anadmissible role similarity metric. If the con-
verse of the automorphic confirmation property is also trife (
sim(a,b) = 1, thena = b), then the node similarity mea-
sure(metric) is andeal role similarity measure(metric).

Using our example, the intuitive and -real
world need is for a measure that not only recognizes automor-
phic equivalence, such as Smith child/spouse/parent t@sJon

Property 1 describes the standard normalization where hsnea
fully similar and 0 means completely dissimilar (i.e., theot
neighborhoods have nothing in common). Property 2 indicate
that similarity, like distance, must be symmetric. Prop&tex-
presses our idea that fully similar means automorphicailyie
alent. Property 4 claims that the similarity between twoewmis
equal to the similarity between equivalent members of tisétfivo
node’s respective equivalence classes. In other wordsamwsim-
ply define the similarity for the orbits, i.esim(A(u), A(v)) =
sim(u,v). This guarantees consistency of values at an orbit-level.
Property 5 assumes the measure is metric-like, i.e., giaisthe
triangle inequality. This is much stronger than transiyiven-
forcing anordering of values. Indeed, the only condition which
excludesd(a,b) = 1 — sim(a,b) from being a strict distance
metric is the automorphic equivalence (it allows the diséabe-
tween two different nodes to l89. In addition, note that Property
5 implies Property 4.

LEmMmMA 1. (Transitive Similarity ) For any a,b € V and
c¢,d € V,ifa =bandc = d, thensim(a,c) = sim(a,d) =
sim(b, c) = sim(b,d).

Proof: From triangle inequality, we havé(a,c) < d(a,b) +
d(b,c) < d(b,c) andd(b,c) < d(b,a) + d(a,c) < d(a,c)
(d(a,b) = 0). Thus,d(a,c) = d(b,c). Similarly, d(a,d) =
b(b,d), d(c,a) = d(d,a), andd(d,a) = d(d,b). Put together,
we havesim(a, c) = sim(a,d) = sim(b,c) = sim(b,d). O

However, since most similarity measures do not necessaily
isfy the triangle inequality, we explicitly include Propei as
one of the axiomatic properties. Further, Property 3 is an es
sential criterion which distinguishes the role similanteasure
from other existing measures. As we discussed earlier, ute a
morphic equivalence can be relaxed to exact colorationgarlae
equivalence. In this case, we may replace Property 3 actgiydi
Our work will focus on the automorphic equivalence thougtait
handle its generalization as well.

THEOREM 1. (Generalized Transitive Similarity) For any
two pairs of nodesi,b € V, ¢,d € V, if sim(a,b) = 1 and
sim(c,d) = 1, then, their cross similarities are all equal, i.e.,
sim(a,c) = sim(a,d) = sim(b, c) = sim(b,d).

Proof: From the triangle inequality, we hadéa, ¢) < d(a,b) +
d(b,c) < d(b,c) andd(b,c) < d(b,a) + d(a,c) < d(a,c)
(d(a,b) = 0). Thus,d(a,c) = d(b,c). Similarly, d(a,d) =
b(b,d), d(¢,a) = d(d,a), andd(d,a) = d(d,b). Put together,
we havesim(a, c) = sim(a,d) = sim(b,c) = sim(b,d). O

Thus, if we partition the nodes into equivalence classes@vhe
similarity equalsl, we can simply record the similarity values
between equivalent classes. L&fx) and A(y) be the equiva-
lence classes for nodeandy, respectively. Then, we can define
sim(A(x), A(y)) = sim(x,y).

3.1 Binary-Valued Role Similarity Measures

THEOREM 2. (Binary Admissibility ) Given any equivalence
relation that also satisfies automorphism confirmation (A&
binary indicator function is an admissible similarityetric

Proof: Binary values satisfy the Range(P1). Any equivalence re-
lation satisfies symmetry (P2) and transitivity (P4), by wiéfin.

For triangle inequality( P5), consider all possible cases:

Binary values satisfy the Range(P1). Any equivalence iozlat
satisfies symmetry (P2) and transitivity (P4), by definitidfor
triangle inequality( P5), consider all possible cases:



Case 1: Allin the same clas8:< 0+ 0 Q @ ©
Case 2: All in different classeg: < 1+ 1
Case 3a andcinthe sameclas€1 <1+ 1 . Qt"e ' (W @
Case 4 and one other in the same clags< 0 + 1 (b) ) ©)
m]

Note that automorphic equivalence, regular equivalennd, a (a) Structural equivalence (b) Odd Distance
exact coloration all satisfy P3, so they are admissible icgtin
addition, the binary similarity measure introduced doytomor- Figure 2: Problematic configurations for SimRank

phic equivalencés anideal role similarity metric. Though these
binary similarity measures are admissible, they providenean-
ingful information about cross-class similarities, bezmathey set real-valued role similarity measures have problems dgadiith

sim(A(z),A(y)) = 0if A(z) # A(y). We would like a real- even simple conditions such as structural equivalence &ub
valued measure that ranks the degree of role similarity. tion[3:2). To meet these challenges, we take the following ap
Before presenting our proposed real-valued role simjlaniét- proach: Given an initial simplistic but admissible role garity

ric for network roles, we first examine some similarity measu measurement for any pair of nodes in a graph, refine the mea-
proposed in earlier works. We will see that these do notfgatis surement by expressing the similarity in terms of neighimpxial-

our required properties. ues, while maintaining the automorphic and structuraheience
) ) o properties. In the following, we formally introduce Rolegithe
3.2 simRankis NOT Admissible first admissible real-valued role similarity measure (fiogtand
The SimRank[[19] similarity between nodesandv is the av- its associated properties.
erage similarity between’s neighbors and’s neighbors:
1—p) 4.1 RoleSim Definition
SR(u,v) = NN @) > > SR(z,y)foru#w, Given a graptG = (V, E), the RoleSim measure realizes the
zEN (u) yEN (v) recursive node structural similarity principle “two node® sim-
SR(v,v) =1, ilar if they relate to similar objects” as follows.

; e i ; v, where N(u) and N(v) denote their respective neighbo-
neighbors decreases with distance. The original SimRarde me hoods andN, and N, denote their respective degrees, then

sure is for directed graphs. Here, we focus on its undirected RoleSim(u, v) =
version, though our comments also hold for the directediaers ’

SimRank values can be computed iteratively, with succelsiv > RoleSim(z,y)
. . . . . (1 _ B) max (z,y) €M (u,v) 1+ 8 1)
geratlons approaching a unique solution, much as Page[3&hk Mo Na + No — [M(u, 0)]

oes.

) ) o o wherez € N(u), y € N(v), and M (u,v) is a matching be-
THEOREM 3. SimRank is not an admissible role similarity tweenN (u) and N (v), i.e., M(u,v) = {(z,y)|z € N(u),y €
measure. N(v), and no othefz’,y') € M(u,v), stz = 2’ ory =

f .
Proof: We give examples where property 3 (automorphic equiv- ¥ }- The parametep is a decay facto) < § < 1.

alence) does not hold. In Figufe 3(a).andb have the same The decay factor, similar to the one used in PageRark [35, bo

neighbors. By even the strictest definition (structuralivsiu dampens the recursive effect and guarantees a minimal RoleS
lence),a andb have the same role. However, since SimRank's ¢.qre of 3. We will sometimes abbreviat®oleSim(u,v) as

initial assumption is that there is no similarity amongi, and R(u,v). R refers to the entire matrix of values. Figite 3 il-
e, when it computes the average similarity @fand b's neigh- lustrates the matching process. They) grid is the subset of
bors, it will never discover their equivalence. Assuming best the RoleSim matrix of values corresponding to the pairings o
case where:,d, ande are structurally equivalent and using the neighbors of these two vertices. A matching selects onepeell
recommended = 0.15, SR(a, b) converges to only 0.667. If o and column. If the number of rows differs from the num-
the neighbors are not equivalentto b should still be equivalent, ber of columns, then the matching size is limited X6 (u, v)| =

but SimRank gives an even lower value. SimRank has an anothermm(Nu N,). Amaximal matching is a matching where the total

problem (Figur¢ 2(B)) when there is an odd distance betweent \51e of selected cells is maximum. In contrast, SimRank-com
nodes. Nodes andv are automorph|cally_ equivalent, but because putes the average of every cell in the neighbor grid.

there are no nodes that are an equal distance from«batid v,

SimRank(u,v) = 0!

We note that other variants of SimRank[[1] L3} [23,[48/49, 50] 0 Maximum
also do not meet the automorphic equivalence property fsinte weighted
ilar reasons. More discussion of these variants can be fioutie: @ @ @ @ matching
Appendix.

x1 06 | 02 | 08 | 04 M(u,v)
u X2 01 ] 03] 07 | 05 =1.6
4. ROLESIM: A REAL-VALUED o 02 | o1 | 03 [os

ADMISSIBLE ROLE SIMILARITY

To produce an admissible real-valued role similarity measu
we face two key challenges: First, it is computationallyfidif ~ Figure 3: RoleSim(a,b) based on similarity of their neighbes
cult to satisfy the automorphic equivalence property. Tooot
proven to be NP-complete, the graph automorphism problesn ha . L
no known polynomial algorithmi [14]. Second, all the exigtin ~ 4-1.1 Relation to Jaccard Coefficient



RoleSim is built on top of a natural generalization of the-Jac
card coefficient, which measures the similarity between seis
AandB asJ(A, B) = {555t. The Jaccard coefficient has been
used previously to measure node-node similarity based @n th
neighborhood commonality [13]. In our generalization, bwer,
setsA and B do not necessarily share any common element; in-
stead, there is a matching betweensimilar elements inA and
B,i.e.(a,b) € M,a € A,b € B. Letr(a,b) € [0,1] record the
similarity betweeru andb.

DEFINITION 3. (Generalized Jaccard Coefficient The gen-
eralized Jaccard coefficient measures the similarity betwtsvo
setsA and B under matchingV/, defined as

_ Z(a,b)eM r(a,b)

J(A, B|M) =
(A BIM) = Tl 18— 1]

@

The original Jaccard coefficient is a special case which tiges
following matchingM: Letr(z,y) = 1 if = = y; otherwise0.
Then defineM = {r(z,z)|x € A,z € B}. Thus, the general-
ized Jaccard coefficient(A, B|M) reduces ta/(A, B). Com-
paring Eg.[(1) and{2), we see that the hearRoleSim (u,v) is
equivalent to the maximum of the generalized Jaccard casdtic
betweenN (u) and N (v), among all matchingd/ (u, v). Then,
RoleSim(u,v) =

(1= 8) max J(N(w), NW)IM(w,0)) + 5

4.1.2 Relation to Weighted Matching

The definition and significance of the RoleSim for any node
pair (u,v) is closely related tenaximal weighted matching=or
any nodes: andv in graphG, define a weighted bipartite graph
(N(u)UN (v), N(u) x N(v)) , with each edgéz, y) € N(u) x
N (v) having weightRoleSim(z,y). Let the total weight of
neighbor matching (u, v) betweenu andv be w(M (u,v)) =
D ()€ M () TOlESTM(2,y). Let M be the maximal weighted
matching for(N (u) U N (v), N(u) x N(v)). Itis clear that

w(M) = max w(M(u,v)).

M (u,v)

®)

= 4
Using this, we can represeRbleSim(u, v) in terms of maximal
weighted matching\1. In Figure[3, the shaded cells represent the
maximal matching0.7 + 0.6 + 0.3 = 1.6.

THEOREM 4. (Maximal Weighted Matching) The RoleSim
between nodes: and v corresponds linearly to the maxi-
mal weighted matching\t for the bipartite graph (N (u) U
N(v), N(u) x N(v)), with each edgéz,y) € N(u) x N(v)
having the weighRoleSim(z, y):

w(M)

RoleSim(u, v) = (1= 6) 2750

+ ®)
Proof: We need to show that Equatioris (1) ahH (5) are equiva-
lent. Without loss of generality, lev,, > N,. First, we show
that the cardinality of the maximal weighted matchiptt| =

min (N, N,) = N, . It cannot be greater, because there are
insufficient elements inV,. It cannot be smaller, because if it
were, there must exist an available edge between an uncbvere
node inN,, with one inN,. Adding this edge would increase the
matching (every edge has weight/3). If M| = min (N, Ny),

it follows that NV, + N, — |[M| = max (Nu, N, ). Thus, the de-
nominators in Equation$](1) and] (5) are constant and idantic
It is then a trivial observation that the numerators are ot fae
same. Therefore, the maximal value for the entire Equalipins(

the same as the value ifi (3).

Theorem [ not only shows the key equilibrium for the role
similarities RoleSim between pairs of nodes in a gréphbut
shows that each iteration can be computed using existingnmadx
matching algorithms.

4.2 RoleSim Computation

RoleSim values can be computed iteratively and are guadnte
to converge, just as in PageRank and SimRank. First we eutlin
the procedure. In the next section, we prove that the catmlila
values comprise an admissible role similarity metric.

Step 1: Let the initial matrix of RoleSim scoreR° be any set of
admissible scores between any pair of nodes.in

Step 2: Compute the:*" iterationR* scores from thé¢k — 1)*"
iteration’s valuesR* 1. Specifically, for any nodes andv,

> (e y)e M (ue) RETHE,y)
Ny + Ny — | M (u,v)|

R¥(u,v) = (1 — ) max

M (u,v)

+8 (6)
Based on Theoreri 4, we compute Equatibh (6) by finding

the maximal weighted matching in the weighted bipartitepgra

(N(u) UN(v), N(u) x N(v)) with each edgézx, y) € N(u) X

N (v) having weightR*~* (z, v)).

Step 3: Repeat Ste until R values converge for each pair of

nodes inG.

THEOREM 5. (Convergencg For any admissible set of
RoleSim scoreRoleSim?, the iterative computational procedure
for RoleSim converges, i.e., for afy, v) pair,

klim RoleSim" (u,v) = RoleSim(u,v)
— 00

@)

This can be proven by showing that the maximum absolute dif-
ference between ariR* (u, v) andR*** (u, v) is monotonically
decreasing. The proof is in the Appendix.

Unlike PageRank and SimRank which converge to values in-
dependent of the initialization, the convergent RoleSimreds
sensitive to the initialization. That is, different initizalues may
generate different final RoleSim values. Rather than beidig-a
advantage, this is actually the key to coping with the graph a
tomorphism complexity, by allowing the ranking to utilizeigy
knowledge (the equivalence relationship) of the netwogotog-
ical structure.

4.3 Admissibility of RoleSim

Here, we present one of the key contributions of this pajper: t
axiomatic admissibility of RoleSim. If the initial comptitan is
admissible, and because the iterative computation of Eaqu)
maintains admissibility (i.e., is an invariant transforintloe ax-
iomatic properties), then the final measure is admissible.

THEOREM 6. (Invariant Transformation ) If the k" itera-
tion RoleSim” is an admissible role similarity metric, then so
is RoleSim" T,

Propertiesl (Range) an@® (Symmetry) are trivially invariant,
so we will focus on Propertie3 (Automorphic Equivalence)}
(Transitive Similarity), and (Triangle Inequality).

LEMMA 2. (Automorphism Confirmation Invariance) If
the k' iteration RoleSim" satisfies Axion8 (Automorphism
Confirmation), then so dod3oleSim***.

Proof: For nodesu
tex setV, such thato(u)

there is a permutation of ver-
v, and any edg€u,z) € FE iff

v,



(v,0(x)) € E. This indicates that provides a one-to-one equiv-
alence between nodes N (u) and N(v). Also, v andv have
the same number of neighbors, i.&, = N,. So, itis clear
that the maximal weighted matchingyt in the bipartite graph
(N(u)UN (v), N(u)x N(v)) selectsV,, = N, pairs of weight 1
each. ThusRoleSim**! (u,v) = (1 - ) s~ + 8 = 1.

O

LEMMA 3. (Transitive Similarity Invariance ) If the k" it-
eration RoleSim" satisfies Axiord (Transitive Similarity), then
so doesRoleSim"*?.

Proof: We know for anya = b, ¢ = d, RoleSim"*(a,c) =
RoleSim”(b,d). Denote the maximal weighted matching be-
tweenN(a) and N (c) as.M. Since there is a one-to-one equiv-
alence correspondeneebetweenN (a) and N (b) and a one-to-
one equivalence correspondenrcebetweenN (c) and N (d), we
can construct a matchingt’ betweenV (b) and N (d) as follows:
M = {(o(z),0'(y))|(x,y) € M}. Since the transitive similar-
ity property holds forRoleSim”, we haveRoleSim” (z,y) =
RoleSimF (o (z),0'(y)). Thus,w(M') = w(M), and

w(M) w(M’)
max (Ng, N¢) max (Np, Ng)
RoleSim**1(a,¢) = RoleSim*+1(b, d).

(1-58) +8=>01-7) +

LEMMA 4. (Triangle Inequality Invariance) If the k" iter-
ation RoleSim* satisfies Axion3 (Triangle Inequality), then so
doesRoleSim***.

Proof: For iterationk, for any nodess, b, ande, d*(a,c) <
d*(a,b) + d*(b, c), whered* (a,b) = 1 — RoleSim*(a,b). We
must prove that this inequality still holds for the next #&gon:
d**(a,c) < d*"'(a,b) + d* T (b, c).

Observationif there is a matching// betweenV(a) and N (c)
which satisfied — (1 - 8)“4M 4 8) < d"*'(a, b)+d" (b, ),
then d***(a,c¢) < d*'(a,b) + d*T'(b,¢). This is because
wdM) — %ﬂc”) where M is the maximal weighted matching

. _BEAnD 4 gy >

c

betweenN (a) and N(c), and thus1 — ((1
L= (1= B) Y + ) = d"(a,c).

We break down the proof into three cases:
Casel.Vy < N, < N.), Case 2. ¥, < N, < N.), and
Case 3. Vo < N. < Ny).

Case 1 (V, < N, < N.): SinceN, is smallest,|M(a, =
|[M(b,c)| = N,. Define matchingy/ betweenN (a) an c)
asM = {(z,2)|(x,y) € M(a,b) A (y,z) € M(b,c)}. Then

using our observation above:

41 (a,b) + d L (bye) — (1= (1= B) w](VM) —8)
=(1-p8)- w(/\/;\f:’ ) _ w(/v;v(f’ Dy wj(vj\f)} +1-8
_ Nb—w(./\/l(a,b)) Nb Nb—’w(M(b,C))
—(1—5)[N—a B —
Nb Nb - w(M) Nb
B PR PR A R
Ny | Legyemiand — B (@,y)

2(1_6)[1_E+ Y N,

L Z(y,z)EM(b,c)(l — RF(y, 2)) B 2(172)6N1(1 — Rk(x,z))]

N, N,

> (1 py @D Tvd W - T,

where(z,y) € M(a,b), (y, z) € M(b,¢), (z,z) € M

Cases 2 and Xan be proven by a similar technique; the details
are in the Appendix.

By combining the admissible initial configurations given in
Sed 4.4 with Theorem] 6 on invariance, we have shown that the
iterative RoleSim computation generates a real-valuadjssible
role similarity measure.

THEOREM 7. (Admissibility) If the initial RoleSim® is an
admissible role similarity measure, then at edctth iteration,
RoleSim" is also admissible. When RoleSim computation con-
verges, the final measuleny, _, o RoleSimP” is admissible.

4.4 |nitialization

According to Theorerfil]7, an initial admissible RoleSim mea-
suremenR® = I(-) is needed to generate the desired real-valued
role similarity ranking. What initial admissible measumgsprior
knowledge should we use? We consider three schemes:

1. ALL-1 : I(u,v) = 1forall u,v.

2. Degree-Binary (DB) If two nodes have the same degree
(Nu = N), thenI (u,v) = 1; otherwise.

3. Degree-Ratio (DR) I(u,v) = (1 — f) 2l 4 3,

These schemes come from the following observatinndes
that are automorphically equivalent have the same degBzesi-
cally, equal degree is a necessary but not sufficient camdftr
automorphism. This observation is key to RoleSim: degrisetsf
both the size of a maximal matching set and the denominator of
the Jaccard Coefficient.

THEOREM 8. (Admissible Initialization) ALL-1, Degree-
Binary, and Degree-Ratio are all admissible role similgrihea-
sures. Moreover, Degree-Binary and ALL-1 are admissible ro
similarity metrics

Proof: It is easy to see that ALL-1 degenerately satisfies all the
axioms of a role similarity metric. We focus on the two degree
based schemes. Clearly, they satisfy Range(P1) and Symme-
try(P2). If N, = N,, thenI(u,v) = 1, so they both satisfy
Automorphism Confirmation (P3). For transitive similar({§4),

we only need to show thd{(u, v) depends only on class member-
ship (Theoren]l). For these schemes, class is defined byedegre
and the measurement clearly depends only on degree. Finally
because Degree-Binary and ALL-1 are binary indicators afeq
alence, Theorefd 2 states that they are metrics.



Note that SimRank’s initialization{im Rank® (u, v) = 1 iff
U v) is NOT admissible, because it does exactly the wrong
thing: setting the initial value of any potentially equieat nodes
to 0. SimRank iterations try to build up from zero. Howevered
to its problems with structural equivalence and odd-lermths
that we noted, SimRank will never increase the value enoagh t
discover equivalent pairs that were neglected at the start.

In addition, we make the following interesting observasiam
the different initialization schemes.

LEMMA 5. LetR*(ALL — 1) be the matrix of RoleSim val-
ues at the first iteration afteR® = 1 (All-1 initialization). Let
R (DR) be the matrix of RoleSim initialized by the Degree-Ratio
(DR) scheme. The®R'(ALL — 1) = R°(DR).

This lemma can be easily derived by following the definition
of RoleSim formula. Basically, the Degree-Ratio (DR) iseka
equal to the RoleSim state one iteration after ALL-1 initiation.
Thus, ALL-1 and DR generate the same final results. The simple
formula for DR is much faster than neighbor matching, so DR is
essentially one iteration faster. On the other hand, we noay c
sider the simple ALL-1 scheme to be sufficient, since it works
as well as the more sophisticated DR. Especially, afterithple
initialization, RoleSim’s maximal matching process auically
discriminates between nodes of different degree and agegito
learn differences among neighbors as ititerates. Alsdy Abt -1
and DR initialization have the following convergence pnaye

THEOREM 9. (Monotone Convergencg If ALL-1 initializa-
tion is used, each RoleSim value is monotonically decrga&n
non-increasing) R*™* (u, v) < R*(u,v) for all k.

Proof: At any iteration, the RoleSim value for arty, v) is the
maximal matching of its neighbors. The value can increasg on
if some neighbor matchings increase. If no value increasd¢ie
previous iteration, then no value can increase in the ctitera-
tion. In the first iteration after ALL-1, clearly no value imases.
Therefore, no value ever increases.

Indeed, this monotone convergence property can be general-

ized into the following formatif R* < R (for any (u, v) pair,
R'(u,v) < R°(u,v)), then we havdR*™ < R¥. Note that
the Degree-Binary (DB) initialization scheme does not hifne
property. In our experiments, we will further empiricalljugdy
these initialization schemes.

4.5 Computational Complexity

Given n nodes, we have)(n?) node-pair similarity values
to update for each iteration. For each node-pair, we must per
form a maximal weighted matching. For weighted bipartitepdr
(N(u) U N(v),N(u) x N(v)), the fastest algorithm based on
augmenting paths (Hungarian method) can compute the mbhxima
weighted matching irO(z(xzlogz + y)), wherex = |N(u) U
N(v)| andy = [N (u)| x |N(v)].

A fast greedy algorithm offers é-approximation of the glob-
ally optimal matching inO(ylogy) time [2]. If an equiva-
lence matching exists (i.e4(M) = max (N, N,)), the greedy
method will find it. This is important, because it means that a
greedy RoleSim computation still generates an admissilela-m
sure. Using greedy neighbor matching, the overall time com-
plexity of RoleSim isO(kn?d’), wherek is the number of itera-
tions andd’ is the average af log y over all vertex-pair bipartite
graphs inG. The space complexity i©(n?).

5. ICEBERG ROLESIM COMPUTATION

Node similarity ranking in general is computationally erpe
sive because we need to compute the similarity(far= O(n?)
node-pairs. A graph with 00,000 nodes needs abouf)GB
memory to simply maintain the similarity values, assumihg
bytes per value. Indeed, this is a major problem for almdst al
node similarity ranking algorithms. However, in most apgli
tions, we are interested only in théghestsimilarity pairs, which
typically compose only a very small fraction of all pairs.ushin
order to improve the scalability of RoleSim, we ask the feileg
guestion:Can we identify the high-similarity pairs without com-
puting all pair similarities? Formally, we consider the following
question:

DEFINITION 4. (Iceberg RoleSin) Given a threshold, the
Iceberg RoleSim problem is to discover @ll, v) pairs for which
RoleSim(u,v) > 0 and then approximate their RoleSim scores.

The goal is to identify and compute those high-similarityrpa
without materializing the majority of the low similarity pa. To
solvelceberg RoleSimwe consider a two-step approach: 1) use
pruning rules to rule out pairs whose similarity score meskdss
thand; and 2) apply RoleSim iterative computation to the remain-
ing candidate pairs. Since RoleSim computation must mdtch a
neighbor-pairs ¥ (u) x N (v)) of a candidate pair{, v), we have
to handle neighbor-pairs (such asy) which are not themselves
candidate pairs. Here, we employ upper and lower bounds for
estimating RoleSim values for the non-candidate pairs.

Upper and Lower Bound for RoleSim:

LEMMA 6. Given nodes., v and without loss of generality,
Ny > N, if N, < 0N, then similarityR (u, v) < (1—8)0+p.

Proof: R(u,v) = (1—B)“&0 + 3 < (1- )4 +40

Given this, assumingV,, > N,, since matching < w(M) <
Ny, thenR(u,v) isinthe rangdg, (1— ) ﬁ—z + ). Furthermore,
to facilitate our discussion, we further defifle= (60— ) /(1—3).
Now, we introduce the followingruning rulesto filter out those
pairs whose RoleSim cannot be greater than or equal to thicesh
0, without knowing their exacRRole Sim scores (Without loss of
generality, letN,, > N,,):

1. If N, < 0'N,, thenR(u,v) < 0

2. If maximal matching weightw(M)
R(u,v) <0

3. Assume neighbor listd"(u) and N (v) are sorted by de-
gree, withd} and di being the first items. The max-
imum possible similarity of this pair isni1 (1-
pymindidi) o g |fthe shorter list has the smaller degree

max(df,dy)

(d} < dt),andifmii+Ny,—1 < @' Ny, thenR(u,v) < 0.

< #O'N,, then

Rule 1 is just a restatement of Lempja 6. Rule 2 is based on the
upper bound of RoleSim value. Rule 3 requires more explanati
continuing from Rule 2, we begin to consider all the pairings
neighbors. Becaus#/, is the shorter list, every member must
contribute to the final matching. Eithet;; will be in the match-
ing or not. Ifitis, then an upper bound fa¥t is if every remaining
pair has weight 1, yieldingx11 + (IV, — 1). Additionally, because
the lists are sortedii /d} > di/ds, forz > 1. So, ifm11 is too
small to satisfy Rule 2, then all pairings usidg are too small.
This rule allows us to shortcircuit the full neighbor matadi

We now outline our approach, which is formalized in Algo-
rithm[d. To generate the initial iceberg hash map, we soresod
by degree (line 3) and sort each node’s list of neighbors doyek
(lines 4 to 6). The first sort allows us to consider only thoseéeaa
pairs that are sufficiently similar in degree (line 8, pruninle



1). We compute the estimated similarity for the first pair eigh-
bors. Note that this estimatation formula is the same asdgegr
Ratio initialization. If this weight is below the limit defed in
Rule 3, we terminate this pair's candidacy and move on (Ilbhes
to 12). Otherwise, compute the remainder of neighbor-pétiai
similarities, and perform a maximal matching. If the manchi
weight exceeds thé’ minimum bound (Rule 2), then this node-
pair and its similarity are inserted into the hash tablee@ii3 to
16). After iterating though all qualified node-pairs, we @aur
full hash table. We now perform RoleSim iterations, but aoty
members of the table, which is orders of magnitude smalbam th
a complete similarity matrix. When a non-candidate paiakie

is needed (as a neighbor-pair of a candidate pair), we apply t
following estimate based on its lower and upper bound (assum
N, > N,):

- N,
R(u,v) = a(l - B) 3"
In the experimental evaluation, we will empirical study #gféect
of « on the estimation accuracy.

+ B, where0 < « < 1.

Algorithm 1 IcebergRoleSim§ (V. E), 0, 8, )

1: H < empty hash table indexed by node-pair(i v);

2: d(v) « degree ofv;

3. Sort verticed” by degree;

4: for eachwv € V do

5. DY ={di,ds,---,dy.,} < degrees of neighbors af
sorted by increasing order;

6: end for

7: foreach v € V do

8: foreach v € V,0'd(u) < d(v) < d(u) (Rule 1)do

min(dy dy)
max(df,dy)

9: mi1 < (1—/3) -|—/B,

10: if di <d} andN, — 14 M1 < 6’ N, then
11: Skip to the next; (Rule 3)

12: end if

13: Compute maximal matching weight M);
14: if w(M) > 6'd(u) (Rule 2)then

15: InsertH (u, v) < (1 — B)w(M)/d(u) + B;
16: end if

17:  end for

18: end for

19: Perform iterative RoleSim ofl. For neighbor pairg H,
useR(z,y) = a(l — B)Nz/Ny + B

6. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

In this section we experimentally investigate the rankibd-a
ity and performance of the RoleSim algorithm for computialgr
similarity metric values. We compare RoleSim to severatesta
of-the-art node similarity algorithms, analyze the effettliffer-
ent initialization schemes, and measure the scalabilitgetierg
RoleSim. Specifically, we focus on the following questions:

1. How do different initialization schemes perform in terafis
their final RoleSim score and computational efficiency?

2. Do node-pairs with high RoleSim scores actually have-simi
lar network roles? For any two nodes known to have similar
network roles, do they receive high role similarity scores?

Relative to All-1 Degree-Binary Degree-
Initialization Min Avg. Max Ratio
Diff. in percentile rank | 0.14% | 0.38% | 11.17% | none
Pearson correl. coeff.| 0.9994| 0.9998| 0.9999 1
Relative execution timg  0.32 0.52 0.80 ~ 0.9
Relative # iterations 0.38 0.58 0.88 1 fewer

Table 2: Comparison of Initialization Methods

Clearly, the ideal validation study requires an expliclermodel

and role similarity measure, which often do not exist. Infible

lowing study, we utilize a well-known role-related randonajgh

model and external measures of real datasets which proviaegs
role indication for these evaluations.

We set = 0.1 for both RoleSim and SimRank, defining
convergence to be when values change by less than 1% of their
previous values. We ran several RoleSim tests with bothtexac
matching and greedy matching. The results were nearlyicint
(> 90% of cells have no difference; maximum difference was
small), so we focus on greedy matching from here on. We imple-
mented the algorithms in C++ and ran all large tests on a 220GH
Linux machine with dual-core Opteron CPU and 4.0GB RAM.

For our tests, we use three types of graphs:

e BL: the probabilistic block-model[44], where each block is
generally considered to be corresponding to a [47]. eHer
nodes are partitioned into blocks. Each node in blole&s proba-
bility p;; of linking to each node in block. Thus, the underlying
block-model may serve as the ground-truth for testing rote-s
larity.

e SF. Large Scale-Free random graﬂme used for testing scal-
ability of the Iceberg RoleSim computation.

e Real-world networks, with a measureable feature similaoto
cial role, are used for validating RoleSim performance.

6.1 Comparing Initialization

In Section[44% we discussed that Degree-Ratio initializati
generates the same results as ALL-1 by shortcutting theitfirst
eration. This reduces the computation time by rougli§. Now
we ask: Does Degree-Binary initialization (DB, binary icatior
which equals 1 when degre€g, = N,) give similar results,
quickly?

We ran RoleSim using both ALL-1 and DB on 12 graphs, some
scale-free and some block-model, having 500 to 10,000 nodes
and edge densities from 1 to 10. We then converted values+o pe
centile ranking, wher@00% means the highest value abd% is
the median value. Test results are summarized in Table 2. The
high correlation coefficient means the rankings are vilyuden-
tical, so the rankings are not very sensitive to the initition
method. Moreover, DB took0% from 68% less time to converge.
Overall, DB seems to be the preferred initialization scheme in
terms of computational efficiency. Thus, we adopt it for testr
of the experiments.

6.2 General Role Detection

How well does RoleSim discover roles in complex graphs?
Specifically, given a ground truth knowledge of roles, doeawd
having similar roles have high scores? To answer this questie
generated probabilistic block-model graphs, where blbetsave
like "noisy" roles, due to sampling variance. We generataglgs
with N = 1000 nodes and either 3 or 5 blocks. We varied the edge

density@ with higher densities for graphs with more blocks.

v

3. How much less memory and time does Iceberg RoleSim The size of each block and the; values were randomized; we

use, and how closely does its rankings match standard

RoleSim’s?

2http://pywebgraph.sourceforge.net/
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(a) Top Coauthors (b) Top Internet nodes
generated 3 random instances for each graph class. We aaginpar
RoleSim to the state-of-the-art SimRank, SimRank#+ [1{l B Figure 5: Similarity of Nodes for Top Ranked Node-Pairs
SimRank[13].

For each measure and trial, we ranked the similarity scores. o )
This serves to normalize the scoring among the four measures ~ _, 4Vg. Role Similarity of Authors by G-Index Bin
Then, for each graph, we computed the average ranking of all S 5 7
pairs of nodes within the same block. We then averaged tke thr £ 60 - /
trials for each graph class. T oso o Yem o w g a-at B RS_Within

: : = e — = V- RS_Cross

Our results (FigurEl4) show that RoleSim outperforms aléoth Z 40 = F — - PSR Within
algorithms across all the tested conditions. None of therdlgns £ 30 v -& P-SR_Cross
score perfectly, due to the inherent edge distributionaverg of :?b 0 s e s Z o
the probablllstl_c model. P-SlmRank_ is better_ tha_n SimRaek; Decile (Within) or Decile Difference (Cross)
haps because it uses Jaccard Coefficient weighting, a stepds
our RoleSim approach. Accuracy takes time. SimRank and Sim-

Rank++ run at the same speed. P-SimRank is about 1.5 to 2 times ) o ) .
slower, and standard RoleSim is about twice as slow as SikiRan Figure 6: Similarity of Authors Binned by K-index
6.3 Real Dataset: Co-author Network per bin. We also computed averages for pairs of authors ribein

We applied RoleSim and the best alternative measure, P-Sa@me bin (dissimilar roles). Figuié 6 shows our results. &he
SimRank, to a real-world network having an external role mea €rage within-bin RoleSim value is consistently between st
sure. Our first dataseét[41] is a co-author network of 200alie ~ 60%, better than the random-pair score of 50, and indepénden
researchers. Two authors are linked if they co-authoredparpa  ©f whether the G-index is high or low. It performs equally el
from 2003 to 2008. We pruned the network to the largest con- for all roles. P-SimRank within-bin scores (dashed lingjwh
nected component (1543 nodes, 15483 edges). An authoes rol €Ver, areé inconsistent. Performance of P-SimRank is wiwse t
depends recursively on the number of connections to other au "andom for low G-scores, perhaps due to low density of limks i
thors, and the roles of those others. Hence, it measuresbeoll  the network. For the cross-bin data, the X-axis is the céffiee

oration. We use the G-index as a proxy measure for co-author in decile bins for the two authors in a pair. The falling link o

role (H-index provides similar results and thus is omittedef. RoleSim indicates that role similarity correctly decreass G-
The G-index measures the influence of a scientific authots pu  index scores become less similar. For P-SimRank, howeher, t
lications, its value being the largest integérsuch that the& cross-hin scores (dashed line) hover around 50, equivalean-

most cited publications have at le@#t citations. While G-index ~ dom scoring.

and co-author role are not precisely the same, G-index gsore .
influenced strongly by the underlying role. High impact aunth 6.4 Real Dataset: Internet Network

tend to be highly connected, especially with other high ioctpa Our second dataset is a snapshot of the Internet at the Ievel o
authors. If a paper is highly cited, this boosts the scorevefye autonomous systems (22963 nodes and 48436 edges), as gener-
co-author. Thus, we expect that if two authors have similar G ated by [34]. Several studies have confirmed that the Intésne
index scores, their node-pair is likely to have a high rohelarity hierarchically organized, with a densely connected codesaimbs

value. To normalize RoleSim, P-SimRank, and G-index values (singly-connected nodes) at the periphéryl [43, 7]. A noge's

we converted each raw value to a percentile rank. sition within the network (proximity to the core) and itsagbn

Figure[5(@) addresses our second validation question (high to others (such as density of connections) affects its effimi for
rank— similar roles?). For the top ranked 0.01% of author-pairs, routing and its robustness. Inspired byl [7], we Useshells to
their difference in G-index ranking is about 20 points, fattb delineate roles.

RoleSim and P-SimRank, well below the random-pair value of = The K-core of a graph is the induced subgraph where every
33. A below-average difference confirms that the authorseire node connects to at leakt other nodes in the subgraph.Af' >
atively similar. However, as we expand the search towar@,10 K, then theK’-core must be an induced subgraph of thecore.
RoleSim continues to detect authors with similar authqrgtar- The K-shell is defined as the ring’ of nodes that are included in a
formance, while P-SimRank converges to random scoring. graph’s(K — 1)-core but not its’-core. In other words, we can

To validaterole — rank performance, we binned the authors decompose a graph into a set of nested rings, becoming denser
into 10 roles based on G-index value (bottom 10%, next 10%, we move inward.
etc.). For every pair of authors within the same role dedile, Using K-shells as our roles, we perform tests and analyses si
looked up role similarity percentile rank and computed asrage ilar to those of the coauthor network. In Figiire $(b) we see th
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Figure 7: Similarity of Authors Grouped By K-Shell

both measures do well for the top 0.1%, but P-SimRank’srilte
significantly when the range is expanded to the top 1%.

Next, we treatK -shells the same way that we treated G-index
decile bins in the previous test. See Fidure 7. Unlike detiis,
the shells do not have equal sizes. K-shells 1, 2, and 3 tegeth
contain 92% of all nodes. To clarify how these three shells-do

Edge Density Iceberg Size, as fraction of full matrix
(1E|/IV]) 0=0.8 0=0.9
1 2.77% 1.47%
2 2.47% 0.63%
5 3.53% 0.15%

Table 3: Iceberg Size Relative to RoleSim Matrix
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Figure 8: Execution time: Standard vs. Iceberg

fewer highly similar node pairs. In Figuké 8, we see that érgb
RoleSim is an order of magnitude faster. To check that thiimgn
has not changed significantly, we computed the Pearsonl@orre
tion coefficient for each graph’s Iceberg RoleSim’s ranking.
the rankings from the corresponding portion of the full $amity
matrix. Forf® = 0.8, the average coefficient is 0.823, and for

= 0.9, itis 0.880. Both show very strong correlation, indicating
Iceberg-RoleSim’s very good accuracy at ranking role-sirity
pairs.

Next we fixed) at0.9 and variedx from 0 to 1.0 to see how sen-
sitive is the accuracy of Iceberg RoleSim with respecttorhe
results fromé6 scale-free grapha are shown in Figlite 9. The la-
bels describe the number of nodes and edges of each graph. Mos
graphs prefery = 0, but some prefer a midrange value. Any value
in the lower half seems acceptable.

inate, we also show horizontal lines representing the coetbi
weighted average rank of all within-shell comparisons.eiSain’s
within-shell values are consistently high, averaging 70@an-
versely, P-SimRank finds strong above-average similaitytfe
small high-K shells, but nearly random similarity for sksellto 3,
pulling its overall performance down to 50%.

In cross-shell analysis, RoleSim is able to distinguisfed#nt
shells very well: RoleSim approaches zero as shell diffezep- 7.
proaches maximum. On the other hand, P-SimRank shows almost
no correlation to shell difference. Many of its scores arevab
average when they should be below-average (dissimilar)th&n
whole, it seems that P-SimRank is not detecting role, butesom
thing related to connectedness and density.

In all these experiments, we can see that RoleSim provides po
itive answer to the role similarity ranking: 1) node-pairithw
similar roles have higher RoleSim ranking than node-paite w
dissimilar roles, and 2) high RoleSim ranking indicates tiales
have similar roles. P-SimRank scores, however, do not ledere
with network role similarity.

RELATED WORK

The role similarity problem is a distinct special case of the
more general structural or link similarity problems, whfatd ap-
plications in co-citation and bibliographic networks|[288com-
mender systemd,[[1] and Web seaiich [17]. Link similarity nsea
that two objects accrue some amount of similarity if theyehav
similar links.

Formal definitions of role, which enable a clear idea of what i
being measured, arose from the social science commUnit8r28
[10]. Block partitioning can be used directly to group nod@s i
roles [47]. However, block modeling does not produce irdivi
ual node-pair similarities. Therefore, it is not useful asuaking

6.5 Performance of Iceberg RoleSim method.

In this experiment, we study how Iceberg RoleSim performs in
terms of reducing computational time and storage, and itg-ac Iceberg Accuracy vs. Estimation Weight a
racy at approximating the RoleSim score for high similaretod 1
pairs. Here, we generatd@ scale-free graphs with up 0K 5 - KK
nodes and edge densities of2, and5. We compared standard :., ' Z\E - > 1K-2K
RoleSim to Iceberg RoleSim, with values of0.8 and0.9. The L 0-8@ ——— D
parametery, which is the weighting for estimated non-stored val- £ o~ :gi;gi
ues, is set to midpoind.5. For the scale-free graphs, the rela- 3 06

0.25 0.5

o (Alpha)

tive scale of the iceberg compared to the full similarity rmat 0 0.75 1

depends o and edge density, but it is almost independent of the
number of nodes. Tablg 3 shows that the icebergs’ hash tables
are only0.15% to 3.5% of the full similarity matrices. Higher

density graphs tend to have more structural variation and th Figure 9: Iceberg Acccuracy vs.a



SimRank [19] is the best known algorithm to implement a re-
cursive definition of object similarity: two objects are dam if
they relate to similar objects. SimRank has an elegant rando
walk interpretation: Sim Rank(a,b) is the probability that two
independent simultaneous random walkers, beginningaatdb,
will eventually meet at some node. However, the more neigh-
bors thata andb have in common, the less likely that they will
both randomly choose the same neighbor. This then explaims S
Rank’s problem with structural equivalence. Recently, Z[id]]
has pointed out that in-neighbor and out-neighbor SimRamk c
be used as a univeral framework to describe co-citation feom
in-neighbors), bibliographic coupling (commnon out-rdigrs),
or a weighted combination of the two. The number of iteration
reflects the search radius for discovering similarity. Asnwée in
Sectior 3.2, SimRank has an undesirable trait: its valuesedse
when the number of common neighbors increases. Severaswork
have tried to address this problem. SimRank+{4 [1] adds a so-
calledevidenceveight which partially compensates for the neigh-
bor matching cardinality problem. 10 [13], they execute Neon
Carlo simulations of "intelligent" random walks, whereytierce
the overall probability ofa meetingd to be Jaccard coefficient
%. Recently, MatchSim[[26] has also used maximal
matching of neighbors to address problems with SimRanlkis-sc
ing. However, our formulations have small but importanfedif
ences. Because they retained SimRank’s initializaticegir thiork
does not guarantee automorphic equivalence in the finaltsesu
Also, their work is intuition-based, without a theory of oect-
ness. They provide one specific formulation, while we define a
theoretical framework foany admissible measure or metric. Be-
cause RoleSim satisfies the triangle inequality, it is a tnegric.

8. CONCLUSION

We have developed RoleSim, the first real-valued role simila
ity measure that confirms automorphic equivalence. We hiaee a
presented a set of axioms which can test any future measseeto
if it is an admissible measure or metric. Our experimentsiste
demonstrate RoleSim'’s correctness and usefulness on ozl w
data, opening up exciting possibilities for scientific anibess
applications. Atthe same time, we see that other well-knowa-
sures, while suitable for other tasks, are not suitabledtar sim-
ilarity. This axiomatic approach may prove useful for depéhg
and validating solutions to other related tasks.
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APPENDIX

A. PROOFS OF THEOREMS AND LEM-
MAS
Proof for Theorem [§ (RoleSim Convergence) et the differ-

ence ofRoleSim(u,v) scores between iterationsand (k — 1)
be 6 (u,v) = RoleSim*(u,v) — RoleSim**(u,v). Also,

let D, = max,,.) |6 (u,v)| be the maximal absolute dif-

ference across alk and v in iteration k. To prove con-

verge, we will show thatD,, is monotonically decreasing, i.e.,

Dy+1 < Dy. For any node pair(u,v), let the maximal

weighted matching betweeN (u) and N(v) computed at iter-

ation k + 1 be M*T!. Note that its weight igo(M" 1) =

Z(;c,y)EMk+1 RoleSim" (x,y). Without loss of generality, as-

sumeN, < N,, so thatmaz(Ny, N,) = N, and| M| = N,.
Given this, we observe that

w(MFTY) — (N, - Dy) <
wM ) — M| Dy <w(MF) <w(M) + M| - Dy,

<
<w(MFTY) + (N, - Dy)

w
w

Therefore Jw(M* ) — w(MF)| < N, x Dy. Then,

105 (u,v)| = |RoleSim"*'(u,v) — RoleSim" (u,v)|
Mk+1 Mk
= ja-p i) - a-p et
— (1 — /B) k+1 k
= oy [wMET) —w(MT)]
(1-5) k k
< N. N, x D" <D

Therefore,D¥ ™! = max(, . [0 (u,v)| < D*, and therefore,

RoleSim* will converge.O
Proof for Lemma [ (Triangle Inequality Invariant) For itera-
tion k, for any nodes:, b, ande, d*(a, ¢) < d*(a,b) + d*(b,c),

whered*(a,b) = 1 — RoleSim"(a,b). We must prove that

this inequality still holds for the next iterationd®™*(a,c) <

d**1(a,b) + d**1(b,c). To facilitate our discussion, we abbre-
viate RoleSim" (u, v) asr(u, v) , and without loss of generality,

let N, < N..

We utilize the following observatiorif there is a matching/
betweenN (a) and N (c) which satisfiesl — ((1 — 8) 2% +
B) < d**'(a,b) + d**t1(b, c), thend"*(a, c) < d***(a,b) +
d**(b,c). This is because’™) < U where M is the
maximal weighted matching betweévi(a) and N(c), and thus,
1-((1-B)2L0 +8) > 1—((1- )20 + ) = d**'(a,c).

In addition, we also denote the maximal weighted matching
betweenN (a) and N (b) as M (a,b), and the maximal weighed
matching betweedV (b) and N (c) asM (b, c). Now, we consider

three cases characterizing the relationship betwéém), N (b),
andN(c).
Case 1 (V, < N, < N.): In this case, we obseryé(a,b)| =

|M(b, )] = Np. Given this, we consider the following matching

M betweenN (a) and N (c):

M ={(z,2)|(z,y) € M(a,b) A (y,2) € M(b,c)}, M| =N,
Then, we have the following relationships:

@) + b0 - (1= (-5 — )

= (- g eet)  wGd) Wl

= - p M) Mo N —wlMG0) N
—N"_TU:(M) + %’:} +1-8

>(1-B)1— ]f\\% n Z(w,y)ewa],\zz(l —r(z,y))

S e =r02)  Samen(l = r2)

’ Ne - N )
d¥(z,y) + d¥ (y, z) — d¥ (z, 2

> (1—5)[2(’”’W)( (@) - (y,2) — d¥( ))}

where(z, y) € M(a,b), (y,z) € M(b,c), (z,2) € M

>0

Case 2 (V, < Ny < N.): In this case, we obseryeéV (a,b)| =
Nq and|M(b, c)| = N,. It follows that there is a subset(b) of
N(b) of size N, that participates in bottM (a, b) and M (b, ¢):
n(b) = {yl(y,2) € Mb\{(v,2)| Alx.y) € M(a,b)}}.
Given this, we consider the following matchiddg betweenV (a)
andN(c):

M = {(z,2)[(z,y) € M(a,b) A (y,2) € M(b,c)},
|M| = N,. Then, we have the following relationships:

d““%®+f“wm%41—a—mﬂgﬂ—m
— 1 - - M) wOA) | )y
= (1 pRe—wM@b) na ne—wMbe) ne
ny ng Ne Ne
Stesum) | tegy g
>1-8)1- Da | 2z p)emap 1 —r(z,y)
ny Ne

+Z(y,z>eM<b,c)\{(y,zﬂar(x,y)ewa,b)}(l —r(y,2))

Ne
_ ny — Na _ Z(x,z)ém(l - 7‘((2, Z))]
Ne Ne
>(1-ph-t -
ng Ne
4 S @) + 4 (w.2) — (e, 2)

Ne

where(z,y) € M(a,b), (y,z) € M(b,c), (z,2) € m

NpNe — NgNe — ng + nanp

npNe

_ - plre=nane—m)

npne



Case 3 (Vo < N. < Ny): In this case, we obseryé(a,b)| =
Ng and| M (b, c)| = N.. Given this, we consider the following
matchingM betweenN (a) and N (¢):

M = {(z,2)|(z,y) € M(a,b) A (y,z) € M(b,c)}
In addition, we define:

My = {(z,y)l(z,y) € M(a,b)A Aly,z) € M(b,c)}
Mz = {(y,2)|(y, 2) € M(b,c)A Az,y) € M(a,b)}

In other words M C M(a,b) andM2 C M(b, c) do not link to
each other using intermediate nage N (b). We further denotes
mi = |M1|, mo = |M2|, ms3 = |M| Note thatm1 = N, —ms,
ma = N, — ms, andNy > m1 + mo + mas.

Then, we have the following relationships:

0 0) + a0, - (1= (-5 ) - ) >
d*(a,b) + d*(be) — (1 - (1 — 5)% -8 >
b

wM(a, b))  wM(b,c) wM),
1-8-(1-5) N + A TN, )=

m3 —w(M(a,b)) mz  mz—wM(bc) m3
(1—5)(1+—Nb _Fb—i_—Nb N,

m3z —w(M) ms3

N TN

ms | 2@yyem@pnan =@ Y)  my
(1_5)(1_Fb+ . Ny —Eﬁ-
Z(y,z)GM(b,c)\]\/Iz(l - T(yv Z)) _ m2
N N
_ Z(w,z)elvfjill - T("Ev Z))) >

b

m3 mi mo
(1—6)(1—Vb—m—m
X oy (@ (@,9) + dF(y, 2) — d¥(x, 2))
) >
Ny
((z,y) € M(a,b), (y,2) € M(b,c), (z,2) € M)
(1- By — mtmatms

)>0
b

O

B. SIMRANKAND OTHER STRUCTURAL
SIMILARITY MEASURES

B.1 Non-iterative Predecessors of SimRank

Bibliographical coupling[21] measures the similarity between
two research publications by counting the number of works th
are listed in both of their bibliographies<Co-citation [39] turns
this around by counting the number of later works that citédhnbo
of the two original documents. As the size of a work’s bibtag
phy increases, the likelihood that it will contain a partizuvork
increases. Therefore, a common normalization of these tes m
sures is to divide the count by the number of distinct workscti

We can form aitation graph where each vertex is a document
and a directed edge:, b) means that documentcites document

b. LetI(a) andO(a) be the in-neighbor set and out-neighbor set
of a, respectively. Lef, andO, be the in-degree and out-degree
of a. Then, the normalized bibliographic coupling index is

_ 10(a) N O(b)|
Sbc(a7 b) = M, (8)
and the normalized co-citation index is
_ [(a) N I(b)]
SCC(G/7 b) = m (9)

These are simply the Jaccard coefficients of the out-neighits
and in-neighbors sets, respectively.

These two are suitable for unweighted and directed graghs. |
a graph is undirected, then the two measures are the same. Sup
pose we have a weighted graph, though. This could be an author
collaboration graph, where edde, b) counts how many times
authora has worked with authob. Or, it could be a bipartite
document-term graph, where ed@g,, t,) counts the number of
times that document uses ternd. Assign to each vertex a feature
vector. For the homogeneous co-authorship graph, eacbrasth
a feature dimension; its feature vector is the set of edgghii
to every other author. For the document-term graph, a doesime
has a term vector, weighted according to term frequencidiseof
document. Then the cosine between two objects is a contenien
and meaningful measure. ldentical documents have cositie of
and documents with no features in common are orthogonal with
cosine of 0.

A-B

Secos(a,b) = ———— 10
A TRE] (10)

where A is the feature vector of vertex. A small modifica-
tion to the denominator, attributed to Tanimdiol[42] maiimsathe
overall behavior of the similarity function while alignirigwith
the Jaccard coefficient when the feature vectors are bivalned:

A-B

[Al[> +[|B|]* — A- B’

Schultz [38] adapted the well-known TF-IDF query-document
similarity measure to produce a term-weighted document-
document similarity measure. Heré(t) is the frequency of term
t for objecta, andidf (¢) is the inverse document frequency for
term¢. More generally, it is the significance or importance of
termt¢ appearing in a document.

_ 2ier AW)B()idf (1)

Sweos(a,b) = 12
(a,0) EED (12)

Stani (a7 b) = (11)

B.2 SimRank and Simple Generalizations

Jeh and Widom[[19] realized that a more general way to at-
tack the object similarity problem was to not only look foastd
neighbors, that is, neighbors that adentical but to look for
neighbors that arsimilar. This produces the recursive statement,
"Two objects are similar if they are related to similar olget|19]
Formally, their SimRank measure is defined as follows:

(&

simesr(a,b) = HOINO] zg;a) y;b) simsr(z,y)  (13)



if a # b. If a =0, thensims,-(a,b) = 1. cis a constand < The authors make one more extension to support edge-wdighte

¢ < 1. Also, for SimRank and all its variants, if eitheror b has graphs. Their final measure is called SimRank++:
no neighbors, therim(a,b) = 0. SimRank can be computed N(a) N (b)
iteratively by initializing the matrix ofsim(.) values, hereafter simspp(a,b) = ev(a,b) - ¢ Z Z Wap Wy SiMspp (T, 1)
called theS matrix, to the identity matrix. =1 y=1
Obviously, we can add the effects of in-neighbors and out- (16)

neighbors to produce a more comprehensive measure of tje-nei B.4.2 PSimRank
bor similarity between two objects. Several authors havpgsed Y

this [28,/50]. Fogaras and RacZ [L3] realize that the cause of improper
. . weighted of neighbor-matching in SimRank is due to the hire
B.3 Improving the SimRank's Computa- random walk model. Ignoring the decay constaribr the mo-
tional Performance ment, SimRank values are equal to the probability that two si
SimRank can be described as a recursive extension of the co-multaneous random walkers, starting at verticesdb, will en-
citation index. An important difference between the nardtive counter each other eventually. Evemiindb have allN, = N,

algorithms in Sectiof Bl1 and SimRank is that the earliepalg heighbors in common, the probability that the two walkertl wi
rithms can be computed locally with a minimum of computa- happen to choose the same neighbdr/&,, which decreases as

tional effort. With SimRank, however, to compute the simiiia the degree increases. To emend this situation, Fogarasam R
of even a single pair of objects, one has to consider theeentir introduce coupled random walks. They partition the eveatsp
graph. This increases the computational requirements aygtarf into three cases:

of n’k, wherek is the number of iterations. Consequently, several 1 p, — P(a andb step to the same vertex) [LQ0L0)]

authors[[27-20.16. 23] have worked to reduce both the computa uia)wl(bz‘
2. P, = P(a steps to a vertex ifi(a)\I (b)) = {711

tional and memory requirements for SimRank, for general and I(a)UI(b)]

specific applications. 3. P3 = P(bsteps to a vertex ii(b)\I(a)) = {7 el

B.4 Meaningful Extensions and Alternative Note that case 1, which we would consider the direct sintylari
to SimRank of a andb, is described by the Jaccard Coefficient. As required,

the sum of these probabilities equals 1. We can then compute a

In addition to concerns about the computational efficienty o =~ 7 )
similarity measure which takes the general form

the original SimRank formula, there are some structural flaw
which mar its elegance. First, SimRank scores sometimes de-
crease when we would ituitively expect them to increase pSs

we have an object-pair that has all neighbors in common. Then

simar(a,b) = c/d, dis the degree of or b. Asd increases, this ~ Noting that there ar?—f(a)v(lb)\ 7ty Neighbor-pairs in Case 2 and

simyps(a, b) ZP sim(neighbors in Cas#).

i=1

should means stronger ties betweeand b, but clearly sim., m in Case 3, this produces the logical but somewhat
actually decreases. unwieldly formula:
B.4.1 SimRank++ simyps(a,b) =c-[P1-1
. . . P, .
Antonellis et al.[[1] partially compensates for this unwehtle- +m Z simps(z,y)

crease by inserting aavidencefactor. The more neighbors in wE;(gaI)(\bg(b)
common, the higher the evidence of similarity. They define ev Py ) .,
dence as "FW , Z simps(z',y') ] (A7)

IN(a)NN (b)] @' €1(0)\1(a)

y'€l(a)
ewl@b) = > o (14)
i=1 B.4.3 MatchSim

whereN (a) is the undirected neighbor set of If a andb have
only one neighbor in commorgv = 1/2. As the number of
neighbors increasespy — 1. This yields to following similarity
definition:

The authors of MatchSini [26] take this emendment of random
walking to its limit. They observe that when a human compares
the features of two objects, a human does not select randam fe
tures to see if they match. Rather, people look to see if tindsts
an alignment of features that produces a perfect or neéeqter
simen(a,0) = ev(a,b) ¢ > > 7 simen(, ) (15) matching. Therefore, their similarity measure discarésidiea of

vt random walk and replaces it with "the average similarity haf t
maximal matching between their neighbors.”1[26]:

N(a) N(b)

The very narrow rangg).5, 1] of the evidence factor, however,
leads to the problem thatme.,(.) values are no longer bounded ]
to a maximum of 1 or even to a constant. Instead, the maximum simms(a,b) = 2w )emy, Simms (T, y)7
depends on the maximum value|a¥ (a)||-|| N (b)|| for the graph. maz(|1(a)l, [1(b)])

(18)



wherem™ represents the maximal matching. MatchSim omits
the usual decay factar, but this seems to be an idealization
rather than a necessary alteration. Note that the size ohthe
imal matching ismin(|I(a)|, |I(b)|). Without loss of general-
ity, assumea has fewer neighbors thalh The upper bound
for simms(a,b) occurs when every neighbor af is also a
neighbor ofb. In this special casemax(simms(a,b))
??z(ﬂizi\lfii))l%\) = HEoHEt which is the Jaccard coef-
icient.

B.4.4 PageSim

All of the previous works are modifications of the originairBi
Rank measure and principles. We now consider two measuwaes th
are markedly different than SimRank. We first consider PageS

where Walkew takes 3 steps to reachand Walkeb takes 4 steps
to reachc. To address this limitation, Leicht et &l.|22] formulate
their measure from the following maxim: "Vertexs similar tob

if « has any neighbarthis is itself similar tdh." On one hand, this
statement explicitly supports asymmetrical pairs of pas the
other hand, it makes a questionable leap by assuming thag bei
neighbors implies similarity.

Coming from the network science community rather than the
data mining community, the authors did not give a catchy or co
venient name to their measure. For convenience, we will call
it VertexSim (notatedsim., or S,). The initial version of Ver-
texSim, written in matrix form is

Sy = ¢ASy +1, (21)

which not only borrows the entire PageRank computation as a whereA is the adjacency matrix anglis a parameter to be deter-

starting point, but also borrows the meaning of PageRaid'a-
tive computation to devise a related computation. The daabn
interpretation of PageRank is that for each step, each pagiss
out an equal fraction of its own importance to each of its heig
bors. Its importance for the next step is the sum of the foaeli
importance it received from its in-neighbors. PageSim alkses
this spreading or propagating mechanism; however, ratter t
there being a universal importance feature which can be fanm
each node begins with a distinct self-feature, which isagtmal
to every other vertex feature. The authors describe theagatpn
process as occurring over distinct paths, and they sum thteico
butions of each path to compute the total distribution. Asglo
as we permit self-intersecting paths, this is equivalemhéasur-
ing for each vertex is the random walk distribution aftesteps.
PageSim follows a multi-step procedure:

1. For each vertex, define feature vectaF'V (a). FV;(a) is
theb'" element ofF'V (a).

2. Initialize all vectors: FV2(a) = PageRank(a).
FV(a) = 0,b # a.
_ . . t Fvi—l(a)
3. Fort = 1tokiterations,F'V*" =c- 3 oy —5m—

4. Measure the similarity between pairs of feature vectors.
their original paper[[24], the similarity measure is defined
thus:

. _ N\~ min(FVi(a), FVi(b))?
$impg1(a,b) = ; maz(FVi(a), FV,(b))

(19)

In an expanded work[25], they modify the formula to more
closely resemble the Jaccard coefficient:

Sr, min(FVi(a), FVi(b))
S, maz(FVi(a), V(b))

B.4.5 \ertex Similarity in Networks

simpg2(a,b) =

(20)

mined. Solving forS, and performing a power series expansion,
we get

Sv=T+¢A +¢°A%+ ...

After normalizing for the expected number of paths frano b
and some simplifying approximations, they authors finadlyive
the following:
-1
Sy =D <1 - iA) D, (22)
A1

where)\; is the largest eigenvalue df, andD is the degree matrix
(di; = degree of vertex all otherd;; = 0). Here we have a closed
form solution, which seems convenient, but we also needvertin
two matrices. An iterative computation process being samphe
authors rewrite the equation this way:

DS,D = /\iA(DSVD) . (23)
1

which we see resembles Hgl21. The authors clBisy D can
be initialized to any values such @sand will converge after 100
iterations or fewer.

B.5 Summary

We summarize the foregoing structural similarity measimes

Table[4.

The last measure that we consider addresses the other major

weakness of SimRank: it considers only equal-length paths o
similarity. As stated earlier, a SimRank value equals trebpr
ability that a given pair of vertices will meét they take steps
simultaneously with the otheThat is, it would not count a case



measure | formula

bibliographif Sy.(a, b) = 12@290)

O(a)UO(b)
coupling

co-citation | S..(a,b) = %38%;

cosine Scos(a,b):%
Tanimoto | Siuni(a,b) = W
S| o) - S

cosine

SimRank | simg,(a,b) = HEONOI D vel(a) Qyel(p) SMsr (T,Y)

SimRank++| simgy,(a,b) = ZLQ&“)ON(W L e SN SNty simgy (2, )

20 z=1 y=1
PSimRank | sim,s(a,b) = c-

H@NI)] |y Laer@\ro).ver®) *Mps@Y) | dwtero)\sa el Simw(l"vy')]
I(a)UI(b) [1(a)UI(b)[|1(b)] [1(b)UI(a)|[I(a)]
Z(w,y)EmZb SUMms ($7y

MatchSim | sim,s(a,b) = maa (1T

i 1 T min(FV;(a),FV; (b
PageSIM[2pkimyg(a,b) = 225211 max((FV((a))Fv((b))))

VertexSim | DS,D = AilA(DSvD) +1

Table 4: Structural Similarity Measures
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