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Abstract

We propose a novel and efficient method for link prediction in bipartite networks,
using formal concept analysis (FCA) and the Transformer encoder. Link predic-
tion in bipartite networks finds practical applications in various domains such
as product recommendation in online sales, and prediction of chemical-disease
interaction in medical science. Since for link prediction, the topological structure
of a network contains valuable information, many approaches focus on extract-
ing structural features and then utilizing them for link prediction. Bi-cliques,
as a type of structural feature of bipartite graphs, can be utilized for link pre-
diction. Although several link prediction methods utilizing bi-cliques have been
proposed and perform well in rather small datasets, all of them face challenges
with scalability when dealing with large datasets since they demand substan-
tial computational resources. This limits the practical utility of these approaches
in real-world applications. To overcome the limitation, we introduce a novel
approach employing iceberg concept lattices and the Transformer encoder. Our
method requires fewer computational resources, making it suitable for large-scale
datasets while maintaining high prediction performance. We conduct experiments
on five large real-world datasets that exceed the capacity of previous bi-clique-
based approaches to demonstrate the efficacy of our method. Additionally, we
perform supplementary experiments on five small datasets to compare with the
previous bi-clique-based methods for bipartite link prediction and demonstrate
that our method is more efficient than the previous ones.
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1 Introduction

Link prediction in bipartite networks, or bipartite link prediction, is an important task
for finding potential relations between two groups of entities. A bipartite network com-
prises two disjoint sets of entities and a set of edges, each connecting only two nodes
from different sets. Two entities connected with an edge are considered related [1, 2].
Real-world bipartite networks often have missing or unobserved links, giving rise to
the link prediction task for predicting the absence or presence of these links [3–5].
Bipartite link prediction task has practical applications such as product recommen-
dation [6, 7], chemical-disease interactions prediction [8–10] and friend suggestion in
social networking services (SNS) [1, 2, 5].

Most bipartite link prediction methods rely on structural features of the net-
works [11]. Among all structural features, recent research highlights the importance of
bi-cliques on bipartite link prediction [11–14]. A bi-clique is a complete sub-graph of a
bipartite network where each entity in one set is connected to each entity in the other
set. Bi-cliques can be regarded as clusters of strongly interconnected entities, repre-
senting cohesive groups within networks. For example, in a chemical-disease network,
a bi-clique represents a group of similar chemicals and their affected diseases. Previ-
ous research has proposed the structural hole theory [15], suggesting that two strongly
connected clusters sharing numerous nodes likely belong to a larger cluster, implying
that current unlinked pairs within these clusters are likely to be connected. Thus, link
prediction can be performed by extracting bi-cliques and analyzing their relationships.
Various methods utilizing bi-cliques have been proposed and shown good performance
in small datasets.

However, all them face a severe problem: they are inapplicable to large-scales
datasets, as they need to extract all bi-cliques from the network, which requires signif-
icant computational resources. Such an exhaustive enumeration is usually conducted
by converting the network into an equivalent formal context and performing a full
process of formal concept analysis (FCA) to extract all formal concepts, each corre-
sponding to a maximal bi-clique in the original bipartite network, from the converted
formal context. The time complexity of the full process of FCA is O(C) where C is
the number of formal concepts, i.e., which is exponential to the number of entities
and links in the network. Therefore, this bi-cliques extraction step may take a long
time. Furthermore, after extraction, some methods [16, 17] require training complex
neural-network models from all extracted bi-cliques, consuming extensive RAM and
GPU memory. Consequently, these methods struggle with large and dense bipartite
networks due to their high computational cost.

To overcome this problem, we propose a novel and efficient method called
BicliqueEncoder, which can be applied to large datasets with manageable and
adjustable memory usage and execution time. The core feature of this method is that
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it does not extract all bi-cliques, but only extracts those that are considered “signifi-
cant” in terms of their size. As introduced above, the process of extracting bi-cliques
is equivalent to that of extracting formal concepts from a formal context converted
from the original bipartite network. In the field of FCA, researchers have proposed
the idea of iceberg concept lattice which figures out the possibility of only extracting
the formal concepts of large sizes [18] without needing to exhaustively enumerate all
formal concepts. Since large formal concepts correspond to large bi-cliques which con-
tain more information on the relations between entities, we consider they might be
more significant and contribute more to link prediction than smaller bi-cliques. Hence,
if we only extract and process the bi-cliques corresponding to the formal concepts in
the iceberg concept lattice, we may be able to capture the key information provided
by the bi-cliques with a lot fewer computational resources.

We adopt the Transformer encoder [19] to learn useful information and make link
predictions because we believe that it can counterbalance the information loss caused
by the extracted bi-cliques. Certainly, by applying the strategy that only extracts
“significant” bi-cliques, we will leave out the information of all other “insignificant”
bi-cliques in the bipartite network, which may more or less cause a negative influence
on the final prediction performance. To counterbalance such negative influence, we use
the Transformer encoder to effectively process and capture the information from the
original bipartite network as well as the extracted significant bi-cliques, and use the
captured information to make link predictions. Transformer is a sequence-to-sequence
deep learning framework adept at learning the dependencies within sequential data.
Since bi-cliques are equivalent to formal concepts, and a formal concept can be treated
as an unordered sequence, we consider the Transformer to be proper for processing and
capturing the information from bi-cliques. We have conducted experiments on several
real-world datasets to show that after adjusting the architecture of the Transformer
encoder, it can indeed capture pertinent information during training and leverage it
for good link prediction performance.

Our main contributions are as summarized as follows:

• We introduce BicliqueEncoder, a novel method for bipartite link prediction using
the Transformer encoder architecture. It can be applied to large datasets that the
previous bi-cliques-based methods cannot handle, and its requirement of computa-
tional resources can be flexibly adjustable. We conduct experiments on five large
datasets that exceed the capacity of traditional bi-clique-based approaches and five
small datasets to demonstrate the efficacy and efficiency of our method.

• We demonstrate the contribution of the information provided by the extracted sig-
nificant bi-cliques to prediction performance in ablation experiments. Moreover, we
show that our proposed networks also can directly extract the information from
the original bipartite network. It can achieve good performance even without the
information from bi-cliques.

The remaining part of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we start
with some preliminaries, including bipartite networks, bi-cliques, FCA, and the Trans-
former. In Section 3, we introduce some related link prediction methods utilizing
bi-cliques. In Section 4, we introduce and analyze our method BicliqueEncoder. In
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Section 5, we describe our experiments and datasets and discuss the results. Finally,
in Section 6, we draw conclusions and discuss the limitations and our future work.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Bipartite Networks and Bi-cliques

Bipartite Networks: A bipartite network C is usually formalized as a bipartite graph
a triple (U, V,E), where U and V are two disjoint sets of nodes and E ⊆ U × V is a
set of edges. An edge connecting a node u ∈ U to another node v ∈ V is denoted by
(u, v). Figure 1(a) illustrates an example of a bipartite graph (U, V,E). In the graph
all elements in U are laid on the left-hand side and colored lime, and all elements in
V are laid on the right-hand side and colored blue. Note that every edges connects a
node in U and a node in V .

Subgraphs, Bi-cliques and Maximal Bi-cliques: A subgraph of a bipartite
graph G = (U, V,E) is a bipartite graph G1(U1, V1, E) such that U1 ⊆ U , V1 ⊆ V ,
E1 ⊆ E ∩ (U1 × V1). The subgraph G1 of is a bi-clique of G if E1 = U1 × V1. We say
that the bi-qlique G1 is maximal if G1 is not a subgraph of any other a maximal bi-
clique of G, that is, for all G2 = (U2, V2, E2) such that U1 ⊆ U2 ⊆ U and V1 ⊆ V2 ⊆ V ,
E2 = U2 × V2 holds if and only if U1 = U2 and V1 = V2. Figure 1(b) gives an example
of a maximal bi-clique.

𝑢1

𝑢2

𝑢3

𝑢4

𝑣1

𝑣2

𝑣3

𝑣4

𝑣6

𝑣5

𝑢2

𝑢3

𝑣2

𝑣3

𝑣4

(a) (b)

Fig. 1 An example of a bipartite network(also refered as bipartite graph) (U, V,E) and two of its
bi-cliques. The nodes in lime form the node set U , and the nodes in light blue form the node set V .
The sub-graph framed in purple is a maximal bi-cliques of the network.
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2.2 Formal Concept Analysis (FCA)

Formal concept analysis (FCA) is a method for learning rules from a binary relational
knowledge base, which is formal context. Given a formal context, the aim of FCA is
to extract formal concepts and their hierarchical structure, which constitutes concept
lattices. Here, we introduce the minimal necessary notions of FCA. For more detailed
definitions and notions, readers are expected to refer to [20? , 21].

Formal Contexts: A formal context is a triple K := (G,M, I), where G is a
set of objects, M is a set of attributes, and I ⊆ G ×M is a binary relation called
incidence, expressing which object has which attribute. The relation is denoted by
gIm or (g,m) ∈ I, signifying that the object g ∈ G possesses the attribute m ∈M .

A formal context is illustrated in a binary table, as exemplified in the left of
Figure 2(a), where each row represents an object and each column represents an
attribute. A cell in the table is marked with a cross if the object in its row possesses
the attribute in its column.

Formal Concepts: In a context K = (G,M, I), for an object subset A ⊆ G and
an attribute subset B ⊆M , (A,B) is called a formal concept if for each (A1, B1) such
that A ⊆ A1 ⊆ G and B ⊆ B1 ⊆M , A1×B1 ⊆ I is satisfied if and only if A = A1 and
B = B1. If (A,B) is a formal concept, A is called an extent, and B is called an intent.

Concept Lattices: Given a context K = (G,M, I), the concept lattice of context
K, denoted by B(K), is the structure that organizes the set of all concepts extracted
from context K with the hierarchical order <. For two concepts (A1, B1) and (A2, B2),
we write (A1, B1) < (A2, B2) if A1 ⊂ A2 (which mutually implies B2 ⊂ B1) [22].
A concept lattice is visualized with a line diagram. For example, the line diagram
depicted in 2(b) represents the concept lattice of the context represented in 2(a). In
the diagram, nodes represent formal concepts and lines represent hierarchical orders.

Iceberg Concept Lattice: Given a context K = (G,M, I) and its concept lattice
B(K), an iceberg concept lattice B′(K) is defined to be the collection of all frequent
concepts from the full concept lattice B(K). Here we say a concept is frequent if
its extent has a size larger than a pre-determined threshold θ1. Formally, an iceberg
concept lattice is defined to be {(A1, B1) ∈ B(K)|∥A1∥ > θ}. Figure 3 gives an example
of iceberg concept lattices.

As introduced above, in a concept lattice, the concepts are ordered based on the
sizes of their extents. Hence, we can easily derive that an iceberg concept lattice is
formed of concepts from the top-most part of the full concept lattice, which is the
reason it is named an iceberg concept lattice [18]. Since an iceberg concept lattices
contains the concepts with the longest extents, it is often considered to represent the
most “significant” part of the concept lattice, and is thus used in cases where the full
concept lattice is considered redundant and needs to be reduced [18, 23].

2.3 FCA and Bipartite Networks

By comparing the definitions above, we can observe that the definition of a formal
context is equivalent to that of a bipartite network, and the definition of a maximal

1Since objects and attributes are dual, in some research, a frequent concept may also be dually defined
for the concepts whose intent is larger than threshold θ.
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𝑚1 𝑚2 𝑚3 𝑚4 𝑚5 𝑚6 𝑚7 𝑚8 𝑚9

𝑔1 × × ×

𝑔2 × × × ×

𝑔3 × × × × ×

𝑔4 × × × × ×

𝑔5 × × × ×

𝑔6 × × × × ×

𝑔7 × × × ×

𝑔8 × × × ×

𝑚1
𝑔1𝑔2𝑔3𝑔4𝑔5𝑔6𝑔7𝑔8

𝑔1𝑔2𝑔3𝑔4
𝑚1𝑚

𝑚1𝑚2𝑚3𝑚4𝑚5𝑚6𝑚7𝑚8𝑚9

𝑚1𝑚2𝑚3𝑚4𝑚6
𝑔6

𝑚1𝑚2𝑚4𝑚6

𝑔5𝑔6

𝑚1𝑚4𝑚6
𝑔5𝑔6𝑔8

𝑚1𝑚4
𝑔5𝑔6𝑔7𝑔8

𝑚1𝑚3𝑚4𝑚6
𝑔6𝑔8

𝑚1𝑚3𝑚4𝑚5
𝑔7

𝑚1𝑚3𝑚4
𝑔6𝑔7𝑔8

𝑚1𝑚2𝑚3
𝑔3𝑔6

𝑚1𝑚2
𝑔1𝑔2𝑔3𝑔5𝑔6𝑔3𝑔4𝑔6𝑔7𝑔8

𝑚1𝑚3

𝑔4
𝑚1𝑚3𝑚7𝑚8𝑚9 𝑚1𝑚2𝑚3𝑚7𝑚8

𝑔3

𝑚1𝑚2𝑚7𝑚8
𝑔2𝑔3

𝑚1𝑚2𝑚7
𝑔1𝑔2𝑔3

𝑚1𝑚3𝑚7𝑚8
𝑔3𝑔4

𝑚1𝑚7𝑚8
𝑔2𝑔3𝑔4

(a) (b)

∅

Fig. 2 (a): A sample of formal context. (b): The concept lattice corresponds to the formal context
in the left panel.
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Fig. 3 Top-left: The upward iceberg concept lattice of the above example is extracted by considering
extents with a length of at least 2, or intents with a length of at most 4. Top-right: The downward
iceberg concept lattice of the above example is extracted by considering extents with a length of at
most 5, or intents with a length of at least 3. Bottom: The intersection of two iceberg concept lattices.
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v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6

u1 × × ×

u2 × × ×

u3 × × × ×

u4 × × × ×

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

v6

v5

u2

u3

v2

v3

v4

({u2, u3}, {v2, v2, v2})

(a) (b)

Fig. 4 A depiction of the equivalence between bipartite networks and formal contexts, as well as
the equivalence between maximal bi-cliques and formal concepts. The bipartite network in (a) can
be represented as the formal context in (b). The sub-network circled in purple is a maximal bi-
clique in the bipartite network in (a), which can be represented as a formal concept framed in the
corresponding colors in the formal context in (b).

bi-clique is equivalent to that of a formal concept. More precisely, for every bipartite
network C = (U, V,E), if we consider the two node sets of a bipartite network U and
V as the object set and the attribute set, and the edge set E as the binary relation
of objects and attributes, we may easily find that (U, V,E) should also be a formal
context. Additionally, if C1 = (A1, B1, E1) is found to be a maximal bi-clique of C,
it is certain that (A1, B1) is also a formal concept in B(U, V,E). Fig 4 provides an
example of such an equivalence between bipartite networks and formal contexts, as
well as the equivalence between maximal bi-cliques and formal concepts.

2.4 Transformer Encoder

Transformer [19] is a deep learning network structure known for its ability to capture
dependencies between elements within a sequence. A full Transformer architecture
consists of an encoder and a decoder. The encoder processes the input sequence and
outputs an “encoded” sequence, while the decoder recursively generates the output
sequence based on the input sequence, the “encoded” sequence generated by the
encoder, as well as the elements previously output by the decoder itself.

Usually, the decoder should be used together with the encoder in order to form
the traditional sequence-to-sequence structure, which takes a sequence as input and
outputs another sequence. However, both the decoder and the encoder can be used
separately for different applications. For example, the Generative Pre-training Trans-
former (GPT) [24] is trained on a network with decoders only [24]. On the other hand,
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Input

Embedding layer

Linear transformation

Multi-head Attention

Add & Layer norm

Add & Layer norm

Feed forward neural network

Positional Embedding

Transformer Encoder 
Blocks
Repeat ✕ N 

Fig. 5 The detailed architecture of the standard Transformer encoder. Please refer to [19] for the
original figure.

the Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers (BERT) [25] model is
trained on a network with encoders only [25]. Generally, since the decoder works recur-
sively, it is preferred in scenes where the local order of the elements in the input/output
sequences is considered important. The encoder, on the other hand, is preferred in
scenes where the global dependencies of all elements in the input/output sequences are
considered important. In this research, we plan to use the encoder of the Transformer
to learn the information of bi-cliques.

The detailed structure of the Transformer encoder architecture is illustrated in
Fig 5. It takes a sequence as its input, and the elements within the sequences are
initially transformed into one-hot vectors before being fed into the network. These
one-hot vectors are then further converted into dense vectors through the embedding
layer, enabling future processing. The embedding layer utilizes a full-connect layer to
embed the tokenized one-hot vectors into the vector space where the dense vectors are
located. Since the Transformer does not inherently understand the order of words in a
sequence, a special mechanism called positional encoding is incorporated through the
embedding layers to capture information on the position of each token. This allows
the network to distinguish between words based on their position in the sequence.
After passing the embedding layer, the embeddings are fed into a stack of encoder
layers, where each encoder layer is formed up with a multi-head attention and a feed-
forward network. Finally, the output of the stacked encoders passes through a linear
transformation layer to get the output of the whole transformer network.
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2.5 The Transformer Encoder and FCA

As mentioned above, the Transformer encoder takes sequential data as inputs like
sentences and it processes the capability to capture the relationships between tokens
within the sequence. Formal concepts, though lacking explicit order, can be treated as
sequential data with an order-free syntax. By regarding objects and attributes as words
in sentences, the extents and intents of a concept resemble sentences in a language with
unordered syntax. We expect that the Transformer encoder can effectively capture
dependencies between objects and attributes within the same formal concepts, which
is equivalent to the dependencies of nodes within the maximal bi-cliques, as each
formal concept corresponds to a maximal bi-clique. Since previous research has shown
that such information can contribute to making link prediction work well, we decide
to adopt the Transformer encoder for this task.

Given that the extents and intents of formal concepts are unordered sequences,
there is no need to keep track of the order, and in our method, the positional encoding
mechanism is removed. Details on our modifications to the Transformer encoder will
be introduced in Section 4.

3 Related Work

Based on the structural hole theory [15] which has been mentioned above, several
rule-based methods, such as Missbin and MF-NSS [12–14], have been proposed. These
methods establish rules whereby if the overlap of two maximal bi-cliques exceeds
a predefined threshold, the two bi-cliques merge into one, and the newly generated
links are considered candidate links. These methods demonstrate better performance
than some heuristic similarity-based methods such as Common Neighbors [7] and
Jaccard [26].

However, manually crafted rules may not fully capture the information contained
by bi-cliques. To better exploit the information of bi-cliques, researchers in [27] pro-
posed FCA2VEC, a method to embed the nodes into a vector space based on their
co-occurrence relationship within the maximal bi-cliques. The co-occurrences of nodes
in a maximal bi-clique can be converted to the co-occurrences of objects in a formal
concept, resembling the co-occurrences of words in a sentence. Thus, one can use the
embedding models similar to the well-known word embedding model Word2Vec [28]
to embed the nodes into vectors [27]. The FCA2VEC method presents a novel
strategy for node embedding, by converting networks into formal contexts, extract-
ing information from maximal bi-cliques using FCA, and subsequently processing
the extracted information using embedding methods. Besides such a Word2Vec-like
embedding method, in [16], the researchers proposed another method for node embed-
ding based on bi-clique information using Bidirectional Long Short-Term Memory
(Bi-LSTM) [29]. Both methods have shown good performances and proven that the
information extracted from bi-cliques is useful for link prediction [16, 27]. However,
these embedding methods cannot fully leverage all the information extractable by
FCA, potentially limiting the prediction performance.
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To address this limitation, researchers in [17] introduced BERT4FCA, a method
utilizing BERT [25] to comprehensively learn information extracted by FCA, encom-
passing all formal concepts and their order relations, and leverage it for link prediction.
BERT4FCA outperforms previous bi-clique-based approaches[17], underscoring the
efficacy of incorporating richer information extracted by FCA for enhanced prediction
performance. However, despite its remarkable prediction performance, it requires sub-
stantial memory and execution time. This problem renders it unsuitable for scenarios
with limited computational resources.

4 Methodology

In this section we introduce a novel method called BicliqueEncoder, with which we can
make link prediction in large datasets based on bi-cliques with flexible and adjustable
computational resources. Our design policy can be summarized in the following two
points.

• Among all bi-cliques that can be extracted from the bipartite network, define the
“significant ” ones and develop a technique that can extract the significant bi-cliques
only.

• Use a technique that can effectively capture the information in these significant
bi-cliques as well as the original bipartite network, in order to make precise link
predictions.

For the first point, our method defines the significant bi-cliques to be those corre-
sponding to concepts in the core iceberg concept lattice. These significant bi-cliques can
be extracted without exhaustive enumeration and are expected to be indeed significant
for link prediction. For the second point, we have developed a modified Transformer
encoder network called unordered Transformer encoder to effectively capture the infor-
mation and make link predictions. We will first give a brief introduction to these
techniques we develop before giving the detailed working flow of our method.

In the rest part of the paper, to keep it concise, when we use terms in FCA, we
will no longer explain their equivalences in bipartite network theory. For example, we
will directly say “extracting significant formal concepts” instead of “extracting formal
concepts corresponding to significant bi-cliques”. Readers who are not familiar with
such equivalences can refer back to the preliminaries in the last section.

4.1 Core iceberg concept lattice

Currently, there have been many different definitions for significant formal concepts
and methods for extracting them. However, for most definitions, the extraction meth-
ods only work in a selective mode, that is, they need to exhaustively enumerate all
formal concepts and then “pick out” the significant ones. The time complexity of such
an exhaustive enumeration process is lower bounded by O(C), where C represents
the number of all formal concepts. In the worst scenario, the size of a concept lat-
tice will be exponential to the number of objects, attributes and incidences, making
such a process extremely time-consuming. Therefore, the only effective way to reduce
the time caused by extracting formal concepts is to choose a definition for significant
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formal concepts so that we can directly extract the significant concepts without the
exhaustive enumeration of all concepts.

In our method, we define a concept (A,B) to be significant if l1 ≤ ∥A∥ ≤ u1 and
l2 ≤ ∥B∥ ≤ u2. That is, a concept is significant if both its intents’ and extents’ lengths
are neither too long nor too short. According to the definition of an iceberg concept
lattice, we can find that:

• All concepts (A,B) such that |A| ≥ l1 and |B| ≤ u2 form into an “upward” iceberg
concept lattice.

• All concepts (A,B) such that |A| ≤ u1 and |B| ≥ l2 form into a “downward” iceberg
concept lattice.

• The significant concepts are those in the intersection of the upward iceberg and the
downward iceberg. We name this intersection the “core iceberg concept lattice”.

Since the concepts in the iceberg concept lattice can be extracted without exhaustive
enumeration by algorithms like LCM [30], by applying a simple modification to the
LCM algorithm, we will be able to extract the significant concepts in the core iceberg
concept lattice without exhaustive enumeration. Details will be introduced in the
workflow of our method.

Certainly, if the significant concepts are only easy to extract, but are not really
significant in terms of the information they can provide for link prediction, extracting
them would be meaningless. However, we consider the concepts in the core iceberg
concept lattice to be indeed significant for link prediction because they encompass
objects and attributes that frequently appear in concepts [18].

Nevertheless, no matter how significant are those concepts, they still only represent
a subset of all concepts, it’s possible that some objects and attributes may not be
included within these concepts. To ensure the information of all objects and attributes
is captured by the method, in addition to those extracted significant concepts, we
also create training samples directly generated from the raw context. Details with be
introduced in the workflow of our method.

4.2 Unordered Transformer Encoder

Previous research has utilized many different methods for capturing the information
from formal concepts, including pure rule-based method [12], matrix-factorization-
based methods [14], and deep-learning-based methods [16, 17, 27]. While in this
research, we consider the Transformer encoder most suitable for the following rea-
son. Formal concepts can be regarded as unordered sequences. The most valuable
information a formal concept can provide is the closed relations between objects and
attributes within its extent and intent [20]. The Transformer network is designed for
extracting dependencies between elements in a sequence, so we believe it can capture
the information provided by a formal concept well.

As mentioned in the previous section, we consider an encoder-only network more
suitable for this task, because the decoder works recursively and thus it strongly relies
on the order of the elements in the sequence, while formal concepts are completely
unordered sequences. Furthermore, the original version of the Transformer encoder still
has a mechanism called positional embedding, which memorizes the order of elements in
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Fig. 6 An overview of the working flow of our method.

the input sequence. Since the extents and intents are completely unordered sequences,
in our method, we have removed this positional encoding mechanism. We name our
modified Transformer architecture an unordered Transformer encoder and believe it
is well suitable for our task.

4.3 The workflow of our method

Our method consists of two steps: data preparation and training. An overview of the
workflow of our method is shown in Fig. 6.

Significant Concept Extraction: In this step, we convert the bipartite network
into a formal context. Then, we set the upper and lower bounds on the lengths of
extents and intents, i.e., u1, u2, l1, and l2, and only extract concepts in which the
lengths of extents and intents fall in this range. That is, we are to search all significant
concepts in the core iceberg concept lattice. Such a searching process is achieved by
an algorithm derived from the LCM algorithm [30]. Please refer to Appendix A for a
detailed algorithm.

The upper and lower bounds for the lengths of extents and intents should be
determined based on the size and density of formal contexts, as well as the available
computational resources. If the bounds are too restrictive, there may be no concepts
in the core iceberg concept lattice. On the other hand, too loose bounds may result in
an excessive number of extracted concepts, which can be computationally expensive.
In practice, the choice of bounds involves a trade-off between prediction performance
and computational resources.

Training Data Preparation: With the significant concepts extracted, we are
to generate the training samples. The training samples we use in our method consist
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of the concept samples and the context samples. The concept samples are generated
from the significant concepts, and the context samples are generated from the original
input context. Here we only briefly introduce data preparing procedure. Please refer
to Appendix B for the details of this procedure.

Before generating the concept samples, we need to generate four intermediate sets.
The extents are collected into a set Ep and all intents are collected into a set Ip.
Then, we are to generate two distractor sets En and In, representing non-extent object
sets and non-intent attribute sets, correspondingly. The details and the corresponding
pseudocode are presented in B.1.

After generating the four intermediate sets, we can generate the concept samples.
The positive concept samples are generated from extents Ep and intents Ip, denoted
as Cp. The negative samples are generated from non-extent object sets En and non-
intent attribute sets In, denoted as Cn. The details and the corresponding pseudocode
are presented in B.2.

Besides the concept samples, we still need to generate the context samples because
the concept samples may leave out some information of some minor attributes or
objects. The context samples are generated from the original formal context. For every
g ∈ G and m ∈ M such that (g,m) ∈ I, we add the pair ({g}, {m}) as a positive
sample and add it to Tp. Then we randomly select a pair of an object g1 ∈ G and an
attribute m1 ∈ M , if (g1,m1) /∈ I, we treat this pair as a negative sample and add it
into Tn. The details and the corresponding pseudocode are presented in B.3.

After obtaining all training samples, we need to pad them to the same length with
special tokens “[PAD]” so that they can be fed into the network. We find the length
of the longest sequence and pad all sequences to this length. The details and the
corresponding pseudocode are presented in B.4. After this step, we will obtain the the
final training set TF, with its label (positive or negative) set.

Training: We employ an unordered Transformer encoder and a Multi-Layer Per-
ceptron (MLP) to train a model for link prediction. The model takes sequences
concatenated by object sets and attribute sets as input. A special token [CLS] is added
at the first position of an input sequence. After the training step, the final embedding
of this [CLS] token is expected to capture and represent the information of the whole
sequence. Another special token [SEP] is added between object sets and attribute
sets to help the model differentiate two different sets. The detailed structure of the
Transformer encoder model is illustrated in Fig 7.
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Embedding layer

Linear transformation

Multi-head Attention

Add & Layer norm

Add & Layer norm

Feed forward neural network

Repeat ✕ N 

Encoder

Fig. 7 The detailed architecture of the Transformer encoder used in our method. We remove the
position embedding from the standard Transformer encoder which is illustrated in Fig 5.

In our experiments, the model contains N = 9 identical encoder layers, each of
which contains a multi-head attention layer with H = 12 heads and a feedforward
neural network. The input size is (nobj +nattr)× (lext + lint), where nobj is the number
of objects, nattr is the number of attributes, lext is the length of the longest extents,
and lint is the length of the longest intent.

We take the final hidden state of the special first token [CLS] as the output of the
encoder for each input sequence, and the size of the output vector is set to dmodel = 768.
Subsequently, this vector is passed through an MLP consisting of a hidden layer with
the size of 512 and a sigmoid function to output 0 or 1. The detailed structure of MLP
used in our model is illustrated in Fig 8.
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Fig. 8 The detailed architecture of the MLP.

With the network for training setup, we are to feed the training samples into the
network to train the model. For each sample (X,Y ) from the final training set TF,
“[CLS]+X+[SPE]+Y ” is fed into the model. The training process may be conducted
multiple times (epochs) until the loss has converged.

4.4 Analysis of our method

Above is the whole workflow of our method. We can see that our method has two
advantages over the previous bipartite link prediction methods utilizing FCA.

First, in contrast to previous FCA-based methods, our method is applicable to
large datasets with the help of the core iceberg concept lattice. While previous FCA-
based methods require the full concept lattice for link prediction, our method selects
significant concepts to avoid the requirement for an exhaustive enumeration of all
concepts. Furthermore, even if the significant concepts we select happen to be mean-
ingless for link prediction, our method can still make link predictions from the raw
information in the formal context, which further enhances its flexibility and efficiency.

Second, our method offers flexibility in adjusting computational resources accord-
ing to specific needs. As mentioned above, there is a trade-off between prediction
performance and computational resources. Extracting a greater number of concepts
typically enhances prediction performance but also increases the time required for
concept extraction and model training. Additionally, longer extents and intents will
lead to a larger model size, which will require more computational resources during
training. One can decide the number and the length of extracted concepts by defin-
ing the range of lengths for extents and intents based on the available computational
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resources. This adaptability ensures efficient resource utilization while maintaining
competitive prediction performance.

Additionally, in our method, we propose a Transformer network which is specif-
ically for bipartite link prediction. We remove the “positional embedding” and add
special tokens “[CLS]” and “[SEP]” to make the Transformer architecture suitable for
tasks in bipartite networks so that it can directly and effectively learn the pairwise
relationships between two nodes from different sets in the bipartite networks. With the
help of the powerful Transformer architecture, The negative influence on prediction
performance caused by the information not contained in the extracted formal concepts
may be counterbalanced. Moreover, the proposed network can directly process bipar-
tite networks to make link predictions with high performance. We will demonstrate
the performance of it in the ablation experiments.

5 Experiments and Results

5.1 Datasets

We conduct experiments on five real-world datasets: CTD, BMS-POS, HetRec, Movie-
Lens, and Bonanza. These datasets are from various domains to verify the practicality
of our method in real-world scenarios. We depict the features of these datasets in
Table 1. A detailed description of each follows.

Table 1 The features of the three datasets.

Dataset Objects Attributes Incidences Extracted Concepts
CTD 10225 3283 103845 16702

BMS-POS 10000 1004 70522 5247
HetRec 1872 3261 143010 11508

MovieLens 8188 5995 469373 13458
Bonanza 7919 1973 36543 13380

CTD: This dataset represents a chemical-disease interaction network and is avail-
able at https://ctdbase.org. In this network, the objects correspond to chemicals, the
attributes represent diseases, and each incidence indicates that a particular chemical
is effective against a specific disease. The objective is to simulate a real-world scenario
where we aim to predict future interactions based on the existing network. To accom-
plish this, we utilize the original network as the target network and generate the input
network by randomly removing 10% of the chemical-disease edges.

BMS-POS: This dataset represents product purchased transaction records pro-
vided by KDD CUP 2000, which is available at https://kdd.org/kdd-cup/view/kdd-
cup-2000. In this bipartite network, the objects represent products, the attributes
correspond to purchasing transactions, and each incidence indicates that a particular
product was bought in a specific purchasing transaction. Our objective is to simulate a
practical scenario where certain parts of the network are missing, and we aim to lever-
age the available network data to predict the missing edges. Similar to the approach
used for the CTD dataset, we utilize the original network as the target network and
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generate the input network by randomly removing 10% of the product-transaction
edges.

While the BMS-POS dataset has been previously utilized in BERT4FCA, we
employ the entire BMS-POS dataset for our experiments. In contrast, BERT4FCA
use only a part of it, as the entire dataset is too large for BERT4FCA to process.

HetRec: The HetRec dataset [31] represents a user-movie rating dataset collected
from different websites. Originally, the dataset consisted of users rating movies on a
scale of 1 to 5. To transform it into a binary dataset, we consider the scores equal to
or greater than 3 as indications of user preferences(favorites), while the scores below 3
represent dislikes. This conversion transforms the original dataset into a binary user-
movie dataset. In this bipartite network, users represent one set of nodes, movies
represent the other set, and an edge denotes a user liking a particular movie. Our
objective is to simulate a scenario where we predict movies that users may like in the
future, akin to a movie recommendation system. We follow the same methodology
used for CDT and BMS-POS datasets, utilizing the original network as the target for
prediction and generating the input network by randomly removing 10% of user-movie
edges.

MovieLens: This dataset, like HetRec, is also a user-movie rating dataset gen-
erated from the MovieLens 25M dataset [32]. We consider the scores equal to 5 as
indications of user preferences, while the scores below 5 represent dislikes to trans-
form the original dataset into a binary relational dataset. Then we remove the users
who rated fewer than 300 movies and the movies which are rated by fewer than 120
users from the datasets. The objective and the methodology to generate the input and
target networks are the same as those used in the HetRec dataset.

Bonanza: This dataset represents buyer-seller rating records collected from the
e-commerce website Bonanza. Buyers purchase products and rate the sellers with
“Positive”, “Neutral”, or “Negative” scores. To generate a binary relational dataset
from the original dataset, we treat buyers as one set, sellers as another set of nodes,
and the rating records of “Neutral” or “Negative” as present links. Link prediction
on such a dataset can help sellers identify possible negative reviews. We follow the
same methodology used in the above datasets, utilizing the original network as the
target for prediction and generating the input network by randomly removing 10% of
buyer-seller edges.

Above is a detailed description of all five datasets. We do not know the number
of concepts in each dataset because determining the number of concepts requires
extracting all concepts, which takes several days. Previous FCA-based methods face
challenges when applied to these datasets because they require the entire concept
lattice.

The generation of test samples is as follows. We treat the removed incidences as
positive samples. Then we generate the negative samples using the same method as
the generation of training context samples. The set of test negative samples is denoted
as Sn. We randomly select a pair of an object that g1 ∈ G and an attribute that
m1 ∈M . If (g1,m1) /∈ I, (g1,m1) /∈ Sn, and (g1,m1) /∈ Tn(the set of negative context
sample pairs), then we treat it as a negative sample pair and add it in Sn. To ensure
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a balanced test set, we maintain the same number of negative samples as positive
samples.

5.2 Experiments

The baseline methods we compare our method with are as follows: several heuristic
rule-based link prediction methods like Common Neighbors (CN) [7], Adamic-Adar
Coefficient (AA) [13], Jaccard Coefficient (JC) [33], Resource Allocation(RA) [34],
Rooted PageRank(RPR) and SimRank(SR) [35]; a classic bipartite link predic-
tion method, Matrix factorization with singular value decomposition(MF-SVD); an
embedding-based method, random walk, which trains node embedding using a ran-
dom walk process and then trains a linear regression classifier on samples of present
links with the features of nodes set to their embeddings to make predictions; a novel
GNN-based link prediction method,SBGNN, which is specifically designed for bipartite
network [36]. The results are reported in Table 2.

From the results, we can observe that BicliqueEncoder has overall better perfor-
mances than other baseline methods across all five datasets. For MF-SVD, while it
exhibits higher AUC scores than BicliqueEncoder across all datasets, its overall perfor-
mance is still considered lower than BicliqueEncoder because of its low AUPR scores.
According to previous research, the AUPR score gives more weight to the positive
samples. A low AUPR score indicates that the model’s high prediction scores do not
correlate well with being in the positive class, which suggests that the model has diffi-
culty achieving high precision [37]. Since in link prediction we focus on predicting the
generation of new links, which is predicting the positive samples but not the negative
samples [14, 38], so if a model exhibits a low AUPR, it is considered to have a low
performance in link prediction.

From the results, we can also find that the heuristic methods’ performances are
unstable across different datasets. For example, rooted PageRank has the highest
AUPR score on the BMS-POS dataset among all methods, while medium AUPR score
on other datasets, and all heuristic methods except rooted PageRank perform badly
on the Bonanza dataset. The unstable performance of heuristic methods is due to
the pre-defined similarity score computing methods working well in some networks,
while working badly in others. BicliqueEncoder, on the other hand, has stable good
performance across different datasets.

5.3 Ablation Experiment

To further analyze our method, we conduct an ablation experiment to evaluate whether
adding concepts as training samples indeed contributes to link prediction performance.

In the ablation experiment, we train the model using only context training samples
and then evaluate the prediction performance. By comparing the results of the model
trained with and without concepts, we can assess the contribution of the information
learned from concepts, and evaluate the capability of our proposed model for extracting
useful information for link prediction from raw bipartite networks. The results are
reported in Table 3.
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The results indicate that learning information from formal concepts improves the
prediction performance across these datasets, although the extent of improvement
varies. Particularly, the improvement on BMS-POS is minimal compared to the other
datasets. This may be due to the relatively small number of the extracted concepts
used to train the model in comparison to the other datasets. This demonstrates that
extracting more concepts and utilizing them to train the model can enhance the
prediction performance. Additionally, the varying importance of the information con-
tained in the extracted concepts for link prediction may contribute to the differences
in improvement across datasets. In some datasets, the extracted concepts might be
more representative of the entire concept lattice and thus more useful for improving
link predictions compared to other datasets. Another possible reason is that the max-
imal length of concepts varies across datasets, resulting in different input lengths for
the model. Longer input sequences may make it harder to train the model, which
counterbalances the improvement brought by adding concepts as training samples to
some extent.

The results also demonstrate that our proposed graph Transformer network pos-
sesses the capability of learning useful information for link prediction from raw
bipartite networks. By solely using formal contexts as training samples, our model can
directly learn from bipartite networks. Other baseline methods, on the other hand,
directly take bipartite networks as input. From the results, we can find that with the
same bipartite network as input, our model still has better prediction performance
than other methods on the CTD and Bonanza datasets and comparable performance
with SBGNN on the other three datasets. This suggests that our proposed graph trans-
former network can effectively extract useful information from bipartite networks for
link prediction.

5.4 Supplementary Experiment

To evaluate our method on small datasets and compare it with the previous FCA-
based methods, we apply it to the datasets used in the publication where BERT4FCA
was proposed [17]. We apply BicliqueEncoder on these datasets and compare the
prediction performance and execution time with BERT4FCA. We choose not to fur-
ther compare our method with other FCA-based methods on the above five datasets
because first, BERT4FCA was proven the best FCA-based link prediction method [17];
second, previous methods are extremely time-consuming and require significant com-
putational resources that is unavailable to us. Since the sizes of these small datasets
are manageable, we extract all the concepts and utilize them to make link predictions
in BicliqueEncoder. We depict the features of these datasets in Table 4. Please refer
to [17] for a detailed description of each dataset. The prediction results are reported
in Table 5 and the time consumption is reported in Table 6.

Notice that we only measure the execution time of the prediction methods, which
excludes the execution time of the FCA process because this time is the same for
the two methods. When measuring the time consumption of BicliqueEncoder, we set
the number of epochs to 180 and the batch size to 24 for all five datasets. When
measuring the time consumption of BERT4FCA, we set the batch size to 24 for all
five datasets. The number of epochs during the pre-training step and fine-tune step
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for BMS-POS-small and iJO1366 datasets is set to 90, and the number of epochs
during the pre-training step and fine-tune step for ICFCA, Kyeword-Paper and Review
datasets is set to 180. The reason for different training epochs is that it takes too long
for both BMS-POS-small and iJO1366 datasets to train the BERT4FCA model.

Table 4 The features of the five small datasets.

Dataset Objects Attributes Incidences Concepts

ICFCA 351 12614 14445 878
BMS-POS-small 468 1946 7376 7791
Keyword-Paper 162 5206 7648 1713

Review 181 304 465 281
iJO1366 1805 2583 10183 5595

BMS-POS-small dataset is extracted from the full BMS-POS dataset.

From the prediction results, we can observe that BERT4FCA has slightly better
prediction performance than BicliqueEncoder across these five small datasets. We
analysis it because BERT4FCA can learn additional information from concept lattices
during the pre-training step and utilize it for link prediction.

However, from the time consumption results, we can find that BERT4FCA requires
significantly more execution time compared to BicliqueEncoder. While learning more
information from concept lattices can lead to improved prediction performance, it
comes at the cost of significantly increased computational resources. In BicliqueEn-
coder, we strike a balance between execution time and prediction performance to
ensure applicability to large datasets while maintaining acceptable performance levels.

By comparing the results between BERT4FCA without concepts as training sam-
ples (which is denoted as BERT4FCA-NC) and BicliqueEncoder without concepts
as training samples (which is denoted as BicliqueEncoder-NC), we can find that
BicliqueEncoder-NC can achieve a better prediction performance with a lower time
consumption. This indicates that our proposed model is more effective and efficient
than the model used in BERT4FCA on capturing useful information from raw bipartite
networks to make link predictions.

5.5 Experimental environment and parameters

The experiments are conducted on a Windows 11 server with 64GB RAM, an AMD
Ryzen 9 7900X CPU, and an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU.

The codes for the deep-learning part of our method are implemented with Python
3.8.18 and Pytorch 2.1.0. The code for the algorithm for extracting formal concepts
is written in C++ and compiled by MinGW 13.2.0.

The dimension of input embeddings of the Transformer encoder is 768, the dimen-
sion of the hidden layer in the Transformer encoder is 3072. The dimension of the
hidden layer in MLP is 512.
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Table 6 The results for the supplementary experiment.

Method ICFCA BMS-POS-small Keyword-Paper Review iJO1366

BERT4FCA 12149s 73621s 9957s 373s 44099s
BERT4FCA-NC 2339s 11704s 1910s 180s 5824s
BicliqueEncoder 6647s 13448s 5222s 296s 9057s

BicliqueEncoder-NC 1866s 11319s 1624s 47s 3960s

-NC stands for training models without concepts; “s” means seconds.

6 Conclusion and Future Works

In this paper, we proposed BicliqueEncoder, a practical FCA-based method for link
prediction in bipartite networks using the Transformer encoder. Our method extends
the applicability of FCA-based link prediction approaches to large datasets through
the utilization of iceberg concept lattices. We believe this strategy could be adapted
to enhance the scalability of other FCA-based methods. Experimental results indicate
that our method outperforms baseline methods such as heuristic node similarity-
based methods, matrix factorization (MF), random walk node embedding method,
and SBGNN. Supplementary experiments demonstrate that our method can achieve
slightly lower prediction performance with a significantly shorter execution time com-
pared to the previous FCA-based bipartite link prediction method, BERT4FCA, on
small datasets. Moreover, the ablation experiment further reveals that learning infor-
mation from concepts contributes to prediction performance, and our proposed model
can efficiently and effectively extract useful information from bipartite networks for
link prediction.

In future research, we plan to explore alternative approaches for extracting sig-
nificant formal concepts from concept lattices, beyond the use of iceberg concept
lattices, to enhance the efficiency of FCA-based methods for bipartite link prediction.
Additionally, we aim to develop a method that enables the model to learn the order
relations of concepts within concept lattices. These order relations, as demonstrated
in the BERT4FCA research, are useful for bipartite link prediction. We expect the
prediction performance can be further improved by learning this information.
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Appendix A The Pseudocode for Significant
Concept Extraction

In the “Significant Concept Extraction” step, we set the upper and lower bounds on
the lengths of extents and intents and only extract concepts in which the lengths
of extents and intents fall in this range. Such a searching process is achieved by an
algorithm derived from the LCM algorithm [30]. The pseudocode of the searching
algorithm is presented in 1.

Algorithm 1 The LCM algorithm for extracting significant concepts.

Input A formal context K = (G,M, I); the upper bound for the lengths of extents
u1; the lower bound for the lengths of the extents l1; the upper bound for the lengths
of intents u2; the lower bound for the lengths of intents l2.

Output A list of significant formal concepts extracted from K.

1: procedure Pref(b)
2: Return

⋃
1≤i≤b mb

3: end procedure
4: procedure Closure(B)
5: A1 ← {g ∈ G | ∀m ∈ B, (g,m) ∈ I}
6: B1 ← {m ∈M | ∀g ∈ A1, (g,m) ∈ I}
7: Return (A1, B1)
8: end procedure
9: procedure LCM((A,B, u1, u2, l1, l2))

10: if |A| ≤ u1 and |B| ≥ l2 then
11: Output (A,B)
12: end if
13: for b← |M | downto 1 do
14: (A1, B1)← Closure(B ∪mb)
15: if (B1 −B) ∩Pref(b− 1) = ∅ and |A1| ≥ l1 and |B1| ≤ u2 then
16: Call LCM((A1, B1))
17: end if
18: end for
19: end procedure
20: Call LCM(Closure(∅))

Appendix B The details of data preparation

In this section, we provide a detailed explanation of the “Training Data Prepara-
tion”. The training samples consist of concept samples, generated from the extracted
concepts, and context samples, derived from the original formal context. The process
involves generating four intermediate sets, followed by the generation of concept sam-
ples and context samples, and finally, padding the samples. We will explain each step
in detail and provide the corresponding pseudocode.
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B.1 Intermediate sets

First we need to generate four intermediate sets. The extents are collected into a set
Ep and all intents are collected into a set Ip. Then, we are to generate two distractor
sets En and In, representing non-extent object sets and non-intent attribute sets,
correspondingly. First, for all extracted significant concepts, we split them into extents
and intents. The extents are collected into a set Ep and all intents are collected into
a set Ip.

Then, we are to generate two distractor sets En and In, representing non-extent
object sets and non-intent attribute sets, correspondingly. For each extent ep ∈ Ep,
a distractor object set en is generated by randomly selecting k percentage of objects
from ep and replacing them with randomly selected objects from the entire object set.
In our experiments we set k to 27%. If we find this generated en satisfies that en /∈ Ep

and en /∈ En, then we add it into En or otherwise we regenerate another en. Similarly,
for each intent ip ∈ Ip, a distractor attribute set in is generated by randomly selecting
k attributes from ip and replacing them with randomly selected attributes from the
entire attribute set. If ip /∈ Ip and ip /∈ In, it is added to In. The pseudocode of the
algorithm is presented in 2.
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Algorithm 2 Generate Intermediate Sets

Input The set of significant concepts S, the object set G, the attribute set M ,
the hyperparameter k satisfying 0 < k < 1.

Output The extent set Ep, the intent set Ip, the distractor set for extents En, the
distractor set for intents In, a mapping Pos that maps the distractor object/attribute
set to its corresponding extent/intent.

1: Initialize Ep, Ip, En, In ← ∅
2: for all (A,B) ∈ S do ▷ Generate extents and intents
3: Ep ← Ep ∪ {A}
4: Ip ← Ip ∪ {B}
5: end for
6: for all A = {a1, a2, . . . , a|A|} ∈ Ep do ▷ Generate distractor object sets
7: repeat
8: n1 ← ⌊k · |A|⌋
9: A′ ← A

10: Generate a random sequence L ← {l1, l2, l3, . . . , ln1} such that 1 ≤ l1 <
l2 < · · · < ln1 ≤ |A|

11: for i← 1 to n1 do
12: Randomly choose g ∈ G such that g ̸= ali
13: A′ ← (A′ − {ali}) ∪ {g}
14: end for
15: until A′ /∈ Ep and A′ /∈ En

16: En ← En ∪ {A′}
17: Pos(A)← A′

18: end for
19: for all B = {b1, b2, . . . , b|B|} ∈ Ip do ▷ Generate distractor attribute sets
20: repeat
21: n2 ← ⌊k · |B|⌋
22: B′ ← B
23: Generate a random sequence L ← {l1, l2, l3, . . . , ln2} such that 1 ≤ l1 <

l2 < · · · < ln2 ≤ |B|
24: for i← 1 to n2 do
25: Randomly choose m ∈M such that m ̸= bli
26: B′ ← (B′ − {bli}) ∪ {g}
27: end for
28: until B′ /∈ Ip and B′ /∈ In
29: In ← In ∪ {B′}
30: Pos(B)← B′

31: end for
32: Output Ep, Ip, En, In and Pos
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B.2 Concept samples

After generating the four intermediate sets, we can generate the concept samples. The
negative samples are generated from En and In, denoted as Cn. First, for each pair
of (ep, ip) such that ep ∈ Ep and ip ∈ Ip, If we find that ep is strongly related to ip,
that is, ep× ip ⊆ Y , we treat the pair (ep, ip) as a positive concept sample and add it
to Cp. Then, for each pair (en, in) such that en ∈ En and in ∈ in, suppose that ep is
generated from en and ip is generated from in, if ep is strongly related to ip and en is
not strongly related to in, then we consider that the pair (en, in) is a good distractor
and should be added into the negative concept sample set Cn. It can be easily derived
that we should have ∥Cp∥ = ∥Cn∥. The pseudocode of the algorithm is presented in 3.

Algorithm 3 Generate Concept Samples

Input The extent set Ep, the intent set Ip, the distractor set for extents En,
the distractor set for intents In, the mapping Pos that maps the distractor objec-
t/attribute set to its corresponding extent/intent, the set of binary relations between
extents and intents Y

Output Positive concept sample set Cp, negative concept sample set Cn

1: Initialize Cp, Cn ← ∅
2: for all A ∈ Ep do ▷ Generate Positive Concept Samples
3: for all B ∈ Ip do
4: if A×B ⊆ Y then ▷ Check if A and B form part of a formal concept
5: Cp ← Cp ∪ {(A,B)}
6: end if
7: end for
8: end for
9: for all A ∈ En do ▷ Generate Positive Concept Samples

10: for all B ∈ In do
11: A′ ← Pos(A)
12: B′ ← Pos(B)
13: if A′ ×B′ ⊆ Y and A×B ̸⊆ Y then
14: Cn ← Cn ∪ {(A′, B′)}
15: end if
16: end for
17: end for
18: Output Cp, Cn ▷ |Cp| = |Cn| is assured
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B.3 Context samples

Besides the concept samples, we still need to generate the context samples because
the concept samples may leave out some information of some minor attributes or
objects. First, for every g ∈ G and m ∈ M such that (g,m) ∈ I, we add the pair
({g}, {m}) as a positive sample and add it to Tp. Then, we randomly select a pair of
an object g1 ∈ G and an attribute m1 ∈M . If we find (g1,m1) /∈ I and (g1,m1) /∈ Tn,
we create a pair ({g1}, {m1}) as a negative sample and add it into Tn. We repeat
the aforementioned random sampling step until ∥Tp∥ = ∥Tn∥. The pseudocode of the
algorithm is presented in 4.

Algorithm 4 Generate Context Samples

Input The object set G, the attribute set M , and the incidence matrix I
Output The positive context sample set Tp and the negative context sample set

Tn

1: Initialize Tp, Tn ← ∅
2: for all g ∈ G do ▷ Generate positive context samples
3: for all m ∈M do
4: if (g,m) ∈ I then
5: Tp ← Tp ∪ {({g}, {m})}
6: end if
7: end for
8: end for
9: while |Tp| > |Tn| do ▷ Generate negative context samples

10: Randomly select g1 ∈ G and m1 ∈M
11: if (g1,m1) /∈ I and ({g1}, {m1}) /∈ Tn then
12: Tn ← Tn ∪ {({g1}, {m1})}
13: end if
14: end while
15: Output Tp, Tn
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B.4 Pad samples

After obtaining all training samples, we need to pad them to the same length with
special tokens “[PAD]” so that they can be fed into the network. Suppose that
(A1, B1) ∈ Cp∪Cn is concept sample with the largest object set and (A2, B2) ∈ Cp∪Cn

is the concept sample with the largest attribute set. Then, for each sample (X,Y ) ∈
Cp ∪ Cn ∪ Tp ∪ Tn, we convert X to a vector X1 and pad ∥A1∥ − ∥X∥ [PAD]s at the
rear of X1, and convert Y to a vector Y1 and pad ∥B1∥ − ∥Y ∥ [PAD]s at the rear of
Y1. The padded training sample (X1, Y1) is added to the final training set TF, with its
label (positive or negative) set to be the same of that of (X,Y ). After this step, we
will obtain the the final training set TF, with its label (positive or negative) set. The
pseudocode of the algorithm is presented in 5.

Algorithm 5 Pad Training Samples

Input Positive concept sample set Cp, negative concept sample set Cn, posi-
tive context sample set Tp, negative context sample set Tn, special token “[PAD]”

Output Padded training set TF

1: Initialize TF ← ∅
2: Initialize l1, l2 ← 0
3: for all (A,B) ∈ Cp ∪ Cn do ▷ Find the size of the largest object set
4: l1 ← max{l1, |B|}
5: end for
6: for all (A,B) ∈ Cp ∪ Cn do ▷ Find the size of the largest attribute set
7: l2 ← max{l2, |B|}
8: end for
9: for all (A,B) ∈ Cp ∪ Cn ∪ Tp ∪ Tn do

10: V1 ← (a1, a2, a3, . . . , a|A|, z1, z2, . . . , zl1−|A|) where
⋃

1≤i≤|A|{ai} = A and zj =

[PAD] for all 1 ≤ j ≤ l1 − |A|
11: V2 ← (b1, b2, b3, . . . , b|B|, z1, z2, . . . , zl2−|B|) where

⋃
1≤i≤|B|{bi} = B and zj =

[PAD] for all 1 ≤ j ≤ l2 − |B|
12: TF ← TF ∪ (V1, V2) ▷ The label of (V1, V2) is set to be TRUE if

(A,B) ∈ Cp ∪ Tp or otherwise FALSE
13: end for
14: Output TF
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