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ABSTRACT

Similarity search over a bipartite graph aims to retrieve from the
graph the nodes that are similar to each other, which finds appli-
cations in various fields such as online advertising, recommender
systems etc. Existing similarity measures either (i) overlook the
unique properties of bipartite graphs, or (ii) fail to capture high-
order information between nodes accurately, leading to suboptimal
result quality. Recently, Hidden Personalized PageRank (HPP) is ap-
plied to this problem and found to be more effective compared
with prior similarity measures. However, existing solutions for HPP
computation incur significant computational costs, rendering it
inefficient especially on large graphs.

In this paper, we first identify an inherent drawback of HPP
and overcome it by proposing bidirectional HPP (BHPP). Then, we
formulate similarity search over bipartite graphs as the problem
of approximate BHPP computation, and present an efficient so-
lution Approx-BHPP. Specifically, Approx-BHPP offers rigorous
theoretical accuracy guarantees with optimal computational com-
plexity by combining deterministic graph traversal with matrix
operations in an optimized and non-trivial way. Moreover, our so-
lution achieves significant gain in practical efficiency due to several
carefully-designed optimizations. Extensive experiments, compar-
ing BHPP against 8 existing similarity measures over 7 real bipartite
graphs, demonstrate the effectiveness of BHPP on query rewriting
and item recommendation. Moreover, Approx-BHPP outperforms
baseline solutions often by up to orders of magnitude in terms of
computational time on both small and large datasets.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The bipartite graph is a ubiquitous data structure used to model
the relationships between two sets of heterogeneous objects, such
as query-webpage, customer-product, and author-paper. Similarity
search over bipartite graphs is a fundamental task in data mining
and finds numerous real-world applications in online advertising
[8, 11, 22], recommender systems [33, 43, 44], biomedical analysis
[20, 61], and other domains [58, 63, 70]. Given a bipartite graph
𝐺 with two node partitions 𝑈 and 𝑉 , and a node 𝑢 in 𝑈 , the goal
of similarity search over 𝐺 is to retrieve from 𝑈 the nodes that
are similar to 𝑢 based on a pre-defined similarity measure. Ideally,
a favorable similarity measure can not only quantify direct and
indirect interactions between nodes with the consideration of the
bipartite structures, but also is computationally-friendly; in other
words, the similarity measure can capture complex topological
information surrounding a node cost-effectively.

In the literature, a plethora of similarity measures [7, 30, 35, 38,
41, 42, 62, 74, 75] are introduced for general graphs or sets. These
measures either overlook the special properties of bipartite graphs
or fail to incorporate high-order information between nodes, and
hence, result in sub-par performance in bipartite graph mining
tasks. In [37], Jeh and Widow propose the well-known similarity
measure, i.e., SimRank, for bipartite graphs, which is based on the
recursive definition: two nodes are similar if they are related to
similar nodes. SimRank is further enhanced in the subsequent work
[11, 22] by incorporating the evidence metric and scale-free prop-
erty into its definition. Although such SimRank-based similarity
measures obtain encouraging results, they entail tremendous com-
putational overheads due to their recursive definitions. Besides,
they produce sub-optimal similarity scores in scale-free bipartite
graphs [22]. Recent studies [19, 23] present a promising similarity
measure, HPP, which is shown to achieve high result quality in
various applications of bipartite graphs. Specifically, HPP is defined
as the Personalized PageRank (PPR) [30, 38] on the graph 𝐺 con-
structed based on bipartite graph 𝐺 with only nodes in 𝑈 . Prior
methods for HPP computation require up to 𝑂 ( |𝑈 |2) space cost for
the materialization of 𝐺 , which is prohibitive for large graphs. As
such, existing techniques for PPR computation on general graphs
can not be applied to solve the problem efficiently, posing a great
technical challenge. In addition, HPP value 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) is biased as it
describes the relevance of 𝑢𝑖 from the perspective of source node
𝑢 regardless of the perspective of target node 𝑢𝑖 . To address this
problem, we propose to measure the similarity between nodes𝑢 and
𝑢𝑖 via their bidirectional HPP (BHPP), namely, 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) + 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢),
which raises additional challenges in efficiency.

In this paper, we present an in-depth study on BHPP computa-
tion, and make the following contributions. First, we formalize the
similarity search over bipartite graphs as the problem of approx-
imate BHPP query with absolute error guarantees, and pinpoint
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none of the existing techniques for PPR computations could be triv-
ially applied to solve the problem efficiently. Moreover, we propose
Approx-BHPP, which takes as input a query node𝑢 and an absolute
error threshold 𝜖 , and returns an approximate BHPP value 𝛽′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 )
with at most 𝜖 absolute error for each node 𝑢𝑖 in 𝑈 , with a near
linear time complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝐸 | · log 1

𝜖 ), where |𝐸 | represents the
number of edges in the input graph. Last but not least, we conduct
extensive experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of BHPP on two
important graph mining tasks, and the query efficiency of Approx-
BHPP, using 7 real datasets. Our experimental results reveal that
BHPP achieves superior performance compared to existing similar-
ity measures, and our proposed Approx-BHPP is up to orders of
magnitude faster than baseline solutions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Related work is
reviewed in Section 2. Section 3 defines the notations and problem.
In Section 4, we present the algorithmic design of Approx-BHPP
with several efficiency techniques. Our solution and the competitors
are evaluated in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper.
Proofs of lemmas and theorems appear in Appendix A.

2 RELATEDWORK

2.1 Similarity Search over Bipartite Graphs

In the literature [7, 30, 38, 41, 42, 62, 67, 84], a plethora of similarity
measures are proposed towards similarity search on graphs. These
measures are mainly designed for general graphs and overlook
bipartite structures. In Ref. [37], Jeh and Widom propose bipar-
tite SimRank for similarity search over bipartite graphs. Despite
its effectiveness, SimRank suffers from a high time complexity of
𝑂 (𝑛4), where 𝑛 is the number of nodes in the graph. In subsequent
work [11], Antonellis et al. design an improved version of SimRank,
referred to as SimRank++, and have shown an effective application
of SimRank++ in the query rewriting problem of sponsored search.
Recently, P-SimRank is introduced in Ref. [22], which optimizes
SimRank and SimRank++ by incorporating the scale-free property
of bipartite graphs. Unfortunately, these SimRank-based measures
are all computationally expensive, especially for large graphs, and
suffer from some inherent drawbacks [22]. In a recent work [19],
Deng et al. propose HPP, extending PPR [30, 38] to bipartite graphs
in a generalized iterative framework. To enable on-the-fly similar-
ity search on massive bipartite graphs, Epasto et al. [23] present a
MapReduce framework, which supports the real-time computation
of several popular similarity measures such as neighbor intersec-
tion, Jaccard’s coefficient, Katz index [41], and HPP. In addition,
in Ref. [54], the authors employ hitting time-based similarity mea-
sures to identify related queries from search logs. Tong et al. [73]
studies tracking node similarities in dynamic bipartite graphs.

2.2 PPR Computation

This work is also highly related to PPR computation, as HPP is the
PPR on the graph constructed from a bipartite graph. In the past
years, PPR has been extensively studied in the literature, as surveyed
in [59]. There exists a large body of literature [10, 12, 18, 24, 38–40,
45, 47, 52, 57, 64, 65, 69, 81, 83, 85, 88] for single-source PPR queries.
Among them, [10, 38–40, 52, 57, 69, 85, 88] rely on expensive matrix
operations, [12, 24, 47, 65] estimate PPR values using a large number
of random walks, and several recent studies [45, 81, 83] combine

deterministic graph traversal with random walks for improved
efficiency. Particularly, in Ref. [83], Wu et al. combine the forward
push [10] with power iterations [57], which is similar in spirit to our
proposed SS-Push in Section 4.1. However, their method is devised
for general graphs and employs push strategies that are totally
different from ours. Another popular line of research focuses on
single-source top-𝑘 PPR queries [25, 48, 49, 51, 52, 71, 81, 82, 88],
which return nodes with top-𝑘 highest approximate/exact PPR
values. Several studies [9, 16, 48, 50, 77, 79] investigate PPR queries
w.r.t. single node pairs or target nodes. Recent studies focus on
dynamic graphs [13, 18, 56, 86–88] and parallel/distributed settings
[27, 28, 34, 46, 68, 78, 80], which are beyond the scope of this paper.

3 PRELIMINARIES

3.1 Notations

Let 𝐺 = (𝑈 ∪ 𝑉 , 𝐸) be a bipartite graph1, where nodes can be
partitioned into two disjoint sets:𝑈 = {𝑢1, 𝑢2, · · · , 𝑢 |𝑈 | } with car-
dinality |𝑈 | and 𝑉 = {𝑣1, 𝑣2, · · · , 𝑣 |𝑉 | } with cardinality |𝑉 |. Each
edge (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ,𝑤 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 )) in 𝐸 connects a node 𝑢𝑖 in 𝑈 and a node 𝑣 𝑗
in𝑉 with weight𝑤 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ). Note that each edge (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ,𝑤 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 )) is
undirected; hence 𝑤 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) = 𝑤 (𝑣 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) and (𝑣 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ,𝑤 (𝑣 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 )) ∈ 𝐸.
We denote by 𝑁 (𝑢) (resp. 𝑁 (𝑣)) the set of neighbors of node𝑢 (resp.
𝑣), and by 𝑑 (𝑢) (resp. 𝑑 (𝑣)) the degree of node 𝑢 (resp. 𝑣).

Matrices and vectors are denoted in bold uppercase and lower-
case, e.g.,M and x, respectively.We denote byM(𝑖) (resp.M(·, 𝑖)) the
𝑖-th row (resp. column) vector ofM, and byM(𝑖, 𝑗) the element at 𝑖-
th row and 𝑗-th column. We use U ∈ R |𝑈 |× |𝑉 | (resp. V ∈ R |𝑉 |× |𝑈 | )
to represent the forward (resp. backward) transition matrix of 𝐺 .
Specifically, for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 and each node 𝑣 𝑗 ∈ 𝑉 , we have

U(𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) =
𝑤 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑣𝑗 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) , and V(𝑣 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) =

𝑤 (𝑣𝑗 ,𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑣𝑗 ) ,

where𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) (resp.𝑤𝑠 (𝑣 𝑗 )) is the sum of weights of edges connect-
ing node 𝑢𝑖 (resp. 𝑣 𝑗 ), i.e.,

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) =
∑

𝑣𝑙 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) 𝑤 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑙 ), 𝑤𝑠 (𝑣 𝑗 ) =
∑
𝑢𝑙 ∈𝑁 (𝑣𝑗 ) 𝑤 (𝑣 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑙 ) (1)

The hidden transition matrix [19] P for node set 𝑈 is defined as
P = U · V ∈ R |𝑈 |× |𝑈 | , where each (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) entry is calculated by

P(𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 ) =
∑

𝑣𝑙 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 )∩𝑁 (𝑢 𝑗 ) U(𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑙 ) · V(𝑣𝑙 , 𝑢 𝑗 ). (2)

The number of non-zero entries in P can be up to 𝑂 ( |𝑈 |2) in the
case where at least a node 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 has 𝑂 ( |𝑈 |) neighbors in𝑈 .

3.2 Problem Definition

Given a bipartite graph 𝐺 , two nodes 𝑢,𝑢𝑖 in 𝑈 , and restart proba-
bility 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1), the Hidden Personalized PageRank (HPP) [19, 23]
𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) 𝑢𝑖 w.r.t. 𝑢 is defined as the probability that a random walk

with restart (RWR) [72] starting from 𝑢 would end at 𝑢𝑖 . More pre-
cisely, at each step, an RWR originating from 𝑢 either (i) terminates
at the current node 𝑢𝑙 with 𝛼 probability, or (ii) navigates to a node
𝑢 𝑗 based on the transition probability P(𝑢𝑙 , 𝑢 𝑗 ). Mathematically, the
HPP value 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) is formulated as follows [12]:

𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) =
∑∞
ℓ=0 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ · Pℓ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ). (3)

In essence, HPP is the Personalized PageRank (PPR) [30, 38] on the
weighted graph 𝐺 constructed based on 𝐺 , where the node set
1Following convention, we consider undirected bipartite graphs.
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Algorithm 1: PowerIteration
Input: Bipartite graph𝐺 , initial vector e, restart probability 𝛼 , and

the number of iterations 𝑡 .
Output: 𝝅 .

1 𝝅 ← e;
2 for 𝑖 ← 1 to 𝑡 do 𝝅 ← e + (1 − 𝛼 ) · (𝝅 · U) · V ;
3 𝝅 ← 𝛼 · 𝝅 ;
4 return 𝝅 ;

of 𝐺 is 𝑈 and weights of edges are defined as P(𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ∀𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈
[19, 23]. In this paper, we refer to the PPR on 𝐺 as HPP so as to
distinguish between it and the naive PPR on𝐺 . Recall that PPR only
measures the relevance of node 𝑢𝑖 from the perspective of node 𝑢
and 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ≠ 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) in general. Consequently, HPP is a biased
similarity measure with limited effectiveness. To remedy this, we
propose to model the similarity between node 𝑢 and 𝑢𝑖 by their
Bidirectional Hidden Personalized PageRank (BHPP), viz.,

𝛽 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) = 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) + 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) . (4)

This paper focuses on computing approximate BHPP values. We
consider 𝜖-approximate BHPP queries, as defined in Definition 3.1.

Definition 3.1 (𝜖-Approximate BHPP Query). Given a bipartite
graph𝐺 = (𝑈 ∪𝑉 , 𝐸), a query node 𝑢 ∈ 𝑈 and an error threshold 𝜖 ,
an 𝜖-approximate BHPP query returns an approximate BHPP value
𝛽′𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 , which satisfies

|𝛽 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) − 𝛽′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) | ≤ 𝜖. (5)

3.3 Basic Techniques

Existing solutions [19, 23] for HPP computation on a bipartite graph
𝐺 first construct hidden transition matrix P, and then directly apply
PPR computation techniques [57] with P. These solutions cannot
deal with large graphs efficiently as they require the materialization
of P, which is prohibitively expensive due to colossal construction
time and storage space (up to 𝑂 ( |𝑈 |2) in the worst case). Epasto
et al. proposed a MapReduce framework in Ref. [23] for scalable
HPP computation, which relies on large amounts of computational
resources. In addition, prior methods are mainly geared towards
computing roughly-estimated HPP values instead of answering
𝜖-approximate BHPP queries. In what follows, we first introduce
three fundamental techniques that are tailored to HPP computation
while averting the materialization of matrix P, and then explain
how to utilize them to answer 𝜖-approximate BHPP queries.

3.3.1 MonteCarlo [24]. Recall that the HPP value 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) is
defined as the probability that an RWR starting from𝑢 terminates at
𝑢𝑖 . Hence, a simple and straightforward way is to simulate a number
of random walks from 𝑢, and then use the fraction of random walks
that end at 𝑢𝑖 as an estimation of 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ). According to [24], we

need to conduct 𝑂
(
2(1+𝜖𝑓 /3) ·ln ( |𝑈 |/𝑝𝑓 )

𝜖2
𝑓

)
random walks in total to

ensure that for every 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈
|𝜋 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) − 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) | < 𝜖𝑓 (6)

holds with probability at least 1 − 𝑝 𝑓 . As shown in prior work [49,
81],MonteCarlo is rather inefficient as it requires sampling a large
number of random walks. Additionally, to facilitate random walk

Algorithm 2: SelectivePush
Input: Bipartite graph𝐺 , target node 𝑢, restart probability 𝛼 and

an error threshold 𝜖𝑏 .
Output: {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 },←−r 𝑢 ( ·) .

1

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 ) ← 1;←−r 𝑢 (𝑥 ) ← 0 ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑈 ∪𝑉 and 𝑥 ≠ 𝑢;
2

←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) ← 0 ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 ;
3 while true do

4 for 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 s.t.
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) > 𝜖𝑏 do

5 for 𝑣𝑗 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) do
6

←−r 𝑢 (𝑣𝑗 ) ← ←−r 𝑢 (𝑣𝑗 ) + (1 − 𝛼 ) ·
𝑤 (𝑣𝑗 ,𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑣𝑗 ) ·

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ;

7

←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) ← ←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) + 𝛼 · ←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ;
8

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ← 0;

9 for 𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝑉 s.t.
←−r 𝑢 (𝑣𝑖 ) > 0 do

10 for 𝑢 𝑗 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣𝑖 ) do
11

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ← ←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) +
𝑤 (𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑣𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ·

←−r 𝑢 (𝑣𝑖 ) ;

12

←−r 𝑢 (𝑣𝑖 ) ← 0;

13 if ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 s.t.
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 then break ;

14 return {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 };

sampling on weighted graphs, MonteCarlo requires constructing
alias structures [76] the neighborhood of each node in the pre-
processing phase, leading to an immense overhead.

3.3.2 PowerIteration [57]. PowerIteration estimates HPP
values by iteratively solving the following linear equation system
[57], a variant of Eq. (3):

𝝅𝑢 = 𝛼 · e𝑢 + (1 − 𝛼) · 𝝅𝑢 · P, (7)

where e𝑢 ∈ R1×|𝑈 | is a one-hot vector which has value 1 at entry
𝑢 and 0 everywhere else, 𝝅𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) = 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 , and P = U ·
V. Algorithm 1 shows the pseudo-code of PowerIteration for
approximating 𝝅𝑢 when inputting graph 𝐺 and e = e𝑢 . Note that
Algorithm 1 eliminates the need to materialize P by decoupling
and reordering the matrix multiplication 𝝅 · P to (𝝅 · U) · V (Line
2), reducing the cost of the matrix-vector multiplications in each
iteration to𝑂 ( |𝐸 |). To obtain an estimation of 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) with at most
𝜖𝑓 absolute error, Algorithm 1 requires at least 𝑡 = log 1

1−𝛼
1
𝜖𝑓
− 1

[15] iterations of matrix multiplications, which results in total time
complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝐸 | · log (1/𝜖𝑓 )). Given a large error threshold,
e.g., 𝜖𝑓 = 0.1, PowerIteration still needs around 14 iterations of
matrix-vector multiplications, which is considerably expensive.

3.3.3 SelectivePush [9]. Unlike MonteCarlo and PowerIt-
eration approaches, which return approximate HPP values w.r.t.
a source node 𝑢, SelectivePush estimates HPP values to a target
node 𝑢, i.e., 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 . Algorithm 2 illustrates the pseudo-
code of SelectivePush. In brief, SelectivePush is a deterministic
version of MonteCarlo, which recursively pushes residues (i.e.,
the portion of RWRs that are not stopped yet) along edges during
a graph traversal of 𝐺 from 𝑢. Initially, Algorithm 2 sets residue
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢) = 1 for source node 𝑢 and 0 for other nodes in 𝐺 , as well
as approximate HPP values←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) = 0 ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 (Lines 1-2). Next,
it iteratively pushes the residues of the selected nodes to their
neighbors. In each iteration, given an absolute error threshold 𝜖𝑏 ,
if there is any node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 with residue←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) > 𝜖𝑏 (Line 4), for

3
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each neighbor 𝑣 𝑗 of 𝑢𝑖 , SelectivePush increases 𝑣 𝑗 ’s residue by
(1−𝛼) · 𝑤 (𝑣𝑗 ,𝑢𝑖 )

𝑤𝑠 (𝑣𝑗 ) ·
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ), and transfers 𝛼 portion of←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) to 𝑢𝑖 ’s

approximate HPP←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) (Lines 5-7). The residue←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) is set
to 0 when 𝑢𝑖 ’s neighbors are all processed (Line 8). Subsequently,
Algorithm 2 pushes residues of nodes in 𝑉 back to nodes in 𝑈 .
More specifically, if any node 𝑣𝑖 in 𝑉 has a non-zero residue (Line
9), for 𝑣𝑖 ’s each neighbor 𝑢 𝑗 , Algorithm 2 increases 𝑢 𝑗 ’s residue
by (1 − 𝛼) · 𝑤 (𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑣𝑖 )

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ·
←−r 𝑢 (𝑣𝑖 ) (Lines 10-11). After that, Algorithm

2 resets←−r 𝑢 (𝑣𝑖 ) to 0 (Line 12). SelectivePush repeats the above
procedures until residues of nodes in 𝑈 are all less than 𝜖𝑏 and
none of the nodes in𝑉 have positive residues (Line 13). Notice that
Algorithm 2 differs from the original SelectivePush for PPR com-
putation. Particularly, in Algorithm 2, we push residues between𝑈
and 𝑉 alternatively, so as to avoid the materialization of matrix P.
Lemma 3.2 shows a crucial property of Algorithm 2.

Lemma 3.2. Consider any iteration in Algorithm 2 (Lines 4-13). At

the end of the iteration, the following equation holds.

𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) =←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) +
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 ) · ←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) . (8)

Since Algorithm 2 terminates when the residue←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 for
each node 𝑢𝑖 in U, Lemma 3.2 implies that each HPP value←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢)
returned by Algorithm 2 satisfies

|𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) −←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) | < 𝜖𝑏 . (9)

Lemma 3.3. Algorithm 2 runs in𝑂

(∑
𝑣𝑖 ∈𝑉 𝑑 (𝑣𝑖 )2
|𝑈 | ·𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏

)
amortized time.

Lemma 3.3 provides the amortized cost of SelectivePush. Selec-
tivePush runs fast in practice due to its consideration of the residue
at each node adaptively. However, it fails to calculate high-precision
HPP values for graphs with large average degrees efficiently. In
the worst case, the time complexity is 𝑂

(
|𝐸 |
𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏

)
, worse than the

𝑂 ( |𝐸 | · log (1/𝜖𝑓 ))-bound of PowerIteration.

3.3.4 Baselines and Challenges. An 𝜖-approximate BHPP query
(see Definition 3.1) of node 𝑢 asks for an approximation of exact
BHPP value 𝛽 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) = 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) + 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) for each node 𝑢𝑖 in 𝑈

with at most 𝜖 absolute error. A straightforward way to answer the
𝜖-approximate BHPP query of node 𝑢 in a probabilistic fashion is
to compute 𝜋 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) by letting 𝜖𝑓 = 𝜖

2 in MonteCarlo and get
←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) by SelectivePush with 𝜖𝑏 = 𝜖

2 for each node 𝑢𝑖 in𝑈 . Ac-
cording to Eq. (6) and Eq. (9), the summed value 𝜋 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) +←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢)
satisfies Eq. (8) with a high probability. Similarly, another approach
for 𝜖-approximate BHPP queries is to invoke PowerIteration and
SelectivePush with 𝑡 = log 1

1−𝛼
2
𝜖 − 1 and 𝜖𝑏 = 𝜖

2 , respectively.
However, due to the inefficiency of theMonteCarlo and PowerIt-
eration approaches, as well as the deficiency of SelectivePush,
both two aforementioned solutions for 𝜖-approximate BHPP queries
incur vast costs, especially for large graphs. Towards this end, there
are three technical challenges that we need to address:
(1) How to overcome the inherent drawback of SelectivePush

and reduce its cost to 𝑂 ( |𝐸 | · log (1/𝜖𝑓 ))?
(2) How to devise an algorithm that improves over PowerIter-

ation in terms of practical efficiency without degrading its
theoretical guarantees?

Algorithm 3: SS-Push
Input: Bipartite graph𝐺 , target node 𝑢, restart probability 𝛼 and

an error threshold 𝜖𝑏 .
Output: {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 },←−r 𝑢 .
Lines 1-2 are the same as Lines 1-2 in Algorithm 2;

3 𝑛𝑝 ← 0;
/* Selective pushes */

4 while true do

Lines 5-9 are the same as Lines 4-8 in Algorithm 2;
10 𝑛𝑝 ← 𝑛𝑝 + 𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) ;

Lines 11-14 are the same as Lines 9-12 in Algorithm 2;
15 𝑛𝑝 ← 𝑛𝑝 + 𝑁 (𝑣𝑖 ) ;
16 if ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 s.t.

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 or then

17 return {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 },←−r 𝑢 ;

18 if Inequality (10) holds then break ;

/* Sequential pushes */

19 while ∃𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 s.t.
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) > 𝜖𝑏 and

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) > 𝜖𝑏 do

20 for ∃𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 s.t.←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) > 0 do
Lines 21-28 are the same as Lines 5-12 in Algorithm 2;

29 return {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 },←−r 𝑢 ;

(3) How to integrate the above two algorithms in an optimized way
for improved efficiency?

4 THE APPROX-BHPP ALGORITHM

To circumvent these challenges, we first propose an optimized
version of SelectivePush, called Selective and Sequential Push
(hereafter SS-Push), in Section 4.1; after that, we present PI-Push
(short for Power Iterations-based Push) to mitigate the efficiency
issue of PowerIteration in Section 4.2, and then elaborate the
integration of SS-Push and PI-Push to obtain our main proposal so-
lution, Approx-BHPP, for answering 𝜖-approximate BHPP queries.

4.1 SS-Push

Before diving into the algorithmic details of SS-Push, we give a
high-level idea of SS-Push. SS-Push suffers from severe efficiency
issues in some cases. To explain, consider a node 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 of input
bipartite graph𝐺 , which connects to 100 neighbors 𝑢1-𝑢100 in node
set𝑈 . According to Lines 4-12 in Algorithm 2, in each iteration, 𝑣
first (i) receives residues from the selected neighbors, and then (ii)
conducts 100 push operations to𝑢1-𝑢100. After a few iterations, only
few neighbors of 𝑣 would be selected as the residues of majority
nodes are slightly less than 𝜖𝑏 . As a consequence, to deplete a
certain amount of 𝑣 ’s residue, SelectivePush requires numerous
iterations, each of which involves at least 100 push operations and
random access to adjacent nodes. A promising option to alleviate
this problem is to leverage sequential pushes in each iteration, which
aggregate residues from 𝑣 ’s neighbors in one batch before pushing
back to 𝑢1-𝑢100. However, the sequential strategy performs push
operations regardless of the residue at each node, leading to a large
number of redundant push operations. To overcome the limitations
of both strategies, we resort to combining them in a greedy and
adaptive manner. Specifically, we execute selective pushes while
recording its actual cost, and switch to sequential pushes once the
recorded cost of the former exceeds the estimated computational
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cost using the latter. The switch is dynamically controlled by a
carefully designed threshold. Below we present the details.

4.1.1 Details. Algorithm 3 displays the pseudo-code of SS-Push.
Given a bipartite graph 𝐺 , a target node 𝑢, restart probability 𝛼

and an absolute error threshold 𝜖𝑏 as inputs, SS-Push begins by
initializing residue vector←−r 𝑢 and approximate HPP←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) for
𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 as Lines 1-2 in Algorithm 2, and the number of performed
push operations 𝑛𝑝 = 0 (Lines 1-3). After that, Algorithm 3 starts
the iterative process of selective pushes as Lines 4-12 in Algorithm
2, during which the recorded cost𝑛𝑝 of selective pushes is increased
by 𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) (resp. 𝑁 (𝑣𝑖 )) if the neighboring nodes of𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 (resp. 𝑣𝑖 ∈
𝑉 ) are accessed (Lines 5-14). Algorithm 3 terminates the iterative
process and returns {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 }with←−r 𝑢 when every residue
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) is not greater than 𝜖𝑏 (Lines 16-17).

𝑛𝑝 ≥ 2 |𝐸 | ·
(
log 1

1−𝛼
1∑

𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 )

)
(10)

Additionally, at Line 18, if Algorithm 3 depletes its computation
budget for selective pushes (i.e., Eq. (10) holds) before it satisfies
termination condition at Lines 16-17, it judiciously switches to iter-
ative sequential pushes (Lines 19-28). In each iteration of sequential
pushes, SS-Push performs push operations for all nodes 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈

and 𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝑉 with positive residues as Lines 4-12 in Algorithm 2
except that 𝜖𝑏 at Line 4 is replaced by 0 (Lines 20-28). The iterative
process stops and returns {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 } with ←−r 𝑢 (Line 29)
when←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 or

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 (Line 19). In
particular, Algorithm 3 returns the residue vector←−r 𝑢 to facilitate
its combination with PI-Push, as detailed in follow-up sections.

4.1.2 Analysis. Theorem 4.1 indicates that Algorithm 3 ensures
at most 𝜖𝑏 absolute error in each approximate HPP←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢).

Theorem 4.1 (Correctness of SS-Push). Given a target node 𝑢,

SS-Push returns an approximate HPP value 𝜋 ′ (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) for each node

𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 such that

𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) − 𝜋 ′ (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 .

Selective pushes terminate when Eq. (10) holds, the cost in-

curred by this phase is hence 𝑂
(
|𝐸 | ·

(
log 1∑

𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 )

))
. In the

course of sequential pushes, each iteration converts 𝛼 portion of
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 into the HPP. Assume that the number of iterations
for sequential pushes is 𝑡 . Note that in the worst case, the sequential
pushes stops when

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

←−r (𝑡 )𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 , where
←−r (𝑡 )𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) signifies

the residue after 𝑡 iterations of sequential pushes. Thus, we have∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

←−r (𝑡 )𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) =
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

(
1 −∑𝑡

ℓ=0 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ
)
· ←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 ,

which derives 𝑡 = log 1
1−𝛼

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝜖𝑏

− 1. Each iteration (Lines

20-28) of sequential pushes involves a traversal of 𝐺 ; therefore the
time cost is bounded by 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |). Overall, the time complexity of
SS-Push is 𝑂 (𝑛𝑝 + |𝐸 | · 𝑡), which equals 𝑂 ( |𝐸 | · log (1/𝜖𝑏 )).

4.2 PI-Push

Lemma 4.2. For any two nodes 𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 ∈ 𝑈 ,
𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) =

𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) .

Algorithm 4: PI-Push
Input: Bipartite graph𝐺 , source node 𝑢, restart probability 𝛼 ,

parameter 𝜆 , error threshold 𝜖𝑓 , {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 },←−r 𝑢 .
Output: {−→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 }.
/* Selective pushes */

1 Compute 𝛾 by Eq. (14);
Lines 2-14 are the same as Lines 3-15 in Algorithm 3 by replacing
𝜖𝑏 by 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢)

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) ·
𝜖𝑓

𝜆
;

15 if Inequality (12) holds ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 then return

{−→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 } according to Eq. (15) ;
16 if Inequality (13) holds then break;

/* Power iterations */

17 for 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 do

18 Compute −→r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) according to Eq. (16);
19 Compute −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) according to Eq. (15);

20 Compute 𝑡 according to Eq. (17);
21 p𝑢 ←PowerIteration (U,V, −→r 𝑢 (𝑈 ), 𝛼, 𝑡 );
22 for 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 do

−→
𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ← −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) + p𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ;

23 return {−→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 };

PI-Push capitalizes on the idea inspired by the following obser-
vation. Specifically, plugging Lemma 4.2 into Lemma 3.2 yields

𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) = 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢)

←−
𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) +

∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 𝑗 )←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢)

=
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢)

←−
𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) +

∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑢𝑖 )

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢)

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) . (11)

Given an error threshold 𝜖𝑓

𝜆
, if we ensure 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 )

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) ·
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ≤

𝜖𝑓

𝜆
, Eq.

(11) becomes 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) ·

←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢)+
𝜖𝑓 ·

∑
𝑢𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑢𝑖 )

𝜆
, which

implies that 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) ·

←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) can be regarded as an underestimate
of 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ). In this regard, instead of employing PowerIteration to
compute the HPP values w.r.t. a source node 𝑢 from scratch, we can
transform the residues and the approximate HPP values returned
by SS-Push to obtain a rough approximation, and further refine it in
PI-Push using a few selective pushes and power iterations. Along
this line, we summarize the pseudo-code of PI-Push in Algorithm
4 and explain its details in the sequel.

4.2.1 Details. The input parameters of PI-Push are identical to
those of SS-Push, except that it accepts absolute error threshold
𝜖𝑓 instead of 𝜖𝑏 , an additional parameter 𝜆, as well as the initial
approximate HPP values {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 } and residue vector
←−r 𝑢 returned by SS-Push. In analogy to SS-Push, PI-Push consists
of two phases: selective pushes (Lines 1-16) and power iterations
(Lines 17-22), where power iterations are used to mitigate the effi-
ciency issue of selective pushes when excessive push operations
occur, as done in Section 4.1. First, PI-Push iteratively executes se-
lective pushes as Lines 3-15 in Algorithm 3. Distinct from SS-Push,
the selective threshold 𝜖𝑏 is replaced by 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 )

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) ·
𝜖𝑓

𝜆
. In addition,

the termination conditions of selective pushes in Algorithm 4 are
changed as follows: (i) for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 ,

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) ·

𝜖𝑓

𝜆
(12)
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Algorithm 5: Approx-BHPP
Input: Bipartite graph𝐺 , query node 𝑢, restart probability 𝛼 ,

parameter 𝜆, and error thresholds 𝜖, 𝜖𝑏 .
Output: {𝛽 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 }.

1 {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 },←−r 𝑢 ← SS-Push(𝐺,𝛼,𝑢, 𝜖𝑏 ) ;
2 𝜖𝑓 ← 𝜖 − 𝜖𝑏 ;
3 {−→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 } ← PI-Push(𝐺,𝛼,𝑢, 𝜖𝑓 , 𝜆, {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈

𝑈 },←−r 𝑢 ) ;
4 for 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 do 𝛽 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ← −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) + ←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 ) ;
5 return {𝛽 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 };

holds, or (ii) the actual cost incurred by selective pushes 𝑛𝑝 exceeds
a pre-defined computation budget, viz.,

𝑛𝑝 ≥ 2 |𝐸 | ·
(
log 1

1−𝛼
𝛾∑

𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢) ·

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 )

)
, (13)

where 𝛾 is computed at Line 1 based on Equation 14.

𝛾 ← ∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) ·

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) . (14)

If the first condition holds, Algorithm 4 returns
−→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) = 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) ·
←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) (15)

as an estimation of 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 (Line 15). On the
other hand, if Inequality (13) (i.e., the second condition) is satisfied
(Line 16), PI-Push proceeds to refine the result with a few power
iterations. More specifically, we first transform the approximate
HPP values ←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) and residues ←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) into the approximate
HPP values −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) and residues −→r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) according to Eq. (15) and
Eq. (16), respectively (Lines 17-19).

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) = 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) ·

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) (16)

Subsequently, Algorithm 4 computes p𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) as an additional esti-
mation part of 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) by invoking PowerIteration with input
parameters including graph 𝐺 , a length-|𝑈 | residue vector −→r 𝑢 (𝑈 ),
restart probability 𝛼 , and the number of iterations 𝑡 defined in Eq.
(17) (Line 21).

𝑡 = log 1
1−𝛼

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝜖𝑓

− 1 (17)

Eventually, PI-Push gives each −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) a final touch by adding
p𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) to it and returns it as an estimation of 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) (Lines 22-23).

4.2.2 Analysis. Theorem 4.3 establishes the accuracy guarantees
of PI-Push.

Theorem 4.3 (Correctness of PI-Push). Algorithm 4 returns an

approximate HPP 𝜋 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 such that 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) −
𝜋 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑓 , when the input parameter 𝜆 satisfies

𝜆 ≥ max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) . (18)

Next, we analyse the time complexity of PI-Push. First, accord-
ing to Line 16 in Algorithm 4, the selective pushes in PI-Push

take 𝑂
(
|𝐸 | ·

(
log 𝛾∑

𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈
−→r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 )

))
time. Moreover, each iteration in

PowerIteration consumes 𝑂 ( |𝐸 |) time and PI-Push performs 𝑡
(see Eq. (17)) power iterations in total (Line 21 in Algorithm 4). Con-
sequently, the overall time complexity of PI-Push is𝑂

(
|𝐸 | ·

(
log 𝛾

𝜖𝑓

))
.
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Figure 1: 𝛾 vs. 𝜖𝑏 .

4.3 Complete Algorithm and Analysis

Algorithm 5 summarizes the pseudo-code of Approx-BHPP, which
takes as input a bipartite graph𝐺 , query node 𝑢, restart probability
𝛼 , two error thresholds 𝜖, 𝜖𝑏 (𝜖𝑏 < 𝜖), as well as a parameter 𝜆
(see Eq. (18)). In particular, 𝜆 can be efficiently estimated in the
preprocessing step based on Eq. (19) and is guaranteed to be a tight
upper bound of max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) based on Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that 𝝆 be the result of PowerIteration

when the input parameters e = 1 and 𝑡 = 𝜏 . Then, we have 𝜆 ≥
max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) holds, where

𝜆 = min
{
max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈 𝝆 (𝑢𝑖 ) + |𝑈 | · (1 − 𝛼 )𝜏+1,

max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
min𝑢𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 )

}
. (19)

In online phase, Algorithm 5 first invokes SS-Pushwith absolute
error threshold 𝜖𝑏 to compute {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 } and ←−r 𝑢 (Line
1). Then, these intermediate results together with 𝜖𝑓 = 𝜖 − 𝜖𝑏 are
passed over to PI-Push. After the invocation of PI-Push, we obtain
{−→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 }. Finally, the approximate BHPP value for each
node 𝑢𝑖 in 𝑈 can be calculated by 𝛽′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) = −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) + ←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢),
which is ensured to be 𝜖-approximate, as shown in Theorem 4.5.

Theorem 4.5 (Correctness of Approx-BHPP). Algorithm 5

returns 𝛽′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) for every 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 that satisfies Eq. (5).

4.3.1 Choosing 𝝐𝒃 and Time Complexity. In the following, we
discuss how to pick 𝜖𝑏 reasonably such that Approx-BHPP runs
in optimal time. Since 𝜖𝑓 + 𝜖𝑏 = 𝜖 , the total computational time of
Approx-BHPP can be formulated as the following function:

𝑓 (𝜖𝑏 ) = 𝑂

(
|𝐸 | ·

(
log 1

𝜖𝑏
+ log 𝛾

𝜖−𝜖𝑏

))
= 𝑂

(
|𝐸 | ·

(
log 𝛾

𝜖𝑏 · (𝜖−𝜖𝑏 )

))
.

Thus,Approx-BHPP’s time complexity is bounded by𝑂
(
|𝐸 | · log 1

𝜖

)
since 𝛾 ≤ 1. According to 𝑓 (𝜖𝑏 ), as 𝜖𝑏 decreases and SS-Push pro-
gresses, 𝛾 monotonically decreases and the cost of PI-Push reduces.
To strike a balance between the costs incurred by SS-Push and
PI-Push, we need to choose an appropriate 𝜖𝑏 . For this purpose, we
first quantify the relationship between 𝛾 and 𝜖𝑏 based on the fol-
lowing empirical finding. Figure 1 plots the 𝛾 values when varying
𝜖𝑏 from 10−6 to 0.1 on three real datasets used in our experiments
in Section 5. It can be observed that 𝛾 ∝ 𝜖

𝜇

𝑏
(0 < 𝜇 ≤ 1), where 𝜇

is roughly
√︁
|𝑈 | · |𝑉 |/|𝐸 |. Consequently, the computational time of

Approx-BHPP can be minimized by

𝜖𝑏 = 𝜖 · 1−𝜇2−𝜇 = 𝜖 · |𝐸 |−
√
|𝑈 | · |𝑉 |

2|𝐸 |−
√
|𝑈 | · |𝑉 |

. (20)

5 EXPERIMENTS

This section experimentally evaluates the effectiveness of BHPP
and other eight similarity measures on query rewriting and item
recommendation on 7 real datasets, and compares Approx-BHPP
against two baseline solutions for 𝜖-approximate BHPP queries in
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Table 1: Statistics of click graphs.

Name |𝑈 | |𝑉 | |𝐸 | #clicks #impressions
Avito [6] 27,736 16,589 67,028 278,960 18,121,561
KDDCup [4] 255,170 1,848,114 2,766,393 8,217,633 121,232,353
AOL [2] 4,811,647 1,632,788 10,741,953 19,442,625 69,745,428,949

Table 2: Statistics of user-item graphs.

Name |𝑉 | |𝑈 | |𝐸 | weight

DBLP [26] 6,001 1,308 29,256 #papers
MovieLens [1] 6,040 3,706 1,000,209 ratings
Last.fm [3] 359,349 160,168 17,559,530 #plays
Amazon-Games [5] 826,767 50,210 1,324,753 ratings

terms of efficiency. For a fair comparison, all algorithms are imple-
mented in C++ and compiled by g++ 7.5 with −O3 optimization,
and all experiments are conducted on a Linux machine with an
Intel Xeon(R) E7-8880 v4@2.20GHz CPU and 1TB RAM.

5.1 Datasets

We experiment with 7 real bipartite graphs that are used in previous
work [17, 19, 23, 29, 31, 53, 60], including 3 click graphs and 4
user-item graphs, which will be used in query rewriting and item
recommendation in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, respectively.

5.1.1 Click graphs. Table 1 lists the statistics of the 3 click graphs:
Avito, KDDCup, and AOL, each of which is a bipartite graph con-
taining a set of queries in 𝑈 and a set of ads/URLs in 𝑉 . Each edge
in them connects a query with an ad/URL if and only if the ad/URL
was clicked at least once by a user who issued the query. Addi-
tionally, each edge is associated with two numbers, i.e., #clicks and
#impressions, which signify the number of clicks that the ad/URL
received and the displayed times of the ad/URL, respectively. The
weight of each edge is the ratio of its #clicks to its #impressions.

5.1.2 User-item graphs. The statistics of 4 user-item graphs in-
cluding DBLP,MovieLens, Last.fm, and Amazon-Games are reported
in Table 2, where 𝑈 (resp. 𝑉 ) contains items (resp. users) and 𝐸

is the set of interactions between users and items. The weight
of an edge in the publication network DBLP indicates the num-
ber of papers published on a venue by an author. MovieLens is a
well-known dataset for recommender systems, in which each edge
weight denotes a user’s rating on a movie. In Last.fm, each edge is
associated with a weight representing the play count of a song by
a user. Amazon-Games is extracted from the Amazon review data,
in which each edge weight is a rating of a game assigned by a user.
To ensure the dataset quality, we apply the 10-core setting [32] on
the graphs, i.e., removing users and items with less than ten edges.

5.2 Query Rewriting

Settings. Given a click graph and a query 𝑞𝑖 in the graph, query
rewriting aims to transform 𝑞𝑖 into equivalent queries based on
their similarities. First, following prior work [11], we calculate the
desirability of query 𝑞 𝑗 w.r.t. query 𝑞𝑖 on the original click graph
as 𝑑𝑒𝑠 (𝑞𝑖 , 𝑞 𝑗 ) =

∑
𝑞𝑘 ∈𝑁 (𝑞𝑖 )∩𝑁 (𝑞 𝑗 )

𝑤 (𝑞 𝑗 ,𝑞𝑘 )
𝑑 (𝑞 𝑗 ) . To evaluate the effec-

tiveness of BHPP and competing similarity measures on query
rewriting, we remove 20% edges from the original click graph and
on the remaining graph compute similarity scores between queries
based on the definition of each similarity measure. As in previous

BHPP HPP Pearson Jaccard SimRank

PPR CoSimRank SimRank++ P-SimRank
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0.998
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0.996
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Figure 2: Query rewriting performance (𝑘 = 10).

work [11, 19], we test whether the top-𝑘 (typically, 𝑘 = 10 and 5)
ordering of queries yielded by the similarity scores is consistent
with the one derived from the desirability scores, using the classic
evaluation metric Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain (NDCG)
[36]. The competing similarity measures include Pearson’s correla-
tion coefficient [11], Jaccard’s coefficient [35], SimRank [37], naive
PPR [30, 38], CoSimRank [62], SimRank++ [11], P-SimRank [22]
and HPP [19, 23]. For each dataset, we carry out query rewriting
tasks for 100 randomly selected queries, and report the average
performance, i.e., NDCG scores.
Results. Figure 2 shows the NDCG results of BHPP and other eight
similarity measures on Avito, KDDCup, and AOL datasets when
𝑘 = 10. We can see that BHPP consistently outperforms other
similarity measures on three datasets. In particular, on Avito, BHPP
achieves a remarkable improvement of at least 2% over state-of-the-
art results. On KDDCup, BHPP is superior to competing similarity
measures with a considerable gain of up to 0.4%. From Figure 2(c),
we can see that BHPP is slightly better than the best competitor HPP
on AOL. Similar observations can be made from the experimental
outcomes when 𝑘 = 5. For the interest of space, we refer interested
readers to Appendix for the detailed results.

5.3 Item Recommendation

Settings. Given a user-item graph 𝐺 and a user 𝑣 , the goal of
item recommendation is to recommend a list of interesting items
to 𝑢. To assess the recommendation performance of BHPP and
other similarity measures compared in Section 5.2, we adopt the
evaluation methodology described in [14]. Specifically, we split the
original graph 𝐺 into a training set 𝐺 and a test set 𝐺 such that for
each user 80% of its edges are in 𝐺 and the remaining edges are in
𝐺 . After that, for each user 𝑣 , we generate a list 𝐿𝑣 containing user-
item pairs (𝑣,𝑢𝑖 ) in 𝐺 as well as user-item pairs (𝑣,𝑢 𝑗 ) satisfying
𝑢 𝑗 ∈ 𝐺 and (𝑣,𝑢 𝑗 ) ∉ 𝐺 . Following previous work [55], we find a set
𝑆 (𝑢𝑖 ) containing the items 𝑢 𝑗 that are most similar to a given item
𝑢𝑖 according to the similarity 𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 ) computed on 𝐺 .

𝑝 (𝑣,𝑢 𝑗 ) =
∑

𝑢𝑗 ∈𝑆 (𝑢𝑖 )∪𝑁 (𝑣) 𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 𝑗 ) ·𝑤 (𝑣,𝑢 𝑗 )∑
𝑢𝑗 ∈𝑆 (𝑢𝑖 )∪𝑁 (𝑣) 𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 𝑗 ) . (21)

Based on the similarities, the prediction score 𝑝 (𝑣,𝑢𝑖 ) for each
user-item pair (𝑣,𝑢𝑖 ) in 𝐿𝑣 is then calculated by Eq. (21) [66]. Let
the items with top-𝑘 largest prediction scores in 𝐿𝑣 be the recom-
mendations for user 𝑣 , and the items that are connected with 𝑣 in
𝐺 be the ground-truth list. The recommendation quality can be
measured using two classical metrics: precision (𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 ) and

7



WWW ’22, April 25–29, 2022, Virtual Event, Lyon, France Renchi Yang

Table 3: Item recommendation performance (𝑘 = 10).

Similarity
DBLP Movielens Last.fm Amazon-Games

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘

BHPP 0.167 0.164 0.405 0.289 0.313 0.231 0.248 0.187

HPP 0.14 0.138 0.224 0.161 0.305 0.223 0.194 0.15
Pearson 0.037 0.037 0.106 0.074 0.126 0.095 0.056 0.044
Jaccard 0.158 0.157 0.272 0.194 0.287 0.213 0.08 0.062
SimRank 0.151 0.15 0.245 0.177 0.239 0.169 0.127 0.084

CoSimRank 0.115 0.113 0.186 0.137 0.304 0.216 0.156 0.121
PPR 0.149 0.146 0.342 0.245 0.28 0.206 0.188 0.143

SimRank++ 0.127 0.126 0.243 0.176 0.241 0.171 0.171 0.118
P-SimRank 0.127 0.127 0.221 0.164 0.226 0.159 0.14 0.088
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Figure 3: Query time with varying 𝜖.

recall (𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘). The former is defined as the fraction of the top-𝑘
predicted items relevant to user 𝑣 and the latter as the fraction of
relevant items from 𝐺 that appear in the 𝑘 recommended items.
Results. Table 3 reports the recommendation performance of BHPP
and eight competing similarity measures on four user-item graphs:
DBLP, MovieLens, Last.fm, and Amazon-Games with the typical
setting 𝑘 = 10 [21]. BHPP consistently yields the best performance
on four datasets. More specifically, on DBLP, BHPP achieves an
impressive improvement of at least 0.9% (resp. 0.7%) in precision
(resp. recall) over existing similarity measures, and a significant
margin of at least 6.3% (resp. 4.4%) in terms of precision (resp.
recall) on MovieLens compared to the state-of-the-art results. On
large graphs Last.fm and Amazon-Games, BHPP still outperforms
the competing similarity measures, by a considerable gain of about
0.9% (resp. 1.5%) and a substantial margin of around 5.4% (resp.
3.7%) in terms of precision (resp. recall). The results on 𝑘 = 5 are
quantitatively similar, and, thus, are included in Appendix.

5.4 Query Efficiency

In this section, we evaluate the efficiency of our Approx-BHPP
against two baseline solutions for 𝜖-approximate BHPP queries
mentioned in Section 3.3.4, dubbed asMCSP and PISP, respectively.
Settings. We test the query performance on six datasets includ-
ing DBLP, MovieLens, KDDCup, Last.fm, Amazin-Games, and AOL.
For each dataset, we choose 100 query nodes from 𝑈 uniformly
at random. Following previous work [19, 23], we set 𝛼 = 0.15. For
the MCSP approach, we set the failure probability to 𝑝 𝑓 = 10−6.
In Approx-BHPP, parameters 𝜆, 𝜖𝑏 are computed according to Eq.
(19) and Eq. (20) in the pre-processing step, respectively. The error
threshold 𝜖 is varied in the range {10−2, 10−3, 10−4, 10−5, 10−6, 10−7}.
We report the average query times (measured in wall-clock time)
of each method on each dataset with various 𝜖 .
Results. Figure 3 plots the average query time required by each
method on each dataset, when varying 𝜖 from 10−2 to 10−7. Note
that the 𝑦-axis is in log-scale and the measurement unit for query
time is millisecond (ms). We exclude a method if it fails to answer
the query within one hour on average. We observe that Approx-
BHPP outperforms all competitors, often by an order of magnitude
when 10−2 ≤ 𝜖 ≤ 10−5. Notably, when 𝜖 = 10−2, Approx-BHPP
is two orders of magnitude faster than the best competitors on
all datasets except AOL, where it has comparable performance to
MCSP. Note thatMCSP is unable to answer high-precision (e.g., 𝜖 ∈
{10−6, 10−7}) queries efficiently, whereas Approx-BHPP achieves
3-7.6× speedup compared to PISP, demonstrating the power of our
optimization techniques developed in Section 4.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we formulate similarity search over bipartite graphs
as the novel problem of approximate BHPP queries, and present
an efficient and theoretically-grounded solution, Approx-BHPP.
Our Approx-BHPP combines deterministic graph traversal and
matrix power iterations in an optimized way, thereby overcoming
the deficiencies of both. In addition, Approx-BHPP offers rigorous
theoretical guarantees in terms of accuracy and time complexity,
and achieves significant gain in efficiency due to several technical
optimizations. Our experimental results show the superior effec-
tiveness of BHPP compared to existing similarity measures, and
demonstrate that ourApprox-BHPP outperforms baseline solutions
by up to orders of magnitude in terms of computational time. For
future work, we intend to study how to extend Approx-BHPP to
handle temporal/dynamic bipartite graphs.
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Figure 4: Query rewriting performance (𝑘 = 5).

Proof of Lemma 3.2. We prove this lemma based on induction.
First, consider the initial case, where all entries in ←−r 𝑢 are zero

except←−r 𝑢 (𝑢) = 1, and 𝜋𝑏 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) = 0 for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 . Hence,
we have 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) = 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ·←−r 𝑢 (𝑢) ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 , implying Eq. (8) holds
in the initial case.

Next, we assume that after ℓ-th iterations (Lines 4-12), the approx-
imate HPP values←−𝜋 (ℓ ) (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 and residue vector←−r (ℓ )𝑢 at
the end of this iteration satisfy Eq. (8), i.e., 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) =←−𝜋 (ℓ ) (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) +∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 ) · ←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ). Let ←−𝜋 (ℓ+1) (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 be the ap-

proximate HPP values and←−r (ℓ+1)𝑢 be residue vector by the end of
(ℓ +1)-th iteration. For any node𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 , we define Δ(𝑢𝑖 ) as follows:

Δ(𝑢𝑖 ) =←−𝜋 (ℓ+1) (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) −←−𝜋 (ℓ ) (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢)

+∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

(←−r (ℓ+1)𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) −←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )
)
· 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 ) . (22)

If Δ(𝑢𝑖 ) = 0 holds for each 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 , the lemma is established. Ac-
cording to Lines 4-12, we have
←−r (ℓ+1)𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) −←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )

= −←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) +
∑

𝑢𝑥 ∈𝑈←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑥 )≥𝜖𝑏
(1 − 𝛼) · ←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑥 ) · P(𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑥 )

for node𝑢 𝑗 with←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ≥ 𝜖𝑏 . Note that
←−r (ℓ+1)𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )−←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) =∑

𝑢𝑥 ∈𝑈&←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑥 )≥𝜖𝑏 (1 − 𝛼) ·
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑥 ) · P(𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑥 ) holds for node 𝑢 𝑗

with←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) < 𝜖𝑏 . Thus, Eq. (22) becomes

Δ(𝑢𝑖 ) =←−𝜋 (ℓ+1) (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) −←−𝜋 (ℓ ) (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) −
∑

𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )≥𝜖𝑏

←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 )

+∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑
𝑢𝑥 ∈𝑈←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑥 )≥𝜖𝑏

(1 − 𝛼) · P(𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑥 ) · 𝜋 (𝑢𝑥 , 𝑢 𝑗 ).

If←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) < 𝜖𝑏 , we have

Δ(𝑢𝑖 ) =
∑

𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )≥𝜖𝑏

←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 )

+∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑
𝑢𝑥 ∈𝑈←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑥 )≥𝜖𝑏

←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢𝑥 ) = 0.

Otherwise, we obtain

Δ(𝑢𝑖 ) = 𝛼 · ←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) −
∑

𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )≥𝜖𝑏

←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 )

+∑
𝑢𝑥 ∈𝑈 ,𝑢𝑥≠𝑢 𝑗
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑥 )≥𝜖𝑏

(←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢𝑥 )
)

+←−r (ℓ )𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) · (𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢𝑖 ) − 𝛼) = 0,

which seals the proof. □

Proof of Theorem 3.3. According to Lines 4-12 in Algorithm
2, in each round, each node 𝑢𝑖 involves converting 𝛼 portion of
←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) > 𝜖𝑏 to its approximate HPP ←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢), and distributing
the remaining residue to its neighbors 𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) as well as neighbors’
neighbors. Due to←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ≤ 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢), 𝑢𝑖 requires at most 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 )

𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏
iterations to convert its residue into the HPP. As a result, the cost
for a node 𝑢𝑖 is 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 )

𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏 · ∑𝑣𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) 𝑑 (𝑣 𝑗 ). When considering all
nodes 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 , the total time complexity is bounded by∑

𝑢∈𝑈
∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 )
𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏 ·∑𝑣𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) 𝑑 (𝑣 𝑗 )

= 1
𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

∑
𝑢∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ·

∑
𝑣𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) 𝑑 (𝑣 𝑗 )

= 1
𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈 ·

∑
𝑣𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 ) 𝑑 (𝑣 𝑗 ) =

1
𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏 ·

∑
𝑣𝑗 ∈𝑉 𝑑 (𝑣 𝑗 )2 .
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Table 4: Item recommendation performance (𝑘 = 5).

Similarity
DBLP Movielens Last.fm Amazon-Games

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝑘 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝑘

BHPP 0.165 0.115 0.609 0.22 0.441 0.163 0.36 0.136

HPP 0.15 0.097 0.291 0.105 0.416 0.15 0.28 0.108
Pearson 0.095 0.064 0.091 0.031 0.178 0.067 0.104 0.039
Jaccard 0.139 0.095 0.322 0.114 0.307 0.093 0.112 0.041
SimRank 0.157 0.109 0.325 0.118 0.356 0.112 0.209 0.088

CoSimRank 0.152 0.102 0.322 0.108 0.415 0.152 0.243 0.098
PPR 0.127 0.098 0.475 0.17 0.393 0.145 0.272 0.104

SimRank++ 0.15 0.101 0.325 0.118 0.367 0.12 0.277 0.103
P-SimRank 0.15 0.1 0.32 0.112 0.343 0.108 0.226 0.094

Therefore, the amortized cost of Algorithm 2 is 𝑂
(∑

𝑣𝑗 ∈𝑉 𝑑 (𝑣𝑗 )2

|𝑈 | ·𝛼 ·𝜖𝑏

)
.
□

Proof of Theorem 4.1. If SS-Push returns ←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) for each
node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 at Line 17, we have ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 such that←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 .
By Lemma 3.2, we obtain 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) −←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 , which holds for
each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 .

If Algorithm 3 breaks at Line 18, SS-Pushwill conduct sequential
push operations (Lines 19-28). This procedure can be regarded as
the SelectivePush when 𝜖𝑏 is set to 0. According to Lemma 3.2,
at the end of each iteration in sequential pushes, Eq. (8) still holds.
By Line 19, Algorithm 3 returns {←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) |𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 } when either
(i)←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 for each node 𝑢𝑖 in U or (ii)

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 .
Based on Eq. (8), we derive

𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) −←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ≤ 𝜖𝑏
∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 ) = 𝜖𝑏 and

𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) −←−𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢) ≤
∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

←−r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑏 ,

respectively, which complete our proof. □

Proof of Lemma 4.2. According to Eq. (3),

𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) =
∑∞
ℓ=0 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ · Pℓ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ),

which suggests that if we can prove for any 𝑡 ≥ 1,
P𝑡 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) =

P𝑡 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) , (23)

we establishes the lemma. Next, we prove Eq. (23) by induction. For
the based case, i.e., 𝑡 = 1, Eq. (2) implies
P(𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 𝑗 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) = 1

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 )
∑

𝑣𝑙 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 )∩𝑁 (𝑢 𝑗 )
𝑤 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑣𝑙 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) ·

𝑤 (𝑣𝑙 ,𝑢 𝑗 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑣𝑙 )

= 1
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )

∑
𝑣𝑙 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 )∩𝑁 (𝑢 𝑗 )

𝑤 (𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑣𝑙 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ·

𝑤 (𝑣𝑙 ,𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑣𝑙 ) =

P(𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) .

Thus, Eq. (23) holds when 𝑡 = 1. Assume that we have Eq. (23) for
any 𝑢 𝑗 ∈ 𝑈 when 𝑡 = ℓ . Then we consider the case for 𝑡 = ℓ + 1,
which satisfies

Pℓ+1 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 ) =

∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 )

Pℓ (𝑢,𝑢 𝑗 ) ·P(𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )

=
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 )

Pℓ (𝑢,𝑢 𝑗 ) ·P(𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 𝑗 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 )

=
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑁 (𝑢𝑖 )

Pℓ (𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑢 ) ·P(𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 𝑗 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) =

Pℓ+1 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) .

Therefore, the lemma is proved. □

Proof of Theorem 4.3. First, let−→𝜋 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) =←−𝜋 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) · 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) and

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) =←−r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ·
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 )
𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 ) (Lines 13-15). By Eq. (11), we have

𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) = −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) +
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) (24)

holds for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 .
If ∀𝑢 𝑗 ∈ 𝑈 −→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ≤

𝜖𝑓

𝜆
, plugging Eq. (18) into Eq. (24), we get

for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 ,

𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) − −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ 𝜖𝑓 ·
∑

𝑢𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 ,𝑢𝑖 )
𝜆

≤ 𝜖𝑓 .

Next, consider the case where ∀𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 such that −→r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) ≤
𝜖𝑓

𝜆
.

According to Algorithm 1 and Eq. (3), the p𝑢 returned at Line 21 in
Algorithm 4 satisfies

p𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 ) =
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑𝑡
ℓ=0
−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ · (U · V)ℓ (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 )

=
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑∞
ℓ=0
−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ · Pℓ (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 )

−∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑∞
ℓ=𝑡+1

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ · Pℓ (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 )

≥ ∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) −
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑∞
ℓ=𝑡+1

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ

For convenience, let −→𝜋 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) denote the approximate HPP ob-
tained at Line 22. Hence,

−→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) = −→𝜋 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) + p𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 )
≥ −→𝜋 ′ (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) +

∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 )

−∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑∞
ℓ=𝑡+1

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 )𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ

= 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) −
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑∞
ℓ=𝑡+1

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ

Since 𝑡 = log 1
1−𝛼

∑
𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢𝑖 )
𝜖𝑓

− 1, we have∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈

∑∞
ℓ=𝑡+1

−→r 𝑢 (𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ ≤ 𝜖𝑓 ,

which yields −→𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) ≥ 𝜋 (𝑢,𝑢𝑖 ) − 𝜖𝑓 and completes our proof. □

Proof of Lemma 4.4. According to Algorithm 1, we have

𝝆 = 1 ·∑𝜏
ℓ=0 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

ℓ · Pℓ , (25)

when inputting e = 1 and 𝑡 = 𝜏 . Note that∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) = 𝝆 (𝑢𝑖 ) +

(
1 ·∑∞ℓ=𝜏+1 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)ℓ · Pℓ ) (𝑢𝑖 )

≤ 𝝆 (𝑢𝑖 ) + |𝑈 | ·
(
1 −∑𝜏

ℓ=0 𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)
ℓ
)

= 𝝆 (𝑢𝑖 ) + |𝑈 | · (1 − 𝛼)𝜏+1,
implying that max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈

∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) ≤ max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈 𝝆 (𝑢𝑖 ) + |𝑈 | ·

(1 − 𝛼)𝜏+1. Besides, according to Lemma 4.2,∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) =

∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 ) · 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )

𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ,

leading to max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈
∑
𝑢 𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝜋 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 ) ≤

max𝑢𝑖 ∈𝑈 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )
min𝑢𝑗 ∈𝑈 𝑤𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) . This com-

pletes our proof. □

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Since 𝜖𝑓 = 𝜖−𝜖𝑏 , combining Theorems
4.3 and 4.1 proves the theorem. □
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