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Abstract: Link prediction aims to predict missing or future links through currently observed information of network.
Existing mainstream methods are mostly applied to undirected network, and some methods designed for directed
network ignored the diverse heterogeneous features of common neighbor. For this problem, a generalized common
neighbor algorithm was proposed. Firstly, a generalized common neighbor was defined for the directed network.
Then the degree of contribution of different structures was measured by the joint edge probability of the directed
neighbor isomers, and the existing undirected local similarity index is improved by the new definition, redefining
eight kinds of directed similarity indicators based on generalized common neighbor. Experiments on 12 datasets
show that proposed method generally improves the performance of existing predictive indicators under two metrics.

Key words: directed network, link prediction, common neighbor, heterogeneous fusion

Wi BE: 2019-09-03; 2@ BHA: 2020-02-13

BIEEE: B2, 1375565768@qq.com

BEWHE: HEARRAIESE (61803384)

Foundation Item: The National Natural Science Foundation of China (61803384)

WIS AR Bd, A, IR, A ST SO TR AR S A T 2B TN VA (D], A AR R 2 A A,
2020, 6(5): 89-100.

ZHAO X L, JI X S, LIU S X, et al. Link prediction methods based on generalized common neighbor in directed network [J].
Chinese Journal of Network and Information Security, 2020, 6(5): 89-100.



© 90+ P 2 1545 WL e A 5 6 4%

1 35l

Ak, SIMEE BRI E LTI R
G AER LB R S T, LBy e )
(G EINE T N NS SR (3 5 b T =R v R |
90 2% P L 00 JEL TN 90 % 1 R i el ok
R R R, R A 4R s R A X
AN O N i P O R T S S E2 8] U AN S il 2
AR IVt FAT K (6 S5 s N FH 8

YHT, R TG ) Y 4% 1 A i P AR ST 2
AR R, B BRI g ) L T T
%, JERE RN RAARLE . A R AL 4R
bro JRTBAHALE R AR AR A T A AR,
& R ORFRA N 25 o 4 Jay A AL 38 b % 18 4= I 4
FAF S TIINRE B, H S A A T AR
fro SR, ATIIEESUEE T TR M4, If HIL
R B A SR Fa bs 3 A DL E B N T A M
25 1) FI)

JR R FLLE F bR AL R AT S I (CN, common
neighbor) fEbrf FACKME, DRI ) I 4% i i 2
HI7 e, AT I R AR AT AR 2 M R T A
LS8 PN 7 58 RS AN [F) S T X 2 Tl 2 e, AR
BRAR 7 A 1) D0 2% o PR TR 5, L 2 ol I 2 22
B SCHR[14FTTE IR, A ] W9 28 A /AR R 1H)
FLEHLE, B AU ) T R ) ) DA R Y,
FLARAT SO0 B OISR, WO W 2 TR AR
R e, M A E, HEIB{E &N
7R N LGSR I R R T ORAE ], SRR A
B HAT A R W R gk, I e AR AR
W 2% B [ 3 T BEAT T o SCHRL1S ]I A2 e ok %of )
2 P[RR Js S5 T (PR AT G v I AE R
AHAL A AEL, 5 PRIKS B2 EHUAS T AR I8 -
Valverde %) F A AS A4 BB HIFITAIE S T 4%
()N B 6 F0Ks 3 B AT BEAA (AN RIS A6 7 1) 56
SRR 52 35 T AR PE ST, B R
WUEEFR bR, FEFL[RARJEIEm EE T+ T P I fg -
SR, IR BRI BT VEA IR AT 5 bm 5 i i
R TA M, Bbxt JRHA8 w54 2 FE 1 IR &
X4y, B H A REXT LI 22 2R F TG 1) 1)
2% JR AR AR AR, iSRS bR 3L R Q0 AR
A ) 2 CAR AR AR O . DRI, A ) I 4% T

i}

S TN 12 14 ) ) 4 e 22 A5 1 ) 8 408 S e ) T X
HEATT00

BT BRI, ASCER LT SO AR
(100 s T B, JE O A AT R 8% v AL [R)AR A )
SRR BARER, AR Z R i il = AR
DURRFRRE, FREh G MEZRs 9 PR Hh 0 44
PRREATRLG, 21 RS RAR R v 7 =
FEIET ok, XA g e X8 FRIET CN 1)
AAYEFR bR, A8 A ORI 38 R 408 e v A )il
{5 BIERN T ) 4% o 7E 12 /N B HR4E 1 5K
%I, #E AUC M Ranking Score ffi & Fx#E I FT
P SRS T W HER R, J0UF T i %
R ER:g

2 MXIENE

LU CN HIR A PN s A 2
SRR, WP s ) T AR . A GIN
PR SUREIRIRE A, n] AN [R] 1R £ BE AT AR LA AH AL
Pefebr, FAMHE Salton!" 4845 Jaccard!" 545
Sorensen’" 48 5 . HPIPU#& ki . HDIP? #5 5 .
LHN-IHE bR, S346, % REILIRIAT Jm 15 w5 10 B I
4 Adamic-Adar™ (AA) $RF5 . B (RA,
resource allocation) fikr. 7E3CHR[26]H, %
SN ERFRPR T A ) AR AR R AT RgidE H T
AL, —EREEE FRE s T A W4 i i
AERAYE , AT H ot J5 1A Il FR bR g A T H IR
A I 28 5 AR A 1 LA B L, 3841
PAPL LPPY Katz®hiX 3 FhEifidEbr. BUAHAR
KA bR B A 7 77 N SR AW R

CN $8b5: LA i (a) L) 40 Ja £ H A7 1% 10
ATRETE, HonA

S, AL NE ()] )]
Hordr, T, (x) R 80 x 19 H AR A

T, (v) R 18y MONEARJE T .
Salton F&br: EIL[RQEIEME F 51 AT 5
FEfE R, S s BUT U b, RoRh
s @) )
’ \/kout(x).kin(y)
Jaccard $5FR: 1T A4S R EE A H AL R AT S 11
drtk, RoRN



ERE] R BT SCIC IR AT (AT 1r) I 2% BB 000N 07 V% <91~

N LPMCIIARINGY;

YL @UT, (0]

Serensen: FL[R] 4T i L5 3 1 sLK 2 AN L,
ELV

G)

2L, ®NE,()|
? kout (x) + kin (y)

HPI fibr: I3[R 408 it 3w 1 o /N JEE [ EE A

4

R
s - I}Lm(x)fWT;(y)l )
7 mindk,, (x),k, (»)}
HDI fabr: 5 HPI 2 AL, F£oR K
¢ - Lu@NLO)] ©)

Xy

~ max {k,, (x).k, (1)}
LHN-I f8%5: 5 Salton 3& XAHML, 435 A b
T2 L FBRA TR, RN
_ T () Nr, ()]
. kout (x) ' kin (y)

AA FebR: 5 IEIL[E AR R SRR B [
AR SRR, 9T B N T s RE R gy
2 (SRR N, KRl

1
zet, (o, () 108 K (2)
Hrp, ky (2) FoRILRIETE z (.

RA f8b5: AR THESEILRE, KL FLR
JERL AL B A, AL 38 P YR B 5% A Al
bk, RN

1

S, = (€))
’ z€loy (X%W,. ) kout (Z)

PA fEFr: A HEUMERIELT - HEZ
B, Rk

(7

S, = ®)

Sy = kou (%) Ky () (10)

LP f8br: £ a8 B2 8T =k
TR, Eorh
S,=A"+a-4 (11)

Katz $fb5r: 4R8N T A KR, &ornA
S, = ia’ -|pathsif;
1=1

(A, +o’(A), ++a" (4,  (12)

= ochy +

3 BT XEARSSERBIEEE

AT BT L R 48 5 R ARABA A Fig b A1 AT 1) 199 2%
NI, HILFAR R E X z e T, ()N, ()
RIS 6 2 T I x — z — y (5 ) B AR I B2 11
QIR e T 1) D0 5% £ Jy 8 46 A 52 2 TG 1)
W&, I T 1) R SRR L BT A A A R
gt E 2R R IE . LRI E E 7 A
SR Z A I S IEILE R, SR T IR AR
Je PRT FREIN HE B A A7 7] D99 226 FoU 0K 2k s P2 1K o 39
TR RO TT T 4 ARG R B ) SR, A
A9 AN ) 5 R o 3 3 0 7 A B RN o B
WEFERI, I FABRR 26 AT 1) 9 2 T AL 2
HIETAH 4 Fha] g SO IEIT 5 4R A T B i
T A B

DRlatt, ) 0 o 5 1 i) A ) P9 % AT T o
S Rl A 1) 3 T R P 25 Tl ) A T )
Dil
3.1 BRERFRETH XERPEMERT

A1 LI MEAE T, Tk x 5y il Y
L NI B T 2% e B3 [ 4R J 4 A
z, WK1 PR, S1ERRIT Fx 5 y B
BRI E T Sz, Mzel, (x)N,(») X
e S9 AR —3IR, b Al SRR TR )
SR B, T, (x) R x [ H AR
15, AIACHAE S3. S8, S9 ZEf x — z IR 1)
PEAS R, T, (v) o y MONFERR S5 1, Bl S5,
S7. S9 Hityrh z — y KIFR I PR 00 ftk, I
AR 8 M B 2R 3 [ 0 i By ml it od (SR i i
) BEAT fi 38, BRSO AR JE CGMCN,
generalized mutual common neighbor) & X U1K .

EX 1 )OI H AR R 45 A ) M 2%
G(V,E), Hr, v REMETGES, EAX
MEHED RS, ZAMEHNY R xSy 1
] SR FAR fa e s (13) Fror.

zeT,(x)NT,(y),i,j € fout,in,bila;  (13)

Forp, T, (o) o579 1 o Tl B L FE R 48
IEE e

T SOL RSB SR E O730 2R T 5T
ARG -RE, fRUE T RGBS s



©92 . 28 15455 B 2 A AR

5 6 4%

A o BRI, R ELN PN LN 9 2 E 2
FEAERT S HVERL. Brzozowski S0 fE4EAT
K%k WaterCooler 50T, I A I I Z M 4%
T, ST S E R 2, AR AR LA
S1 &5t AE i b, (IS LeBl sy, AR T
R LA AT W g A T I AR (P
YIHE M 28 TAZ IR A L AAAAE, 1S9 Gk
ARETD I L) B, SN & H AR AW 1) 2 G

IR

'
DIATATAYA
ATATATS

B JERAR SR A 1 A e
Figure 1 Directed heterogeneous form of common neighbor structure
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Table 2 Basic characteristics of datasets

Ktk 14 |E] kout max  Kin max  <K> c
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AC 1226 2613 20 24 2,13 0.07
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Table 3 Comparison of AUC results

AG/ RS CN GMCN  PA LP Katz
HS 0.843 0.893  0.646 0.872 0.878
RH 0.883 0912 0.666 0.891 0.892
AH 0.717 0.807  0.684 0.779 0.877
PH 0.76 0.863 0.71 0.849 0.933
UA 0.971 0975 0.953 0.976 0.964
OF 0.972 0.98 0.933 0.986 0.981
CE 0.795 0.882  0.806 0.85 0.867
SM 0.895 0927  0.956 0.969 0.997
KH 0.922 0931  0.982 0.982 0.999
\'A% 0.921 0.95 0.982 0.979 0.985
CH 0.787 0.906  0.886 0.919 0.944
AC 0.608 0.7 0.857 0.699 0.9
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Table 4 AUC results of similarity index based on GMCN

K% Salton GMSalton Jaccard GMJaccard Serenson GMSerenson HPI GMHPI HDI GMHDI LHN GMLHN AA GMAA RA GMRA
HS 0845  0.899 0.844 0.888 0.847 0.879 0.843  0.887 0.844 0.888 0.862 0.924 0.845 0.881 0.843  0.901
RH 0.887 0919 0.885 0.91 0.886 0.904 0.882 0901 0.882 0906 0.872 0.899 0.886 0.903  0.881 0.89
AH 0717  0.808 0.715 0.809 0.716 0.808 0.715 0.808 0.717 0.807 0.711 0.805 0.714 0.751 0.716  0.735
PH 0755 0.861 0.756 0.853 0.758 0.857 0.758  0.861 0.756 0.854 0.751 0.875 0.746 0.836 0.744  0.775
UA 0953 0961 0.949 0.954 0.951 0.952 0.923  0.936 0949 0952 0.872 0.872 0972 0977 0974 0.984
OF 0968 0.976 0.967 0.975 0.967 0.976 0962 097 0966 0975 0954 096 0974 0979 0974 0975
CE 0785 0.856 0.785 0.821 0.784 0.844 0.789  0.84 0.781 0816 0.777 0.787 0.802 0.871  0.801  0.811
SM  0.893  0.925 0.895 0.921 0.893 0.925 0.894 0925 0.893 0923 0.893 0.921 0.87 0909 0.88% 0.923
KH 0923 094 0.924 0.932 0.923 0.939 0.922 0945 0924 0932 0925 0931 0.894 0917 0923 0.93
WV 0918  0.941 0.919 0.93 0.919 0.944 0914 094 0919 0932 0911 0914 0922 0943 0919 0.943
CH 0.789 0.903 0.79 0.904 0.788 0.903 0.79 0902 0.789  0.904 0.789 0.9 0.787  0.904  0.789  0.909
AC  0.606 0.7 0.606 0.699 0.606 0.696 0.606  0.698  0.609 0.699 0.607 0.697 0.603 0.677 0.615 0.693
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Figure 2 AUC of GM-indexs and original indexs under different datasets

52 RS &REDH

GMCN 5 CN f#] Ranking Score %} Lt 45 B 4F
5. HAEMNEMACKE, GMCN FEhRIF T
TEREDIR AT T CN ks, H HAEAEAZ ML
RIS, AHLL CN FEFRI RS 20 E T3 B R
4 30.9%, 1T PA K LP 4845, 7F HS f RH %%
B FACT Katz $8k8, FREAE T3T
GMCN  [FIAHARL P Fi b 5 A 58 S X 285 TR 12 F
YERE. 994, fF UA. CE. WV. CH ¥4 I
GMCN 7] 5 LP. PA. Katz T iR$EHriAFIAY

(R AME, PRI T 1SR B R PO 4 e PR (1)
Pt

[F] I GMSalton 45 8 Fi1JT- GMCN [f145E4x
75 12 NS N RS 2MEAER 6 HIH TR . %
8 Fifbr RS 1370l i Ik T~ I Fa bs » 76 % A M
2B LRI A TR, [N AUC
M AR EEOLF A S . idE HS s 4E b
JiFEFR RS 20 H1 0.15 B2 0.09 Zc47, Hifbdats
AT 40%, #1282 0 288 4R Bl B et
WK, ZRIRIRAE WV BEEM L. CH XGHE M 4%



$S5 M R FE T SCILIR) AR S A 1 Do) 2% B B2 0 v ©97
% 5 Ranking Score 5 Rt
Table 5 Comparison of Ranking Score results

Hllnsk CN GMCN PA LP Katz

HS 0.159 0.093 0.397 0.152 0.139

RH 0.12 0.094 0.358 0.111 0.112

AH 0.256 0.17 0.316 0.201 0.123

PH 0.188 0.102 0.297 0.11 0.06

UA 0.027 0.023 0.048 0.024 0.035

OF 0.025 0.019 0.068 0.015 0.018

CE 0.178 0.114 0.199 0.143 0.13

SM 0.131 0.098 0.042 0.045 0.003

KH 0.084 0.067 0.017 0.018 0.001

wv 0.077 0.052 0.02 0.02 0.015

CH 0.139 0.071 0.119 0.07 0.054

AC 0.232 0.192 0.145 0.197 0.089
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Table 6 Ranking Score results of similarity index based on GMCN

Hfli4E Salton GMSalton Jaccard GMJaccard Serenson GMSerenson HPI  GMHPI HDI GMHDI LHN GMLHN AA GMAA RA GMRA
HS 0.5 0085 0.5 0.087 0.151 0097  0.54 0091 0.53 0091 0137 0118 035 0.115 0136 0.093
RH 0117 0098 0118 0.098 0.118 0.104 0119 0105 021 0102 0.119 0103 0104 0089 0.104 0.082
AH 0256 0.7 0256 0.17 0256 0.17 0256 017 0256 0.7 0255  0.75 0257 0.181 0255 0.178
PH 0.87  0.101 0.188 0.1 0.188 0.104 0187 0.03 0.89 0109 0177 0115 0176 012 0175 0.112
UA 0046 0039  0.048 0.047 0.048 0047 0074 0064 005 0049 0126 0124 0027 0022 0025 002
OF 003 0024 0.03 0.025 0.03 0025 0035 0029 0031 0026 0042 0039 0024 0017 0022 0016
CE 087  0.156 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.153  0.83 0.64 0092 018 0241  0.188 0.166 0.128 0.165 0.113
SM 0131 0.101 0.131 0.103 0.131 0.101 0131 001 031 0103 0136 0106 0.166 0.128 0.135 0.105
KH 0084 0068  0.084 0.078 0.084 0072 0084 0067 0084 0079 0079 0069 0.119 0092 0078 0.066
WV 0081  0.055 0.08 0.071 0.08 0057 0083 0061 008 0068 0086 0073 0075 0059 0.076 0.057
CH 014 0072 0139 0.071 0.139 0.072 0.14 0074 039 0072 014 0076 0.139 0072 0138 0.071
AC 0233 0193 0233 0.194 0233 0.193 0233 093 0233 0194 0244 0198 0248 0206 0244 0.197
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Figure 3 Ranking score of GM-indexs and original indexs under different datasets
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