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Pairwise interaction tensor factorization based tag recommendation

LU Yanan, DU Dongfang
(School of Com puter Science and Technology, USTC, Hefei 230027, China)

Abstract: The tag recommendation system is a series of tags that are most likely to be used to tag a
resource for the target user. Currently, the Tucker decomposition model has better prediction quality than
the traditional FolkRank algorithm, but it has high time complexity and is difficult to apply to large and
medium-sized data sets. Although the time complexity of the regular decomposition model is linear, its
prediction quality is not high. To solve these problems, firstly, the paired interaction tensor
decomposition model PITD on the basis of improving the Tucker decomposition model is proposed. The
model considers only some of the two-to-two interactions between the three characteristics of users.,
resources, and tags, reducing the impact of irrelevant information on model performance and efficiency.
Then, the PITD model is deduced by Bayesian personalization method, and the corresponding optimization
algorithm is designed. Finally, extensive experiments on real data sets show that the PITD model has
better recommendation performance than the comparison algorithm.

Key words: recommendation system;tag recommendation;tensor decomposition; BPR

R EHA: 2018-02-13; fEEIBHE: 2018-05-15
EEEAN . W GEIER) . &, 1993 4=, ii+-4=. 58 5 1) A HE RS B2 >). E-mail: yananlu@mail. ustc. edu. cn



32 T EAFHRRFFR

% 49 &

0 515

it 2 FI0C PR ) 7L T R R TR B T £ S AR
. R TR P ERECA N ELE B R R G s
AR HEFE 2R G382 X FH P %6 5 28 066 I 4 A 5Lk
AT AL FRAT BT S A5 BN AR S A A A EFREAE 34 17 ) 1
AT AR IR 5. I FH fe )3z 3 7 1k 02 T
]t g Bkt A AR R BB A R - (%) FH
JIT U ) B A I 32 A2 AL . B ] o 0 A R 3k
A3 RN P2 B AE B P ) AT R
FEA PR i A T AR P R e Rk
I PSSR B SR P IR PR AE
RUFH P R ST YR A T3 T00I 155 4 2 P X AR 140
BV IRPT 3. TR 0 Bip [ Ao 308 530 10 D 3 sk 4
FHPAT A sk S5 A5 I8 E 7w B A5 A8, AT D 452 7
FRENH P B U5 A O A A I8 o 11530 P A s
PERRAE 22 1) A AR B R A T PR AR .

1 G BAFERE 2R G385 25 T TP B i 8] A —
e H IR F A Y s i PR A SRR T AR
RITINAS 3 B R RO RT N BT AR e A B R 7
g5 HARHI P Bt S, B 1 P B ) ) — 4 5¢
RARZWAE A TR A B R w4 1 2
HAT N AR T e E R RS0 4t ia T 2
M LS, [ It e A S A b Rl - 2 005 2.

PEAESE AN Wil B B Delicious, last. fm DL M H
BT 2eAt SshRic RGEAHAS FH P AT DL H 0 2% B¢
PR AN BIAR 2. bR 24 R E it 2
PRiFE RS A YT R B S 2 SR, i
P S e A | VT S AN N B SEE SRR N [ B ol 17
M MR G, XG5 N MRS R AT
BTGP IR L, RS Z B 1) = iSRS H O R, B
s 0y v AR D BB (B) 1 G 3R 52 2 M bR A 4 77
SEE BTN T MR, AR A v Y G B )
T AR BN A IS M 25 R AR P BEUR DL S bR 2% ]
SHERR IR A SR IE X Z = 4E X RHAT 4
it [ Fsf A o A o R BT e FH P L BSR4
YRR R AR BAR B AR

AT AR (R AR SO T — A T O
A8 H K AR B B HEAA A Y (pairwise interaction
tensor factorization, PITD). iz RIS FH | 7ER
VLB R 28 22 18] ) = 4 0 A7 fitd 78 9K 1 45 14 1 L Al
b A P BEIR AR A AN REIE Z ] 4
WIS HORF I 1 T 7 BB RSP B LA S s
fRsE A HE T A DL A AR HE)P Y (Bayesian

personalized ranking, BPR)YZ& % PITD #5847
WS IR T AR I DA B . AR SO 32 2 DTk
Eﬂ: H

CIOERFRE R R GRS T — R 2L
20 1] AR 1 5 X B2 KB i O PR S AR
% PITD.

CID#& T 357 0~ L HEF (BPRO 1
PITD tR& #2585, it S PITD B, Jfxf 2
BAATIIR A A3 3) T B R I .

EESCERAE L) IZ LR EE T PITD bR
WA DA ARV AE 4 B DL KOS R HERE R b T 38 R
%t AR TR A MR RE.

1 HXIE

HIER SRS R G HA M E I P L5
PEFIARZS 3 X4, SCHRL 17 DK 3 SRR Z5 -5 AT
PREE R G, T SCHRABE Y R AR A S [ A
A9 RS 3 T <<H P, BEUR RS > 0 A
PR G R 1] P A in s AN . H R /N P X e
PR FH AR AN BN, Jn SR P o XU 7
THAAREE ¢ o SR ARSI (uvive) A
(usisty) MR AR S 1/2. JEIT %S0
3 LA A —EB L IR AE A AT Ak D i
PR B AR IR () L. 33X b5 B 1 e 4 XA
SRR 3K LI R AR LR REAR SR NI —
FERRPE b BRI RS AR RE.

AL 18 ] e i T PageRank 59%, iZ 5B %
T LA W 2%t A DU Y PageRank {H . K 1%
(BB R/ g ot T o S B I b v Sk o R 2% e
RIS T AT HER. T PageRank Ff A H &1
PEAL B RE AT B2 FH T AR 2 M AN BEERAS 352 5 119
WEAE T i

HER[19 )8 T FolkRank 2, 12584 3 il 5L
A SBAE R A — AR T P AR R
FH P FERR B 0 FH 08 s 28 2 E 22 19, T3 ¢ R
BT, BEAN 6T P RIARZE 200 00 [R] A
ir. 5 PageRank 251U, FolkRank 3% A T B&EHL
TREAY, B T4 T B S8R B, M A
BT R . TR A<, BRI >
XIHREEE T A AR B LS %, T B 1Y i 17 B )
2 A% B s DT 24 D 45 rh (9 15 5L i SR S
it HGE B AT R %

RPN = s R R A L B
JRLL R ARZE Rl 3 J6 R T4l — di=s a3 41



%14

AT RS RERE S5 &3 33

XN F S B P 550 P SR8 LA KBS 545
2. BRI AT LOR C A 1 e 53 15 0
A TREMAER G BRI E T P SR AR
25 Z ) B REARAE AR . T I IRl R, SCHRT 20 175 %%
Wk A TSRS RSP Ik ER
3ANHERE Sy RN AR R G i B
FIFRZE 3 A% 5. HEMKE ZHEFE R o i) 2 =4k,
B2 T HOSVD R Bir &3 5 (550 i) J7 i » e & i i
XoF Jert g v st 2 L ) N A Dk B, O S R
PRAHERE. T B E AR 0 e T M ik IR T
ANREIB B = A .

SCHER L6 148 1 — 5O 7Y T 58 v ) i
(Tucker decomposition, TD) B4 #5277 7 2. A
ity i T SCER[20] 9 i HOSVD 5 3716 B0 %
fi] B L R/ T DU A I 1) ke 4 5 122 SCHR s ST e )
AIT AT B Ao bR R, [ B X Dt s B 10 B v
fi T etk pE g T AR SR i TD BB RTF
(ranking with tensor factorization) J5 . 5556 45 5
FWH RTF AX e HOSVD B 5 20 [] i 4 75 2
U B

TE] 43 f# (canonical decomposition, CD) J&
TD M —FRRRERIE B0, 2 —Fh 48 B 5K o 43 i
FERY, B TD B B A0 ok & 728 oy — AR ik
AR A et ok T Ak TD BEAY, F AR A H AT 4
PE R B) 42 2% B L LB X6 = A 5080 o0 1t 1) A Ol E b
SRAFAE XA CD BRI B TR bR )2 1 H.

RIREET TD BB 5k B o A 8 5 HoA O vk
FHEE, ORI T 8 m AR HERE B . ol T A
B3 As B RO ok AT 2 = ZERY . 2O BB Rl
YIZRFNTII 4 6] 1] 52 % B 5k vy, T {45 TD A A
ANSBEAR YR, R i BB E . B X)L, SOk
[22 ] #8 8 T PITF (pairwise interaction tensor
factorization) 73 A Y, IZ B AL CD A58 1) —F
FEIRNE O, & LA 1] = R0 5% 05 22 8] 179 52 5L R 1)
I3 it e AT BNAAERE AL, TR KU/ 1 51
SLORIE. [RIE . AHOC S U 2R W PITE BER HAR 52 1Y
CD R AT HAF 472 A

2 ETHMNZERESBHIIREHE
FFIEE
2.1 [EEEX RS
T RAPEAAR AT AL R Fe ]
SR HISCHRE 67119 o 77 i BV U 3o B 6o o

AR I FRFEGETA IR, T #om R
Ahr%s. S ZIEmEfF R B SCUXIXT , (u,
iv0) € S EEWEM T u AR t bRicd WIR
i RSO E SRR P BRIEX < w.i > 4R 5

— DX ARSI RFCR >, HI R
T ZR Y 3 kA it .

CIDH5Eatk

Viist, € Tity Ft2=>00 >,its V12 >0t

CID RO R

Viroty © Tuty >ty Nty >>,it1=0 =123

QIIBZESE s

Viistrstys € Tity >0t Nt >,05=0
=il

EARHS B X 4 TCH (usistasty) »ZenHTE
SRURUR § WEARAERT R RE THRSE ¢4 o A L BEAR S
tp . FBE, AT RAGE AR I 255

Dg: ={(usistnsty) | (usistp) €
S A (usisty) € S).

FELA EVIZRAR NS IR o 2R SC B 2 70
Fu FEXTRAG B R i FE TR O FARSE ¢ 1Y
T A B X 2 B 25 1 0 S0P PR ) i 0 T AR 9
VPR E AT AR 25 T P o I OC T A48 8 %
U8 1 TopN br%551% .

Top(u,i,N) :arrg:r?axi ,,,,, .
Ho, N Fom e &M <P B> (i)
MIBREER.
2.2 PITD #&If 45

PITD J&X} TD L7 kit , TD B % HAA T

KA

Y =C XU X;I X T (D
Ao, Xy ka5 TR E R NEEA, T
b U 2R 5K it 55 40 BEAH 3 i 5K 5t 1) J T 5 1wl B
Y =C X U FR

ky
Yu.[-[ - Eculei.[ ° Uu.u/ (2)
‘=1

HARR St Iy 5802 . A H% 8 TD B b =
AP ATl 2 L. PR D AR SCHE eI 7R LA K fe
JE XS RAHEAT I HE BB R X
[B] AT L OC AR R EA TR E— IR GE N
posOMEATHERE. 1EA %5 18 A BT I A] i) 52 LU
ORI B AR O o i S 3 ANRR AR I =2 8] 1) O
FW kA, B AT B AR



34 T EAFHRRFFR

% 49 &

Y=Cx,[UD1IX[1DI]X [TV D T']
(3
A, * @ 7 HRPHEZEHE R ERAE. o T — 2R
UEFH P USSR 22 18] 35 A AT AR] 28 5 o 3 1 52 il fie & 1)
THO 3T T BT A O 7 B A S R A — e ek AR, 4
B 1R bk i C 850 i B A\AS B 43, oA
FXT AL PAER S C1 F1 C* e E 2L, HAR R EL SR
G350 05 T FR LAY 3 AR AR B (U D 1],
[(IOTIURITY @ T"] . WE 1 s sk & i
VRPN
Y =C' XuU X1 X, TV 4 C X1 X1 X4 T ()
HirdFRoRIEA N

. — E: E: E: 1 U
yu.i.l‘ - Cu’.i/.t, S Uy ® 11',1" * Zl-t, +
u’ i I
9 .
220 20k L i o the (B
o i .

1
cl v | U 1|
o

E1 PITD &%
Fig. 1 PITD model
S F ST BPR AR 2 47 53005 AT LISR 4%
BESEC .CP.UITY F T, I 58 O bR
) T
2.3 ETF BPR ) PITD #rEHEFEE X
FRATHE L5 2 28 P e — 90 HE 7 471
FH P B 0] 58 32 AR 2 AT 55 55 A6 R X B4 45 78 1Y
post(u,i) FREAEREHTF >, C T X T B{E
%5 5 Mg ZANAA S SH DM A BER K.
PO >, pC>,. |0 p® (6)
K, 0 BAERISHL B post Z (AL E kST 1Y
DU 368 o %o AR S A0 e K Akl 75
argmax 1l pCui 1O« p )

(w.HEUXI

PR RATE X p (> | ) AT T

WXty #te Hitpg 7 tp B, Py >>,ilp o) 5

plte > itp | O ZIAHESL. T 14 >, 5 S2—
AMASS IS5, Rt

1l p 1=

(u,i)€UXI

11 PUn uitn | 008 (usistnsty) € Dg) o

(usist g ot ) EUXIXT?
(]_p(tA >u-,i[’B ‘6))8((“919[39tA)6D5)
(8

A, & BAE/R R A HIRRIL 4 T (usivtnatp)
SERAEIZRAE T FA TR E Ly
1, 4k 6 Bo7
Y= .
HT T FATT I S50 ) B 43 BR RO AT R R
(usistpsta) € Ds BATTHERY, AT (8) H A2
TR RE B . TR (@) i T AR AT A

Il ro o= 11  pGi=ts 1O

(u.i)€UXI (usistpstp)E€Dg
(9
N TAEHR SR 0 E X
pUn =ity | 0 =0y, 0, (0 (10
K, o /& logistic ME: o(x) =1/(1 + e ).
Yty oy (O ARER w L6 T YW 25 - HX R
Bt n IR ¢ B BEPEARES £ TARKRZS £ P RLT
1957
X A w5 53 T P IR 2 <w i > X5
2 ta WM IF (A 25 P IR A <<w s i > XA ¢35
(P {E, JF 5 B 2. 2 4 9 PITD #E80, FR AT
E L
Yty 0 s =i (O — vy, (0 (11
X, 0 B C.CPUUTY AT, T 5
IS FATFERE T RT3 W 0 . TS5

1l ra o= 11

(i) EUXI (wviviy 1) €Dg

0 (Vuiive, = Yusivey)

(12)
h TSR A U6 R 8 T E AT R e 5 M R
PO ABRAERIZEL 0 IRMIHEEN 0. 25N 0 1
IEADA B 0 ~ N (0,651 . XFFHIMEN 0, TN
oil W D Hem i oA 5 , HAR S B s gk
D
P

7%[0;; Y—lez'ez]

f(x)=Qm) *% . (67) —
(13
T

.
Inp@ |6 =In[ [ NG, | 0.631)] =
i=1

N
> nl (o) —% e o2l 10017 4 O =
i=1

.
L 10,0, —%NDlnag +C, an

2074
A, C O HEEL
¥ BRI A2 MADOH AR G6) g E]
THET BPR 1Y PITD ARZEHE A1 H AR R L.




PR AT B AR 35

%1 ATRIXLKE
BPR—OPT: =In  [[  6(yui,)* p@ =

(usistystp)€Dg

6 (3, ) + Inp (0) =

2

(usistpstp)€Dg

2

(usisty stp)€Dg

2

(uiistp ) €Dg

~ 1 & ,
lng(yu.,z’,r/x,rlg ) _7226, 6,‘ _(32 -

2(79 i=1

11’1(7(3/)\“”"[‘4 7§u-,i.ln ) 7/10 H 6 H %:
(15

N
ZT‘K:EP9 Ag:1/20'§, H 0 H i :261‘/6; , Co %ﬁﬁaxd‘

=1
LB SRICFE , BT LA fe 2 38 38 2000 220 i i dee KAk
JEMER LT LIRSS 800 B C.C* .U I TV i
T,
2.4 ZIE&k
FT e RACIE IR, AT DL FHBRRE Tk,
BARNY, &5 153
J ~
@(lno'(yu,i.z/\.tg ) _/19 ® || 0 || %) oC
A —0Yuiryy)) *

d ~ d ~ )
aeyu,iytA aﬁyu.iytA

B L2 PITD B8 i 2% A 2 80K G = 4K
g

( —Ay+ 0 (16)

Hyu.,,/ . U ;)yu.j./ - .
1 Uy i s =i *li
dew i dciy iy
ayu,i-,l _ . U
Ju o Covy Lt
usu i 1,
ayu,i.l ) !
] - Coy *lias
i T
ayu.i-/ .
B E § N . ,
ati{t’ i 7 (/l('.iﬂ,z’ Uy,u' o
(’)yu.i.z ) )
o Coow S lisi's
atl.l' u I it

HT Ds K/ANROC S [« T D GlFIEFE
K R EHER BB RE B IS4G 2+ FB . 42 IR
AP post MYNIT ELH (8 FH BE LS BE 1 30
WANTIAT. N T I A (R, kR FH Y 5 R A T
I D W BEAL I ER T e AL, 15 B i 2 2F )

Bix2.1 ETF BPRE PIID FREHHFE*

A :Ds,a,A

. CLCLULLTY #TY

1 #H N0, 6" DR C'.C*, UL LTV, T'

2 M Ds HFEIETREE (usista s ts)

3 }//:“"i“x\“B ::};u'i'l./\ 75;“""5

4810y .))

5 for (u',i',t) €k, Xk Xk, do

6 Ch=CliwFae (3 (uuy + (=t )=
« Coie)

TChr o< ChieFas (5 Gy oo (d e —t 0 —2
< Chie)

8 end for

9 for(i',t") €k Xk, do

10 uyy < Uy Tae (3 (ZZCEM’-\' . (t}i\,l' *t};_\'))*
Aeougy)
11 end for

12 for (u',t") €k, Xk, do

13 iy <iny ta s (3 (22& < (=t ) —A
i)

14 end for

15 for (u',i") €k, Xk do

16t o=t Fas (3 (2 2el

17t <t Fas (8e (=2 ke * ww) —A

) A )

* i)
18 t{A,l'et{A,l'Jra (3 (%);ci',iuy i) A th.u)
19 l{B_[’ ‘*111{,;’ + as* (0 (— Z Z’: Ca’,;’_[’ . i,Ai’) — A
s i)
20 end for
21 FEE W 2~20, RS

3 ZWERSHH

3.1 ZRHIEE

SEg i d T MovieLens 508 8 2E17 VA4S, B
Tz B G A B, S v A B 2 S A 3
MovieLens 10 it & M10, MovielLens 19 it 2% M19
Fl MovieLens 29 il M29 3% 3 4~ # 4. Hop,
MI10 Z1E5E# 1) Movielens g 45 H M 5% 1 H 7
(Y IR A (9% U 1Y) SC IR B8 e b 28 1 G IR HO /b T
10 25 19 I P OB 98 B bp 28). M9 2 X 52 % 11
MovieLens ZHEEE M B3 T H P 19 SC I B0 d (ot U iy
DRI ES A K bs 2 (0 DGR A ) /0 T 19 20 P (%
U5 AR 13 31 1. M29 J& X% 52 38 i Movielens
PEAEMIBR T P A4 IR B Co% IR A0 S IR K dl S b
S5 CHREAD 2T 29 SR TP R8I M8 15 2]
1. 2 1 XTI T T B4,



36 T EAFHRRFFR

% 49 &

Fx1 HiEE
Tab. 1 Datasets

ande P WS BRSEEL post B =IndE

M10 YIlZrdE 422 1281 6029

14 069 28 147
M10 Wlil4E 419 329 609 419 811
M19 YIZkEE 294 578 4369 8799 18271
M19 WikdE 293 211 453 293 582
M29 YL 202 301 3107 5433 11 809

M29 M4 199 146 374 199 459

3.2 EWiEE

XTFINMGEE S e FIIALE S o » A SCHIRI 735K
W& kg T AN TP BEALS B —A post BT A
B MR A 0 IR O S o LT BB
P S\S e AL T IRATHIINELE S s R HH
S ain W RESE XA B HEAT U G T U 58 U
BINAFRNIBIIH T S + N S TIEEAS post
M TopN 51 3.
3.2.1 1FMERR

2T Topl & ToplO B A & A1 43 [nl
ORI T FAEAE N PE A 00 5T i 4 Y
FRifE

Prec(SisN): =
| TOp(ual’N) m {t ‘ (uai’t) 6 Stesl} |
avg
wneby N
Rec(S s N): =
| TOp(ualaN) m {t ‘ (u9i9t) € Stem} |
(ll,i)aGVPgStCSl ‘ {t ‘ (u 9i’t> 6 Ste,\l} ‘
F(SteST7N): 72PreC(SleSl’N) : ReC(SleSl’N)

~ Prec(S,»N) +Rec(S. »N)
[FIBS S A T 547 b B AN bR 28 4 AR RIOR AR SCHE
F 3805 3EaE b XM T % WL HLU LLK AUC
& P5.
3.2.2 XFEEE
Y FAR SR A ik 7 9T 45 A BPR itk
ST FEIEATHE S R AR SC A X6 BB 3 A e 42 DL 1Y)
P 5E 4% (TD) PR E W 43+ (CD) Ik H BPR 4
AT IE AT HE T S5 A5 B A B B 6 HE % BPR-TD
DL M BPR-CD; 4k, 4R 42 Hi i BPR-PITF A5 #!
FERREHERE D U T ARG 3R AR Sl A
PoRORE A RE

3.3 LWER
3.3.1 HMEFRHEREVTAL

P IR E T BE A S X AR SC PTTD A5 50 M
TEROCH b HEAT AT LUBRAIE , 45 S 18 2~4 iR,

0.16 M10

—&—BPR-PITD
—%— BPR-PITF

—6—BPR-TD | T
—A—BPR-CD

0.14F

R NS A B
TopN
SER P R E A 5.
B2 MI0#EE L F EREE TopN ETHHELBESR
Fig. 2 Change trend of F value with TopN on M10 dataset
M19

—&—BPR-PITD
—%—BPR-PITF |
—&6—BPR-TD
—A—BPR-CD

TopN
SEH B IAERIE S 5.
B3 M9 #iEE L F EREE TopN BEUHTHER

Fig. 3 Change trend of F value with TopN on M19 dataset

Mt ILER I 2 B 4 AT LR B, AR SO Y
PITD BRI R B 48 T8 T et ek
fig. Hor PITD L UK 2 PITF, Jf H B &1L
T TD F1 CD 5. WfErF Topl BRI, 78 M10 £
P4 I, PITD Hoxf b8 L PITF 4874 1 18. 3%, 1M
TE M19 DL K M29 Bt g b, & FH8UR B2 430 ik
BT 19. 82081 22. 7%, X AT UL T ASCER B
Y IE AR 1 S A .

AN S A A HEFE R RE S TopN
HARR AT LRI F HILFARREREE N K5k



AT RS RERE S5 &3 37

M29

0.22
—e— BPR-PITD
0.2% —3— BPR-PITF | |
—o— BPR-TD
—&— BPR-CD
0.18
0.167
s
8

TopN
LG IR IERCH 5.
B4 M29HIEE L FEREE TopN EEUHELBESR
Fig. 4 Change trend of F' value with TopN on M29 dataset
R JE N, I HAE N B2 50 3 iSO T A3
IR, XA R E AR 50 R
2~3 AMPRAE B LRI,

2,3 0 R T A BB R AN [R) B 4R Ry
HLU LUK AUC . R R] LAF Y AR SCHR Y
PITD #5 R 7E A5 R A R RIS T e LACR. IF H
FE3X W A~ 48 45 F . PITD 42t F 18 3% 5k
PITF, [r]ft i 20k F TD Al CD S0k, Xt —25 i
TARSCER Y PITD 8 52 BA B4 RO TERE.

®2 J/EERHLUE
Tab. 2 HLU values of each model

REl MI0 $iEdE MI19 BiE4E M29 $uRE4E
PITF  0.243 671 0. 307 613 0. 326 181
PITD  0.275 305 0. 334 979 0. 371 359
TD 0.177 526 0.199 643 0. 258 489
CD 0.116 786 0.101 457 0.213 671

F3 HEEMAUCE
Tab.3 AUC values of each model

BOEL MI10 $iEdE MI19 BoiEgE M29 $E4E
PITF  0.847 496 0. 848 277 0. 876 997
PITD  0.856 621 0.851 971 0. 882 596
TD 0. 824 926 0. 829 149 0. 853 826
CD 0. 811 454 0. 808 47 0. 840 274

3.3.2  ZHUBENE T

N T WIEFEAN [ ARFAE 24 B8 %) 2 365 25 3R B 5 Wi, A
Re— etk A SCEERE N =1 W L HEF T4 . E 3 &
5~7 A LIE B AEA [ AR AE B A1 D0, AR SCH

H ) PITD BE IS S i EFERSCR 1 PITF. TD
H1 CD B3k B 28O WIAR U 8. 52 36 v A REAE
Y FE XTSRRI RE AT B e — M, BRI
FENEAE FE AR5 AR AR 5 AT I HEAE SR

M10

—&—BPR-PITD
0.2 H —%— BPR-PITF
—&—BPR-TD
H —A—BPR-CD

RFE L
SEH IR RFERCH 5.
B S5 MI0HIRE L F ERFEENTHES
Fig. 5 Change trend of F' value with characteristic
value on M10 dataset

M19

0.25

—&— BPR-PITD!
—¥— BPR-PITF
—&—BPR-TD
—A—BPR-CD

0.2

04 5 6 7 8 9
FEAEAEE
SRt AR RSN 5.

B 6 MI19HIEE L F ERFERMTHES
Fig. 6 Change trend of F' value with characteristic

value on M19 dataset

3.3.3  WEIFFES By

ASCHE Y PITD AARER X TD AR 71| 25 F0 7
N5 EEAR vR B 1) 52 24 B8 1 a6 Al o 1 A L 1) T
R Tk — Ut PITD FEia 17 A [E] L fy 8271, 3% 4
BRI Z T X A AR & BE 5 L HSRAE 100 IR
AR RS ] 4. N FE 4 ] DU 3], PITD A5 54 AH X
TD #8455 1 is ATt ], X2 PITD #E Al
W) TR sk P A EER A H B RS T IR



38 T EAFHRRFFR

% 49 &

BERRSY S 10 TD BLAY X BT A A% 0 7K B A T 58
T

M29
0.3 T

—©— BPR-PITD
—¥— BPR-PITF

0.25H —6—TD
—A— (D

REAE 4 P
SEH R B RFIERCH 5.
E7 M29HIEE L F EREFESHTHES
Fig. 7 Change trend of I value with characteristic
value on M29 dataset
&4 PITD 5 TD R EIR (B FF§H (B AL . 5)
Tab.4 Time consumption of models PITD and TD(Unit: s)

R OMIo BEAE MI9 BEAE M2 Hings
TD 34,11 52.76 81.58
PITD 10. 45 15. 64 24. 29
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