arXiv:2111.03943v2 [cs.LG] 9 Nov 2021

A Probit Tensor Factorization Model For Relational Learning

Ye Liu Department of Statistics, North Carolina State University Rui Song Department of Statistics, North Carolina State University Wenbin Lu Department of Statistics, North Carolina State University Yanghua Xiao School of Computer Science, Fudan University

November 12, 2021

Abstract

With the proliferation of knowledge graphs, modeling data with complex multirelational structure has gained increasing attention in the area of statistical relational learning. One of the most important goals of statistical relational learning is link prediction, i.e., predicting whether certain relations exist in the knowledge graph. A large number of models and algorithms have been proposed to perform link prediction, among which tensor factorization method has proven to achieve state-of-the-art performance in terms of computation efficiency and prediction accuracy. However, a common drawback of the existing tensor factorization models is that the missing relations and non-existing relations are treated in the same way, which results in a loss of information. To address this issue, we propose a binary tensor factorization model with probit link, which not only inherits the computation efficiency from the classic tensor factorization model but also accounts for the binary nature of relational data. Our proposed probit tensor factorization (PTF) model shows advantages in both the prediction accuracy and interpretability.

Keywords: multi-relational data, link prediction, probit model, alternating least square, EM algorithm, open-world assumption

1 Introduction

With the ever-growing computing technology, a huge volume of structured relational data have been generated in recent years. An example is the creation of knowledge graphs, which are graph-structured knowledge bases that store relations between entities. Notable projects are YAGO (Suchanek et al., 2007), DBpedia (Auer et al., 2007), NELL (Carlson et al., 2010), the Google Knowledge Graph (Singhal, 2012) and so on. These graphs have become an important asset in many aspects. For instance, the Google Knowledge Graph (Singhal, 2012), which currently contains 70 billion relational facts between different entities, provides structured information about how topics are linked to one another. Such information enables the search engine to provide more relevant results. Knowledge graphs have also been used in several specialized domains. In spite of their huge advantages in representing complex data, these graphs more often than not are very incomplete, noisy and sparse. Consequently, the construction and completion of multi-relational data is of great interest nowadays, where the latter task can be formalized as link prediction in relational learning.

Unlike the majority of research in machine learning that assumes data are independently distributed, this independence assumption does not hold in relational data. In fact, we rely on the dependent relations between data to provide valuable information. The learning model is expected to propagate information about different kinds of relations between a set of entities. Multi-relational data typically describes different types of relations between a set of entities. The entities can be words in natural language processing (NLP) applications, users in social networks, or disease in health record data. One common way to represent the relations between entities is to use triplets of the form (subject, predicate, object). The predicates of interest usually represent the semantic relationship between entities. A formal way to represent the data is to use a three-way binary tensor X of size N × N × K with N as the number of entities and K as the number of relationship types. The k-th slice of the tensor X, which is X_k ∈ {−1, 1}^{N×N} contains information about the k-th relationship, with x_{ijk} = 1, −1 denoting a valid/invalid relationship k from entity i to entity j. The tensor is usually sparse since most of the triplets are unobserved.

Two different assumptions are widely used to interpret the unobserved triplets, including the closed world assumption (CWA) and the open world assumption (OWA). Under the CWA, unobserved triplets are assumed to be invalid, while under the OWA, unobserved triplets can be either valid or invalid. Majority of previous works used the CWA. They did not distinguish between invalid facts and missing facts, which are both encoded as 0. Such a representation will certainly reduce the prediction accuracy because the unobserved facts and invalid facts carry different information. Although most of the large-scale knowledge graphs only contain information for valid triplets, it is not hard to generate invalid samples by using side information. Chang et al. (2014) pointed out that entity type can be used to dictate whether some entities can be legitimate arguments of a given predicate.

Furthermore, most of the previous works on statistical relational learning assumes a Gaussian distribution for the relational data, which gives rise to many variants of the tensor factorization models (Nickel et al., 2011; Chang et al., 2014; Drumond et al., 2016), where the binary nature of the relational data is not taken into account. Such an assumption is neither intuitive nor appropriate from a statistical perspective. Another limitation of these models is that the predictions are continuous scores, which do not have a probabilistic interpretation. A reasonable threshold needs to be manually chosen in order to achieve an accurate prediction.

To modify the Gaussian assumption on the relational data, Nickel and Tresp (2013) proposed a logistic tensor factorization model, RESCAL Logit, where each x_{ijk}’s is assumed to follow a Bernoulli distribution. This model makes the prediction procedure totally data-driven and improves the prediction accuracy. The authors used a quasi-Newton optimization, where some dense matrices need to be calculated in each iteration to get the gradients. This significantly slows down the model fitting and makes it less efficient compared to other tensor factorization models. Besides, Krompaß et al. (2013) extended the RESCAL model with an non-invalid constraint on the parameters.

In this paper, we propose the Probit Tensor Factorization (PTF) Model to address these problems. By imposing a probit link on the binary random variables x_{ijk}’s, we essentially assume that the binary value of each x_{ijk} depends on the sign of a corresponding latent normally distributed random variable Z_{ijk}. The latent Z_{ijk} follows different conditional distributions given x_{ijk} is valid, invalid or missing. All the analyses utilize the R package ”ptf”, which has been developed for fitting the Probit Tensor Factorization Model. The main contribution of this paper are summarized as follows:

First, a PTF Model is proposed to perform link prediction, which not only takes advantage of the computational efficiency from the Gaussian tensor factorization model but also enjoys the prediction accuracy and interpretability of the logistic tensor factorization model. Second, under the open world assumption (OWA), the unknown triplets are treated differently with known-to-be-invalid triplets, which is a more efficient and proper way of handling missing data. Third, experiments on the moderate-sized real-world datasets demonstrate that our model outperforms the state-of-the-art approaches.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, we summarize several state-of-the-art relational learning models. Then we illustrate the framework of our model, with an analysis of computation complexity. After that, we compare prediction performance of our model with the current state-of-art models in real data applications. Finally, we provide a brief conclusion and discussion.

2 Related Work

In this section, the related work are organized into three parts. We start by reviewing related works in tensor factorization, then summarize related works in the area of relational learning. Finally, we connect our work to the existing network analysis literature.

2.1 Related work in tensor factorization

Tensors are generalizations of matrices to higher dimension and have long been studied. It is common to observe missing elements in a multi-dimensional tensor, which motivates the low-rank assumption. The earliest tensors and their decompositions can be traced back to Hitchcock (1927). During the last decades, there has been a large number of researches on tensor factorization related topics targeting on a great variety of applications. For example, Aidini et al. (2018) proposed a 1-bit tensor factorization and applied it to image analysis, Ghadermarzy et al. (2018) generalize the 1-bit tensor factorization model and demonstrated its usage in for context-aware recommender systems.

One of the most widely used tensor factorization is the CANDECOMP/PARAFAC (CP) proposed by Harshman and Lundy (1994), which can be written as X_k = AD_kB^T + E_k, where X_k is the k-th slice in the tensor whose dimension is I by J; A is an I by R factor loading matrix for Mode A and B is a J by R loading matrix for Mode B; D_k is an R by R diagonal matrix; E_k is the k-th slice of the residual tensor. Based on the CP decomposition, Rai et al. (2014) proposed a Bayesian low-rank decomposition which is applicable to relational learning setting and achieved good performances.

Another well-known tensor factorization model is the Tucker decomposition (Tucker, 1966). The main idea is to decompose a three-way tensor X ∈ R^{I×J×K} as x_{ijk} = P∑ p=1 Q∑ q=1 R∑ r=1 g_{pqr}a_{ip}b_{jq}c_{kr},

for i = 1, ..., I, j = 1, ..., J, k = 1, ...K. Xu et al. (2013) proposed a InfTucker models, where binary data and missing data are taken into account.

While these decomposition models have been applied to a great variety of areas (Karami et al., 2012; Rendle and Schmidt-Thieme, 2010; Cong et al., 2015), the RESCAL model is a more suitable choice of tensor factorization for relational learning, because a more reasonable low-rank structure is used. More detail will be illustrated in the next subsection.

2.2 Related work in relational learning

Extensive methods have been explored to do link prediction with applications in all areas including knowledge graph completion (Wang et al., 2014; Ji et al., 2016; Nguyen et al., 2017), biological network analysis (Almansoori et al., 2012; Sulaimany et al., 2018; Peng et al., 2020), and social network analysis (Al Hasan and Zaki, 2011; Liben-Nowell and Kleinberg, 2007; Almansoori et al., 2012). One line of the research is the translation-based models. Among them, TransE (Bordes et al., 2013) is a very simple and effective one, where a relational fact is represented by a vector (h,r,t), which represents head, relationship, tail respectively. TransE assumes the score function f_r(h, t) = ‖h + r − t‖^2, whose value is low if (h,r,t) holds and high otherwise. Later on, TransH (Wang et al., 2014) is proposed to overcome the flaws of TransE in dealing with 1-to-N, N-to-1 and N-to-N relation, where relations are modeled as a vector r on a hyperplane with a normal vector w_r. The score function is modified as f_r(h, t) = ‖h_⊥ + r − t_⊥‖^2, with h_⊥ = h − w^T_r hw_r, t_⊥ = t − w^T_r tw_r and ‖w_r‖_2 = 1. Another algorithm TransR (Lin et al., 2015) follows the same idea except that they embed entities and relations in distinct entity space and relation space. A more complicated model TATEC (Garcia-Duran et al., 2016) encompasses previous embedding works by combining two-way interactions with high-capacity three-way ones, which achieves even higher accuracy. Other variants of the translation-based embedding models including TransM (Fan et al., 2014), TransA (Xiao et al., 2015), STransE (Nguyen et al., 2016) , and TransF (Feng et al., 2016). While these translation-based models are effective and showed good performance, only the observed triplets with a set of sampled unobserved triplets are taken into account during optimization.

Another important class of models represent relational facts as tensors, which draws a growing interest due to their natural representation of multi-relational data and its ability to utilize all the triplets’ information in the data. Franz et al. (2009) proposed the TripleRank method, where they used PARAFAC tensor factorization to perform link prediction. The data is represented by a tensor X ∈ R^{k×ℓ×m} , which is decomposed using X = ∑_n k=1 λ_k · U^k_1 ∘ U^k_2 ∘ U^k_3 , such that U_1 ∈ R^{k×n} , U_2 ∈ R^{ℓ×n} , U_3 ∈ R^{m×n} . and “∘^{′′} denotes outer product. Bader et al. (2007) used a family of models called DEDICOM from the psychometrics literature to do tensor factorization in social networks, which shows the advantages of tensor factorization in dealing with such relational datasets.

Nickel et al. (2011) proposed the RESCAL model that modified the DEDICOM by imposing a different constraint, which is more appropriate to use for multi-relational data. Specifically the model is X_k ≈ AW_kA^T where A contains the latent-component representation of the entities and W_k models the interaction of the latent component in the k-th relationship. RESCAL in Nickel et al. (2011) uses the ASALSAN algorithm to find optimal parameters, where matrix A and matrices W_k, k = 1, 2, ..., K are updated using efficient alternating least squares (ALS). The RESCAL model demonstrated its scalability by conducting experiments on YAGO 2 ontology data, which consists of 2.6 million entities, 33 million facts and 87 predicates. While the RESCAL achieves good performance in efficiency, scalability and accuracy, binary relational data are considered to be continuous in the model. As a result, an appropriate threshold is needed to be given before link prediction. To address this issue, Nickel et al. (2013) proposed a logistic tensor factorization methods. In this model, they assume each element in X_k follows a Bernoulli distribution, which outperforms the original RESCAL model in terms of prediction accuracy measured by AUC. But a serious drawback of the logistic tensor factorization methods is its poor scalability where dense matrices AW_kA^T needs to be computed in each iteration, whose complexity is quadratic in the number of entities. So it would be infeasible to use logistic tensor factorization in knowledge base like YAGO2. Some other extensions of RESCAL model that take the binary nature of the data into account have been explored by London et al. (2013) and Hu et al. (2016), Ghadermarzy et al. (2018), where the first one discussed different loss functions and used L-BFGS to estimate the optimal parameters. and the latter two are fully bayesian based factorization models.

Our proposed PTF model is an improvement on both the RESCAL model and logistic tensor factorization models in that it inherits the computation efficiency from the former and enjoys the prediction accuracy from the latter.

2.3 Related work in network analysis

Our work is also closely related with researches of network analysis in statistics literature, especially the literatures where the data is represented as a multi-way tensor data. Two common multi-way tensor related topics have been studied extensively.

One important topic in the area is to describe the high-dimensional multi-way tensor data with some low-rank representations. A commonly adopted frameworks is a model of the form X = M + E, where X denotes the observed tensor data, E is noise and M is a mean array that is often assumed to be of low rank and can characterize the signal of interest with fewer parameters. To infer the low-dimensional representation of the connection patterns M, different types of models have been explored (Westveld et al., 2011; Hoff, 2011; Schein et al., 2015; Minhas et al., 2016; Hoff et al., 2016; Vervliet et al., 2019).

The other closely related line of research focuses on dynamic networks, which depict how the network data evolves over time. The goal is to predict future networks and capture the linkage evolution. It has been posited as a major topic of interest in many areas. A great number of researches within statistical frameworks have been proposed (Sarkar and Moore, 2005; Sarkar et al., 2007; Foulds et al., 2011; Xu and Hero, 2014; Durante and Dunson, 2014; Sewell and Chen, 2015; Hoff, 2011, 2015), where different hidden structures are assumed. Despite advances in statistical methods of dynamic network analysis, deep models with the advantage in modelling non-linear transformation of network structure have also been explored (Perozzi et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2016; Grover and Leskovec, 2016; Trivedi et al., 2017). In this paper, while we are also modeling with three-way tensors, we specifically target at the task of missing link prediction and restrict to the third slice in the tensors to represent different types of relations between entities. We expect that for different types of relations, the low-rank representations of the entities will be interacted in different ways, which will be characterized by relation-specific latent matrices in our model.

3 Model Description

Tensors are denoted by bold upper case letters, such as X, Z and W. Denote the k-th slice of a tensor Z by Z_k, the element in the i-th row, j-th column of Z_k by z_{ijk}. Matrices are denoted by capital letters such as A, whereas a_i denotes i-th row of matrix A.

3.1 Model Framework

Assume that there are K types of relationships between N entities. The relational facts can be represented as a three-way tensor X ∈ {−1, 1}^{N×N×K} with some missing values. X_k is an asymmetric N × N matrix representing the facts in the k-th type of relation. Specifically, x_{ijk} = 1 and x_{ijk} = −1 stand for existing (valid) and non-existing (invalid) triplet (i-th entity, k-th relationship, j-th entity) respectively. The goal of the proposed model is to estimate P r(x_{ijk} = 1) for all missing triplets given the observed relations.

A latent three-way tensor variable Z is introduced with the same dimension as X, where each element z_{ijk} follows a Gaussian distribution. More specifically, for the k-th relation slice, Z_k = AW_kA^T + ϵ_k where vec(ϵ_k) ∼ N(0, I), where A is a N × r matrix and W_k is a r × r matrix. Here r is the factorization rank, vec stands for the vectorization operator and I is the identity matrix. The i-th row of A can be interpreted as the latent component representation for the i-th entity, and W_k can be viewed as the interaction effects of latent components for the k-th relation. We expect that for different relations, the latent representations for entities will interact with each other in different ways, which can be captured by the different in W_k. Note that the bilinear product AW_kA^T can be written as (AH)H^{−1}W_kH^{−T} (AH)^T for any invertible R × R matrix H. While A and W_k are not identifiable, the underlying score for a triplet is unchanged when (A, W_k) is replaced by (AH, H^{−1}W_kH^{−T} ).

A constraint that x_{ijk} = sign(z_{ijk}) for all i, j, k is imposed, which implies the probit link so that P r(x_{ijk} = 1) = P r(z_{ijk} > 0). There are two reasons for using the probit link based on the latent tensor variable Z. First, the model outputs probabilities for each of the unknown triplets to be valid, which allows interpretable, probabilistic inference. Second, the use of the probit link enables an efficient iterative estimation method.

3.2 EM Algorithm

The basic idea of our model fitting is to maximize the log-likelihood, which is equivalent to minimizing cross-entropy loss. Since a latent variable is included in our model, directly estimating of model parameter would be numerically intensive. We use the classic EM algorithm to handle the latent variable.

EM algorithm is an iterative method to perform parameter estimation involving latent variables. It was first formally presented by Dempster et al. (1977) and has been a popular tool in numerical optimization. It consists of a E-step and a M-step.

3.2.1 E-step

The complete data log-likelihood, where we assume the latent variable Z is observed, can be written as logL(A, W|X, Z) = C − 0.5 ∑ ijk (z_{ijk} − a^T_i W_ka_j)^2,

where C is a constant. In addition, we impose the constraint such that sign(z_{ijk}) = x_{ijk} for those observed x_{ijk}, i.e. z_{ijk} should be valid if x_{ijk} = 1 and invalid if x_{ijk} = −1.

Then, the Q function can be written as Q =E_A(t)_{,W}(t) {logL(A, W|X, Z)|X} =E_A(t)_{,W}(t) {C − 0.5 ∑ ijk (z_{ijk} − a^T_i W_ka_j)^2|X}

= − 0.5 ∑ ijk { [E_A(t)_{,W}(t) (z_{ijk}|x_{ijk}) − a^T_i W_ka_j ]^2 + E_A(t)_{,W}(t) (z^2_{ijk}|x_{ijk}) − E^2_{A(t),W(t)} (z_{ijk}|x_{ijk}) } + C = − 0.5 ∑ ijk [E_A(t)_{,W}(t) (z_{ijk}|x_{ijk}) − a^T_i W_ka_j ]^2 + C_2 + C,

where C_2 is another constant such that C_2 = −0.5[E_A(t)_{,W}(t) (z^2_{ijk}|x_{ijk}) − E^2_{A(t),W(t)} (z_{ijk}|x_{ijk})], and E_A(t)_{,W}(t) denotes the expectation at the parameter values from last iteration t.

So in the M step, it is equivalent to minimize ∑_K k=1 ‖E_A(t)_{,W}(t) (Z_k|X_k) − AW_kA^T ‖^2_F .

Since the latent variable is assumed to follow a Gaussian distribution with constraint x_{ijk} = sign(z_{ijk}), we have at iteration t such that

z_{ijk}|x_{ijk} ∼ T N(μ_{ijk}, 1; z_{ijk} ∈ (0, ∞)), if x_{ijk} = 1, ∼ T N(μ_{ijk}, 1; z_{ijk} ∈ (−∞, 0)), if x_{ijk} = −1, ∼ N(μ_{ijk}, 1), if x_{ijk} is missing, where μ_{ijk} = a^T_i W_ka_j, and a_i, a_j are i-th and j-th row from matrix A from last iteration. TN denotes truncated Gaussian distribution, with parameter space truncated to the domain defined after semicolon. Then, the expectation of the truncated Gaussian distribution can be computed as

E_A(t)_{,W}(t) (z_{ijk}|x_{ijk}) = μ_{ijk} +^{ϕ(−μijk )} 1−Φ(−μ_{ijk} ) , if xijk = 1, μ_{ijk} −^{ϕ(−μijk )} Φ(−μ_{ijk} ) , if xijk = −1, μ_{ijk}, if x_{ijk} missing, For simplicity of the notations, we denote the expectation matrix E_A(t)_{,W}(t) (Z_k|X_k) by E_k. For k=1,...K, we define M_k as sparse matrices such that

M_{ijk} = ϕ(−μ_{ijk} ) 1−Φ(−μ_{ijk} ) , if xijk = 1, −^{ϕ(−μijk )} Φ(−μ_{ijk} ) , if xijk = −1, 0, if x_{ijk} is missing, where ϕ(.) and Φ(.) are the probability density function and cumulative distribution function for the standard Gaussian distribution.

Then we have E_k = AW_kA^T + M_k. At each iteration, we only need to compute the sparse matrices M_k’s rather than the dense matrices E_k’s. This technique will be illustrated in the M-step, which significantly saves the computation cost of the algorithm.

3.2.2 M-step

In the M-step, our goal is to maximize Q function, which is equivalent to solve the following optimization problem min_{A,W} K∑ k=1 ‖E_k − AW_kA^T ‖^2_F . If E_k’s were calculated in the E-step, then the update for A and W would be the same as RESCAL model. However, we only need the matrices M_k’s to carry out the M-step. Most of the elements in M_k’s are usually zero, since most relational datasets are sparse, i.e. only a small fraction of relational facts are known. Not having to evaluate E_k’s saves us O(N^2r) computation cost in each iteration. The parameter updating rules are based on the alternating least-squares (ALS) algorithm as follows.

Update W in M Step:

When A is fixed, our objective function about W_k is

f(W_k) = ‖E_k − AW_kA^T ‖^2_F

= ‖vec(E_k) − (A ⊗ A)vec(W_k)‖^2,

which becomes a least square problem.

Let β = A ⊗ A, where ⊗ is the Kronecker product. Then the update rule is

vec(W_k) ← (β^T β)^{−1}β^T vec(E_k) = (β^T β)^{−1}β^T vec(AW_kA^T + M_k) = (β^T β)^{−1}β^T (A ⊗ A)vec(W_k) + (β^T β)^{−1}β^T vec(M_k) = (β^T β)^{−1}β^T βvec(W_k) + (β^T β)^{−1}β^T vec(M_k) = vec(W_k) + (β^T β)^{−1}β^T vec(M_k).

In the update for W_k, the most expensive computation lies in computing (β^T β)^{−1}β^T . To reduce the complexity, To reduce the complexity, we apply the singular value decomposition(SVD) to A as suggested by Chang et.al (2014), i.e. A = UΣV^T with U and V being orthogonal matrices and Σ being a diagonal matrix. Then,

(β^T β)^{−1} = (V ⊗ V )(Σ^2 ⊗ Σ^2)^{−1}(V ⊗ V )^T .

The update rule can be rewritten as

vec(W_k) ← vec(W_k) + (β^T β)^{−1}β^T vec(M_k) = vec(W_k) + (V ⊗ V )(Σ^2 ⊗ Σ^2)^{−1}(V ⊗ V )^T (A ⊗ A)^T vec(M_k) = vec(W_k) + (V ⊗ V )(Σ^2 ⊗ Σ^2)^{−1}vec(V^T A^T M_kAV ) = vec(W_k) + vec(V (η_k./α)V^T ),

where η_k = V^T A^T M_kAV = V^T (β^T vec(M_k))V , α = diag(Σ^2)diag(Σ^2)^T and ./ denote element-wise division.

Update A in M Step:

In order to simultaneously solve for the left matrix and right matrix A, we stack the data side by side as suggested by ASALSAN in Bader et al. (2007). Let Ē = (E_1, E^T_1 , ... , E_K , E^T_K ) , W̄ = (W_1, W^T_1 , ... W_K , W^T_K ), then it is equivalent to write Ē = AW̄ (I_{2k} ⊗ A^T ). By setting its gradient to 0, we can get the update rule of A as A ← {_K ∑ k=1 (E_kAW^T_k + E^T_k AW_k) } {_K ∑ k=1 (B_k + C_k) }_{−1} , where B_k = W_kA^T AW^T_k , C_k = W^T_k A^T AW_k.

We can compute E_kAW^T_k and E^T_k AW_k in the following way. E_kAW^T_k = (AW_kA^T + M_k)AW^T_k =AW_kA^T AW^T_k + M_kAW^T_k =AB_k + M_kAW^T_k , Similarly, E^T_k AW_k = A(AW_k)^T AW_k + M^T_k AW_k = AC_k + M^T_k AW_k

3.2.3 Parameter Initialization

Note that the objective function is non-convex. The optimization process searches for locally optimal solutions and is not guaranteed to converge to a global optimal. Initialization is crucial for the performance. Similar to RESCAL (Nickel et al., 2011), the initialization process is performed with a singular value decomposition over X̄ = ∑ k(X_k +X^T_k ) such that X̄ = UΣV T . The initial value of A is set to U. W is randomly initialized with each element independently drawn from a standard normal distribution. We find such a initialization work well during our simulation study and real data applications.

3.3 Complexity Analysis

To ensure the algorithm is tractable, it is important to study the computation complexity for the learning algorithm. Recall that N denotes the number of entities, K denotes the number of relationship types, r denotes the rank for the factorization. Let T denote the number of known triplets. The total number of triplets is N^2K. When only a small fraction of the triplets are known to be valid / invalid, T is much smaller than N^2K and the matrices M_k’s in our algorithm are sparse matrices with only T non-zero elements.

The computation complexity is O(T r^2) for each E-step and O(NKr^2 + T Nr + Kr^3) for each M-step, which includes O(NKr^2+T r+Kr^3) for updating A and O(Nr^2+T Nr+r^3) for updating W. In total, for each EM iteration, we need O(NKr^2 +T Nr+Kr^3) computation, which is linear in N and K, T and cubic in r.

In terms of memory complexity, the tensors and matrices we need to keep in memory include a sparse three-way data X of size N × N × K with T non-zero elements, whose memory complexity is O(T ), an N × r dense matrix A, and a r × r × K dense tensor. Besides, we also need to store a sparse tensor M that has the same dimension and sparsity as X.

3.4 Link Prediction

After the convergence criterion is achieved, we obtain an estimated matrix Â and an estimated tensor Ŵ. Then the link prediction can be done in the following way.

For any triplet (i,j,k) that is unobserved in the data X, we have z_{ijk} = a^T_i W_ka_j + ϵ by the definition of latent variable Z with ϵ ∼ N(0, 1), which implies z_{ijk} ∼ N(a^T_i W_ka_j , 1). Thus, p̂ = P r(x_{ijk} = 1) = P r(z_{ijk} > 0) = Φ(a^T_i W_ka_j), i.e. the probability of the triplet (i,j,k) being valid is Φ(â^T_i Ŵ_kâ_j).

4 Simulation Study

4.1 Simulation Setup

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of the proposed estimators using the simulated data. We compared the three factorization-based models, including the RESCAL model, the RESCAL Logit model and our PTF model. Simulation studies with different settings and two generating models are considered. Both the in-sample performance and the out-of-sample performance are evaluated. For the in-sample estimation, we use the canonical correlations between A and Â to evaluate the parameter estimation. The reason to use the canonical correlations is that the bilinear product AW_kA^T can be written as (AH)H^{−1}W_kH^{−T} (AH)^T , which implies the underlying score for a triplet is unchanged when (A, W_k) is replaced by (AH, H^{−1}W_kH^{−T} ) for any invertible r × r matrix H. For the out-of-sample estimation, the prediction performances on the unknown relations are measured using AUC with the binary prediction results.

The two probabilistic model, the RESCAL Logit model and our proposed PTF are used to generate the data. We first generate entries in A from N(0, 1). The elements in W_k for k = 1, ...K are independently drawn from a Gaussian distribution with variance 1 and means μ_k, which independently follow a Uniform(−2, −1) distribution. The error term ϵ is generated from i.i.d N(0, 1).

• Model 1: The proposed Probit Tensor Factorization model, where Z_{ijk} = a^T_i W_ka_j + ϵ, x_{ijk} = I(Z_{ijk} > 0), for i = 1,2,...,N, j = 1,2,...,N, k = 1,... K

• Model 2: The RESCAL Logit model (Nickel and Tresp, 2013) with

σ(Z_{ijk}) =^1 1+exp(−a^T_i W_ka_j ) + ϵ, xijk ∼ Bernoulli(σ(Zijk)), Table1 summarizes our two simulation settings. For each simulated data, we randomly set 50%, 70% or 90% of links as missing, which are the triplets to make prediction for.

Simulation Setting N K r 1 200 10 3 2 500 20 10

Table 1: Simulation settings. N is the number of entities; K is the number of relationship types; r is the rank for the factorization.

We compare our proposed model with two other tensor factorization models, which are the RESCAL model (Nickel et al., 2011) and RESCAL Logit model (Nickel and Tresp, 2013). The results are averaged over 100 repetitions. We set the maximum number of iterations at 500. The maximum iteration in the M step in our model is set to 3. For RESCAL, we choose a threshold for the output score such that the proportion of zeros and ones in testing match the proportions in training.

4.2 Simulation results

In Table 2, we summarized the performances of the three tensor factorization models when the data is generated from the PTF model. For both in-sample estimation of the latent component matrix A and the out-of-sample link prediction, the PTF model is the best among the three. While all of these models have good performance in in-sample estimation, the PTF model shows its advantage in out-of-sample link prediction. The results are similar in Table 3, where the RESCAL Logit is used as the generating model.

Correct in-sample estimation on the latent component matrices provides opportunities for future quantitative analysis with the entities. For example, it can be used to cluster the entities. The out-of-sample AUC measures how well the models performed in link prediction, which is one of the most common tasks in relational learning. From the above two tables, we find that our PTF model achieve good results even when the data is generated from RESCAL Logit model. While the RESCAL Logit model achieved satisfactory prediction performances when the missing proportions are low, it loses its power as the missing

Simulation Setting Missing Proportion

PTF RESCAL RESCAL Logit In-Sample Out-Sample In-Sample Out-Sample In-Sample Out-Sample

1 0.5 0.997 0.967 0.934 0.860 0.954 0.907 0.7 0.988 0.965 0.930 0.847 0.831 0.731 0.9 0.972 0.938 0.897 0.824 0.455 0.640

2 0.5 0.968 0.987 0.948 0.896 0.966 0.957 0.7 0.967 0.873 0.940 0.860 0.910 0.861 0.9 0.945 0.852 0.890 0.784 0.462 0.690

Table 2: In-sample and out-sample performances of the PTF, RESCAL and RESCAL Logit model when data is generated from the PTF model. The missing proportion denotes the proportion of unknown triplets in X. The average proportion of zeros is around 50%. The in-sample performance is measured by the median canonical correlation of the predicted A and true A, while the out-of-sample performance is measured using AUC. The means averaged over 100 repetitions are reported. The standard errors for AUCs are around 0.02.

Simulation Setting Missing Proportion

PTF RESCAL RESCAL Logit In-Sample Out-Sample In-Sample Out-Sample In-Sample Out-Sample

1 0.5 0.975 0.913 0.943 0.934 0.986 0.960 0.7 0.946 0.821 0.925 0.747 0.735 0.661 0.9 0.933 0.768 0.901 0.743 0.122 0.520

2 0.5 0.954 0.940 0.975 0.869 0.966 0.968 0.7 0.941 0.822 0.925 0.805 0.921 0.946 0.9 0.939 0.767 0.893 0.764 0.859 0.747

Table 3: In-sample and out-of-sample performances of the PTF, RESCAL and RESCAL Logit model when data is generated from the RESCAL Logit model. The insample performance is measured by the median canonical correlation of the predicted A and true A, while the out-of-sample performance is measured using AUC. The average proportion of zeros is around 50%. The means averaged over 100 repetitions are reported. The standard errors for AUCs are around 0.02.

Simulation Setting 1 2 Missing Proportion 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.7 0.9 PTF 0.073 0.043 0.013 1.415 0.786 0.269 RESCAL Logit 0.099 0.094 0.092 1.230 1.206 1.131

Table 4: Comparison of running time for the PTF model and the RESCAL Logit model under different setting. The numbers are the seconds that an iteration takes on average over 100 repetitions.

proportions increase. One major advantage of the PTF over the other two is that it is able to tell whether a triplet is unknown or invalid thus leverages the most information during training. During the simulation, we noticed that there are two other limitations of the RESCAL Logit model. The first one is that the quasi-newton’s optimization procedure failed to converge 46% of the times during the estimation and in general it requires more iterations to converge compared to the other methods. The other one is that the RESCAL Logit model has higher computation costs since it needs to compute the dense matrices AW_kA^T in each iteration. The following table displays the average running time per iteration for the PTF model and the RESCAL Logit model, where the PTF model shows its advantage, especially when the missing proportion is high.

We used an information criteria proposed by Shi et al. (2019) for rank selection, which helps to select the correct rank most of the time during simulation. We are also interested in the model performance when the factorization rank is mis-specified in the PTF model. The Table 5 summarized the average AUCs over 100 petitions when rank is mis-specified. Here we set N to 200, K to 10 and missing proportion to 50%. Data are generated from the PTF model. Even when rank is mis-specified, the PTF model still achieves satisfactory performance.

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 3 0.969 0.967 0.967 0.967 0.966 0.966 0.964 0.963 4 0.919 0.981 0.981 0.981 0.981 0.981 0.980 0.980 5 0.915 0.947 0.988 0.988 0.988 0.988 0.988 0.988 6 0.900 0.934 0.970 0.992 0.993 0.992 0.992 0.992 7 0.906 0.934 0.953 0.977 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 8 0.883 0.906 0.929 0.952 0.976 0.995 0.995 0.995 9 0.855 0.880 0.901 0.928 0.952 0.977 0.996 0.996 10 0.857 0.876 0.897 0.924 0.945 0.963 0.979 0.997

Table 5: The y axis is the true rank used to generate data from the PTF model and the X axis is the rank used to train the model. The numbers are AUC averaged over 100 repetitions.

5 Real data application

This section presents the results from experiments with three common small- and moderatesized benchmark datasets: UMLS, Kinships, Nations to evaluate the predictive performance of our model.

5.1 Datasets

In order to compare our model with current state-of-art relational learning models, the evaluation was carried out on the following three benchmark datasets:

UMLS The data is gathered by McCray et al. (2001) from the Unified Medical Language System semantic work. It consists 135 entities, which are high-level medical concepts such as ‘Disease or Syndrome’, ‘Diagnostic Procedure’, or ‘Mammal’, and 49 relation types, like ‘affect’or ‘cause’. There are 6529 valid relations among 893,025 relational facts.

Kinships This dataset describe the Australian kinship system. It was gathered by Denham includes 26 types of relations between 104 tribe members in Alyawarra, a tribe from Central Australia. It describes different kinship relations between members. Examples of kinship relations include ‘Father ’, ‘Mother ’, ‘Younger ’, ‘Female speaker ’, etc. In total there are 10,686 valid triplets out of 281,262 triplets. See Denham et al. (1979) for details.

Nations Fifty-six binary relation types between 14 countries are included in this dataset, which results in a 14×14×56 tensor. Out of 12,530 relational facts, 2565 are valid. See Rummel (1976) for more details.

There are no missing data in these three datasets, i.e. for each triplet, we know whether it is valid or not.

UMLS Kinships Nations Number of entities (N) 135 104 14 Number of relationship types (K) 49 26 56 Number of valid triplets (T) 6529 10,686 2565

Table 6: Summary statistics of the three benchmark datasets.

5.2 Experimental Results

We followed the experimental settings used by Kemp et al. (2006). For each of the three datasets, a ten-fold cross-validation was performed with each triplet as one statistical unit. The triplets in the test set are treated as missing. The goal is to accurately predict the missing triplets. Since all the relational facts are known in the datasets, AUC is used to evaluate the prediction accuracy. During the experiment, the maximum number of iterations in the M step is 2 and the maximum iteration number is 500.

We consider different types of methods as our competitor. MRC Kok and Domingos (2007) is a Markov-logic based model. TransE (Bordes et al., 2013) and SME (Bordes et al., 2014) are two popular energy-based models. Results from tensor factorization related models are also reported, including LFM (Jenatton et al., 2012), RESCAL ALS (Nickel et al., 2011), RESCAL Logit (Nickel and Tresp, 2013), TATEC (Garcia-Duran et al., 2016), BPBFM2 (Hu et al., 2016). In addition, we include a statistical network analysis model Latentnet (Krivitsky and Handcock, 2008), which was applied to each slice of the tensor separately.

Table 7 summarizes the results of the three experiments. We can see that our proposed

Table 7: Experimental Results

Data set UMLS Kinships Nations N=135, K=49 N=104,K=26 N=14,K=56

MRC (Kok and Domingos, 2007) 0.98 0.84 0.75 TransE (Bordes et al., 2013) 0.734 ± 0.033 0.135 ± 0.005 N/A SME (Bordes et al., 2014) 0.983 ± 0.003 0.907 ± 0.008 0.883 ± 0.02 LFM (Jenatton et al., 2012) 0.990 ±0.003 0.946 ± 0.005 0.909 ± 0.009 RESCAL ALS (Nickel et al., 2011) 0.98 0.95 0.84 RESCAL Logit (Nickel and Tresp, 2013) N/A 0.981 0.851 TATEC (Garcia-Duran et al., 2016) 0.985 ± 0.004 0.941 ± 0.009 N/A BPBFM2 (Hu et al., 2016) 0.994 0.976 0.896 Latentnet (Krivitsky and Handcock, 2008) 0.511± 0.009 0.920 ± 0.003 0.840 ± 0.011 PTF 0.998 ± 0.002 0.988 ± 0.002 0.928 ± 0.008

PTF model outperforms the competing algorithms on all of these three datasets. In UMLS, AUC from most of competing methods are above 0.980, and our method achieves the highest AUC of 0.998. Regarding the Kinships dataset, the performance of the three-way models and various order models perform much better than the two-way models. AUC from PTF, RESCAL Logit, RESCAL are all above 0.95 and the PTF performs the best. In Nations dataset, only LFM and PTF achieve AUC higher than 0.9 and the PTF model still performs the best. In summary, in terms of prediction accuracy in these three datasets, the proposed PTF performs uniformly better than the competing methods.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we proposed a probit tensor factorization model, which is an extension of tensor factorization model for binary data. The two parameters in our model, A and W, correspond to the low-rank representation of entities and characterization of different relations. We illustrate our model fitting procedure under the framework of EM algorithm. Scalability issue is addressed by showing that the complexity of our algorithm is linear in the number of entities, the number of known facts and the number of relationship types.

We conducted experiments on three common medium sized datasets, where our method obtains uniformly better results than the other state-of-art models. One major advantage of our model is that it adopts the open world assumption (OWA) and allows a natural use of invalid facts in model. And it outputs an interpretable probabilistic result that can be further used in quantitative analysis.

While our model is designed to deal with asymmetric relations, it can also be used to perform link predictions for symmetric relations. We need to impose a constraint that the latent representation for relations W_k’s are symmetric metric. With the constraint, the update rule for W_k can be formulated as a quadratic programming problem.

Another interesting topic is how to decide the factorization rank, where both computation cost and predictive performance should be taken into consideration. In the literature, Mazumder et al. (2010) applied regularization to select the rank for singular value decomposition, Nickel et al. (2011) suggested to use cross-validation for rank selection in RESCAL model and Sun et al. (2017) proposed to use Bayesian information criteria (BIC) (Schwarz et al., 1978) for sparse CP decomposition. Recently, Shi et al. (2019) proposed a general class of information criteria to determine the rank for RESCAL model and showed their method achieved good finite sample properties. The proposed method is also applicable to our model and we found it works well in our simulation.

The PTF model can be extended in several directions. One way is to incorporate prior information. For example, by utilizing prior domain knowledge of type constraints that is suggested by Chang et al. (2014), we can further improve the efficiency. And more prior information, e.g. logical structure of the relations, attributes of the entities and so on are expected to be included in tensor factorization model to further enhance the model performance.

A Appendix

A.1 Runtime for the EM algorithm

We summarized runtime for both E step and M step with different entity size N, relation size K, number of observed triplets T and decomposition rank r. Note that the computation complexity is O(T r^2) for each E-step and O(NKr^2 +T r^2) for each M-step. All runtimes are averaged over 100 repetitions. The runtime performance is aligned with our expectation.

Table 8: Runtime Table

Varying parameters N K r T Runtime for E step (seconds) Runtime for M step (seconds) N 1,000 50 4 10,000 0.00754 0.0213 10,000 50 4 10,000 0.00758 0.207 100,000 50 4 10,000 0.0114 2.11 K 1,000 50 4 10,000 0.00754 0.0213 1,000 100 4 10,000 0.00842 0.0498 1,000 200 4 10,000 0.00842 0.0906 r 1,000 50 4 10,000 0.00754 0.0213 1,000 50 8 10,000 0.0121 0.0685 1,000 50 16 10,000 0.0396 0.558 T 1,000 50 4 10,000 0.00754 0.0213 1,000 50 4 100,000 0.0646 0.0758 1,000 50 4 1000,000 0.626 0.530

References

Aidini, A., G. Tsagkatakis, and P. Tsakalides (2018). 1-bit tensor completion. Electronic Imaging 2018 (13), 261–1.

Al Hasan, M. and M. J. Zaki (2011). A survey of link prediction in social networks. In Social network data analytics, pp. 243–275. Springer.

Almansoori, W., S. Gao, T. N. Jarada, A. M. Elsheikh, A. N. Murshed, J. Jida, R. Alhajj, and J. Rokne (2012). Link prediction and classification in social networks and its application in healthcare and systems biology. Network Modeling Analysis in Health Informatics and Bioinformatics 1 (1-2), 27–36.

Auer, S., C. Bizer, G. Kobilarov, J. Lehmann, R. Cyganiak, and Z. Ives (2007). Dbpedia:

A nucleus for a web of open data. The semantic web, 722–735.

Bader, B. W., R. A. Harshman, and T. G. Kolda (2007). Temporal analysis of semantic graphs using asalsan. In Data Mining, 2007. ICDM 2007. Seventh IEEE International Conference on, pp. 33–42. IEEE.

Bordes, A., X. Glorot, J. Weston, and Y. Bengio (2014). A semantic matching energy function for learning with multi-relational data. Machine Learning 94 (2), 233–259.

Bordes, A., N. Usunier, A. Garcia-Duran, J. Weston, and O. Yakhnenko (2013). Translating embeddings for modeling multi-relational data. In Advances in neural information processing systems, pp. 2787–2795.

Carlson, A., J. Betteridge, B. Kisiel, B. Settles, E. R. Hruschka Jr, and T. M. Mitchell (2010). Toward an architecture for never-ending language learning. In AAAI, Volume 5, pp. 3.

Chang, K.-W., S. W.-t. Yih, B. Yang, and C. Meek (2014). Typed tensor decomposition of knowledge bases for relation extraction. Proceedings of the 2014 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing.

Cong, F., Q.-H. Lin, L.-D. Kuang, X.-F. Gong, P. Astikainen, and T. Ristaniemi (2015).

Tensor decomposition of eeg signals: a brief review. Journal of neuroscience methods 248, 59–69.

Dempster, A. P., N. M. Laird, and D. B. Rubin (1977). Maximum likelihood from incomplete data via the em algorithm. Journal of the royal statistical society. Series B (methodological), 1–38.

Denham, W. W., C. McDaniel, and J. R. Atkins (1979). Aranda and alyawara kinship: a quantitative argument for a double helix model. American Ethnologist 6 (1), 1–24.

Drumond, L., E. Diaz-Aviles, and L. Schmidt-Thieme (2016). Multi-relational learning at scale with admm. arXiv preprint arXiv:1604.00647 .

Durante, D. and D. B. Dunson (2014). Nonparametric bayes dynamic modelling of relational data. Biometrika 101 (4), 883–898.

Fan, M., Q. Zhou, E. Chang, and T. F. Zheng (2014). Transition-based knowledge graph embedding with relational mapping properties. In Proceedings of the 28th Pacific Asia Conference on Language, Information and Computing.

Feng, J., M. Huang, M. Wang, M. Zhou, Y. Hao, and X. Zhu (2016). Knowledge graph embedding by flexible translation. In KR, pp. 557–560.

Foulds, J., C. DuBois, A. Asuncion, C. Butts, and P. Smyth (2011). A dynamic relational infinite feature model for longitudinal social networks. In Proceedings of the fourteenth international conference on artificial intelligence and statistics, pp. 287–295.

Franz, T., A. Schultz, S. Sizov, and S. Staab (2009). Triplerank: Ranking semantic web data by tensor decomposition. The Semantic Web-ISWC 2009 , 213–228.

Garcia-Duran, A., A. Bordes, N. Usunier, and Y. Grandvalet (2016). Combining two and three-way embedding models for link prediction in knowledge bases. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research 55, 715–742.

Ghadermarzy, N., Y. Plan, and O. Yilmaz (2018). Learning tensors from partial binary measurements. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing 67 (1), 29–40.

Grover, A. and J. Leskovec (2016). node2vec: Scalable feature learning for networks. In Proceedings of the 22nd ACM SIGKDD international conference on Knowledge discovery and data mining, pp. 855–864.

Harshman, R. A. and M. E. Lundy (1994). Parafac: Parallel factor analysis. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis 18 (1), 39–72.

Hitchcock, F. L. (1927). The expression of a tensor or a polyadic as a sum of products.

Journal of Mathematics and Physics 6 (1-4), 164–189.

Hoff, P. D. (2011). Hierarchical multilinear models for multiway data. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis 55 (1), 530–543.

Hoff, P. D. (2015). Multilinear tensor regression for longitudinal relational data. The annals of applied statistics 9 (3), 1169.

Hoff, P. D. et al. (2016). Equivariant and scale-free tucker decomposition models. Bayesian Analysis 11 (3), 627–648.

Hu, C., P. Rai, and L. Carin (2016). Topic-based embeddings for learning from large knowledge graphs. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pp. 1133–1141.

Jenatton, R., N. L. Roux, A. Bordes, and G. R. Obozinski (2012). A latent factor model for highly multi-relational data. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pp. 3167–3175.

Ji, G., K. Liu, S. He, and J. Zhao (2016). Knowledge graph completion with adaptive sparse transfer matrix. In AAAI, pp. 985–991.

Karami, A., M. Yazdi, and G. Mercier (2012). Compression of hyperspectral images using discerete wavelet transform and tucker decomposition. IEEE journal of selected topics in applied earth observations and remote sensing 5 (2), 444–450.

Kemp, C., J. B. Tenenbaum, T. L. Griffiths, T. Yamada, and N. Ueda (2006). Learning systems of concepts with an infinite relational model. In AAAI, Volume 3, pp. 5.

Kok, S. and P. Domingos (2007). Statistical predicate invention. In Proceedings of the 24th international conference on Machine learning, pp. 433–440.

Krivitsky, P. N. and M. S. Handcock (2008). Fitting position latent cluster models for social networks with latentnet. Journal of Statistical Software 24.

Krompaß, D., M. Nickel, X. Jiang, and V. Tresp (2013). Non-negative tensor factorization with rescal. In Tensor Methods for Machine Learning, ECML workshop.

Liben-Nowell, D. and J. Kleinberg (2007). The link-prediction problem for social networks.

Journal of the American society for information science and technology 58 (7), 1019– 1031.

Lin, Y., Z. Liu, M. Sun, Y. Liu, and X. Zhu (2015). Learning entity and relation embeddings for knowledge graph completion. In AAAI, pp. 2181–2187.

London, B., T. Rekatsinas, B. Huang, and L. Getoor (2013). Multi-relational learning using weighted tensor decomposition with modular loss. arXiv preprint arXiv:1303.1733 .

Mazumder, R., T. Hastie, and R. Tibshirani (2010). Spectral regularization algorithms for learning large incomplete matrices. The Journal of Machine Learning Research 11, 2287–2322.

McCray, A. T., A. Burgun, and O. Bodenreider (2001). Aggregating umls semantic types for reducing conceptual complexity. Studies in health technology and informatics 84 (0 1), 216.

Minhas, S., P. D. Hoff, and M. D. Ward (2016). A new approach to analyzing coevolving longitudinal networks in international relations. Journal of Peace Research 53 (3), 491– 505.

Nguyen, D. Q., T. D. Nguyen, D. Q. Nguyen, and D. Phung (2017). A novel embedding model for knowledge base completion based on convolutional neural network. arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.02121 .

Nguyen, D. Q., K. Sirts, L. Qu, and M. Johnson (2016). Stranse: a novel embedding model of entities and relationships in knowledge bases. arXiv preprint arXiv:1606.08140 .

Nickel, M. and V. Tresp (2013). Logistic tensor factorization for multi-relational data.

arXiv preprint arXiv:1306.2084 .

Nickel, M., V. Tresp, and H.-P. Kriegel (2011). A three-way model for collective learning on multi-relational data. In Proceedings of the 28th international conference on machine learning (ICML-11), pp. 809–816.

Peng, J., G. Lu, and X. Shang (2020). A survey of network representation learning methods for link prediction in biological network. Current Pharmaceutical Design.

Perozzi, B., R. Al-Rfou, and S. Skiena (2014). Deepwalk: Online learning of social representations. In Proceedings of the 20th ACM SIGKDD international conference on Knowledge discovery and data mining, pp. 701–710.

Rai, P., Y. Wang, S. Guo, G. Chen, D. Dunson, and L. Carin (2014). Scalable bayesian low-rank decomposition of incomplete multiway tensors. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 1800–1808.

Rendle, S. and L. Schmidt-Thieme (2010). Pairwise interaction tensor factorization for personalized tag recommendation. In Proceedings of the third ACM international conference on Web search and data mining, pp. 81–90. ACM.

Rummel, R. J. (1976). The dimensionality of nations project: attributes of nations and behavior of nations dyads, 1950-1965. Number 5409. Inter-University Consortium for Political Research.

Sarkar, P. and A. Moore (2005). Dynamic social network analysis using latent space models.

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 18, 1145–1152.

Sarkar, P., S. M. Siddiqi, and G. J. Gordon (2007). A latent space approach to dynamic embedding of co-occurrence data. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pp. 420–427.

Schein, A., J. Paisley, D. M. Blei, and H. Wallach (2015). Bayesian poisson tensor factorization for inferring multilateral relations from sparse dyadic event counts. In Proceedings of the 21th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, pp. 1045–1054.

Schwarz, G. et al. (1978). Estimating the dimension of a model. The annals of statistics 6 (2), 461–464.

Sewell, D. K. and Y. Chen (2015). Latent space models for dynamic networks. Journal of the American Statistical Association 110 (512), 1646–1657.

Shi, C., W. Lu, and R. Song (2019). Determining the number of latent factors in statistical multi-relational learning. The Journal of Machine Learning Research 20 (1), 809–846.

Singhal, A. (2012). Introducing the knowledge graph: things, not strings. Official google blog.

Suchanek, F. M., G. Kasneci, and G. Weikum (2007). Yago: a core of semantic knowledge.

In Proceedings of the 16th international conference on World Wide Web, pp. 697–706. ACM.

Sulaimany, S., M. Khansari, and A. Masoudi-Nejad (2018). Link prediction potentials for biological networks. International Journal of Data Mining and Bioinformatics 20 (2), 161–184.

Sun, W. W., J. Lu, H. Liu, and G. Cheng (2017). Provable sparse tensor decomposition.

Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology) 79 (3), 899– 916.

Trivedi, R., H. Dai, Y. Wang, and L. Song (2017). Know-evolve: Deep temporal reasoning for dynamic knowledge graphs. arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.05742 .

Tucker, L. R. (1966). Some mathematical notes on three-mode factor analysis. Psychometrika 31 (3), 279–311.

Vervliet, N., O. Debals, and L. De Lathauwer (2019). Exploiting efficient representations in large-scale tensor decompositions. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 41 (2), A789–A815.

Wang, D., P. Cui, and W. Zhu (2016). Structural deep network embedding. In Proceedings of the 22nd ACM SIGKDD international conference on Knowledge discovery and data mining, pp. 1225–1234.

Wang, Z., J. Zhang, J. Feng, and Z. Chen (2014). Knowledge graph embedding by translating on hyperplanes. In AAAI, pp. 1112–1119.

Westveld, A. H., P. D. Hoff, et al. (2011). A mixed effects model for longitudinal relational and network data, with applications to international trade and conflict. The Annals of Applied Statistics 5 (2A), 843–872.

Xiao, H., M. Huang, Y. Hao, and X. Zhu (2015). Transa: An adaptive approach for knowledge graph embedding. arXiv preprint arXiv:1509.05490 .

Xu, K. S. and A. O. Hero (2014). Dynamic stochastic blockmodels for time-evolving social networks. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing 8 (4), 552–562.

Xu, Z., F. Yan, and Y. Qi (2013). Bayesian nonparametric models for multiway data analysis. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence 37 (2), 475– 487.