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Abstract 
Nowadays, the increasing demand for group recommendations can be observed. In this paper we 

address the problem of recommendation performance for groups of users (group recommendation). We 

focus on the performance of very Top-N recommendations, which are important when recommending 

the long lasting items (only a few such items are consumed per session, e.g. movie). To improve existing 

group recommenders we propose a mixed hybrid recommender for groups combining content-based 

and collaborative strategies. The principle of proposed group recommender is to generate content and 

collaborative recommendations for each user, apply an aggregation strategy to solve the group conflict 

preferences for the content and collaborative sets separately, and finally reorder the collaborative 

candidates based on the content-based ones. It is based on an idea that candidates recommended by both 

recommendation strategies at the same time are presumably more appropriate for the group than the 

candidates recommended by individual strategies. The evaluation is performed by several experiments 

in the multimedia domain (as typical representative for group recommendations). Both, online and 

offline experiments were performed in order to compare real users’ satisfaction to the standard group 

recommenders and also, to compare performance of proposed approach to the state-of-the-art 

recommenders based on the MovieLens dataset. Finally, we experimented with the proposed hybrid 

recommender to generate the recommendation for a group of size one (i.e. single user recommendation). 

Obtained results, support our hypothesis that proposed mixed hybrid approach improves the precision 

of the recommendation for groups of users and for the single-user recommendation respectively on very 

Top-N recommended items. 



 

 

1. Introduction 
Personalized recommendation was proved to be a one of the most effective solutions to the information 

overload problem. Personalization typically helps, on the one hand, to reduce the number of items 

available, which are for user not possible to process in acceptable time. On the other hand, it helps to 

reduce the problem of informational space invisibility, where a user does not even know about the 

existence of some interesting content. 

Historically, several recommenders have been proposed in the literature. At first, the individua l 

user recommenders have been developed in two main directions (Resnick and Varian, 1997):  

 content-based recommendation 

 collaborative filtering 

The content-based recommendation methods recommend similar items (based on the items’ content 

similarities), while the collaborative filleting methods generate recommendations based on similar user 

tastes. Moreover, to overcome some shortcomings of both recommender approaches, their combination 

– so-called hybrid recommenders are often used (more details are provided in the Section 2 – Related 

work). The research in the personalization area was focused for e-mail, education, news or e-shops 

domains (Gauch et al., 2007). These days, the information overload expanding to new applications and 

improves our lives in almost every activity (Ricci et al., 2011).  

Nowadays, the task of personalization also moved from recommendation to individual users to 

recommendation to groups. This is based on the fact that we, people, are social beings and we do a lot 

of our activities together. The difference between single and group recommendation is primarily in 

taking into account the interests and preferences of multiple users together and to offer them such 

results, i.e. items, which would satisfy them best all at once. These preferences are usually stored in 

user models, which are separated from the recommendation methods (Brusilovsky, 1996). In this paper 

we focus on improving the quality of very Top-N recommended items, which is important in many 

domains, especially in those with extensive items, which are group members able to experience only a 

few per session. 

The typical and often used representative of the domain where the group recommendation is 

applied, is the multimedia domain (Boratto and Carta, 2010), or even more specifically subdomain of 

movies or television content. The consumption of multimedia is for many people an everyday activity, 

by which they spend substantial part of their free time (often with the companion of other people). 

Improvement of approaches which help people to choose interesting content therefore helps them to 

spend their time in a qualitatively better way (more details are provided in the Section 2.2). 

One of the most popular type of multimedia represent the domain of TV content, where the increase 

of Smart TVs devices generate a new space for personalization. Surveys1 show that the average citizen 

of U.S.A. spends a 5.11 hours per day by watching TV, what is 9 years for a lifetime. The average 

schoolchild in the U.S.A. watches television almost 3.3 hours per day. It is in total 1,200 hours per year, 

while for comparison in school spends approximately only 900 hours per year. These data show that 

experience of television content represents an essential part of the user’s daily activities. People tend to 

watch television together rather than alone (Cesar et al., 2008), thus according to Masthoff, the TVs 

should adapt to groups rather than to individuals (Masthoff, 2011, 2004). 

As the personalized recommendation is an effective solution that can be used to reduce the 

information overload problem, its application in the domain of smart TV brings to the users qualitatively 

better experience (e.g., TV helps to select the appropriate program from broadcast or to choose from 

multiple news channels the most interesting ones). Plenty of group recommenders have been proposed 

in the last years for the multimedia domain, while they, due to heterogeneous group members’ 

                                                 
1 BLS American Time Use Survey, A.C. Nielsen Co., date of data publication 2nd July 2012 



 

 

preferences, often fail to provide very accurate Top-N recommendations (Kompan and 

Bieliková, 2014a). The group recommenders are based on the single-user recommendation approaches 

(content-based and collaborative), while the usage of hybrid recommender is quite rare (see 

Section 2.2). 

Our main contribution in this paper is: 

a proposal of novel group recommender approach that is based on a combination of 

collaborative and content-based group recommendation approaches.  

We focus on the improvement of the quality of the very Top-N recommendations and the 

recommendation list order. This is achieved by generating content-based (Section 3.1) and collaborative 

candidates (Section 3.2) for group members. Next, these candidates (content-based and collaborative 

separately) are aggregated in order to resolve conflict preferences of group members (Section 3.3). 

Finally, the hybrid recommender is applied to merge content-based and collaborative group candidates 

and to generate final recommendations (Section 3.4).  

Obtained results clearly show that the proposed group recommender helps group members with 

the items selection and consequentially improve their experience with the common activity (results of 

the evaluation are presented in the Section 4). Last but not least, proposed approach is applicable to the 

single user recommendation as well (while this scenario represents the recommendation to a group of 

size 1 (for detailed results see the Section 4.3)). 

2. Related work 
The personalized recommendation is often requested by a group of users instead of the single ones. This 

can be observed over various domains, as the multimedia, holidays, events, trips, restaurants and many 

others. These domains usually benefit from group recommenders (Kompan and Bieliková, 2014a). 

Historically, group recommenders are based on the single user approaches. The main challenge for the 

group recommendation is, in fact, to deal with conflict preferences of group members.  

In order to choose and design optimal group recommender approach, it is important to consider 

multiple additional aspects in comparison to the single user recommendation - as the group size, 

members’ relationships, personal characteristics etc. It is also important to know whether the group 

behaves as active or passive (Masthoff, 2011). This means to recognize if the group members will 

actively choose items from the recommendation (tourists who choose a trip, people who go to watch a 

movie) or just passively experience recommendation (visitors of cafeteria where plays recommended 

music in background) (Kompan and Bieliková, 2014a). To solve group members’ conflict preferences 

the aggregation type should be chosen based on the group characteristics. There are two types based on 

the aggregation is performed (Masthoff, 2011; Senot et al, 2010) – aggregation of recommendations 

and aggregation of preferences: 

 Aggregation of recommendations. This approach is based on an idea that “recommendation 

methods were primarily intended for individuals, so they better work for them”. After 

generating recommendations to every group member individually, these recommendation 

candidates are aggregated together into a common list intended for the whole group. Ntoussi et 

al. argue that this approach is more flexible than the aggregation of preferences and it is easier 

to optimize the process of creating a group recommendation (Ntoussi et al., 2012). 

 Aggregation of preferences. The approach is based on the principle of aggregating all group 

members’ preferences into common aggregated group model. To this group representative is 

then recommended as to a single user. (De Pessemier et al., 2012; Quijano-Sanchez et al., 2013) 

Thus created and aggregated group model can be saved and used for next recommendation to 

the same group (in the case of regularly repeating stable groups). 

 



 

 

Aggregation of preferences (van Deventer et al., 2013; Popescu, 2012; Gross et al., 2011; Lin et al., 

2011) is used more often than aggregation of recommendation (Ntoussi et al., 2012; Quijano-Sanchez 

et al., 2010; McCarthy et al., 2006) because it reduces its main weakness, which is usability for 

significantly non-homogeneous groups. This shortcoming arises when members’ top preferred items 

are different (and also only weakly acceptable for others), while generally acceptable items did not get 

into group recommendation process, because they are not top items for users individually. For this 

reason is in such a situation recommended content preferred only by a small part of the group, perhaps 

only by one member. 

The aggregation of recommendations approach uses recommendation to real users (the aggregation 

is applied in the next step), while in case of preferences aggregation is the recommendation based on 

the preferences on a representative single user (representing whole group preferences). This may result 

to skipping someone preferences. According to Guzzi it is unable to say that one of approaches is better 

and always applicable (Guzzi, 2011). Selection of aggregation approach is mainly dependent on group 

type and the application domain. 

For aggregation both - preferences and recommendations - the aggregation strategy have to be 

carefully chosen. Masthoff in her work describes multiple specific aggregation strategies (Masthoff, 

2004), which Senot et al. categorize into three basic strategy types - majority based, consensus based 

and borderline strategies (Senot et al., 2010): 

 Majority-based. Strategies of this kind choose from recommendation candidate items those, 

which prefer group as a whole. Strategies select by different criteria the generally most 

preferred items, while they omit any negative attitude from group members who are in the 

minority. Among the representatives of this strategy are included Plurality voting, Copeland 

rule and Approval voting. 

 Consensus-based. The aim of strategies based on the consensus is to achieve the highest level 

of individual group members’ satisfaction. This objective is superior to overall satisfaction of 

group. Strategy therefore always takes preference of all members, aggregates them somehow 

and then selects items item based on the common opinion of all users. Masthoff found, that 

when an individual user is faced with the task to select the content for the group, he behave as 

consensus based strategy type, because it is very close to human way of think (Masthoff, 2004). 

Among the representatives of this strategy are included Average strategy, Least misery strategy, 

Borda count, Most Pleasure Strategy, Average Without Misery Strategy, and Fairness Strategy. 

 Borderline strategies. Strategies of this kind are indeed used to aggregate the group members’ 

preferences or recommendations, but they are in between the group and the individua l 

approach. Often preference of some group members are considered only. A typical example is 

the Dictatorship Strategy (Most Respected Person Strategy), which selects items for whole 

group based on the preferences of the one selected member. Strategy is used for example in 

situations where one member is currently more important than the rest of the group (parent, 

supervisor or honoree). 

 

Masthoff in her work found, that the groups are on average more satisfied when the recommendations 

are generated by Borda count, Average strategy, the Average without misery strategy or by Most 

pleasure strategy (Masthoff, 2011). In contrast, in these experiments failed mainly the Copeland rule, 

Plurality voting, Least misery strategy. According to this work, users mainly care about other group 

members not to be very unhappy and to be maintained justice in the group. 

As we can see, users of smaller groups themselves mainly refuse majority-based strategies. These 

have place in larger groups, where it is difficult to take into account every group member. An example 



 

 

is a movie played in a bus or a music in a gym. Smaller groups as in Masthoff experiment (Masthoff, 

2011) prefer more sensitive way, where everyone is considered in the final result. 

According to Beliakov et al. (2007) there exist many aggregation functions, while the selection of 

the most suitable one for a specific application should be based on two basic decisions. At first, the 

selected aggregation function must be consistent with the semantics of the aggregation procedure, which 

gives the most suitable class or family (Min and Max, Means, Medians, Ordered weighted averaging, 

Choquet and Sugeno integrals, Conjunctive and Disjunctive functions, Mixed aggregation). After that, 

an appropriate member of that class or family should be chosen based on the character of the data and 

which produces adequate outputs for given inputs. 

Sometimes, the group is heterogeneous and there are no similar preferences among the group 

members. In this case, no aggregation strategy is able to provide sufficient suggestions and thus other 

approaches have to be used (e.g., most visited items) (Sotelo et al., 2009). 

Group recommenders are typically based on single method approaches, which sadly suffer from 

various problems. The famous - cold-start problem refers to the new user, where his preferences are 

unknown. In the content-based approaches this can be extended to the problem of new items 

respectively, while the similarity search cannot by performed until the analysis of content is finished. 

Especially in the content-based (CB) recommendation, an overspecialization is often visible. 

Because of the similarity search, it is clear that when most similar items are recommended, some kind 

of “filter bubble effect” occurs. 

The recommendation approach choice plays crucial role from the recommender performance and 

users’ satisfaction point of view. Often the collaborative filtering (CF) is used when there is more items 

to recommend than users in the specific domain available (Desrosiers and Karypis, 2011). On the 

contrary, when there it is more users than items, the content-based approach helps to reduce the amount 

of users. Clearly, there are plenty of shortcomings which should be considered in specific application 

(e.g. overspecialization, cold-start, sparse ratings). 

To overcome these shortcomings and to obtain better results, recommendation approaches are 

often joined, which produces hybrid recommenders (Ghazanfar and Prugel-Bennett, 2010). Various 

strategies for the combining of recommenders as the switching, cascade or the feature combination have 

been proposed in the literature (Burke, 2007). 

2.1.Hybrid recommendation approaches 

Recommender systems are used mainly to overcome the information overload problem (Taghipour and 

Cardan, 2008) and to improve content quality recommended to users. In comparison to commonly used 

approaches which use the only one recommendation method (CB, CF, knowledge based 

recommendation etc.), hybrid approaches often provide more robust solutions.  

Content-based recommendation is based on an assumption that users like thematically similar 

content. For this purpose the relevant or distinctive information have to be extracted from the analyzed 

and recommended content. In this approach is typical to represent items by metadata which allows to 

determine their relatedness (Kompan and Bieliková, 2010; Weiß, et al., 2008). In order to provide final 

recommendations several steps have to be performed. Firstly, the relevant information has to be 

extracted and suitable representation for the content chosen (Jačala and Tvarožek, 2012). Usually this 

is done by the means of various vectors, while techniques as named entity or the keywords extraction 

are often involved (Belém et al., 2014). In some domains, the distinctive information (required for the 

similarity content analysis) is available in form of the metadata, e.g., movies. In such a case the metadata 

can be directly used for further computation. 



 

 

Next, the similarity search is performed in order to find similar items to those, which were recently 

experienced usually (Ricci et al., 2011). For this purpose several metrics are used as the cosine 

similarity, Euclidean distance or Jaccard index (Pazzani and Billsus, 2007). Finally, the 

recommendation approach generates a recommendation for the specific user, based on his user model 

and connections between the items (computed in the similarity computation step). Let U and I be a set 

of users and items and 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑠𝑢 ∈ 𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑠 the set of rated items by user u The content-based 

recommendation recommends items with the highest rating 𝑟𝑢,𝑖  such (Equation 1) (Adomavicius and 

Tuzhilin, 2005): 

 

𝑟𝑢∈𝑈𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑠,𝑖∈𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑠 =
∑ 𝑠𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦(𝑖,𝑗)

|𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑠𝑢|
, 𝑗 ∈ 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑠𝑢   (1) 

 

The CF is based on an assumption that similar users (based on the recent activity) tend to like similar 

items. As the similarity can be defined on various levels, various approaches have been proposed (e.g., 

horror movies, Tarantino’s movies) (Su and Khoshgoftaar, 2009). Similarly to the content-based 

recommendation, the similarity computation step is performed, but no content analysis is required 

(Schafer et al., 2007). Let U and I to be a set of users and items and 𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑈𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑢 ∈ 𝑈𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑠 the set of 

similar users to user u (computed based on the user model similarities). The CF recommends items with 

the highest rating 𝑟𝑢,𝑖 such (Equation 2) (Candillier et al., 2007; Adomavicius and Tuzhilin, 2005): 

 

𝑟𝑢∈𝑈𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑠,𝑖∈𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑠 =
∑ 𝑟𝑠𝑢,𝑖

|𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑈𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑢|
, 𝑠𝑢 ∈ 𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑈𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑢   (2) 

 

Personalized recommenders suffer from various problems. The famous - cold-start problem refers to 

the new user, where his preferences are unknown. In the content-based approaches this can be extended 

to the problem of new items respectively. 

The hybrid recommenders are not so prone to known shortcomings of traditional methods as cold 

start (Braunhofer et al., 2014; Bellogín et al., 2013; Gunawardana and Meek, 2009) or they improve 

selected features of standard approaches, e.g., absolute acceptance rate, higher user activity rate or 

higher user loyalty (Domingues, 2012). Some of the hybrid recommenders are designed to optimize not 

only the recommendation precision, but also other metrics, e.g., coverage (Bellogín et al., 2013). 

There are several types of hybrid recommender methods. The basic, generally respected, 

classification introduced Burke (Burke, 2007), who classified previously known approaches into seven 

basic groups accordingly to the way they use partial recommendation approaches: 

 Weighted hybrid. Fixed linear equation is used to join two result lists of independent 

recommendation approaches. As the weighting scheme is static, the equation (ratio) have to be 

specified, while the constant performance is assumed. The combination of content and 

collaborative recommenders is used generally.  

 Switching hybrid. Switching hybrid system consists of several recommenders, while only one 

is chosen to generate recommendations. In the contrast to weighted hybrid no constant 

performance of recommenders which are switched, is assumed. Thus the confidence value for 

each recommendation and recommender have to be computed and then the best estimation is 

used to generate recommendations. 

 Mixed hybrid. Results of several (usually two) approaches are mixed in the stage of the 

presentation to the users. Generally, merging based on predicted rating or recommender 

confidence is used. 

 Feature combining hybrid. In the opposite to the previous hybrid types, only one 

recommendation method is used when the features are combined. The hybridity of approach is 



 

 

caused by helper methods used to enrichment of features used by the recommendation method 

(more input information is available). 

 Feature augmentation hybrid. Feature augmentation consists of several recommenders (two 

usually). In the comparison to the feature combining, not the basic features, but features 

generated by that approach are used as the enhanced training set for final recommendation. The 

role of helper recommender is, in fact, to enrich the input data set. 

 Cascade hybrid. Several recommenders are involved and strict hierarchical order is defined in 

the cascade hybrid. The top method generates the recommendation candidates and assigns to 

items some priority. In the case of equal priority between multiple items, next recommender 

method from hierarchy is used to calculate items order.  

 Meta-level hybrid. Similarly to the feature augmentation model learned in one recommender is 

used to generate final recommendation by other approach. While the feature augmentation uses 

several inputs, which are enhanced by other approaches, meta-level uses strictly only model 

generated by other recommenders involved into the process. 

 

Described hybrid types represent wide scale of possible recommendation methods combinations or 

simply augmentations of input data. The final selection, in the process of designing recommender 

system, should be always based on specific domain characteristics and the recommendation goal. For 

example if there it is more recommended items with similar popularity prediction, the cascade hybrid 

recommender allows us to order these items using second recommender. Sometimes both content and 

collaborative approaches seem to be suitable, in order to reduce its shortcomings the mixed or weighted 

hybrid should be used. Moreover, thanks to various users’ behavior and context the switching hybrid 

can provide sufficient solution to such a dynamic environments.  

From the other point of view, we can classify hybrid recommendation approaches based on the 

goal of the recommendation. Often hybrid approaches focus on increasing the precision of the generated 

recommendations (Bellogín et al., 2013; Li and Kim, 2003), or on reducing of cold-start problem for 

users or items new to system (Braunhofer et al., 2014; Bellogín et al., 2013; Gunawardana and Meek, 

2009). However, there exist also approaches specialized more to the computation time optimization 

(Fous and Pirotte, 2007).  

Hybrid recommenders become very popular in many domains last years. The benefits of hybrid 

approaches have been utilized in various domains as recommending movies (Lommatzsch et al, 2013), 

music (Domingues, 2012), restaurants (Martinez et al., 2009), books (Vaz et al., 2012) etc. Except to e-

commerce systems, there are plenty of hybrid methods specialized to e-learning (Cobos et al., 2013; 

Zhuhadar et al., 2009), digital libraries (Vellino and Zeber, 2007), careers recommendation 

(Bostandjiev et al., 2013) or even domain independent recommenders (Dooms, 2013). All mentioned 

systems were however intended for single users, while hybrid recommenders in the group 

recommendations domain application is very rare. 

Hybrid approaches usually use the CF in combination with the CB approach (Spiegel et al., 2009; 

Vellino and Zeber, 2007; Li and Kim, 2003), probabilistic models (Gunawardana and Meek, 2009) or 

social-based filtering (Bellogín et al., 2013). There are systems switching between these two approaches 

also, where recommendation can rely on the content-based component for a majority of the users, 

switching to collaborative component only for about one third of the user base (Marx et al., 2010). 

Content-based part is joined also with the rule based recommenders (Zhuhadar et al., 2009), knowledge 

based approaches (Li et al., 2014; Martinez et al., 2009) and the critiquing based recommenders (Chen 

and Pu, 2007). Another hybrid approaches use only single recommendation method as for example the 

semantic graphs (Lommatzsch et al, 2013) or Markov chain-based recommenders (Fouss and Pirote, 



 

 

2007). The hybridity is in this case caused by augmentation of input data or information available for 

the recommender. 

In the last years the usage of hybrid recommenders increased, while not only one metric for 

recommendation evaluation is used (e.g., precision and diversity, precision and relevancy). Tejeda-

Lorente et al. proposed recommendation system that on the one hand looks for research resources that 

are relevant to the user, and on the other hand it considers the items quality to ensure the validity of 

research resources (Tejeda-Lorente et al., 2014). Another example of this recent trend documents a 

system used similarly for recommendation of research resources, which in addition to their relevance 

considers also a collaboration possibilities in order to form multidisciplinary working groups (Porcel et 

al., 2012). 

Generally, the popularity of hybrid recommenders is increasing these days, as they tend to help 

reduce several standard approaches shortcomings. Moreover, as they often use the domain specific 

features, which cannot be applied to new domains, new approaches are still researched. The trend of 

using hybrid recommender systems can be massively observed in single user recommendations.  

Generally, the hybrid recommenders applied to single user recommendation tasks, outperform other 

approaches. Despite these results, there is a lack of hybrid recommenders intended for group of users.  

2.2.Multimedia group recommenders 

One of the basic domains for group recommenders is the multimedia domain. Based on the domain 

characteristic it is still attractive to the researches and business, while plenty of group recommenders 

have been proposed in the last years.. Hybrid systems begin to arise in recent years (Quan and Cho, 

2014; van Deventer et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2010; Blanco Fernández et al., 2006), similarly, 

recommenders begin to use aggregation of group members’ recommendations. 

In this section we describe the existing systems designed for recommendation in multimedia 

domain. Described systems belong to various multimedia subdomains. We extended the analysis by 

Kompan and Bieliková (Kompan and Bieliková, 2014a), from which we selected systems focused on 

multimedia content (Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Group recommendation systems focused on multimedia content (based on Kompan 

and Bieliková, 2014a) 

Name Year Group 

type 

Group 

persistence 

Aggregation 

subject 

Recommendation approach 

AHP&Bayes 

recommender 

2014 real temporary preferences hybrid (mixed) - Analytic 

hierarchy process, Bayesian 

network 

HbbTV 2013 real stable preferences hybrid (meta) 

Groupfun 2012 real stable preferences manual recommendation 

between users 

gRecs 2012 virtual temporary recommendations collaborative 

Adaptive 

correlation-

based RS 

2011 real temporary preferences collaborative 

HappyMovie 2011 real stable recommendations collaborative, user voting 

GRec OC 2010 real stable preferences hybrid (mixed) - collaborative, 

relevance-based 

PartyVote 2008 real stable preferences content-based 

Yu’s TV 2006 real temporary recommendations collaborative 



 

 

Avatar 2006 real stable preferences hybrid – content-based, 

collaborative 

 

The group type shows whether the system works with assessed groups (virtual) or with groups with all 

members’ proven presence (real). In the domain of multimedia usually real groups are formed (van 

Deventer et al., 2013; Popescu, 2012; Ntoutsi and Stefanidis, 2012). Its advantage in recommendation 

process is that if we are sure to which users we recommend to, there do not originate inaccuracies which 

in opposite could cause worse recommendation results. On the other hand, its disadvantage is, that users 

have to explicitly show their presence. This shortcoming could be in some cases eased by the stable 

long-time groups so-called “permanent” (van Deventer et al., 2013; Popescu, 2012; Quijano-Sanchez 

et al., 2010). The groups are often formed ad-hoc and their duration is temporal, thus these are usually 

treated as a new one (Quan and Cho, 2014; Ntoutsi and Stefanidis, 2012; Lin et al., 2011). 

Both aggregation principles are used in the multimedia group recommenders – aggregation of 

preferences and recommendations respectively. Slight dominance is on the side of aggregation of 

preferences (Quan and Cho, 2014; van Deventer et al., 2013; Popescu, 2012; Lin et al., 2011) due to 

the opinion that aggregation in earlier phase better prevents against discrimination of group members 

with minor preferences. On the other side, aggregation of recommendation (Ntoutsi and Stefanidis, 

2012; Quijano-Sanchez et al., 2010; Yu et al., 2006) ensures that recommended items will represent 

interest of the whole group. In addition, aggregation of recommendation allows the recommender to 

offline batch processing of recommendation for individual users and then it is possible to recommend 

to a newly formed groups immediately. 

Described approaches use various recommendation techniques. There exist hybrid recommender 

systems, which are however still quite rare. In the case of HbbTV, used to recommendation of TV 

content, is principle based on automatic enriching metadata, collecting user preferences and follow-up 

items recommendation. Recommendation consist of several steps; firstly, individual recommendation 

candidates for individual group members are generated and secondly items which are not relevant for 

some of group members are excluded. The last step consists of individual recommendations aggregation 

into the group recommendation (van Deventer et al., 2013). AHP&Bayes recommender uses Bayesian 

networks to infer individual group members’ genre preferences as well as program preferences, and 

uses Analytic hierarchy process to predict group preferences of genres, based on which it recommends 

to group (Quan and Cho, 2014). GRec OC uses aggregation of group members’ ratings into common 

summated rating. Based on these ratings, CF is realized. From generated recommendation list are 

removed items with satisfaction rating below the threshold for some group member (Kim et al., 2010). 

Another group recommender Avatar in the first step aggregates group members’ preferences into a 

group profile (Blanco Fernandez et al., 2006). Then the hierarchical and the content recommendation 

are applied in this system and results are extended by the CF. The hybrid method is used to dense the 

data sparsity in situations here, where the preference of similar item is used if actual item preference 

does not exist. 

Except these hybrid systems, also several single method recommenders as gRecs, Adaptive 

correlation-based RS, Happy Movie have been proposed for the multimedia domain. System gRecs is 

composed from two steps. The first one uses a CF to individuals, in which items are selected based on 

similar users’ rating. In second step are the individual users’ recommendations aggregated into the 

common group recommendation (Ntoutsi and Stefanidis, 2012). Adaptive correlation-based RS system 

is based on idea of estimation the group ratings from correlation between the group and its members 

(Lin et al., 2011). In System Happy Movie users are modeled based on their profile; initial questionnaire 

and the feedback they gave to items. The CB recommendation considers the history of group’s past 

recommendations (Quijano-Sanchez et al., 2010). Yu's TV in first step generates the CF for each group 



 

 

member individually. In next phase it aggregates recommended items by average strategy into group 

recommendation (Yu et al., 2006). 

These systems are focused on the recommendation of TV content or movies. Another domain 

typical for the group recommenders is the music (Popescu, 2012; Spraque et al., 2008). Groupfun 

system is proposed to recommendation of music for group of people going to same event to make a deal 

for event music. Recommendation is based on the probabilistic voting scheme of individual group 

members (Popescu, 2012). The PartyVote system is designed to replace the DJs in smaller house 

parities. Recommendation lists are created based on voting (better wins), with guarantee that at last one 

song will be played for every user. This guarantee rule represents an enhancement of standard voting 

strategy by including some kind of least misery (rule of at least one song played for every user) (Sprague 

et al., 2008). 

 

Recommendation to groups represents a complex process comprising from several parts, in which 

important decisions resulting to recommender performance have to be made. In the phase of the 

recommender system design should be considered mainly the purpose of the recommendation, group 

type, group persistence etc. 

The most interesting domain from the group recommendation point of view is the multimedia 

domain. Mostly active groups are formed, which tend to do not change over the time (e.g., family, group 

of friends).  

Similarly to the single user recommendation, also group recommendation suffers from multiple 

problems (e.g., cold start; filter bubble). Several hybrid approaches have been proposed to overcome 

these shortcomings. They have been, however proposed primarily for single users (Burke, 2002) and 

their exploitation for groups is quite rare. 

3. Hybrid group very Top-N recommendation 
Based on the group recommendation state-of-the-art analysis described in previous chapter, we 

introduce an innovative mixed hybrid method for groups. In comparison to the traditional single method 

approaches (CF, CB), our method brings an improvement over the precision especially of very Top-N 

recommended items. The main idea is to reorder candidates generated by collaborative method based 

on results of content-based approach and thus to combine strengths of collaborative and content-based 

recommenders into a one hybrid approach. This way we are able to choose items preferred by both 

methods, which helps us to reduce the shortcomings of both approaches when used separately (e.g., 

collaborative - not enough information about users’ preferences or content-based – problem of 

enclosing the user into bubble of very similar items). 

Proposed mixed hybrid method aggregates a CF candidate lists of group members and also 

aggregate group members’ CB recommendation candidate lists (Figure 1). Then it combines aggregated 

lists into one list which represents the recommendation for the whole group. In this way, the items 

selected as appropriate by both approaches simultaneously are recommended primarily, which increase 

the probability of recommending the suitable items that will satisfy the group members. 

 



 

 

 

Figure 1. Proposed group recommendation enhancement. Individual collaborative and content-based 

candidates are aggregated in order to solve conflict preferences and obtain one collaborative and one 

content-based candidate list for the group. Finally, the hybrid recommendation is applied. 

 

More formally proposed hybrid recommender approach consists of three basic steps: 

1. Generating recommendations for each group member 

a. Top-N collaborative filtering (Section 3.1) 

b. Content-based recommendation (Section 3.2) 

2. Aggregating of 

a. Collaborative filtering recommendations (Section 3.3) 

b. Content-based recommendations (Section 3.3) 

3. Combination of candidates by reordering aggregated collaborative results based on 

aggregated results of content-based approach (Section 3.4) 

 

Combination of two basic approaches (content and collaborative) ensures more specific profiling of 

user’s interests by excluding deviant candidates from the collaborative method. Moreover, by 

combination the collaborative and content-based recommendation, various domain characteristic can 

be stressed in order to obtain optimal recommendations. The reason is that the group is in fact the 

combination of multiple users with, in some extent, different tastes. So when we find recommendation 

candidates for whole group by CF, there is still chance that the process does not capture only really 

satisfying items. Inclusion of the CB recommendation step is therefore the ideal way how to recommend 

items that are also similar to the ones which were by group really chosen previously. 

3.1.Collaborative filtering step 

In our method we used in the CF step, a weighted cosine similarity (Equation 3), because it allows us 

to assign different weights to different preferences – and emphasizes characteristics of specific domain 

(e.g., cast is more important as genre in movies domain) (Višňovský et al., 2014). 

 



 

 

𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟 𝑠𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦(𝑥, 𝑦) =
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   (3) 

 

where 𝑀 refers to the number of preferences, 𝑁𝑗 is the number of metadata elements of the preference 𝑗. 

𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑥𝑗 is the weight of preference 𝑗 for user 𝑥. In this way we determine the similarity between user 

we recommend to and the other users. For the CF we choose set of most similar users 𝑈𝑠𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟. 
Next, we create the ordered list of items rated by the users from 𝑈𝑠𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟. Items order is based on 

points calculated for every item by Equation 4.  

 

𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑥 = |𝑈𝑥 ∩ 𝑈𝑠𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟| +
∑  𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔(𝑢,𝑥)𝑈𝑥

𝑢∈𝑈𝑥

𝑈𝑥∗𝑐
  (4) 

 

where set of 𝑈𝑥 represents users who rated the item 𝑥 (for which we rate the score). Score is primarily 

based on frequency of intersection between 𝑈𝑠𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟 and the 𝑈𝑥 or in other words, the number of users 

from 𝑈𝑠𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟 set who rated the item x. Items with the equivalent score are then ordered by its average 

rating assigned by users from 𝑈𝑥 set. The coefficient 𝑐 is calculated as maximal possible item rating 

+1. Its usage in calculation ensures that average rating affect item score less than number of users who 

rated it. 

The result of the proposed CF step is an ordered list (based on calculated collaborative score) of 

recommendation candidates that are potentially interesting for the user. After the selection of Top-N 

items with the highest score, their scores are transformed into integral values based on the item’s 

position in the list. More concretely as a number of items in selected Top-N list plus 1 subtracted by 

item’s position in list. List of Top-N items and corresponding transformed scores is used in further 

recommendation steps. Transformation had to be used due to the various distribution of the items scores. 

In the later step of recommendations combination the transformation ensures, that more suitable items 

(recommended by both approaches) can skip the items recommended only by collaborative approach. 

Our aim was also to ensure the equal importance of the collaborative and the content-based approach 

scores. 

3.2.Content-based recommendation step 

Often preferences of similar users used in collaborative approach do not perfectly match to preferences 

of a user we recommend to. In addition to this problem, collaborative approach suffers from cold start 

problem for new users who have not rated enough items. CB approach is, however, able to generate 

sufficient recommendations when there is not enough user feedback available (not enough information 

about users’ preferences). These shortcomings of CF we reduced by including also the CB approach. 

Moreover, the CB approach helps not only to reduce the new user problem, but also the new item 

problem – the inability to recommend items that are rated by only a few users. 

Items are described by a set of metadata characterizing their features, each referring to some 

preference type (e.g., actors, directors, location or keywords in the movie domain). For every user a list 

of items best matching to his tastes is created (based on the item score content). Scores for the items are 

calculated as the sum of scores of individual preference type scores (Equation 5). In other words our 

method looks for items, which from the preference type point of view contain some of the user’s most 

preferred metadata elements. For example, if a user likes fantasy movies directed by Peter Jackson or 

Steven Spielberg, based on the Equation 5, movies described by such a metadata (directors Jackson or 

Spielberg, genre fantasy etc.) will obtain higher item score content as other movies such as horror 



 

 

movies directed by Hitchcock. This can be interpreted as a filter used to choose items that are suitable 

from views of individual preference types (𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑡𝑦𝑝𝑒𝑠). 

 

𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑥 =  ∑ 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡𝑝𝑡 ∗ 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒,𝑝𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑡𝑦𝑝𝑒𝑠

𝑝𝑡 ;  𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒,𝑝𝑡 = |𝑈𝑝𝑡 ∩ 𝐼𝑥,𝑝𝑡| (5) 

 

where the importance of assigned preference type score (𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒,𝑝𝑡 ) varies depending on the type of 

metadata, because we attribute different weight (𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡𝑝𝑡) to individual preference types (𝑝𝑡). 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒,𝑝𝑡 

is calculated as frequency of intersection between set of user’s 𝑚 most preferred metadata from 𝑝𝑡 (𝑈𝑝𝑡) 

and set of item 𝑥 metadata from 𝑝𝑡 (𝐼𝑥,𝑝𝑡). Number of user’s most preferred metadata (𝑚) considered 

for each 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑡𝑦𝑝𝑒 have to be experimentally set. 

The result of proposed CB recommendation step is an ordered list (based on calculated content 

score) of recommendation candidates that are potentially interesting for the user. Next, the items with 

the highest scores are selected. Finally, the score transformation is performed (as in case of collaborative 

filtering step).  

3.3.Aggregation step 

Aggregation of group members’ CF candidate lists consists of calculation of aggregated score for each 

item occurred in some of these group members’ lists. Aggregated score of every item is calculated as a 

sum of individual users’ scores (Equation 6) (Additive strategy, Masthoff, 2004). Several studies have 

been exploring the usage of various aggregation strategies (Masthoff, 2011; Beliakov et al., 2007). For 

this type of aggregation, the family of conjunctive aggregations is the most suitable, because it does not 

allow low scores for some criteria (group members scores) to be compensated by other scores (Beliakov 

et al., 2007). The Additive strategy seems to be preferred by the group members often (Kompan and 

Bieliková, 2014a, 2014b; Masthoff, 2004). 

 

𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑙𝑙 𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑥. =  ∀𝑢 ∈ 𝐺; ∑ 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑥,𝑢 (6) 

 

where 𝐺 represents an actually aggregated group and 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑥,𝑢 the 

transformed item collaborative score obtained from the collaborative step of proposed hybrid 

recommendation approach. In the opposite to the aggregation of collaborative candidates, the 

aggregation of group members’ content-based recommendation candidate lists do uses only information 

to how many group members is the candidate item recommended to (Equation 7). 

 

𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡 𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑥. = ∀𝑢 ∈ 𝐺; ∑(1 𝑖𝑓 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚𝑥 ∈ 𝐶𝑛𝑡𝑅𝐶𝐿𝑢;𝑒𝑙𝑠𝑒 0)   (7) 

 

where 𝐺 represents an actually aggregated group, 𝐶𝑛𝑡𝑅𝐶𝐿𝑢 is a CB recommendation candidate list of 

user 𝑢 from group 𝐺. Clearly, there is a chance that no of the content-based candidates are identical for 

two users. From the final recommendation point of view this is not an issue, while the collaborative 

aggregation provides at least average suggestions for the group. 

3.4.Final selecting Top-N recommended items step 

After generating the aggregated recommendation candidate lists from collaborative and content-based 

approaches, the last step of our method for hybrid recommendation is applied. According to domain or 

to its long lasting items we are working with, we chose the mixed hybrid method. Main reason is that 



 

 

group will probably interact with only few items, typically with the single one, so it is suitable to 

recommend small amount of very precisely chosen items. 

The main idea is to reorder collaborative candidates based on CB recommendation results. 

Prioritizing of collaborative candidates, which are also recommended by CB method, is used to identify 

items which are the most appropriate to recommend as very first ones to recommend (Figure 2). A new 

ordered list of recommendation candidates, which is primarily based on collaborative candidates list, is 

computed in this final step. A hybrid score is calculated for every item in collaborative candidates list 

(Equation 8). Sometimes, there is no content score for some candidates (as two recommendation method 

are used to generate candidates, identical candidates are not guaranteed). In such a case only the 

collaborative item score is considered. Similarly, when no collaborative score is available for some 

candidate, only the content item score is considered. 

Transformed item scores (both collaborative and content) used in the calculation are based on 

item’s position in the candidates lists, not their original score, which was used just to determine these 

positions. The transformation has to be used due to the various distribution of the items scores. 

 

𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 ℎ𝑦𝑏𝑟𝑖𝑑𝑥 =  𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑙𝑙 𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑥 ∗ max(𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡 𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑥 ,1)  (8) 

 

A result of final hybrid recommendation is a list of recommendation candidates ordered by calculated 

hybrid score (list contains all collaborative candidates, ordered by their importance in CB method). 

Finally Top-N items with the highest scores are recommended. The N have to be chosen in respect to 

the specific domain. 
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Figure 2. Proposed hybrid recommendation approach - collaborative candidates (computed based on 

transformed aggregated item score collaborative tISColl) are reordered by using content-based 

candidates (obtained based on the transformed aggregated item score content tISCont). Finally, the 

transformed item score hybrid is computed (tISH), which indicated the final order and 

recommendations. 



 

 

4. Evaluation 
In order to explore characteristics of proposed approach and to demonstrate the performance 

increase, we realized several experiments. With regard to compare obtained results to other 

recommenders we used the MovieLens dataset, which is widely used in the domain of recommender 

systems. Often there is problem to perform experiments with real users (as large number of users have 

to be available to create only a few groups), thus offline experiments are conducted by researches 

usually (Burke, 2000; Baltrunas et al., 2010; Kagita et al., 2013; Lin et al. 2011). 

We also evaluate proposed method by live experiment with real users. To ensure the correctness 

of obtained results, we perform our experiments for groups and also for single users. Obtained results 

were compared to the baseline approaches we implemented, but the state-of-the-art comparison was 

also performed. 

4.1.Offline group recommendation 

As the first experiment used to verification of proposed recommendation method for purposes of 

groups, we conducted a quantitative synthetic experiment. This experiment was aimed primarily to 

explore the method performance on a significantly large dataset. This kind of evaluation has in fact a 

good representative value, because can be anytime repeated with the same results and used for 

comparison to other approaches. 

Due to the uniform usage of existing dataset for multiple recommendation methods we ensured 

that the risks of unintended changes were avoided during the experiment (user’s preference, 

environment, user distract), which can occur in the experiments with the users in real time 

 

Dataset 

In this experiment we used MovieLens 10M dataset (approx. 10M ratings from 71k users on 10M 

movies on the 1-5 points scale obtained from real MovieLens recommender service), which is in 

recommender systems domain used usually (Burke, 2000; Baltrunas et al., 2010; Kagita et al., 2013; 

Lin et al. 2011). Experiment was performed with a sample of 20k users. The items features as genres, 

directors, keywords and actors were obtained from the Internet Movie Database (IMDb)2 database by 

matching the movie name and year. In order to generate groups as real as possible, we generated groups 

at various levels of homogeneity. For this purpose the users’ similarity was examined as the pairwise 

weighted cosine similarity between all users (users’ user model were compared).  

Amer-Yahia in his work declared that groups are created mostly by users whose similarity is above 

a certain threshold, while best results were obtained using average users’ similarity measure (Amer-

Yahia, 2009). Based on this, we identified the distribution of users’ pairwise similarities (Figure 3). As 

we discovered that median (0.359398) and the arithmetic mean (0.363073) are almost identical in our 

dataset, we decided to use the threshold equals to users’ average similarities in further experiments. 

                                                 
2 www.imdb.com 



 

 

 

Figure 3. Distribution of pairwise similarities between pairs of users in the MovieLens dataset subset 

used for evaluation.  

 

Methodology 

Users’ item ratings were divided by stratification, to the train and the test set (80:20). Next, groups of 

sizes 2-4 users were generated (used group sizes are based on the work of O'Connor, who in the one 

year-long experiment found that users in the domain of multimedia are interested mostly in groups up 

to size 4 (O'Connor et al., 2002)). To choose users into one group, they needed to satisfy the condition 

that their pairwise similarity is above the defined threshold. 

Next, the group recommendations based on proposed hybrid approach were generated and the 

precision of such recommendations was computed. Chosen methodology of offline experiments 

evaluation is similar to methodologies performed with generated groups by other authors (Burke, 2000; 

Baltrunas et al., 2010; Kagita et al., 2013; Lacko and Kvasnička, 2008; Lin et al. 2011). As the groups 

are synthetically generated, we need to define conditions, when would be recommended item 

considered as chosen by group (only single user preferences are known from the dataset). The initial 

condition we used, in order to consider that the item is liked by the group, was that this item has to be 

liked independently by all group members. However, we realized that this condition is too strict, 

because for plenty of groups there were almost no items satisfying this condition (no intersection 

between individual group members tastes). Because of this we added the second condition for the 

synthetic groups creation - at least N items, which all of the group members have included in test set 

have to exist. While during the experiments we used N equal to 5 or 10 items. Based these restriction 

the total of 1 000 groups for each N and group size were generated.  

 

Results 

For each group, personalized recommendations were generated using our proposed group hybrid 

recommender. Because of the strict rule for amount of items liked by all users, the precision obtained 

in synthetic experiments is slightly lower as the precision obtained from experiments with real groups. 

Similarly to our experiments, Quijano-Sánchez (Quijano-Sánchez et al., 2011) experimented over 

synthetic groups within the movie domain. Comparing results of 7 aggregation strategies, the precision 

reported has not exceeded 0.4 for group of size 3 and 5. 

The recommendation precision of higher number of items decreases regardless on the group size 

(Table 2). It is therefore more difficult to find, e.g., five suitable items to recommend as one or two 

items to recommend for the group. This natural rule (the precision decrease) is strengthened by the fact 

that we used a synthetic experiment (low number of items in the test set for group members, no 

interaction between group members). In the real group, however, some group members could persuade 
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the rest that the recommended item is a suitable choice (Ricci et al., 2011). We examine the performance 

of proposed approach without this shortcoming in the following experiment with real groups. 

As we can see, the group size influences the precision mostly when more items are recommended 

(Table 2 - p@2-5). The reason is that our strictly defined rule for the group preference (all group 

members have to like the recommended item) eliminates more items in larger groups than in smaller 

ones (dataset sparsity). 

In the groups containing users with 5 common items we can observe increasing precision with 

increasing group size, which is caused by the better aggregation phase using recommendations from 

multiple sources. In groups with multiple items common for all members (10 at least), we can however 

see the opposite trends. This is primarily caused by the impact of group members’ similarity. Groups 

with multiple items in common consist also of more similar users, what causes the higher precision for 

the smaller groups.  

 

Table 2. Results of proposed group hybrid recommender for the MovieLens dataset. Precision at 

various levels (p@1, 2, 3, 5) is presented for several group sizes and settings (size of 2-4 users, 5 or 10 

items liked by all group members). 

Setting p@1 p@2 p@3 p@5 

2 users, min 5 common items 0.5033 0.4225 0.3511 0.244 

2 users, min 10 common items 0.6330 0.5405 0.4597 0.313 

3 users, min 5 common items 0.5225 0.3806 0.3091 0.2315 

3 users, min 10 common items 0.5556 0.4136 0.3251 0.2469 

4 users, min 5 common items 0.5347 0.3679 0.2926 0.2228 

4 users, min 10 common items 0.5412 0.3691 0.2849 0.2056 

4.2.Online group recommendation 

The results obtained in offline experimentation suggest that proposed hybrid group recommendation 

performs well for various group sizes and various level of groups’ homogeneity. In order to analyze the 

performance of our proposed approach in real settings, we performed an online experiment with real 

users. This experiment was performed via experimental recommender web service (Figure 4), where 

could users live interact with recommendation system. In the experiment we compared obtained results 

of the proposed method to the multiple reference methods and with the state-of-art approaches as well. 

The main difference between a live online experiment realized with a real users in a real time and an 

offline experiment realized with captured data from datasets is the users’ ability to give a feedback 

direct to the recommendation in case of live experiment (which is not possible in case of offline 

experiment). 



 

 

 
Figure 4. Example of group recommendation in experimental system used in evaluation 

 

Dataset 

We asked the total of 31 users to participate in our experiment. Participants represented both males and 

females (3:2), while various age distribution was covered (18-30). Each of participants firstly rated at 

least 30 movies before the experiment (provided explicit feedback). Items were rated on a six point 

scale (0-lowest, 5-highest score). Similarly, to the previous experiment, movies metadata were obtained 

from the IMDb database. In the experiment, we asked participants to create groups, in which they want 

to watch movies. One person could be member of multiple groups, but two groups can not contain 

exactly the same users. Group members mostly knew each other, but there were not only friends in 

groups. Users created their own groups, in total they created 63 groups of 2 members, 28 groups of 3 

and 12 groups of the size 4. For each group size, the groups were split into two sets in order to compare 

proposed approach to the state-of-the-art. 

 

Methodology 

We focus to explore the performance of the proposed method in comparison to existing 

recommendation methods. In the experiment, we compared proposed method to the approaches used in 

existing recommendation systems - PolyLens, Yu's TV and gRecs (our implementation), which belong 

to most known in the domain of group movie recommendation. 

All of the reference systems use the same group type (real groups) and recommendation approach 

(collaborative, which is a part of proposed method) as our proposed method. The only difference 

between these systems is the aggregation strategy. PolyLens uses the least misery strategy, Yu's TV an 

average strategy and gRecs uses various variations as the least misery strategy, justice strategy and the 

most satisfaction strategy. 

To every group we have presented two recommendations – one generated by proposed approach 

and one by reference. The reference method was chosen randomly, and anonymously presented to the 

groups (no information about methods was provided). Within each recommendation, we presented 

every group an ordered list of 5 items and asked the group members to express the feedback (in addition 

the feedback for group, we collected also feedback form every group member individually). 

We experimented with 5 items, according to the work of Quijano-Sanchez et al., who stated that 

users want to get recommended up to this amount (Quijano-Sanchez et al., 2013). With more items 

recommended users would not be able to determine the order of recommended items and thus they 

would be unable to decide well as a group.  



 

 

Rating was carried out by assigning 0-5 points to each item. In addition to the rating of individua l 

items, the overall satisfaction for every recommended list as a whole was collected (by the same way 

as in case of individual items rating). 

We also evaluated the recommendation precision p@5 (precision for five recommended items) and 

Normalized discounted cumulative gain measure (NDCG). NDCG uses a graded relevance scale of 

items in a recommendation result set. It is calculated as division quotient of Discounted cumulative gain 

(DCG) and Ideal discounted cumulative gain (IDCG) (Equation 9). 

 

𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺𝑥 =  
𝐷𝐶𝐺𝑥

𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺𝑥
;  𝐷𝐶𝐺𝑥 =  ∑

2𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖−1

𝑙𝑜𝑔2(𝑖+1)

𝑥
𝑖=1 ;  𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺𝑥 =  ∑

2𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖−1

𝑙𝑜𝑔2(𝑖+1)

𝑟𝑒𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑_𝑥
𝑖=1   (9) 

 

where 𝑥 is an ordered list of recommendation results. 𝐷𝐶𝐺𝑥 measures score of the list 𝑥 considering the 

user’s items ratings and their positions in the result list. Items’ importance decreases proportionally 

with its position in the list 𝑥. 𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺𝑥 measures the score calculated by same way as 𝐷𝐶𝐺𝑥, but from 

ideally reordered list 𝑥 (items ordered decreasingly by its rating). NDCG is a real number division 

quotient of these two measures. 

 

Results 

We focused to explore the performance of proposed approach in comparison to the state-of-the-art – 

especially the precision, users’ satisfaction (from the item and the whole recommended list respectively) 

and the quality of recommended items order.  

We discovered that the groups used to adjust their feedback for evaluated approaches based on the 

rating of first approach. In other words, after providing score for the first approach they have assigned 

the score for the second approach on the “better or worse” pattern. This pattern can be observed not 

only from the single items point of view, but the whole recommended lists were judged similarly.  

To better understand the performance of compared approaches, we also provide the average results 

of our method (HYB_AVG) and of reference methods (REF_AVG). Generally, our method obtains in all 

48 cases better average results. 

As we can see (Figure 5 - a, b), from the general point of view proposed hybrid method obtains 

better results in comparison to other approaches. The difference in groups (Figure 5 - a) and users’ 

(Figure 5 - b) satisfaction is increasing proportionally with the group size. This satisfaction increase is 

more visible for group instead of individuals, as based on the group interaction the group conformity 

occurs (Ricci et al., 2011).  

Results also show (Figure 5 - c, d) that proposed method reaches higher precision than the reference 

methods. The surprising fact we discovered, is that the precision grows proportionally with group size. 

In previous offline experiments, where the automatically generated groups were used, the opposite trend 

occurred. The reason is that if preferences of more users are aggregated (group size), than more 

generally liked items are recommended. 

As we can expect, used methods of group recommendation and neither the aggregation strategies 

have no impact on the amount of item rating by group (Figure 5 - e) or by group members (Figure 5 - f).  

Moreover, results show (Figure 5 - g, h) that the aggregation method has increasing quality effect 

to recommended items ordering. This effect we measured by normalized discounted cumulative gain 

metric (NDCG). Our proposed method achieves higher score than the both reference methods in all 

settings used in experiments. 

Results show that the proposed method achieves the improvement of group recommendation 

results in comparison with the reference systems (PolyLens, Yu's TV and gRecs). Improvement can be 

observed in increased recommendation precision, improved satisfaction with the recommendation as a 



 

 

whole and especially in improvement of the recommended items order (interesting are recommended 

at higher positions).  

 

  

  
a) Satisfaction with recommendation list, rated by 

groups 

b) Satisfaction with recommendation list, rated by 

individual users 

 

  

  
c) Recommendations precision, rated by groups  d) Recommendation precision, rated by individual 

users 

 

  

  
e) Average rating of recommended items  (normalized  

- y axis), rated by groups 

f) Average rating of recommended items  

(normalized - y axis), rated by individual users   
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g) NDCG (recommended items ordering), rated by 

groups 

h) NDCG (recommended items ordering), rated by 

individual users 

Figure 5. Live experiment results comparing the proposed method with the state-of-the-art methods. 

Groups are, accordingly to reference method, marked as type A or B. Results for groups of type A 

(reference method using least misery aggregation) are marked as HYB_A for proposed hybrid 

recommendation and REF_A for reference method. Similarly HYB_B and REF_B mark groups that got 

recommendation from reference method using average aggregation type. In addition average results of 

proposed method (HYB_AVG) and reference methods (REF_AVG) are included.  

 

In addition to the online experiment we compared results of proposed method (HYB_AVG) with results 

published by other authors. We compared results of proposed approach to results of approaches from 

multimedia and books domain respectively (Figure 6). 

Reference methods Kag1 - Kag4 have been proposed by Kagita et al. (Kagita et al., 2013). They 

are based on the principle of virtual users representing the interests of the whole groups. When creating 

a virtual user from group members’ user models various weights are considered (Kag1, Kag3 or with 

different weights restricted by maximum threshold Kag2, Kag4). The reference method (Kag5), is based 

on aggregating group members’ preferences, not the members’ user models as was done in previous 

Kag1 – Kag4 methods. 

Group collaborative filtering of movies was described also by Kim et al. (Kim et al., 2010). User’s 

similarity used for recommendation is based on metadata of keywords describing individual movies. In 

the work, two methods have been proposed - benchmark method Kim1 and Kim2 method considering 

in addition the individual user importance inside the groups. 

Wang et al. proposed group recommendation based on the social graph (Wang et al., 2011). Wan1 

uses collaborative approach, similar users are searched by the random walk algorithm. Method Wan2 

uses also the social graph, which is in this case enriched with additional meta-information describing 

items. 

 

Figure 6. Comparison of the precision p@5 between results of proposed method and the results 

of published reference methods. 
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Proposed method was compared with the state-of-the-art methods that use comparable evaluation 

methodology (Figure 6). To be able to compare the results of real-scenario recommendation of (1-10 

items) we have chosen works that use the precision@n metric with small coefficient n (i.e., 5) and also 

works with similar application domain. Two of these methods were proposed for movies 

recommendation (Kagita et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2011), one for recommendation of books (Kim et al., 

2010). In these works, however, were not presented results for smaller groups (only groups of size 5, 

10, 20, 30 users for Kim1-2 and 5, 10, 20 users for Wan1-2) which are typical for the domain of movies 

– we are focusing on. Thus we provide the best comparison available in order to reach the goal of the 

evaluation - a comparison of the group recommendation precision of small amount of items. 

As we can see, the precision of results that our method reached in experiment is higher. The main 

reason is that we evaluated recommendation for relatively small amount of items, where proposed 

hybrid method show its strong features. 

4.3.Hybrid Recommendation for Single-user 

Proposed group recommender is able to recommend to group of any size. In previous section we aimed 

to groups with most typically created sizes (2-4). From our work perspective, is the single-user 

recommendation, recommendation to group of size one. In order to show the benefits of proposed hybrid 

recommender for single-user, we compared its performance to components used (collaborative filtering 

and content-based recommendation). 

 

Dataset 

For the evaluation we used a subset of MovieLens 10M dataset. Dataset consists of user ratings (1-5 

scale) on at least 20 movies per user. The subset used for the experiments consists of 6 000 users. As a 

result we processed together 662k ratings and for collaborative component we calculated over 18M 

mutual user to user similarities.  

Since the dataset contains only genres of movies as the metadata information, we needed to expand 

the metadata information in order to be able generate content-based recommendations. Similarly to 

previous experiments, we used the data obtained from the IMDb database including the item title (ID), 

list of genres, keywords, actors and directors.  

 

Methodology 

Firstly we compared the performance of the hybrid recommender to its collaborative and content-based 

recommendation components. The experiment aimed to demonstrate that proposed mixing mechanism 

achieves better performance than the content and collaborative recommender used alone.  

Moreover each user’s rating history was randomly split into train and test set (80% training set, 

20% test test). Next, the standard offline evaluation was performed, while the ratings for train set were 

used to create user models, based on which the recommendation were generated and next compared to 

the test set.  

For the performance evaluation we used the precision metric, which is widely used in the 

recommender systems evaluation. We focused on the recommendation precision for 1, 3, 5, 10 and 15 

items respectively (p@1, 3, 5, 10, 15). In addition to the precision, we explored the performance of our 

recommender depending on the recommended items’ position in the list. In other words, we monitored 

whether users prefer items from the higher recommendation list positions. To evaluate the performance 

of such characteristic we computed the precision independently for each of the first 15 positions in the 

results list. 



 

 

 

Results 

As we can see (Table 3) proposed hybrid approach outperforms the performance of its components in 

all settings. The decreasing trend of precision at higher levels can be observed. Both, this is a standard 

pattern caused by the character of the precision metrics and the split of the train and test set. Moreover, 

the dataset used for the evaluation guarantees at least 20 ratings per users, thus sometimes there is less 

user ratings in the test set as recommended items. This is the reason why the content-based component 

obtained lower results from the precision point of view. As the dataset does not contain only limited 

amount of users’ ratings and movies which similarity is computed, content-based recommender, used 

alone, do not provide sufficient recommendation. On the other hand, when used as the hybrid 

recommendation component, it brings significant improvement. 

 

Table 3. The comparison of the performance proposed hybrid recommender approach for single 

user to its components – content-based and collaborative recommenders (p@1-15 refers to the 

precision of top 1-15 recommended items). 

Method/Precision p@1 p@3 p@5 p@10 p@15 

Hybrid 0.6803 0.5640 0.5092 0.4505 0.4297 

Collaborative 0.6072 0.5202 0.4835 0.4438 0.4287 

Content-based 0.3303 0.2284 0.1876 0.1478 0.1303 

 

The biggest improvement can be observed when recommending only a few of items (p@1, p@3). In 

other words, if the proposed hybrid approach scores (hits user preference and the movie), this will more 

likely occur in the top of the recommended list (Figure 7). In the domain of multimedia this pattern can 

be considered as desired as often only a few items are recommended. Moreover, as the result of 

proposed single-user recommendation is used in the next step for aggregation and recommendation to 

the groups, it is critically important to optimize very Top-N recommendation performance. 

 

 
Figure 7. Precision for each position in recommendation results list 

 

There is wide range of precision obtained by today’s single-user recommenders over the MovieLens 

dataset reported in the literature. Gupta reported the highest performance for precision p@5 not 

exceeding 0.27 (Gupta and Mathew, 2012). The average performance approx. 0.38 was reported by 

Jelassi et al. (Jelassi, et al, 2013). The highest precision – 0.72 is was reported by Elahi et al. (Elahi 

et al., 2014) which is comparable to our results. 

Obtained results support our hypothesis that proposed hybrid method increases the precision of 

very Top-N hybrid recommendation results when recommending to group of size one i.e. single users. 
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4.4.Discussion 

Our method uses collaborative filtering as the primary recommendation approach. It follows that 

recommendation candidates for each group member are selected based on the community tastes. Group 

could however be heterogeneous, so from the proposed items it is desirable to choose the items similar 

to the tastes of individual users. This is ensured by usage of the content-based recommendation 

approach. For this reason we consider the proposed mixed hybrid method as proper choice, especially 

in domains with small amount of items experienced per session. 

Our experiments showed that proposed method increases the quality of recommended items 

ordering (higher rated items are recommended at higher positions) in comparison to used state-of-the-

art methods. This is supported by Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain metric (NDCG), where our 

method reaches higher value for groups and also for its members individually. 

Moreover, proposed approach increases the precision of recommendations generated for groups 

(including groups of size one) proportionally to the item positions in the recommended list. In other 

words, the major improvement of precision is observed on the top list positions. The result is the ability 

to recommend the lower amount of precisely chosen recommendations. We discovered that the 

recommendation precision grows proportionally with group size, which means that bigger groups were 

generally more satisfied than the lower ones using proposed approach. 

We also observed positive result of proposed method in the increase of the group satisfaction with 

the recommendation. The satisfaction was measured by an explicit ratings of recommended item list 

made by groups and also by its members. Similarly to precision metric, we observed higher satisfaction 

increase in case of larger groups. This result apply for group as a whole and also for its members 

individually, but it is more visible for whole groups than for its members’ satisfaction. 

Moreover, we designed our method to be usable for individuals as good as for groups of users. We 

compared recommendation precision of proposed hybrid method (group size 1) with a recommendation 

approaches it combines. We found out that proposed hybrid method increases the recommendation 

precision in comparison to individually used collaborative filtering or content-based recommendation. 

Proposed method uses the aggregation of single-user recommendations strategy. It is more 

appropriate to aggregate the individual users’ recommendations based on real preferences in 

comparison to recommendations based on preferences. Moreover, this strategy not only spares the 

computational but the time complexity respectively. The reason is that recommendations could be 

precomputed for every user once and then it could be used in every group he is part of. In this case it is 

only needed to aggregate and mix recommendations which is generally cheaper operation in comparison 

to users’ recommendation computation. 

Proposed group hybrid recommender is intended to be the domain independent. However it is 

specialized mainly in situations where users use to experience content together in groups and with only 

a few items typically seen per session. For these reasons we evaluated it in the domain of multimedia 

by recommendation of movies as a typical and very popular representative of this kind of domain. As 

we showed in experiments, the main contribution of proposed method is the increase of the item 

ordering quality and of the precision of recommendation on very Top-N items. 

5. Summary 
Activities in some domains are typically performed by whole groups of users instead of individua ls. 

Typical examples are watching movies with friends, going to lunch with colleagues, travelling on 

holidays with family etc. For these purposes we proposed an innovative mixed hybrid method, which 

brings an improvement over the recommendation precision especially for very Top-N recommended 

items. Our method was designed primarily for purposes of multimedia content, or even more 



 

 

specifically for recommendation of movies, but its principle is fully domain independent and it is 

suitable to be used in any domain with small amount of items typically consumed per session. 

Proposed approach is limited to recommendations for small-size groups (2-4) – which are most 

used in today’s scenarios (e.g., movies, TV). The large group sizes (e.g., all gym customers) will lead 

to the recommendation precision decrease, which is on the contrary standard effect in the group 

recommendation.  

5.1.Contributions 

The contributions of the paper are the following: 

 We proposed a novel mixed hybrid group recommender, focusing on very Top-N 

recommendations. It outperforms the state-of-the-art group recommenders both in online and 

offline evaluation respectively. 

 Our proposed method improves the recommended items order on the very Top-N positions. 

 Presented method is applicable to single-user recommendations as well (group size 1). 

 As the recommendation approach itself is separated from the user model, our method is domain 

independent.  

5.2.Future work directions 

The group satisfaction is still not well-researched topic. It is clear that the group members are the social 

beings and thus obtaining the group consensus seems to be complex optimization problem. Considering 

of relations between the group members and their personalities seems to be a logical step for future 

research in the field of the group recommendation. This is a need for better understanding the 

mechanisms of members’ influence within the groups. We believe that deeper understanding of these 

processes can further improve the quality of the recommendation to groups and increase the group 

satisfaction as well. 

5.3.Conclusion 

In this paper we proposed a novel hybrid group recommender, which reorders candidates generated by 

the collaborative recommendation based on results of the content-based approach. By the improvement 

of the quality of the very Top-N recommendations generated for the group members (precision), the 

group decision process is shortened and the user-experience increased. By the combination of two 

recommendation approaches we reduced the shortcomings of both approaches when used separately 

(e.g. collaborative - not enough information about users’ preferences or content-based - problem of 

enclosing the user into bubble of very similar items). Thanks to this, proposed group recommender 

outperforms the state-of-the-art approaches and improves the performance of Top-N recommendations 

provided to group members. 

 

Acknowledgement 
This work was partially supported by the Scientific Grant Agency of the Slovak Republic, grant No. 

VG 1/0646/15 - Adaptation of access to information and knowledge artifacts based on interaction and 

collaboration within web environment and is the partial result of the Research & Development 

Operational Programme for the project Research of methods for acquisition, analysis and personalized 



 

 

conveying of information and knowledge, ITMS 26240220039, co-funded by the ERDF. We thank also 

for the Young researchers support from Slovak University of Technology in Bratislava. 

6. References 

Adomavicius, G., Tuzhilin, A. (2005). Toward the next generation of recommender systems: a survey 

of the state-of-the-art and possible extensions. In IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data 

Engineering, 17(6), 734-749, IEEE. 

Amer-Yahia, S., Roy, S., Chawlat, A. & et. al. (2009). Group recommendation: Semantics and 

efficiency. Proceedings of the VLDB Endowment (2), 754-765, VLDB Endowment. 

Baltrunas, L., Makcinskas, T., Ricci, F. (2010). Group recommendations with rank aggregation and 

collaborative filtering. Proceedings of the fourth ACM conference on Recommender systems - 

RecSys '10, 119-126, ACM. 

Belém, F.M., Martins, E.F., Almeida, J.M., Gonçalves, M.A. (2014). Personalized and object-centered 

tag recommendation methods for Web 2.0 applications. Information Processing & Management, 

50, 4, 524-553, Elsevier. 

Bellogín, A., Cantador, A., Díez, F., Castells, P. Chavarriaga, E. (2013). An empirical comparison of 

social, collaborative filtering, and hybrid recommenders. ACM Trans. Intell. Syst. Technol. 4, 1, 

Article 14 (February 2013), 1-29, ACM. 

Beliakov, G., Pradera, A., Calvo T. (2007). Aggregation functions: A guide for practitioners, 221, 

Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 

Blanco Fernández, Y., Arias, J. J., Lopez-Nores, M., Gil-Solla, A., Cabrer, M. R (2006). AVATAR: An 

improved solution for personalized TV based on semantic inference. Consumer Electronics, IEEE 

Transactions on 52, 223-231, IEEE. 

Boratto, L., Carta, S. (2010) State-of-the-art in group recommendation and new approaches for 

automatic identification of groups, in: G. Alessandro Soro, Vargiu E.P.G. (Eds.), Information 

Retrieval and Mining in Distributed Environments, Studies in Computational Intelligence, vol. 324,  

1–20, Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg. 

Bostandjiev, S., O'Donovan, J. Höllerer, T. (2013). LinkedVis: exploring social and semantic career 

recommendations. In Proceedings of the 2013 international conference on Intelligent user 

interfaces (IUI '13), 107-116, ACM, New York, NY, USA. 

Braunhofer, M., Codina, V., Ricci, F. (2014). Switching hybrid for cold-starting context-aware 

recommender systems. In Proceedings of the 8th ACM Conference on Recommender systems 

(RecSys '14), 349-352, ACM, New York, NY, USA. 

Brusilovsky, P. (1996). Methods and techniques of adaptive hypermedia. User Modeling and User-

Adapted Interaction 6 (2), 87–129, Springer. 



 

 

Burke, R. (2000). Knowledge-based recommender systems. In Encyclopedia of library and information 

systems, 69 (Supplement 32), 175-186. 

Burke, R. (2002). Hybrid recommender systems: Survey and experiments. User modeling and user-

adapted interaction, Springer, vol. 12, issue 4, pp. 331-370. 

Burke, R. (2007). Hybrid web recommender systems. In Brusilovsky, P., Kobsa, A., and Nejdl, W., 

editors, The adaptive web, volume 4321 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, 77-408. Springer 

Berlin Heidelberg. 

Candillier, L., Meyer, F., Boullé, M. (2007). Comparing state-of-the-art collaborative filtering systems. 

In Perner, P., editor, Machine Learning and Data Mining in Pattern Recognition, volume 4571 of 

Lecture Notes in Computer Science, 548-562, Springer Berlin. 

Cesar, P., Chorianopoulos, K., Jensen, J.F. (2008). Social television and user interaction. Comput. 

Entertain. 6, 1, Article 4, ACM. 

Chen, L., Pu, P. (2007). Hybrid critiquing-based recommender systems. In Proceedings of the 12th 

international conference on Intelligent user interfaces (IUI '07), 22-31, ACM, New York, NY, 

USA. 

Cobos, C., Rodriguez, O., Rivera, J., Betancourt, J., Mendoza, M., León, E., Herrera-Viedma, E. (2013). 

A hybrid system of pedagogical pattern recommendations based on singular value decomposition 

and variable data attributes, Information Processing & Management, 49, 3, 607-625, Elsevier. 

De Pessemier, T., Dooms, S., Martens, L. (2012). Design and evaluation of a group recommender 

system. Proceedings of the sixth ACM conference on Recommender systems - RecSys ’12., 

225-228, ACM. 

Desrosiers, C., Karypis, G. (2011) A Comprehensive Survey of Neighborhood-Based Recommendation 

Methods. In Recommender Systems Handbook , ed. by F. Ricci and others, 107-144, Boston, MA: 

Springer US, USA. 

Domingues, M.A., Gouyon, F., Jorge, A.M., Leal, J.P., Vinagre, V., Lemos, L., Sordo, M. (2012). 

Combining usage and content in an online music recommendation system for music in the long-

tail. In Proceedings of the 21st international conference companion on World Wide Web (WWW 

'12 Companion), 925-930, ACM, New York, NY, USA. 

Dooms, D. (2013). Dynamic generation of personalized hybrid recommender systems. In Proceedings 

of the 7th ACM conference on Recommender systems (RecSys '13), 443-446, ACM, New York, 

NY, USA. 

Elahi, M., Ricci, F., Rubens, N. (2014). Active learning strategies for rating elicitation in collaborative 

filtering: A system-wide perspective. ACM Trans. Intell. Syst. Technol. 5, 1, Article 13 (January 

2014), 33 pages, ACM. 



 

 

Fouss, F., Pirote, A. (2007). Random-walk computation of similarities between nodes of a graph with 

application to collaborative recommendation. IEEE Trans. Knowl. Data Eng. 19, 3, 355-369, 

IEEE. 

Gauch, S., Speretta, M., Chandramouli, A., Micarelli, A., 2007. User profiles for personalized 

information access the adaptive web. In: Brusilovsky, P., Kobsa, A., Nejdl, W. (Eds.), The 

Adaptive Web. Vol. 4321 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, 54–89 Springer Berlin / 

Heidelberg, Berlin,  Heidelberg. 

Ghazanfar, M., Prugel-Bennett, A. (2010). A Scalable, Accurate Hybrid Recommender System. In 

Third International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining , 94-98. IEEE. 

Gross, T., Beckmann, Ch., Schirmer, M. (2011), GroupRecoPF: Innovative Group Recommendations 

in a Distributed Platform. In Yiannis Cotronis, Marco Danelutto, and George Angelos 

Papadopoulos, editors, 2011, 19th International Euromicro Con-ference on Parallel, Distributed 

and Network-Based Processing, Ayia Napa, Cyprus, 293-300. IEEE Computer Society. 

Gunawardana, A., Meek, C. (2009). A unified approach to building hybrid recommender systems. In 

Proceedings of the third ACM conference on Recommender systems (RecSys '09), 117-124, ACM, 

New York, NY, USA. 

Gupta, A. K., Mathew, G. (2012). Item recommender system by incorporating metadata information 

into ternary semantic analysis. In Proceedings of the CUBE International Information Technology 

Conference (CUBE '12). New York, NY, USA, 670-675, ACM.  

Guzzi, F., Ricci, F., Burke, R. (2011). Interactive multi-party critiquing for group recommendation. 

Proceedings of the fifth ACM conference on Recommender systems RecSys '11 , 265-268, ACM. 

Jačala, M., Tvarožek, J. (2012). Named Entity Disambiguation Based on Explicit Sematics. In Lecture 

Notes in Computer Science: 38th Conference on Current Trends in Theory and Practice of 

Computer Science - Volume 7147 (SOFSEM'12). 456-466. Springer.  

Jelassi, M. D., Yahia, S. B., Nguifo, E.M. (2013). A personalized recommender system based on users' 

information in folksonomies. In Proceedings of the 22nd International Conference on World Wide 

Web (WWW '13 Companion). International World Wide Web Conferences Steering Committee, 

Republic and Canton of Geneva, Switzerland, 1215-1224. 

Kagita, V.R., Pujari, A.K., Padmanabhan, V. (2013). Group Recommender Systems: A Virtual User 

Approach Based on Precedence Mining. In S. Cranefield & A. Nayak (eds.), Australasian 

Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 434-440, Springer. 

Kim, J. K., Kim, H. K., Oh, H. Y., Ryu, Y. U. (2010). A group recommendation system for online 

communities. In International Journal of Information Management, vol. 30, 212-219, Elsevier 

Science Publishers. 

Kompan, M., Bieliková, M. (2010) Content-Based News Recommendation. In Proc. of the 11th 

International Conference E-Commerce and Web Technologies, EC-Web 2010, Bilbao, Spain, 

September 1-3., 61-72, Springer. 



 

 

Kompan, M., Bieliková, M. (2014a). Group Recommendations: Survey and Perspectives, In Computing 

and Informatics, ISSN 1335-9150, Vol. 33, No. 2. 

Kompan, M., Bieliková, M. (2014b), Voting Based Group Recommendation: How Users Vote. In Proc 

of 1st International Workshop on Social Personalisation in conjunction with 25th ACM Conference 

on Hypertext and Social Media, 1-2, Ceur-WS. 

Lacko, P., Kvasnička, V. (2008). Mixture of Expert Used to Learn Game Play. In Lecture Notes in 

Computer Science: Artificial Neural Networks - Volume 5163 (ICANN'08). 225-234. Springer. 

Li, Q., Kim, B.M. (2003). Clustering Approach for Hybrid Recommender System. In Proceedings of 

the 2003 IEEE/WIC International Conference on Web Intelligence (WI '03) , 33-38, IEEE 

Computer Society, Washington, DC, USA. 

Li, Y., Lin, L.Lin, Y. (2014). A recommender mechanism for social knowledge navigation in an online 

encyclopedia, Information Processing & Management. 50, 5, 634-652, Elsevier. 

Lin, K. H., Chiu, Y. S., Chen, J. S. (2011). An Adaptive Correlation-Based Group Recommendation 

System. In Intelligent Signal Processing and Communications Systems, 1-5, IEEE Computer 

Society. 

Lommatzsch, A., Kille, B., Kim, J. W., Albayrak, S. (2013). An adaptive hybrid movie recommender 

based on semantic data. In Proceedings of the 10th Conference on Open Research Areas in 

Information Retrieval (OAIR '13), João Ferreira, João Magalhães, and Pável Calado (Eds.), 

217-218, LE CENTRE DE HAUTES ETUDES INTERNATIONALES D'INFORMATIQUE 

DOCUMENTAIRE, Paris, France. 

Martinez, L., Rodriguez, R. M., Espinilla, M. (2009). REJA: A Georeferenced Hybrid Recommender 

System for Restaurants. In Proceedings of the 2009 IEEE/WIC/ACM International Joint 

Conference on Web Intelligence and Intelligent Agent Technology - Volume 03 (WI-IAT '09), Vol. 

3., 187-190, IEEE Computer Society, Washington, DC, USA. 

Marx, P., Hennig-Thurau, T., Marchand, A. (2010). Increasing consumers' understanding of 

recommender results: a preference-based hybrid algorithm with strong explanatory power. In 

Proceedings of the fourth ACM conference on Recommender systems (RecSys '10), 297-300, ACM, 

New York, NY, USA. 

Masthoff, J. (2004). Group Modeling: Selecting a Sequence of Television Items to Suit a Group of 

Viewers. User Modeling and User-Adapted Interaction, 14 (1), 37-85, Kluwer Academic 

Publishers. 

Masthoff, J. (2011). Group Recommender Systems: Combining Individual Models. Recommender 

Systems Handbook . 677-702, Springer US. 

McCarthy, K., Salamó, M., Coyle, L., McGinty, L., Smyth, B., Nixon, P. (2006). CATS: A Synchronous 

Approach to Collaborative Group Recommendation. In Geoff Sutclffe and Randy Goebel, editors, 

Proceedings of the Nineteenth International Florida Artiffcial Intelligence Research Society 

Conference, Melbourne Beach, FL, 86-91, AAAI Press. 



 

 

Ntoutsi I., Stefanidis.K. (2012). gRecs: A group recommendation system based on user clustering. 

Database Systems for Advanced Applications, 299-303, Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

O’Connor, M., Cosley, D., Konstan, J., Riedl, J. (2002). PolyLens: A Recommender System for Groups 

of Users, Proceedings of the seventh conference on European Conference on Computer Supported 

Cooperative Work ECSCW'01, 199-218, Springer Netherlands. 

Pazzani, M. J., Billsus, D. (2007). Content-based recommendation systems. In Brusilovsky, P., Kobsa, 

A., and Nejdl, W., editors, The Adaptive Web, volume 4321 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, 

325-341. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

Popescu, G. (2012) What Is the Best Music You Have? Designing Music Recommendation for Group 

Enjoyment in GroupFun. In ACM SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 

1-6, ACM. 

Porcel, C., Tejeda-Lorente, A., Martínez, M.A., Herrera-Viedma, E. (2012). A hybrid recommender 

system for the selective dissemination of research resources in a Technology Transfer Office, In 

Information Sciences, 184(1), 1-19, Elsevier. 

Quan, J., Cho, S. (2014). A Hybrid Recommender System Based on AHP That Awares Contexts with 

Bayesian Networks for Smart TV. In Polycarpou, M., de Carvalho, A., Pan, J., Woźniak, M., 

Quintian, H. and Corchado, E., editors, Hybrid Artificial Intelligence Systems, volume 8480 of 

Lecture Notes in Computer Science, 527-536. , Springer International Publishing. 

Quijano-Sanchez, L., Recio-Garcia, J., Diaz-Agudo B. (2010). Personality and Social Trust. in Group 

Recommendations, Tools with Artificial Intelligence (ICTAI), 2010 22nd IEEE International 

Conference on, 121-126, IEEE. 

Quijano-Sánchez, L., Recio-Garcıa, J. A., Dıaz-Agudo, B. (2011). Group recommendation methods for 

social network environments. 3rd Workshop on Recommender Systems and the Social Web 5th 

ACM International Conference on Recommender Systems, RecSys’11, 8p., ACM. 

Quijano-Sanchez, L., Recio-Garcia, J., Diaz-Agudo, B., Jimenez-Diaz, G. (2013). Social factors in 

group recommender systems. ACM Transactions on Intelligent Systems and Technology, 4(1), 

1-30, ACM. 

Ricci, F., Rokach, L., Shapira, B., Kantor, P. B., editors (2011). Recommender Systems Handbook. 

Springer. 

Resnick, P., Varian, H. R. (1997). Recommender systems. Commun. ACM 40, 3 (March 1997), 56-58, 

ACM. 

Schafer, J., Frankowski, D., Herlocker, J., Sen, S. (2007). Collaborative filtering recommender systems. 

In Brusilovsky, P., Kobsa, A., and Nejdl, W., editors, The Adaptive Web , volume 4321 of Lecture 

Notes in Computer Science, 291-324. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

Senot, C., Kostadinov, D., Bouzid, M. (2010). Analysis of strategies for building group profiles. User 

Modeling, Adaptation, and Personalization, 40-51, Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 



 

 

Sotelo, R., Blanco Fernández, Y., Lopez, M., Gil, A., Pazos, J. (2009). TV Program Recommendation 

for Groups Based on Muldimensional TV-Anytime Classications. In Consumer Electronics, 2009. 

ICCE '09. Digest of Technical Papers International Conference, 1 -2, IEEE.. 

Spiegel, S., Kunegis, J. Li, F. (2009). Hydra: a hybrid recommender system [cross-linked rating and 

content information]. In Proceedings of the 1st ACM international workshop on Complex networks 

meet information & knowledge management (CNIKM '09), 75-80, ACM, New York, NY, USA. 

Sprague, D., Wu, F., Tory, M. (2008) Music Selection Using the PartyVote Democratic Jukebox. In 

Proceedings of the working conference on Advanced visual interfaces, 433-436, ACM. 

Su, X., Khoshgoftaar, T. M. (2009). A Survey of Collaborative Filtering Techniques, Advances in 

Artificial Intelligence 2009, 4, 19. 

Taghipour, N., Kardan, A. (2008). A hybrid web recommender system based on Q-learning. In 

Proceedings of the 2008 ACM symposium on Applied computing (SAC '08) , 1164-1168, ACM, 

New York, NY, USA. 

Tejeda-Lorente, A., Porcel, C., Peis, E., Sanz, R., Herrera-Viedma, E. (2014). A quality based 

recommender system to disseminate information in a university digital library, In Information 

Sciences, 261, Elsevier. 

van Deventer, O., de Wit, J.,Vanattenhoven, J.,Gualbahar, M. (2013). Group Recommendation in a 

Hybrid Broadcast Broadband Television Context. In Proc. of the Workshop on Group 

Recommender Systems: Concepts, Technology, Evaluation (GroupRS), 12-18, CEUR-WS. 

Vaz, P.C., de Matos, D.M., Martins, B., Calado, P. (2012). Improving a hybrid literary book 

recommendation system through author ranking. In Proceedings of the 12th ACM/IEEE-CS joint 

conference on Digital Libraries (JCDL '12), 387-388, ACM, New York, NY, USA. 

Vellino, A., Zeber, D. (2007). A Hybrid, Multi-dimensional Recommender for Journal Articles in a 

Scientific Digital Library. In Proceedings of the 2007 IEEE/WIC/ACM International Conferences 

on Web Intelligence and Intelligent Agent Technology - Workshops (WI-IATW '07), 111-114, IEEE 

Computer Society, Washington, DC, USA. 

Višnovský, J., Kaššák, O., Kompan, M., Bieliková, M. (2014) The Cold Start: Minimal User's Rating 

Activity Estimation. In 1st Workshop on Recommender Systems for Television and online Video 

(RecSysTV) in conjunction with 8th ACM Conference on Recommender Systems, Foster City, USA. 

Wang, Z., Zhang, M., Tan, Y. & et. al. (2011). Recommendation Algorithm Based on Graph-Model 

Considering User Background Information, In '11 Proceedings of the 2011 9 th International 

Conference on Creating, Connecting and Collaborating through Computing, 32-39, IEEE. 

Weiß, D., Scheuerer, J., Wenleder, M. & et. al. (2008). A user profile-based personalization system for 

digital multimedia content. Proceedings of the 3rd international conference on Digital Interactive 

Media in Entertainment and Arts - DIMEA ’08, 281-288, ACM. 



 

 

Yu, Z., Zhou, X., Hao, Y., Gu, J. (2006). TV Program Recommendation for Multiple Viewers Based 

on user Profile Merging. User Modeling and User-Adapted Interaction '16, 63-82, Springer 

Netherlands. 

Zhuhadar, L., Nasraoui, O., Wyatt, R., Romero, E. (2009). Multi-model Ontology-Based Hybrid 

Recommender System in E-learning Domain. In Proceedings of the 2009 IEEE/WIC/ACM 

International Joint Conference on Web Intelligence and Intelligent Agent Technology - Volume 03 

(WI-IAT '09), Vol. 3., 91-95, IEEE Computer Society, Washington, DC, USA. 


