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Abstract. Recommendation systemsarehighly interested in technologycom-
panies nowadays. The businesses are constantly growing users and products,
causing the number of users and items to continuously increase over time, to
very large numbers. Traditional recommendation algorithms with complex-
ity dependent on the number of users and itemsmake themdifficult to adapt
to the industrial environment. In this paper, we introduce a newmethod ap-
plying graph neural networks with a contrastive learning framework in ex-
tracting user preferences. We incorporate a soft clustering architecture that
significantly reduces the computational cost of the inference process. Exper-
iments show that the model is able to learn user preferences with low com-
putational cost in both training and prediction phases. At the same time, the
model gives a very good accuracy. We call this architecture EfficientRec3 with
the implication of model compactness and the ability to scale to unlimited
users and products.

Keywords: recommendation system · graph neural networks · contrastive
learning · soft clustering networks

1 Introduction

Personalization is the topic of investment with high returns in recent years. Two
typical collaborative filtering (CF) algorithms for the recommendation problemare
matrix factorization [6] and two-headDNNs ( [3], [4]).While recent studies focus on
the accuracy of the recommendation system in the lab and achieve positive results
such as BiVAE [1], VASP [2],... We find thesemethods facing difficulties in deploying
on the production environment because:

First, thearchitectureof thesemodels isnotoptimized.Thesemodelsuseuser_id
embedding as part of the model. This leads to the calculation complexity and size
of the model depending on the number of users. When the number of users in-
creases, it is forced to re-train a newmodel, the model cannot recommend for new
users. When the number of users is large, the size and calculation complexity of the
3 Our source code available at: https://github.com/quanvu0996/EfficientRec
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model become very large ( [7], [8]). These limitations in reality are very common in
businesses when the number of users is large and constantly increasing.

Second, the item selection process of these models is not optimal. Models de-
ployed in the lab often try to predict the entire utility matrix. The reason is to eval-
uate a model’s performance in the laboratory, we must rely on its predictions for a
few items that have been rated in the test set. If a user is recommended items that
the user has not rated, we do not know whether the recommendation is correct or
not. Predicting the entire utility matrix is very expensive, for each user we have to
calculate for both items that are liked and not liked. Unlike the lab, the production
recommendations will be evaluated on A/B Testing. A product that has not been
rated in the past if it is recommended, users can interact and show their level of fa-
vor. The production recommendation is to search for the items that the user liked.

Some papers try to solve the first problem by using online learning [9] or par-
allel ( [10], [11] ) matrix factorization. More recently, [12] proposed a distributed
alternative stochastic gradient distribution solver for an LFA-based recommenda-
tion based on a distributionmechanism including efficient data partitioning. Clus-
tering is a potential idea to solve both problems ( [15], [16], [17]). Clustering could
improve recommendation accuracy [13], increase the diversity of lists of recom-
mendations [14],...Although these methods help the model become trainable on a
large scale, the model size and cold start problems still remain.

In this paper, we try to solve these two non-optimal points, and propose a new
architecture that can effectively be implemented in the production environment.
Our main contributions include:

– Building recommendation system with complexity independent of the num-
ber of users. It does not use user_id so it can scale unlimited with the num-
ber of users without affecting the performance of the model. At the same time,
the model can operate with new users without having to build and retrain the
model.

– Proposing the algorithmof clustering item selection to help prune a large num-
ber of unnecessary parts of the utilitymatrix,making the personalization prob-
lem become search items that users liked.

– Application of contrastive learning architecture to extract the user’s preference
effectively.

2 Related works

2.1 Graph Neural Network in Recommend System

In recent years, studies on the application of GNN to recommendation systems
havebeenproposed.Themost intuitive reason is thatGNNtechniqueshavedemon-
strated to power representational learning for graph data in a variety of domains.
User-item interaction prediction is one of classic problems in recommendation,
then, user-item interaction data can be represented by a bipartite graph, the edges
corresponding to the interaction of the user-item. Van Den Berg et.al [18] first ap-
plied GNNwith GC-MCmodel on user-item rating graph to learn embedded repre-
sentation of user and item. In fact, the recommended dataset can be up to billions
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of nodes and edges, where each node contains many features, it is difficult to ap-
ply traditional GNNmodels due to large memory usage and long training time. To
deal with the large-scale graphs, one of the classic ways is to apply graph sampling.
GraphSAGE [19] randomly samples a fixed number of neighbors, and PinSage [20]
employs the randomwalk strategy for sampling. However, sampling will lose more
or less part of the information, and few studies focus on how to design an effective
sampling strategy to balance the effectiveness and scalability.

2.2 Self-supervised learning

Self-supervised learning (SSL) as a technique to learn with unlabeled data, re-
cently applied to recommendation for mitigating the data sparsity issue. The basic
idea is to augment the training data with various data augmentation, and super-
vised tasks to predict or reconstitute the original examples as auxiliary tasks. SSL
has beenwidely applied inmany fields, such as data augmentationmethods in im-
age processing or masked language tasks in BERT [24] model applied in natural
language processing. Inspired by the success of SSL in other fields, recent stud-
ies have applied SSL to recommendation systems and have achieved remarkable
achievements. Kun Zhou et.al [21] introduced the S3 −Rec model, the main idea
is to utilize the intrinsic data correlation to derive self-supervision signals and en-
hance the data representations via pre-training methods for improving sequential
recommendation. Tiansheng Yao et.al [22] introduced amulti-task self-supervised
learning (SSL) framework for large-scale item recommendations by adding regu-
larization to improve generalization. More recently, in [23], the authors explored
self-supervised learning on user-item graph, so as to improve the accuracy and ro-
bustness of GCNs for recommendation.

3 Proposal model

3.1 Architecture

FIG. 1:Overall architecture

We propose a recommended system architecture consisting of two parts: clus-
tering model and item selection model. The clustering model learns and extracts
the characteristics of the user’s behavior, and then assigns clusters for them. The
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clusters identifyuserswith similarpreferences.Given the itemscatalogT = {t1, t2, ..., tp }
with p items. For a sampleuserui withdemographic information vectordi , wehave
a set of interacted items Si = {ti 1, ti 2, ti 3, ..., ti q ; ti j ∈ T, q É p}. Items in Si are known
the rating value corresponding to the rating vector ri = {ri 1,ri 2,ri 3, ...,ri q }. Cluster-
ing model H will perform interaction embedding and combine with user demo-
graphic di to build a vector zi :

zi ← H(si ,ri ,di )

zi is a vector that expresses the user’s preference.Using the zi vector, we identify
the top of the most outstanding features of the user behavior and assign clusters
by them. With the item selection model, each user cluster that has been identified
from the clusteringmodelwill be used to select a set of favorite items. For eachuser,
he/she’s clusters will vote to choose the best appropriate items and recommend
them for the user.

3.2 Interaction embedding

FIG. 2: Interactions are consid-
ered as a directional graph

Similar to [18], we consider the interaction
dataofusers and itemsas adirectional graph. In
which nodes are users, items and the edges in-
dicate interactive relationships. Themagnitude
of the edges are rating values. The rating value
needs to be normalized in the range of [−1,1].
Thepositive rating values indicate theuser’s lik-
ing; the negative rating indicates the dislike of
the user with the item.

Consider the user ui , each interacted item
ti j in Si has two information: feature vector vi j

and id of the item i di j . The feature vector vk

contains content information of the item such
as description, duration, genre, price,... Thus,
for the item set Si , we have a matrix of the item

features Vi = {vi 1, vi 2, vi 3, ..., vi q }. The i di j contains hidden information of the item
and forms the collaborative filtering properties for the model. We use an embed-
ding layer E M to convert i di j into a representative vector ei j : ei j ← E M(i di j )

Combine ei j with vi j , weobtaineda characteristic vector includingbothhidden
and visible information of the item ti j : fi j = concat (vi j ,ei j ). Similar to a graph net-
work (GNN), we calculate the fi j for each item in the interactive set Si and then add
them together to obtain the user embedding vector xi . To produce the magnitude
of liking/ dislike, we use the rating of each item as an attention module:

xi ← 1

q

q∑
j=1

(ri j × fi j )

We combine xi with demographic information di to obtain the characteristic
vector of each user. This vector will go through fully connected layers F to learn
and form the preference vector zi as mentioned in 3.1: zi = F (concat (xi ,di ))
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The architecture of the preference extracting model shows as Figure 3.

FIG. 3: Interaction embedding model.

3.3 Contrastive training

Clustering model H learn a preference vector zi ← H(si ,ri ,di ) for each user ui .
Also, zi plays the cluster assignment layer. We expect the cluster assignment layer
to express the user’s preference. Each cluster corresponds to a feature of preference
and has a meaningful implication, for example a cluster of action movies, a cluster
of long durationmovies, a cluster of Jackie Chan’smovies,...or some hidden charac-
teristics that do not exist in feature vector vi j of each item.We expect the following
properties of zi :

– Consistency: Embedding vectors show the preference of a user or very similar
users should be close to each other.

– Distinguishing: Between different users, the embedding vector tends to be dif-
ferent. Themore different in user’s preferences, themore distance between em-
bedding vectors.

We use a triplet contrastive learning architecture [16] to achieve these goals. For
three embedding vector zi , zp

i which is similar to zi , and zn
i which is differencewith

zi , the loss function is define as:

L = max(m + ∥zi − zp
i ∥

l
− ∥zi − zn

i ∥
l

,0)

Where m is the margin and l is the length of the preference vector.
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The most important mission now is to choose the right positive and negative
pairs. We propose two methods to do that: user’s interaction split and user group
split. In the user group split, we categorize users by themovie category they like the
most. Then users in the same group are positive with each other and different cate-
gories are negative with each other. In the user’s interaction split, the negative pair
also are pickedusers fromdifferent groups, but thepositive pair are representations
from the anchor user and randomly split into two groups: warmup andmask inter-
actions. The reason to choose positive that way is we want the model to generalize
the consistency. The preference vectors extracted from one user should be similar
Fig. 4.

FIG. 4: Split strategies to get positive and negative representation pairs for triplet
contrastive training. This splittings ensure themodel leans consistency and distin-
guishing properties

3.4 Item selection pipeline

Soft clustering vs hard clustering
While traditional clustering algorithms try to classify each user (data point) into

a cluster such as Kmeans, DBSCAN, ... In a recommender model, this classification
have a number of weaknesses:

– Sparsity: some users are classified alone or are divided into a cluster with very
few users. For example, user 7 and user 4 in the Figure 5 are classified into clus-
ters 4A and 3A. This makes the number of interactions in the cluster too sparse
and does not guarantee the reliability of recommendation.

– Hard split margin: with points near the classification boundary, although they
are very close to each other, they can be classified into 2 completely different
clusters. For example, user 5 and user 7, though very close, are divided into 2
cluster clusters 2a, cluster 4a.
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These weaknesses could lead to low efficiency when deploying the recommen-
dation system.Weargue that using a soft clustering architecture, inwhich eachdata
point is allowed to be classified inmore than one cluster, would bring better perfor-
mance in the recommendation field. If a user is divided into a cluster with very few
users, then there is still the probability that the user is divided into another cluster
with more users. Two users which are close to each other but be splitted into two
clusters, can be classified into the same another cluster and thus can still effectively
collaborate with each other.

To implement soft clustering, we use the user profile vector to be the cluster
assignment layer. We use the sigmoid activation function to allow each user to be
classified into many different clusters.

FIG. 5: Soft clustering compared to hard clustering, for a sparsity dataset, soft clus-
tering lead to more comprehensive view

Implementation of soft clustering
In order to build a set of recommendations effectively and save computation

costs, we will only consider the favorite items. Considering user ui , the preference
vector has been calculated as zi = H(Si ) = [r ci 1,r ci 2,r ci 3..r ci b], b is the number of
clusters.Consider the topk clusterof theuserC L = argmax(zi , top_ k) = [g r1, g r2, g r3, ...g rk ]
is the top k cluster id best score in zi corresponding to the confident vector ζ⊂ zi .
Considering theuserui , the favorite set of item is S f

i = [t f 1, t f 2, ...t f κ], S f
i ⊂ Si , corre-

sponding to rating r f
i = [r f 1, ...r f κ] , in which the t f j items are favorited by ui , then

r f j > 0.
We build a shortlist of items by clusters. The shortlist contains the favorite item

in accordance with that cluster, the level of confident to determine how the item g
is suitable for the cluster f to be determined by:

ℑg f =
∑N

i=1(ri g ∗ζi f )∑N
i=1(ζi f )

Where N is total number of user, ri g is rating of user ui with item g , ζi f is confi-
dent score of user ui to be classified to the cluster f . In recommendation phase, for
each user, we look up their clusters and let clusters vote for the best suitable items.
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4 Offline experiment

4.1 Experiment setting

Dataset
WeuseMovielen20M(ML20M) [26], a relatively largeandpopulardata set in the

research field to test our proposed architecture performance. In addition, because
ML20M is the dataset without user’s demographic information, we use the Book-
crossing dataset (BC) [27] to examine the effectiveness of embedding demographic
information.

Baseline methods
We use 2 methods that represent two methodologies of implementing the rec-

ommendation system:

– Two-towerDNN(2DNNs)( [3], [4]): Representing thedeep learningmodels that
embed informationof user andembed informationof item, thenmultiply these
two vectors together to create predicted rating. This method requires a large
amount of parameters for embedding user_id and item_id. Then, the model is
trained with the number of observations equal to the observation ratings.

– Alternating least square (ALS) [6]: A classic algorithm in the branch of matrix
factorization algorithms. This method separates the utility matrix into the hid-
denmatrix of the user and item, then recreates the utilitymatrix bymultiplying
these two hiddenmatrices together.

Metrics
Aspresented at 3., our architecturewill only focuson recommending liked items

and ignore unliked items. Therefore, the ranking metrics for such as NDCG, MAP
are not suitable to evaluate the recommendation performance. In this studywe use
precision@50 toevaluate themodelperformance.Themodel is consideredeffective
when recommending the products that users like.

pr eci si on@k = |ℜk
i ∩S f

i |
|ℜk

i ∩Si |

4.2 Experiment results

Training ER model, the loss function tends to decrease after each epoch, prov-
ing that the architecture is convergent, the model can learn the characteristics of
users based on their interactive history Fig.7a . Figure 6a shows the vector prefer-
ence of someusers. After training, the ERmodel has built a user profilewhich shows
theuser’s preference anddistinguishes thepreferenceof different users. Someusers
have similar vector profiles and are identified as peoplewho share the same cluster.
Figure 6b show the embedding vectors by user group. It proves that the contrastive
learninghas learned thepreferenceof users and candistinguishuserswithdifferent
preferences while pulling users with similar preference to close each other. In addi-
tion, themodel discovered that userswhoprefer thrillermovies tend tobe similar to
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users who prefer action movies; users that prefer romance movies tend to be close
withusers that like comedymovieswhile far fromusers that like actionmovies. That
discoverymakes sense even thoughno semantic relation betweenmovie categories
is provided for the model, then proves the efficiency of the contrastive training.

(A) (B)

FIG. 6: (A) Spectrogramof user’s preference vectors in hard split cluster. Each row is a prefer-
ence vector of a user. The lighter pixel correspondswith a higher value of the user fitted to the
cluster; (B) PCA plots show embedding vectors of user preferences. Labels are the category
that users favorite the most. Users with the same first category seem close to each other.

TABLE 1: Training time comparition

Method ML20M BC

ALS 6383 5189

2DNNs 4703 4221

ER interaction split 443 382

ER user group split 425 367

TABLE 2: Inference time comparition

Method ML20M BC

2DNNs 21810 392584

ALS 23555 474780

ER interaction split 516 432

ER user group split 933 839

The ER model has a significantly lower number of parameters 2DNNs, in addi-
tion to 2DNNs and ALS models will have to train with data scores corresponding
to the ratings, while the ER training model with the number of data points is cor-
responding to the user number. In the ML20M data set, the number of users is 145
times less than the number of ratings; in the BC data set, the number of users is 4
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times less than thenumberof user. Combining these two factorshelps theERmodel
training significantly faster 2DNNs.During the training, the ERmodel runs 12 times
faster than 2DNNswith theML20Mdata set and is 6 times faster with the BC.While
ALS learn linearly correlation of users and items so it has a quite low training time
and even quicker than our ERmodel.

In the inference process, while ER only needs to scan and choose on a very lim-
ited number of items in the shortlists, the ALS or 2DNNs models must predict for
each user pair - the product then sort on the entire catalog item. For each user.
This causes ER’s inference speed to be 42 times faster than 2DNNs on the ML20M
dataset, and on the BC dataset which is a very sparse dataset, ER’s Inference speed
is even 908 times faster than 2DNNs. These results of ER compared to ALS are even
better because ALS gives the computation time longer than 2DNNs.

(A) (B)

FIG. 7: (A) Loss of user embedding vectormodel is convergent; (B) Comparemodels param-
eters, ER has number of parameter which independent with use’s number and smaller than
other models. ER model with limited item catalog has much smaller than full item catalog
model

TABLE 3: Precision@50 comparition betweenmodels

Method ML20M BC
2DNNs 0.9721 0.7622
ALS 0.9582 0.7272
ER interaction split 0.9732 0.7736
ER user group split 0.9752 0.7621

Both 2DNNs and ER models are the hybrid of content-based and collabora-
tive filtering while ALS is a pure collaborative filtering model. This gives 2DNNs
and ER an advantage compared to ALS at cold start users and sparsity dataset. The
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test results show that ER for the accuracy of the small-scale recommendation (k =
50 items) is better than the 2DNNs and ALS methods. Especially in the sparse BC
dataset ALS gives significantly poor efficiency than ER.

5 Online Experiments

Since this research is for efficient deployment in industry environment, we con-
duct anonline testingonpractical services toevaluate theeffectivenessof themodel.
In theproductionenvironment, thedataaremainly implicit ratings, observed through
the user interactions and sequentially over time.

Dataset : We use TV360 service, with 2 product groups: movies, videos. Movie
data has 7000 series ofmovies, is a relatively dense dataset, while the video product
with 200,000 videos is a very sparse data set. With 2 million active users, the scale
makes traditional methods extremely expensive. Table .. Compare some statistics
of 2 datasets, in which spar ser ati o = r ati ng_num/(user_num × i tem_num).

TABLE 4: Statistics of online datasets

Dataset info TV360’s films TV360’s videos
Active user 1,875,642 732,514
Number of item 7,251 185,324
Number of rating 5,347,897 3,040,837
Sparse ratio 0.0393% 0.0022%
Liked ratings (implicit) 92.01% 94.09%
Disliked ratings (implicit) 7.99% 5.91%

Metrics : We perform A/B testing, by randomly dividing the user volumes into
the same 3 sets with the same number of users, homogeneous by stratified sam-
pling. Thenwe compare the average view number per user (ACPU) and the average
watched duration (at second) per user (ADPU).

Results : Experimental results show that, for the unbalanced dataset (most in-
teractions are liked) in the industrial environment, the ERmodel has a significantly
better performance than the 2DNNs and ALS models.

TABLE 5: Results of the online experiments

Methods TV360’s films TV360’s videos
ACPU ADPU ACPU ADPU

2DNNs 0.0152 13.896 0.0322 10.526
ALS 0.0121 12.190 0.0160 4.277
ER interaction split 0.0186 15.018 0.0421 12.290
ER user group split 0.0176 14.272 0.0381 13.155
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6 Conclusion

Models that their complexity depend on the number of users and items, are ex-
tremely expensive in the computation cost, causing great challenges in deploying
on the production environment. In this paper, we presented a framework that al-
lows training and inference effectivelywith low calculation costs andhigh accuracy.
By using interaction embedding,wedonot need to use user_id and allow themodel
scale to an infinite number of users without affecting the model performance. The
calculateddatapoints are eachuser insteadof each rating thathelpaccelerate train-
ing significantly, especially for large interactive datasets. Proposals on recommen-
dations according to clustering and shortlist memory gives good effect in recom-
mending and reducing a significant amount of inference costs, especially in sparse
dataset. However, clustering recommendations are still an idea that needs more
studies to increase accuracy.Weexpect researchers to continuedeveloping this idea
and put it into application in a super -large recommendation system.
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Appendix A Online sequencial split

In the online experiment, the ER user interaction split, we divide the data into
the corresponding data segments: warm up, mask, target similar to offline exper-
iments, but they are divided sequentially in the sequence of time. Users’ interac-
tions show the user’s preference, we assume that with movie and video services,
this preference is unchanged for less than 6months. Therefore, the preference vec-
tors of the same user extracted from the warm up, mask set tend to be the same,
although different timeframes, the vectors still tend to be similar than preference
vectors extracted from different users. Then, we still apply the contrastive learning
architecture to train the model. Implicit rating is defined based on the user’s view-
ing time. Because most interactions are reflected when users like the product, to
detect the disliked products, we select the products that have been recommended
for many times but not be interacted with.

FIG. 8: Sequencial warm up - mask split versus random split

Appendix B Item selection pseudo code

Weproposeapseudocode to identify shortlist asAlgorithm_1.Algorithm_1 runs
independently between users and can be distributed among computers performed
in parallel, then summarizing the final ℑ according to Map-Reduce methodology.
Shortlist ℑ is relatively small because the number of clusters is much smaller than
the number of users and items. However, in case of desire to reduce storage capac-
ity, we can sort and retain only the most prominent items for each cluster.

Pseudo code to recommend for user ui after having the shortlist show as Algo-
rithm_2
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Algorithm 1 Form shortlist for clusters
Input: H ,user_l i st ,S,r
Output: shortlist ℑ

Initialisation :
ℑ = dict{ cluster_id: dict{item : score}} ;
// Accumulated rating and counter :
ℑr ati ng = dict{ cluster_id: dict{item:score}};
ℑcount = dict{ cluster_id: dict{item: count}};
for user_i in user_list do

zi = H(Si )

S
f
i = Si [where rating > 0] = [t f 1, t f 2, ...t f κ]

r
f
i = ri [where rating > 0] = [r f 1,r f 2, ...r f κ]

C L = argmax(zi ,top_k) = [g r1, g r2, . . . , g rk ]
ζ= zi [where index inC L] = [r cg r 1,r cg r 2, ...,r cg r k ]
for cluster inC L do
for item in S

f
i do

ℑr ati ng [cluster][item]+= r
f
i [item]∗ζ[cluster]

ℑcount [cluster][item]+= ζ[cluster]
end for

end for
end for
ℑ[i][j] = ℑr ati ng [i][j] / ℑcount [i][j]
return ℑ

Algorithm 2 Recommend item for user
Input: H ,ui ,Si ,ℑ
Output: recommendation listℜ

Initialisation :
ℜi = dict{item : score} ;
// Accumulated rating and counter :
ℜr ati ng = dict{item:score};
ℜcount = dict{item: count};
zi = H(Si )
C L =argmax(zi , top k) = [g r 1, g r 2, ...g r k]
ζ= zi [index inC L] = [r cg r 1, ...,r cg r k ]
for cluster inC L do
for item in ℑ[cluster] do

ℜr ati ng
i [item] +=ℑ [cluster][item]*ζ[cluster]

ℜcount
i [item] += ζ[cluster]

end for
end for
ℜ[j] =ℜr ati ng [j] /ℜcount [j]
return ℜ
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