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ABSTRACT
Contrastive learning-based recommendation algorithms have

significantly advanced the field of self-supervised recommenda-

tion, particularly with BPR as a representative ranking prediction

task that dominates implicit collaborative filtering. However, the

presence of false-positive and false-negative examples in recommen-

dation systems hampers accurate preference learning. In this study,

we propose a simple self-supervised contrastive learning frame-

work that leverages positive feature augmentation and negative

label augmentation to improve the self-supervisory signal. Theoret-

ical analysis demonstrates that our learning method is equivalent

to maximizing the likelihood estimation with latent variables rep-

resenting user interest centers. Additionally, we establish an effi-

cient negative label augmentation technique that samples unlabeled

examples with a probability linearly dependent on their relative

ranking positions, enabling efficient augmentation in constant time

complexity. Through validation on multiple datasets, we illustrate

the significant improvements our method achieves over the widely

used BPR optimization objective while maintaining comparable

runtime.

1 INTRODUCTION
In the rapidly evolving information age of the Internet, recom-

mendation systems play a crucial role in various domains such as

e-commerce, social media, and news reading. However, obtaining

accurate user preference rating labels for supervised model training

is both expensive and challenging, given the inherent characteris-

tics of recommendation system scenarios. Currently, many state-of-

the-art recommendation models leverage self-supervised learning

(SSL) techniques [4, 12, 22, 38, 44] to design self-supervised tasks

for (pre-)training the models to encode user-item feature represen-

tations, which are then used for predicting personalized ranking

(downstream tasks). For instance, generative self-supervised tasks

train recommendation models to reconstruct input data [11, 30, 47],

while contrastive self-supervised tasks train models to encode dif-

ferences between positive and negative samples [3, 8, 28, 34, 40].

These recommendation models trained with self-supervised tasks

are also referred to as self-supervised recommendation (SSR) mod-

els, representing an important application area of self-supervised

learning. SSR fully exploits the inherent relationships in the input

data to extract self-supervised signals, which not only reduces the

reliance on manually annotated datasets but also helps alleviate

issues in traditional recommendation systems such as data sparsity,

fake correlations, and adversarial attacks [22, 44].

Recommendation algorithms based on contrastive learning (CL) [13,

25, 32]are the primary form of implementation for self-supervised

recommendation [44], significantly advancing the forefront of self-

supervised recommendation and driving extensive attention [23,

26, 41, 43]. Among them, the pioneering approach is Bayesian Per-

sonalized Ranking (BPR) [28], which draws inspiration from self-

supervised learning techniques and automatically labels items as

positive or negative based on the presence or absence of interac-

tions. The designed BPR loss is, in fact, a special case of contrastive

loss with a negative sample count of 1 and is also referred to as

pairwise loss. On the one hand, by optimizing the contrastive loss,

the distance between positive examples and anchor points is mini-

mized while maximizing the distance between negative examples

and anchor points, thereby optimizing mutual information [25]. On

the other hand, optimizing the contrastive loss leads to improve-

ments in ranking metrics such as Area Under the Curve (AUC)

and Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain (NDCG) [28, 37]. As

BPR is optimized specifically for ranking objectives, it gradually

dominates the field of implicit collaborative filtering.

Although these methods have demonstrated remarkable general-

ization capabilities within self-supervised setting, there is a signifi-

cant gap compared to contrastive recommendation algorithms in a

supervised setting [6, 44]: the positive and negative sample labels

used for preference comparison are "pseudo-labels" rather than true

preference labels of "liking" or "disliking". In the context of recom-

mendation systems, the semantics of positive examples are "liked

items," while negative examples represent "disliked items." However,

users typically express their preferences or interests only through

interaction behaviors such as clicks or purchases. On the one hand,

these interaction behaviors often lack explicit ratings. Interactions

that do not reflect preferences, such as proxy purchases, accidental

clicks, or mere views, cannot be distinguished from normal inter-

actions and are all labeled as positive examples [33]. On the other

hand, as users only provide positive feedback, it is impossible to

observe which items they dislike. Thus, all items that users have

not seen are labeled as negative examples, but they are actually

unlabeled data [42, 46]. Therefore, the datasets used for training

recommendation systems often exist in a positive-unlabeled (PU)

form, where positive examples are also contaminated with noise.

Self-supervised contrastive learning methods, represented by BPR,

automatically label interaction data as positive or negative based on

the presence or absence of observations, which leads to the issue of

pseudo-positive and pseudo-negative examples, adversely affecting

the learning of accurate user-item feature representations.

To address the issue of pseudo-positive examples, previous re-

search has primarily focused on optimizing strategies, with an

emphasis on exploring the dynamics of the optimization process to

tackle label noise learning problems. The core insight is that neural

networks tend to first fit clean data and then fit noisy data [45].
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Building upon this finding, DenoiseRec [33] pioneered the intro-

duction of the small loss trick in recommendation systems. The

core idea is that samples with higher loss values are more likely

to be noise, and a dynamic threshold function is used to trun-

cate the loss values. Empirical observations based on optimizing

strategies are primarily focused on losses constructed from indi-

vidual samples, and it remains uncertain whether they still hold

for losses constructed from paired samples, as difficult-to-fit pairs

often contribute more to performance improvement in recommen-

dations [27].

Regarding the issue of pseudo-negative examples, previous re-

search has primarily focused on designing negative sampling algo-

rithms based on side information such as social relationships and

gender, as well as model information such as scores and ranking po-

sitions, to sample negative examples from unlabeled data. Existing

negative sampling algorithms can be classified into static negative

sampling [28] and dynamic negative sampling [8, 9, 21, 27, 42, 46],

depending on whether the sampling distribution changes with the

model’s state. Static negative sampling algorithms adopt fixed sam-

pling distributions, such as uniform sampling or sampling based

on item popularity. On the other hand, dynamic negative sampling

algorithms adjust the sampling distribution continuously during

model training to sample negative examples that are more similar

to positive examples in the embedding space, i.e., hard negative

samples that are difficult to distinguish. For example, samples with

higher scores or higher rankings can be sampled. However, static

negative sampling algorithms heavily rely on side information

as supervision signals, while dynamic negative sampling intro-

duces higher computational costs and is prone to sampling pseudo-

negative examples [21].

Figure 1: Various applications of contrastive learning.

Building upon the work of BPR, this study proposes a simple and

easily implementable self-supervised contrastive learning frame-

work for implicit collaborative filtering. By considering both pos-

itive instance feature augmentation and negative instance label

enrichment, it comprehensively addresses the issues of pseudo-

positive and pseudo-negative examples, aiming to obtain more in-

formative self-supervised signals and learn more accurate user-item

feature representations. The proposed method is straightforward

and practical, achieving significant improvements in top-k ranking

accuracy on four publicly available datasets while maintaining a

strict linear time complexity relative to BPR.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Self-supervised Recommendation

Self-supervised learning (SSL) [22, 44] is a powerful approach

that leverages carefully designed pretext tasks to extract transfer-

able knowledge from unlabeled data. By utilizing transformations

or processing of the input data, SSL generates supervised signals,

reducing the need for manual labels. This methodology has gained

significant popularity in recommendation systems. A prominent

example is Bayesian Personalized Ranking (BPR) [28], where inter-

acted items are automatically labeled as positive examples, while

negative examples represent non-interacted items. BPR employs a

self-supervised signal that encourages the model to assign higher

scores to positive examples compared to negative examples during

the optimization process.

Self-supervised recommendation can mainly be categorized into

contrastive recommendation algorithms, generative recommen-

dation algorithms, and hybrid recommendation algorithms. Con-

trastive recommendation algorithms [36, 40, 43], represented by

BPR, are the primary form of self-supervised recommendation.

Their core idea is to contrast positive and negative samples, aiming

for the model to assign higher scores to positive examples than

negative examples, thus optimizing the AUC of ranking list. Re-

cently, graph-based contrastive recommendation algorithms have

also emerged [3, 43], where the self-supervised signal is derived

from the semantic invariance resulting from slight perturbations of

the user-item bipartite graph. However, such tasks are inconsistent

with ranking tasks and often require joint optimizationwith the BPR

loss [3, 43]. Generative recommendation algorithms [11, 30, 47] aim

to reconstruct the original input by using perturbed input, thereby

encoding the intrinsic correlations within the data. Hybrid meth-

ods [2, 31] leverage different self-supervised signals and combine

multiple types of pretraining tasks to obtain enhanced and com-

prehensive self-supervised signals, which often outperform single

self-supervised signals in training effectiveness. However, hybrid

methods face the challenge of coordinating multiple self-supervised

tasks and usually require manual hyperparameter search to balance

the different self-supervised tasks.

2.2 Contrastive Learning
The paradigm of learn-to-compare [13] has achieved significant

success in various fields such as computer vision, natural language

processing, and recommendation systems, and has proven benefi-

cial for almost all types of downstream tasks [1, 5, 14, 16, 24, 39].

While the encoders and similarity metrics may vary depending

on the task [10, 35, 48], contrastive learning shares a common

fundamental idea of optimizing contrastive losses [13, 15, 25, 32],

which involve pulling positive samples closer and pushing nega-

tive samples farther apart, indirectly optimizing the lower bound

of mutual information between variables [25]. Particularly in the

domain of personalized recommendation, optimizing contrastive

losses leads to the optimization of ranking metrics such as AUC



and NDCG for the ranking list [28, 37]. This desirable property has

made contrastive learning widely applicable in ranking prediction

tasks.

Contrastive learning is a discriminative approach that aims to

learn through comparisons by utilizing the objective function of

Noise Contrastive Estimation (NCE) [13]

LNce = E[− log

exp(𝑓 (𝑥)𝑇 𝑓 (𝑥+))
exp(𝑓 (𝑥)𝑇 𝑓 (𝑥+)) + exp(𝑓 (𝑥)𝑇 𝑓 (𝑥−))

] (1)

Among these, 𝑥 serves as the anchor point, typically represent-

ing a user 𝑢 in the context of recommendation. 𝑥+ denotes the

positive example for the anchor, often chosen as an interacted item

𝑖 . Conversely, 𝑥− represents the negative example for the anchor,

typically chosen as a non-interacted item 𝑗 . The encoder 𝑓 is respon-

sible for encoding the anchor point, and 𝑓 (𝑥)𝑇 𝑓 (𝑥+) represents
the predicted similarity score for the positive example, parame-

terized by the encoder. This score is often computed using inner

product similarity or cosine similarity and denoted as 𝑥𝑢𝑖 . Simi-

larly, 𝑓 (𝑥)𝑇 𝑓 (𝑥−) represents the predicted similarity score for the

negative example, denoted as 𝑥𝑢 𝑗 . It can be observed that there is a

connection between the Noise Contrastive Estimation (NCE) loss

function and the Bayesian Personalized Ranking (BPR) loss [28]:

LNce = E[− log

exp(𝑥𝑢𝑖 )
exp(𝑥𝑢𝑖 ) + exp(𝑥𝑢 𝑗 )

]

= E[− log

1

1 + exp(𝑥𝑢 𝑗 − 𝑥𝑢𝑖 )
]

= E[− log𝜎 (𝑥𝑢𝑖 − 𝑥𝑢 𝑗 )]
= LBpr (2)

Here, 𝜎 (·) denotes the sigmoid function. In practice, regulariza-

tion terms are introduced to prevent overfitting, and these regular-

ization terms are equivalent to the logarithm of the prior density

of a Gaussian distribution. Consequently, Bayesian Personalized

Ranking (BPR) interprets the above equation as the maximum a

posteriori estimation of the observed ordered pairs. Despite having

different interpretations, BPR and Noise Contrastive Estimation

(NCE) share identical mathematical forms and have the same opti-

mization objective. By introducing additional negative examples

into Noise Contrastive Estimation (NCE), one can obtain the In-

foNCE loss [25]:

LInfoNCE = E[− log

exp(𝑓 (𝑢 )𝑇 𝑓 (𝑖 ) )
exp(𝑓 (𝑢 )𝑇 𝑓 (𝑖 ) ) +∑𝑁

𝑛=1 exp(𝑓 (𝑢 )𝑇 𝑓 ( 𝑗𝑛 ) )
] (3)

It can be seen that both NCE and BPR are specific cases of the

InfoNCE loss when the number of negative examples, denoted as

𝑁 , is equal to 1. Taking the most general form of the InfoNCE

loss as an example, it represents the cross-entropy of correctly

classifying positive samples [25]. The minimum value of the In-

foNCE loss is 0, which is achieved when the similarity score be-

tween the positive example and the negative example satisfies

𝑓 (𝑢)𝑇 𝑓 (𝑖) − 𝑓 (𝑢)𝑇 𝑓 ( 𝑗𝑛) → +∞, where 𝑛 ∈ 1, 2, · · ·𝑁 . This conclu-

sion also applies to NCE and BPR, with the only difference being

that the number of negative examples, 𝑁 , is equal to 1.

3 METHODOLOGY
3.1 Prelimiaries

We begin by summarizing the prevailing paradigm of ranking

oriented collaborative filtering models based on contrastive learn-

ing. We considerU as the set of users and I as the set of items. I+
𝑢

indicates the positive item set that user 𝑢 has previously interacted

with, while I−
𝑢 indicates the negative item set that user 𝑢 has not

interacted with. Then (𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗) constitutes a training triple, where

𝑢 ∈ U, 𝑖 ∈ I+
𝑢 , 𝑗 ∈ I−

𝑢 , and the corresponding training triplet set is

denoted as D.

Let 𝑥𝑢𝑖 represents the similarity score, parameterized by neural

networks, indicating the predicted preference level of user 𝑢 for

positive item 𝑖 . Similarly, 𝑥𝑢 𝑗 represents the similarity score indi-

cating the predicted preference level of user 𝑢 for negative item 𝑗 .

Then the widely used Bayesian Personalized Ranking (BPR) loss

of Eq. (2) is often implemented by the following empirical form in

practice:

LBpr =
1

|D|
∑︁

(𝑢,𝑖, 𝑗 ) ∈D
− log𝜎 (𝑥𝑢𝑖 − 𝑥𝑢 𝑗 ) (4)

3.2 Positive Feature Augmentation
The Bayesian Personalized Ranking (BPR) utilizes a self-supervised

signal that states "the user’s preference for positive examples is

greater than negative examples," indicating that the model is op-

timized for assigning higher scores to positive examples than to

negative ones. However, in the context of implicit collaborative

filtering, positive examples (interacted items) do not necessarily rep-

resent positive preferences. Certain abnormal interaction patterns

such as proxy purchases, accidental clicks, or mere views do not re-

flect user preferences but are recorded indiscriminately with other

normal interactions, giving rise to the problem of false-positive

examples. The issue arises due to the incompleteness of implicit

feedback data, where only the presence or absence of interactions

can be observed, without capturing the magnitude of preference

labels.

The erroneous self-supervised signal constructed based on false-

positive examples can lead to overfitting to the data. The model

may perceive false-positive examples as genuine user preference

patterns, resulting in erroneous learning and predictions. More

specifically, the model treats pseudo-positive examples as items

that users like, causing the collaborative filtering mechanism to rec-

ommend similar items to false-positive examples and consequently

leading to a high false-positive rate in the top-k recommendation

list.

To mitigate the erroneous self-supervised signal caused by false-

positive examples, we introduce the notion of interest center for

user 𝑢 as a substitute for the original positive examples in the

contrast with negative examples. Specifically, the interest center

for user 𝑢 can be computed using𝑀 positive samples as follows:

p =
1

𝑀

∑︁
𝑖∈I+

𝑢

𝑓 (𝑖), (5)

where 𝑓 is a neural network that maps samples to a 𝑑-dimensional

embedding: 𝑓 : 𝑖 ∈ I → 𝑓 (𝑖) ∈ R𝑑 . Therefore, 𝑓 (𝑖) represents the
feature representation of the positive example in the embedding



space. Then the meaning of vector z is the center of the positive
representations in the embedding space, which corresponds to the

interest center. The similarity between a user and the interest center

can be computed as follows:

𝑥𝑢𝑝 = cos(𝑓 (𝑢), p)/𝜏, (6)

where cos(·, ·) measures the cosine similarity of user embedding

and his interest center, 𝜏 is temperature scaling.

The core idea of our method is to replace the individual positive

example 𝑖 with the class center of𝑀 positive examples when com-

puting the similarity scores. This approach brings the user closer to

their interest center in the contrastive learning process, rather than

focusing on the distance to individual positive examples, thereby

mitigating the adverse effects of false-positive examples on pref-

erence learning. Compared to individual positive examples, the

interest center is smoother as it is composed of𝑀 positive exam-

ples. Therefore, it is less influenced by false-positive examples and

helps to learn more accurate user preferences. This idea aligns with

previous findings in the field of contrastive learning, which sug-

gest that the most representative positive sample contributes the

most to the model’s performance [17]. Intuitively, using the most

representative positive sample helps the model learn the general

patterns of user interests. The interest center constructed through

Eq. (5) is, in fact, the most representative positive sample. However,

unlike prototype contrast, which involves clustering all items in the

E-step, our method only enhances the features within the positive

examples of the user to construct the interest center.

3.3 Negative Label Augmentation
In the case of negative examples (non-interacted items), these

examples do not necessarily represent negative preferences. Most

non-interacted items are items that users have not seen. Among

these unobserved items, there are potential items of interest to the

users, which are referred to as false-negative examples. In fact, the

false-negative examples arises from the incompleteness of implicit

feedback data. Automatic labeling of negative examples based on

whether they are interacted with or not differs from the negative

examples that users do not like. As a result, the model cannot accu-

rately capture the preference patterns of users, leading to unreliable

prediction results. These pseudo-negative examples can cause the

model to misjudge that users do not like such items, leading to

a reduction in recommendations similar to the pseudo-negative

examples by the collaborative filtering mechanism. Consequently,

this leads to a lower true-positive rate in the top-k recommendation

list.

Sampling a negative example from unlabeled samples involves

label augmentation from the perspective of self-supervised learning,

where an unlabeled sample is assigned a negative label for model

training. The core idea behind label augmentation for unlabeled

samples in this paper is that, difficult negative samples that are

similar to positive examples are often already exposed to the user.

In other words, the user has already observed these items but has

not interacted with them, indicating a negative preference towards

these items [8]. This suggests that the probability of enhancing

the label of an unlabeled sample as a negative example should be

higher for samples that are more similar to positive examples.

This idea aligns with the core principle of existing mainstream

methods for hard negative sampling. However, the motivation be-

hind it differs. The motivation for hard negative sampling is primar-

ily based on the notion that difficult negative samples contribute to

larger loss values, resulting in larger gradient values. This allows

the model to learn more information from such difficult negative

samples, leading to greater gains in ranking performance. How-

ever, traditional hard negative sampling methods often involve

significant computational costs. For instance, the negative sam-

pling algorithm proposed by the authors of BPR assigns sampling

probabilities proportional to the ranking positions of items, which

introduces a substantial computational overhead due to the large

number of items. Inspired by the accept-reject sampling algorithm,

we randomly sample two samples 𝑗 and 𝑗 ′ from unlabeled samples,

and then with a probability of 𝛼 , we label the sample with the

higher score as a negative example:

p

(
𝑞 = arg max

𝑞∈{ 𝑗, 𝑗 ′ }
𝑥𝑢𝑞

)
= 𝛼 (7)

This means that with a probability of 1 − 𝛼 , we label the sample

with the lower score as a negative example:

p

(
𝑞 = arg min

𝑞∈{ 𝑗, 𝑗 ′ }
𝑥𝑢𝑞

)
= 1 − 𝛼 (8)

3.4 Optimization Criterion
After the feature augmentation for positive examples and label

augmentation for negative examples, we refine the self-supervised

signal as: "the preference of the user towards the most represen-

tative positive example (interest center) being greater than the

preference towards difficult negative samples (items that have been

exposed to the user but are not liked by the user)". This is achieved

by optimizing the following objective:

L =
1

𝑁

∑︁
− log𝜎 (𝑥𝑢𝑝 − 𝑥𝑢𝑞) (9)

where 𝑁 is the number of training triples. Thus, the optimization

involves searching for an optimal set of parameters to maximize

the following expression:

𝜃∗ = argmax

∑︁
log𝜎 (𝑥𝑢𝑝 − 𝑥𝑢𝑞) (10)

The modified the self-supervised signal for ranking-oriented

contrastive loss is easy to implement. The key lies in using rep-

resentative positive examples as the interest center instead of the

original single positive example, and using difficult negative ex-

amples obtained through label augmentation in place of random

negative samples. The complete algorithm workflow is as depicted

in Algorithm 1.

Complexity: Let us begin by examining the complexity of the

baseline method, BPR, which is dependent on neural network 𝑓 (·).
For instance, considering matrix factorization with a latent dimen-

sion of𝑑 , we can easily extend this analysis to othermodels. Suppose

we have a mini-batch data with a batch size of 𝑏𝑠 , composed of

training triples (𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗). During the forward propagation, a total of

2 × 𝑏𝑠 item score predictions are made, resulting in a time com-

plexity of O(2𝑏𝑠 × 𝑑). In the backward propagation, at most 3 × 𝑏𝑠
embeddings are updated, involving a total of 5𝑏𝑠 × 𝑑 operations,

leading to a time complexity of O(𝑏𝑠 × 𝑑).



Compared to the standard BPR, the additional complexity of our

proposed method lies in the computation of Eq. (5) , which has

a complexity of O(𝑀 × 𝑑), where M is a hyperparameter, which

is typically set to a small constant. As well as the computation of

Eq. (7) and Eq. (8), which have a complexity of O(1). Consequently,

our method maintains a strict linear complexity relative to BPR.

Algorithm 1: The proposed learning algorithm

Input: Interaction set, feature representation function 𝑓 (·),
number of𝑀 for feature augmation, 𝛼 for label

augmation.

Output: Parameters Θ.
1 for user 𝑢 ∈ U do
2 # feature augmation for positive sample
3 Uniformly sample𝑀 positive item {𝑖𝑚}𝑀

𝑚=1
∈ I+

𝑢 ;

4 Calculate representive positive item Via Eq. (5);

5 Calculate positive simimilarity Via Eq. (6);

6 # label augmation for negative sample
7 Uniformly sample 2 negative items { 𝑗, 𝑗 ′} ∈ I−

𝑢 ;

8 prob = random.uniform(0,1);

9 if prob ≤ 𝛼 then
10 𝑞 = argmax𝑞∈{ 𝑗, 𝑗 ′ } 𝑥𝑢𝑞
11 end
12 else
13 𝑞 = argmin𝑞∈{ 𝑗, 𝑗 ′ } 𝑥𝑢𝑞
14 end
15 Calculate loss via Eq. (9);

16 Update Θ.

17 end
Result: Parameters Θ.

3.5 Theoretical Analysis
In this paper, we obtain more dense and reliable self-supervised

signals through feature augmentation for positive examples and

label augmentation for negative examples. While being easy to

implement, these techniques provide rich theoretical insights. In

the following, we present two theoretical results to help readers

better understand the positive feature augmentation and negative

label augmentation employed in this study.

Lemma 3.1. Defining the likelihood of preferring positive examples
over negative examples as a sigmoid function, denoted as 𝑝 (≻;𝜃 ) =
𝜎 (·) in the context of BPR [28]. Then the solution obtained from Eq. (10)
is equivalent to maximizing the likelihood estimation for the latent
variables p to be the centers of interacted item representations.

Proof: BPR (Bayesian Personalized Ranking) models the likeli-

hood of a user preferring positive examples over negative examples

using the sigmoid function:

𝑝 (≻;𝜃 ) = 𝜎 (𝑥+ − 𝑥−) (11)

where ≻ represents the observed positive and negative sample pairs,

i.e., the preference structure, and 𝜃 denotes the model parameters

of the neural network. We can rewrite Eq. (9) as follows:

𝜃∗ = argmax

∑︁
log𝑝 (≻;𝜃 ) (12)

= argmax

∑︁
log

∑︁
p𝑖
𝑝 (≻, p𝑖 ;𝜃 ) (13)

Optimizing this function directly is challenging, thus EM algorithm

employ a surrogate function to provide a lower bound:∑︁
log

∑︁
p𝑖

𝑝 (≻, p𝑖 ;𝜃 ) =
∑︁

log

∑︁
p𝑖

𝑄 (p𝑖 )
𝑝 (≻, p𝑖 ;𝜃 )
𝑄 (p𝑖 )

(14)

≥
∑︁∑︁

p𝑖

𝑄 (p𝑖 ) log
𝑝 (≻, p𝑖 ;𝜃 )
𝑄 (p𝑖 )

(15)

Therefore, maximizing the lower bound is equivalent to find 𝜃∗

that maximizes the following Q-function [7]:∑︁∑︁
p𝑖
𝑄 (p𝑖 ) log𝑝 (≻, p𝑖 ;𝜃 ) (16)

In the E-step, themodel parameters 𝜃 , i.e., user-item representations,

are fixed, andwe solve for p𝑖 . Since the user’s interest representation
is defined as the center of the interacted items. Then, in the E-step,

the center of𝑀 positive embeddings is calculated as follows:

p𝑖 =
1

𝑀

∑︁
𝑖∈I+

𝑢

𝑓 (𝑖), (17)

In the M-step, with the latent variables p𝑖 fixed, we solve for the
optimal parameters that maximize the Q function

𝜃∗ = argmax

∑︁∑︁
p𝑖
𝑄 (p𝑖 ) log𝑝 (≻, p𝑖 ;𝜃 ) (18)

= argmax

∑︁∑︁
𝑧𝑖

log𝑝 (≻, p𝑖 ;𝜃 ) (19)

= argmax

∑︁
log𝜎 (𝑥𝑢𝑝 − 𝑥𝑢𝑞) (20)

Eq. (19) is derived from the definition of p𝑖 as the center of 𝑀

positive embeddings. This definition represents a deterministic

event, and hence its probability distribution 𝑄 (𝑧𝑖 ) is determined to

be 1. Eq.(20) arises from the fixed latent variable p𝑖 , as BPR models

the likelihood of a user preferring positive examples over negative

examples using a sigmoid function.

As can be seen, the feature augmentation in Eq. (5), which in

fact performs the expectation step with latent variables interpreted

as the interest center for positive examples. And optimization in

Eq. (10), which in fact performs the maximization step. It is worth

noting that the E-step differs from previous research [19, 20] where

latent variables represented the category centers of all items clusters.

The expectation step performed in this method not only avoids the

computational overhead introduced by clustering all items but also

has a meaningful interpretation: the representation of the user’s

interest center.

Lemma 3.2. Denote the relative ranking position of item 𝑗 as
𝑟𝑢 𝑗 =

1

| I |
∑
𝑙∈I I |𝑥𝑢𝑙 ≤𝑥𝑢𝑗 | , where 𝑟𝑢 𝑗 = 1 corresponds to the highest

ranking and 𝑟𝑢 𝑗 = 1

| I | corresponds to the lowest ranking. Then, the
probability of item 𝑗 being labeled as a negative example for model
training by Eq. (7) and Eq. (8) is:

P( 𝑗) =
(1 − 𝛼)
𝐶2

| I |
+ (2𝛼 − 1)

𝐶2

| I |
𝑟𝑢 𝑗



Proof: When randomly and uniformly sampling two items from

item set I, the probability of item 𝑗 being included is given by:

P1 =
1

𝐶2

| I |
(21)

Furthermore, based on Eq. (7) and Eq. (8), if item 𝑗 is labeled as a

negative example, there are two cases to consider. The first case

is when the similarity score of item 𝑗 is relatively high, and it is

labeled as a negative example with a probability of 𝛼 via Eq. (7).

The corresponding probability for this case is given by:

P2 = P(𝑥𝑢 𝑗 > 𝑥𝑢 𝑗 ′ ) · 𝛼 (22)

= 𝛼 · 𝑟𝑢 𝑗 (23)

This equation holds because the probability of the event 𝑥𝑢 𝑗 > 𝑥𝑢 𝑗 ′

occurring is equivalent to 𝑗 ′ having a ranking position within the

interval [0, 𝑟𝑢 𝑗 ]. For uniformly sampled 𝑗 ′, this probability is equal

to 𝑟𝑢 𝑗 .

The second case is when the similarity score of item 𝑗 is relatively

low, but it is still labeled as negative example with a probability of

1 − 𝛼 via Eq. (8). The corresponding probability is given by:

P2 = P(𝑥𝑢 𝑗 ≤ 𝑥𝑢 𝑗 ′ ) · (1 − 𝛼) (24)

= (1 − 𝛼) · (1 − 𝑟𝑢 𝑗 ) (25)

Therefore, the probability of item 𝑗 being labeled as negative sample

for model training is given by:

P( 𝑗) = P1 · (P2 + P3) (26)

=
1

𝐶2

| I |
(1 − 𝛼 − 𝑟𝑢 𝑗 + 2𝛼 · 𝑟𝑢 𝑗 ) (27)

=
(1 − 𝛼)
𝐶2

| I |
+ (2𝛼 − 1)

𝐶2

| I |
𝑟𝑢 𝑗 (28)

This implies that when 𝛼 > 0.5, the probability of any item 𝑗 being

labeled as negative sample for model training is proportional to

its relative ranking position. The higher the ranking position of

𝑗 , the greater the probability of 𝑗 being sampled. Consequently,

this approach achieves hard negative sampling with constant time

complexity.

4 EXPERIMENT
4.1 Experiment Settings
4.1.1 Dataset. Our experimental evaluation is conducted on five

publicly available datasets, namely MovieLens-100k, MovieLens-

1M, Yahoo!-R3, Yelp2018, and Gowalla. To ensure consistency, we

follow existing methods [27, 28, 46] and convert all rated items to

implicit feedback across the first three datasets. The data is parti-

tioned randomly, with 20% reserved for testing purposes and the

remaining 80% utilized for training. Table 1 provides an overview

of the dataset statistics, capturing essential details regarding the

datasets employed in our study.

4.1.2 Evaluation metric. To assess the quality of our recommen-

dations, we employ well-established evaluation metrics, namely

precision (P), recall (R), and normalized discounted cumulative gain

(NDCG). These metrics are commonly used in the field and provide

valuable insights into the effectiveness of our top-𝐾 recommen-

dations, with 𝐾 being set to 5, 10, and 20. Given the familiarity

of these metrics within the research community, we refrain from

reiterating their definitions in this context to maintain conciseness.

4.1.3 Baselines. In this study, we modify the widely adopted self-

supervised signal of "user prefers interacted items over non-interacted

items" to "user preference for the most representative interacted

items over preference for difficult negative examples". This mod-

ification effectively changes the optimization objective. Based on

this, we primarily compare our approach with two categories of

methods: ranking oriented loss function modification methods,

which aim to modify the commonly used contrastive loss under

the self-supervised setting, and self-supervised recommendation

methods.

• Loss function modification methods:

BPR [28](UAI,2008): BPR introduces the pairwise learning

approach based on maximum a posteriori estimation for

implicit collaborative filtering. Its meaning is introduced in

Eq. (2).

InfoNCE [25](arXiv,2018): The InfoNCE loss is a popu-

lar loss function used in machine learning, particularly in

the context of representation learning. Specifically, InfoNCE

measures the similarity between a query sample and the set

of negative samples. InfoNCE can be seen as a generalization

of BPR from one negative sample to 𝑁 negative samples. In

practice, since label of negative samples are unavailable, neg-

ative samples are typically sampled from unlabeled samples.

Its meaning is introduced in Eq. (3).

DCL [6](NeurIPS spotlight,2020): Due to the unavailability

of negative labels in the self-supervised setting, DCL corrects

the probability estimates to perform false negative debiasing.

Specifically, it proposes the estimator to replace the second

term in the denominator of the L
InfoNCE

:

LDCL = −E log exp(𝑔(𝑥𝑢𝑖 )
exp(𝑥𝑢𝑖 ) + 𝑁𝜙

(29)

where

𝜙 =
1

𝑁𝜏−
(
𝑁∑︁
𝑗=1

exp(𝑥𝑢 𝑗 − 𝑁𝜏+ ·
∑𝐾
𝑖=1 exp(𝑥𝑢𝑖 )

𝐾
) (30)

The 𝜙 can be interpreted as the estimation of expectation of

similarity scores for true negative samples.

• HCL [29](ICLR,2021): Following the DCL debiasing frame-

work, it also takes into consideration of hard negative mining

by up-weighting each randomly selected unlabeled sample

as follows.

𝜔Hcl

𝑖 =
𝑥
𝛽

𝑢 𝑗

1

𝑁

∑𝑁
𝑗=1 𝑥

𝛽

𝑢 𝑗

. (31)

where beta controls the hardness level for mining hard neg-

atives. DCL is a particular case of HCL with 𝛽 = 0.

• Self-supervised recommendation methods:

SGL [36](SIGIR,2021): The idea is to enhance the tradi-

tional supervised recommendation task by incorporating an

auxiliary self-supervised task that strengthens node repre-

sentation learning through graph contrastive learning. In

this approach, we apply node dropout, aiming to maximize



Table 1: Dataset Statistics

Dataset Users Items Interactions Training set Test set Density

MovieLens-100k 943 1,682 100,000 80k 20k 0.06304

MovieLens-1M 6,040 3,952 1,000,000 800k 200k 0.04189

Yahoo!-R3 5,400 1,000 182,000 146k 36k 0.03370

Yelp2018 31,668 38,048 1,561,406 1,249k 312k 0.00130

Gowalla 29,858 40,981 1,027,370 821k 205k 0.00084

Table 2: Top-k ranking performance compared with different optimization criterion.

Datasets Encoder Optimization Criterion Top-5 Top-10 Top-20

Precision Recall NDCG Precision Recall NDCG Precision Recall NDCG

MovieLens-100k

MF

BPR 0.3900 0.1301 0.4143 0.3363 0.2164 0.3967 0.2724 0.3298 0.3962

InfoNCE 0.4081 0.1388 0.4324 0.3452 0.2266 0.4095 0.2793 0.3497 0.4118

DCL 0.4168 0.1434 0.4458 0.3513 0.2291 0.4202 0.2835 0.3546 0.4207

HCL 0.4263 0.1463 0.4539 0.3565 0.2323 0.426 0.2849 0.3564 0.4242

Proposed 0.4380 0.1524 0.4662 0.3646 0.2367 0.4366 0.2909 0.3588 0.4357

LightGCN

BPR 0.3944 0.1231 0.4204 0.3346 0.2189 0.4017 0.2658 0.3281 0.3986

InfoNCE 0.3924 0.1343 0.4209 0.3349 0.2183 0.4006 0.2679 0.3289 0.3976

DCL 0.3962 0.1367 0.4243 0.3361 0.2194 0.4022 0.2695 0.3329 0.4006

HCL 0.4197 0.1461 0.4501 0.3458 0.2256 0.4188 0.2802 0.3446 0.4182

Proposed 0.4387 0.1532 0.4661 0.3633 0.2376 0.4362 0.2947 0.3591 0.4355

MovieLens-1M

MF

BPR 0.3843 0.0855 0.4027 0.3353 0.1430 0.3737 0.2798 0.2244 0.3572

InfoNCE 0.3820 0.0879 0.4003 0.3339 0.1478 0.3728 0.2821 0.2358 0.3605

DCL 0.4009 0.0934 0.4209 0.3472 0.1546 0.3894 0.289 0.2423 0.3731

HCL 0.4112 0.0969 0.4317 0.3552 0.1585 0.3991 0.2959 0.2475 0.3825

Proposed 0.4229 0.1022 0.4418 0.3645 0.1644 0.4096 0.3002 0.2526 0.3912

LightGCN

BPR 0.4095 0.0953 0.4305 0.3512 0.1547 0.3985 0.2915 0.2405 0.3781

InfoNCE 0.4101 0.0986 0.4386 0.359 0.1594 0.4041 0.2979 0.2482 0.3869

DCL 0.4104 0.0982 0.4291 0.3544 0.1597 0.3977 0.2965 0.2511 0.3842

HCL 0.4107 0.0948 0.4300 0.3514 0.1542 0.3950 0.2916 0.2413 0.3775

Proposed 0.4256 0.1047 0.4460 0.3651 0.1658 0.1893 0.2998 0.2534 0.3911

Yahoo!-R3

MF

BPR 0.1417 0.1052 0.1587 0.1064 0.1573 0.1641 0.0768 0.2259 0.1913

InfoNCE 0.1429 0.1065 0.1615 0.1080 0.1601 0.1664 0.0786 0.2316 0.1952

DCL 0.1454 0.1083 0.1635 0.1091 0.1618 0.1692 0.079 0.2327 0.1974

HCL 0.1460 0.1079 0.1638 0.1096 0.1628 0.1697 0.0792 0.2336 0.1976

Proposed 0.1529 0.1122 0.1685 0.1124 0.1667 0.1736 0.0815 0.2367 0.2029

LightGCN

BPR 0.1479 0.1101 0.1693 0.1126 0.1669 0.1760 0.0814 0.2389 0.2047

InfoNCE 0.1417 0.1074 0.1676 0.1099 0.1633 0.1719 0.0798 0.2354 0.2007

DCL 0.1456 0.1092 0.1642 0.1089 0.1622 0.1697 0.079 0.2333 0.1982

HCL 0.1512 0.1119 0.1718 0.1130 0.1683 0.1766 0.0812 0.2394 0.2049

Proposed 0.1537 0.1140 0.1725 0.1156 0.1696 0.1771 0.0842 0.2428 0.2076

Yelp2018

MF

BPR 0.0398 0.0228 0.0435 0.0339 0.0389 0.0456 0.0284 0.065 0.0538

InfoNCE 0.0429 0.0246 0.047 0.0365 0.0417 0.0491 0.0305 0.07 0.058

DCL 0.0486 0.0278 0.0531 0.0410 0.0466 0.0552 0.0342 0.0777 0.0648

HCL 0.0515 0.0305 0.0566 0.0459 0.0541 0.0622 0.0383 0.0894 0.0736

Proposed 0.0586 0.0378 0.0633 0.0481 0.0592 0.0671 0.0412 0.0950 0.0783

LightGCN

BPR 0.0556 0.0330 0.0610 0.0473 0.0560 0.0644 0.0391 0.0914 0.0757

InfoNCE 0.0553 0.0329 0.0607 0.0473 0.0558 0.0642 0.0390 0.0911 0.0754

DCL 0.0559 0.0331 0.0612 0.0472 0.0557 0.0642 0.0391 0.0914 0.0756

HCL 0.0563 0.0335 0.0617 0.0477 0.0564 0.0648 0.0393 0.0920 0.0760

Proposed 0.0645 0.0401 0.0702 0.0555 0.0658 0.0732 0.0446 0.1047 0.0849

Gowalla

MF

BPR 0.0728 0.0748 0.1000 0.0555 0.1116 0.1063 0.0414 0.1625 0.1209

InfoNCE 0.0739 0.0757 0.1016 0.0560 0.1122 0.1076 0.0422 0.1650 0.1230

DCL 0.0746 0.0769 0.1023 0.0568 0.1147 0.1088 0.0426 0.1664 0.1238

HCL 0.0755 0.0774 0.1035 0.0574 0.1151 0.1098 0.0432 0.1693 0.1256

Proposed 0.0832 0.0841 0.1130 0.0645 0.1263 0.1190 0.0488 0.1827 0.1356

LightGCN

BPR 0.0735 0.0753 0.1007 0.0560 0.1119 0.1069 0.0419 0.1641 0.1218

InfoNCE 0.0743 0.0760 0.1022 0.0566 0.1132 0.1084 0.0423 0.1649 0.1231

DCL 0.0748 0.0763 0.1027 0.0569 0.1132 0.1088 0.0424 0.1656 0.1236

HCL 0.0852 0.0874 0.1156 0.0658 0.1321 0.1237 0.0495 0.1930 0.1409

Proposed 0.0896 0.0926 0.1207 0.0692 0.1375 0.1290 0.0504 0.1991 0.1478



the agreement between different views of the same node

while differentiating them from other nodes.

NCL [20](WWW,2022): The idea of neighborhood enriched

Contrastive Learning explicitly integrates potential neigh-

bors into contrastive pairs. Specifically, it incorporates the

neighbors of a user (or an item) from both the graph structure

and semantic space.

SimGCL [20](SIGIR,2022): The core idea of SimGCL is to

directly inject noise into the embeddings in the embedding

space to enhance the feature representation. This aims to

obtain relatively smooth feature representations and thereby

reduce popularity bias to improve ranking accuracy.

4.1.4 Experimental Setup. For loss function correction methods,

two representative backbone models are employed to validate the

effectiveness of our modified self-supervised signal: the matrix

factorization (MF)[18] and (LightGCN)[40]. For self-supervised rec-

ommendation methods, as they all propose their own encoders, we

fix the encoder of this method as MF for comparison. The compu-

tations for the first three datasets were conducted on a personal

computer running the Windows 10 operating system with a 4.1

GHz CPU, an RTX 3060 GPU, and 32 GB of RAM. The computations

for the last two datasets were performed on a cloud server run-

ning the Linux operating system with a Xeon(R) Platinum 8358P

CPU, an RTX A40 GPU, and 56GB of RAM. The code and corre-

sponding parameters have been released at: https://github.com/ for

reproducibility.

4.2 Top-k Ranking Performance
From Table. 2, it can be observed that our proposed method

achieves the best performance across different datasets and rec-

ommendation models. Compared to BPR and InfoNCE without

debiasing mechanisms, our method exhibits significant improve-

ments, but maintains the identical running time, highlighting the

necessity of enhancing the original self-supervised signals. Ad-

ditionally, DCL and HCL, which include debiasing mechanisms,

generally outperform BPR and InfoNCE without such mechanisms.

In comparison to DCL and HCL with debiasing mechanisms, our

method also achieves performance improvements. This is mainly

attributed to the comprehensive consideration of the issues related

to pseudo-positive and pseudo-negative samples, which enhances

the self-supervised signals. In contrast, DCL and HCL primarily

focus on improving the supervised signals for negative samples.

The second observation is that, on large-scale sparse datasets,

BPR (a special case of InfoNCE with only one negative sample)

generally performs worse than InfoNCE with multiple negative

samples. This is because a larger number of negative samples 𝑁

lower bounds themutual information [25], resulting in performance

improvements. Moreover, a larger 𝑁 typically assigns larger gradi-

ent values to hard samples, thereby benefiting from hard negative

mining [37]. Specifically, HCL assigns higher weights to difficult

samples based on their high scores, which leads to larger gradient

values for these samples and enables the mining of hard samples.

This approach often achieves suboptimal results, particularly on

sparse datasets, indicating the importance of hard negative mining

when the probability of false-negative samples is low.

As shown in Table. 3, SGL performs relatively poorly, primar-

ily because its self-supervised method is primarily designed for

graph contrast tasks. However, graph contrast tasks primarily aim

to learn graph structural information, which is inconsistent with

ranking tasks. The main role of graph contrast is to smooth the

representations, and the effectiveness of self-supervised tasks specif-

ically designed for graphs contrast in personalized ranking tasks

is questionable [20]. Furthermore, it requires joint optimization

with the ranking objective, which poses challenges in coordinating

multiple self-supervised tasks and often involves manual hyper-

parameter search to balance different self-supervised tasks. NCL

shares a similar idea to our method in handling positive noise; it

obtains prototypes through sample clustering for graph contrast

rather than preference contrast, thus making limited contributions

to ranking tasks. The most competitive method is SimGCL, which is

also the most computationally efficient approach. While it achieves

better performance through feature smoothing, it does not provide

specific improvements for the ranking oriented task.

4.3 Hyperparameter Analysis
This method involves only two hyperparameters: 𝑀 , which con-

trols the number of positive samples for feature augmentation, and

𝛼 , which controls the probability of sampling hard negative samples.

On the MovieLens100K dataset, we first fix 𝛼 = 1 and examine the

impact of different values of𝑀 on the precision@5 metric. When

Figure 2: Impact of different values of𝑀 .

𝑀 = 1, positive feature augmentation has no effect, and the per-

formance improvement relative to BPR is mainly attributed to the

label augmentation of negative samples. When𝑀 > 1, the top-5 ac-

curacy begins to improve, reaching its peak at𝑀 = 4. Subsequently,

as𝑀 increases further, the top-5 accuracy starts to slowly decline.

We hypothesize that this may be due to an excessive number of

positive examples used for feature augmentation, resulting in ex-

cessive smoothing of the embeddings. In practice, users often have

multiple interests, and sampling a smaller number of 𝑀 at each

training epoch helps to learn the various interests of the users.

Figure 3 illustrates the impact of different values of 𝛼 on top-5

accuracy when fixing𝑀 = 4. Notably, when 𝛼 is set to 0.5, it corre-

sponds to uniform random sampling, as demonstrated in Lemma 3.2.

https://github.com/


Table 3: Top-k ranking performance compared with different self-supervised recommendation methods.

Datasets SSR methods Top-5 Top-10 Top-20

Precision Recall NDCG Precision Recall NDCG Precision Recall NDCG

MovieLens-100k

SGL 0.4091 0.1395 0.4333 0.3458 0.2276 0.4096 0.2791 0.3498 0.4120

NCL 0.4181 0.1482 0.4404 0.3522 0.2306 0.4212 0.2852 0.3542 0.4258

SimGCL 0.4303 0.1503 0.4619 0.3615 0.2323 0.4326 0.2849 0.3564 0.4242

Proposed 0.4380 0.1524 0.4662 0.3646 0.2367 0.4366 0.2909 0.3588 0.4357

MovieLens-1M

SGL 0.4012 0.0942 0.4218 0.3477 0.1542 0.3904 0.2895 0.2432 0.3735

NCL 0.4102 0.1024 0.4311 0.3551 0.1623 0.3971 0.2951 0.2480 0.3809

SimGCL 0.4172 0.0977 0.4382 0.3595 0.1605 0.4056 0.2963 0.2481 0.3877

Proposed 0.4229 0.1022 0.4418 0.3645 0.1644 0.4096 0.3002 0.2526 0.3912

Yahoo!-R3

SGL 0.1464 0.1085 0.1637 0.1085 0.1623 0.1695 0.0801 0.2322 0.1978

NCL 0.1461 0.1088 0.1642 0.1099 0.1625 0.1697 0.0788 0.2315 0.1983

SimGCL 0.1488 0.1095 0.1658 0.1090 0.1632 0.1691 0.0798 0.2331 0.1997

Proposed 0.1529 0.1122 0.1685 0.1124 0.1667 0.1736 0.0815 0.2367 0.2029

Yelp2018

SGL 0.0513 0.0308 0.0569 0.0461 0.0543 0.0621 0.0380 0.0896 0.0735

NCL 0.0541 0.0332 0.0592 0.0471 0.0550 0.0639 0.0382 0.0899 0.0712

SimGCL 0.0560 0.0340 0.0599 0.0487 0.0561 0.0651 0.0394 0.0932 0.0763

Proposed 0.0586 0.0378 0.0633 0.0481 0.0592 0.0671 0.0412 0.0950 0.0783

Gowalla

SGL 0.0740 0.0763 0.1021 0.0566 0.1145 0.1086 0.0422 0.1664 0.1236

NCL 0.0755 0.0778 0.1032 0.0573 0.1152 0.1093 0.0428 0.1667 0.1241

SimGCL 0.0785 0.0791 0.1082 0.0593 0.1212 0.1142 0.0443 0.1753 0.1302

Proposed 0.0832 0.0841 0.1130 0.0645 0.1263 0.1190 0.0488 0.1827 0.1356

Figure 3: Impact of different values of 𝛼 .

In this case, the performance improvement compared to BPRMF

is primarily attributed to the positive feature augmentation. As 𝛼

increases beyond 0.5, the probability of sampling hard negative sam-

ples also increases, resulting in consistent performance enhance-

ments. This observation supports the notion that items exposed to

users but not interacted with reflect negative preferences. Conse-

quently, in practical applications, it is advisable to select an 𝛼 value

between 0.5 and 1. Since the top-5 accuracy is 0.43 for 𝛼=0.5, out

of the 4.8 percentage point improvement achieved by this method

relative to BPRMF, 4 percentage points are attributed to positive

feature augmentation, and 0.8 percentage points are attributed to

negative feature augmentation.

5 CONCLUSION
Contrastive learning-based recommendation algorithms have

significantly advanced the field of self-supervised recommendation,

with BPR serving as a prominent example of preference contrast

tasks. These algorithms optimize the self-supervisory signal by

ensuring that positive scores surpass negative scores, thereby opti-

mizing the AUC and NDCG of ranking lists and dominating implicit

collaborative filtering tasks. However, the presence of false-positive

and false-negative examples in recommendation systems hampers

accurate preference learning.

In this study, we propose a simple self-supervised contrastive

learning framework that leverages positive feature augmentation

and negative label augmentation to improve the self-supervisory

signal. Theoretically, we demonstrate that our learning method

is equivalent to maximizing the likelihood estimation with latent

variables representing user interest centers. Additionally, we es-

tablish that our negative label augmentation technique samples

unlabeled examples with a probability linearly dependent on their

relative ranking positions, enabling efficient augmentation in con-

stant time complexity. Through validation on multiple datasets, we

illustrate the significant improvements our method achieves over

the widely used BPR optimization objective while maintaining com-

parable runtime. Our future work involves leveraging commonly

available textual and image information to further optimize the

self-supervisory signal proposed in this study, thereby enhancing

the accuracy of recommendation systems.
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