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ABSTRACT

Graph-based collaborative filtering (CF) has emerged as a promising
approach in recommendation systems. Despite its achievements,
graph-based CF models face challenges due to data sparsity and
negative sampling. In this paper, we propose a novel Stochastic
sampling for i) COntrastive views and ii) hard NEgative samples
(SCONE) to overcome these issues. By considering that they are
both sampling tasks, we generate dynamic augmented views and
diverse hard negative samples via our unified stochastic sampling
framework based on score-based generative models. In our com-
prehensive evaluations with 6 benchmark datasets, our proposed
SCONE significantly improves recommendation accuracy and ro-
bustness, and demonstrates the superiority of our approach over
existing CF models. Furthermore, we prove the efficacy of user-item
specific stochastic sampling for addressing the user sparsity and
item popularity issues. The integration of the stochastic sampling
and graph-based CF obtains the state-of-the-art in personalized rec-
ommendation systems, making significant strides in information-
rich environments.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Recommender systems play a pivotal role in helping users discover
relevant content or items from a wide range of choices in various
domains, from product recommendation [17, 24, 34] and video
recommendation [7, 28] to news recommendation [22, 43]. Among
various techniques, collaborative filtering (CF) frameworks become
effective solutions to predict user preferences, based on the rationale
that users with similar interaction behaviors may share similar
interests for items.

In recent years, the emergence of graph-based CF, which adopts
graph convolution network (GCN), has gained much attention as
a promising approach to model users’ preferences for recommen-
dations [12, 36, 41, 48]. Graph-based models capture higher-order
connectivity and complex dependencies in user-item graphs, re-
sulting in state-of-the-art performance [4, 5, 13, 20, 27]. However,
despite their success, graph-based CF models with implicit feedback
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Figure 1: Our proposed user-item specific stochastic sam-
pling method based on score-based generative models for
contrastive learning and negative sampling. We generate
contrastive views for CL with a stochastic process and hard
negative samples with a stochastic positive injection.

suffer from data sparsity and negative sampling problems. Several
studies have shown significant performance improvements with
the following two approaches:

i) Contrastive learning (CL) [2, 6, 44, 46, 47, 49, 51]. Com-
pared to the entire interaction space, observed user-item in-
teractions are typically sparse [1, 11]. Most users only interact
with a few items, and a majority of items get only a few inter-
actions. Therefore, finding hidden interactions in such sparse
data is challenging, and it is not sufficient to learn reliable node
representations. To solve the data sparsity problem, graph-
based CF models have adopted contrastive learning. It helps
the model learn the general representation from the unlabeled
data space.

ii) Hard negative sampling [8, 15, 16, 30, 45, 52]. When graph-
based CF models are trained only with observed interactions,
it is difficult for the model to predict unobserved interactions.



Table 1: Comparison of existing methods to synthesize (a)
contrastive views and (b) hard negative samples with genera-
tive models

(a) Contrastive views generation

Method  Generative Model Type Domain
[47] VAE Recommendation
[42] GAN Graph
[19] GAN Computer Vision
SCONE SGM Recommendation

(b) Hard negative samples generation

Method  Generative Model Type Domain
[38] GAN Recommendation
[40] GAN Computer Vision
[21] GAN Computer Vision
SCONE SGM Recommendation

The widely used BPR loss [31] consists of observed and un-
observed user-item pairs and is intended to prefer positive
to negative pairs. However, the uniform negative sampling
method has been proven to be less effective because it does
not reflect the popularity of the item [12, 41]. Therefore, when
training with BPR loss, it is a key point to define which samples
are considered negative. Hard negative samples, which are
close to positive samples, help the models learn the boundary
between positive and negative samples.

We observe that contrastive learning and hard negative sam-
pling share common key factors. The key similarity between the
two approaches is that they generate samples tailored for their spe-
cific purposes and leverage them during training. In recent years,
various fields, such as computer vision, graph learning, and recom-
mendation system, have adopted these two approaches, especially
utilizing deep generative models [19, 21, 38, 40, 42, 47]. In Table 1,
we summarize existing methods for synthesizing contrastive views
and hard negative samples with deep generative models. Since the
generative models estimate the original dataset distribution, they
can be used without information distortion.

Both contrastive views and hard negative samples potentially
benefit from the capabilities of generative models, which means
that they are technically similar to each other. This raises a natural
question: “given their similar requirements, can we effectively
integrate these two approaches into a single unified frame-
work?” Our answer is “yes.”

To answer this, we combine contrastive learning and hard neg-
ative sampling for synthesizing samples, proposing a novel user-
item-specific stochastic sampling method based on score-based
generative models (SGMs). The overall design of our proposed
method is as follows:

i) Following existing graph-based CF models, we adopt Light-
GCN as the graph encoder. Let e(0) be the final embedding
of a specific user or item from LightGCN (see Fig. 3(a)) —
given e(t), t = 0 (resp. t > 0) typically means original (resp.
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noisy) samples in the SGM literature. We train a score-based
generative model using them.

ii) Contrastive views generation via a stochastic process:
As in Fig. 1(a), we generate contrastive views with the forward
and reverse processes of the SGM. The first view is a perturbed
embedding e(N) through the forward process, and the second
view is a generated embedding €(0) from e(N) through the
reverse process, where N is an intermediate time.

iii) Hard negative samples generation via a stochastic posi-
tive injection: As depicted in Fig. 1(b), we generate a hard
negative sample éﬁf”d(o) by injecting a positive sample e+ (0)
during the reverse process. The stochastic positive injection
generates hard negative samples that are close to positive
samples.

Our proposed user-item specific stochastic sampling framework
significantly enhances recommendation accuracy and robustness
compared to existing models, demonstrating the superiority of
SCONE. Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

i) In order to solve the prevalent problems of data sparsity and
negative sampling in graph-based CF models, SCONE ad-
dresses these challenges by considering that they are sampling
tasks for the first time to our knowledge (Section 4).

ii) SGMs generate user-item specific samples for each specific

purpose via stochastic sampling (Section 4.2).

e Dynamic contrastive views used for CL are synthesized
with the stochastic process of the SGM (Section 4.3).

e Diverse hard negative samples are generated across the
entire embedding space through the stochastic positive
injection (Section 4.4).

iif) Our SCONE outperforms existing CF models with 6 bench-
mark datasets (Section 5.2). The experimental results show
the effectiveness and superiority of SCONE compared to other
graph-based CL methods and negative sampling techniques.
In particular, SCONE demonstrates robustness in handling
the issues of user sparsity and item popularity (Section 5.3).

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 Graph-based Collaborative Filtering

Let U be the set of users, I be the set of items, and O = {y;|u €
U,i € I} be the observed interactions, where y,; means that
user u has interacted with item i. The user-item relationships are
constructed by a bipartite graph G = (V, &), where the node set
YV =U U T is all users and items, and the edge set & = O is the
observed interactions.

Recently, graph-based CF models adopt GCNs to capture users’
preference on the item based on the neighborhood aggregation [3-
5,9, 12, 14, 20, 25-27, 33, 36, 41]. In particular, LightGCN [12]
largely simplifies GCNs by removing other operations such as self-
connection, feature transformation, and nonlinear activation. Its
linear graph convolutional layer definition is as follows:

4D = AED), 1)

where E(®©) ¢ RNXD js the trainable initial embedding with the
number of nodes N = |U|+|7 | and D dimensions of embedding, and
E() denotes the embedding at [-th layer. The normalized adjacency
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dx = f(x,t)dt + g(t)dw

Forward SDE (Data — Noise)ﬁ

i

(_Reverse SDE (Noise — Data)

dx = (£(x,t) — ¢°(t) Vx log py(x))dt + g(t)dw

Figure 2: The overall framework of score-based generative
models. SGMs corrupt the input data with increasing noise
and generate a new sample from the noisy data.

matrix is defined as A := Df%ADfé, where A € RNXN g the
adjacency matrix and D € RN*N s the diagonal degree matrix.

Graph-based CF models utilize final embeddings by the weighted
sum of the embeddings learned at each layer as follows:

L L
ey = Z ale,(ll), e = Z alegl), @)
1=0 1=0

where ¢ is the importance of the I-th layer embedding in construct-
ing the final embedding and L is the number of layers. The inner
product of user and item final embeddings is used to model pre-
diction. A widely used objective function is the pairwise Bayesian
Personalized Ranking (BPR) loss:

Lppr = Z
(u,0t,07)€e0

where O = {(u,v*,07)|(u,0") € OF, (u,07) € O~} is the training
data, O~ is the unobserved interactions, o(-) is the sigmoid function,
and A; is to control the strengths of L.

Ino(ey, - ey~ —ey - eyr) +/12||®||§a (3)

2.2 Score-based Generative Models (SGMs)

Score-based generative models (SGMs) [35] are a novel generative
model paradigm that effectively addresses the challenges of gen-
erative models. Fig. 2 introduces the overall framework of SGMs,
which utilizes a stochastic differential equation (SDE) to model
the forward and reverse processes. The forward process involves
adding noise to the initial input data, while the reverse process is
to remove noises from the noisy data to generate a new sample.
SGMs define the forward SDE with the following It6 SDE:

dx = f(x,t)dt + g(t)dw, 4)
where f(x,t) = f(t)x and its reverse SDE is defined as follows:
dx = (f(x,t) — g°(t) Vx log py (x))dt + g(t)dw, 5)

which is a generative process. The function f and g are drift and
diffusion coefficients, and w is the standard Wiener process. Ac-
cording to the types of f and g, SGMs are classified as i) variance
exploding (VE), ii) variance preserving (VP), and ii) sub-variance
preserving (Sub-VP) models. In our experiments, we only use VE

SDE with the following f and g:

dlo®(1)]

dt ’ ©)

f)y=0, g(t)=

where the noise scales o(t) = oin ( g‘;’:‘: )t.

During the forward process, the score function Vy log p;(x) is
approximated by a score network Sy (x(#), t). Since the perturbation
kernel p(x(t)|x(0)) can be easily collected, it allows us to calculate
the gradient of the log transition probability V() log p(x(#)[x(0)).
Therefore, we can easily train a score network Sy (x(2), t) as follows:

arg(;ninEtEX(,)Ex(o) [/1(1‘)||5¢(X(t), ) = Vx(r) logp(X(t)IX(O))llj],
7)

where A(t) is to control the trade-off between synthesis quality and
likelihood. After training the score network, we can generate fake
samples using only the reverse SDE.

3 EXISTING APPROACHES AND LIMITATIONS

3.1 Contrastive Learning for Recommendation

In recent years, deep learning-based recommender systems have
been proposed with promising performance. However, they in-
volve obtaining meaningful representations from labeled interac-
tion data, challenges such as data sparsity and cold-start problems
can arise. To address these challenges, recommender systems with
self-supervised learning (SSL) have emerged, which augment vari-
ous views and contrast them to align node representations. These
approaches can extract meaningful information from unlabeled
interactive data and have shown outperforming results in recom-
mender systems [18, 23, 44, 49, 51].

SGL [44] is the first method applying CL to graph-based col-
laborative filtering recommendation. It augments the user-item
bipartite graph with structure perturbations using three operators:
node dropouts, edge dropouts, and random walks. They encode
augmented views with the backbone LightGCN, and contrast them
with InfoNCE loss [29] defined as follows:

exp(sim(e/, e/’)/7)
Lcp = Z —log L,
2178 S g exp(sim(ee) /1)

where i, j are a user and an item in a mini-batch 8B respectively,
sim(-) is the cosine similarity, 7 is the temperature, and €’, e’
are Ly-normalized augmented node representations. The CL loss
increases the alignment between the node representations of e]
and e’ nodes, viewing the representations of the same node i as
positive pairs. Simultaneously, it minimizes the alignment between
the node representations of ] and e}', viewing the representations
of the different nodes i and j as negative pairs. However, it can
result in a potential loss of detailed interaction information and
topology although successful.

NCL [23] is a model which proposes a prototypical contrastive
objective to capture the correlations between a user/item and its
context. It explicitly integrates the potential neighbors from graph
structure and semantic space, respectively, into contrastive pairs.

SimGCL [51] pointed out that the graph augmentation method
of SGL causes information loss and also plays only a trivial role
in CL. To generate contrastive views, it discards the graph aug-
mentation and simply adds the same scale uniform noise to the
embedding space, and outperforms previous CL-based methods.
However, SimGCL compromises the unique characteristics of each
node on a graph by adding noises with the same scale.

®)



LightGCN SGM

Reverse
process

Forward
process

_g' el

[
w w
8 ®
= S
£ i

Rec. 1) Contrastive views for CL

2) Hard negative samples

(a) The overall model architecture consisting of LightGCN and SGM. We train our
score network with the final embeddings of LightGCN.

Final Emb.

Contrastive learning

(b) Contrastive views generation for a user/item embedding e(0) via a stochastic pro-
cess. ‘F” and ‘Reverse’ means the forward and reverse processes of SGMs, respectively.

l—) Pairwise BPR Loss

~1- {Reverse ~ xN
€e,(0)1 ! ]
i OF | J ‘
e,+(0))-FP> e+ (N) > e,+ (t)
< '

e, (0) =FPel T (N) > e (t) >

Final Emb.

(c) Hard negative sample generation via a stochastic positive injection given a user-
item embedding triplet (e, (0), e,+ (0), e~ (0)). The synthesized sample éi}f’d (0)
is a hard negative sample close to a positive sample.

Figure 3: The overall workflow of SCONE. We generate con-
trastive views and hard negative samples via stochastic sam-
pling based on score-based generative models, and then uti-
lize them for encoder training.

3.2 Negative Sampling Problem

For graph-based CF models with implicit feedback, the negative
sampling problem refers to the challenge encountered when train-
ing only with observed interactions. In most cases, user interactions
such as purchasing products or clicking on items are considered
positive signals, however, it can lead to difficulties when trying
to predict unobserved interactions. Therefore, various negative
sampling techniques have been explored to select proper nega-
tive signals from unobserved interactions. These approaches have
yielded significant success in enhancing the accuracy and diversity
of recommendation systems [8, 15, 16, 30, 45, 52].

A crucial aspect of negative sampling is defining hard negative
samples to learn the boundary between positive and negative items.
DNS [52] is a dynamic negative sampling strategy by selecting
the negative item with the highest score by the recommender. IR-
GAN [38], which is a GAN-based model, generates hard negative
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samples that confuse the recommender. MixGCF [16] is the state-
of-the-art negative sampling method, which adopts positive mixing
and hop mixing. In positive mixing, it utilizes the interpolation
method by injecting positive information, and in hop mixing, it
aggregates negative samples from selected hops of their neighbors.
However, DNS and MixGCF are simplistic approaches for synthe-
sizing hard negative samples only in a predetermined region, which
can lead to a limited diversity in them.

4 PROPOSED METHODS

In this section, we first outline the three design goals of our pro-
posed method. These goals serve as guiding principles throughout
the development of our model. The goals are as follows:

i) Personalization. We need to design a user-item specific sam-
pling method for personalized recommendations.
ii) Robustness. Our method should have high robustness even
under user sparsity and item popularity.
iii) Diversity. Our method should consider not only the accuracy
of recommendations but also the improvement of diversity.

With these goals as a design philosophy, we then delve into the
overall architecture of our SCONE model, detailing each component
and its contribution. Subsequently, a comprehensive comparison
with existing recommendation methods is presented, highlighting
SCONE’s unique approach and advantages.

4.1 Overall Model Architecture

In Fig. 3(a), we show the overall model architecture of SCONE.
Following existing graph-based CF models, i.e., SGL, SimGCL, and
MixGCF, we adopt a simple but effective model LightGCN as our
graph encoder. Given the initial user and item embeddings © =
E©), LightGCN learns these embeddings by performing a linear
propagation on the user-item interaction graph. After that, we
train a score-based generative model using the final embeddings E,
which is the weighted sum of the embeddings learned at all layers
of LightGCN. The score function Ve log p;(e) is approximated by a
score network. The trained SGM is used in two ways: i) contrastive
views generation for CL and ii) hard negative samples generation.
Further details will be described in Sections 4.3 and 4.4, respectively.
We design our score network modified from U-Net [32]. We use
3 layers, 1 encoding block, and 1 decoding block linked by skip
connection. The network architecture Sy (e(t), t) is as follows:

ho = FCo(e(2)),

hy = FC2(tanh(FC} (ho)) @ FC (temp)),

hy = tanh(FCz(hl)), (9)

hs = FC3(tanh(FC} (h2 © h1)) & FC(temb)),

Sy (e(t), 1) = FCq(hs),
where FC is a fully connected layer, © is the concatenation operator,
h; is the i h hidden vector, and @ is the element-wise addition. The
encoding and decoding blocks are symmetric, where dim(hg) =
dim(hs3) and dim(h1) = dim(hy), and the output of model has the

same dimensionality D as input e. The time embedding t,,,; is
defined as follows:

temb = FC2 . (tanh(FCL _ (Emb(£)))), (10)

emb emb



Stochastic Sampling for Contrastive Views and Hard Negative Samples in Graph-based Collaborative Filtering

Algorithm 1: Contrastive views generation

Algorithm 3: The training algorithm of SCONE

Require: N: Number of sampling steps for the reverse process
1 e(N) ~ N(e(0), [2(N) — 0%(0)]1)
2. fori=N—-1to0do
3 e(i) —e(i+1)+(0%(i+1) - 0%(i)) - Sy(e(i+1),0(i + 1))
4: z~ N(O, I)
50 e(i) « e(i) +yo2(i+1) —o%(i) - z
6: end for

7. return e(N) and &(0)

Algorithm 2: Hard negative samples generation

Require: N: Number of sampling steps for the reverse process
1 M d(N) ~ N(ey-(0), [6*(N) — a2(0)]1)
2 ey (N) ~ N(ey(0), [0?(N) — a2(0)]1)
3: fori=N-1to0do
g ehdir)=w.elTdiv 1)+ (1-w)-ep(i+1)
e(i+1) « CONCAT (el (i +1),e,+ (i + 1))
e(i) —e(i+1)+ (o?(i+1) = o2(i)) - Sg(e(i+ 1), (i + 1))
z ~ N(0,1)
e(i) «— e(i) +\o2(i+1) —c2(i) - z
9:  Split e(i) into two vectors eﬁi"d(i) and e,+ (i).
10: end for
11: return &

hgrd(o)

0

where Emb is a sinusoidal positional embedding [37].

4.2 User-Item Specific Stochastic Sampling

Generating contrastive views and hard negative samples needs
user-item specific sampling schemes for personalized recommenda-
tions. It is not feasible to directly apply the denoising process of the
diffusion model, which generates a new sample %(0) from a noisy
sample x(T), because it cannot maintain the specific characteris-
tics of users and items. Therefore, we devise a user-item specific
sampling scheme for personalized recommendation.

As shown in Figs. 3(b) and 3(c), instead of synthesizing é(0)
from the entire noise space, we perturb the final embedding e(0)
to an intermediate time ¢ = N, and then generate a sample é(0)
from an intermediate noisy sample e(N) using the reverse process
of the SGM. It allows the generated embedding to retain specific
characteristics of the user or item. This approach is applicable to
contrastive views and hard negative samples generation. We set
the intermediate time N = 10 in our experiments, and the impact
of the number of sampling steps N is presented in Section 5.5.

4.3 Contrastive Views Generation via a
Stochastic Process

As shown in Fig. 3(b), we define two contrastive views for CL with

the SGM as follows:

e’ =e(N), e’ =¢&0), (11)

where the first view €’ is a perturbed embedding e(N) using the
forward process with Eq. (4), and the second view e’/ is a generated
embedding &(0) from e(N) using the reverse process with Eq. (5).

Require: Training set {(u,v*,07)}, Graph encoder f(-), Score
network S(-)

1: Initialize © and ¢
2: 'while not converged do
3 Sample a batch of user-item pairs (u,0%,07).
4 Get the user and item embeddings by encoder f ().
5:  Generate augmented views e’ and e’/ by Alg. 1.
6:  Generate a hard negative sample éZgr (0) by Alg. 2.
7. Calculate Lo with Lppg and L by Eq. (13).
8  Calculate Ly with Eq. (14).
9:  Update © and ¢.
10: end while

-
jan

: return © and ¢

The detailed stochastic sampling process for the generation of con-
trastive views is in Alg. 1. We sample an intermediate noisy vector
e(N) with the forward process and convert it into a synthesized
sample &(0) through N steps. The stochastic process of the SGM
leads not converge to the original but to another sample.

4.4 Hard Negative Samples Generation via a
Stochastic Positive Injection

To enhance the learning of the boundary between positive and
negative samples, we propose a stochastic positive injection method
to generate hard negative samples close to positive samples. Fig. 3(c)
shows the process of generating hard negative samples. Firstly, we
use the random sampling method in the BPR loss, where positive
and negative samples are sampled from a uniform distribution.
After sampling a triplet input (u,v%,07), we sample intermediate
noisy vectors e;’frd(N ) and e+ (N) with the forward process. Then,
positive samples are continuously injected into negative samples
during the stochastic sampling process of SGM. The stochastic
positive injection is defined as follows:

ehrd () = . (1) 4 (1-w) - ey (1) (12)

where w is hyperparameters to regulate the weight of stochastic
positive injection. Alg. 2 shows the detailed hard negative samples
generation process. We define a hard negative sample eﬁi” (1) by
injecting a positive sample e,+ () for N steps, and finally, we gen-
erate a hard negative sample éf,’f" 4(0). These synthesized samples
cover the entire embedding region rather than a predefined point.

4.5 Training Algorithm

The training algorithm of SCONE is in Alg. 3. The model parameters
O of the graph encoder and ¢ of SGM are jointly trained end-to-end.
The graph encoder is optimized through the sum of the BPR and
CL losses, and SGM is trained with denoising score matching loss.
SGM generates contrastive views for CL and hard negative samples,
which are employed when optimizing ©. The objective functions
for approximating © and ¢ are as follows:

Lo = Lppr+ M Lcr, (13)



Table 2: Comparison of existing methods that focuses on
i) how to generate contrastive views for CL and ii) how to
define negative samples

Model Contrastive Views Negative Samples
LightGCN [12] X Random sampling
SGL [44] Perturbing graph structure Random sampling

SimGCL [51]  Injecting noises into embeddings Random sampling
DNS [52] X Promising candidate
MixGCF [16] X Linear interpolation
SCONE Stochastic sampling with SGMs

Ly = BiFe(n)Be(o) [ADIS4(e(0) 1) = Ve(r) log ple(t)le() I
(14)
where A; is hyperparameters to control the strengths of CL. For

contrastive learning, we adopt CL loss as InfoNCE [29], following
the approach of SGL and SimGCL. Lppg and Ly are as follows:

Lppr= ), Inoley-h¥(0) — ey eyr) + A2[O3, (15)

(u,0",07)€0
exp(sim(e/, ) /1)
L = —lo - L1 5 (16)
cL l;‘g & Yjes exp(mm(e;,e}’)/r)

where éf}i"d(o) is a generated hard negative sample by SGM (cf.
Line 6 of Alg. 3), and e’ and e’ are contrastive views with the
stochastic process of SGM (cf. Line 5 of Alg. 3).

4.6 Discussion: Relation to Other Methods

Table 2 presents a comparison of existing approaches that focus on
generating contrastive views and negative samples. In this section,
we compare our method with existing methods in terms of pros
and cons, and space and time complexity.

4.6.1 Contrastive views. Diverse users and items exhibit distinc-
tive characteristics, and view generation techniques should be cus-
tomized for each user. SCONE generates contrastive views using a
stochastic process with score-based generative models. It is capable
of approximating data distributions without information distortion.
In particular, it can sample with high diversity while preserving spe-
cific characteristics of each node for personalized recommendations
due to the user-item specific stochastic sampling. However, SGL and
SimGCL are exposed to information distortions. SGL perturbs the
inherent characteristic of the graph through edge/node dropouts.
In addition, SimGCL undermines the individual characteristic of
each node by adding noises.

4.6.2 Negative sampling. SCONE generates hard negative sam-
ples with a stochastic positive injection. It can cover the entire
embedding region rather than a predetermined space. However,
LightGCN, SGL, and SimGCL adopt a random negative sampling
(RNS) method, which randomly selects unobserved interaction sig-
nals. This approach often fails to capture the popularity of the item.
Furthermore, DNS and MixGCF confine the selection of negative
samples into a limited space. For DNS, promising candidate items
are predefined in a discrete space, and for MixGCF, the sampled
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Table 3: Statistics of the datasets

Dataset #Users #ltems #Interactions Density
Douban 12,638 22,222 598,420 0.213%
Gowalla 50,821 57,440 1,302,695 0.045%
Tmall 47,939 41,390 2,619,389 0.132%
Yelp2018 31,668 38,048 1,561,406 0.130%
Amazon-CDs 43,169 35,648 777,426 0.051%
ML-1M 6,038 3,492 575,281 2.728%

hard negative sample is a linear interpolation between the positive
and negative items.

4.6.3 Space and time complexity. Regarding the model parameters,
LightGCN, SGL, SimGCL, DNS, and MixGCF only require initial em-
beddings ® = E, whereas SCONE needs the additional parameters
¢ for the score network. However, the number of the parameters ©
is 9 times larger than that of ¢ in Douban, and 24 times in Tmall.
Therefore, it does not significantly increase the space complexity.

In terms of the time complexity, both SGL and SimGCL require
three iterations of graph convolution networks to generate the final
embeddings for recommendation and two augmented embeddings
for CL. In contrast, DNS and MixGCF need only one iteration. How-
ever, they need considerable time to define hard negative samples.
For DN, it should sort the highest negative items after referring
to the currently trained recommendation model during training
and for MixGCeF, it uses a positive and hop mixing module by the
linear combination and hop-grained scheme. Our SCONE also re-
quires only one iteration of graph convolution networks. However,
SCONE incurs additional time overheads for generating contrastive
views and hard negative samples. Although generating samples
through SGMs typically takes a long time for images, SCONE can
reduce the sampling time by decreasing the number of steps, N. In
Sec. 5.6, we compare the training time. SCONE takes a longer time
compared to graph-based CL methods, but is faster than negative
sampling methods.

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we introduce our extensive experimental results. To
demonstrate the superiority of SCONE and clarify its effectiveness,
we answer the following research questions:
e RQ1: How does SCONE perform as compared with various
state-of-the-art models?
o RQ2: Is the robustness of SCONE, with respect to user
sparsity and item popularity, superior to the baselines?
e RQ3: Do all proposed methods improve the effectiveness?
o RQ4: What is the influence of different settings on SCONE?

5.1 Experimental Settings

5.1.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics. We conduct experiments on
6 benchmark datasets: Douban, Gowalla, Tmall, Yelp2018, Amazon-
CDs, and ML-1M [2, 10, 12, 50, 51]. We summarize the statistics of
the datasets in Table 3. We follow the same strategy described in [51]
to split the datasets into training, validation, and testing set with a
ratio of 7:1:2. We adopt widely-used Recall@20 and NDCG@20 to
evaluate the performance of the top-K recommendation.
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Table 4: Performance comparison with state-of-the-art models. The best results are highlighted in bold face, and the second

best results are with underline.

- ive Learni i i
Dataset Metric GCN-based Contrastive Learning Negative Sampling SCONE  Imp.
LightGCN SGL NCL SimGCL DNS MixGCF
Douban Recall@20 0.1474 0.1728 0.1638 0.1780 0.1645 0.1784 0.1815 1.70%
NDCG@20 0.1240 0.1510 0.1403  0.1567 0.1393 0.1576 0.1611  2.79%
Gowalla Recall@20 0.2086 0.2223  0.2235 0.2269 0.2233 0.2147 0.2295 1.15%
NDCG@20 0.1264 0.1349 0.1353  0.1386 0.1358 0.1295 0.1409  1.66%
Tmall Recall@20 0.0686 0.0754 0.0700  0.0898 0.0860 0.0819 0.0908 1.08%
NDCG@20 0.0477 0.0532  0.0492 0.0643 0.0600 0.0570 0.0654 1.73%
Yelp2018 Recall@20 0.0588 0.0669 0.0654  0.0718 0.0671 0.0703 0.0721 0.39%
P NDCG@20 0.0485 0.0552 0.0540  0.0593 0.0551 0.0576 0.0594 0.27%
Recall@20 0.1283 0.1550 0.1483 0.1584 0.1545 0.1542 0.1586 0.13%
Amazon-CDs —
NDCG@20 0.0779 0.0986 0.0940  0.1006 0.0972 0.0960 0.1009 0.30%
ML-1M Recall@20 0.2693 0.2657 0.2777  0.2868 0.2791 0.2897 0.2910  0.45%
NDCG@20 0.3015 0.3027 0.3150  0.3230 0.3171 0.3287 0.3244 -1.31%
5.1.2  Baselines. We choose LightGCN as the backbone model, and oza oo ooo
compare SCONE with the following 6 baselines: 022 SimGCL '
’ MixGCF 0.08
e Graph-based methods: LightGCN [12]; §oz SCONE 8
e Graph-based CL methods: SGL [44], NCL [23], SimGCL [51]; Toe 5 o
o Negative sampling methods: DNS [52], MixGCF [16]. 2o & 006
0.14 0.05
5.1.3 Hyperparameters. To make a fair comparison with previ- 012
: 0.04
ous studies, we follow hyperparameters settings in the original O serdegree " serdegree
papers..For. all the models, the embedding size D is set as 64, the (@) Gowalla () Tmall
batch size is 2048, and we use L = 2 for the graph encoder. For
our model, we use only VE SDE, and the learning rate is 0.001. 016
We set opin = 0.01, omax = 50, T = 100, N = 10, 7 = 0.2, 0.07
Ay = 1074, dim(hg) = 64, and dim(h;) = 128. We tune A; within S o006 g
the ranges of {0.1,0.2,0.5,0.7,0.9, 1.0, 2.0, 2.5}, and w is searched % %w
from {0.7, 0.8, 0.9}. The best hyperparameters in each dataset are as A g

follows: In douban, 11 = 0.5 and w = 0.9. In Gowalla, A1 = 0.9 and
w =0.7.In Tmall, ; = 2.5 and w = 0.9. In Yelp2018, A; = 0.7 and
w = 0.7. In Amazon-CDs, A1 = 0.2 and w = 0.8. In ML-1M, A; = 0.1
and w = 0.8.

5.1.4  Experimental environments. Our software and hardware en-
vironments are as follows: UBUNTU 18.04.6 LTS, PYTHON 3.10.8,
PytorcH 1.11.0, CUDA 11.7, and NVIDIA Driver 470.161.03, i9,
CPU, and NVIDIA RTX 3090.

5.2 Performance Comparison with SOTA (RQ1)

As shown in Table 4, we summarize the overall performance of 6
baselines on the 6 datasets in terms of Recall@20 and NDCG@20.
We find the following observations:

e In most cases, graph-based CL and negative sampling meth-
ods are effective in enhancing the performance of Light GCN. It
indicates that both two approaches are valid for improving rec-
ommendation performance. Specifically, SimGCL and MixGCF
outperform LightGCN by large margins in Tmall and Douban,
which improves NDCG@20 by 34.88% and 27.07%, respectively.
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Figure 4: Performance comparison over different user groups

o In graph-based CL models, SimGCL is the most effective model,
and even compared to Negative sampling methods, it ranks
the second best in 4 out of 6 datasets. In particular, SimGCL
demonstrates remarkable performance improvements on sparser
datasets such as Gowalla and Amazon-CDs, indicating that CL
alleviates the challenge of data sparsity.

o In negative sampling methods, DNS and MixGCF are hard to
determine superiority. The performance of MixGCF is better than
DNS in denser datasets, while worse in the sparser datasets.

o SCONE achieves the best performance in almost all cases, which
proves the effectiveness of our proposed methods. By generat-
ing various augmented views and hard negative samples with
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Figure 6: The uniformity curves in the dataset of Tmall. The
star denotes the epoch at the best performance.

stochastic sampling, SCONE not only mitigates the data sparsity
problem but also improves the generalization of the model.

5.3 Robustness of SCONE (RQ2)

5.3.1 User sparsity. To evaluate the ability to alleviate user sparsity,
we categorize users into three subsets by their interaction degree:
the lowest 80% users with the fewest number of interactions, the
range from the bottom 80% to 95%, and the top 5%. As shown
in Fig. 4, SCONE consistently outperforms the other baselines in
almost all groups. Especially, SCONE shows good performance for
extremely sparse user groups in all datasets.

5.3.2 Item popularity. Similar to user sparsity analysis, we catego-
rize items into three groups based on item popularity. We calculate
the Recall@20 value that each group contributes, which is called
decomposed Recall@20. The total Recall@20 value is equal to the
sum of the values from the three groups. In Fig. 5, our model shows
performance improvement over other baselines in an item group
with low popularity, demonstrating robustness to item popularity.

5.3.3  Uniformity. In this section, we measure the uniformity of
the representation, which is the logarithm of the average pairwise
Gaussian potential [39]:

Luyniform =1log  E e—ZHg(u)—g(v)Hg. (17)

ii.d
U,0~Pnode
where ¢g(-) is the normalized embedding. In Douban and Tmall

datasets, we randomly sample 5,000 users and the popular items

Lee, et al.

Table 5: The uniformity at the best performance. The lower
values have higher uniformity.

Model Douban Tmall
LightGCN -2.317 -3.142
SGL -3.474 -3.723
SimGCL -3.469 -3.820
DNS -2.639 -3.642
MixGCF -3.107 -3.536
SCONE -3.591 -3.823
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Figure 7: Ablation study on the efficacy of the contrastive
learning and negative sampling

with more than 200 interactions. After that, we compute the unifor-
mity of their representations in SCONE and baselines with Eq. (17).
As shown in Fig. 6, all uniformity curves show similar trends. In the
early steps of training, it has a high uniformity value and then de-
creases, and after reaching the peak, it tends to gradually converge.
In Table 5, our method shows the highest uniformity at the best
performance compared with the other baselines. When considered
in conjunction with the results in Fig. 5, these findings suggest that
our approach not only mitigates popularity bias but also enhances
the diversity and personalization of user recommendations.

5.4 Ablation Study of SCONE (RQ3)

As shown in Fig. 7, we conduct ablation experiments to the effi-
cacy of the contrastive learning and negative sampling on SCONE.
‘LightGCN’ means the model trained without CL and hard neg-
ative sampling, ‘w/o NS’ means without hard negative sampling
but with only CL, and ‘w/o CL’ means without CL with only hard
negative sampling. In all datasets, our contrastive learning and hard
negative sampling methods significantly improve recommendation
performance. Especially, in Figs. 7(b) and 7(d), we demonstrate the
effectiveness of our proposed methods by a large margin.
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Figure 9: Sensitivity on the weight w of stochastic positive
injection
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Figure 10: Sensitivity on the number of sampling steps N in
stochastic sampling

5.5 Sensitivity Studies (RQ4)
In this section, we study the impact of the three key hyperparame-

ters: the regularization weight A; of CL, the weight w of stochastic
positive injection, and the number of sampling steps N.

5.5.1 The regularization weight A1 of contrastive learning. We con-
duct experiments by changing the value of A; as shown in Fig. 8. In
Amazon-CDs and ML-1M, SCONE achieves the best performance
when A; = 0.2 and A; = 0.1, respectively. In both datasets, as the
value of 1 increases, the performance decreases.

5.5.2  The weight w of stochastic positive injection. We think that
the smaller value of w leads to lower performance due to the large
injection of positive information. In Fig. 9, when w is lower than
0.7, SCONE shows a dramatic change in the performance. It can be

Table 6: Running time for one epoch

Method Douban  Tmall  Yelp2018
LightGCN 3.62s 47.81s 15.34s
SGL 8.67s 122.30s 37.41s
SimGCL 8.72s 132.82s 40.04s
DNS 25.23s 154.18s 71.57s
MixGCF 23.25s 163.78s 71.29s
SCONE 19.86s 142.65s 60.63s

seen that it is helpful to inject only a certain amount of positive
information while maintaining the nature of the negative samples.

5.5.3 The number of sampling steps N in stochastic sampling. For
personalized recommendation, we perturb the final embeddings to
the intermediate time N and generate contrastive views and hard
negative samples from the intermediate noisy sample. As shown
in Fig. 10, when N is larger than 10, the model performance is
degraded since augmented views and hard negative samples are
generated after perturbing through many time steps. In SCONE,
it is important to retain specific characteristics of users and items,
therefore, we set N = 10 in our all experiments.

5.6 Runtime Analyses

In Table 6, we report the running time for one epoch during training.
Based on the number of interactions among the 6 datasets used in
our experiments, we measure the running time with Douban, which
has a small number of interactions, Yelp2018 with the intermediate
interactions, and Tmall with the largest number of interactions.

For SGL and SimGCL, additional computation for the graph con-
volution is required when compared with LightGCN. Likewise, DNS
and MixGCF need to computation of the negative sampling process.
Due to the computationally expensive nature of stochastic sam-
pling in diffusion models, SCONE takes longer than graph-based CL
methods, but our method has better performance. Compared with
existing negative sampling methods, SCONE is faster and shows
better performance. All baselines and SCONE have the same infer-
ence time because it is the computation time of the final embedding
with the graph encoder.

6 CONCLUSION

In this research, we introduced SCONE, a novel framework tar-
geting the challenges of data sparsity and negative sampling in
graph-based CF models. The innovative approach of SCONE in-
volves synthesizing samples using a stochastic sampling process, a
first in recommender systems, to generate both user-item-specific
views and hard negative samples. Our experiments across 6 bench-
mark datasets show the superiority of SCONE over 6 baselines,
demonstrating its efficacy in contrastive learning and negative sam-
pling. The robustness of SCONE in handling user sparsity and item
popularity issues underscores its potential as a valuable tool for
enhancing recommender systems.
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