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ABSTRACT

Next-item recommender systems are often trained using only posi-
tive feedback with randomly-sampled negative feedback. We show
the benefits of using real negative feedback both as inputs into the
user sequence and also as negative targets for training a next-song
recommender system for internet radio. In particular, using explicit
negative samples during training helps reduce training time by
~60% while also improving test accuracy by 6%; adding user skips
as additional inputs also can considerably increase user coverage
alongside improving accuracy. We test the impact of using a large
number of random negative samples to capture a ‘harder’ one and
find that the test accuracy increases with more randomly-sampled
negatives, but only to a point. Too many random negatives leads to
false negatives that limits the lift, which is still lower than if using
true negative feedback. We also find that the test accuracy is fairly
robust with respect to the proportion of different feedback types,
and compare the learned embeddings for different feedback types.
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+ Computing methodologies — Learning from implicit feedback;
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1 INTRODUCTION

The rise of online streaming for music has led to millions, if not
tens of millions, of distinct tracks being immediately accessible to
users. However, users may only want to hear a small fraction of
these tracks, so online music streaming services may rely on recom-
mender systems to filter their catalogs for songs that are relevant
to the user. Using each user’s feedback to further personalize their
song recommendations is crucial to increasing their engagement.
This song recommendation can take the form of generating a
static playlist, or a dynamic online radio station. In both cases,
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these song recommendations are provided in some sequence, but
there are some salient differences between these sequences and
other domains (e.g. e-commerce or natural language processing).
Firstly, the sequential structure is much fuzzier - songs can be
randomly swapped between positions to some extent (sometimes
formalized in the user interface as ‘shuffle mode’), which weakens
the positional effects. Secondly, certain feedback types are generally
not repeatable, as a song that is explicitly liked (e.g. a ‘thumb-
up’) cannot be re-liked without first being un-liked, and a song
that is explicitly disliked (e.g. a ‘thumb-down’) is generally not
played again and cannot receive further feedback. This is not the
case with all feedback types (e.g. songs can be skipped repeatedly,
independently of prior feedback).

For sequential modeling, most current research has coalesced
around SASRec [5] or BERT4Rec [14]. Both methods use the Trans-
former architecture [15]. SASRec trains using a causal filter where
each i-th item in a sequence of N total items is predicted using the
preceding i — 1 items, whereas BERT4Rec treats each training row
as a cloze completion task for some k positions, using the other
N —k items as inputs. SASRec uses a binary cross-entropy loss with
a random item as the negative sample, which may lead to over-
confidence in the output scores as a random negative is generally
very easy to distinguish from the target item [10]. BERT4Rec avoids
this issue by calculating the softmax with the entire population as
negatives, which comes at the cost of increased training complexity
that may not be viable for industrial datasets that have millions of
items in their catalog. There are ways around this, such as using
sampled softmax as an estimate of the total loss [1, 22]; custom loss
functions that weight the random negatives differently [10]; or try-
ing to generate pseudo-negative samples, for example by choosing
the top-k negative samples as the hardest k negatives for weight
updates [21] or more complex scoring methods to identify these
harder negatives (e.g.[20, 23]).

Choosing a representative negative sample is thus a critical com-
ponent of improving the training process for collaborative recom-
mender systems. Often negative feedback is simply not collected,;
for example, in e-commerce it is easy to see what a user has clicked
on and ordered, but it is not known if other items shown to the user
were not clicked on because the user did not like them. However,
if explicit negative feedback is collected, this data source can be a
valuable source of negative sampling for training. For music rec-
ommendations, this negative feedback may be collected explicitly
via a thumb-down button, or more implicitly like a skipped song,
though skips may not always be a negative signal [7]. Songs may
receive both positive and negative feedback, such as if a user’s taste
changes or if a liked song is overplayed; hence, it is also important
to treat the inputs as a sequence, with the caveat of certain feedback
types being less sequential. These negative samples can be directly
used in the training loss [13, 19], or possibly as a complementary
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training task, whereby a model tries to minimize negative feedback
instead of (or in addition to) maximizing positive feedback [12, 18].

An issue with collaborative methods is the cold-start problem,
both from an item perspective and a user perspective. Some items
which are either new or unpopular do not have enough feedback to
have a well-converged embedding; similarly, new or low-activity
users do not have enough (or any) feedback to receive good recom-
mendations via collaborative models. The former can be mitigated
with additional data, such as partially sharing embeddings with
similar items (e.g. songs by the same artist or items in the same
e-commerce category) [8, 16] or by using content-based embed-
dings [17]. The latter is harder to overcome, but may be partially
sidestepped by considering other data sources that may be more
numerous, such as song skips or other contextual features like
time/location [3, 11].

Internet radio stations have some salient differences to other do-
mains for next-item recommendation. Users’ song preferences are
highly contextual on the station: a user may like both jazz and rock
songs, but not in the same session. Stations may therefore have
some filtered set of eligible songs, which can be further ranked
to personalize the station for the user. This also extends to user
feedback: users may thumb up a song on one station and thumb
down the same song on a different station. Because of this filtering,
this means that songs on the same station are generally stylistically
similar, and so it is harder to predict which songs from a given
station a user may not like, as compared to other random songs
that may be an entirely different genre or style. The balance be-
tween maximizing songs that a user may like (true positives) versus
minimizing songs that a user may dislike (false positives) is not
well understood, and may be differ by user, or even differ for the
same user in different contexts. These objectives may disagree with
each other, such as in deciding whether to suggest more popular
songs [9]. Nevertheless, the cost of bad recommendations may de-
grade the user experience (e.g. causing them to switch to a different
provider).

In this paper, we explore the benefits of incorporating additional
feedback to a baseline transformer-based recommender system,
both as inputs and as a source of negative samples. For brevity, we
may refer to positive feedback (whether explicit or implicit) as ‘up’
(‘+’) signals and explicit negative feedback as ‘down’ (‘-’) signals,
in addition to implicit ‘skip’ (‘/’) signals. The contributions of this
paper are as follows:

o We use explicit user-given hard negatives as negative sam-
ples to improve the test accuracy, and show that a hard
negative can only be partially approximated by using the
hardest negative from k randomly-sampled negatives

e We show that using additional inputs (e.g. skips) improves
personalization coverage while also improving accuracy, and
explore the dependency of the prediction accuracy on the
proportion of skips in a user’s feedback

o We show the relationship between our test accuracy metric
and metrics using true and false positives, and how these
depend on the proportion of hard negatives used in training
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2 DATA

We evaluate our model on three datasets. Two of them (Piki [13]
and Spotify’s Sequential Skip Prediction [2] datasets) are open-
source and the third is a proprietary dataset from Pandora. Dataset
statistics are summarized in Table 1. The Spotify dataset consists
of plays and skips, which are not quite explicit feedback, but can
be mapped to positive and negative feedback respectively. It is a
much larger dataset than the Piki one and is therefore included for
comparison. The Piki dataset is filtered for only feedback coming
from ‘personalized’ recommendations. We assume that Piki playlists
are comprised of similar songs (like a radio station); similarly, we
filter the Spotify data to ‘radio’-type data only. This is necessary for
our accuracy metric (Section 4), which is based off distinguishing
which songs from a stylistically-consistent set of songs on some
station may be liked by a user.

The Pandora dataset additionally has station information logged
to provide context for each feedback, which is treated as another
additive embedding [8]. The Piki and Spotify datasets, which do not
have station information, are effectively trained with a null station
embedding. In all cases, the data is randomly split at the user level,
with the final month of data time-separated for the test set, and 90%
of the remainder used for training and 10% used for validation. The
test sets consist of paired user feedback, consisting of one positive
and one negative feedback (using explicit feedback where available,
as for the Piki and Pandora datasets, and plays/skips in the Spotify
dataset). For the Pandora dataset, the positive and negative test
samples are further required to come from the same station. We
assume this condition is also satisfied by the Spotify dataset, which
it is filtered for same-session ‘radio’ tracks only.

The Piki and Pandora datasets use explicit positive and negative
feedback, with the Pandora dataset also having implicit negative
feedback (skips). The Spotify dataset uses track plays and skips,
which are more implicit, but can be thought of as positive and
negative feedback. The Piki and Spotify datasets have a fairly even
proportion of positive and negative feedback, whereas the Pandora
feedback is dominated by skips. This is significant as although
model training requires users to have positive feedback (to use as
training targets), there is no such requirement at inference.

Table 1: Summary statistics for the processed training sets.
‘+’ denotes explicit positive feedback, ‘-’ denotes explicit
negative feedback and ‘/’ denotes song skips. Statistics here
are not necessarily representative of their user bases.

‘ Piki Spotify ~ Pandora
Granularity User Session User
Feedback types +, - +,/ + /-
Ratio of +:/:— 1.1:0:1 1:09:0 4:13:1
Max. seq. length 400 20 400
Median seq. length 24 9 289
Max. lookback 3.7 years Same day 1 year
Median lookback 2days  Sameday 9 months
No. of sequences 8% 10° 8 x 10° 107
No. of tracks 2.5 x10° 3 x10° 106
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Figure 1: Proportion of sources for hard negative samples
used at each position. More recent positions (higher x) are
more likely to use randomly-selected negatives as there is
less future feedback by definition.

For all datasets, though less prominent in the Spotify dataset
due to its smaller maximum input length, the distribution of user
input sizes skews towards shorter sequences. This skew is stronger
for the Piki dataset than the Pandora dataset and is reflected in the
median sequence lengths in Table 1. To better align the training and
test tasks, we enforce a condition that the final position will always
be a prediction task (i.e. with no future feedback for inference). This
means that training, validation and test sequences always end with
an ‘up’, to be used as a target for prediction.

Around one-third (32%) of users in the Pandora dataset do not
give any up thumbs at all, but do give some skips: these users are not
included in the training set as they do not have positive examples
for prediction, but can nevertheless be covered by a personalization
model that accepts skips as inputs. A similar proportion (37%) of
users in the Spotify dataset also only give skips and are excluded
from training. This means that a model that accepts skips as inputs
can increase the personalization rate, though the test accuracy for
such skip-only users should be separately checked as they do not
occur in the training set (Section 5.3). These high-skip users still
contribute listener-hours and it is important to personalize their
songs too.

3 MODEL DETAILS

The training architecture is a hybrid of SASRec and BERT4Rec:
essentially, we combine the binary cross-entropy and general Trans-
former architecture of SASRec with the cloze task completion
method of BERT4Rec. For some proportion p;4s = 0.15 of ‘up’
positions, we replace the ‘up’ song with a mask token. Only the
song attributes are masked; the target station at the prediction po-
sition is kept (null for Piki/Spotify) and the target feedback type
is an ‘up’. This reflects the real-life situation where we may seek
to provide song recommendations for a user-selected station. The
standard SASRec architecture cannot simulate this as it lacks mask
tokens and the causal filter does not allow for any information at
the prediction position to be used in training.
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For the hard negative sample at each masked position, we use
a same-day down thumb from the same station (if one exists),
otherwise a same-day skip from the same station (if it exists),
otherwise any future down thumb (if it exists), otherwise any
future skip (if it exists), otherwise a random song (Fig. 1). For the
Spotify dataset, this simplifies greatly as there are no down thumbs
and only same-day feedback (Fig. 1). Similarly, the Piki dataset has
no skips and has a median sequence length of 2 days (Table 1) so
rarely has future feedback to use. For all datasets, future feedback
is less frequent for more recent positions, which are therefore more
likely to use random negative samples (Fig. 1). The proportion of
hard negatives used during training can be further controlled with
a parameter pp,,q, which is the proportion of training positions
that use a hard negative. We discuss the impact of changing pp,,q
in Section 5.2. ‘Skips’ and ‘downs’ that are used as negative samples
are removed from the user’s input sequence. To distinguish feedback
types in the input, we use a learned additive embedding mapped to
the different feedback types (discussed further in Section 5.3). The
total embedding at each position is therefore the sum of the song,
station (null for Piki and Spotify datasets), feedback and positional
embeddings.

The baseline model uses only positive feedback as inputs (i.e.
no feedback embedding) and uses pp,q = 0 (randomly-sampled
instead of user-provided hard negatives during training). Generally,
these random samples are likely to be from an unrelated genre and
thus are too easy for the model to rank (leading to the overconfi-
dence issue identified by Petrov & Macdonald (2023) [10]). In the
absence of real negative user feedback, one can attempt to sample
more negatives (up to the entire set of N items, like BERT4Rec)
to try and capture some hard(er) negative(s); this is explored in
Section 5.2.

4 EVALUATION

The model is evaluated against real user data from the subsequent
month after the training period, using users who have given both
positive and negative feedback (on the same station for Pandora).
Because songs (whether thumbed up or down) that are played
on the same station are fairly similar in musical style, this is a
much harder problem than simply comparing an ‘up’ song against
a random negative sample. Generally, even ‘down’ songs by some
user are thumbed up by many other users, making them harder to
distinguish than a random negative sample.

An accurate prediction is when the ‘up’ song is scored higher
than the ‘down’ song; a model that randomly guesses would there-
fore have an accuracy of 0.5. Our ‘test accuracy’ is therefore equiv-
alent to the probability that a random pair of positive/negative
feedback is correctly ranked, which is equivalent to the average
area, of all users, under the receiver operating characteristic curve
(AUC) [4]. If testing against random negatives, both our model and
the baseline have an accuracy > 0.99. This is not very useful, and
also not very relevant to the actual usage of these models, which
is to distinguish and rank songs that are on a given station (i.e.
songs that are generally similar) for each user. The link between
test accuracy and other metrics that focus on true positives (e.g.
recall) is explored further in Section 5.2.3.
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Table 2: Ablation study with percentage point changes in
accuracy. The Piki data is too small for any significant results
and is omitted.

Method A Accuracy
Spotify Pandora

No positional emb. -0.6% —0.7%

No hard negatives —5.4% —6.3%

Only positive inputs  —0.6% —0.5%
Half max. seq. length  +0.1% -0.2%

5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

For the Spotify and Pandora datasets, we find that incorporating
additional feedback (both as inputs and as hard negative samples
during training) improves the test set accuracy by 6% as compared
to a model that is only trained on positive feedback and random
negatives. The Piki dataset has a similar lift but due to its smaller
size, the lift is not statistically significant. By far, the biggest contri-
bution to the lift comes from incorporating hard negatives into the
loss function. We explore the impact of hard negatives further in
Section 5.2, and the impact of additional feedback types in 5.3.

5.1 Ablation study

The overall lift in accuracy after incorporating negative feedback
(6%) predominantly comes from the use of hard negatives in training
(Table 2). The lift from adding additional feedback types into the
user inputs, although positive, is an order of magnitude smaller. An
additional benefit of including skips as inputs is in increasing the
coverage, by 50% for Pandora and 37% for Spotify, of the model to
skip-only users. The benefit of positional embeddings is similar in
magnitude for both datasets. Halving the maximum sequence length
slightly improves the Spotify accuracy while slightly reducing the
Pandora accuracy; this may arise from differences between noisier
implicit (‘play’) and explicit (‘up’) positive feedback.

5.2 Hard negative samples

Generally, a hard negative will have a higher score (and thus be
harder to distinguish from the actual positive sample) than an
unrelated random negative sample. It is not necessarily the highest-
scoring negative sample possible, as other songs (e.g. by the same
artist as the positive sample that are not yet known to the user)
may have higher scores, although we do not necessarily know if the
user would like or dislike those songs. This means that generally,
for k < N, k random-chosen negatives are likely to all have lower
scores than a hard negative. Conversely, this means that we may
estimate the value of a hard negative by comparing the performance
of a model trained with one hard negative per positive sample to
one that is trained with k randomly-selected negatives and using the
top-scoring (i.e. hardest) one for computing the loss and comparing
the test accuracy for different k.

5.2.1 Test accuracy. We find that the test accuracy increases with
higher k, but peaks around k = 10% for the Pandora and Spotify
datasets and k = 102 for the Piki dataset, and then drops beyond
that (Fig. 2). This suggests that with too many random negatives,
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Figure 2: Top: The test accuracy generally increases with
higher pj,, ;. Bottom: Test accuracy increases with more
batched random negatives, but using too many hurts per-
formance. The maximum lift is also smaller than using a
true hard negative sample.

the highest-scoring negative is potentially a false negative, which
worsens model performance. The Piki dataset has fewer songs by an
order of magnitude, which may be why the k turning point is also
an order of magnitude lower than the Spotify/Pandora datasets. Im-
portant to note is that the best test accuracy using batched random
negatives is still lower than the best test accuracy using explicit
hard negative samples. Further work can be done to implement
other ways of distinguishing true and false negatives [e.g. 20, 23].
For datasets that lack explicit negatives, more research should be
done on how to determine if/how sampling too many negatives
can hurt performance.

The test accuracy is considerably higher, though quickly plateaus,
for any pparq # 0 (Fig. 2). This is likely because at each epoch, the
specific p;4sr positions that see hard negatives are re-sampled with
probability pp,-q4 and so even with lower py,,,.4 values, eventually
all positions that have hard negatives will use them for some part
of the training time. However, higher pj, ;.4 values allow the model
to use more of these per epoch, and hence the model can converge
faster.

5.2.2  Training time. We find that the number of epochs necessary
for convergence reduces considerably for higher values of py;,q
(Fig. 3). This is less noticeable/relevant for the Piki dataset because
it is so small. Weighing this against the plateau in accuracy for
higher pj,,q, this suggests that higher values of py,,.4 are better.
However, this may lead to poorer embeddings and hence poorer
recommendation quality for more tail-end songs, which are more
rarely encountered (as random negative samples) in the training
set.
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Figure 3: For higher pj,,,4, training time tends to decrease
(top), while the mean reciprocal ranks of the positive (+) and
negative (—) samples generally both decrease (bottom), even
as the test accuracy increases (Fig. 2). The Piki dataset is too
small/noisy to analyze and is omitted.

5.2.3 Relation to other metrics. The prediction task of comparing a
user’s positive and negative feedback is generally much harder than
comparing a user’s positive feedback to a random negative sample.
The latter is somewhat connected to true positive metrics such as
recall or the mean reciprocal rank (MRR). However, in our use case,
the songs eligible to be ranked on a given station are generally
similarly-popular songs, whether positive or negative.

The MRR (and the recall) of both the ‘up’ and ‘down’ samples de-
crease with higher pp, 4,4, though the ‘down’ samples decrease faster
than the ‘up’ samples (Fig. 3), such that the overall test accuracy
increases (Fig. 2). The prediction accuracy is somewhat connected
to the distance between the positive and negative ranks. This can
be interpreted as higher pj ;.4 attempting to minimize false posi-
tives (at the cost of fewer true positives), or inversely, that lower
Phard Maximizes true positives but also increases false positives.
Similar to Mena-Maldonado et al. (2020), we find that reducing false
positives with a higher pp,,4 also leads to generally less-popular
songs being recommended [9].

For candidate generation, it may be better to use a low pp4-q
model which pushes all potentially likeable songs to the top of
the rankings (even if some are false positives). For ranking some
pre-existing song candidates (which could be generated by a low
Phard Mmodel), it may be better to use a higher py,,,4 model that
pushes down bad songs for the user.

5.3 Feedback types

The Pandora dataset includes three different types of feedback
and so can be used to identify some qualitative aspects of ‘skip’
feedback. We have generally asserted that skips are implicit negative
feedback, but it is also possible that they share some aspects of
positive feedback, as users may thumb up a song, then skip it if
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Figure 4: Test accuracy is fairly consistent across users with
different proportion of feedback types (top). The distribution
of feedback proportions differs by dataset (bottom).

it is replayed too much. The raw embeddings for ‘skip’ feedback
are more similar to ‘down’ feedback (cosine similarity: 0.82 + 0.01
when averaged over all pp,,.4 > 0 models) than to ‘up’ feedback
(similarity 0.16 + 0.01), although the fact that the model does not
learn identical embeddings for ‘skips’ and ‘downs’ suggests that
they are still distinct in some way. The similarity for the ‘up’ and
‘down’ embeddings is 0.00 + 0.02. The Spotify ‘up’ (i.e. ‘play’) and
‘skip” embeddings have an average similarity of —0.53 + 0.08; the
Piki ‘up’ and ‘down’ embeddings have an average similarity of
0.39 + 0.03. This may suggest that users may use feedback features
differently between these datasets.

The test accuracy is generally consistent across users with dif-
ferent proportions of positive feedback (Fig. 4). Pandora users with
almost no positive feedback (i.e. ‘mostly-skip’ users) have a slightly
lower test accuracy by ~ 2%; inversely, Spotify users with almost
no skips (i.e. ‘mostly-play’ users) have a higher test accuracy by
~ 6%. Further work should be done to better understand these user
segments; we note that the bimodal distribution of positive feed-
back proportions in the Spotify dataset (Fig. 4) aligns with prior
research clustering user types into ‘mostly-play’ and ‘mostly-skip’

[6].

6 CONCLUSION

We find that incorporating user-given hard negatives in training
considerably improves the test accuracy of user-liked songs as
compared to using random negative samples. An approximation to
a hard negative can be found by sampling multiple negatives and
choosing the hardest one: we find that this can help test accuracy up
to a point, but too many random negatives are likely to include some
false negatives which reduces the test accuracy. As many users give
‘skip’ feedback, this can be used directly in the input to help define a
user’s context vector, which slightly improves the overall accuracy
of the model and also considerably improves the user coverage
compared to only using positive feedback. We also find that the test
accuracy is robust with respect to differing proportions of feedback
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types, and that ‘skip’ feedback is more similar to negative feedback
than positive feedback.
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