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Many modern online services feature personalized recommendations. A central challenge when providing
such recommendations is that the reason why an individual user accesses the service may change from visit
to visit or even during an ongoing usage session. To be effective, a recommender system should therefore aim
to take the users’ probable intent of using the service at a certain point in time into account. In recent years,
researchers have thus started to address this challenge by incorporating intent-awareness into recommender
systems. Correspondingly, a number of technical approaches were put forward, including diversification
techniques, intent prediction models or latent intent modeling approaches. In this paper, we survey and
categorize existing approaches to building the next generation of Intent-Aware Recommender Systems (IARS).
Based on an analysis of current evaluation practices, we outline open gaps and possible future directions
in this area, which in particular include the consideration of additional interaction signals and contextual
information to further improve the effectiveness of such systems.

CCS Concepts: • Information systems→ Recommender systems.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Recommender Systems

1 INTRODUCTION
Recommender systems play a vital role for many modern online services, e.g., in e-commerce
or media streaming, where they can create substantial value both for consumers and service
providers [43]. Correspondingly, a multitude of technical approaches to generate personalized
recommendations have been proposed over the last decades [97]. Traditional algorithms—beginning
with the early GroupLens system [96]—usually consider the entire history of known user preferences
to create recommendation lists. As a result, such recommendations typically reflect the potentially
diverse set of user interests and needs that were observed over time. However, in many cases
when we access an online service, we do so with a particular goal or intent in mind. For the case
of music streaming services, for example, our goal might either be to quickly access our favorite
music, to find music to play in the background, or to discover interesting new artists [51, 82].
Likewise, in an e-commerce setting, we might access an online shop to research the set of choices
in a certain item category, to continue our previous shopping session, or just to browse the catalog
for inspiration [107]. As a result, the set of suitable recommendations can largely depend on the
user’s underlying intent, which may not only change from one visit of the service to the next but
even during an ongoing usage session.
Given these diverse sets of potential short-term intents, a recommendation algorithm that

considers all of our past preferences independently of the user’s current situation and goals may
thus not be optimal. Since it can be difficult to correctly guess a user’s specific intent when accessing
the service, a common solution in practice is to provide users with several recommendation lists
on the landing page of the service, each of them addressing a different potential intent. Multiple
recommendation lists are commonly used by media streaming providers such as Netflix or Spotify
and on e-commerce sites like Amazon.com [29, 77, 82]. Alternatively, some services try to diversify
their single-list recommendations to cover multiple potential user intents. They may, for example,
both comprise both items that are assumed to help user discover new things but also deliberately
include a small number of items in the recommendations that the user has recently viewed, e.g., to
allow users to conveniently continue their previous shopping session [60].
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In the academic literature, the problem of diverse and time-varying user needs has been iden-
tified and addressed in different ways over time. In the realm of the traditional way of building
recommender systems based on a given user-item interaction matrix, common approaches include
the intentional diversification of the recommendations, the consideration of temporal information
and interest drifts, or the utilization of contextual information like the user’s current location
and time [1, 6, 12, 48]. More recently, academic research has largely shifted from the traditional
“matrix completion” recommendation setting to sequence-aware and session-based recommendation
problems [90, 130]. In these approaches, the recommendations that are generated are commonly
determined by considering the most recent interactions that are observed for a given user. The main
underlying assumption of these approaches is that these recent interactions are a good reflection
the user’s underlying short-term intents.
However, while the most recently observed user actions may be indicative of the underlying

user intents, researchers have recently tried to incorporate intent-awareness into recommender
systems in a more explicit manner. Importantly, reports from industrial applications emphasize
the strong potential of adapting recommendations to the predicted intent(s) of the users. For
example, a field test in the e-commerce domain [107] revealed that relevant business KPIs (key
performance indicators) like purchase rates can be markedly improved when the recommendation
system dynamically switches its strategy depending on the currently assumed user intent. Likewise,
a study in the music streaming domain by Spotify [82] investigated the connections between
observed user interactions, underlying intents and user satisfaction. One main conclusion of this
work is that understanding user intents can be crucial to predict user satisfaction, and that different
interaction signals are relevant as predictors, depending on the user’s underlying intent.

Given the high practical relevance of such approaches, the aim of our present work is to review
the growing body of literature on intent-aware recommender systems (IARS). For this purpose, we
have identified a larger set of recent works based on a semi-systematic literature search, and we
have categorized these works along different dimensions. A particular focus of the survey lies on
the technical approaches to incorporate intent-awareness into the system, such as diversification
techniques, intent prediction models or latent intent modeling approaches. We furthermore review
common application domains and evaluation procedures for IARS, which revealed a very strong
focus on offline experimentation with an emphasis on prediction accuracy as the main metric.
Finally, our survey helped us to identify open gaps in the literature and future research directions.
Specifically, the increasing availability of additional pieces of information about users and their
behavior, about item features and contextual factors opens continuously new opportunities to better
predict a user’s specific intent when interacting with the service. Furthermore, we see significant
potential in the explicit consideration of application-specific intents within future IARS.
The paper is organized as follows. Next, in Section 2, we review different notions of intent-

awareness as found in the literature, and we delineate our work from related streams of research.
Furthermore, we describe our methodology of identifying relevant papers and discuss the relation-
ship of our work to other surveys. In Section 3, we then categorize and discuss different technical
approaches to build intent-aware recommender systems. Section 4 subsequently provides a land-
scape of current research in terms of the used types of data, evaluation approaches, and application
domains. The paper ends with a discussion of research gaps and future research directions.

2 TERMINOLOGY AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
In this section, we first elaborate on terminological questions and provide a definition of intent-
aware recommender systems. Then, we explain our research methodology and discuss previous
works.
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2.1 Terminology and Definitions
According to the Cambridge Dictionary1, the noun ‘intent’ refers to “the fact that you want and plan
to do something” or “the intention to do something”. A similar action-oriented definition is provided
by Wikipedia2, where intent is described as “an agent’s specific purpose in performing an action or
series of actions.” Common synonyms include the terms ‘purpose’, ‘plan’, ‘goal’, or ‘aim’. We note
that the word ‘intention’ is often used synonymously with ‘intent’ as well, even though the two
terms are not entirely interchangeable, with the term ‘intent’ suggesting a “clear[er] reasoning or
great deliberateness.”3 Intuitively, an intent-aware RS should therefore take into account why a user
is interacting with a system or which goal she or he wants to achieve, thus, complementing the
traditional approach of predicting which items might be relevant for the specific user.

Notions of Intent in the Literature. In the surveyed literature researchers rarely specify explicitly
what they mean by the terms ‘intent’ or ‘intent-awareness’ or refer to humanities and social sciences
literature, e.g., [129, 133]. More frequently, they provide intuitive examples to illustrate their notion
of an intent-aware system. Different interpretations of intent-awareness can be found, and these
interpretations are typically tied to the technical approaches that are presented in the respective
papers to implement intent-awareness in the system; we will discuss these technical approaches
in more detail in Section 3. Following the spirit of early diversity-oriented IARS approaches, the
authors of [52] for example state that “[IARS] ensure that the set of recommendations contains items
that cover each of the user’s interests [...].” More recent works like [136] relate intents with observed
actions and provide examples, in this case for shopping intents in the e-commerce domain, e.g.,
“passing time” or “shopping for others”. In a number of other works, e.g., [18, 19], the term ‘intent’ is
mostly considered to be equivalent with (observed) interest, e.g., in specific topics or item categories.
Finally, in some works like [40], the term (short-term) ‘intent’ is merely used to describe a sequential
recommendation approach that puts more weight on the last observed user interactions. Thus,
intent is sometimes only equated with observed user actions, without additional consideration
about the users’ underlying motivations for these actions.

Explicit Intent, Latent Intent, and Implicit Intent Models. Given the examples from the previ-
ous paragraph, we can roughly categorize existing IARS approaches into three classes. First, a
comparably small number of the surveyed works are based on a small set of pre-defined and
application-specific explicit user intents, e.g., “discover new music to listen now” or “find background
music to listen to” [82]. In such an approach, one can for example apply different recommendation
strategies depending on the currently assumed intent. Second, some other works provide examples
of such explicit intents for illustration, e.g., “shopping for others” [136], but are actually based
on the concept of ‘latent’ intents. In fact, much of the surveyed literature is based on the idea
of incorporating (additional) latent variables in the models to be able to account for a typically
small set of possible user intents. Third, there are a number of approaches, as mentioned above, in
which intent is considered to be roughly equivalent to observed past interests in categories, certain
item features, or even individual items. In such approaches, additional variables are commonly
introduced, which are however not assumed to directly correspond to specific underlying intents
in the sense of goals a user wants to achieve. Instead, such variables may, for instance, model the
user’s time-varying interest in certain item categories or other assumed relationships between
individual items. We denote such approaches implicit intent models.

1https://dictionary.cambridge.org/
2https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intent_(disambiguation)
3https://www.britannica.com/dictionary/eb/qa/intent-and-intention

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intent_(disambiguation)
https://www.britannica.com/dictionary/eb/qa/intent-and-intention
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A potential advantage of approaches that are based on explicit intents is that the suitability of
a given set of recommendations for a particular intent can be more easily assessed. Furthermore,
explicit intent-related information may be used to explain recommendations to users. When using
a latent-intent modeling approach, this is not easily possible and it may even remain unclear if
the latent intents have any strong correspondence with the intents that users may actually have
in a given application setting. On the other hand, relying on latent intents enables the design of
application-independent approaches and avoids incorporating application-specific knowledge into
the models.

We recall here that the general problem for all three categories is that the true (current) intent of
a given user is usually unknown, and is “reconstructed” or predicted from observed user actions.
Notably, this also holds for approaches that are based on pre-defined explicit intents, which remain
unknown unless users are explicitly asked about them.

Definition. Our discussion shows that various notions of intent-awareness can be found in the
literature. Some of these approaches explicitly refer to and model the users’ underlying intentions
and goals, whereas others consider the users’ intents in an implicit way, e.g., by relating the users’
last observed (category) interests to the underlying user motivations. In order to provide an inclusive
definition of IARS, we characterize such systems as follows:

“An IARS is a recommender system that aims at capturing, at least implicitly, the
users’ underlying current motivations and goals in order to support them. ”

Our definition is purposely rather broad, yet it expresses that the design of any IARS should
be at least conceptually driven by the ambition to support the users’ current motivations. Given
the breadth of different notions of intent-awareness mentioned above, a multitude of technical
ways exist to implement intent-awareness. On one end of the spectrum, we for example have
approaches that are based on an explicit list of pre-defined application-specific intents. In contrast,
there are also works in which any sequential recommender system that puts more emphasis on
the most recently observed interactions can be seen as a mechanism to implement an (implicitly)
intent-aware system, e.g. [40].

Relation to Other Areas. Besides the described relation to sequential and session-based approaches,
also time-aware recommendation techniques [12]—and systems that consider user preference drifts
over time—may be used to implement intent-awareness in a recommender systems. Furthermore,
one may use contextual information [1] to predict the current user’s intent and adapt the recom-
mendations accordingly.4
Finally, some early intent-aware approaches follow a personalized diversification approach,

e.g., in the form of calibration [52], to ensure that the provided recommendations cover a larger
number of possible current user intents. We iterate here that our definition of IARS is not so much
focused on the technical way of implementing intent-awareness. Instead, it targets at the underlying
ambition when designing a recommender system. Following this argument, an RS that implements
a calibration approach may be designed to support intent-awareness, but it may also be merely
designed to increase the diversity or reduce the popularity of recommendations on an aggregate
level, independent of an individual user’s current intent.
We note that the concept of user intent can also be found in the context of conversational

recommender systems (CRS) [41]. There, however, intent (and the problem of intent detection) refers
to what we may call “micro intents” during a conversation. These micro-intents rather relate to

4We consider context-aware recommender systems to be different from intent-aware systems, see also [92]. Context
information usually describes the external situation of a user, e.g., their location or the current time, whereas user intent is
referring to the ‘inner’ motivations of the user. Contextual factors may certainly influence the user’s intent.
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what the user wants to express (e.g., ask for an explanation, reject or accept a recommendation) in
an ongoing dialogue, see also [49], than to their underlying motivation to interact with the CRS in
the first place. The relation of such works to our present work on IARS is therefore limited.

2.2 Research Methodology
Identification of relevant papers. We adopted a semi-systematic approach to identify relevant

papers. First, we queried services like Google Scholar and digital libraries for scientific papers that
mention the terms ‘intent’ or ‘intention’ together with the term ‘recommend’ in the title or abstracts.
We then screened these papers for relevant ones and followed the references mentioned in these
papers to identify additional papers. We only retained papers that had undergone a peer-review
process, i.e., we excluded preprints from our analysis. Furthermore, a paper was considered relevant
if its contribution was motivated by the idea of intent-awareness in the sense of our definition
from above even though it did not explicitly contain our search terms in the title or abstract. As
such, a small number of papers was considered that emphasized on identifying and addressing the
user’s current aims and interests.
We also identified a number of works which mention the term ‘intent’ in the title or abstract,

but not in a context that is relevant for our survey. For example, some works aim at predicting
if a consumer will make a purchase in an ongoing session or not, e.g., [95]. In such works, the
goal is not to make recommendations that match a certain intent, as done in IARS, but to assess
the general propensity of a consumer to make a purchase, see also [58]. In some other works, the
term ‘intent’ is used in approaches where behavioral logs are used to estimate the propensity of a
consumer to purchase a certain item or an item from a certain category [5, 33, 112]. Again, such
approaches do not match our definition of IARS, which is relating to a consumer’s underlying goals
and motivations.

Overall, we ended up with 81 papers that we considered relevant and which we categorize later
in Section 3.5 Finally, our literature search also surfaced surveys that did not propose a technical
contribution or reported an experimental study. We discuss these papers separately next.

Relation to other surveys. Surveys on related the areas, as discussed above, such as time-aware,
contextual, and sequential recommender systems, can be found in [1, 6, 12, 48, 90, 130]. Early intent-
aware recommendation systemswere inspired by existing approaches to search result diversification
in the field of Information Retrieval, see [101] for a related survey. Indeed, considering the users’
intents, e.g., in terms of their ‘informational needs’ has a long history in Information Retrieval,
see [8] for an early taxonomy. A review of intent-awareness in the particular context of multimedia
information retrieval can be found in [57]. Like in our survey, Kofler at al. [57] found that various
notions of intent-awareness exist in the literature. Our definition of intent-awareness is similar to
theirs by focusing on the ‘why’ dimension, i.e., the reason and goal behind a search, and not the
‘what’ dimension of information needs. In the area music information retrieval, Schedl et al. [102]
reviewed current challenges and visions in music recommendation research. While their review
work is not primarily focused on the topic of user intents, they identify an improved understanding
of listening intents and a user’s purpose as a grand challenge in this area. In that context, they
also mention that creators may have specific intents in mind when designing a playlist (e.g., for
relaxing).
Probably most similar to our survey is the work by Rafique et al. [92], which also focuses on

intent-aware recommender systems. They, however, study the current and future role of IARS
from the lens of smart cities. A particular emphasis is put on the role of recent technological
5The list of considered papers can be found online at https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/
1ccEDpdJ2MXcsEUCJHWuamqUjDeuwB_b1ttxdstKhNw8/.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ccEDpdJ2MXcsEUCJHWuamqUjDeuwB_b1ttxdstKhNw8/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ccEDpdJ2MXcsEUCJHWuamqUjDeuwB_b1ttxdstKhNw8/
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developments in this context, e.g., the increasing usage of wearable and intelligent devices, the
Internet of Things or Edge Computing approaches. As a result, new opportunities arise to build
future intent-aware systems based, for example, on real-time activity, emotion tracking or the
explicit elicitation of user intents based on new sensors and devices. In their survey, the authors
thus particularly focus on case studies of IARS in smart cities and on key requirements in this
context.

3 TECHNICAL APPROACHES FOR IARS
In this section, we categorize the considered studies on intent-aware recommender systems ac-
cording to their underlying technical approaches. We categorize the underlying approaches as
illustrated in Figure 1.

Fig. 1. Overview of Technical Approaches

We note that some papers may fall into more than one category, e.g., latent-intent modeling
approach with the goal of diversification. In such cases, we categorized these works according to
what we identified as their main conceptual contribution.

3.1 Profile Diversity Matching
The general goal of the approaches in this category is to generate diversified recommendations
that cover the spectrum of past user preferences as good as possible. Such approaches are often
designed under the assumption that the current user intent cannot be reliably estimated. Thus, if
the provided recommendations cover multiple past intents (e.g., multiple categories of items), the
chance increases that at least some of the provided suggestions are a match for the current user
intent. Since the current user intent is not explicitly taken into account, such approaches, according
to our above definition, fall into the category that considers users’ short-term needs in an implicit
way.

Early works in this area were inspired by previous efforts towards search result diversification in
the field of information retrieval [2, 100]. Besides avoiding redundant search results, one specific
goal of search result diversification is to account for possible ambiguities of the provided search
terms. The provided search results should thus match more than one of the possible interpretations
(and underlying search intents) of a given query.

Vargas et al. [120–122] were probably one of the first to transfer this approach to the field of
recommender systems. Specifically, in their “intent-oriented” diversification approach [121], they
establish an analogy between a user profile in a recommender system and a search query in a
retrieval system. The assumption is that recommender system users often have interests in various
things over time, but not all of them are relevant at a given point in time. Technically, their approach
is based on the deriving an aspect-oriented user profile based on explicit or latent item features.
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Then, a greedy re-ranking strategy is used to diversify a given accuracy-optimized recommendation
list in a way that the various past user interests in the different aspects of the items are taken into
account. As a result, this re-ranking procedure aims to avoid that a set of recommendations only
covers one particular type of items, e.g., shopping items of only one category.
Several later works built on these ideas. In [139], for example, the authors further explore the

use of explicit vs. implicit aspects for intent-oriented diversification and propose a new model
that maintains interpretability and leads to a better accuracy-diversity tradeoff. Tomeo et al. [118]
consider the case of multiple relevant item attributes and put forward a method that can both lead
to increased diversity at the level of individual user as well as at the aggregate level.
Later Kaya and Bridge [52, 54] propose another re-ranking based intent-aware diversification

approach, which is however not based on item features, but on user subprofiles. In their approach,
subprofiles are automatically extracted sets of items from a given user profile, where each subprofile
represents a distinct user taste. Differently from previous aspect-oriented works, the set of aspects
is thus not the same across all users but user-individual.

Generally, a central aspect of the discussed approaches is that they aim to diversify recommenda-
tions at the level of individual users rather than to maximize diversity at an aggregate level across
users, which is the focus of various other research works on beyond-accuracy quality factors [48].
As such, these approaches are related to recent technical approaches for calibrated recommenda-
tions [47, 83, 111]. In calibration approaches, which are also often re-ranking based, the aim is to
generate recommendations that well reflect the distribution of different item aspects (e.g., genres
of a movie) in a given user profile. Intent-aware diversification and calibration approaches are
therefore strongly related, with the main difference that diversification is not necessarily an explicit
goal of calibration approaches [53].
Two recent and technically alternative approaches that try to account for multiple interests in

user profiles are discussed in [71] and [76]. The Octopus system presented in [76] focuses on the
candidate generation phase of modern large-scale recommender systems [22]. Differently from
common deep learning recommendation models, Octopus creates multiple vectors for representing
a user to model the user’s interests in a comprehensive manner. The system proposed in [71] adopts
similar ideas and also relies on multi-channel networks, but focuses on sequential recommendation
problems. A specific aspect of the works proposed in [71] and [76] is that they were designed for
large-scale applications. The work in [71] was furthermore field-tested in an online experiment,
where it showed to lead to a marked increase in user clicks and revenue.

In terms of real-world applications, little is known in the literature about how large-scale
platforms like YouTube technically diversify their recommendations to cater for time-varying user
intents. Various real-world online services, e.g., Netflix or Amazon, however apparently address
this problem by providing multiple recommendation lists to users at a time [29]. At least some of
these lists are clearly connected to a particular assumed user intent, e.g., “continue watching” or
“discover our new arrivals”. Even though such multi-list approaches are common in practice, only a
few works on the topic can be found in the academic literature, e.g., [39, 93, 108].

3.2 Sequence- and Time-Aware Approaches
Approaches in this category leverage temporal or sequential information in user behavior logs
to provide recommendations that assumably match the current intent of users. Commonly, the
most recent observed user interactions are considered to be indicators or representatives for the
underlying user needs or goals. In a broad interpretation of this definition, all session-based, all
sequential and many time-aware recommender systems—see [6, 12, 90, 130] for related surveys—
may thus be seen as intent-aware approaches. In the following, we will review a set of selected
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works, which in one or the other way mention intent-awareness as a motivating element for their
model design.

Session-based Approaches. In the context of session-based recommendation, where item suggestions
are not based on long-term preference profiles but only the interactions that observed in an ongoing
session, the models NARM [64] and STAMP [72] are sometimes referred to as being intent-aware.
Both models use an attention mechanism to focus the recommendations on the assumed main user
intent in a given session. In the case of STAMP, the potential user interest drift during a session
is taken into account and a particular focus is put on the most recent interactions in a session.
In this context, the authors differentiate between long-term and short-term signals, even though
only the interactions of individual sessions are considered.6 Generally, the need for identifying
the current main intent may arise from the problem that a user might have multiple intents
during one single session; plus, there can be noise, e.g., random interactions, in the logged user
behavior. Another related approach in session-based recommendation can be found in [128], where
a sequence modeling approach is combined with a neighborhood-based model, which considers
similar sessions by other users that are assuming the same intent. Neighboring sessions are also
considered in the ‘intent-guided’ approach in [85]. This follows a two-stage approach, where in the
first phase, like STAMP, the focus lies on the most recent interaction to derive a representation of
the assumed intent. This information is then used to select suitable neighbor sessions to compute
final predictions. A quite different approach to intent-modeling in session-based recommendation
is proposed in [31]. Specifically, in their graph-based approach, Guo et al. aim at extracting and
leveraging user intent signals from ‘groups of consecutive items’ at different levels of granularity.
A graph-based approach is also proposed by Li et al. [69], who particularly focus on the integration
of spatiotemporal information for improved session-based recommendation.7 Finally, Jin et al. [46]
focus on the new item problem in session-based recommendation, i.e., on the recommendation of
items for which no past interaction data is available. The basis for their graph-based approach lies
on the existence of a detailed taxonomy of categories and other side information on items.

Session-Aware Approaches. In session-aware [90] recommendation systems, the logged user inter-
actions are also organized in sessions. However, differently from pure session-based approaches,
information about previous sessions of the current user are available, allowing for personalized
session-based recommendations [91] based on long-term user preferences. In an early work in this
area, Ludewig et al. [40] investigate the relative importance of long-term preferences and ‘short-term
intents’ in the fashion e-commerce domain. Their results show that both long-term and short-term
preferences signals can be relevant. Focusing strongly on the last few observed interactions is
however essential in this domain. Additional analyses in this work also revealed that reminding
consumers to continue their previous shopping session, as another typical intent of online shoppers,
can be highly effective. Later, Huang et al. [36] propose the ASLM model to combine information
from previous sessions with a user’s current session in a deep learning approach. The model, which
relies on Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN) and the attention mechanism, combines a long-term
preference layer with a short-term intent layer to obtain improved performance. In a related study,
Bernardis et al. [4] compare different session-aware recommendation models based on a real-world
dataset from a video-on-demand online service. Their results indicate that considering long-term
preferences in the examined RNN-based model can be beneficial, but the additional gains may be
quite limited in this particular application setting. A technically quite different approach to combine
6In other works, e.g., [40], the term long-term interests is used to denote interaction data from previous sessions of the
same users.
7In some ways the approach in [69] has elements of a latent-intent model technique as they rely on some form of intent
embeddings. We iterate that the categorization of existing approaches in this section is not always entirely exclusive.
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historical user sessions and the current user intent is proposed by Lui et al. [74], taking into account
practical constraints in online settings. They propose a generic learning framework that decouples
the process of online learning of the current intent (in the ongoing session) and the learning process
for the general user preferences (from past sessions). Moreover, to be able to quickly learn the
current intent during a browsing session, a meta-learning approach is adopted instead of online
learning techniques that have been previously used to deal with the streaming feedback on large
online platforms. An alternative approach based on memory networks to combine long-term and
short-term preferences is proposed in [154]. In this work, the users’ short-term intents are mostly
equated with their interest in specific item categories, leading to a hierarchical user model. Later
on, this work was further developed by the authors in [155]. The improvement of the new model is
that category information is no longer required, but multiple intent levels can be modeled instead.

Sequential Approaches. A number of intent-aware approaches can also be found in the area
of sequential recommendation settings. Like in the previously discussed session-based scenarios,
sequential recommendation approaches are based on time-ordered user interaction logs and the
general goal is to predict the user’s immediate next action. However, these approaches do not assume
that the data is organized in sessions. The differentiation of long-term preferences and short-term
intents is central to several works also in sequential recommendation settings. Zhang et al. [151],
for instance, propose a corresponding architecture that comprises two components to capture a
user’s transient interests based on their observed interaction trajectories: a self-attention model for
short-term intents and a latent factor model for long-term preferences. Long-term and short-term
aspects are also combined by Zhang et al. [150] and by Liu et al. [73], where the latter develop
a novel approach to consider time intervals between observed events. Other approaches involve
sophisticated temporal reasoning approaches as well as model the evolution of user behavior over
time. These models may additionally also rely on item meta-data to factor in semantic relationships
between items [125] or time-varying popularity of items [45]. The use of item meta-data, in
particular in the form of category information, is central to a number of other works [11, 16, 18, 32,
143]. In many of these works, the time-varying interest in different item categories is used as a
proxy for user intent, and the goal is thus to model item category trajectories in the interaction data.
Technically, graph-based approaches and attention are commonly used. Moreover, different types
of side information are taken into account, including social information [16], purchase cycles [32]
or information extracted from tags or user reviews [63]. Some works also consider multiple possible
category-related intents in parallel [143] and are able to process multiple types of user actions (e.g.,
clicks, purchases etc.)[18, 143]. Finally, a few proposals exist that consider domain-specific aspects.
Zhu et al. [156], for example, focus on Point-of-Interest recommendation problems and their model
incorporates a “locational intent” signals from spatio-temporal information and location categories.
Ding et al. [25], on the other hand, concentrate on the fashion domain. They consider shopping-
specific intents (e.g., “match” or “substitute”) and furthermore incorporate automatically extracted
features of fashion items, which are used to model item sequences on a level not tied to individual
items. Lastly, two intent-aware approaches for predicting the next app usage on mobile phones are
presented in [59] and [15]. In [59], a system based on (sequential) rules is proposed that predicts
the next user action, i.e., app invocation, based on the user’s predicted intent and context. A related
approach is presented in [15], which relies both on spatio-temporal and sequential information to
predict the next user intent.

3.3 Latent Intent Modeling
A common assumption of papers in this category is that multiple underlying latent intents can be
behind an observed user-item interaction. Correspondingly, these papers propose neural models
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that consider these intents through additional latent variables or additional layers in the network.
In most cases, assuming that a limited number (e.g., 4 to 12) of such latent intents exists, leads to
the best results. Differently from the works that will be discussed later in Section 3.4, which are
based on knowledge about application-specific intents, the semantics of the intents are not known
in latent intent modeling approaches. We grouped the identified works into different categories, as
described below.

Disentanglement Approaches using Factorized Representations. Several of the identified works
aim at modeling the underlying user intents through disentangled representations [3]. In such
factorized representations, “a change in a single unit of the representation corresponds to a change in
single factor of variation of the data while being invariant to others” [26]. Technically, the goal in
these approaches commonly is to learn a chunked user or item representation [153], where each
part of the representation corresponds to an intent.8
Ma et al. [80] were among the first to propose to learn disentangled representations for rec-

ommender systems. Their approach named MacridVAE combines macro-level and micro-level
disentanglement. At the macro level, the user’s interest in a limited set of k high-level concepts
associated with user intents is modelled, and each component of the user representation captures
the user preference regarding the kth concept. A micro-level regularizer then ensures that each
element of the user representation independently reflects a more low-level item factor, e.g., a
certain item attribute. In the same year, Ma et al. also propose a general disentanglement method
called DisenGCN for graph representations [79]. Wang et al. [136] then apply this principle of
disentanglement for graph representations for collaborative filtering problems, leading to the DGCF
method. Specifically, their proposed method includes the construction and iterative refinement
of multiple intent-aware graphs to propagate information to the intent-aware chunks in a fine-
granular way. Also, a dedicated component of the proposed frameworks guides the learning in a
way that the factor-aware representations are independent. A similar method was proposed by
Wang et al. [134], who propose to use a transformer network and model the correlation between
intents. Some additional works explore disentangled representations for specific problem settings
such as bundle recommendation [153] or for the particular use case of news recommendation [35].
The consideration of further types of side information in intent-aware disentanglement approaches
was proposed in different recent works. Wu et al. [141], for example, leverage tag information in a
self-supervised learning approach. Wang et al. [137], on the other hand, devise a causal method for
Heterogeneous Information Networks (HIN) that may contain information about item attributes or
the social relationships of the users. Finally, a disentanglement approach in which item represen-
tations are sliced in different intent-related chunks was proposed by Li et al. [70] for the class of
session-based recommendation problems [42].

Besides the discussed approaches that rely on factorized representations, a number of alternative
latent-intent modeling approaches were put forward in the literature, both for traditional top-
N recommendation and for sequential recommendation problems. We discuss these in the next
paragraphs.

Alternative Latent-Intent Modeling Approaches for Top-N Recommendation. Rather than slicing the
user item representations into different chunks, typical works in this category propose architectures

8Technically, we note that factorized representation approaches are related both to capsule networks and multi-head
attention networks, as discussed in [136]. Furthermore, disentanglement approaches have been proposed for recommender
systems for other purposes than intent-awareness, e.g., in [152].
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that learn multiple embeddings, one for each latent intent, or introduce additional layers to learn
intent-enhanced embeddings.9
The DisenHAN model by Wang et al. [138] features a particular disentangled graph attention

network that leverages different aspects in a Heterogenous Information Network (HIN). The output
of their layered architecture are a number of intent-enhanced embedding vectors, which represent
different aspects of a user and items. A related approach to intent-aware recommendation based on
knowledge graphs was proposed by [135]. The work is conceptually similar to the DGCF approach
discussed above [136], but was designed to also considers fine-grained item information in the
intent-modeling process. Knowledge graphs and intent-awareness were also in the focus of Zhang
et al. [148, 149]. In their models, the user and item representations are disentangled to different
spaces, resulting in a number of intent embeddings, which are then used to obtain enhanced
embeddings that are finally used for recommendation. Similar ideas were later adopted also by
Li et al. [66], who create intent graphs for each user before training based on connected entities
in the knowledge graph. A KG-based method inspired by topic modeling was proposed by Li et
al. [65], which aims to overcome potential problems when extracting intent information from graph
relations, as done, e.g., in [135].

A number of other works address specific problem settings. Li et al. [62], for example, focus on
the package recommendation problem and propose an approach to create multiple disentangled
user embeddings. Wang et al. [129] address the complementary item recommendation problem and
propose an architecture that creates an intent embedding based on the user embedding and category
information. This intent embedding is then combined with a module that creates aspect-level
complementarity embeddings to create the final recommendations. Wei et al. [140] concentrate on
multimedia recommendation, and they propose a hierarchical approach that infers coarse-grained
and fine-grained intent levels from observations of co-interacted items. Finally, Qian et al. [89]
focus on the problem of popularity bias in recommendations. Specifically, they aim to disentangle
the underlying intent of the user into conformity (to like popular items) and genuine interests, and
their approach is based on creating the correspondingly disentangled representations for users and
items.

Alternative Latent-Intent Modeling Approaches for Sequential Recommendation. A variety of pro-
posals have been put forward for latent-intent modeling for sequential recommendation problems
in the past few years. Like the previously discussed approaches, these proposals are commonly
based on projecting objects into a limited number of intent spaces, on modeling sequential patterns
of intents or categories, or on disentanglement techniques.
In one of the earlier works in this area, Tanjim et al. [117] propose an intent model that uses

self-attention and temporal convolutional networks to identify item similarities from interaction
sequences. Given the sparsity of the interaction data, they furthermore propose to consider user
actions on the category level, resembling ideas of modeling category transitions discussed earlier.
The approach by Di [24] is similarly motivated by sparsity considerations, and the goal of the
proposed architecture is to transform the given interaction sequence from the item space to the
intent space. Technically, the work by Di involves a particular contrastive learning (CL) learning
scheme. CL is also the core of related approaches by Li et al. [67] and Chen et al. [20]. In [67],
sparsity is addressed through data augmentation, and a sequence encoder is designed which projects
the historical items of a user into a small set of latent spaces, integrates local and global intention
representations, and selects the current main intention. The approach by Chen et al. [20] learns
the intent distributions from user behaviour sequences via k-means clustering and proposes a
9Some of these works also use the term ‘disentanglement’, but the technical approaches are different from factorized
representations discussed previously.
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new contrastive self-supervised learning objective. The assumption of the existence of only a
very limited set of interest categories (concepts) is challenged by Tan et al. [116], who propose a
sparse-interest network architecture designed to adaptively activate a subset of concepts from a
larger pool of existing concepts for a user.
Various alternative technical approaches to intent-aware sequential recommendation are pro-

posed in [13, 14, 17, 81, 126]. Cen et al. [13] focus on the candidate generation phase of recommender
system. They explore two methods for multi-interest extraction, one based on self-attention, as
done in several other works, and one in which the multiple interests of a given user are viewed
as capsules [99]. In this latter approach, the dynamic routing method from CapsNet is used to
generate multiple output capsules that correspond to interest embeddings. Wang et al. [126] later
challenge the effectiveness of the greedy inference method used, for example, in [13] and propose
a target-interest distillation approach to dynamically aggregate multi-interest embeddings for a
given context. Li et al. [17] instead present another work based on the attention mechanism, and
they specifically use multi-head attention, where each head corresponds to one of a limited set of
attentions to users. Ma et al. [81], like [13], focus on candidate generation, and they challenge the
effectiveness of multi-head attention in models such as SASRec [50] for intent modeling. Instead,
they propose a specific intention disentanglement layer appended after single-head SASRec encoder,
which involves an intention clustering and weighting step for a given small set of latent categories.
In yet another technical approach, Chang et al. [14] put forward a probabilistic approach in which
user intent is modeled as latent variables, which connect past observed user behavior and future
behavior. Finally, Oh et al. [84] propose to model what they call “implicit session contexts” in
session-aware recommendation settings. An implicit session context is seen to be equivalent to a
latent intent, and the model uses a next-context predictor to guide the next-item prediction model.

While most identified works aim to increase recommendation accuracy through intent-awareness,
a few works also explicitly address questions of recommendation diversity. The approach by Chen
at al. [13] discussed above, for example, incorporates a factor to control accuracy and diversity
when integrating items from different intents. Achieving high diversity in terms of categories while
preserving accuracy is a central goal in the intent-aware approach by Chen et al. [19]. Technically,
diversity aspects are considered as part of a multi-element loss function. The balance of diversity
and accuracy is controlled by a hyperparameter, as done in many other works. A different technical
approach to achieve category-wise diversity is followed by Wang et al. [131]. They propose a
multi-channel approach, where each channel is implemented through a recurrent neural network
and corresponds to a specific user purpose (intent). These different channels are then used to create
diversified recommendations assumed to match the user’s multiple intentions in a given session.

Finally, a few works in the literature target the specific problem of next-basket recommendation.
In [132, 133], Wang et al. base their work on psychological theories and split the basket prediction
problem into the phases of intent recognition, modeling, and accomplishment. The technical
approach includes both computing the probability that a given intention is driving a certain
observed user choice and to learn intention transition patterns in the data. The learned intents are
finally also considered for the construction of the basket. A quite different technical approach for
basket recommendation is proposed by Lio et al. in [75]. Specifically, a graph-based and translation-
based approach [7] is applied to generate multiple representations for a basket according the a
pre-defined number of latent intents. One goal is then to learn the importance of each intent for
a given basket. A specific property of the approach is that it is able model also the correlation
between intents.
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3.4 Explicit Intent Modeling
In this category, we discuss research works that address intent-awareness for particular use cases.
These works thus makes assumptions regarding the existence of specific intents in a certain domain.

In the media domain, Kapoor et al. [51] found that users of music services may have time-varying
novelty preferences. They engineered a set of features to predict a user’s varying appetite for new
items over time, and incorporated these predictions into a recommendation algorithm. Overall,
with their approach, the authors focus on exactly one particular intent, i.e., to discover new artists
or tracks. Volokhin and Agichtein [123, 124], in contrast, aimed at understanding more generally
during which activities and with which intents users consume music. Through a survey-based
research they identified seven main intents (concentration, distraction, filtering background noise,
inspiration, mood and emotion control, motivation, relaxation).10 Initial experiments furthermore
indicate that these intents may be connected with audio characteristics of the recommendable
tracks, ultimately leading to better recommendations. A number of music-specific intents was
considered also in the study by Mehrotra et al. [82]. Differently from the work in [124], however,
the authors asked survey participants about their intent when accessing the homepage of the
music service (as opposed to the intent of listening to music in general). The identified intents are
therefore partially of a different nature, and include intents such as “to quickly access my playlist
[. . . ]”, “to discover new music to listen to”, or “to find music to play in the background”. These
intents are then used to develop a multi-level model that predicts user satisfaction based both on
interaction signals and user intents. Mehrotra et al.’s study was later replicated by Benedict et al. [9]
for the video streaming domain. In this replication study, eight intents were identified, which the
authors grouped into two categories, ‘explorative’ (e.g., finding something new) and ‘decisive’ (e.g.
looking for a specific title). The analyses by the authors show that intent affects user behavior and
satisfaction also in this domain.

In the area business-to-consumer of e-commerce, He et al. [34] describe a psychology-informed
approach to build an intent-aware recommender system that has the specific purpose [37] to
convert visitors to buyers. A visitor’s intent is considered equivalent to their propensity to buy. A
Hidden Markov Model for the consumer decision process was designed with these five explicit
states: ‘aware’, ‘interested’, ‘compulsive’, ‘purchase’, ‘abandon’. The predicted state of the user is
then used to inform the subsequent selection of the content to be presented. A related approach
was later put forward by Shi et al. [107], who identified four possible user intentions in e-commerce
shopping from the literature: research shopping, comparative browsing, idea searching, and a hedonic
intention. Like in [34], the authors use clickstream data to first predict the current user intent
and then select one out of several predefined recommendation algorithms in a switching hybrid
approach. Differently from works that model general e-commerce shopping intents, Ding et al. [25]
focus on fashion e-commerce and identify three common intents: match, substitute, and others.
Technically, a translation-based [7] approach is used to model the interaction between a user, their
previously interacted item, and the current intent, with the goal to infer the probability of each
intent given these observations. Only two possible intents are considered by Loyola et al. [78] for
a session-based e-commerce recommendation setting: browsing or purchasing. Technically, an
encoder-decoder recurrent neural network architecture is proposed, which is augmented with a
second decoder that predicts the value of a binary variable that represents the current shopping
intent. The existence of two main intents is also the assumption in the work by Sobecki et al. [86]. In
their context-aware approach to recommend shopping places, they differentiate between consumers
who are either open for discovery (with no particular shopping goal) or where they are interested

10We note that this number of intents matches the typical range of intents in latent-intent modeling discussed above quite
well.
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in efficiency (and already have a particular shopping goal). The recommendations in the proposed
technical approach are based on rule mining techniques, where the importance of the derived rules
is determined by the user’s explicitly specified intent and the geographical and social context of
the user. Explicitly stated intents are also the focus of the study by Yang et al. [145]. In their work
in the context of podcast recommendations, user intents correspond to explicitly stated interest
categories, i.e., podcast topics. The goal of their user study was then to find out to what extent a
recommendation strategy that is informed by user intents or aspiration can be favorable over an
intent-agnostic one.

Finally, a very specific use-case of an intent-aware recommender system is described by Fan et
al. [27] and by Yang et al. [146]. Both works propose related methods for intent recommendation for
e-commerce sites. With the term intent recommendation the authors refer to the personalized rec-
ommendation of search queries, i.e., the goal is to predict which search query a user should provide
to find relevant items, given their currently assumed intent. The search field of the e-commerce
site is then automatically pre-filled with such a query. The approach proposed in [27] relies on a
Heterogenous Information Network and on a novel metapath-guided embedding approach. Later
on, in [146], a feedback interactive neural network is proposed that is (i) able to consider both
positive and negative feedback, (ii) filters out noise and (iii) relies on multitask learning to match
user search intents with query candidates. A particularity of the discussed approaches is that the
predicted query is directly representing the assumed intent.

4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES
In this section, we now turn our attention to methodological questions, i.e., how IARS are evaluated
in the literature. We analyzed the papers that were identified by our literature search along different
dimensions. This allows us to understand the current landscape of evaluation approaches and to
identify potential research gaps.

4.1 Domains, Datasets, and Model Inputs
Application Domains. We first categorized the research works in terms of the application domains.

As done by previous research [44, 55], we designed a number of broader categories and classified
each paper manually, either based on the datasets that were used for offline evaluation or based on
the given application setting in case of human-centric evaluations or field tests.

Figure 2 shows the application focus of current research in IARS. We note that one paper can be
assigned to more than one application domain. The analysis shows that e-commerce scenarios are
the main focus and driver of research in this area. This distinguishes the field of IARS apart from
other surveys, where movie recommendations were traditionally the most common application
domain [44, 55]. We attribute the focus on e-commerce domain mainly to the increased interest
in session-based and sequential recommendation problems, which are prevalent in e-commerce
environments. In the residual Others category, we find individual works that for example focus on
specific problems such as next-app prediction or ad recommendation.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of recommendation scenarios addressed in the surveyed works.
The results indeed confirm that sequential recommendation settings (including session-based
and session-aware models) are a main driver of research in intent-aware recommender systems.
Sequence-agnostic top-N recommendation scenarios are typically in the focus of profile diversity
matching approaches and of different (graph-based) intent disentanglement approaches. A few
works address package or bundle recommendation problems.11 Finally, a small number of works

11We note that these are typically also sequential approaches.
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Fig. 2. Application Domains of IARS

Fig. 3. Recommendation Scenarios

focuses on application- specific settings such as slate recommendation [82] or intent (query)
recommendation [146].

Datasets. In Figure 4 we report which datasets are commonly used in the literature. It shows
datasets that were used in at least three papers. Most commonly, one of the popular MovieLens
datasets12 or one or several review datasets from Amazon13 are used for (offline) evaluations. As
expected, a number of e-commerce datasets that are commonly used to evaluate session-based
and sequential recommendations are frequently used by researchers, e.g., from TMall, Taobao or
YOOCHOOSE.14 The use of proprietary datasets is not uncommon, and frequently, these proprietary
datasets contain e-commerce data. Finally, the category Others comprises 30 different datasets that
only appeared in one or two papers.

Model Inputs. Except for those few cases mentioned above, where users are expected to explicitly
specify their current intent, a given user’s intent is assumed to be unknown and must be estimated
from the observed user behavior, from contextual factors or from different forms of side information.
Considering the surveyed literature comprising 81 papers, the following observations can be made.

In more than 30 papers, i.e., in above one third of the cases, no information beyond the observed
interaction signals (e.g., item views, purchases, reviews) and their temporal ordering or timestamps
is taken into account. These cases, for instance, include works on session-based and sequential
recommendation, where potential user intents are modeled through item co-occurrences in sessions
12https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/
13https://cseweb.ucsd.edu/~jmcauley/datasets.html#amazon_reviews
14More information about these datasets can for example be found at https://recbole.io/dataset_list.html.

https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/
https://cseweb.ucsd.edu/~jmcauley/datasets.html#amazon_reviews
https://recbole.io/dataset_list.html
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Fig. 4. Datasets

or where the goal is to guess the main intent of a given session, for example through an attention
mechanism [64, 72, 84]. Also several approaches that aim at modeling multiple current interests of
users, which create multiple intent-based embeddings, or which propose specific network layers
for intent modeling, do not leverage any side information, e.g. [127, 155]. In terms of the used
interaction signals, most works only consider one type of interaction, e.g., item views, even though
datasets like YOOCHOOSE or Diginetica exist, which comprise multiple types of user interactions.
Interestingly, among all surveyed papers, only a handful consider more than one type of interaction
in parallel, e.g., [73, 78, 82, 107, 144, 146].

Leveraging additional information about users and items beyond interaction signals is however
not uncommon in IARS research. About half of the papers incorporate some form of item meta-data.
Most commonly, the category of the items is a central feature, and in several works the observed
interest in items of a certain category is used as a proxy for the user’s unknown intent. Other
types of item meta-data, e.g., the genre of a movie, are commonly used in knowledge graph-based
approaches to intent-aware recommendation. Other types of information are only considered
in a small set of works, like user demographics [61, 73], item content/concepts [35, 63, 140], user
tags and reviews [32, 54, 123, 141], social information [15, 16, 62, 68, 87], context (location and
time) [59, 69, 87, 157], or item popularity [45].

4.2 Experimental Approaches
Commonly, we differentiate between three main ways of evaluation approaches in the litera-
ture [104]. Offline experiments on historical data, (lab) studies with users, and field tests (A/B) in
deployed systems. In addition to these main categories, other types of (non-experimental) research
methods can be found from time to time in the general literature on recommender systems, like
observational studies or surveys.

Figure 5 shows the distribution of the main experimental evaluation approaches in the surveyed
works. The distribution is well aligned with observations from other surveys [23, 55], where, despite
the limitations of this methodology [38], the large majority of published research is based on offline
experimentation.
The outcomes of field studies with real systems are reported in [14, 40, 61, 107, 147]. The ERIC

system presented in [107] was evaluated on a Chinese e-commerce site in a two stage approach.
In the first phase, online customers were surveyed about their intents, and their behavior was
recorded. The collected data was then used to train a model to predict a user’s intent from their
behavior and to subsequently switch to the most appropriate recommendation strategy. The three
months field test showed a significant and consistent improvement in terms of click-through-rate
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Fig. 5. Evaluation approaches

(CTR), purchases, and the average time spent on the recommendations. The comparison in that
study was made with a baseline that uses also a hybrid approach but without the intention-based
switching strategy. The work by Li et al. [61] also focuses in the e-commerce domain. Besides offline
experiments, the authors tested their capsule network based approach for one week on the TMall
homepage. The obtained results showed that their proposed MINDmethod led to higher CTR values
than two alternative approaches that do not consider user intents. Furthermore, the MIND method
was deployed with a different number of latent intents, and the A/B test showed that choosing
seven latent intents led to the best performance in terms of the CTR on this website. In [147], Zhang
et al. report an +1.5% increase in a “top business metric” when deploying their Atten-Mixer model
on top of a tuned SR-GNN [142] model. These increases were observed after running the proposed
model for a week on a heavy-traffic website with millions of page views per day. A Google research
team reports the outcome of a three-week online test on a large scale website serving billions of
users in [14]. Two KPIs are considered in their study, enjoyment of the platform15 and topic-wise
diversity of user-item interactions. Comparing the proposed intent-aware sequential model with the
previous intent-agnostic one led to a 0.7% increase in enjoyment and a 0.1% increase in diversity.
Finally, in [40], Jannach et al. report the results of a field test in the e-commerce domain, where
they examined the value of recommendations that serve the intent of reminding users of items
they had previously interacted with. A three-months A/B study on a e-commerce site for electronic
gadgets revealed that reminding users of items they had previously viewed can be a highly effective
strategy. The value-generating KPI in this study was the number of clicks on referral links to other
online shops, which was substantially higher than when recommending the most popular items or
when using BPR [94] as an intent-agnostic recommendation model.

One single user study in form of an randomized controlled trial experiment was found in the
surveyed papers.16 In [145], Yang et al. modified an existing podcast app to include an onboard-
ing phase where study participants could state their listening intents (interests). Furthermore, a
collaborative filtering model was incorporated to populate the home feed, which was otherwise
only filled with content from subscribed podcasts. In total, 99 participants concluded the study.
During an onboarding phase, participants were tasked to provide their listening aspirations. The
main study then lasted for four weeks, during which the participants’ behavior was recorded.
The experiment concluded with a post-study survey on their satisfaction. Among other findings,
the obtained results indicated that intention-aware recommendations can help to significantly

15Details about how enjoyment was measured are not reported in the paper.
16The authors use the term “field study” for their experiment. The experiment was however not done in the form of a
traditional A/B test in a production system.
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increase the participants’ engagement in terms of listening behavior and subscriptions. Moreover,
collaborative recommendations were found to be effective to increase the participants’ interest in
non-subscribed content and their overall satisfaction.
Finally, in addition to the work by Shi et al. [107] discussed above, survey data was collected

in [82] and [10]. The work by Mehrotra et al. [82] reports on findings of a study at Spotify. A sample
of three million Spotify users were presented with a survey in the app, where they were asked (a)
about their satisfaction with their experience on the home screen, and (b) about the reasons of
using the app on this day. For the latter question, six predefined options were presented which were
identified through interviews with 12 Spotify users. Over 100.000 users responded to the survey,
providing insightful information about the distribution of user intents in a real-world environment.
Furthermore, the survey helped to identify user intents that were not considered in the preceding
interview-based research. The entire research by Mehrotra et al. was reproduced later in the video
domain by Benedict et al. [10]. For their study, they also first interviewed user experience experts
about possible user intents in this domain, and then conducted an in-app survey to obtain the
distribution of intents and to learn about additional intents they had not thought of before.

4.3 Evaluation Measures
Next, we analyzed which objectives researchers seek to optimize when proposing intent-aware
recommendation approaches. Figure 6 depicts the frequencies of metrics within the investigated
set of papers. All frequencies of metrics occurring in less than three papers are aggregated in the
category Others.

Fig. 6. Metrics used in studied papers

Not too surprisingly, the majority of works focuses on improving the accuracy of the predictions
(in offline experiments). This is expected, given that the main motivation of most IARS in the
literature is to provide recommendations that better match the users’ short-term intents. The
second most frequent optimization goal is diversity, which is usually contrasted with a competing
accuracy objective. Diversity is the ‘natural’ optimization target for works that we classified as
profile diversity matching approaches in Section 3. Besides Catalog coverage and Satisfaction, the
following additional, mostly business-oriented metrics were occasionally used in the literature:
unique visitors [27, 146], click-through-rates [27, 146], page views, clicks, add-to-cart events, and
browsing time [27, 107, 146], enjoyment, user activity, and exploration behavior [145], novelty [89],
and entropy [118].

4.4 Reproducibility
Finally, we turn our attention to questions of reproducibility. Limited levels of reproducibility
have shown to hamper progress not only in the field of recommender systems [28, 115], but in
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the general field of AI [30]. An in-depth study of the level of reproducibility of individual works
is beyond the scope of this research. However, an analysis of the papers covered in this survey
show that from the 75 papers that report offline experiments, only 21 (28%) provide a link to a
code repository, as visualized in Figure 7. This is a worrying observation, in particular given that
previous reproducibility studies have indicated that sometimes complex neural architectures—and
several modern IARS approaches have this characteristic—are not more effective than conceptual
more simple models, see, e.g., [106].

Fig. 7. Percentage of papers with a repository link

Considering other potentially problematic research practices, we found that in many surveyed
papers that provide results of offline experiments, nothing is mentioned about the tuning process
of the ‘state-of-the-art’ baselines. Furthermore, in several works, the same embedding sizes are
used across compared models, even though embedding sizes are a hyperparameter that has to be
tuned for each model and dataset [105].17 Overall, these observations may lead to worries about
the true progress that is achieved in the field of IARS in the last years. The research community
therefore seems to be in need of in-depth reproducibility studies in this area.

5 DISCUSSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
Our survey shows that researchers have become increasingly aware of the potential of intent-
awareness as a powerful means to build the next generation of recommender systems. A variety of
technical approaches have been proposed and successfully evaluated for different domains, both in
offline experiments as well as in first field tests. In the following, we discuss open research gaps
and possible directions for future works.

5.1 Discussion and Gaps in Current Research
Research Methodology. An apparent research gap, as discussed above, lies in the fact that today’s

research on intent-aware recommender systems is done almost entirely through offline experiments,
often with limited reproducibility. Moreover, in these offline experiments we observed a strong focus
on a single quality dimension, i.e., recommendation accuracy. It is therefore highly important that the
research community more often conducts experiments with humans in the loop to truly understand
the value of intent-awareness for users in different dimensions. On a positive note, our survey
surfaced a few works which were validated in field tests with deployed systems. Unfortunately,
several of the described A/B tests lasted only a relatively short amount of time, e.g., two or three
weeks. Also, in several cases, central details such as the target KPI are not reported.
17We deliberately refrain from highlighting individual papers here. The list of studied papers can be found online.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ccEDpdJ2MXcsEUCJHWuamqUjDeuwB_b1ttxdstKhNw8/
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Domains and Existing Datasets. In terms of application domains, the research scope on IARS is
not different from the general literature on recommender systems, with a focus on the media and
e-commerce domains. We also found that much of the literature is also based on well-known and
widely used datasets. As these datasets do not contain explicit information about user intents, the
user’s intent has to be derived from the available information about users, items and user-item
interactions. A certain gap therefore exists in terms of richer datasets, which either contain explicit
information about intent18 or additional interaction signals that can be used for intent prediction.
Interestingly, current research often does not leverage all the pieces of information that can be found
in existing datasets, as mentioned above. Only a few works consider multiple types of behaviors in
their models, e.g., clicks, purchases, or add-to-cart actions in e-commerce settings. Furthermore,
some datasets like Diginetica19 contain rich information like user search queries. Intuitively, in
particular search queries represent an important predictor for user intent, but current research
does not yet exploit such information to a large extent.

Explicit and Implicit Intents. Our survey showed that most current research works focuses on
approaches that model intent in an implicit way or use latent intent models. A clear advantage of
such approaches is that these models do not require application-specific knowledge, and that they
can thus be easily applied in different application contexts. However, these models also come with
certain disadvantages and limitations. First, the underlying intents remain latent, and the models
therefore remain black boxes that are difficult to interpret. Our survey showed that the optimal
number of latent intents in many approaches usually correspond with the number of manually
identified intents in certain domains [9, 82], e.g., between 4 and 16. This can be seen as a good sign.
Nonetheless, we cannot be sure that the added model parameters truly represent user intent, and
not just additional item co-occurrences or user interest trajectories in categories. Ultimately, the
increased performance of complex IARS models might only stem from the fact that these models
have more trainable parameters than then previous models they are compared with. We therefore
sense a certain research gap in terms of works that explore models that rely on domain knowledge
and explicit intents in a given domain. In sum, the strong focus on implicit intent modeling and the
strong reliance of traditional datasets, as discussed above, may hamper progress towards novel or
off-mainstream applications of recommender systems. Such novel applications could be represented
by recommender systems that support users in their pursuit for self-actualization [56, 113] or
healthier or more environmentally friendly behavior [110, 119].

5.2 Future Directions
Leveraging Additional Information Sources. The work by Rafique et al. [92] focuses on smart

cities application scenarios for IARS. The main assumption of their work is that in the future
increasingly more traces of user behavior will be available, stemming from sensors, mobiles,
Internet-of-Things devices etc., and that these pieces of information can be used for building next-
generation recommender systems. In the current literature, sensor information is so far only used
in a few selected works, e.g., in [15, 59]. In addition to external sensor information, fine-grained
user interaction data recorded by applications may also become frequently used in the future. Shi
et al. [107], for example, used the user’s mouse scroll speed as a predictor variable in their IARS.
Besides more knowledge about user behavior, also more information about the users’ situation and
context, which may influence their intents, will become available through additional sensors or
external knowledge sources. In addition, a further research avenue lies in leveraging the ‘world
knowledge’ encoded in Large Language Models for improved IARS, as proposed in [114].
18Explicit intent information could be acquired through in-app surveys, as in [82]
19https://competitions.codalab.org/competitions/11161
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Better Understanding User Intents. As indicated above, we see a strong potential in future works
that aim at understanding the idiosyncrasies of individual application use cases, and explicitly
considering potential user intents in a given setting. Ideally, such investigations should be supported
either by an underlying theory, e.g., from psychology as in [33, 129, 133], or by empirical studies or
domain-specific analyses, as done, e.g., for the music and video domains in [9, 82, 102, 103, 124]. A
better understanding of these application-specific intents then serves as a basis for improved models
for predicting the user’s intent from their observed interactions, see, e.g., [21] using observational
and survey data at Pinterest for improved intent prediction.

Interactive IARS. Last but not least, we also envision important future directions in the context
of the user experience of IARS. In practice, modern media streaming and e-commerce sites use
multiple rows of recommendations to account for the various possible intents that users might
have when arriving on the site. While multi-row user interfaces are common in practice, only a few
works exist on this topic in academic research, e.g., [39, 88, 109]. More research is thus required in
this area, for instance which intents should be supported in a given application setting, or how
rows’content should be personalized and ordered; see [29] for a discussion of the topic at Netflix.
Furthermore, with the advent of LLM-based chatbots like ChatGPT, end users will become more
and more be accustomed to natural language based advice-giving systems, and will increasingly
use them as interactive and conversational recommender systems. In such usage scenarios, it
may be quite common that end users will explicitly express their intents and situational context,
e.g., “I am planning to go for dinner with my friends after attending the Mets game on Sunday. Any
recommendations?” A key challenge in future research will thus not only be to understand the
expressed intent, to map it to suitable item recommendations, but even to provide a user interface
that visualizes the assumed intent, see [98] for a related approach towards intent-modeling in
interactive search.

6 SUMMARY
We argue that intent-awareness can be a key building block for the next generation of recommender
systems. With this paper, our aim is to provide an overview of the existing literature on IARS, which
shall serve as a starting point for researchers working in this area. We have therefore searched the
literature for relevant papers and proposed a categorization into different dimensions. Our analyses
points to a number of open research gaps, for instance related to the so far limited evaluation of
current IARS with humans in the loop. Finally, we outlined a number of possible research directions,
which include a stronger focus on domain specifics and the use of additional types of information
to infer the current intent of users.
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