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ABSTRACT
Short video recommendations often face limitations due to the qual-
ity of user feedback, which may not accurately depict user interests.
To tackle this challenge, a new task has emerged: generating more
dependable labels from original feedback. Existing label generation
methods rely on manual rules, demanding substantial human ef-
fort and potentially misaligning with the desired objectives of the
platform. To transcend these constraints, we introduce LabelCraft,
a novel automated label generation method explicitly optimizing
pivotal operational metrics for platform success. By formulating
label generation as a higher-level optimization problem above rec-
ommender model optimization, LabelCraft introduces a trainable
labeling model for automatic label mechanism modeling. Through
meta-learning techniques, LabelCraft effectively addresses the bi-
level optimization hurdle posed by the recommender and labeling
models, enabling the automatic acquisition of intricate label gener-
ation mechanisms. Extensive experiments on real-world datasets
corroborate LabelCraft’s excellence across varied operational met-
rics, encompassing usage time, user engagement, and retention.
Codes are available at https://github.com/baiyimeng/LabelCraft.

*Work done at Kuaishou.
†Corresponding author.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Short video platforms including TikTok and YouTube Shorts are in-
credibly popular worldwide, making short video recommender sys-
tems vital for information filtering on the Web [26, 27, 36]. Within
these platforms, users mostly offer implicit feedback (watch time)
by scrolling and watching videos, occasionally adding explicit feed-
back like comments and likes [2, 3]. The mixed feedback establishes
the essential data foundation for building short video recommender
systems [3]. However, directly using the feedback as the label might
lead to biased insights into user preferences due to its unreliability
as an indicator [11, 37, 39, 43]. For instance, watching 15 seconds of
a 60-second video doesn’t necessarily indicate a stronger preference
than watching a 5-second video repeatedly for 10 seconds, despite
longer watch time. Therefore, the task of generating labels from
raw feedback has emerged as a pivotal endeavor for building adept
short video recommender systems [39].

Previous research has predominantly relied on rule-based strate-
gies for label generation in the context of short video recommen-
dations. Certain approaches focus on transforming user feedback,
such as watch time, into new semantic labels that capture hidden
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signals of user preferences [22, 38, 39]. Other methods attempt to
establish rules for refining original feedback, with a focus on elimi-
nating bias in labels [37, 39, 43]. These manually generated labels,
along with other feedback like comments, are then utilized in a
multi-task learning framework to improve recommendations [3].
However, these rule-based methods require notable manual effort
and may not consistently align with the operational metrics [34] of
the recommender system, such as user engagement. For example,
the proposed unbiased watch time label in [37] has been observed to
reduce user engagement, evidenced by a reduction in "share" [37].

Considering the limitations of current approaches, we pursue
automated label crafting and suggest reframing the label gener-
ation process as an optimization problem. Specifically, the label
generation process should explicitly target optimizing the platform
objectives, which are reflected by operational metrics. These ob-
jectives provide fundamental guidance for designing an effective
recommender system [3]. As such, by aligning the label generation
process with the objective optimization, we could expect to achieve
a superior recommender system. Additionally, this innovative for-
mulation allows for label generation to be performed through a
learning-based approach, eliminating the need for labor-intensive
manual creation of labeling rules. Consequently, this opens up pos-
sibilities for a more delicate mechanism of label generation with
consideration of more influencing factors.

In this work, we propose LabelCraft, a novel automated label
generation approach that prioritizes explicit optimization aligned
with the platform objectives. We use a trainable labeling model that
considers all possible factors (e.g., all user feedback) to create the
label, enabling comprehensive utilization of these influencing fac-
tors. To introduce the desired explicit optimization for the platform
objectives, we formulate the learning process of the recommender
and label models as a bi-level optimization problem. The first level
involves fitting the generated labels to train the recommender,
while the second level focuses on learning the labeling model by
optimizing the acquired recommender model’s performance with
respect to the platform objectives. By employingmeta-learning tech-
niques [7, 41], LabelCraft could effectively address the optimization
challenge, leading to the acquisition of increasingly sophisticated
mechanisms for label generation.

After reviewing previous work on short video recommenda-
tions [3, 14, 15, 20, 30, 37, 39, 43], we identify three main aspects
(operational metrics) of industrial platform objectives for recom-
mendations: user usage time, user engagement, and user reten-
tion. From the perspective of recommendation results, the two
former aspects are reflected by the total count of the watch time
[14, 37, 39, 43] and positive explicit feedback [3, 15] for a top-𝑘
recommended list, while user retention is highly affected by the rec-
ommendation list diversity [20, 30]. Therefore, we approximately
represent the platform objectives using these list-wise quantities.
During training, we utilize the soft top-𝑘 technique [33] to compute
them, enabling gradient updates, and we employ dynamic balancing
schemes to prevent the skewed optimization of the different aspects.
We demonstrate our method on Deep Interest Network (DIN) [44]
and conduct experiments on two real-world datasets, validating
its capability to consistently achieve favorable outcomes across all
aspects of the platform objectives.

The main contributions of this work are summarized as follows:

Figure 1: An overview of LabelCraft, which utilizes the plat-
form objectives to guide the learning of the labelingmodel𝑔𝜙
with the recommender model 𝑓𝜃 as the intermediary bridge.

• We emphasize the importance of label generation research for
short video recommendations and formulate the label generation
process as an optimization problem.
• We introduce LabelCraft, an automated and effective label gener-
ation approach that explicitly optimizes the platform objectives
utilizing learning techniques.
• We conduct extensive experiments on two real-world datasets.
Extensive results demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposal.

2 TASK FORMULATION
Label generation. Let D represent the historical data. Each sam-

ple inD is denoted as (𝒙,𝒚𝑟 ), where 𝒙 = [𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑑 ] ∈ X describes
the features of the user-item pair and 𝒚𝑟 = [𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑤] ∈ Y𝑟 rep-
resents diverse raw user feedback on the video. For convenience in
the following context, 𝑥𝑑 specifically signifies the video duration,
𝑦𝑤 is specifically indicative of the watch time feedback. Label gen-
eration is a process before recommendation learning, of which the
core is to find a labeling model𝑔(·) that maps raw feedback to a new
label 𝑦𝑐 ∈ Y𝑐 with considering the influence of feature 𝒙 . In this
work, we consider finding a labeling model in a learning manner,
so we parameterize it with 𝜙 , and re-denote it as 𝑔𝜙 . Formally, we
need to find a

𝑔𝜙 : X ×Y𝑟 ↦−→ Y𝑐 , (1)

and expect that the label generated by it is helpful for building
a better recommender model regarding platform objectives such
as user engagement. Without loss of generality, we assume these
objectives are given by the platform and can be measured.

Recommendation. The target is to learn a recommender model
𝑓𝜃 that uses 𝒙 to predict the considered label by fitting historical
data, where 𝜃 denotes its model parameters. In this work, we hope
to solely fit the generated label, which means we need to learn a

𝑓𝜃 : X ↦−→ Y𝑐 , (2)

which could accurately predict 𝑦𝑐 for candidate items, so as to
construct recommendations aligned with platform objectives.

3 METHODOLOGY
In this section, we first provide an overview of the proposed Label-
Craft, followed by its detailed learning strategy. Lastly, we present
our designs of the platform objectives.
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3.1 Overview
We strive to address the label generation task outlined in Equa-
tion (1) in an automated and efficient manner. As depicted by the
equation, the primary hurdle stems from the absence of direct guid-
ance for acquiring the mapping function due to the lack of ground
truth for the target label. To surmount this challenge, we hold the
belief that the platform objectives serves as foundational guidance
for devising an effective recommender system, thus naturally pro-
viding guidance for generating labels.

With this belief, we propose an automated label generation ap-
proach called LabelCraft, as illustrated in Figure 1. The core is
formulating a bi-level optimization problem, where the first level
optimizes the recommender model with the labels generated by the
labeling model, while the second level optimizes the labeling model
according to the performance of the learned recommender on the
platform objectives. Then, by using meta-learning [7] to solve the
problem, we successfully leverage the platform objectives to guide
the learning of labeling model 𝑔𝜙 , with the recommender model 𝑓𝜃
as an information (gradient) passing bridge between them. Next,
we provide the details of the formulated optimization problem and
the learning strategy to solve the problem.

3.2 Bi-level Optimization Problem
To introduce explicit optimization towards the platform objectives
for label generation, we formulate a bi-level optimization problem
about 𝑔𝜙 and 𝑓𝜃 as follows:

max
𝜙

M (𝑓𝜃∗ ;D𝑣 ) (3a)

s.t. 𝜃∗ = argmin
𝜃

𝐿 (𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙 ;D), (3b)

where 𝐿(𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙 ;D) denotes the recommendation loss of 𝑓𝜃 on the
training dataD by fitting the label generated by 𝑔𝜙 ; 𝜃∗ denotes the
learned recommendermodel parameters byminimizing𝐿(𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙 ;D)
and is dependent on 𝜙 ; and M (𝑓𝜃 ∗ ;D𝑣) denotes the recommenda-
tion performance of the learned model 𝑓𝜃 ∗ in terms of platform
objectives measured on a hold-out dataset D𝑣 . Formally, we have

𝐿(𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙 ;D) =
1
|D|

∑︁
(𝒙,𝒚𝑟 ) ∈D

𝑙 (𝑓𝜃 (𝒙), 𝑦𝑐 ) + 𝜆∥𝜃 ∥2, 𝑦𝑐 = 𝑔𝜙 (𝒙,𝒚𝑟 ),

(4)

where 𝜆 is a coefficient to adjust 𝐿2 regularization for preventing
overfitting, and 𝑙 (·) denotes a recommendation loss such as MSE [6].
RegardingM (𝑓𝜃 ∗ ;D𝑣) to measure the performance on the platform
objectives, we measure it with some operational metrics, which
will be explained later.

Obviously, Equation (3b) aims at learning a recommender model
that minimizes the loss to fitting the label generated by 𝑔𝜙 , which
constructs the first-level optimization. Equation (3a) aims at find-
ing a labeling model 𝑔𝜙 , such that the recommender model fitting
its generated labels could achieve the best recommendation per-
formance measured by 𝑀 (·). The bi-level optimization problem
provides the mathematical formulation for the label generation
problem. It successfully bridges the platform objectives and the
labeling model using the recommender model 𝑓𝜃 ∗ learned on gen-
erated labels, facilitating the explicit optimization of the labeling
model towards the platform objectives.

Algorithm 1: Training of LabelCraft
Input: Recommender model 𝑓𝜃 , labeling model 𝑔𝜙 , training

dataset D, hold-out dataset D𝑣 , recommender
learning rate 𝜂1 for 𝑓𝜃 , and learning rate 𝜂2 for 𝑔𝜙 .

1 Initialize 𝜙 and 𝜃 randomly;
2 while Stop condition is not reached do
3 // Step 1 (update of 𝜙);
4 Compute 𝜃 ′ with Equation (5);
5 Update 𝜙 according to Equation (6);
6 // Step 2 (update of 𝜃 );
7 Update 𝜃 according to Equation (7);
8 end
9 return 𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙

3.3 Learning Strategy
The two levels of optimization in Equation (3) affect each other,
forming a loop of nested optimization. Directly solving the total
optimization problem is challenging. To overcome this challenge,
we develop a training method based on the meta-learning technique
— MAML [7], which considers alternatively updating the 𝜙 and 𝜃
in a loop. For each interaction, we update 𝜙 and 𝜃 as follows:
- Update 𝜙 . To update the labeling model, finding the correspond-
ing 𝜃∗ involves the full training of 𝜃 , which is expensive. Instead
of fully optimizing it, we just make a tentative update of the rec-
ommender model using the training data D, following previous
works [4]. Then inspect the performance of the obtained recom-
mender model about the platform objectives using the hold-out
datasetD𝑣 . The gotten performance is used to update the labeling
model. To be exact, there are two steps:
• Step 1. Meta training. First, we keep the labeling model un-
changed and fictively update the recommender model. In partic-
ular, we fix the parameter 𝜙 and compute the recommendation
loss on the training datasetD, i.e., 𝐿(𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙 ;D) in Equation (3b).
Then we make a step of gradient descent to obtain a tentative
recommender model 𝑓𝜃 ′ . Formally, we have

𝜃 ′ = 𝜃 − 𝜂1∇𝜃𝐿(𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙 ;D), (5)

where 𝜂1 denotes the learning rate for the recommender model.
• Step 2. Meta testing. After getting the tentative recommender
model 𝑓𝜃 ′ , we evaluate its performance in terms of the plat-
form objectives on the hold-out datasetD𝑣 , gettingM (𝑓𝜃 ′ ;D𝑣)
similar to M (𝑓𝜃 ∗ ;D𝑣) in Equation (3a). Then we update 𝜙 to
maximize M (𝑓𝜃 ∗ ;D𝑣), formally,

𝜙 ← 𝜙 + 𝜂2∇𝜙𝑀 (𝑓𝜃 ′ ;D𝑣), (6)

where 𝜂2 is the learning rate for the labeling model. The gra-
dients here can be computed by using the back-propagation
along the chain𝑀 (𝑓𝜃 ′ ;D𝑣) → 𝜃 ′ → ∇𝜃𝐿(𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙 ;D) → 𝜙 .

- Update 𝜃 . After the update of 𝜙 , we obtain a new labeling model.
Consequently, we use it to generate new labels and optimize the
recommendation loss to update 𝜃 . This update is formulated as:

𝜃 ← 𝜃 − 𝜂1∇𝜃𝐿(𝑓𝜃 , 𝑔𝜙 ;D), (7)

The above two updates are iterated until convergence. Algorithm
1 summarizes the detailed learning algorithm. In each interaction,
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it first updates 𝜙 (line 4-5) and then updates 𝜃 (line 7), and in the
implementation, the updates are performed on a batch of data.

3.4 Platform Objectives
In this subsection, we outline our approach for evaluating a recom-
mender model’s performance with respect to platform objectives.
To address the expensive cost of the online experiments, we propose
using a hold-out dataset D𝑣 to achieve these goals, as represented
by𝑀 (𝑓 𝜃 ;D𝑣) in Equation (3a). As discussed in Section 1, the typi-
cal platform objectives consist of three sub-objectives: user usage
time, engagement, and retention. We now describe how these sub-
objectives can be computed using the soft top-𝑘 technique and then
describe the process of balancing them, considering their varying
levels of learning difficulty.

3.4.1 Objective Representation. Regarding the aspects of platform
objectives, user usage time refers to the duration that a user spends
in apps, while user engagement primarily measures the level of
active interaction between users and the system. User retention, on
the other hand, represents the proportion of users who revisit the
system, and it is a long-term metric that cannot be directly com-
puted. From the perspective of recommendation results of a model
𝑓𝜃 on the dataset D𝑣 , we can represent these three aspects using
the following quantities associated with the top-𝑘 recommendation
list: the cumulative watch time of the list (denoted as𝑀1 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣)),
the total count of positive explicit feedback of the list (denoted as
𝑀2 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣)), and the diversity of the list (denoted as𝑀3 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣)).

To compute these list-wise quantities for a recommender model,
we need all user feedback on the recommended videos. As such, for
each user, we just consider generating a top-𝑘 list from the videos
that the user has interacted with in D𝑣 instead of all videos. How-
ever, the top-𝑘 operation is not differentiable, bringing difficulties
in passing the gradient to the labeling model. To overcome the chal-
lenge, we employ a soft top-𝑘 operation to compute these list-wise
quantities, forming the representation of platform objectives.
• Soft top-𝑘 based objective computation. To make the top-𝑘
operation differentiable, we employ a smoothed approximation for
it, namely SOFT [33]. Specifically, SOFT approximates the output of
the top-𝑘 operation as the solution of an Entropic Optimal Transport
problem, and the gradient of the SOFT operator could be efficiently
computed based on the optimality conditions of the problem. So
the 𝑀1 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣), 𝑀2 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣), and 𝑀3 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) computed with the
SOFT operator would become differentiable.

Specifically, for a user 𝑢 ∈ U, let D𝑢
𝑣 denote samples belonging

to 𝑢. For each sample (𝒙,𝒚) ∈ D𝑢
𝑣 , we further denote its video

duration by 𝑥𝑑 ∈ R+, the positive explicit feedback by𝒚𝑒 ∈ {0, 1}𝑁
(where 𝑁 denotes the number of types of the feedback), and the
watch time feedback by 𝑦𝑤 ∈ R+. To compute the above list-wise
quantities for a recommender model 𝑓𝜃 , by inputting all predictions
of samples in D𝑢

𝑣 , SOFT could generate an output for each sample
to indicate whether it belongs to the top-𝑘 samples ranking by the
predictions. Formally, for a sample (𝒙,𝒚), we denote the output as:

𝛼𝑢,𝒙 = 𝑆𝑂𝐹𝑇 (𝒙 ; {𝑓𝜃 (𝒙′) | (𝒙′,𝒚) ∈ D𝑢
𝑣 })

=

{
1, if 𝑓𝜃 (𝒙) is in the top-𝑘 highest predictions,
0, else,

(8)

where {𝑓𝜃 (𝒙′) | (𝒙′,𝒚) ∈ D𝑢
𝑣 } denotes all predictions for D𝑢

𝑣 . Then
𝑀1 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣),𝑀2 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣), and𝑀3 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) can be formulated as:

𝑀1 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) =
1
|U|

∑︁
𝑢∈U

∑︁
(𝒙,𝒚 ) ∈D𝑢

𝑣

𝛼𝑢,𝒙

𝑘
𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑦𝑤),

𝑀2 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) =
1
|U|

∑︁
𝑢∈U

∑︁
(𝒙,𝒚 ) ∈D𝑢

𝑣

𝛼𝑢,𝒙

𝑘
𝛿 (𝑠𝑢𝑚(𝒚𝑒 )),

𝑀3 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) =
1
|U|

∑︁
𝑢∈U

©«
∑︁

(𝒙,𝒚 ) ∈D𝑢
𝑣

𝛼𝑢,𝒙

𝑘
(𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑥𝑑 ) − 𝐸𝑤,𝑘 )2

ª®¬
−1/2

,

(9)

where 𝐸𝑤,𝑘 = 1
𝑘

∑
(𝒙,𝒚 ) ∈D𝑢

𝑣
𝛼𝑢,𝒙𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑥𝑑 ) denotes the average of

𝑥𝑑 over top-𝑘 samples, |U| denotes the number of unique users in
D𝑣 , 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (·) is a scaling function; 𝛿 (·) denotes the indicator func-
tion, and 𝛿 (𝑠𝑢𝑚(𝒚𝑒 )) = 0 if 𝒚𝑒 is fully zero else 1. Here, we use the
standard deviation of the video duration to represent the diversity
of the video duration. For simplicity, we omit the diversity regarding
other features, which can be similarly computed if needed.

Overall objectives. Then we merge𝑀1 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣),𝑀2 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣), and
𝑀3 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) to form the overall platform objectives𝑀 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) with
each one as a sub-objective that should be maximized. Formally,

𝑀 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) = 𝑀1 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) +𝑀2 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) +𝑀3 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣), (10)

for which we can compute the gradient ∇𝜃𝑀 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) along the
chain:𝑀 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) → 𝛼𝑢,𝒙 → 𝜃 with the SOFT operator.

3.4.2 Objective Balancing. Direct merge to form𝑀 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) would
lead to imbalance problem. There are two reasons: 1) the scales
of the three sub-objectives are different, making the large-scale
sub-objectives dominate the labeling model learning; 2) the three
sub-objectives may have different learning difficulties. Targeting
the first reason, we have introduced a scaling scheme denoted by
𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (·) when introducing the three sub-objectives in Equation (9).
We next give the details of 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (·) and present the strategy to cope
with the second reason.

• Scaling scheme. To achieve scaling the three sub-objectives,
we try to adjust the scale of watch time and video duration to
[0, 1], as shown by 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑦𝑤) and 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑥𝑑 ) in Equation (9), to
align with the scale of the explicit feedback. Then, as the sub-
objectives are computed via the average or standard deviation of
watch time, explicit feedback, or duration, we could make sure that
the obtained sub-objectives scaled in [0, 1]. Specifically, we take
a modified min-max normalization, i.e., 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (·). Considering the
long-tail distribution of watch time and video duration, we consider
using different granularity to normalize the head and tail values of
the watch time or video duration. Taking watch time as an example,
we compute 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑦𝑤) as follows (similarly for 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑥𝑑 )):

𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑦𝑤) =
{ 𝑦𝑤
𝑤𝛽

𝛽′, if 0 ≤ 𝑦𝑤 ≤ 𝑤𝛽 ,

1 − (1 − 𝛽′) 𝑤𝑚𝑎𝑥−𝑦𝑤
𝑤𝑚𝑎𝑥−𝑤𝛽

, else,
(11)

where𝑤𝑚𝑎𝑥 denotes the max value of the watch time in D𝑣 , and
𝑤𝛽 denotes the 𝛽-th percentile of watch time distribution for D𝑣 ,
and 𝛽′ =𝑚𝑎𝑥 ( 𝑤𝛽

𝑤𝑚𝑎𝑥
, 1−𝛽%). This method can ensure that the head

(small) values of watch time, which occupies 𝛽% of the historical
data, will not collapse to a too small interval after scaling, i.e.,
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making the interval greater than [0, 1 − 𝛽%]. For example, we set
𝛽% = 80% in this work, then 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (·) would make sure that the
watch time in [0,𝑤𝛽 ] scales to an interval greater than [0, 0.2].

• Dynamic balancing. Despite having adjusted the scaling inter-
vals uniformly across all sub-objectives, the direct amalgamation
of them could potentially result in a state of non-equilibrium. This
is attributed to the varying degrees of learning complexities they
encounter and the potential interdependencies that might exist
among them. To overcome the issues, we propose to reformulate
the Equation (10) by dynamically merging the sub-objectives during
the learning process as follows:

𝑀 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) =
3∑︁

𝑖=1
𝑠𝑜 𝑓 𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥 (−𝜏𝑀𝑖 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣)) ·𝑀𝑖 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣), (12)

where 𝑠𝑜 𝑓 𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥 (−𝜏𝑀𝑖 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣)) serves as a weight to control the
contribution of 𝑀𝑖 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣), and it would not involve computing
gradients during learning. Formally,

𝑠𝑜 𝑓 𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥 (−𝜏𝑀𝑖 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣)) =
exp (−𝜏𝑀𝑖 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣))∑3
𝑗=1 exp

(
−𝜏𝑀𝑗 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣)

) ,
where 𝜏 is the temperature coefficient. The smaller sub-objectives
will get higher weights during learning, which could make our
labeling model optimize all metrics simultaneously. The balanced
objectives are the final platform objectives we use.

4 EXPERIMENT
We conduct experiments to answer four research questions:
RQ1: How does LabelCraft perform on real-world data compared
to existing label generation methods?
RQ2: What is the impact of the individual components of LabelCraft
on its effectiveness?
RQ3: Can LabelCraft effectively mitigate the duration bias?
RQ4: How do the specific hyper-parameters of LabelCraft influence
its effectiveness?

4.1 Experimental Settings
4.1.1 Datasets. We conduct extensive experiments on two real-
world datasets: Kuaishou and Wechat.
• Kuaishou. This private dataset is sourced from Kuaishou1, a
well-known short video-sharing platform in China. It consists
of a collection of recommendation records within two weeks.
Each data sample within the dataset contains feedback includ-
ing watch time, likes, comments, and follows. Additionally, the
dataset includes various features of users and videos, such as user
viewing history, video duration, and video tags. To maintain the
dataset’s quality, we employ a 20-core filtering process, ensuring
that each user/video has a minimum of 20 samples.
• Wechat. The dataset is released in the WeChat Big Data Chal-
lenge2, which records user behaviors on short videos in two
weeks. The dataset provides extensive user/video features and
encompasses various types of interaction feedback, such as likes,
follows, comments, and favorites. Considering that the dataset is
denser, we use 120-core filtering to preprocess it.

1https://kuaishou.com/
2https://algo.weixin.qq.com/

Table 1: Statistical details of the evaluation datasets.
Dataset #User #Item #Intersection Density
Kuaishou 989 46,628 1,309,785 0.0284
Wechat 15,075 12,992 4,778,294 0.0244

The statistics of the preprocessed datasets are summarized in
Table 1. For each dataset, we split the data into three sets: training,
validation, and testing. The first twelve days of data are allocated to
the training set, while the last two days are used for the validation
and testing sets, respectively. Additionally, to maintain consistency
with Kuaishou, we only consider three types of positive explicit
feedback for Wechat: comments, likes, and follows, which serve as
the 𝒚𝑒 in Equation (9) for our method.

4.1.2 Baselines. We compare the proposed LabelCraft methodwith
the following label generation methods in recommendation:

• WT. It refers to directly using watch time as a label.
• EF. This method directly uses explicit feedback as the label. How-
ever, for a fair comparison to LabelCraft, we merge all explicit
feedback as a label by computing 𝛿 (∑(𝒚𝑒 )) in Equation (9).
• PC [38]. In this method, the watch time of a video is compared to
the video duration to determine whether a user has fully watched
the video, forming the Play Completion label.
• PCR [22]. This method converts the watch time to the Play
Completion Rate label, which represents the ratio of the user’s
watch time to the video’s duration.
• D2Q [37]. This is a SOTA labeling method considering duration
debiasing. It generates quantiles-based labels from watch time,
using backdoor adjustment for debiasing.
• DVR [43]. This is another SOTA label generation method with
considering mitigating duration bias. It defines the Watch Time
Gain label, which measures the relative user watch time on a
short video compared with the average watch time of all users
on short videos with similar duration.

Each method only uses its generated label to train a recommender
model. However, our label would use all feedback to generate a
label, and the optimized platform objectives include multiple sub-
objectives, which are related to both watch time and explicit feed-
back. Therefore, for a fair comparison, we further consider com-
paring the methods that fit multiple labels in a multi-task manner.
Specifically, we mainly consider the following methods:

• WT+EF, which trains a recommender model with the labels
generated byWT and EF using theMulti-gate Mixture-of-Experts
(MMoE) [16] framework.
• D2Q+EF, which trains a recommender model with the labels
generated by D2Q and EF using MMoE.
• DVR+EF, which trains a recommender model with the labels
generated by DVR and EF using MMoE.

Here, with WT+EF as a reference, we mainly consider D2Q+EF
and DVR+EF and ignore other combinations like PC+EF with two
considerations: 1) D2Q and DVR are the SOTA label generation
methods to deal with the watch time feedback, and 2) they are
closer to our setting since D2Q and DVR consider pursuing both
the cumulative watch time and debiasing (related to diversity in
LabelCraft) and EF considers the positive explicit feedback.

https://kuaishou.com/
https://algo.weixin.qq.com/
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Table 2: Performance comparison between the baselines and our LabelCraft, where the best results are highlighted in bold and
sub-optimal results are underlined. “RI” indicates the relative improvement of LabelCraft over the corresponding baseline.

Method Kuaishou Wechat
NWTG@10 RI DS@10 RI NEG@10 RI NWTG@10 RI DS@10 RI NEG@10 RI

PC 0.2121 41.6% 15 792.1% 0.7902 3.3% 0.4563 39.0% 10 134.4% 0.7776 7.2%
PCR 0.2493 20.5% 67 105.9% 0.8005 2.0% 0.4125 53.8% 12 100.3% 0.8109 2.8%
WT 0.2939 2.2% 113 21.6% 0.7991 2.2% 0.4972 27.6% 15 58.7% 0.8201 1.7%
D2Q 0.2722 10.4% 122 12.4% 0.7949 2.7% 0.6202 2.3% 23 6.8% 0.8191 1.8%
DVR 0.2814 6.7% 135 1.8% 0.7866 3.8% 0.5300 19.7% 18 32.2% 0.8219 1.4%
EF 0.2557 17.5% 113 21.2% 0.8097 0.8% 0.4593 38.1% 15 65.6% 0.8261 0.9%

WT+EF 0.2631 14.2% 119 15.5% 0.8000 2.1% 0.5195 22.1% 21 17.4% 0.8205 1.6%
D2Q+EF 0.2800 7.3% 111 23.4% 0.7896 3.4% 0.5790 9.5% 22 12.8% 0.8197 1.7%
DVR+EF 0.2876 4.4% 124 10.9% 0.7862 3.9% 0.5698 11.3% 22 11.0% 0.8232 1.3%
LabelCraft 0.3003 - 137 - 0.8165 - 0.6343 - 24 - 0.8338 -

4.1.3 Evaluation Metrics. To comprehensively evaluate the com-
pared methods, diverse metrics are essential to evaluate the model
performance on user usage time, engagement, and retention. Specif-
ically, for the retention objective, the maximization of diversity
within the top-𝑘 recommendation list is pursued, and thus, the
evaluation employs the standard deviation as a direct measure. We
mainly measure the duration diversity, which can reflect the de-
biasing level for duration bias combined with other metrics, and
denote the metric as Duration Std@𝑘 (DS@𝑘). For the remaining
objectives, they aim to maximize the cumulative watch time and
positive explicit feedback within the top-𝑘 recommendation list.
To measure them, we design two novel metrics inspired by the
widely used NDCG@k metric [9]: Normalized Watch Time Gain@k
(NWTG@𝑘) and Normalized Explicit-feedback Gain@k (NEG@𝑘).
For a recommendation list generated for user by the evaluated
model, let [𝑦1𝑤 , . . . , 𝑦𝑘𝑤] and [𝒚1𝑒 , . . . ,𝒚𝑘𝑒 ] denote the corresponding
lists of watch time and explicit feedback, where 𝑦𝑘𝑤 denotes the
watch time of the 𝑘-th recommended video, we have:

NWTG@𝑘 =
WTG@𝑘

WTG′@𝑘
, WTG@𝑘 =

𝑘∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑦𝑖𝑤

log2 (𝑖 + 1)
,

NEG@𝑘 =
EG@𝑘

EG′@𝑘
, EG@𝑘 =

𝑘∑︁
𝑖=1

𝛿 (𝑠𝑢𝑚(𝒚𝑖𝑒 ))
log2 (𝑖 + 1)

,

(13)

whereWTG′@𝑘 denotes the the idealWTG@𝑘 , which is theWTG@𝑘

for the recommendation list directly generated according to 𝑦𝑤 ,
similarly for EG′@𝑘 , and 𝛿 (𝑠𝑢𝑚(𝒚𝑖𝑒 ) has the same means to that in
Equation (9). Obviously, NWTG@𝑘 and NEG@𝑘 measure the total
watch time and total count of positive explicit feedback with pay-
ing higher attention to top positions. Higher values for all metrics
indicate better results, and the reported results have been averaged
across users.

4.1.4 Implementation Details. To ensure fair comparisons, we uti-
lize the DIN model as the backbone recommender model for all
the methods. The implementation of the DIN architecture (e.g., em-
bedding and layer sizes) follows the specifications outlined in the
DIN paper [44]. For the MMoE-based methods, we set the number
of experts to 3 and the number of gates to 2. We implement each
expert using an MLP (Multi-Layer Perceptron) module, searching
the layer sizes in [48× 48× 48× 1, 48× 192× 48× 1] and implement

the gate model with a linear layer. Regarding our LabelCraft, we
implement its labeling model 𝑔𝜙 as an MLP module with layer sizes
of 48× 256× 256× 1, which generates continuous labels from 0 to 1.

We optimize all models using the SGD optimizer [32], setting the
maximum of optimization epochs to 1000. We employ the Binary
Cross Entropy (BCE) loss [10] for fitting binary labels and Mean
Squared Error (MSE) loss [6] for fitting non-binary labels. The best
models are determined based on the validation results, using an
early stopping strategy with the patience of 5. We leverage the
grid search to find the best hyper-parameters. For our method and
all baselines, we search the learning rate in the range of {1𝑒-1, 1𝑒-
2, 1𝑒-3, 1𝑒-4}, the size of mini-batch in the range of {4096, 8192,
16384}, and the weight decay in {1𝑒-2, 1𝑒-4, 1𝑒-6, 0}. For multi-task
methods, the weight ratio to learning different labels is searched
in [1:1, 1:2, 2:1]. For the special hyper-parameters of baselines,
we search most of them in the ranges provided by their papers.
Regarding our method, we set the hyper-parameter 𝛽 (in Equation
(11)) to 80, the hyper-parameter 𝑘 of top-𝑘 list metric (in Equation
(9)) to 10, and search for the hyper-parameter 𝜏 of our method (in
Equation (12)) in the range of {0, 0.1, . . . , 1.0}. Besides, we directly
leverage the validation set to serve as the hold-out dataset D𝑣 for
our LabelCraft.

4.2 Performance Comparison (RQ1)
We first evaluate the overall performance of all compared methods
on three aspects of the considered platform objectives. We summa-
rize the results in Table 2, where we draw following observations:

• LabelCraft consistently exhibits superior performance compared
to the baselines across all evaluated aspects. This consistent supe-
riority emphasizes the remarkable alignment between the labels
generated by LabelCraft and the multi-aspect platform objectives.
These results validate two critical points: 1) the great superior-
ity of explicitly optimizing platform objectives during the label
generation process, and 2) the effectiveness of LabelCraft in for-
mulating and addressing the optimization problem.
• PC and PCR, which manually generate new semantic labels based
on watch time, consistently perform poorly compared to other
methods in most cases. This indicates a misalignment between
these methods and the platform’s objectives. This is because
the manual label generation rules used in PC and PCR tend to
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favor shorter videos [11], leading to biased recommendations
that deviate from the platform’s intended objectives.
• D2Q and DVR stand out among the baselines in terms of DS@10,
indicating their ability to avoid bias towards videos with specific
durations. However, their performance on NEG@10 is unsatisfac-
tory. This can be attributed to their primary focus on addressing
duration bias during label generation while overlooking explicit
engagement feedback, such as "comments". On the other hand,
EF prioritizes leveraging explicit feedback and achieves the best
performance in terms of NEG@10 among the baselines. However,
it performs poorly in other metrics. These results suggest the
importance of taking into account comprehensive influencing
factors to generate better labels.
• Notably, the multi-task learning methods WT+EF, D2Q+EF, and
DVR+EF demonstrate the ability to enhance specific metrics,
but they inadvertently hinder other metrics when compared to
optimizing individual labels. These findings confirm that even
when amalgamating diverse (manually generated) labels through
multi-task learning, aligning with platform objectives remains
challenging. Thus, our approach LabelCraft stands out in its adap-
tive alignment with various aspects of the platform objectives,
showcasing its superiority.

4.3 Ablation Studies (RQ2)
In order to optimize label generation efficiency in LabelCraft, we
have incorporated the following essential design components: 1)
designing three sub-objectives to guide the learning process of
our labeling model, 2) implementing a trainable labeling model
to model diverse influencing factors, and 3) introducing a metric
dynamic balancing strategy to ensure balanced learning across
the sub-objectives. To validate the reasoning behind these design
considerations, we thoroughly examine the impact of each crucial
design element by comparing LabelCraft with its variants that dis-
able these designs. Specifically, we introduce the following variants
of LabelCraft:
- w/o S, disabling the scaling scheme in our balancing strategy.
- w/o B, disabling the dynamic balancing in our balancing strategy.
- w/o WI, removing watch time from our labeling model’s inputs.
- w/o DI, removing duration from our labeling model’s inputs.
- w/o EI, removing explicit feedback (‘likes’, ‘comments’, ‘follows’)
from our labeling model’s inputs.

- w/o WO, removing the sub-objective of the watch time, i.e.,
𝑀1 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) in Equation (9), from the optimization objective.

- w/oDO, removing the sub-objective of the diversity, i.e.,𝑀2 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣)
in Equation (9), from the optimization objective.

- w/o EO, removing the sub-objective of the explicit feedback, i.e.,
𝑀3 (𝑓𝜃 ;D𝑣) in Equation (9), from the optimization objective.

Table 3 shows the comparison results on Kuaishou, from which we
draw the following observations:
• When LabelCraft disables the scaling scheme (w/o S) or dynamic
balancing (w/o B), there is a decrease in performance across most
metrics. These results confirm the importance of balancing and
the significance of all balancing designs. Specifically, disabling
the scaling scheme does not sacrifice the performance on ex-
plicit feedback metric NEG@10 but significantly sacrifices the
others. This is because without scaling, the explicit feedback

Table 3: Results of the ablation study for our LabelCraft
method on Kuaishou.

Method NWTG@10 DS@10 NEG@10
LabelCraft 0.3003 137 0.8165

LabelCraft w/o B 0.2710 122 0.7960
LabelCraft w/o S 0.2627 101 0.8165
LabelCraft w/o WI 0.2677 103 0.8151
LabelCraft w/o DI 0.2935 127 0.7919
LabelCraft w/o EI 0.3237 124 0.7927
LabelCraft w/o WO 0.2785 112 0.8001
LabelCraft w/o DO 0.3290 128 0.7982
LabelCraft w/o EO 0.3109 131 0.7962

sub-objective has a much smaller scale compared to the others,
resulting in dynamic balancing assigning a higher weight to it
and dominating the learning process. This suggests that scaling
is the foundation for subsequent dynamic balancing.
• Removing any sub-objective from the optimization (w/oWO, w/o
DO and w/o EO) would result in a performance decrease in at
least one evaluation metric, particularly the evaluation metric
corresponding to the removed sub-objective. This confirms that
optimizing each sub-objective contributes to the achievement
of the overall platform objective. However, removing a specific
aspect of the objective may potentially improve the results on
the metrics related to other aspects. This indicates the presence
of a trade-off among different sub-objectives, highlighting the
need for balancing them accordingly.
• Removing any input from the labeling model (w/o WI, w/o DI,
and w/o EI) would lead to performance decreases on certain eval-
uation metrics. Comparing w/o WI and w/o WO, it’s interesting
that w/o WI has a more pronounced decrease on the correspond-
ing watch time evaluation metric, NWTG@10. This pattern holds
for w/o EI and w/o EO as well. These results highlight necessity
of considering all influencing factors to generate labels.

4.4 In-depth Studies (RQ3 & RQ4)
4.4.1 Debiasing Performance. To assess the effectiveness of our
method in mitigating duration bias, which is a notable strength
shared by D2Q and DVR, we conduct an analysis experiment on
Kuaishou following the approach outlined in the DVR paper [43].
Specifically, we analyze the histogram depicting the distribution
of video duration in the top-𝑘 recommended video lists generated
by different models, and compare the results of the non-debiasing
method PC, the debiasing methods D2Q and DVR, and our Label-
Craft. The comparative results are summarized in Figure 2.

According to Figure 2, the PC method could not mitigate dura-
tion bias, as evidenced by its extremely skewed recommendation
distribution and poor recommendation accuracy (see NWTG@10
and NEG@10 in Table 2). The recommendations of method DVR
and D2Q become more balanced by debiasing as expected. Interest-
ingly, our LabelCraft method demonstrates more balanced recom-
mendations compared to DVR and D2Q. Additionally, it achieves
better performance on accuracy-related metrics, as evidenced by
the results on NWTG@10 and NEG@10 in Table 2. These findings
indicate that LabelCraft effectively mitigates duration bias. The
debiasing capability can be attributed to the alignment between the
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Figure 2: Distribution of video duration in the top-𝑘 recom-
mended video lists generated by the PC, D2Q, DVR, and our
LabelCraft for Kuaishou.

labels generated by LabelCraft and the platform objectives. When
the platform objective is appropriately designed to be free of biases,
it could guide the labeling model to generate bias-free labels.

4.4.2 The effect of Hyper-parameter 𝜏 . In our dynamic balancing
design described in Equation (12), the temperature coefficient (𝜏)
plays a crucial role in determining the strength of our dynamic
balancing strategy. We conduct a study to investigate the impact
of varying 𝜏 on LabelCraft’s performance. Figure 3 illustrates the
performance of LabelCraft for each metric, along with the best
performance achieved by baselines on each metric, as 𝜏 is varied
within the range of [0, 1] with a step size of 0.1. From Figure 3, it is
evident that when 𝜏 = 0.5, LabelCraft consistently outperforms all
baselines across all evaluation metrics. In the range of 𝜏 ∈ [0.5, 0.7],
the performance of LabelCraft remains relatively acceptable, either
surpassing or comparable to the best baseline results on each met-
ric3. However, it is noted that consistent superiority over the best
baseline performance cannot be maintained within this range. This
suggests the importance of setting an appropriate value for 𝜏 .

5 RELATEDWORK
• Labeling in recommendation. Label generation is vital for de-
veloping an effective recommender model. The first area of research
focuses on identifying varying levels of interest from the feedback
(mainly watch time) and generating new semantic labels. For ex-
ample, labels such as Play Completion (PC) [38], Play Completion
Rate (PCR) [22], and Effective View (EV) [39] has been designed to
indicate the extent to which a user has engaged with a video. These
labels play a crucial role in enhancing recommendations by provid-
ing a more nuanced understanding of users’ interests. The second
line of label generation work focuses on generating unbiased labels
that can improve the accuracy of watch time prediction. DVR [43]
and D2Q [37] group and normalize the watch time according to

3Within this range, LabelCraft achieves lower results on DS@10 compared to the best
baseline. However, the impact on the balance of recommendation results remains small
and the performance is close to the result of the second-best baseline.
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Figure 3: Performance of LabelCraft across different values
of 𝜏 , compared to the best results achieved by baselines.

the video duration to generate new labels. DML [39] further con-
siders the distribution of watch time. Besides, some works focus
on denoising [23] and addressing clickbait issues [25] during label
generation. In contrast to these manual labeling works, we focus
on introducing explicit optimization towards platform objectives
to achieve automated label generation.

• Debiasing in recommendation. Recommender systems are sus-
ceptible to various biases, including position bias [5, 12], selection
bias [17, 21], popularity bias [31, 40], and duration bias [37, 39, 43].
To tackle these biases, three main research lines have emerged. The
first line of research involves utilizing unbiased data to guide model
learning [4, 13, 29], although acquiring such data can be expen-
sive. The second line of research focuses on mitigating biases from
a causal perspective, which can be categorized into intervention
[8, 24, 40] and counterfactual methods [22, 31, 35]. The third line
of research is the reweighting method [18, 19, 28], which utilizes
inverse propensity scores [19] to adjust the training distribution
and minimize bias. However, estimating these weights can pose
challenges [11]. Unlike the debiasing approaches mentioned earlier,
our focus lies in eliminating the duration bias of labels by making
the generated label align with the platform objectives.

6 CONCLUSION
This study highlights the problem of automatically generating re-
liable labels from raw feedback in short video recommendations.
We propose LabelCraft, an innovative framework for automated
labeling that formulates the label generation process as an explicit
optimization problem. By learning a labeling model aligned with
the platform objectives, LabelCraft demonstrates promising results
in generating better labels, as evidenced by comprehensive experi-
ments conducted on real data from popular platforms like Kuaishou
and WeChat. However, industrial scenarios often involve numer-
ous and complex platform objectives. Hence, future work aims
to develop labeling methods capable of simultaneously aligning
with more complex objectives. Meanwhile, we plan to decouple the
learning of the labeling model from the recommendation learning
process to enhance the transferability of the generated labels, en-
abling their compatibility across diverse model types, encompassing
traditional models and the emerging LLM-based models [1, 42].
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ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS
In this section, we conscientiously contemplate the conceivable neg-
ative societal repercussions of our innovative method and discuss
strategies aimed at alleviating these potential impacts.
• Fairness: Considering that our approach to automatic label gen-
eration prioritizes optimizing operational metrics, there is a possi-
bility of unintentional bias seeping into the labeling process. This
bias can stem from biased optimization target design, leading to
biased labels, and ultimately resulting in unfair user experiences
with recommender systems. To address this concern, we intend
to use a verification mechanism to optimize the target design
and actively correct it when fairness violations occur.
• Privacy: The process of automated label generation entails the
analysis and processing of user feedback data, thereby giving rise
to apprehensions about user privacy. While we ardently uphold
stringent data protection protocols, we explicitly acknowledge
the potential for the reidentification of individuals through their
feedback submissions. To mitigate this imminent risk, we shall
employ meticulous anonymization strategies, curtail the reten-
tion of personally identifiable information, and seek adept legal
counsel to ensure unwavering compliance with prevalent data
privacy regulations.
• Safety:While the primary objective of LabelCraft revolves around
augmenting user experience and engagement, the possibility of
unintended consequences compromising user safety looms. This
is especially salient in cases where the generated labels inadver-
tently endorse harmful or inappropriate content, consequently
subjecting users to distressing material. To ensure an optimal
level of user safety, we are steadfast in our resolve to implement
stringent content moderationmechanisms, institute user-friendly
reporting systems, and integrate human oversight to validate the
precision and propriety of the generated labels.
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