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Abstract
Recommender systems play a crucial role in shaping informationwe
encounter online, whether on social media or when using content
platforms, thereby influencing our beliefs, choices, and behaviours.
Many recent works address the issue of fairness in recommender
systems, typically focusing on topics like ensuring equal access
to information and opportunities for all individual users or user
groups, promoting diverse content to avoid filter bubbles and echo
chambers, enhancing transparency and explainability, and adhering
to ethical and sustainable practices.

In this work, we aim to achieve a more equitable distribution of
exposure among publishers on an online content platform, with
a particular focus on those who produce high quality, long-tail
content that may be unfairly disadvantaged. We propose a novel
approach of repurposing existing components of an industrial rec-
ommender system to deliver valuable exposure to underrepresented
publishers while maintaining high recommendation quality. To
demonstrate the efficiency of our proposal, we conduct large-scale
online AB experiments, report results indicating desired outcomes
and share several insights from long-term application of the ap-
proach in the production setting.
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1 Introduction
Our online content platform serves millions of daily active users
and recommends content produced by many different publishers.
Users are offered a personalized selection of online media content,
consisting of news and entertainment articles, videos and podcasts,
as illustrated in a Figure 1. The platform is privately owned and the
majority of its revenue comes from serving online advertisements.

As the most visited content platform in our country, we make
great demands on all publishers in terms of quality of the content
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Figure 1: Illustration of our endless feed of content.

itself and impose rules for displaying an advertisement. Long-tail
content 1 with high specificity and quality, designed for a smaller
audience, is often expensive to produce and in our recommender
system suffers from a popularity bias that leads to less attention due
to fewer clicks and a lower click-through rate (CTR). As a result,
more specific and less popular publishers may not thrive, and being
involved in our platform may not be economically beneficial for
1The term long-tail content [16] refers to the items that are less popular compared to
the most popular items. It depends on the shape of exposure distribution curve and
often constitutes the majority of items, in contrast to the small number of very popular
items.
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them in the long-term. This can be regarded as a systemic bias in
our setting.

Recommending long-tail items is generally considered to be
valuable to the users [4], as these are items that users are less likely
to know about. Additionally, exposing users to these items can
increase diversity and serendipity of a recommendation list, which
surprises and satisfies the users because properly selected long-tail
items can still be very relevant to them [1, 11].

A market that suffers from a popularity bias will lack opportuni-
ties to discover more obscure products and will be, by definition,
dominated by a few large brands or well-known artists [6]. In our
work, we try to mitigate this bias as well as strive to improve the
recommendation of the long-tail content to users.

A typical recommender system searches for the best items for
each user in terms of a defined objective. We decided to reverse
this approach and formalize the problem as follows: for each item
of the selected publisher, we search for its best users. We believe and
further prove that this approach can mitigate the aforementioned
systemic bias and provides sufficient revenue for selected long-tail
publishers.

Since our recommender system recommends an item to a user
and we want to promote a long-tail group of publishers, we need to
create a mechanism that aligns our approach to the publisher level.
This involves setting a minimum exposure, which is the amount
of exposure each of the items produced by selected publishers
should receive, that is considered sufficient and is constant across
all items. In our experiments, exposure of an item is represented by
the number of visible impressions, that is, the number of times a
given item has been recommended to a user and visibly displayed
on user’s screen for defined period of time. To establish the value
of minimum exposure, we take into account typical revenue of an
advertisement that is displayed on a selected publisher’s website,
as well as average CTR of an item.

In summary, we make the following contributions:

• we propose a novel approach to recommending long-tail
items,

• we employ several system-level fairness metrics,
• we conduct multiple online experiments, including an abla-
tion study

• we investigate the effectiveness of the proposed approach in
terms of fairness and performance metrics

• we incorporate the proposed method into our standard rec-
ommender system and report long-term experience

2 Related work
In order to measure the effect of the proposed approach on equitable
resource distribution at our platform, system-level fairness metrics
need to be defined. Lazovich et al. [10] present the distributional
inequality metrics, a set of metrics originating from economics,
and define desirable criteria to evaluate their ability to measure
disparities in content exposure. Diaz et al. [7] define a set of metrics
based on the principle of equal expected exposure, which takes into
account the relevance of an item.

A common way of improving system-level fairness in recom-
mender systems is via randomization. Diaz et al. [7] use Plackett-
Luce sampling, which samples permutations based on the scores

from the retrieval or the ranking model. Another method, called
Rank Transposition, ignores the scores and randomly shuffles the
original ranked list. Bower et al. [5] show that, in industrial set-
tings, randomization only at one specific stage of recommendation
process may not lead to improvements in fairness, and that it is
necessary to treat fairness holistically, at all stages of possibly very
complex recommender system. To do so, authors present Plackett-
Luce sampling with Inverse Candidate Frequency Weights, which
helps mitigate possible biases arising from retrieval stage of recom-
mendation.

Maximum Inner Product Search (k-MIPS) is a well-studied prob-
lem from the area of collaborative filtering recommendation [12].
The idea of reversing the k-MIPS to efficiently find suitable users for
an item was first proposed by Amagata and Hara [2]. The authors
define the reverse k-MIPS as the problem of finding a set of k users
with maximum inner product for a query item, explore existing
exact and approximate search algorithms and propose their own
search algorithm called Simpfer, which they further improve in [3].

3 Inverse Retrieval Model
Given an item, our goal is to retrieve an ordered set of users who are
likely to find the item relevant and to consume it. To achieve that,
we suggest repurposing the two-tower retrieval model [15] that
is already trained and used in our main recommendation pipeline.
In a standard setting of recommending items for a single user, the
model is used to generate user and item embeddings. Single user
embedding is then used as a query in an Approximate Nearest
Neighbors (ANN) index of item embeddings to retrieve the top N
most similar items. To tackle our problem of retrieving users for an
item, we propose to invert this setting. Given a set of users, we use
the model to generate an embedding for each of the users and store
those embeddings in the ANN index. Then, we use the embedding
of the given item to query this index and retrieve the top N most
similar users. Note that any other model optimized for user-item
embedding (dis-)similarity can be used as a replacement.

This Inverse Retrieval (InvR) process can be repeated for all se-
lected long-tail items that did not receive enough exposure at given
time. The detailed diagram of the pipeline is shown in Figure 2.
By its nature, this approach fits better in offline recommendation
setting, so all item-to-users candidates are periodically recomputed,
transposed to user-to-items (single user can appear as a candidate
for multiple items) and presented to the user once they use the
service. Note that the number of users per item is a crucial hyper-
parameter that has to be carefully selected according to the specific
context. The variables that affect the selection include but are not
limited to the required minimum item exposure, the number of
items and users, the frequency of candidate recomputation and the
lifetime of an item, if any kind of item expiration is present.

3.1 Ordering items for single user
In cases when there are multiple items recommended for a single
user, we need to decide the ordering of items presented to the user.
The most apparent solution is to use the score provided by the ANN
index, in our case dot product of the user and the item embedding.
This approach, however, can be strongly biased by item popularity
as more popular items often gain higher scores [13] regardless
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of the actual relevance to the user, defeating the very purpose of
recommending long-tail items. A more fairness-oriented solution
is to randomly shuffle items. We argue that the most appropriate
method is to order the items by the rank of a given user with respect
to a given item. In other words, if user ranks high for the given
item, compared to all other users according to the score, then this
item should be presented to this user at a high position, ignoring
the absolute value of the score. This way, the priority is to present
the given item to the most promising users first.

3.2 Considerations and limitations
One may argue that an equivalent of item popularity bias may exist
in the set of users, heavy users being ranked high in similar manner
as popular items are in standard recommender system scenarios.
Such problem may occur if the users were represented by their
unique ID. In our system, it is naturally avoided by representing
the users by their recent interaction history, truncated to a fixed
length, so the rank of a user should not depend on their level of
activity. Also, to limit the number of item candidates per user during
the user-to-item transposition, we retrieve more user candidates
for each item, sort all user-item candidate pairs by score or rank
(depending on the variant) and in a single pass, we assign items to
users until predefined item per user limit is reached, after which
the user is skipped for further candidates. This way, the items are
distributed among more users instead of accumulating on fewer
heavy users and every item is guaranteed to be assigned exactly to
the required number of users.

Another challenge is the quality of cold start item embeddings.
Since the ID-based item embeddings in the two-tower retrieval
model are trained on user-item interactions, the representations of
new items with no interactions are virtually random and useless
for finding relevant users. We employ standard randomization so-
lution to the item cold start by randomly inserting new items into
recommendation slates for a pre-defined period of time or until
sufficient number of interactions have been gathered.

4 Setup
4.1 Recommender system description
Our main recommendation pipeline follows the 4-stage framework
as described by Higley et al. [9]. The retrieval and ranking stages uti-
lize models from TensorFlow Recommenders library2, specifically
the two-tower model for retrieval and Deep and Cross Network
V2[14] for the ranking stage. Both retrieval and ranking models are
trained incrementally every 5 minutes. An endless feed of recom-
mended items consists of 20-item slates, incrementally generated
online as user scrolls through the feed. The system serves millions
of daily active users, handling thousands of requests per second
with the latency limits in order of lower hundreds of milliseconds.

The retrieval model, which is also repurposed for InvR, uses
hashed ID-based item embeddings. An embedding of user is deter-
mined as an average pooling of item embeddings present in given
user’s history. Clicked items are used as positive examples and
visible but not clicked items as negative. The dimensionality of
embeddings is 128, the batch size is 128. We train the model for 10

2https://www.tensorflow.org/recommenders/

epochs with learning rate 0.1 and AdaGrad optimizer. All retrieval
model hyperparameters were optimized previously during series
of experiments and have not been further optimized for the InvR
usage. Both item index for retrieval and user index for InvR use
ScANN[8] library.

4.2 Incorporating InvR items in
recommendation

The offline InvR pipeline is executed every 60 minutes. During the
online recommendation, the pre-generated InvR candidate items
are inserted into the slate after the ranking stage and most of the
business logic, so the recommended items are isolated from all
possible biases arising from the main recommender, as described
in Section 1. We argue that the main bias our approach bypasses
is the popularity bias. The only remaining business logic applied
to InvR-recommended items is simple deduplication. We dedicate
up to 3 positions in a specified range of each 20-item slate for InvR
recommendation. If an item has been visibly displayed to a user
twice, we exclude it for all future visits of the same user. Once an
item reaches theminimum exposure, it is no longer supported by the
InvR mechanism, though it may still be organically recommended
by the main recommender pipeline.

4.3 Publisher selection
We select those publishers that suffer from low attention/revenues
due to the popularity bias as described in Section 1. For this purpose,
we design several business and performance criteria that have to

user histories

ANN index

items

user idsuser embeddings

retrieval user model retrieval item model

query

item embeddings

item2users

user2items

Figure 2: InvR pipeline diagram in production conditions
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Figure 3: Real-world example of Lorenz curve.

be met in a 6-months window: low total revenue per month, low
average number of visible impressions across publisher’s items, a
low number of clicks in total per month and finally low revenue per
each item on average. Besides previous conditions, publishers have
to belong to a group of “original niche” which is characterized by a
high level of content production quality and is specialized utterly
in one content topic.

4.4 User selection
We want to show long-tail content recommendations to the users
with stable identity, i.e. those who have sufficiently long history
and who consent with personalization. Since the success of our
proposal heavily depends on the user actually visiting the platform
in the near future so that the InvR-generated item candidates can
be presented to them, we select only the users who visited the
platform frequently enough in recent past.

4.5 A/B testing
In order to assess the performance of our recommender system, we
perform randomized A/B tests on live traffic. For each of the tested
variants, we include A/A variant. The size of each variant as well
as test duration are chosen empirically w.r.t. statistical significance.
In the context of this work, it would be interesting to perform AB
testing in terms of items. However, due to the production environ-
ment, the unit of randomization in our AB testing system is the
user.

5 Evaluation and discussion
5.1 Metrics
To evaluate the impact of the proposed method on the exposure of
long-tail items, we employ these system-level item-wise fairness
metrics:

a) bottom 50 percent share (B50PS) is a metric derived from
Lorenz curve, inspired by top X percent share metric presented by
Lazovich et al.[10], modified to capture changes in the long-tail
items region of the Lorenz curve. It shows the portion of exposure
received by the least popular half of the whole item set. While the
choice of 50th percentile is arbitrary and depends on the skewness
of the Lorenz curve, it is a strict lower-bound of what can be con-
sidered a long-tail of a distribution, since even in the edge case of
uniform distribution, it is equal to the percentage of equal share.
Therefore, in many real-world scenarios such as can be seen in
Figure 3, where the Lorenz curve is heavily skewed, the bottom
half of the item set can safely be considered a long-tail.

b) percentage of sufficiently exposed items (PSEI) is the
percentage of the treated items that have received more than the
pre-defined minimum exposure.

The two selected metrics above are meant to be complementary
– B50PS focuses on all items while PSEI captures changes only for
InvR-treated items.

The overall amount of users and their attention is beyond our
control, making the overall exposure relatively fixed. Consequently,
promoting a subset of items will inevitably come at the expense of
the rest of the items, especially the most popular ones. To illustrate
the impact on the most popular items exposition, we report the
aforementioned top 1 percent share (T1PS)[10].

To compare the InvR variants described in Section 5.2 with each
other and with the ablation study baseline in terms of relevance, we
report average click-through rate (CTR) and average number of
clicks, both per user, filtered to InvR-generated recommendations
only. All reported metric changes are in relative scale.

5.2 Variants
The Baseline is our recommender system as described in Sec-
tion 4.1, without any usage of the InvR. We conduct an ablation
study to investigate the performance gain of using the model in
InvR pipeline by including Random variant that acts as a baseline
for InvR. In this variant, the same conditions apply (set of items
and users, periodical offline batch computation and incorporation
into the slate), but instead of using the model for user selection,
we pick users for an item randomly. Finally, we use three InvR
variants described in Section 3.1 to show differences in the item
orderings. InvR Random orders the item candidates for a user
randomly, InvR Score orders the candidates by the absolute value
of the score and InvR User rank by the user rank w.r.t. the item.

5.3 Overall results
See Table 1 for the experimental result. The metric bottom 50 per-
cent share, B50PS shows that while all variants have boosted the
exposure of long-tail items, the InvR User rank variant surpassed
others by a large margin. This metric is computed on all items, not
only those produced by selected publishers. As for the percentage
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Figure 4: Percentage of sufficiently exposed items (PSEI) over time.

Table 1: Experimental results

Variant B50PS PSEI T1PS CTR (InvR) Clicks (InvR)

Baseline 0 % 0 % 0 % - -
Random +9.2 % +181 % -1.0 % 0 % 0 %
InvR Random +9 % +43 % -0.5 % +271 % +106 %
InvR Score +9.9 % +41 % -0.9 % +261 % +103 %
InvR User rank +33.3 % +45 % -1.6 % +300 % +120 %

of sufficiently exposed items metric, PSEI, where only items from
selected publishers are considered, we can see that the Random
variant was outstandingly successful. This comes as no surprise,
because - in the Random variant - items are uniformly distributed
between all users, leading to maximal exposure, while all other
InvR methods focus on a much smaller set of relevant users. The
cost of the high exposure is a severely low CTR and Clicks when
compared to other InvR variants, as a long-tail item delivered to
a random user will most likely be irrelevant to the user. The dis-
crepancies between B50PS and PSEI for Random and InvR variants
are consequent upon the fact that each metric is measured over a
different set of items (see the mention of the complementarity of
these two metrics in Section 5.1).

In terms of the impact on the most popular items exposition
captured by top 1 percent share, T1PS, where a reduction is (from
a fairness point of view) considered positive change, the InvR User
rank variant significantly outperformed others.

Focusing on the CTR and Clicks, we found it surprising that
the InvR Score variant did not surpass the others thanks to the
popularity bias in scores, which remains unexplained. We conclude
that the InvR User rank item ordering method is consistently the
right approach.

Since InvR effectively pushes down other, possibly more popular
and clickable items, it is natural that relevance-focused KPIs may
suffer. To illustrate the cost of deploying the winning InvR User
rank variant to production, we report 1.04 % drop in overall user
average CTR and 1.67 % decrease in overall average number of
clicks per user.

5.4 Further experiments
After the main experiment where described variants were tested,
a few more experiments followed. For example, we examined the
impact of position bias on item exposure by modifying the range
of positions where InvR items are inserted into slate, confirming

that by placing item on higher position, the exposure increases
significantly, with significantly negative impact on KPIs. We also
experimented with different user counts per item, in which case
we discovered that the increase in exposure is sublinear to the
increase of users per item. Other experiments tested various user-
item allocation algorithms that assign candidates more evenly in
edge cases (leading to increase in exposure of the least popular
items), inclusion of unregistered users (no significant impact) and
loosening the criteria for publisher selection (lower overall exposure
per item).

5.5 Mentionable side-effects and long-term
experience

Apart from the results above, other interesting details surfaced
when we analysed the experiment. The main recommender pipeline
secondarily benefited in terms of diversity (measured by total num-
ber of unique recommended items) thanks to the fact that the InvR-
generated data was used for training the main model. The number
of unique items recommended by the main pipeline in InvR variants
increased by 18 % when compared to Baseline.

Finally, the InvR User rank variant was deployed as our new
production baseline. Over the course of the following months, we
observed interesting behaviors in the system. While there was an
immediate increase in PSEI metric after the deployment of InvR,
the PSEI continued to grow until it reached similar values as the
Random variant did in our main experiment, while maintaining
good performance in terms of KPIs. The increase of global PSEI
after deployment, as well as during the experiments, can be seen in
Figure 4. The line in blue is the actual daily value and the red line
is exponentially weighted moving average with 𝛼 = 0.125.

We also noticed that on long-term average, only about 40 % of
minimum exposure is generated by InvR itself until it gets shut off
for given item due to reaching the minimum exposure, suggesting
that InvR helps “kick-start” the item and the main recommender
takes care of the rest.

6 Conclusion and future work
In this paper, we proposed a novel way of repurposing part of
industrial recommender system to tackle the problem of long-tail
content recommendation, which we argue is mainly caused by
popularity bias. After describing the method and all its variants,
we reported the results of online experiments, showing significant
increase in exposure of selected long-tail publishers, accompanied
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by impacts on the KPIs. We discussed some further observations
and side-effects as well as long-terms experience after successful
deployment to production.

In conclusion, proposed approach meets the needs of two pri-
mary stakeholders: it supplies publishers with sufficient and rel-
evant traffic and delivers well-personalized recommendations to
users, resulting in a positive long-term impact on the platform
stability from business perspective.

There are multiple directions of possible future work. The InvR
may greatly benefit from a more sophisticated solution of item cold
start, applicable to the two-tower retrieval model, which would be
to replace item ID-based embedding with pre-trained content-based
one, further trained on user-item interactions. We may also perform
the model hyperparameter optimization for the InvR use case or
experiment with completely different user and item embedding
models. To rule out the influence of selection of long-tail publishers,
we may conduct an experiment where all items receive the InvR
treatment. We would also like to focus more on the impact of our
solution on the user experience and user-centred fairness.
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