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Abstract. The use of recommender systems in the recruitment domain
has been labeled as ‘high-risk’ in recent legislation. As a result, strict re-
quirements regarding explainability and fairness have been put in place
to ensure proper treatment of all involved stakeholders. To allow for
stakeholder-specific explainability, while also handling highly heteroge-
neous recruitment data, we propose a novel explainable multi-stakeholder
job recommender system using graph neural networks: the Occupational
Knowledge-based Recommender using Attention (OKRA). The proposed
method is capable of providing both candidate- and company-side rec-
ommendations and explanations. We find that OKRA performs substan-
tially better than six baselines in terms of nDCG for two datasets. Fur-
thermore, we find that the tested models show a bias toward candidates
and vacancies located in urban areas. Overall, our findings suggest that
OKRA provides a balance between accuracy, explainability, and fairness.

Keywords: Job Recommender Systems · Heterogeneous Graph Learn-
ing · Explainable AI · Multi-Stakeholder Recommendation

1 Introduction

Finding a job can be compared to finding a needle in a haystack. As a result,
the staffing industry has seen continuous growth over the past decades [11]. Yet,
even for experienced recruiters, successfully matching thousands of candidates
to thousands of job vacancies can be prohibitively challenging. To assist in this
task, recruitment agencies have increasingly been making use of machine learn-
ing to match candidates and job vacancies [29, 31, 37, 38, 54, 56]. Within the
field of recruitment, there exist several unique challenges and restrictions related
to using machine learning. For one, the use of AI in recruitment has been labeled
as ‘high-risk’ in recent legislation [14], due to the sensitive nature of the data
being used and the large impact decisions can have on job seekers (candidates)
and companies. This also highlights the requirement to consider the multiple
stakeholders of recruitment, primarily candidates - individuals looking for a job;
recruiters - those who try to match candidates to vacancies; and company rep-
resentatives - those who are responsible for hiring new employees in companies.
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Since different stakeholders within a multi-stakeholder environment often
have conflicting goals, it is crucial that they can be presented with some justifi-
cation of the provided recommendation [1]. Without a properly tailored explana-
tion, accepting recommendations at face value can be difficult. Despite explain-
ability being a legal requirement for high-risk domains like recruitment [14], the
majority of state-of-the-art (SOTA) job recommender systems (JRSs) function
as black boxes, meaning that their decisions are not explainable [21, 23, 28, 29,
56]; those that do offer some level of explainability tend to do so in a limited
manner, without accounting for all stakeholders [31, 49, 54].

Furthermore, those same SOTA models opt to either make use of structured
data (tabular data including skills, previous jobs, etc.) [32, 54], or unstructured
data (CV and vacancy texts) [21, 23, 28, 29, 31, 56], failing to capitalize on both.
Regardless of which data type is chosen, a portion of the data is left unused,
potentially leaving a significant amount of predictive power underutilized.

To address these shortcomings, this paper aims to answer the following re-
search question: How can we design an explainable multi-stakeholder recom-
mender system that outperforms state-of-the-art systems in user- and provider-
side metrics? To assist in doing so, we formulate the following three sub-questions:

SQ1: How well do state-of-the-art baseline models perform ranking on our
datasets of structured and unstructured data?

SQ2: How can we develop an explainable graph neural network that is able to
fully utilize heterogeneous data to outperform state-of-the-art baselines?

SQ3: How does such a model perform regarding user- and provider-side fairness
metrics compared to state-of-the-art baselines?

We find that combining structured and unstructured data leads to a consider-
able improvement in ranking accuracy (nDCG). Additionally, taking a stakeholder-
specific approach can lead to further improvement, while also providing explain-
ability. Furthermore, we find that all models, both text- and graph-based, per-
form somewhat poorly regarding user- and provider-side fairness metrics, mean-
ing that they unfairly discriminate against candidates and companies from rural
areas, demonstrating an urban bias.

2 Related Work and Hypotheses

The European Union has labeled the use of AI in recruitment as a high-risk
scenario, emphasizing the need for careful consideration of how job recommender
systems are developed and used [14]. This concern arises from the significant
impact employment decisions have on individuals’ lives and the sensitive nature
of the data these systems handle. The field of job recommendation has garnered a
significant amount of interest in recent years, with advances in natural language
processing (NLP) playing a pivotal role in enhancing the performance of JRSs.
As a result, previous work largely focuses on creating embeddings from CVs
and vacancies and attempting to match those two [21, 29]. However, when only
focusing on one type of data, whether structured or unstructured, a significant
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amount of data is left unused. Furthermore, while some previous research has
included aspects like fairness and explainability in their approach [31, 49, 54],
these are often not the main focus of the models.

2.1 Job Recommender Systems

Most previous work on job recommendations makes use of NLP-related tech-
niques to find similarities between CV and vacancy texts. Earlier research on
JRSs [37, 38, 56] predominantly makes use of convolutional neural networks
(CNNs), recurrent neural networks (RNNs), and long short-term memory mod-
els (LSTMs), following the trend of most NLP-related research of the time. Re-
cently, however, transformer architectures [50] have seen widespread popularity
in the field of NLP due to their high-quality text embedding generation, leading
to their state-of-the-art performance on many different NLP tasks [24, 46, 55,
57], including job recommendation [20, 23, 25, 29].

Most pre-trained models, such as BERT [12] and e5 [51] also have a multi-
lingual variant [12, 52], which has been pre-trained instead on a dataset of texts
in a variety of languages. Since CVs and vacancies are susceptible to a language
mismatch, being able to determine cross-lingual similarity is crucial. Based on
these considerations, we formulate the following hypothesis: H1 - The state-
of-the-art models will perform substantially better than the simple baselines in
terms of ranking metrics due to their higher expressive power and capability to
find cross-lingual matches.

2.2 Knowledge Graph-based Approaches for Job Recommendation

While transformer-based approaches can perform well when matching different
textual features, they often entirely ignore a second type of data available for
candidates and vacancies: structured data. While parts of such data are also
present in candidates’ CVs, details are often omitted for brevity limiting the
potential richness of the dataset. The use of knowledge graphs presents a so-
lution by enabling the integration of unstructured and (semi-)structured data.
Furthermore, they also allow for models to be inherently explainable [48].

We leverage these techniques to develop a knowledge graph-based JRS that
performs well and is inherently explainable to users without considerable techni-
cal knowledge. While attention values provide an acceptable amount of explain-
ability to lay users, their inability to distinguish positive and negative contri-
butions of specific features/nodes/edges to the final prediction can make them
difficult to understand fully [40]. To address this shortcoming, recent explain-
able graph neural network architectures have been designed to generate multiple
explanations for a single graph, which can then be optimized to, for example,
separate positive and negative contributions to the model’s decision [47]. This
leads us to the following hypothesis: H2 - By creating a deep attention-based
heterogeneous graph neural network, we can create a model capable of generating
rich multi-stakeholder embeddings, allowing it to outperform the baseline models
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in terms of ranking metrics. The model’s node- and edge-attention values can be
used as explanations.

Furthermore, by focusing on different paths in the graph, different explana-
tions can be generated for the same candidate-vacancy pair. This makes the use
of knowledge graphs suitable for multi-stakeholder explainability.

2.3 Fairness in Ranking

In addition to the requirement that job recommendations need to be explainable,
recent legislation also requires systems to fairly treat data subjects with different
sensitive attributes [14]. While a considerable amount of research has been done
on fairness in recruitment, the focus often lies on either user-sided or provider-
sided fairness, rather than on a multi-stakeholder definition of fairness [1, 2, 5,
44]. As a result, we present the following hypothesis: H3 - We expect model
performance to be inversely correlated with both user- and provider-side fairness
metrics. Considering the sparsity of positive labels (successful matches) in the
dataset, achieving fairness will be difficult without deteriorating general model
performance.

We focus specifically on regional fairness and the distinction between rural
and urban job seekers and providers. In the Netherlands, as in much of the world,
there is an ever-growing ‘divide’ between the highly urbanized areas and the rest
of the country. This divide often leads to (parts of) the countryside feeling ‘left
behind’ and takes shape across different countries and cultures (e.g., the US, the
UK, Europe, China, and South-Africa) [3, 6, 16, 22, 27, 33, 36, 41].

2.4 Contributions

Our work contributes to the field by comparing the performance of various mod-
els on a high-quality dataset and introducing a novel heterogeneous knowledge
graph-based JRS capable of providing both candidate- and company-sided rec-
ommendations in an explainable manner. We assess these models not only based
on their predictive accuracy but also consider performance for both user- (job
seeker) and provider-side (employers) fairness metrics.

3 Methodology

In this section, we first describe our data pre-processing pipeline. Then, we go
over our novel model’s architecture and describe and substantiate the baselines
we used. We also provide details on how all models were trained. Lastly, we go
over our approach to evaluating all the models.

3.1 Data

Our explainable, multi-stakeholder job recommender system and all the baselines
were trained on two separate datasets - one proprietary commercial dataset,1

1 The company name has been anonymized
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and one publicly available dataset (Zhaopin).2 These datasets both contain a
wide range of features, with varying levels of relevance for our task. For the
proprietary dataset, we used the following set of features: (i) Work experience -
previous work experience of the candidates stored as tabular data; (ii) Candidate
description - user-generated texts representing the candidate’s work and educa-
tion history; (iii) the driver’s licenses held by each candidate; (iv) the languages
spoken by each candidate; (v) the skills held by each candidate; (vi) Requests
general structured data on vacancies (e.g., working hours, required education,
company name) as well as vacancy texts stored as plain text.

Similarly, for the Zhaopin dataset, we made use of the following features:
(i) Work experience - unstructured ‘list’ of skills and previous positions; (ii) the
highest level of education attained by the candidate; (iii) the desired and current
location (anonymized), industry, job type, and salary range of the candidate; (iv)
Job description - description and requirements of the position.

Both datasets contained ground truth values indicating to what extent can-
didates and vacancies matched each other. The labels ranged from -1 to 5 in
the proprietary dataset, and from 0 to 3 in the Zhaopin dataset. In the pro-
prietary dataset, both -1 and 0 indicated a rejection, with -1 representing a
randomly sampled rejection and 0 a manual rejection. These randomly sampled
rejections were included as negative sampling, since manual rejections often still
had considerable similarity to each other (i.e., they passed the initial screening).
Randomly sampled rejections, by contrast, provided the model with exposure to
fully irrelevant combinations. The labels 2 to 5 range from the candidate being
in a try-out phase up to a successful hire. For the Zhaopin dataset, a 0 indicated
no interaction between the two parties. On the other end, 1 through 3 indicated
an interaction, application, or hire, respectively.

Since the baseline methods we used only allowed for textual data, the input
data for those was limited to the CVs and vacancies. Due to the highly sensitive
nature of the proprietary dataset, it will not be shared publicly.

3.2 Knowledge Graph Creation

We incorporated the structured and unstructured features into a single knowl-
edge graph. This was done in Python 3.10 using the kglab library (version 0.6.6).3
The column and table names in the datasets were converted to edge types (e.g.,
in a table ‘candidate_skills’ containing candidate IDs and skill IDs, the triples
would have the form (candidate_id, has_skill, skill_id)). We then created infer-
ence rules using the Web Ontology Language [53] based on the relations in the
full graph relating to the hierarchy of different job types (as defined by ISCO)
and education levels, as well as transitive, inverse, and sub-class relationships.4

2 https://www.zhaopin.com/
3 https://derwen.ai/docs/kgl/
4 The pipeline to create the knowledge graph, as well as all other code used for our

experiments, can be found in our GitHub repository (https://github.com/Roan-
Schellingerhout/OKRA_ECIR)

https://www.zhaopin.com/
https://derwen.ai/docs/kgl/
https://github.com/Roan-Schellingerhout/OKRA_ECIR
https://github.com/Roan-Schellingerhout/OKRA_ECIR
https://github.com/Roan-Schellingerhout/OKRA_ECIR
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The full graphs were then used to create smaller sub-graphs for each candidate-
vacancy pair for which we had labeled data, as well as several randomly sampled
non-matching pairs. This sub-graph creation was done using a k-random walk
algorithm. We opted for a random walk approach over a comprehensive one (i.e.,
one found through breadth-first search for example) to reduce noise in the final
embeddings, as extremely distant connections can lower embedding quality [42].
For the same reason, we set the maximum path length of this random search to
7 (i.e. k = 7) based on the findings from Sha et al. [42].

These candidate-vacancy graphs could simultaneously function as vacancy-
candidate graphs by reversing their edges. Using both the candidate-vacancy and
vacancy-candidate graphs during training is what allows our model to consider
the problem from a multi-stakeholder perspective, as that enables it to ‘ground’
its reasoning from either the candidate or vacancy perspective. The actual task
of our models was then to rank these sub-graphs in order of relevance, i.e., we
considered the problem to be a graph-ranking task. For both datasets, we used
80% of the candidates (i.e., all sub-graphs of 80% of the candidates) in our
training set, 10% in our validation set, and the final 10% in our test set. The
nodes and edges within each sub-graph were stored according to a unique ID,
even when referring to the same nodes in the full knowledge graphs, to prevent
the models from ‘remembering’ items in the test set.

3.3 Model architecture

Our novel explainable job recommender system, the Occupational Knowledge-
based Recommender using Attention (OKRA) consists of four components (Fig. 1):

Relational node embedding: This part initially embeds the nodes in the sub-
graph based on their own value, as well as that of the nodes in their (distant)
neighborhood;

Stakeholder-specific embedding: This component creates sets of separate
candidate- and company-side node embeddings based on the candidate-
vacancy and vacancy-candidate graphs;

Sub-graph embedding: Here, the model combines the individual node em-
beddings into a single sub-graph embedding;

Prediction layer: The final layer of the model calculates a candidate- and
company-side matching score, whose harmonic mean is then used as the
final matching score.

Relational node embedding In the first phase, the model creates node-level
embeddings for each sub-graph. This is done using a combination of two ap-
proaches: nodes containing a significant amount of textual data (i.e., candidate
descriptions and vacancy texts) are embedded using a transformer model.5 Due
to hardware limitations, only the first 96 tokens of each text were fed into the
5 The transformer used was e5-multilingual-small

https://huggingface.co/intfloat/multilingual-e5-small
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Fig. 1. An overview of OKRA’s architecture: the relational node embedding layer,
stakeholder-specific embedding layer, sub-graph embedding layer, and prediction layer.

model; we opted for simply taking the first tokens, usually containing personal
descriptives and the most recent work/education history of a candidate, as that
approach has been shown to perform well in previous work [29]. The output is
then mean-pooled, and fed into a linear layer to create an embedding of the
desired size (this textual embedding size, T , is a hyperparameter). These em-
beddings are then considered the textual nodes’ starting embeddings. Nodes
without considerable textual data, on the other hand, begin with a fully random
embedding. After this initial embedding, all nodes (i.e., both those related to
structured and unstructured data) are embedded using a general heterogeneous
graph embedding layer utilizing two sequential graph transformers [43].

Stakeholder-specific embedding The output of the relational node embed-
ding layer is a tensor containing the embedding of each node in each sub-graph,
RN×V×M , where the embedding size M is a hyperparameter. To allow the model
to create multiple explanations, we use a sub-graph embedding layer based on
that of Teufel et al. [47] which uses multiple GATv2 convolutions [8]. We use
four distinct graph attention networks using four attention heads (H = 4) to
allow both positive and negative explanations to be generated for the candidate-
and company-side. We alter MEGAN’s design so that it allows us to generate
both a candidate- and company-side embedding, meaning that each node and
edge has two unique embeddings. We multiply the candidate- and company-side
embeddings by each of the four attention heads’ importance weightings. Then,
we concatenate the results, leaving us with two refined node-level embeddings
RN×V×M×H . In plain terms, we are left with H node embeddings of size M for
all nodes (V ) in the sub-graphs in our current batch (N).

Sub-graph embedding Considering the number of nodes, V , per graph is not
fixed, as different graphs can have a different number of nodes, we stack all
nodes belonging to the same sub-graph into their respective tensor. This tensor
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is then pooled to create a sub-graph embedding. The pooling technique used
is considered a hyperparameter (mean, max, sum). This pooling operation is
done twice, once for the candidate-side embedding and once for the company-
side embedding, creating two sets of sub-graph embeddings RN×M ·H . Lastly,
the candidate- or company-side node embeddings of the two ‘main nodes’ of
each sub-graph, i.e., the candidate and vacancy for which we need to determine
the matching scores, are concatenated to these sub-graph embeddings to ensure
their relevance is not diminished during the pooling operation. This leads to
each sub-graph having two final embeddings, one for the candidate side and one
for the company side, both having shape RN×3·M ·H . In other words, for each
sub-graph in the batch, we have a single embedding consisting of the pooled,
concatenated head embeddings of each node in the sub-graph, which in turn has
been concatenated to the full embeddings of its two ‘main nodes’ - the relevant
candidate and vacancy nodes.

Prediction layer These two matrices are then fed into two separate linear
layers that determine the candidate- and company-side matching score between
the candidate and the vacancy in the sub-graph (a single floating point number
between -100 and 100, as to be human-understandable). The harmonic mean of
these two values is considered to be the final matching score of the candidate
and vacancy, using which the sub-graphs are ultimately ranked. As a result,
the output of the model is a single vector RN . We opted for the use of the
harmonic mean over the arithmetic mean, as we considered lower values to be
more impactful - if a candidate is very under-qualified for a position they could
be highly interested in, it is still not useful to recommend this to them, as the
odds of a successful match being made are slim.

Implementation and hyperparameters The model was implemented using a com-
bination of the Pytorch [35] and PyTorch Geometric [15] libraries. To perform
optimization, we made use of the ADAM optimizer [26]. We used a custom
LambdaRANK [9] loss function to directly optimize our performance metric:
the model’s nDCG score. During training, hyperparameter tuning was performed
through a Tree-structured Parzen Estimator for Bayesian optimization [7] using
the Optuna [4] library. All training was performed using a single NVidia Tesla
V100-SXM2-16GB GPU. After having run 32 trials, we found the optimal hy-
perparameters for OKRA to be: a textual embedding size T of 128, a node
embedding size M of 32, and the use of mean-pooling for both the candidate-
and company-side. Optimal performance was achieved after training the model
for 3 epochs with a learning rate of 5.283× 10−5.

3.4 Baselines

To determine the performance and fairness gain of our novel model, we compared
it against multiple different baselines. These baselines differed widely in their
complexity and approach, ranging from very simplistic to state-of-the-art. We
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used several baselines that perform well on general NLP tasks, as we expected
them to perform similarly well while matching CVs and vacancies.

Random - To determine the general difficulty of the ranking task on our
dataset, the first baseline we created was a random baseline. This baseline assigns
every vacancy a random matching score for the candidate, which is then used to
generate the list of recommendations.

TF-IDF - The second baseline we used, was the ranking vacancies based on
the cosine similarity of their term frequency-inverse document frequency (TF-
IDF) [45] vectors to the CV.

Doc2Vec - Another simple, text-based baseline we used, was Doc2Vec [30].
This method creates document embeddings by predicting words based on their
neighboring words and a unique paragraph ID. The ranking is then again done
using the cosine similarity between embeddings.

e5-multilingual - As the first state-of-the-art baseline, we used a fine-tuned
transformer model that was not specifically designed for recruitment data: e5
[52].6 We used a Siamese architecture to feed the CV and vacancy texts into the
model, and ranked vacancies using the cosine similarity of the embeddings.

conSultantBERT (cBERT) - Furthermore, we used a similar fine-tuned
transformer model that was specifically created to generate vacancy/CV em-
beddings: conSultantBERT [29]. We then used the same method to fine-tune
this model as with e5. Previous work has shown that task-adapted BERT-based
models obtain SOTA performance in text-only job recommendation [19].

GraphTransformer (GTrans) - To ensure OKRA’s difference in perfor-
mance is not strictly due to it being able to access more data (i.e., both structured
and unstructured), we also used a graph-based baseline. We did so with two ver-
sions, one with a single GraphTransformer layer, and one with two sequential
GraphTransformers. This second model is an ablation of OKRA that contains
only the first and last layer, causing it to not generate refined candidate- and
company-side embeddings and scores.

The baselines that required hyperparameter tuning were tuned the same way
OKRA was. The SOTA models were implemented using PyTorch (Geometric).7

3.5 Evaluation

To determine the ranking performance of the models, we used nDCG@10, nDCG@5,
and nDCG@3. Depending on the context, stakeholders can be interested in a
longer or shorter list of matches; therefore, we reflect this in the evaluation.

We also evaluated all models in terms of regional (urban vs. rural) fairness.
Generally, we speak of user- and provider-side fairness [10]; in our scenario,
candidates represent the users, while the companies offering vacancies are the
providers. Aligning with both parties’ goals, we also use two distinct fairness
metrics to evaluate the models.

6 We specifically used the ‘e5-multilingual-base‘ model from HuggingFace
7 The hyperparameters for each model can be found in our GitHub repository.

https://huggingface.co/intfloat/multilingual-e5-base
https://github.com/Roan-Schellingerhout/OKRA_ECIR
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For user-side fairness, we consider performance disparity (∆P ) [17, 34]. This
metric determines the extent to which users from a protected group are dis-
criminated against regarding model performance. The performance disparity is
calculated by subtracting the nDCG@10-score of the unprotected group from
that of the protected group. A negative ∆P indicates the model performs worse
for users from the protected group, while a positive value indicates it performs
better for that group. We consider a performance disparity of 0 to be optimal.

For provider-side fairness, conversely, we consider disparate visibility (∆V )
[18]. This metric determines the difference in exposure a group receives between
the full dataset and the list of recommendations. In our dataset 65.82% of vacan-
cies stem from outside of the urbanized area; considering the urban area only
makes up 15% of the Netherlands [13], but still represents nearly 35% of all
vacancies, the rural area can be considered the protected group. To calculate
the disparate visibility, we then find the fraction of recommended vacancies from
rural areas and compare this to the fraction of such items in the full dataset. A
lower value indicates the protected group shows up in the recommendations less
often than in the full dataset, indicating the model tends to discriminate against
those jobs. For our use case, we determine 0 to be the optimal value.

4 Results

Our results are shown in Table 1. We describe these in relation to our three SQs.

4.1 Accuracy

Baselines (SQ1) We used nDCG to measure accuracy as this measure is sensitive
to rank. Considering the recommendations are intended to be used as a shortlist
by humans, we only included the top 10 recommended items when determining
model performance, as each recommendation will have to be manually consid-
ered. We see that the performance for even the simple models has some merit,
especially for the Zhaopin dataset, and that TF-IDF performs comparably to
conSultantBERT which was fine-tuned specifically on recruitment data. Con-
SultantBERT also is outperformed by e5 multi-lingual, in terms of both nDCG
and training time. Doc2Vec performed the worst out of all models by a notice-
able margin. Considering it also took considerably longer to train compared to
TF-IDF, it can be regarded as the worst-performing model for this task.

OKRA (SQ2) We see that graph-based models strongly outperformed the other
models on the proprietary dataset, showing the added value of combined struc-
tured and unstructured data. The text-based models performed significantly
better on the Zhaopin dataset than on the proprietary dataset. We believe that
this is due to the more structured nature of the textual features of the Zhaopin

8 For the proprietary dataset, token counts were limited to 384 (down from 512), as a
higher value did not improve performance, but greatly increased training time.
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nDCG@10 nDCG@5 nDCG@3 ∆P ∆V Time

Random Proprietary 0.1951 0.1395 0.1080 n/a n/a n/a

Zhaopin 0.4490 0.4280 0.4186 n/a n/a n/a

TF-IDF Proprietary 0.3895 0.3002 0.2558 -0.0006 -0.1021 20s

Zhaopin 0.6052 0.6414 0.6641 n/a n/a 1s

D2V Proprietary 0.3449 0.2331 0.1882 -0.0857 -0.0623 11m

Zhaopin 0.4886 0.4919 0.5033 n/a n/a 40s

e5 Multi Proprietary8 0.4066 0.2960 0.2325 -0.0668 -0.0469 21m

Zhaopin 0.7408 0.7368 0.7279 n/a n/a 70m

cBERT Proprietary8 0.3933 0.2837 0.2289 0.0173 -0.0347 25m

Zhaopin 0.7265 0.6968 0.7029 n/a n/a 64m

GTrans Proprietary 0.6531 0.6080 0.5746 -0.0459 -0.0708 23m

Zhaopin 0.4349 0.3344 0.2673 n/a n/a 103s

OKRA
Ablation

Proprietary 0.6810 0.6341 0.6122 -0.0423 -0.0695 29m

Zhaopin 0.6442 0.5473 0.5096 n/a n/a 138s

OKRA Proprietary 0.7690 0.7274 0.7184 -0.0660 -0.0598 35m

Zhaopin 0.8531 0.7970 0.7883 n/a n/a 176s
Table 1. Accuracy, fairness, and computation time for all models. For nDCG, higher is
better. For the fairness metrics, a value closer to 0 is better. For training time, lower is
better. Training time is per epoch for the SOTA models and total time for D2V and TF-
IDF. For the Zhaopin dataset, no fairness metrics could be calculated, as the dataset
did not include detailed location data. Scores in bold indicate best performance.

dataset.The proposed model, OKRA performs the best on both datasets, show-
ing the benefit of generating separate embeddings for different stakeholders.
However, this performance gain comes at some cost in training time compared
to the other studied graph-based method.

4.2 User- and provider-side fairness (SQ3)

In our data, the protected classes are the rural candidates (users) and vacancies
(providers). While these both account for the majority in our dataset, they are
relatively underrepresented compared to their urban counterparts.

User-side fairness Performance disparity is negative for most models, suggesting
that they discriminate slightly against users in rural areas. The strongest dispar-
ity, and thus bias, is found for e5, which performs over 15% better for candidates
from urban areas than for candidates from rural areas. A notable exception can
be seen for conSultantBERT, which has a slight positive disparity.
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Provider-side fairness Provider-side disparate visibility is negative for all ad-
vanced models suggesting that they discriminate against providers in rural areas.
This is a relative metric, i.e., the values in the table should be interpreted as
the difference in the representation of rural companies in the recommendations
compared to their visibility in the full dataset (Rc = 0.6582). This indicates
that these models exacerbate the biases that are already present in the data.
Furthermore, we note that TF-IDF is the most unfair for providers, while con-
SultantBERT is the least unfair. Finally, of the two graph-based methods, OKRA
is relatively less unfair than GraphTransformer.

In general, we show that automated ranking models, regardless of their un-
derlying architecture, tend to worsen existing biases towards rural companies.
The extent of this exacerbation differs per model, ranging from a decrease in
visibility between 5.27% (for conSultantBERT) and 15.51% (for TF-IDF).

5 Discussion and implications

We find that our proposed model, OKRA, achieves the highest ranking perfor-
mance on both datasets. Furthermore, we find that the proprietary dataset was
challenging for the baseline models. On the Zhaopin dataset, all models, except
the GraphTransformers, performed significantly better.

5.1 Baseline model accuracy

Due to the similarity between the simple baseline models and the SOTA baseline
models, we reject H1 (state-of-the-art models will perform significantly better
than simple baselines...). This is a surprising result, as we expected TF-IDF
to perform poorly due to its inability to handle multi-lingual data properly.
A possible explanation for this could be that job recommendation using only
textual data requires considerable nuance. Texts that would be good matches
in other scenarios (e.g., two texts related to legal work) could be insufficient in
recruitment (e.g., a CV describing an attorney, and a vacancy describing a legal
assistant). Therefore, the SOTA models might have insufficient expressive power
for this task, even when they perform well on most other text-ranking tasks.

5.2 OKRA’s performance

In contrast, our model significantly outperforms all the other studied models in
terms of predictive performance. However, this comes at the cost of a longer
training time and thus also environmental cost. We accept H2 (an attention-
based heterogeneous graph neural network will outperform the more limited base-
lines, while also being explainable). While OKRA’s training time is quite high,
its inference time is not. To create a list of recommendations for a new can-
didate, their information should be added to the full knowledge graph (which
can be done almost instantly), after which several sub-graphs should be cre-
ated between the candidate and potential matching vacancies (which vacancies
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hold potential can be determined by a simpler, but faster model like TF-IDF or
BM25 [39]). Generating these sub-graphs can be done in a matter of seconds.
Lastly, these sub-graphs can be re-ranked by the trained model in less than a
second. Therefore, the recommendation pipeline takes a few seconds to execute
for a new candidate; for existing candidates, this process is nearly instant.

Fairness metrics Both user- and provider-fairness were comparable across all
models. For the most part, models discriminated slightly towards people and
companies from rural areas. As a result, we reject H3 (fairness and performance
are inversely correlated). The one exception was conSultantBERT, which may be
good for mitigating biases for under-represented groups. Although still unfairly
treating rural companies, it was the least unfair for providers as well. However,
it also has poor ranking performance and limited explainability.

5.3 Ethical concerns

While final decisions should always be made by people to ensure accountability,
the use of automated systems in the decision-making process in recruitment
comes with ethical risks. A list of recommended items often makes up a tiny
fraction of the entire pool of possibilities. As a result, a recruiter relies on the
system to have sufficient and diverse recall.

Furthermore, by automating parts of the recruitment process, the work-
load of recruiters can be lowered. While these short-term cost-cutting measures
may seem tempting for recruitment agencies, excluding human recruiters will
inevitably cause issues for model performance. Prediction models, which are
trained entirely on historical data, will continuously reinforce previous behav-
ioral patterns - regardless of potential inaccuracies, biases, or obsolescence.

5.4 Limitations and future work

In our approach, both stakeholders are treated with the same importance. While
we find this suitable for recruitment, as neither stakeholder can be seen as more
important for the industry, in some other domains it could be useful to tweak
how much each stakeholder’s requirements weigh in the decision. For example,
when recommending items with high demand but low supply, it could be useful
to adhere more to providers’ wishes than customers’, as losing providers due to
poor model performance would be more impactful than losing customers. This
could additionally be done for different user- and provider-side fairness metrics.
Future work could look into different ways in which these types of unfairness
can be negated, and how both types can be properly balanced.

Finally, while OKRA is explainable in principle, its explanations have not
been evaluated by the stakeholders. Although we have evaluated similar multi-
stakeholder graph-based explanations in a previous user study [40], explainability
is a subjective and case-specific concept. Therefore, in future work, we plan to
perform a similar, large-scale user study to evaluate the explanations generated
by OKRA by individuals from the three main stakeholder groups (job seekers,
employers, and recruiters).
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