arXiv:2104.07748v2 [cs.IR] 19 Apr 2021

Variational Inference for Category Recommendation in E-Commerce platforms

Ramasubramanian Balasubramanian^∗

r.balasubramanian@walmart.com

Walmart Global Tech Sunnyvale, California, USA

Venugopal Mani^∗

venugopal.mani@walmart.com Walmart Global Tech Sunnyvale, California, USA

Abhinav Mathur

amathur1@walmart.com Walmart Global Tech Sunnyvale, California, USA

Sushant Kumar

sushant.kumar@walmart.com Walmart Global Tech Sunnyvale, California, USA

Kannan Achan

kannan.achan@walmartlabs.com Walmart Global Tech Sunnyvale, California, USA

ABSTRACT

Category recommendation for users on an e-Commerce platform is an important task as it dictates the flow of traffic through the website. It is therefore important to surface precise and diverse category recommendations to aid the users’ journey through the platform and to help them discover new groups of items. An often understated part in category recommendation is users’ proclivity to repeat purchases. The structure of this temporal behavior can be harvested for better category recommendations and in this work, we attempt to harness this through variational inference. Further, to enhance the variational inference based optimization, we initialize the optimizer at better starting points through the well known Metapath2Vec algorithm. We demonstrate our results on two real-world datasets and show that our model outperforms standard baseline methods.

CCS CONCEPTS

• Information systems → Personalization; • Mathematics of computing → Bayesian computation; • Computing methodologies → Learning latent representations.

KEYWORDS

Recommender systems, Personalization, Variational Inference

1 INTRODUCTION

Personalizing user experience drives both user satisfaction and key business goals such as engagement, conversion, revenue, etc. for e-Commerce websites. Recommender systems are a common way to personalize e-Commerce journeys. They predict user behavior and make the user journey easier. Among recommender systems in large scale e-Commerce platforms, the category recommendation task is an important one as it performs twin services of guiding a user to parts of the website that they are likely to be interested in as well as to categories that have not been explored much by the user, thus helping in boosting the platform’s revenue.

To achieve category recommendation, a collaborative filtering framework has traditionally worked well [22]. In e-Commerce, explicit signals like ratings or reviews are very sparse and the main

∗Both authors contributed equally to this research.

sources of signals are the implicit actions of the users. These implicit actions like views, transactions of an item, etc. can in turn be leveraged to form abstract representations of the users. These abstract representations are often in the form of embeddings which can be obtained in a variety of different ways depending on the way the feature space is formed from the implicit signals.

Users in e-Commerce settings (especially grocery) display repeat purchase patterns and there are two unique structures in this implicit interaction data: the graphical structure and the temporal structure. The graphical structure is a natural way to represent e- Commerce data, often done in the form of a heterogeneous network [13], formed as a graph from user interaction data. This interaction graph can then be used to develop rich embeddings for a variety of tasks including that of node similarities and correlations. Node correlations are in turn used for recommendations. Using interaction graphs to form embeddings has been achieved through a variety of algorithms like Item2Vec [5], Prod2Vec [16], and Metapath2Vec [44].

However, in these graph based models, the temporal structure of the data is not focused upon. In domains like grocery, temporal structures play a very important role in user interactions. For example, a user is likely to display affinity towards a category like paper towels (buying it every other few months). While the association of the user to the paper towel might be picked up pretty easily, the pattern of when the user is likely to purchase can also be harvested for future predictions. It is therefore important to capture both these underlying structures in one framework and we attempt to do this in the collaborative filtering setting by constructing a temporal signal from the implicit data.

We aim to exploit both the semantic relationship between nodes through interaction graph based models as well as the temporal structure of the data through a variational inference based framework. We introduce an additional signal for temporal affinity of users to categories and then use this signal, in addition to the implicit signal, to learn the embeddings. This idea of treating both matrices as observed data, is then used to learn embeddings (latent factors) which explain the graphical and temporal structure of the observed data well. In past works, domain expertise has been used to initialize these latent factors [24]. Rather than such an initialization, the graphical structure of the interaction graph can be utilized to initialize the latent factors at values which already have some semantics associated with them. In this work, we use the semantic representations learned through the graph based model (Metapath2Vec) to initialize the variables in our matrix factorization framework. We then use the additional temporal affinity matrix introduced by us to enhance the semantic embeddings by applying variational inference.

The rest of the work is organized as follows: Section 2 describes related work in literature, Section 3 proposes and explains our model, Section 4 describes the datasets we used, the baselines we compared against, and the implementation details, Section 5 demonstrates our results on two real world datasets and delves into a qualitative breakdown of our results, and Section 6 sums up the work and points to potential future directions.

2 RELATED WORK

Category-based content recommendation is a well-studied problem in literature. Works such as [2] deal with providing personalized recommendations in the context of online retail stores by extracting user preferences in each product category separately. There is also research around recommendation algorithms based on the category correlations to a user to provide relevant search results in the Web [12], preferred next category prediction using a third-rank tensor optimized by a Listwise Bayesian Personalized Ranking (LBPR) approach [17], etc. Item category information is leveraged in works such as [46] to overcome the limitations of data sparsity and inaccurate similarity in personalized recommendation systems. Our work develops scalable user representations that capture users’ category affinities well and thus can be used as an input to works where category experts are employed to leverage the trade-off between performance and accuracy [19] and address the shortcomings of the neighborhood-based methods for recommendations.

Our idea of using temporal affinity to a product category in addition to the binary transaction matrix was inspired by works such as [24], which proposes a multi-task probabilistic matrix factorization model with a dual task objective to predict the appeal of items at the selling stage as well as some satisfaction measure in the long run. Our experience in the domain of e-Commerce and works that deal with modeling repeat purchase recommendations [6] led us to look at temporal category affinity as our second matrix.

Works that exploit the graphical structure of the user-item interaction data in e-Commerce settings involve works like [44], which introduces a new representation learning approach to leverage complementary items, user-item compatibility, and user loyalty. Other works in this domain include those that use knowledge-aware learning with dual product embedding to detect complementary product relationships from noisy and sparse user purchase activities [47], etc. The Metapath2Vec algorithm used in our work was introduced by Dong et al. in [13], where they formalize metapath based random walks to construct the heterogeneous neighborhood of a node and then leverage a heterogeneous skip-gram model to perform node embeddings. But, maximizing the co-occurrence likelihood with skip-gram-based model formulations limits the expressive ability of the embeddings and the resulting recommendation performance.

Thus, in our work, we utilize this as the initialization strategy for the variational inference based optimization as these scalable Metapath2Vec representations enable better and faster convergence. We thus leverage information encoded both in the graphical structure as well as the temporal structure of the user purchase data. In terms of the application of Bayesian inference for recommendation, works like [28], where the authors leverage basket context information to develop a context-aware model for grocery recommendation, and [48], where the authors employ Bayesian inference for parameter estimation of sequential recommendations to develop a session-based recommendation framework, exist in literature.

3 SYSTEM OVERVIEW 3.1 The Category Recommendation Problem

The Category Recommendation problem is derived from the classic item recommendation task. It may be thought of as a less granular view of the item recommendation task as each user is recommended the top categories that they might be interested in. While it may initially appear intuitive to just recommend at an item level, recommending at a category level has two aspects to it which makes it an interesting problem to solve. The engagement of users with items is a rather sparse signal and the amount of data needed to form meaningful user representations is large. We can develop better user embeddings from the user-category interaction data, as categories capture broader interests as compared to items. These can then be leveraged in a variety of use cases like personalizing the search results for users, providing category-based filters, etc. The other aspect of category recommendation is that it can lead to the user being exposed to a larger part of the platform as it leads the user to a large group of items rather than individual items. It can serve as a proxy cold-start resolution strategy to help drive users to a subgroup of items that the user is likely to be interested in (due to their past interaction patterns) while also exposing them to new items of that category that a normal item recommendation task would not.

To formally define the category recommendation problem, consider a set of users in an e-Commerce setting 𝑈 = {𝑢_1, 𝑢_2 . . . 𝑢_𝑚 } and a catalog of items 𝐼 = {𝑖_1, 𝑖_2 . . . 𝑖_𝑝 } that the platform has to offer. Each of these items belong to a certain category from a semantic structure. The categories can be represented as the set 𝐶 = {𝑐_1, 𝑐_2 . . . 𝑐_𝑛 } such that every item in 𝐼 has a corresponding mapping to a category in 𝐶 and 𝑛 ≪ 𝑝. The category recommendation task then becomes to predict the next category that the user is likely to engage with. Since the value of 𝑛 (the number of categories) is much lesser than the number of items 𝑝, the user interaction signal is a much denser one than the sparse user-item relation. The goal of category recommendation is to, for each user 𝑢 ∈ 𝑈 , find the top 𝑘 categories 𝑐_1, 𝑐_2 . . . 𝑐_𝑘 that the user is most likely to engage with.

3.2 Initialization using Graphical Structure

Complex real world information is often represented in the form of graphs and for e-Commerce data, a heterogeneous user interaction graph is often a good representation. Like in [13], our heterogeneous graph takes the form of 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸,𝑇 ) where 𝑉 is the set

Variational Inference for Category Recommendation in E-Commerce platforms

of vertices or nodes, 𝐸 is the set of edges, and 𝑇 is the set of vertex types. The goal of this graph is to derive structural information and the types of nodes chosen here (the set 𝑇 ) are Users, Baskets, and Categories. As in [44], we aim to achieve semantic representations from the contexts of a given node (categories or users) to provide good initialization points for the matrix factorization over the temporal signals in the subsequent steps.

Once the graph structure was set, random walks of different lengths are carried out to define the context of the given node, 𝐶_𝑡 (𝑣). 𝐶_𝑡 (𝑣) represents node 𝑣’s neighborhood with the 𝑡^{𝑡ℎ} type of nodes. The idea is to integrate a skip-gram model over the interaction graph, known as the heterogeneous skip-gram model, which aims to maximize the heterogeneous context for all the nodes in the graph as per the following equation.

argmax_𝜃 � 𝑣∈𝑉 � 𝑡 ∈𝑇 � 𝑐_𝑡 ∈𝐶_𝑡 (𝑣)

log 𝑝 (𝑐_𝑡 |𝑣; 𝜃) (1)

The probability 𝑝 (𝑐_𝑡 |𝑣; 𝜃), parameterized by the family of parameters 𝜃, is a softmax over the nodes from the context and is

equal to 𝑒^{𝑋𝑐}𝑡^{·𝑋𝑣} �_{𝑢 ∈𝑉} 𝑒^{𝑋𝑢 ·𝑋𝑣}

, where any vector 𝑋_𝑖 represents the embed-

ding vector of a node 𝑖 belonging to the graph. Thus, for a given node 𝑣, the numerator would represent the inner product between the context node and the given node while the denominator would provide normalization over all the nodes in 𝑉 . The popular technique of negative sampling [30] is used to make the computation efficient.

The most important step of Metapath2Vec is the transition probability algorithm used to traverse the heterogeneous graph to find the node contexts. Given a node 𝑣, we need to traverse the heterogeneous graph in a way so that the generated node contexts have semantics. For Metapath2Vec, this is done using a random walk which follows a schema, known as a metapath, to transition over the nodes. In our experiments, we adopt a metapath schema of User-Basket-Category-Basket-User to generate node contexts. The transition probability between the nodes needs to be carefully defined in order to avoid nodes which are heavily connected from being favored always during the random walks. We adopt a two pronged approach to this similar to an explore-exploit strategy where the transition depends on both the connectivity of a given node while also mutating with a decaying probability to keep the node pool fresh. We experimented with the schema with walks of different lengths (signifying different degrees of granularity). Once the walks are done, the contexts of each of the nodes are generated. The heterogeneous skip-gram model is run over these to generate the embeddings for the users and the categories, which are then used as initialization points for variational inference.

3.3 Variational Inference

This subsection briefly goes over a few different concepts and modeling choices. Wherever possible, we refer the reader to the appropriate resources, for brevity.

In addition to the binary transaction matrix T, we capture a user’s dynamically changing affinity to a product category by introducing the temporal affinity matrix A, whose entries capture the number of times a user purchased an item from a given product category, weighted by an exponential decay based on the time elapsed since the purchase [27].

We chose to model the values in the binary transaction matrix T and the continuous-valued temporal affinity matrix A with Bernoulli and normal distributions, respectively. We then applied the Jaakkola-Jordan logistic bound [20] to replace the Bernoulli terms in the likelihood with squared exponentials, as has been done in works like [24]. In equation 2, 𝜃 represents the latent variables - the user and category embeddings and biases, H represents the set of all hyperparameters, 𝑢_𝑝 and 𝑣_𝑞 are the embedding vectors of the 𝑝^{𝑡ℎ} user and the 𝑞^{𝑡ℎ} category, 𝑏𝑢_𝑝 and 𝑏𝑣_𝑞 are the corresponding bias vectors, 𝛼 is a hyperparameter that controls the variance of the corresponding distributions, and 𝜅 and 𝜓 are the scale and location parameters, which allow the two distributions, 𝑇_{𝑝𝑞} and 𝐴_{𝑝𝑞}, some degree of freedom despite sharing parameters. We used the Metapath2Vec initializations for the embeddings and modeled the other prior variables with normal distributions. The reason for that was that the normal family of distributions is selfconjugate, thus giving us closed form expressions for the posterior. Hyperparameter tuning and other details [24, 27] are omitted here for brevity.

𝑃 (𝜃 |𝑇,𝐴, 𝐻 ) ∝ 𝑃 (𝑇, 𝐴|𝜃, 𝐻 )𝑃 (𝜃 |𝐻 ) = � (𝑝,𝑞,𝑇_{𝑝𝑞} ) ∈𝑇

𝑃 (𝑇_{𝑝𝑞} |𝑢_𝑝, 𝑣_𝑞, 𝑏𝑢_𝑝, 𝑏𝑣_𝑞, 𝜅_𝑡,𝜓_𝑡, 𝐻 ) � (𝑝,𝑞,𝐴_{𝑝𝑞} ) ∈𝐴

𝑃 (𝐴_{𝑝𝑞} |𝑢_𝑝, 𝑣_𝑞, 𝑏𝑢_𝑝, 𝑏𝑣_𝑞, 𝜅_𝑎,𝜓_𝑎, 𝐻 ) 𝑚� 𝑝=1 [𝑃 (𝑢_𝑝 )𝑃 (𝑏𝑢_𝑝 |𝛼_{𝑏𝑢} )] 𝑛� 𝑞=1 [𝑃 (𝑣_𝑞 )𝑃 (𝑏𝑣_𝑞 |𝛼_{𝑏𝑣})]

𝑃 (𝜅_𝑡 |𝛼_{𝜅𝑡} )𝑃 (𝜓_𝑡 |𝛼_{𝜓𝑡} )𝑃 (𝜅_𝑎 |𝛼_{𝜅𝑎} )𝑃 (𝜓_𝑎 |𝛼_{𝜓𝑎} )

(2)

We could apply Bayes’ theorem directly to solve for the posterior seen in equation 2, but that would involve dealing with an intractable high-dimensional integration in the denominator. Thus, we carried out a scalable, approximate Bayesian inference through variational inference. The objective is to find a proxy posterior that is least divergent in terms of the KL (Kullback-Leibler) divergence from the true posterior [7, 9, 27]. To this end, stochastic gradient descent or score function gradient estimation [32, 34] is used to maximize the ELBO (Evidence Lower Bound) objective [11], which is equivalent to minimizing the aforementioned KL divergence. One form [18] of the ELBO objective L , seen in equation 3, depicts the trade-off between the expected complete log-likelihood, which encourages the variational distribution, q parameterized by 𝜈, to place its mass on the MAP (Maximum A Posteriori) estimate, and the negative entropy, which encourages q to be diffuse.

L (𝜈) = E_𝑞 [𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝑝 (𝑇, 𝐴, 𝜃))] − E_𝑞 [𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝑞(𝜃; 𝜈))] (3)

The framework we employed is called the Box’s Loop [8], which describes an iterative process to develop latent variable models: model formulation, data analysis, performance evaluation, revision and repetition. This framework suits our task well as we posit a model with certain assumptions about the structure of the latent variables and use those to explain the data, evaluate the performance, and revise the model iteratively.

3.4 The Inference Task

Following the approximation of the variational distribution, once we were satisfied with the obtained model, we proceeded to the application step of the Box’s loop [8]. In this step, the likelihood function from equation 2 was used to generate the predictions. Using the final estimates of the latent variables, we drew samples from 𝑃 (𝑇_{𝑝𝑞} |𝑢_𝑝, 𝑣_𝑞, 𝑏𝑢_𝑝, 𝑏𝑣_𝑞, 𝜅_𝑡,𝜓_𝑡 , 𝐻 ) and 𝑃 (𝐴_{𝑝𝑞} |𝑢_𝑝, 𝑣_𝑞, 𝑏𝑢_𝑝, 𝑏𝑣_𝑞, 𝜅_𝑎,𝜓_𝑎, 𝐻 ) to estimate the transaction score and the temporal affinity score, respectively. We then summed up the scores obtained to get a final score for the user 𝑝 and the product category 𝑞 under consideration.

4 EXPERIMENTS 4.1 Datasets

We demonstrate our results on two real-world datasets. The first one is the well-known Instacart Orders dataset [1], which is a dataset of 3 million Instacart orders from over 200,000 users. Along with each user’s basket, there is information about the sequence of products purchased in each order, the week and hour of day the order was placed, and a relative measure of time between orders. The transaction metadata contained a lot of other information on the products, aisles, and departments. The dataset was already partitioned into training and test sets. Since we are looking at a category affinity problem and since the dataset did not have any explicit categories, some preprocessing was required. We generated Word2Vec embeddings of the product names in the train set using the Continuous Bag-of-Words model [29] and performed k-means clustering on the vectors thus obtained. We experimented with different values of the number of clusters, different ways to assign the initial cluster centers etc., and evaluated the quality of the clustering using visual quality assurance, as well as cluster purity analysis using aisles as labels. We then adopted the clusters as product categories.

The second dataset is a private dataset from a large-scale e-Commerce company. We collected six months’ worth of grocery transaction data, which resulted in a much denser interaction matrix as compared to the Instacart dataset. We used the first five months as our training set and the last month as the test set. From the transaction metadata, the relevant columns, such as the user id, the product category, the transaction date, and the event epoch (exact epoch at which the transaction happened), were extracted. Since we are trying to understand category affinities of users, it was important that the users had a certain minimum number of data points. So, we decided to filter out users who had less than a given threshold number of transactions, thus retaining only the engaged users, as both the baseline models and our model would not be able to make informed predictions for the low-engagement users. This is the classic cold-start problem in recommender systems [10, 25, 35]. A related issue is the long-tail problem in e-Commerce and online grocery [4, 23, 31, 37]. Both of these are caused by a variety of factors, including but not limited to sellers introducing new items and even product categories to capture the dynamically changing user interests, seasonality effects, etc. Thus, we removed the product categories not present in both the training and the test sets as well. We also know from experience that there are a few large clients, such as grocery retailers, that buy in bulk. Since these would not be good representatives of individual buyers, we also filtered out users with more than an upper threshold number of transactions.

These preprocessing steps were performed on both the datasets, and this resulted in 135,000 users and 11,000 product categories for the Instacart dataset, and 180,000 users and 3,100 product categories for the private dataset.

4.2 Baselines

To compare the performance of our model, we evaluated it against standard baselines from literature such as ItemPop (Pop) and implicit Matrix Factorization (MF), as well as advanced ones like Bayesian Personalized Ranking (BPR) as is standard practice [36, 43]. In addition to this, we also compared it with the plain Metapath2Vec model (M2V) [13] without the additional introduction of temporal category affinity and the subsequent optimization using variational inference over the two matrices.

The ItemPop model recommends categories to users based on the general popularity of the categories. It observes the interaction during the training period and simply takes that as the preference score. The second baseline is the Matrix Factorization model based on latent factors. An Alternating Least Squares optimization is done on the user-category transaction matrix and once the user and category embeddings are obtained, an inner product between the two is used to come up with the predicted user-category score. The third method for comparison was the BPR setup which is a pairwise ranking algorithm which has proved to be better than the standard matrix factorization techniques. Finally, we also used the embeddings obtained from the M2V model for recommendation and then compared the results of our model against these baselines.

4.3 Implementation

To implement Metapath2Vec, we formed a heterogeneous interaction graph from the datasets and traversed it using random walks of different lengths to get the context vectors for each node. Since parameterizing the lengths of the walks and the number of walks per node is a substantial problem in its own right, we needed a fast implementation of walks. This task was parallelizable and there was considerable improvement in performance through parallelization of walks for each node. Once the walks were done, we used the code [14] provided by the authors of [13] to implement the heterogeneous skip-gram model and obtain the Metapath2Vec embeddings.

For the baselines ItemPop and Matrix Factorization, we used the popular recommender systems library of Apple, Turi Create [3]. Turi Create has efficient models and modularized implementations for tasks like recommendations, object detection, image classification, image similarity, etc. For Bayesian Personalized Ranking, we implemented the baseline in Python using the model presented in [36].

To perform black-box variational inference [34] for our model, we wrote a custom training loop [27] using Edward2 [39–41]. Edward2 is a probabilistic programming language that provides core

Variational Inference for Category Recommendation in E-Commerce platforms

utilities in the NumPy and TensorFlow ecosystems to write models as probabilistic programs and manipulate a model’s computation for flexible training and inference. Since both the posterior probability and the gradient could be computed in a distributed fashion, we leveraged TensorFlow to significantly speed up the training process. The training loop is detailed in algorithm 1. First, the log-likelihood is computed by sampling from the proxy posterior. Then, Edward2’s tracing is used to record the model’s computations for automatic differentiation. The KL divergence between the variational distribution and the prior distribution is computed and tracers are applied to write the ELBO. Different optimizers, learning schedules, and hyperparameter settings were tried.

Algorithm 1 Variational Inference Training Loop

INPUT: Batch from Transaction matrix 𝑇𝑏 , batch from Temporal Affinity matrix 𝐴𝑏 , Transaction matrix 𝑇 , Temporal Affinity matrix 𝐴, set of hyperparameters 𝐻 , set of latent variables 𝜃 , set of prior variables {𝑢, 𝑣, 𝑏𝑢, 𝑏𝑣, 𝜅𝑡 ,𝜓𝑡 , 𝜅𝑎,𝜓𝑎 }

1: procedure Custom training loop(𝑇_𝑏 , 𝐴_𝑏 ) 2: variational_family, trainable_parameters ← Build variational distribution 3: 𝑞𝑢, 𝑞𝑣, 𝑞𝑏𝑢, 𝑞𝑏𝑣, 𝑞𝜅_𝑡 , 𝑞𝜓_𝑡 , 𝑞𝜅_𝑎, 𝑞𝜓_𝑎 ← Sample posterior variables from the varia-

tional_family

4: 𝑃𝑃_𝑇 , 𝑃𝑃_𝐴 ← Obtain posterior predictive functions, 𝑃 (𝑇 |𝜃, 𝐻) and 𝑃 (𝐴|𝜃, 𝐻), from

equation 2 by setting prior variables to the sample posterior values

5: 𝐿𝐿_{𝑇𝑏} , 𝐿𝐿_{𝐴𝑏} ← Compute the log likelihood of 𝑇_𝑏 and 𝐴_𝑏 from 𝑃𝑃_𝑇 and 𝑃𝑃_𝐴, respec-

tively

6: Initialize 𝐾𝐿 ← 0 7: for prior_variable, variational_variable in [(𝑢, 𝑞𝑢), (𝑣, 𝑞𝑣), (𝑏𝑢, 𝑞𝑏𝑢), (𝑏𝑣, 𝑞𝑏𝑣), (𝜅𝑡 , 𝑞𝜅𝑡 ), (𝜓𝑡 , 𝑞𝜓𝑡 ),(𝜅𝑎, 𝑞𝜅𝑎 ), (𝜓𝑎, 𝑞𝜓𝑎 )] do 8: 𝐾𝐿 ← 𝐾𝐿 + KL divergence between the distributions of the variational_variable and

the prior_variable

9: end for 10: ELBO ← Compute ELBO using 𝐾𝐿, 𝐿𝐿_{𝑇𝑏} , and 𝐿𝐿_{𝐴𝑏} by rewriting equation 3 as L (𝜈) = E𝑞 [𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝑝 (𝑇, 𝐴|𝜃)) ] −𝐾𝐿(𝑞(𝜃 ; 𝜈) ‖ 𝑝 (𝜃)), where 𝑝 (𝜃) is the prior over the latent vectors 11: Loss ← -ELBO 12: Get the gradients using the loss and the trainable_parameters obtained 13: Update the parameter values and use them in step 2 of the next iteration 14: end procedure

4.4 Evaluation Metrics

For each user, the ground truth was the list of product categories they engaged with in the test window. Here, by engagement, we mean that they should have bought items belonging to that product category. There are other ways to measure engagement, in terms of clicks, add-to-carts, etc., but transaction is a stronger, albeit sparser, signal. The predictions returned by the model were a list of product categories, ordered by the probability that the user would engage with items in that category in the test window. We compared our model with the baselines on the following wellknown metrics [21, 26, 42]:

a) NDCG@k (Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain): DCG measures the usefulness of a result based on its position in the ranking list [45]. The premise is that highly relevant entries are more useful when they appear earlier in a predictions list, and greater the relevance, greater the usefulness. The relevance for a product category is 1 if it appears in the top k predictions for a user and is present in the ground truth, and 0 otherwise. Ideal DCG (IDCG) is used to normalize this score to account for the varying lengths of the lists returned for different users. In the following formulae, 𝑟𝑒𝑙_𝑖 denotes the relevance of the entry at the 𝑖^{𝑡ℎ} position in the predictions list returned by the models.

𝐷𝐶𝐺_𝑘 = 𝑘� 𝑖=1 𝑟𝑒𝑙_𝑖 𝑙𝑜𝑔_2 (𝑖 + 1)

, 𝑁 𝐷𝐶𝐺_𝑘 =

𝐷𝐶𝐺_𝑘 𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺_𝑘 (4) b) Hit rate@k: Also known as recall or sensitivity, this measures the fraction of the relevant results that are retrieved in the top k predictions. A result is relevant for a user if the user has purchased at least one item from that product category in the test window.

Hit rate =

|(relevant results) ∩ (retrieved results)| |relevant results| (5)

c) MRR@k (Mean Reciprocal Rank): The reciprocal rank for a user is the inverse of the position of the first product category in the list returned by the model that is present in the ground truth for that user [33]. We consider only the first k entries in the returned list and average the reciprocal ranks over all the queries, i.e. users. Even though this metric only cares about the highest-ranked relevant result, along with MAP (described next), this gives us a good signal about the user experience given our ranking model. In the following formula, 𝑝𝑜𝑠_𝑖 represents the position of the first prediction for the 𝑖^{𝑡ℎ} user such that user 𝑖 has bought an item from that product category in the test window.

𝑀𝑅𝑅 = 1 |𝑈 |

|𝑈 |� 𝑖=1 1 𝑝𝑜𝑠_𝑖 (6)

d) MAP@k (Mean Average Precision): Almost equivalent to the PR-AUC (Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve), the average precision is the area under the curve obtained by plotting the precision and recall at every position in a ranked list of predictions [49]. It is the average of the precision obtained every time a new positive sample is recalled. This is a very useful metric when there is class imbalance and we care more about the positive class, as this metric is very sensitive to the improvements for the positive class. Mean of the average precision scores over a set of queries i.e. users, gives the MAP. In the following formulae, 𝑃 (𝑖) is the precision at position 𝑖, Δ𝑟 (𝑖) is the change in recall from position 𝑖 − 1 to 𝑖, #rel is the total number of relevant product categories for that user (up to k), and |𝑈 | is the number of users in the test set.

𝐴𝑃 = 𝑘� 𝑖=1 𝑃 (𝑖)Δ𝑟 (𝑖) =

�_𝑘 𝑖=1 𝑃 (𝑖)𝑟𝑒𝑙_𝑖

#rel

, 𝑀𝐴𝑃 =

�_{|𝑈 |} 𝑗=1 𝐴𝑃_𝑗

|𝑈 | (7)

e) LAUC@k (Limited Area Under the Curve) : A potential drawback of ROC (Receiver Operating Characteristic) curves [15] in recommender systems is that AUC is equally affected by swaps at the top or the bottom of the returned list, but users care more about the results at the top of the list. Limited AUC [38] partly mitigates this issue by calculating the area under the part of the curve formed by the top k recommendations. It assumes that all the other relevant recommendations are distributed uniformly over the rest of the ranking list until all entries are retrieved. Even though a swap at the top or the bottom of the top-k list has the same effect on the LAUC value, swaps below the top k don’t affect the AUC. Also, a top-k list that contains more relevant entries will yield a higher AUC score.

5 RESULTS & ANALYSIS 5.1 Quantitative Results

Table 1 presents the results of our experiments on the Instacart dataset while Table 2 illustrates the results on the private e-Commerce dataset. The first thing to note is that the results are of different orders. The reason for that is the different number of categories in the two datasets as well as the difference in the density of transactions. The Instacart dataset’s categories were from the clusters formed during the k-means clustering step which had a different granularity and precision as compared to the category classification in the private e-Commerce dataset (which has human curated, more accurate product category classification).

For the Instacart data, there is approximately a 20-30% lift in NDCG for the top 5 recommendations from the baselines. ItemPop (Pop) lacks personalization and that clearly affects the results while plain Matrix Factorization (MF) is a notch below Bayesian Personalized Ranking (BPR) and Metapath2Vec (M2V) embeddings. BPR and M2V roughly perform to similar levels with the former outperforming the latter by a slight margin. Introducing the second matrix clearly has a pronounced effect on the higher spots for our model (VI). As for the overall pool of recommendations, the hit rate increasing by roughly 30-60% shows that the quality of the recommendation pool has gone up. The Mean Reciprocal Rank going up by roughly 20% indicates that the first relevant recommendation is showing up in higher slots.

For the private e-Commerce dataset, there is approximately a 40% lift in NDCG with respect to the closest baseline. ItemPop is well below the other baselines while MF is closer to BPR for this dataset. The reason could be that the interactions are denser in the private e-Commerce dataset than in the Instacart data. This could also be the reason for the plain Metapath2Vec algorithm clearly outperforming the Bayesian Personalized Ranking in the top slots as the denser interaction graph provides richer contexts for highly connected nodes. As we go to the bottom slots, Metapath2Vec seems to be getting slightly worse than BPR. This illustrates that the Metapath2Vec algorithm has some difficulties in category granularity which will be further discussed in Section 5.2. The VI model does maintain a healthy advantage over BPR even in the lower slots. For a business with billions of dollars in revenue, the increase in metrics seen here translates to several thousand items being viewed due to the increased category level traffic and as a result, several million dollars in revenue.

5.2 Qualitative Case-Study

In this subsection, we present plots of three different subspaces of the embedding space where our variational inference based algorithm improves upon the Metapath2Vec algorithm, in terms of capturing the semantics of product clusters. These plots are from the private dataset, which has accurate product category and product family labels. Product families are collections of similar product categories in the catalog. The vector plots have been projected down to two dimensions. The vectors are also normalized by rows to get the two embeddings on the same scale. Different shapes have been used to indicate the different algorithms while the different colors indicate the different product families.

Metric

Method

Pop MF BPR M2V VI

NDCG

@5 0.025 0.040 0.053 0.050 0.061 @10 0.020 0.033 0.039 0.039 0.052 @15 0.018 0.032 0.037 0.036 0.047 @20 0.018 0.032 0.036 0.035 0.046

HR @5 0.023 0.042 0.057 0.057 0.073 @10 0.014 0.028 0.035 0.035 0.054 @15 0.012 0.026 0.029 0.028 0.043 @20 0.011 0.027 0.027 0.026 0.040

MRR @5 0.051 0.076 0.089 0.088 0.102 @10 0.051 0.077 0.089 0.088 0.107 @15 0.052 0.079 0.089 0.088 0.105 @20 0.052 0.080 0.089 0.088 0.105

MAP @5 0.012 0.020 0.024 0.024 0.030 @10 0.009 0.014 0.017 0.017 0.022 @15 0.008 0.013 0.016 0.015 0.020 @20 0.008 0.013 0.015 0.015 0.019

LAUC

@5 0.512 0.522 0.529 0.529 0.542 @10 0.509 0.516 0.520 0.520 0.529 @15 0.508 0.516 0.518 0.518 0.526 @20 0.508 0.516 0.518 0.517 0.525

Table 1: Comparison of evaluation metrics across models on the Instacart orders dataset

Metric

Method

Pop MF BPR M2V VI

NDCG

@5 0.191 0.256 0.271 0.336 0.462 @10 0.124 0.186 0.206 0.219 0.305 @15 0.097 0.157 0.178 0.171 0.241 @20 0.082 0.140 0.161 0.145 0.207

HR @5 0.179 0.240 0.259 0.350 0.519 @10 0.090 0.149 0.173 0.176 0.267 @15 0.061 0.117 0.142 0.119 0.185 @20 0.046 0.102 0.126 0.091 0.146

MRR @5 0.348 0.404 0.408 0.480 0.482 @10 0.348 0.406 0.411 0.480 0.482 @15 0.348 0.407 0.412 0.480 0.482 @20 0.348 0.407 0.412 0.480 0.482

MAP @5 0.089 0.142 0.154 0.198 0.321 @10 0.045 0.080 0.092 0.099 0.164 @15 0.030 0.050 0.068 0.067 0.112 @20 0.023 0.046 0.056 0.052 0.087

LAUC

@5 0.589 0.619 0.629 0.641 0.751 @10 0.543 0.574 0.585 0.586 0.632 @15 0.528 0.556 0.568 0.557 0.591 @20 0.520 0.548 0.559 0.543 0.570

Table 2: Comparison of evaluation metrics across models on the private e-Commerce dataset

Figure 1 presents a case study of categories related to coffee. While the Metapath2Vec algorithm does a good job of clustering together relevant categories, there is no real distinction between the coffee accessories family and the coffee powders family. VI, initialized with embeddings from Metapath2Vec, on the other hand is able to clearly separate out the coffee powders from the coffee accessories. One of the reasons for this could be the temporal affinity signals: people are likely to buy coffee powders way more often than they buy coffee accessories.

Variational Inference for Category Recommendation in E-Commerce platforms

Figure 1: Embeddings corresponding to the following product families (and product categories): Coffee accessories (Decanters, Filters, Grinders, Percolators, Drippers, Pods), and Coffee powders (Whole Bean, Instant Coffee, Ground Coffee)

Figure 2: Embeddings corresponding to the following product families (and product categories): Shower accessories (Organizers, Stalls & Bases, Curtains & Liners, Curtain Rods, Curtain Rings, Bath Stools & Benches), Body wash (Shower Gels, In-shower Lotions), Shower gear (Portable Shower Gear, Shower Caps), and Pet-based shower products (Pet Shower & Bath Accessories)

Similar to this, Figure 2 presents a case study in categories related to shower items. There are four families here: shower accessories, body wash, shower gear, and pet-based shower products. VI again provides a clear distinction between the four product families. This can again be attributed to the temporal affinity signal. Figure 3 has results on cakes. To illustrate the general grasp of semantics in both models, we have presented figure 3, where both algorithms are clearly able to distinguish rice cakes from normal cake based families. VI does a better job in separating out cake accessories from cakes and icings.

Figure 3: Embeddings corresponding to the following product families (and product categories): Cake accessories (Boards & Circles, Servers, Turntables, Boxes, Pans, Stands), Cakes and icings (Cakes, Cake Toppers), and Rice cakes (Rice Cakes)

6 CONCLUSION & FUTURE WORK

In this work, we capture users’ temporally changing category affinities by leveraging their repeat purchase patterns to develop scalable user and category embeddings. We also exploit the graphical structure in the user-category interaction data using Metapath2Vec to initialize the embeddings. We then cast this as an optimization problem and solve it iteratively by employing variational inference. These scalable representations thus obtained then help us tackle the category recommendation problem. We demonstrate the effectiveness of the representations learnt both quantitatively, by showing that our model outperforms the baselines on two realworld datasets, and qualitatively, by showing the semantics learnt by the embeddings for different product categories.

In terms of future work, one could try other initialization strategies to capture the semantics from the graphical structure of the user-category data. One could also extend our work and employ it in conjunction with works that leverage category experts [19] for efficient recommendations. Another direction to explore would be to develop other ways to capture users’ temporally changing category affinities and to employ domain knowledge to model the different distributions.

REFERENCES

[1] 2017. "The Instacart Online Grocery Shopping Dataset 2017", accessed from https://www.instacart.com/datasets/grocery-shopping-2017 in December 2020.

[2] Amir Albadvi and Mohammad Shahbazi. 2009. A hybrid recommendation technique based on product category attributes. Expert Systems with Applications 36, 9 (2009), 11480 – 11488. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2009.03.046 [3] Apple. 2014 (accessed May 11, 2020). Turicreate (https://github.com/apple/turicreate). https://github.com/apple/turicreate [4] J. P. Bailey, Gordon Gao, W. Jank, M. Lin, H. Lucas, and S. Viswanathan. 2008.

The Long Tail is Longer than You Think: The Surprisingly Large Extent of Online Sales by Small Volume Sellers.

[5] O. Barkan and N. Koenigstein. 2016. ITEM2VEC: Neural item embedding for collaborative filtering. In 2016 IEEE 26th International Workshop on Machine Learning for Signal Processing (MLSP). 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1109/MLSP.2016.7738886 [6] Rahul Bhagat, Srevatsan Muralidharan, Alex Lobzhanidze, and Shankar Vishwanath. 2018. Buy It Again: Modeling Repeat Purchase Recommendations. In Proceedings of the 24th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining (London, United Kingdom) (KDD ’18). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 62–70. https://doi.org/10.1145/3219819.3219891 [7] David M. Blei. 2012. Probabilistic Topic Models. Commun. ACM 55, 4 (April 2012), 77–84. https://doi.org/10.1145/2133806.2133826 [8] David M. Blei. 2014. Build, Compute, Critique, Repeat: Data Analysis with Latent Variable Models. Annual Review of Statistics and Its Application 1, 1 (2014), 203–232. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-statistics-022513-115657 arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-statistics-022513-115657 [9] David M. Blei, Alp Kucukelbir, and Jon D. McAuliffe. 2017. Variational Inference: A Review for Statisticians. J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 112, 518 (2017), 859–877. https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2017.1285773 arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2017.1285773 [10] Jesús Bobadilla, Fernando Ortega, Antonio Hernando, and Jesús Bernal.

2012. A collaborative filtering approach to mitigate the new user cold start problem. Knowledge-Based Systems 26 (2012), 225–238. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2011.07.021 [11] Michael Braun and Jon McAuliffe. 2010. Variational Inference for Large-Scale Models of Discrete Choice. J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 105, 489 (Mar 2010), 324–335. https://doi.org/10.1198/jasa.2009.tm08030 [12] S. Choi and Y. Han. 2010. A Content Recommendation System Based on Category Correlations. In 2010 Fifth International Multi-conference on Computing in the Global Information Technology. 66–70. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCGI.2010.31 [13] Yuxiao Dong, Nitesh V. Chawla, and Ananthram Swami. 2017. Metapath2vec:

Scalable Representation Learning for Heterogeneous Networks. In Proceedings of the 23rd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining (Halifax, NS, Canada) (KDD ’17). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 135–144. https://doi.org/10.1145/3097983.3098036 [14] Yuxiao Dong, Nitesh V. Chawla, and Ananthram Swami. 2017 (accessed Sep 11, 2020). Metapath2Vec Code (https://ericdongyx.github.io/metapath2vec/m2v.html). https://ericdongyx.github.io/metapath2vec/m2v.html [15] Tom Fawcett. 2006. An introduction to ROC analysis. Pattern Recognition Letters 27, 8 (2006), 861–874. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.patrec.2005.10.010 ROC Analysis in Pattern Recognition.

[16] Mihajlo Grbovic, Vladan Radosavljevic, Nemanja Djuric, Narayan Bhamidipati, Jaikit Savla, Varun Bhagwan, and Doug Sharp. 2015. E-Commerce in Your Inbox: Product Recommendations at Scale. In Proceedings of the 21th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining (Sydney, NSW, Australia) (KDD ’15). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1809–1818. https://doi.org/10.1145/2783258.2788627 [17] Jing He, Xin Li, and Lejian Liao. 2017. Category-Aware next Point-of-Interest Recommendation via Listwise Bayesian Personalized Ranking. In Proceedings of the 26th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (Melbourne, Australia) (IJCAI’17). AAAI Press, 1837–1843.

[18] Matthew D Hoffman and Matthew J Johnson. [n.d.]. Elbo surgery: yet another way to carve up the variational evidence lower bound.

[19] Won-Seok Hwang, Ho-Jong Lee, Sang-Wook Kim, Youngjoon Won, and Min soo Lee. 2016. Efficient recommendation methods using category experts for a large dataset. Information Fusion 28 (2016), 75 – 82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.inffus.2015.07.005 [20] Tommi Jaakkola and Michael Jordan. 2001. A variational approach to Bayesian logistic regression models and their extensions. (08 2001).

[21] Kalervo Järvelin and Jaana Kekäläinen. 2017. IR evaluation methods for retrieving highly relevant documents. In ACM SIGIR Forum, Vol. 51. ACM New York, NY, USA, 243–250.

[22] K. Ji and H. Shen. 2014. Using Category and Keyword for Personalized Recommendation: A Scalable Collaborative Filtering Algorithm. In 2014 Sixth International Symposium on Parallel Architectures, Algorithms and Programming. 197–202. https://doi.org/10.1109/PAAP.2014.40 [23] Kalevi Kilkki. 2007. A practical model for analyzing long tails. First Monday (2007).

[24] Gal Lavee, Noam Koenigstein, and Oren Barkan. 2019. When Actions Speak Louder than Clicks: A Combined Model of Purchase Probability and Long-Term Customer Satisfaction. In Proceedings of the 13th ACM Conference on Recommender Systems (Copenhagen, Denmark) (RecSys ’19). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 287–295. https://doi.org/10.1145/3298689.3347044 [25] Blerina Lika, Kostas Kolomvatsos, and Stathes Hadjiefthymiades. 2014. Facing the cold start problem in recommender systems. Expert Systems with Applications 41, 4, Part 2 (2014), 2065–2073. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2013.09.005 [26] Christina Lioma, Jakob Grue Simonsen, and Birger Larsen. 2017. Evaluation Measures for Relevance and Credibility in Ranked Lists. In Proceedings of the ACM SIGIR International Conference on Theory of Information Retrieval (Amsterdam, The Netherlands) (ICTIR ’17). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 91–98. https://doi.org/10.1145/3121050.3121072 [27] V. Mani, R. Balasubramanian, S. Kumar, A. Mathur, and K. Achan. 2020. On Variational Inference for User Modeling in Attribute-Driven Collaborative Filtering. In 2020 IEEE International Conference on Big Data (Big Data). 3156–3164.

https://doi.org/10.1109/BigData50022.2020.9377927 [28] Zaiqiao Meng, Richard McCreadie, Craig Macdonald, and Iadh Ounis. 2019. Variational Bayesian Context-aware Representation for Grocery Recommendation. arXiv:1909.07705 [cs.IR] [29] Tomas Mikolov, Kai Chen, Greg Corrado, and Jeffrey Dean. 2013. Efficient Estimation of Word Representations in Vector Space. arXiv:1301.3781 [cs.CL] [30] Tomas Mikolov, Ilya Sutskever, Kai Chen, Greg S Corrado, and Jeff Dean. 2013. Distributed Representations of Words and Phrases and their Compositionality. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, C. J. C. Burges, L. Bottou, M. Welling, Z. Ghahramani, and K. Q. Weinberger (Eds.), Vol. 26. Curran Associates, Inc. https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2013/file/9aa42b31882ec039965f3c4923ce901b-Paper.pdf [31] Gal Oestreicher-Singer and Arun Sundararajan. 2012. Recommendation Networks and the Long Tail of Electronic Commerce. MIS Q. 36, 1 (March 2012), 65–84.

[32] John Paisley, David Blei, and Michael Jordan. 2012. Variational Bayesian Inference with Stochastic Search. arXiv:1206.6430 [cs.LG] [33] Dragomir R Radev, Hong Qi, Harris Wu, and Weiguo Fan. [n.d.]. Evaluating Web-based Question Answering Systems. Citeseer.

[34] R. Ranganath, Sean Gerrish, and D. Blei. 2014. Black Box Variational Inference.

In AISTATS.

[35] Al Mamunur Rashid, George Karypis, and John Riedl. 2008. Learning Preferences of New Users in Recommender Systems: An Information Theoretic Approach. SIGKDD Explor. Newsl. 10, 2 (Dec. 2008), 90–100. https://doi.org/10.1145/1540276.1540302 [36] Steffen Rendle, Christoph Freudenthaler, Zeno Gantner, and Lars Schmidt- Thieme. 2009. BPR: Bayesian Personalized Ranking from Implicit Feedback. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Fifth Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (Montreal, Quebec, Canada) (UAI ’09). AUAI Press, Arlington, Virginia, USA, 452–461.

[37] Timothy Richards and Elliot Rabinovich. 2018. The long-tail of online grocery shopping. Agribusiness 34 (02 2018). https://doi.org/10.1002/agr.21553 [38] Gunnar Schröder, Maik Thiele, and Wolfgang Lehner. 2011. Setting Goals and Choosing Metrics for Recommender System Evaluations. 811 (01 2011).

[39] Dustin Tran, Matthew D. Hoffman, Dave Moore, Christopher Suter, Srinivas Vasudevan, Alexey Radul, Matthew Johnson, and Rif A. Saurous. 2018. Simple, Distributed, and Accelerated Probabilistic Programming. In Neural Information Processing Systems.

[40] Dustin Tran, Matthew D. Hoffman, Rif A. Saurous, Eugene Brevdo, Kevin Murphy, and David M. Blei. 2017. Deep probabilistic programming. In International Conference on Learning Representations.

[41] Dustin Tran, Alp Kucukelbir, Adji B. Dieng, Maja Rudolph, Dawen Liang, and David M. Blei. 2016. Edward: A library for probabilistic modeling, inference, and criticism. arXiv preprint arXiv:1610.09787 (2016).

[42] Olga Vechtomova. 2009. Introduction to Information Retrieval Christopher D.

Manning, Prabhakar Raghavan, and Hinrich Schütze (Stanford University, Yahoo! Research, and University of Stuttgart) Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008, xxi+ 482 pp; hardbound, ISBN 978-0-521-86571-5, $60.00.

[43] Mengting Wan and Julian J. McAuley. 2018. Item recommendation on monotonic behavior chains. In Proceedings of the 12th ACM Conference on Recommender Systems, RecSys 2018, Vancouver, BC, Canada, October 2-7, 2018, Sole Pera, Michael D. Ekstrand, Xavier Amatriain, and John O’Donovan (Eds.). ACM, 86– 94. https://doi.org/10.1145/3240323.3240369 [44] Mengting Wan, Di Wang, Jie Liu, Paul Bennett, and Julian McAuley. 2018.

Representing and Recommending Shopping Baskets with Complementarity, Compatibility and Loyalty. In Proceedings of the 27th ACM International Conference on Information and Knowledge Management (Torino, Italy) (CIKM ’18). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1133–1142. https://doi.org/10.1145/3269206.3271786 [45] Yining Wang, Liwei Wang, Yuanzhi Li, Di He, Tie-Yan Liu, and Wei Chen. 2013. A Theoretical Analysis of NDCG Type Ranking Measures. arXiv:1304.6480 [cs.LG] [46] S. Wei, N. Ye, S. Zhang, X. Huang, and J. Zhu. 2012. Item-Based Collaborative Filtering Recommendation Algorithm Combining Item Category with Interestingness Measure. In 2012 International Conference on Computer Science and Service System. 2038–2041. https://doi.org/10.1109/CSSS.2012.507 [47] D. Xu, Chuanwei Ruan, Jason H. D. Cho, Evren Körpeoglu, Sushant Kumar, and Kannan Achan. 2020. Knowledge-aware Complementary Product Representation Learning. Proceedings of the 13th International Conference on Web Search and Data Mining (2020).

[48] Fan Zhou, Zijing Wen, Kunpeng Zhang, Goce Trajcevski, and Ting Zhong.

2019. Variational Session-Based Recommendation Using Normalizing Flows. In The World Wide Web Conference (San Francisco, CA, USA) (WWW ’19). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 3476–3475. https://doi.org/10.1145/3308558.3313615 [49] Mu Zhu. 2004. Recall, precision and average precision. (09 2004).