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ABSTRACT

It has become increasingly clear that recommender systems that
overly focus on short-term engagement prevents users from explor-
ing diverse interests, ultimately hurting long-term user experience.
To tackle this challenge, numerous diversification algorithms have
been proposed as the final stage of recommender systems. These
algorithms typically rely on measures of item similarity, aiming to
maximize the dissimilarity across items in the final set of recom-
mendations. However, in this work, we demonstrate the benefits of
going beyond item-level similarities by utilizing higher-level user
understanding—specifically, user intents that persist across mul-
tiple interactions or recommendation sessions—in diversification.
Our approach is motivated by the observation that user behaviors
on online platforms are largely driven by their underlying intents.
Therefore, final recommendations should ensure that a diverse set
of user intents is accurately represented. While user intents has
primarily been studied in the context of search, it is less clear how
to incorporate real-time dynamic intent predictions in the diversifi-
cation stage.

To address this gap, we develop a probabilistic intent-based
whole-page diversification framework for the final stage of a rec-
ommender system. Starting with a prior belief of user intents, the
proposed framework sequentially selects items for each position
based on these beliefs and subsequently updates posterior beliefs
about the intents. This approach ensures that different user in-
tents are represented on a page, towards optimizing long-term user
experience.
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We experiment with the intent diversification framework on
YouTube, the world’s largest video recommendation platform, serv-
ing billions of users daily. Live experiments on a diverse set of
intents show that the proposed framework increases Daily Active
Users (DAU) and overall user enjoyment, validating its effectiveness
in facilitating long-term planning. Specifically, it enables users to
consistently discover and engage with diverse content that aligns
with their underlying intents over time, leading to an improved
long-term user experience.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Recommender systems, one of the biggest successes of big data
and machine learning in industry applications, have become an
integral part of the user experience on online platforms. Traditional
recommender systems that focus on optimizing users’ immediate
responses such as clicks, likes and dwell time in the current session
have gained tremendous success over the years [2, 14], setting the
foundation for personalization [42].

However, it has become increasingly clear that focusing on opti-
mizing short-term engagement can inadvertently lead to undesir-
able outcomes and hurt long-term user experience. In particular,
this can lead to pigeon-holing and echo-chamber effects [10, 30]
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that prevent users from exploring new interests, resulting in a bad
long-term user experience. To tackle this challenge, numerous ex-
ploration and diversification algorithms have been proposed to
improve the novelty and diversity of the recommendation results
[9, 12, 39]. These algorithms rely item-level notions such as novelty
[12, 21] or pairwise similarities [9, 44], aiming to maximize the
dissimilarity across items in the final set of recommendations.

In this work, we demonstrate the benefits of going beyond
item-level similarities by utilizing a higher-order user understand-
ing—specifically, user intents that persist across multiple interac-
tions or recommendation sessions—in diversifying recommenda-
tion results. This is motivated by the observation that user behaviors
on the online platforms are largely driven by their underlying in-
tents [16]. These intents can vary not only across different users but
also within the same user over time. Therefore, an ideal diversifica-
tion algorithm should account for the different intents that a user
may have. In particular, it should diversify not only across topics
but also across the different intents of the user, in order to provide
coherent recommendation results and improve user experience in
the long term.

Incorporating user intents in diversification has been primarily
investigated within the context of search [13, 22], but remains
largely under-explored for content recommendation platforms. To
bridge this gap, in this work we develop an intent diversification
framework that is applied to the final stage of a recommender
system, by adapting a greedy algorithm originally proposed for
search results diversification [3]. The diversification framework
starts with a prior belief of user intents, represented by a probability
distribution over different intents of the user, predicted by the
intent prediction module. It sequentially selects items from the top
position to the bottom, maximizing the probability of satisfying the
user intent distribution at each step. After selecting each item at
each position, it adjusts the posterior beliefs about user intents by
assuming that the user is not interested in the previously placed
items, thereby ensuring that a diverse set of intents are accurately
represented in the final recommendations.

We experiment with our proposed intent diversification frame-
work on YouTube, the world’s largest video recommendation plat-
form, serving billions of users everyday. We instantiate the frame-
work with a diverse set of user intents. Live A/B experiments on
YouTube demonstrate that our intent diversification framework
enables users to consistently discover and engage with diverse
content that aligns with their underlying intents over time. Our
framework leads to significant improvements in business metrics,
including user retention (i.e., Daily Active Users, DAU) and overall
user enjoyment, validating its effectiveness in optimizing long-term
user experience.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Diversification in Recommender Systems

Industrial recommender systems started as two-stage framework
[14]: Candidate generation and ranking. The candidate generation
stage provides broad personalization and narrows down millions
of candidates to a few hundred. The ranking stage further selects
a few dozen of items from the nominated candidates. Both stages
rely on pointwise scores to select items that are of top relevance
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to the user. In other words, similarity among the selected items
are ignored. Seeing a page of very similar items however can be a
suboptimal recommendation experience for the users as it may lead
to echo-chamber of pigeon-holing effects and prevent the users
from exploring diverse interests [10, 18]. Recognizing this chal-
lenge, state-of-art recommender systems in recent years adopt a
three-stage framework by adding a diversification or whole-page
optimization stage as the final stage of the recommender system
[17, 39], to ensure that a diverse set of contents is represented as the
final recommendations [44]. This stage is a combinatorial optimiza-
tion problem in nature as it needs to decide the optimal ordering of
a set of candidates selected from the ranking stage. Several methods
have been proposed over the years to reduce the complexity of the
problem and achieve scalable diversification in large-scale systems,
dating back to Carbonell’s work [9] which proposed to greedily add
items to the recommendation list with maximal marginal relevance
(MMR). Recent works on diversification and whole-page optimiza-
tion include leveraging determinantal point processes (DPP) [39],
listwise modeling with recurrent or attentive sequence modeling
[4, 23, 31, 43], graph theories[1], and reinforcement learning [45].
To our knowledge, most diversification algorithms to date still
exclusively rely on item-level similarity and dissimilarity measures,
lacking a higher-level understanding of user intents. This indi-
cates a missed opportunity for providing a coherent recommenda-
tion experience based on user intents that supports long-term user
engagement and satisfaction. Our proposed intent diversification
framework addresses this gap by integrating user intents into the
final stage of a recommender system, ensuring that different user
intents are accurately represented in the final recommendations
towards a coherent and improved long-term user experience.

2.2 User Intent Modeling and Application

Intents have been widely studied across various fields including
shopping [25, 28], advertising [36], online platforms [15], employ-
ment [19] and public health [35]. Psychological theories propose
that people’s intents are dynamic and subject to influence by various
factors [5, 16], making real-time modeling necessary to accurately
capture and respond to these dynamic intents.

User intent modeling has been largely explored within the search
context [29]. Broder’s seminal research from over two decades
ago [8] proposed categorizing intents for a web search query into
three predefined categories: informational, navigational, and trans-
actional. These categories are widely utilized today for query un-
derstanding and query expansion [7]. Numerous methods have
been proposed to automatically extract or predict user goals and
intents from a user’s web query [6, 13, 24, 33, 41], which are then
used to improve the quality of search engines’ results, including
the diversity of the search engine results page (SERP) [3, 11, 34].

While search and recommender systems adopt many similar
methodologies, and user intent has been extensively researched in
the search context, there appears to be a significant gap regarding
user intent within recommender systems. Closer to our work is [26]
which incorporates users’ variety-seeking behavior as a feature in
recommender systems, and [15] which uses HMMs to learn implicit
user intents and decides dynamically the optimal web page adaption.
However, [26] assumes a static variety-seeking behavior for every
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user, therefore unable to capture the dynamic and evolving nature of
the true underlying intent as our framework does. [15] is only able
to optimize among a few actions and therefore not applicable to an
industrial recommender system setting with billions of candidates.
Our work aims at bridging this gap by proposing a scalable intent
diversification framework that adapts to dynamic user intents.

3 METHOD

3.1 Notations and Definitions

We begin by introducing the components of the intent diversifi-
cation framework, which is applied to the set of recommendation
items selected by the nomination and ranking stages. We use i to
index users and j to index recommendation items. Let there be M
items selected for the page, with scores denoted as s;1, ..., iy, rep-
resenting the outputs from the multi-stage recommender system.

To introduce users’ dynamic intents into diversification, we de-
note the space of intents as V, with v representing a specific in-
tent within this space. Let Pr(v|i) denote the prior belief of user i’s
propensity to have intent v for the current page, which is the output
of a classification model trained on past user behaviors as described
below in Section 3.2. Let Q(j|i) represent the value function of item
Jj for user i, which is readily available in existing intent-agnostic
recommendation systems. We adopt a probabilistic definition of
Q(jli), where it denotes the probability that user i enjoys item
Jj. This probabilistic definition is chosen so that its complement,
1-Q(jli), represents the probability that user i does not enjoy item
Jj. As we will see shortly, this formulation facilitates the develop-
ment of a probabilistic framework for diversification, and is also
widely adopted approach within search contexts [3].

To diversify based on user intents, we also need an intent-conditioned

value function Q(j|i, v), which measures the probability that user i
enjoys item j, given that she has intent v. By Bayes’ theorem, the
intent-conditioned value function can be written as

QUlho) = LU PED. 0

The second term in the numerator, Pr(vli, j), represents the prob-
ability that user i has intent v, given the consumption of item j.
Intuitively, this value depends on whether item j aligns with the
user’s intent v, denoted as v € V;. By definition of intent, the user
would not consume an item that is not aligned with her intents.
Consequently, if item j does not align with intent v, Pr(v|i, j) = 0.
On the other hand, if item j aligns with intent v, then the item-level
intent prediction Pr(v|i, j) equals the page-level intent prediction
Pr(v|i) by law of total probability, assuming a user consumes at
most one item in a page!. Therefore, Eq.(1) simplifies to

0(jli), ifo eV,
0, otherwise.

Q(jli0) = { @

3.2 User Intent Modeling

An important input to our proposed intent diversification algorithm
is the real-time intent probabilities Pr(v|i). We propose a supervised
ML model f°(-; 0), parameterized by 0, to generate a personalized,

Pr(vli) = 2 Pr(oli, j*) Pr(j’|i) and only one of the terms in the summation is
nonzero: Pr(j|i) = 1 when user i consumes item j.
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contextualized, and real-time probability that user i has intent v in
the current recommendation page. The input features, denoted by
x, include user behavior signals such as past consumption patterns,
session-level features such as session length and average completion
ratio in the current session, and contextual features such as time of
the day and day of the week.?

Pinpointing a user’s exact intent without directly asking her is
a significant challenge. To address this, we define the intent label
by leveraging behavior signals on a given recommendation page.
Specifically, we let the label y? = 1 if the consumer consumes an
item j that aligns intent v in the current recommendation page, i.e.
v € V}, and 0 otherwise. For example, we can define the user on a
particular recommendation page to have an exploration intent if she
consumes an exploration item on the page, where an exploration
item is defined as coming from a content creator with whom the
user has not previously engaged. Training the ML model entails
minimizing the following cross-entropy loss [20] on the training

data D: R
v .
LO)=- > > y’logf(x0). )
(x,y°)eD veV
In terms of the model architecture for f°(-;6), we opt for a
multi-layer neural network with a Deep & Cross Network (DCN)
[37] component for efficiently capturing the interactions among
different features. Figure 1 shows the architecture of the intent
model.

P(Intent 1)  P(Intent 2)
V\\ \ o

‘ RelU layer N ‘

[}

‘ RelU :ayer1 |

i

| Input layer |

T Feature cross (DCN)

‘ User features | Session features l Context |

Figure 1: User Intent Model.

3.3 Intent Diversification Algorithm

With the components defined and derived in Section 3.1 and 3.2, we
are now ready to derive the intent diversification algorithm. Our
method is motivated by the search diversification algorithm pro-
posed by [3] for diversifying search results for ambiguous queries.
In the context of search, a query could belong to multiple categories
and can have more than one interpretation [32]. The authors pro-
pose to greedily diversify the search results by selecting one result
at a time that maximizes the probability of satisfying an average
user, assuming the previously presented results do not satisfy them.
We bring such logic to the recommendation space by mapping a
query to a user, and mapping the query’s category to the user’s

2For business compliance reasons, we omit the full feature list here.
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intent. Specifically, by law of total expectation, the probability that
item j satisfies user i, considering all the possible intents on a page
is equal to:

2, Prel)QGilio). @
eV
In a search diversification framework such as [3], the item that
maximizes Eq.(4) is selected as the top search result. However, it
is not straightforward to directly apply such search diversifica-
tion algorithm to the recommendation context. Unlike the search
context, where relevance typically serves as the single objective,
recommender systems involve multiple objectives summarized into
a single quality score, s;j, derived from various machine learning
model outputs. As a result, this score often lacks a probabilistic
interpretation. To integrate such non-probabilistic information into
a probabilistic framework, we propose multiplying the quality score
with the probabilistic intent-based prediction in Eq.(4). Specifically,
at the first step of the intent diversification algorithm, we define
the item at the top position, j; as

Y
j1 = argmax {sij : {Z Pr(el)QUli v)) } s)

1<j<M

where y > 0 is the hyperparameter controlling the strength of
intent diversification component. We opt for a multiplicative design
over an additive one in combining the quality score with the intent-
based component. This is because in contrast to an additive design,
our proposed multiplicative approach offers larger boost to items
having both a higher intrinsic value s;; (without considering user
intent) and a higher intent value. This enables users to discover
high-value items that also align with their intent, toward achieving
an improved long-term experience on the platform.

Starting from the second position, the choice of which item to
place at each subsequent position is influenced by the items already
placed above that position. Imagine a user who examines the top
2 positions in order in making a decision whether to consume ei-
ther item or quit. The objective of the recommender system is to
maximize the value from either of the top 2 items. Intuitively, this
implies that deciding what to put at the second position involves a
counterfactual consideration, assuming that the user is not inter-
ested in the first item. Therefore, the second position should pick
an item that is less likely to cover the intent that the first item has.

As an example, suppose the first position is a yoga item (i.e. ji
is aligned with yoga intent). When deciding what to put at the
second position, we would assume that the imaginary user is not
interested in the first yoga item. This implies that our belief about
the imaginary user having a yoga intent should probably decrease,
as she “did not” like the yoga item placed in the first position;
however, the probability estimate of yoga intent should not drop to
zero, as there is a chance that the user does have a yoga intent, just
that the presented yoga item is not interesting to her. As a result,
the second item should be less likely to be a yoga-related item.

The example above suggests that a counterfactual update of the
user intents can be leveraged to solve for the intent-based diversifi-
cation. Specifically, at step 2, we first compute the counterfactual
posterior intent updates based on the assumption that the user is
not interested in (rejects) the item at the top position (R1 = (j1)),

Wang et al.
denoted as Pr(vli, Ry):
(1-Q@j1li,v)) Pr(oli) . .
Pr(v|i,Ry) = 1-0(li) » ifoeV, (6)
Pr(vli), otherwise,

where again V}, is the set of intents that item j; aligns to. Eq.(6)
is obtained by applying Bayes’ theorem. Given the updated intent
estimates, we now select the item for the second position as

y
Jj2 = argmax {Sij : (Z Pr(oli, R1)Q(jli, U)) } . ()

1<j<M

At this point, we have formulated a greedy algorithm, as deter-
mining the ranking for position 3 and beyond follows the same
exact logic: at position m, we select an item jy, to maximize the the
following quantity:

y
Jjm = arg max {Sij . (Z Pr(oli, Rm—1)Q(jli, U)) } 8

1<js<M

by assuming that the user is not interested in the preceding m — 1
items (i.e., Rm—1 = (j1, o0 jm—1))-

Formally, the intent diversification algorithm described above
is detailed in Algorithm 1 below. On a high level, the algorithm
initiates with Ry = 0, iteratively selecting one item j,, at each
step m to be added to Ry,—1 to formulate Ry, form = 1,..., M, and
concludes after M steps at Ry; = (Ji, . . ., jpr) which serves as the
final intent-diversified recommendation results.

Algorithm 1 Intent Diversification for User i

Input: Pr(oli), Q(jli,v), s;j for j € {1,--- ,M}andov e V,y

Output: Intent-diversified recommendation list (jy, ..., jar)
1: RO — 0,
2: S = {1,...,M}
3: Pr(vli,Ry) « Pr(v]i)
4: form=1,...,Mdo
5.  for j e Sdo
QUi Rm-1) = Xyey Pr(vli, Rm-1)Q(jli, v)

end for

Jm = argmax;cg {sij - QUi Rm_l)y} // item at position m

Rm = Rm—1® (jm)

10: S S\ {jm}

// prior intent belief

v ® I >

Pr(v|i,Rm-1) (1-Q(jmli,v)) . -
11: Pr(o|i,Rp) = A=00mlD) , ifoeV,,
Pr(oli, Rm-1), otherwise,

// posterior intent belief
12: end for

13: return Ry = (ji, ..., jpm) // final ranking

Understanding the algorithm. Figure 2 shows an intuitive illustra-
tion of the proposed intent diversification algorithm, in particular
the posterior intent update in Eq.(6) or equivalently, Line 11 in Algo-
rithm 1. As depicted in the figure, user exploration intent starts with
the highest propensity p(Exploration) among the four intents (ex-
ploration, learning, gaming, fun). As a result, the top item selected
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is likely to be an exploratory item.3 Subsequently, the posterior be-
lief on exploration intent drops because in the second position, we
assume that the user is not interested in the first item, leading to a
decreased posterior belief on the exploration intent. As a result, the
relative importance of the rest of the intents (learning, gaming, fun)
will increase, therefore more likely to show up in the subsequent
items. Intuitively, by assuming that the user is not interested in
previously placed items, this greedy and sequential diversification
procedure ensures that all intents are well represented in the rec-
ommendation. By incorporating the multiplication of the quality
score s;j, it further ensures that the item selected at each position
maintains high relevance to the users.

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Experiment Setup

We conduct experiments on YouTube, the world’s largest video rec-
ommendation platform, serving billions of users everyday. Similar
to many industrial recommendation platforms, the recommender
system adopted by the platform for the landing page consists of
three stages, including candidate generation, multi-tasking ranking,
and whole-page optimization [27, 39, 40]. Our intent diversification
framework is applied as the last step in the whole-page optimiza-
tion stage, taking the scores from the original multi-stage system
as sij. Using live A/B testing, we compare the performance of the
production recommender system with (treatment) and without
(control) our proposed intent diversification framework. The exper-
iments were run for a period considered long term by the company?,
allowing us to observe the effects on long-term user experience.

While our proposed intent diversification framework works with
any number or types of intents, in the first set of live experiments
we selected two intents that are critical to the platform: exploration
intent and familiarity intent. Following the intent label definition
in Section 3.2, a user is considered to have an exploration intent if
they prefer to consume content from an unseen creator (i.e., watch
a video from a channel they have not seen before), and a familiarity
intent if they prefer content from familiar creators (i.e., watch a
video from channels they have seen before). The reason we se-
lected these two intents is that they are closely connected with user
exploration in recommender systems, which is defined as identify-
ing unknown user interests or introducing users to new interests
[21]. Chen et al. [12] showed that user exploration is tightly con-
nected to long-term user experience on content recommendation
platforms. In addition, incorporating a user’s exploration intent in
the diversification stage allows the system to dynamically adjust
the diversity level based on whether the user seeks explorational
content. This approach enables the diversification stage to adapt to
user preferences in real time, effectively implementing a form of
“learning to diversify” in recommender systems. Motivated by these
considerations, we chose user exploration and familiarity intents
for our intent diversification framework to optimize long-term user
experience.

3Note that it is not necessarily true that the top selected item is guaranteed to be an
item from the intent with highest propensity. Instead, it also depends on the quality of
the item according to Eq.(8).

4Unfortunately, we cannot disclose the exact time period due to business compliance
reasons.
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In Section 4.2 below, we present live A/B testing results on these
intents. In Appendix A.1, we present live A/B testing results on a
different set of intents, specifically creator-level intents and visit
length intents, to showcase the generalizability and scalability of
our proposed framework to a large number of intents.

4.2 Live Experiment Results

Figure 3 summarizes the live experiment metrics with the selected
exploration and familiarity intents. The differences are reported
as percentage changes on the metrics of the treatment group with
respect to the control. Due to business compliance reasons, the
absolute values of the metrics and the x-axis (representing the time
horizon of the experiment) have been omitted. The top-line business
metric, overall user enjoyment®, shows a significant improvement
of 0.09% (Fig.3a) under the intent diversification treatment. At the
same time, Daily Active Users (DAU) is improved by 0.05% which
is also statistically significant (Fig.3b). This is accompanied by the
upward trend in the improvement in consumption on the landing
page (Fig.3c), indicating that the users are increasingly engaging
with the platform. Furthermore, there is also an upward trend in
satisfied users (Fig.3d), suggesting that users are not only increasing
their engagement with the platform but also expressing higher
satisfaction levels. The improvement in DAU suggests that users
are returning to the platform more frequently, indicative of an
improved long-term user experience.

We emphasize that while the absolute percentages may appear
small, they represent a significant business impact considering the
scale of the platform. Notably, on large platforms, DAU movement
has reached saturation, making it increasingly difficult to observe
any statistically significant changes in DAU.

4.3 Understanding the Improvements

4.3.1 Overall exploration and diversity patterns. To delve deeper
into the sources of gain from the intent diversification framework,
we conducted additional analyses to examine how users’ explo-
ration behavior evolves over time and its impact on the diversity
of their consumption patterns. In addition to the improvements
in top business metrics in Section 4.2, we also see a significant
improvement in user engagement with novel creators (Fig.4a). To
check whether these engagements are high-quality engagements,
the platform also measures “repeated exploration”, which is defined
as the user visiting the same novel creator multiple times. This
can be viewed as a measure for high-quality exploration behav-
ior. Figure 4b shows that there is also a significant improvement
in repeated exploration, indicating an improvement in users find-
ing high-quality exploratory contents. To measure the diversity of
users’ consumption patterns, we also examined the unique topic
clusters that users interacted with®. Notably, Fig.4c demonstrates
a substantial improvement in the average number of unique topic

SThis is an objective and well-defined measure on high-quality user engagement on
the platform. It combines feedback based on time spent, survey, and content quality
guardrail etc. We have kept the name of the metric vague due to business compliance
reasons.

®These topic clusters, derived from an unsupervised clustering algorithm based on
observed co-occurrence patterns on the platform [12], indicate semantic similarities
between items within the same cluster.
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p(Learning)

p(Exploration) / p(Gaming)

Start with prior belief on intents. Place item most likely to satisfy
Pr(v]i) user’s intents based on the beliefs.

p(Exploration)

Adjust posterior beliefs on the intents

Wang et al.

Exploration
b(Gaming) [ A

\®/ > >

p(Learning)

Place item most likely to satisfy

by assuming the user is not interested in the updated intent beliefs.

the previously placed items.

Figure 2: An illustration of the proposed intent diversification framework. The font size assigned to different intents visually

represents their relative significance of their values.

(a) Overall user enjoyment.

(b) Daily Active Users.

0.9

(c) Landing page consumption. (d) Satisfied users.
Figure 3: Live experiment results on the intent diversification
framework. Results are reported as percentage changes over
the control group over the experiment period.

clusters consumed per user. This finding suggests that the intent di-
versification strategy, by encouraging users to engage with a wider
variety of novel content, leads to increased consumption diversity.

Importantly, Fig.4 demonstrates a notable upward trend across
all three metrics, suggesting increasing improvements in explo-
ration and diversity over time. This trend implies that users are
increasingly engaging with a wider set of exploratory and diversi-
fied content over their time spent on the platform. Prior research
has highlighted the significant correlation between high-quality
exploration and better long-term user experience [12]. Building on
this, the observed improvements in long-term user experience re-
sulting from our intent diversification framework can be attributed
to its facilitation of consistent content discovery and engagement
content over time. This continuous and increasing exposure to novel

and diverse content contributes to a more satisfying and sustained
user experience in the long run.

0.9

(a) Novel content creator en-

gagement. (b) Repeated Explorations.

(c) Average unique clusters con-
sumed per user.

Figure 4: Exploration and diversity related metrics from the
live experiment. Results are reported as percentage changes
over the control group over the experiment period.

4.3.2  The value of personalization in intent diversification. Our pro-
posed intent diversification framework is a personalized treatment
based on a personalized prediction of intent propensities for each
user. To understand the effect of personalization, we conducted
further analysis by comparing the treatment (with intent diversifi-
cation) and control (without intent diversification) for users with
different levels of exploration intent p(Exploration).” In particular,
we looked at the following metrics: (1) Novel impressions: Number

7As the two intent probabilities sum to one, our analysis focuses only on
p(Exploration) here; The findings for the familiarity intent are symmetric.
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of impressions on the landing page that are from novel content
creators (channels), with whom the user has not previously en-
gaged.® This measures the overall novelty of the recommendations.
(2) Novel consumptions: Number of consumed items on the landing
page that are from novel content creators. (3) Novel click-through
rate (CTR): Click-through-rates of the novel recommended items.
This measures the relevance of the novel recommendations. Figure
5a - 5¢ shows the differences between treatment and control in these
metrics. We observe that for pages with higher exploration intent
(and consequently lower familiarity intent), the treatment (our in-
tent diversification framework) is recommending more novel items
(Fig.5a) than control, and the users are more likely to engaging with
those novel contents (Fig.5b and Fig.5c).

All three metrics in Fig.5 exhibit a consistent monotonic trend.
This suggests that our intent diversification framework improves
personalization with respect to users’ intents. Specifically, for pages
with a higher propensity towards exploration, our framework not
only recommends an increasing proportion of high-quality novel
items but also observes increased user engagement with these rec-
ommendations, as evidenced by the difference in CTR (Fig.5c¢). For
example, at about 80% percentile of p(Exploration), our proposed
framework is showing about the same amount of novel recommen-
dations (Fig.5a), but results in 4% increase in consumptions from
novel contents (Fig.5b). This suggest that our framework is more
efficient in recommending contents that are both novel and relevant
to the users who are in exploration mode. Conversely, for users
with lower exploration intent, the recommendation of such novel
items decreases and the users are less likely to engage with them. In
other words, our intent diversification framework is able to further
personalize the recommendation results to align them with varying
levels of user exploration intents.
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(a) Novel impressions. (b) Novel consumptions.
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Figure 5: Comparison between treatment and control, sliced
by percentile of the predicted exploration intent. Results are
reported as percentage changes over the control group.

8Note that the novelty of content creators is a personalized notion. A novel content
creator for user A may not be a novel content creator for user B.
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4.4 Understanding User Intents

4.4.1 Model performance and feature correlation analysis. As the
probabilities of exploration intent and familiarity intent sum to one,
we only present the analysis for exploration intent here; the results
for familiarity intent are symmetric. The user intent model has an
AUC of 0.73 and is well calibrated with an average prediction to
label ratio of 0.97 (Fig.6). To understand what signals are captured
by the user intent model, we conducted analysis to study how
each feature is correlated with the p(Exploration) prediction and
rank by the order of the absolute value of the correlations. Table 1
summarizes the features that have the highest absolute correlations
with the predicted user exploration intent. We see that features
such as “current session length” and “number of consumptions in
the current session” are positively correlated with p(Exploration).
This is interesting and expected, as it suggests that users are more
likely to explore when they have caught up existing interests (e.g.
finishing consuming the newest episode of a drama series) in the
current session. Features such as “average completion ratio of past
consumed items” and “average total length of past consumed items”
are negatively correlated with p(Exploration), indicating that users
who are less patient with each consumption (i.e. more likely to
consume shorter items or quit before finishing the consumption)
are more likely to explore. These findings are also aligned with the
qualitative insights from user interviews conducted at the company.
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Figure 6: Calibration plot of the user exploration intent
model. A perfectly calibrated model has a calibration score
of 1 and the calibration curve aligns with the 45 degree line.

4.4.2  User intents on different time horizons. To understand how
the predicted user intents evolves over different sessions and varies
across different users, we visualized one of the intent model’s predic-
tions p(Exploration) across different time horizons for a random
sample of the users. Figure 7a shows the page-level p(Exploration)
over different hours of day for a random sample of 10 users. We ob-
serve that users tend to exhibit varying levels of exploration intent
throughout different hours or sessions of the day, even for the same
individual. This is expected, as a user’s mood and context may fluc-
tuate between, for instance, the morning rush hours and evening
family time, resulting in differing propensities to explore. Figure 7a
shows that our intent model is able captures these variations.
Even more intriguingly, when aggregating data at the daily level
rather than hourly, we observe significantly smaller fluctuations
across different days, as shown in Fig.7b. This implies that each
user maintains a relatively stable baseline level of exploration in-
tent, which may vary among individuals. While some users are
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Features that are positively correlated with p(Exploration)

Number of topic clusters consumed

Number of content creators interacted with
Current session length

Number of consumptions in the current session
Time since last session

Past consumption diversity

Features that are negatively correlated with p(Exploration)

Average completion ratio of past consumed items
Average total length of past consumed items
Average consumption time

Past activity level

Number and ratio of repeated consumptions

Table 1: Feature analysis of user exploration intent model.

inherently more likely to explore than others, within the same user,
their propensity to explore remains consistent across different days.
This stable nature of user-level intent provides grounds in using
supervised machine learning models to predict future intents based
on the user’s past behaviors.

A Random Sample of 10 Users

A Random Sample of 10 Users

p(Exploration
|

10 15
Hour of Day Date

(a) Page-level exploration in- (b) User-level exploration in-
tent: p(Exploration) over dif- tent: Average p(Exploration)
ferent hours of day. over different days.

Figure 7: User intents on different time horizons.

4.5 Effect of the Strength of Intent
Diversification

Although diversity is a desired property for recommendation re-
sults, it has been established that diversity usually hurts the overall
relevance of the set of recommended items [12]. Therefore, the goal
of the recommender system is to achieve the optimal trade-off be-
tween diversity and relevance in order to optimize long-term user
experience. In our intent diversification framework, the strength of
diversification is controlled by the hyperparameter y in Eq.(8). To
understand the effect of the different strengths of intent diversifica-
tion, we conduct additional experiments with varying values of y,
and measure the following four metrics: (1) Diversity, measured by
number of unique clusters consumed per user; (2) Novelty, measured
by novel content creator engagement; (3) Relevance, which is the
average of the relevance score (predicted by a separate ML model)
of all recommended items on the landing page; (4) Long-Term Metric
(DAU), which is the Daily Active User (DAU) metric.

Figure 8 shows how these four metrics change with different
strength levels of intent diversification. We see that as the strength
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Figure 8: Changes in diversity, novelty, relevance and long-
term metric for different strengths (y) of intent diversifica-
tion. Metrics are reported as relative changes compared to
control which does not have intent diversification.

y increases from 0.005 to 0.04, there is a monotone increase in diver-
sity and novelty, and a monotone decrease in relevance (top three
subplots of Fig.8). This confirms the inherent trade-off between
diversity and relevance and shows that our intent diversification
framework serves as an effective lever to control this trade-off. The
last plot in Fig.8 shows a non-monotone trend of DAU, which is
maximized around y = 0.02. The live experiment results in the
previous sections are reported at y = 0.02. At this point, neither
diversity nor relevance reaches their maximum values. This shows
that a delicate balance between diversity and relevance of the rec-
ommender systems is necessary in order to optimize long-term
outcomes (e.g. DAU) on these platforms.

5 CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a framework to diversify recommendation
results based on user intents. By adapting an algorithm originally
designed for search results diversification, we propose to explicitly
incorporate the user’s propensities to different intents in the final
stage of a recommender system, to ensure that different intents are
represented in the recommendations. Through live experiments
on YouTube, the world’s largest video recommendation platform,
we demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed framework in
assisting users towards their intents and improving their long-
term experience on the platform. In particular, we see a significant
improvement in long-term metrics such as overall user enjoyment
and Daily Active Users (DAU).
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Our proposed framework works with any number of intents
and can be applied either as a standalone diversification layer or
combined with existing whole-page optimization algorithms. Al-
though our findings is only on one of the largest platforms in the
world, our framework is general and readily applicable to other
recommendation platforms. In fact, our approach is more beneficial
when there are not a huge amount of training data available. This
is because compared to a black-box diversification algorithm, our
intent-based diversification framework is able to better capture the
underlying data generation process (i.e. an intent-driven decision-
making process). It improves learning efficiency given the same
amount of training data as a result. Therefore, smaller platforms
should benefit even more from our framework. In addition, the
intent prediction model is much smaller in size compared with the
other models used by the platform. Therefore, it introduces minimal
engineering cost in implementing our framework.

In the live experiments, we selected the intents based on business
considerations by the platform. A future research direction is to au-
tomatically learn a taxonomy of user intents in the recommendation
context that can directly serve as input to the intent diversification
framework toward optimizing long-term user experience on the
platform.
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A ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENT RESULTS

A.1 Experiments on additional intents

We define a creator intent as the user’s propensity to engage with
content from a specific creator on the platform (i.e., a channel
on YouTube). Considering the fact that YouTube hosts hundreds
of millions of creators, the set of intents V is extremely large
in this case. We were able to conduct A/B testing on the intent
diversification framework with the creator intents.

Figure 9 below summarizes the results. There is a significant
0.05% increase in Daily Active Users (DAU) from incorporating
creator intents (Fig.9a). This is accompanied by a 0.04% increase
in site-wide consumption count (Fig.9b). In terms of intent-related
metrics, we see that there is a significant 0.56% increase in novel
creator consumption, 0.10% increase in unique user-creator pairs,
0.13% increase in unique user-cluster pairs, and 0.30% repeated
novel consumption, suggesting that our creator-intent-aware treat-
ment facilitates the discovery and engagement with novel content
creators. As a result, we also see an increase in consumption diver-
sity which is measured by unique user-cluster pairs.

We also observed positive A/B experiment results when mod-
eling user intents around the visit length on the platform within
our intent diversification framework. Specifically, we build an ML
model to predict the probability that a user would prefer to watch a
long versus a short video on the current recommendation page. By
incorporating these visit length intents, we achieved a significant
increase of +0.06% in overall user enjoyment and a notable +0.59%
increase in landing page consumption, as shown in Fig.10. These
outcomes confirm our framework’s ability to effectively generalize
and scale across a broad set of user intents.

A.2 Additional baselines on exploration

Our intent diversification framework with exploration and famil-
iarity intents also outperforms existing state-of-the-art baselines
for exploration in recommender systems. The existing production
recommender system at the platform (which serves as control in
our experiments) has already incorporated several state-of-the-art
approaches for boosting novelty and diversity in the recommenda-
tion results. For diversification, the control group has incorporated
a treatment similar to Wilhelm et al. [39] and Wang et al. [38]; For
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Figure 9: Creator-intent related metrics.
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Figure 10: Visit length intent related metrics.

novelty, the control group has incorporated a treatment similar
to Chen et al. [12]. Our proposed intent diversification algorithm
is able to provide further improvements (in DAU etc.) on top of
these existing state-of-the-art approaches for diversified and novel
recommendations.
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