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Abstract

The effectiveness of Recommender Systems (RS) is closely
tied to the quality and distinctiveness of user profiles, yet de-
spite many advancements in raw performance, the sensitiv-
ity of RS to user profile quality remains under-researched.
This paper introduces novel information-theoretic measures
for understanding recommender systems: a ”surprise” mea-
sure quantifying users’ deviations from popular choices, and
a ”conditional surprise” measure capturing user interaction
coherence. We evaluate 7 recommendation algorithms across
9 datasets, revealing the relationships between our measures
and standard performance metrics. Using a rigorous statisti-
cal framework, our analysis quantifies how much user profile
density and information measures impact algorithm perfor-
mance across domains. By segmenting users based on these
measures, we achieve improved performance with reduced
data and show that simpler algorithms can match complex
ones for low-coherence users. Additionally, we employ our
measures to analyze how well different recommendation al-
gorithms maintain the coherence and diversity of user pref-
erences in their predictions, providing insights into algorithm
behavior. This work advances the theoretical understanding
of user behavior and practical heuristics for personalized rec-
ommendation systems, promoting more efficient and adaptive
architectures.

1 Introduction
In the context of the rapid development of digital connectiv-
ity and the explosion in the amount of information, recom-
mender systems (RS) have emerged as essential tools, of-
fering personalized suggestions adapted to individual pref-
erences and behaviors (Nilashi et al. 2013; Pavlidis 2019).
These systems play an essential role in filtering and person-
alizing content across various domains, from e-commerce to
entertainment and news consumption (Nilashi et al. 2013;
Konstan 2004).

RS can be categorized into three main types: content-
based (CB), knowledge-based (KB), and in our study
scope, collaborative filtering (CF) approaches (Burke 2000).
Content-based systems use machine learning to classify
items likely to interest users based on available characteris-
tics of previously consumed items (e.g. the genre of a film),
while knowledge-based approaches aim to extract semantic
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Figure 1: Performance in Recall@20 of different RS, av-
eraged over datasets, w.r. to our proposed Conditional Sur-
prise (CS(u)) measure, standardized between 0 and 1, with
a moving average smoothing. All RS performance collapse
for high values of CS(u).

representations to find products meeting user requirements
(Burke 2000; Jannach et al. 2010). On the other hand, col-
laborative filtering has gained significant attention due to its
ability to aggregate user preferences and make recommenda-
tions based on similarities in user behavior patterns (Konstan
2004). We concentrate on CF approaches because they have
dominated the research landscape in recent years (Lops et al.
2019; Zhang et al. 2019; Batmaz et al. 2019) and require
minimal information, analyzing only user-item interactions
without the need for additional content or knowledge-based
features (Ekstrand et al. 2011; Afoudi et al. 2018).

Selecting the right measures is essential to ensure that RS
delivers recommendations that are not only accurate but also
align well with users’ overall preferences and consumption
patterns, ultimately enhancing user satisfaction. Despite the
emergence of many new measures like diversity and nov-
elty (Kaminskas and Bridge 2016) that describe predicted
items, the field lacks measures that accurately model the di-
versity of the user consumptions. We propose two coherence
measures, Surprise and Conditional Surprise, that quan-
tify different aspects of coherence and can be applied to
both user interactions and model predictions. The former de-
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scribes how surprising (uncommon) a user’s consumptions’
are, while the latter describes their internal coherence, in-
dependently of their uncommonness. We provide theoreti-
cal interpretations and properties of these measures and use
them to improve our understanding of the performance of
RS. Figure 1 illustrates the impact of our Conditional Sur-
prise measure on the performance of various recommenda-
tion algorithms across multiple datasets. The graph clearly
demonstrates that as the Conditional Surprise increases (in-
dicating less coherent user behavior), the performance of all
recommender systems drastically declines. This relationship
holds true across different algorithms and datasets, high-
lighting the impact of user coherence in recommendation
tasks and the potential utility of our proposed measure for
understanding and improving recommender system perfor-
mance. Specifically, we address three questions in this re-
gard:

1. Can we develop a framework that describes user be-
havior and how it impacts the effectiveness of differ-
ent recommendation algorithms? We demonstrate that
our measures capture nuanced user behavior patterns, re-
vealing significant correlations between user coherence
and algorithm performance across various domains.

2. Can this framework allow for meaningful recommen-
dation effectiveness comparisons across domains and
algorithms? Our proposed measures provide a common
basis for evaluating recommender systems across diverse
contexts, allowing us to compare RS performance across
multiple scenarios.

3. How can we leverage the proposed measures to en-
hance overall recommender system performance and
adaptability? Our analysis demonstrates that these mea-
sures can be used to optimize various aspects of recom-
mender systems, from prediction quality and algorithm
selection to coherence preservation, leading to more ef-
fective and efficient recommendations.

2 Related Work
RS have evolved significantly over the past decade (Wu et al.
2012; Roy et al. 2022). However, recent studies still high-
light persistent and major challenges within the field. More
specifically, offline evaluation (Sun 2023, 2024) and replica-
bility (Dong et al. 2023) issues motivate the need for more
rigorous evaluation approaches.

The data processing pipline can also have an important
impact on performance. Meng et al. (2020) examined data
splitting strategies and their impact on evaluation outcomes
while Ji et al. (2020) addressed data leakage in offline eval-
uation, highlighting the issue of evaluating on too few sets
(Fan et al. 2024).

Several frameworks and analyses have thus been devel-
oped to enhance evaluation rigor and standardization. Sun
et al. (2020) and Salah et al. (2020) focus on reproducible
evaluation. More recently, new comprehensive frameworks
like Elliot (Anelli et al. 2021) and ReChorus2.0 (Li et al.
2024) now provide standardized evaluation tools. While
these frameworks offer valuable resources for consistent

evaluation, they primarily focus on traditional performance
metrics.

While traditional metrics focus primarily on accuracy, re-
cent research has emphasized the importance of considering
additional factors to provide a more comprehensive evalua-
tion (Kuanr and Mohapatra 2021). In the context of collab-
orative filtering, the accuracy is usually measured through
Recall@K, Precision@K, or NDCG@K, among others,
which describe the RS’s capacity to recover the user’s in-
teractions that were hidden in test-time. These metrics have
been widely used (Silveira et al. 2019), but leave out other
recommendation aspects that are in the users’ interests, some
of which have been tackled over the years. More precisely,
Konstan and Riedl (2012) introduced user satisfaction in
evaluations. Kaminskas and Bridge (2016) examined diver-
sity, serendipity, and coverage metrics. The use of satisfac-
tion metrics was democratized to evaluate model prediction
in the following works (Silveira et al. 2019; Alhijawi, Awa-
jan, and Fraihat 2022). Additional works highlighted the im-
portance of considering these newer metrics in order to bet-
ter match users’ behavior and find better recommendations
(Kim, Choi, and Li 2021; Ping, Li, and Zhu 2024). Using rel-
evant metrics enables the analysis of group disparity in the
behavior of the recommendation system. Recent work thus
used these metrics to analyze such disparity in given user or
item segments (Dong et al. 2023; Diricic et al. 2023).

In addition, concerns about domain-specific evaluation
methodologies have emerged, highlighting the need for
more nuanced and versatile evaluation approaches. Latifi
et al. (2022) proposed metrics for session-based recommen-
dations in streaming contexts, revealing that traditional static
metrics often fail to adequately assess the performance of
recommender systems in dynamic, session-based environ-
ments. Dietz et al. (2023) studied the influence of data char-
acteristics on point-of-interest recommendation algorithms,
demonstrating that factors such as geographical distribu-
tion and temporal patterns significantly impact algorithm
performance. Their findings underscored the importance of
considering domain-specific features in evaluation method-
ologies. Building on these insights, Sun (2024) questioned
the cross-domain applicability of current evaluation prac-
tices, arguing that metrics and evaluation protocols opti-
mized for one domain may not translate effectively to others.
They highlighted the need for more generalizable evaluation
frameworks that can account for domain-specific nuances
while still enabling meaningful cross-domain comparisons.

Recent research advocates for improvements in funda-
mental aspects of recommender system evaluation, such as
data handling, performance metrics, and cross-domain ap-
plicability (Fan et al. 2024; Shevchenko et al. 2024). Addi-
tionally, emerging works highlight new concerns, including
the need to create RS tasks more aligned with real-world ap-
plications (Sun 2024) and to develop a better understanding
of users’ true intents (Kleinberg et al. 2022).

Collectively, these studies depict a field in transition,
showing the need for better evaluation practices to match
the increasing sophistication and real-world impact of rec-
ommender systems.



3 Proposed Approach
3.1 Notations and Problem Formulation
We denote the set of users as U and the set of items as I. Let
n = |U| be the number of users and m = |I| the number of
items. We place ourselves in a binary setting where each user
u ∈ U can either interact (xui = 1) or not interact (xui = 0)
with an item i ∈ I, leading to the binary interaction matrix
X ∈ {0, 1}n×m. We identify each user to its item set so that
”u” refers equivalently to a user id and to their item set.
A set of test users Utest is randomly sampled. For each test
user, their last interaction is isolated as the test target xuitest .
All other interactions are part of the training set. The goal of
a recommender system is to learn a function f : U × I →
R that assigns a score f(u, i) to each user-item pair (u, i),
indicating the likelihood of user u interacting with item i.
The system’s performance is evaluated by its ability to rank
the test item itest highly among all items not in the user’s
training set.

3.2 Coherence measures
We aim to understand and quantify individual user behavior
in recommender systems. Traditional approaches often sim-
plify users into entries in a user-item matrix, and this mod-
eling choice can overlook important nuances in user pref-
erences and consumption patterns. By modeling individual
user behavior more comprehensively, we can gain insights
into why certain recommendations succeed or fail, and po-
tentially tailor our approaches to different types of users.

In this context, we define coherence as ”the degree to
which a user’s interactions form a consistent and pre-
dictable pattern”. A highly coherent user would have a set
of interactions that align well with each other and with com-
mon consumption patterns. In contrast, a less coherent user
might have more diverse interactions.

Specifically, we want to measure how the performance of
recommender algorithms is impacted by how surprising or
unpredictable a user’s behavior is. To model surprise, one
natural way is to first assign probabilities to items. In previ-
ous works (Kaminskas and Bridge 2016), the probabilities
used to compute existing measures describe the prediction
distribution. However, this approach is limited as it focuses
on the model’s output rather than the inherent characteristics
of user behavior. Here, we adopt another view and consider
the item probability as their frequency among the users:

p∗i =

∣∣{xui = 1}
∣∣

n
(1)

This quantity is insufficient since a user can interact with
very rare items but still have a very coherent set of items
(e.g. niche movies from the same director). Therefore, we
consider the second-order statistics:

p∗i,j =

∣∣{xui = xuj = 1, u ∈ U}
∣∣

n
and p∗i|j =

p∗i,j
p∗j

(2)

The probability p∗i|j represents how much a user is likely to
interact with i when they also interacted with j.

Then, we can define the Surprise of an item as − log(p∗i )

and the Conditional Surprise − log(p∗i|j). The first intu-
itive measures to study are the mean empirical binary cross-
entropies:

S̃(u) = − 1

m

m∑
i=1

log(p∗i )xui (3)

C̃S(u) = − 1

m2

m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

log(p∗i|j)xuixuj (4)

However, these existing definitions have an important lim-
itation in that they are non-decreasing when a new item is
added to a user’s set, regardless of the item’s characteris-
tics. This behavior is counter-intuitive, as we would expect
the overall surprise to potentially decrease if a highly pre-
dictable or common item is added to the user’s profile. Thus,
we define our user coherence measures, called Mean Sur-
prise and Mean Conditional Surprise:

S(u) = − 1

|u|
∑
i∈u

log(p∗i ) (5)

CS(u) = − 1

|u|2
∑
i∈u

∑
j∈u

log(p∗i|j) (6)

where | · | is the L1 norm. To show the relevance of
our measures, we also compute their Oracle versions
on the test items. In our leave-one-out setup, they sim-
plify to S(itest) = − log(pitest) and CS(itest) =
− 1

|u|
∑

j∈u log(pitest|j).

3.3 Interpretation and Properties

The quantities in Equations 5 and 6 have a similar form as in
Equations3 and 4, but provide a dynamic rescaling depen-
dent on the user. This ensures that the measures are com-
parable across users with different numbers of interactions,
providing a fair basis for comparison. Unlike the previous
formulations, these measures can decrease when a user in-
teracts with a common item, better reflecting intuitive no-
tions of surprise and coherence. The Mean Surprise S(u)
describes at the first order how much a user’s consumption
deviates from the popular items, on a scale from the unsur-
prising users to the surprising users. The Mean Conditional
Surprise CS(u) indicates whether the co-occurrences in the
user’s consumption set are far from frequent co-occurrences,
capturing the internal consistency of a user’s choices, on a
scale from the coherent users to the incoherent users.

In RS data, user behavior and item consumption detection
can be quite noisy (Amatriain, Pujol, and Oliver 2009). We
can verify how our measures behave on average:

Proposition 1. Let πu be the distribution from which u
is drawn, and π≥1

u be the distribution of u conditioned
on |u| ≥ 1. Let S∗(u) = E

π
≥1
u

[S̃(u)] and CS∗(u) =

E
π
≥1
u

[C̃S(u)]. Then:



m

E
π
≥1
u

[|u|]
≤

E
π
≥1
u

[S(u)]

S∗(u)
≤ E

π
≥1
u

[
m

|u|

]
(7)

m2

E
π
≥1
u

[|u|2]
≤

E
π
≥1
u

[CS(u)]

CS∗(u)
≤ E

π
≥1
u

[
m2

|u|2

]
(8)

Proof. See appendix.

In particular, we see that the lower bound for the scal-
ing depends only on the expected value of the number
of items. The upper bound, however, can get bigger than
m/E

π
≥1
u

[|u|], due to the Jensen inequality. However, there
is no way of simply bounding it without additional hypothe-
ses. Since |u| is the number of items consumed by u, we
can model it as a Poisson variable with parameter λ (see ap-
pendix). We have the following bound:

Proposition 2. If X is a Poisson variable of parameter λ >
0 , we have:

E≥1

[
1

X

]
≤ 2

E≥1[X]
(9)

Proof. See appendix.

Empirically, we find a tighter upper bound for Equation
9 with a numerator equal to 1.37 instead of 2. This up-
per bound is met for λsup ≈ 2.9. For smaller and larger
values of λ, the numerator quickly drops to 1. This means
that for surprising users, on average, the empirical estima-
tion should not be too far from S∗(u)×m/E

π
≥1
u

[|u|], which
is indeed the classical estimator expectancy re-scaled by the
mean proportion of items that a user will consume. The same
bound effects apply to CS(u).

3.4 User Coherence Segmentation
We study how different recommendation algorithms react
to different users. For each training dataset D, we calculate
S(u) and CS(u) for each user u. In particular, we have an
estimate of the measures for the test users, using their train
interactions. This allows us to segment the dataset into bins
based on the value of the coherence measures. As we will
see, the conditional surprise metric plays an important role
in explaining user performance, so we mainly use CS(u)
for our user segmentation. We denote by D[α, β] the dataset
comprised of users with a CS(u) between the αth and the
βth percentiles. For example, D[0, 0.1] is the set of coher-
ent users, i.e., users with a Mean Conditional Surprise in the
first decile.

3.5 Regression Model as an Analytical tool
To accurately quantify the impact of our measures on RS
performance, we employ logistic regression (Angrist and
Pischke 2009), a statistical method for modeling the rela-
tion between attributes and binary outcomes, as proposed by
Soumm (2024). The logistic regression model is defined as:

ln
P[y = 1|X]

P[y = 0|X]
= β0 + β1X1 + ...+ βkXk (10)

where y is the binary target variable, X1, ...Xk are the ex-
planatory variables, and β0, ..., βk are the fitted coefficients.
This model is denoted in a condensed form as Y ∼ σ(X1 +

... +Xk). The model provides coefficient estimates (β̂ val-
ues) for each variable, from which we compute average
marginal effects (AME), quantifying how changes in each
variable affect the outcome probability while holding other
variables constant (Angrist and Pischke 2009). The choice of
the considered variables is motivated by modeling consider-
ations and regression quality metrics such as McFadden R2

(Allison 2014) and the AIC (Akaike 1998). To capture the
interactions between variables, we use product terms. For
example, the notation X × Y expands to X + Y + XY ,
including the main effects and their interaction. This allows
for the modeling of complex relationships while retaining
individual variable effects.

When X is a variable estimating X∗ with a certain
variance σ2, the plain regression on X becomes impre-
cise, as the regression data becomes noisy. We the SIMEX
(Simulation-Extrapolation) method (Cook and Stefanski
1994), which simulates many regressions with the added
noise σ2, and extrapolates to the case of no noise, provid-
ing more robust coefficient estimates.

4 Experimental Setup
4.1 Datasets
We perform our analysis on 9 datasets of various sizes and
domains:

• MovieLens 1M and MovieLens 10M (Harper and Kon-
stan 2016): movie ratings recommendation datasets,
commonly used for benchmarking recommendation al-
gorithms;

• Netflix Small and Netflix (Bennett et al. 2007): two ver-
sions of the Netflix Prize dataset, consisting of movie rat-
ings;

• Amazon Music, Amazon Office, and Amazon Toys
(Lakkaraju et al. 2013): part of the Amazon product
reviews collection, focusing on different product cate-
gories;

• Tradesy (Lakkaraju et al. 2013): interactions on the
Tradesy platform, which specializes in the resale of de-
signer fashion;

• Vis2Rec (Soumm et al. 2023): tourism recommendation
dataset, with visits identified from photos.

We used different sizes from the same dataset, and datasets
from the same domain but different sources, specifically to
study the effects of dataset size and domain. This allows
us to analyze recommender systems across a wide range of
real-world applications.

4.2 Data Processing
Following standard practices (Meng et al. 2020), we bina-
rize non-binary ratings, which are all in [1, 5], by setting
xui = 1(rui > 3). A 5-code is extracted from the datasets,
i.e. a subset of users and items with at least 5 interactions,
by sequentially filtering out users and items with less than
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Figure 2: Distribution of the measures across datasets. S denotes the Surprise measure, and CS the Conditional Surprise measure.
CS shows remarkable stability across all datasets.

Dataset Items Users Inter. Density
ML 1M 3.1K 6K 562K 3 · 10−2

ML 10M 9.4K 69K 5.7M 9 · 10−3

Netflix Small 2.7K 8.3K 320K 1 · 10−2

Netflix 18K 463K 59.9M 7 · 10−4

Vis2Rec 9.3K 9.1K 200K 2 · 10−3

Tradesy 12K 6.6K 73K 9 · 10−4

Amazon Music 11K 8.6K 87K 9 · 10−4

Amazon Office 62K 20K 468K 4 · 10−4

Amazon Toys 143K 61K 1.2M 1 · 10−4

Table 1: Description of the datasets after processing

5 interactions until convergence. This pre-processing makes
the datasets more compact, leading to a size distribution de-
scribed in Table 1.
We sample 10’000 test users from each dataset, isolate their
last interaction as the test set, and the second-to-last inter-
action as a validation set. For datasets with less than 10’000
users, all users are considered test users.
For each dataset, the Mean Surprise and Conditional Sur-
prise are computed for each user. This allows us to easily
create the segments D[α, β] for multiple values of α and β,
both in the train and test set. Since most algorithms cannot
handle users that are not in the train set, we ensure that test
users always appear in the train set. However, some items of
the test set may not always be present in the train set, which
makes the task more complicated. All relevant code is pro-
vided in the appendix.

4.3 Recommender Algorithms
We benchmark 7 recommendation algorithms:

• MostPop is the baseline algorithm that recommends the
most popular items to every user;

• UserKNN is a neighborhood-based approach that relies
on a similarity between pairs of users.

• ItemKNN is a neighborhood-based approach that relies
on a similarity between pairs of items;

• WMF is a weighted matrix factorization approach that
learns user and item embeddings with gradient descent,
minimizing a reconstruction loss;

• EASE (Steck 2019) is a matrix factorization approach
that computes an item-item weight matrix with a closed-
form formula;

• LightGCN (Shenbin et al. 2020) is an approach that
learns user and item embeddings by aggregating infor-
mation from the user-item interaction graph using a light
graph convolution;

• RecVAE (Shenbin et al. 2020) is a variational auto-
encoder approach inspired by β-VAE (Higgins et al.
2017) and denoising-VAE (Im et al. 2016).

These algorithms have been chosen to represent a wide
range of possible usages, depending on how well they scale
with the number of users, the number of items, training
times, or flexibility.

4.4 Training
In the leave-one-out protocol, as there is only 1 relevant test
item per user, the two reference metrics Recall@K and
Precision@K (Herlocker et al. 2004) are equivalent, up
to a constant, since they are proportional to the number of
relevant items. Therefore, we only use Recall@K, which
corresponds in this case to a binary variable 0/1. For each ex-
periment (i.e. algorithm trained on a dataset or a dataset seg-
ment), we perform a hyperparameter search using optuna
with 50 rounds maximizing the Recall@20 on the valida-
tion set.
The models are trained on 256 AMD EPYC 9554 64-Core
CPUs and 1.4TB of RAM for the algorithms that run on
CPU, while others are run on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU
with 40GB of VRAM.

5 Results and Analysis
5.1 Experimental Properties of the Measures
Measure Distribution. Figure 2 presents the distribution
of our proposed measures across the datasets. A key obser-
vation is that the distribution of S(u) characterizes the do-
main: the movie-related datasets exhibit comparable Mean
Surprise values. This suggests a uniformity in user behavior
patterns within the movie recommendation domain, even if
they come from different sources and collection processes.
In contrast, all e-commerce datasets demonstrate higher
S(u) values, indicating higher diversity in user consump-
tions. Vis2Rec, designed for tourism recommendation, falls
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Figure 3: Overall algorithms performance across datasets, measured in Recall@20 with confidence intervals at 95%.

Figure 4: Comparison of S(u) and S̃(u) against |u| on the
Netflix dataset, with a regression fo S(u) on |u|. Similar
graphs are produced for other datasets and for CS(u) (see
appendix).

between the movie and e-commerce clusters, highlighting its
distinct nature.

Interestingly, despite the variations in the distribution of
S(u) across domains, we observe consistency in the distri-
bution of CS(u) across all datasets. This suggests that the
CS(u) measure is a good candidate for a domain-agnostic
coherence measure.

Comparison with naive measures. We start by verifying
that our measures behave better than existing ones, such as
the mean-cross entropies S̃(u) and C̃S(u) defined in Eq.
(3) and (4). We graphically inspect the relationship between
candidate measures and |u|. Figure 4 shows that S̃(u) lin-
early increases with the number of items, whereas S(u)
tends to stabilize as |u| increases. A closer inspection re-
veals that (S(u) − Êu[S(u)]) still increases with |u|, but
with a constant asymptotic behavior. This is consistent with
the idea that users with fewer consumptions can either over-
consume very popular items or, on the contrary, exhibit spe-
cific preferences. In contrast, users with more items, on aver-
age, consume a mix of popular and specific items, converg-
ing to a single limit distribution. Similar findings are found
for CS(u): as the number of items in a user’s set increases,
the internal coherence of the interactions converges to a sin-
gle behavior.

Dataset Coefficient R2

ML 1M 0.58 0.79
ML 10M 0.55 0.86

Netflix Small 0.49 0.67
Netflix 0.6 0.84

Vis2Rec -0.12 0.02
Tradesy -0.66 0.28

Amazon Music -0.66 0.43
Amazon Office -0.68 0.44
Amazon Toys -0.66 0.51

Table 2: Linear dependence between the information mea-
sures across datasets

Correlation between measures Table 2 presents the lin-
ear dependence between CS(u) and S(u) across the tested
datasets. As before, we see a clear distinction between the
different domains. For movie datasets, we observe positive
correlation coefficients ranging from 0.49 to 0.6, suggesting
that in this domain, unsurprising users also happen to be co-
herent. The higher R2 value for these datasets indicates that
this relationship is quite significant and consistent.

In contrast, e-commerce datasets demonstrate strong neg-
ative correlations, with coefficients consistently between -
0.66 and -0.68. This negative relationship implies that in on-
line shopping contexts, the coherent users are also the most
surprising ones. The moderate R2 values suggest that while
this inverse relationship is significant, it’s not as determinis-
tic as in the movie domain.

The Vis2Rec dataset stands out with a weak negative cor-
relation (-0.12) and a very low R2. This implies that for this
dataset, there is only a very weak link between surprise and
coherence.

These findings help us understand the data-specific chal-
lenges in each domain by revealing the unique relationships
between user surprise and coherence. These domain-specific
patterns underscore the importance of tailoring recommen-
dation strategies to the unique characteristics of user behav-
ior in each field, rather than applying a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach across different domains.

5.2 Overall Performance
The overall results are presented in Figure 3. All combina-
tions of datasets and algorithms have been benchmarked ex-
cept UserKNN on Netflix. Due to the amount of users, the
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Figure 5: Average marginal effect of the variables on the performance. Each value corresponds to the causal variation in
Recall@20 when the variable goes up by 1 standard deviation.

Dataset |u| S(itest) CS(itest) R2

ML 1M -0.02 0.02 -0.22 0.34
ML 10M -0.02 0.06 -0.26 0.50

Netflix Small 0.02 -0.00 -0.19 0.53
Netflix -0.05 -0.04 0.02 0.14

Vis2Rec 0.05 -0.02 -0.17 0.4
Tradesy 0.03 -0.03 -0.05 0.32

Amazon Music 0.04 -0.05 -0.08 0.33
Amazon Office 0.02 -0.01 -0.03 0.31
Amazon Toys 0.05 -0.03 -0.09 0.35

Table 3: Marginal effects of the variables for equation 11.
All values are significant at p-value < .05. For e.g. on
ML 1M, the increase of 1 std. in CS(itest) causes the
Recall@20 to decrease of 22 points on average.

method saturates the 1.4 TB of RAM available for experi-
ments.

Figure 3 shows two global trends. First, there are substan-
tial performance differences between movie datasets and e-
commerce datasets. This can be explained by the density of
their associated consumptions (see Table 1), which is much
higher for movie datasets. Second, performances are better
when the dataset size increases: the performances of the al-
gorithms are overall better on ML 10M and Netflix than,
respectively, on ML 1M and Netflix Small. This is not triv-
ial since increasing the size not only increases the number
of samples (users) but also the number of items, which the-
oretically makes the task harder.

EASE provides the best performances on almost all
datasets. WMF is second everywhere except for the biggest
sets, where RecVAE, leverages better the amount of data
at its disposal, as expected from a deep approach. However
RecVAE and ItemKNN are more sensitive to the number
of items and users. In particular, RecVAE performs better
when the number of items is below the number of users.
Conversely, ItemKNN performs better when the number of
users is below the number of items.

5.3 Validating Coherence Measures
For each dataset, we demonstrate the usefulness of our co-
herence measures by performing a logistic regression of the
binary Recall@20 metric denoted Rec(u) on the oracle
test information measures and the profile density, control-
ling for the used algorithm:

Rec(u) ∼ σ(algo+ |u| × S(itest)× CS(itest)) (11)

We compute the average marginal effects (AME) of the vari-
ables and the McFadden’s R2 of the model, reporting the
values in Table 3. The regressions have overall very high R2

values, which shows the power of our regression1. We addi-
tionally noticed that the marginal effects of the measures, in
particular CS(u), are as important as the algorithm’s. The
mostly negative coefficients highlight the sensitivity of the
algorithms to the coherence of the test item with respect to
the input items.

5.4 Impact on Performance
We now directly estimate how our measures computed on
the train set impact RS performance. Figure 1 shows the
relation of the Recall@20 to CS(u). This graph reveals
several important insights:

• There is a clear negative correlation between CS(u) and
recommendation performance for all algorithms.

• The performance gap between different algorithms is
most pronounced for coherent users, i.e. for users with
low CS(u) values.

• As CS(u) increases, the performance of all algorithms
converges to a similarly low level.

Notably, the convergence of algorithm performance for high
CS(u) values suggests that for highly incoherent users, the
choice of algorithm becomes less important. This observa-
tion has significant implications for recommender system

1For logistic regression, McFadden R2 > 0.2 is considered an
excellent fit (Allison 2014)



IKNN LGCN WMF RVAE EASE
Vanilla 0.0 33.8 47.4 46.0 53.0
Spec. 3.2 39.3 49.2 47.8 56.0

Table 4: Recall@20 on the coherent users of Netflix, for
the Vanilla models and the specialized ones, trained on a
small coherent subset.

design and deployment. It indicates that most gains in over-
all performance primarily come from improvements in rec-
ommendations for coherent users. For incoherent users, even
sophisticated algorithms struggle to outperform simpler ap-
proaches.

To get the true marginal effect independent of other vari-
ables, we estimate the model:

Rec(u) ∼ σ(|u| × S(u)× CS(u)) (12)

We perform one regression on each dataset and algorithm
pair. We model the variability in log(pi) and log(pi|j) for a
given user by using SIMEX with a variance estimated on
each user set of interactions. Empirically, this yields to a
model with much more statistically significant effects, and
with a larger effect norm.

The AME for the regression of each dataset and algorithm
are reported in Figure 5, showing that the most important
effects come from profile density and CS(u). The AME
of |u| is non-significant or negative for movie sets while
being positive for e-commerce. This can be explained by
the difference in consumption density between movie and
e-commerce datasets. Since e-commerce profiles are more
sparse, each new item adds useful information for RS. On
the other hand, adding items to already dense profiles only
adds complexity.

The S(u) measure is the less impactful variable, mean-
ing RS adapt (to some degree) to users with niche tastes.
Mean Surprise still holds a negative effect on e-commerce
sets. This could be explained by the fact that these datasets
have a higher mean S(u). When a user deviates from the
popular items, they would buy very rare items, which are
not well-modeled by the algorithm.

Mean Conditional Surprise CS(u) greatly impacts the
performance negatively in most scenarios. This highlights
the importance of the measure in quantifying the difficulty
of a user. The distinction between e-commerce and movie
datasets is not as clear as for the previous graphs, showing
the cross-domain applicability of the measure.

5.5 Coherence Reproduction
While Recall@K and other discrete metrics are broadly
used to evaluate RS, the exclusive use of discrete perfor-
mance metrics is adapted to the field. A good recommen-
dation system might not exactly recommend the test target,
as long as its predictions are coherent with the user behavior.
Thus, we compare in Figure 6 the distribution of CS(u) for a
given train set (ML 10M) and for the prediction sets given by
EASE and RecVAE for each user. While RecVAE achieves
a lower recall score compared to EASE, it more closely re-
produces the CS(u) distribution of the training set. This ob-
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Figure 6: Distributions of CS(u) for ML 10M (Train) set and
predictions of both RecVAE and EASE

servation suggests that RecVAE may be better at capturing
the underlying coherence patterns of user behavior, even if
it doesn’t always predict the exact test items. This dual ap-
proach to evaluation offers several advantages: it provides
a more comprehensive view of recommendation quality, fa-
cilitates the identification of algorithms that better maintain
user behavior patterns, and may reveal strengths overlooked
by traditional metrics. This approach encourages the devel-
opment of more nuanced recommendation strategies. De-
tailed results for all datasets and algorithms are available in
the appendix.

5.6 Specialized Models for Coherent Users
Since we showed that CS(u) explains most of RS perfor-
mance, and since it is well-behaved across datasets, it is a
good candidate to segment datasets using the protocol de-
scribed in Section 3.4. From our experiments, we found that
the best segmenting strategy was to evaluate on the coherent
test users set D[0, 0.1]. We train models on D[0, β] for Net-
flix, with β ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3} independently chosen for each
algorithm, and evaluate them on the coherent users. Table 4
shows that despite training on at most 30% for the training
set, specialized models achieve better performances on co-
herent users than models trained on the whole dataset. This
is probably due to a reduction in the distribution shift be-
tween the train and the test set.

6 Conclusion
We introduced two information measures for analyzing
recommender systems across diverse domains. Our study
shows that these measures effectively capture nuanced user
behavior patterns that are consistent across different rec-
ommendation contexts. These measures provide a domain-
agnostic framework for quantifying user coherence, offer-
ing insights into the relationship between user behavior and
recommendation difficulty. By revealing how user coher-
ence impacts algorithm performance, our approach enables



a more nuanced understanding of recommender system dy-
namics. This work shows the importance of coherence user
modeling in recommender systems, potentially leading to
adaptive architectures that can better align with diverse user
behaviors across various domains.
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A Properties of the Measures
A.1 Orthogonality of the measures
Since log(pi|i) = 0, effectively, the pairs (i, i) do not in-
tervene in the definition of SC(u). In fact, if we denote by
PS(u) the Mean Pair Surprise by replacing pi|j by pi,j in
the definition of CS(u), then we have:

CS(u) = PS(u)− S(u) (13)
Effectively, we remove the effect of the surprise at the first
order from the surprise of the pairs.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 1
Let pui = P(xui = 1||u| > 0). First, consider that:

E
π
≥1
u

[S̃(u)] =
1

m

m∑
i=1

log(p∗i )Eπ
≥1
u

[xui]

=
1

m

m∑
i=1

log(p∗i )pui

since xui is a Bernoulli variable. Then for any user u with
|u| > 0:
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where the second line is a consequence of the law of iterated
expectations. Then, since x 7→ 1/x is convex on R∗

+, by
Jensen inequality:

E
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m
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which directly gives the left-hand side of Proposition 1. The
right-hand-side follows from the fact that |u| =

∑
i xui. So,

for any random events ω0, ω1 that only differ in xui(ω0) = 0
and xui(ω1) = 1, we have 1

|u| (ω0) ≥ 1
|u| (ω1). Taking the

expected value from both sides gives:
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For CS(u), the convexity of x 7→ 1/x2 on R∗
+ and the fact

that E
π
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1
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]
proves the bounds.
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A.3 Discussion about the Poisson model for |u|
The Poison distribution, also known as ”the law of rare
events”, is an adapted model to count the frequency of
events that occur rarely. In particular, in recommendation
data, users consume only a small fraction of the possible
items, giving a motivation for Poisson modelization. More-
over, if we choose a finer description of the user’s choices,
for example, assigning known oracle probability pui of ob-
serving the item i in the user’s u set, then πu becomes, by
definition, a multivariate Bernoulli distribution. Therefore,
|u| =

∑
xui is, by definition, a Poisson-Binomial variable,

which is well-approximated by a Poisson distribution of pa-
rameter λ =

∑
pui, in virtue of Le Cam’s theorem (Cam

1960).

A.4 Proof of Proposition 2
If X is a poison variable of parameter λ > 0, then :

∀k ∈ N,P[X = k] =
e−λλk

k!



which yields:

∀k ∈ N,P[X = k|X > 0] =
P[X > 0|X = k]P[X = k]

1− P[X = 0]

=
1(k > 0)
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= 1(k > 0)
e−λλk

(1− e−λ)k!

Then, we can consider the fact that we have:

∀k ∈ N∗,
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Taking the expectancy conditioned on X > 0 (i.e. X ≥ 1 )
gives us:
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To get a similar bound for CS(u), i.e bounding
EX≥1[X
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]
we first find a constant K such that :
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1
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)k2 − 3

K
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K

The biggest root of the RHS is given by 3+
√
1+8K

2K−2 , which is
smaller than 1 for K ≥ 6. The rest of the proof follows the
same calculations as for S(u).

A.5 Empirical Bounds
We empirically estimate an upper bound for
EX≥1[X]EX≥1

[
1
X

]
and EX≥1[X

2]EX≥1

[
1

X2

]
for a

Poisson variable by varying λ. The results are presented in
Figures 7 and 8.

B Data Processing and Training
B.1 Data Processing
We found that in most implementations of recommender
data pre-processing, the data was filtered by first removing

Algorithm 1: k-core extraction
Input: A DataFrame df in format [’user’; ’item’]
Parameters: An integer k
Output: A k-core for df

1: Let n1 = df.groupby(’user’).len().min()
2: Let n2 = df.groupby(’item’).len().min()
3: while max(n1, n2) > k do
4: df← df.groupby(’user’).filter(len(x)

≥ k )
5: df← df.groupby(’item’).filter(len(x)

≥ k )
6: n1 ← df.groupby(’user’).len().min()
7: n2 ← df.groupby(’item’).len().min()
8: end while
9: return df

Figure 9: S(u) and S̃(u) vs |u| on the Netflix Small dataset,
along with the linear fit of S(u) on |u|

the items that were consumed by less than k users, then re-
moving the users that consumed less than k items. This is a
problem since with this ordering, the remaining items could
be consumed less than k times. Thus, the k-core is extracted
using the algorithm 1.

B.2 Optimal Hyperparameters
The optimal hyperparameters found by optuna on 50 runs
for each combination of dataset and algorithm, optimizing
on the Recall@20 of the validation set, are presented in
Table 5.

C Results
C.1 Experimental Properties of S(u) and CS(u)

We show a non zero relationship between S(u) or CS(u),
and |u|, in Figure 9 and 10. As we see, the relationship is
much less clear than for S̃(u) or C̃S(u), which are almost
perfectly linear or quadratic. Graphs 11 and 12 show the
standard deviation dependence of S(u) and CS(u) on |u|,
where the deviation is the standard deviation of the surprises
(and conditional surprises) values used to compute the sums
S(u) and CS(u). As |u| increases, the standard deviation
values stabilize, slightly increasing with with |u|. As we see,



Figure 10: CS(u) and C̃S(u) vs |u| on the Netflix Small
dataset, along with the linear fit of CS(u) on |u|

Figure 11: std(S(u))vs |u| on the Netflix Small dataset,
along with the linear fit

users with few items can consume either very low-variance
items or, on the contrary, have a very erratic behavior.

C.2 Impact on Performance

All regression are run in R, using the glm function, with
a binomial law with logit link. The simex package
is used to incorporate the variance of the variables, and
margins to get the marginal effects.

The choice of the regression to make, in particular which
dependencies between variables (such as S(u) × CS(u)),
was motivated primarily by the model with the lowest AIC
score. Consistently, the model with all the product variables
met our criterion.

We also found an important aspect in modeling these logit
regressions was to put a threshold on the variable |u|. In ac-
cordance with what we stated in the main paper for the im-
pact of our measures on performances, this can be justified
by the fact that up until a certain point, adding more items
to the item set of a user can only help us to cover all their
tastes. Once all the interests of a user are well represented
in their item set, then we expect |u| to have less importance.
Indeed, thresholding |u| led to models with a lower AIC but
also removed the heteroscedasticity of the residuals, i.e., the
dependence between the variance of the errors and the pre-
dictor variables.

Figure 12: std(CS(u)) vs |u| on the Netflix Small dataset,
along with the linear fit.
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Figure 13: Correlation between S(u) and S(û); and CS(u)
and CS(û), where û is the predicted item set for u.

C.3 Coherence Reproduction
As mentioned in the Coherence Reproduction section of
the main paper, Figure 13 shows the correlation between
the information measures of the user u, and the informa-
tion measures evaluated on their predicted set û. As we see,
most algorithms (except MostPop), generate predictions
that are more correlated with the Mean Surprise level of the
known set of the user. One notable exception is ItemKNN,
which quite poorly reproduces the Mean Surprise level of
the movie datasets. This can be linked to the overall poor
performance of ItemKNN on these datasets, with scores of
recall way smaller than those of MostPop. For the Condi-
tional Surprise, we find that Deep Learning methods, such
as LightGCN and RecVAE, have a stronger correlation be-
tween the input and the predictions than more traditional
methods (especially for datasets with a lot of users). For
these methods, the predictions are computed in a highly non-
linear fashion, which could enable more complex interaction
modelization.



Dataset UserKNN ItemKNN WMF LightGCN RecVAE EASE

ML 1M
k: 926

centered: 1
sim: cosine

k: 170
centered: 0
sim: cosine

b: 9.50e-01
batch size: 16000

k: 518
lambda u: 4.92e-03
lambda v: 2.30e-04

batch size: 16000
emb size: 64
epochs: 1000
num layers: 3

batch size: 1024
hidden dim: 919
latent dim: 254
n epochs: 100

lamb: 200

ML 10M
k: 705

centered: 1
sim: pearson

k: 594
centered: 1
sim: cosine

b: 9.07e-01
batch size: 16000

k: 878
lambda u: 3.54e-02
lambda v: 5.54e-02

batch size: 16000
emb size: 64
epochs: 1000
num layers: 3

batch size: 1024
hidden dim: 611
latent dim: 541
n epochs: 100

lamb: 147

Netflix S.
k: 930

centered: 1
sim: cosine

k: 610
centered: 1
sim: cosine

b: 9.52e-01
batch size: 16000

k: 689
lambda u: 3.91e-02
lambda v: 4.08e-03

batch size: 16000
emb size: 64
epochs: 1000
num layers: 3

batch size: 1024
hidden dim: 349
latent dim: 696
n epochs: 100

lamb: 787

Netflix NaN
k: 841

centered: 0
sim: cosine

b: 7.20e-01
batch size: 16000

k: 705
lambda u: 8.36e-03
lambda v: 2.79e-04

batch size: 16000
emb size: 32
epochs: 200

num layers: 1

batch size: 1024
hidden dim: 778
latent dim: 164
n epochs: 100

lamb: 298

Vis2Rec
k: 547

centered: 0
sim: pearson

k: 814
centered: 1
sim: cosine

b: 9.25e-01
batch size: 16000

k: 702
lambda u: 1.81e-02
lambda v: 3.32e-03

batch size: 16000
emb size: 64
epochs: 1000
num layers: 3

batch size: 1024
hidden dim: 589
latent dim: 614
n epochs: 100

lamb: 63

Tradesy
k: 9

centered: 0
sim: cosine

k: 773
centered: 1

sim: pearson

b: 9.2e-01
batch size: 16000

k: 485
lambda u: 1.02e-02
lambda v: 1.02e-04

batch size: 16000
emb size: 64
epochs: 1000
num layers: 3

batch size: 1025
hidden dim: 325
latent dim: 464
n epochs: 101

lamb: 86

A. Music
k: 25

centered: 0
sim: cosine

k: 568
centered: 1

sim: pearson

b: 7.76e-01
batch size: 16000

k: 588
lambda u: 4.96e-02
lambda v: 1.65e-04

batch size: 16000
emb size: 64
epochs: 1000
num layers: 3

batch size: 1024
hidden dim: 217
latent dim: 336
n epochs: 100

lamb: 31

A. Office
k: 53

centered: 1
sim: pearson

k: 837
centered: 1
sim: cosine

b: 3.91e-02
batch size: 16000

k: 985
lambda u: 8.93e-01
lambda v: 4.51e-02

batch size: 16000
emb size: 64
epochs: 1000
num layers: 3

batch size: 1024
hidden dim: 479
latent dim: 585
n epochs: 100

lamb: 49

A. Toys
k: 159

centered: 0
sim: pearson

k: 524
centered: 0
sim: cosine

b: 2.34e-02
batch size: 16000

k: 1000
lambda u: 1.15e-02
lambda v: 2.06e-04

batch size: 16000
emb size: 64
epochs: 1000
num layers: 3

batch size: 1024
hidden dim: 660
latent dim: 492
n epochs: 100

lamb: 35

Table 5: Optimal hyperparameters on each dataset with each algorithm, optimizing the Recall@20 in the leave-one-out setup.


