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Abstract

Recruiting job candidates is a crucial activity for consulting companies to fulfill their consulting activities for customers or internal
projects. Due to the complexity of the recruitment process, companies adopt standardized resume formats to be able to identify or
compare candidates. However, this process requires significant involvement from human resource specialists and project leaders.
In this paper, we present AI4HR Recruiter, a recommender system designed to improve the internal recruitment process of consul-
tants. The system uses artificial intelligence-based techniques, specifically pre-trained sentence transformers. It aims at supporting
recruiters in identifying and selecting candidates, rather than automating the process. We measure improvement in efficiency in
terms of gains in recruiters time induced by the recommendation explanation presence. We also measure the impact on users’ sat-
isfaction of two different types of algorithm to generate recommendations. To do so, we have been conducting a two fold study in a
real-life setting for six months, where on the one hand, telemetry data was gathered while recommendation process user interaction
was being performed and on the other hand, surveys about users’ satisfaction were conducted afterward. Our results evaluation
demonstrates the effectiveness of the system in assisting recruiters in candidates selection process.
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1. Introduction
Organizing internal projects is challenging task for consulting companies. By the very nature of the consulting

business, consultants no longer working for customer projects become available for use by internal projects, usually
for a short period of time and at short notice. Internal recruiting tasks to allocate these engineers are complex and
costly and require supporting tools.

In the context of this recruitment process, one can assume that every candidate has a digital resume in a standard-
ized format that contains specific qualifications and job experiences. This format is specific to the company, but it is
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common for consulting companies to have their own structured resume format. The availability of these standardized
resumes opens the way to design recommendation services for this internal recruitment process without the need for
complex parsing and information extraction tools. In this paper, we propose a artificial intelligence-based recommen-
dation tool that supports this specific recruitment. This tool’s goal is to help recruiters efficiently explore available
candidates, and in no way automate the recruitment process. Our tool has already been in use for 6 months, and the
data generated continues to grow each week.

Traditional recommendation techniques for products or services are not well suited to all job recommendations. The
main reason is the difference in items availability: while goods and digital content can be replicated to be distributed
to multiple people simultaneously, this is not the case for employees who can be allocated to only one full-time
occupation at a time. Thus well-known collaborative filtering techniques based on items’ popularity among similar
users can create a lot of competition in a recruitment context. Content and knowledge-based techniques are better
suited to our context (Section 3) in which users are to collaborate to hire a maximum of the available talents.

In this paper, we present AI4HR Recruiter, a tool designed to support users in a specific internal recruitment
process. Our methods exploit resumes content with the help of transformer-based embeddings. Our recommendation
techniques are content-based and provide the user with an explanation of the recommendation. These explanations
highlight parts of the resume that are relevant to the user. Users can provide explicit feedback to the system through
these explanations. This feedback is effectively used by the recommender system to improve recommendations. The
tool also collects implicit feedback (e.g. recording of actions such as opening a resume), so we can analyze usage and
further improve the system.

We evaluate our methods and tools in a real context. Our tool is in use in a real (internal) recruitment process in the
consulting company ALTEN. Our experiments show that recommendations explanation translates into a significant
gain in efficiency. We also compare a embedding-based recommendation techniques to a keyword-based search. Our
results show that users prefer the embedding-based recommender system.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the related work. Section 3 presents the context and
business process we aim to improve through recommendations. Section 4 discusses our recommendation techniques
and our AI4HR Recruiter tool. Section 5 present our experimental evaluation, and Section 6 concludes the paper.

2. Related work
Recommender Systems are tools that enhance processes for making choices, by providing suggestions about

goods and services to users. The term was introduced by Resnick et al.[14] back in 1997, but this type of systems
were in use much earlier. For example, Golberg et al. [5] present such a system using the Collaborative Filtering
algorithm. This kind of algorithm is one of the most widely-used techniques to power recommendation services [1].
Recommender Systems can be classified into 4 categories [2]:
• Collaborative Filtering systems rely on implicit and explicit feedbacks from users.
• Content-based systems rely on items attributes/features. The recommender systems featured in AI4HR Re-

cruiter fits in this category.
• Knowledge-based systems rely on a knowledge base, such as an ontology, for deriving the recommendation.
• Hybrid systems rely on a combination of the above categories.

Freire et al.[3] survey job recommendation techniques, they emphasize that these systems often rely on a variety of
machine learning techniques and do not fit well into the usual recommendation system categories. They suggest to use
an ”Other Techniques” category. Another recent survey on Job Recommender Systems includes the work by De Rujit
et al.[15]. They are critical of the ”Other Techniques” category of Freire et al.[3] and propose to regroup this Other
Techniques category with the Hybrid category, but divide them into Monolithic and Ensemble categories, following
the classification of [2]. Monolithic recommender systems do not include at least one subsystem which could produce
recommendations on its own. Ensemble recommender systems include at least one subsystem which could produce
recommendations on its own.

In the literature, publications from the industry can be found, like Lavi et al.[7] from Randstad, in which embed-
dings produced by a Transformer to match candidates to vacancies are used. They also highlight some problems in
the field like risk of discrimination, or the vocabulary gap between Resume and Job Offer. Like most industrial publi-
cations in this field they do not present the details about how they train their model. To the best of our knowledge, the
vocabulary gap between resumes and job offers was first identified by Schmitt et al. [16] and its importance depends
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of the job/field. Because we only use resumes and small queries from project leaders that use a technical vocabulary
similar to the one used by candidates, we disregarded this issue in our work. Similarly to Lavi et al.[7] we use embed-
dings, but unlike them, we do not train them ourselves and instead rely on pre-trained sentence-transformer models.
However, we evaluate which model is the most suited to our task using a dataset built from user feedback gathered in
AI4HR Recruiter (Section 4.4.2).

Wenxing Hong et al. [6] propose a system that classifies users and adapts its recommendation strategy based on the
three types of users. First, there are Proactive users, who make requests and engage in various activities referred to as
active. Next, there are Passive users, they mostly look at positions that are popular among other users. Finally, there are
Moderate users, this is an in-between of the two others. The authors use a content-based strategy for proactive users,
a collaborative-filtering one for passive users, and for moderate they use HyR which is a combination of collaborative
filtering and knowledge-based. If we apply this user classification to our own specific business process (Section 3),
we only have proactive users, so our system should relies on content-based strategies.

Explanation of decisions made by an algorithm (i.e. recommendations), is an essential part of human/machine
interactions. As presented by Nava Tintarev et al. [17], in the case of Recommender Systems the usage of explanation
can aim at improving: transparency, scrutability, trustworthiness, effectiveness, persuasiveness, efficiency, or even
satisfaction . It is neither possible nor desirable to pursue all of these at once. In our work we have been focusing
on scrutability by allowing users to provide feedback on the explanation, and efficiency by highlighting fields of the
resume that are the most relevant to the user.

Freire et al. [4] propose a framework for a Job Recommender System that ranges from preferences acquisition, to
the collection of feedbacks and their integration in the recommendation process. Their system is designed for both
recruiters and candidates whereas ours is focused solely on recruiters.

3. The ”Mercato” process
In this section, we present the context and the business process in which AI4HR Recruiter is used. The details of

this process are specific to the ALTEN company, however, other companies can have similar processes. At ALTEN,
consultants work on missions for customers, but when there isn’t any well-suited mission available for a consultant,
ALTEN then tries to assign the consultant to an internal mission. These missions goals are to perform tasks for the
company and serve as a training opportunity during which consultants can acquire competencies, strengthen their skills
and gain valuable experience. Consultants without a customer mission are placed in a pool of available consultants.
Project leaders hire consultants from this pool during a weekly event named ”Mercato” during which they look at
available consultants resumes and express preferences as to whom they want for their projects. At the end of the
preferences expression phase, managers use these preferences to assign consultants to project leaders.

The company wants a maximum of consultants engaged in a mission, and ideally, none should be left unoccupied.
To achieve this goal, managers need as many wishes from project leaders as possible. However, looking at every con-
sultant’s profile (about a hundred each week) can be time-consuming for project leaders who have other commitments,
this is where a recommender system can be useful by only recommending consultants relevant to their projects needs,
hence reducing the time needed to perform their part of the ”Mercato” process.

In general, there is a conflict between the goal of the process and the goal of the recommender system: the company
wants a maximum of consultants occupied, so managers need every consultant to have a preference from a project
leader. However, the recommender system wants to reduce the pool of consultants to be presented to a project leader,
hence lowering the number of preferences produced. To maximize the number of preferences we want a system with
high recall, but in order save time we want a system with high precision. Ideally, our system should have both, but
if we have to choose, we should favor the recall. Furthermore, reducing the pool of consultants presented to project
leaders is not the only way we can lower the time required from them to select consultants. Rather than reducing the
number of recommendations, we can reduce the time a project leader allocates to each recommendation by providing
insightful explanations to the recommendation.

Finally, we wish to insist that our recommender system does not automate the recruitment process. Its goal is to
help project leaders to identify relevant candidates and to improve the internal recruitment process.

4. The AI4HR Recruiter Recommender System
This section describes AI4HR Recruiter and its recommendation strategies. Here is a non-exhaustive list of its

features: user’s preferences acquisition (section 4.2), exploration of the catalog of consultants, consultation of a con-
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Fig. 1: The interface of AI4HR Recruiter.
• 1 is a dropdown menu to select the week to display.
• 2, 3, and 4 are filters users can use to hide some consultants.
• 5 is next to a button that opens a dialog informing users of the newer functionalities and another button to log out of the tool.
• 6 is a navigation rail to switch between the various panels. Currently, we are in the explore panel that mostly contains recommendations.
• 7 is a card that asks a question to the user. We use those to retrieve explicit feedback for this study. It is significantly more efficient at

surveying users than asking them to fill out a form in a separate tool.
• 8 is a side panel showing the selected consultant. The black rectangle hides the consultant’s name for confidentiality. The side panel is

closed if there isn’t any consultant selected. In this case, the main panel fills the entirety of the screen. It contains various information about
the consultant, including his resume (you need to scroll down past the bookmarks and recommendations to see it).

• 9 is a section containing all of the consultant’s bookmarks. The black boxes hid the name of the users who made them.
• 10 allows the user to add a note to the consultant. This note is visible to the managers and is used to make the final assignment. Typically, a

user would use this note to explain to the managers why they should assign the consultant to him.
• 11 is the list of recommended consultants.
• 12 is a dropdown menu to select the layout used to display recommendations. ”Carousel” make a sub-list (carousel) for each user’s interests

so a consultant can appear in multiple lists. ”Ensemble” combine all the interests in the same list, so a consultant only appears once.
• 13 is a dropdown menu to select the recommendation algorithm. Its value can be enforced and hidden from the user for experiments.
• 14 and 15 are consultants cards. They contain the name of the consultant (hidden by a black box), the title of the consultant (i.e. his typical

job), the bookmark button, and a list of chips that represent fields that match some of the user’s interests.
• 16, 17, and 18 are recommendations and explanations for the consultant. In this example, the system recommends the consultant for

”python”, ”banque”, and ”machine learning”.

sultant’s profile, search the catalog of consultants, receive recommendations, bookmark consultants (see section 4.5),
gather explicit and implicit feedback from users. The interface of the tool is presented in Figure 1.

To obtain recommendations, users first define their interests. We discuss this preference acquisition phase in section
4.2 while section 4.3 presents our recommendation algorithms and techniques. Section 4.4 describes the explanation
of the recommendation, how we use this explanation to gather explicit feedback from users, and how we leverage those
feedback to improve the recommendation. Finally, in section 4.5, we describe how users specify which consultant they
wish to hire using bookmarks.

4.1. Structured Resume

As mentioned in the introduction, ALTEN uses a structured resume format named Technical Document (TD). It is
a rich format designed to hold any information that can be potentially useful to staff a consultant. It contains every
formation, from a university degree to a MOOC (Massive Open Online Course) certificate, with various information
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Table 1: A comparison of the number of recommendations produced by each algorithm. The number of events indicates the number of recommen-
dation processes registered by the tool. A recommendation process is initiated every time a user connects to the tool or changes his list of interests.
Every other metric is calculated based on what was available when the recommendation was made.

Metric Keyword Embedding

# Events 441 2342
Mean catalog size 50.52 51.59
Mean # interests 6.46 6.27

Mean # recommendations 37.78 62.85
Mean # recommendations per interests 5.85 10.03
Mean # unique recommendations 18.36 29.86
Mean % of the catalog as unique recommendations 36% 58%

like the school, the university course, or the year of graduation. It contains multiple lists of skills. One is dedicated
to known languages and includes the proficiency level in the language. The format also contains a list of professional
experiences. Each experience has a title, a period, the position held, the goal (e.g. designing an API for an e-commerce
platform), the context (e.g. the IT department of a sportswear company), a list of tasks accomplished during the
experience, and a list of skills used.

For the recommendation, we reduce a TD to a list of fields. A field can contain any information from the original
resume in a natural language format (e.g. a task from an experience or a known language with its level of proficiency).
The structure is lost in the process: we do not retain to which experience a task or a skill belongs. Every field is
considered equally during the recommendation process. In other words, to our recommender system, a resume is
reduced to a list of texts (word/sentence/paragraph) that we call fields.

The motivation to reduce a resume to a list of texts for the recommender system is that it can be adapted to any
format with relative ease without needing an underlying structure. It is important because different companies use
different resume formats. The trade-off is that we lose some information carried by the structure in the process.

Our solution could be improved upon by weighting the fields. A weight could be determined by the nature of the
field (a position may be more important than a skill), the date of the experience (a recent experience may be more
important than an older one), or a combination of both. We do not explore this idea in this publication.

4.2. Preference Acquisition

The first time a user opens AI4HR Recruiter, the tool asks him to fill his profile with his interests so the system can
start making recommendations. Interests are texts the user can write as he pleases without any restriction or indication.
According to Narducci et al. [9], leaving the user to freely chose his preferences can lead to better recommendations.
A user can have as many interests as he wants. We discuss how users effectively use interests in section 5.1.

4.3. Recommendation/Search Algorithms

Once the tool acquires user preferences, it can make recommendations. AI4HR Recruiter has two content-based
recommendation strategies: keyword-based and word embedding-based. These recommendation techniques do not
suffer from the cold start problem.

Both recommender systems associate a score with every consultant for every user’s interests. The tool shows every
consultant with a score greater than 0 to the user. There is no limit to the number of recommended consultants other
than the catalog size. The tool present recommended consultants in descending order based on their scores.

Table 1 presents a variety of metrics about the number of recommendations made. Because the catalog size and
the mean number of interests are very similar between both algorithms, results are easily comparable. The keyword
algorithm makes fewer recommendations (37.78) than the embedding algorithm (62.85), because it is more restrictive.
The number of recommendations made by the embedding algorithm is higher than the catalog size because the systems
can recommend the same consultant for multiple interests.

There are two layouts to present recommendations to the user. The first one is the carousel layout in which a
carousel of consultants is made for each interest. This layout can show the same consultant multiple times. When a
user clicks a consultant from a carousel, only the explanation of the recommendation for the interest associated with
the carousel is shown. This cause an issue because users rely a lot on the recommendation explanation to make their
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decision. So a consultant rejected in a carousel may be hidden and hence missed in a later carousel despite being a
good match.

The second layout (Figure 1) is ”ensemble”. There is only one list of consultants, and when the user clicks a
consultant he is presented with explanations for every interest the consultant was recommended for. This layout
reduces the number of recommendations presented to the user (”Mean # unique recommendations” instead of ”Mean
# recommendations” in Table 1), and when reviewing a consultant he is presented with every explanation relative to the
consultant. The recommendations explanations are sorted in descending order based on the score of the corresponding
recommendation.

4.3.1. Keyword Algorithm

The keyword algorithm tokenizes the query and counts occurrences of the tokens in the Resume. For a recommen-
dation, the query is an interest of a user. The more occurrences, the higher the Resume is ranked. The tokenization
split the query into keywords based on the presence of white space and quotes (words inside quotes are not separated).
If a query contains multiple keywords but does not contain any words inside quotes, the system will also search for
occurrences of the entire query: for the query Artificial intelligence it looks for artificial, intelligence, and artificial
intelligence. This algorithm is case insensitive. This algorithm also uses a filter based on explicit feedback from the
user. More about that in section 4.4.1.

4.3.2. Embedding Algorithm

In Natural Language Processing, embeddings are a way to represent text in a vector of numbers with a fixed size.
Those embeddings usually carry semantic information and permit the use of mathematical functions. It is common to
compare two embeddings semantically using the cosine similarity. The first two embedding techniques to become very
popular in the field are Word2Vec [8] and GloVe [10]. Nowadays, embeddings based on neural networks are the most
popular. The sentence-transformers framework makes more than a hundred pre-trained embedding models readily
available, all based on the work of Reimers et al.[12, 13] with sBERT and they are the only models we experimented.
You can find an evaluation of 30 of those models on our data in Section 4.4.2.

The embedding algorithm embeds the query and the fields of the resume and looks for fields that have a similar
embedding to the one of the query. Two embeddings are similar if their cosine similarity is greater or equal to a
threshold. We choose the embedding model and compute the threshold using explicit feedback from users, more
about that in section 4.4.2. The consultant with the most similar field to the query is ranked the highest. The case
sensitivity of this algorithm depends on the embedding model.

Similarly to the keyword algorithm, this algorithm also uses a filter based on explicit feedback from the user. More
about that in section 4.4.1.

4.4. Explanation of Recommendation

The explanation is a list of fields that lead to the consultant recommendation (Figure 1). We propose this explanation
of the recommendation with the goals to improve Efficiency and Scrutability. We highlight relevant fields to reduce
the time a recruiter spends reading resumes, we experiment on this in section 5.3.1. And we give users the possibility
to like/dislike highlighted fields to improve recommendations and build a dataset to evaluate models.

An explanation highlights a maximum of 6 fields. Highlighting more could overwhelm the user. For the keyword
algorithm, the system selects fields that contain the most occurrences of the query’s keywords. For the embedding
algorithm, the system selects fields that are the most similar to the query (defined in section 4.3.2).

4.4.1. Feedback Filter

As illustrated in Figure 1 (elements 16, 17, and 18), users can like/dislike fields in the explanation. When it happens,
feedback is registered in the database and provides us over time with a dataset of items composed of: the query for
which the system recommended the consultant, the field for which the user provided feedback, if the field was liked or
disliked, the user who provided the feedback, and the recommender system that made the recommendation. The rec-
ommender system uses this feedback to provide an additional filter on top of the keyword and embedding algorithms.
If a user disliked a field for a given query, we filter out the field without running it through the keyword/embedding
algorithm. On the other hand, liked fields are further highlighted in the explanation by being shown as such. Feedback
is tied to users because we hypothesized that different users may associate different meanings to the same query. A
user can use the query ”bank” to find bankers, while another user may use it to find developers of banking software.
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Table 2: Evaluation of embedding models. F1 stands for F1-score, Acc
for Accuracy, Pre for Precision, and Rec for Recall. Models are sorted
from best F1-score to worst. We add the keyword algorithm for compar-
ison. This evaluation is detailed in Section 4.4.2. In our experiments we
evaluated 30 models, but in this table we only present the top three.

Model F1 Acc Pre Rec

multi-qa-MiniLM-L6-cos-v1 76.5 80.0 81.3 72.3
paraphrase-MiniLM-L6-v2 72.5 76.7 77.3 68.2
all-MiniLM-L12-v2 74.8 78.7 79.8 70.4
keyword 68.0 74.4 77.7 60.4

Table 3: Comparison of the performances of Recommender Systems. W
stands for Week Number, G stands for group, F1 stands for F1-score,
Acc for Accuracy, Pre for Precision, and Rec for Recall.

W G Algorithm F1 Acc Pre Rec

36 A keyword 50.4 46.8 35.1 89.5
37 A embedding 46.8 41.9 30.7 98.6

37 B keyword 40.2 55.8 27.2 76.7
36 B embedding 34.7 44.8 21.1 97.2

4.4.2. Embedding models evaluation

We use the feedback dataset created by the users actions of liking/disliking fields of the explanation (section 4.4.1)
to evaluate 30 embedding models and find their optimal cosine similarity threshold. These models were chosen for
being the most liked sentence transformers models on HuggingFace Model Hub.

Each model embeds the query and the field of every feedback then their cosine similarity is computed. Finally,
we train a linear regression model to predict if the pair is liked or disliked using only the cosine similarity. For the
keyword algorithm, we use the number of occurrences in the field of keywords extracted from the query instead
of cosine similarity. It is essentially a binary classification on a single parameter. We can determine the optimal
threshold to use with our embedding algorithm (section 4.3.2) by looking at the weight and bias of the linear model.
Performances of the top 3 models can be found in table 2 along with our keyword algorithm.

4.5. Bookmarks

Users can bookmark consultants to express their preferences as to whom they want working on their projects via
a button in the top right corner of a consultant card (see 14 and 15 in Figure 1). Managers use these bookmarks to
assign consultants to project leaders. There are seven types of bookmarks:
• Priority: the user wants the consultant absolutely.
• Go: the user wants the consultant but it is not critical.
• Interesting: the user is interested in the consultant.
• Why not: the user is not so interested in the profile, but since the company wants them to hire as many consul-

tants as possible, he could envisage taking him if nobody else has a job for him.
• Not interesting: the user is not interested in the consultant and does not have a job for him.
• Out of scope: the profile is unrelated to the user’s activities.
• Missing information: there is not enough information in the consultant’s profile to decide.

A user can change (e.g. from ”Priority” to ”Go”) or delete a bookmark at any time. For our research, we always register
an event when a user creates, changes, or deletes a bookmark. This event stores the user, the consultant, the bookmark
type, the moment in time, and the card’s location in the tool. If its location is the explore panel, we know it comes
from a recommendation, and we register the interest leading to the recommendation along with the explanation. If it
comes from the search panel, we register the search query if there is one. These events are part of implicit feedback
produced by users’ behaviors.

We consider ”Priority”, ”Go”, ”Interesting”, and ”Why not” bookmarks as ”positive bookmarks”. They indicate
that the user wishes to hire the consultant). We consider ”Not interesting”, and ”Out of scope” bookmarks as ”negative
bookmarks”. They indicate that the user does not wish to hire the consultant. A ”negative bookmark” does not always
denote a bad recommendation. The user may reject the consultant because he already has enough consultants to
work on his projects. He cannot manage an infinite number of consultants. ”Missing information” is a special case, it
indicates that the consultant’s resume is missing or not filled out properly.

5. Experimental Evaluation
In this section, we evaluate how AI4HR Recruiter performs and analyze how users effectively use it. The results

presented here are based on 6 months of active usage, during which the tool has seen: 61 users (not all active recruiters),
1,700 consultants, 9,000 bookmarks, 3,500 explicit feedbacks, 69,000 implicit feedbacks.
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The number of users corresponds to the total number of people with an account. Some are not even allowed
to access the tool: account creation happens during the first connection, but it cannot access until an administrator
approves it. Some users are inactive, some are recruiters, some are managers, and some are people who need access
to present the tool to others inside the company. For each experiment, we specify the exact number of active users
involved.

We start by looking at users’ preerences (interests), how many they have, and how they are formatted (section 5.1).
Then we look at the time users spend on the tool (section 5.2). And finally, we performed two crossover trials, one
on the impact of the explanation (section 5.3.1) and one on the differences between the keyword and the embedding
recommender system in terms of performance (section 5.3.2).

5.1. Analysis of users’ preferences

For 23 users we have a total of 268 interests. The average number of interest an user has is 11.65, the median is 11,
the minimum is 4 (so every user filled their interests), and the maximum is 24. An interest has an average length of 1.4
words, the median is 1, the maximum is 7. So most interests are a single keyword, usually a skill of a field. The most
common interest is ”Python” with 14 appearances, followed by ”Java” with 5 appearances. The computation of the
number of appearances is case insensitive: For example ”DevOps” is written 3 different ways: ”DevOps”, ”devops”,
and ”Devops”. If an interest is included in another interest but is not alone, it doesn’t count as an appearance. For
example, ”java” is included in the interest ”java eclipse” but it is not counted as a ”java” appearance.

5.2. Time spent on AI4HR Recruiter

We first look at user events during a Mercato. The average duration between the first event of a user and its last
is 1 hour 2 minutes and 15 seconds, but it is not representative of the time spent in the tool. Some users perform the
Mercato in one go without interruption, while others do it in multiple sessions. Those users may or may not close
AI4HR Recruiter between sessions. Other behaviors we notice are doing a quick check at the end of a Mercato or
stopping right at the start of a session: the user opens the tool, barely does anything then comes back much later.

To get a better idea of the time spent on the tool, we look at the duration between two consecutive events. We find
a mean duration of 1 minute and 19 seconds. The maximum duration between two consecutive events is more than 6
hours. We are confident users do not look at the same resume for that long. So we arbitrarily define a maximal duration
between events of 3 minutes. If the duration between an event and the next is longer than 3 minutes, the user took a
pause and it is now a different session. Using this method, we find a mean of 2.87 sessions per Mercato per user, with
an average session duration of 4 minutes and 51 seconds and an average total duration of 13 minutes and 56 seconds.

5.3. Crossover trials

To ensure our experimental results are not too heavily affected by our restrained pool of users and our ever-changing
catalog, we conduct our study as a crossover trial. Our user population and trial period are both split in two. A group
will test one feature during the first part of the trial, while the other group can test a second feature we wish to compare
with the first. Then we swap both groups during the second part of the trial. So each group is its own control group, and
doing so should ensure results when comparing two features are independent of the groups and catalog compositions.

5.3.1. Explanation

During this experimentation, we look at efficiency using the average time a user spends on a resume, Trustworthi-
ness using the ResQue framework [11], and Satisfaction using both ResQue and asking the question inside of the tool.
The ResQue evaluation framework from Pearl Pu et al. [11] evaluates the experience a user has with a Recommender
System. This framework is composed of 31 questions (e.g. ”I became familiar with the recommender system very
quickly.”) spread through 15 constructs (e.g. ”Perceived Ease of Use”). Users answer questions using a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from ”strongly disagree” (1) to ”strongly agree” (5). Following the authors’ advice, we ask only one
question per construct to make the form faster to fill.

For this experiment we use the keyword algorithm (Section 4.3.1) which can be explained by showing the user
which fields contain occurrences of tokens from the query and highlights them in the document. Thirteen users par-
ticipated in both weeks. The overall time spent on resumes is significantly higher during the second week, regardless
of the groups. The main factor is probably the second week having more consultants. Because of it, recruiters could
tire during the process and take more time. Also, a user notified us the tool got slow (the server lacked memory, we
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(a) Number of bookmarks by mercato and by group

(b) Legend

(c) Percentage of bookmarks by mercato and by group

Fig. 2: Number/Percentage of bookmarks per bookmark’s type, by mercato (year and week), by group, and by algorithm.

solved the issue by increasing memory from 4GB to 8GB). Nonetheless, we can notice that in both weeks the group
with an explanation spent significantly less time looking at a resume than the group without an explanation.

We now look at the results of the ResQue framework. 14 users answered the quiz for the first week, 9 for the
second, and 7 of them answered both weeks. Using Student’s t-test we determine there is no significant statistical
difference for any questions between the groups. The results are similar for a t-test with paired samples using only the
7 users who answered both weeks. So despite a significant time gain, users did not perceive any meaningful difference.
However, the number of users who answered the quiz in both weeks may not be enough. It was difficult to have them
answer a long quiz outside of the tool, and it required asking them over email many times.

5.3.2. Recommender Systems Comparison

During two weeks we split our pool of users in two groups of 13 people, one with the keyword algorithm and
another with the embedding one. Users with the keyword algorithm during the first week switched to embedding
during the second week and vice versa. The algorithm an user has is hidden to him. Because the tool is important to
ALTEN functioning, users have the possibility to opt out of the experiment at any point. None chose to do so.

To evaluate our models we want to compute their precision, recall, accuracy and f1-score. To do so we need true
positive, false positive, true negative and false negative. Here is how we proceed:
• True Positive: # consultants recommended and bookmarked positively.
• False Positive: # consultants recommended and bookmarked negatively, or clicked but not bookmarked.
• True Negative: # consultants not recommended and bookmarked negatively, or clicked but not bookmarked.
• False Negative: # consultants not recommended and bookmarked positively.

Positive bookmarks are: ”Priority”, ”Go”, ”Interesting” and ”Why not”. Negative bookmarks are: ”Not interesting”
and ”Out of scope”. Bookmarks ”Missing information” are considered neutral hence ignored. It is important to con-
sider consultants that have been clicked but not bookmarked, because users do not take the time to negatively book-
marks consultant they are not interested in. For example between 8% and 19% (depending of week and group) of False
Positive are consultants that have been recommended and clicked but not bookmarked. The results of this analysis are
visible in Table 3.

We notice that the keyword Recommender System has a better F1-score, Accuracy and Precision than the embed-
ding one, the latter has a better recall. However and as talked about in Section 3 Recall is most important because
the mecato’s goal is to find a mission for a maximum of consultant. The precision may seem very low, but this is
because we do not take into account consultants who are not positively bookmarked because the user is not interested
in them right now. A user can find a consultant interesting but not bookmark it positively either because he already
has someone with a similar profile, or has reached the limit of consultants he can effectively manage at the same time.
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Now we look at the number and distribution of bookmark types (Figure 2). We use the number of active users in
the group during the corresponding week to normalize the data. An active user is a user who bookmarked at least
one consultant. For the first week, we have 12 active users for group A (keyword) and 7 for group b (embedding).
And for the second week, we have 8 for group A (embedding) and 7 for group B (keyword). The keyword algorithm
results in more ”priority” bookmarks, but other types seem more dependent on the group composition. Group A uses
bookmarks ”interesting” and ”why not” more than Group B, regardless of the algorithm. This difference between
groups highlights the importance of using a crossover protocol. We do not detect any major difference linked to the
algorithm apart from a higher number of positive bookmarks for the keyword algorithm, which is correlated to our
measure of Precision and has already been highlighted previously.

6. Conclusion
In this paper we presented a recommendation tool, AI4HR Recruiter that is intended to improve the internal re-

cruitment process of a consulting company. The AI4HR Recruiter relies on content-based recommendation techniques
and helps to identify consultants who are relevant to the recruiter’s needs. The tool is in use at the consulting company
ALTEN in a context of internal recruitment. We evaluated our tool through a number of experiments that indicate
improvements in the recruitment process. The recommendations are complemented with explanations that shed light
on why a specific consultant has been recommended and greatly reduce the time a user spend on a recommendation.
The high recall of the embedding-based recommendation helps to achieve the company’s goal to provide project to
a maximum of available consultants. Both the users and the managers were satisfied with the improvements of the
related business processes.

In the future, we want to ask more questions to our users through the tool because it is the most effective way to
obtain answers. We want to improve the precision of our recommender systems which could be achieved by leveraging
the ever-growing dataset of explicit feedbacks from the recommendation to train a model instead of relying only on
the cosine similarity of embeddings produced by a pre-trained model. Also, we want to propose recommendations
based on the previous bookmarks of the user to not rely solely on his manually filled interests.
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