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Abstract
Carousel interfaces have been widely used in video and music
streaming services, yet it remains unclear how to properly evaluate
recommender systems in these two-dimensional layouts. N2DCG
has been proposed to address this gap by adaptingNDCG to carousel-
based recommendation, but it relies on unverified assumptions bor-
rowed from the single-list web-search setting that do not transfer
well to two-dimensional carousel layouts.

We identify two substantial limitations of N2DCG: its ideal rank-
ing, used for normalization, violates carousel constraints, and its
discount function does not reflect user browsing behavior observed
in empirical data. To address both limitations, we propose a refor-
mulation of N2DCG that normalizes appropriately by respecting
constraints and uses an empirically grounded discount function.
We validate the proposed metric, showing that it better reflects
users’ empirical behavior on real-world eye-tracking data and bet-
ter predicts the comparison results of carousel layouts simulated
based on empirical examination patterns.

CCS Concepts
• Information systems→ Recommender systems; Search in-
terfaces; Evaluation of retrieval results.
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1 Introduction: New Insights in Carousels
Carousel interfaces have become ubiquitous in streaming media
services like Netflix [7, 13]. They encourage user exploration by
containing multiple lists or rows called carousels, each horizontally
swipeable and organized around a single defining theme. Despite
their widespread use, carousels have only recently gained attention
in recommender systems research, with work on user click model-
ing [3, 12] and on evaluation [5, 6]. However, a recent eye-tracking
study [2] and two follow-up analyses [4, 10] reveal a behavioral
pattern that prior work does not account for. User examination in
carousels does not follow a single global F-pattern [2, 4, 10]: the
initial page shows a dual-focus F-pattern (with attention peaks at
both the top-left and top-right corners), and after swiping this shifts
to a mirrored F-pattern, with horizontal decay running right-to-
left rather than left-to-right. This behavior is attributed to users
maintaining their focus on the rightmost position after swiping.
However, N2DCG [5, 6], the only evaluation metric for carousels,
does not account for this behavior. Our work addresses this gap by
re-examining and reformulating N2DCG.

N2DCG is a two-dimensional extension of NormalizedDiscounted
Cumulative Gain (NDCG). NDCG evaluates a ranked list by com-
bining item relevance with position discount. The (unnormalized)
DCG of a list 𝑦 with 𝐽 items is defined as [1, 8, 9]:

𝐷𝐶𝐺 (𝑦) =
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑔(𝑦 𝑗 ) · 𝑑 ( 𝑗) =
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑔(𝑦 𝑗 )
log2 ( 𝑗 + 1) , (1)

where 𝑦 𝑗 denotes the item at rank 𝑗 , 𝑔(·) represents the gain func-
tion mapping an item to its relevance score, and 𝑑 ( 𝑗) is the position
discount factor, commonly represented by a logarithm. To ensure
comparability across different queries, DCG is subsequently nor-
malized by the Ideal DCG (IDCG):

𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺 = max
𝑦∗∈Y

𝐷𝐶𝐺 (𝑦∗), 𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺 (𝑦) = 𝐷𝐶𝐺 (𝑦)
𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺

, (2)

where Y denotes the set of all possible permutations of candidate
items for the given query; IDCG represents the maximum possible
DCG score for a ranking of the given items.

Standard NDCG assumes a 1D ranked list, whereas carousel
interfaces present items in a 2D layout. To account for row and
column positions, 2D Discounted Cumulative Gain (2DCG) extends
DCG to an 𝐼 × 𝐽 grid [5, 6]. Let 𝑦𝑖, 𝑗 denote the item located at the
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𝑖-th row and 𝑗-th column in a 2D arrangement 𝑦:

2𝐷𝐶𝐺 (𝑦) =
𝐼∑︁

𝑖=1

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑔(𝑦𝑖, 𝑗 ) · 𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑗), (3)

where 𝐼 denotes the number of rows (e.g., carousels) and 𝐽 the
number of items in each row. The gain term 𝑔(·) remains the same
as in DCG, whilst the 2D discount term 𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑗) models the combined
effect of visual attention and interaction effort. The design of 𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑗)
is the key modeling choice for carousels. Ferrari Dacrema et al. [6]
propose two formulations:

𝑑𝑡 (𝑖, 𝑗) =
1

log2 (𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽 𝑗) , 𝑑𝑎 (𝑖, 𝑗) =
1

log2 (𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽 𝑗 + 𝛾𝑛ℎ + 𝜆𝑛𝑣)
. (4)

Here, 𝛼 and 𝛽 penalize lower row positions 𝑖 and farther-right
column positions 𝑗 , respectively, reflecting F-pattern behavior. For
𝑑𝑎 , 𝛾 and 𝜆 additionally penalize the number of horizontal swipes
𝑛ℎ and vertical scrolls 𝑛𝑣 required to reveal an item.

Similar to NDCG, 2DCG is normalized by the Ideal 2DCG (I2DCG)
to obtain a comparable metric bounded between 0 and 1:

𝐼2𝐷𝐶𝐺 = max
𝑦∗∈Y2𝐷

2𝐷𝐶𝐺 (𝑦∗), 𝑁 2𝐷𝐶𝐺 (𝑦) = 2𝐷𝐶𝐺 (𝑦)
𝐼2𝐷𝐶𝐺

, (5)

where I2DCG represents themaximumpossible 2DCG score achieved
by mapping the most relevant items to grid coordinates with the
highest position discount factors. Here, Y2𝐷 denotes the set of all
possible 2D permutations of candidate items. Ferrari Dacrema et al.
[6] express this mathematically as: the ideal arrangement𝑦∗ ensures
𝑔(𝑦∗𝑖, 𝑗 ) ≥ 𝑔(𝑦∗

𝑖′, 𝑗 ′ ) for any pair of positions where 𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑗) > 𝑑 (𝑖′, 𝑗 ′) .
Building on this foundation, we address the limitations of N2DCG

through the following contributions:
• We reformulate I2DCG to account for categorical constraints
necessary for carousel interfaces and their evaluation.

• We identify and correct a failure of the original N2DCG discount
factor to model mirrored F-pattern examination behavior.

• We design and evaluate four novel position-discount formula-
tions; among these, the row-page discount aligns most closely
with empirical examination frequencies and most reliably pre-
dicts user preferences between simulated carousel layouts.

2 Limitations of the Original N2DCG
2.1 Ignoring Categorical Constraints
The original N2DCG formulations ignore a key property of carousel
interfaces: each carousel is, by design, organized around a single
category or theme, and all items within it are drawn from that
category. I2DCG, as defined above, treats all 𝐼 × 𝐽 positions as a
single global pool and assigns items solely to maximize 2DCG, with
no awareness of these categorical constraints. The resulting I2DCG
values come from layouts that no valid carousel could realize, and
dividing by them lowers the N2DCG scores of valid layouts.

Table 1 illustrates this flaw using an example 2×3 carousel. When
relevant items belong to different categories, the unconstrained
I2DCG simply places all of them into the top positions, producing
an invalid layout that no carousel interface could display. In the
example, the optimal valid layout reaches a 2DCG of 2.2, while the
unconstrained optimal is 2.7. As a result, the valid layouts can only

Table 1: A 2×3 carousel interface with row discounts
(1.0, 0.9, 0.8) and (0.3, 0.2, 0.1). Candidates span two categories,
𝐴 = {𝑎1, 𝑎2, 𝑎3} and𝐵 = {𝑏1, 𝑏2, 𝑏3}. Relevance is binary:𝑎1, 𝑎2, 𝑏1
are relevant, 𝑎3, 𝑏2, 𝑏3 are non-relevant. The unconstrained
ideal mixes categories within rows, inflating the N2DCG de-
nominator.

Case Layout 2DCG

Optimal valid layout
(
𝑎1 𝑎2 𝑎3
𝑏1 𝑏2 𝑏3

)
2.2

Optimal unconstrained layout
(
𝑎1 𝑎2 𝑏1
𝑎3 𝑏2 𝑏3

)
2.7

Maximum N2DCG among valid layouts (2.2/2.7) 0.81

reach a maximum N2DCG of 0.81. This causes inconsistencies in
evaluation as the actual upper bound of N2DCG is lower than 1.

2.2 Mismodeling Mirrored F-Pattern Behavior
A position discount function does not need to exactly match empir-
ical examination frequencies. For evaluation, it is often sufficient
for the discount to preserve the correct qualitative trend of user
attention. However, even this weaker requirement is not met by
the original N2DCG discount.

In real carousel interfaces, users often navigate within a carousel
through horizontal swiping, which creates page boundaries within
each carousel. Eye-tracking evidence suggests that after users swipe
to a new page, their attention may reset toward the right side of
the newly visible page, so that on later pages attention decreases
from right to left as a mirrored F-pattern [2, 10], as illustrated in
Figure 1(b). Because the N2DCG discount monotonically penalizes
larger column positions, it instead predicts attention that keeps
decreasing from left to right across the entire carousel (Figure 1(a)),
the opposite of the observed trend on the second and third pages.
Thus, the original position discount captures the wrong direction
of attention change after horizontal swiping.

3 Proposal: Category-Aware N2DCG
We propose a category-aware variant of N2DCG in which the
ideal layout is constrained to respect the category structure of
the carousel interface. Let Ycat

2𝐷 ⊂ Y2𝐷 denote the subset of 2D
layouts in which all items in a row belong to the same category:

Ycat
2𝐷 =

{
𝑦 ∈ Y2𝐷

�� ∀ 𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑗 ′, cat(𝑦𝑖, 𝑗 ) = cat(𝑦𝑖, 𝑗 ′ )
}
, (6)

where cat(·) denotes the category of an item. Since each category
corresponds to exactly one carousel, Ycat

2𝐷 consists precisely of the
layouts obtained by (i) assigning category-specific carousels to
display rows and (ii) ranking items within each carousel; items
from different categories never share a row. The category-aware
I2DCGcat is the maximum 2DCG over this restricted space:

I2DCGcat = max
𝑦∗∈Ycat

2𝐷

2DCG(𝑦∗), (7)

and the category-aware N2DCGcat is defined as 2DCG
I2DCGcat

.
In our setting, computing I2DCGcat reduces to assigning category-

specific carousels to display rows. Given a category-specific carousel
and a display row, the optimal within-carousel ranking is obtained
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Figure 1: Schematic comparison of the assumed (a) and observed (b) attention patterns in a carousel interface. Darker cells
indicate higher examination probability; arrows indicate the direction of attention decay.

by placing items in decreasing relevance order onto that row’s
decreasing-discount positions. This yields a score for each carousel–
row pair. The remaining problem is tomap category-specific carousels
to display rows to maximize the total 2DCG, which can be solved
using assignment algorithms such as the Hungarian algorithm [11].

For clarity, this computation is only used for normalization dur-
ing evaluation. We are not proposing to use the Hungarian algo-
rithm in production to create recommendations for actual users.

4 Proposal: Mirrored F-Pattern N2DCG
To capture both mirrored F-pattern attention and the interaction
effort of accessing carousel items, we propose four formulations of
the discount function 𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑗) at row 𝑖 and column 𝑗 . We first modify
the position discount to reflect attention shift after a swipe, and
then explore three ways to incorporate user action penalties into
the base discount.

4.1 Mirrored F-Pattern Positional Discount
The original position discount 𝑑𝑡 in Eq. 4 models F-pattern position
bias through a two-dimensional logarithmic decay. To account for
attention shift after horizontal swipes, we modify this decay:

𝑑mir (𝑖, 𝑗) =
1

log2 (𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽 𝑗)
(8)

Let 𝛿 denote the number of items visible per page within a carousel.
After a swipe, a new page of 𝛿 items is displayed, and the user’s
attention is naturally drawn first to the newly displayed items on
the right side, and subsequently shifts toward the left. We capture
this by replacing the original column index 𝑗 with a re-indexed
position 𝑗 :

𝑗 =


𝑗, 𝑗 ≤ 𝛿,

𝛿

⌊
𝑗 − 1
𝛿

⌋
+ (𝛿 − (( 𝑗 − 1) mod 𝛿)) , 𝑗 > 𝛿.

(9)

On the first page ( 𝑗 ≤ 𝛿) the indexing is unchanged; on each subse-
quent page, the order within the page is mirrored, so the rightmost
position carries the smallest 𝑗 and therefore the highest discount.

4.2 Incorporating User Action Penalties
Accessing items that are not currently visible requires additional
swiping. Let 𝑛ℎ and 𝑛𝑣 denote the number of horizontal and vertical
swipes required to reveal the item at position (𝑖, 𝑗). We compare
three strategies for penalizing these actions.
Additive Swipe Penalties. Following 𝑑𝑎 in Eq. 4, the swipe cost is
added inside the logarithmic denominator with weight parameters
𝛾 and 𝜆:

𝑑add (𝑖, 𝑗) =
1

log2 (𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽 𝑗 + 𝛾𝑛ℎ + 𝜆𝑛𝑣)
. (10)

Multiplicative Swipe Penalties. The swipe cost is instead applied
multiplicatively. Let 𝜂, 𝜃 ∈ (0, 1) denote the penalty factors applied
per horizontal and vertical swipe, respectively:

𝑑mul (𝑖, 𝑗) =
1

log2 (𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽 𝑗)
· 𝜂𝑛ℎ · 𝜃𝑛𝑣 . (11)

Row-Page Discount. Instead of penalizing every swipe, this vari-
ant only penalizes items that require at least one horizontal swipe,
combined with geometric decay across rows. Let 𝜇 ∈ (0, 1) be the
page penalty and let 𝜈 ∈ (0, 1) be the row decay factor:

𝑑RPD (𝑖, 𝑗) =
1

log2 (𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽 𝑗)
· 𝜇1[ 𝑗>𝛿 ] · 𝜈𝑖−1, (12)

where 1[ 𝑗 > 𝛿] equals 1 when the item is not on the first page and
0 otherwise. Intuitively, this formulation treats the first horizontal
swipe as costly but does not penalize subsequent pages further, and
also applies a multiplicative decay for each carousel row a user
must enter to reach the item.

5 Experiments
This section details our experiments using the RecGaze eye-tracking
dataset to estimate the parameters of our proposed discount func-
tions and systematically validates the robustness of the reformu-
lated N2DCG metric through simulated carousel layouts. Our code
is available at https://github.com/jkang98/carousel-metric.
RecGaze Dataset. To date, RecGaze [2] is the first and only pub-
licly available eye-tracking dataset designed for carousel recom-
mendation. It provides a unique empirical basis for modeling user
examination behavior in carousels. We focus on the free-browsing

https://github.com/jkang98/carousel-metric
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Figure 2: Fitted parameters and test-set performance (𝜌 , 𝑟 , MSE) of each discount function are reported. Both the empirical
examination frequencies and the computed discounts are max-normalized to [0, 1] before plotting and MSE evaluation, so the
comparison reflects how well each formulation captures the relative decay of user attention rather than its absolute magnitude.

task of RecGaze because it best reflects natural exploration behav-
ior in carousel interfaces. In this task, each screen contains ten
genre-based carousels, with fifteen movies in each carousel divided
into three pages of five movies, of which the first page is initially
presented and the last two can be seen by horizontally swiping
once or twice, respectively. The first three carousels are initially
visible with the remaining requiring vertical scrolling. This layout
allows us to model both vertical carousel positions and horizontal
within-carousel positions.
Experimental Setup. We use fixations as an observable proxy for
item examination. Following the RecGaze preprocessing, an item
is considered examined if at least one valid fixation falls within
its area of interest. From the dataset, we estimate the examina-
tion probability at position (𝑖, 𝑗) with the observed frequency of
examination:

𝑃
(
𝐸𝑖, 𝑗 = 1

)
≈ 𝑃

(
𝐸𝑖, 𝑗 = 1

)
≔

𝑁 (𝐸𝑖, 𝑗 = 1)
𝑁total

, (13)

where 𝑁 (𝐸𝑖, 𝑗 = 1) denotes the number of screens in which the
item displayed at position (𝑖, 𝑗) was examined and 𝑁total the total
number of screens. These empirical frequencies serve two purposes:
they are the targets for fitting the parameters of each candidate
discount function, and they provide the examination-based ground
truth position weights in our simulation study below.

To compare different design choices for the discount function, we
perform a train/test split based on the location of the participants.
The training set is used to estimate the parameters of the discount
function, while the test set is used to evaluate whether the learned
function generalizes to a different user group. In our experiment,
we use data from 61 participants in Bratislava, Slovakia for training
and 26 participants in Amsterdam, the Netherlands for testing; after
removing screens with accidental clicks, this yields 1665 train and
710 test screens, each containing one clicked item.
Discount Function Parameter Estimation. We constrain the
parameter search space based on the interpretation of each dis-
count function. Across all variants, 𝛼 and 𝛽 control the weights
of the vertical carousel position and the horizontal item position

inside the logarithm. For additive action-based variants, 𝛾 and 𝜆

weight the numbers of horizontal swipes and vertical scrolls. Since
these parameters weight integer-valued positions or actions, we
restrict them to positive integers. In the multiplicative action-based
variant, 𝜂, 𝜃 control horizontal/vertical action decay, and 𝜇, 𝜈 con-
trol page/row decay; all are constrained to (0, 1) as they directly
scale the discount value. To determine the optimal parameters, we
conduct a grid search, varying 𝛼 , 𝛽 , 𝛾 , and 𝜆 over [1, 10] in steps of
1, and 𝜂, 𝜃 , 𝜇, and 𝜈 over (0, 1) in steps of 0.05.

For each discount variant, we fit the optimal parameters on
the training set by maximizing the Spearman’s rank correlation
coefficient (𝜌). The goal is to identify the parameter setting that
accurately preserves the ordinal ranking of the empirical examina-
tion frequencies observed at each position, ensuring that positions
with higher expected attention correctly receive larger discount.
Discount Fit to Examination Data. Using the learned param-
eters, we evaluate each discount function against the empirical
examination frequencies observed in the held-out test set. Figure 2
shows the results for different discount functions. The gray curve
represents the empirical examination frequency from eye-tracking
data, and the dashed curves denote the fitted discount functions.
Our best-performing formulation 𝑑𝑅𝑃𝐷 is highlighted in red.

The two naive F-pattern-based functions, 𝑑𝑡 and 𝑑𝑎 , roughly cap-
ture the overall decreasing trend, but fail to reflect the repeated
drops and rises caused by pagination; adding user-action infor-
mation, 𝑑𝑎 , improves the overall fit, but the pagination problem
persists. The four mirrored F-pattern-based functions fit the empir-
ical curve better, especially in capturing the repeated pagination
pattern. Within this family, implementing user actions multiplica-
tively (𝑑𝑚𝑢𝑙 and 𝑑𝑅𝑃𝐷 ) produces closer match. The best result is
achieved by combining the mirrored F-pattern with the row-page
discount𝑑𝑅𝑃𝐷 , which yields the highest Spearman’s 𝜌 and Pearson’s
𝑟 correlations and the lowest MSE after max normalization. Accord-
ingly, the next experiment compares the original and reformulated
2DCG using 𝑑𝑎 and 𝑑𝑅𝑃𝐷 , respectively.
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Metric Evaluation on Simulated Carousels. To systematically
evaluate the reliability of our reformulated metric, we conduct a
simulation experiment with 20,000 independent trials. Each trial
samples a set of category-specific carousels: each carousel cor-
responds to a category and contains candidate items with fixed
relevance labels. We then construct two complete 10 × 15 carousel
layouts, denoted as 𝐴 and 𝐵, by independently permuting the verti-
cal order of the carousels and the horizontal order of items within
each carousel. Therefore, the only difference between the two lay-
outs is how carousels and items are arranged. This experimental
design evaluates only the position discount functions: because both
layouts contain the same candidate items, any ideal normalizer
would be identical for 𝐴 and 𝐵 and cancel in the pairwise com-
parison. The category-aware I2DCGcat concerns the definition of
the ideal layout rather than the modeling of user attention, and is
therefore not the subject of this validation.

To obtain an empirical reference, we compute examination-based
ground-truth scores, 𝑁 2𝐷𝐶𝐺exam

𝐴
and 𝑁 2𝐷𝐶𝐺exam

𝐵
, as the category-

aware N2DCGcat with its position discounts replaced by the em-
pirical examination frequencies 𝑃 (𝐸𝑖, 𝑗 = 1) (Eq. 13), estimated on
the held-out test set. The resulting score reflects the expected rele-
vance that users actually examine. We then measure the difference
between the two layouts as Δ =

��𝑁 2𝐷𝐶𝐺exam
𝐴

− 𝑁 2𝐷𝐶𝐺exam
𝐵

��. A
near-zero Δ indicates that the two layouts are difficult to distin-
guish, while a larger Δ means that one layout is clearly better than
the other in terms of actual user browsing behavior.

Finally, we score both layouts using the unnormalized 2DCG
with the original discount 𝑑𝑎 and with our reformulated discount
𝑑𝑅𝑃𝐷 . A metric is considered correct in a trial if its pairwise prefer-
ence matches the preference given by the empirical ground truth.
By comparing the accuracy under different Δ thresholds, we can
evaluate the robustness of each metric. Table 2 reports accuracy
under both binary and graded relevance (1–5 scale) settings. Dif-
ferent thresholds are used for the ground-truth difference Δ. Here,
Corr. denotes the percentage of trials in which the original 2DCG
makes an incorrect pairwise decision, while the reformulated 2DCG
makes the correct one. Both Err. denotes the percentage of trials
in which both metrics make incorrect decisions. The results show
that the reformulated 2DCG consistently achieves higher accuracy
than the original metric. When the ground-truth difference is very
obvious (Δ ≥ 0.10), the original 2DCG still misjudges 1.3% (binary)
/ 1.8% (graded) of trials.
Lessons Learned. Experiments show the row-page discount 𝑑𝑅𝑃𝐷
best captures user attention and preferences in carousel interfaces.
Thus, our reformulated 2DCG with our best found parameters is:

2𝐷𝐶𝐺ref (𝑦) =
𝐼∑︁

𝑖=1

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑔(𝑦𝑖, 𝑗 )
log2 (4𝑖 + 9 𝑗)

· 0.651[ 𝑗>𝛿 ] · 0.95𝑖−1 (14)

We reformulate I2DCGcat and N2DCGcat correspondingly.

6 Conclusion
We identified two limitations of N2DCG—the neglect of categorical
constraints and the misalignment with actual browsing behavior in
carousel interfaces—and proposed a reformulation addressing both.
Validation using empirical examination frequencies and simulated

Table 2: Accuracy comparison between the original and re-
formulated 2DCG under different ground-truth differences.

Setting Diff. Δ ≥ Orig. Acc. Our Acc. Corr. Both Err.

Binary

0.00 82.9% 93.2% 11.4% 5.7%
0.01 85.7% 96.4% 11.0% 3.2%
0.02 88.4% 98.3% 10.0% 1.5%
0.05 94.8% 99.9% 5.2% 0.1%
0.10 98.7% 100.0% 1.3% 0.0%

Graded

0.00 84.9% 93.9% 10.4% 4.8%
0.01 87.4% 96.7% 9.9% 2.7%
0.02 89.4% 98.2% 9.1% 1.5%
0.05 94.3% 99.8% 5.5% 0.2%
0.10 98.2% 100.0% 1.8% 0.0%

pairwise comparisons demonstrates the effectiveness of our refor-
mulation. This suggests that our reformulated N2DCG is a better
choice to evaluate carousel recommendation. Future work should
extend this metric-based evaluation into behavior-aware simulator-
based evaluation, enabling carousel policies to be evaluated under
explicit models of user browsing and choice behavior.
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