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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have achieved remarkable
success in various fields, prompting several studies to ex-
plore their potential in recommendation systems. However,
these attempts have so far resulted in only modest improve-
ments over traditional recommendation models. Moreover,
three critical questions remain under-explored: firstly, the real
value of LLMs’ pre-trained weights, often considered to en-
capsulate world knowledge; secondly, the necessity of fine-
tuning for recommendation tasks; lastly, whether LLMs can
exhibit the same scalability benefits in recommendation sys-
tems as they do in other domains. In this paper, we propose
a novel Hierarchical Large Language Model (HLLM) archi-
tecture designed to enhance sequential recommendation sys-
tems. Our approach employs a two-tier model: the first Item
LLM extracts rich content features from the detailed text de-
scription of the item, while the second User LLM utilizes
these features to predict users’ future interests based on their
interaction history. Extensive experiments demonstrate that
our method effectively leverages the pre-trained capabilities
of open-source LLMs, and further fine-tuning leads to sig-
nificant performance boosts. Additionally, HLLM achieves
excellent scalability, with the largest configuration utilizing
7B parameters for both item feature extraction and user in-
terest modeling. Moreover, HLLM offers excellent training
and serving efficiency, making it practical in real-world ap-
plications. Evaluations on two large-scale datasets, PixelRec
and Amazon Reviews, show that HLLM achieves state-of-
the-art results, outperforming traditional ID-based models by
a wide margin. In online A/B testing, HLLM showcases no-
table gains, validating its practical impact in real-world rec-
ommendation scenarios. Codes are available at https://github.
com/bytedance/HLLM.

1 Introduction
The recommendation algorithm is a classic yet complex
problem that requires understanding user interests to pre-
dict future behaviors across various items. The key to ef-
fective recommendation lies in accurately modeling both
item and user features. Currently, mainstream approaches
are predominantly ID-based, converting items and users into
IDs and creating corresponding embedding tables for encod-
ing (Goldberg et al. 1992; Koren, Bell, and Volinsky 2009;
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Sarwar et al. 2001). To capture diverse and temporally vary-
ing user interests, several sequential modeling methods have
been developed, demonstrating notable success in sequen-
tial recommendations (Hidasi et al. 2015; Zhou et al. 2018;
Kang and McAuley 2018; Sun et al. 2019). However, these
methods are typically dominated by embedding parameters
and have relatively small model sizes, leading to two major
drawbacks: a heavy reliance on ID features which results in
poor performance in cold-start scenarios, and relatively shal-
low neural networks find it difficult to model complex and
diverse user interests.

With the advent of ChatGPT (OpenAI 2022), large lan-
guage models (LLMs) have achieved significant break-
throughs across various domains, showcasing impressive
world knowledge and reasoning capabilities (Touvron et al.
2023; Achiam et al. 2023; Team et al. 2023). This success
has spurred interest among researchers in exploring the in-
tegration of LLMs into recommendation systems (Wu et al.
2023; Li et al. 2023b). These explorations can be broadly
categorized into three approaches: (1). Utilizing LLMs to
provide refined or supplementary information for recom-
mendation systems (Zhang et al. 2024a; Ren et al. 2024;
Xi et al. 2023), such as summary of user behavior and item
information expansion. (2). Transforming the recommenda-
tion system into a dialogue-driven format compatible with
LLMs (Bao et al. 2023; Friedman et al. 2023; Zhang et al.
2023; Yang et al. 2023; Zhai et al. 2023). (3). Modifying
LLMs to handle recommendation tasks beyond just text in-
put and output. This includes approaches that input ID fea-
tures into LLMs (Ning et al. 2024; Zhai et al. 2024; Liao
et al. 2024) and those that replace existing models with
LLMs, optimizing directly for objectives like Click-Through
Rate (CTR) (Cui et al. 2022; Kang et al. 2023).

Despite these advancements, integrating LLMs with rec-
ommendation systems presents notable challenges in com-
plexity and effectiveness. One issue is that inputting user
behavior history as text to LLMs results in very long input
sequences. Consequently, LLMs need longer sequences to
represent the same time span of user behavior than ID-based
methods, while the complexity of the self-attention mod-
ule in LLMs scales quadratically with the sequence length.
Additionally, recommending a single item requires gener-
ating several text tokens, leading to multiple forwards and
resulting in lower efficiency. In terms of effectiveness, the
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performance improvements of existing LLM-based methods
over traditional methods are not significant, raising ques-
tions about whether the potential of LLMs has been fully
realized.

Moreover, some critical issues remain underexplored.
Firstly, the actual value of pre-trained LLM weights, often
regarded as encapsulating world knowledge, needs further
investigation. While LLMs offer impressive zero-shot and
few-shot capabilities, their value when training on large-
scale recommendation data is unclear. Secondly, the neces-
sity of fine-tuning for recommendation tasks is in question.
LLMs pre-trained on massive corpora exhibit strong world
knowledge, but whether further fine-tuning on recommen-
dation tasks enhances or diminishes performance remains to
be seen. Lastly, the scalability of LLMs, a hallmark char-
acteristic with proven scaling laws in other domains, re-
quires validation in the context of recommendation systems.
While some studies have successfully validated the scaling
laws in the recommendation domain (Shin et al. 2023; Zhai
et al. 2024), these models have considerably fewer parame-
ters compared to LLMs. Whether models exceeding 1 billion
parameters exhibit good scalability in the recommendation
domain remains an open question.

To address these challenges, this paper proposes the
Hierarchical Large Language Model (HLLM) architecture.
The approach begins by using an LLM to extract item fea-
tures. To empower the LLM to effectively extract these fea-
tures, a special token is appended to the end of the detailed
textual description of each item. This augmented description
is then input into the LLM (referred to as the Item LLM),
and the output corresponding to the special token is used
as the item feature. These item features are then input into
a second LLM (referred to as the User LLM) to model user
interest and predict future behaviors. By transforming exten-
sive item descriptions into concise embeddings, the length of
behavior sequences is reduced to that of ID-based models,
significantly lowering computational complexity compared
to other text-based LLM recommendation models. We also
verified that HLLM has a significant training efficiency ad-
vantage compared to ID-based models, as it can surpass ID-
based models with only a small amount of training data.

Extensive experiments are conducted to explore the value
of pre-training. Although the HLLM does not employ text
interaction in the conventional manner of standard LLMs,
such as the Item LLM being designed as a feature extrac-
tor, and both input and output of the User LLM being item
embeddings, the pre-trained weights have proven beneficial
for both types of LLMs. This demonstrates that the world
knowledge embedded in LLMs is indeed valuable for rec-
ommendations. Nevertheless, this does not obviate the need
for fine-tuning towards recommendation objectives. Con-
versely, our experiments indicate that such fine-tuning is
crucial for surpassing traditional methods. To verify scala-
bility, experiments on large academic datasets confirm that
LLMs exhibit excellent scalability with performance im-
proving as model parameters increase. Within the limited
resources, models up to 7 billion parameters show consis-
tent performance gains with increasing size.

Ultimately, the proposed HLLM architecture outperforms

existing methods across multiple academic datasets, achiev-
ing state-of-the-art results. More importantly, the effective-
ness of HLLM is also validated through real-world online
A/B testing, confirming its practical applicability.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:
1) A novel hierarchical LLM (HLLM) framework is intro-

duced for sequential recommendations. This approach sig-
nificantly outperforms classical ID-based models on large-
scale academic datasets and has been validated to yield tan-
gible benefits in real-world industrial settings. Additionally,
this method demonstrates excellent training and serving ef-
ficiency.

2) HLLM effectively transfers the world knowledge en-
coded during the LLM pre-training stage into the recom-
mendation model, encompassing both item feature extrac-
tion and user interest modeling. Nevertheless, task-specific
fine-tuning with recommendation objectives is essential.

3) HLLM exhibits excellent scalability, with performance
continuously improving as the data volume and model pa-
rameters increase. This scalability highlights the potential of
the proposed approach when applied to even larger datasets
and model sizes.

2 Related Work
Traditional Recommender Systems
Traditional Recommender Systems predominantly rely on
ID-based embeddings, and how to design feature interac-
tions is an important topic. DeepFM (Guo et al. 2017) mod-
els low-order feature interactions with FM and models high-
order feature interactions with DNN. DCN (Wang et al.
2017, 2021) can model higher-order interactions by explic-
itly applying feature crossing at each layer. Besides, some
researchers make efforts to model user interests from their
historical behavior. For instance, DIN (Zhou et al. 2018) and
DIEN (Zhou et al. 2019) introduce attention mechanisms to
capture user’s diverse interests from historical behaviors. In-
spired by transformer, SASRec (Kang and McAuley 2018)
applies self-attention mechanisms to sequential recommen-
dation. CLUE (Shin et al. 2023) and HSTU (Zhai et al. 2024)
demonstrate that models with parameter counts within hun-
dreds of millions adhere to the scaling law. Some works have
also introduced content features into recommendation mod-
els, showing certain advantages in generalization (Baltescu
et al. 2022; Li et al. 2023a; Cheng et al. 2024).

Recommendation with Language Models
The success of LLMs has attracted many researchers to ex-
plore their applications in recommendation systems. These
explorations can be categorized into three types. Firstly,
LLMs are used for summarizing or supplementing infor-
mation about users or items (Zhang et al. 2024a; Ren
et al. 2024; Xi et al. 2023). For example, RLMRec (Ren
et al. 2024) develops a user/item profiling paradigm em-
powered by LLMs, and aligns the semantic space of LLMs
with the representation space of collaborative relational sig-
nals through a cross-view alignment framework. LLMs are
also employed to generate augmented training signals for
coldstart items (Wang et al. 2024). Secondly, some works



Compress the following sentence into embedding: 
Title:  Arctic Terns: Animals that live in the light of day.
Tag: Short Film
Description: Arctic terns make a round trip to the North and South 
Poles once a year, a distance of kilometers, which is equivalent to 
a full circle of the Earth, and live only in the polar daytime, so 
they are known as the creatures that always live in the lfight ...

···

···
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Figure 1: Architecture of Hierarchical Large Language
Model. HLLM consists of two LLMs with non-shared pa-
rameters: Item LLM and User LLM. The Item LLM takes
the text description of an item as input, appended with a spe-
cial token [ITEM], and outputs the item embedding. The
User LLM inputs the item embeddings of the user’s histori-
cal interactions and predicts next item. All LLM parameters
are trainable and optimized via next item prediction.

adapt the recommendation domain data into conversational
formats (Bao et al. 2023; Friedman et al. 2023; Zhang
et al. 2023; Yang et al. 2023; Zhai et al. 2023). Some ap-
proaches treat the recommendation task as a special form of
instruction-following, inputting user historical behaviors in
text form to the LLM to predict subsequent actions (Li et al.
2024). Lastly, there are also some works that have adapted
LLMs for recommendation tasks, allowing their inputs or
outputs to go beyond just textual forms. LLaRA (Liao et al.
2024) proposed a novel hybrid prompting method that inte-
grates ID-based item embeddings with textual item features.
LEARN (Jia et al. 2024) utilizes pre-trained LLMs to extract
item features. LLMs are also adapted to multi-class classifi-
cation or regression for rating prediction (Kang et al. 2023).
However, these methods offer limited improvements com-
pared to traditional recommendation models.

3 Method
In this section, we first introduce the problem formula-
tion, and then propose Hierarchical Large Language Model

(HLLM) with a detailed explanation of how to adapt pre-
trained large language models to recommendation systems,
including item feature extraction and user interest modeling.
Finally we discuss how to align HLLM with the objectives
of recommendation systems, thereby significantly enhanc-
ing its performance on recommendation tasks.

Problem Formulation
We study the task of sequential recommendations, formu-
lated as: Given a user u ∈ U , a sequence of user u’s his-
torical interactions U = {I1, I2, . . . , In} in chronological
order, predict the next item In+1, where n is the length of
U and I ∈ I. Each item I has its corresponding ID and text
information (e.g. title, tag, etc.), but the method proposed in
this paper uses only the text information.

Hierarchical Large Language Model Architecture
Currently, a considerable number of LLM-based recommen-
dation models flatten users’ historical behaviors into plain
text inputs for the LLM (Kang et al. 2023; Yang et al. 2023;
Li et al. 2024). This results in very long input sequences, and
due to the self-attention module in LLMs, the complexity
grows quadratically with the length of the input sequence. To
reduce the burden of user sequence modeling, we adopt a hi-
erarchical modeling approach called the Hierarchical Large
Language Model (HLLM) that decouples item modeling
from user modeling, as shown in Figure 1. Specifically, we
first extract item features using the Item LLM, compressing
the complex text descriptions into an embedding represen-
tation. Then, we model the user profile based on these item
features with the User LLM. Additionally, to ensure better
compatibility with pre-trained LLMs and to enhance scala-
bility, we introduce minimal structural changes and design
simple yet efficient training objectives. The following is a
detailed introduction to item and user modeling.

Item LLM is proposed to extract item features. It takes
as input the text description of an item and outputs an
embedding representation. LLMs have demonstrated excel-
lent performance in text comprehension, but their use has
mostly been limited to text generation scenarios, with few
works using them as feature extractors. Inspired by previ-
ous works (Devlin 2018; Neelakantan et al. 2022), a special
token [ITEM] is added at the end of the item’s text descrip-
tion to extract features.

Specifically, as shown in Figure 1, for Item I we first flat-
ten its corresponding textual attributes into the sentence T ,
and prepend it with a fixed prompt. After passing through
the LLM tokenizer, we additionally append a special token
[ITEM] at the end, thus the input token sequence for the
Item LLM can be formulated as {t1, t2, . . . , tm,[ITEM]}
where m represents the length of text tokens. The hidden
state from the last layer corresponding to the special token
[ITEM] is considered as the item embedding.

User LLM is designed to model user interests which is
another key aspect of recommendation systems. The origi-
nal user history sequence U = {I1, I2, . . . , In} can be trans-
formed into a historical feature sequence {E1, E2, . . . , En}



through the Item LLM, where Ei represents the item em-
bedding of Ii. The User LLM takes this historical feature
sequence as input and predict next item embedding based on
a sequence of previous interactions. As shown in Figure 1,
the output of the User LLM corresponding to Ei is E′

i+1,
which is expected to be the embedding of Ii+1.

Unlike traditional LLMs with text-in and text-out formats,
here both the input and output of the User LLM are item em-
beddings. Therefore, we discard the word embeddings from
the pre-trained LLM but retain all other pre-trained weights.
Experiments show that these pre-trained weights are very
helpful for reasoning user interests.

Training for Recommendation Objectives
Existing LLMs are all pre-trained using general natural lan-
guage corpora. Although they possess a wealth of world
knowledge and strong reasoning abilities, there remains a
considerable gap between their capabilities and those re-
quired by recommendation systems. Following the best
practices of other works (Zhou et al. 2024; Touvron et al.
2023), we adopt supervised fine-tuning on top of the pre-
trained LLM.

Recommendation systems can be divided into two cate-
gories, generative and discriminative recommendation. It is
noteworthy that the proposed HLLM architecture is appli-
cable to both types, requiring only appropriate adjustments
to the training objectives. The following sections provide a
detailed introduction to the training objectives for both cate-
gories.

Generative Recommendation Recent work (Zhai et al.
2024) has provided a successful generative recommendation
solution, including both retrieval and ranking. Our approach
differs from it in two major ways: the model architecture is
upgraded to large language models with pre-trained weights,
and the input features are changed from IDs to text-input
LLM features. The above differences have minimal impact
on the training and serving strategies, therefore, we largely
follow approaches proposed in (Zhai et al. 2024).

For the training objective of generative recommendation,
next item prediction is adopted, which aims to generate the
embedding of the next item given the embeddings of the pre-
vious items in the user’s history. Specifically, the InfoNCE
loss (Oord, Li, and Vinyals 2018) is used during training. For
any prediction E′

i in the output sequence of the User LLM,
the positive sample is Ei, and the negative samples are ran-
domly sampled from the dataset excluding the current user
sequence. The loss function can be formulated as:

Lgen = −
b∑

j=1

n∑
i=2

log
es(E

′
j,i,Ej,i)

es(E
′
j,i,Ej,i) +

∑N
k es(E

′
j,i,Ej,i,k)

(1)
where s is the similarity function with a learnable temper-
ature parameter, Ej,i denotes the i-th item embedding pro-
duced by the Item LLM in the j-th user’s history interaction
and E′

j,i denotes the i-th item embedding predicted by the
User LLM for the j-th user. N is the number of negative
samples, Ej,i,k represents the k-th negative embedding of

User LLM

···
E1 E2 En [USER]

Etgt

logit

Prediction Head

User LLM

···
E1 E2 En

logit

Prediction Head

Etgt

(a). Early Fusion (b). Late Fusion

Figure 2: Two User LLM variants for discriminative recom-
mendations.

E′
j,i. b represents the total number of users within the batch,

n is the length of user history interactions.

Discriminative Recommendation Since discriminative
recommendation models still dominate in the industry, we
also present an application scheme for HLLM under dis-
criminative recommendation models. The optimization ob-
jective of discriminative models is to judge, given a user se-
quence U and a target item Itgt, whether the user is interested
in the target item (e.g., by clicking, liking, purchasing, etc.).

As shown in Figure 2, there are two User LLM variants
for discriminative recommendation, while keeping the Item
LLM unchanged. Early fusion appends the target item em-
bedding Etgt to the end of the user’s historical sequence, then
produces a high-order cross feature through User LLM, and
finally inputs this cross feature into the prediction head to
generate the final logits. Late fusion, on the other hand, first
uses the User LLM to extract user features, which are inde-
pendent of the target item, in a manner similar to the Item
LLM feature extraction. A special token [USER] is added
to the end of the user sequence to extract user representa-
tion. The user embedding and the target item embedding are
then input together into the prediction head to predict the fi-
nal logits. Early fusion, due to its deep integration of user
interests and the target item, tends to perform better but is
challenging to apply simultaneously across numerous candi-
dates; conversely, late fusion is more efficient since different
candidates share the same user features, but typically sees a
performance decline.

The training objective of discriminative recommendation
is usually a classification task, such as predicting whether a
user will click, etc. For the binary classification example, the
training loss is as follows:

Lcls = − (y · log(x) + (1− y) · log(1− x)) (2)

where y denotes the label of the training sample and x de-
notes the predicted logit.

Empirically, next item prediction can also be used as an
auxiliary loss in discriminative models to further enhance
performance. Hence, the final loss can be formulated as fol-
lows:

Ldis = λLgen + Lcls (3)
where λ controls the weight of the auxiliary loss.



Dataset #User #Item #Interaction

Pixel200K 200,000 96,282 3,965,656
Pixel1M 1,001,822 100,541 19,886,579
Pixel8M 8,886,078 407,082 158,488,652
Books 694,898 686,624 10,053,086

Table 1: Statics of PixelRec and Amazon Book Reviews.

Item LLM User LLM R@5 R@10 N@5 N@10

Scratch Scratch 3.330 5.063 2.199 2.755
Scratch Pre-trained 3.556 5.416 2.371 2.969
Pre-trained Scratch 3.521 5.331 2.358 2.940
Pre-trained Pre-trained 3.755 5.581 2.513 3.100

Table 2: Ablation studies of pre-training on Pixel200K with
HLLM-1B.

4 Experiments
In this section, we first introduce the basic experimental set-
tings, and then numerous experiments are conducted to ad-
dress the following research questions:

RQ1: Does the general pre-training of the LLM and the
fine-tuning with recommendation objectives improve the fi-
nal recommendation performance?

RQ2: Does HLLM have good scalability?
RQ3: Are the advantages of HLLM significant compared

with other state-of-the-art models?
RQ4: How does the training and serving efficiency com-

pare with ID-based models?
Finally, we demonstrate how to deploy HLLM in online

scenarios and achieve real-world benefits.

Datasets and Evaluation Setup
For offline experiments, we evaluate HLLM on two large-
scale datasets: PixelRec (including three subsets: 200K, 1M,
and 8M) (Cheng et al. 2024), and Amazon Book Reviews
(Books) (McAuley et al. 2015). Consistent with previous
works (Cheng et al. 2024; Zhai et al. 2024), we adopt the
same data preprocessing and evaluation protocols to ensure
a fair comparison. A more detailed analysis of these datasets
after preprocessing is presented in Table 1 and Figure 5.
We utilize a leave-one-out approach to split the data into
training, validation, and testing sets. Performance is mea-
sured using the metrics Recall@K (R@K) and NDCG@K
(N@K). All open-source datasets are employed solely for
training and evaluating in offline experiments.

Baselines and Training
For baselines, we use two ID-based sequential rec-
ommenders SASRec (Kang and McAuley 2018), and
HSTU (Zhai et al. 2024). They are all aimed at industrial
applications and boast state-of-the-art performance.

For offline experiments, the generative recommendation
is used to stay consistent with other methods. For the online
A/B test, discriminative recommendation is used to better

#Tokens R@5 R@10 N@5 N@10 CSR ↑
0T 3.330 5.047 2.199 2.755 -
0.1T 3.539 5.142 2.399 2.915 46.11
1T 3.613 5.409 2.414 2.993 50.22
1T+chat 3.610 5.387 2.411 2.984 51.36
2T 3.650 5.510 2.466 3.063 51.64
3T 3.755 5.581 2.513 3.100 52.99

Table 3: The impact of different pre-training token counts on
Pixel200K with HLLM-1B. “+chat” means SFT on conver-
sation data. The CSR metric is the average performance on
the common sense reasoning tasks.

Item LLM User LLM R@5 R@10 N@5 N@10

Frozen Learnable 0.588 0.945 0.372 0.486
Learnable Frozen 1.619 2.470 1.070 1.343
Learnable Learnable 3.755 5.581 2.513 3.100

SASRec-1B 1.973 2.868 1.352 1.640

Table 4: Ablation studies of fine-tuning on Pixel200K with
HLLM-1B.

align with the online system1.
In HLLM-1B, we use TinyLlama-1.1B (Zhang et al.

2024b) for both Item LLM and User LLM. Correspondingly,
in HLLM-7B, we utilize Baichuan2-7B (Baichuan 2023) for
both. Due to resource constraints, HLLMs are trained only 5
epochs on PixelRec and Amazon Reviews while other mod-
els are trained 50 and 200 epochs, respectively. The learning
rate is set to 1e-4. Each item’s text length is truncated to a
maximum of 256. On PixelRec, following PixelNet (Cheng
et al. 2024), we utilize a batch size of 512. The maximum
sequence length is set to 10, and the ratio of positive to neg-
ative samples is 1:5632. On Books, we utilize a batch size of
128, set a maximum sequence length of 50, and the number
of negative samples is 512.

For a fair comparison, we also implemented SASRec-1B
(replacing its network structure with TinyLlama-1.1B) and
HSTU-1B, which uses the same hidden size and number
of layers as TinyLlama-1.1B but has only 462M parameters
due to the elimination of the traditional FFN.

Pre-training and Fine-tuning (RQ1)
As clearly seen from Table 2, pre-trained weights are bene-
ficial for HLLM, including both item feature extraction and
user interest modeling. Furthermore, as shown in Table 3,
the performance is positively correlated with the number of
pre-trained tokens, indicating that the quality of pre-trained
weights also impacts the recommendation task. However,
supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on conversation data can result
in slight negative effects, probably because world knowl-
edge is primarily acquired during the pre-training stage, and
SFT mainly enhances instruction-following abilities, which
do not aid in recommendation tasks (Zhou et al. 2024).

1Experiments demonstrated that most conclusions drawn from
the academic dataset still hold true on large-scale industrial bench-
marks.



Item Model #Params R@5 R@10 N@5 N@10

BERT-Base 110M 2.576 4.020 1.694 2.158
BERT-Large 340M 3.032 4.635 1.993 2.508
TinyLlama 1.1B 3.484 5.239 2.319 2.883

Table 5: Experiments with different sizes of the item model
on Pixel200K. SASRec is used as the user model for all.

User Model #Params R@5 R@10 N@5 N@10

SASRec 4M 3.484 5.239 2.319 2.883
Llama-2L 0.1B 3.494 5.233 2.338 2.898
TinyLlama 1.1B 3.521 5.331 2.358 2.940

Table 6: Experiments with different sizes of the user model
on Pixel200K. Llama-2L maintains the same architecture as
Llama but uses only 2 decoder layers. TinyLlama-1.1B is
used as the item model for all. All user models are trained
from scratch.

It is also evident that fine-tuning both the Item LLM and
User LLM is crucial for outperforming ID-based models, as
shown in Table 4. When we freeze the Item LLM and only
fine-tune the User LLM, using mean pooling of all token
outputs in the last layer of TinyLlama-1.1B as item features,
we find that the performance is very poor. This indicates
that LLMs trained on predicting the next token are not di-
rectly suitable as feature extractors. Similarly, when we use
an Item LLM that has been fine-tuned on Pixel200K and
freeze the pre-trained User LLM, the performance remains
critically low.

Scaling Up (RQ2)
The experimental results for increasing the model’s param-
eter count are shown in Table 5 and Table 6. It can be ob-
served that the growth in the number of parameters for both
Item LLM and User LLM consistently leads to performance
improvements. Finally, we scale up both the Item LLM and
User LLM from 1 billion parameters to 7 billion parameters
on the Amazon Books. As shown in Table 7, this leads to fur-
ther performance improvements, demonstrating that HLLM
has excellent scalability.

To explore scalability of data volume, we sampled multi-
ple different scales of data from Pixel8M for training, rang-
ing from 0.1M to 8M in size. From Figure 3, it is evident
that HLLM demonstrates remarkable scalability across vari-
ous data volumes. With increasing data, significant enhance-
ments in performance are observed, and no performance bot-
tlenecks are observed at the current data scale.

We also conducted more comprehensive ablation experi-
ments related to scaling up on a large-scale industrial rec-
ommendation dataset to demonstrate the scalability of the
HLLM architecture, with detailed experimental results pre-
sented in the appendix.

HLLM vs. SOTA Methods (RQ3)
In Table 7, we compare the performance of HLLM with
the current state-of-the-art models, including ID-based mod-
els such as SASRec (Kang and McAuley 2018) and
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Figure 3: Experiments of HLLM’s performance at various
data scales. Recall@5 and NDCG@5 are reported.

HSTU (Zhai et al. 2024), as well as the text-based model
LEARN (Jia et al. 2024) on the Pixel8M and Amazon Book
Reviews datasets. They all exhibit excellent performance
and are dedicated to industrial practice.

It’s clear that HLLM holds a significant performance
advantage, decisively outperforming other models on all
metrics across all datasets. Under the same experimen-
tal settings, compared to the lowest-performing baseline,
HLLM-1B shows an average improvement of 22.93% on
Pixel8M, and an even more significant average improvement
of 108.68% on Books. In contrast, ID-based models only
show a maximum improvement of 5.37% on Pixel8M and
64.96% on Books.

Furthermore, it is notable that when ID-based models
increase the number of negative samples and batch size,
the performance improvements are relatively modest, espe-
cially in R@200 where HSTU-large only increases by 0.76,
while HLLM-1B increases by 2.44 under the same setting.
By further increasing the model’s parameters, HLLM-7B
achieves a significant improvement of 169.58% compared
to the baseline, which is highly impressive.

The table also shows that even with fully converged ID-
based models, the gains from increasing parameters are min-
imal. On Pixel8M, both SASRec-1B and HSTU-1B show
relatively modest improvements compared to smaller sizes,
while on Books, SASRec-1B even experiences a decline in
all metrics. In contrast, for HLLM, scaling up from HLLM-
1B to HLLM-7B still results in corresponding performance
improvements on recommendation tasks, demonstrating the
superiority of the HLLM architecture.

Training and Serving Effeciency (RQ4)
Firstly, HLLM shows better training data efficiency than ID-
based models. As shown in Figure 3, HLLM requires only
one-sixth to one-fourth of the data volume to achieve perfor-
mance on par with ID-based methods.

Previous extensive experiments have shown that fully
fine-tuning the entire HLLM significantly improves perfor-
mance but requires real-time encoding of all items during
inference, which is inefficient. Thanks to the decoupling
of item and user encoding in HLLM, our architecture can
reduce computational complexity by caching item embed-
dings in advance. To demonstrate the feasibility of item
caching, we pre-trained HLLM on sequences longer than 10
from the Pixel8M dataset, truncating sequences at the tenth
position to avoid data leakage, covering 3 million users.
Based on this pre-trained HLLM, we freeze the Item LLM
and fine-tune only the User LLM on Pixel8M. Results in Ta-



Dataset Method R@10 R@50 R@200 N@10 N@50 N@200 Impv. (avg)

Pixel8M

SASRecvit (2024) 3.589 - - 1.941 - - -27.72%
HSTU∗ (2024) 4.848 10.315 18.327 2.752 3.939 5.135 +0.0%
SASRec∗ 5.083 10.667 18.754 2.911 4.123 5.331 +3.82%
HSTU-1B∗ 5.120 11.010 19.393 2.879 4.159 5.411 +5.37%
SASRec-1B∗ 5.142 10.899 19.044 2.915 4.166 5.383 +4.83%
HLLM-1B (Ours) 6.129 12.475 21.179 3.539 4.919 6.221 +22.93%

Amazon Books

SASRec (2018) 3.06 7.54 14.31 1.64 2.60 3.62 +0.0%
LEARN (2024) 4.07 9.79 18.74 2.24 3.71 4.83 +34.42%
HSTU-large (2024) 4.78 10.82 19.08 2.62 3.93 5.17 +47.80%
SASRec∗ 5.35 11.91 21.02 2.98 4.40 5.76 +64.96%
SASRec-1B∗ 5.09 11.11 19.45 2.86 4.17 5.42 +55.68%
HSTU-large∗ 5.00 11.29 20.13 2.78 4.14 5.47 +55.61%
HSTU-1B∗ 5.25 12.03 21.60 2.89 4.36 5.80 +64.37%
HLLM-1B (Ours) 6.97 14.61 24.78 3.98 5.64 7.16 +108.68%

HSTU-large†∗ 6.49 12.22 19.81 3.99 5.24 6.38 +88.94%
HLLM-1B-Scratch† (Ours) 6.85 13.95 23.19 4.02 5.56 6.95 +103.65%
HLLM-1B† (Ours) 9.28 17.34 27.22 5.65 7.41 8.89 +166.42%
HLLM-7B† (Ours) 9.39 17.65 27.59 5.69 7.50 8.99 +169.58%

Table 7: Performance comparison of HLLM with SOTA models. SASRecvit means SASRec uses the ViT as an image encoder
for item encoding and trained by BCE loss from (Cheng et al. 2024). ∗ indicates the result is reproduced by us. † indicates the
number of negative samples and the batch size are increased from 512 and 128 to 28k and 512, respectively. “Scratch” indicates
both Item LLM and User LLM are trained from scratch.

Method R@5 R@10 N@5 N@10

HSTU-1B 3.501 5.120 2.358 2.879
HLLM-1Bcache 3.585 5.218 2.432 2.958
HLLM-1B 4.278 6.106 2.935 3.524

Table 8: Experiments on the effectiveness of item caching.
HLLM-1Bcache utilizes a pre-trained item HLLM to extract
item features, but the parameters are frozen.

ble 8 show that while freezing the Item LLM leads to some
metric decreases, performance still exceeds ID-based mod-
els, proving item caching is more effective. Given that user
behaviors in industrial scenarios far exceed the number of
items, HLLM’s training and serving costs can match those
of ID-based models. Notably, our pre-training data consti-
tutes less than half of Pixel8M, with some items not appear-
ing in the pre-training data, yet we still achieve respectable
performance. Experiments on industrial data show that as
the amount of pre-training data increases, the gap between
the item caching and the full fine-tuning is largely narrowed.

Online A/B Test
Apart from offline experiments, HLLM is also targeted at
and successfully applied in real-world industrial practices.
For simplicity, flexibility, and to better align with the online
system, we adopted HLLM-1B, using the discriminative rec-
ommendation approach with the late fusion variant for opti-
mization. Considering the balance between performance and
efficiency, our training process is divided into the following
three stages:

Stage I: End-to-end training of all HLLM parameters, in-
cluding Item LLM and User LLM with discriminative loss.
The user history sequence length is truncated to 150 to ac-

Item Creation Flow

User LLM

Item LLM

Daily User Flow

Item

User

HLLM Embedding Storage Online Requests

Online
Recommendation 

Model

save

save

fetch

fetch

fetch

Figure 4: An overview of the online system.

celerate training.
Stage II: We first use the Item LLM trained in Stage I to

encode and store the embeddings of all items in the recom-
mendation system. We then continue to train only the User
LLM by retrieving the necessary item embeddings from
storage. Since this stage only trains the User LLM, it signif-
icantly reduces the training demand, allowing us to extend
the user sequence length from 150 to 1000, further enhanc-
ing the effectiveness of the User LLM.

Stage III: After extensive data training in the first two
stages, the HLLM model parameters are no longer updated.
We extract features for all users which are then combined
with item LLM embeddings and other existing features and
fed into the online recommendation model for training.

Regarding serving, as shown in Figure 4, item embed-
dings are extracted when they are created, and user embed-
dings are updated on a daily basis only for users who had
activity the previous day. Embeddings of items and users
are stored for online model training and serving. Under this
approach, the inference time of the online recommendation
system is virtually unchanged.

Finally, we test HLLM in online A/B experiments of the
ranking task. Key metrics have shown a significant increase
of 0.705%.



5 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a novel Hierarchical Large Lan-
guage Model (HLLM) architecture designed to enhance se-
quential recommendations. HLLM leverages LLMs to ex-
tract item features and model user interests, effectively in-
tegrating pre-training knowledge into the recommendation
system, and it is proved that fine-tuning with recommenda-
tion objectives is essential. HLLM exhibited excellent scal-
ability with larger model parameters. Experiments demon-
strated that HLLM outperforms traditional ID-based mod-
els, achieving state-of-the-art results on academic datasets.
Real-world online A/B testing further validated HLLM’s
practical efficiency and applicability, marking a significant
advancement in the field of recommendation systems.
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Tag Title Description Length R@5 R@10

64 0.082 0.196
64 3.520 5.317
64 3.610 5.439
64 3.647 5.502
256 3.755 5.581

Tag Title Description Length N@5 N@10

64 0.049 0.086
64 2.348 2.926
64 2.415 3.003
64 2.430 3.026
256 2.513 3.099

Table 9: Ablation studies of text length and richness on
Pixel200K.

Method R@5 R@10 N@5 N@10

Mean Pooling 3.386 5.159 2.257 2.826
[ITEM] Token 3.484 5.239 2.319 2.883

Table 10: Ablation studies of Item LLM feature extraction
method on Pixel200K. Mean pooling refers to using the
mean pooling of hidden states from the last layer of the Item
LLM as the item features. SASRec is used as the user model.

A More Experiments on Academic Datasets
Textual Input Length and Richness of Item LLM
By default, we input all types of text information with a
length of 256. Here, we conduct ablation experiments on
text length and richness. Table 9 shows that the text con-
tent has a significant impact on the final performance. Richer
text content and longer text lengths allow the Item LLM to
extract more detailed item features, better differentiate be-
tween items, and more effectively aid the User LLM in mod-
eling user interests.

Method of Item LLM Feature Extraction
To enable LLMs trained on next token prediction to have
feature extraction capabilities, we add a special token
[ITEM] at the end of the text input. Another feasible fea-
ture extraction approach is to take the average of the hid-
den states from the final layer of the LLM to represent the
features of the entire sentence. Table 10 shows the compari-
son results of these two methods. As can be seen, using the
[ITEM] token is better than mean pooling.

Sequence Length of User LLM
We explore the impact of input sequence length of User
LLM on HLLM’s recommendation performance in Ta-
ble 11. Similar to other sequential recommenders, HLLM
can also benefit from expanding the length of the input se-
quence. Although the table shows only modest performance
gains with increasing sequence length, we suspect this is
likely because user sequence lengths are generally quite
short in the academic dataset as shown in Figure 5. As shown
in Appendix B, in the real-world industrial systems, where

Length R@5 R@10 R@50 R@200

10 5.201 7.564 16.220 28.776
30 5.235 7.605 16.293 28.837
50 5.238 7.631 16.416 28.959

Length N@5 N@10 N@50 N@200

10 3.538 4.299 6.176 8.052
30 3.556 4.319 6.205 8.081
50 3.568 4.338 6.244 8.119

Table 11: Experiments on the sequence length of User LLM
on Pixel1M.

Input Features R@5 R@10 N@5 N@10

Item ID 4.105 6.082 2.773 3.409
LLM Emb 5.201 7.564 3.538 4.299
LLM Emb + Item ID 5.154 7.501 3.504 4.260
LLM Emb + Timestamp 5.779 8.319 3.953 4.770

Table 12: Ablation studies of input features of User LLM on
Pixel1M. LLM Emb represents the item features extracted
using the Item LLM based on textual descriptions.

user behavior sequences are typically very long, extending
the sequence length allows HLLM to achieve stable perfor-
mance improvement.

Compatibility with ID-based Features
In the previous sections, we primarily modeled item and user
features based on the textual descriptions of items. Most
current recommendation systems, however, still rely on ID
features, including not only Item IDs but also features like
actions, timestamps, and item categories in ID form. Here,
we present a compatibility solution for integrating HLLM
with ID features, and demonstrate that complementary ID
features, when combined with item descriptions, can indeed
bring significant improvements to HLLM, further highlight-
ing its application value in industrial environments.

Here, we choose the raw item IDs and timestamps as ID
features for validation. The item IDs are transformed into id
embeddings through an embedding lookup table. The behav-
ior’s timestamp is first split into specific year, month, day,
hour, minute, and second components, obtaining the times-
tamp embedding as Algorithm 1. We perform sum pooling
with the ID features and item LLM embeddings before in-
putting them into the User LLM. The prediction target dur-
ing training remains the item embedding extracted by the
Item LLM, and the experimental results are shown in Ta-
ble 12. The introduction of item IDs actually results in a
slight decrease in performance, likely because the item IDs
do not provide incremental information beyond what is al-
ready captured by the textual descriptions, which compre-
hensively describe the item’s characteristics and are suffi-
ciently extracted by the Item LLM. However, the improve-
ment resulting from the introduction of timestamps is very
pronounced, as timestamps complement the textual descrip-
tions. This also demonstrates that our method can be com-
patible with ID-based features.



Sequence Length AUC

200 0.7429
500 0.7446
1,000 0.7458

Table 13: Experiments on the sequence length of User LLM
on the industrial dataset.

Item LLM User LLM AUC

1B 1B 0.7458
1B 7B 0.7498
7B 1B 0.7517
7B 7B 0.7533

Table 14: Experiments with different sizes of Item LLM and
User LLM on the industrial dataset.

B Scaling Up of HLLM on Industrial Dataset
More extensive experiments are conducted on a large-scale
industrial dataset to evaluate the scalability of HLLM.

Douyin has a vast number of users and recommendation
candidates, with extensive records of user behavior. We con-
struct a dataset comprising 30 million samples from the past
3 years’ logs. Each sample includes only the user’s histor-
ical click sequence, the target item, and a label indicating
whether the item was clicked or not. We validate the effec-
tiveness of HLLM in a discriminative recommendation sys-
tem, using AUC as the evaluation metric, and verifying scal-
ability from two aspects: the sequence length of User LLM,
and the parameters of both Item LLM and User LLM.

Sequence Length of User LLM
The length of user behavior sequences in the industrial
dataset is shown in Figure 5. And table 13 shows the im-
pact of user sequence length, with HLLM’s performance
steadily increasing as the sequence length grows. This illus-
trates HLLM’s substantial potential in modeling users with
longer sequences.

Parameters of Item LLM and User LLM
Table 14 illustrates the impact of the parameters of HLLM
in industrial scenario. For both Item LLM and User LLM,
AUC consistently increases with the growth in the number
of parameters.
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Figure 5: Distribution of textual descriptions (flattening all
attributes) and sequence lengths in Pixel200K, Pixel1M,
Pixel8M, Amazon Book Reviews and industrial scenario.
Since Pixel200K is randomly sampled from Pixel1M, their
distributions are consistent. We truncate the sequence length
to a maximum of 2,000 for industrial data, hence p90 is ex-
actly 2,000.



Algorithm 1: Pseudo code of timestamp processing in a PyTorch-like style.
1 class TSEmbedding(nn.Module):
2 def __init__(self, time_num=6, time_dim=512, user_dim=2048):
3 super().__init__()
4 # Control the precision of time, such as 4 to the hour, and 6 to the second.
5 self.time_num = time_num
6 self.time_embeddings = nn.ModuleList(nn.Embedding(x, time_dim) for x in [2100, 13, 32, 24, 60, 60])
7 # Projection from time_dim to user_dim
8 self.merge_time = MLP(time_dim * time_num, user_dim)
9

10 def split_time(self, timestamps: List) -> List:
11 # Split timestamps into specific components.
12 # (seq) -> (seq, 6)
13 split_time = []
14 for time in timestamps:
15 dt = datetime.datetime.fromtimestamp(time)
16 split_time.append([dt.year, dt.month, dt.day, dt.hour, dt.minute, dt.second])
17 return split_time
18
19 def forward(self, timestamps: List) -> torch.tensor:
20 # Times: timestamp of each item in List format (bs, seq)
21 # (bs, seq) -> (bs, seq, 6)
22 time_seq = torch.tensor([self.split_time(x) for x in timestamps])
23 # (bs, seq, 6) -> [(bs, seq, time_dim)] * time_num
24 time_emb = [self.time_embeddings[i](time_seq[...,i]) for i in range(self.time_num)]
25 # [(bs, seq, time_dim)] * time_num -> (bs, seq, time_dim * time_num)
26 time_emb = torch.cat(time_emb, dim=-1)
27 # (bs, seq, time_dim * time_num) -> (bs, seq, user_dim)
28 time_emb = self.merge_time(time_emb)
29 return time_emb


