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Recommender systems are an important part of the modern human experience whose influence ranges
from the food we eat to the news we read. Yet, there is still debate as to what extent online recommendation
platforms are aligned with the goals of their users. A core issue fueling this debate is the challenge of
inferring a user’s utility based on their engagement signals such as likes, shares, watch time etc., which
are often the primary metric used by platforms to optimize content. This is because users’ utility-driven
decision-processes (which we refer to as System-2), e.g., reading news that are accurate and relevant for
them, are often confounded by their impulsive or unconscious decision-processes (which we refer to
as System-1), e.g., spend time on click-bait news articles. As a result, it is difficult to infer whether an
observed engagement is utility-driven or impulse-driven. In this paper we explore a new approach to
recommender systems where we infer user’s utility based on their return probability to the platform rather
than engagement signals. This approach is based on the intuition that users tend to return to a platform in
the long run if it creates utility for them, while pure engagement-driven interactions, i.e., interactions that
do not add meaningful utility, may affect user return in the short term but will not have a lasting effect. For
this purpose, we propose a generative model in which past content interactions impact the arrival rates of
users based on a self-exciting Hawkes process. These arrival rates to the platform are a combination of both
System-1 and System-2 decision processes. The System-2 arrival intensity depends on the utility drawn
from past content interactions and has a long lasting effect on return probability. In contrast, System-1
arrival intensity depends on the instantaneous gratification ormoreishness and tends to vanish rapidly in
time. We show analytically that given samples from this model it is provably possible to disentangle the
System-1 and System-2 decision-processes and thus infer user’s utility, thereby allowing us to optimize
content based on it. We conduct experiments on synthetic data to demonstrate the effectiveness of our
approach over engagement optimization.
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1 Introduction

Recommender systems are AI-driven systems that have come to influence nearly every aspect of human activity on
the internet and, most importantly, shape the information and opportunities that are available to us. This includes,
for instance, the news we read, the job listings we are matched to, the entertainment we consume, and the products
we purchase. Due to this influence on modern life, it has become crucial to ensure that recommender systems are
aligned with the goals and values of their users and society at large. However, it is well documented that current
recommender systems do not always succeed at alignment (Stray et al., 2021, 2022). For example, there is evidence
that a fraction of the time spent by users on online platforms can be attributed to impulsive usage (Grüning et al.,
2023; Allcott et al., 2022; Cho et al., 2021). It has been also been observed that recommendation algorithms lead
users into narrower selection of content over time which lacks diversity and results in echo-chambers (Carroll et al.,
2022; Jiang et al., 2019; Kalimeris et al., 2021). Moreover, several works have studied the prevalence of problematic
content such as conspiracy theories, hate speech and other radical/violent content on recommendation platforms
(Faddoul et al., 2020; Ribeiro et al., 2020; Ledwich and Zaitsev, 2019; Stray et al., 2023).

However, aligning recommenders with the goals of users is challenging because the utility/preferences that
operationalize these goals are not known explicitly. Most recommendation platforms use engagement signals such
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as likes, shares, watch time etc., as a proxy for utility and optimize content for users based on these signals. Such
signals are abundantly available and one can train machine learning models to predict these signals with high
accuracy. However, there is a wealth of literature grounded in established human psychology which suggests that
engagement signals of users are not always aligned with their utility (Lyngs et al., 2018, 2019a; Milli et al., 2021;
Kleinberg et al., 2022). Kleinberg et al. (2022) explain this misalignment by considering a “dual system” model for
human decision-making: a swift and impulsive System-1whose decisions are driven by short-term satisfaction, and
a logical and forward-looking System-2 which makes decisions according to the utilities and long-term goals of the
user1. Due to its impulsiveness and short-term orientation, System-1 behavior is susceptible to engagement that
may not be aligned with a user’s utility, e.g., content such as click-bait, toxic, or low-information content. Kleinberg
et al. (2022) consider a specific model for user interaction during a single session where System-2 decisions are
confounded by System-1 decisions and the platform only observes the engagement signals for each session which
are a combination of the two decision processes. Using this model, they show that it is difficult to disentangle
between System-1 and System-2 behavior using this session-level engagement signal. For example, users might
continue scrolling their feed impulsively beyond the limits dictated by their utility but it is difficult for the platform
to tell whether some of the usage was driven by System-1. Moreover, Kleinberg et al. (2022) show that optimizing
recommendations based on such engagement signals can cause users to quit the platform entirely. This is because
it can lead the user towards more and more System-1 usage which can lead to longer sessions with lower overall
utility than other options outside the platform. In this work we ask the following questions:

• Are there signals that are better aligned with user utility than engagement signals such as likes, shares, watch
time?

• Can we use this signal to estimate user utility and ultimately recommend content based on it?

In this paper we explore a new approach to recommender systems where we infer user’s utility based on their
return probability to the platform rather than engagement signals. Our approach is based on the intuition that
users tend to return to a platform in the long run if it creates utility for them, while pure engagement-driven
interactions, i.e., interactions that do not add meaningful utility, may affect user return in the short term but will
not have a lasting effect. Hence, instead of trying to estimate utility from engagement signals (which are susceptible
to be driven by System-1 behavior), we focus on modeling the probability that a user will keep returning to the
platform in the long-run (which is more likely to be a conscious System-2 decision).

To this end, we propose a generative model of user arrival rates based on a self-exciting Hawkes process where
the probability to return to the platform depends on their experiences during past sessions. There is substantial
empirical evidence which suggests that a user’s return to the platform can also be driven by impulsive behavior
in addition to utility-driven behavior (Cho et al., 2021; Moser, 2020; Lyngs et al., 2019b). Hence, inspired by
the “dual system” model of Kleinberg et al. (2022), we consider the influence of both System-1 and System-2
decision-processes in modeling user return probability. In particular, the triggering kernel of the Hawkes process
has two components: 1) A trigger intensity based on a System-1 process driven by the instantaneous gratification
ormoreishness from past interactions with a rapidly vanishing effect of the user’s return probability; 2) A trigger
intensity based on System-2 process driven by the utility of past interactions and with a more steady longer-term
impact on the user’s return probability. Our model allows for the possibility that a user keeps returning to the
platform even when the platform always recommends moreish content because maybe the System-1 trigger is
high enough for the user to keep returning (even though it lasts for a short while). However, we do not model
long-term addictive behavior where the presence/absence of the user might not correlated with their experience
on the platform.

Given past user sessions, our goal is then to learn disentangled representations of user’s impulsive and utility
preferences that parametrize this model of return probabilities. By disentangled, we mean that we learn two
representation for each user that capture their utility andmoreishness. Given properly disentangled representations,
it is then possible to shift from engagement-based recommendations to strategies that are better aligned with user’s
utility.

For this purpose, we make the following contributions

• Ourmain theoretical result is to show that undermild identifiability conditions, the two different components
1Note that this “dual system” model is a simplification or abstraction of specific psychological mechanisms and our usage of the terms

System-1/2 might deviate slightly from their usage in the psychology literature (Thaler and Shefrin, 1981; Akerlof, 1991; Laibson, 1997).

2



of the trigger intensities are uniquely identifiable using maximum likelihood estimation. This allows us to
identify System-1 and System-2 behavior from the observed user interactions. See Section 3 for more details.

• Experimentally, we show on synthetic data that (a) we are able to infer disentangled representations from
purely observational data and that (b) that optimizing recommendations based on the estimated user’s utility,
largely increases their utility compared to engagement-based systems. See Section 4 for more details.

2 Preliminaries and Problem Setup

2.1 Dual System and Inconsistent Preferences

We first ground our discussion in the dual systems theory that is based on established psychology mechanisms
(Kahneman, 2011). The dual systems theory proposes two different processes for human decision-making: (1) a
swift, parallel and intuitive System-1; (2) a slow, logical, and long-term oriented System-2. The System-1 responses
are driven by short-term satisfaction and it allows tasks to be performed instinctively without conscious awareness.
For example, responses like quickly picking up one’s phone to check for notifications constitute System-1 responses.
The System-2 responses are driven by long-term goals and require logical decision-making and planning. For
example, responses like performing a statistical analysis or watching videos to improve your skiing technique
constitute System-2 responses.

The dual systems theory gives interesting insights in the context of usage of online platforms. Based on this
theory, several papers (Lyngs et al., 2019a, 2018; Milli et al., 2021) have argued that engagement signals may be
more correlated with System-1 responses than System-2’s, with the risk of leading to recommendation strategies
optimized for impulsive behavior rather than user’s utility. Kleinberg et al. (2022) formalized this scenario by
considering a simple model for user interaction within a single session. Under this model, the net value of the user
is the utility derived from System-2-based use of the platform (e.g., reading useful news articles) minus the utility
from an outside option lost due to System-1 (impulsive) usage of the platform (e.g., spending time on click-bait
news). As the engagement signal (e.g., the total reading time) is possibly the result of both System-1 and System-2
responses, it is not possible to estimate the actual utility obtained by the user using this signal.

If the platform optimizes for engagement as a proxy for value, then this might lead to recommending moreish
content. This will hurt the overall long-term utility of users since it will increase System-1 usage of the platform
(which is further increased by the feedback loop of engagement and recommendation). Kleinberg et al. (2022)
considered a simple model for user arrival– the user will arrive to the platform as long as it results in positive
net value. As soon as the System-1 behavior exceeds a certain threshold, the user will quit the platform due to
insufficient utility. In this case the platform might only realize about this excess System-1 usage when the user has
already quit. Hence, it can be difficult to isolate System-1 behavior from System-2 behavior while the user is still
present on the platform.

However, this model for user arrival is unsatisfactory as it suggests a binary choice in terms of user arrival rates–
either the user arrives because of positive value or does not arrive because of negative value. In this work we
consider a model where the user arrival rates depend on the utility and can increase/decrease based on user
satisfaction. In the next section we define temporal point processes which will be used to model arrival rates of
individual users.

2.2 Temporal Point Processes and The Hawkes Process

A temporal point process (TPP) is a stochastic process whose realization is a sequence of eventsℋ = {𝑡𝑖}𝑘𝑖=1 where
𝑡𝑖 is the arrival time of the 𝑖-th event. We will denote byℋ𝑡− = {𝑡𝑖 ∈ ℋ ∶ 𝑡𝑖 < 𝑡} the set of event arrival times up
to but not including 𝑡. There are two major approaches for describing a TPP. The first approach is to model the
distribution of interevent times, i.e., the time lengths between subsequent events. Given historyℋ𝑡− , we denote by
𝑓(𝑡|ℋ𝑡−) the conditional density function of the time of the next event. The joint density of the distribution of all
events is given by

𝑓(𝑡1,⋯ , 𝑡𝑛) =
∏

𝑖∈[𝑛]
𝑓(𝑡𝑖|ℋ𝑡−𝑖

) .
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A popular approach for describing a TPP is through the conditional intensity function (or hazard function) 𝜆(𝑡):

𝜆(𝑡) =
𝑓(𝑡|ℋ𝑡−)

1 − 𝐹(𝑡|ℋ𝑡−)
,

where 𝐹(𝑡|ℋ𝑡−) is the cumulative conditional density function. It can be shown that

𝜆(𝑡)d𝑡 = 𝔼[𝑁(𝑡, 𝑡 + d𝑡)|ℋ𝑡−] .

where 𝑁(𝑡1, 𝑡2) =
∑

𝑡∈ℋ 𝟏[𝑡 ∈ [𝑡1, 𝑡2)] is the counting process. Hence, the expected number of arrivals in a time-
interval [𝑡1, 𝑡2] is given by ∫

𝑡2
𝑡1
𝜆(𝑡)d𝑡. If we model user arrivals as TPPs, we can estimate quantities such as expected

number of sessions per day per user and expected number of active users per day, by estimating the underlying
intensity functions.

Given a sampleℋ from the point process over a time-horizon 𝑇, the likelihood function is defined as

𝐿(ℋ) =
⎛
⎜
⎝

𝑘∏

𝑖=1
𝜆(𝑡𝑖)

⎞
⎟
⎠
exp (−∫

𝑇

0
𝜆(𝑡)d𝑡) .

One can maximize this function to estimate the intensity function or parameters that govern the intensity function.
In some cases, the point process is such that each arrival is associated with a special mark/feature, for example, each
earthquake is associated with a magnitude. We refer to such processes as marked point process. The conditional
intensity function for the marked case is then given by 𝜆(𝑡, 𝜅) = 𝜆(𝑡)𝑔(𝜅|𝑡) where 𝑔(𝜅|𝑡) is the conditional density
of the mark distribution. If the goal is also to jointly learn the parameters of the mark distribution along with the
parameters of the TPP, then we include the density of the mark distribution in the likelihood computation.

Hawkes processes are a special class of temporal point processes where the intensity at any given time is influenced
by past arrivals. Hawkes processes are also referred to as self-exciting point process. Specifically, a Hawkes process
with exponential decay is defined according to a conditional intensity function

𝜆(𝑡) = 𝜇 +
∑

𝑡′∈ℋ𝑡−

𝛼𝛽𝑒−𝛽(𝑡−𝑡′) ,

where 𝜇 > 0 is the base intensity, 𝛼 > 0 is the infectivity rate, i.e., the expected number of events triggered by any
given event, and 𝛽 > 0 is the decay rate. If the infectivity rate 𝛼 is 0 then we recover the Poisson process. For the
Hawkes process with exponential decay, one can calculate the likelihood function efficiently without the need to
perform Monte Carlo estimation to evaluate the integral. In the case of marked Hawkes process, we have

𝜆(𝑡) = 𝜇 +
∑

𝑡′∈ℋ𝑡−

𝛼𝑡′𝛽𝑒−𝛽(𝑡−𝑡
′) ,

where the infectivity rate 𝛼𝑡 has a dependence on the arrival time 𝑡′ but not on the history.

2.3 Our RecommenderModel

We consider the interaction of a recommendation platform with a population of [𝑚] users and [𝑛] items. Each item
𝑗 ∈ [𝑛] is represented by a single embedding 𝐯𝑗 ∈ ℝ𝑑 which represents the items latent features. Furthermore,
each user 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] is represented by two embeddings 𝐮1𝑖 ∈ ℝ𝑑 and 𝐮2𝑖 ∈ ℝ𝑑 which represent the user’s System-1
and System-2 characteristics corresponding to moreishness and utility, respectively. We will further assume that
the embeddings are normalized such that ‖𝐮1𝑖 ‖2 ≤ 1 and ‖𝐮2𝑖 ‖2 ≤ 1. Whether an item is then aligned with a user’s
preferences with regard to moreishness (impulsiveness) or utility (long-term goals), is then modeled via the inner
products

Moreishness: 𝐯⊤𝑗 𝐮
1
𝑖 Utility: 𝐯⊤𝑗 𝐮

2
𝑗

In the following, we assume item embeddings 𝐯𝑗 are known since there is abundant data available that describes
each item, for example, item attributes, audio-visual features and engagement signals.2 However, we assume user

2In our setup, we only use engagement signals for learning item embeddings and rely solely on arrival rates for learning user embeddings.
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embeddings are unknown and our goal is to infer them from past content interactions such that System-1 and
System-2 characteristics are disentangled. For this purpose, our model incorporates the dual system theory into
the arrival process of users to the platform such that the probability to arrive at the platform is governed by both
System-1 and System-2 decision-processes. This allows us to connect past content interaction with the long-term
behavior of users, i.e., their return to the platform, and as such obtain the necessary signal to disentangle System-1
and System-2 charactersitics.

Formally, the arrival of user 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] to the platform is governed by a Hawkes process with the conditional intensity
function 𝜆𝑖(𝑡), defined as

𝜆𝑖(𝑡) = 𝜇𝑖 +
∑

𝑡′∈ℋ𝑖𝑡−

𝛼1𝑖𝑡′𝛽
1
𝑖 ⋅ 𝑒

−𝛽1𝑖 (𝑡−𝑡
′) + 𝛼2𝑖𝑡′𝛽

2
𝑖 ⋅ 𝑒

−𝛽2𝑖 (𝑡−𝑡
′) , (1)

where 𝜇𝑖 is the base intensity,ℋ𝑖𝑡− is the history of past arrival times of user 𝑖 up to but not including time 𝑡, 𝛼1𝑖,𝑡′
and 𝛼2𝑖,𝑡′ are System-1 and 2 infectivity rate, respectively, and, 𝛽

1
𝑖 and 𝛽

2
𝑖 are System-1 and 2 decay rates

34. We also
assume that 0 ≤ 𝛽2𝑖 < 𝛽1𝑖 , ∀𝑖. This assumption implies that System-1 intensity decays faster than System-2’s. The
justification for this assumption is that utility driven sessions drive sessions in the long-term. In contrast, moreishness
driven sessions influence sessions only in the short-term as users might get bored if the usage is being driven purely
by interaction/engagement and not utility. Hence, System-1 interactions contribute only a short spike in arrival
intensity, while System-2 interactions contribute longer-lasting effects.

Next, when user 𝑖 arrives at time 𝑡, the platform recommends a set 𝑆𝑖,𝑡 of items. We will denote by 𝑆𝑖,𝑡 = {𝑠𝑖,𝑗,𝑡}
𝑙𝑖,𝑡
𝑗=1

the set of items that user 𝑖 interact within the session corresponding to time 𝑡. We will denote by 𝐯𝑆 the vector
summarizing a session 𝑆. In particular, we let 𝐯𝑆 ∶= 1∕|𝑆|

∑
𝑗∈𝑆 𝐯𝑖 . Note that, unlike Kleinberg et al. (2022), we

do not assume that sessions are generated according to a particular stochastic model and our focus is on modeling
the arrival rates instead. Hence, we do not assume a model for how the engagement signal is generated, but our
understanding is that both 𝐮1 and 𝐮2 combine together in some way to generate the engagement signal.

Given a user session, we can then model its contribution to the arrival intensity via its infectivity rate. In particular,
the System-1 and System-2 infectivity rates 𝛼1𝑖,𝑡 and 𝛼

2
𝑖,𝑡 are defined as

𝛼1𝑖𝑡 = 𝜙(𝐯⊤𝑆𝑖𝑡𝐮
1
𝑖 ), 𝛼2𝑖𝑡 = 𝜙(𝐯⊤𝑆𝑖𝑡𝐮

2
𝑖 ) , (2)

where 𝜙 ∶ ℝ → [0, 0.5] is a link function.5 We let the range of 𝜙 to be [0, 0.5] because we need to ensure that
0 ≤ 𝛼1𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼2𝑖𝑡 ≤ 1 so that the underlying Hawkes process is stationary and ergodic (Guo et al., 2018).

2.4 Goal

Equations (1) and (2) connect the return probabilities and content interactions of users with their System-1 and
System-2 characteristics. Given past interactions 𝒟𝑖 = {(𝑡, 𝑆𝑖,𝑡)} for a user 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚], our goal is then to learn
user representations 𝐮1𝑖 , 𝐮

2
𝑖 from 𝒟𝑖 . As we will show in section 3, incorporating the temporal signal of return

probabililties into the inference process allows us then to disentangle the effect of System-1 and System-2 decision-
processes. In addition to user embeddings, we also need to estimate the (nuisance) parameters 𝜇𝑖 , 𝛽1𝑖 , 𝛽

2
𝑖 for each

user 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] using the observed interactions since they are central for an accurate disentanglement of System-1
and System-2 behavior. Note that the problem of learning for each user can be solved independently because of the
assumption that the item embeddings are known and the point process for different users don’t influence each
other. We contrast our approach with matrix factorization where the item and user embeddings are jointly learnt
and data from multiple users is pooled together.6

3In this work we do not consider a dependence between the arrival rates of different users, instead we focus on isolating System-1 and
System-2 effects.

4It is possible to further assume that the process has finite memory and it only depends on the recent history.
5We remind the reader that the goal of our modeling assumptions is to abstract away the details of user interaction that are not important in

to model long-term value. For example, the user session might also involve activities other than scrolling through the recommendations. The
users might also be inclined to spend more time in the session if the realized recommendations happen to be more aligned with their interests.

6In our setting, if the platform suspects that behavior of multiple users is very similar and it would be beneficial to pool the data together
from these users, then one can create a super user with all the data pooled together and learn a joint embedding for this super user which can
be refined subsequently.
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Once we estimate 𝐮2𝑖 we can rank items according to their utility by taking the dot-product of the corresponding
item-embedding with 𝐮2𝑖 . Hence, given this estimate of 𝐮

2
𝑖 one canmaximize per-session utility by recommending

items that maximize the dot product to 𝐮2𝑖 . In particular, for deterministic ranking, an item is ranked at location 𝑅𝑖
via

Deterministic ranking: 𝑅𝑖 = arg sort𝐯𝑗 ⟨𝐮
2
𝑖 , 𝐯𝑗⟩ (3)

i.e., only via its System-2 representation. For stochastic rankings, a similar approach can be used using a temperature
controlled softmax function. We defer the discussion on other platform objectives to Section 5. The next section
delves into the identifiability of these parameters and shows that utility can be disentangled frommoreishness under
our model.

3 Identifiability and Consistency

In order to optimize content with respect to utility via recommendations such as in equation (3), one needs to
reliably disentangle utility from moreishness. However, this is a non-trivial task as it is not immediately clear if
samples from the underlying Hawkes process are enough to identify the two different components of the trigger
intensity. The core challenge here is the model does not only need to correctly infer 𝐮1𝑖 , 𝐮

2
𝑖 , but also the parameters

𝛽1𝑖 , 𝛽
2
𝑖 , 𝜇𝑖 which all influence the intensity function. Moreover, identifiability results for Hawkes processes are

mainly known for settings where infectivity rates 𝛼’s are stationary and do not vary with time (Guo et al., 2018).
Under what conditions can we assume that we can infer these parameters accurately from past interactions𝒟𝑖?
In the following, we show that it indeed possible to disentangle System-1 and System-2 behavior in our model
and thereby enabling content optimization with respect to utility. For this purpose, we establish the identifiability
of model parameters and show that maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) leads to a consistent estimator. We
consider a single user in this discussion. We start with a definition of identifiability for statistical models.

Definition 1 (Identifiability). A class of statistical models 𝒫 = {𝑃θ ∶ θ ∈ Θ} is said to be identifiable if 𝑃θ1 = 𝑃θ2
implies that θ1 = θ2 for all θ1,θ2 ∈ Θ.

We will now use the following sufficient condition for the identifiability of Hawkes processes (Guo et al., 2018).
Let us denote by 𝜅(𝑡) the trigger intensity of the Hawkes process, i.e., 𝜅(𝑡) is such that 𝜆(𝑡) = 𝜇 +

∑
𝑡′∈ℋ𝑡−

𝜅(𝑡 − 𝑡′).
Also, let η be the set of parameters that govern the trigger intensity 𝜅. We will use 𝜅(𝑡;η) to make the dependence
on parameters η explicit. Let θ = (𝜇,η) be the set of all parameters that govern the intensity 𝜆.

Lemma 1 (Guo et al. (2018)). A class of Hawkes processes {𝜆(𝑡;θ) ∶ θ ∈ Θ} is identifiable if the corresponding trigger
intensity 𝜅 is identifiable, i.e., if 𝜅(𝑡;η1) = 𝜅(𝑡;η2) ∀𝑡, then η1 = η2.

The above lemma allows us to establish the identifiability of the Hawkes process by proving the identifiability of
the corresponding trigger intensity. We will now focus on the identifiability of the trigger intensity 𝜅. We now
mention the technical assumptions that are required to prove our result.

Assumption 1. We assume that 𝛼1𝑡 = (𝐮1)⊤𝑓
(
𝐯𝑆𝑡

)
+𝑐1 and 𝛼2𝑡 = (𝐮2)⊤𝑓

(
𝐯𝑆𝑡

)
+𝑐2 where𝐮2 ∈ ℝ𝑑 is the (unknown)

user embedding for utility, 𝐮1 ∈ ℝ𝑑 is the (unknown) user embedding for moreishness, 𝑆𝑡 denotes the session at time 𝑡
and 𝐯𝑆𝑡 ∈ ℝ𝑑 is the (known) session vector, and the (known) normalizing function 𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑑 → ℝ𝑑 and constants 𝑐1, 𝑐2

are such that they ensure 0 ≤ 𝛼1𝑡 , 𝛼
1
𝑡 ≤ 0.5.

This assumption is satisfied when the link function 𝜙(𝑥) ∶= (𝑥 +1)∕4 in equation (2), and the function 𝑓 performs
𝓁2 normalization because 𝜙 has range [0, 0.5] due to ‖𝐮1‖2, ‖𝐮2‖2 ≤ 1. Note that 𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 ) is known because the
session 𝑆𝑡 and the corresponding item embeddings are known. This assumption is for simplicity of analysis and
we believe that our identifiability results will hold as long as 𝜙 is a one-to-one mapping.

Assumption 2. Session 𝑆𝑡 is deterministic given time 𝑡 and does not depend on the realization of arrival timesℋ.

This assumption is crucial for identifiability and consistency because if the session can depend on previous
realizations of arrival times, then 𝐯𝑆𝑡 becomes a random variable that can influence future arrivals. Note that the
session can still depend on the parameters 𝐮1 and 𝐮2, but it cannot be dependent on the arrival times. We only
make the assumption of determinism to simplify the presentation and one can allow for randomness in session
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generation that is independent of the previous arrival times. Under the assumptions above, the trigger function
can be written as

𝜅(𝑡) =
(
𝐮1𝛽1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡) + 𝐮2𝛽2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡)

)⊤
𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 ) (4)

+
(
𝑐1𝛽1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡) + 𝑐2𝛽2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡)

)
. (5)

Assumption 3. For each vector𝐮 ∈ ℝ𝑑 , there exists some time 𝑡 > 0 such that𝐮⊤𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 ) ≠ 0. In other words, the set of
vectors {𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 )}

∞
𝑡=0 span the entire 𝑑-dimensional Euclidean space. Moreover, there exists an interval [𝑎1, 𝑎2] ⊆ [0, 𝑇]

where 𝑆𝑡 remains fixed over 𝑡 ∈ [𝑎1, 𝑎2].

The above assumption is not much stronger than the assumption required for complete recoverability in linear
regression. In other words, we need to span the entire 𝑑-dimensional Euclidean space using vectors {𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 )}

∞
𝑡=0

because we need to recover 𝐮1, 𝐮2 by measuring their dot-products with each 𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 ). The additional assumption
about 𝑆𝑡 remaining fixed during a small interval requires that the user will see the same set of items regardless
of when the user arrives at the platform within this interval. This can happen in practical settings, for instance,
when the two log-in events are sufficiently close that the feed does not refresh. This assumption is used for the
identifiability of 𝛽’s. Note that we only require one such interval to exist.

Also, note that our results apply for a non-stationary set of items. We only make the assumption of fixed set of
items for the sake of convenience. We are now ready to show that the above trigger function is identifiable.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, the trigger function in Equation 4 defined over the domain ℝ+ is
identifiable if 𝛽1 ≠ 𝛽2, 𝛽1, 𝛽2 > 0, ‖𝐮1‖2, ‖𝐮2‖2 < 1 and 𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑑 → ℝ𝑑 is a known function.

Proof. We want to show that given a fixed (bounded) function 𝑔(𝑡) = 𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 ), there is a unique set of values
𝐮1, 𝐮2, 𝛽1, 𝛽2 that generate a given trigger function 𝜅(𝑡). Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there are two
different set of values η1 = (𝐮11, 𝐮

2
1, 𝛽

1
1 , 𝛽

2
1) and η2 = (𝐮12, 𝐮

2
2, 𝛽

1
2 , 𝛽

2
2) that generate the same trigger function 𝜅(𝑡),

i.e., 𝜅(𝑡;η1) = 𝜅(𝑡;η2) for all measurable sets in the domain.

We first show that 𝛽11 = 𝛽12 and 𝛽
2
1 = 𝛽22 . According to Assumption 3, there exists an interval [𝑎1, 𝑎2] such that 𝑆𝑡 is

fixed over this interval. Then we have that ∀𝑡 ∈ [𝑎1, 𝑎2], with 𝑆𝑡 = 𝑆, the trigger intensity can be written as

𝜅(𝑡;η1) = 𝛼1𝛽11 exp(−𝛽
1
1𝑡) + 𝛼2𝛽21 exp(−𝛽

2
1𝑡)

𝜅(𝑡;η2) = 𝛼1𝛽12 exp(−𝛽
1
2𝑡) + 𝛼2𝛽22 exp(−𝛽

2
2𝑡) ,

where 𝛼1 = (𝐮1)⊤𝑓(𝐯𝑆) + 𝑐1 and 𝛼2 = (𝐮2)⊤𝑓(𝐯𝑆) + 𝑐2. Hence, the 𝛼’s remain fixed over the time interval [𝑎1, 𝑎2].
Since, the above trigger intensity takes the form of sum of exponential functions, it easy to establish using Lemma 2
that 𝜅(𝑡;η1) = 𝜅(𝑡;η2) for all 𝑡 ∈ [𝑎1, 𝑎2] implies that 𝛽11 = 𝛽12 and 𝛽

2
1 = 𝛽22 .

Now, given 𝛽1 = 𝛽11 = 𝛽12 and 𝛽
2 = 𝛽21 = 𝛽22 , we have, ∀𝑡 > 0,

𝜅(𝑡;η1) − 𝜅(𝑡;η2) = ((𝐮11 − 𝐮12)𝛽
1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡)

+ (𝐮21 − 𝐮22)𝛽
2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡))⊤𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 )

= 0 .

Note that the vector (𝐮11−𝐮
1
2)𝛽

1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡)+(𝐮21−𝐮
2
2)𝛽

2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡) is a linear combination of two vectors (𝐮11−𝐮
1
2)

and (𝐮21 − 𝐮22). If the dot product with 𝑓(𝐯𝑆𝑡 ) is 0 for all 𝑡, then it could only mean that (𝐮
1
1 − 𝐮12)𝛽

1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡) +
(𝐮21 − 𝐮22)𝛽

2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡) = 0. Hence, we have that (𝑢11,𝑖 − 𝑢12,𝑖)𝛽
1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡) + (𝑢21,𝑖 − 𝑢22,𝑖)𝛽

2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡) = 0.

Now, consider the following function 𝜅′(𝑡) = 𝑢1𝛽1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡) + 𝑢2𝛽2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡). Since 𝜅(𝑡; 𝜂1) = 𝜅(𝑡; 𝜂2) and
𝑔(𝑡) > 0 is a deterministic function, we have that 𝜅′(𝑡; 𝜂1) = 𝜅′(𝑡; 𝜂2). This implies that 𝜅′ is not identifiable, which
is a contradiction according to Lemma 2 in the Appendix.

We now shift our focus to consistency.
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Definition 2 (Consistency). We say that a parameter estimation procedure for a class of statistical models 𝒫 = {𝑃θ ∶
θ ∈ Θ} is consistent if the estimate θ̂𝑘 given 𝑘 samples from 𝑃θ satisfies θ̂𝑘 → θ as 𝑘 → ∞.

We utilize the results of Guo et al. (2018) to establish the consistency of maximum likelihood estimation (MLE)
under our model. Guo et al. (2018) identify a set of technical conditions on the underlying Hawkes process that
ensure consistency of MLE. The main condition amongst these is identifiability of the model which is satisfied
because of Theorem 1. The second condition of stationarity is ensured by our model due to the fact that 𝛼1𝑡 +𝛼

2
𝑡 < 1,

∀𝑡. The final condition is the compactness of Θ which is easily satisfied by our condition on the parameter space.
The following theorem gives our result.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, the MLE of our Hawkes process recommender model is consistent.

Theorems 1 and 2 together state that we can identify all the parameters defining the overall recommendation
process by just observing samples generated by its associated Hawkes process. Crucially, while observations of
engagement confound moreishness and utility, the return process allows us to discriminate between these two
components.

4 Experiments

We perform experiments on synthetically generated data to demonstrate the usefulness of our approach for
maximizing user utilities. We generate user interactions according to our model with known parameters. We
evaluate our approach under two broad metrics: (1) how well it can recover the underlying model parameters,
(2) how much better can we do in terms of utility maximization using our approach as compared to engagement
optimization.

Since our problem can be solved independently for each user, we run experiments from the perspective of a single
user. We set the number of items 𝑚 = 1000, and the embedding dimension 𝑑 = 10. We use the link function
𝜙 ∶ [−1, 1] → [0, 0.5] defined as 𝜙(𝑥) ∶= (𝑥 + 1)∕4 in order to define the infectivity rates 𝛼1 and 𝛼2 in Equation 1.
We assume that the embedding vectors 𝐮1, 𝐮2 as well as the item vectors 𝐯’s have a unit 𝓁2 norm, which ensures
that their dot products are in the interval [−1, 1]. We set Hawkes process parameter values as follows: 𝜇 = 0.3,
𝛽1 = 4 and 𝛽2 = 1 (if not stated otherwise), so that the utility-driven System-2 process has a long-lasting effect
on the return probability compared to moreishness-driven System-1 behavior. We generate user session arrival
times according to the underlying Hawkes process using the well-known thinning algorithm (Ogata, 1981). We
first generate the number of items in a user session according to a geometric random variable that is clipped to
be in the range [1, 6] with probability of heads 𝑝 = 0.8. Once we fix the number of items, each item is selected
randomly from the set of available items, thus ensuring that the set of items is well covered, coherently with Asm. 3.
We divide the entire sequence of sessions into several epochs, where each epoch contains 1000 sessions. This is
useful in order to reduce the computation complexity of log-likelihood computation which is quadratic in the
number of sessions. We treat each of these epochs as a separate sample from the underlying Hawkes process.
The log-likelihood are then maximized using stochastic gradients with mini-batching. We do not need to use the
log-likelihood for the marked case as we are not interested in learning the parameters of the mark distribution (see
section 2.2). We use Adam with a uniform learning rate of 0.002 and a batch size of 16.

4.1 Effect of sample size on the estimation error

In this experiment, our goal is to demonstrate that our algorithm is able to learn the parameters of the Hawkes
process as well as user embeddings given sufficient number of samples. We generate item embeddings as follows:
(1) generate a randommatrix𝐴 of size 𝑑 ×𝑑, (2) compute a QR factorization of𝐴, i.e. 𝐴 = 𝑄×𝑅, (3) generate 1000
item embeddings with dimension 𝑑 by taking a random row of 𝑄 and adding𝒩(0, 1∕10𝑑) noise to each dimension,
(4) each vector is normalized to have norm 1. We let 𝐮1 = 𝑄1 and 𝐮2 = 𝑄2 where 𝑄1 and 𝑄2 are the first and
second row of 𝑄, respectively. This ensures that the two embeddings are orthonormal. We report the 𝓁2 norm of
the distance between the estimates and the true values divided by the 𝓁2 norm of the true values. For scalars, this
is just the percentage error in terms of absolute values. Figure 1 reports the error in estimation as a function of the
number of samples from the Hawkes process (each sample has 1000 sessions) that were used for learning. One can
observe that the error reduces as a function of the number of samples. Also, the model clearly identifies the two
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Figure 1 The error in parameter estimation as a function of number of samples on the left and gap in decay rates on the right.
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Figure 2 The blue curve and the red curve show the session utility obtained by optimizing items with respect to estimated
𝐮1 + 𝐮2 and estimated 𝐮2, respectively, plotted as a function of 𝐮1, 𝐮2 dissimilarity on the left and 𝐮2 inventory on the right.

different components of the Hawkes process and is able to disentangle System-1 behavior and System-2 behavior
correctly.

4.2 Effect of gap between 𝛽1 and 𝛽2 on estimation error

In this experiment, our goal is to understand the effect of the difference in 𝛽1 and 𝛽2 on the estimation error. Recall
that 𝛽1 and 𝛽2 represent the decay rate of System-1 and System-2 trigger intensities, respectively. We generate item
embeddings using the same QR factorization-based procedure described in section 4.1. We set 𝛽2 = 1 and vary 𝛽2
in the range [1, 5]. We also set the number of samples to be 1024 (each sample has 1000 sessions). We again report
the 𝓁2 norm of the distance between the estimates and the true values divided by the 𝓁2 norm of the true values.
Figure 1 reports the error in estimation of model parameters as a function of 𝛽1 − 𝛽2. One can observe that the
error decreases monotonically as the gap increases. When 𝛽1 = 𝛽2, the error in estimation of 𝐮1 and 𝐮2 is very high.
This is because when moreishness also has a long-term effect on System-1 decisions, the two decision-processes
look very similar and it is difficult to disentangle them. Note that the algorithm is still able to estimate 𝜇, 𝛽1, 𝛽2
reasonably well in this case. When the gap increases the error reduces sharply and converges when 𝛽1 = 4 and
𝛽2 = 1. This confirms with our intuition that if the decay rates for System-1 and System-2 processes are sufficiently
different, i.e., utilities have a much longer effect on System-2, then we will be able to disentangle the utility from
moreishness.
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4.3 Comparing utility and engagementmaximization in terms of (dis-)similarity b/w𝐮1 and𝐮2

Here, our goal is to understand whether our algorithm is able to maximize utility as compared to engagement
optimization. We want to compare this as a function of the similarity between 𝐮1 and 𝐮2. If 𝐮1 and 𝐮2 are well-
aligned then one would expect that engagement optimization is a good proxy for utility maximization. However, if
they are not aligned (or even negatively aligned) then one would expect that it is not a good proxy. We generate
item embeddings in the same manner as Section 4.1 using QR factorization of a random matrix. We generate
user embeddings as follows: we let 𝐮2 = 𝑄1 and let 𝐮1 = −𝑠 ∗ 𝑄1 + 𝑄2 where 𝑄1 and 𝑄2 are again the first and
second row of 𝑄, respectively. We normalize these vectors to have 𝓁2 norm 1. A positive value of 𝑠 means that
utility and moreishness embeddings are somewhat opposite to each other. This can, for instance, happen when
moreishness leads to overuse which leads to lower utility because of missing out on the outside option (Kleinberg
et al., 2022). A negative value of 𝑠 means that utility and moreishness embeddings are somewhat aligned and
engagement optimization may perform well in this case. This can, for instance, happen when high utility items
also provide good entertainment to the user.

We then calculate the utility of our approach as well as engagement optimization as a function of the value of 𝑠. In
order to calculate the utility of our approach we find the set 𝑆 of top 10 items that have the largest dot product
with estimated 𝐮2, and then calculate the average utility 𝛼2 = 𝜙(𝐯⊤𝑆 𝐮

2) of the set of items 𝑆. We do the same
calculation to find the utility for engagement maximization except here we maximize the dot product to 𝐮1 + 𝐮2 7,
i.e., if we would have recommended using the entangled engagement signal. Figure 2 plots the utility as a function
of the dissimilarity parameter 𝑠. One can observe that our approach achieves the highest possible utility of 0.5
that is achievable in our setup. This also show that the 𝐮2 embedding is estimated well and using it for content
optimization is akin to using the true embedding. More importantly, it shows that for engagement optimization
the utility declines sharply when 𝑠 becomes positive and one will achieve almost half the utility even for small
misalignment between 𝐮1 and 𝐮2.

4.4 Comparing utility and engagementmaximization in terms of inventory of𝐮2 items

In this experiment our goal is to understand the effect of availability of items that are aligned with user utility (𝐮2).
The idea is that if most of the items available in the inventory are engaging low-utility items then optimizing with
respect to 𝐮2 may yield very different results as compared to optimization with respect to 𝐮1 + 𝐮2. On the other
hand, if most of the items are aligned with user utility then optimizing with respect to 𝐮2 might give similar results
as optimization with respect to 𝐮1 + 𝐮2. To generate the embeddings we again compute the QR factorization of a
random matrix 𝐴, i.e. 𝐴 = 𝑄 × 𝑅. We generate user embeddings as: 𝐮2 = 𝑄1 and 𝐮1 = −0.2 ∗ 𝑄1 + 𝑄2 where 𝑄1
and 𝑄2 are again the first and second row of 𝑄, respectively. We generate item embeddings as follows: let 𝑠 be a
parameter ranging in [0, 1], we draw a random draw from Bernoulli(𝑠) and if it lands as heads we let 𝐯 = 𝐮2 + 𝜖;
otherwise we let 𝐯 = 𝐮1 + 𝜖, where 𝜖 is a random noise vector where each dimension is𝒩(0, 1∕10𝑑). Hence, we
roughly have 𝑠 fraction of items that are aligned with 𝐮2 and 1 − 𝑠 fraction that are aligned with 𝐮1. We normalize
all vectors to have 𝓁2 norm 1. We then calculate the utility of our approach as well as engagement optimization
as a function of the value of 𝑠. In order to calculate the utility of our approach and engagement maximization,
we follow the same steps as the previous section after finding the set of top 10 items that have the largest dot
products with respect to the corresponding embeddings. Figure 2 plots the utility as a function of the parameter
𝑠. One can observe that our approach achieves the highest possible utility of 0.5 that is achievable in our setup.
More importantly, it shows that the utility for engagement optimization approach is very low when the fraction of
𝐮2-aligned items is low. Also, the utility for engagement optimization increases monotonically as the fraction of
𝐮2-aligned items increases which is in-line with our intuition.

7Note that we do not model engagement explicitly in our work, but our understanding is that both 𝐮1 and 𝐮2 combine together in some way
to generate the engagement signal. In our experiments we assume that engagement is a function of 𝐮1 + 𝐮2, after taking inspiration from the
model of Kleinberg et al. (2022).
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5 Discussion

Alternative Platform Objectives In addition to maximizing per-session utility, a platform can also consider the
objective ofmaximizing average utility over an infinite time-horizon. Formally, this objective function is defined as

lim
𝑇→∞

1
𝑇
∑

𝑡∈𝒟
𝜙
(
(𝐮2)⊤𝐯𝑆𝑡

)
,

where 𝑇 is the time-horizon over which the samples are collected. An obvious question that comes to mind is
whether maximizing per-session utility will also result in maximization of this objective under our model. It is
easy to see that this is not the case. This is because the above objective depends on both the utility per-session as
well as the number of user sessions within the time-horizon 𝑇. Hence, maximizing per-session utility will not be
enough if it does not lead to large number of user sessions over the time-horizon 𝑇. For example, if there is an
item with good moreishness and good utility, then it might be better to recommend this item over an item that has
the best utility but low moreishness. This is because the former will maximize the intensity as well as provide good
utility as compared to the latter which provides the best utility but does not provide the good intensity. Another
strategy might be to alternate between high-utility and moreish sessions. In this case one needs to consider the
optimization/control of this objective across sessions.

One can also consider the objective of maximizing the number of daily active users. Under our model this would
amount to maximizing the integral of the intensity of the Hawkes process corresponding to each user. However,
one has to be careful with this objective function as there might also be some undesirable ways to maximize it. For
example, one way to maximize this objective might be to maximize per-session engagement so that the System-1
trigger is high enough to keep bringing the user back to the platform.

Alternative Session Summarizing Techniques In our formulation we summarize each session by taking the average
of individual item embeddings within the session and then take the dot product with user embedding to calculate
utility/moreishness. It would also be interesting to consider other ways to summarize a session, for example, by
taking a weighted combination of item embeddings where the weights depend on the engagement signals. This
will allow us to put more importance to items that influence the user more. One can also utilize long short term
memory (LSTM) based neural networks for summarizing each session.

6 Limitations

Validity of Assumptions on User Behavior While our “dual system” model has not yet been tested in a real-world
scenario, it is based on empirical findings about impulsive usage on online platforms (Cho et al., 2021; Lyngs
et al., 2019b; Moser, 2020) and inspired by psychological mechanisms for decision-making (Thaler and Shefrin,
1981; Akerlof, 1991; Laibson, 1997; Kleinberg et al., 2022). As for most modeling scenarios, it is plausible that our
assumptions are not satisfied exactly in a real-world application. For example, it may be possible that a user keeps
returning to the platform even when their long-term goals are not being met. However, there is empirical evidence
suggesting a positive correlation between utility and long-term retention (Gomez-Uribe andHunt, 2015; Muddiman
and Scacco, 2019). Hence, we expect that at an aggregate level our method will get better “directional” information
about utility than engagement-based methods, even if the model is only approximately correct. Moreover, as
pointed out earlier in this section, our model has added flexibility that allows it to be fine-tuned or extended to
different settings.

Non-Stationarity of User Arrival Intensity In a real-world scenario, it is likely that the user arrival intensity will
change over time. Firstly, there can be a seasonality or time-of-day effect. Secondly, there can be changes to the
recommendation policy which can change the distribution of content on the platform. Lastly, the user utility can
change over time resulting in changes to the arrival intensity. In this work, our focus has been on distinguishing
System-1 and System-2 components of user behavior. Hence, we abstracted away from this discussion about
non-stationarity. While some amount of non-stationarity can be handled by our current model, for example,
by tuning the frequency of data collection and policy optimization so that observed utilities are approximately
stationary, there can still be scenarios where the underlying non-stationarity can confound the inferences made
by our model. However, effects like seasonality are well-explored in temporal point process literature and can
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be incorporated in our model. For instance, we can explicitly account for some non-stationarity by adding a
time-dependent base intensity 𝜇(𝑡) to our Hawkes process model.

Known Item Embeddings As mentioned in Section 2, we assume that the item embeddings are known. This
is motivated by the abundant availability of item-level data such as item attributes, audio-visual features and
engagement signals. Similar to matrix factorization techniques, one can also consider joint learning of item and
user features solely based on the return behavior. However, the joint identifiability and learning becomes more
challenging in this case.

7 RelatedWork

The choice inconsistencies exhibited by humans have been well-documented and explained in the psychology
literature through various mechanisms. There has been significant work on the dual systems theory which posits
the existence of two separate decision-processes coexisting with each other (Kahneman, 2011; Smith and DeCoster,
2000; Sloman, 1996; Schneider and Shiffrin, 1977; Evans, 2008). Even though the specific psychology mechanisms
gets nuanced with several additional connotations attached to System-1 and System-2, we rely on an abstraction
where System-1 is the myopic decision-maker and System-2 optimizes for long-term goals. There is also other
work in economics and computer science that considers issues with time inconsistency and self-control in human
decision-making (Akerlof, 1991; Thaler and Shefrin, 1981; Laibson, 1997; O’Donoghue and Rabin, 1999; Kleinberg
and Oren, 2014; Lattimore and Hutter, 2014). The phenomenon of choice inconsistency and lack of self-control
has also been documented empirically in various settings (Milkman et al., 2010; Cryder et al., 2017; Milkman et al.,
2009; Grüning et al., 2023).

The literature on recommendation systems has received a lot of recent attention towards misalignment between
engagement and utility. Milli et al. (2021) consider the goal of scoring different engagement signals such as like,
share, watch time, etc, in terms of their correlation with utility. However, their work ultimately uses engagement
signals to measure utility, whereas we use longer-term return probabilities. Milli et al. (2023) also consider
weighting different engagement signals from the perspective of alignment with utility, strategy-robustness and
ease of estimation. Kleinberg et al. (2022) propose a model of user interaction within a session and illustrate
the pitfalls of engagement optimization when users make decisions according to both System-1 and System-2.
The main difference between our work and theirs is that we model the decision of users to start a new session,
whereas Kleinberg et al. (2022) are mainly concerned with the decisions to continue a session once it is already
started. The HCI literature has also explored the question of understanding user utility beyond engagement
optimization. Various methods have been suggested such as eliciting explicit or implicit feedback from users about
their experience on the platform (Lyngs et al., 2018, 2019a). There has also been work on value-alignment in
recommender systems (Stray et al., 2022, 2021) where the goal is to optimize for different values such as diversity,
fairness, safety, etc., in addition to engagement.

Over the last several years there has also been a focus on optimizing long-term objectives in recommendation
systems. There has been work on optimizing short-term objectives under long-term constraints such as fairness,
diversity, legal requirements (Brantley et al., 2024; Usunier et al., 2022; Celis et al., 2019; Morik et al., 2020).
However, these long-term constraints are explicitly specified by the platform or policy requirement instead of
being implicitly specified by the user. There is also been work in the multi-armed bandits literature that considers
optimizing for long-term rewards in the context of recommendation systems (Wu et al., 2017; McDonald et al.,
2023). Finally, the reinforcement learning (RL) literature has also devoted significant attention towards maximizing
long-term reward metrics in recommendation systems (Zou et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2019). These works, however,
consider explicit optimization of (appropriately defined) long-term reward, whereas we use long-term return
probabilities of users as a mere proxy for true user utility. Moreover, these works do not consider the choice
inconsistencies in behavior exhibited by the users and assume that their actions are in accordance with their
utility. On the other hand we differentiate between utility-driven and impulse-driven behaviors with the goal of
optimizing content with respect to utility.

Temporal point-processes are a fundamental tool for spatial data analysis and have found application in a wide-
range of domains such as finance, epidemiology, seismology, and computational neuroscience (Daley et al., 2003).
Recently, they have also been studied in the context of recommendation systems. Wang et al. (2016) studied the
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co-evolution dynamics of user and item embeddings through the lens Hawkes processes. The most closely related
to our work is Jing and Smola (2017) who model the return probabilities of users based on a LSTM-based point
process. However, apart from differences in specific modeling choices, the main difference is that Jing and Smola
(2017) assume that all choices made by the users are in accordance with their utility, whereas we differentiate
between utility-driven and impulse-driven behaviors. There has also been substantial work in modeling the
activities of users on social media using point processes, e.g., see Gomez-Rodriguez et al. (2011); Nickel and Le
(2021). We refer the reader to a tutorial by Rodriguez and Valera (2018) and surveys by Yan (2019) and Shchur et al.
(2021) for other machine learning applications.

8 Conclusion

In this paper we explore a new approach to recommender systems that does not optimize for content using
engagement signals. This is because of the risk of optimizing for impulsive (System-1) behavior when using
engagement signals. Instead, our focus is on using long-term arrival rates as a way to understand the utility of
content for a user. We design a generativemodel for user arrival rates based on a self-exciting Hawkes process where
both System-1 and System-2 together govern the arrival rates. Positive utility in the current session has a lasting
effect on future System-2 arrival rate, while moreishness only effects the System-1 arrival rates in the near future.
Using samples from this process allows us to disentangle the effects of System-1 behavior and System-2 behavior
and allows us to optimize content with respect to utility. Using experiments on synthetic data we show that the
utility obtained using our approach is much higher than the utility obtained using engagement optimization.

We believe that our paper can provide important insights into utility maximization in recommendation systems
and can lead to more work in this area. An exciting direction for future work is to look at other signals in addition
to user arrival rates and understand if there is a way to combine these signals with engagement signals which
are more abundantly available. It would also be interesting to look at other ways of summarizing a session as
compared to taking a simple average. It would be interesting to strengthen our theoretical results by providing
an analysis for the case where the length of the session is correlated with System-2 utility, and hence, there is an
entanglement between the observed session lengths and the observed arrival times.

References

George A Akerlof. Procrastination and obedience. The american economic review, 81(2):1–19, 1991.

Hunt Allcott, Matthew Gentzkow, and Lena Song. Digital addiction. American Economic Review, 112(7):2424–2463, 2022.

Kianté Brantley, Zhichong Fang, Sarah Dean, and Thorsten Joachims. Ranking with long-term constraints. In Proceedings of
the 17th ACM International Conference on Web Search and Data Mining, WSDM ’24, page 47–56, New York, NY, USA, 2024.
Association for Computing Machinery. ISBN 9798400703713. doi: 10.1145/3616855.3635819. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3616855.3635819.

Micah D. Carroll, Anca D. Dragan, Stuart Russell, and Dylan Hadfield-Menell. Estimating and penalizing induced preference
shifts in recommender systems. In Kamalika Chaudhuri, Stefanie Jegelka, Le Song, Csaba Szepesvári, Gang Niu, and Sivan
Sabato, editors, International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2022, 17-23 July 2022, Baltimore, Maryland, USA,
volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2686–2708, USA, 2022. PMLR.

L. Elisa Celis, Sayash Kapoor, Farnood Salehi, and Nisheeth K. Vishnoi. Controlling polarization in personalization: An
algorithmic framework. In danah boyd and Jamie H. Morgenstern, editors, Proceedings of the Conference on Fairness,
Accountability, and Transparency, FAT* 2019, Atlanta, GA, USA, January 29-31, 2019, pages 160–169, USA, 2019. ACM.

Hyunsung Cho, DaEun Choi, Donghwi Kim, Wan Ju Kang, Eun Kyoung Choe, and Sung-Ju Lee. Reflect, not regret: Under-
standing regretful smartphone use with app feature-level analysis. Proceedings of the ACM on human-computer interaction, 5
(CSCW2):1–36, 2021.

Cynthia Cryder, Simona Botti, and Yvetta Simonyan. The charity beauty premium: Satisfying donors’“want” versus “should”
desires. Journal of Marketing Research, 54(4):605–618, 2017.

Daryl J Daley, David Vere-Jones, et al. An introduction to the theory of point processes: volume I: elementary theory and methods.
Springer, USA, 2003.

13

https://doi.org/10.1145/3616855.3635819
https://doi.org/10.1145/3616855.3635819


Jonathan St BT Evans. Dual-processing accounts of reasoning, judgment, and social cognition. Annu. Rev. Psychol., 59:255–278,
2008.

Marc Faddoul, Guillaume Chaslot, and Hany Farid. A longitudinal analysis of youtube’s promotion of conspiracy videos. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2003.03318, 2020.

Manuel Gomez-Rodriguez, David Balduzzi, and Bernhard Schölkopf. Uncovering the temporal dynamics of diffusion networks.
In Lise Getoor and Tobias Scheffer, editors, Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2011,
Bellevue, Washington, USA, June 28 - July 2, 2011, pages 561–568, USA, 2011. Omnipress.

Carlos A Gomez-Uribe and Neil Hunt. The netflix recommender system: Algorithms, business value, and innovation. ACM
Transactions on Management Information Systems (TMIS), 6(4):1–19, 2015.

David J Grüning, Frederik Riedel, and Philipp Lorenz-Spreen. Directing smartphone use through the self-nudge app one sec.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 120(8):e2213114120, 2023.

Xin Guo, Anran Hu, Renyuan Xu, and Junzi Zhang. Consistency and computation of regularized mles for multivariate hawkes
processes. arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.02955, 2018.

Ray Jiang, Silvia Chiappa, Tor Lattimore, András György, and Pushmeet Kohli. Degenerate feedback loops in recommender
systems. In Vincent Conitzer, Gillian K. Hadfield, and Shannon Vallor, editors, Proceedings of the 2019 AAAI/ACMConference
on AI, Ethics, and Society, AIES 2019, Honolulu, HI, USA, January 27-28, 2019, pages 383–390. ACM, 2019.

How Jing and Alexander J Smola. Neural survival recommender. In Proceedings of the Tenth ACM International Conference on
Web Search and Data Mining, pages 515–524, 2017.

Daniel Kahneman. Thinking, fast and slow. macmillan, 2011.

Dimitris Kalimeris, Smriti Bhagat, Shankar Kalyanaraman, and Udi Weinsberg. Preference amplification in recommender
systems. In Proceedings of the 27th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining, pages 805–815, 2021.

Jon Kleinberg and Sigal Oren. Time-inconsistent planning: a computational problem in behavioral economics. In Proceedings
of the fifteenth ACM conference on Economics and computation, pages 547–564, 2014.

Jon M. Kleinberg, Sendhil Mullainathan, andManish Raghavan. The challenge of understanding what users want: Inconsistent
preferences and engagement optimization. In David M. Pennock, Ilya Segal, and Sven Seuken, editors, EC ’22: The 23rd
ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, Boulder, CO, USA, July 11 - 15, 2022, page 29. ACM, 2022.

David Laibson. Golden eggs and hyperbolic discounting. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112(2):443–478, 1997.

Tor Lattimore and Marcus Hutter. General time consistent discounting. Theoretical Computer Science, 519:140–154, 2014.

Mark Ledwich and Anna Zaitsev. Algorithmic extremism: Examining youtube’s rabbit hole of radicalization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1912.11211, 2019.

Ulrik Lyngs, Reuben Binns, Max Van Kleek, and Nigel Shadbolt. "so, tell me what users want, what they really, Really want!".
In Regan L. Mandryk, Mark Hancock, Mark Perry, and Anna L. Cox, editors, Extended Abstracts of the 2018 CHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems, CHI 2018, Montreal, QC, Canada, April 21-26, 2018. ACM, 2018.

Ulrik Lyngs, Kai Lukoff, Petr Slovák, Reuben Binns, Adam Slack, Michael Inzlicht, Max Van Kleek, and Nigel Shadbolt.
Self-control in cyberspace: Applying dual systems theory to a review of digital self-control tools. In Stephen A. Brewster,
Geraldine Fitzpatrick, Anna L. Cox, and Vassilis Kostakos, editors, Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems, CHI 2019, Glasgow, Scotland, UK, May 04-09, 2019, page 131. ACM, 2019a.

Ulrik Lyngs, Kai Lukoff, Petr Slovak, Reuben Binns, Adam Slack, Michael Inzlicht, Max Van Kleek, and Nigel Shadbolt.
Self-control in cyberspace: Applying dual systems theory to a review of digital self-control tools. In proceedings of the 2019
CHI conference on human factors in computing systems, pages 1–18, 2019b.

Thomas M. McDonald, Lucas Maystre, Mounia Lalmas, Daniel Russo, and Kamil Ciosek. Impatient bandits: Optimizing
recommendations for the long-term without delay. In Ambuj K. Singh, Yizhou Sun, Leman Akoglu, Dimitrios Gunopulos,
Xifeng Yan, Ravi Kumar, FatmaOzcan, and Jieping Ye, editors, Proceedings of the 29th ACMSIGKDDConference on Knowledge
Discovery and Data Mining, KDD 2023, Long Beach, CA, USA, August 6-10, 2023, pages 1687–1697. ACM, 2023.

Katherine L Milkman, Todd Rogers, and Max H Bazerman. Highbrow films gather dust: Time-inconsistent preferences and
online dvd rentals. Management Science, 55(6):1047–1059, 2009.

Katherine L Milkman, Todd Rogers, and Max H Bazerman. I’ll have the ice cream soon and the vegetables later: A study of
online grocery purchases and order lead time. Marketing Letters, 21:17–35, 2010.

14



Smitha Milli, Luca Belli, and Moritz Hardt. From optimizing engagement to measuring value. In Madeleine Clare Elish,
William Isaac, and Richard S. Zemel, editors, FAccT ’21: 2021 ACM Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency,
Virtual Event / Toronto, Canada, March 3-10, 2021, pages 714–722. ACM, 2021.

SmithaMilli, Emma Pierson, and Nikhil Garg. Choosing the right weights: Balancing value, strategy, and noise in recommender
systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.17428, 2023.

Marco Morik, Ashudeep Singh, Jessica Hong, and Thorsten Joachims. Controlling fairness and bias in dynamic learning-to-
rank. In Jimmy X. Huang, Yi Chang, Xueqi Cheng, Jaap Kamps, Vanessa Murdock, Ji-Rong Wen, and Yiqun Liu, editors,
Proceedings of the 43rd International ACM SIGIR conference on research and development in Information Retrieval, SIGIR
2020, Virtual Event, China, July 25-30, 2020, pages 429–438. ACM, 2020.

Carol Moser. Impulse buying: Designing for self-control with E-commerce. PhD thesis, 2020.

Ashley Muddiman and Joshua Scacco. Clickbait content may not be click-worthy. Center for Media Engagement, 2019.

Maximilian Nickel and Matthew Le. Modeling sparse information diffusion at scale via lazy multivariate hawkes processes. In
Proceedings of the Web Conference 2021, pages 706–717, 2021.

Ted O’Donoghue and Matthew Rabin. Doing it now or later. American economic review, 89(1):103–124, 1999.

Yosihiko Ogata. On lewis’ simulation method for point processes. IEEE transactions on information theory, 27(1):23–31, 1981.

Manoel Horta Ribeiro, Raphael Ottoni, Robert West, Virgílio AF Almeida, and Wagner Meira Jr. Auditing radicalization
pathways on youtube. In Proceedings of the 2020 conference on fairness, accountability, and transparency, pages 131–141,
2020.

M Gomez Rodriguez and Isabel Valera. Learning with temporal point processes. Tutorial at ICML, 2018.

Walter Schneider and Richard M Shiffrin. Controlled and automatic human information processing: I. detection, search, and
attention. Psychological review, 84(1):1, 1977.

Oleksandr Shchur, Ali Caner Türkmen, Tim Januschowski, and Stephan Günnemann. Neural temporal point processes: A
review. arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.03528, 2021.

Steven A Sloman. The empirical case for two systems of reasoning. Psychological bulletin, 119(1):3, 1996.

Eliot R Smith and Jamie DeCoster. Dual-process models in social and cognitive psychology: Conceptual integration and links
to underlying memory systems. Personality and social psychology review, 4(2):108–131, 2000.

Jonathan Stray, Ivan Vendrov, Jeremy Nixon, Steven Adler, and Dylan Hadfield-Menell. What are you optimizing for? aligning
recommender systems with human values. CoRR, abs/2107.10939, 2021.

Jonathan Stray, Alon Halevy, Parisa Assar, Dylan Hadfield-Menell, Craig Boutilier, Amar Ashar, Chloe Bakalar, Lex Beattie,
Michael Ekstrand, Claire Leibowicz, et al. Building human values into recommender systems: An interdisciplinary synthesis.
ACM Transactions on Recommender Systems, 2022.

Jonathan Stray, Ravi Iyer, and Helena Puig Larrauri. The algorithmic management of polarization and violence on social media.
Draft for Knight First Amendment Institute. KnightColumbia. Org, 2023.

Henry Teicher. Identifiability of mixtures. The annals of Mathematical statistics, 32(1):244–248, 1961.

Richard H Thaler and Hersh M Shefrin. An economic theory of self-control. Journal of political Economy, 89(2):392–406, 1981.

Nicolas Usunier, Virginie Do, and Elvis Dohmatob. Fast online ranking with fairness of exposure. In FAccT ’22: 2022 ACM
Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency, Seoul, Republic of Korea, June 21 - 24, 2022, pages 2157–2167. ACM,
2022.

Yichen Wang, Nan Du, Rakshit Trivedi, and Le Song. Coevolutionary latent feature processes for continuous-time user-item
interactions. In Daniel D. Lee, Masashi Sugiyama, Ulrike von Luxburg, Isabelle Guyon, and RomanGarnett, editors,Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems 29: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems 2016, December
5-10, 2016, Barcelona, Spain, pages 4547–4555, 2016.

Qingyun Wu, Hongning Wang, Liangjie Hong, and Yue Shi. Returning is believing: Optimizing long-term user engagement
in recommender systems. In Ee-Peng Lim, Marianne Winslett, Mark Sanderson, Ada Wai-Chee Fu, Jimeng Sun, J. Shane
Culpepper, Eric Lo, Joyce C. Ho, Debora Donato, Rakesh Agrawal, Yu Zheng, Carlos Castillo, Aixin Sun, Vincent S. Tseng,
and Chenliang Li, editors, Proceedings of the 2017 ACM on Conference on Information and Knowledge Management, CIKM
2017, Singapore, November 06 - 10, 2017, pages 1927–1936. ACM, 2017.

Junchi Yan. Recent advance in temporal point process: from machine learning perspective. SJTU Technical Report, 2019.

15



Xiangyu Zhao, Long Xia, Jiliang Tang, and Dawei Yin. Deep reinforcement learning for search, recommendation, and online
advertising: a survey. SIGWEB Newsl., 2019(Spring):4:1–4:15, 2019.

Lixin Zou, Long Xia, Zhuoye Ding, Jiaxing Song, Weidong Liu, and Dawei Yin. Reinforcement learning to optimize long-term
user engagement in recommender systems. In Ankur Teredesai, Vipin Kumar, Ying Li, Rómer Rosales, Evimaria Terzi,
and George Karypis, editors, Proceedings of the 25th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data
Mining, KDD 2019, Anchorage, AK, USA, August 4-8, 2019, pages 2810–2818. ACM, 2019.

16



Appendix

A Additional Lemmas on Identifiability and Consistency

The following lemma establishes the identifiability of a simple trigger function 𝜅(𝑡).

Lemma 2. The triggering function

𝜅(𝑡) = 𝛽1𝛼1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡) + 𝛽2𝛼2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡)

defined over domainℝ+ is identifiable if 𝛽1 ≠ 𝛽2 and 𝛼1, 𝛼2, 𝛽, 𝛽2 > 0.

Proof. Consider the following density function

𝑓(𝑡) = 𝛼1

𝛼1 + 𝛼2
𝛽1 exp(−𝛽1𝑡) + 𝛼2

𝛼1 + 𝛼2
𝛽2 exp(−𝛽2𝑡)

for 𝑡 ≥ 0 and 0 otherwise. It is easy to verify that this is the probability density function of a mixture of exponential
distributions. The classic result of Teicher (1961) shows that mixtures of exponential distributions are identifiable.
Using this result, and the fact that the mapping from 𝛼1 to 𝛼1∕(𝛼1 + 𝛼2) is one-to-one (given fixed 𝛼2), implies
that the triggering function 𝜅(𝑡) is identifiable.

17


	Introduction
	Preliminaries and Problem Setup
	Dual System and Inconsistent Preferences
	Temporal Point Processes and The Hawkes Process
	Our Recommender Model
	Goal

	Identifiability and Consistency
	Experiments
	Effect of sample size on the estimation error
	Effect of gap between 1 and 2 on estimation error
	Comparing utility and engagement maximization in terms of (dis-)similarity b/w u1 and u2
	Comparing utility and engagement maximization in terms of inventory of u2 items

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Related Work
	Conclusion
	Additional Lemmas on Identifiability and Consistency

