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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) have achieved remarkable progress in the field
of natural language processing (NLP), demonstrating remarkable abilities in pro-
ducing text that resembles human language for various tasks. This opens up new
opportunities for employing them in recommender systems (RSs). In this paper,
we specifically examine the sample efficiency of LLM-enhanced recommender
systems, which pertains to the model’s capacity to attain superior performance
with a limited quantity of training data. Conventional recommendation models
(CRMs) often need a large amount of training data because of the sparsity of
features and interactions. Hence, we propose and verify our core viewpoint: Large
Language Models Make Sample-Efficient Recommender Systems. We propose
a simple yet effective framework (i.e., Laser) to validate the viewpoint from two
aspects: (1) LLMs themselves are sample-efficient recommenders; and (2) LLMs,
as feature generators and encoders, make CRMs more sample-efficient. Extensive
experiments on two public datasets show that Laser requires only a small fraction
of training samples to match or even surpass CRMs that are trained on the entire
training set, demonstrating superior sample efficiency.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have achieved remarkable progress in the field of natural language
processing (NLP), showing impressive abilities to generate human-like texts for a broad range of
tasks [59, 33, 43, 9]. Consequently, recent works start to investigate the application of LLMs in
recommender systems. They adopt LLMs for various recommendation tasks, and show promising
performance from different aspects (e.g., user profiling) [17, 52, 48]. In this paper, we mainly focus on
promoting the sample efficiency of recommender systems by involving large language models [31].
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Sample efficiency refers to the ability of a model to achieve high performance with a limited
amount of training data. A sample-efficient model can learn effectively from a smaller number of
samples, reducing the resources and time required for training. In conventional recommender systems,
we usually convert raw data into an ID data through one-hot encoding. Due to the data sparsity,
conventional recommendation models (CRMs) typically require a large volume of training records to
achieve satisfactory performance, resulting in sample inefficiency issue [38].

To this end, in this paper, we propose our core viewpoint, i.e., Large Language Models Make
Sample-Efficient Recommender Systems (Laser), where a novel framework named Laser is
designed to validate such a core viewpoint from the following two key aspects:

• LLMs themselves are sample-efficient recommenders.
• LLMs make conventional recommender systems more sample-efficient.

To the best our knowledge, we are the first to systematically investigate the impact of LLMs on the
sample efficiency of recommender systems. Experiments show that our proposed Laser framework
require only a small fraction of training samples to match or even surpass (CRMs) that are trained on
the entire training set.

2 Related Works

This paper is closely related to the following two research domains: (1) LLM-enhanced recommender
systems, and (2) sample efficiency.

2.1 LLM-enhanced Recommender Systems

The emergence of large language models (LLMs) has flourish in the field of natural language
processing (NLP), and LLMs are potentially revolutionizing various downstream applications like
symbolic reasoning [22] code analysis [42] and recommender systems [27]. Generally, there are two
major paradigms to leverage LLMs to further enhance the performance of recommender systems [27]:
(1) adapting LLMs themselves as the recommender [30, 2, 47, 46], which corresponds to our
LaserLLM only , and (2) adapting LLMs for the feature engineering or feature encoding [50, 13, 44],
which corresponds to our LaserLLM+CRM .

LLMs as the recommenders directly. In this paradigm, we do not involve conventional recommen-
dation models (CRMs) for the user preference estimation, and should rely on LLMs themselves to
directly infer the user’s preference towards a target item given his or her behavior history. In this way,
we can benefit from the large capacity, open-world knowledge, and emerging abilities like reasoning
of LLMs, which deepens the user intention understanding and thereby improves the final recommen-
dation performance. According to existing works, in this case, LLMs are adopted to fulfill either the
item scoring task [32, 57, 26, 2, 24, 58, 35], or item generation task [20, 15, 21, 54, 19, 5, 39, 49].
Also, various works [14, 8, 55] attempt to utilize the multi-task capacity of LLMs, and instruct LLMs
to solve the multiple tasks (e.g., both scoring and generation) through a unified language interface.

LLMs for the feature engineering and features encoding. In this paradigm, we enhance the perfor-
mance of traditional recommendation models, which corresponds to our proposed LaserLLM+CRM .
We still maintain the conventional recommendations (CRMs) as the major backbone of the recom-
mender system, and adapt LLMs to generate auxiliary text data [34, 3, 23, 37, 4, 7] and encode the
corresponding textual features [18, 56, 12, 53, 41, 25, 16, 36] (e.g., item content understanding, user
profile modeling), which would serve as the additional inputs for CRMs. In this way, we are able to
omit the online inference of LLMs and make the LLM processing cachable to meet the strict online
inference latency constrains of industrial applications.

2.2 Sample Efficiency

In the field of machine learning, the sample efficiency of a model refers to its ability to achieve
satisfactory performance with a limited amount of training data [1]. Improving sample efficiency
is crucial for addressing practical challenges in various domains, such as reducing data collection
costs [11], mitigating data annotation efforts [10], and enabling rapid learning in real-world settings
where labeled data is scarce [51]. In the realm of recommender systems, the sample efficiency
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is of great importance due to the data sparsity problem [31, 38]. Various approaches have been
proposed to improve the sample efficiency of recommender systems, ranging from leveraging
auxiliary information through transfer learning and domain adaptation [61] to employing meta-
learning techniques to enable quick adaption to new users or items with limited data [45]. Recently,
the emerging of large language models have present a promising solution to potentially enhance
the sample efficiency of recommender systems with their vast amount of open-world knowledge
and powerful reasoning abilities. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to systematically
investigate the impact of LLMs on the sample efficiency of recommender systems under two different
paradigms, i.e., LLMs as recommenders, and LLMs for feature engineering and encoding.

3 Methodology

3.1 Preliminary and Overview

We focus on a core task of recommender systems, i.e., click-through rate (CTR) prediction, which is
a binary classification problem to estimate the click probability ŷ ∈ [0, 1] of a user on a target item
given a certain context. The dataset can be formulated as {(xi, yi)}Ni=1, where xi is the input and
yi ∈ {1, 0} is the label (i.e., click or not) [28, 29].

There are two different types of data processing towards the same raw input xi. For one thing, we can
perform one-hot encoding to convert xi into ID input xID

i for conventional recommendation models.
For another, we can adopt hard prompt template to transform xi into textual input xtext

i for LLMs.
Accordingly, the label yi is also converted into the binary answer words ytexti ∈ {“Yes”, “No”}.

We illustrate the overall framework of our proposed Laser in Figure 1. The Laser framework consists
of two different paradigms to enhance the recommender systems with large language models in terms
of sample efficiency:

• LaserLLM only directly adopts a pure large language model as the recommender itself for CTR
estimation without involving conventional recommendation models (CRMs). In this paradigm, we
require LLMs to answer the binary question about the user’s preference towards a target item with
specified key words, i.e., Yes or No.

• LaserLLM+CRM uses LLMs as the feature generator and encoder to assist CRMs for CTR
prediction. In this paradigm, we directly utilize the predicted probability from a conventional
recommendation model augmented with textual features from LLMs as inputs.

Next, we will elaborate on these two paradigms of LLM-enhanced recommender systems.

3.2 LaserLLM only: LLM as Recommender Itself

When directly adopting LLMs as the recommenders, we formulate CTR prediction as a binary
question answering task. An example of input template is given as follows:

xtext = The user watched the following movies in order in the past and rated them: [’0.
The Terminator (4 stars)’, ’1. Back to Future (5 stars)’, ’2. Matrix (4 stars)’]. Please deduce
whether the user will like the movie Aliens. You should ONLY tell me yes or no.

(A)

Then, we apply instruction tuning over the LLM with the causal language modeling objective:

max
Θ

∑
(xtext,ytext)∈D

∑|ytext|

j=1
logPΘ(y

text
j |xtext, ytext<j ), (1)

where Θ is the parameters of the LLM, D is the training set, ytextj is the j-th token of the textual output
ytext, and ytext<j denotes the tokens before ytextj . During evaluation, since we want a continuous
click probability in [0, 1] rather than a generated discrete token (i.e., Yes or No), we perform a
bidimensional softmax over the logits of “Yes” and “No” tokens (denoted as syes and sno) to obtain
the estimated click probability ŷ:

ŷ =
exp(syes)

exp(syes) + exp(sno)
∈ (0, 1). (2)
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Figure 1: The overall framework of Laser.

In this paradigm, we do not involve the conventional recommendation models like DIN [60] and
SIM [40], and only adopt LLM itself for both instruction tuning and evaluation. It is worth noting
that such an estimated click-through rate ŷi in Eq. 2 is only leveraged for the evaluation on the testing
set. We preserve the common instruction tuning and causal language modeling paradigm for LLMs
during the training phase.

3.3 LaserLLM+CRM: LLM as Feature Enhancer for CRM

LaserLLM+CRM uses LLMs as the feature generators and encoders to assist CRMs in a model-
agnostic manner. Specifically, for input xi, we construct textual instructions (xuser

i and xitem
i ) to

let LLM infer and generate the knowledge for both user-side preference and item-side facts. After
generation, we apply mean pooling over the hidden states to get the knowledge vectors for both user
and item:

huser
i = LLM(xuser

i ), hitem
i = LLM(xitem

i ). (3)

To ensure the dimensional consistency and bridge the latent space between language and recom-
mendation, we design two parallel mixture-of-experts (MoE) adapters for user and item knowledge
vectors, respectively:

α∗
i = Softmax(g∗(h∗

i )), ∗ ∈ {user, item},

z∗i =
∑J

j=1
α∗
i,j × e∗j (h

∗
i ), ∗ ∈ {user, item},

(4)

where J is the number of expert network. The gating networks g∗(·) and expert networks e∗(·) are
all designed as multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs). Next, we can feed the LLM-augmented user & item
representations zuseri and zitemi as additional input features into arbitrary CRMs to perform CTR
estimation training and inference:

ŷi = CRM(xID
i , zuseri , zitemi ). (5)

In this paradigm, we utilize the predicted probability from a conventional recommendation model
with augmented textual features from LLMs as inputs. In this way, the LLM processing for the
augmented features is thereby cachable and can be conducted offline to satisfy the strict online
inference latency for recommender systems.
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3.4 Discussion

We would like to provide further discussion from the following two perspectives about our proposed
Laser framework: sample efficiency and inference latency.

Sample Efficiency. LLMs possess extensive open-world knowledge and powerful logical reasoning
capabilities. This enables them to infer the user preferences and factual knowledge about items under
few-shot or even zero-shot settings. The formation of such prior knowledge within the recommender
system (both on the user and item sides) can help the model to better understand and leverage
the limited interaction data, and thus help alleviate sample inefficiency issue caused by feature
and interaction sparsity, reducing our reliance on the quantity of training samples. Therefore, our
proposed Laser gains better sample efficiency compared with CRMs. Note that we only discuss the
sample efficiency for the recommendation training stage. The pretraining stage of LLMs is no longer
considered since LLMs are actually off-the-shelf for various downstream applications.

Inference Latency. The inference latency of LaserLLM only is fairly high and unavoidable for
practical recommender systems, since it directly uses LLMs to perform per-sample CTR estimation
task. However, for LaserLLM+CRM , we decompose the per-sample inference into user-level and
item-level knowledge generation and encoding. The LLM-augmented representations zuseri and
zitemi from LLM can therefore be prestored to avoid online real-time calls to LLM. Hence, the
inference time of LaserLLM+CRM is nearly the same as the original CRM backbone, which satisfies
the strict inference latency constraint for real-world practical recommender systems. Specifically,
assume the inference time complexity of the backbone CRM is O(F (n,m)), where n is the number
of feature fields and m is the embedding size, and F (·, ·) is a polynomial function. Then, the time
complexity of LaserLLM+CRM is O(F (n+ l,m)) = O(f(n,m)) if l << n, which is equivalent to
the complexity of the backbone CRM.

4 Experiment

4.1 Experiment Setups

We conduct experiments on two real-world public datasets, i.e., BookCrossing and MovieLens-1M.
We adopt three types of baseline models: (1) feature interaction based CTR models, including
DeepFM, AutoInt, DCNv2; (2) sequential CTR models, including GRU4Rec, Caser, SASRec, DIN,
SIM; (3) language model enhanced CTR models, including CTR-BERT, PTab, P5. We use AUC
and LogLoss as the evaluation metrics. For Laser, as default, we select Vicuna-13B [6] as the LLM
backbone and SIM as the CRM backbone. SIM is the best baseline CRM, and we would choose
different LLMs to analyze the compatibility of Laser. For fair comparison with SIM, we collect the
user history behaviors with the same retrieval techniques. While all the baselines are trained on the
entire training set, we randomly sample 10% and 50% data of the training set for LaserLLM only and
LaserLLM+CRM , respectively.

4.2 Experiment Results

We report the performance of Laser and baselines in Table 1, from which we can draw the following
observations:

• With only a small fraction of training samples, both LaserLLM only (10% data) and
LaserLLM+CRM (50% data) are able to match or even surpass CRMs that are trained on the entire
training set. This demonstrates that LLMs are not only inherently sample-efficient recommenders,
but can also enhance the sample efficiency of CRMs.

• The sample efficiency of LaserLLM+CRM is inferior to that of LaserLLM only due to the involve-
ment of CRMs, which increases the demand on the quantity of training samples.

• To make the generated knowledge cachable to satisfy the inference latency, LaserLLM+CRM

merely leverages LLMs to generate open-world knowledge at user and item levels, which lacks
mutual interactions between the users and items. On the contrary, LaserLLM only conducts the
user preference modeling at sample level (i.e., user-item pairs), which provides finer-grained
interactions and results in better recommendation performance.
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Table 1: Overall performance. The best result is in bold. The second-best value is underlined.
:::::
Wavy

::::::::
underline denotes the third-best value. Rel.Impr indicates the relative AUC improvement of

LaserLLM only against baselines. * indicates statistically significant improvement with p < 0.001.

Model BookCrossing MovieLens-1M
AUC ↑ Log Loss ↓ Rel.Impr AUC ↑ Log Loss ↓ Rel.Impr

DeepFM 0.7496 0.5953 1.05% 0.7915 0.5484 1.49%
AutoInt 0.7481 0.6840 1.26% 0.7929 0.5453 1.31%
DCNv2 0.7472 0.6816 1.38% 0.7931 0.5464 1.29%

GRU4Rec 0.7479 0.5930 1.28% 0.7926 0.5453 1.35%
Caser 0.7478 0.5990 1.30% 0.7918 0.5464 1.45%

SASRec 0.7482 0.5934 1.24% 0.7934 0.5460 1.25%
DIN 0.7477 0.6811 1.31% 0.7962 0.5425 0.89%
SIM 0.7541 0.5893 0.45%

:::::
0.7992

:::::
0.5387 0.51%

CTR-BERT 0.7448 0.5938 1.71% 0.7931 0.5457 1.29%
PTab 0.7429 0.6154 1.97% 0.7955 0.5428 0.98%
P5 0.7438 0.6128 1.84% 0.7937 0.5478 1.21%

LaserLLM only 0.7575*
:::::
0.5919 - 0.8033* 0.5362* -

LaserLLM+CRM :::::
0.7508 0.5848* - 0.7996 0.5375 -

Table 2: The inference time (second) per sample.
Dataset DCNv2 SIM PTab LaserLLM only LaserLLM+CRM

BookCrossing 2.34× 10−4 2.45× 10−4 5.23× 10−3 7.89× 10−1 2.77× 10−4

MovieLens-1M 1.65× 10−4 2.07× 10−4 3.95× 10−3 7.42× 10−1 2.34× 10−4

• Language model enhanced CTR baselines perform poorly since they only incorporate small
language models like BERT. The superior performance and sample efficiency is closely related to
the model size and emergent abilities (e.g., reasoning) of the involved language models.

Then, we report the inference time per sample with batch size as 128 for Laser, as well as baselines,
to investigate whether they are practical for real-world applications. We choose DCNv2, SIM and
PTab as representative models for the three types of baselines, and give the results in Table 2, from
which we obtain the following observations:

• Despite the superior performance and sample efficiency LaserLLM only achieves, its inference
overhead generally violates the latency constraint of real-world recommender systems, where each
user request should be responded within tens of milliseconds.

• By prestoring the LLM-augmented user and item representations, LaserLLM+CRM is able to
achieve nearly the same inference latency as other CRMs, which definitely satisfies the inference
latency constraint. This shows that, with the help of LLMs and proper model design, we can
achieve sample-efficient recommender systems for real-world applications.

Table 3: The compatibility of Laser w.r.t. different backbone LLMs on MovieLens-1M dataset.

Metric SIM Mistral-7B Vicuna-7B Vicuna-13B
LLM only LLM+CRM LLM only LLM+CRM LLM only LLM+CRM

AUC 0.7992 0.8005 0.7990 0.8016 0.7997 0.8033 0.7996
LogLoss 0.5387 0.5388 0.5385 0.5365 0.5372 0.5362 0.5375

Next, we investigate the compatibility of Laser w.r.t. LLM backbones with different model archi-
tectures and sizes on MovieLens-1M dataset. We choose Mistral-7B, Vicuna-7B, and Vicuna-13B
as the LLM backbones. The results are given in Table 3. We can observe that the sample efficient
property commonly exists for various different LLMs under our proposed Laser framework, where
Laser can generally achieve better performance compared with SIM to a sampled small fraction of
training samples.
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5 Conclusion

This paper investigates the sample efficiency property of recommender systems enhanced by large
language models. We propose a simple yet effective framework (i.e., Laser) to validate the core
viewpoint - large language models make sample-efficient recommender systems - from two aspects: (1)
LLMs themselves are sample-efficient recommenders; and (2) LLMs make conventional recommender
systems more sample-efficient. Experiments show that, with only a small fraction of training samples,
our proposed Laser can match or even surpass conventional recommendation models that are trained
on the entire training set. For future work, we aim to improve the sample efficiency of LLM-based
recommender systems from the following two aspects: (1) exploring effective strategy to select the
few-shot training samples instead of uniformly sampling, and (2) applying Laser for downstream
applications like code snippet recommendation.
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