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Abstract
Utilizing user profiles to personalize Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs) has been shown to en-
hance the performance on a wide range of tasks.
However, the precise role of user profiles and
their effect mechanism on LLMs remains un-
clear. This study first confirms that the effec-
tiveness of user profiles is primarily due to per-
sonalization information rather than semantic
information. Furthermore, we investigate how
user profiles affect the personalization of LLMs.
Within the user profile, we reveal that it is the
historical personalized response produced or
approved by users that plays a pivotal role in
personalizing LLMs. This discovery unlocks
the potential of LLMs to incorporate a greater
number of user profiles within the constraints
of limited input length. As for the position
of user profiles, we observe that user profiles
integrated into different positions of the input
context do not contribute equally to personal-
ization. Instead, where the user profile that is
closer to the beginning affects more on the per-
sonalization of LLMs. Our findings reveal the
role of user profiles for the personalization of
LLMs, and showcase how incorporating user
profiles impacts performance providing insight
to leverage user profiles effectively.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) trained on vast
quantities of corpus have greatly advanced the field
of natural language processing (NLP) (Brown et al.,
2020; Liu et al., 2023a; Chang et al., 2023). Despite
their capabilities, LLMs are often equipped with a
general level of cognition, which might not fully
satisfy the diverse demands of users in practical
scenarios (Chen et al., 2023b; Liu et al., 2023a; Wu
et al., 2022). This is primarily because preferences
can vary significantly among users, leading to sit-
uations where the same input can yield different,
or even contradictory expectations. Consequently,
there is a clear need for personalizing LLMs to
address this issue.
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Figure 1: Our key findings: (a) Semantic information is
less critical to the effectiveness of user profile than per-
sonalization, and it only contributes when built on top of
personalization (§4); (b) The impact of user responses
on personalization is greater than that of previous in-
put and their mapping between users’ previous input
and response (§5.1); (c) The user profiles in the differ-
ent positions of the context contribute differently to the
personalization, where profiles positioned closer to the
beginning contribute more (§5.2).

One intuitive approach for providing personal-
ized service with LLMs is to utilize user profiles,
particularly historical records, to capture under-
lying user preferences (Salemi et al., 2023). By
incorporating selected historical records alongside
the initial input as context, LLMs can generate per-
sonalized responses. Existing research suggests
that user profiles can effectively enhance perfor-
mance across a wide range of tasks by retrieving
relevant user profiles from current users (Richard-
son et al., 2023; Kang et al., 2023; Salemi et al.,
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2024). However, it remains unclear how incorpo-
rated user profiles specifically affect LLM personal-
ization. This uncertainty arises from potential over-
laps with retrieval-augmentation generation (RAG)
(Lewis et al., 2020) and in-context learning (ICL)
(Brown et al., 2020), where personalization is not
directly addressed. RAG relies on retrieving doc-
uments relevant to the input, implicitly requiring
semantic information to provide answers (Mallen
et al., 2023), while ICL uses input-output pairs as
demonstrations to guide LLMs in forming relevant
mappings (Garg et al., 2022), necessitating com-
plete input-output pairs. Therefore, the actual role
of user profiles in LLM personalization remains
ambiguous, complicating the collection and effec-
tive use of user information in the real world.

In this paper, we aim to explore the role of user
profiles in the personalization of LLMs by answer-
ing the following questions:

RQ1 Do user profiles rely on semantic information
(context similar to the input) to improve LLM
performance?

RQ2 In what ways do user profiles affect the per-
sonalization of LLMs?

To address RQ1, we design and compare the
impact of different augmentation methods for user
profiles on enhancing performance across various
downstream tasks (see §4). Our findings indi-
cate that considering only semantic information
falls short in improving performance and only con-
tributes to when combined with personalization.
Our empirical analysis underscores that personal-
ization information is more critical than semantic
information in contributing to user profiles’ effec-
tiveness in meeting users’ demands.

To address RQ2, we further investigate how user
profiles affect the personalization of LLMs from
two perspectives: within the user profile, which
explores which part of the user profile most sig-
nificantly contributes to personalizing LLMs (see
§5.1), and the position of user profiles, which ex-
plores the impact of the order of each user profile in
the input context in personalizing LLMs (see §5.2).
From the perspectives of within the user profile,
we evaluate the impact of different parts (e.g., the
previous input or the personalized response), by
combining various sampling strategies to construct
variants of the user profile. We find that the per-
sonalized response produced or approved by users
significantly enhances the personalization, while
the previous input and the correct mapping between

it and the response are not critical in most cases.
This finding highlights the potential of LLMs to
integrate a great number of user profiles, leading to
a significant improvement under the limited input
length in our empirical analysis. From the perspec-
tives of the position of user profiles in context, we
surprisingly find that (1) user profiles in different
positions do not contribute equally to the person-
alization of LLMs; and that (2) the user profiles
positioned earlier in the input context tend to have
a greater effect on the personalization of LLMs.

In summary, our analysis provides a new view to
understand the role of user profiles in personalizing
LLMs. Our findings can be summarized as follows,
as shown in Figure 1:

• User profiles rely largely on personalization
information rather than semantic information;
semantic information contributes to user pro-
files only when combined with personaliza-
tion.

• Responses that are generated or approved by
users play a crucial role in the personalization
of LLMs, while the correct mapping within
user profiles is not always essential for effec-
tive personalization;

• The impact of user profiles in different posi-
tions on personalization is not uniform: the
user profile closer to the start of the input con-
text tends to have a larger effect on personal-
izing LLMs.

2 Related Work

Personalization of LLMs. LLMs have shown
impressive performance in different fields (Achiam
et al., 2023; Shi and Lipani, 2023b), but there
is a gap between models’ response and humans’
expectations due to general cognition from the
pre-training stage. Recent efforts, such as rein-
forcement learning from human feedback (RLHF)
(Ouyang et al., 2022; Yang et al., 2024) to person-
alize LLMs, try to align LLMs with users’ pref-
erences (Jang et al., 2023; Shi et al., 2024), but
is easily subject to a narrow set of preferences
caused by the limited number of crowd-workers
(Kirk et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2023). Therefore, our
work focuses on another line of research, personal-
izing the LLMs via utilizing user profiles. In this
way, Salemi et al. (2023) offered a comprehensive
evaluation benchmark with diverse language tasks,
where the user profiles consist of the user’s previ-
ous queries and the personalized response. More
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recent works have demonstrated the effectiveness
of introduced user profiles in different ways, such
as the summarization (Richardson et al., 2023), key-
words synthesis (Li et al., 2023b), user embeddings
(Doddapaneni et al., 2024; Ning et al., 2024), para-
metric knowledge (Tan et al., 2024) via Lora (Shi
and Lipani, 2023a) or the prompt rewriting via re-
inforcement learning (Li et al., 2023a). While user
profiles have been shown to enhance performance
on traditional metrics, it is still uncertain which
information contributes to the improvement. The
difficulty lies in the overlap with the retrieved doc-
uments in RAG, which requires the semantically
similar context to provide the direct answer. Ad-
ditionally, how introduced user profiles impact the
personalization of LLMs is underexplored. There-
fore, understanding the role of the user profiles is
significant and would improve our understanding
of the personalization of LLMs.

Retrieval-Augmentation Generation. RAG has
become one powerful way to unlock the ability of
LLMs to incorporate external knowledge (Lewis
et al., 2020). The use of retrieved documents
mitigates the issue of hallucination (Gao et al.,
2023b), especially on knowledge-intensive tasks.
Various efforts have highlighted the necessity of
post-retrieval strategies for effectively utilizing re-
trieved documents, such as reranking (Liu et al.,
2023b) and compression (Chen et al., 2023a). How-
ever, the role of the user profile in personalizing
the LLMs is different from the retrieved documents
in RAG, where RAG expects semantic informa-
tion (context similar to input) of the retrieved doc-
uments to provide the direct answer, while user
profiles are designed to reflect user preferences
more broadly.

In-Context Learning. ICL (Brown et al., 2020)
takes the input-label pair as the demonstration to
prompt the LLMs to deal with downstream tasks.
Some efforts are made to explore what factor influ-
ences ICL, such as the format of the demonstration
(Min et al., 2022; Wei et al., 2023), and the selec-
tion of the demonstration (Liu et al., 2022; Gao
et al., 2023a). Some other works aim to explore the
inner mechanism of the ICL, including the learning
ability (Garg et al., 2022; Akyürek et al., 2022),
the Bayesian inference view (Xie et al., 2022) and
the information flow (Wang et al., 2023). However,
user profiles are different from the demonstrations
in ICL, since LLM is expected to capture user pref-
erence from the profiles instead of directly formu-

Task Description Metrics

LaMP-1 Personalized Citation Identification Acc
LaMP-2 Personalized Movie Tagging Acc, F1 Score
LaMP-3 Personalized Product Rating MAE, RMSE
LaMP-4 Personalized News Headline Generation ROUGE-1&-L
LaMP-5 Personalized Scholarly Title Generation ROUGE-1&-L
LaMP-7 Personalized Tweet Paraphrasing ROUGE-1&-L

Table 1: Task description for the used LaMP dataset.

lating the mapping. Therefore, the existing works
in ICL cannot directly explain the role of the user
profiles in the personalization of LLMs.

3 Preliminary

Problem Definition. The problem definition of
the personalization of LLMs follows LaMP (Salemi
et al., 2023): given a textual input x describing a
user u’s task, the goal for the LLM, parameterized
by θ, is to generate a personalized response y con-
ditioned on the user u. The user u is represented
by the user profiles Pu defined as users’ historical
data that consists of the user input and the person-
alized response produced or approved by the users,
i.e., Pu = {(xu1 , yu1), ..., (xuNu

, yuNu
)} with Nu

being the number of the user profiles. Mathmeti-
cally, the goal is to formulate the personalized re-
sponse p(y|x,Pu;θ). To address it, existing meth-
ods mainly include three components: (1) query
generation ϕq to transform the input into the query
q for retrieval; (2) retrieval model R(q,P ′, k) to
retrieve the relevant k user profile from the candi-
date P ′; and (3) prompt construction ϕp to merge
the original input x with the retrieved user profiles.

Experimental Setup. We analyze the person-
alization of LLMs using the LaMP benchmark
(Salemi et al., 2023) (shown in Table 1). Flan-
T5-base (Chung et al., 2022) are employed as
the model architecture. More details can be
seen in Appendix §B. Our code is available
at https://github.com/Bingo-W/Personalisation-in-
LLM.

4 The Actual Affect of User Profile

To rigorously assess for user profile, whether se-
mantic information (i.e., context similar to the in-
put) or personalization information (context simi-
lar to the user) contributes more effectively to the
personalization of LLMs (RQ1), we compare four
distinct augmentation strategies employing various
methods for sampling user profiles
Non-Personalization Augmentation w/o Re-
trieval. This strategy involves randomly sampling
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Figure 2: The improvement of performance (Flan-T5-base) on LaMP dataset with different Augmentation based on
the user profiles (k = 1) compared to without augmentations. Note that LaMP-3 shows a decreases in performance
compared to the no-augmentations baseline, indicated by the lower values of both MAE and RMSE, where lower
scores signify better performance.

k profiles from the entire set of user profiles P .
This approach does not take into account either
personalization or semantic information.
Non-Personalization Retrieval-Augmentation.
In this strategy, a subset of user profiles Psub ⊂ P
is randomly sampled, with the subset size equal
to the average number of profiles per user Nu, to
ensure fair comparison. Retrieval is then employed
to select the k most relevant profiles based on the
input query R(ϕq(xi),Psub, k). This strategy con-
siders only semantic information (i.e., retrieving
the relevant user profile), ignoring personalization
information.
Personalization Augmentation w/o Retrieval.
This method randomly samples profiles directly
from the current user’s set, i.e., Pu. It takes into
account personalization information only (i.e., only
consider the current user’s profile), without consid-
ering semantic information.
Personalization Retrieval Augmentation. This
strategy retrieves the k most relevant user profiles
from the current user’s set based on the input query
R(ϕq(xi),Pu, k). It considers both personaliza-
tion and semantic information. It takes into account
both personalization and semantic information.

4.1 Results: Semantic Information Matters
Less Than Personalization

We present the performance improvements with dif-
ferent augmentations compared to scenarios with
no user profiles in Figure 2.

Semantic Information Alone Cannot Lead to
Consistent Performance Improvement. Con-
sidering only semantically similar context (i.e.,

Non-Personalization Retrieval-Augmentation) im-
proves performance on LaMP-2 and LaMP-5 but
decreases performance on the remaining four tasks.
When compared to considering personalization in-
formation only (i.e., Personalization Augmenta-
tion), the semantic information approach shows a
performance gap in most tasks. These observations
indicate that semantic information (i.e., context
similar to the input) has a limited impact on the
effectiveness of user profiles in the personalization
of LLMs.

Semantic Information contributes to perfor-
mance improvement Only When Combined
with Personalization. When the candidate set
is limited to user profiles from the current user (i.e.,
context similar to the user), retrieval augmenta-
tion (i.e., Personalization Retrieval Augmentation)
shows performance improvements across almost
all tasks. It outperforms strategies that consider ei-
ther semantic information or personalization alone.
This evidence suggests that semantic information
contributes to the effectiveness of user profiles only
when built on top of personalization information.

Summary. Our results validate that semantic in-
formation has less impact on the effectiveness of
user profiles compared to personalization informa-
tion, and only contributes when combined with
personalization. Additional experiments in Ap-
pendix §D confirm that our conclusions hold across
different quantities of user profiles and even with
larger non-fine-tuned models (e.g., LLAMA-2).
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5 How do User Profile Affect the
Personalization of LLMs

This section further explores how the user profiles
influence the personalization of LLMs (RQ2). We
specifically explore which components of the user
profile contribute to personalizing LLMs, and ex-
amine the impact of the position and order of user
profiles within the input context on personalization
effectiveness.

5.1 The Effective Part of User Profile

We identify three key parts within user profiles that
potentially affect LLM personalization: (a) the pre-
vious input from users, (b) the response produced
or endorsed by users, and (c) the accurate mapping
between these inputs and responses.

To investigate the impact of three parts, we em-
ploy two distinct strategies to sample or retrieve
two lists of user profiles, which are then merged
to form a final profile list. Specifically, user pro-
files are randomly selected from the entire pool
of user profiles, denoted as P1 ∈ P , or chosen
either randomly P2 or semantically based on the
retrieval model P3 from the profiles of the current
user Pu. The previous section has demonstrated
that the effectiveness of the selected user profile
for personalization is ordered by P3 > P2 > P1.
We only use the input part from the first list and the
output part from the second list from two strategies,
i.e., P ′ = {(xi, yj)|(xi, yi) ∈ Pinput, (xj , yj) ∈
Poutput}, where Pinput,Poutput ∈ {P1,P2,P3}.
Note that if the employed sampling strategies for in-
put and output are the same, i.e., Pinput = Poutput,
it would maintain the correct mapping within the
user profiles due to the same list of the selected
user profiles. We report the results on four tasks
(i.e., LaMP-2, LaMP-3, LaMP-4 and LaMP-5) that
have the complete user profiles in Figure 3.

5.1.1 Results: The Impact of Different Part
Correct mapping is not necessary for person-
alization. In Figure 3, diagonal cells from the
bottom-left to the up-right (i.e., Pinput = Poutput)
maintain the correct mapping, whereas other cells
do not. However, except for the bottom-left cells, a
consistent increase is not evident in centric and up-
right cells compared to their respective row (incor-
rect input) and column (incorrect output) counter-
parts. For instance, in LaMP-5, using personalized
w/o retrieval for both input and output performs
worse than its row neighbor (0.421 vs. 0.428/0.428)

and its column neighbor (0.421 vs. 0.428/0.445).
These observations suggest that the correct map-
ping between previous input and response is not
necessary for LLM personalization. An exception
is observed in LaMP-3, where the centric and up-
right cell performs better, possibly because LaMP-
3 uses virtual labels (scores from 1 to 5) without
semantic information, thereby necessitating correct
mapping to guide LLMs in interpreting the scores
accurately.

Previous Input has limited impact on the per-
sonalization. Due to the more powerful sampling
strategy from left to right, the right cell uses user
profiles with a more effective input for personaliza-
tion than the left cell. However, no substantial in-
crease is observed across all four tasks. In LaMP-4,
with a more powerful input part within user profiles,
performance on centric and bottom-centric cells
with P2 for the input part is better than their right
neighborhood with P3 for the input part (0.155 vs.
0.153 and 0.144 vs. 0.142 for ROUGE-L metric).
Our results indicate that the improvement does not
result from the complete user profile, suggesting
that personalization within the previous input has a
limited impact on LLM personalization.

The response produced or endorsed by users
contributes to the personalization. Cell-related
strategies from bottom to top use user profiles with
a more effective output for personalization. A no-
ticeable change in color from blue to red (red to
blue for LaMP-3) indicates that a more effective
output markedly enhances performance. Even with
incorrect mapping, the up-centric cell with a more
effective output outperforms the centric cell with
correct mapping but a less powerful output. Our re-
sults underscore that, compared to mapping and the
input part of user profiles, personalization within
the response produced or endorsed by users plays
a crucial role in LLM personalization.

Summary. It is the response produced or en-
dorsed by users that enhances LLM personalization,
rather than correct mapping or previous input from
users. Correct mapping is deemed necessary only
for non-semantic output space.

5.1.2 Results: The Impact of Only Output
Previous findings indicate that the correct mapping
between input and output does not necessarily con-
tribute to LLM personalization. To further investi-
gate the role of its input and output parts, we con-
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Figure 3: The performance on 4 LaMP tasks, with different combinations of sampling strategies for the construction
of the introduced user profiles. Note that the metrics for LaMP-3 are the lower, the better.

duct experiments where we focus solely on either
the input or output part while ignoring the mapping.
We modify the template part of the prompt with
minimal changes (see Appendix §C). It is impor-
tant to note that using the incomplete user profile
helps to shorten the input context, thereby enabling
the incorporation of more user profiles for person-
alizing LLMs within the limited input length. We
expand the number of utilized user profiles, ranging
from 10% to 50% of the most relevant profiles.

Only using the output part substantially en-
hances the personalization. Our results in Fig-
ure 4 reveal that, except for LaMP-3, using only
the output part of user profiles achieves comparable
(LaMP-4) or even superior performance (LaMP-2
and LaMP-5) compared to using complete user pro-
files. In contrast, utilizing only the input part leads
to noticeable performance degradation across all
tasks. This supports our earlier findings, empha-
sizing the importance of user profiles with a more
powerful output for LLM personalization. It further
underscores that responses produced or endorsed
by users play a pivotal role in effective personaliza-
tion, particularly when contrasted with correct map-
ping and previous input considerations. In the case
of LaMP-3, where tasks involve non-semantic la-
bel spaces, utilizing incomplete user profiles (only
output or input) leads to a noticeable decrease, sup-
porting the notion that correct mapping is essential
for such tasks.

Only using output unlocks the potential to use
more user profiles. As depicted in Figure 5, our
analysis of various proportions of user profiles re-
veals that using complete user profiles often ex-
ceeds the maximum input length, necessitating

truncation that leads to substantial performance
losses. In contrast, focusing solely on personalized
responses improves performance across all tasks
compared to using complete user profiles. Notably,
there is a substantial increase in LaMP-2 (from
0.571 to 0.626 for the F1 score) and LaMP-4 (from
0.182 to 0.188 for ROUGE-1). For LaMP-3 and
LaMP-5, where using complete user profiles suffers
from severe degradation, exclusively leveraging the
output of user profiles proves to be a robust strategy.
This not only affirms the efficacy of the output part
for personalization but also highlights that using
only the output part extends the capacity of LLMs
to leverage more user profiles, leading to greater
performance improvement.

Summary. The findings underscore the vital con-
tribution of the output part of user profiles to LLM
personalization. This finding supports the strategy
of extending the LLMs’ capacity to utilize more
user profiles, especially when focusing on the out-
put, which may result in notable performance gains.

5.2 Exploring the Impact of User Profile
Order

The order in which multiple user profiles are ar-
ranged within the input context may largely affect
the personalization capabilities of LLMs. Previous
work in RAG (Liu et al., 2023b) has indicated that
LLMs may overlook the document containing the
correct answer when placed in the middle position
of the input context. Considering that user profiles
differ fundamentally from the documents typically
retrieved in traditional RAG setups, it’s crucial to
assess how the order of user profiles influences
personalization.

To explore the effect of varying orders of user

6



1 2 3 4
The number of profiles

0.58

0.60

0.62

0.64

A
cc

ur
ac

y

LaMP-2

1 2 3 4
The number of profiles

0.525

0.550

0.575

0.600

F1
_s

co
re

LaMP-2

1 2 3 4
The number of profiles

0.28

0.29

0.30

0.31

0.32

M
A

E

LaMP-3

1 2 3 4
The number of profiles

0.60

0.62

0.64

R
M

S
E

LaMP-3

1 2 3 4
The number of profiles

0.16

0.17

0.18

0.19

R
O

U
G

E
-1

LaMP-4

1 2 3 4
The number of profiles

0.15

0.16

0.17

R
O

U
G

E
-L

LaMP-4

1 2 3 4
The number of profiles

0.43

0.44

0.45

R
O

U
G

E
-1

LaMP-5

1 2 3 4
The number of profiles

0.39

0.40

0.41

R
O

U
G

E
-L

LaMP-5

Input-Ouput Only Input Only Output

Figure 4: The performance with different numbers of used user profiles on four LaMP datasets when only with the
input part and only with the output part. Note that the metrics for LaMP-3 are the lower, the better.

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Top % Retrieved Profiles

0.575

0.600

0.625

0.650

A
cc

ur
ac

y

LaMP-2

Input-Ouput
Only Output

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Top % Retrieved Profiles

0.54

0.56

0.58

0.60

0.62

F1
_s

co
re

LaMP-2

Input-Ouput
Only Output

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Top % Retrieved Profiles

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.45

M
A

E

LaMP-3

Input-Ouput
Only Output

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Top % Retrieved Profiles

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

R
M

S
E

LaMP-3

Input-Ouput
Only Output

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Top % Retrieved Profiles

0.16

0.17

0.18

R
O

U
G

E
-1

LaMP-4

Input-Ouput
Only Output

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Top % Retrieved Profiles

0.14

0.15

0.16

0.17

R
O

U
G

E
-L

LaMP-4

Input-Ouput
Only Output

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Top % Retrieved Profiles

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.45

R
O

U
G

E
-1

LaMP-5

Input-Ouput
Only Output

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Top % Retrieved Profiles

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

R
O

U
G

E
-L

LaMP-5

Input-Ouput
Only Output

Figure 5: The performance with different proportions of user profiles on four LaMP datasets when only using the
output part of the completed user profile. Note that the metrics for LaMP-3 are the lower, the better.

Ordering Strategy User Profile Order

BM25 Original Order [1], [2], [3], [4], [5]
More Relevant First [1], [2], [3], [4], [5]
Less Relevant First [5], [4], [3], [2], [1]

More Relevant Central [4], [2], [1], [3], [5]

Table 2: Illustration of the order of user profiles in our
experiments, where [1] refers to the most relevant one
according to the BM25 relevance ranking.

profiles in the input context, we select the top k
relevant user profiles and arrange them in the input
context using different approaches (seen Table 2):

More Relevant First (MRF). Following conven-
tional retrieval practices (Salemi et al., 2023), this
method places profiles with higher semantic simi-
larity earlier in the input context.

Less Relevant First (LRF). This order is the in-
verse of the More Relevant First, positioning the
most relevant profiles nearer to the end of the con-
text.

More Relevant Central (MRC). Unlike the above
orders and the ListInMiddle Ranker in RAG (Liu
et al., 2023b), this method places the more relevant
user profiles in the more central position.

LRF MRC MRF

LaMP-1 Acc.↑ 0.707 0.714 0.711

LaMP-2
Acc.↑ 0.606 0.611 0.606
F1↑ 0.568 0.584 0.576

LaMP-3
MAE ↓ 0.296 0.298 0.291

RMSE ↓ 0.628 0.632 0.620

LaMP-4
ROUGH-1↑ 0.152 0.154 0.161
ROUGH-L↑ 0.140 0.142 0.148

LaMP-5
ROUGH-1↑ 0.428 0.430 0.435
ROUGH-L↑ 0.391 0.393 0.398

LaMP-7
ROUGH-1↑ 0.520 0.520 0.524
ROUGH-L↑ 0.465 0.466 0.469

Table 3: The performance with different ordering strate-
gies for the top 10% user profiles on LaMP datasets.
The best result for each dataset is highlighted in bold.

5.2.1 Results: The Impact of Different Order
User profiles in different positions contribute
not equally to the personalization. Our results
in Table 3 reveal substantial variations in perfor-
mance across tasks when the same subset of user
profiles is arranged in different orders within the
input context. For instance, on LaMP-2, MRC
achieves a MAE of 0.298, whereas MRF records
0.291. Similarly, on LaMP-5, LRF yields a
ROUGH-1 score of 0.152, while MRF achieves
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Figure 6: The performance on LaMP with user profiles located in different positions in the retrieved ranked list.
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Figure 7: The performance with different proportions of user profiles on four LaMP datasets when only using the
output part with three different orders. Note that the metrics for LaMP-3 are the lower, the better.

0.161. This observation emphasizes that the user
profiles in different positions of the input context
do not contribute equally to performance gains.

The user profile closer to the start of the in-
put context tends to have a larger effect. Be-
fore we analyze the difference in the position of
input context, the findings in Figure 6 highlight
the importance of semantic relevance, showing that
user profiles with higher semantic similarity have
a stronger impact on personalization. Table 3 fur-
ther supports that MRF achieves the best result on
all tasks except for LaMP-1 and LaMP-2. MRF
exhibits improvement ranging from 1% to nearly
5% across the last four tasks, with a slight decrease
on LaMP-2 due to the effectiveness of most user
profiles within the current user. Additionally, both
MRF and MRC consistently outperform LRF on
all tasks, emphasizing that user profiles closer to
the beginning contribute more to personalization.

More forward more contribution when only us-
ing output. We further examine if the conclusion
holds when only using the output part. We analyze
performances with three different orders only using
the output part of different proportions of the top
relevant user profiles, ranging from 10% to 50% in
Figure 7. Our results demonstrate that MRF outper-
forms on all tasks except LaMP-2 when only using
the output part, and the performance gap widens
as more user profiles are utilized. For LaMP-2,

MRC performs better than MRF, suggesting that
profiles placed at the start position (even if they are
not the most relevant) substantially contribute to
personalization. This underscores that even when
only using the output part of user profiles, the user
profile closer to the start of the input context con-
tributes more to the personalization of LLMs.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we study the role of user profiles on
the LLM personalization. Our findings indicate
that the semantic information contained in user pro-
files does not significantly contribute to LLM per-
sonalization and only has an impact when built on
top of personalization. We also reveal that precise
input-response mapping is often unnecessary for
effective personalization; instead, responses that
users produce or endorse are crucial. Moreover,
using only the response part of profiles not only
matches but can exceed the performance of full
profiles when considering input constraints. Addi-
tionally, we find that the position of user profiles
within the input context largely affects LLM focus,
with profiles closer to the start having a greater
impact. This study reveals how the user profile
affects the personalization of LLMs not only under-
scores the importance of personalization in LLMs
but also clarifies the roles of user profiles in effec-
tive personalization, providing insights into optimal
utilization strategies.
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Limitations

While our study provides insights into LLM per-
sonalization, it has two key limitations. Firstly,
while our research scope has explored various tasks
including text classification tasks and sentence-
level text generation, we leave the exploration of
broader recommendation tasks and paragraph-level
text generation for future work. Secondly, due to
hardware constraints, our analysis was limited to
models with less than 1 billion parameters for fine-
tuned settings and 7 billion parameters for frozen
models. Future research employing larger-scale
models and a wider range of tasks could refine our
conclusions and broaden the applicability of our
findings.

Ethics Statement

The datasets and models employed in this study are
sourced from publicly available and open-source
repositories. Notably, the dataset provider has
already taken measures to anonymize personally
identifiable information, mitigating potential eth-
ical concerns. As a result, we do not anticipate
any ethical issues arising from the utilization of
these datasets. Our commitment to ethical research
practices remains paramount, and we ensure com-
pliance with relevant guidelines and regulations
throughout the study.
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Appendix Overview

The appendix is structured as follows:

Appendix §A provides a brief description for
each dataset.

Appendix §B provides implementation details
and hyperparameters used in our experiments.

Appendix §C describes the prompts used in our
experiments.

Appendix §D provides additional experiments
regarding different augmentations.

A The Details of Dataset

We give a detailed introduction to the dataset we
used in the following. LaMP (Salemi et al., 2023)
consists of six tasks, from the text classification
to the text generation tasks. In our work, we use
the user-based dataset and choose six LaMP tasks
except LaMP-6 considering the public availability.
The details of the selected tasks are:

• LaMP-1: Personalized Citation Identifica-
tion Given a paper from a user, an LLM needs
to predict which one of the two candidates
will cite in this paper based on the user profile.
User profiles refer to the paper that the user
has authorized before.

• LaMP-2: Personalized Movie Tagging
Given a movie description, an LLM needs
to predict which one of the 15 candidate tags
the user will give to the movie based on the
user profile. User Profiles refer to the user’s
historical tagging behavior, consisting of the
movie description and the given tag.

• LaMP-3: Personalized Product Rating
Given a review from a user, an LLM needs
to predict the score with an integer with the
range from 1 to 5 that the user will give based
on the user profile. User profiles refer to the
user’s historical rating behavior, consisting of
the reviews and the associated rating score.

• LaMP-4: Personalized News Headline Gen-
eration Given an article from a user, an LLM
needs to generate the headline for this article
based on the user profile. User profiles refer
to the authors’ historical article-title pairs.

• LaMP-5: Personalized Scholarly Title Gen-
eration Given an article’s abstract, an LLms

needs to generate the scholar title for this ar-
ticle based on the user profile. User profiles
refer to the user’s historical article-title pairs.

• LaMP-7: Personalized Tweet Paraphrasing
Given a tweet, an LLM needs to generate a
tweet in the style of the user. User profiles
refer to the user’s historical tweets.

Evaluation Following the previous work (Salemi
et al., 2023), we employ Accuracy for LaMP-1, Ac-
curacy and F1 score for LaMP-2, MAE and RMSE
for LaMP-3 and Rough-1 and Rough-L (Lin, 2004)
for the left three tasks (i.e., LaMP-4, LaMP-5 and
LaMP-7).

Statistic Information We use the average num-
ber of user profiles per user in our analysis, which
is different across different tasks. The average
number of user profiles per user is 90.61, 159.29,
188.10, 287.16, 89.61 and 17.74 for the used six
tasks, respectively.

B The Details of Experiments

We analyze the personalization of LLMs using the
LaMP benchmark (Salemi et al., 2023), except
LaMP-6 due to unavailability. Performance is re-
ported on the validation dataset as the test dataset
is not available. The task description and metrics
are shown in Table 1 and more details are in Ap-
pendix §A. Following the existing work (Salemi
et al., 2023), the fine-tuning setting employs Flan-
T5-base (Chung et al., 2022) with 250M parame-
ters, while the non-fine-tuning setting uses the chat
version of the Llama 2-7B model (Touvron et al.,
2023) for reproducibility. The fine-tuning setting,
following the same optimization from Salemi et al.
(2023), employs the AdamW optimizer, learning
rate of 5 × 10−5, 5% warmup steps with a linear
scheduler, and decay of 10−4. For text classifica-
tion tasks (LaMP-1, LaMP-2, LaMP-3), the model
is trained for 10 epochs; for text-generation tasks
(LaMP-4, LaMP-5, LaMP-7), it’s trained for 20
epochs. The maximum length for input is set as 512
and for output is set as 128. For the frozen large-
scale model, we set the maximum input length
as 1500 and the output length as 128. Maximum
input/output lengths are set at 512/128 for the fine-
tuned Flan-T5-base model and 1500/128 for the
frozen Llama 2-7B-chat model. Both settings use
a beam search of size 4. All experiments run on a
Titan GPU with 24GB memory.
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Tasks Strategy Template Part of Prompt Original Template Part of Prompt

LaMP-2
Only Input "The previous movies are [Input]"

"The tag for the movie: [Input] is [Output]"
Only Output "The tag for the previous movies are [Output]"

LaMP-3
Only Input "The previous reviews are [Input]"

"[Output] is the score for [Input]"
Only Output "[Output] are the score for the previous review"

LaMP-4
Only Input "The previous articles are [Input]"

"[Output] is the title for [Input]"
Only Output "[Output] are the title for previous articles"

LaMP-5
Only Input "The previous papers are [Input]"

"[Output] is the title for [Input]"
Only Output "[Output] are the title for the previous papers"

Table 4: The template part of the used prompt for only using the input or output part of the user profiles. [Input] and
[Output] refer to the input part and output part of the used user profiles, respectively.
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Figure 8: The improvement of performance (Llama 2) on LaMP dataset with different Augmentation based on the
user profiles (k = 1) compared to without augmentations. Note that LaMP-3 shows the decreases when compared
to without augmentations since both MAE and RMSE are the lower, the better.

C The Details of Used Prompts

There are two types of prompts that we used in our
work. The first one following the previous work
(Salemi et al., 2023) is to utilize the complete user
profile. When only input or outpart of the user
profile in LaMP-2, LaMP-3, LaMP-4 and LaMP-5,
we instead use other prompts with the minimum
change compared to the original one. The details
can be seen in Table 4.

D More results about Different
Augmentations

D.1 Results: More User Profile.

We also show the performance of the augmentation
methods with different numbers k of the used user
profiles in Figure 9.

The conclusion that user profiles actually en-
hance personalization remains when with dif-
ferent numbers of user profiles. The reported
results show that compared to non-personalization

augmentation methods, the personalization aug-
mentation methods achieve a constant improve-
ment on most tasks, even with the different number
of used user profiles. On the other hand, the non-
personalization augmentation cannot introduce a
constant benefit for the performance. It further
confirms the conclusion we get in the main paper.

The enhancement of personalization augmen-
tation increases with more user profiles. The
extent of the enhancement on personalization by
personalization augmentation increases from k = 1
to k = 4. Especially for the personalization with
retrieval sees the improvement on all tasks. How-
ever, when more user profiles are utilized, it easily
introduces some noise and suffers from degrada-
tion. This observation further confirms that within
the reasonable range, the enhancement extent by
user profile increases with the increased number of
used user profiles.
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Figure 9: The improvement of performance (Flan-T5-base) on LaMP dataset with Augmentation based on the
different number of user profiles compared to without augmentations. Note that LaMP-3 shows the decreases when
compared to without augmentations since both MAE and RMSE are the lower, the better.

D.2 Results: Frozen Models

We also report the results with a frozen Llama 2
with the chat version in Figure 8, to examine the
conclusion from Section 4.1.

Even for frozen LLMs, user profiles actually
enhance personalization, but the performance
improvement decreases due to no fine-tuning.
Results on frozen LLMs exhibit similar patterns,
where both two personalized augmentation meth-
ods can achieve an improvement on most tasks
(except LaMP-7). Conversely, the augmentations
without considering the personalization decreases
the performance on most tasks, although they posi-
tively impact only on LaMP-1 and LaMP-5. These
observations underscore the pivotal role of user
profiles containing user preferences, supporting the
assumption that introduced user profiles enhance
LLM personalization for performance improve-
ment. However, it’s noteworthy that personaliza-
tion augmentation with non-fine-tuning improves
performance less than the ones with fine-tuning
and even introduces some noises on LaMP-7. This
suggests that although user profiles can enhance
personalization, LLMs without fine-tuning strug-

gle to capture user preferences from the introduced
user profile in the input context to obtain perfor-
mance improvements.
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