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Real-time personalization has advanced significantly in recent years, with platforms utilizing machine learn-
ing models to predict user preferences based on rich behavioral data on each individual user. Traditional
approaches usually rely on embedding-based machine learning models to capture user preferences, and then
reduce the final real-time optimization task to one of nearest-neighbors, which can be performed extremely
fast both theoretically and practically. However, these models struggle to capture some complex user behav-
iors, such as sequence effects, complementarity, or variety effects, which are essential for making accurate
recommendations. Transformer-based models, on the other hand, are known for their practical ability to
model sequential behaviors, and hence have been intensively used in personalization recently to overcome
these limitations. However, optimizing recommendations under transformer-based models is challenging due
to their complicated architectures. In this paper, we address this challenge by considering a specific class of
transformers, showing its ability to represent complex user preferences, and developing efficient algorithms
for real-time personalization.

We focus on a particular set of transformers, called simple transformers, that contain a single self-attention
layer. We show that simple transformers are capable of capturing complex user preferences, such as variety
effects, complementarity and substitution effects, and various choice models, which traditional embedding-
based models cannot capture. We then develop an algorithm that enables fast optimization of real-time
personalization tasks based on simple transformers. Our algorithm achieves near-optimal performance and
has sub-linear runtime. Finally, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach through an empirical
study on large datasets from Spotify and Trivago. Our experiment results show that (1) given data on
past user behavior, simple transformers can model/predict user preferences substantially more accurately
than non-transformer models and nearly as accurately as more complex transformers, and (2) our algorithm
completes simple-transformer-based recommendation tasks quickly and effectively. Comparing against two
natural benchmark algorithms, our algorithm on average achieves objective values 4.5% higher than Beam
Search and 6.5% higher than k-Nearest Neighbor.
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1. Introduction
Personalization today is already immensely sophisticated. Media platforms, online retailers,
and subscription services (just to name a few) capture rich data on their users in the form
of their behavior and interactions with individual items/products. There are then two key
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ingredients: (1) this data is used offline to build machine-learning (ML) based models of
users’ preferences, and then (2) these models are used in real-time to make personalized
recommendations.

Zooming out from personalization for just a moment, the most jarring improvements in ML
models over the last few years have been in generative models for language, and specifically
transformer-based models (e.g. the “T” in ChatGPT) that have proven to be extremely
accurate in modeling sequential data. Perhaps unsurprisingly, these same models are well-
equipped for personalization. To fix a concrete example, suppose an Instacart user is in the
process of shopping online for groceries. This user’s behavior consists of interactions with
grocery items: browsing through items, viewing a subset of these in more detail, and adding a
subset of these to their shopping cart. The task of learning this user’s preferences essentially
amounts to predicting their future interactions. The important observation here is that the
user’s behavior is naturally sequential, and so this prediction task is similar to completing a
sentence, where the “words” are the items themselves. This connection to language suggests
that the same transformer-based models may succeed in learning preferences.

This is already being done in practice, often with substantial empirical success (e.g. by
Alibaba (Chen et al. 2019), Amazon (Lake et al. 2019), Spotify (Moor et al. 2023), and
Wayfair (Mei et al. 2022)). However, as examples of such successes become increasingly
common, there is little principled guidance on how transformers “should” be used for real-
time personalization. This is the problem we seek to address.

Real-Time Personalization, Before Transformers: To make the nature of this problem
more precise, it is worth reviewing how real-time personalization is performed without trans-
formers. Referring to the two key ingredients mentioned at the outset: first, the ML-based
models of user preferences are, by and large, pure embedding-based models. Using past data,
each item i is mapped to some element vi ∈ Rd in such a way that (a) “similar” items are
“close” together, and perhaps more formally, (b) each user can be represented as some u∈Rd

so that the inner products u⊤vi fully represent the preference/affinity of the user for each
item i.

These pure embedding models are not necessarily the most accurate models that can be
estimated from past data, but they enable fast execution of the second ingredient, which is
to optimize a set (or sequence) of items for each user in real time:

max f(S,u) (1)
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s.t. S ⊂ [n], |S|= k.

The (extremely general) formulation above simply highlights that real-time personalization
consists of solving cardinality-constrained set-optimization (or sequence-optimization, whose
equivalence to set-optimization we will discuss later on) problems where (a) the objective
function is user-dependent, (b) the number of items n is potentially quite large – often in the
hundreds of millions – and (c) a solution must be found in real-time, often just milliseconds.
This is of course hopeless in general, but feasible when the objective function f(S,u) results
from a pure embedding models. In particular, f(S,u) typically takes one of two forms:

1. An additive function:
f(S,u) =

∑
i∈S

g(u⊤vi),

for some non-decreasing function g(·). In this case, the optimal set S∗ consists of the k items
whose inner products with u are largest.

2. A monotone submodular function (in the argument S, for any u), such that each item
is fully encoded by u⊤vi, so that a constant-factor approximation can be found using greedy-
style algorithms along with (multiple queries to) a black box which computes the item with
largest inner product to a given point in Rd (Farias et al. 2020).
In both of the above cases, the pure embedding model essentially reduces the final real-
time optimization task to one of nearest-neighbors, which can be performed extremely fast,
both theoretically (using approximate nearest neighbor algorithms with runtime sub-linear
in n) and practically (given the nonstop engineering and improvement of commercial vector
databases).

An Attempt to Introduce Transformers: Returning to transformers now, the natural
opportunity is to improve the accuracy of the pure embedding models in representing user
preferences: the embedding models essentially fail to capture the effects that items may have
on each other when present in the same recommended set. Such effects are well-known to exist
in multiple fields of study, as we will discuss shortly, and often representable via transformers.
Unfortunately, the just-described synergy between the “upstream” user preference model
estimated from data, and the “downstream” optimization of user-dependent sets of items
completely breaks down here. As we will see in the next section, this is true in a formal sense:
Problem (1) is NP-hard, and likely hard to even approximate in linear time, if the objective
f(·, u) is transformer-based. As of now, any practical implementation using transformers
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either applies a pure nearest-neighbor or greedy-style algorithm (essentially ignoring this
hardness), or a random search heuristic (such as beam search).

In the spirit of developing a principled approach to transformer-based real-time personal-
ization, this raises two major questions:

1. Fast Optimization: The formal hardness results just alluded to imply that achieving
fast (ideally sub-linear in n) optimization of Problem (1) with any meaningful optimality
guarantee is impossible if the objective f(·, u) is to allow for all transformers. Naturally then,
is there a non-trivial sub-class of transformers for which this is possible?

2. Modeling Power: Assuming a positive answer to the first question, i.e. assuming the
existence of a subset of transformers which enable fast optimization, does restricting to this
subset come at a substantial cost in terms of modeling user preferences? Put another way,
can this smaller sub-class of transformers achieve the same predictive accuracy as the family
of all transformers?

1.1. Our Contributions

In short, our contributions provide concrete, theoretically-backed answers to both of the
above questions:

1. Modeling User Preferences with Simple Transformers: We focus our study on
a sub-class of transformers that we refer to as Simple Transformers. These are transformers
which contain a single self-attention layer (to be defined in the next section), whereas trans-
formers as a whole may contain multiple attention layers. Addressing the pair of questions
above in reverse, we first formally show that simple transformers are able to represent three
known, popular parametric models of user preference/choice:

• Sequential variety effects in the context of marketing (Proposition 2.1)
• Pairwise complementarity and substitution effects in the context of economics (Proposi-

tion 2.2)
• The Halo Multinomial Logit choice model, a generalization of the classic multinomial

logit model from economics and operations management (Proposition 2.3)
It should also be emphasized that none of these models are representable via pure embedding
models.

2. Real-Time Personalization with Simple Transformers: Our main result (Theo-
rem 2) is an algorithm (Algoritihm 4) which approximately solves Problem (1) in sub-linear
time, when the objective function is given by a simple transformer:
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Theorem 1 (Informal). Under additional (rank) assumptions on the simple trans-
former, given any k ∈N and ϵ > 0, there exists an algorithm that achieves ALG > (1−ϵ)OPT
in expectation, with amortized runtime Õ

(
n1−c(ϵ,k)

)
, where c(ϵ, k) > 0. Here Õ hides factors

of order no(1).

We will present and discuss the rank assumptions in the next section.
Our algorithm operates under the same two-phase retrieve and rank paradigm that is used

in many competition-winning personalization algorithms, though in our case both phases
are adapted specifically to simple transformers, and enjoy provable guarantees (the combi-
nation of which generates our main result). Our algorithm has the added practical benefit of
subsuming (given a particular, sub-optimal selection of tuning parameters) the beam search
algorithm commonly used in practice.

3. Empirical Study:

We empirically validated the theoretical results of the previous contributions on two large
datasets from Spotify (Chen et al. 2018) (which includes 1,000,000 playlists with 2,262,292
unique songs) and the travel website Trivago (Knees et al. 2019) (which includes user sessions
of searching for hotel bookings, with around 730,000 unique users and around 340,000 unique
hotels recorded in around 900,000 different sessions).

In support of the first contribution, our first set of experiments demonstrates that, given
data on past user behavior, simple transformers can model/predict user preferences both (a)
substantially more accurately than non-transformer models (such as pure embedding mod-
els), and (b) nearly as accurately as more-complex transformers. Specifically, simple trans-
formers on average achieved 14.1% higher accuracy than non-attention models (e.g. logistic
regression, random forest, support vector machine), and only 2.5% lower accuracy than
more-complex transformers.

In support of the second contribution, our second set of experiments demonstrates that
our algorithm completes simple-transformer-based recommendation tasks quickly and effec-
tively. We solved instances of Problem (1) using the simple transformers from the first set of
experiments, and compared our algorithm to two common benchmark algorithms: k-Nearest
Neighbor and Beam Search. Given a fixed budget on candidate solutions (to partially stan-
dardize run time), our algorithm on average achieved objective values 4.5% higher than Beam
Search and 6.5% higher than k-Nearest Neighbor.
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1.2. Literature Review

Transformers in Recommender Systems. Recommender systems has been greatly evolved

with the introduction of transformer-based architectures since proposed by Vaswani (2017).

Transformers’ ability to model long-range dependencies and process sequential data effi-

ciently makes them well-suited for tasks that involve capturing user-item interaction

sequences. Successes in practice include Alibaba (Chen et al. 2019), Amazon (Lake et al.

2019), Spotify (Moor et al. 2023), Wayfair (Mei et al. 2022), and many more. Many lit-

erature focused on designing specific transformer-based architectures for recommendation

tasks, such as self-attention based sequential model (SASRec) (Kang and McAuley 2018,

Mei et al. 2022, Wilm et al. 2023), single attention layer (Wang et al. 2018, Chen et al. 2019,

Bendada et al. 2023, Celikik et al. 2022), multi-head/multi-layer self-attention (Yang et al.

2023, Zheng et al. 2023), neural attention mechanisms (Chen et al. 2017, Fu et al. 2018, Lake

et al. 2019), recurrent attention models (Sukhbaatar et al. 2015), sparse attention mecha-

nisms (Li et al. 2023), and so on. Our work instead focuses on the optimization task after

the transformer architecture is built and given. In particular, we consider the transformer

architecture with a single attention layer, which are prominent and shown to be largely suc-

cessful in recommender systems, and makes fast and near-optimal recommendations based

on such architectures.

Representational Power of Transformers. Transformer architectures are built upon the

self-attention mechanism, which enables transformers to have strong representational power,

both in theory and in practice. The practical representational power has been extensively

discussed above, and we focus on literature about the theoretical representational power.

Yun et al. (2019) and Wei et al. (2022) gave universal approximation results for transformers

on the capability for sufficiently large networks to accurately approximate general classes

of functions, which are analogous to results for feedforward networks (Hornik et al. 1989).

Pérez et al. (2019) and Wei et al. (2022) showed the (approximate) Turing-completeness

of transformers. Sanford et al. (2024b) established both positive and negative results on

the representation power of attention layers: On the positive side, they introduced a sparse

averaging task where transformers scale logarithmically with input size, unlike recurrent and

feedforward networks, which scale polynomially; On the negative side, they presented a triple

detection task where attention layers scale linearly with input size. Similar negative results
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were give for the induction heads task by Sanford et al. (2024a), Bietti et al. (2024), Elhage
et al. (2021).

The most related literature related to the representation power of transformers in recom-
mender systems are about choice modeling. Ko and Li (2023) proved that various classic
choice models such as Halo Multinomial Logit (Halo-MNL) can be represented by a single
attention layer. Wang et al. (2023) developed a transformer neural network architecture that
is suitable for learning and predicting many choice models. In our work, we show that a sin-
gle attention layer can also capture other models in recommender systems such as diversity
model and complementary/substitution effects.

Binary Quadratic Optimization. Using our transformer model, the recommendation task
can be written as a binary quadratic optimization problem, also called the quadratic knap-
sack problem. The binary quadratic optimization problem is in general a challenging NP-hard
problem, and many notoriously hard problems can be reduced to it such as the maximum
clique problem and the densest k-subgraph problem. In fact, the binary quadratic optimiza-
tion problem is NP-hard to approximate to within any finite worst case factor (Rader Jr and
Woeginger 2002). A natural approach is then to consider special cases: Rader Jr and Woeg-
inger (2002) gave an FPTAS when the underlying graph is a series parallel graph and Taylor
(2016) gave an FPTAS on graphs of bounded treewidth and a PTAS on planar graphs. For
more detailed surveys we refer the readers to Pisinger and Toth (1998) and Cacchiani et al.
(2022).

In our problem, we exploit the low non-negative rank structure of the softmax matrix to
get a PTAS. There are related literature that considered optimization problems with low-
rank structures: Goyal and Ravi (2013) gave an FPTAS for minimizing a class of low-rank
quasi-concave functions over a convex set, Mittal and Schulz (2013) gave an FPTAS for
optimizing a class of low-rank functions over a polytope, and Nguyen and Elbassioni (2021)
gave a PTAS for a class of binary non-linear programs with low-rank functions. Note that
for our problem we require low non-negative rank instead of low rank, and we refer the
readers to Cohen and Rothblum (1993) for a more detailed discussion on non-negative ranks.
Because of the structure of the softmax matrix, none of the above paper directly applies to
our problem. Our approach is also closely related to the multi-objective knapsack problem,
where there exists an FPTAS to calculate the Pareto frontier (Elhage et al. 2021, Bazgan
et al. 2009a,b).
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2. Model
2.1. Simple Transformers

We begin by formally stating the model which will be our primary object of study: simple
transformers, or neural networks with a single self-attention layer. First, some preliminary
definitions: the row-wise softmax operator, which we denote as softmax : Rn×d→ Rn×d, is
given by

softmax(A)i,j = exp(Ai,j)∑d
j′=1 exp(Ai,j′)

.

The notion of attention is fundamental to every transformer-based models (e.g. Vaswani
(2017), Sanford et al. (2024b)):

Definition 1 (Self-Attention Layer). For input dimension n, output dimension dv,
embedding dimension dkq, and matrices Q,K ∈Rn×dkq , and V ∈Rn×dv , a self-attention layer
is a function SAQ,K,V :Rk×n→Rk×dv given by

SAQ,K,V (X) = softmax((XQ)(XK)⊤)XV.

Here, the matrices Q,K, and V are often called the query, key, and value matrix, respectively.
To better understand the self-attention layer, it is most natural to view it as a set function:

there exists a set of “items” indexed by [n]≡ {1, . . . , n}, and the self-attention layer is fully
parameterized by an individual query, key, and value vector for each item (which form the
rows of the respective matrices Q, K, and V ). Then for any (non-empty) set S ∈ [n], the
function SAQ,K,V (·) is applied to the set-membership matrix XS corresponding to S,1 and
yields an |S|×dv matrix whose rows are some manipulation of the value vectors for the items
in S.

The (informal) motivation for self-attention is to capture “set effects.” Consider, as a
concrete example, the context of recommender systems, where [n] indexes a set of items from
which a subset will be recommended. The value vectors in V can be thought of as encoding
all relevant information with respect to each item as a singleton: indeed, for a singleton
set S = {i}, the self-attention layer simply returns the ith value vector. However, for sets
containing more than one item, each value vector is “transformed” into a unique convex
combination of all of the set’s value vectors, according to the query and key vectors of the

1 At the risk of being pedantic, we can formally define the set-membership matrix XS ∈ {0, 1}|S|×n in the following
way: let (XS)ij = 1 if and only if j is the i-th largest element in S. Then each row of XS has exactly one non-zero
entry, and each column has at most one non-zero entry.
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set. Loosely, an item’s query vector encodes the effects of other items on itself, and an item’s
key vector encodes the effect of itself on other items. Note that all of the discussion so far
has been in terms of sets rather than sequences (i.e. where the order of items matters), but
sequence models are subsumed within set models by Q, K, and V with so-called positional
encodings which represent each item’s position in the sequence.

2.2. The Modeling Power of Simple Transformers

This paper is concerned with simple transformers, which have a single self-attention layer.
Such transformers are already used extensively in personalization (Wang et al. 2018, Chen
et al. 2019, Bendada et al. 2023, Celikik et al. 2022), but other more-sophisticated architec-
tures with more attention layers are also used. Thus, an important consideration is to what
extent simple transformers are able to model user preferences. Our later experimental results
will make the case that the restriction to a single attention layer only incurs a small loss
in modeling/predictive power. Here, we make the same case via common parametric models
used in personalization.

First, we consider a famous parametric model of variety effects in sequences (see e.g.
McAlister (1982), Hoch et al. (1999), Rafieian (2023)):

Model 1 (Variety Effect). There exists a base utility for each item, along with a
non-negative similarity score between every pair of items, and a sequence of decay values
{d1, d2, . . .} ∈ (0,1]. For a sequence of t items, let u denote the base utility of the tth item,
and let s1, . . . , st−1 ∈ R≥0 denote the similarity scores between the first t− 1 items and the
tth item. Then the combined variety effect of items 1, . . . , t− 1 on item t is that the utility
of item t is equal to ds1

1 · · ·d
st−1
t−1 u.

The concept of variety/diversity has been examined extensively in the marketing literature.
The variety effect here can be represented by a simple transformer. The proof of Proposition
1 appears in Appendix A.

Proposition 1. The variety effect in Model 1 can be represented by a simple transformer.

Second, we consider a model of complementarity and substitution. In economics, the com-
plementarity and substitution effects between items are commonly modeled using inner prod-
ucts when items are embedded as vectors in some feature space (see e.g. Aleskerov et al.
(2011), McAlister and Lattin (1983)). We show these complementary and substitution effects
can be represented by a simple transformer. The proof of Proposition 2 appears in Appendix
A.
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Model 2 (Complementarity and Substitution Effects). There exists a base
utility for each item, along with a complementarity/substitution score between every pair of
items. For a set of n items with embeddings x1, . . . , xn ∈Rd, let u denote the base utility of
the nth item. The complementarity/substitution score of item i on item n is given by x⊤

i xn.
Then the result of the complementarity/substitution effects of items 1, . . . , n− 1 on item n

is that the utility of item n is equal to u +∑n−1
i=1 x⊤

i xn.

Proposition 2. The complementarity and substitution effects in Model 2 can be repre-
sented by a simple transformer.

Finally, simple transformers can also capture various choice models. Choice models are a
fundamental input to many now-canonical optimization problems in the field of operations
management, including assortment, inventory, and price optimization. Wang et al. (2023)
introduced a transformer-based architecture that contains a single self-attention layer, called
Transformer Choice Net, that is suitable for learning and predicting multiple choice models,
including single-choice model, multi-choice model, and sequential choice model. Ko and Li
(2023) also considered modeling choice with simple transformers. In particular, they show
that the Halo MNL (Maragheh et al. 2018), a generalization of the simplest, most-popular
choice model multinomial logit (MNL), can be represented by a simple transformer.

Model 3 (Halo MNL Choice Model). Let [n] denote the set of items. A choice
model is a function p : {0,1}n → ∆n−1 such that for any x ∈ {0,1}n, we have p(x)i = 0 if
xi = 0. That is, the binary vector x encodes the items that make up an assortment, and p(x)
encodes the probability that each product is chosen when assortment x is offered (exactly
one product is chosen, and hence they sum to one).

The Halo MNL Choice Model is parametrized by a matrix H ∈Rn×n:

p(x)i = exp(∑n
k=1 xkHik)∑n

j=1 xj exp(∑n
k=1 xkHjk) ,∀i : xi = 1.

If H is a diagonal matrix, then this is a standard MNL with parameters taken from the
diagonal entries of H. A non-zero off-diagonal entry Hij is meant to represent the “halo”
effect that the presence of item j has on the choice probability of product i. These pairwise
effects can be both positive (Hij > 0) and negative (Hij < 0).

Proposition 3 (Proposition 3 of Ko and Li (2023)). The Halo MNL choice model
on n items can be represented by a simple transformer.
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2.3. The Optimization Problem

The primary purpose of this paper is to study the problem personalizing a set (or sequence,
equivalently) of items in real-time, where the underlying model of user preferences is given
by a simple transformer. Following the setup and terminology in the previous sub-sections,
let [n] index a set of items, for which query, key, and value matrices Q,K ∈ Rn×dkq , and
V ∈ Rn×dv are fixed in advance (these should be thought of has having been learned from
previous data). Each user u∈Rdv is embedded in the same value space as the items, so that
for a value vector v ∈ Rdv , the reward obtained by an engagement of u with u is given by
v⊤u. When a user arrives, our goal is to select a set S ⊂ [n] of at most k items, such that
the sum of the rewards obtained by the engagement of the user with each transformed value
of the items in S is maximized. Formally, the optimization problem we study is

OPT≡ max
|S|∑
i=1

(SAQ,K,V (XS)u)i (2)

s.t. S ⊂ [n], |S| ≤ k,S ̸= ∅.

Before proceeding, we will need to make the following regulatory assumptions:

Assumption 1.
(a) Let ∥Q∥max,∥K∥max be the largest (in absolute value) entries of Q and K respectively.

Let (V u)max be the largest entry of V u. We assume that ∥Q∥max, ∥K∥max, and (V u)max are
positive constants.

(b) Let OPT be the optimal objective value of our problem. We assume that OPT is lower
bounded by some positive constant. Without loss of generality we assume OPT≥ 1.

Assumption 1 (a) imposes regularity on problem parameters. Note that if (V u)max ≤ 0,
then v⊤u≤ 0 for all value vectors v, which means no item would induce positive user engage-
ment when recommended, and the best decision would be recommending nothing. Therefore,
assuming (V u)max > 0 is without loss of generality. Similarly, regarding Assumption 1 (b),
if OPT ≤ 0, then the best decision would be recommending nothing. Therefore, assuming
OPT > 0 is without loss of generality.

2.4. Hardness

As a first observation toward solving Problem (2), note that it can be solved exactly in
O(nkk2) time via brute-force evaluation of all feasible solutions. As mentioned earlier, we are
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motivated by settings in which the number of items n is large (possibly hundreds of millions),
and Problem (2) must be solved in real-time (possibly milliseconds). Thus, our goal will be
to find an algorithm, potentially approximate rather than exact, whose runtime is sub-linear
in n, i.e. O(nγ) for some γ < 1. Before proceeding, an initial hardness result may help temper
our expectations:

Proposition 4.
(a) If dkq = n, then Problem (2) subsumes the k-clique problem2 on graphs with n vertices.
(b) For any dkq, Problem (2) subsumes the problem of finding the largest clique in a graph

with n vertices and exp(c · dkq) disjoint cliques, where c > 0 is a universal constant.

The proof of Proposition 4 appears in Appendix B. Proposition 4 implies concrete limitations
on the theoretical results we can expect for solving Problem (2):

• By Proposition 4 (a), Problem (2) inherits the hardness of the k-clique problem, which
is known to be NP-hard (when k is allowed to grow with n) (Karp 2010). Thus, we should
not expect to find an exact algorithm which runs in O(nC) for some C > 0 independent of k.

• Even treating k as a constant, it is known (Chen et al. 2006) that even an O(no(k)) exact
algorithm cannot exist if the exponential time hypothesis holds. Thus, absent additional
assumptions, we can only expect to approximately solve Problem 4 in sub-linear time.

• One natural assumption to make is that dkq is small (this is typically the case in practice),
and indeed our main result will be parameterized by dkq and only non-trivial when dkq =
o(log n). By Proposition 4 (b), if dkq = Ω(log(n)), Problem 4 is at least as hard as finding
the largest clique in a graph with n vertices and Ω(n) disjoint cliques. This renders the
algorithms currently used in practice (which rely on some combination of global search and
local improvement) ineffective when dkq = Ω(log(n)).

2.5. Non-negative Rank

Following on the previous sub-section, we require some additional assumptions to ensure that
Problem (2) can be solved, even approximately, in sub-linear time. One such “assumption”
will be that dkq is small – we do not state this as a formal assumption, but rather our main
result will be parameterized by dkq.

Similarly, our main result will be parameterized by a rank-type quantity pertaining to the
matrix W = softmax(QKT ). Now QK⊤ is by definition of rank dkq, and while the softmax

2 The k-clique problem requires deciding if a clique of size k exists in a graph, and finding one if so.
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operator does not preserve rank exactly, it is known that W can be well-approximated by a
matrix with rank polynomial in dkq (see Han et al. (2023), Alman and Song (2024)). So for
example, if dkq is constant, than W inherits constant rank as well.

Due to the softmax operator, W is also a non-negative matrix, and thus has a non-negative
rank defined to be the minimum number of non-negative rank-one matrices into which it can
be additively decomposed. That is, if W has non-negative rank r+, then W = AB⊤ where
A,B ∈ Rn×r+

≥0 . One can show that rank(W )≤ r+ ≤ n. For more properties on non-negative
rank, see Cohen and Rothblum (1993). Non-negative rank has many applications in various
fields, including data mining, combinatorial optimization, quantum mechanics, etc.

Like the quantity dkq, our main result will be parameterized by r+ and non-trivial when
r+ = o(log n). Somewhat akin to Assumption 1(a), we will need to make regulatory assump-
tions on the non-negative factorization (i.e. A and B) of W :

Assumption 2. Let W = softmax(QKT ), and assume W has non-negative rank r+. Let
W = ABT where A,B ∈Rn×r+

≥0 . Let Amin,Amax,Bmin,Bmax > 0 be the smallest/largest entries
of A,B, respectively. We assume that Amin,Amax, Bmin,Bmax are positive constants.

Finally, computing a non-negative matrix factorization is in general NP-hard (Vavasis
2010): there is a rich literature on this subject that has yielded multiple algorithms (see Lee
and Seung (2000), Wang and Zhang (2012) for surveys). We will not be concerned with this
runtime in analyzing Problem (2), as Q and K are given beforehand, and thus we view this
as amortized across multiple instances of Problem (2).3

3. Main Result
We are now prepared to state our main result, which is that our algorithm (to be described
in the next section) achieves the following:

Theorem 2. Given any ϵ > 0, Algorithm 4 achieves an expected objective value of ALG
satisfying ALG > (1− ϵ)OPT, with amortized runtime

Õ

((1
ϵ

)2dkq
(

k + 1
ϵ

)
n1−ϵc/k +

(1
ϵ

)2dkqr3
+C/ϵ

kr2
+C/ϵ

)
,

where c≥ 1/12QmaxKmax(V u)max and C ≤ 30 are constants. Here Õ hides factors of order
no(1).
3 If the runtime of computing the non-negative factorization were particularly concerning, we also note that there is
an extent to which such a factorization need only be approximated, though we will not explore this any further here.
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A few remarks are in order:
• If dkq = o(log n) and r+ = o(log n), then the amortized runtime of our algorithm can be

simplified to
Õ
(
kn1−cϵ/k + kC/ϵ

)
.

• In practice, the embedding dimension dkq of items is usually much smaller than the
number of items n, so dkq = o(log n) often holds. In addition under the condition that r+ =
o(log n), for any fixed ϵ > 0, our algorithm gives a 1 − ϵ approximation algorithm with
amortized runtime that is sub-linear in the total number of items n, and polynomial in the
number of items to recommend k.

• Our algorithm’s amortized runtime is practical. In reality companies and online plat-
forms can easily have millions of products, so even algorithms with runtime polynomial in
n would not be able to complete the personalized recommendation tasks in real-time. The
number of items that companies can recommend to a single user is usually on the scale of
tens (such as displaying products on a webpage), so algorithms with runtime exponential in
k also would not be able to complete the personalized recommendation tasks in real-time.

• Our algorithm operates under the same two-phase retrieve and rank paradigm that
is used in many competition-winning personalization algorithms, where both phases are
adapted specifically to simple transformers. Given any ϵ > 0, in phase one our algorithm
reduces the number of items to O(k(1

ϵ
)2dkq), and in phase two our algorithm optimizes on

the remaining items.
• The two pieces in our algorithm’s amortized runtime directly correspond to the amor-

tized runtime of our algorithm’s two phases: the amortized runtime of phase one is

Õ

((1
ϵ

)2dkq
(

k + 1
ϵ

)
n1−ϵc/k

)
,

and the amortized runtime of phase two is

Õ

((1
ϵ

)2dkqr3
+C/ϵ

kr2
+C/ϵ

)
.

Technically, the ϵ’s in these two pieces do not have to be equal. If we set them to be ϵ1 and
ϵ2, then our algorithm achieves ALG > (1− ϵ1− ϵ2)OPT.

• In phase one, our algorithm reduces the number of items using k-Approximate Near
Neighbor (k-ANN), which gives the sub-linear runtime. The phase two is a complicated
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binary quadratic optimization problem. Using non-negative rank, we apply various tech-
niques in sum-of-ratios maximization problem, low-rank function maximization problem, and
multi-objective knapsack problem to obtain a PTAS.

• Our algorithm has the added practical benefit of subsuming (given a particular, sub-
optimal selection of tuning parameters) the beam search algorithm commonly used in prac-
tice.

4. Algorithm and Proof of Main Theorem
This section contains both a description of our main algorithm (Algorithm 4), and a proof
sketch of Theorem 2. First we rewrite Problem (2). Let W = softmax(QKT ) and w⊤

i be the
i-th row of W . Let uV = V u ∈ Rn. For a, b ∈ Rn, let a ⊙ b ∈ Rn denote the element-wise
product of a and b, that is, (a⊙ b)i = aibi. After simplification, Problem (2) is equivalent to

max
n∑

i=1
xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

w⊤
i x

s.t. x∈ {0,1}n, e⊤x≤ k,x ̸= 0,

where e∈Rn is the vector of all 1’s and xi = 1 represents that item i is selected in S.

4.1. Phase One

We give an algorithm that reduces the number of items using k-Approximate Near Neighbor
(k-ANN). The idea of our algorithm is the following:

1. First, to pre-process, we cluster the keys and queries of all items. Then we form a
partition of the items based on these clusters. Intuitively, items in the same partition have
similar ‘transformer effects’ since their keys and values are similar.

2. Second, a user u arrives. For each partition, we only keep the k items in each partition
that have the k highest value of v⊤u. This is done by k-ANN. Intuitively, because items in
the same partition have similar ‘transformer effects’, we always prefer to choose those which
have higher values to the user.

The following proposition gives the theoretical guarantee of this process.

Proposition 5. Consider the problem

max
n∑

i=1
xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

w⊤
i x

s.t. x∈ {0,1}n, e⊤x≤ k,x ̸= 0.
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We can find an index set I ⊂ [n] and |I| = O
(

k
(

1
ϵ

)2dkq
)

such that the following problem
P (I)

OPT(P (I))≡ max
n∑

i=1
xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

w⊤
i x

s.t. x∈ {0,1}n, xi = 0 for i /∈ I, e⊤x≤ k,x ̸= 0,

in expectation satisfies,
OPT(P (I)) > (1− ϵ)OPT.

Moreover, the amortized runtime of finding I is

Õ

((1
ϵ

)2dkq
(

k + 1
ϵ

)
n1−ϵc/k

)
,

where c≥ 1/12QmaxKmax(uV )max is a constant.

We use the (c, θ)-ANN given by Andoni et al. (2015) as a subroutine of our k-ANN in
Algorithm 1. Given an n-point dataset P ⊂ Sd−1 on the sphere, the goal of the (c, θ)-ANN
is to build a data structure that, given a query q ∈ Sd−1, either returns a data point p′ ∈ P

within distance cθ from q, or declare that no data point is within distance θ from q. The
proof of Proposition 5 appears in Appendix C.

The complete phase one algorithm is given below.

4.2. Phase Two

After phase one we are left with m = O(k(1
ϵ
)2dkq) items. We then optimize over the remaining

m items, with is a complicated binary quadratic optimization problem. Using non-negative
rank, we apply various techniques in sum-of-ratios maximization problem, low-rank function
maximization problem, and multi-objective knapsack problem to obtain a PTAS.

Proposition 6. Consider the problem

max
m∑

i=1
xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

w⊤
i x

(3)

s.t. x∈ {0,1}m, e⊤x≤ k,x ̸= 0.

Suppose W has non-negative rank r+ with known decomposition, then Algorithm 3 achieves
ALG > (1− ϵ)OPT with runtime

O
((1

ϵ

)r+

mr2
+C/ϵ

)
,

where C ≤ 30 is a constant.
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Algorithm 1: k-Approximate Near Neighbor

Input: index set J ⊂ [n], user vector u∈Rdv , number of items k, and δ > 0 ;
Pre-process V to get v′

i =
(√

vmax−∥vi∥2
2, v

⊤
i

)
/vmax for each i = 1, . . . , n;

Set u′ = (0, u⊤)⊤/∥u∥2;
Set θℓ = ℓδ/2(uV )max for ℓ = 1, . . . ,2(uV )max/δ and set cℓ = 1 + δ/2θi(uV )max;
j← 1, ℓ← 1;
while j < k do

Run the (cℓ, θℓ)-ANN algorithm;
if the (cℓ, θℓ)-ANN algorithm returns vi′ then

ij = i′;
j← j + 1;

else

ℓ← ℓ + 1;
Return i1, . . . , ik.

Algorithm 2: Main Algorithm: Phase One
Input: Key matrix K ∈Rn×dkq , query matrix Q∈Rn×dkq , value matrix V ∈Rn×dv ,
user vector u∈Rdv , maximum number of selected items k, and ϵ > 0;
Phase one:

Pre-process: partition [n] into [n] =⋃
I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq

) as specified in the proof of
Proposition 5;

I←∅;
for each index set I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq

) do

Run Algorithm 1 with inputs J = I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
) and δ = ϵ/(k + 6QmaxKmax), add

the output indices to I;

The proof of 6 appears in Appendix D. The idea of our algorithm is the following:
1. For every t∈Rm

+ , we define the auxiliary problem A(t):

OPT(A(t))≡ max
m∑

i=1
xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

ti

s.t. w⊤
i x≤ ti ∀i∈ [m]
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x∈ {0,1}m, e⊤x≤ k,x ̸= 0.

Let t∗ = arg maxt∈Rm
+

OPT(A(t)), we show that Wx∗ = t∗ and x∗ is an optimal solution to
Problem 3. Therefore, by partitioning the t space, it is sufficient to have an oracle that
(approximately) solves A(t) for every given t.

2. To solve A(t), let W = ∑r+
j=1 ajb

⊤
j be a non-negative matrix factorization of W . Set

cj = [aj1
t1

, . . . , ajm

tm
]∈Rm and dj = bj⊙uV ∈Rm for each j = 1, . . . , r+. Then A(t) can be written

as

max
r+∑

j=1
(c⊤

j x)(d⊤
j x)

s.t.
r+∑

j=1
aijb

⊤
j x≤ ti ∀i∈ [m]

x∈ {0,1}m, e⊤x≤ k.

Using ideas from the multi-objective knapsack problem, it is sufficient to first partition the
value space of {c⊤

1 x, . . . , c⊤
r+x, d⊤

1 x, . . . , d⊤
r+x}, and then for each partition (approximately)

solves A(t).
3. For each partition of the value space, we (approximately) solves A(t) using LP-rounding.

Using the structure of the constraints ∑r+
j=1 aijb

⊤
j x≤ ti ∀i∈ [m], we show that LP-rounding

approximates the optimal solution to A(t) very well.
Due to space constraints, we defer the full algorithm of (approximately) solving A(t) to

Appendix D. Assume we have this algorithm, our phase two algorithm is given below.

Algorithm 3: Main Algorithm: Phase Two
Input: Weight matrix W ∈Rm×m

>0 with non-negative decomposition W = AB⊤, value
vector uV ∈Rm, maximum number of selected items k, and ϵ > 0;
for each partition H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+) of the t space Rm

+ do

Let t be an arbitrary point in H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+);
Call the algorithm that approximately solves A(t) with inputs t and precision ϵ and
record the returned solution;

Return the solution that has the highest objective value of the original problem
among all recorded solutions.
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4.3. Main Algorithm

Finally, we combine phase one and phase two to get the full algorithm.

Algorithm 4: Main Algorithm
Input: Key matrix K ∈Rn×dkq , query matrix Q∈Rn×dkq , value matrix V ∈Rn×dv ,
user vector u∈Rdv , maximum number of selected items k, and ϵ > 0;
Phase one:

Run Algorithm 2 to get index set I ⊂ [n].
Phase two:

Keep items with indices in I. Redefine the problem parameters: key matrix
K ∈RI×dkq , query matrix Q∈RI×dkq , and value matrix V ∈RI×dv ;

Pre-process: let W = softmax(QT K); calculate a non-negative decomposition
W = AB⊤;

Run Algorithm 3.

Combining Proposition 5 and Proposition 6, we get Theorem 2, which is the main theorem
of our paper. The proof of Theorem 2 appears in Appendix E.

5. Experimental Results
We performed two sets of experiments, which demonstrate the following:

1. Simple transformers empirically capture user preferences nearly as well as more-
sophisticated models. In particular, in a machine learning task of learning from user behaviors
and predicting user preferences, simple transformers obtained an average accuracy that was
on average 14.1% higher than the best among various non-attention machine learning mod-
els, such as logistic regression, random forest, and support vector machine. Comparing to
general transformer models, that is, transformers with more self-attention layers, the accu-
racy of simple transformers was on average 2.5% lower than the average accuracy of various
general transformers. These results demonstrated that simple transformers were able to learn
from user behaviors and predict user preferences, with much higher accuracy compared to
non-attention models, and almost the same accuracy compared to general transformers.

2. Our algorithm completes simple-transformer-based recommendation tasks both quickly
and accurately. Based on the parameters of the simple transformers learned in the first
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set of experiment, we performed an optimization task of recommending a set of items to
each arriving user. We compared our algorithm with two natural benchmark algorithms:
k-Nearest Neighbor and Beam Search. We evaluated the algorithm’s performance based on
the best candidate solution it generated from a fixed total number of candidate solutions.
Our algorithm on average achieved an objective value that is 4.49% higher than the objective
value of Beam Search, and 6.47% higher than the objective value of k-Nearest Neighbor,
with the same fixed total number of candidate solutions.

We used two dataset. The first dataset was the Spotify Million Playlist Dataset (Chen
et al. 2018). Spotify is one of the largest providers of music streaming services, with over 640
million monthly active users comprising 252 million paying subscribers. The dataset contains
1,000,000 playlists, including playlist titles and track titles, created by users on the Spotify
platform between January 2010 and October 2017.

The second dataset was the Trivago Session-based Hotel Recommendations Dataset (Knees
et al. 2019). Trivago is a global hotel search platform which has established 55 localized
platforms in over 190 countries and provides access to over two million hotels. The dataset
contains user sessions of searching for hotel bookings, with around 730,000 unique users and
around 340,000 unique hotels recorded in around 900,000 different sessions. Each session
contains information of user’s interactions with hotels, such click and check out. There are
also various features of hotels, such as price and city.

5.1. Representation

In this section, our goal was to show that simple transformers were able to learn from user
behaviors and predict user preferences with high accuracy. More specifically:

• In the Spotify experiment, we extracted playlists with 20 songs as “true” playlists, and
we generated “fake” playlists in the following way: take the first 15 songs of a true playlist,
and randomly add 5 songs to it. The numbers of true and fake playlists were set to be same.
Given a playlist, our task was to identify whether the playlist was true or fake. The algorithm
performance was measured by the average accuracy of the classifications.

• In the Trivago experiment, for each session, we were given user’s interactions with the
first 15 hotels, and our task was to predict how user interacted with the next 5 given hotels.
The algorithm performance was measured by the average accuracy of the predictions.

We compared three classes of machine-learning algorithms on these prediction tasks:
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• Non-attention Models: This class contained famous machine-learning algorithms that
did not utilize self-attention mechanisms, including random guessing, logistic regression,
support vector machine, and nearest neighbor. They all ignored any possible sequence effects.

• Simple Transformers: This class contained simple transformers, that is, transformer
architectures with a single self-attention layer and possibly some linear layers.

• General Transformers: This class contained general transformer architectures, with
possibly multiple self-attention layers.

Below we give the architecture of the simple transformers used in both experiments.
• Spotify: Let xi be the word2vec embedding of the i-th song in the playlist (after processed

by a linear layer), then the output of the simple transformer is ∑20
i=1(SAQ,K,V (XS)(∑15

j=1 xj))i,
where S is the set of the 16th song to the 20th song. Here, the given 15 songs can be viewed
as a user in our model, that is, u =∑15

j=1 xj. The general transformers were given by adding
more self-attention layers to the architecture.

• Trivago: The simple transformer only contained a decoder with one self-attention layer.
Let vi be the value vector of the i-th user interaction, then the output of the simple trans-
former is ∑20

i=1(SAQ,K,V (XS)(∑15
j=1 vj))i. Here, the first 15 user interactions are used to char-

acterize a user in our model, that is, u =∑15
j=1 vj. The general transformers further contained

an encoder and possibly multiple self-attention layers in both the encoder and the decoder.

Figure 1 Architecture of the simple transformer used in the Spotify experiment.

The experiment results are shown in the tables below. In Table 1, we see that the simple
transformer outperformed the non-attention models by an average accuracy of 0.182, while
performing almost the same as general transformers with more self-attention layers. In Table
2, we see that the simple transformer was more accurate than four different non-attention
models. Compare to the different general transformer architectures in Table 3, the simple
transformer outperformed some more complicated architecture, and did not perform a lot
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Figure 2 Architecture of the transformer used in the Trivago experiment. The simple transformer only
contained the decoder, that is, a single self-attention layer.

worse than the best ones. The simple transformer had accuracy 2.4% below the accuracy of

averaging over all general transformers. Note that in reality we did not know which archi-

tecture would perform the best, so simple transformer was already a good architecture for

this prediction task. In summary, simple transformers were able to learn from user behaviors

and predict user preferences, with much higher accuracy compared to non-attention models,

and almost the same accuracy compared to general transformers.

Random
Forest

Logistic
Regression

Simple
Transformer

Two Attention
Layers

Three Attention
Layers

Average Accuracy 0.518 0.520 0.702 0.704 0.726
Table 1 Average Accuracy of different machine-learning models on the Soptify dataset.

Random
Guessing

Logistic
Regression

Support Vector
Machine

Nearest
Neighbor

Simple
Transformer

Average Accuracy 0.271 0.530 0.531 0.334 0.631
Table 2 Average Accuracy of non-attention models and the (decoder-only) simple transformer on the Trivago

dataset.
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Dec. Layers
Enc. Layers

1 2 4

1 0.590 0.602 0.596
2 0.654 0.692 0.700
4 0.724 0.762 0.675

Table 3 Average Precision of the general (full encoder-decoder) transformers with various numbers of
self-attention layers on the Trivago dataset.

5.2. Optimization

In the previous section we shown that simple transformers could empirically capture user
preferences on the two datasets. In this section, we moved on to the personalized recommen-
dations task based on simple transformers. We took the parameters Q,K,V learned in the
previous experiment as ground truth and solved Problem 2. Each instance corresponded to
an arriving user. More specifically:

• In the Spotify experiment, we were given 15 songs as input, and our task was to rec-
ommend another 5 songs to complete a 20-song playlist. Here, the given 15 songs can be
viewed as a user, and the corresponding u vector was given by first taking the average of the
15 corresponding word2vec embeddings, and then applying a linear function to project the
vector on to the value space. The key, query, and value vectors of each song are learned in
the previous section.

• In the Trivago experiment, we were given 15 user interactions as input, and our task
was to recommend another 5 hotels to maximize the booking rate. Here, we averaged the
word2vec embeddings of the given 15 user interactions as the user vector u. The key, query,
and value vectors of each hotel were learned in the previous section.

We compared our algorithm against two natural benchmark algorithms. Each algorithm
generated a number of candidate solutions, and we measured the algorithm’s performance
by the best candidate solution it generated among certain fixed total number of candidate
solutions.

• k-Nearest Neighbor: The k-Nearest Neighbor algorithm completely ignored the trans-
former effect. Instead, it first sorted the items by their base rewards v⊤u, and then greedily
selected the items to recommend according to their base rewards. That is, the first candidate
solution it generated was the set of k items that had the highest total based rewards, the
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second candidate solution it generates was the set of k items that had the second highest
total based rewards, etc.

• Beam Search: The Beam Search algorithm first performed the same phase one as our
algorithm, reducing the number of items to a small amount based on their keys and queries.
Then each beam search candidate solution could be specified as a k-tuple (c1, . . . , ck). In
choosing the ℓ-th item to include in the candidate solution, for each item that was currently
not included, the Beam Search algorithm calculated the increment to the objective if this
item was included, and then chose the item that gave the cℓ-th highest increment and added
it to the candidate solution. In particular (1, . . . ,1) was the greedy solution. The ranges of
c1, . . . , ck were tuned depend on the number of candidate solutions desired.

• Our algorithm: Our algorithm followed the procedure described in Section 4. It first
performed the phase one, reducing the number of items to a small amount based on their
keys and queries. Then, in theory our algorithm would partition the t-space and solve the
auxiliary problem A(t) for each representative t. In practice, instead of solving A(t) for each
t, we used the t’s induced by the Beam Search candidate solutions given above. That is, for
each candidate solution x given by Beam Search, we solved A(t) with t = Wx and used the
solution as a candidate solution of our algorithm.

The experiment results are shown in Figure 3. Our algorithm always outperformed the
two benchmark algorithms for any amount of candidate solutions generated. In particular,
the Beam Search algorithm applied our algorithm’s phase one and used a greedy heuristic
in phase two, and always outperformed the k-Nearest Neighbor algorithm by an average of
2.56%. This shows our algorithm’s phase one was effective. Our algorithm always outper-
formed the Beam Search algorithm by and average of 4.49%, which shows our algorithm’s
phase two was effective. We further draw scatter plots to directly compare our algorithm
and the Beam Search algorithm, where each point in the scatter plot represents a candidate
solution given by the Beam Search algorithm, and our algorithm then solve A(t) using the
induced t. Figure 4 shows that our algorithm was always able to improve upon the Beam
Search algorithm by an average of 12.01%. Therefore our algorithm was able to optimize the
personalized recommendation task in real-time.

6. Conclusion
In conclusion, our paper concerned the problem of real-time personalization. Traditional
embedding-based machine learning models are provably unable to model certain user prefer-
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(a) Spotify (b) Trivago

Figure 3 Performances of three algorithms. The x-axis is the number of candidate solutions generated by each
algorithm, and the y-axis is the objective value of the current best candidate solution. Each figure is averaged

across 100 instances.

(a) Spotify (b) Trivago

Figure 4 Scatter plots of candidate solutions. Each point represents an initial candidate solution given by the
Beam Search algorithm. The x-axis represents our algorithm’s objective value starting with the initial candidate

solution, and the y-axis represents the Beam Search candidate solution’s objective value. Each plot has 2000
points given by 20 candidate solutions in 100 instances.

ences, and recent transformer-based models are difficult to optimize in practice. We consid-
ered a specific transformer architecture called simple transformers, which are transformers
with a single self-attention layer. We proved that simple transformers were able to capture
complex user preferences, such as sequence effect, variety effect, and complementarity and
substitution effects, which are essential for accurate recommendations. We then presented an
algorithm that optimizes simple-transformer-based recommendation tasks, which achieves
near-optimal performance with sub-linear runtime. Empirical results demonstrated that sim-
ple transformers outperformed non-transformer models in accuracy and were competitive
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compared to more complex transformers, and our algorithm optimized the recommendation
problem with higher object value than standard benchmark algorithms like Beam Search
and k-Nearest Neighbor.
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Appendix

A. Proofs of Proposition 1 and Proposition 2

Proof of Proposition 1. For each item i, let vi ∈Rn be a positionally encoded value vector of item i, which
is a binary vector where the first i entries equal to 1 and the other entries equal to 0. Let qi = 1 for each
i = 1, . . . , n and let k1 = s1 log(d1), ki = si log(di)−1 for each i = 2, . . . , n−1, and kn = log(M), where M is a

sufficiently large number. Then the first row of softmax((XQ)(XK)⊤) is exp(q⊤
n k1)≈ 1+q⊤

n k1 = 1+s1 log(d1),
the i-th row of softmax((XQ)(XK)⊤) is exp(q⊤

n ki)≈ 1 + q⊤
n ki = si log(di) for each i = 2, . . . , n− 1, and the

n-th row of softmax((XQ)(XK)⊤) is exp(q⊤
n kn)≈ 1 + q⊤

n kn = M . Therefore

SAQ,K,V (I)n,1 =
n−1∑
m=1

sm log(dm) + 1
M +

∑n−1
t=1 st log(dt)

≈ 1
M

(
n−1∑
m=1

sm log(dm) + 1
)

≈ 1
M

ds1
1 · · ·d

sn−1
n−1 .

□

Proof of Proposition 2. For each item i, let vi = ei ∈ Rn be the one-hot encoded value vector of item i,
where ei is the binary vector with the i-th entry equal to 1. Let qi = ki = xi for each i = 1, . . . , n− 1. Let
qn = xn and kn be large enough such that k⊤

n qn = M where M is a sufficiently large number. Then

SAQ,K,V (I)n,i = q⊤
n ki

M +
∑n−1

m=1 q⊤
n kmt

≈ 1
M

x⊤
i xn.

□

B. Proof of Proposition 4

Proof of Proposition 4 (a). Let G be a graph with n vertices that corresponds to an instance of the k-

clique problem. Let A∈ {0,1}n×n be the adjacency graph of G. We create an instance of our problem, where
there are n + 1 items and our goal is to select k + 1 items, in the following way (using the formulation in
Section 4): Set W ∈ {0,1}(n+1)×(n+1) to be the matrix where the first row and the first column of W are all
1’s, and the remaining n×n sub-matrix is set to be 1n×n−A. Here 1n×n is the n×n matrix with all entries
equal to 1. For simplicity of exposition, we ignore that W should be row-wise normalized. The proof would
be the same if we normalize W . Set uV = V u ∈ Rn+1 where (uV )1 = M and (uV )i = 1 for i = 2, . . . , n + 1.
Here M > 1 is some large constant.

We claim that G has a clique of size k if and only if the optimal objective value of our problem is
M+k
1+k

+ k + M−1
2 . First, consider a solution x such that x1 = 1. Let I ⊂ {2, . . . , n + 1} be the index set where

and xi = 1 for i = 2, . . . , n + 1, then |I|= k. Let d(i) be the degree of vertex i in the induced subgraph of G

with vertex set I. Then
n+1∑
i=1

xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

w⊤
i x

= (w1⊙uV )⊤x

w⊤
1 x

+
∑
i∈I

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

w⊤
i x
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= M + k

1 + k
+
∑
i∈I

M + k− d(i)
1 + k− d(i)

= M + k

1 + k
+ k + (M − 1)

∑
i∈I

1
1 + k− d(i) .

Because |I|= k, we have d(i)≤ k−1, and the above quantity is maximized with objective value M+k
1+k

+k+ M−1
2

if and only if d(i) = k− 1 for all i∈ I, that is, I is the vertex set of a k-clique in G.
Second, note that if a solution x has x1 = 0, then since (wi⊙uV )j = wij for all j = 2, . . . , n + 1, we have

n+1∑
i=1

xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

w⊤
i x

= k + 1,

which is less than M+k
1+k

+ k + M−1
2 . Therefore we give a polynomial-time reduction from the k-clique problem

to our problem. □

Proof of Proposition 4 (b). Let G be a graph with n vertices and ℓ = exp(c · dkq) disjoint cliques, where
we will specify c > 0 later. Let I1, . . . , Iℓ ⊂ [n] be the sets of vertices correspond these ℓ cliques. We construct
an instance of our problem by applying the following proposition:

Proposition 7 (Kabatjanskii-Levenstein Bound). For every ϵ > 0, there exists a set S of exp(c(ϵ) ·d)
unit vectors in Rd such that |v1 · v2|< ϵ for every v1, v2 ∈ S and v1 ̸= v2, where c(ϵ) > 0.

Proposition 7 states that for every ϵ > 0 there exists exp(c(ϵ) · d) unit vectors in Rd that are approximately
orthonormal. For more details, see e.g. Kabatiansky and Levenshtein (1978), Cohn and Zhao (2014).

Fix ϵ > 0 which we will specify later, and let c < c(ϵ). Then by Proposition 7 we can assign unit vectors
v1, . . . , vℓ ∈ Rdkq to I1, . . . , Iℓ such that |vi · vj |< ϵ for every i ̸= j. Let A ∈ Rn×n such that Aii = 0 for all i

and Aij = vℓ(i) · vℓ(j) if i ̸= j, i∈ Iℓ(i) and j ∈ Iℓ(j). Then rank(A) = dkq and A is approximately the adjacency
graph of G: if there vertices i and j are connected then Aij = 1, and if not then Aij = ϵ.

Finally, we create an instance our problem in the same way as in the proof of Proposition 4 (a). Then
following the same calculation, G has a clique of size k if and only if our problem when selecting k items has
optimal objective value M+k

1+k
+k + M−1

2+ϵk−ϵ
, and we can take ϵ small enough so that this objective value differs

for each k. Therefore we give a polynomial-time reduction of finding the largest clique in G to our problem.
□

C. Proof of Proposition 5

Proof of Proposition 5. Let |Qmin|, |Qmax|, |Kmin|, |Kmax| > 0 be the smallest/largest entry of |Q|, |K|,
respectively. Here |Q|, |K| are the matrices obtained by taking entry-wise absolute values of Q,K, respec-
tively.4 Let (uV )max be the largest entry of V u. First we partition the row spaces of Q and K. Let

∆ℓ = [min{Qmin,Kmin(1 + δ)ℓ−1},min{Qmin,Kmin(1 + δ)ℓ}]

be an interval for ℓ = 1, . . . , log( QmaxKmax
QminKmin

)/δ and

∆ℓ = [−min{Qmin,Kmin(1 + δ)ℓ−1},−min{Qmin,Kmin(1 + δ)ℓ}]

4 Note that our problem is invariant under rotations of Q and K, so by Assumption 1 (a) we may without loss of
generality assume |Qmin|, |Qmax|, |Kmin|, |Kmax| > 0.
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be an interval for ℓ = log( QmaxKmax
QminKmin

)/δ + 1, . . . ,2 log( QmaxKmax
QminKmin

)/δ. Here δ depends only on ϵ which we will

specify later. For (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
), define index set

I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
) = {i | i∈ [n], qi ∈∆ℓ1 × · · ·∆ℓdkq , ki ∈∆ℓdkq+1 × · · ·∆ℓ2dkq } ⊂ [n].

There are in total (2 log( QmaxKmax
QminKmin

)/δ)2dkq number of tuples (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
). Note that for every i, i′ ∈

I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
), we have

1− δ < qij/qi′j < 1 + δ and 1− δ < kij/ki′j < 1 + δ for every j ∈ [n].

Therefore (1− δ)2 < (q⊤
i K)j/(q⊤

i′ K)j < (1 + δ)2 for every j ∈ [n], so

exp(−δQmaxKmax) < exp((q⊤
i K)j)/ exp((q⊤

i′ K)j) < exp(δQmaxKmax).

Hence, because

wij

wi′j

= softmax(qiK)j

softmax(qi′K)j

= exp((q⊤
i K)j)

exp((q⊤
i′ K)j)

·
∑n

j=1 exp((q⊤
i′ K)j)∑n

j=1 exp((q⊤
i K)j)

,

we conclude that

exp(−2δQmaxKmax) <
wij

wi′j

< exp(2δQmaxKmax).

Because ey ≈ 1 + y for small y, we have

1− 2δQmaxKmax < wij/wi′j < 1 + 2δQmaxKmax for every j ∈ [n].

Similarly, for every j, j′ ∈ I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
), we have

1− δ < qij/qij′ < 1 + δ and 1− δ < kij/kij′ < 1 + δ for every i∈ [n].

Hence, because

wij

wij′
= softmax(qiK)j

softmax(qiK)j′
= exp((q⊤

i K)j)
exp((q⊤

i K)j′) ,

we conclude that

exp(−δQmaxKmax) < wij/wij′ < exp(δQmaxKmax).

Again because ey ≈ 1 + y for small y, we have

1− δQmaxKmax < wij/wij′ < 1 + δQmaxKmax for every i∈ [n].

Combine the above we get that for every i, i′, j, j′ ∈ I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
), we have

(1− δQmaxKmax)(1− 2δQmaxKmax) < wij/wi′j′ < (1 + δQmaxKmax)(1 + 2δQmaxKmax).

For each index set I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
), we only choose k indices out of it to include in I, namely the k highest

coordinates of V u. We prove that this can be done quickly by a k-Approximate Near Neighbor (k-ANN)

search. For simplicity we assume that dv = no(1). Otherwise we may first apply fast Johnson–Lindenstrauss

transform (FJLT) to project u and each vi on a lower-dimension space, and then apply the k-ANN search.

We refer the readers to Ailon and Chazelle (2009) for more details on applying FJLT to the k-ANN search.
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Lemma 1. Let J ⊂ [n] be an index set. Fix VJ ∈R|J|×dv . There exists an algorithm that takes any u∈Rdv

and δ > 0 as inputs, and outputs k indices i1, . . . , ik ∈ J such that (VJu)ij
≥ (VJu)i∗

j
+ δ for each j = 1, . . . , k

with amortized runtime
O

((
k + 1

ϵ

)
dv|J |

1/
(

1+ δ
2(uV )max

)2
)

,

where i∗
1, . . . , i∗

k ∈ J are the k highest coordinates of VJu.

Proof of Lemma 1. We invoke the (c, θ)-Approximate Near Neighbor ((c, θ)-ANN) algorithm from Andoni
et al. (2015). Given an n-point dataset P ⊂ Sd−1 on the sphere, the goal of the (c, θ)-Approximate Near
Neighbor problem is to build a data structure that, given a query q ∈ Sd−1, either returns a data point p′ ∈ P

within distance cθ from q, or declare that no data point is within distance θ from q.

Lemma 2 (Corollary 1 in Andoni et al. (2015)). The (c, θ)-ANN problem on a unit sphere Sd−1 can
be solved in query time O(dnρ), where ρ = 4−c2θ2

c2(4−θ2) + o(1).

Let v1, . . . , v|J| be the rows of VJ , then finding the k highest indices of V u is equivalent to finding the k

nearest neighbors of u in {v1, . . . , v|J|}. Because Lemma 2 concerns points on the unit sphere, we first reduce
v1, . . . , v|J| and u to the unit sphere. Let

v′
i =
(√

vmax−∥vi∥2
2, v⊤

i

)
/vmax

for each i = 1, . . . , |J | and let u′ = (0, u⊤)⊤/∥u∥2, then v′
i, u

′ ∈ Sd−1. Moreover,

∥u′− v′
i∥2

2 = ∥u′∥2
2 + ∥v′

i∥2
2− 2u′ · v′

i

= 2− 2v⊤
i u/(vmax||u||2).

Therefore v⊤
i u≤ (uV )max

2 (2−∥u′− v′
i∥2

2). Hence if |∥u′− v′
i∥2

2−∥u′− v′
j∥2

2| ≤ δ
(uV )max

, then |v⊤
i u− v⊤

j u| ≤ δ.
Let θℓ = ℓδ/2(uV )max for ℓ = 1, . . . ,2(uV )max/δ and let cℓ = 1 + δ/2θℓ(uV )max = (ℓ + 1)/ℓ, then

θℓ− θℓ−1 ≤
δ

2(uV )max
and cℓθℓ− θℓ ≤

δ

2(uV )max
for each ℓ.

Suppose ∥u′− v′
i∥2

2 ∈ [θℓ−1, θℓ], then the (cℓ, θℓ)-ANN algorithm returns a v′
j such that

|∥u′− v′
i∥2

2−∥u′− v′
j∥2

2| ≤ cℓθℓ− θℓ−1 ≤
δ

(uV )max
,

which shows |v⊤
i u−v⊤

j u| ≤ δ. Therefore we can keep calling the (cℓ, θℓ)-ANN algorithm until we get k indices.
The following algorithm outputs k indices i1, . . . , ik such that (VJu)ij

≥ (VJu)i∗
j
− δ for each j = 1, . . . , k.

Note that Algorithm 1 calls the (cℓ, θℓ)-ANN algorithm for at most k + 2(uV )max/δ times. Also, θℓ ≤ 1 and
cℓ = (ℓ + 1)/ℓ≤ 1 + δ

2(uV )max
for every ℓ, the runtime of each (cℓ, θℓ)-ANN algorithm is O(dvnρ), where

ρ =
4−

(
1 + δ

2(uV )max

)2

3
(

1 + δ
2(uV )max

)2 + o(1) <
1(

1 + δ
2(uV )max

)2 .

Therefore the total runtime of Algorithm 1 is

O

((
k + 1

ϵ

)
dv|J |

1/
(

1+ δ
2(uV )max

)2
)

.

□
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Algorithm 5: k-Approximate Near Neighbor in Lemma 1

Input: index set J ⊂ [n], user vector u∈Rdv , number of items k, and δ > 0 ;
Pre-process V to get v′

i =
(√

vmax−∥vi∥2
2, v

⊤
i

)
/vmax for each i = 1, . . . , n;

Set u′ = (0, u⊤)⊤/∥u∥2;
Set θℓ = ℓδ/2(uV )max for ℓ = 1, . . . ,2(uV )max/δ and set cℓ = 1 + δ/2θi(uV )max;
j← 1, ℓ← 1;
while j < k do

Run the (cℓ, θℓ)-ANN algorithm;
if the (cℓ, θℓ)-ANN algorithm returns vi′ then

ij = i′;
j← j + 1;

else

ℓ← ℓ + 1;
Return i1, . . . , ik.

Using Lemma 1, for each index set I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
), we find k indices that are approximately the the k

highest indices of {(V u)i}i∈I(ℓ1,...,ℓ2dkq
) (for simplicity we assume |I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq

)| ≥ k). Let I be the collection
of all such indices, then because there are in total (2 log( QmaxKmax

QminKmin
)/δ)2dkq number of tuples (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq

),
we have

|I|= k

(
2 log(QmaxKmax

QminKmin
)/δ

)2dkq

.

Let i∗
1, . . . , i∗

k be the non-zero coordinates of an optimal solution x∗ to the original problem (for simplicity we
assume x∗ has k positive coordinates, and other cases can be handled similarly). For each m = 1, . . . , k, let
im be the index such that im and i∗

m are in the same I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
) and (V u)im ≥ (V u)i∗

m
+δ. Let x∈ {0,1}n

such that xim = 1, then x is feasible to P (I). Take δ = ϵ/(k + 6QmaxKmax), then

(1−QmaxKmaxδ)(1− 2δQmaxKmax)/(1 + δQmaxKmax)(1 + 2δQmaxKmax) + kδ > 1− ϵ.

We prove that the objective value of P (I) at x is at least (1− ϵ)OPT. Indeed, for each m = 1, . . . , k we have

(wim ⊙V u)⊤x

w⊤
im

x
=
∑k

j=1(wim)ij
(V u)ij∑k

j=1(wim)ij

≥
∑k

j=1(wim)ij
(V u)i∗

j∑k

j=1(wim)ij

− δ

≥
(1− δQmaxKmax)(1− 2δQmaxKmax)

∑k

j=1(wi∗
m

)i∗
j
(V u)i∗

j

(1 + δQmaxKmax)(1 + 2δQmaxKmax)
∑k

j=1(wi∗
m

)i∗
j

− δ

= (1− δQmaxKmax)(1− 2δQmaxKmax)
(1 + δQmaxKmax)(1 + 2δQmaxKmax)

(wi∗
m
⊙V u)⊤x∗

w⊤
i∗
m

x∗ − δ,
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where the second inequality follows since (V u)ij
≥ (V u)i∗

j
+ δ, and the third inequality follows since (1−

δQmaxKmax)(1− 2δQmaxKmax) < (wi∗
m

)i∗
j
/(wim)ij

< (1 + δQmaxKmax)(1 + 2δQmaxKmax) for every im, i∗
m, ij , i

∗
j

that are in the same I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2dkq
). Therefore

OPT(P (I)) ≥
k∑

m=1

xim

(wim ⊙V u)⊤x

w⊤
im

x

≥ (1− δQmaxKmax)(1− 2δQmaxKmax)
(1 + δQmaxKmax)(1 + 2δQmaxKmax)

k∑
m=1

x∗
i∗
m

(wi∗
m
⊙V u)⊤x∗

w⊤
i∗
m

x∗ − kδ

> (1− ϵ)OPT

as desired, where the last inequality follows since (1−QmaxKmaxδ)(1− 2δQmaxKmax)/(1 + δQmaxKmax)(1 +
2δQmaxKmax)+kδ > 1−ϵ and OPT≥ 1. Because we need to apply Algorithm 1 to each index set I(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r),
the total runtime of finding I is

Õ

((
1
ϵ

)2dkq
(

k + 1
ϵ

)
n1/(1+ϵc/k)2

)
,

where c≥ 1/12QmaxKmax(uV )max. □

D. Proof of Proposition 6

Proof of Proposition 6. Let W = ABT =
∑r+

j=1 ajb
⊤
j where A,B ∈ Rm×r+

≥0 and aj , bj ∈ Rm
≥0 are the j-th

row of A,B, respectively. Then WDiag(uV ) =
∑r+

j=1 aj(bj ⊙uV )⊤. Let Wmin > 0 be the smallest entry of W .
Let Amin,Amax,Bmin,Bmax > 0 be the smallest/largest entry of A,B, respectively. Let (uV )max be the largest
entry of uV . For every t∈Rm

+ , we define the auxiliary problem A(t):

max
m∑

i=1

xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

ti

s.t. w⊤
i x≤ ti ∀i∈ [m]

x∈ {0,1}m, e⊤x≤ k,x ̸= 0.

Lemma 3. For every t ∈ Rm
+ , let OPT(A(t)) be the optimal objective value of A(t). Let t∗ =

arg maxt∈Rm
+

OPT(A(t)) and x∗ be an optimal solution to A(t∗). Then Wx∗ = t∗ and x∗ is an optimal solution
to the original problem.

Proof of Lemma 3. First we show that Wx∗ = t∗. Suppose otherwise, let t′ = Wx∗. Then t′
i ≤ t∗

i for every
i∈ [m] and t′

i < t∗
i for some i. Therefore

m∑
i=1

x∗
i

(wi⊙uV )⊤x∗

t∗
i

<

m∑
i=1

x∗
i

(wi⊙uV )⊤x∗

t′
i

,

which shows OPT(A(t∗)) < OPT(A(t′)), contradicting the definition of t∗.
Then we show that x∗ is an optimal solution to the original problem. Suppose otherwise that x′ gives a

higher objective value than x∗ to the original problem, that is,
m∑

i=1

x′
i

(wi⊙uV )⊤x′

w⊤
i x′ >

m∑
i=1

x∗
i

(wi⊙uV )⊤x∗

w⊤
i x∗ = OPT(A(t∗)).

Let t′ = Wx′, then x′ is a feasible solution of A(t′), so

OPT(A(t′))≥
m∑

i=1

x′
i

(wi⊙uV )⊤x′

w⊤
i x′ = OPT(A(t∗)),

contradicting the definition of t∗. □
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Lemma 4. Given any ϵ > 0 and an oracle ALG′ that takes t∈ [Wmin,1]m and δ > 0 as input, and outputs
a solution of A(t) that has objective value ALG′(A(t)) > (1− δ)OPT(A(t)) with runtime T , then there exists
an algorithm such that ALG > (1− ϵ)OPT with runtime (3 log( 1

Wmin
)/ϵ)r+T .

Proof of Lemma 4. Because each wi is a weight vector, if ti ≥ 1 for every i, every x ∈ {0,1}m satisfies
Wx≤ t. Therefore t∗

i ≤ 1 for every i. Also, if t∗
i < Wmin for any i, then A(t) is infeasible. Therefore t∗

i ∈ [Wmin,1]
for every i.

In order to approximate t∗, we partition the t space [Wmin,1]m and use the oracle to approximate
OPT(A(t)) for some t in each partition. Because A∈Rm×r+

≥0 , we have rank(A)≤ r+, so without loss of gener-
ality we assume rank(A) = r+ and the first r+ columns of A, that is A1, . . . ,Ar+ , span Rr+ . Let Ar+ ∈R

r+×r+
≥0

be the matrix formed by A1, . . . ,Ar+ and let A−1
r+ be its inverse. Because t∗ = Wx∗ = A(Bx∗), we have

t∗ ∈ im(A) where im(A) is an r+-dimensional subspace of Rm. Therefore it is sufficient to partition the first
r+ coordinates of the t space [Wmin,1]m, which we present below.

Let ∆ℓ = [Wmin(1 + δ)ℓ−1,Wmin(1 + δ)ℓ] be an interval for ℓ = 1, . . . , log( 1
Wmin

)/δ. Here δ depends only on ϵ

which we will specify later. For (ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+), define

H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+) = {t | ti ∈∆ℓi for all i = 1, . . . r+, tj ∈ [Wmin,1] and

tj = A⊤
j A−1

r+ [t1, . . . , tr+ ]⊤ for all j = r+ + 1, . . .m} ⊂ [Wmin,1]m.

Then t∗ ∈ H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+) for some (ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+). There are in total (3 log( 1
Wmin

)/δ)r+ number of tuples
(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+).

Let t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ ) ∈H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+) where ti = Wmin(1 + δ)ℓi for i = 1, . . . , r+. Then for every t′ ∈H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+),
we have t

(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )
i ≤ (1 + δ)t′

i for every i = 1, . . . ,m. Let x′ be an optimal solution of A(t′), then x′ is
also feasible for A(t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )) and the objective values of A(t′) and A(t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )) at x′ differ by at most a
multiplicative factor of 1/(1 + δ). Therefore

ALG′(A(t′))≤ (1 + δ)ALG′(A(t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ ))).

The algorithm evaluates ALG′(A(t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ ))) for all tuples (ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+) and returns the highest t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗

with a solution x(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗
to A(t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗

). Suppose t∗ ∈H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+), then

OPT(A(t∗)) < (1 + δ)ALG′(A(t∗))

≤ (1 + δ)2ALG′(A(t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )))

≤ (1 + δ)2ALG′(A(t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗
)).

Finally, take δ = ϵ/3, then (1 + δ)2 < (1 + ϵ). We show that x(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗
gives a (1 + ϵ)-approximation of the

original problem, so outputting x(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗
gives the desired result. Indeed,

(1 + ϵ)ALG = (1 + ϵ)
m∑

i=1

x
(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗

i

(wi⊙uV )⊤x(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗

wT
i x(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗

≥ (1 + ϵ)ALG′(A(t(ℓ1,...,ℓr+ )∗
))

> OPT(A(t∗))

= OPT,



An et al.: Real-Time Personalization with Simple Transformers
37

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 3. Since the algorithm calls the oracle for each tuple (ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+)
and there are in total (log( 1

Wmin
)/δ)r+ = (3 log( 1

Wmin
)/ϵ)r+ number of tuples, the runtime of the algorithm is

(3 log( 1
Wmin

)/ϵ)r+T . □

Lemma 4 shows that, to solve the original problem, it is enough to give an oracle that approximately
solves A(t) for any given t∈ [Wmin,1]m. Below we give such an oracle.

Write wi =
∑r+

j=1 aijbj . Let cj = [ aj1
t1

, . . . ,
ajm

tm
] and dj = bj ⊙uV , then

m∑
i=1

xi

(wi⊙uV )⊤x

ti

=
r+∑

j=1

aji

ti

xi(bj ⊙uV )⊤x

=
r+∑

j=1

(c⊤
j x)(d⊤

j x).

Since OPT > 0, we can drop the constraint x ̸= 0 from A(t). Therefore A(t) can be written as

max
r+∑

j=1

(c⊤
j x)(d⊤

j x)

s.t.
r+∑

j=1

aijb
⊤
j x≤ ti ∀i∈ [m]

x∈ {0,1}m, e⊤x≤ k.

To solve A(t), we partition the value space of (c⊤
1 x, . . . , c⊤

r+x,d⊤
1 x, . . . , d⊤

r+x) ∈R2r
+ . Because t ∈ [Wmin,1]m

and u⊤
V x∗ ≥ 1, we have c⊤

j x∗ ∈ [Amin, kAmax/Wmin] and d⊤
j x∗ ∈ [Bmin, kBmax(uV )max] for every j = 1, . . . , r+.

Note that if |c⊤
j x∗− c⊤

j x′|< (
√

ϵ)c⊤
j x′ and |d⊤

j x∗− d⊤
j x′|< (

√
ϵ)d⊤

j x′ for every j = 1, . . . , r+, then∣∣∣∣∣
r+∑

j=1

(c⊤
j x∗)(d⊤

j x∗)−
r+∑

j=1

(c⊤
j x′)(d⊤

j x′)

∣∣∣∣∣< ϵ

r+∑
j=1

(c⊤
j x′)(d⊤

j x′). (4)

Similar as in Lemma 4, we create a partition and show that it is sufficient to solve A(t) in each partition.
Let

∆ℓ = [min{Amin,Bmin}(1 +
√

ϵ/3)ℓ−1,min{Amin,Bmin}(1 +
√

ϵ/3)ℓ]

be an interval for ℓ = 1, . . . ,3 log( k max{Amax/Wmin,Bmax(uV )max}
min{Amin,Bmin} )/

√
ϵ. Define H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+) = ∆ℓ1×· · ·×∆ℓ2r+ ,

then x∗ ∈H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+) for some (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+). There are in total(
3 log

(
k max{Amax/Wmin,Bmax(uV )max}

min{Amin,Bmin}

)
/
√

ϵ

)2r+

number of tuples (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+).

Lemma 5. Fix any ϵ > 0. Given an oracle with runtime T that takes a tuple (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+) as input and
outputs either

1. a feasible x to A(t) such that |c⊤
j x− θj |<

√
ϵθj and |d⊤

j x− θj |<
√

ϵθr++j for every j = 1, . . . , r+ and
every (θ1, . . . , θ2r+)∈H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+), or

2. declare that there is no such x,
then there exists an algorithm such that ALG(A(t)) > (1− ϵ)OPT(A(t)) with runtime(

3 log
(

k max{Amax/Wmin,Bmax(uV )max}
min{Amin,Bmin}

)
/
√

ϵ

)2r+

T.
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Proof of Lemma 5. For each tuple (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+), the algorithm uses the oracle to determine whether there

exists a feasible x to A(t) that satisfies the first condition. Then the algorithm returns the x with the highest

objective value of A(t) among all tuples. Suppose

(c⊤
1 x∗, . . . , c⊤

r+x∗, d⊤
1 x∗, . . . , d⊤

r+x∗)∈H(ℓ∗
1, . . . , ℓ∗

2r+).

Note that x∗ satisfies the first condition on the tuple (ℓ∗
1, . . . , ℓ∗

2r+), so the algorithm returns some feasible x′

for the tuple (ℓ∗
1, . . . , ℓ∗

2r+). Then by the first condition and Eq. 4,∣∣∣∣∣
r+∑

j=1

(c⊤
j x∗)(d⊤

j x∗)−
r+∑

j=1

(c⊤
j x′)(d⊤

j x′)

∣∣∣∣∣< ϵ

r+∑
j=1

(c⊤
j x′)(d⊤

j x′),

or equivalently,

(1 + ϵ)
r+∑

j=1

(c⊤
j x′)(d⊤

j x′) >

r+∑
j=1

(c⊤
j x∗)(d⊤

j x∗).

Because the algorithm returns a feasible solution to A(t) that has objective value at least as high as the

objective value of x′, we have (1 + ϵ)ALG(A(t)) > OPT(A(t)) as desired. Because there are in total(
3 log

(
k max{Amax/Wmin,Bmax(uV )max}

min{Amin,Bmin}

)
/
√

ϵ

)2r+

number of tuples (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+), the runtime of the algorithm is(
3 log

(
k max{Amax/Wmin,Bmax(uV )max}

min{Amin,Bmin}

)
/
√

ϵ

)2r+

T.

□

Lemma 5 shows that, to solve A(t), it is enough to give an oracle described in Lemma 5. Below we give

such an oracle.

Fix a tuple (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+). The oracle essentially needs to check the existence of a feasible binary solution

to a system of linear constraints, which is NP-hard in general. However, the linear constraints of A(t) have

low rank, which allows us to exploit the structure and solve a convex relaxation of the system, obtained by

replacing binary variables by continuous ones, and round its solution to an integer solution. Because of the

rounding, it is possible that the value vector (c⊤
1 x, . . . , c⊤

r+x,d⊤
1 x, . . . , d⊤

r+x) of the rounded solution is out of

H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+). However, by doing a guessing step we can make sure that the gap between this vector and

the box is within a small constant factor. Let

H̃ = H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+)∩{(c⊤
1 x, . . . , c⊤

r+x,d⊤
1 x, . . . , d⊤

r+x) | aijb
⊤
j x≤ ti ∀i∈ [m], e⊤x≤ k,x∈ [0,1]m}(⋆),

then H̃ is a polyhedron, so checking if it is non-empty can be done in polynomial time. In what follows we

assume that H̃ ̸= ∅, otherwise the oracle outputs the second condition.

Let λ = 3(5r+ + 2)/ϵ. For a feasible solution z to A(t), we define Xj to be the index set consists of indices

such that cji is among the λ hightest value for which zi = 1, and Xr++j to be the index set consists of indices

such that dji is among the λ hightest value for which zi = 1, for each j = 1, . . . , r+. Let

X̂j = {i∈ [m] \Xj | cji ≥ min
i′∈Xj

{cji′}} for each j = 1, . . . , r+.
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In words, X̂j contains indices that are not in Xj have coefficient greater than or equal to the minimum
coefficient of indices in Xj . Similarly, let

X̂r++j = {i∈ [m] \Xj | dji ≥ min
i′∈Xj

{dji′}} for each j = 1, . . . , r+.

Note that zi = 1 for i∈Xj and zi = 0 for i∈ X̂j . Therefore, to prevent disagreements on indices, we say a tuple
(X1, . . . ,X2r+) is a valid tuple if (∪jXj)

⋂
(∪jX̂j) = ∅ for every j = 1, . . . ,2r+. Then every feasible solution

z corresponds to a valid tuple, and conversely if a valid tuple is fixed, we can construct z by specifying zi

for every i /∈ (∪jXj)
⋃

(∪jX̂j). Because Xj contains at most λ indices, the total number of valid tuples is at
most O(m2λr+).

Fix a valid tuple (X1, . . . ,X2r+). Let I = ∪jXj and Î = ∪jX̂j . Set ∆ℓj

min,∆ℓj
max so that ∆ℓj = [∆ℓj

min,∆ℓj
max].

We define a polyhedron PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+)⊂R2r+ as follows:

aijb
⊤
j x≤ ti for i = 1, . . . ,m,

e⊤x≤ k,

∆ℓj

min ≤ c⊤
j x≤∆ℓj

max for j = 1, . . . , r+,

∆ℓr++j

min ≤ d⊤
j x≤∆ℓr++j

max for j = 1, . . . , r+,

xi = 1 for i∈ I,

xi = 0 for i∈ Î ,

xi = [0,1] for i /∈ I ∪ Î .

Lemma 6. If PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+) ̸= ∅, then in polynomial time we can find a point z ∈ PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+)
that has at most 5r+ + 1 fractional components.

Proof of Lemma 6. Since PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+) is a polyhedron, we can check if it is empty in polynomial
time. Suppose PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+) ̸= ∅, let z∗ ∈ PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+) ̸= ∅. Let PH(z∗)⊂Rm−|I∪Î| be the polyhe-
dron on variable y, where the index set y is taken to be [m] \ I ∪ Î, with the following constraints:∑

i∈[m]\I∪Î

bjiyi ≤
∑

i∈[m]\I∪Î

bjiz
∗
i for j = 1, . . . , r+,

∑
i∈[m]\I∪Î

yi ≤
∑

i∈[m]\I∪Î

z∗
i ,

∆ℓj

min−
∑
i∈I

cji ≤
∑

i∈[m]\I∪Î

cjiyi ≤∆ℓj
max−

∑
i∈I

cji for j = 1, . . . , r+,

∆ℓj

min−
∑
i∈I

dji ≤
∑

i∈[m]\I∪Î

djiyi ≤∆ℓj
max−

∑
i∈I

dji for j = 1, . . . , r+.

Note that PH(z∗) ̸= ∅ since the projection of z∗ on Rm−|I∪Î| is in PH(z∗). Because PH(z∗) has 5r+ + 1
linear inequalities, we can compute in polynomial time (see a standard textbook on linear programming,
e.g., Schrijver (1998)) a vertex y of PH(z∗) of at most 5r+ + 1 fractional components.

Let z ∈ [0,1]m where zi = 1 for i ∈ I, zi = 0 for i ∈ Î, and zi = yi for i ∈ [m] \ I ∪ Î. Then z has at most
5r+ + 1 fractional components. We show that z ∈ PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+). Because aij > 0 for every i, j, the first
set of constraints is satisfied. Note that c⊤

j z =
∑

i∈I cji +
∑

i∈[m]\I∪Î cjizi, so the third set of constraints is
satisfied, and similarly for the second and the fourth. Therefore z is the desired point. □
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Let z be the point obtained in Lemma 6. Because z can be fractional, it is not necessarily feasible to A(t),

so we round z down to obtain a feasible solution. Let z̄ ∈ {0,1}m where z̄i = ⌊zi⌋ for each i. Then z̄ is feasible

to A(t). In the final step, we show that z̄ satisfies the first condition of Lemma 5, hence completing the oracle

in Lemma 5.

Lemma 7. |c⊤
j z̄ − θj | <

√
ϵθj and |d⊤

j z̄ − θj | <
√

ϵθr++j for every j = 1, . . . , r+ and every (θ1, . . . , θ2r+) ∈

H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+).

Proof of Lemma 7. Let (θ1, . . . , θ2r+) be any point in H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+). By the construction of

H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+), we have

|c⊤
j z− θj | ≤min{Amin,Bmin}

√
ϵ

3

(
1 +
√

ϵ

3

)ℓj−1

.

Because θj ≥min{Amin,Bmin}(1 +
√

ϵ
3 )ℓj−1, we have |c⊤

j z− θj | ≤
√

ϵθj/3, which holds for every j = 1, . . . , r+.

Let i be the index where cji = mini′∈Xj
{cji′}, then since |Xj |= λ, we have c⊤

j z̄ ≥ λcji. On the other hand,

since z̄ is obtain by rounding z down and by Lemma 6 z has at most 5r+ +1 fractional components, it follows

that

c⊤
j z̄ ≥ c⊤

j z− (5r+ + 1)cji ≥ (1− (5r+ + 1)/λ)c⊤
j z > (1−

√
ϵ/3)c⊤

j z,

where the first inequality follows from the construction of X̂j , and the last inequality follows from the choice

of λ. Therefore we have |c⊤
j z̄− c⊤

j z|<
√

ϵc⊤
j z/3. Hence

|c⊤
j z̄− θj | ≤ |c⊤

j z̄− c⊤
j z|+ |c⊤

j z− θj |

<

√
ϵ

3 (c⊤
j z + θj)

≤
√

ϵ

3

(
2 +
√

ϵ

3

)
θj

<
√

ϵθj ,

where the third inequality follows since c⊤
j z ≤ (1+

√
ϵ/3)θj . This gives |c⊤

j z̄−θj |<
√

ϵθj for every j = 1, . . . , r+.

Similarly we can show that |d⊤
j z̄− θj |<

√
ϵθj for every j = 1, . . . , r+. □

Following the proof of Lemma 6 and Lemma 7, below we give the pseudo-code of the oracle needed in

Lemma 5.

Let LP (m) be the runtime of solving a linear program of size O(m), then the runtime of Algorithm 6 comes

from solving linear programs for each valid tuple. Therefore the runtime of Algorithm 6 is O(m30r2
+/ϵLP (m)).

Utilizing Algorithm 6, below we give the pseudo-code of the oracle needed in Lemma 4, that is, an algorithm

that approximately solves A(t) for any given t∈ [Wmin,1]m.

By Lemma 5, because the runtime of Algorithm 6 is O(m30r2
+/ϵLP (m)), the runtime of Algorithm 7 is

O

((
3 log

(
k max{Amax/Wmin,Bmax(uV )max}

min{Amin,Bmin}

)
/
√

ϵ

)2r+

m30r2
+/ϵLP (m)

)
.

Finally, utilizing Algorithm 7, below we give the pseudo-code to solve the original problem as given in

Lemma 4.
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Algorithm 6: Oracle in Lemma 5

Input: A tuple (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+);
Check if H̃ is empty, where H̃ is given in (⋆) in-between Lemma 5 and Lemma 6;
if H̃ = ∅ then

Declare no x exists.
else

λ← 3(5r+ + 2)/ϵ;
Find a valid tuple (X1, . . . ,X2r+) described in the proof of Lemma 5 for which
PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+) ̸= ∅;

Find a point z̄ ∈ PH(X1, . . . ,X2r+) that has at most 5r+ + 1 fractional
components as described in Lemma 6;

z←⌊z̄⌋;
Return z.

Algorithm 7: Approximate Solution to A(t)

Input: t∈ [Wmin,1]m and ϵ > 0;
for each tuple (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+) described in Lemma 5 do

Call Algorithm 6 with input (ℓ1, . . . , ℓ2r+) and record the returned solution if any;
Return the solution that has the highest objective value of A(t) among all
recorded solutions.

Algorithm 8: Main Algorithm for the Refined Problem
Input: Weight matrix W ∈Rm×m

>0 with non-negative decomposition W = AB⊤, value
vector uV ∈Rm, maximum number of selected items k, and ϵ > 0;
for each tuple (ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+) described in the proof of Lemma 4 do

Let t be an arbitrary point in H(ℓ1, . . . , ℓr+);

Call Algorithm 7 with inputs t and ϵ and record the returned solution;
Return the solution that has the highest objective value of the original problem
among all recorded solutions.
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We have proved that Algorithm 8 gives the desired performance. By Lemma 4, because the runtime of

Algorithm 7 is

O

((
3 log

(
k max{Amax/Wmin,Bmax(uV )max}

min{Amin,Bmin}

)
/
√

ϵ

)2r+

mO(r2
+/ϵ)LP (m)

)
,

the runtime of Algorithm 8 is

O

(
(3 log( 1

Wmin
)/ϵ)r+

(
3 log

(
k max{Amax/Wmin,Bmax(uV )max}

min{Amin,Bmin}

)
/
√

ϵ

)2r+

m30r2
+/ϵLP (m)

)
.

After simplification, this can be written as

O

((
1
ϵ

)r+

m30r2
+/ϵ

)
.

□

E. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2. Algorithm 4 combines the algorithms in Proposition 5 and Proposition 6. In phase

one, by Proposition 5 we reduced the number of items to |I|= O(k( 1
ϵ
)2dkq ), which we re-index I to be the

m items in Proposition 6. The only difference is that the weight matrices in Proposition 5 and Proposition

6 are slightly different, but using the proof of Proposition 5 we can bound wij/wi′j′ in the same way for

the weight matrix in Proposition 6. The runtime of Algorithm 4 follows by summing up the runtime of the

algorithms in Proposition 5 and Proposition 6 with m = O(k( 1
ϵ
)2dkq ). □
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