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Abstract

As personalized recommendation systems be-
come vital in the age of information overload,
traditional methods relying solely on histor-
ical user interactions often fail to fully cap-
ture the multifaceted nature of human inter-
ests. To enable more human-centric model-
ing of user preferences, this work proposes a
novel explainable recommendation framework,
i.e., LLMHG, synergizing the reasoning capa-
bilities of large language models (LLMs) and
the structural advantages of hypergraph neural
networks. By effectively profiling and inter-
preting the nuances of individual user interests,
our framework pioneers enhancements to rec-
ommendation systems with increased explain-
ability. We validate that explicitly accounting
for the intricacies of human preferences allows
our human-centric and explainable LLMHG ap-
proach to consistently outperform conventional
models across diverse real-world datasets. The
proposed plug-and-play enhancement frame-
work delivers immediate gains in recommenda-
tion performance while offering a pathway to
apply advanced LLMs for better capturing the
complexity of human interests across machine
learning applications.

1 Introduction

Personalized recommendation systems have be-
come indispensable tools, helping users discover
content attuned to their unique preferences. How-
ever, accurately modeling the multifaceted nature
of human interests remains an open challenge. Con-
ventional methods like collaborative and content-
based filtering struggle to fully capture the complex
evolution of individual user inclinations. To en-
able the next generation of human-centric and inter-
pretable recommenders, we need novel approaches

* Equal contribution.
† Corresponding author.

that profile and reason about the intricacies of per-
sonal preferences to produce tailored and satisfac-
tory suggestions.

The advent of large language models (LLMs)
(Brown et al., 2020; OpenAI, 2023; Touvron et al.,
2023; Guan et al., 2023; Chu et al., 2024b; Guan
et al., 2023) presents an unparalleled opportunity
to delve deeper into user behavior and preferences,
promising to revolutionize recommendation sys-
tems through enhanced understanding and predic-
tion capabilities (Wang et al., 2023b; Chu et al.,
2023b). LLMs contain an abundance of world
knowledge about items, concepts, and their in-
terrelationships, acquired through ingesting vast
swathes of data during pre-training. By utilizing
the semantic reasoning capabilities of LLMs (Chu
et al., 2023a), we can effectively extract, tease apart,
and comprehend the multitude of factors governing
an individual’s interests. For instance, LLMs can
deduce nuanced preferences such as favored genres,
themes, eras, and styles by analyzing an individ-
ual’s past movie-watching records. The powerful
relational reasoning capacities of LLMs further al-
low linking extracted preference facets to item char-
acteristics and properties (Wan et al., 2024). As a
result, LLMs facilitate constructing intricate user
profiles encapsulating their multifarious and fluid
interests — overcoming the limitations of previ-
ous works reliant solely on past user interactions
(Wu et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2021; Li et al., 2023;
Xue et al., 2023b,a). By complementing LLMs’
understanding of users with analysis of historical
sequences, more insightful and adaptive recommen-
dation systems can be realized.

However, the integration of LLMs into recom-
mendation frameworks poses a challenge, in that
LLMs must handle the extraction and interpreta-
tion of user preferences from sparse and noisy data.
Users may engage with a wide array of content,
making it difficult to discern underlying patterns
or interests. In this paper, we present a novel ap-
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proach that synergizes the semantic depth of LLMs
with the structural advantages of hypergraph neural
networks to create a personalized recommendation
system. By tapping into the aptitude of LLMs to
comprehend semantic relationships within data, we
obtain a rich set of angles that encapsulate a user’s
interests, i.e., Interest Angles (IAs), which are struc-
tured representations of user preferences, based on
their behavioral history. With IAs as anchors, we
utilize the abundant knowledge of LLM to catego-
rize movies into multiple categories within each
IA. These two steps can initially construct a hyper-
graph to roughly represent the user’s preferences.
To further refine the constructed hypergraph, we
apply hypergraph structure learning techniques, al-
lowing us to re-weight hyperedges. The resulting
compact hypergraph representation, optimized to
focus on the most salient aspects of the user’s pref-
erences, offers an accurate substrate for generating
recommendations. Finally, we integrate this hyper-
graph embedding with latent embeddings obtained
from the conventional sequential recommendation
model. Our contributions are threefold (Wang et al.,
2024):

(1) We propose a plug-and-play recommenda-
tion enhancement framework, LLMHG, that uti-
lizes LLMs to enable more human-centric recom-
mendation systems.

(2) To the best of our knowledge, this work pio-
neers multi-view hypergraphs powered by LLMs
to encapsulate the multitude of factors governing
human interests.

(3) We propose a strategy of hypergraph struc-
ture optimizations to refine LLM-based user pro-
filing. By treating LLMs as expert but imperfect
feature extractors and correcting their reasoning
gaps, we enhance the quality of LLM outputs.

2 Related Work

Hypergraph and Recommendation. The rela-
tions between items under certain intents repre-
sent higher-order information. To accurately model
these complex relationships, hypergraphs can be
incorporated into recommendation systems. Hyper-
graphs are a generalization of graphs in which a
hyperedge is an arbitrary non-empty subset of the
vertex set. Currently, there are three main types of
hypergraphs. Transition hyperedges (Hidasi et al.,
2015; Wu et al., 2019) directly encodes the sequen-
tial order of item transitions. Context hyperedges
(Wang et al., 2021) capture local interests by ap-

plying a sliding window to item sequences. Intent
hyperedges (Li et al., 2023) identify intent-specific
associations by calculating similarities between
prototype vectors for intents and item embeddings.
These existing techniques rely on “algorithmically”
extractive operations on behavioral data to con-
struct hypergraphs. While surface-level statistics
are uncovered, the higher-order semantics between
items and intents are not truly obtained. Our work
pioneers the use of LLMs to generate hypergraph
structures. Rather than purely algorithmic com-
putations, rich latent connections are synthesized
through the expansive knowledge encoded within
the parameters of the language model. This allows
our method to produce a more holistic hypergraph
containing nuanced semantic representations of the
relationships.

LLMs and Recommendation. The integration
of LLMs into recommendation systems is an emerg-
ing area of research that has shown considerable
promise, according to pioneering studies. The po-
tential of these models can be categorized into three
distinct approaches, each harnessing the power
of LLMs in innovative ways. Using LLMs Di-
rectly for Recommendations. A novel aspect of
LLMs is that they can be used in recommendation
systems without constructing new models from
scratch. These methods depend on crafting spe-
cific prompts for the LLMs (Liu et al., 2023a; Gao
et al., 2023; Dai et al., 2023; Chen, 2023) or ap-
plying minimal fine-tuning to adapt the model to
the task of recommendations (Zhang et al., 2023;
Kang et al., 2023; Bao et al., 2023). LLMs as
Sources of Supplementary Information. LLMs act
as sophisticated feature extractors that process in-
formation about items and users, subsequently pro-
ducing context-rich embeddings (Wu et al., 2021;
Qiu et al., 2021; Yao et al., 2022; Muhamed et al.,
2021; Xiao et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023b; Wang
et al., 2022, 2023a). These embeddings can then be
seamlessly integrated into traditional recommen-
dation models, thereby enriching them with the
LLM’s extensive knowledge base. LLMs as Inter-
active Agents in Recommendation Systems. LLMs
take a more active role by managing the entire rec-
ommendation process. These advanced models are
adapted for use in recommendation contexts, where
they can take charge of gathering user data, engi-
neering features, encoding this information, and
even directing the scoring and ranking mechanisms
(Andreas, 2022; Bao et al., 2023; Hou et al., 2023;
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Figure 1: LLMHG includes four major steps: interest angle extraction, construction of a multi-view hypergraph
centered on interest angles, hypergraph structure learning for LLM content refinement, and representation fusion for
recommendation prediction.

Lin et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2023; Friedman et al.,
2023). Together, these forward-looking approaches
demonstrate the transformative potential of LLMs
in revolutionizing recommendation systems.

3 Methodology

3.1 Problem Statement

Recommender systems aim to capture users’ inter-
ests based on their historical interactions, view-
ing the user’s history of interactions as an or-
dered sequence and attempting to model the
user’s dynamically evolving interests. Formally,
let U={u1, u2, . . . , u|U |} denote the set of users,
V={v1, v2, . . . , v|V |} be the set of items with the
corresponding item attributes {x1, x2, . . . , x|V |},

and list Su=[v
(u)
1 , . . . , v

(u)
t , . . . , v

(u)
nu ] denote the

sequence of interactions for user u ∈ U in chrono-
logical order, where v(u)t ∈ V is the item interacted
with at time step t and nu is the length of the se-
quence. We use relative time indices instead of
absolute timestamps. Given a user’s interaction
history Su, the sequential recommendation task is
to predict the item the user u will interact with at
the next time step nu + 1. This can be formalized
as modeling the probability distribution over all
possible items for user u at time step nu+1, i.e.,
p
(
v
(u)
nu+1 = v| Su).

In this paper, we present a novel LLM-induced
multi-view hypergraph recommendation approach,

i.e., LLMHG, which utilizes the vast world knowl-
edge of LLM and structure optimization of multi-
view hypergraph to capture the user’s interests im-
plied in the historical behavior sequence. As shown
in Figure 1, we detail our methodology in four ma-
jor steps: interest angle extraction, construction
of a multi-view hypergraph centered on interest
angles, hypergraph structure learning for LLM con-
tent refinement, and representation fusion for rec-
ommendation prediction.

3.2 Interest Angle Generation

Instead of having the LLM directly unearth all com-
plex relationships within the raw behavior data, we
opt for a more guided two-step approach. The first
critical phase relies on leveraging LLMs to deduce
Interest Angles (IAs) - structured encapsulations
of a user’s preference facets extracted from their
historical sequences. Here, we take the movie rec-
ommendation task as an example. First, the LLM
analyzes the behavioral sequence to produce a list
of Interest Angles, each representing a salient as-
pect that potentially governs the user’s preferences
such as favored genres, directors, themes, eras, or
countries of origin. As shown in Figure 1, using
these extracted angles as anchors to guide detailed
classification significantly boosts profiling accu-
racy compared to directly querying the LLM in one
shot.

Furthermore, the discrete Interest Angles re-



turned by the LLM lend themselves to straight-
forward integration with structured graphical con-
structs. These IAs constitute the basic building
blocks for assembling a multi-view hypergraph,
where each view houses hyperedges of movies that
pertain to a specific angle. Together, they encap-
sulate the multitude of factors that influence an
individual’s movie preferences from various per-
spectives.

3.3 Construction of Multi-View Hypergraph

With the Interest Angles extracted, the second step
is to leverage the extensive world knowledge en-
coded within the large language model to catego-
rize movies from the user’s behavioral history into
specific groups along each angle. For instance, the
model can map movies into finer genres like horror,
action, drama, comedy, etc. if the “genre” angle has
been extracted previously. This categorization fa-
cilitates assembling a multi-view hypergraph, with
each view corresponding to one of the extracted
angles (e.g. genre, director, country). The hyper-
edges within each view capture clusters of movies
that share common attributes pertinent to that angle,
based on the LLM’s categorization. For example,
the “genre” view may contain multiple genre-based
hyperedges like “sci-fi movies”, “comedy”, “ro-
mance movies”, and so on, which group together
movies of those genres watched by the user. Es-
sentially, each view and its hyperedges provide a
projection of the user’s movie-watching patterns
along a specific facet. By collectively accounting
for all extracted angles governing their interests,
the multi-view hypergraph offers a comprehensive
representation of a user’s movie preferences. It
profiles their inclination towards movies through
multiple lenses - genres, themes, eras, etc.

Specifically, we give some formal definitions for
the constructed hypergraph. Given a hypergraph
G = (V,E), the item set V is the vertex set and
the category set E under all interest angles is the
hyperedge set, where each vertex and hyperedge is
respectively defined as v ∈ V and e ∈ E. More-
over, a hyperedge e is a subset of V , which means
these items belong to the same category e of a
certain interest angle. The vertex-edge incidence
matrix H ∈ R|V |×|E| is defined as follows:

h(v, e) =
{

1, if v ∈ e
0, otherwise.

The degree of a hyperedge e is the number of
vertices in e, i.e., δ(e) =

∑
v∈e h(v, e), and the

degree of a vertex v ∈ V is defined as d(v) =∑
v∈e,e∈E w(e) =

∑
e∈E w(e)h(v, e), where w(e)

is the weight of the hyperedge e. We denote the
diagonal matrix forms of δ(e), d(v) and w(e) as
De, Dv and W respectively.

3.4 Hypergraph Structure Learning for LLM
Content Refinement

The initial extraction of Interest Angles and the
following classification may not fully capture the
intricacies of human preferences. Two primary
factors can limit the sufficiency: (1) Knowledge
limitations. Despite their vast scope, LLMs may
still lack information about all item concepts, at-
tributes, and relationships. Their knowledge is fully
dependent on the training data of LLM. As a result,
they may fail to extract all critical preference facets.
(2) Reasoning errors. LLMs remain fundamentally
probabilistic systems, and their reasoning processes
can occasionally propagate inaccuracies or logical
gaps resulting in suboptimal Interest Angle extrac-
tion. To ameliorate the effects of such LLM lim-
itations, instead of further fine-tuning which can
be inefficient, we opt for post-processing through
hypergraph structure learning including intra-edge
and inter-edge structure learning.

First, we compute a prototype P (e), which is
the centroid for each hyperedge (subcategory of
interest angle). When a hyperedge contains a suffi-
cient number of items, the average value among the
items can serve as the prototype; however, when
there are fewer items within a hyperedge, taking the
average directly may lead to a deviation from the
actual prototype and fail to fully express the proto-
type’s information. Therefore, we utilize the text
information (the specific categories of interest an-
gle) generated by LLMs to supplement and correct
the prototype of the hyperedge. The calculation
process for the prototype is as follows:

P ori(ek) =
1

|ek|
∑
vi∈ek

f(vi)

p(ek) = (1− λk) · P ori(ek) + λk · Tek

λk =
exp(−h(Tek))

1 + exp(−h(Tek))
,

where P ori(ek) refers to the initial prototype for
hyperedge ek computed directly using the average
of the feature space. p(ek) is the prototype sup-
plemented with the text information by LLM. Tek

is the embedding corresponding to the text infor-
mation associated with ek. The balance between



P ori(ek) and Tek is adjusted through a parameter
λk. h(·) is the learnable function in the coefficient
λk that integrates the text information.

Then, we regard the hyperedge e as a clique and
consider the mean of the heat kernel weights of the
pairwise edges and the distance between prototypes
as the hyperedge weight:

w(e) = β
δ(e)(δ(e)−1)

∑
{vi,vj}∈e

exp(−∥φ(xi)−φ(xj)∥2
µ )

+ (1− β)
∑

ek∈E

∥P (e)−P (ek)∥2
ne

.

This hyperedge weight function consists of two
parts, where the first part is intra-edge structure
learning, assessing the aggregation degree of items
within a hyperedge; the second item is inter-edge
structure learning which evaluates the sparsity of
different hyperedge prototypes. We expect that the
items within the same hyperedge can aggregate
as much as possible, and there should be sparse
between different hyperedges. Here, φ(xi) is a
learnable kernel function and ne is the number of
hyperedges, which is the sum of the numbers of
subcategories in all interest angles.

A collection of hypergraph cuts F =
[f1, · · · , fne ] is defined as the predictors of hy-
peredges. Ideally, a cut in a hypergraph partition
should minimize the disturbance to hyperedges.
This means that the best cut aims to preserve the
connections among items to the greatest extent,
given that every hyperedge represents a category la-
bel. Similar to normalized hypergraph (Zhou et al.,
2006), the structure learning loss function given hy-
pergraph G and hyperedge cuts F can be defined
as (Huang et al., 2015):

Lstr(F,G) =
1

2

∑
e∈E

∑
(vi,vj)∈e

w(e)

δ(e)

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣ Fvi√

d(vi)
−

Fvj√
d(vj)

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

= Tr(FT (I −D−1/2
vj HWD−1

e HTD−1/2
vj )F )

= Tr(FTLHF ),

where Fvi returns a vector representing the pre-
diction of hyperedges for the item vi. LH is the
normalized hypergraph Laplacian matrix and I is
an identity matrix. Tr(·) is the trace of the matrix.

For now, we can refine the structure of this hy-
pergraph to suppress irrelevant facets and amplify
salient preference associations. In essence, the hy-
pergraph refinement stage acts as an inference cor-
rection mechanism approximating the ideal struc-
ture fully representative of an individual’s tastes.

Using this strategy of LLM extraction followed
by structured post-inference adjustment, we can
benefit both from the efficiency of LLMs for ex-
pansive knowledge extraction and the transparency
of graphical learning methods - sidestepping short-
comings associated with both approaches.

3.5 Representation Fusion
In the final step, we integrate the representations
derived from hypergraph structure learning with
baseline representations obtained from a sequence
recommendation model. Under the guidance of
hyperedge weight w(e), we adopt the hypergraph
neural networks, which employ a hyperedge convo-
lution operation to capture high-order relationships.
The loss functions are defined as follows:

Lpre = −
|U|∑
u=1

yulog(ŷu) + (1− yu)log(1− ŷu)

L = Lstr + αLpre,

where yu is the next item to be predicted for user
u, and α is the hyperparameter to balance the hy-
pergraph structure learning loss and the supervised
prediction loss.

By fusing both representations, we aim to en-
hance the recommendation system’s ability to pre-
dict the next item. This fusion creates a more ex-
plainable and accurate recommendation system that
takes into account both the multifaceted nature of
user preferences and the sequential behavior exhib-
ited in behavioral history.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiment Settings
Dataset. To evaluate our proposed method,
we conduct experiments on three benchmark
datasets: the Amazon Beauty, Amazon Toys, and
MovieLens-1M (ML-1M) datasets. The Amazon
datasets, originally introduced in McAuley et al.,
2015, are known for high sparsity and short se-
quence lengths. We select the Beauty and Toys
subcategories, using the fine-grained product cat-
egories and brands as item attributes. The ML-
1M dataset, from (Harper and Konstan, 2015), is
a large and dense dataset consisting of long item
sequences collected from the movie recommenda-
tion site MovieLens, with movie genres used as
attributes. The statistics of the three datasets after
preprocessing are summarized in Table 1. Follow-
ing common practice (Kang and McAuley, 2018;
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Figure 2: The real case studies (ML-1M) on our (c) LLMHG and ablation models, i.e., (a) LLMHG w/o interest
angle generation and (b) LLMHG w/o hypergraph structure learning .

Table 1: Statistics of the datasets after preprocessing.

Specs. Beauty Toys ML-1M

# Users 22,363 19,412 6,041
# Items 12,101 11,924 3,417
# Avg.Length 8.9 8.6 165.5
# Actions 198,502 167,597 999,611
Sparsity 99.93% 99.93% 95.16%

Qiu et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2020),
we treat all user-item interactions as implicit feed-
back. For each user, we remove duplicate interac-
tions and sort the remaining interactions chronolog-
ically to construct sequential user profiles. Through
experiments on these diverse public datasets, we
aim to thoroughly evaluate the performance of our
proposed approach.

Evaluation Metrics. To evaluate the perfor-
mance of our recommendation system, we utilize
a leave-one-out strategy where we repeatedly hold
out one item from each user’s sequence of inter-
actions. This allows us to test the model’s ability
to predict the held-out item. We make predictions
over the entire item set without any negative sam-
pling. We report two widely used ranking metrics -
Top-n metrics HR@n (Hit Rate) and NDCG@n
(Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain) where
n is set to 5 and 10. HR@n measures whether the
held-out item is present in the top-n recommen-
dations, while NDCG@n considers the position
of the held-out item by assigning higher scores to
hits at the top ranks. To ensure robust evaluation,
we repeat each experiment 5 times with different
random seeds and report the average performance
across runs as the final metrics. This allows us to
account for variability and ensure our results are
not dependent on a particular random initialization.

Baselines. Following the experiment comparison
in Du et al., 2023, we include baseline methods
from three groups for comparison: (1) General
sequential methods utilize a sequence encoder to
generate the hidden representations of users and
items. For example, BERT4Rec (Sun et al., 2019)
adopts a bidirectional Transformer as the sequence
encoder. (2) Attribute-aware sequential methods
fuse attribute information into sequential recom-
mendations. For example, FDSA (Zhang et al.,
2019) applies self-attention blocks to capture tran-
sition patterns of items and attributes. (3) Con-
trastive sequential methods design auxiliary ob-
jectives for contrastive learning based on general
sequential methods. For example, CL4SRec (Xie
et al., 2022) proposes data augmentation strategies
for contrastive learning in the sequential recommen-
dation. DuoRec (Qiu et al., 2022) proposes both
supervised and unsupervised sampling strategies
for contrastive learning in the sequential recom-
mendation.

4.2 Experiment Results

As evidenced in Table 2, we conduct comprehen-
sive benchmarking experiments on three widely-
used datasets - ML-1M, Amazon Beauty, and Ama-
zon Toys. We compare our proposed LLMHG
model built on top of GPT3.5 or GPT4 with sev-
eral strong baseline methods, including FDSA
(Zhang et al., 2019), BERT4Rec (Sun et al., 2019),
CL4SREC (Xie et al., 2022), and DuoRec (Qiu
et al., 2022). The shaded regions in the table high-
light the performance improvements achieved by
our LLMHG model over all baselines across the
three datasets. These results demonstrate the plug-
and-play nature of LLMHG, which can effectively
enhance multiple existing recommenders. This in-
dicates that conventional recommender systems



Table 2: Performance comparison on three benchmark datasets, i.e., ML-1M, Amazon Beauty, and Amazon Toys.
We set the original models as baselines to compare with our proposed LLMHG model based on GPT3.5 or GPT4.
The shaded area indicates the improved performance of our LLMHG model over the baselines across all three
datasets. Higher is better.

Dataset Metric
FDSA BERT4Rec CL4SRec DuoRec

Original GPT3.5 GPT4 Original GPT3.5 GPT4 Original GPT3.5 GPT4 Original GPT3.5 GPT4

ML-1M

HR@5 0.0912 + 16.88% + 20.72% 0.1135 + 14.62% + 18.23% 0.1147 + 13.77% + 18.04% 0.2016 + 8.97% + 10.81%
HR@10 0.1644 + 13.03 % + 15.29% 0.0.1917 + 10.27 % + 11.26 % 0.1861 + 11.92 % + 17.57 % 0.2840 + 7.67 % + 9.26 %
NDCG@5 0.0587 + 14.65% + 17.37 % 0.0715 + 9.37 % + 12.16 % 0.0714 + 11.76 % + 15.12 % 0.1264 + 7.91 % + 10.12 %
NDCG@10 0.0874 + 11.78% + 14.64% 0.0983 + 8.54% + 14.34% 0.1010 + 7.82% + 10.29% 0.1669 + 6.35% + 8.02%

HR@5 0.0230 + 14.78 % + 16.95 % 0.0189 + 13.22 % + 16.40 % 0.0391 + 10.99 % + 12.53 % 0.0547 + 10.23 % + 11.70 %
Amazon HR@10 0.0411 + 12.41 % + 15.08 % 0.0401 + 10.47 % + 13.21 % 0.0661 + 8.87 % + 10.89 % 0.0835 + 7.06 % + 9.34 %
Beauty NDCG@5 0.0192 + 9.37 % + 13.02 % 0.0188 + 9.57 % + 13.29 % 0.0215 + 6.97 % + 9.76 % 0.0344 + 7.26 % + 9.59 %

NDCG@10 0.0266 + 8.64 % + 10.52 % 0.0260 + 7.30 % + 8.84 % 0.0316 + 6.32 % + 9.81 % 0.0431 + 6.72 % + 8.35 %

HR@5 0.0278 + 13.66 % + 17.62 % 0.0379 + 8.97 % + 11.34 % 0.0512 + 10.74 % + 14.84 % 0.0531 + 9.98 % + 12.42 %
Amazon HR@10 0.0501 + 11.17 % + 15.16 % 0.0533 + 11.06 % + 12.94 % 0.0729 + 8.23 % + 9.19 % 0.0750 + 6.80 % + 8.53 %
Toys NDCG@5 0.0216 + 5.55 % + 10.64 % 0.0261 + 9.96 % + 11.11 % 0.0266 + 6.76 % + 11.27 % 0.0342 + 6.14 % + 10.81 %

NDCG@10 0.0283 + 5.65 % + 7.42 % 0.0313 + 7.02 % + 9.26 % 0.0341 + 6.74 % + 9.97 % 0.0411 + 6.32 % + 8.27 %

Table 3: Ablation studies of our LLMHG model on two benchmark datasets, i.e., ML-1M and Amazon Beauty.

LLM Method
ML-1M Amazon Beauty

HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10 HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10

NA DuoRec 0.2016 0.2840 0.1264 0.1669 0.0547 0.0835 0.0344 0.0431

GPT3.5

LLMHG(Ours) + 8.97 % + 7.67 % + 7.91 % + 6.35 % + 10.23 % + 7.06 % + 7.26 % + 6.72 %
w/o IAs + 5.33 % + 4.87 % + 4.79 % + 3.96 % + 6.56 % + 4.97 % + 5.33 % + 4.94 %
w/o IntraSL + 5.96 % + 5.13 % + 5.24 % + 4.88 % + 7.43 % + 5.66 % + 5.87 % + 5.05 %
w/o InterSL + 6.74 % + 6.22 % + 6.54 % + 6.03 % + 8.46 % + 6.01 % + 6.14 % + 5.85 %
w/o ProCor + 8.54 % + 7.13 % + 7.66 % + 6.21 % + 9.76 % + 6.75 % + 6.72 % + 6.31 %
w/o SL + 3.15 % + 2.99 % + 3.26 % + 2.91 % + 5.54 % + 4.78 % + 4.96 % + 4.34 %

GPT4

LLMHG(Ours) + 10.81 % + 9.26 % + 10.12 % + 8.02 % + 11.70 % + 9.34 % + 9.59 % + 8.35 %
w/o IAs + 8.96 % + 8.01 % + 8.56 % + 7.65 % + 9.14 % + 8.76 % + 8.89 % + 8.03 %
w/o IntraSL + 8.67 % + 7.92 % + 8.46 % + 7.13 % + 8.95 % + 8.27 % + 8.31 % + 7.86 %
w/o InterSL + 9.67 % + 9.01 % + 9.65 % + 7.62 % + 10.74 % + 8.53 % + 8.55 % + 7.90 %
w/o ProCor + 10.66 % + 9.14 % + 10.06 % + 7.93 % + 11.22 % + 8.99 % + 9.10 % + 8.07 %
w/o SL + 7.32 % + 6.89 % + 7.10 % + 6.63 % + 8.44 % + 7.37 % + 7.44 % + 6.97 %

struggle to fully handle the extraction and interpre-
tation of user preferences from sparse and noisy
user behavioral history. These improvements show-
case how large language models with hypergraph
structure optimization can bring extensive back-
ground knowledge and strong logical reasoning
to recommender systems. Furthermore, LLMHG
performance scales with the underlying LLM ca-
pability - the GPT4-based LLMHG consistently
outperforms its GPT3.5 counterpart.

4.3 Ablation Study

To thoroughly evaluate each component of our
proposed LLMHG framework, we conduct exten-
sive ablation studies on the ML-1M and Ama-
zon Beauty datasets. We systematically remove
key modules of LLMHG and performance is com-
pared to the best performance baseline model, i.e.,
DuoRec. Eliminating interest angle generation
(LLMHG w/o IAs) directly constructs the hyper-
graph through LLM item categorization without
the high-level guidance of extracted angles. Re-
moving intra-edge structure learning (LLMHG w/o

IntraSL) ablates the process of tightening clusters
of related items within hyperedges. Disabling inter-
edge structure learning (LLMHG w/o InterSL)
eliminates the promotion of sparsity between di-
verse hyperedges capturing dissimilar preference
facets. Excising prototype correction (LLMHG
w/o ProCor) takes away the LLM-guided refine-
ment of hyperedge centroids. Switching off all
structure learning modules (LLMHG w/o SL) by-
passes the complete graph optimization process and
instead employs the hypergraph that is built directly
from the original LLM output. As shown in Table
3, several insightful conclusions arise: (1) Each
modular component positively contributes to over-
all performance - no element can be omitted with-
out decreasing performance. This underscores the
importance of the synergistic methodology: LLM
knowledge extraction guided by interest angle and
followed by hypergraph structure refinement. (2)
Early interest angle deduction and later structure
optimizations are more pivotal for the GPT3.5-
based system compared to GPT4. This implies
the inferior reasoning capabilities of GPT3.5 ne-
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Figure 3: Sensitivity analysis of sequence truncation length ltru and intra and inter structure learning coefficient β
on HR and NDCG performance based on ML-1M and Amazon Beauty benchmarks.
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Figure 4: The analysis between prototype correction
weight λ and sequence truncation length ltru.

cessitate greater guidance and refinement. (3) The
intra-edge process predominates over inter-edge
learning. Homogenizing item groupings along a
specific hyperedge seems more beneficial than sim-
ply separating between hyperedges. (4) Prototype
correction effects are secondary, likely attributable
to the sufficiency of item centroids derived purely
from user history in representing hyperedges. (5)
Notably, ablation harms are amplified on the ML-
1M dataset compared to Amazon Beauty. The elab-
orate sequential patterns and multifaceted movie
interests in ML-1M impose greater complexity -
increasing dependency on interest angle guidance
and structure optimizations to distill precise user
profiles.

4.4 Sensitivity Analysis

We analyze the impact of three vital hyperparam-
eters through sensitivity studies: sequence trun-
cation length ltru, intra and inter-structure learn-
ing coefficient β, and prototype correction weight
λ. Figure 3 (a) and (b) examines the performance
curve on ML-1M and Amazon Beauty when vary-
ing the truncated sequence lengths. We find 15-20
in ML-1M and 6-8 in Beauty are optimal, balanc-
ing history coverage with efficiency. Next, tuning
the β in Figure 3 (c) and (d) reveals that tighter
intra-structure learning is better. Finally, Figure
4 shows the automatically learned λ that weights
LLM guidance for constructing prototype vectors
versus the relative contributions of item centroids.

We observe that datasets with longer behavioral se-
quences, like ML-1M, tend to have lower λ values.
This indicates less reliance on LLM cues for pro-
totype correction when users have rich historical
data.

4.5 Comparison on Different Hypergraphs

We compare LLMHG to DuoRec augmented with
different hypergraphs (Li et al., 2022) as well as
DuoRec informed by the LLM. (1) Sequential
Transition Hyperedges. The relative chronolog-
ical order of item transitions is a crucial aspect for
recommenders. To preserve the inherent order of
these item transitions, we link sequential items with
hyperedges. This connection method effectively
captures the temporal sequence of item interactions,
vital for understanding user behavior. (2) Contex-
tual Hyperedges. The sequential context within
a user’s session offers insights into their latent in-
terests. By deploying a sliding window technique
over the sequence of items, we create hyperedges
that connect the items within each window. As
we vary the size of these windows, we can extract
insights into a user’s interests at different scales,
which are then integrated to form a comprehen-
sive view of local user interests. (3) Intent-based
Hyperedges. The similarity between items can fluc-
tuate significantly depending on the user’s intent.
For example, a Nikon camera and a Canon lens
might be grouped together when the focus is on
acquiring professional photography gear. However,
these items might not be linked to the same brand.
The intent-based hyperedges can reflect the correla-
tion between items under specific intents. We start
by calculating the cosine similarity between items
and predefined intent prototypes. Then, for each
distinct intent, a hyperedge is generated by con-
necting the top-n items ranked by their similarity
score. (4) Incorporating the LLM technique into
DuoRec. The model is enhanced by supplementary
information derived from the LLM. This additional
background knowledge is first converted into vec-



Table 4: Comparison between LLMHG and DuoRec augmented with different hypergraphs, such as transition,
context, and intent hyperedges, as well as DuoRec with the guidance of LLM.

Method
ML-1M Amazon Beauty

HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10 HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10

DuoRec 0.2016 0.2840 0.1264 0.1669 0.0547 0.0835 0.0344 0.0431
DuoRec w/ Transition HG + 3.13 % + 3.05 % + 3.41 % + 3.01 % + 5.79 % + 5.11 % + 5.30 % + 5.35 %
DuoRec w/ Contextual HG + 4.36 % + 4.10 % + 3.89 % + 3.77 % + 4.77 % + 4.40 % + 4.22 % + 4.07 %
DuoRec w/ Intent HG - 2.52 % - 2.37 % - 2.79 % - 2.30 % + 1.03 % + 0.91 % + 0.87 % + 0.69 %
DuoRec+GPT3.5 + 3.15 % + 2.99 % + 3.26 % + 2.91 % + 5.54 % + 4.78 % + 4.96 % + 4.34 %
LLMHG (GPT3.5) + 8.97 % + 7.67 % + 7.91 % + 6.35 % + 10.23 % + 7.06 % + 7.26 % + 6.72 %
DuoRec+GPT4 + 7.32 % + 6.89 % + 7.10 % + 6.63 % + 8.44 % + 7.37 % + 7.44 % + 6.97 %
LLMHG (GPT4) + 10.81 % + 9.26 % + 10.12 % + 8.02 % + 11.70 % + 9.34 % + 9.59 % + 8.35 %

Table 5: Performance comparison experiments of LLMHG built on varying sized and different language models.

Method LLM
ML-1M Amazon Beauty

HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10 HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10

DuoRec NA 0.2016 0.2840 0.1264 0.1669 0.0547 0.0835 0.0344 0.0431

LLMHG

w/ Llama2-7B - 3.12 % - 2.52 % - 2.76 % - 2.60 % + 2.33 % + 2.15 % + 1.93 % + 1.77 %
w/ Llama2-13B + 1.58 % + 1.40 % + 1.44 % + 1.37 % + 4.79 % + 4.50 % + 4.39 % + 4.32 %
w/ Qwen-7B - 2.78 % - 2.56 % - 2.50 % - 2.37 % + 2.12 % + 1.83 % + 1.70 % + 1.74 %
w/ Qwen-14B + 1.03 % + 0.85 % + 0.73 % + 0.60 % + 4.31 % + 4.02 % + 4.11 % + 3.80 %
w/ GPT3.5 + 8.97 % + 7.67 % + 7.91 % + 6.35 % + 10.23 % + 7.06 % + 7.26 % + 6.72 %
w/ GPT4 + 10.81 % + 9.26 % + 10.12 % + 8.02 % + 11.70 % + 9.34 % + 9.59 % + 8.35 %

Table 6: Cost-effectiveness analysis of our LLMHG
model on ML-1M benchmarks. Higher is better.

LLM Method Cost(USD)
HR@10 NDCG@10

Imp.(%) CIR(%) Imp.(%) CIR(%)

LLMHG w/o IAs 0.0081 4.87 601.23 3.96 488.89
GPT3.5

LLMHG (ours) 0.0141 7.67 543.97 6.35 450.35

LLMHG w/o IAs 0.2681 8.01 29.87 7.65 28.53
GPT4

LLMHG (ours) 0.4936 9.26 18.76 8.02 16.24

tor representations of words (Mikolov et al., 2013),
which are then integrated with the original item
representation vectors.

First, most hypergraph augmentations lead to
modest gains over vanilla DuoRec, validating the
benefit of graph structures in capturing multi-
faceted user interests. However, intent-based hyper-
edges bring little improvement, with minor gains
on Amazon Beauty but decreases on the ML-1M
dataset. As a result, traditional hypergraph con-
struction methods struggle to effectively generate
intent hyperedges. In addition, merely providing
LLM guidance to DuoRec lags significantly be-
hind LLMHG. This highlights LLMHG’s unique
methodology - not just LLM augmentation of the
recommender but also structure refinement of the
initial LLM outputs.

4.6 Comparison on Different LLMs

We additionally conduct experiments comparing
LLMHG when built on varying sized and differ-
ent language models. Concretely, we evaluate
Llama2-7B, Llama2-13B, Qwen-7B, and Qwen-

14B as well as GPT3.5 and GPT4. Intriguingly,
we find that when using smaller Llama2-7B/Qwen-
7B models as the backbone, LLMHG underper-
forms the DuoRec baseline, decreasing on ML-
1M and increasing slightly on Amazon Beauty. In
contrast, based on larger Llama2-13B/Qwen-14B
LLMs, LLMHG begins to offer more gains. This
divergence likely arises as smaller models contain
more factual inconsistencies and reasoning errors.
In comparison, the GPT3.5 and GPT4 foundation
enables LLMHG to achieve its best performance.
In total, our additional LLM analysis highlights
scaling model capacity as vital for fact-based rea-
soning in LLMHG.

4.7 The Analysis of LLM Consumption

Model consumption is a critical consideration when
deploying LLMs for personalized recommendation
systems. We evaluate the cost-effectiveness of our
LLMHG model across three key metrics: Cost,
average improvement rate (Imp), and Cost and
Improvement Rate (CIR). The “Cost” represents
the expenditure of utilizing the LLMHG model
for each user, accounting for the fees incurred by
accessing the LLMs (GPT-3.5 Turbo and GPT-4)
through the HuggingFace API. The “Imp.” de-
notes the average performance boost in HR@10
and NDCG@10 between the LLMHG and base-
line DuoRec models. Finally, “CIR” measures the
rate of performance improvement versus cost for
each LLM configuration. The results in Table 6



show that while advancements such as GPT-4 and
tailored interest generation result in significant per-
formance boosts, they have an inverse effect on the
cost and CIR, sharply increasing costs and reducing
CIR. The impact is more pronounced with GPT-
4. Therefore, more advanced LLMs can greatly
improve recommendations but require more com-
putational resources. This cost-accuracy analysis
allows system designers to pick the optimal LLM
that fits their use case, resources, and improvements
sought.

5 Limitation and Discussion

Our pioneering integration of hypergraph tech-
niques to refine LLM outputs enables a robust
framework for improving generative quality. By
treating large language models as intelligent but im-
perfect feature extractors and correcting their rea-
soning gaps via structured hypergraph inference,
we provide a plug-and-play solution to enhance
personalized recommendations and other tasks.

However, limitations remain in our current ap-
proach. The detached post-processing pipeline
likely results in less tight integration versus a joint
end-to-end training regimen between the LLM and
hypergraph components. Architecting such a uni-
fied procedure could better optimize the full stack,
further improving extracted interest facets and rec-
ommendations. Additionally, our generic hyper-
graph optimization algorithm does not specifically
target the types of reasoning lapses - such as causal
inconsistencies, missing relational inferences, con-
textual unawareness, or graph structural biases
(Salewski et al., 2024; Chu et al., 2024a; Long
et al., 2023; Chu et al., 2021)- that surface in large
language models. By tailoring the hypergraph up-
date rules to these observed LLM failure modes,
we could potentially achieve even greater gains.

6 Conclusion

In summary, our proposed framework facilitates nu-
anced LLM-based user profiling while still account-
ing for sequential user behavior. Through these
innovative steps, our methodology advances the
field of personalized recommendations by integrat-
ing expansive world knowledge and expert-level
reasoning proficiency of large language models
with the representational efficacy of hypergraphs.
Through comprehensive experiments on real-world
datasets, we have demonstrated the efficacy of our
proposed methodology - significantly improving

state-of-the-art baselines.
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Table 7: Performance comparison on three benchmark datasets, i.e., ML-1M, Amazon Beauty, and Amazon Toys.
We set the original models as baselines to compare with our proposed LLMHG model based on GPT3.5 or GPT4.
The shaded area indicates the improved performance of our LLMHG model over the baselines across all three
datasets. Higher is better.

Dataset Metric
FDSA BERT4Rec CL4SRec DuoRec

Original GPT3.5 GPT4 Original GPT3.5 GPT4 Original GPT3.5 GPT4 Original GPT3.5 GPT4

ML-1M

HR@5 0.0912 0.1066 0.1101 0.1135 0.1301 0.1342 0.1147 0.1305 0.1354 0.2016 0.2197 0.2234
HR@10 0.1644 0.1858 0.1995 0.1917 0.2114 0.2133 0.1861 0.2083 0.2188 0.2840 0.3058 0.3103
NDCG@5 0.0587 0.0673 0.0689 0.0715 0.0782 0.0802 0.0714 0.0798 0.0822 0.1264 0.1364 0.1392
NDCG@10 0.0874 0.0977 0.1002 0.0983 0.1067 0.1124 0.1010 0.1089 0.1114 0.1669 0.1775 0.1803

HR@5 0.0230 0.0264 0.0269 0.0189 0.0214 0.0220 0.0391 0.0434 0.0440 0.0547 0.0603 0.0611
Amazon HR@10 0.0411 0.0462 0.0473 0.0401 0.0443 0.0454 0.0661 0.0719 0.0733 0.0835 0.0894 0.0913
Beauty NDCG@5 0.0192 0.0210 0.0217 0.0188 0.0206 0.0213 0.0215 0.0230 0.0236 0.0344 0.0369 0.0377

NDCG@10 0.0266 0.0289 0.0294 0.0260 0.0279 0.0283 0.0316 0.0336 0.0347 0.0431 0.0460 0.0467

HR@5 0.0278 0.0316 0.0327 0.0379 0.0413 0.0422 0.0512 0.0567 0.0588 0.0531 0.0584 0.0597
Amazon HR@10 0.0501 0.0557 0.0577 0.0533 0.0592 0.0602 0.0729 0.0789 0.0796 0.0750 0.0801 0.0814
Toys NDCG@5 0.0216 0.0228 0.0239 0.0261 0.0287 0.0290 0.0266 0.0284 0.0296 0.0342 0.0363 0.0379

NDCG@10 0.0283 0.0293 0.0304 0.0313 0.0335 0.0342 0.0341 0.0364 0.0375 0.0411 0.0437 0.0445

Table 8: Ablation studies of our LLMHG model on two benchmark datasets, i.e., ML-1M and Amazon Beauty.

LLM Method
ML-1M Amazon Beauty

HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10 HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10

NA DuoRec 0.2016 0.2840 0.1264 0.1669 0.0547 0.0835 0.0344 0.0431

GPT3.5

LLMHG(Ours) 0.2197 0.3058 0.1364 0.1775 0.0603 0.0894 0.0369 0.0460
w/o IAs 0.2123 0.2978 0.1325 0.1735 0.0583 0.0876 0.0362 0.0452
w/o IntraSL 0.2136 0.2986 0.1330 0.1750 0.0588 0.0882 0.0364 0.0453
w/o InterSL 0.2151 0.3017 0.1347 0.1770 0.0593 0.0885 0.0365 0.0456
w/o ProCor 0.2188 0.3042 0.1361 0.1773 0.0600 0.0891 0.0367 0.0458
w/o SL 0.2080 0.2924 0.1305 0.1718 0.0577 0.0875 0.0361 0.0450

GPT4

LLMHG(Ours) 0.2234 0.3103 0.1392 0.1803 0.0611 0.0913 0.0377 0.0467
w/o IAs 0.2197 0.3067 0.1372 0.1797 0.0597 0.0908 0.0375 0.0466
w/o IntraSL 0.2191 0.3065 0.1371 0.1788 0.0596 0.0904 0.0372 0.0465
w/o InterSL 0.2211 0.3096 0.1386 0.1796 0.0606 0.0906 0.0373 0.0465
w/o ProCor 0.2231 0.3040 0.1391 0.1801 0.0608 0.0910 0.0375 0.0466
w/o SL 0.2164 0.3037 0.1354 0.1780 0.0593 0.0897 0.0370 0.0461

Table 9: Comparison between LLMHG and DuoRec augmented with different hypergraphs, such as transition,
context, and intent hyperedges, as well as DuoRec with the guidance of LLM.

Method
ML-1M Amazon Beauty

HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10 HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10

DuoRec 0.2016 0.2840 0.1264 0.1669 0.0547 0.0835 0.0344 0.0431
DuoRec w/ Transition HG 0.2079 0.2927 0.1307 0.1719 0.0597 0.0878 0.0362 0.0454
DuoRec w/ Contextual HG 0.2103 0.2956 0.1313 0.1732 0.0573 0.0872 0.0359 0.0449
DuoRec w/ Intent HG 0.1965 0.2773 0.1229 0.1631 0.0553 0.0843 0.0347 0.0434
DuoRec+GPT3.5 0.2080 0.2924 0.1305 0.1718 0.0577 0.0875 0.0361 0.0450
LLMHG (GPT3.5) 0.2197 0.3058 0.1364 0.1775 0.0603 0.0894 0.0369 0.0460
DuoRec+GPT4 0.2164 0.3037 0.1354 0.1780 0.0593 0.0897 0.0370 0.0461
LLMHG (GPT4) 0.2234 0.3103 0.1392 0.1803 0.0611 0.0913 0.0377 0.0467

Table 10: Performance comparison experiments of LLMHG built on varying sized and different language models.

Method LLM
ML-1M Amazon Beauty

HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10 HR@5 HR@10 NDCG@5 NDCG@10

DuoRec NA 0.2016 0.2840 0.1264 0.1669 0.0547 0.0835 0.0344 0.0431

LLMHG

w/ Llama2-7B 0.1953 0.2768 0.1229 0.1626 0.0560 0.0853 0.0351 0.0439
w/ Llama2-13B 0.2047 0.2880 0.1282 0.1692 0.0573 0.0873 0.0359 0.0450
w/ Qwen-7B 0.1960 0.2767 0.1232 0.1629 0.0559 0.0850 0.0350 0.0438
w/ Qwen-14B 0.2937 0.2864 0.1273 0.1679 0.0571 0.0869 0.0358 0.0448
w/ GPT3.5 0.2197 0.3058 0.1364 0.1775 0.0603 0.0894 0.0369 0.0460
w/ GPT4 0.2234 0.3103 0.1392 0.1803 0.0611 0.0913 0.0377 0.0467



Roles: System  User  Assistant Prompt : Interest Angle Generation

Task description: You are a movie recommendation expert. Given a movie sequence a user has watched in a
historical period, we would like you to summarize the user's interests when selecting movies to watch. Each

interest category should include at least two movies from the historical sequence. The interest categories may
include, but are not limited to: Movie Genres (such as action movies, comedy movies, etc.), Movie Themes (such

as historical movies, war movies, etc.), Movie Production Features (such as animated movies, documentaries,
etc.), Movie Directors, Movie Actors, Movie Nationalities, Movie Languages, Movie Eras, etc.

Input: User’s historical viewing sequence: <Father of the Bride (1950)>, <Full Monty, The (1997)>, <2 Days in the
Valley (1996)>, <Dick Tracy (1990)>, <Scary Movie (2000)>, <Hard-Boiled (Lashou shentan) (1992)>, <Man Who

Would Be King, The (1975)>, <Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981)>, <Larger Than Life (1996)>, <Almost Famous
(2000)>, <Godfather, The (1972)>, <Godfather: Part II, The (1974)>

The reasoning result is: Aspects of interest that users may consider when selecting movies include: Interest Angle
1: Movie genres: Interest category 1: Science fiction, Interest category 2: Action film, Interest category 3: Adventure
film. Interest Angle 2: Movie director: Interest category 1: George Walton Lucas Jr, Interest category 2: Steven Allan
Spielberg. Interest Angle 3: Movie actors: Interest category 1: Harrison Ford. Interest Angle 4: Movie nationalities:

Interest category 1: United States. Interest Angle 5: Movie languages: Interest category 1: English.

The form of Item in ML-1M: <The Godfather (1972)>

 Interactions Sequence

(LLM)

Interest Angle 1: Movie genre: Interest category 1: Comedy
film, Interest category 2: Action film 

Interest Angle

Roles: System  User  Assistant Prompt : Construction of Multi-View Hypergraph

Task description: You are a movie recommendation expert. Given a movie sequence a user has watched in a
historical period, as well as the user's interest angles and interest category summarized by the analyst based on
the user's historical sequence, organize the movies contained in each interest category in the historical watching

sequence. If the interest category does not contain any movies, output "None".

Input: User’s historical viewing sequence: <Father of the Bride (1950)> , <Full Monty, The (1997)>,  <2 Days in
the Valley (1996)>, <Dick Tracy (1990)>,  <Scary Movie (2000)>, <Hard-Boiled (Lashou shentan) (1992)>, <Man

Who Would Be King, The (1975)>,  <Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981)>, <Larger Than Life (1996)>, <Almost
Famous (2000)>, <Godfather, The (1972)>, <Godfather: Part II, The (1974)>

User's interest categories: Comedy, action movie, 1990s, 1970s, directed by Francis Ford Coppola, directed by
Steven Spielberg, crime movie, adventure movie, actor Marlon Brando, actor Harrison Ford, American movie,

British movie, documentary, animated movie.

The reasoning result is:The output of organizing the movies is as follows: Comedy:  <Father of the Bride (1950)>, <Full
Monty, The (1997)>

Action movie:  <2 Days in the Valley (1996)>, <Hard-Boiled (Lashou shentan) (1992)>, <Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981)>
1990s: <Full Monty, The (1997)>, <2 Days in the Valley (1996)>, <Hard-Boiled (Lashou shentan) (1992)>, <Larger Than

Life (1996)>, <Almost Famous (2000)>
 1970s: <Man Who Would Be King, The (1975)>, <Godfather, The (1972)>, <Godfather: Part II, The (1974)> Directed by

Francis Ford Coppola: <Godfather, The (1972)>, <Godfather: Part II, The (1974)>

(LLM)

Multi-View Hypergraph

Comedy:  <Father of the Bride (1950)>, <Full Monty,
The (1997)>

Hyperedge

Figure 5: The prompt examples and real cases for LLMHG.
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