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Abstract

Recent years have seen a rapid surge in research leveraging Large
Language Models (LLMs) for recommendation. These methods typ-
ically employ supervised fine-tuning (SFT) to adapt LLMs to recom-
mendation scenarios, and utilize beam search during inference to
efficiently retrieve B top-ranked recommended items. However, we
identify a critical training-inference inconsistency: while SFT opti-
mizes the overall probability of positive items, it does not guarantee
that such items will be retrieved by beam search even if they possess
high overall probabilities. Due to the greedy pruning mechanism,
beam search can prematurely discard a positive item once its prefix
probability is insufficient.

To address this inconsistency, we propose BEAR (Beam-SEarch-
Aware Regularization), a novel fine-tuning objective that explicitly
accounts for beam search behavior during training. Rather than
directly simulating beam search for each instance during training,
which is computationally prohibitive, BEAR enforces a relaxed nec-
essary condition: each token in a positive item must rank within
the top-B candidate tokens at each decoding step. This objective
effectively mitigates the risk of incorrect pruning while incurring
negligible computational overhead compared to standard SFT. Ex-
tensive experiments across four real-world datasets demonstrate
that BEAR significantly outperforms strong baselines. Code is avail-
able at https://github.com/Tiny-Snow/BEAR-SIGIR-2026.
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1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have exhibited remarkable abili-
ties in natural language understanding [6], generation [51], and
reasoning [68], achieving notable successes across a wide range
of domains [30, 53, 73, 86]. These advances have sparked grow-
ing interest in leveraging LLMs as the backbone for recommender
systems, a.k.a. LLM-based RS [13, 14, 16, 17, 22, 28, 36, 54, 80, 83].
This paradigm typically reformulates recommendation as a natural
language task, involving three key stages: (i) Prompt construction,
converting a user’s historical interactions into a structured tex-
tual prompt to guide the LLMs; (ii) Supervised fine-tuning (SFT),
pairing prompts with target positive items as training instances to
adapt the LLMs for recommendation; and (iii) Inference, generating
B candidate items via decoding strategies, and selecting the top-
K ranked items as final recommendations [4, 19, 40]. Compared
with conventional recommenders, LLM-based RS can perform fine-
grained preference modeling [37], understand complex contextual
information [5], and enhance recommendation interpretability [21],
making them a promising and emerging direction.

During inference, beam search is widely adopted to efficiently
retrieve items with high probabilities [4, 40, 64]. Beam search in-
crementally extends sequences token-by-token, retaining only a


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5750-5515
https://orcid.org/0009-0006-8264-3182
https://orcid.org/0009-0004-3678-1141
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4752-2629
https://orcid.org/0009-0004-0209-2276
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7279-0801
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9774-9688
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5890-4307
https://github.com/Tiny-Snow/BEAR-SIGIR-2026
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2601.22925
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2601.22925
https://arxiv.org/abs/2601.22925v2

SIGIR °26, July 20-24, 2026, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

positive item
with highest-prob (23%)
be
due to low-prob prefix (25%)

Godfather

25% 24% -
Bocchi

he

Rock!
Target Item 23%

Beam Search Candidates Target Item Pruned Path

(a) Beam search example with SFT-trained LLMs.
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(b) Beam search example with BEAR-trained LLMs.

Figure 1: Illustration of beam search applied to SFT-trained LLMs vs. BEAR-trained LLMs (with beam width B = 2). The blue
paths represent candidate items retrieved by beam search (e.g., "A Beautiful Mind"), while red circles mark the positive item
(e.g., "Bocchi the Rock!"). (a) In the SFT case, although the positive item possesses the highest overall probability, it is pruned at
the first step due to the insufficient probability of its prefix (e.g., "Bocchi"). (b) BEAR promotes ranking each positive token
within the top-B among all possible tokens, making beam search more likely to retain the positive item.

small number (i.e., the beam width B) of the highest-probability
candidates at each step, while discarding the others. This approach
is considerably faster than exhaustive retrieval over all items, but it
introduces a greedy pruning mechanism: if a positive item’s prefix
has relatively low probability, it may be pruned early, even if its
complete sequence has the highest overall item probability.

Challenges. We identify a fundamental training-inference incon-
sistency between SFT optimization and beam search decoding in
current LLM-based RS. While SFT targets improving the overall
probability of positive items, this objective does not necessarily en-
sure that the item would be retrieved during beam search. Figure 1(a)
illustrates an example: despite the positive item "Bocchi the Rock!"
achieving the highest overall probability, its low-probability prefix
"Bocchi" causes premature pruning during beam search. Our empir-
ical analysis on real-world datasets reveals that this phenomenon is
alarmingly prevalent: over 80% of positive items with top-B overall
probability are pruned before reaching the final recommendations
of beam search (cf. Figure 3). This striking statistic demonstrates
that the training-inference inconsistency constitutes the primary
bottleneck in LLM-based RS, demanding urgent resolution.

Our Method. To bridge this gap, we propose a novel fine-tuning
objective, termed BEAR (Beam-SEarch-Aware Regularization),
which explicitly incorporates the beam search dynamics into train-
ing. A straightforward yet naive approach would be to simulate
beam search for every instance during training, increasing the prefix
probabilities of positive items until they rank in the top-B candi-
date prefixes at each step. However, this approach entails multiple

forward passes per instance during training, making it computa-
tionally infeasible (cf. Figure 5). Instead, BEAR optimizes a relaxed
necessary condition for retrieving positive items via beam search,
i.e., ensuring each token of the positive items ranks within the top-B
candidate tokens. Our motivation stems from an interesting em-
pirical observation: violating this necessary condition constitutes
the primary cause of incorrect pruning, accounting for over 70%
of cases in real-world datasets (cf. Figure 4). Therefore, optimizing
BEAR would naturally and substantially mitigate the risk of in-
correct pruning, thereby improving recommendation performance
(cf. Figure 3). Moreover, unlike the straightforward solution that
simulates beam search, BEAR requires no additional forward passes,
achieving high computational efficiency with negligible additional
overhead compared to standard SFT, making it highly practical for
real-world applications (cf. Figure 5).

To empirically validate the effectiveness of BEAR, we conduct
comprehensive experiments on four real-world datasets. Exper-
imental results demonstrate that BEAR surpasses nine state-of-
the-art fine-tuning baselines for LLM-based RS (mainly published
within the past year), with a notable average improvement of 12.50%
in recommendation accuracy across all datasets. Moreover, BEAR is
a model-agnostic fine-tuning objective and can be seamlessly inte-
grated into various LLM-based RS backbones. Empirically, we eval-
uate BEAR on three well-known recommendation backbones and
obtain consistent performance gains. Additional analyses indicate
that BEAR can indeed reduce the ratio of incorrect pruning, thereby
validating its effectiveness in addressing the training-inference in-
consistency in LLM-based RS.
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Instruction Template

Instruction:  Given a list of movies the user has watched before,
please recommend a new movie that the user likes
to the user.

Input: The user has watched the following movies before:

Good Will Hunting | The Man Who Knew Infinity , .. ,

K-On! | Sound! Euphonium .

Output: Bocchi the Rock! .

Figure 2: Instruction prompt template.

Contributions. In summary, our contributions are as follows:

e We identify and analyze the critical issue of training-inference
inconsistency in LLM-based recommendation tasks, and advo-
cate explicitly incorporating the impact of beam search into the
design of fine-tuning objectives.

e We propose BEAR, a novel beam-search-aware fine-tuning objec-
tive that optimizes a necessary condition for retrieving positive
items via beam search. This objective effectively mitigates the
risk of incorrect pruning in beam search with negligible addi-
tional computational overhead.

e We conduct extensive experiments to validate the effectiveness of
BEAR, achieving a notable average improvement of 12.50% over
state-of-the-art methods across multiple datasets and backbones.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we provide the necessary preliminaries for under-
standing our work. We formulate the task of LLM-based RS in
Section 2.1, introduce beam search in Section 2.2, and discuss the
limitations of SFT due to the training-inference inconsistency in
Section 2.3.

2.1 Task Formulation

In this work, we focus on sequential recommendation [9, 10, 26,
31, 39, 58, 63], a widely adopted recommendation scenario that
aims to model the temporal dynamics of user preferences. Formally,
given a recommender system with the corresponding user set U
and the item set 7, each user u € U is associated with a historical
interaction sequence H,, = [hy, by, - -+, hn—1], where h,, € T is the
n-th interacted item. The goal of sequential recommendation is
to predict the next item hy that a user would likely interact with
based on the previous interactions Hy,.

Recently, given the impressive open-domain knowledge and se-
mantic reasoning capabilities of Large Language Models (LLMs) [1,
2, 59], there has been a surge of interest in leveraging them for
sequential recommendation (i.e., LLM-based RS) [3, 4, 32, 38]. In
this paradigm, the historical interactions H,, are transformed into
a structured prompt x using a predefined template, where each
item h, € H, is represented by its textual description (e.g., title or
metadata), as illustrated in Figure 2. The prompt x is subsequently
employed to instruct LLMs to generate the textual description y of
the predicted item, where the generation is driven by the probability
Py (y|x) estimated by LLMs with parameters 6.
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Figure 3: Performance comparison between SFT and BEAR
on the Book dataset. PruningRate @ 10 denotes the pruning
rate with beam width B = 10, i.e., the proportion of positive
items that rank within the top-10 in overall probability yet
are pruned during beam search. The complete results are
presented in Table 2 and Figure 6.

Notably, LLMs operate at a fine-grained semantic token level,
sequentially outputting the tokens of the predicted item y accord-
ing to the token-wise conditional probability Py(y;|y<s, x), where
y; denotes the ¢-th token in y, and y.; denotes the prefix tokens
preceding y;. Consequently, the overall probability of the predicted
item y can be factorized as the product of token probabilities,
ie., Py(yl|x) = ]_[ltzl1 Py(y¢|y<s, x), where |y is the length of y. Such
fine-grained token-level semantic modeling empowers LLMs to
capture nuanced user preferences, offering a promising avenue for
advancing recommendation performance.

2.2 Beam Search

During the inference stage, LLM-based RS aim to retrieve the top-K
items with the highest probabilities Py(y|x). However, given the
vast item space and significant computational cost of LLMs, ex-
haustively enumerating all items and calculating their probabilities
is prohibitively expensive. To address this challenge, an efficient
approximate decoding strategy, known as beam search, is widely
adopted in LLM-based RS [4, 40, 64]. This strategy leverages the
generative nature of LLMs and employs a greedy search principle,
achieving a balance between accuracy and efficiency.

Beam Search Procedure. Rather than directly assessing the proba-
bilities Py (y|x) of all items, beam search employs an iterative token-
wise extension mechanism. Specifically, at each decoding step, beam
search progressively extends the sequences (a.k.a. beams) to their
next tokens, and retains only a fixed number (i.e., the beam width B)
of the most promising candidate sequences, while pruning the rest.
The detailed procedure is as follows (also illustrated in Figure 1):

o Initialization: at the initial step ¢t = 0, initialize the candidate
set By = {b<1} with a single candidate b.; = "<B0S>", where
<BOS> is a special token denoting the beginning of the sequence.

o Expansion: at step t > 1, for each candidate sequence b.; from
the previous step’s candidate set B, extend it with all possible
next tokens b; to form the extended candidates b.;.1. The proba-
bilities of the extended candidates are computed as Pg(b<;41|x) =
Po(betlx) - Po(belbar, x).
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Figure 4: An overwhelming majority of positive items with
high overall probabilities (i.e., top-K ranked among candi-
dates) are pruned during beam search, where failure to meet
the necessary condition (3.2) is the primary cause (marked as
red rectangles). Here, we set beam width B = 10 and number
of recommended items K € {5,10}. "Prop" denotes the pro-
portion of pruning cases attributable to necessary condition
violations (red), consistently accounting for over 70% of all
pruning cases (red and gray) across all settings.

o Pruning: sort all extended candidates b, by their probabilities
Py(b<t+1]x), and retain only the top-B candidates with the high-
est probabilities as the new candidate set B,4; for the next step.
All other candidates are pruned.

o Termination: repeat the expansion and pruning steps until all can-
didates are completed by generating a special end-of-sequence
token <EOS> or reaching the predefined maximum length. This
results in a final candidate set with B completed sequences, from
which the top-K items with the highest overall probabilities are
selected as the final recommendations.

Suboptimal Pruning in Beam Search. Despite its efficiency,
beam search is inherently a locally greedy decoding strategy and is
therefore not guaranteed to yield the optimal retrieval results [19].
Specifically, at each decoding step, it retains only the top-B candi-
dates b, with the highest prefix probabilities Pg(b;|x), potentially
pruning candidates that could lead to higher overall probabilities
Py(y|x) after generating subsequent tokens. For example, as il-
lustrated in Figure 1(a), at the first decoding step, the candidate
sequence "Bocchi" is pruned because its prefix probability (25%) is
lower than that of the other two candidates, i.e., "The" (30%) and
"A" (45%). However, one of the complete items starting with this
prefix, i.e., "Bocchi the Rock!", indeed has the highest overall prob-
ability (23%) among all items. In this case, positive items with high
probability are incorrectly pruned early due to the greedy nature
of beam search, which can significantly hinder retrieval accuracy
and lead to low-relevance recommendations [62, 78].

2.3 Limitations of SFT

To adapt LLMs to recommendation scenarios, existing LLM-based
RS typically employ supervised fine-tuning (SFT) [4, 40, 46, 64]. In
this process, the recommendation data is organized into a train-
ing dataset consisting of multiple prompt-response pairs (x, y) as
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Figure 5: Running time comparison of three training objec-
tives: SFT, BEAR, and objective (3.1). While SFT and BEAR
have comparable training time, optimizing the objective (3.1)
is significantly more time-consuming due to the need for
beam search simulation during training. Refer to Figure 9
for complete results in training efficiency.

training instances, where x is the constructed prompt and y is the
textual description of the positive item (cf. Figure 2). Subsequently,
the LLM is adapted by optimizing the following SFT objective:

lyl
min Lspr(x,y:0) = ~log Pa(ylx) =~ > log Po(yely<r.x). (21)
1=1
By minimizing this loss, the model is guided to maximize the over-
all probability Py(y|x) of the positive item y conditioned on the
prompt x, thereby aligning the LLM with recommendation tasks.
More importantly, the SFT objective can be decomposed into a sum
of token-wise cross-entropy losses (i.e., —log Py (y¢|y<:, x)), which
can be efficiently optimized through one forward pass of the LLM
per training instance, facilitating scalable training.

Training-Inference Inconsistency. While SFT has shown promis-
ing results, this conventional strategy could be suboptimal for LLM-
based RS due to the training-inference inconsistency between SFT
learning and beam search decoding. Specifically, the SFT objec-
tive aims to maximize the overall probability of positive items.
However, during beam search, a high overall probability does
not necessarily ensure successful retrieval. As discussed in Sec-
tion 2.2, the greedy pruning behavior of beam search can easily
eliminate positive items whose prefixes do not exhibit sufficiently
high local probability, regardless of their global high probability.
As exemplified in Figure 1(a), the positive item "Bocchi the Rock!"
is pruned due to the relatively low probability of its prefix "Bocchi’,
despite having the highest overall probability among all items. Crit-
ically, this situation is alarmingly common rather than exceptional.
Our empirical analysis, as exhibited in Figures 4 and 6, reveals a
striking finding: among positive items with high overall proba-
bilities, an overwhelming majority (e.g., 88.28% in Book and
84.39% in Toy datasets) are pruned by beam search and con-
sequently fail to appear in the final recommendations. This
remarkable percentage underscores that the training-inference in-
consistency represents a fundamental bottleneck in LLM-based RS,
severely compromising their effectiveness and demanding immedi-
ate attention. Thus, this work explores a novel beam-search-aware
fine-tuning approach to mitigate this critical inconsistency.
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3 Methodology

To bridge the training-inference inconsistency, we present BEAR
(Beam-SEarch-Aware Regularization), a novel beam-search-aware
objective that explicitly considers the impact of beam search. We
first present a straightforward yet time-costly solution in Section 3.1,
then introduce our BEAR objective in Section 3.2.

3.1 A Straightforward Solution

In Section 2.3, we have identified the limitations of SFT due to its
beam search unawareness. Since SFT merely maximizes the overall
probability of the positive item, it cannot prevent low-probability
prefixes from being pruned during beam search inference, which
may lead to degraded recommendation performance.

Straightforward Objective. To address this issue, a straightfor-
ward idea is to directly optimize the objective for retaining the
positive item throughout the beam search process, i.e., ensuring
that every prefix y<; of the positive item y is always ranked within
the top-B candidates at each beam search step ¢, where B is the
beam width. Formally, this requirement can be expressed as:

lyl+1
max | | 1(Po(yselx) > Po(v?,1x)). (3.1)
t=1

where b2, denotes the beam search candidate ranked exactly in
the B-th position at decoding step t — 1 (cf. Section 2.2), and I(-)
is the indicator function. The right-hand term Pg(b2,|x) can be
understood as a threshold — if the probability of the prefix y;,
i.e, the left-hand term Py(y<;|x), exceeds this threshold Pp(b%,|x),
the prefix will be preserved by beam search; otherwise, it will be
pruned immediately. Optimizing the objective (3.1) systematically
elevates the probability of each positive prefix above the corre-
sponding threshold, thereby reducing the risk that the positive item
will be incorrectly pruned during beam search.

Limitations on Computational Efficiency. Despite its concep-
tual simplicity, this straightforward solution is computationally im-
practical in real-world settings. Specifically, calculating the thresh-
old Pg(bgt |x) in objective (3.1) necessitates simulating the entire
beam search procedure during training for each instance (x,y).
This involves token-by-token expansion of candidate sequences
and requires up to B times additional forward passes of the LLM
per training instance compared to SFT. Worse still, the strictly
sequential dependency makes this process inherently difficult to
parallelize and thus heavily time-consuming. Even with a relatively
small beam width (e.g., B = 10), our empirical analysis shows that
optimizing (3.1) incurs over 4.45X runtime cost compared to basic
SFT in practice, making it unsuitable for real-world applications
(cf. Figure 5). This motivates the development of an efficient surro-
gate strategy to approximate the objective while avoiding the full
beam search simulation during training.

3.2 BEAR: Beam-Search-Aware Regularization

Necessary Condition Objective. While directly optimizing the
objective (3.1) is challenging, we empirically observe an intriguing
phenomenon: the majority of incorrect pruning cases are in fact
caused by the violation of a necessary condition, as illustrated
in Figure 4. This condition stipulates that the token-wise probability
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Table 1: Dataset statistics.

Dataset #Users #Items #Interactions Density
Office 4895 2414 53149 0.4498%
Book 16559 6344 151928 0.1446%
Toy 19124 11758 165247 0.0735%
Clothing | 39230 22948 277534 0.0308%

Py (y:|y<s, x) of each positive token y, must rank within the top-B
among all possible next tokens; otherwise, it will be pruned immedi-
ately by the beam search, since only the top-B extended candidates
are retained at each decoding step (cf. Section 2.2). Formally, this
necessary condition can be expressed as:

lyl
max [ 1 (PoCuly<e ) = ). (32)
t=1

where B2 = top-B{Py(:|y<s,x)} denotes the B-th highest token-
wise probability among all possible next tokens at step t. In contrast
to the original objective (3.1), which enforces that every positive
prefix is retained within the top-B beam search candidates, this
formulation operates at the granularity of individual positive tokens.
The goal of objective (3.2) is to raise the probability of each positive
token Py (y:|y<s, x) above the token-wise threshold ﬂf thereby
ensuring that the extended positive prefix y;4; at least remains
within the top-B among all possible continuations extended from
the prefix y;, which is a necessary condition for finally retaining
this positive prefix in the next step of beam search.

Notably, although this objective is a weaker constraint than (3.1),
it remains a strong enough constraint and serves as an effective
and computationally efficient surrogate for optimization. On the
one hand, as shown in Figure 4, failure to satisfy this necessary
condition is the primary cause of incorrect pruning, accounting
for over 70% of all cases. Therefore, directly optimizing this nec-
essary condition can substantially mitigate the training-inference
inconsistency and improve recommendation performance. On the
other hand, unlike (3.1), this objective does not require simulating
the beam search procedure and only involves computing the token-
wise top-B threshold 2. Note that the probabilities Py (-|y<;, x) for
all valid next tokens of each positive prefix y.; can be efficiently
calculated by applying softmax to the output logits of LLMs, while
these logits are already computed during SFT. Therefore, calculat-
ing this top-B threshold 2 incurs no additional forward passes of
LLMs. As a result, its computational cost is comparable to standard
SFT and is significantly more efficient than directly optimizing (3.1),
as evidenced by our empirical results in Figures 5 and 9.

Beam-Search-Aware Regularization (BEAR). Despite the po-
tential benefits of optimizing the necessary condition (3.2), this ap-
proach poses significant challenges due to its inherent discontinuity,
which hinders gradient-based optimization. To tackle these issues,
we follow the principle of Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM) [60]
and formulate the risk indicating the violation of this necessary
condition as:

R (x,y;0) =logl (logﬂf —log Py (yily<s, x) > 0) . (3.3)



SIGIR °26, July 20-24, 2026, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

Weigin Yang et al.

Table 2: Overall performance comparison with various baselines. The LLM-based RS methods are applied ("+") on the BIGRec [3]
backbone. N@K and H@K denote NDCG@K and HitRatio@K metrics, respectively. The best results are highlighted in bold,
and the best baselines are underlined. "Imp.%" indicates the relative improvement of BEAR over the best baseline.

Office ‘ Book ‘ Toy ‘ Clothing

Method

T | N@e5 N@10 He@s He10 | N@5 N@1o H@s H@1 | Ne5 N@10 He5 He10 | Ne5 N@1 H@s5 H@10
SASRec 0.0127 00196 00223 00447 | 0.0061  0.0080  0.0100  0.0157 | 0.0089 00109 00148 00211 | 0.0022  0.0033  0.0036  0.0072
BERT4Rec | 0.0164 0.0206 0.0264 00396 | 00100 00121 00158 00223 | 00101 00118 00137 00188 | 0.0028  0.0034  0.0033  0.0053
DROS 0.0195  0.0240  0.0265  0.0405 0.0072 0.0096 0.0116 0.0192 0.0105  0.0126  0.0148  0.0213 | 0.0038 0.0046 0.0048  0.0074
LLM-CF 0.0161  0.0200  0.0306  0.0426 0.0077 0.0100 0.0141 0.0212 0.0077 ~ 0.0101  0.0148  0.0223 | 0.0022 0.0034 0.0042  0.0078
DLLM2Rec | 0.0166  0.0231  0.0322 00530 | 00068 00094 00112 00194 | 0.0080 00110 00156  0.0248 | 0.0028  0.0045  0.0056  0.0106
BIGRec 0.0105 00226 00213 00587 | 0.0068  0.0101 00128 00228 | 0.0122 00157 00200 0.0307 | 0.0043  0.0071  0.0086  0.0172
+D? 0.0142 00237 00291 00592 | 0.0057  0.0093 00112 00221 | 00163 00202 00257 00375 | 0.0045 00072  0.0088  0.0172
+ CFT 0.0183  0.0272  0.0306  0.0582 0.0051 0.0090 0.0107 0.0224 0.0138  0.0173  0.0217  0.0325 | 0.0045 0.0076 0.0086  0.0182
+ D?LR 0.0243 00311 00395 00603 | 0.0070  0.0089 00128 00183 | 0.0142 00177 00227 0.0338 | 0.0051  0.0081  0.0098  0.01%
+1GD 0.0187 00266 00312 00566 | 0.0061  0.0095 00125 00228 | 0.0191 00239 00273 00421 | 0.0059  0.0084  0.0098 0.0178
+ MSL 0.0346 00388 00504 00634 | 00087 00117 00137 00228 | 00239 00301 00359 00551 | 0.0075 00115  0.0136  0.0260
+S-DPO 0.0209  0.0292  0.0374  0.0629 0.0082 0.0102 0.0125 0.0189 0.0181  0.0227  0.0283  0.0432 | 0.0054 0.0093 0.0110  0.0232
+RosePO | 0.0266 00338 00436 0.0660 | 00117 00127 00153 00185 | 00114 00174 00194 0.0378 | 0.0066 00110 00138  0.0272
+ SPRec 0.0249 00326 00416 00655 | 0.0072 00110 ~ 00130  0.0244 | 00148 00175 00234 00317 | 0.0047 00069  0.0082 0.0152
+BEAR | 0.0365 0.0421 0.0545 0.0717 | 0.0146 0.0177  0.0203  0.0297 | 0.0254 0.0316 0.0380 0.0574 | 0.0082 0.0127 0.0148 0.0290
Imp.% +5.49% +8.51% +8.13% +8.64% | +24.79% +39.37% +28.48% +21.72% | +6.28% +4.98% +5.85% +4.17% | +9.33% +10.43% +7.25% +6.62%

Here, the AB =log B2 — log Py(y;|y<s, x) term! can be interpreted
as the pruning margin at step t. A positive pruning margin indicates
that the token-wise probability of y, falls below the top-B threshold
BB, which corresponds to the violation of the necessary condition
(3.2) and leads to immediate pruning at step ¢. Therefore, minimizing
this risk for each step is fundamentally equivalent to optimizing
the necessary condition for beam search survival.

To enable gradient-based optimization and effectively minimize
the risk (3.3), we surrogate the indicator function I(AB > 0) with
the sigmoid function O'é:(A?) =1/(1 + exp(-AB/§)), where £ is a
temperature hyperparameter that controls the smoothness® [74,
75, 82]. This surrogate provides a smooth and tight approximation
to the discontinuous indicator function, resulting in the following
differentiable beam-search-aware regularization term’:

lyl
Lrog(x:0) = ) log o (log fF ~ log Po(yily<i-x)) .

t=1

(3.4)

By minimizing this regularization term, the model is guided to
minimize the pruning margin A2 at each step, thereby effectively
reducing the risk of incorrect pruning during beam search. Notably,
while the standard SFT objective (2.1) also increases the probabilities
of positive tokens, it treats all tokens equally without considering
the beam search dynamics, leading to massive premature pruning
and noteworthy training-inference inconsistency (cf. Section 2.3).
In contrast, regularization (3.4) explicitly accounts for the pruning
margin, dynamically evaluating the probabilities of positive tokens
Po(y:|y<s, x) relative to their respective top-B thresholds 5, thus
effectively mitigating the training-inference inconsistency.

In objective (3.2), the indicator function I (Pg(yr|y<sx) = B2) is equivalent
to I (log B2 — log Po(y:|y<s, x) < 0), which operates on the difference of log-
probabilities and thus facilitates optimization.

2As the temperature & — 0, the sigmoid function osr(Af) converges to [(AZ > 0).
3In objectives (3.3) and (3.4), we take the logarithm to convert maximization of the
product into minimization of the sum of risks, facilitating token-wise optimization.
For mathematically rigorousness, we assume that the token probabilities are lower
bounded by a small positive constant, ensuring the well-definedness of the logarithm
operation [70, 74, 75, 81].

Finally, by incorporating the regularization term (3.4) into the
SFT objective (2.1), we obtain the proposed BEAR objective:

Hgn Lrear (%, Y5 0) = Lspr(x, y;0) + ALreg(x, 43 0), (3.5)
where A > 0 is a weight hyperparameter that controls the regu-
larization strength. By incorporating beam-search awareness with
SFT, BEAR not only improves the overall probability of positive
items (cf. Table 2), but also effectively reduces the risk of incorrectly
pruning positive items during beam search (cf. Figure 6). These ef-
fects collectively alleviate the training-inference inconsistency and
enhance recommendation performance, leading to an effective and
efficient fine-tuning objective for LLM-based RS.

4 Experiments

In this section, we conduct extensive experiments to evaluate the
effectiveness of the proposed BEAR objective. Our aim is to answer
the following research questions (RQs):

e RQ1: How does BEAR perform in recommendation tasks com-
pared to existing methods?

e RQ2: How does BEAR mitigate the training-inference inconsis-
tency and alleviate the incorrect pruning during beam search?

e RQ3: How does BEAR generalize to different LLM-based RS
backbones, LLM sizes, and fine-tuning objectives?

e RQ4: How does the computational efficiency of BEAR compare
to other methods?

e RQ5: How do the hyperparameters A and & of BEAR affect its
performance?

4.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets. To ensure fair comparison with existing methods, we
conduct experiments on four widely-used Amazon datasets [25, 47]:
Office, Book, Toy, and Clothing. The dataset preprocessing conforms
to the standard procedure in previous studies [3, 64], where the
users and items with fewer than 5 interactions are filtered out (i.e., 5-
core), and a sliding window of size 11 is applied to segment the
user interaction sequences. The resulting sequences are then split
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Table 3: Performance comparison using different recommendation backbones, including LLaRA [38] and A-LLMRec [32]. We
adopt MSL [64] as the representative SFT method. N@K and H@K denote NDCG@K and HitRatio@K metrics, respectively.
The best results are highlighted in bold. "Imp.%" indicates the relative improvement of BEAR over the best baseline.

Office ‘ Book ‘ Toy ‘ Clothing

Method

o | N@e5 New Hes Hew | Ne5 N@1 H@s H@ | Ne5 N@1 H@5 He1 | N@5 N@1 H@s H@1o
LLaRA 00110 0.0234 00234 00618 | 00068 00113 00135 00267 | 00129 00163 00204 00309 | 0.0036  0.0071  0.0074  0.0184
+ MSL 00380 00423  0.0561 00696 | 00078 00105 00132 00217 | 00230 00290 00346  0.0534 | 0.0082 00116 00146  0.0254
+BEAR | 0.0407 0.0457 0.0592 0.0748 | 0.0123  0.0157 0.0212  0.0315 | 0.0259 0.0315 0.0386 0.0559 | 0.0089 0.0129  0.0156  0.0284
Imp.% +7.11% +8.04%  +5.53% +7.47% | +57.69% +38.94% +57.04% +17.98% | +12.61% +8.62% +11.56% +4.68% | +8.54% +11.21% +6.85% +11.81%
A-LLMRec | 0.0125 00247 00265 00639 | 0.0077 00111 00153 00256 | 00126 00160  0.0198  0.0305 | 0.0036  0.0068  0.0072  0.0172
+ MSL 00332 00373 00525 00655 | 00094 00118 00151 00224 | 00247 00302 00361 00532 | 0.0081 00124 00140  0.0276
+BEAR | 00392 0.0444 00561 0.0722 | 0.0106 0.0149 0.0189  0.0317 | 0.0255 0.0312 0.0373 0.0549 | 0.0087 0.0128  0.0164  0.0288
Imp.% +18.07% +19.03% +6.86% +10.23% | +12.77% +26.27% +23.53% +23.83% | +3.24% +3.31% +3.32% +3.20% | +7.41% +3.23% +17.14% +4.35%

Office Book Toy Clothing
100 100 100 100
w= SFT w—= SFT
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Figure 6: Pruning Rate (PR@K) comparison between SFT and BEAR. During beam search with beam size B, PR@K measures the
proportion of incorrectly pruned positive items with high overall probabilities (i.e., top-K ranked among candidates). A lower
PR@K indicates better training-inference alignment. Results show that BEAR significantly reduces PR@K compared to SFT.

into training, validation, and test sets with a ratio of 8:1:1 based on
the chronological order. The dataset statistics are summarized in
Table 1.

Compared Methods. We compare BEAR with the following rep-
resentative methods:

e Conventional RS: traditional methods for sequential recom-
mendation, including SASRec (ICDM ’18) [31], BERT4Rec (CIKM
’19) [55], and DROS (SIGIR °23) [76].

LLM-enhanced RS: conventional RS models augmented with
LLMs as semantic encoder or knowledge enhancer, including
LLM-CF (CIKM °24) [56] and DLLM2Rec (RecSys *24) [15].
LLM-based RS Backbones: LLMs directly employed for recom-
mendation. Typical backbones include BIGRec (TORS ’25) [3],
LLaRA (SIGIR °24) [38], and A-LLMRec (KDD °24) [32].

SFT Methods for LLM-based RS: various SFT optimization
methods applied on LLM-based RS, including D* (EMNLP "24) [4],
CFT (CoRR ’24) [84], DLR (SIGIR "25) [46], IGD (CoRR "25) [40],
and the state-of-the-art method MSL (SIGIR ’25) [64].

DPO Methods for LLM-based RS: direct preference optimiza-
tion (DPO) [52] methods that model pairwise preferences for
LLM-based RS, including S-DPO (NeurIPS ’24) [12], RosePO
(CoRR ’24) [37], and SPRec (WWW ’25) [20].

Implementation Details. For conventional sequential recommen-
dation methods, we closely follow their official implementations
and default hyperparameters, training a 2-layer and 64-dim trans-
former for 200 epochs with a batch size of 128 and a learning rate of
le-3. For LLM-enhanced RS methods, we directly utilize their offi-
cial code, where SASRec is adopted as the backbone. For LLM-based
RS methods, we employ Llama-3.2-3B [24] as the base recommen-
dation model in the main experiments (we also evaluate BEAR’s

performance on other LLM sizes in Table 4, including Llama-3.2-1B
and Llama-3-8B [24]). Following the recent works [64], we fine-tune
the LLMs for 10 epochs and evaluate the checkpoints with the best
NDCG@10 results on the validation set. During training, the stan-
dard LoRA technique [29] and AdamW [45] optimizer are applied,
with a rank of 8 and a learning rate of 1e-4 (except for SPRec, which
uses 2e-5). The batch size is set to 64 for DPO methods, and 128 for
others. During inference, following previous works [3, 4, 64], we
use constrained beam search with a beam size B of 10, ensuring that
the generated items are valid and non-hallucinated. For evaluation,
we adopt the widely-used NDCG@K and HitRatio@K metrics to
assess the top-K recommendation performance, with K € {5, 10}.
For our BEAR method, we search hyperparameters A € [0.1,5.0]

and ¢ € [0.25,3.0]. For all the baseline SFT and DPO-based fine-
tuning methods, we closely follow their official implementations
and recommended hyperparameters. For hardware, all experiments

are conducted on 8x GeForce RTX 5090 GPUs.

4.2 Experimental Results

In the following, we present and analyze the experimental results
to answer the aforementioned research questions.

Overall Performance (RQ1). Table 2 presents the overall rec-
ommendation performance comparison of BEAR with baselines.
As shown, BEAR consistently outperforms all compared methods
across all datasets, achieving an average improvement of +12.50%
in NDCG@K and HitRatio@K over state-of-the-art SFT methods
(e.g., MSL) and DPO methods (e.g., RosePO). This demonstrates the
effectiveness of BEAR in enhancing recommendation quality, which
aligns well with our motivation of bridging the training-inference
gap in LLM-based RS (cf. Section 3.2).
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Table 4: Performance comparison on different LLMs, including Llama-3.2-1B and Llama-3-8B [24], on the BIGRec [3] backbone.
We adopt MSL [64] as the representative SFT method. N@K and H@K denote NDCG@K and HitRatio@K metrics, respectively.
The best results are highlighted in bold. "Imp.%" indicates the relative improvement of BEAR over the best baseline.

‘ Office ‘ Book ‘ Toy ‘ Clothing

Method:

¢Ho% | N@e5 Ne@w He@s He | Ne5 N@1 H@5 H@ | Ne5 N@10 H@5 H@10 | Ne5 N@10 He5 H@1o
BIGRec (1B) | 0.0095 00177  0.0203 00447 | 00058 00066 00114  0.0137 | 0.0088 00133 00159 0029 | 0.0032  0.0066  0.0068  0.0176
+ MSL 00201 00232 00322 00421 | 00070 0008 00116  0.0176 | 0.0165 00230 00267 00465 | 0.0071 00105 00136  0.0244
+BEAR | 0.0203 00270 00343 00556 | 0.0076 0.009 00132 0.0194 | 0.0176 0.0240 0.0284 0.0484 | 0.0075 00116 0.0144  0.0270
Imp.% +100% +16.38% +6.52% +24.38% | +B.57%  +7.87% +13.79% +10.23% | +6.67% +4.35% +6.37% +4.09% | +5.63% +10.48% +5.88% +10.66%
BIGRec (8B) | 00114 00213 00213 00514 | 00109 00137 00169  0.0258 | 0.0142 00189 00213 00357 | 00057 0.0081  0.0104  0.180
+ MSL 00392 00417 00556 00634 | 00103 00135 00160  0.0260 | 0.0245 0.0298 0.0373 00538 | 0.0085 00128 00156  0.0292
+BEAR | 0.0407 00438 00608 0.0706 | 00140 00172 00256 0.0356 | 0.0262 0.0318 0.0401 0.0572 | 0.0090 0.0135 0.0162  0.0302
Imp.% +3.83% +5.04% +9.35% +1136% | +28.44% +25.55% +5148% +36.92% | +6.94% +6.71% +7.51% +6.32% | +5.88% +5.47% +3.85%  +3.42%
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Figure 7: Performance of applying BEAR to S-DPO [12]. In addition to the original S-DPO loss, we apply the positive BEAR
regularization to the positive items and the negative BEAR regularization to the sampled negative items. Results show that
BEAR significantly enhances the performance of S-DPO across all datasets.

Mitigation of Training-Inference Inconsistency (RQ2). To
validate BEAR’s effectiveness in reducing incorrect pruning of pos-
itive items during beam search, we compare pruning rate metrics
(i.e, PR@K in Figure 6) between BEAR and SFT methods (e.g., MSL).
Specifically, PR@K measures the proportion of positive items that
are ranked within the top-K based on their overall probabilities but
are incorrectly pruned during beam search. As shown in Figure 6,
BEAR exhibits a significantly lower PR@K, achieving an average
reduction of -24.86% compared to SFT methods. This verifies that
our beam-search-aware regularization (3.4) can effectively reduce
the risk of incorrectly pruning positive items, thereby mitigating
the training-inference inconsistency in LLM-based RS.

Generalizability: Backbones and LLM Sizes (RQ3-1). To as-
sess the generalizability of BEAR, we further evaluate its perfor-
mance on different LLM-based RS backbones (e.g., LLaRA [38] and
A-LLMRec [32]) with different base LLM sizes (e.g., Llama-3.2-1B
and Llama-3-8B [24]). As illustrated in Table 3 and Table 4, BEAR
consistently outperforms the SFT methods across different back-
bones and LLM sizes, demonstrating its versatility and effectiveness.

Generalizability: Fine-tuning Objectives (RQ3-2). Given that
the training-inference inconsistency is a common challenge in fine-
tuning LLMs for recommendation, exploring the applicability of
BEAR to other fine-tuning objectives, e.g., DPO-based methods,
is also of great interest. Therefore, we also apply BEAR to the
widely-adopted S-DPO [12]. Specifically, in addition to the origi-
nal S-DPO loss, we apply the positive BEAR regularization in (3.4)
(i-e., Lreg) to the positive items, while applying the negative regular-
ization (i.e., —Lreg) to the sampled negative items. This encourages
the model to retain positive items during beam search and prune
negative items, thus aligning the DPO training with the inference

process. As shown in Figure 7, BEAR significantly enhances the per-
formance of S-DPO, validating its broad applicability in improving
various fine-tuning objectives for LLM-based RS.

Computational Efficiency (RQ4). As illustrated in Figure 9,
BEAR demonstrates both comparable training efficiency to SFT
methods and optimal recommendation performance among all com-
pared methods. This is attributable to BEAR’s meticulous design,
which avoids additional forward passes of the LLM during train-
ing, as discussed in Section 3.2. In contrast, other methods such as
CFT [84], S-DPO [12], and SPRec [20] require additional forward
passes for each training instance, leading to noteworthy increased
computational overhead (typically 2X to 10x compared to BEAR).
This inefficiency hinders their scalability in real-world applications,
making BEAR a more practical choice for deploying LLM-based
recommender systems.

Hyperparameter Sensitivity (RQ5). In Figure 8, we conduct
a sensitivity analysis of BEAR’s hyperparameters A and &. As il-
lustrated, the performance for both A and & exhibits a clear peak.
Specifically, the regularization weight A serves to balance the SFT
and the regularization: when A is too small, BEAR degenerates
to standard SFT, leading to suboptimal performance due to the
training-inference inconsistency; conversely, an excessively large A
overemphasizes the regularization, potentially failing to maximize
the overall probability of positive items. For the temperature pa-
rameter £, it controls the smoothness of the approximation to the
indicator function: when £ is too small, the approximation becomes
overly sharp, resulting in gradient saturation; on the other hand,
a too-large & leads to an overly smooth approximation, diluting
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Figure 8: Sensitivity analysis of BEAR’s hyperparameters 1
(blue) and €& ( )- The best result is highlighted with a
star, and the baseline result is indicated with a dashed line.

the regularization signal. In addition, we observe that BEAR is rel-
atively robust to hyperparameter variations within a reasonable
range, which is beneficial for practical applications.

5 Related Work

Sequential Recommendation. Sequential recommendation [8,
11, 34, 65] has long been a central task in recommendation research,
aiming to predict a user’s next interaction based on historical be-
havior sequences. Classic models such as GRU4Rec [26], Caser [58],
SASRec [31], and BERT4Rec [55] have achieved remarkable success
by leveraging different architectures to model temporal dependen-
cies [27, 33, 61]. In recent years, by scaling up model sizes to billions
of parameters [79], integrating multi-side information [69, 72, 85],
performing contextual reasoning [41, 57], and enabling continual
learning [7, 48], modern sequential recommendation models have
significantly advanced the capabilities of recommender systems.

LLM-based Recommender Systems. Large Language Models
(LLMs) [1, 2, 59] have shown exceptional generative [6], reason-
ing [68], and generalization [51] abilities, inspiring research on their
integration into recommender systems (i.e., LLM-based RS) [18, 21,
28, 42, 43, 66]. In this paradigm, recommendation is typically refor-
mulated as a natural language task, where the LLMs are adapted to
generate the textual descriptions of the recommended items based
on the user history and instructions, thereby leveraging their power-
ful capabilities for recommendation [5, 17, 22, 32, 36, 38, 54, 67, 80].

Recently, a series of optimization methods have been proposed to
enhance the performance of LLM-based RS. Following the standard
practice in NLP, supervised fine-tuning (SFT) [3, 4, 49] is widely
adopted, aiming to maximize the positive item likelihood. Vari-
ous enhancements to the basic SFT have been proposed, focusing
on causality [84], popularity [46], entropy [40], and masking [64].
Built upon SFT, some researchers have also explored variants of
direct preference optimization (DPO) [52], which contrasts pre-
ferred and rejected items to model pairwise preferences, including
strategies like multiple negatives ranking [12], negative sampling
strategies [37], and self-play mechanism [20].
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Figure 9: Training efficiency comparison between BEAR and
other baselines. The x-axis represents the training time per
epoch, and the y-axis represents the NDCG @10 performance.

Despite these promising results, existing fine-tuning strategies
still face significant limitations due to their ignorance of the training-
inference inconsistency (cf. Section 2.3). Specifically, they typically
optimize the overall probability of positive items, which does not
guarantee that these items will be retained during the greedy prun-
ing of beam search. This discrepancy can lead to suboptimal rec-
ommendation performance, as the final beam search candidates
may not include the most relevant items. Targeting this issue, our
proposed BEAR method tries to bridge this inconsistency by explic-
itly considering the beam search process during training, thereby
enhancing the recommendation performance of LLM-based RS.

Related Work on Generative Retrieval. Recent studies in other
domains, such as generative retrieval [35, 71], have explored simi-
lar training-inference inconsistency issues caused by beam search.
These works can be categorized into three main approaches. The
first approach, e.g., OTM [87] and DTR [44], focuses on learning a
tree model that is Bayes optimal for beam search, or equivalently,
satisfies the max-heap property (i.e., each parent node’s preference
should be the maximum among its children). The Bayes optimality
ensures that the items with top-B overall probabilities will never
be pruned. However, transferring this idea to LLM-based RS is non-
trivial, as training such a tree model typically requires performing
beam search during training, which is computationally impracti-
cal for LLMs, as discussed in Section 3.1. The second approach,
e.g., RIPOR [77], involves optimizing the prefix probabilities of pos-
itive items against negatives to reduce incorrect pruning, which
is similar to the objective (3.1). Unfortunately, these methods rely
on a large amount of negative sampling, incurring over a 100X
computational overhead, rendering it impractical for LLM-based
RS. The third approach, e.g., ProphetNet-Ads [50] and PAG [78],
heuristically incorporates future token or prior item scores to guide
beam search. Nonetheless, accurately estimating these look-ahead
scores is equivalent to learning a precise recommender, which is
inherently difficult. Different from these strategies, our BEAR tack-
les this issue from a more principled perspective by optimizing
a necessary condition for retrieving positive items during beam
search, achieving better performance and computational efficiency.

6 Conclusion and Future Directions

In this paper, we identify and address the training-inference incon-
sistency in LLM-based recommender systems, which arises from
the discrepancy between the SFT training objective and the greedy
pruning nature of beam search. To bridge this gap, we propose
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Table 5: Performance comparison between SFT, BEAR, and
the straightforward solution that directly optimizes the ob-
jective (3.1), on the BIGRec [3] backbone. Due to the high
computational cost of beam search required for optimizing
(3.1), experiments are conducted on two small-scale datasets
(Toy-S and Book-S) with 2K sampled users.

Toy-S ‘ Book-S
Method
% | NDCG@10 HR@10 | NDCG@10 HR@10
+ SFT 0.0076 0.0200 0.0046 0.0120
+ BEAR 0.0094 0.0260 0.0072 0.0180
+0bj.(3.1) | 0.0103 0.0280 0.0077 0.0200

BEAR, a novel beam-search-aware regularization method that ex-
plicitly considers the beam search behavior during training. BEAR
optimizes a necessary condition for retaining positive items during
beam search, thereby reducing the risk of incorrect pruning and
enhancing recommendation performance, while incurring minimal
computational overhead compared to standard SFT. For future di-
rections, exploring the integration of BEAR with inference-stage
techniques, such as multi-token prediction [23] and diverse beam
search [62], would be a promising avenue.
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A Appendix: Further Discussions

BEAR vs. Straightforward Solution. As discussed in Section 3.1,
a naive solution to allievate the incorrect pruning issue is directly
optimizing the objective (3.1). While this straightforward approach
seems "theoretically optimal", it requires performing beam search
during training, incurring impractical computational overhead in
LLM-based RS. Instead, our proposed BEAR method opts to opti-
mize a necessary condition for retaining positive items, offering
a more computationally efficient alternative. A crucial research
question naturally arises: Does optimizing this weaker, necessary
condition sacrifice significant effectiveness compared to the "optimal”
yet expensive solution?

To answer this, we conduct experiments comparing BEAR with
directly optimizing (3.1) on two datasets in Table 5. As observed,
both BEAR and the computationally intensive objective (3.1) sig-
nificantly outperform standard SFT, validating their ability to miti-
gate training-inference inconsistency. More importantly, the per-
formance gap between BEAR and objective (3.1) is marginal. This
indicates that BEAR is sufficiently effective at capturing the core
dynamics of beam search pruning, achieving performance parity
with the straightforward solution while avoiding its severe com-
putational costs. Notably, these results also align perfectly with
our finding in Figure 4: since violating the necessary condition ac-
counts for the vast majority of incorrect pruning cases, effectively
targeting this primary cause via BEAR yields the majority of the
potential gains, which further explains its strong performance.

Weigin Yang et al.
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