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Figure 3: Generic node structure of LLM4Rerank. [xiangyu:
Enlarge the text in fig]

[gjt: Done]

pool [xiangyu: documents->records?] [gjt: records] the outcomes
from each node in sequence, serving as an auxiliary reference for
subsequent reranking at each node. [gjt: Ultimately, when the “Stop”
node is reached, the reranking process is completed. The output at
this stage is precisely the latest reranking results from the histori-
cal reranking pool, represented as 𝑰 𝑟𝑒 .] [xiangyu: One sentence to
describe the output of lower left corner, “Stop” node...?]

2.3 Nodes Construction
To facilitate the Large Language Model (LLM)’s systematic anal-
ysis of complex aspect requirements in reranking, this structure
aims to establish distinct nodes for specific requirements. Such
an arrangement enables the LLM to process these requirements
in a Chain-of-Thought approach [3, 40, 47]. Nevertheless, this ap-
proach presents two primary challenges: First, customizing the node
structure to maintain scalability when incorporating additional re-
quirements; and second, empowering the LLM to automatically
select its subsequent reranking step. To address these challenges,
we introduce a generic node structure. It comprises a reranking
step, paired with an ancillary indicator that signifies the direction of
the forthcoming step identified by the next node’s name. This con-
figuration permits the LLM to automatically navigate through the
LLM4Rerank framework, making decisions based on the presently
available information.

2.3.1 Generic Node Structure. This section outlines our strategy for
addressing the challenge of node structure customization with the
aim of augmenting the scalability of the LLM4Rerank framework.
Specifically, we introduce a generic node structure that serves as
the foundation for all nodes. This generic node represents a single
step of reranking under LLM considerations. The inputs to a generic
node encompass semantic representations of user information, can-
didate items, the “Goal” sentence that defines the personalized focus
for the entire reranking process, and the whole historical reranking
pool if available. Outputs from this node are twofold: the immediate
reranking results for the current node, represented by a list of item
IDs, are integrated into the historical reranking pool alongside the
current node’s name, serving as a reference for subsequent steps.
Additionally, an indicator (i.e., the next node’s name in this paper)
specifying the subsequent node for reranking is produced, thereby

achieving an automatic step-by-step procedure. [bo: refer to fig 3;
besides, can we put the fig 3 into the fig 2?] [xiangyu: good sugges-
tion, you can put a simpler version of fig 3 into fig 2][gjt: Done]
Within each node, LLM4Rerank initially crafts a prompt tailored to
the specific reranking criteria and inputs at hand with a predefined
template. Subsequently, LLM4Rerank would interact with LLM to
obtain the two outputs based on the generated prompt.

2.3.2 Aspect Nodes. To facilitate the LLM in executing rerank-
ing tasks tailored to distinct aspect requirements, we employ a
prompt-based template approach within the proposed generic node
structure. This method allows for the instantiation of specific nodes
dedicated to evaluating different aspects within the reranking pro-
cess. Consequently, each node is designed to systematically address
one of these key aspects, ensuring that the reranking outcomes
reflect a balanced consideration. In this study, to demonstrate the
scalability of LLM4Rerank, we implement three aspect nodes dedi-
cated to reranking: “Accuracy”, “Diversity”, and “Fairness”.

An Example of Accuracy Node Template

Considering a user: {User info}
Here’s a list of the candidate movies: {Candidate Set}
Your reranking goal: {Goal}
Your historical reranking: {Historical Reranking Pool}
Now, you need to focus on the accuracy aspect (the match
between the user and items) and rerank the candidates
based on the given information, and then give suggestions
about the next step of reranking from the following
reranking nodes considering the goal: {Available Nodes}
For your response format: {Format Description}

An Example of Diversity Node Template

Considering a user: {User info}
Here’s a list of the candidate movies: {Candidate Set}
Your reranking goal: {Goal}
Your historical reranking: {Historical Reranking Pool}
Now, you need to focus on the diversity aspect (more
items with different xx features should exist at the top of
the reranking list) and rerank the candidates based on the
given information, and then give suggestions about the
next step of reranking from the following reranking nodes
considering the goal: {Available Nodes}
For your response format: {Format Description}

• Accuracy Node: This node is designed to fulfill the performance
criteria of the final recommendation list during the reranking
phase. As such, the prompt templates are crafted to underscore
the correlation between users and items. Figure ?? presents a
straightforward instance of the template employed within the
accuracy node. Furthermore, given the paramount importance of
recommendation accuracy - a fundamental aspect indispensable
in recommender systems - the accuracy node has been estab-
lished as the initial point within the LLM4Rerank framework.
Consequently, every reranking procedure commences with the

4

Figure 5: Example prompt template of the diversity node.

particular attribute of the items is varied within the final list. We
employ the 𝛼-NDCG metric [8] for this purpose. Consequently,
an illustrative example of the template used in the diversity node
is depicted in Figure 5.

An Example of Fairness Node Template

Considering a user: {User info}
Here’s a list of the candidate movies: {Candidate List}
Your reranking goal: {Goal}
Your historical reranking: {Historical Reranking Pool}
Now, you need to focus on the fairness aspect (For
itemswith xxx feature value and itemswith xxx feature
value, You should keep the average ranking of the two
categories in the candidates similar) and rerank the
candidates based on the given information, and then
give suggestions about the next step of reranking from
the following reranking nodes considering the goal:
{Available Nodes}
For your response format: {Format Description}

An Example of Backward Node Template

Considering a user: {User info}
Here’s a list of the candidate movies: {Candidate List}
Your reranking goal: {Goal}
Your historical reranking: {Historical Reranking Pool}
Now, you need to give suggestions about the next
step of reranking from the following reranking nodes
considering the goal: {Available Nodes}
For your response format: {Format Description}

• Fairness Node: This node is designated to meet the fairness
objectives within the final recommendation list at the reranking
phase. In our study, fairness of the recommendation outcomes is
operationalized as the average score disparity across two sample
groups, segregated by a distinct characteristic, and evaluated
using the Mean Absolute Deviation (MAD) metric [51]. Given
that the LLM inherently generates reranking lists rather than
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accuracy node, ensuring a foundational focus on precision from
the outset.

• Diversity Node: This node is specifically designed to address
the diversity criteria for the final recommendation list during
the reranking phase. In this study, we assess the diversity of
the reranking outcomes by evaluating the extent to which a
particular attribute of the items is varied within the final list. We
employ the 𝛼-NDCG metric [8] for this purpose. Consequently,
an illustrative example of the template used in the diversity node
is depicted in Figure ??.

An Example of Fairness Node Template

Considering a user: {User info}
Here’s a list of the candidate movies: {Candidate Set}
Your reranking goal: {Goal}
Your historical reranking: {Historical Reranking Pool}
Now, you need to focus on the fairness aspect (For
itemswith xxx feature value and itemswith xxx feature
value, You should keep the average ranking of the two
categories in the candidates similar) and rerank the
candidates based on the given information, and then
give suggestions about the next step of reranking from
the following reranking nodes considering the goal:
{Available Nodes}
For your response format: {Format Description}

An Example of Backward Node Template

Considering a user: {User info}
Here’s a list of the candidate movies: {Candidate Set}
Your reranking goal: {Goal}
Your historical reranking: {Historical Reranking Pool}
Now, you need to give suggestions about the next
step of reranking from the following reranking nodes
considering the goal: {Available Nodes}
For your response format: {Format Description}

• Fairness Node: This node is designated to meet the fairness
objectives within the final recommendation list at the reranking
phase. In our study, fairness of the recommendation outcomes is
operationalized as the average score disparity across two sample
groups, segregated by a distinct characteristic, and evaluated
using the Mean Absolute Deviation (MAD) metric [51]. Given
that the LLM inherently generates reranking lists rather than
numerical scores, we allocate scores ranging linearly from 1 to 0
to the items in the final recommendation list. These scores are
subsequently utilized to compute the MAD for fairness assess-
ment. For an in-depth methodological exposition, readers are
directed to Section 3.1.3. Figure ?? provides a straightforward
template illustration for the fairness node.

2.3.3 Functional Nodes. Recent research has demonstrated the ef-
ficacy of reflection in optimizing the output of LLMs [16, 31]. To
augment the logical capabilities of LLM4Rerank in the reranking

Algorithm 1 The whole automatic reranking process of
LLM4Rerank
Input: User information 𝒖, Candidate item set 𝑰 𝑟 , the reranking
focus 𝐺𝑜𝑎𝑙 , Maximum node count𝑀𝐶
Output: Final reranking result 𝑰 𝑟𝑒
Note: 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑎) (𝑏) represents the execution of functions in
node 𝑎 with input 𝑏.
1: Initialize current node name 𝐶𝑁 = 𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦; Current

reranking result 𝐶𝑅 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒; Node count 𝑁𝐶 = 0; Historical
reranking pool 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 = [].

2: while 𝐶𝑁 ≠ 𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑝 do
3: 𝐶𝑁,𝐶𝑅 = 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝐶𝑁 ) (𝒖, 𝑰 𝑟 , 𝐺𝑜𝑎𝑙 , 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 )
4: 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 .𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑 (𝐶𝑅)
5: 𝑁𝐶+ = 1
6: if 𝑁𝐶 ≥ 𝑀𝐶 then
7: 𝐶𝑁 = 𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑝
8: end if
9: end while
10: return 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 [−1]

process and introduce specialized functionalities, we have devel-
oped two functional nodes specifically aimed at facilitating reflec-
tion and termination within the reranking sequence.
• Backward Node: This node empowers the LLM to selectively

ignore a reranking outcome deemed suboptimal during the eval-
uation of previous reranking efforts. Within this framework,
LLM4Rerank deletes the latest reranking result from the his-
torical reranking pool and advances to the subsequent node as
dictated by the LLM’s output directives. An illustrative template
example of this node’s operation is provided in Figure ??.

• StopNode: This node governs the termination of the LLM4Rerank
output sequence. When the LLM4Rerank designates this node
as the incoming step, it signifies the conclusion of the complete
reranking process. Subsequently, this node extracts the most
recent reranking outcome from the historical reranking pool,
presenting it as the definitive reranking result.

2.4 Automatic Reranking Process
To leverage the LLM for reranking based on a diverse set of aspect
requirements, we have designed distinct nodes, each addressing
specific aspect criteria. Nonetheless, delineating a predefined path
from one node to another for every reranking task is both inefficient
and challenging to achieve. Thus, to accommodate unique user
preferences and significantly improve personalization, an automatic
reranking process has been developed, which mainly consists of
the following three sub-processes:
• Setting “Goal”: To accommodate personalized requirements

and facilitate LLM4Rerank’s scalability across varied contexts, a
manually entered sentence, referred to as the “Goal,” is incorpo-
rated as one of the preliminary inputs for each reranking process.
As illustrated in Figure 2, the “Goal” indicates the main focus
of a specific reranking process. By interpreting the semantic
connections between the “Goal” and the respective nodes, LLM
is enabled to automatically select the most appropriate nodes for
any given reranking task.

5

Figure 6: Example prompt template of the fairness node.

numerical scores, we allocate scores ranging linearly from 1 to
0 to the items in the final recommendation list. These scores
are subsequently utilized to compute the MAD for fairness as-
sessment. For an in-depth methodological exposition, readers
are directed to Section 3.1.3. Figure 6 provides a straightforward
template illustration for the fairness node.

2.3.3 Functional Nodes. Recent research has demonstrated the ef-
ficacy of reflection in optimizing the output of LLMs [16, 31]. To
augment the logical capabilities of LLM4Rerank in the reranking
process and introduce specialized functionalities, we have devel-
oped two functional nodes specifically aimed at facilitating reflec-
tion and termination within the reranking sequence.
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accuracy node, ensuring a foundational focus on precision from
the outset.

• Diversity Node: This node is specifically designed to address
the diversity criteria for the final recommendation list during
the reranking phase. In this study, we assess the diversity of
the reranking outcomes by evaluating the extent to which a
particular attribute of the items is varied within the final list. We
employ the 𝛼-NDCG metric [8] for this purpose. Consequently,
an illustrative example of the template used in the diversity node
is depicted in Figure ??.

An Example of Fairness Node Template

Considering a user: {User info}
Here’s a list of the candidate movies: {Candidate Set}
Your reranking goal: {Goal}
Your historical reranking: {Historical Reranking Pool}
Now, you need to focus on the fairness aspect (For
itemswith xxx feature value and itemswith xxx feature
value, You should keep the average ranking of the two
categories in the candidates similar) and rerank the
candidates based on the given information, and then
give suggestions about the next step of reranking from
the following reranking nodes considering the goal:
{Available Nodes}
For your response format: {Format Description}

An Example of Backward Node Template

Considering a user: {User info}
Here’s a list of the candidate movies: {Candidate Set}
Your reranking goal: {Goal}
Your historical reranking: {Historical Reranking Pool}
Now, you need to give suggestions about the next
step of reranking from the following reranking nodes
considering the goal: {Available Nodes}
For your response format: {Format Description}

• Fairness Node: This node is designated to meet the fairness
objectives within the final recommendation list at the reranking
phase. In our study, fairness of the recommendation outcomes is
operationalized as the average score disparity across two sample
groups, segregated by a distinct characteristic, and evaluated
using the Mean Absolute Deviation (MAD) metric [51]. Given
that the LLM inherently generates reranking lists rather than
numerical scores, we allocate scores ranging linearly from 1 to 0
to the items in the final recommendation list. These scores are
subsequently utilized to compute the MAD for fairness assess-
ment. For an in-depth methodological exposition, readers are
directed to Section 3.1.3. Figure ?? provides a straightforward
template illustration for the fairness node.

2.3.3 Functional Nodes. Recent research has demonstrated the ef-
ficacy of reflection in optimizing the output of LLMs [16, 31]. To
augment the logical capabilities of LLM4Rerank in the reranking

Algorithm 1 The whole automatic reranking process of
LLM4Rerank
Input: User information 𝒖, Candidate item set 𝑰 𝑟 , the reranking
focus 𝐺𝑜𝑎𝑙 , Maximum node count𝑀𝐶
Output: Final reranking result 𝑰 𝑟𝑒
Note: 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑎) (𝑏) represents the execution of functions in
node 𝑎 with input 𝑏.
1: Initialize current node name 𝐶𝑁 = 𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦; Current

reranking result 𝐶𝑅 = 𝑁𝑜𝑛𝑒; Node count 𝑁𝐶 = 0; Historical
reranking pool 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 = [].

2: while 𝐶𝑁 ≠ 𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑝 do
3: 𝐶𝑁,𝐶𝑅 = 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝐶𝑁 ) (𝒖, 𝑰 𝑟 , 𝐺𝑜𝑎𝑙 , 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 )
4: 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 .𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑 (𝐶𝑅)
5: 𝑁𝐶+ = 1
6: if 𝑁𝐶 ≥ 𝑀𝐶 then
7: 𝐶𝑁 = 𝑆𝑡𝑜𝑝
8: end if
9: end while
10: return 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 [−1]

process and introduce specialized functionalities, we have devel-
oped two functional nodes specifically aimed at facilitating reflec-
tion and termination within the reranking sequence.
• Backward Node: This node empowers the LLM to selectively

ignore a reranking outcome deemed suboptimal during the eval-
uation of previous reranking efforts. Within this framework,
LLM4Rerank deletes the latest reranking result from the his-
torical reranking pool and advances to the subsequent node as
dictated by the LLM’s output directives. An illustrative template
example of this node’s operation is provided in Figure ??.

• StopNode: This node governs the termination of the LLM4Rerank
output sequence. When the LLM4Rerank designates this node
as the incoming step, it signifies the conclusion of the complete
reranking process. Subsequently, this node extracts the most
recent reranking outcome from the historical reranking pool,
presenting it as the definitive reranking result.

2.4 Automatic Reranking Process
To leverage the LLM for reranking based on a diverse set of aspect
requirements, we have designed distinct nodes, each addressing
specific aspect criteria. Nonetheless, delineating a predefined path
from one node to another for every reranking task is both inefficient
and challenging to achieve. Thus, to accommodate unique user
preferences and significantly improve personalization, an automatic
reranking process has been developed, which mainly consists of
the following three sub-processes:
• Setting “Goal”: To accommodate personalized requirements

and facilitate LLM4Rerank’s scalability across varied contexts, a
manually entered sentence, referred to as the “Goal,” is incorpo-
rated as one of the preliminary inputs for each reranking process.
As illustrated in Figure 2, the “Goal” indicates the main focus
of a specific reranking process. By interpreting the semantic
connections between the “Goal” and the respective nodes, LLM
is enabled to automatically select the most appropriate nodes for
any given reranking task.

5

Figure 7: Example prompt template of the backward node.

• Backward Node: This node empowers the LLM to selectively
ignore a reranking outcome deemed suboptimal during the eval-
uation of previous reranking efforts. Within this framework,
LLM4Rerank deletes the latest reranking result from the his-
torical reranking pool and advances to the subsequent node as
dictated by the LLM’s output directives. An illustrative template
example of this node’s operation is provided in Figure 7.
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