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Recommendation systems play a pivotal role on digital platforms by curating content, products and services

for users. These systems are widespread, and through customized recommendations, promise to match users

with options they will like. To that end, data on engagement is collected and used, with, e.g., measurements

of clicks, but also purchases or consumption times. Most recommendation systems are ranking-based, where

they rank and recommend items based on their predicted engagement. However, the engagement signals are

often only a crude proxy for user utility, as data on the latter is rarely collected or available. This paper

explores the following critical research question: By optimizing for measurable proxies, are recommendation

systems at risk of significantly under-delivering on user utility? If that is indeed the case, how can one

improve utility which is seldom measured? To study these questions, we introduce a model of repeated user

consumption in which, at each interaction, users select between an outside option and the best option from

a recommendation set. Our model accounts for user heterogeneity, with the majority preferring “popular”

content, and a minority favoring “niche” content. The system initially lacks knowledge of individual user

preferences but can learn these preferences through observations of users’ choices over time. Our theoretical

and numerical analysis demonstrate that optimizing for engagement signals can lead to significant utility

losses. Instead, we propose a utility-aware policy that initially recommends a mix of popular and niche

content. We show that such a policy substantially improves utility despite not measuring it. In fact, in the

limit of a forward-looking platform with discount factor δ→ 1, our utility-aware policy achieves the best of

both worlds: near-optimal user utility and near-optimal engagement simultaneously. Our study elucidates an

important feature of recommendation systems; given the ability to suggest multiple items, one can perform

significant exploration without incurring significant reductions in short term engagement. By recommending

high-risk, high-reward items alongside popular items, systems can enhance discovery of high utility items

without significantly affecting engagement.

Key words : recommendation systems, engagement-utility tradeoff, discrete choice models

1. Introduction

Recommendation systems have become integral to numerous online platforms, including social

media, e-commerce sites, and media streaming services. These algorithmic mechanisms are deployed

by digital platforms to suggest content, products, and services potentially appealing to users. A

key promise of these systems is their ability to unveil hidden gems—content, products, or services
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users might not have known about but would derive immense utility from. However, there are ques-

tions regarding recommendation systems ability to enable sufficient exploration and the discovery

of niche items which may potentially be of high value to some users. Existing literature (Klima-

shevskaia et al. 2023) and anecdotal evidence suggests a tendency towards a “popularity bias” in

contemporary recommendation algorithms, where the algorithms are skewed towards suggesting

items that are already popular. The heart of this problem seems to lie in the signals that are

measured and optimized for by these recommendation systems. Most recommendations systems

use a ranking-based logic to sort and display content by predicted engagement (Milli et al. 2021,

Cunningham et al. 2024). The signals used to predict and optimize for engagement are generally

clicks, likes, comments, and sometimes also include continuous measures of interactions such as

dwell time and watch time. While these signals may serve as proxies for utility, there is potentially

a large misalignment between these signals and the utility generated for the user by the recom-

mended items (Ekstrand and Willemsen 2016). The fact that a user clicks on a piece of content does

not tell us much about how much they value the content. There has been little concerted effort to

measure the user utility generated by the recommended items. The reason for this is that utility is

quite challenging to measure, and most recommendation systems optimize for signals which can be

directly measured, such as clicks, purchases or consumption times. This motivates our key research

questions.

What are the implications of engagement maximization on user utility? Can one improve user

utility without measuring it explicitly? And if so, what are the implications on engagement?

The broader question of misalignment between engagement and utility maximization by recom-

mendation systems has recently received attention in several papers (Chen et al. 2021, Milli et al.

2021, Stray et al. 2021); largely through case studies or empirical investigations. We contribute to

this growing line of work by studying a stylized model of recommendation systems, allowing us to

develop structural insights about the aforementioned misalignment and how it may be addressed.

We study a parsimonious model of a multi-item recommendation system and a repeated content

consumption model, where at each interaction, the user selects between an outside option and the

best option from a recommended set of items. The recommendation system decides the type(s) of

content to recommend at each iteration given a constraint on the number of items recommended,

and optimizes for a specified objective. We assume that there are only two types of items – a

popular type (P) which has a fixed positive mean utility and a niche type (N), the utility of which

is distributed according to some distribution FN and has a mean utility of zero. Additionally, the

user has an outside option which we assume has a mean utility of zero as well. This modelling

choice allows us to capture the key tension in recommendation systems – popular items have simi-

lar utility across users whereas niche items can have a high variance across users in terms of their
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utility. Niche items are not every users’ “cup of tea” and generally there is a huge variation in

the utility generated by the niche items. We model niche items as being of low utility for a large

fraction of users and being of high utility for a small fraction of users, such that on average the

utility is assumed to be zero. In particular, on average across users the popular type provides more

utility than the niche type. For simplicity of exposition, we assume that the platform recommends

two items at each iteration. We now summarize the main contributions of our work.

(i) Theoretical analysis under stylized assumptions. In Section 3, we will assume that the

platform has prior knowledge about the distribution of type utilities, which will be subse-

quently relaxed in Section 4. Furthermore, we will assume that the utility of the popular type

is fixed and known and the utility of the niche type is a two-point distribution with a single

parameter p (cf. (5)). The parameter p is the fraction of users who derive high utility from

the niche type. Our analysis in Section 3 will focus on the regime where the parameter p is

small.

(a) Stark structural misalignment between engagement and utility maximizing

policies. Our analysis reveals a key structure misalignment between engagement maximiz-

ing policies and utility maximizing polices. We show that in the regime of interest (p→ 0),

it is engagement maximizing to never recommend the niche types, i.e., the engagement

maximizing policy results in homogeneous recommendations, where, at each iteration, it

only recommends items of the popular type (cf. Theorem 1). This result, while extreme,

is indicative of insufficient exploration and inadequate diversity in many modern day rec-

ommendation systems. In contrast, we develop and study a simple utility-aware heuristic

PEAR (Algorithm 1) which recommends a diverse set of items, and attains significantly

higher user utility than the engagement maximizing policy (compare Theorems 1 and 2).

(b) The best of both worlds. Apart from illuminating the existence of a potentially stark

misalignment between engagement and utility, our analysis also characterizes the magni-

tude of the aforementioned misalignment. Quite strikingly, our analysis uncovers asymme-

try in the misalignment between engagement and utility. We observe that by optimizing

solely for engagement, there can be substantial loss in the (expected) user utility irrespec-

tive of how forward-looking the platform is. In contrast, our utility-aware heuristic PEAR

(Algorithm 1) not only achieves approximately optimal utility (Corollary 1) but also near

optimal engagement (Corollary 2), as the platform becomes increasingly forward looking.

Corollary 2 and Figure 1 highlight this asymmetry where we observe a sharp decrease in

utility for a minuscule gain in engagement as we move from the utility-aware heuristic

PEAR to the engagement optimal policy APP (defined in (6)). These findings suggest

that platforms are significantly under-delivering on user utility by optimizing solely for
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Figure 1 A comparison of different policies showing that it is possible to improve utility substantially from

an engagement-maximizing policy with minimal loss in engagement. Note that the discount factor is

δ= 0.99.

engagement, due to inadequate exploration. Table 1 highlights the magnitude of the mis-

alignment as a function of how forward looking the platform is which is captured by the

discount factor δ ∈ [0,1). (Small values of δ correspond to platforms being myopic.) In

Table 1, the mean utility of the popular type is assumed to be VP = 1. In the first and

second row of the table, we have the relative changes in engagement and utility under

the utility-aware heuristic PEAR with respect to the engagement optimal policy APP,

respectively.

Table 1 Loss in engagement and gain in utility of PEAR compared to the engagement-maximizing policy APP

δ= 0 δ= 0.9 δ= 0.99 δ= 0.999

∆ Engagement −10.6% −1.2% −0.12% −0.011%
∆ Utility +29.3% +51.1% +53.4% +53.7%

(ii) Numerical Evidence of generalizability of insights. In Section 4, we relax the assump-

tions that the platform knows the mean utility of the popular type or the distribution of

utilities for the niche type, which is in line with practice where data on possible user utility val-

ues is seldom available. Moreover, instead of assuming a two-point distribution for the utility

of the niche type, we consider the class of Pareto distributions with different scale parameters

(Arnold 2008). Since it is technically challenging to characterize the engagement or welfare

optimal policy under the general settings considered above, we will restrict our attention
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to specific policies – (i) Always Popular Policy (APP) (see (6)), which as the name suggests,

only recommends items of the popular type and (ii) DIverse-then-CustomizEd (DICE) policy

(Algorithm 2), which recommends a mix of popular and niche type of items for the initial T

periods and switches to recommending either popular or niche type depending on the user’s

choices in the initial T periods. Note that neither policy measures or estimates the user utility

from the recommendations. Through a numerical analysis, we observe that as the tail of the

Pareto distribution becomes lighter, the no exploration policy APP does strictly better than

the exploration driven heuristic DICE on engagement, but by a minuscule amount. On the flip

side, there is significant utility loss incurred by APP vis-a-vis the DICE heuristic (cf. Figure 4).

These results highlight that one can improve substantially upon the engagement maximizing

APP policy in terms of user utility – despite not being able to measure it – by making diverse

and exploratory recommendations, without substantially reducing engagement.

1.1. Related Literature

Popularity Bias in Recommendation Systems. Many present-day recommendation systems are

plagued by the “popularity bias” where algorithms disproportionately favor already popular items,

thereby neglecting niche content that could be valuable to users (Ahanger et al. 2022, Klima-

shevskaia et al. 2023, Park and Tuzhilin 2008, Celma and Cano 2008). Recommendation systems

provide users with a list of items typically ranked in a descending order of predicted engage-

ment (Cunningham et al. 2024, Adomavicius and Tuzhilin 2005), and the popularity bias is often

attributed to this ranking logic (Abdollahpouri et al. 2017). The topic of popularity bias has also

become relevant from a fairness and bias in recommendation systems point of view (Ekstrand et al.

2022, Chen et al. 2023).

Measuring Value Beyond Engagement. The need for more refined measures of engagement has

been highlighted in various contexts (Besbes et al. 2016, McDonald et al. 2023, Kleinberg et al.

2023). A critical challenge in recommendation systems has been measuring the true utility of rec-

ommendations to the users, which extend beyond mere engagement metrics such as clicks and dwell

times. Many industrial grade recommendation systems try to incorporate different non-engagement

signals as a proxy for utility (Cunningham et al. 2024, Milli et al. 2023). Recent work uses a mea-

surement theory approach that constructs a more comprehensive view of value, integrating both

observed engagement signals and latent variables to better capture user satisfaction (Milli et al.

2021), however the focus of Milli et al. (2021) is on determining whether a user values certain

content rather than how much they value it.

Diversity and Novelty in Recommendation Systems. Instead of solely optimizing for engagement,

many recommendations systems have started optimizing for other metrics such as diversity and
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novelty (refer to Herlocker et al. (2004) for the definition of diversity and novelty in recommendation

systems) and take a multi-objective optimization approach (Milli et al. 2023). There is a growing

consensus that diverse recommendations are valuable for users (Anderson et al. 2020, Sá et al.

2022, Steck 2018) and they help in improving long term retention on platforms (Chen et al. 2021).

Diverse recommendations also help in covering a user’s diverse set of interests and mitigate the

saturation effects resulting from consuming homogeneous content (Ziegler et al. 2005). Novelty is

another related concept which has been studied in recommendation systems from the perspective

of discovery of niche content (Castells et al. 2021) and this is intimately related to the concept of

long tail recommendations (Yin et al. 2012).

Organization of the paper Section 2 describes the model. In Section 3 we present the theoret-

ical analysis of a two-point distribution for the base utility of the niche type and use this to discuss

the misalignment between engagement and utility. In Section 4, we demonstrate our key insights

under general settings. In Section 5, we conclude with a discussion of future research directions.

For ease of exposition, all the proofs have been deferred to the Appendix.

2. Model

We consider an infinite horizon setting with a discount factor δ ∈ [0,1). At each time t ∈ N, the
recommendation system recommends K items. For ease of exposition, in this paper we will focus

on K = 2. There are two types of items which we refer to as popular (P) and niche (N) types. There

are infinitely many items corresponding to each of these two types. We denote the set of items

corresponding to the popular and niche types as IP and IN respectively and let I = IP ∪IN be the

set of all the items. For a given item i ∈ I, let τ : I → {P,N} denote the type of the item. We

denote the set of recommended items at time t as πt = {i1,t, i2,t, . . . , iK,t} where ij,t refers to the j-th

item recommended at time t. We denote π = (π0, π1, π2, . . . ) as the recommendation policy of the

platform. The recommendation policy first decides on the type of item to recommend either P or

N and then recommends an item which has not been consumed by the user previously from either

IP or IN. Given a set of recommended items πt at time t, the user chooses at most one item using

an underlying choice model. Let ct ≜ ct(πt) denote the item chosen by the user. Note that we allow

for the user to not choose any of the recommended options, in which case we denote the chosen

item as ∅ and refer to ∅ as the outside option. Each of the two item types, popular and niche, has

a base utility, denoted as VP and VN respectively. We assume that the base utility corresponding

to the popular product VP is fixed, whereas the base utility corresponding to the niche product VN

is a random variable with distribution FN. We adopt the classical multinomial logit choice model

studied in discrete choice literature Anderson et al. (1992): The utility (or value) that the user

derives by consuming item i of type τ(i) is given as

ui = Vτ(i) + ϵi, (1)
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where ϵi is an idiosyncratic noise term which is assumed to be a standard Gumbel distribution,

i.e. Fϵ(x) = exp(− exp(−(x− γ))), where γ is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. The noise term ϵ is

zero mean, i.e. E[ϵ] = 0. The user is a utility maximizer, i.e., given a set of K recommended items

π= {i1, i2, . . . , iK}, the user chooses the item with the highest utility

c(π) = argmax
j∈π∪{∅}

uj = argmax
j∈π∪{∅}

Vτ(j) + ϵj, (2)

where ϵj are independent draws from the common distribution Fϵ. We assume that Vτ(∅) = 0, i.e.,

u∅ ∼ Fϵ and we denote τ(∅)≜O. Let Ht = {(π0, c0), (π1, c0), . . . , (πt−1, ct−1)} denote the history of

recommended items and user’s choices on the platform up to time t. A policy is said to be an online

(non-anticipating) policy if the recommendation at time t depends only on the history Ht up till

time t. We denote the set of all online policies as Π. For any online policy π ∈Π, we denote Eng(π)

and Util(π) as the expected engagement and expected utility achieved under the policy π.

Eng(π) =E

[
∞∑
t=0

δt1{ct(πt) ̸= ∅}

]
=

∞∑
t=0

δtP(ct(πt) ̸= ∅) (3)

Util(π) =E

[
∞∑
t=0

δt max
j∈πt∪{∅}

uj

]
=

∞∑
t=0

δtE
[

max
j∈πt∪{∅}

uj

]
(4)

Note that the expectation is also taken over the distribution of the base utility of the niche type.

3. Analysis of the Two-point distribution for the niche type

In this section, we will focus on a two point distribution for base utility of the niche type and

assume that this two-point distribution FN is known to the platform. In particular, we will assume

that

P(VN = (1− p)/p) = p, P(VN =−1) = 1− p (5)

This implies that the mean base utility of the niche type is zero, with a fraction p of users valuing

it highly at VN = (1−p)/p and the rest valuing it at VN =−1. Furthermore, we will assume that the

base utility of the popular product VP is positive and known to the platform. To start, we study

such a setting where the platform has some knowledge about the base utility of the item types, to

highlight the utility loss that occurs when platforms optimize for imperfect proxies of utility such

as engagement. We will relax these assumptions in Section 4 where we will not assume knowledge

of the base utility of the popular or niche types and we will observe that our insights continue to

hold in many parametric regimes.
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APP: Engagement Optimal Policy Given that on average the popular type generates higher

utility than the niche type, a reasonable baseline policy to consider is a “greedy” policy, which

recommends both items of the popular type, dubbed Always Popular Policy, APP in short. This

policy is intimately related to the ranking-based algorithms typically deployed in practice, where

items are sorted based on their predicted engagement. Since on average across the population, the

popular type generates higher engagement than the niche type due to higher mean base utility,

applying the ranking-based logic would result in recommending items only of the popular type.

We formally define APP as

APP= ((πAPP
t )t≥0), πAPP

t = {i1,t, i2,t} s.t. τ(ij,t) = P,∀j ∈ {1,2}. (6)

Note that since APP never recommends an item of the niche type, it is unable to discern whether

or not the niche type is preferred over the popular type by a particular user. This presents us

with the classical exploration-exploitation dilemma, where in order to learn whether the niche

type generates higher utility (and engagement) than the popular type, the platform necessarily

needs to explore and recommend items of the niche type, however doing so could potentially hurt

engagement. It turns out if the fraction of users p who derive high utility from the niche type is

small enough, then APP is indeed engagement maximizing. This is formalized below.

Theorem 1 (Engagement Optimal Policy). Fix the base utility of the popular item type VP ∈
R+ and the discount factor δ ∈ [0,1). There exists a p0 = p0(δ,VP) ∈ [0,1] such that for all p ≤
p0, then APP as defined in (6) maximizes engagement as defined in (3). Moreover, the expected

engagement and utility under APP is

Eng(APP) =
1

1− δ
· 2eVP

1+2eVP
,

Util(APP) =
1

1− δ
· ln

(
1+2eVP

)
.

The proof of Theorem 1 is deferred to Appendix App.2. Next, we will discuss an exploration-based

utility-aware heuristic, and characterize in closed form its expected engagement and utility.

PEAR: A utility-aware heuristic While exploration hurts engagement, it can lead to substantial

gains in terms of utility. To this end, we design a simple utility-aware heuristic called Posterior-

based Exploration-driver Adaptive Recommendations, PEAR in short, which initially recommends a

diverse set of recommendations consisting of one item of the popular type and the other item of

the niche type. The utility-aware heuristic PEAR maintains a posterior belief on the probability

of the niche utility being (1− p)/p and switches to recommending both items of the popular type

when (and if) this posterior belief falls below the initial prior belief p. The exploration enables the

recommendation system to learn whether the niche type generates high utility for the user or not.

We formally describe PEAR in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1: Posterior-based Exploration-driven Adaptive Recommendations (PEAR)

Input: Base utility of the popular item VP, Parameter p in the niche type distribution

(defined in (5))

Initialize: p0← p, S← 0, F ← 0, ρ1← e(1−p)/p

1+eVP+e(1−p)/p , ρ2← e−1

1+eVP+e−1 .

for t∈N do
▷ recommend diverse items till posterior at least p

if pt ≥ p then
πt = {(i1, i2) : τ(i1) = P and τ(i2) =N} ▷ diverse recos

if τ(c(πt)) =N then
S← S+1 ▷ increment success counter

else
F ← F +1 ▷ increment failure counter

end
else

πt = {(i1, i2) : τ(i1) = P and τ(i2) = P} ▷ only popular recos

end

pt+1 =
(
1+ 1−p

p
· ρ

S
2 (1−ρ2)

F

ρS1 (1−ρ1)F

)−1

▷ update posterior

end

Theorem 2 (Analysis of PEAR). Fix the base utility of the popular item type VP ∈R+ and dis-

count factor δ ∈ [0,1). Define ρ≜ 1/(1+ e+ eVP+1). As p→ 0, the expected engagement and utility

under PEAR (Algorithm 1) is given as

Eng(PEAR) =
1

1− δρ
· eVP + e−1

1+ eVP + e−1
+

1

1− δ
· δ(1− ρ)

1− δρ
· 2eVP

1+2eVP
,

Util(PEAR) =
1

1− δ
+

1

1− δρ
· ln(1+ e−1 + eVP)+

1

1− δ
· δ(1− ρ)

1− δρ
· ln(1+2eVP) .

The proof of Theorem 2 is deferred to Appendix App.3. Characterizing the utility maximizing

policy is technically challenging however we show in Corollary 1 that PEAR is approximately utility

optimal for a very forward looking platform (δ→ 1).

Corollary 1 (Asymptotic Optimality of PEAR). Let Util(OPT) denote the optimal utility

obtained by an oracle who at time t= 0 knows whether a user prefers niche over popular items or

not (and recommends only the preferred item type). Then,

lim
δ→1

lim
p→0

Util(PEAR)

Util(OPT)
= 1.

Using Theorems 1 and 2, it follows that for any discount factor δ ∈ [0,1) and VP > −1, in the

limit p→ 0, we have that,

Eng (PEAR)< Eng (APP) , Util (PEAR)>Util (APP) .
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The above set of inequalities illuminate the misalignment between engagement and utility. Next,

we discuss the magnitude of this misalignment, especially in the case when the platforms become

increasingly forward looking.

Asymmetry in the engagement-utility misalignment As the platforms become increasingly for-

ward looking, i.e., δ → 1, we show that engagement under the utility-aware heuristic PEAR

approaches the optimal engagement achieved by APP. In contrast we show that there is a non-

vanishing gap between the utility obtained by the utility-aware heuristic PEAR and the engagement

maximizing policy APP. This result is formalized in Corollary 2 below.

Corollary 2 (Asymmetry in the Misalignment). Fix the attraction parameter of the popu-

lar item type VP ∈ R+. Consider the parameter p in (5) and the discount factor δ. Then we have

that,

lim
δ→1

lim
p→0

Eng(PEAR)

Eng(APP)
= 1 (7)

lim
δ→1

lim
p→0

Util(PEAR)

Util(APP)
= 1+

1

ln(1+2eVP)
(8)

Corollary 2 follows from Theorems 1 and 2. As δ→ 1, from (8), we observe that there is substan-

tial utility gain by the utility-aware heuristic PEAR with respect to the engagement maximizing

policy APP. From (8), it follows that

lim
δ→1

lim
p→0

Util(PEAR)−Util(APP)

Util(APP)
≥ 1

VP +1
, ∀ VP ≥

1

3

For VP = 1, the above inequality shows that the relative gain in utility of PEAR over APP is

approximately 50% which is line with the observations in Figure 1 and Table 1 presented in the

introduction. While characterizing the expected utility and engagement of the utility optimal policy

is technical challenging, we expect the utility optimal policy to have similar performance to that

of PEAR – small loss in engagement and large gain in utility compared to APP.

Finally, we acknowledge that in this section, we make certain simplifying assumptions such as

knowledge of the base utility distribution of the two types, the two-point distribution of the base

utility of the niche type and focus on the limiting regime of p→ 0. These simplifying assumptions

allow us to distill the key structural insights via closed form characterizations, with minimal depen-

dence on different parameters of the model. In the following section, we will relax these assumptions

and numerically demonstrate that many of our insights continue to hold under varied settings.

4. Robustness of Insights Under General Settings

In this section, we will relax the assumptions of Section 3. In particular, we relax the assumption

that the mean utility of the popular type and the utility distribution of the niche type is known
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to the platform. We will restrict our attention to two policies: (i) APP as defined in (6), and (ii)

the DIverse-then-CustomizEd (DICE in short) heuristic with an exploration parameter T . DICE is

an explore-then-commit type policy studied in the multi-armed bandit literature Lattimore and

Szepesvári (2020). The DICE heuristic is a prior-free heuristic which recommends a mix of popular

and niche items in the first T periods and then switches to recommends a customized homogeneous

set of recommendation (either popular or niche type) based on the user choices in the first T

periods. We formally describe the DICE heuristic in Algorithm 2. We will numerically analyze

the case when the base utility of the niche type is drawn from a generalized Pareto distribution

with parameters µ,σ and ξ and denoted as GDP(µ,σ, ξ). We will focus on a special class of these

distributions where we fix µ=−1 and σ = 1− ξ and we only have a single parameter ξ; we will

denote these distributions as F ξ
N . For any ξ < 1, the mean of the distributions is zero (same as the

outside option). The CDF of the distributions as a function of the parameter ξ is provided below.

F ξ
N(x) =

1−
(
1+ ξ

1−ξ
· (x+1)

)−1/ξ

, ξ ̸= 0

1− exp (−(x+1)) , ξ = 0

−1 0 1 2 3

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

x

F
ξ N
(x
)

Exponential Distr. (ξ = 0)
ξ = 0.5
ξ = 0.9
ξ = 0.99

Figure 2 CDF of Generalized Pareto Distribution for µ=−1 and σ= 1− ξ

For ξ = 0, we have the exponential distribution and for ξ > 0, we have the Pareto distribution

with scale parameter ξ, which is a heavy-tailed distribution. From Figure 2, we observe that as ξ

increases, the probability of the niche type having positive base utility decreases. Note that since

we fix the mean of the distribution to be zero, increasing ξ corresponds to the tail becoming lighter,

i.e., F̄N(V ) = 1−FN(V ) is decreasing as ξ increases for a fixed V ≥−1. Increasing ξ is analogous to

the case of decreasing p to zero for the two-point distribution of the niche type as defined in (5).
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Algorithm 2: DIverse-then-CustomizEd (DICE)

Input: Exploration Phase Length T

Initialize: CountP← 0, CountN← 0

for t∈ {1,2, . . . ,T } do
πt = {(i1, i2) : τ(i1) = P and τ(i2) =N} ▷ diverse recos

if τ(c(πt)) = P then
CountP← CountP +1 ▷ increment popular counter

else if τ(c(πt)) =N then
CountN← CountN +1 ▷ increment niche counter

else
continue

end
end

▷ check if user chooses more of popular or niche type

if CountP ≥ CountN then
PrefType = P

else
PrefType =N

end

▷ recommend the more chosen type during exploratory phase {1,2, . . . ,T }

for t∈ {T +1,T +2, . . .} do
πt = {(i1, i2) : τ(i1) = τ(i2) = PrefType} ▷ customized recos based on users choices in

exploratory phase
end

We compare the expected engagement and utility of APP and DICE in Figures 3 and 4 for δ = 0

and δ = 0.999 respectively. As the baseline, we consider APP and the bar plots in Figures 3 and 4

demonstrate the relative change in engagement (in blue) and utility (in red) under DICE compared

to APP. If a given metric (engagement or utility) is below/above the baseline APP, it implies that

DICE loses/gains compared to the APP with the percentage loss or gain depicted by the height of

the bar plot. The key insights are as follows:

1. For a fixed discount factor δ ∈ [0,1), for larger tail parameter ξ values (closer to 1), we observe

misalignment between engagement and utility optimizing policies. In particular, we observe

in Figures 3 and 4, that Eng(APP)> Eng(DICE) and Util(APP)<Util(DICE) for large enough

ξ.

2. As δ approaches 1, i.e., as the platforms become more forward looking, we observe a stark

asymmetry in the magnitude of the misalignment. In Figure 4, we observe the there is little
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difference in the engagement obtained by DICE and APP. However, there is a significant

enhancement in utility under DICE compared to APP.
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Figure 3 Impact of ξ on utility and engagement for δ= 0

5. Conclusion

In this work, we explore the extent of user utility loss when platforms use measurable but imperfect

proxies like engagement to drive recommendations, and whether it is feasible to optimize for user

utility, which is rarely measured. We studied a model where a recommendation system repeatedly

suggests items to a user, adapting its selections over time. Our findings reveal a fundamental mis-

alignment between policies that maximize engagement and those that maximize utility. We develop

and study a utility-aware heuristic PEAR which is able to achieve best of both worlds: near-optimal

user utility and near-optimal engagement simultaneously. This highlights a stark asymmetry in the

misalignment: substantial improvement in utility is achievable in comparison to the engagement-

optimal policy APP while sacrificing a minuscule amount on engagement. Moreover, we observe that

some of these insights also carry over to the setting where the platform has no prior information

about the utility distribution. Overall, our research highlights that recommendation systems with

the ability to recommend more than one item can facilitate exploration with minimum reduction
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Figure 4 Impact of ξ on utility and engagement for δ= 0.999

in engagement, allowing discovery of items with higher utility and hence leading to a significant

enhancement in user utility.

Our model is intentionally simplified and does not encompass all aspects of contemporary rec-

ommendation systems. This simplicity allows us to focus on key tension between engagement and

utility, however, our model may be expanded upon to study different facets of the recommendation

systems. Amongst many open directions, our model can potentially be extended to (i) incorporate

the setting with many niche types, (ii) model user satiation, where the utility at each time depends

not only on the current consumption but past consumption as well, (iii) time-varying preferences

and/or inconsistent preferences. We defer these extensions and other exciting open questions for

future research.
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João Sá, Vanessa Queiroz Marinho, Ana Rita Magalhães, Tiago Lacerda, and Diogo Goncalves. 2022. Diver-

sity vs relevance: A practical multi-objective study in luxury fashion recommendations. In Proceedings

of the 45th International ACM SIGIR Conference on research and development in information retrieval.

2405–2409.

Harald Steck. 2018. Calibrated recommendations. In Proceedings of the 12th ACM conference on recom-

mender systems. 154–162.

Jonathan Stray, Ivan Vendrov, Jeremy Nixon, Steven Adler, and Dylan Hadfield-Menell. 2021. What are you

optimizing for? aligning recommender systems with human values. arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.10939

(2021).

Hongzhi Yin, Bin Cui, Jing Li, Junjie Yao, and Chen Chen. 2012. Challenging the long tail recommendation.

arXiv preprint arXiv:1205.6700 (2012).

Cai-Nicolas Ziegler, Sean M McNee, Joseph A Konstan, and Georg Lausen. 2005. Improving recommendation

lists through topic diversification. In Proceedings of the 14th international conference on World Wide

Web. 22–32.



appendix to Besbes, Kanoria and Kumar: On the Perils of Optimizing the Measurable app-1

Appendix
The Appendix is organized as follows. Appendix App.1 provides a useful technical result char-

acterizing the expected engagement and utility for a given recommendation set. Appendix App.2

provides the proof of Theorem 1. Appendix App.3 provides the proof of Theorem 2. Appendices

App.4.1 and App.4.2 provide the proofs of helper lemmas used in the proof of Theorem 2.

App.1. Useful Technical Result

The following proposition characterizes the probability of engagement and the expected utility of

the user given the user is recommended items π= {i1, i2}.

Proposition EC.1. Given a recommendation π= {i1, i2}, the expected engagement and utility is

given as

E [1{c(π) ̸= ∅}] = P (c(π) ̸= ∅) = eVτ(i1) + eVτ(i2)

1+ eVτ(i1) + eVτ(i2)

E
[

max
j∈{i1,i2,∅}

uj

]
= ln

(
1+ eVτ(i1) + eVτ(i2)

)
For a proof of Proposition EC.1, refer to (Anderson et al. 1992, Chapter 2).

App.2. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. We fix δ ∈ [0,1) and the attraction parameter of the popular type VP ∈R+. The expected

engagement under APP is given as

Eng(APP) =
2eVP

1+2eVP
+

δ

1− δ
· 2eVP

1+2eVP
(App.1)

Let E-OPT denote the engagement optimal policy in the class of all online policies Π. Consider

the following exploration-based policy denoted Diverse-then-Optimal (DO) – it recommends one

popular and one niche type at the first time step and from the second step onwards, implements

E-OPT. The expected engagement under DO is given as

Eng(DO) = (1− p) · eVP + e−1

1+ eVP + e−1
+ p · eVP + e(1−p)/p

1+ eVP + e(1−p)/p
+

δ

1− δ
·Eng(E−OPT)

≤ (1− p) · eVP + e−1

1+ eVP + e−1
+ p · eVP + e(1−p)/p

1+ eVP + e(1−p)/p
+

δ

1− δ

[
p · 2e(1−p)/p

1+2e(1−p)/p
+(1− p) · 2eVP

1+2eVP

]
where the inequality follows from the fact that the engagement under the optimal online policy is

bounded above by the engagement of an oracle who knows whether a user prefers niche to popular

type and recommends the preferred type. Then we have that

lim
p→0

[Eng(APP)−Eng(DO)] =
2eVP

1+2eVP
− eVP + e−1

1+ eVP + e−1
> 0

Hence the limit p→ 0, we have that APP does better than the best exploration-driven policy DO

and hence it is optimal. The expected utility under APP is 1
1−δ
· ln(1 + 2eVP) which follows as a

corollary of Proposition EC.1. ■
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App.3. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. We begin by defining some quantities. Fix a discount factor δ ∈ [0,1) and the parameter

p from (5). Define the following

ρ1 ≜
e(1−p)/p

1+ eVP + e(1−p)/p
, ρ2 ≜

e−1

1+ eVP + e−1
, c ≜

ln((1− ρ2)/(1− ρ1))

ln(ρ1/ρ2)+ ln((1− ρ2)/(1− ρ1))
(App.2)

For a ρ,x∈ [0,1], define the following random variable

Xk(ρ,x) =

{
1−x, with probability ρ

−x, with probability 1− ρ
(App.3)

Let Sn(ρ,x) =
∑n

k=1Xk(ρ,x) denote the n-th partial sum of the random walk described byXk(ρ,x).

Define N(ρ,x) to be the first time the partial sum goes below zero, i.e.,

N(ρ,x) = inf{n : Sn(ρ,x)< 0} (App.4)

PEAR recommends one item of popular type and another item of niche type while the posterior

belief (denoted as pt) on VN = (1− p)/p is greater than or equal to p. If the posterior pt < p, then

PEAR switches to showing both items of the popular type. The time at each the policy switches

from showing one popular and one niche type to both popular type is given by the random variable

N(ρ, c) defined in (App.4) for different values of ρ and this is characterized in the following lemma.

Lemma App.1. Consider ρ1, ρ2 and c defined in (App.2). If VN = (1− p)/p, then the first time

PEAR recommends both the items of popular type is N(ρ1, c). Analogously, if VN = −1, then the

first time PEAR recommends both the items of the popular type is N(ρ2, c).

We defer the proof of Lemma App.1 to Appendix App.4.1. Lemma App.1 implies that from t= 0

to t = N(ρ, c)− 1, PEAR recommends one popular and one niche type item and for t ≥ N(ρ, c),

PEAR recommends both items of the popular type. Hence the expected engagement under PEAR

is given as

Eng(PEAR) = p ·E

β1

N(ρ1,c)−1∑
t=0

δt +λ
∞∑

t=N(ρ1,c)

δt

+(1− p) ·E

β2

N(ρ2,c)−1∑
t=0

δt +λ
∞∑

t=N(ρ2,c)

δt


=

p

1− δ
· (β1g(δ, ρ1, c)+λ(1− g(δ, ρ1, c)))+

1− p

1− δ
· (β2g(δ, ρ2, c)+λ(1− g(δ, ρ2, c))) ,

where β1 =
eVP+e(1−p)/p

1+eVP+e(1−p)/p , β2 =
eVP+e−1

1+eVP+e−1 , λ= 2eVP

1+2eVP
and g(δ, ρ,x) is defined as follows

g(δ, ρ,x)≜E
[
1− δN(ρ,x)

]
. (App.5)



appendix to Besbes, Kanoria and Kumar: On the Perils of Optimizing the Measurable app-3

Similarly, the expected utility under PEAR is given as

Util(PEAR) = p ·E

Ψ1

N(ρ1,c)−1∑
t=0

δt +Λ
∞∑

t=N(ρ1,c)

δt

+(1− p) ·E

Ψ2

N(ρ2,c)−1∑
t=0

δt +Λ
∞∑

t=N(ρ2,c)

δt


=

p

1− δ
· (Ψ1g(δ, ρ1, c)+Λ(1− g(δ, ρ1, c)))+

1− p

1− δ
· (Ψ2g(δ, ρ2, c)+Λ(1− g(δ, ρ2, c))) ,

where Ψ1 = ln
(
1+ eVP + e(1−p)/p

)
,Ψ2 = ln(1+ eVP + e−1) and Λ= ln(1+2eVP). Finally, we are inter-

ested in the limit p→ 0. Note that g(δ, ρ1, c) and g(δ, ρ2, c) are also function of p. The following

lemma characterize the limiting value of g(δ, ρ1, c) and g(δ, ρ2, c) when p→ 0. We defer the proof

of Lemma App.2 to Appendix App.4.2.

Lemma App.2. Fix δ ∈ [0,1) and consider ρ1, ρ2 and c defined in (App.2). Then limp→0 g(δ, ρ1, c) =

1 and limp→0 g(δ, ρ2, c) =
1−δ

1−δρ2
.

In the limit p→ 0, the expected engagement and utility is

lim
p→0

Eng(PEAR) =
1

1− δ

(
β2 ·

1− δ

1− δρ2
+λ · δ(1− ρ2)

1− δρ2

)
lim
p→0

Util(PEAR) =
1

1− δ

(
1+Ψ2 ·

1− δ

1− δρ2
+Λ · δ(1− ρ2)

1− δρ2

)
This concludes the proof. ■

App.4. Proof of Helper Lemmas

In this section, we provide the proof of some helper lemmas used in the proof of Theorem 2.

App.4.1. Proof of Lemma App.1

Proof. Note that PEAR switches to showing both the items of the popular type whenever pt < p

where pt is the posterior belief of VN = p/(1−p). Note that pt depends on the (random) number of

successes S and failures F observed till time t, where if we count the user choosing the niche item

as success and the user not choosing the niche item (i.e. either choosing the popular item or the

outside option) as failure. We have that the following are equivalent

pt < p
(a)⇐⇒ 1

p
<

1− p

p

ρS2 (1− ρ2)
F

ρS1 (1− ρ1)F
+1

(b)⇐⇒ ρS1 (1− ρ1)
F <ρS2 (1− ρ2)

F

(c)⇐⇒ S

 ln
(

ρ1
ρ2

)
ln
(

ρ1
ρ2

)
+ ln

(
1−ρ2
1−ρ1

)
+F

− ln
(

1−ρ2
1−ρ1

)
ln
(

ρ1
ρ2

)
+ ln

(
1−ρ2
1−ρ1

)
< 0

(d)⇐⇒ S(1− c)+F (−c)< 0,
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where (a) follows from the definition of pt, (b) and (c) follows from algebraic manipulations and (d)

follows from the definition of c in (App.2). Note that the equation S(1− c) +F (−c) corresponds

to the S + F -th partial sum of a random walk with steps of size 1− c or −c, which is the same

random walk as described in (App.3). Therefore N(ρ1, c) and N(ρ2, c) correspond to the stopping

time when VN = p/(1− p) and VN =−1. ■

App.4.2. Proof of Lemma App.2

Proof. Define T (ρ, c) = inf{n : Xn(ρ, c) = −c} for ρ ∈ {ρ1, ρ2} and M0 = ln((1−ρ2)/(1−ρ1))

ln(ρ1/ρ2)
=

Θ(1/p). Recall the random variable N(ρ,x) is defined in (App.4). Now for all k≤M0, we have that

the following events are equivalent,

{T (ρ, c) = k} ≡ {N(ρ, c) = k} for ρ∈ {ρ1, ρ2} (App.6)

We first show that limp→0 g(δ, ρ1, c) = 1. Since δ ∈ (0,1], we trivially have that g(δ, ρ1, c)≤ 1. Next

we will lower bound g(δ, ρ1, c).

g(δ, ρ1, c)
(a)
= 1−

∞∑
k=1

δkP(N(ρ1, c) = k)

(b)
= 1−

M0∑
k=1

δkP(T (ρ1, c) = k)−
∞∑

k=M0+1

δkP(N(ρ1, k) = k)

(c)

≥ 1− 1− ρ1
ρ1

M0∑
k=1

δkρk1 − δM0+1

(d)
= 1− δ(1− ρ1)(1− (δρ1)

M0)

1− δρ1
− δM0+1

(e)

≥ 1− e−1/p eδ(1+ eVP)

1− δ
− δΘ(1/p)

where (a) follows from the definition of g(δ, ρ,x) in (App.5), (b) follows from (App.6) for ρ= ρ1, (c)

follows from the fact that P(T (ρ1, c) = k) = (1− ρ1)ρ
k−1
1 and the fact that δM0 ≥ δk for all k≥M0,

(d) follows from sum of geometric series, (e) follows from the fact that 1− ρ1 ≤ (1 + eVP)e−1/p+1,

1− (δρ1)
M0 ≤ 1 and 1− δρ1 ≥ 1− δ. Taking the limit of p→ 0 for a fixed δ ∈ [0,1) and VP ∈R+, we

have that

lim
p→0

g(δ, ρ1, c)≥ lim
p→0

(
1− e−1/p eδ(1+ eVP)

1− δ
− δΘ(1/p)

)
= 1

Next we want that limp→0 g(δ, ρ2, c) =
1−δ

1−δρ2
. In particular, we will show that

1− δ

1− δρ2
+

e(1+ eVP)(δρ2)
M0+1

1− δρ2
− δM0+1 ≤ g(δ, ρ2, c)≤

1− δ

1− δρ2
+

e(1+ eVP)(δρ2)
M0+1

1− δρ2
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We will begin with the upper bound.

g(δ, ρ2, c)
(a)
= 1−

∞∑
k=1

δkP(N(ρ2, c) = k),

(b)

≤ 1−
M0∑
k=1

δkP(T (ρ2, c) = k),

(c)
= 1− 1− ρ2

ρ2

M0∑
k=1

δkρk2 ,

(d)
= 1− e(1+ eVP)

δρ2(1− (δρ2)
M0)

1− δρ2
,

(e)
=

1− δρ2− e(1+ eVP)δρ2 + e(1+ eVP)(δρ2)
M0+1

1− δρ2
,

(f)
=

1− δ

1− δρ2
+

e(1+ eVP)(δρ2)
M0+1

1− δρ2
,

where (a) follows from the definition of g(δ, ρ,x) in (App.5), (b) follows from (App.6) for ρ= ρ2,

(c) follows from the fact that P(T (ρ2, c) = k) = (1− ρ2)ρ
k−1
2 , (d) follows from sum of the geometric

series, (e) follows trivially, (f) follows from the fact that e(1+ eVP)δρ2 = (1−ρ2). The lower bound

on g(δ, ρ2, c) follows using a similar line of argument. Note that as p→ 0, since δρ2 < 1 and δ < 1,

we have that (δρ2)
M0+1→ 0 and δM0+1→ 0 and together we have that limp→0 g(δ, ρ2, c) =

1−δ
1−δρ2

. ■
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