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ABSTRACT
Accurate customer lifetime value (LTV) prediction can help service
providers optimize their marketing policies in customer-centric ap-
plications. However, the heavy sparsity of consumption events and
the interference of data variance and noise obstruct LTV estimation.
Many existing LTV prediction methods directly train a single-view
LTV predictor on consumption samples, which may yield inac-
curate and even biased knowledge extraction. In this paper, we
propose a contrastive multi-view framework for LTV prediction,
which is a plug-and-play solution compatible with various back-
bone models. It synthesizes multiple heterogeneous LTV regressors
with complementary knowledge to improve model robustness and
captures sample relatedness via contrastive learning to mitigate
the dependency on data abundance. Concretely, we use a decom-
posed scheme that converts the LTV prediction problem into a
combination of estimating consumption probability and payment
amount. To alleviate the impact of noisy data on model learning,
we propose a multi-view framework that jointly optimizes multiple
types of regressors with diverse characteristics and advantages to
encode and fuse comprehensive knowledge. To fully exploit the po-
tential of limited training samples, we propose a hybrid contrastive
learning method to help capture the relatedness between samples
in both classification and regression tasks. We conduct extensive
experiments on a real-world game LTV prediction dataset and the
results validate the effectiveness of our method. We have deployed
our solution online in Huawei’s mobile game center and achieved
32.26% total payment amount gains.
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Figure 1: The consumption behavior patterns of a user in a
typical App usage scenario.

1 INTRODUCTION
Customer lifetime value (LTV) reflects the expected revenue con-
tributed by a customer in a long-term relationship with a busi-
ness [18, 20]. With the guidance of LTV in business planning and
user segmentation, service providers can make more informed
marketing decisions and provide better personalized services to
increase user retention and reduce churn [5, 15, 28, 31, 33, 40]. Thus,
accurate LTV prediction is playing an increasingly important role
in the digital economy and intelligent management [9, 11, 27, 46].

In many real-world applications, users’ consumption behaviors
are sparse, volatile, and noisy in their nature [25, 49]. For example,
as shown in Fig. 1, in the App usage scenario, users may only choose
a few Apps from the various candidates recommended by the App
store, and they may order paid services in fewer Apps after trials. In
our practice, only about 2% of App downloads are finally converted
into valid payments within a month. Furthermore, users’ purchase
behaviors may be affected by various subject and objective factors,
such as unplanned purchase intent and sales promotion [1, 6, 53]. As
a result, we can observe a quite wide-range, long-tailed, and noisy
LTV distribution (see our dataset statistics for an intuitive example).
The heavy sparsity and noise of user consumption samples make
LTV prediction a rather challenging problem.

Considering the sparsity of samples with non-zero LTVs, many
methods decompose the LTV prediction problem into a binary clas-
sification task to predict premium users and a regression task to
estimate potential monetary values [44]. Some of them use two-
stage strategies to model the two tasks in a cascaded way and
use machine learning models such as random forests [39] and XG-
Boost [13] to process input features. However, maintaining multiple
models in these two-stage methods may yield higher complexity
and heavier error propagation problem. In recent years, several
deep learning-based methods provide end-to-end solutions to LTV
prediction. For example, ZILN [44] unifies the two tasks in a single
model via multi-task learning, where the final predicted LTV is
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given by the multiplication between the purchase propensity and
the expected purchase amount. ODMN [25] models the temporal
dependencies between LTVs, and uses a multi-distribution multi-
expert module that divides the imbalanced LTV distribution into
several smoother sub-distributions and assigns them to different
experts. However, the single-view LTV regressors in these methods
may still be severely perturbed and even biased by the outlier and
noisy samples, especially when there are only very limited positive
samples for model optimization.

In this paper, we propose a Contrastive Multi-view framework
for LTV prediction named CMLTV, which can effectively mitigate
the impact of the consumption data sparsity, volatility, and noise
on model learning. The core of CMLTV is a multi-view regres-
sion framework, where multiple heterogeneous regressors with
diverse characteristics and advantages are jointly optimized to ex-
tract complementary and robust knowledge. Their predictions are
synthesized into a unified score, which is further combined with the
purchase probability estimated by a purchase classifier to generate
the final LTV. To reduce the model’s dependency on data volume,
we propose a hybrid contrastive learning method to help capture
the relatedness between samples in both classification and regres-
sion tasks to fully exploit data potentials. By jointly regularizing
the purchase classifier and multi-view regressors, the model can be
aware of the inherent relatedness among samples and make more
accurate predictions. Our offline experiments are conducted on a
real-world game App user LTV prediction dataset collected from
Huawei’s mobile game center, which shows the effectiveness of
CMLTV. Further online A/B test on this platform also shows 33.26%
total payment amount gains. Up to now, CMLTV has been deeply
involved to provide stable and high-quality game App suggestion
services for hundreds of millions of users.

The contributions of this paper are listed as follows:
• We propose a multi-view LTV prediction framework that
can encode complementary knowledge via multiple hetero-
geneous regressors to confront data noise and imbalance.

• We propose a hybrid contrastive learning method that en-
ables the model to organically exploit the relatedness be-
tween samples in both classification and regression tasks to
mitigate the impact of data sparsity.

• We conduct extensive experiments in both offline and online
environments, and the results fully validate the effectiveness
of our method. Our solution has been deployed online for
personalized game App suggestions, serving hundreds of
millions of mobile users.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 LTV Prediction
LTV prediction is a classic problem in business management [24].
Pioneer research on customer LTV prediction focuses on build-
ing probabilistic models based on observed data [21]. For example,
Pareto/NBD [35] is a canonical model for customer analysis based
on historical transactions, which forecasts the future activity and
purchase frequency of users by modeling user behaviors with cer-
tain stochastic processes. Based on this framework, Fader et al.
[14] studied grouping users based on the recency, frequency, and
monetary value of their transactions, and then estimated the LTV

for each customer cohort. These probability-based methods require
prior knowledge of user behaviors to build basic model assump-
tions, which are highly sensitive to data noise and volatility. In
complex scenarios, it is also difficult to simulate user behaviors via
well-established stochastic processes.

Another major research line of LTV prediction is using machine
learning techniques to build data-driven models from historical
logs [8, 10, 12, 22, 34, 37, 38]. Considering the characteristics of
LTV distribution, several methods decompose the task into two
stages, i.e., stage one predicts the purchase propensity and stage
two estimates the LTVs of users who are predicted to purchase
in stage one. For example, Vanderveld et al. [39] proposed to use
random forests in both stages, which are built on various features
including user engagement measurements, user experience, histor-
ical behaviors, and demographics. Drachen et al. [13] proposed to
use XGBoost models to implement a game LTV prediction frame-
work that involves various gameplay, social, and purchase features.
These two-stage methods need to maintain multiple cascaded mod-
els, which may lead to high computational costs and online latency.

In recent years, several deep learning-based methods unify the
two stages into a single model. For example, ZILN [44] uses a multi-
task learning framework that optimizes a binary classifier to predict
purchase propensity and a lognormal distribution-based regressor
to predict the expected payment amount. The final LTV is given
by multiplying the predicted purchase propensity and payment
amount. ODMN [25] further considers the sequential dependen-
cies between LTV in different periods. At each prediction point,
it uses a multi-distribution multi-expert module that predicts the
classification probabilities of different LTV ranges and uses them
to adaptively select proper experts to predict LTV in certain ranges.
Unfortunately, due to the noisy, imbalanced, and volatile nature of
purchase data, the single-view LTV regressors in these methods
may still be heavily affected and even biased, especially when there
are insufficient samples to draw a panorama of data distribution.
Our work incorporates a multi-view regression framework to ex-
tract complementary information and fuses it into more robust and
accurate knowledge. It is remarkable that several works in recent
years studied LTV prediction in other aspects, such as user rep-
resentation [49], purchase sequence modeling [3, 10], and social
information mining [54]. Since these scenario-specific methods
bring some additional constraints to data formats, they do not fall
into the same research line as our work.

2.2 Contrastive Learning in Recommendation
Contrastive learning is a widely employed technique in the rec-
ommendation field [45, 52], and here we briefly introduce a few
relevant works. A common contrastive paradigm in recommenda-
tion is comparing each positive sample with one or more negative
samples, e.g., BPR [32] and InfoNCE [29] losses. This paradigm is a
popular choice in learning-to-rank systems in various recommen-
dation scenarios, such as e-commerce [48], video [51], and news
feed [47]. However, in online advertising applications, both the
orders of candidate ads and the absolute values of predicted fac-
tors (e.g., pCVR and pLTV) matter in the bidding process [17, 30].
Thus, the pair-wise contrastive learning paradigm may be inap-
propriate in advertising scenarios due to its distortion effects on
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Figure 2: The framework of our CMLTV method.

predicted scores. To adopt the strong representation ability of con-
trastive learning in advertising systems, Wang et al. [41] proposed
a CL4CTR framework that uses data augmentation to construct
contrast pairs. However, it cannot effectively exploit the relatedness
between different samples. Moreover, most studies of contrastive
learning in recommendation focus on classification problems [2, 26],
which are not fully compatible with LTV prediction that involves a
regression task. We propose a hybrid contrastive learning method
that simultaneously guides model optimization in both classifi-
cation and regression task, which is especially suitable for LTV
prediction to alleviate the impact of data scarcity.

3 METHODOLOGY
Here we introduce our CMLTV approach for customer LTV predic-
tion. Since there are several different formulations of LTV prediction
in existing literature, we first present the definition of the problem
studied in our paper. We then describe our model in detail and show
how to optimize it to generate LTV predictions.

3.1 Problem Definition
Denote a user and a certain product/service by 𝑢 and 𝑖 , respectively.
Given the features of 𝑢 and 𝑖 (as well as some context features if
available), the goal of an LTV prediction model is to estimate the
payment amount of 𝑢 on 𝑖 within a certain time span 𝑇 (e.g., 30
days). If the user 𝑢 does not purchase 𝑖 within𝑇 , the corresponding
LTV in this period is labeled as zero. If there are multiple trans-
actions concerning 𝑢 and 𝑖 in this time span, the LTV label is the
summation of their monetary values. After model learning on his-
torical transaction data, it is expected to predict future LTVs as a
reference for decision making and personalized advertising.

3.2 CMLTV Framework
The overall framework of our CMLTV method is shown in Fig. 2.
When a batch of training samples arrives, we first use a multi-view

LTV prediction model to generate the purchase probability and
multiple LTV regression results for each sample, and then apply
a hybrid contrastive learning strategy to samples in this batch to
capture their inherent relatedness. Their details are described below.

3.2.1 Multi-View LTV Prediction. The multi-view LTV prediction
module uses heterogeneous regressors1 with diverse characteristics
to profile the input sample in different aspects. Denote the input
features of a sample by x.2 Firstly, a basic feature representation
model is used to learn the hidden representations h of input fea-
tures by modeling their interactions. Note that our framework does
not restrict the architecture of this backbone model, and it can
be implemented by various off-the-shelf structures such as MLP,
DeepFM [17], DCN [42], and DCNv2 [43].

Next, a purchase classifier is applied to the hidden representation
h to predict the purchase probability 𝑝 as follows:

h𝑝 = ReLU(Wph + bp),
𝑝 = 𝜎 (w𝑝h𝑝 + 𝑏𝑝 ),

(1)

where W𝑝 , w𝑝 , b𝑝 , and 𝑏𝑝 are parameters, and 𝜎 (·) stands for the
sigmoid function. The probability output by the classifier is used to
compute the cross-entropy loss L𝑝 as follows:

L𝑝 = −𝑧 log𝑝 − (1 − 𝑧) log (1 − 𝑝), (2)

where 𝑧 is the binary purchase label of a sample.
We then estimate the payment amount of each sample in a multi-

view manner. Here we include three different types of regressors.
The first one is a distribution-based regressor, which aims to ap-
proximate real LTV distributions with well-formulated probabilis-
tic models. Although it can be implemented by any probability
distributions, we recommend using some canonical ones such as
lognormal and gamma distributions that have been shown effective
1The MLP networks in regressors may contain one or more layers, but we denote them
as “MLP” for consistency.
2We assume that discrete features have been converted into embeddings.
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in characterizing long-tail property [16, 23, 50]. Here we denote the
normalized probability density function of the selected distribution
by 𝑓 (𝑥). It is parameterized by a variable3 𝜃 , which is learned from
h as follows:

h𝑑 = ReLU(W𝑑h + b𝑑 ),
𝜃 ′ = w𝑑h𝑑 + 𝑏𝑑 ,
𝜃 = log[1 + exp(𝜃 ′)],

(3)

where W𝑑 , w𝑑 , b𝑑 , and 𝑏𝑑 are learnable parameters. The loss func-
tion L𝑑 of this regressor is the negative log-likelihood of the prob-
ability density given by 𝑓 (𝑥), which is formulated as follows:

L𝑑 = − log 𝑓 (𝑦), (4)

where 𝑦 is the LTV label of a sample. By optimizing this loss func-
tion, the model is encouraged to find better 𝜃 to parameterize 𝑓 (𝑥)
that can maximize the LTV probability density of training samples.
In the test phase, it uses the expectation of the distribution 𝑓 (𝑥)
parameterized by the 𝜃 obtained from each sample as the predic-
tion. In our approach, we use gamma distribution to instantiate
the function 𝑓 (𝑥). Therefore, the variable 𝜃 is a vector including
two elements, i.e., a shape parameter and a rate parameter, and the
predicted LTV score is the division between them.

The second regressor is logarithm-based, which aims to predict
the LTV score in the log scale. Although customer LTVs can range
from zero to million-level numbers, they can be only low single
digits in the logarithm view, which are suitable for common neural
networks to handle. Concretely, the output 𝑦𝑙 of this regressor is
obtained from h through an MLP module as follows:

h𝑙 = ReLU(W𝑙h + b𝑙 ),
𝑦𝑙 = ReLU(w𝑙h𝑙 + 𝑏𝑙 ),

(5)

whereW𝑙 , w𝑙 , b𝑙 , and 𝑏𝑙 are MLP parameters. The loss function L𝑙
of this regressor is the standard Mean Squared Error (MSE), which
is computed as follows:

L𝑙 = (𝑦𝑙 − lg(1 + 𝑦))2 . (6)

Here we add one to the label to ensure the non-negativity.
The third regressor is classification-based, which first converts

the regression task into a classification problem and then recon-
structs a real-valued score from the class probabilities as the final
prediction. Since LTV distribution is usually long-tailed, it divides
the whole range into several class bins using logarithm operations.
We use base 2 logarithms for binning rather than larger bases be-
cause it can keep more fine-grained numerical information.4 More
specifically, the corresponding class ID 𝑐 of LTV label 𝑦 is obtained
as follows:

𝑐 = ⌊log2 (1 + 𝑦)⌋ . (7)

The class probability vector ŷ𝑐 is predicted as follows:

h𝑐 = ReLU(W𝑐h + b𝑐 ),
ŷ𝑐 = Softmax(V𝑐h𝑐 + v𝑐 ),

(8)

3It can be either a scalar or a vector, depending on the parameters required by 𝑓 (𝑥 ) .
4While it is possible to choose smaller log bases to achieve finer-grained binning, it
may lead to an excess of class numbers and even redundant classes.

whereW𝑐 ,V𝑐 , b𝑐 , and v𝑐 are classifier parameters. The loss function
L𝑐 for model learning is the following multi-class cross-entropy:

L𝑐 = −
𝐶∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑐𝑖 log ŷ𝑖𝑐 , (9)

where𝐶 is the class number, 𝑐𝑖 and𝑦𝑖𝑐 is the real and predicted label
for the 𝑖-th class, respectively. The final real-valued LTV prediction
𝑦′𝑐 is reconstructed from the probability vector ŷ𝑐 as follows:

𝑦′𝑐 =
𝐶∑︁
𝑖=1

(2𝑖 − 1 + 2𝑖+1 − 2)
2 ŷ𝑖𝑐 =

𝐶∑︁
𝑖=1

(2𝑖 + 2𝑖+1 − 3)
2 ŷ𝑖𝑐 . (10)

In this way, we use the expectation as LTV prediction, where the
center of each bin is used to represent its expected LTV.

3.2.2 Hybrid Contrastive Learning. Next, we introduce the hybrid
contrastive learning mechanism in our approach, which aims to
build organic connections between samples in the same batch to
better exploit the potential of limited training data. Assume there
are 𝐾 samples within a batch. Their predicted purchase proba-
bilities and three types of LTV scores are denoted by [𝑝1, ..., 𝑝𝐾 ],
[𝑦𝑑,1, ..., 𝑦𝑑,𝐾 ], [𝑦𝑙,1, ..., 𝑦𝑙,𝐾 ], [𝑦𝑐,1, ..., 𝑦𝑐,𝐾 ], respectively. Inspired
by BPR loss, we encourage the purchase probabilities of positive
samples to be larger than negative samples. However, it is infeasible
to directly compare each pair of samples because the noisy samples
may mislead the model to generate low-quality contrastive pairs,
which are harmful to model optimization. Fortunately, although
parts of the samples are uninformative, positive samples should be
assigned higher purchase propensities than negative samples on
average. Thus, we first compute the average purchase probabilities
of positive and negative samples, which are denoted by 𝑝+ and
𝑝− , respectively. We design a classification contrastive loss L𝑐 by
comparing 𝑝+ and 𝑝− as follows:

L𝑐 = − log𝜎 [𝜎−1 (𝑝+) − 𝜎−1 (𝑝−)], (11)

where 𝜎−1 means the inverse function of sigmoid.
Motivated by the findings in prior work [7], we assume that users

with higher LTVs may also have higher purchase probabilities. This
assumption is probably true in various scenarios because large con-
sumption values are usually caused by multiple purchase behaviors.
Thus, we propose a regression contrastive learning method to reg-
ularize the regression results to be positively correlated with the
predicted purchase probabilities. We take the scores output by the
distribution-based regressor as an example to elaborate this process.
Its corresponding regression contrastive loss L𝑟

𝑑
is computed as

follows:

L𝑟
𝑑
= − 1

𝐾2

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐾∑︁
𝑗=1

(𝑝𝑖 − 𝑝 𝑗 ) [lg(1 + 𝑦𝑑,𝑖 ) − lg(1 + 𝑦𝑑,𝑗 )] . (12)

Here we use base 10 logarithms to control the scale of contrastive
loss. Similarly, we compute the regression contrastive losses L𝑟

𝑙
and L𝑟𝑐 based on the other two types of regression results. In this
way, the relatedness between different samples in the same batch is
explicitly encoded into model learning, meanwhile the classification
and regression parts are naturally connected by these losses so that
their encoded knowledge can be exchanged and shared.
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3.3 Model Training and Prediction
Finally, we introduce the details of model training and testing in
our framework. Our method uses a multi-task learning framework
to unify different types of loss functions. The overall loss L for
model training is a combination of the binary classification loss,
three types of regression losses, contrastive classification loss, and
three types of contrastive regression losses. Note that the binary
classification loss and the contrastive losses are computed on all
samples, while the regression losses are only activated on positive
samples. This is because the heavy data imbalance shall damage the
accuracy of regression models. Therefore, the loss L is formulated
as follows:

L = L𝑐 +L𝑟
𝑑
+L𝑟

𝑙
+L𝑟𝑐 +

∑︁
𝑖

[L𝑝 (𝑖)] +
∑︁
𝑦𝑖>0

[L𝑑 (𝑖) +L𝑙 (𝑖) +L𝑐 (𝑖)],

(13)
where L𝑝 (𝑖), L𝑑 (𝑖), L𝑙 (𝑖), and L𝑐 (𝑖) represent the corresponding
loss on the 𝑖-th sample, and 𝑦𝑖 is its LTV label. By optimizing this
objective function, the model can fuse the knowledge extracted by
the multi-view framework to generate accurate predictions.

After model convergence, we use the multi-view LTV prediction
part for inference. Motivated by the ZILN [44] framework, we
multiply the purchase probability and the regression scores. The
final LTV score 𝑦 is generated as follows:

𝑦 = 𝑝 · [𝛼𝑦𝑑 + 𝛽𝑦𝑙 + (1 − 𝛼 − 𝛽)𝑦𝑐 ], (14)

where 𝛼 and 𝛽 are weighting coefficients.5

3.4 Model Complexity Analysis
Finally, we provide some analysis of the theoretical computational
complexity of our approach. The complexity of the multi-view LTV
prediction part mainly depends on the architecture of the basic
model. If it is implemented by an MLP model, the computational
cost of this module is 𝑂 (𝐾𝑑2), where 𝑑 is the hidden dimension.
The computational cost of our hybrid contrastive learning part is
mainly brought by computing the regression contrastive loss, whose
complexity is 𝑂 (𝐾2). Thus, the overall computational complexity
of our framework is𝑂 (𝐾𝑑2 +𝐾2). If the batch size 𝐾 is much larger
than the hidden dimension 𝑑 , then the bottleneck is the contrastive
learning part.6 Therefore, it is preferable to set a moderate batch
size due to efficiency considerations.

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Dataset
Although there are a few public datasets for LTV prediction, they
may not well reflect the characteristics of many scenarios where
positive samples are much sparser than negatives.7 Thus, we collect
a dataset from Huawei’s mobile game center for offline experiments.
It is sampled from the aggregated App consumption logs from Aug.
1st to Aug. 31st, 2022, and it contains 642k positive samples and
30.1m negative samples in total. The LTV labels are counted within

5We do not fuse the three scores in the model training phase to learn these coefficients
because it will lead to performance degradation.
6In our experiments, the contrastive learning mechanism actually occupies around
58% of the training time.
7Some e-commerce datasets only contain users’ transaction histories (i.e., positive
samples), where negative samples are not included.
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Figure 3: The distribution of non-zero LTVs in our dataset.

the 30 days after download. For example, the LTV label of a sample
generated on Aug. 1st is the accumulated consumption amount
from Jul. 2nd to Aug. 1st. Each sample is associated with several
numerical features (e.g. historical LTVs), categorical features (e.g.,
App IDs and categories), and binary features (e.g., user segments).
The distribution of non-zero LTVs (the values are normalized in
the log scale) is illustrated in Fig. 3. We find it approximately obeys
a long-tail distribution but there are multiple peaks on the curve,
which is possibly caused by the institutionalized price levels on
mobile App stores. The samples on the last day are used for test
and we randomly sample 10% of training data for validation.

4.2 Experimental Settings
In our experiments, we use a two-layer MLP with ReLU activation
functions as the basic feature representation model in all deep learn-
ing methods, if not specified. Each layer in the backbone model is
followed by a batch normalization [19] operation. The hidden units
of this model are 256 and 128, respectively. The hidden dimension
in the classifier and regressors is 64. We use Adam [4] as the model
optimizer and its learning rate is 1e-3. The batch size is set to 10,000.
We use the early stopping mechanism in model training and its
patient is 3 epochs. The coefficients 𝛼 and 𝛽 are set to 0.3. These
hyperparameters are tuned on the validation set.

Althoughmany previousworks [25, 44] use RootedMean Squared
Error (RMSE) and Mean Absolute Error (MAE)8 as the performance
metric, in our practice we find they are insufficient to comprehen-
sively reflect prediction quality, especially when negative samples
are dominant. Thus, in our experiments we use six metrics to com-
prehensively evaluate model performance, including RMSE, MAE,
Pearson correlation coefficient (denoted by Pearson), Spearman
correlation coefficient (denoted by Spearman), coefficient of de-
termination (denoted by R2_score), and Area Under ROC Curve
(AUC).9 To fully understand model performance on different types
of samples, we compute all metrics except AUC on all samples or
positive samples only, respectively. This is because the errors on
positive samples and negative samples may yield different volumes

8We do not use normalized RMSE and MAE because we find the data is so imbalanced
that even normalized RMSE and MAE are larger than 1. Thus, we directly use the
original non-normalized values.
9The AUC score is evaluated by the binary purchase label.
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Table 1: LTV prediction performance of different methods on all samples or positive samples only.

Methods All Samples Positive Samples
RMSE MAE Pearson Spearman R2_score AUC RMSE MAE Pearson Spearman R2_score

Linear 247.16 9.809 0.1422 0.1194 0.01958 0.7517 1770.4 236.85 0.3229 0.2927 0.02588
MLP 248.11 20.42 0.1257 0.0740 0.01209 0.6549 1789.0 232.96 0.3249 0.4772 0.00538
RF 248.87 4.774 0.0949 0.1352 0.00599 0.7314 1803.0 241.59 0.2492 0.0949 0.01035
XGBoost 246.40 4.681 0.2548 0.1581 0.02565 0.8336 1786.3 241.43 0.2664 0.2424 0.00835
ZILN 242.56 8.090 0.2421 0.1708 0.05576 0.8601 1713.0 241.37 0.3456 0.4345 0.07721
MDME 243.71 7.969 0.2346 0.1668 0.04395 0.8482 1743.6 243.59 0.3286 0.4299 0.07843
CMLTV 240.16 6.889 0.2495 0.1724 0.07436 0.8629 1710.5 235.74 0.3746 0.4382 0.10291

Table 2: Comparison of different frameworks in empowering different models.

Methods All Samples Positive Samples
RMSE MAE Pearson Spearman R2_score AUC RMSE MAE Pearson Spearman R2_score

MLP+ZILN 242.56 8.090 0.2421 0.1708 0.05576 0.8601 1713.0 241.37 0.3456 0.4345 0.07721
MLP+MDME 243.71 7.969 0.2346 0.1668 0.04395 0.8482 1743.6 243.59 0.3286 0.4299 0.07843
MLP+CMLTV 240.16 6.889 0.2495 0.1724 0.07436 0.8629 1710.5 235.74 0.3746 0.4382 0.10291
DCN+ZILN 242.14 7.932 0.2425 0.1713 0.05685 0.8614 1704.2 239.89 0.3467 0.4348 0.07895
DCN+MDME 243.53 7.885 0.2367 0.1689 0.04647 0.8525 1739.8 242.13 0.3305 0.4304 0.07822
DCN+CMLTV 239.95 6.842 0.2510 0.1740 0.07569 0.8643 1699.6 234.36 0.3757 0.4390 0.10441
AutoInt+ZILN 242.34 7.994 0.2420 0.1711 0.05664 0.8615 1706.7 241.01 0.3449 0.4340 0.07599
AutoInt+MDME 243.69 7.910 0.2342 0.1672 0.04592 0.8509 1741.4 242.96 0.3278 0.4284 0.07644
AutoInt+CMLTV 240.02 6.856 0.2494 0.1730 0.07498 0.8633 1702.3 234.98 0.3751 0.4377 0.10284

of loss in practical scenarios. We repeat each experiment five times
to mitigate randomness and report the average performance.

4.3 Performance Evaluation
In our offline evaluation, we compare our CMLTV approach with
the following baselines:

• Linear , which uses a multivariate linear regression model
for LTV prediction;

• MLP , which uses a multi-layer perceptron network for LTV
prediction;

• RF [39], which uses two independent random forest models
for classification and regression;

• XGBoost [13], replacing the random forest with the XGboost
model in the above two-stage method;

• ZILN [44], a multi-task learning method that unified binary
classification and lognormal distribution-based regression;

• MDME [25], a multi-distribution multi-expert method for
LTV prediction, which is the core module in ODMN [25].

The performance of compared methods is listed in Table 1, from
which we have the following observations:

First, we find different methodsmay have different ranks in terms
of different metrics. For example, on all samples RF achieves a low
MAE score but performs poorly in terms of AUC. The mismatch
between different metrics is mainly due to the high data imbalance
and the perturbation of outlier data. Thus, it is insufficient to merely
use RMSE andMAE to measure model performance. Only if a model
performs better than other models in most metrics, we can be confi-
dent about its effectiveness. According to the long-term experience

in our practical scenarios, R2_score usually has the best correlation
with real online performance. RMSE and MAE are less informative
since they are highly sensitive to outliers. Industrial practitioners
can choose it as the primary metric if using multiple metrics is not
supported. Second, the Linear and MLP models perform poorly in
many metrics. This is because they are heavily perturbed and even
biased by the extremely imbalanced data. It seems thatMLP is more
easily to be affected by data imbalance than the simple linear re-
gression model, which may be because of the high non-linearity of
deep networks. This shows the rationality of decomposing the LTV
prediction problem into a classification task and a regression task
in deep learning-based methods. Third, single-stage deep learning
methods such as ZILN and MDME usually outperform two-stage
methods (i.e., RF and XGBoost). This is because the separate models
in the two stages cannot share their mutual knowledge and the
errors produced by the first model are completely inherited by the
second one. Thus, unifying the two processes in a single model
is a better choice. Forth, our CMLTV method outperforms other
baselines (at the significant level of 𝑝 < 0.05 in two-sided t-test,
evaluated on the best-performed metrics). This may be because our
approach better defends data noise and volatility meanwhile being
aware of samples’ relationships to overcome data sparsity. Thus,
our method is more robust and accurate than baselines.

Since ZILN, MDME, and CMLTV are independent on the base
model, we use them to empower several widely used base models,
including MLP, DCN [42], and AutoInt [? ]. The results are shown
in Table 2. We observe that CMLTV consistently outperforms ZILN
andMDME, and the DCN basedmodel achieves the best results. This
further verifies the effectiveness and generality of our approach
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Figure 4: The performance of CMLTV and its variants without different regression views.
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Figure 5: The performance of using different types of regressors alone.

in leveraging existing models that are well crafted for other tasks
such as CTR prediction in LTV prediction.

4.4 Effectiveness of Regression Views
In this section we verify the effectiveness of different regression
views in our multi-view LTV prediction module. We compare the
results of CMLTV with its ablations with different regression views
removed, as shown in Fig. 4. In our later experiments, we only report
the results on all samples due to space limitations. We find it inter-
esting that different regressors have different advantages in view
of different metrics. For example, the AUC substantially declines
when the gamma distribution-based regressor is removed, while
the Pearson correlation coefficient degrades the most when the
classification-based regressor is removed. This phenomenon con-
firms that different regression views indeed encode heterogeneous
and complementary knowledge, and none of them is redundant.
Therefore, combining the predictions from multi-view regressors
can keep satisfactory performance in all metrics.

We then report the results of using different types of regres-
sors alone in our framework to support the choice of regressors in
our approach. Here we compare five different regressors, includ-
ing: (1) lognormal distribution-based regressor in ZILN; (2) gamma
distribution-based regressor in our method; (3) negative exponen-
tial distribution-based regressor; (4) logarithm-based regressor in
our method; (5) classification-based regressor in our method, and
the results are shown in Fig. 5. We find gamma distribution is more
suitable than lognormal and exponential distributions for LTV mod-
eling in our scenario, which is probably because the shape of distri-
bution curve shown in Fig. 3 better matches the shape of gamma
distribution. Thus, we select gamma distribution-based regressor in
our method. In addition, logarithm-based and classification-based
regressors show advantages and disadvantages in different metrics,

thereby they can be complementary when being optimized jointly.
Based on the above analysis, we combine these regressors in our
multi-view framework to comprehensively empower our model.

4.5 Effectiveness of Hybrid Contrastive
Learning

In this section we analyze the influence of the two types of con-
trastive learning losses in our approach. The results of using dif-
ferent contrastive loss combinations in our method are shown in
Fig. 6. We observe that both losses are beneficial for model learning,
while they show different effects on model performance. The clas-
sification contrastive learning loss mainly improves AUC, which
is intuitive because it is applied to the binary classification task.
On the contrary, the regression contrastive loss can substantially
improve both AUC and other regression metrics. This is because it
builds connections between predicted purchase probabilities and
LTV scores, thereby both classification and regression tasks can
benefit from the mutual knowledge they encode. Moreover, com-
bining both tasks in our method can consistently achieve better
results, which validates the effectiveness of our hybrid contrastive
learning method.

We then compare our proposed contrastive learning approach
with other mature contrastive learning strategies, including the
standard pair-wisemethod and the data augmentation-basedmethod
introduced by [41]. From the results shown in Fig. 7, we find that
the direct pair-wise contrast mechanism has a negative effect on
model performance. This is intuitive because it may suffer from
heavy data noise and unwanted prediction bias brought by the
contrast. The augmentation-based contrast method is also inferior
to our hybrid contrast method. This is because the former can only
enhance the discriminativeness of hidden representations and is
agnostic to the relatedness between real-valued labels of different
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Figure 6: Effectiveness of the two contrastive learning losses in CMLTV.
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Figure 8: The distribution of predicted purchase probabilities
and LTV scores.

samples. Our hybrid method can collaboratively exploit the super-
vision signals across different samples in both classification and
regression tasks, which is especially powerful in LTV prediction.

4.6 Prediction Results Analysis
We then present some analysis of scores predicted by CMLTV. We
first illustrate the distributions of purchase probabilities and the
predicted LTV scores in Fig. 8. Note that the LTV predictions that
are smaller than 1 are omitted. We find the predicted purchase prob-
abilities of most samples are low. This is intuitive because purchase
behaviors are usually sparse. In addition, we find the regression
results given by different regressors have some differences in their
distributions, while their shapes are generally long-tailed. Thus, by
fusing the predictions from multiple heterogeneous regressors, the
model can have a more comprehensive and less biased understand-
ing of data distribution.
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Figure 9: The Pearson correlation coefficients between dif-
ferent types of scores in linear/log scales computed on all
samples or positive samples only.

We also conduct further analysis of the prediction scores output
by our method. We compute the Pearson correlation coefficients
between different types of scores on all samples or positive samples
only, where the LTV regression scores are presented in both linear
and log scales, as shown in Fig. 9. We find that the regression results
generated by different regressors are highly correlated (especially
on positive samples) but not identical. This result shows that differ-
ent regression modules have high agreements on most samples but
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Figure 10: Influence of the prediction fusing coefficients on final performance.

still keep their characteristics. Therefore, it is safe to synthesize the
predictions given by the three regressors. In addition, the predicted
purchase probabilities show strong correlations with predicted LTV
scores, especially in the log scale. This is mainly due to the regular-
ization of our contrastive regression loss so that predicted purchase
probabilities are positively correlated with LTV regressions.

4.7 Hyperparameter Analysis
In this section we study the influence of two key hyperparameters
on our approach, i.e., the prediction fusing coefficients 𝛼 and 𝛽 ,
which controls the relative importance of distribution-based and
logarithm-based regressors in the final predictions. We vary the
values of both coefficients and the corresponding results are shown
in Fig. 10. From the results, we find the optimal points on the
heatmaps of different metrics are diverse. For example, the best
MAE is achieved when 𝛼 = 1, while the best Spearman score is
achieved when 𝛼 = 𝛽 = 0. Nonetheless, to achieve a good tradeoff
between different metrics, we prefer to select moderate values for
these coefficients. In our experiments we set 𝛼 = 𝛽 = 0.3, which
ensures that all three types of regressors can effectively contribute
to the final predictionmeanwhile all types ofmetrics are satisfactory
at this point. In real-world scenarios, we recommend practitioners
search these hyperparameters according to the key metrics in the
corresponding applications.

5 ONLINE EVALUATION
We deployed our CMLTV method in Huawei’s mobile game center
for game player LTV prediction. The predictions given by our model

Deployed Scenario

Figure 11: The application scenario of our solution.

are used to generate personalized game suggestions on the “editor’s
recommendations” game display board, which is shown in Fig. 11.
We performed a 70-day online A/B test on our platform to verify
the effectiveness of our algorithm.

5.1 Online Experimental Settings
The online A/B test lasts 70 days from Nov. 11, 2022, to Jan. 20, 2023.
The competitor of our model is a well-crafted baseline model, which
is also learned in an end-to-end manner via a multi-task learning
framework. For fair comparison, the baseline model and our ap-
proach share the same input features and basic model backbones.
Both models are retrained periodically on a dataset aggregated from
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the transactions in the past month. Our model is deployed in a vir-
tual Linux computing node with an NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU (32GB
of memory). In the online A/B test, 20% of randomly selected users
are used as the experimental group while another 20% of randomly
selected users are reserved as the control group. The traffics from
the experimental and control groups are served by our method and
the baseline model, respectively. The predicted LTVs are multiplied
with the estimated CVR (in terms of App download) as the ranking
criteria to generate the final recommendation lists.

5.2 Online Results
Here we introduce the results of online A/B test. The traffics served
by our model achieved 32.26% payment amount improvements over
the control group traffics with a cost of 9% additional inference
latency, which is fully tolerable in our system.10 In our further
analysis, this significant improvement is mainly due to the increased
payment amount of users at low and medium consumption levels
(the revenue contributed by high consumption users is similar
for baseline and our approach). This finding indicates a critical
advantage of our approach in boosting the activeness of a broad
range of users, rather than only targeting high-spending users.

Due to the excellent performance of our CMLTV solution, it
has become a core module in the user-centric ecosystem of our
App store, serving the main traffic of hundreds of millions of users
with various types of mobile devices. Since both the multi-view
regression and hybrid contrastive learning modules in our approach
are plug-and-play techniques, our solution has the potential to
empower various LTV prediction models in different scenarios.
Compared with many existing solutions, our approach has minimal
requirements for the data format and model pipeline, thereby can
be adopted by different industrial systems with light efforts, and
we are currently working on transferring our solution to other
products such as online education and advertising.

6 CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS
In this paper, we present an industrial solution to customer life-
time value prediction, named CMLTV. Different from conventional
LTV prediction paradigms, we propose a multi-view regression
framework that assembles multiple heterogeneous regression net-
works to capture complementary knowledge, which endows the
model with better prediction accuracy and robustness when han-
dling noisy and volatile consumption data. In addition, we propose
a hybrid contrastive learning mechanism to explicitly encode the
relation information between samples into model learning mean-
while building organic connections between the binary purchase
classifier and LTV regressors in our model. Hence, the potential of
training samples can be better exploited to help combat data spar-
sity. Extensive experiments in both offline and online environments
validate the superiority of our approach over baseline methods. We
have deployed our solution online to serve hundreds of millions of
our mobile users and improve their experience.

Despite the effectiveness of our method, it still has the following
limitations. First, the model may underestimate the real LTV of

10The scale of payment amount increase is relatively larger than other types of common
metrics such as CTR and CVR. This is mainly because high consumption users could
significantly boost the total payment amount.

some users since the predicted purchase probabilities are usually
always smaller than one. Second, it is difficult for our method to
predict very high LTVs, since these outlier samples are very sparse
in the training data. Third, our hybrid contrastive learning method
requires a large batch size, otherwise single batch has too few
positive samples and the loss is volatile. Finally, the LTVs for cold-
start users and items are hard to predict due to the lack of prior
knowledge [36]. We will explore these directions in the future.
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