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ABSTRACT

With the increase in the business scale and number of domains in
online advertising, multi-domain ad recommendation has become
a mainstream solution in the industry. The core of multi-domain
recommendation is effectively modeling the commonalities and
distinctions among domains. Existing works are dedicated to de-
signing model architectures for implicit multi-domain modeling
while overlooking an in-depth investigation from a more funda-
mental perspective of feature distributions. This paper focuses on
features with significant differences across various domains in both
distributions and effects on model predictions. We refer to these
features as domain-sensitive features, which serve as carriers of
domain distinctions and are crucial for multi-domain modeling. Ex-
periments demonstrate that existing multi-domain modeling meth-
ods may neglect domain-sensitive features, indicating insufficient
learning of domain distinctions. To avoid this neglect, we propose
a domain-sensitive feature attribution method to identify features
that best reflect domain distinctions from the feature set. Further,
we design a memory architecture that extracts domain-specific in-
formation from domain-sensitive features for the model to retrieve
and integrate, thereby enhancing the awareness of domain distinc-
tions. Extensive offline and online experiments demonstrate the
superiority of our method in capturing domain distinctions and
improving multi-domain recommendation performance.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Accurately predicting the probability of user feedback, such as
click-through and conversion rate, is essential for precise ad rec-
ommendations [5, 6, 23]. Ad recommendation generally involves
multiple domains corresponding to various business scenarios [47].
The traditional practice is to train predicting models for different
domains individually. However, it faces challenges, including higher
model maintenance costs and tail domain problems, as the business
scale and number of domains increases [18, 25]. Therefore, multi-
domain recommendation (MDR) has recently become prevalent
in industrial applications [42]. It aims to learn a unified model to
perform predictions in multiple domains concurrently, utilizing the
overlap of users and items among various domains [27]. To this end,
it is significant for MDR models to model the commonalities and dis-
tinctions across different domains effectively [40]. In recent years,
numerous MDR models have been proposed and widely applied for
multi-domain modeling using the hard-sharing [18, 19, 27, 38, 46]
or soft-sharing [4, 22, 33, 39, 40] paradigms. Nevertheless, most
existing methods only focus on the sophisticated design of model
architectures. Until now, there is still a lack of in-depth research on
multi-domain problems from a more fundamental perspective of
feature distributions.

Generally, the differences across various domains primarily come
from the distinct user populations and item collections. From a
technical perspective, the essence of multi-domain lies in the inter-
domain differences in the distribution of features!. The input of
deep recommendation models typically contains numerous fea-
tures [36, 37]. If treating a particular feature as a random variable?,
we can approximate its distribution using frequencies observed
in the dataset. Now, we examine the differences in feature distri-
butions among different domains. As shown in Fig. 1, some fea-
tures exhibit a similar distribution in each domain, like province. In
contrast, significant inter-domain distribution differences exist in
certain features, such as site_id. We thereby suppose that domain
distinctions are mainly caused by features like site_id, whose dis-
tributions are highly sensitive to domain changes. We temporarily
call them domain-sensitive features. Conversely, features simi-
lar to province, whose distributions remain almost the same across
different domains, are considered to reflect the commonalities of do-
mains. Generally, the distribution change is slight when the domain
varies for most features, so domain commonalities are relatively

!In this paper, features refer to feature fields rather than values of a certain field.
For simplicity, we do not consider sequential features here. See Sec. 4.1.4.


https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX

Conference acronym 'XX, June 03-05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

Distributions of "site_id" Distributions of "province"

Domain A | Domain A
it

Domain B Domain B

| || [T P |I|IIIllllllllllllll.ln.n.._.
| Domain C | Domain C

L ||. |‘ |||. w i o |||

Domain D Domain D

N Ll |. | |lI|lllmm........l....... "

Figure 1: Feature site_id and province show diverse inter-
domain differences in feature distributions.

easy to learn for the model. Only a few features are particularly sen-
sitive to the domain. Therefore, we hope that the MDR model can
pay more attention to these domain-sensitive features and better
capture domain distinctions.

Existing MDR methods usually design specific model architec-
tures for implicit multi-domain modeling [4, 22, 27, 46]. We find
through experiments that they may neglect domain-sensitive fea-
tures, thus affecting the learning of domain distinctions. Specifi-
cally, we separately train PEPNet [4], a state-of-the-art MDR model,
and DNN [9] on our multi-domain industrial dataset. Then we in-
vestigate their dependence on different features using Integrated
Gradients [29] (detailed in Sec. 4.1.3), a popular feature attribu-
tion method for measuring the contribution of each feature to the
model’s predictions [12, 43]. We sort all features according to the
inter-domain distribution difference and the dependence of two
models on them, respectively, to obtain three ordered feature lists,
as shown in Fig. 2. Then we select the top four features whose
distributions are most sensitive to domains and highlight their po-
sitions in each list. The four most domain-sensitive features rank
lower in the list sorted by model dependence, indicating that models
pay minor attention to these features. This phenomenon implies
that relying solely on specific model structures to capture domain
distinctions may be unreliable.

In this paper, we propose a Domain-Sensitive Feature Attribu-
tion method to identify domain-sensitive features from the entire
feature set. The attribution method considers the inter-domain dif-
ferences in both feature distributions and feature’s effects on model
predictions to ensure that the selected domain-sensitive features
reflect domain-specific information. Further, we design a concise
and effective Domain-Sensitive Feature Memory architecture.
It takes domain-sensitive features as the input and extracts domain-
specific information for the model to retrieve and utilize, thus pre-
venting the neglect of domain-sensitive features and promoting
learning domain distinctions. We validate the effectiveness of our
method through comprehensive offline and online experiments.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

o We consider the multi-domain problem from the perspective of
feature distributions and observe the neglect of domain-sensitive
features in existing works.

e We propose a Domain-Sensitive Feature Attribution method. It
identifies features that are sensitive to domain changes and can
reflect domain distinctions based on feature distributions.

e We design a memory architecture to extract domain-specific
information from domain-sensitive features for the model to re-
trieve and utilize. It emphasizes domain-sensitive features and
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Figure 2: Models neglect domain-sensitive features with the
largest inter-domain distribution differences.

improves multi-domain performance while maintaining reason-
able computational efficiency.

e We conduct extensive offline and online experiments to validate
the effectiveness of our method.

2 RELATED WORKS
2.1 Multi-Domain Recommendation

Multi-domain recommendation (MDR) aims to learn a unified model
that simultaneously makes predictions for multiple domains, uti-
lizing overlapping user and item information across different do-
mains [27]. The recently proposed MDR methods can be divided
into the following categories according to different multi-domain
modeling paradigms. (i) Hard-sharing methods [13, 18, 19, 27, 38,
46] usually employ a shared part at the bottom and structurally sep-
arate parts for each domain at the top of the model. Multi-task learn-
ing methods, such as SharedBottom [3], MMoE [21], and PLE [32],
can be used for MDR by treating the prediction in each domain as
an individual task. STAR [27] adds the Hadamard product inter-
action of model parameters between the shared and independent
parts of SharedBottom. HiNet [46] adopts the variants of MMoE
with attention-based gating mechanisms. (ii) Soft-sharing meth-
ods [4, 22, 33, 39, 40, 42] utilize a globally shared network and
dynamically adjust its architecture, parameters, or hidden represen-
tations, conditioned on domains or samples. AdaSparse [40] adjusts
the model architecture by pruning neurons. APG [39] and M2M [42]
adaptively generate model parameters based on meta-learning [15].
PEPNet [4] adopts gating networks to adjust the distribution of
feature embeddings and the model’s hidden representations, in-
spired by LHUC [30]. In summary, existing works have designed
elaborate model architectures for MDR. However, none of them has
considered the multi-domain problem from a more fundamental
perspective of feature distributions.

2.2 Feature Attribution for Neural Networks

Feature attribution refers to quantitatively attributing the predic-
tions of a neural network to its input features [10, 12, 43]. Through
feature attribution, we can measure a feature’s contribution to
the model’s output, i.e., its importance [29]. The commonly used
feature attribution methods can be divided into the following cate-
gories: (i) Gradient-based methods, e.g., SynFlow [31], Integrated
Gradients [29], and Grad-CAM [24], calculate the gradient of the
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model’s output w.r.t. the input features to determine their impor-
tance. (ii) Perturbation-based methods, e.g., Occlusion-1 [41] and
Occlusion-patch [48], perturb or modify specific features and ob-
serve the changes in the model’s output to infer the importance
of each feature. (iii) Back-propagation methods, e.g., LRP [2],
DeepLIFT [28], and Deep SHAP [20], use a technique that estimates
the attribution of intermediate variables in the output layer and
propagates it back to the input layer by layer. Among the methods
above, the gradient-based Integrated Gradients [29] is theoretically
intuitive and has a concise implementation, making it easy to inte-
grate into large-scale recommendation systems.

3 PRELIMINARIES

This paper focuses on the multi-domain advertisement ranking
problem. Assuming there are K domains, the data from each do-
main shares the same feature space X and label space Y but with
different feature distributions. The feature set includes user fea-
tures, item features, and context features. There is also a domain
feature indicating which domain the sample belongs to. Labels
are binary and represent the state of user feedback, such as clicks
and conversmns Donate the dataset of the k-th domain as D¥ =
{(xlk, y{‘)}lD l ,k=1,2,...,K, where xf € X and yf € Y are the
features and label of the i-th sample. Multi-domain ad ranking aims
to construct and train a unified predicting model § = F(x; ®) with
parameter set ® using D = Ule Dk and expects F(-) to make
accurate predictions in the multi-domain test dataset Diest. Using
binary cross-entropy loss I(-, -), the optimization objective is

K | DK

= B =SS kg (1)

k=1 i=1

4 METHODOLOGY

Our method mainly consists of two parts. First, we propose an
attribution method to identify domain-sensitive features based on
feature distributions and their effects on model predictions. Second,
we design a memory architecture to extract domain-specific infor-
mation from domain-sensitive features and enhance the model’s
awareness of domain distinctions, thus improving multi-domain
predicting performances.

4.1 Domain-Sensitive Feature Attribution

4.1.1 Introduction of Domain-Sensitive Features. Firstly, we de-
fine domain-sensitive features as features that exhibit significant
differences across various domains. The differences emerge from
two aspects: the feature distribution and the feature’s effect
on model predictions. There are overlaps and differences among
user groups, item collections, and domain contexts within different
domains, reflecting domain commonalities and distinctions. After
abstracting the information of users, items, and domain contexts
as features, differences in feature distributions can reflect domain
distinctions intuitively. On the other hand, it is also necessary to
consider the feature’s effect on model predictions because analyz-
ing feature distributions alone can not establish the relationship
between feature and model predictions. Consider the following two
extreme cases:
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o A certain feature has a large inter-domain distribution difference,
while the model disregards it. The feature is then mistakenly be-
lieved to be domain-sensitive, although it cannot deliver domain
distinctions to the model.

o A certain feature has exactly the same distribution in each do-
main, but the effect of its different values on model predictions
varies significantly. Intuitively, this feature should have been
domain-sensitive, but we consider it completely insensitive.

Consequently, we also consider the feature’s effect on model pre-
dictions. Overall, our attribution method aims to identify domain-
sensitive features that demonstrate significant inter-domain differ-
ences in both distributions and effects on model predictions.

4.1.2  Effect-Weighted Feature Distribution. Assume there are m fea-
tures fi, f2, ..., fm in the feature set. For the i th sample (xlk, yf) €

Dk belonging to the k-th domain, the input x (xl 1 {‘2, el xl]fm)
consists of m values, each corresponding to a feature We consider a
certain categorical® feature f; with value set V; = {vj1,0j2,...,0 jonj
where n; is the number of possible values. Regarding f; as a dis-
crete random variable, the distribution of f; in domain k can be

estimated from the dataset, that is
| D]

Pf (0j.r) = le| Z I(xf

where I(+) is the 0-1 indicator function.

Next, we consider the effect of features on model outputs. Gener-
ally, the effect of a certain feature’s value in different samples varies.
Based on the feature attribution theory of neural networks [12, 43],
we can quantitatively measure a feature’s effect in each sample and
obtain a corresponding attribution score. We introduce the attri-
bution scores to Eq. (2) and define the effect-weighted feature
distribution of f; as

=vj,),r=1,2,...,nj, (2)

| D]
p (oj,)_ZkZ K =0 =12, 3)
j =1
where ai.‘ ;18 the attribution score of feature f; with value vj,

in input xk , and Z’? is a normalization constant satisfying Z’F =

ZlD |
the dlstrlbutlon of effects on model outputs of feature f;’s possible
values in domain k. It both reflects the feature distribution and
considers the effect of different feature values on the model output.

Eq (3) can be understood as an effect distribution, i.e.,

4.1.3  Feature Attribution for Measuring Effects. We adopt Inte-
grated Gradients [29] (IG) to attributing features and obtain attribu-
tion scores. Given a trained model F(-), an input x, and a baseline
input x” representing information absence, IG is defined as the path
integral of the gradients along the straight line from x” to x, that is,

IG](xx)—(x]—x) Tzw )

X

where x;, x’  are the values of the j-th feature fj, T is the number
of interpolation steps. In deep recommendation models, input fea-
tures are typically transformed into embeddings [9]. In this case,

3Numerical features need to be discretized first.
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Algorithm 1 Domain-sensitive feature attribution

Input: multi-domain training dataset D,
feature set ¥ = {fi, f2, .. ., fm}, number of domains K

Output: domain-sensitivity of each feature

1: Train a base DNN model § = F(x) on D

2: Approximate feature attribution scores of each sample in D

using the trained model F(-) via Eq. (5)

3: for each feature f; € ¥ do
for domaink =1,2,...,K do
5: Calculate the effect-weighted distribution }N’]’ﬁ via Eq. (3)

or Eq. (6) based on whether f; is scalar or seq]uential.
6: end for
7:  Calculate the domain-sensitivity of f; via Eq. (9) using JS
divergence in Eq. (7) or Wasserstein distance in Eq. (8) based
on whether f; is categorical or numerical.
8: end for

b

IGj(x,x’) is a vector, so we sum it up to get a scalar attribution
score of f;. To determine the value of attribution score a m Eq. (3),
we first train a DNN model on the tralmng dataset, and then utilize
it to calculate a through Eq. (4), 1.

af; =1G; (x5, 0), )

where 0 is a zero vector? with the same shape as the input xlk.

4.1.4 Generalized Distribution of Sequential Features. So far, we
have only considered scalar features, while sequential features
are also frequently used in recommendations [44, 45]. However,
the variable length of sequential features prevents the direct defi-
nition of their distributions. Here, we introduce a generalization
such that each sequential feature can obtain a distribution simi-
lar to Eq. (3). Consider a certain sequential feature fj with the
value set Vi = {Uj U2 0 n, . }. Given the i-th sample in
the k-th domain x , the value of sequential feature fjr is a se-

k

J_(x

k
quence x X I ), where Ll.,j, is the se-

k
ij’,1° 1]’,2""
quence length. Denote al. o as the attribution score of xll.cj,, we
define the effect-weighted distribution of sequential feature fj- in

domain k to be
Lk

ij’
koo -
P (UJ r) = Z—k Z [ iy Lk Z ]I(xi’j,’l = vj/,r)],r— 1,2,...,nj,
j’ =1 ij’ I=1
(6)
where Zk, is a normalization constant and 1 /Lk ., is a factor to
eliminate the effect of different sequence length. Eq (6) can be in-
terpreted as the process of accumulating each occurrence of feature
value v j,r into the distribution with a weight of afj,.

4.1.5 Measurement of Distribution Distances. Currently, we have
obtained the distribution of each feature in different domains. In this
section, we measure the inter-domain distribution differences of
each feature. The case of categorical and numerical features will be
discussed separately. We use the Jensen—-Shannon (JS) divergence

4For embedding inputs, the baseline can be zero vectors, following the original paper.
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for categorical features, i.e.,

18(P.0) = 1 ZP()l ;2,00 log 20 )

M() EM&)

where P and Q are two discrete possibility distributions, and M =
(P + Q)/2 is a mixture distribution. For numerical features, the JS
divergence, which measures the overlap of distributions, cannot
capture the quantitative relationship among different values. For in-
stance, consider the following three degenerate distributions A, y, v
without overlaps: Py(x = 0) = 1,Py(x = 0.1) = L,Py(x = 1) = 1.
Intuitively, the distance between p and A should be smaller than
between v and A, as 0.1 is closer to 0 than 1. Nevertheless, the
JS divergence between each pair of them is identical. Inspired by
WGAN [1], we use the Wasserstein distance [16] to measure the
distribution distance of numerical features. For two distributions P
and Q, the Wasserstein distance’ is defined by the formula

T // y(x.y)d(x, ) dxdy, ®)

where d(-, ) is a metric function, and IT[ P, Q] denotes all joint dis-
tributions that have margins P and Q. We use L' -norm as the metric
function. The Wasserstein distance can be succinctly described as
the minimum cost required to transport one distribution to another.
In particular, if P and Q are two one-dimensional empirical distri-
butions, Eq. (8) can be solved in O(nlogn). For convenience, we
use the POT [11] package to solve it. For the above degenerate
distributions A, g, v, we have W(p, A) = 0.1 and W (v, ) = 1, which
reflects the geometric distance relationship beyond overlaps.
Given a certain feature f;, Jje€ {l 2,...,m} and its effect-weighted
distributions in K domains P1, P2

W(P,Q) =

P we define the domain-

N/ A i
sensitivity (DS) of feature f; to be
DS; = Z Z Dlst(Pk 15 o). )
k=1k’=k+1

where Dist(+, -) denotes the distribution distance function. Dist(-, )
is the JS divergence for categorical features, while it is the Wasser-
stein distance for numerical features. Domain-sensitive feature
attribution is essentially calculating DS of each feature, and its
complete procedure is described in Algorithm 1.

Features with relatively large domain-sensitivity are considered
to carry more domain distinctions. Therefore, we rank features
according to their domain-sensitivity and select the top several
features as domain-sensitive features. Based on whether they are
categorical or numerical and scalar or sequential, we group the
features and rank each group separately to avoid the influence of
mismatched numerical range.

4.2 Domain-Sensitive Feature Memory

In this section, we propose a concise yet effective model archi-
tecture, i.e., the retrievable Domain-Sensitive Feature Memory, to
emphasize domain-sensitive features and improve multi-domain
predicting performance. It extracts domain-specific information
from domain-sensitive features for the base model to retrieve and
utilize, enhancing the awareness of domain distinctions. As illus-
trated in Fig. 3, the overall structure is a dual-tower with a shared

SRefer to the most commonly used 1-order Wasserstein distance.
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Figure 3: The architecture of Domain-Sensitive Feature Mem-
ory consists of two key modules: the Extractor and Retriever.

embedding layer. One tower is a base model, and another is a Ex-
tractor, with Retrievers connecting the two towers. For simplicity,
we use DNN [9] as the base model here, which can be replaced by
a general model.

4.2.1 Domain-Sensitive Feature Extractor. The Extractor is a DNN-
based auxiliary network parallel to the base network and takes
domain-sensitive features as input. It progressively extracts in-

formation from domain-sensitive features. Let eq, es,..., e, de-
note the embeddings of features fi, f2, . .., fm. Assume the selected
domain-sensitive features are fs,, fs,, . - ., fs,,, , the Extractor’s input

is Eext = €5, ® €5, ® - @ €5, , Wwhere @ denotes a concatenating
operation. The output logit is

lext = DNNext (Eext). (10)

We merge the logit of the two towers as the final output to directly
emphasize domain-sensitive features, i.e., | = ly,ge +lext, Where I ase
is the logit of the base model.

4.2.2  Domain-Specific Information Retriever. In order to empha-
size domain-sensitive features and maintain awareness of domain
distinctions, we propose a Domain-Specific Information Retriever
utilizing the linear cross-attention [17]. Assume both of the two
towers have L neural layers. Between every two corresponding
layers, we incorporate a Retriever to retrieve the domain-specific
information extracted from domain-sensitive features and integrate
it into the base model with dynamic weights. For the embedding
layer, the original embeddings feed to the base model and the Ex-
tractor is {e, ez,..., e} and {eg, es,, . . ., €5y }, respectively. We
pack them into two matrices Z € R™*4 and Zey; € R"%4, where
d is the embedding size. Then the cross-attention output is

A = Attention(Q, K, V)W, (11)

Q= ZWQ’K = ZextWk, V = Zext Wy, (12)

where W, Wi, Wy € R4*d" and Wy € R4 *4 are parameter matri-
ces for projections, and d’ is the hidden size of attention. The atten-
tion output A carries domain distinctions retrieved from domain-
sensitive features, while the original input Z contains domain com-
monalities. We add them up and apply a two-layer fully connected
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feed-forward network with a residual connection [14], i.e.,
ZA=Z+A Z' =FEN(z%) + Z4, (13)
FFN(x) = ReLU(xW; + b1)W> + bs. (14)
Then Z’ is feed to the base model.

In addition, we also employ the Retriever between each hidden
layer of the dual-tower to retrieve refined domain-specific infor-
mation from the Extractor’s hidden representations, ensuring the
base model’s continual awareness of domain distinctions. While
the hidden representations of DNNs are one-dimensional vectors,

treating them as sequences with a token dimension of 1 enables
direct utilization of attention modules.

4.2.3 Linear Attention for Low Complexity. One major limitation
of the vanilla softmax attention [34] is its quadratic computational
complexity with respect to the sequence length [7, 17, 26, 35]. The
hidden size of DNNs is typically in the order of hundreds. When
applying softmax attentions to the hidden representation of DNNs,
the quadratic complexity could lead to a slow computational speed
and harm scalability. Therefore, we adopt the linear attention [17]
as a substitute, which is defined by

" $(QDP(K)TV;

" HQOPE)T
where subscript i indicates the i-th row of the matrix, ¢(x) =
ELU(x) + 1 is the feature map, and ELU(-) denotes the Exponential
Linear Unit function [8]. Let n be the sequence length and d be
the token size, Eq. (15) allows a complexity of O(nd?) while the
complexity of softmax attention is O(n?d). We have d < n here,

so the linear attention can significantly improve computational
efficiency, thus allowing online deployment.

LinearAttention(Q, K, V); =

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we conduct extensive experiments on different
datasets and the online A/B test to validate the effectiveness of
our method and answer the following research questions.

e RQ1: How does our method perform compared with state-of-the-
art methods?

e RQ2: Does the proposed memory architecture effectively enhance
domain-sensitive features? How does each part contribute to the
performance?

e RQ3: Do domain-sensitive features obtained by the attribution
method effectively promote the learning of domain distinctions
and improve multi-domain recommendation performances?

e RQ4: How does our method compare with baselines in terms of
computational efficiency?

e RQ5: How does the proposed method perform in the real-world
recommender system?

5.1 Experiment Setup

5.1.1 Datasets and Metrics. We conduct comparative experiments
on public and industrial datasets. The public dataset is Ali-CCP®, a
widely used multi-task e-commerce recommendation dataset with
three domains. We choose click as the target and exclude sequential
features here. The industrial dataset comes from Huawei’s online

®https://tianchi.aliyun.com/dataset/408
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Table 1: The overall performance of each method in terms of AUC.

Zhao and Du et al.

Methods
Dataset | Domain Naive Hard-sharing Soft-sharing

S;i;;d S%’;r;te gf)‘:tr:i MMoE STAR HiNet | APG  AdaSparse PEPNet | OV
A 08245 08268 | 08261 08277 08286 08269 | 0.8284 08259  0.8293 | 0.8309
B 0.8307  0.8313 | 08329 08336 08335 08336 | 0.8320 08313  0.8335 | 0.8340
Industrial C 0.8184  0.8255 | 08272 08328 08323 08308 | 0.8262 08205  0.8253 | 0.8331
D 0.8774 08799 | 08818 0.8852 0.8828 0.8828 | 0.8819  0.8812  0.8803 | 0.8862
Overall | 0.8423  0.8440 | 0.8445 08461 08464 08452 | 0.8457  0.8437 08466 | 0.8484
06208 06210 | 06224 06223 06215 06231 | 0.6222 062286  0.6241 | 0.6264
ALLCCP F 06228  0.6211 | 06250 06254 06250 0.6260 | 0.6252  0.6258  0.6267 | 0.6281
G 05996  0.5683 | 0.6012 0.6024 05972 0.6031 | 0.6002  0.6025  0.6019 | 0.6037
Overall | 06216 06209 | 0.6229 06236 06227 0.6244 | 0.6234 06241 06252 | 0.6272

advertising platform, and the target is conversion. We divide it into
four domains based on ad types. The detailed statistics of datasets
are shown in Table 2. We evaluate the performance of models using
the most commonly used AUC, the area under the ROC curve. In
order to better demonstrate the performance in multiple domains,
we also provide the AUC within each domain separately. Each
reported result is the average result of five randomized experiments.

Table 2: Data statistics by domain.

Dataset ‘ Domain ‘ #Sample Prop. Pos.Rate #Train #Valid #Test
A 30.4M 80.62% 1.10% 26.2M 236M  1.87TM

Industrial B 3.47M 9.20% 3.61% 3.03M 0.26M  0.18M
(115 features) C 2.38M 6.30% 0.98% 2.08M 0.18M  0.12M
D 1.46M 3.88% 2.32% 1.29M 0.11IM  0.06M

Overall 37.7M - 1.37% 32.6M 291IM  2.23M

E 52.4M 61.46% 3.81% 23.5M 2.61IM  26.3M

Ali-CCP F 32.2M 37.79% 4.00% 14.3M 1.59M  16.4M
(19 features) G 0.64M 0.75% 4.38% 0.29M 0.03M  0.32M
Overall 85.3M - 3.89% 38.1M 4.23M  43.0M

5.1.2  Baselines. We compare the performances of different main-
stream baselines, which can be divided into: (i) Naive methods:
Separate DNN, i.e., training DNNs separately for different domains;
Shared DNN, i.e., training a unified DNN using samples from all do-
mains; (ii) Hard-sharing methods: SharedBottom [3], MMOoE [21],
STAR [27], and HiNet [46]; (iii) Soft-sharing methods: APG [39],
AdaSparse [40], and PEPNet [4]. Among them, HiNet and PEPNet
are the state-of-the-art multi-domain recommendation models.

5.1.3  Hyperparameter Setup. For the industrial dataset, the model’s
hidden size is [256, 128, 64], and the batch size is 20480. The hid-
den size of cross-attentions is set to 32 and 8 for the embedding
and hidden layers. We use the top-5 domain-sensitive categorical
features. For the public dataset, the model’s hidden size is [128, 64,
32], and the batch size is 4096. The hidden size of cross-attentions
is 16 for the embedding layer and 4 for the hidden layers. We use
the top-1 domain-sensitive feature user_id. For both datasets, the
embedding size is 8, the optimizer is Adam with a learning rate of
1073, and the number of interpolation steps T in Eq. (4) is set to 5.

5.2 Overall Performance (RQ1)

Table 1 presents the performance of our method and baselines in
terms of AUC on industrial and public datasets. Our method outper-
forms all baselines in both overall and domain-wise performance on
the two datasets. Limited by space, we mainly analyze the results

on our industrial dataset, while the results on Ali-CCP are similar.
Domain A is a dominant domain which constitutes over 80% of the
entire dataset. The performance on Domain A reflects how well
the model has learned the domain commonalities. Domains B, C,
and D are tail domains with a small portion of samples, requiring
the model to capture domain distinctions well. A comparison with
two naive methods reveals that a completely shared model may
get confused about domains and result in poor performance across
all domains. Hard-sharing models with individual domain-specific
components allow more effective learning of domain distinctions,
hence performing better in three tail domains than soft-sharing
models. On the contrary, soft-sharing models using an entirely
shared architecture can help learn domain commonalities but may
overlook domain distinctions. Therefore, soft-sharing models per-
form better in the dominant domain A than hard-sharing models
but worse in the tail domains. Our method can also be categorized
into a soft-sharing model. By introducing a domain-sensitive fea-
ture memory to extract and enhance domain-specific information,
our method adequately learns both domain commonalities and
distinctions, resulting in superior performance across all domains.

5.3 Ablation Study (RQ2)

In this section, we conduct an ablation study on the industrial
dataset to validate the effectiveness of each component in the pro-
posed domain-sensitive feature memory architecture. We remove
the Retriever after the embedding layer (w/o emb_attn), Retrievers
between the hidden layers (w/o hidden_attn), and the auxiliary
logit summation (w/o aux_logit) from the model, respectively. As
shown in Fig. 4, removing Retrievers in either embedding or hidden
layers can decrease overall and domain-wise AUC, especially for
tail domains like C and D, This indicates that the Extractor can
effectively extract domain-specific information, and the Retriever
can properly retrieve it for the model to utilize. Furthermore, remov-
ing the auxiliary logit also results in an AUC decrease, suggesting
that the logit output by the Extractor can also assist the model in
capturing domain distinctions.

Domain A Domain B Domain C Domain D Overall
822(1] 0.834 0.832 0.886 0.848
0829 0833 0829 0.884 0847
0.828 0.826 0.846
: 0.832 0.882 0.845
B original s w/o emb_attn B w/o hidden_attn w/o aux_logit

Figure 4: Results (AUC) of the ablation study on several vari-
ants of our domain-sensitive feature memory.
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5.4 Emphasizing Domain-Sensitive Features (RQ2)

In this section, we validate on the industrial dataset that our method
can effectively emphasize domain-sensitive features, thus avoiding
the undesired neglect shown in Fig. 2. Specifically, we select two
features, app_package and creative_type, from the top five domain-
sensitive features as the targets to emphasize, i.e., the input of
the Domain-Sensitive Feature Extractor. We then calculate our
method’s dependence on the two target features via Integrated
Gradients [29] and compare it with DNN. Same as Fig. 2, we sort
features according to the model’s dependence and highlight the
position of target features in Fig. 5. Our method evidently moves
the dependence ranking of two target features ahead, indicating a
successful emphasis on domain-sensitive features.

Dependence of DNN on features B app_package

B creative_type

Dependence of our method on features == app_package

B creative_type

Figure 5: Our method effectively improves the model’s depen-
dence on two target features: app_package and creative_type.

5.5 Accuracy of Domain-Sensitive Feature
Attribution (RQ3)

The result of domain-sensitive feature attribution determines the
input of the Extractor in our model. If the input features are not
sensitive to the domain, meaning they carry little domain-specific
information, the improvement on the model’s performance will be
limited. Therefore, we design the following experiment to verify
the accuracy of our attribution method. On the industrial dataset,
we conduct the attribution and then separately use the five most
domain-sensitive features (Top-5), the five least domain-sensitive
features (Last-5), and all features (All-feat) as the input to the Extrac-
tor. Then we compare the model’s multi-domain performance in
each case. As shown in Fig. 6, Top-5 achieves the best performance
across all domains. For All-feat, redundant insensitive features may
introduce interference and affect the information extraction from
domain-sensitive features, leading to a slight decrease in perfor-
mance. As expected, Last-5 has a large decrease in performance
across nearly all domains.

Domain A Domain B Domain C Domain D Overall
0.832 0834 0.832 0.887 0.849
0830 0.833 0.827 0.885 0847
0828 0832 0.822 0-883 0.845

B Top-5 B Last-5 B All-feat

Figure 6: Results (AUC) of different selections of domain-
sensitive features.

5.6 Computational Efficiency Analysis (RQ4)

Computational costs typically limit the online deployment of rec-
ommendation models. Therefore, we expect the model to have

Conference acronym 'XX, June 03-05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

outstanding predicting performance while maintaining high com-
putational efficiency. Thanks to the application of linear attentions,
our method satisfies this expectation. In this section, we compare
the computational cost of our method with several primary base-
lines in terms of FLOPs, i.e., the Floating Point Operations. As
shown in Fig. 7, our method not only outperforms the baselines
in AUC but also has lower computational cost. In addition, as a
substitute of the softmax attention, linear attentions adopted in the
Retriever significantly reduce FLOPs, while maintaining almost the
same AUC. Overall, our method is friendly to online deployment.

Ours

0.849 A Qurs (softmax)
g | K
2
= 0.847 1 PEPNet
g
o HiNet

0.845 A

20 25 30 35 40 45 50
FLOPs 1e6
Figure 7: The performance and computational cost of our
method and several primary baselines.

5.7 Online A/B Test (RQ5)

To validate the effectiveness of our method in real-world recom-
mender systems, we conduct an online A/B test for two consecutive
weeks on Huawei’s online advertising platform. The platform pro-
vides ad recommendations to tens of millions of active users daily.
The baseline is a highly optimized multi-domain recommendation
model. Our method and the baseline are each allocated 10% of the
online traffic. Each model is deployed on a single cluster with the
same hardware configuration. The training data of each model is
sourced from the latest online logs and processed through iden-
tical pipelines. Over the two-week test, our method significantly
improves business metrics compared to the baseline, including a
7.65% increase in PV and a 7.88% increase in eCPM.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we consider the multi-domain recommendation prob-
lem from the perspective of feature distribution. We refer to features
that exhibit significant inter-domain differences in feature distribu-
tions and effects on model predictions as domain-sensitive features.
Experiments indicate that existing methods may neglect domain-
sensitive features, leading to insufficient learning of domain distinc-
tions. To address this issue, we propose a Domain-Sensitive Feature
Attribution method to select domain-sensitive features that best
represent domain distinctions from the entire feature set. Further-
more, we design a Domain-Sensitive Feature Memory that extracts
domain-specific information from domain-sensitive features for
the model to retrieve and utilize, thus enhancing the awareness
of domain distinctions. Comprehensive offline and online experi-
ments demonstrate the effectiveness of our method in emphasizing
domain-sensitive features and boosting multi-domain recommen-
dation performance, as well as its decent computational efficiency
for online deployment.
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