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ABSTRACT

Learning feature interaction is the critical backbone to building
recommender systems. In web-scale applications, learning feature
interaction is extremely challenging due to the sparse and large
input feature space; meanwhile, manually crafting effective fea-
ture interactions is infeasible because of the exponential solution
space. We propose to leverage a Transformer-based architecture
with attention layers to automatically capture feature interactions.
Transformer architectures have witnessed great success in many
domains, such as natural language processing and computer vi-
sion. However, there has not been much adoption of Transformer
architecture for feature interaction modeling in industry. We aim
at closing the gap. We identify two key challenges for applying
the vanilla Transformer architecture to web-scale recommender
systems: (1) Transformer architecture fails to capture the hetero-
geneous feature interactions in the self-attention layer; (2) The
serving latency of Transformer architecture might be too high to
be deployed in web-scale recommender systems. We first propose
a heterogeneous self-attention layer, which is a simple yet effec-
tive modification to the self-attention layer in Transformer, to take
into account the heterogeneity of feature interactions. We then
introduce Hiformer (Heterogeneous Interaction Transformer) to
further improve the model expressiveness. With low-rank approx-
imation and model pruning, Hiformer enjoys fast inference for
online deployment. Extensive offline experiment results corrobo-
rates the effectiveness and efficiency of the Hiformer model. We
have successfully deployed the Hiformer model to a real world
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large scale App ranking model at Google Play, with significant
improvement in key engagement metrics (up to +2.66%).
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1 INTRODUCTION

The internet is inundated with a plethora of information, making
it challenging for users to effectively navigate and locate relevant
content. Recommender systems filter information and present the
most relevant content to individual users [35, 49]. It is common to
formulate recommender systems as a supervised machine learning
problem, with the goal of increasing user’s positive engagements
with the recommendations, such as clicks [40, 45, 46], watches [50],
or purchases [36]. Therefore, the deployment of recommender sys-
tems with high prediction accuracy is of paramount importance as
it could have a direct influence on business’ financial performance,
such as sales and revenue [3–5, 49].

Feature interactions are where multiple features have complex
collaborative effects on the prediction of an outcome [43, 46]. It
is one of the crucial components of recommender system. For ex-
ample, it’s observed that users frequently download food delivery
apps during meal times [8], indicating the feature interactions of
app ids (e.g. food delivery apps) and temporal context (e.g. meal
times) can provide vital signal for predicting user behavior and
making personalized recommendations. However, modeling fea-
ture interactions in web-scale recommender systems presents three
significant challenges. First of all, the right feature interactions are
often domain-specific, manually crafting the feature interactions
is time-consuming and requires domain knowledge. Secondly, for
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web-scale applications, due to the large number of raw features,
the search of possible feature interactions has an exponential so-
lution space. This makes it infeasible to manually extract all the
interactions. Last but not least, the extracted feature interactions
may not generalize well to other tasks. Due to its importance, fea-
ture interaction continues to attract increasing attention from both
academic and industry [4, 5, 27, 33, 49].

In recent years, deep neural networks (DNNs) have garnered
significant attention in various research fields, due to their excep-
tional model performance as well as their ability in representation
learning [22, 49]. DNNs have been widely adopted for recommender
system for sparse input features representation learning [30] and
feature interaction learning [1, 3, 8, 26, 29, 32, 40, 45, 46, 49]. It has
become a powerful tool to map the large and sparse input into a
low-dimensional semantic space. Some of the recent works [8, 24,
29, 32, 46] in feature interaction learning are based on explicit fea-
ture interaction functions, such as Factorization Machine [26, 34],
inner product [32], kernel Factorization Machine [33], and Cross
Network [45, 46]. DNNs are also leveraged to learn the implicit
feature interactions with multiple layers of artificial neurons with
non-linear activation functions [3, 29].

Another line of work is based on the attention mechanism, in
particular, the Transformer-based architecture [44] for feature in-
teraction learning. The Transformer architecture has become the
state-of-the-art (SOTA) model for a variety of tasks, including com-
puter vision (CV) [9, 21] and natural language processing (NLP) [19].
AutoInt [40] and InterHAt [25] proposed to leverage the multi-head
self-attention layer for feature interaction learning. However, un-
like the NLP field, the feature semantics in recommender systems
are dynamic under different contexts.

Suppose we are recommending food delivery apps to users and
we have the features: app_id, hour_of_day, and user_country.
In this case, app_id could mean one thing for hour_of_day and
another for user_country. To effectively interact different features,
we would need semantic awareness and semantic space alignment.
Transformer models unfortunately do not consider this. In the
vanilla attention layer, the features are projected through the same
projection matrices (i.e., WQ and Wk) that are shared across all
features. This is a natural design for applications where the feature
(text token) semantics are independent of the context; however
for recommender systems where the feature semantic are often
dependent of the context, this homogeneous design would lead to
limited model expressiveness for feature interaction learning.

Besides the limitation of not being able to capture heterogeneous
feature interactions, another limitation of Transformer models is
on latency. In web-scale applications, there are frequently a vast
number of users and requests. It is crucial that the models are capa-
ble of managing an extremely high number of queries per second,
to deliver an optimal user experience. However, the inference cost
of Transformer architectures scales quadratically with the input
length, which makes real-time inference using Transformer archi-
tectures prohibitive in web-scale recommender systems.

Despite the limitations, we deem it important to study and im-
prove Transformer-based architecture for feature interaction. First
of all, due to the success of the Transformer architecture in many
domains, a significant number of advancements and modifications
have been made to the architecture to improve its performance

and capabilities. Enabling Transformer-based feature interaction
models for recommender system can serve as a bridge, to allow
for the recent advancements in Transformer architectures to be ap-
plied in the recommendation domain. Secondly, with its widespread
adoption, the hardware design (e.g., chip design [28]) might favor
Transformer-like architectures. Hence, recommender systems with
Transformer-based architectures could also enjoy the optimizations
brought by hardware. Thirdly, as Transformer models for feature
interaction learning are based on the attention mechanism, they
provide good model explainability [40]. Building recommender
models with attention mechanism in web-scale applications might
open up new research opportunities.

In this paper, we consider the limitations of vanilla Transformer
model architectures and propose a new model: Hiformer (Heterog-
eneous Feature Interaction Transformer) for feature interaction
learning in recommender systems. Hiformer is feature semantic
aware and, more importantly, efficient for online deployment. To
provide feature semantic awareness in feature interaction learning,
we design a novel heterogeneous attention layer. To comply with
the stringent latency requirements of web-scale applications, we
leverage low-rank approximation and model pruning techniques
to improve the efficiency.

We use a large-scale App ranking model at Google Play as a
case study. We perform both offline and online experiments with
Hiformer to corroborate its effectiveness in feature interaction
modeling and efficiency in serving. To the best of our knowledge,
we show for the first time that a Transformer-based architecture
(i.e., Hiformer ) can outperform SOTA recommendation models
for feature interaction learning. We have successfully deployed
Hiformer as the production model.

To summarize, the contributions of the paper are as follows:
• Wepropose the Hiformermodel with a novel heterogeneous
attention layer to capture the complex collaborative effects
of features in feature interaction learning. Compared with
existing vanilla Transformer based approaches, our model
has more model expressiveness.

• We leverage low-rank approximation and model pruning to
reduce the serving latency of the Hiformer model, without
compromising the model quality.

• We conduct extensive offline comparison with a web-scale
dataset to demonstrate the importance of capturing hetero-
geneous feature interactions. We show that hiformer, as
a Transformer-based architecture, can outperform SOTA
recommendation models.

• We perform online A/B testing to measure the impact of
different models on key engagement metrics, and the Hi-
former model shows significant online gain compared with
the baseline model with limited latency increase.

2 PROBLEM DEFINITION

The goal of recommender system is to improve users’ positive
engagement, such as clicks, conversion, etc. Similar to previous
studies [26, 27], we formulate it as a supervised machine learning
task for engagement predictions.

Definition 2.1 (Recommender System). Let x ∈ R𝑑𝑥 denote the
features of a (user, item) pair. There are categorical features xC
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Figure 1: There are four components in the framework: Input

Layer, Preprocessing Layer, Feature Interaction layer, and

Output Layer. We leverage a novel Hiformer model for het-

erogeneous feature interaction learning.

and dense features xD . Categorical features are represented with
one-hot encoding. The dense features can be considered as special
embedding features with embedding dimension being 1. The num-
bers of categorical and dense features are |C| and |D| respectively.
The problem of recommender system is to predict if the user will
engage with the item based on input features x.

As aforementioned, feature interaction learning enables the
model to capturemore complex relationships among features, thereby
provides virtual information for more accurate recommendations.
We formally define heterogeneous feature interaction learning.

Definition 2.2 (Heterogeneous 𝑧-order Feature Interaction). Given
input with |F | features and the input as x = {x𝑖 } | F |

𝑖=1 , a 𝑧-order
feature interaction is to learn a unique non-additive mapping func-
tion 𝜌Z (·) that map from the feature list Z with 𝑧 features (i.e.,
[x𝑖1 , · · · x𝑖𝑧 ]) to a new representation or a scalar to capture the
complex relationships among the the feature list Z. When z = 2,
𝜌Z (·) captures the second order feature interactions.

For example, 𝑔( [x1, x2]) = 𝑤1x1 +𝑤2x2 is not a 2-order feature
interaction, as 𝑤1x1 +𝑤2x2 is additive. Meanwhile, 𝑔( [x1, x2]) =
x1𝑇 x2 is a 2-order feature interaction; and 𝜌1,2 (·) = 𝜌2,1 (·) = x𝑇1 x2,
meaning the heterogeneous feature interaction is symmetric.

Before diving into model details, we define our notations. Scalars
are denoted by lower case letters (𝑎, 𝑏, ...), vectors by bold lower
case letters (a, b, ...), matrices by bold upper case letters (A,B, ...).

3 MODEL

We will first present the overall framework in Section 3.1. We then
propose a heterogeneous attention layer in Section 3.3, based on
which we further introduce the Hiformer model in Section 3.4.

3.1 Overview

3.1.1 Input Layer. The input layer includes the categorical features,
and dense features. Additionally, we have the task embedding. The
task embedding can be regarded as the CLS token [6]. The pro-
posed framework can also be easily extended to multi-task [2] with
multiple task embeddings, and each task embedding represents

information of the corresponding training objective. The task em-
beddings in the input layers are model parameters and are learned
through the end-to-end model training. We denote the number of
task embeddings as 𝑡 .

3.1.2 Preprocessing Layer. We have the preprocessing layer to
transform the input layer into a list of feature embeddings, in ad-
dition to the task embeddings, as input to the feature interaction
layers. We have one preprocessing layer per feature type.

Categorical Features. The input categorical features are often
sparse and of high dimensions. Directly using the one-hot encoding
for model training would easily lead to model overfitting. Therefore,
a common strategy is to project the categorical features into a low-
dimension dense space. In particular, we learn a projection matrix
WC

𝑖
∈ R𝑉𝑖×𝑑 related to each categorical feature, and

e𝑖 = xC𝑖 W
C
𝑖 ,

where e𝑖 ∈ R𝑑 , xC
𝑖

∈ {0, 1}𝑉𝑖 , 𝑉𝑖 is dimensions of the one-hot
encoding for feature xC

𝑖
, and 𝑑 is the model dimension. We will

then use the dense embedded vector e𝑖 as the representation of
the categorical feature 𝑥 C

𝑖
. {WC

𝑖
} | C | are the model parameters and

referred to as embedding look-up tables.
Dense Scalar Features. The dense scalar features are numerical

features. As the dense scalar features are potentially from very
different distributions, we will need to transform the features to a
similar distribution (i.e., uniform distribution) to ensure numerical
stability [51]. Additionally, in web-scale applications, there are a
large number of dense scalar features, with much less compared
with the categorical features. Therefore, we aggregate all the dense
scalar features and project them into 𝑛D embeddings [29], where
𝑛D is a hyper-parameter chosen by empirical results, 𝑛D ≪ |D| to
reduce the total number of features. The projection function 𝑓D (·)
could be a multilayer perceptron (MLP) with nonlinear activations:

e𝑖 = split𝑖

(
𝑓D

(
concat

(
normalize({𝑥D𝑖 })

) )
, split_size = 𝑑

)
,

where e𝑖 ∈ R𝑑 , concat(·) is the concatenation function, normalize(·)
is the feature transformation function, and split𝑖 (·, split_size)
is a function to split the input tensor into tensors with equal di-
mension of split_size and takes the 𝑖-th tensor as output. In
Transformer-based architectures, the inference cost scales quadrat-
ically with the length of input embedding list. By aggregating |D|
dense scalar features into 𝑛D embeddings, the length of feature
embeddings is reduced, and as a consequence, the inference cost is
also reduced, albeit with a trade-off of adding 𝑓𝐷 (·).

To summarize on preprocessing layers, we transform the |C|
categorical features, |D| dense scalar features, and the 𝑡 task em-
beddings into a list of embeddings with the model dimension 𝑑 .
The number of output embeddings from preprocessing layers is
𝐿 = |C| + 𝑛D +𝑇 . For ease of discussion, the task embeddings are
also regarded as special features in the embedding list. Therefore,
feature interactions refers to not only interaction among features,
but also between features and tasks.

3.1.3 Feature Interaction Layer. The feature interaction layer is
used to learn the complex collaborative effects among features,



Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA Huan Gui, Ruoxi Wang, Ke Yin, Long Jin, Maciej Kula, Taibai Xu, Lichan Hong, and Ed H. Chi

which is crucial to capture users’ preferences under different con-
texts. The input to the feature interaction layer is the output em-
bedding list of preprocessing layers.

3.1.4 Output Layer and Training Objectives. We only use the en-
coded task embeddings from the feature interaction layer for task
prediction. We train a MLP tower to project the encoded task em-
bedding to final predictions. The training tasks can be flexibly
configured based on the recommendation application. For exam-
ple, the training task can be a classification task if the labels are
click [39, 40], installation [15, 47], or purchase [23, 31], and may
also be a regression task, such as in the case of watch time [50].
Without loss of generality, we consider classification task, with a
value of 0 indicating negative engagement and 1 indicating positive
engagement. Thus, the training objective can be formulated as a
binary classification problem with the Binary Cross Entropy (i.e.,
Log Loss):

ℓ =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖

−𝑦𝑖 log(𝑝𝑖 ) − (1 − 𝑦𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑝𝑖 ),

where 𝑦𝑖 and 𝑝𝑖 are the ground truth label and predicted probabil-
ity of engagements for example 𝑖 respectively, and 𝑁 is the total
number of training examples.

3.2 Heterogeneous Feature Interactions

The Transformer architecture has become the de-facto standard for
many tasks such as NLP, CV, etc., andmulti-head self-attention layer
has achieved remarkable performance in modeling complicated re-
lations in sequences [9, 19, 21, 44]. Nevertheless, the Transformer
architecture has not been extensively applied to web-scale rec-
ommender systems. It has been observed that Transformer-based
architectures, such as AutoInt [40], may not demonstrate optimal
performance when applied to web-scale recommender systems.

Recall that the attention score computation of vanilla Trans-
former, the parameterization of feature interactions learning are
shared across all feature groups in the multi-head self-attention
layer. This parameter sharing design comes naturally in NLP tasks,
as the input to a Transformer in NLP tasks is usually a sentence
represented by a list of text embeddings. Text embeddings primarily
encode information that is context independent. We refer this setup
as homogeneous feature interactions. The detailed illustration of
the Transformer architecture is shown in Figure 4(a).

By sharp contrast, there is diverse contextual information in
recommender systems. The learned embedding representations are
more dynamic and encompass information from multiple perspec-
tives. In the food delivery app recommendation example, we have
three features: app_id (e.g., Zomato), hour_of_day (e.g., 12pm),
and user_country (e.g., India). The learned embedding represen-
tation for the app Zomato encodes various implicit information,
including the nature of the app, the countries in which it is pop-
ular, the times at which it is frequently used, and the language
of its users, etc. Not all the encoded information would be use-
ful during certain feature interaction learning. When learning the
feature interaction between app_id and user_country, likely the
information of the countries in which the app is popular is much
more important than the others. Thus, the core of heterogeneous
feature interaction learning is to provide contextual awareness for

information selection and transformation, to achieve more accurate
feature interaction learning.

3.3 Heterogeneous Attention Layer

We first introduce a simple but effective modification to the multi-
head self-attention layer in the Transformer model: the heteroge-
neous multi-head self-attention layer, to capture the heterogeneous
second-order feature interactions. For simplicity, we refer to the het-
erogeneous multi-head self-attention layer as the heterogeneous
attention layer, and the corresponding model as heterogeneous
attention model. In particular, we redesign the multi-head self-
attention score computation for feature 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

Att(𝑖, 𝑗)ℎ =
exp

(
𝜙ℎ
𝑖,𝑗
(e𝑖 , e𝑗 )

)∑𝐿
𝑚=1 exp

(
𝜙ℎ
𝑖,𝑚

(e𝑖 , e𝑚)
) , (1)

where ℎ refers to the ℎ-th head among total 𝐻 heads, 𝐿 is the
embedding list length, 𝜙ℎ

𝑖,𝑗
(e𝑖 , e𝑗 ) measures semantic correlation

between embedding e𝑖 and e𝑗 regarding head ℎ. We will then refer
the vanilla self-attention layer as homogeneous attention layer.

For every feature pair (𝑖, 𝑗), we have a unique𝜙ℎ
𝑖,𝑗
(·, ·) to measure

semantic correlation. In other words, 𝜙ℎ
𝑖,𝑗
(·, ·) serves the purpose

of selecting the most relevant information from e𝑖 and e𝑗 for the
context of feature pair (𝑖, 𝑗). We can have arbitrary functions for
𝜙ℎ
𝑖,𝑗
(·, ·) : [R𝑑 ,R𝑑 ] → R, such as some explicit non-additive func-

tions, a neural network with nonlinear transformation. Due to its
simplicity, we opt for the dot-product function. Accordingly,

𝜙ℎ𝑖,𝑗 (e𝑖 , e𝑗 ) =
e𝑖Q

ℎ
𝑖
(e𝑗Kℎ

𝑗
)𝑇√︁

𝑑𝑘

, (2)

where Q𝑖 ∈ R𝑑×𝑑𝑘 , K𝑗 ∈ R𝑑×𝑑𝑘 are the query and key projections
for feature 𝑗 and 𝑗 respectively, and

√︁
𝑑𝑘 is to normalize magnitude

of the dot product, which is often set to be 𝑑𝑘 = 𝑑/𝐻 .
With the attention weights computed in Eq (1), we can then

compute the output of the heterogeneous attention layer as follows:

o𝑖 = concat
({∑︁

𝑗

Att(𝑖, 𝑗)ℎe𝑗Vℎ
𝑗

}𝐻
ℎ=1

)
O𝑗 , (3)

where V𝑗 ∈ R𝑑×𝑑𝑣 , O𝑗 ∈ R𝐻𝑑𝑣×𝑑 as value and output projections,
and 𝑑𝑣 is frequently set as 𝑑𝑣 = 𝑑/𝐻 .

Similar to the heterogeneous attention layer, we also design a
heterogeneous fully connected Feed Forward Net (FFN) per feature.
The FFN is implemented through two linear transformation func-
tion with Gaussian Error Linear Unit (GELU) activation [12, 37]:

FFN𝑖
GELU (o𝑖 ) = GELU(o𝑖W𝑖

1 + b
𝑖
1)W

𝑖
2 + b

𝑖
2, (4)

whereW𝑖
1 ∈ R𝑑×𝑑𝑓 ,W𝑖

2 ∈ R𝑑𝑓 ×𝑑 , b𝑖1 ∈ R𝑑𝑓 , b𝑖2 ∈ R𝑑 , and 𝑑𝑓 is the
layer size of the intermediate layer. Following existing studies [44],
𝑑𝑓 is set as 𝑑𝑓 = 4𝑑 , 𝑑 is the dimensionality of model.

As we can see the key change of the heterogeneous attention
layer, compared with self-attention layer is that we learn individual
query, key, and value (QKV) projection matrices (i.e., Q,K,V) per
feature. Therefore, we increase the number of parameters in the
heterogeneous attention layer, compared with the vanilla Trans-
former model. The number of parameters scales linearly with the
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(a) Vanilla Transformer Attention Layer. (b) Heterogeneous Attention Layer.

Figure 2: Attention patterns with feature interaction layers.

length of input embedding list. However, it is worth pointing out
that the total numbers of FLOPs are the same for the heterogeneous
attention layer and homogeneous one (the standard multi-head
self-attention layer in the Transformer). This is because we have
exactly the same ops compared with homogeneous Transformer
layer, but with different parameterizations.

We visualize the learned attention pattern Att(·, ·) in Figure 2.
The attention pattern learned with the vanilla Transformer model,
in Figure 2(a), is relatively sparse and exhibits a strong diagonal
pattern, indicating that the attention layer might not effectively cap-
ture the collaborative effects between different features. Meanwhile,
for the heterogeneous attention layer, there is a dense attention pat-
tern. Intuitively, the observation could be explained by the fact that
the heterogeneous attention layer might be better at capturing the
collaborative effects among features thanks to the transformation
matrix for feature semantic alignment.

3.4 Hiformer

Now we are ready to introduce the Hiformer model, where we fur-
ther increase the model expressiveness, by introducing composite
feature learning in the QKV projections. Take key projection as an
example. Instead of learning key feature projection per feature, we
redefine the key projection as follows:

[k̂ℎ1 , . . . k̂
ℎ
𝐿] = concat( [eℎ1 , . . . e

ℎ
𝐿])K̂

ℎ, (5)

where K̂ℎ ∈ R𝐿𝑑×𝐿𝑑𝑘 . Compared with key projection matrices in
Section 3.3, [𝐾ℎ

𝑖
, . . . , 𝐾ℎ

𝐿
] ∈ R𝑑×𝐿𝑑𝑘 , we increase model expressive-

ness by adding more parameters to key projections. We call the new
projection K̂ℎ as Composite projection. Mathematically, instead of
learning feature interactions explicitly with feature pairs, we first
transform the feature embedding list into composite features as
keys and values; then we learn heterogeneous feature interaction
between composite features and task embeddings. Similarly, we
apply cross projection to query and value projections.

Similarly as in Eq (1), the Hiformer model computes the atten-
tion scores between the query q𝑖 and and key k𝑖 as follows:

AttComposite (𝑖, 𝑗)ℎ =
exp

(
q̂ℎ
𝑖
(k̂ℎ

𝑖
)𝑇 /

√︁
𝑑𝑘

)∑𝐿
𝑙
exp

(
q̂ℎ
𝑖
(k̂ℎ

𝑙
)𝑇 /

√︁
𝑑𝑘

) ,

With the attention score, we can then compute the output of
attention layer in Hiformer model as:

ô𝑖 = concat
({∑︁

𝑚

AttℎComposite (𝑖, 𝑗)v̂
ℎ
𝑖

}𝐻
ℎ=1

)
O𝑗 . (6)

3.5 Better Efficiency for Hiformer

Compared with the Transformer model and the heterogeneous
attention layer, the Hiformer model comes with more model ex-
pressiveness, but also computation cost during inference. Due to
the introduced Composite attention layer, the existing efficient
Transformer architectures [42] cannot be directly applied.

The length of the feature embedding list is 𝐿 = |C| +𝑛D +𝑡 . With
the model dimension as 𝑑 , we have inference cost breakdown 1 for
Hiformer: QKV projection: 3𝐿2𝑑2, attention score computation:
2𝐿2𝑑 , output projection: 𝐿𝑑2, FFN network: 8𝐿𝑑2. As a result, total
computation is O(𝐿2𝑑2 + 𝐿2𝑑 + 𝐿𝑑2). To deploy Hiformer for real-
time inference, we reduce the inference cost of Hiformer through
low-rank approximation and pruning.

3.5.1 Low-rank approximation. As we can see, the outstanding
term for Hiformer inference cost is QKV projections with compu-
tation complexity of O(𝐿2𝑑2).

With Composite key projection defined in (5), we can approxi-
mate K̂ℎ with low-rank approximation, i.e.,

K̂h = L
ℎ
𝑘
(Rℎ

𝑘
)𝑇 , (7)

where Lℎ𝑣 ∈ R𝐿𝑑×𝑟𝑣 , Rℎ
𝑣 ∈ R𝐿𝑑𝑘×𝑟𝑣 , and 𝑟𝑣 is the rank of the low-

rank approximation for K̂ℎ . Low-rank approximation reduces the
computation cost for value projection to O(𝐿𝑟𝑣 (𝑑 + 𝑑𝑘 )). Similarly,
it can be applied to query and value composite projection with
rank of 𝑟𝑘 and 𝑟𝑣 . If 𝑟𝑘 < 𝐿𝑑𝑘/2 and 𝑟𝑣 < 𝐿𝑑𝑣/2, the cost will be
reduced. The low-rank structure is also observed in data analysis.
Taking V̂ℎ as an example, we plot the singular values in Figure 3,
where we can see that the V̂ℎ matrix is indeed low-rank.

Figure 3: Singular values for V̂h
in Composite projection.

After applying the low-rank approximation, theHiformermodel
complexity is computed as follows: the query and key projection:
O(𝐿𝑟𝑘 (𝑑 + 𝑑𝑘 )), value projection O(𝐿𝑟𝑣 (𝑑 + 𝑑𝑣)), attention layer
O(𝐿2𝑑), output projection O(𝐿𝑑2), and FFN layer O(𝐿𝑑2). With
𝑑𝑘 = 𝑑/𝐻 , 𝑑𝑣 = 𝑑/𝐻 , and 𝑟𝑘 < 𝑑𝑘 , 𝑟𝑣 < 𝑑𝑣 , we have the computa-
tion complexity as O(𝐿2𝑑 + 𝐿𝑑2), which scales quadratically with
the length of the input embedding list 𝐿.

1This computation is based on the setting where 𝑑𝑘 = 𝑑/𝐻,𝑑𝑣 = 𝑑/𝐻 , and 𝑑𝑓 = 4𝑑 .



Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA Huan Gui, Ruoxi Wang, Ke Yin, Long Jin, Maciej Kula, Taibai Xu, Lichan Hong, and Ed H. Chi

Task Token Feature 1 Feature 2

Scaled Dot-Prod (Multi-Head) Attention

Task Token Feature 1 Feature 2

FFN

Add & Norm

Task Token Feature 1 Feature 2

Add & Norm

Linear (Query) Linear (Key) Linear (Value)

(a) Vanilla Transformer.
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(b) Transformer with Heterogeneous Attention.
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Figure 4: Illustration on capturing feature interaction with different Transformer-based architectures. with one task token

and two feature tokens. In 4(a), apply vanilla Transformer for feature interaction learning. In 4(b), we explicitly model the

heterogeneous feature interaction through a heterogeneous interaction layer. In 4(c), we propose the Hiformer model, which

further improves the model expressiveness compared with the heterogeneous attention layer in 4(b). 𝑑 is hidden layer size, 𝑑𝑞 ,

and 𝑑𝑣 are Query and Value dimensions, 𝐿 is the total input length, 𝑟∗ corresponding to the rank of the corresponding QKV

projections (see Eq (7)).

3.5.2 Model Pruning. Recall that in the Output Layer (see Figure 1),
we are only using the encoded task embeddings for final objective
training and predictions. Therefore, we can save some computation
in the last layer of the Hiformer model by pruning the compu-
tation of encoding feature embeddings. In particular, the pruning
translates to only using task embeddings as query, and using both
task embedding and feature embeddings as key and value in the
Hiformer attention layer. Therefore, we have computation com-
plexity of the last Hiformer layer: query projection: O(𝑡𝑟𝑘 (𝑑+𝑑𝑘 )),
key projection: O(𝐿𝑟𝑘 (𝑑 + 𝑑𝑘 )), value projection: O(𝐿𝑟𝑣 (𝑑 + 𝑑𝑣)),
attention layer computation: O(𝐿𝑡𝑑), output projection: O(𝑡𝑑2),
FFN layer: O(𝑡𝑑2). Suppose the number of task 𝑡 (≪ 𝐿) is consid-
ered to be a constant. We have the computation complexity of the
last layer of Hiformer as O(𝐿(𝑟𝑘 + 𝑟𝑣)𝑑 + 𝐿𝑡𝑑 + 𝑡𝑑2).

Pruning enables us to reduce the computation complexity of the
last Hiformer layer from scaling quadratically to scaling linearly
with 𝐿. This pruning technique can be applied to all Transformer-
based architectures. Some of the recent work , such as Perceiver [14],
has also introduced a similar idea to reduce the serving cost of
Transformer models from scaling quadratically to linearly.

4 EXPERIMENT

We undertake a thorough empirical examination of the proposed
model architectures with the web-scale App ranking model at
Google Play. We conduct both offline and online experiments, with
which we aim at answering the following research questions:

Q1. Is the heterogeneous attention layer able to capture the het-
erogeneous feature interactions to give better recommenda-
tions, compared with vanilla Transformer models?

Q2. With more model expressiveness in the Hiformer model,
could it further improve model quality?

Q3. How is the serving efficiency of the Hiformer model com-
pared with SOTA models?

Q4. How do the hyper-parameter settings impact the model per-
formance and serving latency and how to make the perfor-
mance and efficiency trade-offs?

4.1 Offline Evaluation Setup

4.1.1 Dataset. For offline evaluation, we use the logged data from
the ranking model. Users’ engagements are training labels, either 0
or 1 indicating if the engagement happens between user and the
app and the training loss is LogLoss (see Eq (3.1.4)). We train the
model with 35 days of rolling-window data, and evaluate on the
36th day data. The model is retrained from scratch everyday with
most recent data. There are 31 categorical features and 30 dense
scalar features to describe the apps, such as app ID, app title, user
language, etc. The vocabulary size of the categorical features varies
from hundreds to millions.

4.1.2 Evaluation Metrics. We will evaluate the model performance
using AUC (Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic
Curve). The AUC metric can be interpreted as the probability of
the model assigning a randomly chosen positive example a higher
ranking than a randomly chosen negative example. In the web-scale
application dataset, due to the large size of the evaluation dataset,
we notice that the improvement of AUC at 0.001 level achieves
statistical significance. Similar observations have been made in
other web-scale applications [3, 8, 15]. Additionally, we report the
normalized LogLoss with Transformer one layer as the baseline.
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We train the model on TPU [16, 17], and we report the training
Queries per second (QPS) to measure the training speed. We es-
timate the latency through offline simulation, where we perform
inference of the models on 20 batches of examples with batch size
being 1024. We then normalize the latency of all models with re-
spect to the baseline model, which is a one-layer Transformer model
with pruning. Due to the large number of online serving requests,
the serving latency is much more critical than training QPS.

4.1.3 Model Architectures. Note that our work is on feature inter-
action learning with Transformers, which is drastically different
from user history sequence modeling with Transformers [20, 41].
Therefore, we focus on comparing our proposed models with the
following SOTA feature interaction models:

• AutoInt [40] is proposed to learn feature interaction through
the multi-head self-attention layer, and then learn the final pre-
dictions through a Multi-layer Perceptrons (MLP) layers.

• DLRM [29] is to learn feature interaction through factorization
machine, and then learn implicit feature interactions through a
MLP layer, for the final predictions.

• DCN [45] (i.e., DCN-v2) is one of the SOTA models on feature
interaction learning in web-scale application, which has a cross
network that explicitly creates bounded-degree feature crosses
where the feature interaction order increases with layer depth.

• Transformer [44] with multi-head self-attention layer for fea-
ture interaction learning. The main difference between Trans-
former and AutoInt is: 1. Transformer use encoded task embed-
dings for predictions; while AutoInt uses all encoded feature and
task embeddings; 2. There is FFN layer in Transformer architec-
ture, but not in the AutoInt layer.

• Transformer + PE is to add Position Encoding to the Trans-
former architecture, where we learn an additional per-feature
embedding as feature encoding.

• HeteroAtt is our proposed Heterogeneous Attention layer to
capture the heterogeneous feature interactions.

• Hiformer is our proposed model with low-rank approximation
and model pruning.

4.1.4 Implementation Details. The model training and serving is
built on Tensorflow 2 [38] and Model Garden [48]. To ensure a
fair comparison, we keep all the model components, except for the
feature interaction layers, to be the same. In the embedding layer,
we set the embedding dimensions to be 128 for all models. Note
that for Transformer architectures, HeteroAtt, and Hiformer , we
only use the encoded CLS token (i.e., learned task token) for the
final task predictions.

In our experiments on Transformers, we set model dimension-
ality 𝑑 = 128, number of heads in the attention layer 𝐻 = 4, and
the layer size of FFN to be 𝑑𝑓 = 512. We set 𝑑𝑘 = 16 and 𝑑𝑣 = 64,
instead of setting 𝑑𝑘 = 𝑑/𝐻,𝑑𝑣 = 𝑑/𝐻 as in the Transform model
and the other Transformer-based models. For the other methods,
we perform a hyper-parameters tuning to get the best performance.
For online experiments, we tune the hyperparameters based on one
day’s (say Feb 1st) data, and fix the settings for the following days
(i.e., dates after Feb 2nd).

4.2 Homogeneous vs Heterogeneous Feature

Interaction (Q1)

First of all, we observe that Transformer+PE model performs sim-
ilarly to the vanilla Transformer model. This is consistent with
our hypothesis. Though coming with more parameters, the feature
encoding only learns a bias embedding term per feature, which is
not sufficient to learn the feature transformation for heterogeneous
feature interaction learning. Secondly, we observe that Transformer
model with heterogeneous attention layer (HeteroAtt) performs
significantly better than the vanilla Transformer model. This result
validates our argument that HeteroAtt can effectively capture the
complex feature interactions through the transformation matrices
M𝑖, 𝑗 . Moreover, we observe that the parameter # of the two-layer
HeteroAtt model is much larger than the two-layer Transformer
model, as the HeteroAtt model has more model expressiveness.
Therefore, we can answer affirmatively to Q1, that the heteroge-
neous feature interaction with better feature context awareness is
crucial for providing personalized recommendations.

4.3 Model Performance Comparison (Q2)

The offline comparison of the baseline models and our proposed
models are summarized in Table 1. We report the best performance
of each model, with the corresponding number of layers.

We take a closer look at the AutoInt, DLRM, and vanilla Trans-
former model. In the feature interaction learning of these models,
there is no feature awareness and semantic alignment. Thus, their
performance are relatively weaker compared with the other models.
In DCN model, the Cross Net implicitly generates all the pairwise
crosses and then projects it to a lower-dimensional space. The pa-
rameterization of all pairwise crosses are different, which is similar
to providing feature awareness. Therefore, DCNmodel performance
is comparable with our HeteroAtt models.

Compared with the heterogeneous attention layer (i.e., Het-
eroAtt), Hiformer model provides more model expressiveness in
the QKV projections. It achieves the best model performance with
just one layer, outperforming the HeteroAtt model and the other
SOTA models.

4.4 Serving Efficiency (Q3)

We compare the serving efficiency of all the models. First of all,
we compare the Transformer two layer model with the one layer
model. As we can see, the latency of the two layer model is more
than 2x of the one layer model. This is due to the fact that we only
apply pruning to the second layer in the two layer model, and we
have already applied pruning to the one layer model. Similarly,
we can draw the same conclusion for the HeteroAtt layer as the
two models have the same operators, thus latency. However, such
pruning technique cannot be applied to AutoInt model. Therefore,
the one-layer AutoInt model is much more expensive than the
vanilla Transformer model and the HeteroAtt model.

Secondly, we compare the Hiformer model with the one-layer
HeteroAtt model. Both the one-layer Hiformer model and the
one-layer HeteroAtt model enjoy the inference optimization from
pruning. However, because of the more expressive QKV projection,
we see that the Hiformer model is 50.05% more expensive.
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Model Layer # Parameter # AUC (↑) LogLoss (%, ↓) Train QPS (↑) Serving Latency (↓)
AutoInt 1 12.39M 0.7813 -0.37096 5.45e6 2.28
DLRM - 5.95M 0.7819 -0.47695 5.14e6 0.95
DCN 1 13.73M 0.7857 -0.79491 5.76e6 1.46

Transformer
1 0.74M 0.7795 0 5.75e6 1.00
2 0.84M 0.7811 -0.31797 4.12e6 3.03
3 0.97M 0.7838 -0.45045 3.13e6 5.05

Transformer+PE 3 1.08M 0.7833 -0.39746 3.12e6 5.06

HeteroAtt (ours) 1 2.36M 0.7796 -0.05299 5.71e6 1.01
2 10.50M 0.7856 -0.82141 4.10e6 3.11

Hiformer (ours) 1 16.68M 0.7875 -0.87440 5.69e6 1.52
Table 1: Offline model performance comparison regarding number of parameters, AUC, and normalized efficiency. The number

of parameters excludes the embedding layer. ↑ (↓) means the higher (lower) the better.

Nevertheless, we want to point out that without low-rank ap-
proximation, the Hiformer model would potentially be much more
expensive. In our experiment, we set rank of query and key as
𝑟𝑘 = 128, and value 𝑟𝑣 = 1024. We compare the Hiformer with and
without low-rank approximation in Table 2. The low-rank approxi-
mation gives 62.7% inference latency saving. Additionally, there is
no significant model quality loss, which is expected because of the
observed low-rank structures of Hiformer query, key, and value
projection matrices (e.g.,V , shown in Figure 3).

Hiformer Model Parameter # AUC Latency
low-rank approx. 16.68M 0.7875 1.52

w/o low-rank approx. 59.95M 0.7882 3.35
Table 2: Low-rank approximation for Hiformer .

4.5 Parameter Sensitivity (Q4)

Since one of the challenges is to reduce the serving latency, we are
also interested in the parameter sensitivity of the model as in RQ4.
More formally, we aim to answer the following question:

As we previously discussed in Section 4, instead of directly using
𝑑𝑘 = 𝑑/𝐻 and 𝑑𝑣 = 𝑑/𝐻 , we find that the choice of 𝑑𝑘 and 𝑑𝑣
presents certain trade-offs between model performance and serving
latency for the HeteroAtt and Hiformer model.

Firstly, for 𝐻𝑑𝑘 in HeteroAtt in Figure 5(a), after reducing the
𝐻𝑑𝑘 from 𝑑 = 128 to 64, there is no model quality loss. However, we
can harvest a free latency improvement (3%). If we further decreas-
ing 𝐻𝑑𝑘 , there is considerable model quality loss. Therefore, we
opt for 𝐻𝑑𝑘 = 64, as highlighted by the grey line. By comparison,
increasing 𝐻𝑑𝑘 for HeteroAtt model gives model quality improve-
ment, but also significant latency increasing (in Figure 5(b)). For
quality and latency trade-off, we set 𝐻𝑑𝑣 = 256.

Similarly, we observe in Figure 5(c), for Hiformer model, de-
creasing𝐻𝑑𝑘 to 64 gives no quality loss, but unlike HeteroAtt model,
there is almost no latency gain. This is due to the low-rank approx-
imation in the QK projection, especially we set the rank 𝑟𝑘 = 256,
which is relatively small, compared with 𝑟𝑣 = 1024. Accordingly, the
query projection dominates the computation cost. With increased
𝐻𝑑𝑣 , the latency increases significantly, shown in Figure 5(d).

This observation on the model quality and latency trade-off of
𝐻𝑑𝑣 provides uniqueness of the HeteroAtt and Hiformer model. It
can serves as a instrument to tune the model capacity at the cost

of latency. For example, when the number of requests per query
is relatively small, we can achieve better model performance by
increasing 𝑑𝑣 . Such an instrument might not not available for the
other SOTA models, such as DCN [46].

4.6 Online A/B Testing

In addition to the extensive offline experiments, we also have con-
ducted an online A/B testing experiment with the proposed model
framework. For each of the control and treatment groups, there is
1% randomly selected users, who receive the item recommendations
based on different ranking algorithms. To understand the improve-
ment we gain through heterogeneous feature interaction learning,
the baseline model is leveraging a one-layer Transformer model
to capture feature interactions. We collect the users’ engagement
metrics for 10 days, as shown in Table 3. The one layer HeteroAtt
model significantly outperforms the one layer Transformer model,
which is consistent with our offline analysis. Additionally, two

(a) HeteroAtt: 𝐻𝑑𝑘 . (b) HeteroAtt: 𝐻𝑑𝑣 .

(c) Hiformer : 𝐻𝑑𝑘 . (d) Hiformer : 𝐻𝑑𝑣 .

Figure 5: Parameter Sensitivity. With increased 𝑑𝑘 and 𝑑𝑣 , the

model quality gain saturates; however, the model inference

cost increases drastically. The black dotted lines mark the

selected 𝑑𝑘 , 𝑑𝑣 values, which gives the best quality and infer-

ence cost trade-off.
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layer HeteroAtt model further improves over the one-layer one.
The Hiformer performs the best among all models, including the
DCN model. Such an observation indicates that Transformer-based
architectures can outperform SOTA feature interaction models. We
have successfully deployed the Hiformer model to production.

Model Layer Num Engagement Metrics
Transformer 1 +0.00%

HeteroAtt (ours) 1 +1.27%∗

HeteroAtt (ours) 2 +2.33%∗

Hiformer (ours) 1 +2.66%∗

DCN 1 +2.20%∗

Table 3: The online engagement and serving latency metrics

of different models.
∗
indicates statistically significant.

5 RELATEDWORK

Before the era of deep learning, people often manually crafted
cross features and added them to logistic regression models to
improve their performance. Some also leveraged decision tree based
models [11] to learn feature crosses. Later on, the development
of embedding techniques have led to the design of Factorization
Machines (FMs) [34], which was proposed to model second-order
feature interactions with the inner product of two latent vectors.

Recently, DNNs have become the backbone of many models in
industry. To improve the efficiency of feature cross learning, many
works explicitly model feature interactions by designing a function
𝑔(𝑥𝑖 , 𝑥 𝑗 ) while leveraging the implicit feature crosses learned by
DNNs. Wide & deep model [3] combines a DNN model with a wide
component that consists of crosses of raw features. Since then, many
work has been proposed to automate the manual feature cross work
of wide & deep by introducing FM-like operations (inner products)
or Hadamard products. DeepFM [8] and DLRM [29] adopt FM in
the model, Neural FM [10] generalizes FM by incorporating the
Hadamard product, PNN [32] also uses inner products and outer
products to capture pairwise feature interactions. These methods
however can only model up to second order feature crosses. There
is also work that can model higher-order feature interactions. Deep
Cross Network (DCN) [45, 46] designs a cross network to explicitly
learn high-order feature interactions where its interaction order in-
creases with layer depth. DCN-V2 [46] makes DCNmore expressive
and practical in large-scale industrial settings. xDeepFM [26] also
improves the expressiveness of cross network in DCN and relies
on the Hadamard product to capture high-order feature crosses.

Another line ofwork leverages the attentionmechanism in Trans-
former models to capture feature interactions. AutoInt [40] was
proposed to capture the feature interaction through the multi-head
self-attention layer. Nevertheless, as the Transformer was designed
to model relationships that are context independent, such as text
tokens, directly applying the multi-head self-attention layer for
feature interaction has very limited model expressiveness. Simi-
larly, [25] is based on the attention mechanism with cross-product
transformation to capture hierarchical attention, without providing
feature awareness and semantic alignment.

The Heterogeneous Graph Transformer [13] work is related to
ours, where node types are considered in the heterogeneous mutual
attention layer. Though we share some similarities in the motiva-
tions, our work is substantially different because Hiformer model

is proposed to capture feature interactions for web-scale recom-
mender system, and the design of the Hiformer attention layer has
more expressiveness. The field-aware factorization machine [18]
work is also relevant. In [18], the feature awareness of feature in-
teraction learning is implemented through individual embedding
lookup tables, while our proposedmethods are through the informa-
tion transformation in the heterogeneous attention layer. PNN [33]
leverages kernel Factorization Machine to consider feature dynam-
ics in feature interaction learning, which shares similarity with the
heterogeneous attention layer. Nevertheless, heterogeneous atten-
tion layer is attention based while PNN is derived from factorization
machine. Additionally, we leverage Query and Key projection to
learn heterogeneous feature interactions while PNN is based on ker-
nel matrices. Moreover, we further increase model expressiveness
in Hiformer with cost reduction.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK

In this work, we propose a heterogeneous attention layer, which is
a simple but effective modification of the self-attention layer to pro-
vide feature awareness for feature interaction learning. We then fur-
ther improve the model expressiveness, and propose Hiformer to
improve feature interaction learning. We also improved the serv-
ing efficiency of Hiformer such that it could satisfy the serving
latency requirement for web-scale applications. The key change in
our method is to identify the different relationships among differ-
ent features in the attention mechanism, such that we can capture
semantic relevance given the dynamic information in learned fea-
ture embeddings. Both offline and online experiments on the world
leading digital distribution service platform demonstrate the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of our method. These experiment results
indicate that a Transformer based model for feature interaction
learning can perform better than SOTA methods in web-scale ap-
plications.

Our work serves as a bridge to bring Transformer-based archi-
tectures to applications in web-scale recommender system. For
future work, we are interested in how the recent advances in Trans-
former architectures [9] in other domains domains, such as NLP
and CVR, can be translated to recommender systems. With the new
feature interaction component introduced in this paper, it can also
be leveraged in neural architecture search [7] to further improve
recommender systems.
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