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Abstract—Ranking model plays an essential role in e-commerce
search and recommendation. An effective ranking model should
give a personalized ranking list for each user according to
the user preference. Existing algorithms usually extract a user
representation vector from the user behavior sequence, then feed
the vector into a feed-forward network (FFN) together with
other features for feature interactions, and finally produce a
personalized ranking score. Despite tremendous progress in the
past, there is still room for improvement. Firstly, the personalized
patterns of feature interactions for different users are not
explicitly modeled. Secondly, most of existing algorithms have
poor personalized ranking results for long-tail users with few
historical behaviors due to the data sparsity.

To overcome the two challenges, we propose Attention
Weighted Mixture of Experts (AW-MoE) with contrastive learn-
ing for personalized ranking. Firstly, AW-MoE leverages the
MoE framework to capture personalized feature interactions for
different users. To model the user preference, the user behavior
sequence is simultaneously fed into expert networks and the
gate network. Within the gate network, one gate unit and one
activation unit are designed to adaptively learn the fine-grained
activation vector for experts using an attention mechanism.
Secondly, a random masking strategy is applied to the user
behavior sequence to simulate long-tail users, and an auxiliary
contrastive loss is imposed to the output of the gate network to
improve the model generalization for these users. This is validated
by a higher performance gain on the long-tail user test set.

Experiment results on a JD real production dataset and a
public dataset demonstrate the effectiveness of AW-MoE, which
significantly outperforms state-of-art methods. Notably, AW-MoE
has been successfully deployed in the JD e-commerce search
engine, serving the real traffic of hundreds of millions of active
users.

Index Terms—personalized ranking, mixture of experts, atten-
tion mechanism, contrastive learning

I. INTRODUCTION

In the past decades, increasingly people have got used to
shopping on e-commerce websites (e.g., Amazon, eBay, Al-
ibaba, and JD), where they find interesting products either by

issuing a specific query or exploring products recommended
by the websites. At the core of the success of an e-commerce
website is its search engine and recommendation system.
A well-designed search engine or recommendation system,
which gives a personalized product list for each user according
to the user preference, not only increases revenues for websites
but also brings convenient online shopping experiences for
consumers.

The effectiveness of a search engine or a recommendation
system critically relies on the ranking model, which should
promote relevant products and suppress the irrelevant ones
according to users’ preferences. Existing ranking models [1]–
[6] usually extract a user representation vector from the user
behavior sequence, then feed the vector into a feed-forward
network (FFN) together with other features for feature interac-
tions, and finally produce a personalized ranking score, which
is usually the Click Through Rate (CTR) or the Conversion
Rate (CVR) (Figure 1a).

Although encouraging progress has been made, building a
personalized ranking model still remains challenging due to
a huge number of online users whose interests are highly
diverse. Firstly, the personalized patterns of feature interac-
tions for different users are not explicitly modeled. Most
models have only one FFN, which limits them to learn diverse
patterns of feature interactions for different users (Figure 1a).
Although some works [7], [8] design multiple FFNs in their
ranking models by adopting the mixture of experts (MoE)
framework [9], their gate networks are vanilla FFNs and are
mainly responsible for learning experts activation according
to different tasks instead of different users, which we call
the task-oriented MoE (Figure 1b). In the task-oriented MoE
models, multiple experts are still shared by all users, and the
personalized patterns of experts activation for different users
are not explicitly modeled.

For example, we find that different users often pay attention
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to different aspects of input features. Figure 2 shows that
features related to the popularity of the target item, such as
sales volume and price, are much more important for users
who have no historical behaviors in the category of the target
item (defined as category new users) than for users who
have (category old users). On the contrary, two-sided features
between the user and the target item, such as click counts for
the item or the shop and the click time difference for the
brand of the item, are much more important for category old
users than for category new users. This observation is expected
because category new users have no prior knowledge for the
target item or category, they tend to follow the general trend
or are affected by the price of the item, whereas category
old users have well-formed shopping habits in the category
and they are more likely to purchase items according to their
preferences. This finding motivates us to explicitly model
personalized feature interactions for different users, which is
not the case in existing algorithms.

Secondly, obstacles such as data sparsity stand in the way
of applying current ranking models to long-tail users who
have limited historical behaviors. Several methods have been
proposed to address the long-tail user problem. Some methods
leverage various user profile information, such as demographic
data (e.g., gender, age, location, etc.) [10], [11], and social re-
lationships [12] to generate appropriate ranking lists for long-
tail users. Some methods utilize data from external domains
as prior knowledge to infer preferences of long-tail users in
the target domain [13], [14]. Although these two types of
methods demonstrate their effectiveness, they are facing data
privacy issues. Other methods such as meta-learning [15], [16]
and generative adversarial networks [17], [18] show promising
results, but require substantial modifications to the current
ranking system, which is too expensive in industry.

Intuitively, users with similar historical behaviors have sim-
ilar shopping interests. Although long-tail users have limited
historical behaviors, their interests can be learned from ordi-
nary users with similar but more abundant historical behaviors.
For example, user A is an ordinary user and has bought many
running products, such as sneakers, quick-dry shirts, and sports
watches; while user B is a long-tail user and has bought only
one pair of sneakers. When user B searches for ”watches”, it
is more reasonable to rank sports watches higher than business
watches if the ranking model has learned the latent similarity
between user A and user B. This intuition motivates us to
guide the model to learn similarities between long-tail users
and ordinary users when training.

To overcome the two aforementioned challenges, we pro-
pose Attention Weighted Mixture of Experts (AW-MoE) with
contrastive learning for effective personalized ranking. AW-
MoE adopts the MoE [9] framework for personalized ranking,
within which multiple expert networks are used to model the
diverse feature interaction patterns, and the gate network is
used to explicitly learn the personalized experts activation
vectors for different users (Figure 1c), hence we call AW-
MoE the user-oriented MoE. To capture the fine-grained user
preference for experts activation, the user behavior sequence is

simultaneously fed into expert networks and the gate network.
Within the gate network, one gate unit and one activation unit
are designed for each item in the user behavior sequence,
and the final output of the gate network is computed as the
weighted sum of outputs from all gate units using an attention
mechanism. AW-MoE is expected to be more effective in
selecting personalized experts according to the user preference,
expressed through the attention weighted gate network.

To alleviate data sparsity of long-tail users, items in the
user behavior sequence are randomly masked during network
training to simulate long-tail users, and an auxiliary contrastive
loss is imposed to the output of the gate network to guide the
model to learn similarities between long-tail users and ordinary
users. The elaborately designed gate network together with the
contrastive loss contribute to significant performance gain in
personalized ranking tasks for both ordinary users and long-
tail users.

In summary, we make the following contributions:
• We propose AW-MoE, a novel model for personalized

ranking based on the MoE framework. The key idea is to
model the diverse feature interaction patterns by multiple
experts, and to explicitly learn the personalized experts
activation vectors by the attention weighted gate network.

• We propose a contrastive learning strategy to guide the
model to learn similarities between long-tail users and or-
dinary users, and hence improve the model generalization
for long-tail users.

• We validate the effectiveness of AW-MoE on both search
and recommendation datasets. Experimental results show
that our proposed model outperforms existing state-of-
the-art methods for both ordinary users and long-tail
users. Besides, different user groups have been found to
activate different experts, which improves the learning
effectiveness for each expert. AW-MoE has now been
deployed in the JD e-commerce search engine, serving
the real traffic of hundreds of millions of active users.

II. RELATED WORK

Our work introduces the user behavior sequence modeling
and contrastive learning to the framework of mixture of
experts. Thus, we review recent progress in user behavior se-
quence modeling, mixture of experts, and contrastive learning
for references.

A. User Behavior Sequence Modeling

User behavior sequence modeling, which aims to mine
a user’s interests from a sequence of items interacted by
the user, is an important module in both search engine and
recommendation system. As a pioneering work, Youtube DNN
aggregates embeddings of all items into a fixed-length vector
by sum-pooling to represent user interests [1]. Later on, some
algorithms, such as DIN [2] and DSTN [20], use the atten-
tion [21] between the target item and items in the user behavior
sequence to adaptively learn the representation vector of user
interests. Since algorithms using pooling or attention take the
user behavior sequence as an unordered set of items, they
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Fig. 1. Comparison between existing models and our proposed AW-MoE model.

0

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

Sales
Popularity Price

Item_click_cnt

Brand_click_time_diff

Shop_click_cnt

Fe
at

ur
e 

im
po

rta
nc

e

Category new user

Category old user

Fig. 2. Feature importance calculated by XGBoost [19] for different user
groups.

fail to capture the sequential nature of the user behavior se-
quence. To address this limitation, Recurrent Neural Network
(RNN)-based algorithms like GRU4Rec [22] and DIEN [3] are
proposed. Recent works, such as BERT4Rec [23], SIM [24],
and KFAtt [25], make significant progress by applying the
self-attention mechanism [26] in the user behavior sequence
modeling. Although the user behavior sequence is modeled
by different methods in the aforementioned algorithms, it is
exclusively used as an input feature for user representation
modeling, and is used only once (Figure 1ab). On the contrary,
our proposed AW-MoE fully exploits the user behavior se-
quence twice, once for user representation modeling in expert
networks similar to existing algorithms, and again for experts
activation by feeding it into the gate network (Figure 1c).

B. Mixture of Experts

Ensemble learning is a ubiquitous technique in machine
learning that reliably boosts performance of constituent models
or signals [27]. One disadvantage of putting multiple models
in an ensemble is its added training and serving cost. Mixture
of Experts (MoE), first introduced in [28] and re-invented

in [9] under the neural network context, reduces training and
inference time at the expense of extra model parameters. The
idea of MoE is to partition a problem into several subspaces,
each of which is learned by an expert network, and a gate
network is designed to aggregate results from all experts. As
a follow-up, Multi-gate Mixture of Experts (MMoE) applies
MoE to multi-task learning, and for each task allocates a
gate network to learn the task-specific functionality [29].
As a building block, MoE has been successfully applied in
the field of Computer Vision (CV) [30], [31] and Natural
Language Processing (NLP) [32], [33]. The applications of
MoE in search engine and recommendation system mainly
focus on multi-objective optimization [7], [8] (Figure 1b). For
example, the YouTube recommendation system uses MoE to
simultaneously optimize the user engagement objective and
the user satisfaction objective [7], and the JD recommendation
system uses MoE to simultaneously optimize tasks of CTR
prediction and CVR prediction [8]. An exception is [34],
which optimizes only one objective but uses MoE to learn
a ranking model that specializes for each query category by
feeding the category extracted from the user query into the gate
network. In light of [34], we propose AW-MoE, which uses
MoE to learn a ranking model that specializes for each user
by feeding the user behavior sequence into the gate network
(Figure 1c).

C. Contrastive Learning

Recently, contrastive learning methods [35] have achieved
remarkable successes on learning useful representations in a
self-supervised manner. Their basic idea is to maximize simi-
larity between positive example pairs and to minimize similar-
ity between negative example pairs. Most contrastive learning
works focus on exploiting data augmentation to design self-
supervised learning pretext tasks, which are closely related to
the data domains. In the CV field, data augmentations include
colorization [36], rotation [37], and cropping [38]; and in the
NLP field, data augmentations include term masking [39] and



sentence reordering [40]. The contrastive learning framework
has also been applied to ranking models of search engine and
recommendation system. Some works design item-level aug-
mentations, such as masking items or its attributes [41], [42],
to improve item representation learning; while others design
user-level augmentations, such as masking or reordering user
behavior sequences [43], [44], to improve user representation
learning. Inspired by these works, we exploit the contrastive
learning framework to improve the user representation learning
of our AW-MoE model. During training, we randomly mask
the user behavior sequence and impose a contrastive loss to
the output of the gate network, which is regarded as the
user representation. After random masking, the augmented
user behavior sequences simulate long-tail users, thus model
generalization for these users is enhanced.

III. THE RANKING MODEL IN JD E-COMMERCE
SEARCH ENGINE

Although the proposed AW-MoE is applicable to ranking
models in both the search engine and the recommendation
system, we mainly focus on the search scenario in this section,
and show the applicability to the recommendation scenario
in section IV. We first give an overview of the architecture
of the ranking model in subsection III-A. Subsection III-B
describes the input network, which is shared with some of our
baseline models such as DIN [2]. Subsection III-C goes into
the detailed design of our novel AW-MoE model architecture.
Subsection III-D introduces the contrastive learning strategy
when training our model. Subsection III-E summarizes AW-
MoE as an algorithm and analyzes the time and space com-
plexities. Lastly, we discuss practical strategies for system
deployment in subsection III-F.

A. The Overall Architecture

The goal of a ranking model is to predict the probability
that a user interacts with an item under some contexts.
For the sake of simplicity, this scenario is denoted as an
impression (user, item, context) [45]. In the e-commerce
search scenario, features of an impression consist of user
behavior sequence, target item, query, and other features.
Specifically, other features consist of user profile information,
and cross features between the user and the item.

For model training, a dataset D = {(x1, y1), ..., (xN , yN )}
is collected from the search log, and xi ∈ Rd is the overall
feature vector of dimension d for the i-th impression, yi ∈
{0, 1} is the class label indicating a click for CTR prediction
or a purchase for CVR prediction, and N is the number of
training examples. The training objective is to minimize the
negative log-likelihood loss defined as:

Lrank = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

(yi log(ŷi) + (1− yi) log(1− ŷi)), (1)

where ŷi is the output of the ranking model, representing the
predicted CTR or CVR.

As shown in Figure 3a, the overall architecture of the
ranking model consists of two components, the input network

and the AW-MoE. First, all raw features of an impression are
fed into the input network to learn the feature representation
of the impression. Then, the output of the input network is
fed into the AW-MoE for feature interaction, which is guided
by the user behavior sequence and the query. At last, AW-
MoE outputs the prediction of CTR or CVR for the input
impression. We elaborate the two components in the following
subsections.

B. The Input Network
As shown in Figure 3b, the input network is used to learn

the representation vector of an input impression. First, all raw
features of an impression are transformed to vectors using an
embedding layer. We denote the embedding vectors of the j-
th item in the user behavior sequence, target item, query, and
other features as ebj , et, eq , and eo, respectively. Then, all
embedding vectors are fed into a multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
to get the hidden vectors:

hI
τ = MLPI(eτ ), τ ∈ {bj , t, q, o}, (2)

where hI
τ is the hidden vector for feature type τ , and the

superscript I indicates variables or functions in the input
network.

Next, the user representation vector vI
u given a target item

t is learned by a DIN [2] architecture using the attention
weighted sum of hidden vectors of all items in the user
behavior sequence, as shown in Eq.(3)

vI
u =

M∑
j=1

ΦI(hI
bj ,h

I
t )h

I
bj =

M∑
j=1

wI
jh

I
bj , (3)

where ΦI(·) is the activation unit, an FFN with output wI
j ∈ R

as the attention score, as illustrated in Figure 4a, and M
is the length of the user behavior sequence. In this way,
different items in the user behavior sequence are activated
when encountering different target items, leading to a user
representation vector specific to the target item.

At last, the impression representation vector is obtained by
concatenating vectors of user, target item, query, and other
features, as shown in Eq.(4)

vimp = vI
u||h

I
t ||h

I
q ||h

I
o, (4)

where || indicates the concatenation operation.

C. The Attention Weighted MoE
Once the impression representation vector is obtained, it is

usually fed into an FFN for feature interactions in conventional
ranking models. In this way, all input users share a same FFN
for feature interactions. However, different users often pay
attention to different aspects of input features and the patterns
of feature interactions vary over users, the ability to learn
different patterns of feature interactions for a considerable
number of online users is limited by only one shared FFN.

We address this issue by proposing a novel MoE specifically
for personalized ranking, Attention Weighted MoE, which
learns multiple expert networks for feature interactions and
exploits the user behavior sequence to activate experts specific
to the user using an attention mechanism.
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1) The Expert Network: For each expert network k, it takes
the impression representation vector as the input, and outputs
a ranking score sk ∈ R, as shown in Eq.(5).

sk = Ψk(vimp), (5)

where Ψk(·) is the k-th expert network. Please note that
all experts share an identical network structure, an FFN as
illustrated in Figure 4b, but have different parameters due to
random initialization.

2) The Gate Network: The gate network is designed to
learn an activation vector specific to the current user in the
current session, and the learned activation vector will be
used for weighted sum of ranking scores from all expert
networks. For personalization, the gate network takes the user
behavior sequence and the query as inputs, and outputs a
vector g ∈ RK , where K is the number of expert networks
and gk ∈ R is the activation score for the k-th expert.

As g is learned from the user behavior sequence, it can
also be regarded as a user representation similar to vI

u in the
input network. Their difference lies in that vI

u is for feature
interactions, and g is for experts activation.

As shown in Figure 3c, the gate network first transforms
items in the user behavior sequence and the query to vectors
using the embedding layer same as that in the input network.
Then, all embedding vectors are fed into an MLP to get the
hidden vectors:

hG
τ = MLPG(eτ ), τ ∈ {bj , q}, (6)

where hG
τ is the hidden vector for feature type τ , and the

superscript G indicates variables or functions in the gate
network. Please note that the MLP in the gate network does
not share parameters with that in the input network, hence the
hidden vectors in the gate network are not the same as those
in the input network.

Next, for each item j in the user behavior sequence, a gate
unit is designed to learn an activation vector aj ∈ RK :

aj = Θ(hG
bj ,h

G
q ), (7)

where Θ(·) is the gate unit, an FFN as illustrated in Figure 4c,
and ajk ∈ R is the activation score for the k-th expert from the
j-th item. With the gate unit, each item in the user behavior
sequence learns a vector for experts activation, thus capturing
the fine-grained user preference. Please note that the network
structure of the gate unit is similar to that of the activation
unit except that the output of the gate unit is a vector while
that of the activation unit is a scalar.

At last, for each expert network k, the final activation score
gk ∈ R is calculated by weighted sum of k-th scores from all
gate units:

gk =

M∑
j=1

ΦG(hG
bj ,h

G
q )ajk =

M∑
j=1

wG
j ajk, (8)



where ΦG(·) is the activation unit with output wG
j ∈ R as the

attention score in the gate network, and it shares an identical
network structure with ΦI(·) but has different parameters due
to random initialization.

In summary, for each item in the user behavior sequence,
the gate unit is designed to learn the activation scores for
all experts, and the activation unit is designed to learn the
attention score of the item. Therefore, we denote the novel
ranking model as the Attention Weighted MoE (AW-MoE).
With AW-MoE, a fine-grained activation vector g ∈ RK is
learned from all items in the user behavior sequence using an
attention mechanism.

Please note that although both the input network and the
gate network have a module for user behavior sequence mod-
eling, their motivations are different. For the input network,
the learned user representation vI

u, together with other features
are fed into multiple expert networks for feature interactions,
which is the common case in existing algorithms; while for
the gate network, the learned user representation, the output
of the gate network g, is responsible for experts activation.
Furthermore, in the gate network, one extra gate unit is
designed for each item in the user behavior sequence to
learn the fine-grained activation of the gate network to expert
networks. To our best knowledge, this is the first work that
the user behavior sequence has been simultaneously fed into
expert networks and the gate network for personalized ranking.

Once the outputs of all expert networks and the gate network
are obtained, the final ranking score of the AW-MoE is
calculated as the weighted sum of the outputs from all experts:

ŷ =

K∑
k=1

gksk. (9)

D. Contrastive Learning

According to the design of the AW-MoE network, the output
of the gate network is also regarded as the user representation,
which is further used to activate different experts. In order to
improve the model generalization for long-tail users, the input
user behavior sequences are randomly masked to simulate
long-tail users, and an auxiliary contrastive loss is imposed
to outputs of the gate network to pull user representations of
the masked and the original user behavior sequences close.
In so doing, long-tail users learn from ordinary users, hence
data sparsity of long-tail users is alleviated and the model
generalization for these users is enhanced.

Moreover, the contrastive learning strategy brings an extra
benefit for the robustness of the model. As a user’s behavior
is flexible, one can interact with different items for the same
shopping need, the observed user behavior sequence is not
definitive and exact. The randomly masked user behavior
sequence and the contrastive loss force the model to be more
robust to possible variations of user behavior sequences.

Specifically, as shown in Figure 5, for each user ui, one
positive user instance u′

i is generated by randomly masking
items in the user behavior sequence of ui with probability p,
and l negative user instances uj are randomly sampled from

in-batch training examples. All of ui, u′
i and uj are fed into

the gate network, and their user representations, g(ui), g(u′
i)

and g(uj), are obtained, respectively. Finally, the infoNCE
loss [46] is calculated as the contrastive learning loss:

Lcl = −log
exp(f(g(ui), g(u

′
i)))

exp(f(g(ui), g(u′
i))) +

l∑
j=1

exp(f(g(ui), g(uj)))

,

(10)
where f(·) is a dot product to measure the similarity between
two augmented user representations.

Our final model combines both the ranking loss and the
contrastive loss during training:

Ltotal = Lrank + λ · Lcl, (11)

where λ is a hyper-parameter to control the weight of con-
trastive loss. We will discuss hyper-parameters of λ, p and l
in subsection IV-H.
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Fig. 5. The contrastive learning strategy.

E. Algorithm Analysis

To make the proposed AW-MoE model more concise and
understandable, we summarize it as an algorithm (Algorithm
1). Given input features including the user behavior sequence
B, the target item t, the query q, and other features o, AW-
MoE outputs the predicted ranking score ŷ. In summary, the
forward propagation of AW-MoE contains four steps. The first
step is to compute the input network (line 2-8), within which
the main computation is to compute the user representation.
The second step is to compute K expert networks (line 9-12).
The third step is to compute the gate network (line 13-24),
which involves computations for M activation units and M
gate units. The fourth step is to compute the overall output,
which is the predicted ranking score ŷ (line 25-29).

Suppose time complexities of the activation unit Φ(·), the
gate unit Θ(·), and the expert network Ψ(·) are Φt, Θt, and
Ψt, respectively. Then the time complexity of AW-MoE is
O(MΦt+KΨt+M(Θt+Φt)+KM+K), which can be sim-
plified as O(M(Θt +Φt)+Ψt) because K is usually a small
constant value. Suppose space complexities of Φ(·), Θ(·),
and Ψ(·) are Φs, Θs, and Ψs, respectively. Then the space
complexity of AW-MoE is O(Φt+KΨt+Θt+Φt)+O(V d),
where V is the vocabulary size of all items and d is the
embedding dimension. Since K is usually a small constant
value, the space complexity of AW-MoE can be simplified as
O(V d + Φt + Ψt + Θt). Both time and space complexities



of Φ(·), Θ(·), and Ψ(·) are related to the MLP parameters
as shown in Figure 4. As the contrastive learning strategy
generates only constant positive instances, and uses in-batch
examples as negative instances, it does not increase the time
and space complexities of AW-MoE.

Algorithm 1: The forward propagation of AW-MoE
Input: B = {b1, ...bj , ..., bM} is the item set of the

user behavior sequence, and M is the sequence
length. t is the target item. q is the query. o
represents other features. K is the number of
expert networks.

1 Lookup embeddings and obtain eτ , τ ∈ {bj , t, q, o}
2 // Step 1: computation for the input network
3 hI

τ = MLPI(eτ ), τ ∈ {bj , t, q, o}
4 vI

u = 0
5 for j = 1 to M do
6 vI

u = vI
u +ΦI(hI

bj ,h
I
t )h

I
bj

7 end
8 vimp = vI

u||h
I
t ||h

I
q ||h

I
o

9 // Step 2: computation for expert networks
10 for k = 1 to K do
11 sk = Ψk(vimp)
12 end
13 // Step 3: computation for the gate network
14 hG

τ = MLPG(eτ ), τ ∈ {bj , q}
15 for j = 1 to M do
16 aj = Θ(hG

bj ,h
G
q )

17 wG
j = ΦG(hG

bj ,h
G
q )

18 end
19 for k = 1 to K do
20 gk = 0
21 for j = 1 to M do
22 gk = gk + wG

j ajk
23 end
24 end
25 // Step 4: computation for the output
26 ŷ = 0
27 for k = 1 to K do
28 ŷ = ŷ + gksk
29 end

Output: ŷ

F. System Deployment

The AW-MoE has been deployed in the product search
engine of JD.com, the largest B2C e-commerce website in
China. The online model system and its relation to offline
training are summarized in Figure 6.

1) Offline training: The AW-MoE is trained in an end-to-
end manner, with a billion scale dataset collected from search
logs of JD.com in the last 15 days. In our initial design of the
AW-MoE, the gate network takes the user behavior sequence
and the target item as inputs. As a result, the gate network has
to be computed for every target item within a search session.

Since a gate network computation involves computations of
a gate unit and an activation unit for every item in the user
behavior sequence, this easily becomes the time-consuming
step in both training and inference because of the long user
behavior sequence (sometimes over 1,000 items).

In order to train and serve the model efficiently, we aim
to reduce the overhead from the gate network. We find that
by only using the user and query level features in the gate
network, we reduce the number of gate network computations
to only once for all target items in a session, and still maintain
the prediction accuracy. Our final launched model in the search
scenario combines the optimization technique above, which
results in > 10x saving in computational resource and latency
reduction. Nevertheless, in the recommendation scenario, we
still use the target item as the input to the gate network due
to the lack of query.

2) Online serving: The online serving system consists of
two components as shown in Figure 6. The search engine
is responsible for distributing and receiving features, and the
AW-MoE is responsible for ranking. When a user issues a
query, the search engine collects the associated user context
features including user behavior sequence, query, as well as
user profile information, and then retrieves relevant items using
multiple index models [47], [48]. Next, the retrieved items
and associated features are sent to the AW-MoE, which in
turn computes the predicted ranking scores for each item, all
of which are sent back to the search engine and are finally
presented to the user. For network load balancing, queries are
parallel distributed to a cluster with thousands of machines
running the AW-MoE model, achieving the average latency of
AW-MoE around 20 milliseconds, which meet the requirement
of our online service.

Search
engine

Search
logs

AW-MoE

AW-MoE
& CL

User

Offline training

Online serving

Feature
dump

Model
sync

Target item&
features

Target item&
ranking score

Query Ranking
list

Fig. 6. The architecture of our search engine.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we compare our proposed AW-MoE model
with other state-of-the-art ranking models empirically. In sub-
section IV-F, we visualize user representations learned by the
gate network. Furthermore, we perform an ablation study on



TABLE I
STATISTICS OF THE IN-HOUSE JD DATASET.

Statistics Training
set

Full
test set

Long-tail
test set 1

Long-tail
test set 2

# Sessions 6,686,451 76,886 4,695 17,650
# Users 4,901,748 75,180 4,694 17,225
# Queries 1,491,499 47,560 3,892 13,866
# Examples 13,466,568 875,395 32,090 218,507
Pos : Neg 1 : 1 1 : 10 1 : 6 1 : 13
# Examples /
# Sessions 2.0 11.4 6.8 12.3

two modules of AW-MoE in subsection IV-G, and investigate
effects of three hyper-parameters in contrastive learning in
subsection IV-H. At last in subsection IV-I, we conduct the
online A/B testing on the real traffic of hundreds of millions
of active users on JD.com.

A. Benchmark Datasets

Two datasets were used to evaluate our model, including one
in-house JD dataset and one public Amazon review dataset.

1) In-house JD dataset: We collected order records from
the JD e-commerce search engine. For model training, a total
of 6,686,451 search sessions were collected. For each session,
the purchased items were labeled as positives and an equal
number of negatives were sampled from impressed but not
purchased items to balance the ratio of positives to negatives,
resulting in a total of 13,466,568 training examples. Each
training example had a total of 22 categorical and numerical
features, and was converted to an input vector with dimension
as 549.

For model testing, three test sets were prepared. Firstly,
a total of 76,886 search sessions were collected as the full
test set. For each session, the purchased items were labeled
as positives and all impressed but not purchased items were
labeled as negatives, resulting in a total of 875,395 testing
examples. For each training and testing example, items clicked
in previous seven days or purchased in previous one year were
collected as the user behavior sequence.

Secondly, to further validate the effectiveness of the con-
trastive learning strategy, two long-tail user test sets were
selected from the full test set. The first long-tail user test set
consisted of long-tail users having limited historical behaviors,
and the second long-tail user test set consisted of long-tail
users who were elderly. Statistics of the in-house JD dataset
are summarized in Table I.

2) Public Amazon review dataset: The public Amazon
review dataset [49] is a widely-used benchmark in recom-
mendation. We preprocessed the dataset following the method
described in [34], where all review events were innerly joined
with the metadata, resulting in a total of 199,298,798 review
events with 13,727,767 users and 6,926,608 items. Then, all
review events were grouped by user and were organized in
chronological order. The task of this dataset was to predict
the last reviewed item for each user given historical reviewed
items by the user. We randomly sampled 90% of all users as

the training examples and the rest 10% of users were used
as testing examples. For each training and testing example,
the last reviewed item was regarded as the positive item
and a negative item was randomly sampled from all other
items. Features used in this dataset consisted of features in
the original dataset and features added in [34]. All features of
an example were converted to an input vector with dimension
as 354.

Please note that there was no query in this dataset, instead
the recommendation was made purely based on the user
behavior sequence as well as other basic features. Therefore,
the query was replaced by the target item in Figure 3c when
evaluating AW-MoE on this dataset. Since the core ideas of
our proposed AW-MoE model are the user behavior sequence
modeling and the contrastive learning in the gate network,
this did not present a severe obstacle to the conclusion in this
setting.

B. Evaluation Metrics

Two metrics were used for performance evaluation: AUC
(Area Under the ROC Curve) and NDCG (Normalized Dis-
counted Cumulative Gain) [50]. AUC measures the probability
that a randomly sampled positive item has a higher ranking
score than a randomly sampled negative one:

AUC =
1

|P |
∑
p∈P

1

|D+
p ||D−

p |
∑
i∈D+

p

∑
j∈D−

p

I(ŷpi > ŷpj), (12)

where P is the set of search sessions in the test dataset,
D+

p and D−
p are sets of items purchased and not purchased

respectively in session p, I(·) is an indicator function, and ŷpi
and ŷpj are predicted ranking scores for item i and item j
respectively in session p.

NDCG is another widely-used metric in ranking, which
assigns higher weights to the top-ranked items by applying
a position-based discount factor to the ranking score, and then
normalize the score by its maximal possible value:

NDCG =
1

|P |
∑
p∈P

(

|D̂p|∑
i=1

ypi
log2(i+ 1)

/

|Dp|∑
i=1

ypi
log2(i+ 1)

),

(13)
where both D̂p and Dp are the union set of D+

p and D−
p , and

the difference between them lies in that items in D̂p are ranked
by the predicted score ŷpi while items in Dp are ranked by
the ground-truth label ypi.

A higher AUC or NDCG indicates a better performance.
Since most users browse only the top-ranked items, we also
report AUC and NDCG calculated by the top-10 items in a
session, i.e., the AUC@10 and the NDCG@10.

C. Compared Algorithms

Three state-of-the-art personalized ranking models were
compared with our proposed AW-MoE:

• DNN [1]. The user representation vector was obtained
by sum pooling all items in the user behavior sequence,
and was fed into an FFN together with other features for
feature interaction.



• DIN [2]. Similar to DNN except that the user representa-
tion vector was computed using the attention mechanism.

• Category-MoE [34]. It leveraged the MoE framework
to learn a ranking model that specialized for each query
category by feeding the category id into the gate network.

• AW-MoE. Our proposed model that simultaneously fed
the user behavior sequence into expert networks and the
gate network. Within the gate network, a gate unit and
an activation unit were designed for each item in the user
behavior sequence to adaptively learn the fine-grained
impact of each item to each expert, and the final output
of the gate network was obtained by weighted sum of
outputs from all gate units using an attention mechanism.

• AW-MoE & CL. Based on the AW-MoE, an auxiliary
contrastive loss was imposed to the output of the gate
network to improve the robustness of the model and the
model generalization for long-tail users.

Please note that we did not compare AW-MoE with models
like DIEN [3] and DSIN [4], because these models together
with DIN [2] all were not based on the MoE framework,
and all of them exploited the user behavior sequence only
once for user representation learning. Therefore, all of these
models could be regarded as one expert network without the
gate network. On the contrary, our proposed AW-MoE was
based on the MoE framework, and mainly focused on the
optimization for the gate network, which was designed to learn
personalized patterns of feature interactions. Theoretically, all
of the aforementioned models were compatible with AW-MoE,
and could be the expert network of AW-MoE. As a result, we
only compared AW-MoE with the classic DIN model.

D. Parameter Settings

For experiments on the in-house JD dataset, the FFN
networks used in DNN and DIN models had the same network
structure as the expert networks used in all MoE-based models,
and parameters were illustrated in Figure 4b. ReLU was used
as the activation function for all hidden layers. For all MoE-
based models, the number of expert networks K was set
as 4. For contrastive learning when training AW-MoE, the
masking probability p was set as 0.1, the number of negative
examples l was set as 3, and the contrastive loss weight λ
was set as 0.05, and we investigated effects of these hyper-
parameters in subsection IV-H. All models were trained on
4 NVIDIA P40 GPUs with batch size as 1,024. We applied
the AdamW [51] optimizer with an initial learning rate as 1E-
4. For experiments on the public Amazon review dataset, we
followed the parameter settings (FFN network structure and
batch size) as described in [25].

E. Performance Evaluation

1) Results From Model Comparison on the JD Dataset:
Evaluation results of five ranking models on the full test
set of the in-house JD dataset are illustrated in Table II.
First, our proposed AW-MoE achieved an AUC of 0.8459,
which was 2.58% (3.39% in terms of NDCG) absolutely
higher than DNN. When test items were limited to top-10,

improvements were even bigger with 3.26% and 3.60% in
terms of AUC@10 and NDCG@10, respectively. Second, all
MoE-based models outperformed DIN, which is the state-of-
the-art model applied in many industrial companies, showing
that the MoE framework was consistently beneficial to the
personalized ranking. Third, AW-MoE improved Category-
MoE, our previous online model, with an absolute AUC gain
of 0.71% (0.99% in terms of NDCG), which is significant for
our business, demonstrating that the user behavior sequence
was more suitable than the category id for expert network
activation. At last, the contrastive learning strategy (AW-MoE
& CL) further improved the AUC of AW-MoE by 0.13%,
indicating the effectiveness of contrastive learning.

To further validate the effectiveness of the contrastive learn-
ing strategy, five ranking models were also evaluated on the
two long-tail user test sets (Tables III and IV). Take the first
long-tail user test set as an example (Table III), as long-tail
users had few historical behaviors, existing ranking models,
such as DNN, DIN, and Category-MoE, failed to learn appro-
priate user representations from user behavior sequence due to
data sparsity, hence achieved similar and relatively low AUC
values. For the proposed AW-MoE, although it achieved a
remarkably high AUC of 0.8353, which was 0.54% absolutely
higher than that of Category-MoE, p-values indicated that the
improvement was not significant, showing the difficulty of
personalized ranking for long-tail users. Nevertheless, with the
contrastive learning strategy, AW-MoE & CL reached an AUC
of 0.8379, which was 0.80% absolutely higher than that of
Category-MoE, and the improvement was significant (p-value
< 0.05), demonstrating the effectiveness of the contrastive
learning strategy. Furthermore, AW-MoE & CL improved the
AUC of AW-MoE by 0.26%, which was higher than that on
the full test set (0.13%). When test items were limited to top-
10, the improvement was even bigger with 0.49% in terms of
AUC@10, indicating that the contrastive learning strategy did
improve the model generalization for long-tail users. Using
the second long-tail user test set, similar results were obtained
(Table IV).

2) Results From Model Comparison on the Amazon
Dataset: We further conducted experiments on the public
Amazon review dataset. Since the Amazon dataset was a
dataset for recommendation, and only one negative example
was sampled for each positive example, only the overall AUC
metric was calculated for comparison. As shown in Table
V, the conclusions drawn from the Amazon dataset were in
agreement with those drawn from the JD dataset. Our proposed
AW-MoE achieved an AUC of 0.7362, which was 2.39%,
2.00% and 1.09% absolutely higher than DNN, DIN and
Category-MoE, respectively, demonstrating the superiority of
the architecture of AW-MoE. The performance of AW-MoE
was further enhanced by the contrastive learning strategy (AW-
MoE & CL), which improved the AUC of AW-MoE by 0.19%.
This evaluation again illustrated that our proposed AW-MoE
together with the contrastive learning strategy were superior
in personalized ranking even on a recommendation dataset,
demonstrating the generalization of our approach.



TABLE II
RESULTS ON THE FULL TEST SET OF THE IN-HOUSE JD DATASET. NUMBERS MARKED WITH * AND ‡ ARE P-VALUES RELATIVE TO DNN AND

CATEGORY-MOE, RESPECTIVELY.

Model Metric p-value
AUC AUC@10 NDCG NDCG@10 AUC AUC@10 NDCG NDCG@10

DNN 0.8201 0.7471 0.6580 0.6369 - - - -
DIN 0.8361 0.7674 0.6785 0.6587 1.00E-20* 1.00E-20* 1.00E-20* 1.00E-20*

Category-MoE 0.8388 0.7706 0.6820 0.6624 1.00E-20* 1.00E-20* 1.00E-20* 1.00E-20*
AW-MoE 0.8459 0.7797 0.6919 0.6729 1.33E-15‡ 4.38E-10‡ 1.07E-11‡ 9.96E-11‡

AW-MoE & CL 0.8472 0.7808 0.6937 0.6747 1.00E-20‡ 2.08E-12‡ 6.66E-16‡ 5.37E-14‡

TABLE III
RESULTS ON THE LONG-TAIL TEST SET 1 OF THE IN-HOUSE JD DATASET. NUMBERS MARKED WITH * AND ‡ ARE P-VALUES RELATIVE TO DNN AND

CATEGORY-MOE, RESPECTIVELY.

Model Metric p-value
AUC AUC@10 NDCG NDCG@10 AUC AUC@10 NDCG NDCG@10

DNN 0.8274 0.7949 0.6894 0.6802 - - - -
DIN 0.8283 0.7951 0.6909 0.6808 8.02E-01* 9.66E-01* 7.79E-01* 9.07E-01*

Category-MoE 0.8299 0.7969 0.6916 0.6819 5.06E-01* 6.93E-01* 6.86E-01* 7.68E-01*
AW-MoE 0.8353 0.8019 0.7004 0.6901 1.38E-01‡ 3.09E-01‡ 1.13E-01‡ 1.72E-01‡

AW-MoE & CL 0.8379 0.8068 0.7034 0.6943 2.67E-02‡ 4.37E-02‡ 3.34E-02‡ 3.77E-02‡

TABLE IV
RESULTS ON THE LONG-TAIL TEST SET 2 OF THE IN-HOUSE JD DATASET. NUMBERS MARKED WITH * AND ‡ ARE P-VALUES RELATIVE TO DNN AND

CATEGORY-MOE, RESPECTIVELY.

Model Metric p-value
AUC AUC@10 NDCG NDCG@10 AUC AUC@10 NDCG NDCG@10

DNN 0.7621 0.6870 0.6039 0.5820 - - - -
DIN 0.7761 0.7066 0.6216 0.6018 1.24E-06* 8.62E-08* 2.61E-07* 1.10E-07*

Category-MoE 0.7772 0.7059 0.6228 0.6026 1.89E-07* 2.82E-07* 3.76E-08* 3.60E-08*
AW-MoE 0.7849 0.7151 0.6342 0.6141 7.00E-03‡ 1.20E-02‡ 1.00E-03‡ 2.00E-03‡

AW-MoE & CL 0.7873 0.7185 0.6363 0.6166 4.00E-04‡ 5.00E-04‡ 1.00E-04‡ 2.00E-04‡

TABLE V
RESULTS ON THE PUBLIC AMAZON REVIEW DATASET. NUMBERS MARKED
WITH * AND ‡ ARE P-VALUES RELATIVE TO DNN AND CATEGORY-MOE,

RESPECTIVELY.

Model AUC p-value

DNN 0.7123 -
DIN 0.7162 7.68E-06*

Category-MoE 0.7253 1.00E-20*
AW-MoE 0.7362 1.00E-20‡

AW-MoE & CL 0.7381 1.00E-20‡

F. Visualization of User Representations Learned by the Gate
Network

One of the key ideas of the proposed AW-MoE was that we
designed a gate network to adaptively activate different expert
networks according to the user behavior sequence. As a result,
the output of the gate network could be regarded as the user
representation. To validate the effectiveness of the proposed
model on the in-house JD dataset, we visualized clusters of the
user representations learned by the gate network for different
groups of users in two-dimensional space using t-SNE [52] as
shown in Figure 7.

As shown in Figure 7, users who had no historical behaviors

(new users) were well clustered and were separated from old
users. Moreover, old users were further grouped into users who
purchased (Old user w/ target order) and did not purchase (Old
user w/o target order) the target item. This observation was in
line with the intuition that new users had no prior knowledge
to the website and were supposed to activate different experts
for feature interactions than the old users. Since old users
with target order (green points in Figure 7) usually had abun-
dant historical behaviors, their shopping interests were more
diverse, hence these users were further grouped into several
sub-clusters, whose clustering rules were too complicated to
be explained. The visualization results indicated that different
groups of users did have different representations, and thus
activated different expert networks, which was able to improve
the learning effectiveness for each expert and hence led to a
better personalized ranking performance.

G. Ablation Study for the Gate Network

In this subsection, we performed an ablation study on AW-
MoE by showing how the gate unit (GU) and the activation
unit (AU) affected its performance. Within the gate network
of AW-MoE, both the gate unit and the activation unit were
designed to model the user behavior sequence, but their
motivations were different. The gate unit was to learn the effect
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Fig. 7. t-SNE [52] visualization of user representations learned by the gate
network for different user groups. Users who had no historical behaviors
were classified to be new users, otherwise old users. Old users were further
classified to users who purchased the target item in the past (Old user w/
target order) and users who did not (Old user w/o target order).

TABLE VI
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF AW-MOE ON THE FULL TEST SET OF
THE IN-HOUSE JD DATASET W.R.T. DIFFERENT MODULES IN THE GATE

NETWORK. GU: GATE UNIT, AU: ACTIVATION UNIT.

Model AUC AUC@10 NDCG NDCG@10

Base (sum pooling
of behaviors) 0.8438 0.7766 0.6884 0.6692

Base+GU 0.8451 0.7784 0.6900 0.6709
Base+AU 0.8455 0.7789 0.6908 0.6717

Base+GU+AU
(AW-MoE) 0.8459 0.7797 0.6919 0.6729

of the item to experts, while the activation unit was to learn
the importance of the item.

As shown in Table VI, if the output of the gate network
was calculated by sum pooling all items in the user behavior
sequence without the gate unit and the activation unit (Base), it
achieved an AUC of 0.8438 and an NDCG of 0.6884, which
were fairly high compared with category-MoE in Table II,
indicating that the user behavior sequence was more suitable
than the category id for expert network activation. If either
the gate unit or the activation unit was added, a more fine-
grained user representation was learned by the gate network,
hence the AUC and the NDCG were improved by around
0.1% and 0.2%, respectively. Furthermore, if both the gate unit
and the activation were added, AW-MoE achieved an AUC of
0.8459 and an NDCG of 0.6919, which were 0.21% and 0.35%
absolutely higher than those of the base model, demonstrating
that both the gate unit and the activation unit had unique
values, and combining two modules together achieved the best
performance.

H. Hyper-Parameters for Contrastive Learning

In this subsection, we investigated effects of hyper-
parameters used in the contrastive learning strategy, including
the mask probability p, the number of negative instances l, and

the weight for contrastive loss λ. As the contrastive learning
strategy was proposed mainly for long-tail users and AUC@10
was more sensitive to the performance change (see Table III),
we performed the comparison on the long-tail user test set of
the in-house JD dataset and tuned hyper-parameters according
to the metric of AUC@10.

As shown in Figure 8, a general pattern was found that
the performance peaked when hyper-parameters were set at a
special value and then deteriorated if hyper-parameters were
increased or decreased. Take the mask probability p as an
example, when it was set as a very small value (0.01), the
mask operator can hardly work, and when it was set as
values greater than 0.2, too many items were masked thus
hurting the performance. Therefore, the optimal p was set as
0.1. Similarly, the optimal l and λ were set as 3 and 0.05
respectively.

I. Experiment on Online A/B Testing

From 2021-Sep-17 to 2021-Sep-22, online A/B testing was
conducted in the JD e-commerce search engine. AW-MoE
contributed 0.78% (p-value=2.20E-5) user conversation rate
(UCVR) and 0.35% (p-value=2.97E-5) user click through
rate (UCTR) gain compared with the previous Category-MoE
model online. Please note that every 0.10% increase in UCVR
or UCTR brings great revenues for the company, hence the
improvement achieved by the AW-MoE was significant. As
a result, the proposed AW-MoE ranking model has been
deployed in the JD e-commerce search engine.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We presented Attention Weighted MoE with contrastive
learning for personalized ranking in e-commerce. AW-MoE
leveraged multiple expert networks to capture the diverse
feature interaction patterns, and the attention weighted gate
network to explicitly learn the personalized experts activa-
tion vectors. In particular, the gate network incorporated a
gate unit and an activation unit for each item in the user
behavior sequence to learn fine-grained activation schemas for
expert predictions. Furthermore, an auxiliary contrastive loss
was imposed to the output of the gate network to improve
both the robustness of the model and the generalization for
long-tail users. Our experiments demonstrated that AW-MoE
achieved significant improvement in personalized ranking on
both search and recommendation datasets. AW-MoE has now
been deployed in the JD e-commerce search engine, serving
the real traffic of hundreds of millions of active users.

For future works, we plan to update the vanilla MoE to the
sparsely-gated MoE [9] by increasing the number of experts
and introducing a Top-K gate network. Furthermore, the
adversarial regularization used in [34] is a promising technique
to encourage the disagreement among different experts, thus
improving the diversity of perspectives in the final ensemble.
At last, more data augmentation strategies for the user behavior
sequences will be explored, such as item reordering [43], [44].
to further improve the robustness and generalization of the
model.
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Fig. 8. Performance comparison of the contrastive learning strategy on the long-tail user test set of the in-house JD dataset w.r.t. different p, l, and λ. First,
p, l, and λ were initialized as 0.2, 1, and 0.05, respectively. Then, l and λ were fixed, and p was tuned and was found to be optimal at 0.1. Next, p was
revised as 0.1, and l was tuned and was found to be optimal at 3. At last, l was revised as 3, and λ was tuned and was found to be optimal at 0.05.
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