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Abstract— Internet search results are a growing and highly The speed of the winner determination in Step 3 is crucial
profitable advertising platform. Search providers auction adver-  pecause it contributes to the user-experienced latenceg sire
tlsmg_slots to advertisers on their search result pages. Bato winning ads are displayed on the search result page returned
the high volume of searches and the users’ low tolerance for . . .
search result latency, it is imperative to resolve these ations to the l.Jser_. In current sponsore_d search auctions, thl_sewmn
fast. Current approaches restrict the expressiveness of ¢ in determination can be done quickly because advertisers are

order to achieve fast winner determination, which is the prdolem limited to submitting a single bid on whether or not the user
of allocating slots to advertisers so as to maximize the exped clicks on their ad.
revenue given the advertisers’ bids. The goal of our work is

to permit more expressive bidding, thus allowing advertises to  A. The Need for Expressive Auctions
achieve complex advertising goals, while still providing dst and . . -
scalable techniques for winner determination. Unfortunately, as we now point out, the limited bidding

in current sponsored search auctions is insufficient to meet
advertisers’ needs in two respects.

With the huge number of Internet searches performed everyBidding on Multiple Features. Once the advertisers’ ads
day, search result pages have become a thriving advertisiirg displayed on the search results page, the user who sub-
platform. The results of a search query are presented to thtted the query may click on the ad and may even make
user as a web page that contains a limited number of sladspurchase as a result. Advertisers clearly value purchases
typically between four and twenty, for advertisements. Opecause they represent immediate revenue. They also value
each search result page, major search engines, like Goagle @licks on their ads because they indicate potential custeme
Yahoo, sell these slots to advertisers via an auction mésmmanHowever, even if the user does not click on or buy something,
that charges an advertiser only if a user clicks on his adtMaglvertisers might place value on having their ads displayed
of Google’s multi-billion dollar revenue, and more thanftal  simply because this increases their chance to make an impres
Yahoo's revenue, comes from these so-called sponsorechseaion on the customer. Advertisers who value brand awareness
auctions [1]; and this market is growing quickly. By 2008may wish their ads to be placed in prominent positions. Such
spending by US firms on sponsored search is expected increageertisers may prefer their ads to be displayed near the top
by $3.2 billion from 2006 and will exceed $9.6 billion, theor bottom of the list, but not in the middle. Other advertser
amount spent on all of online advertising in 2004 [2]. Wittwhose goals are to be perceived as the leaders in their raarket
the increasing market size in mind, it is natural to approaghay wish their ads to be displayed in the topmost slot or not
sponsored search auctions from a database perspectivéein oglisplayed at all. Thus it is clear that advertisers haveatidns
to tackle issues of scalability and expressiveness. Ougrdap on clicks, purchases, and slot positions.

a first step in this direction. Unfortunately, in current search advertising platformd; a

Sponsored search auctions currently work as follows:  vertisers are restricted to bidding only on whether thepirex

1) Bid submission. Advertisers submit bids on clicks for a click on their ad. We call this single-feature auctiosince
certain keywords offline. the advertisers can express their valuations on only orterfsa

2) User search.A user submits a search query. namely, receiving a click. Our goal is to suppaonrtilti-feature

3) Winner determination. Slots are assigned to advertiserauctionsthat would allow advertisers to express valuations on
by the search provider based on the advertisers’ bidsmultiple features, namely, clicks, purchases, and slatipas.

4) User action. The search result page is returned to thExtending bidding to multiple features is non-trivial, whas
user who may now click on one or more of the sponsorgaeviously the advertiser submitted a single value as degic
links. in Figure[d, now the advertiser can submit a whole table of

5) Pricing and payment. The search provider charges arvalues for the different combinations of features, as dedic
advertiser according to some pricing rule if the usen Figure[2. The fast algorithms for winner determinatioatth
clicked on the advertiser's sponsored link. are currently used by Google and Yahoo! do not extend to
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non-trivial multi-feature auctions. Moreover, even fongle- Scalable Algorithms. We provide an algorithm for winner
feature auctions, these algorithms can correctly deal ailly  determination that takes as input bids made in our expressiv
a restricted situation, namely, one where the expected eumbidding language and runs quickly provided that the bids
of clicks on an ad is “separable” into the product of asatisfy a condition that can be viewed as a generalization of
advertiser-specific factor and a slot-specific factor. separability; moreover, we prove that this requiremennis i

Dynamic Bidding Strategies. The language that searchsense necessary to get fast performance.
providers, such as Google and Yahoo, currently use to letWe also provide techniques for reducing the amount of work
advertisers express bidding preferences in is ratherdinit that needs to be done when evaluating dynamic strategies of
While the language does allow advertisers to specify adichit many advertisers. This results in a scalable infrastrectar
number of parameters to constrain their bids (such asnwlti-feature auctions with dynamic strategies.
daily budget, and geographic targets), the language is1ofte Summary of our contributions. We approach sponsored
insufficiently expressive for serious advertisers to exptleir search auctions from a database perspective, and tacksiss
preferences and how they change over time. To deal wibh scalability and expressiveness. Our main contributari
this, advertisers employ the services of various thirdyparefficient and scalable infrastructure that permits muchemor
search engine management companies (such as iProspaqiressive bidding than is currently available. In pafticu
SureHits, Atlas, etc.) that monitor the outcomes of austionve provide
and periodically resubmit bids on behalf of the advertiser s a language to express dynamic bidding strategies for
in an attempt to approximate the advertisers’ preferences multi-feature sponsored search auctions (Sedfion Il);
as much as possible. The kinds of goals that they try to. an efficient, scalable, and parallelizable algorithm tesol
achieve include maintaining a specified slot position durin  winner determination for bids in our language (Section
certain hours of the day, maintaining a slot position above a [II);
specified competitor, and equalizing the return on investme . techniques to reduce the amount of work necessary for
(ROI) across multiple keywords.The success of such search evaluating dynamic strategies for multiple advertisers
engine management companies demonstrates the desire among(Section(1V).
advertisers for more complex expressive bidding in seargle evaluate our techniques experimentally in Sedfibn V, and
auctions. Again, advertisers want these, but can only p@kf e conclude in SectioR VI.
a set of pre-defined strategies that these companies provide

[I. BIDDING STRATEGIES ASPROGRAMS

In this section, we formalize the notion of bidding on

With the increasing market size in mind, our goal is tenultiple features, and we propose a simple language for
design a framework that allows huge numbers of advertisgfgnamic strategies that bid on these features.

to bid on a richer set of features using dynamic bidding )

strategies while simultaneously allowing the search mrewi ~ Multiple Features

to determine winners quickly so as not to detract from the use Recall that traditionally an advertiser could only bid on

experience [3]. one property of the outcome, namely, whether his ad received
Bidding Language. In this paper, we propose a simple bu@ click. Now we would like to allow advertisers to bid on

rich language for bidding that allows advertisers to expreadditional properties as well, namely whether a purchase wa

their high-level strategies directly; we allow users torsito made, and whether his ad was displayed within a desired set

their dynamic strategies dsdding programsthat can bid on of slots. To each advertiser, we make available the follgwin

multiple features of the auction outcome, such as purchaggedicates that indicate whether or not the outcome has one

and slot positions, in addition to clicks. Programs takenpsii  of these desired properties.

the search query and various statistics about auctionritisto 1) Slot;, indicating that the advertiser gets slgtfor j €

and performance, and they output bids on clicks, purchases, {1,...,k}, with k being the number of slots.

and slot positions. Using this language gives advertiseestd  2) Click, indicating that the user clicked on the advertiser’s

and fine-grained control over their advertising strategpes ad.

stead of simply picking from a menu of pre-defined goals, as3) Purchase, indicating that the user made a purchase via

is currently done. Thus, in our framework, the search anstio a link from the advertiser’s ad.

work as follows: Conceptually, the advertiser associates a value with each
1) Program submission. Advertisers submit a bidding truth assignment to these predicates, as depicted in FRjure

program to bid on their behalf. However, the size of such a representation is exponential in
2) User search. the number of predicates. So we represent bids as OR-bids on
3) Program evaluation. The programs are run and placeBoolean combinations of predicates instead. That is, we let
bids on clicks, purchases, and slot positions. the advertiser fill in aBids tablewhere each row corresponds

4) Winner determination. to a Boolean formula of predicates and the amount that he
5) User action. is willing to pay should that formula be true. If multiple
6) Pricing and payment. formulas are true, the advertiser can be charged the sune of th

B. Our Framework
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Fig. 3. Bids table

Fig. 1. Single-feature valuation

Purchase | Click | Slot; | Sloty | Slots | value

Y Y Y N N 7 text formula maxbid | roi | bid | relevance
N Y Y N N 2 boot | Click A Slot, 5 2 | 4 0.8
. shoe Click 6 1 8 0.2
\.( Y N N Y 5 Fig. 4. Keywords table
N Y N N Y 0

that the advertiser is interested. The attributes of thdetup
contain, among other things, the formula for the bid, keydigor
relevance score in the search query, the return on investmen
that this keyword has provided the advertiser, the maximum
corresponding amounts. For example, the Bids table d@picfémount that the adv_ertiser is willing to bid on a click by aruse
in Figure[3 indicates that the advertiser is willing to pay ho searc.hed.for this keyworq, and the amount of money that
cents if he gets a purchase; 2 cents if his ad is displayed qdveruser is currently b|dd|r!g for the keyword. Thersaa
either positions 1 or 2: and 7 cents if he gets a purclase prowder updates the return on investment for a keyword each
his ad is displayed in positions 1 or 2. time a usiar searches for_the keyword and then clicks on t_he
advertiser's ad. The bidding program can be stored with its
private tables to improve locality. Since bidding programe
) ) ) o _private tables and read-only shared tables, they do naaitte
As we said, we are interested in designing a programmiQgih each other when they are triggered by a new search query.

language that lets advertisers express more complex prefggénce they can be distributed across several machines and ru
ences, which may change over time. Instead of providing parallel if necessary.

advertisers with a pre-defined selection of advertisingtstr

gies, we let the advertisers submit their bidding strategie C:- An Example: Equalizing ROI

programs for the search provider to run. Conceptually, eachWe now give a concrete example of a dynamic bidding
time a user submits a search query to the search providdrategy that bids on multiple features. Our example coptbin
these programs are triggered. The main purpose of thése dynamic ROl equalizing heuristic mentioned in Section
programs is to output bids on clicks, purchases, and dbwith bidding on two features, clicks and the top slot; the
positions that may result from displaying their ad on thadvertiser is interested in receiving clicks for two keydsr
search result page. In order to do so, each program credtesot” and “shoe”, but also wants to be perceived as the
a Bids table as described in Section I-A each time there lading supplier of boots and so would be willing to pay extra
a sponsored search auction. These programs have acceds be shown in the top slot if the search query is highly raléva
several variables pertinent to the current auction and ¢o tto boots. In order to control his spending, the advertiser ha
advertiser, such as the keywords in the search query, the tismtarget spending rate that he wishes to maintain. The ROI
of day, the advertiser’s remaining budget, the currentrretin  equalizing heuristic, as suggested in [4], tries to dynaitjc
investment for the keywords that the advertiser is intekst, allocate spending across the different keywords and bids so
and so on. These variables are stored in tables, some of whashto maximize the advertiser’s “bang for the buck”. If the
are read-only shared between all advertisers (such asntige tadvertiser is underspending (i.e., his current spendirig ra
and location of the search) and some of which are privaie lower than his target spending rate), then the advertiser
to each advertiser (such as information about the keyworidgreases the bids on keywords that have been most profitable
that the advertiser is interested in). The programs can Ibleenfor him (i.e., those with the highest return on investmeltit).
written using simple SQL updates without recursion and-sidéhe advertiser is overspending (i.e., his current spenditg
effects. SQL triggers can be used to activate programs whenis: higher than his target spending rate), then the advertise
auction begins and to notify programs if they received g, slatecreases the bids on keywords that have been least prefitabl
click, or purchase. Programs can modify their private blefor him (i.e., those with the lowest return on investment).
although commonly used variables, such as amount spdRéturn on investment of a bid is the total value gained from
budget remaining, return on investment for various keywprdhe keyword (e.g., number of clicks received in the top slot
etc. can be automatically maintained for each program by ttimes the amount the advertiser values a click in the top slot
search provider. For example, the advertiser-specifi@akées divided by the amount spent so far on it.

related to keywords are stored in a Keyword table, as dapicte Figure[® shows the program for this strategy. Line 1 creates
in Figure[4 that is private to each advertiser. Each tupéetrigger that waits for a new query to be inserted into the
in the Keyword table corresponds to a bid for a keyworQuery table, indicating that a new auction is taking plattne

Fig. 2. Multi-feature valuation

B. Dynamic Strategies



; ?REATE TRIGGER bid AFTER INSERT ON Query their social opportunity cost (this is known as Vickrey g

3 IF amtSpent / time < targetSpendRate THEN  [8], [9], [10]), or charging advertiser in theth slot the amount

4 UPDATE Keywords bid by the next-highest bidder (this is known as generalized

5 SET bid = bid + 1 second-pricing [1]). Note that with most pricing schemes, a

6 WHERE roi = , provider’s revenue isot the revenue that is computed in the

7 ( SELECT MAX( K.roi ) . L . -

8 FROM Keywords K ) W|nn_er-determ|nat_|on problem. D_|ffer.ent pricing schentesd

9 AND relevance > 0 to different behavior of the auction in terms of revenue; sta
10 AND bid < maxbid; bility, and other economic and game-theoretic propertes.

11  ELSEIF amtSpent / time < targetSpendRate example, Vickrey pricing leads to theoretically stablethful
12 THEN auctions [10], while generalized second pricing leads ¢ally

12 gE?A;?dKiygigdf 1 envy-free equilibria [1]. Nevertheless, the first step inttase
15 WHERE roi = auctions is to do winner determination. Furthermore, given
16 ( SELECT MIN( K.roi ) winner determination as a subroutine, the pricing schersed u
17 FROM Keywords K ) in these auctions (i.e., Vickrey pricing, generalized seko
12 igg ;ilje;’ag‘fe >0 pricing, etc.) can all be expressed as very simple comusti
20  ENDIF; ! In our yvor!<, therefore, we focus on optimizing the winner-
21 determination computation.
22 UPDATE Bids i o
23  SET value = A. How Winner Determination Works
;g ( ?igﬁciesgfﬁdi'ﬁid ) The winner-determination problens to compute the al-
26 WHERE K%relevance > 0.7 location of slots to advertisers that results in the highest
27 AND K.formula = Bids.formula ); expected revenue for the search engine provider, under the
28 } assumption that advertisers actually pay what they bid. In
keeping with Google and Yahoo policy, we restrict the slot
Fig. 5. Equalize ROI allocations to those in which no advertiser gets assigne mo
than one slot. This prevents extremely wealthy advertisers
formula value from monopolizing all the available slots.
Click A Slotq 4 In order to compute the expected revenue resulting from an
Click 0 allocation, we need the advertisers’ bids on clicks, puseka

and slot positions as specified in their Bids tables. For tetw,
us assume, that we actually run all of the advertisers’ bigldi
programs to get their resulting Bids tables. In Section 4, we

advertiser notices that he has been underspending (lirtee3)dive techniques that require us to run only a small subset of
increases his tentative bids for all relevant keywords tiaae Programs under certain conditions.

provided him with the highest ROI, taking care not to inceeas [N order to compute the expected revenue resulting from an
the bid past its maximum value (lines 4—10). Similarly, tineallocation, we also need the probabilities that the formurtea
13-19 decreases his bids for relevant keywords with thedowéhe Bids tables are true in the final outcome. We thus consider
ROI if he is overspending (line 11), taking care not to deseeathe set of all possible outcomes that describe which slot was
his bid below zero. Next, he updates the values in the Bi@jocated to which advertiser together with which adverss
table with the sum of his tentative bids for the correspogdirfeceived clicks and purchases. The probabilities of clakd
formulas for all sufficiently relevant keywords, namelypge Purchases depend on the search provider’s allocation tsftslo
with a relevance score higher thari in the user-submitted advertisers. For example, ads placed at the top are motg like
search query (lines 22—27). For example, if the Keywordetado be noticed and clicked on than those placed in the middle
is as depicted in FigurEl 4 after running lines 1-20, then ti§é the page [11]. As a reasonable first-order approximation,

Fig. 6. Bids table for Example Program

output Bids table will be as depicted in Figtite 6. we assume that the probability that a given advertiser gets a
click depends only on the slot allocated to him, and that the
lIl. WINNER DETERMINATION probability that he gets a purchase depends only on whether

Having empowered the advertisers with a language fbe got a click and on the slot allocated to him. Furthermore,
expressing dynamic bidding strategies to bid on a rich setw& assume that the search provider has (or can estimate, usin
features, we now seek efficient and scalable techniquebéor tlata it has collected) these click and purchase probaisilicr
search provider to perform winner determination. each advertiser and each slot allocation to that advertiser

All sponsored search auction mechanisms currently in useNote that a complete representation of the probabilities of
(see, for example, [5], [6], [1], [7]) first solve the winner-all possible formulas for each advertiser is exponentidhin
determination problem, then assign slot positions acogrth number of features. Although this is not too large in our
the winning allocation, and finally use some method of chargetting, the complete set of probabilities should be staned
ing prices for the positions, such as charging each adeerti database separate from the run-time system, which itself



should store only probabilities for the formulas mentiomed be placed or2-dependent events, such as the event that one
the bidding programs and Keyword tables, since these are #tvertiser is displayed above another. APX is the class of
only probabilities that are used. Furthermore, the prdliigsi NP optimization problems that have polynomial-time consta
can be partitioned by advertiser and should be stored witdctor approximation algorithms [12].

the advertiser's bidding program and private tables to @wer  Theorem 3:For OR-bids on collections of-dependent
locality. events, the winner-determination problem is APX-hard.

B. Complexity In the remainder of this section, we take the reader on

Given the assumptions on slot allocations and distribatioft qugst for an efﬁmgnt and scalable winner-determination
above, we look at the complexity of solving the winner‘:’Ilgorlthm for our bidding language.
determination problem given bids in our language. Recall Existing Allocation Algorithms
that a bidding program’s output is an OR-bid represented
by a Bids table whose rows contain bids of the form “Pa\xl
$d, for E,", ..., “Pay #,, for E,”, where E1,...,E,,
are Boolean combinations of ttot;, Click, and Purchase

The allocation algorithms used by Google and Yahoo, as
ell as those studied in the literature [6], [5], [1], [7], ae
with the issue of scalability by assuming that the probspili

. : . of a click resulting from assigning a slot to an advertiser
predmgtes. Recall that, in ?‘dd!“"”' we assume that fp_r a@’separable that is, it can be written as the product of an
allocation, we _have a distribution on outco_mes,_ .Cond'ﬂ'ongdvertiser—specific factor and a slot-specific factor. istrate

on that allocation. Each formuIEi can be identified with this notion of separability, we provide examples of non-
an eventon the set of possible outcomes, namely, the Sélparable and separable click probabilities in Figlitesdi@n

of m;)tco_rr:es |ntW£1|chEt;-.(;_true. Thus ?'d?_mg og formulaf respectively. The matrix in Figufd 8 is separable because th
can be Interpreted as bidding on events. foward proving rIeaﬁtries in the matrix can be split into the product of adgerti
winner determination is tractable for bids in our language,

introduce the following definition specific factors (namely, 4 for Nike and 3 for Adidas) and slot
Definition 1 (n-dependent event)an  event s m- specific-factors (namely, 0.2 for slot 1, and 0.1 for slot 2).

dependentif there are at mostm advertisers such that Slot;  Slots
probability of the event given any allocation depends omy o Nike 0.7 0.4
the plagement of thpsez advertlsers_s._ o Adidas | 0.6 0.3

That is, an event isn-dependent if it is independent of the . - .
slots assigned to all but advertisers. For example, the event Fig. 7. Non-separable click probabilities

that a given advertiser gets a click isdependent since we

assumed that the probability of an advertiser getting &clic

depends only on the slot position of that advertiser. Siryila _

the event that a given advertiser is in either the top sloher t N|.ke 0.8 0.4

bottom slot is1-dependent since it depends only on the slot Adidas | 0.6 0.3

assigned to that advertiser. However, given two advesjske Fig. 8. Separable click probabilities

event that one gets the top position and the second gets the

bottom is 2-dependent since it depends on the slots assignedihen the click probabilities are separable, it is easy to see

to both those advertisers. that winner determination can be performed by assigning the
We assume that the representation of eacliependent advertisers withjth highest advertiser-specific factor to the

event includes the labels of the advertisers on whose slotslot with the jth highest slot-specific factor. This can be done

assignment the event depends. The following theorem says th time O(nlog k).

winner determination is tractable fardependent evenffs. Note that the assumption of separability implicitly assame

Theorem 2:For OR-bids on collections ofl-dependent that the event that an advertiser gets a click-idependent.

events, the winner determination problem is in polynomidndeed, it assumes the event that an advertiser gets a click
time. depends on only that advertiser’s slot assignment. Butraepa

gility requires much more 1-dependence: it requires that th

It follows that winner determination for bids represente io of th red ber of click dvertiser i
by a Bids table can be solved in polynomial time, sincgio Of IN€ expected hUmDbEr Of CliCKS on one advertiser in a

our assumptions in Sectidi A guarantee that any Booleg,’?t and the expected number of clicks on another advertiser

combination of predicates for an advertiser (i.e., of thenfo n ,ilh()e,{ f)arllrlneissg IZ:Qk?iI;argerr:ﬁ::r?l!stsrlc?rg&er requirement than
Sloty, . .., Slotg, Click, Purchase) is 1-dependent. y P y g d

A natural question to ask is whether we can extend Oﬁqfdependence, but the techniques for fast winner detetimma
tractability results to a language that allows advertisersid Ia?;lljzgéhllsnaszl:t?;ﬂ;n %Zgoé;::éie dtga(lj?/vailtr\gv I:Eeoigtzg?c;n
on m-dependent events, fan > 2. The next result says A R .
thatmwinr?er determination i&\PX-hard if we allow bids tg described in Sectiodll | where one advertiser wants to be
displayed in the top slot or not displayed at all, while amoth
1See the Appendix for proofs. wants to be displayed in either the top or bottom slots but not

SlOtl SlOtQ




in the middle slots. (Bids representing these preferenaes size at mosk. There are at most? such advertisers since in

be easily expressed in our language.) the worst case we will have a distinct set/ofdvertisers for
] ) ] ] ) each of thek slots. Hence running the Hungarian algorithm on
D. Maximum-Weight Bipartite Matching the reduced graph takes tin@(k°) for a total running time

We proved Theoreri] 2 by showing that winner determinaf O(nk log k + k°) for our algorithm.
tion in this case is equivalent to maximum-weight bipartite Parallelization. Our technique lends itself very well to
matching between advertisers and slots, where the edgghtveparallelization. Note that in our setting there is typigall
between an advertiser and a slot is the expected revemlready a high amount of parallelized infrastructure pmese
obtained by assigning that slot to that advertiser. Theefastsince the bids are collected from advertisers in a distedbut
known (non-parallel) algorithm to solve this is the Hungari way. We construck networks of computers each in the form
algorithm, invented by Kuhn [13] (also known as the Kuhnef a binary tree of heighOD(logn) with n leaves. We can
Munkres algorithm after being revised by Munkres [14]); icompute a maximum matching in tim@(klogn + k°) as
finds the best matching in tim@(nk(n + k)) wheren is the follows. For each slotj, we consider thejth binary tree
number of advertisers aridis the number of slots. Since thisnetwork, which will ultimately compute the top bidders for
is quadratic inn, this will not scale well. We want to dealthat slot at the root:
with situations where: can be quite large (possibly in tens 1) Theith leaf node in theith network starts out with the
to hundreds of thousands). To make the problem scalable, we expected revenue from assigning sjoto advertiser.
need it to beinear in n, the number of advertisers. There are 2) Each internal node gathers the tépbidders (along
parallel algorithms for maximum-weight matching [15], but  with their corresponding bids) from its two children, and
these require prohibitively large numbers (typicallyn?)) of combines them into a single list of tdpbidders. This
processing units in order to achieve linear running time. takes timeO(k) for each of theO(logn) levels of the

. tree since each level of the tree works in parallel.

E. Our Algorithm 3) The root nodes in each of thenetworks take the union

We now give a scalable winner-determination algorithm that  of their lists of bidders and compute the maximum-

takes advantage of the fact thaf the number of slots, is weight matching of these bidders with theslots using
quite small (say less than 20) compareditothe number of the Hungarian algorithm. This takes tin@(k°) since
advertisers. Indeedy is growing rapidly every year whilé there arek slots and at mosk? bidders considered.

remains the same. We can modify the Hungarian algorithm tonote that we can mix sequential processing with parallel
get aO(nklogk + k°) algorithm by considering only those processing by running more than one program sequentially on
advertisers whose values are in the tofhighest for some each machine, computing the tégbids, and then aggregating
slot. That is, for each slot, we consider theadvertisers ysing a tree network as before. If we have a binary tree
who would produce the tog expected revenue if placed inpetwork with p nodes, then the total running time becomes
that slot. We take the union of these advertisers over all thgn k100 & + klogp + &°).
k slots, and consider the bipartite subgraph containing onIy,:ﬁna"y the O(k®) part of the algorithm (i.e., the part
these advertisers along with all theslots. We then solve ogiting from running the Hungarian algorithm on the restiic
m_axmum-welght bipartite matching problem for this red‘i‘cebipartite graph) can be reduced @(k?) using a parallel
bipartite graph. As an example, consider the expected tB/eR,qrithm, such as in [15]. The number of parallel procegsin
matrix as depicted in Figurg 9. There are two slot positiongits required isD(k®), which is independent of.
available and four advertisers. The top two expected re®nu
for the first slot come from Nike and Adidas, while the top~ Beyond 1-dependence
two expected revenues for the second slot come from AdidasSo far, our results have assumed that the probability that an
and Reebok. The corresponding edges in the original bipartadvertiser receives a click or a purchase depends only on the
graph between advertisers and slots have been depictettin tstot to which that advertiser was assigned. However, it &y ea
in Figure[10. This bipartite graph is then reduced to contaio think of situations where this assumption might not be tru
only those advertisers with an adjacent bold edge as depickor example, if the slot assigned to an advertiser for a small
in Figure[11. We observe that the maximum matching for timpany is just below a very large and popular competitor,
original problem must occur for this smaller problem since then it is likely that the competitor will receive a substaht
an maximum matching in the original problem assigned a slpbrtion of user clicks that might otherwise have gone to the
to an advertiser who was not in the téphighest bidders for smaller advertiser had the competitor not been presents Thu
that slot, we can simply reassign that slot to one of these ttige probability of receiving a click (or a purchase) would
k bidders who is not assigned any slot. Note that since thatepend on who else displays an ad and in what position. In
are onlyk — 1 other slots, at least one advertiser in the top the worst case, the probability would depend on the entire sl
is guaranteed to remain unassigned. assignment. The representation of such a general pratyabili
Finding the relevant advertisers takes timiEnklogk) distribution would be quite largeX(kn*)), and, conceptually,
because, for each slot, we can find the topidders for that winners can be determined by a brute force algorithm that
slot in time O(k + nlog k) by maintaining a priority heap of considers each of the possik(lg)k! assignments.



Nike

Position 1 Nike
Nik Slgtl Slth Adidas
! e Position 1
Adidas 8 7 Adidas
Reebok 7 6 Reebok y Position 2
Sketchers| 7 4 Position 2 -
eebo
Sketchers
Fig. 9. Revenue matrix Fig. 10. Bipartite graph Fig. 1. Reduced graph

This would also lead to advertisers to value two assignmerdvertisers to the heavyweight slots, and the other majchin
differently even if both assignments may give the advertisthe lightweight advertisers to lightweight slots. And if we
the same slot. For example, consider two assignments, bttls for each possible way to choose heavyweight slots, we ca
of which assign an advertiser slot 2. However, in the fir§ind the assignment that maximizes expected revenue over all
assignment, slot 1 is given to a very famous company, while rossible assignments. Moreover, the maximum-weight bipar
the second assignment, slot 1 is given to a relatively unknowite matching problems for different choices of heavyweigh
company. Then the advertiser in slot 2 would naturally prefslots can be solved independently and in parallel. Theeefor
the second assignment to the first, since the famous compamgce there are2* ways to choose heavyweight slots, we
poses a serious threat to the advertiser in terms of diggrtioan solve winner determination in tim@(2" (nlogk + k°))
away clicks. Representing such general valuations wosid ain series, or in timeO(nlogk + k°) in parallel using2*
require large spaceX(kn*~1)) in general. processing units. Note that the number of parallel proogssi

Motivated by these concerns, but keeping in mind that wits is independent of the number of advertisers
cannot store such huge distributions and valuations (since
can be very large), we propose the following model. For a
given search auction, suppose that the advertisers asifidds ~We have shown how to solve the winner-determination
into eitherheavyweight{famous advertisers) dightweights Program given the bids output by programs. However, getting
(relatively unknown advertiser)We now allow the prob- these bids for a given search query requires, in the worst, cas
ability that a given advertiser gets a click (or a purchas&ynning each advertiser’s program for that query. Thislfitse
to depend on his slot position as well as on which slofn be quite expensive. An obvious step toward alleviatirgy t
have heavyweight advertisers and which slots have liglgtei Problem is for search providers to use their proprietary-key
advertisers. We also allow advertisers to place bids onkwhigord matching algorithms to prune away advertisers who are
slots get heavyweights and which slots get lightweights, ¥t interested in the search keywords for the current anictio
addition to placing bids on click, purchases, and slot pmsit However, this is not enough if the search query containsya ver
as before. Thus an advertiser might bid 3 cents if he gets shgpular keyword, such as “music” or “book”, where the set
2 and if there is a lightweight advertiser in slot 1. Advestis Of interested advertisers can still be large. In this sectie
could even place more complex bids, such as bidding §Aow that we can further reduce the amount of work by taking
having no heavyweights within 3 slot positions above or weloadvantage of knowledge of the structure of the advertiser's
his slot in addition to having no more than 2 heavyweighograms. To simplify exposition, we assume that advestise
appear anywhere else. The representation of the prolyabiRfograms output bids on onfylick ASloty, ..., Click ASlot.
distributions and valuations now becon®k2F~') which It is easy to incorporate bids on other formulas since both
does not depend on anymore. Click and Purchase are assumed to be-dependent events.

In o.rder to so!ve the winner—determinati_on problem,. W&  Threshold Algorithm
must find an assignment of slots to advertisers to maximize o o .
expected revenue (assuming advertisers pay what they bidyVe Start by considering a situation where the only diffeesnc
given these new valuations and distributions. Suppose Retween the programs used by different advertisers is in the
knew exactly which slots get heavyweight advertisers m’:\lues of certain .advertlser—specn‘m parameters..Moyre pre
such a revenue maximizing assignment. We call these sIG{Se!Y: for each sloj € [k], suppose that each advertiser’s bids
heavyweight slotsand we call the remaining slolightweight dePends on a set of (numeric) paramet¥fsin a monotonic
slots Then we can solve the winner-determination problef{&y- Thatis, there is a monotonic functigh : X; — R*
by simply solving two disjoint maximum-weighted bipartite@t t@kes as input a value for each parameterXin and

bipartite matching problems: one matching the heavyweightPuts @ bid for a click in sloy. We allow some subset
of the parameter¥; to be advertiser-specific: these can vary

20ne way for the search provider to decide which advertisezshaavy- from a_‘dvertlser to advertiser (e.g., the amount thE_lt _thweva
weights is to select those advertisers with the most clickéas a particular keyword, the amount of budget remaining, etc.)

IV. REDUCING PROGRAM EVALUATION



Suppose further that these paramef€rsare updated only Consider a situation where many programs update their state
by programs that win the auction. In Section 1V-B, we consideising an operation that maintains their relative bid orttgri
the case where all programs can update their state; noasthelFor example, suppose that many bidders are using the ROI
restricting updates to winning programs is not unreasanathleuristic described in Sectidn TIFC, each with possibly- dif
since most useful advertiser-specific quantities (suchuas-n ferent target spending rates and maximum bids. As long as
ber of auctions won, amount spent so far, return on investmeertain conditions hold (namely, the bid is above zero aed th
for a given keyword, etc.) only change when the advertisepending rate is above the target spending rate), the kieuris
wins an auction. will decrement its bid for a given keyword. Thus, if we

The rest of the parametef§ = X;\Y; can be thought of as can maintain adecrement list-that is, a list of programs,
public global parameters and are the same for all advestiseorted by their bid, that are currently decrementing théir b
(e.g., the keyword scores associated with the user's seafocha given keyword—we can avoid explicitly decrementing
query, the time and date, the number of times the keywordach program’s bid, by instead performing a sinlglgical
in search query have appeared today). A simple exampled&crement in constant time. That is, the decrement list is
such a situation is where advertisers all use the same denessociated with a singlaedjustment variableinitially zero. A
strategy of starting each day by bidding low and then gragrogram’s bid is then the sum of the adjustment variable and
ually increasing their bids as the end of the day approach#®e program’s stored bid. So, in order to decrement the Hids o
However, they might each start with a different amount arall programs in the list, we simply decrement the adjustment
might increase their bids at different rates. Then the istart variable. The sorted order is maintained because all pregjra
amounts and the rate of increase would be advertiser-gpedifi the list adjust their bids by the same amount.
parameters inY;, and the time of day would be a global Of course, the ROI heuristic eventually stops decrementing
parameter inZ;. the bid and starts to increment it (if the spending rate drops

For each advertiserand each sloj, we let the edge weight below the target) or keep it constant (if the bid is zero)east
between advertisérand slotj bew; ; x f;(v: ;, z;) wherew; ; At this point we must move the program to arcrement list
is the probability of advertiset getting a click in slotj, and or a constant listas appropriate (similar to a decrement list,
vi; € Y; are the values of the advertiser-specific parameterscept that the adjustment variable respectively incresnen
and z; € Z; are the values of the global parameters. Wemains constant). At first glance, this would seem to ineolv
previously showed that we can solve the maximum-weigbbhecking checking the conditions for each program at every
matching in timeO(nklogk + k°). Under the assumptionsauction. However, we observe that such conditions can often
above, we can further reduce th(nklogk) portion that be reduced to waiting for a shared monotonic variable (ssch a
finds the topk bidders for each slot as follows. For a givertime, or the number of times a given keyword has occurred) to
slot j, we also store a list of bidders sorted by ; and we reach acritical value For example, in the ROI heuristic, the
incrementally maintainY;| lists of bidders, each sorted byspending rates of losing programs decreases with time since
one of the parameters ikj;. We can then run théhreshold their amount spent remains constant. We can thus compute
algorithm [16] with these lists as input to find the top the next “critical” time that a program would have to stop
advertisers with the highest valueswf ; x f;(y: ;, z;). Note decrementing and start incrementing assuming it continoed
that we do not need to maintain lists for the parametets;in lose. Similarly, we can compute the number of auctions for
since all advertisers have the same value for these paranetgiven keyword necessary before its bid would be decremented
Since f; was monotonic, the threshold algorithmiistance to zero and it would have to remain constant at zero. We
optimalfor the class of algorithms that find the advertisers withnaintain a list oftriggers for the relevant shared monotonic
the topk values of f;(x; ;) without making “wild guesses” variables, sorted by critical value, that when activated/eno
(i.e., the algorithms must not access an advertiser uraill tra bidding program to the appropriate increment, decrement,
advertiser is encountered via a sequential scan of one asfconstant list, and insert the appropriate new triggehss T
the lists). Instance optimality means that, for any inphg t way, we only do work for programs that win an auction and
threshold algorithm finds the top values within a constant for triggers whose critical values have been reached.
factor of the time it takes the fastest algorithm that avoids
wild guess on that input. Given these tépadvertisers for
each slot, we tak€®(k®) further time to compute the winners To evaluate our fast winner-determination algorithm, we
as described in Sectidn IIIFE. To maintain the sorted listspmpare the performance of four methods for solving the
once thek winners have been computed, we update their winner-determination problem. The first method (LP) solves
parameters and accordingly update their positions in thtedo the linear program formulation of the winner-determinatio

V. EXPERIMENTS

lists, which takesD(|Y;|klogn) time. problem. We can prove that this linear program is guaranteed
] to have an integer optimum using a theorem of Chvatal [17],
B. Logical Updates by showing that the rows of the constraint matrix represent

We now consider the case where all program update th#ie maximal cliques of a perfect graph. The second method
state, not just the winners. In certain situations, it issfflle (H) uses the Hungarian algorithm in a straightforward way
to reduce the amount of work done in this case as welb compute the maximum-weight bipartite matching in the



bipartite graph with advertisers on the left and slots on the  *®
right, where the weight of an edge from an advertiser to a
slot is the expected revenue from assigning that slot to that
advertiser. The third method (RH) is our winner-determaorat
technique from Section II[HE, which first reduces the bipert
graph. The fourth method (RHTALU) augments RH with the
techniques for reducing program evaluation from Sedfioh 1V
using the threshold algorithm together with logical update
with triggers.

We usedl5 slots in all cases. For simplicity, search queries
were generated at a constant rate, each containing one key- -
words chosen uniformly at random out of 10 keywords. That o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
chosen keyword was given a relevance scorel dbr that 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000
query, while other keywords had a relevance scor®.oAll _ , Number of e.‘dve.rtlsers
bidders used the ROI heuristic described in Sedtionl II-B. Fo Fig. 12. Winner Determination Performance
each keyword, the bidders’ value for a click was generated
uniformly at random between 0 and 50 (subject to each
bidder having at least one non-zero click value). The target
spending rates were chosen uniformly at random betweeng
1 and the bidder's maximum value over all keywords. The &
interval [0.1,0.9] was partitioned intol5 disjoint intervals,
with the (j + 1)-highest interval associated with slgt The
probability of a given advertiser getting a click in a givdats
was generated uniformly at random within that slot's inédrv
We used a slight generalization of generalized secondrgric
to charge the advertisers who received clicks. ar R

The entire auction system, including the ROI heuristic, was 2} %M*Mw«**%*”‘**w
implemented in C++. We used the GNU Linear Programming 0 : : : : ] ] ] ] :

. . . . 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000 16000 18000 20000
Kit to solve the linear program via the simplex metiiod/e Number of advertisers
ran the experiments on an AMD Athlon 64 3800+ processor Fig. 13. Reducing Program Evaluation
with 1GB of RAM.

Figure[12 shows, for each of the four methods, the average
time taken per auction (over 100 auctions) as we increaselNe believe that the database community has much to offer
the number of bidders. We observed roughly an order tifis area given its vast experience with the trade-offs betw
magnitude improvement of the Hungarian method over naiegpressiveness and scalability; and providing advesgiggth
linear programming solution, and further order of magrgtudnore expressive bidding while retaining the scalabilityrafse
improvement using our reduced bipartite graph techniqusponsored search auctions is crucial to the continued growt
Figure [I3 compares the performance of methods RH aofithis multi-billion dollar industry.

RHTALU in more detail. It plots the average time taken

per auction (over 1000 auctions) as we increase the number
of bidders. We observe that our techniques for reducingThe authors would like to thank the National Science Foun-
program evaluation from Sectign]lV give a significant furthedation (NSF) and the Air Force Office of Scientific Research
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