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Abstract
The scaling law is a notable property of neural network models that

researchers have discovered, which greatly propels the development

of large languagemodels. Scaling laws hold great promise in guiding

model design and resource allocation. Recent research increasingly

shows that scaling laws are not limited to NLP tasks or Transformer

architectures; they also apply to domains such as recommendation,

where there are scaling laws relating to the amount of training

data, model size, and model performance metrics. However, there is

still a lack of literature on scaling law research in industrial online

advertisement retrieval systems. This may be because 1) identifying

the scaling law for resource cost and online revenue is often expen-

sive in both time and training resources for large-scale industrial

applications, and 2) varying settings for different systems prevent

the scaling law from being applied across various scenarios. To

address these issues, we propose a lightweight paradigm to identify

the scaling law of online revenue and machine cost for a certain

online advertisement retrieval scenario with a low experimental

cost. Specifically, we focus on a sole factor (FLOPs) and propose an

offline metric named 𝑅/𝑅∗ that exhibits a high linear correlation

with online revenue for retrieval models. We estimate the machine

cost offline via a simulation algorithm. Thus, we can transform

most online experiments into low-cost offline experiments. We con-

duct comprehensive experiments to verify the effectiveness of our

proposed metric 𝑅/𝑅∗ and to identify the scaling law in the online

advertisement retrieval system of Kuaishou. With the scaling law,

we demonstrate practical applications for ROI-constrained model

designing and multi-scenario resource allocation in the Kuaishou
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advertising system. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first

work to study the scaling laws for online advertisement retrieval of

real-world large-scale systems, showing great potential for scaling

law in advertising system optimization.
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1 Introduction
The neural scaling laws, describing how neural network perfor-

mance changes with key factors (e.g. model size, dataset size, com-

putational cost), have been discovered in various research areas [8,

15, 18, 19, 23, 32]. Early research [14] shows that the neural net-

work performance is predictable when scaling training data size in

various tasks such as neural machine translation and language mod-

eling. Kaplan et al.(2020) [19] further empirically verify the scaling

law of Transformer architecture in language modeling, regarding

the key factors (model size, data size, training cost) and training

performance (PPL). Inspired by the scaling law, researchers extend

the size of pre-trained language models and further empirically ver-

ify the scaling law by training GPT-3 [3]. This wave of enthusiasm

has led to the creation of GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 [1], ushering in a new

era of NLP research and applications.

Based on the scaling laws, the optimal key factors of the model

can be determined under given constraints, thus guiding us in

model design and resource allocation. Recommendation and adver-

tising systems are mature commercial applications that prioritize

ROI, making it highly valuable to explore whether there exists scal-

ing laws for recommendation and advertising models. Due to the
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lack of a thriving community and open data ecosystem similar to

NLP, research on model scaling is relatively scarce in the recom-

mendation and advertisement areas. Early studies primarily gave

some qualitative conclusions about model scaling [23, 32]. Fang

et al.(2024) [8] first attempt to give a quantitative scaling law of

model performance and the amount of training data and model

parameters based on public information retrieval benchmarks, and

give the practice to solve the optimal amount of data and model

parameters under a given total training resource.

However, there is still a lack of literature on scaling law research

in real-world online recommendation and advertising systems. We

attribute this to two main challenges: 1) For commercial systems,

the scaling law should describe the relationship between business

revenue and machine costs, rather than the relationship between

computing volume, data volume, and offline metrics as seen in

traditional research. Achieving this requires training numerous

models and conducting extensive online experiments, which are

prohibitively expensive in terms of time, manpower, and machine

costs; and 2) varying settings across different systems prevent the

scaling law from being universally applicable. As a result, to use

scaling laws to guide system optimization in a specific scenario, one

must first incur substantial costs to obtain the necessary parameters.

This makes it impractical for commercial systems to identify and

apply scaling laws in many real-world settings.

We aim to identify scaling laws in online advertising systems

with low experimental costs and explore their applications in guid-

ing system optimization. An advertising system typically consists

of several subsystems, including the advertisement retrieval subsys-

tem and the bidding and ranking subsystem. Each subsystem has its

own technology stack, making it challenging to establish a unified

paradigm for lightweight identification of scaling laws. In this work,

we focus on the online advertisement retrieval subsystem, which

selects the top-k ads for the next stage but does not determine the

billing of ads. This subsystem is described in detail in Section 3.

To address the issue of high experimental costs, we propose a

lightweight paradigm for identifying scaling laws in online adver-

tisement retrieval. First, we introduce a novel offline metric, 𝑅/𝑅∗,
which incorporates the revenue information of each ad in the train-

ing data and exhibits a high linear correlation with online revenue

for retrieval models. Note that we can obtain the specific relation-

ship between 𝑅/𝑅∗ and online revenue for our scenario through

the records of daily iterations, theoretically eliminating the need

for additional online experiments. Next, we conduct extensive of-

fline experiments to verify the scaling behavior of MLP models in

the retrieval scenario, where FLOPs serve as the independent vari-

able and 𝑅/𝑅∗ serves as the dependent variable. Our results show
that these scaling behaviors follow a broken neural scaling law [4].

Finally, we propose a simple simulation algorithm, developed by

our engineering team, to estimate the machine cost. By using the

model size parameter as the decision variable and FLOPs and 𝑅/𝑅∗
as intermediate variables, we can associate the model’s estimated

machine cost with the estimated online revenue.

We conduct extensive online experiments to verify the effec-

tiveness of our proposed 𝑅/𝑅∗ metric. The results show that 𝑅/𝑅∗
is a more advanced offline surrogate metric for online revenue

compared to traditional metrics. When there is no revenue-related

information recorded at the ad granularity in the training data,

𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺 can serve as a suitable substitute for 𝑅/𝑅∗. Additionally, we
demonstrate the applications of the scaling law in ROI-constrained

model design and multi-scenario resource allocation. These appli-

cations result in a 0.85% and 2.8% improvement in online revenue,

respectively, highlighting the significant value of the scaling law in

guiding system optimization.

In general, ourmain contributions are three-fold: 1)We introduce

an offline metric, 𝑅/𝑅∗, which exhibits a strong linear correlation

with online revenue, bringing significant convenience to the val-

idation of scaling laws and the iterative development of retrieval

models. 2) We provide a lightweight paradigm to identify the scal-

ing laws between machine cost and online revenue and verify the

existence of scaling laws in industrial advertisement retrieval sce-

narios. 3) We demonstrate practical applications of the scaling laws

in the Kuaishou advertising system. With the scaling law of online

revenue and machine cost, we can efficiently perform offline ROI

estimations for hundreds of models with different sizes using just a

few machines within a few days. The models obtained through this

process have led to significant revenue improvement, highlighting

the potential of scaling laws in optimizing advertising systems.

2 Related Work
2.1 Neural Scaling Laws
The neural scaling laws, widely recognized in Natural Language

Processing and Computer Vision areas, establish predictable re-

lationships between model performance and key factors such as

model size, dataset size, computational cost, and post-training error

rates. Hestness et al.(2017) [14] introduced a unified scaling law

applicable to machine translation, image classification, and speech

recognition, noting that different tasks exhibit distinct scaling coef-

ficients. Kaplan et al.(2020) [19] further elaborated on these laws,

defining them through four parameters: model size (number of

parameters), dataset size (number of tokens), computational cost

(FLOPs), and training loss (perplexity per token). These relation-

ships were empirically validated, including during the training of

GPT-3 [3]. Subsequently, Hoffmann et al.(2022) [15] presented the

Chinchilla Scaling Law, which differs somewhat from [19] because

of their different training setups. In addition to estimating the train-

ing loss of the model, Isik et al.(2024) [18] further verified that there

also exist scaling laws between the downstream task metrics and

the model parameters. Caballero et al.(2023) [4] found that many

scaling behaviors of artificial neural networks follow a smoothly

broken power law (BNSL), verified on various NLP and CV tasks,

covering a wide range of downstream tasks and model structures.

In the recommendation area, Shin et al.(2023) [23] and Zhang

et al.(2024a) [32] conducted studies on whether there exist scaling

laws for recommendation models and primarily provided qualita-

tive conclusions. Fang et al.(2024) [8] first proposed a quantitative

scaling law in the recommendation area, which describes the re-

lationship between the amount of training data, the size of model

parameters, and an offline metric for query-document retrieval.

Based on this scaling law, the optimal amount of data and model

parameter allocation can be solved under a given total training

resource. However, obtaining a multivariate scaling law requires

a large number of experiments, and the offline metrics might not

be a good indicator for online metrics, these make it somewhat
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difficult to apply in real-world industrial applications. In this paper,

we focus on how to obtain the scaling law function between the

model’s scalable hyper-parameters (such as the FLOPs) and the

online revenue (the primary goal of the advertising system) with

only a small amount of experimental cost.

2.2 Models and Evaluation for Online
Advertisement Retrieval

Online advertising systems often adopt a cascade ranking frame-

work [5, 9, 20, 26]. The cascade ranking usually includes two types

of stages, namely retrieval and ranking. The retrieval stages take a

set of terms as input and supply the top-k predicted terms to the

next stage, which mainly focuses on order accuracy. The ranking

stages in advertising systems should focus on not only the order

accuracy but also the calibration accuracy [17, 22]. These lead to

some technique differences in retrieval and ranking stages, such

as optimization objectives, surrogate losses, design of evaluation

metrics, etc. In this work, we focus on the retrieval stages of online

advertising systems.

The retrieval stages select the top-k set for the next stage, typi-

cally including multiple ranking pathways. In the retrieval stages,

which normally refers to the "Matching" or "Pre-rank" stage in in-

dustrial systems, models often adopt a twin-tower [6] or MLP [16]

architecture. Some systems may also adopt more complex architec-

tures like transformers [24]. In terms of objective design, industrial

systems usually aim to estimate CTR [13] and exposure probability

of ads, and use learning-to-rankmethods [27, 28] to learn the results

of ranking models. For evaluation of retrieval tasks, researchers

commonly use OPA, NDCG, and Recall [2, 28, 29]. However, exist-

ing metrics often have complex relationships with online revenue,

thus we propose 𝑅/𝑅∗, which exhibits a strong linear relationship

with online revenue, to reduce the experimental cost of identifying

the scaling law for industry scenarios.

3 Formulation of Online Advertisement
Retrieval

3.1 Overview of Online Advertising System
Figure 1 illustrates a typical cascade ranking system for online

advertisements deployed at Kuaishou Technology. This system is

comprised of four main stages: Matching, Pre-ranking, Ranking,

and Mix-ranking. The "Matching" and "Pre-ranking" stages serve as

retrieval mechanisms, focusing on selecting candidate ads without

directly impacting their billing. Conversely, the "Ranking" stage

plays a dual role by determining both the selection and billing of ads.

It achieves this by predicting the eCPM (Effective Cost Per Mille) of

each ad, serving as the standard for billing after its exposure. The

"Mix-ranking" stage integrates the outputs from the advertising and

recommendation systems to decide the final set of items presented

to the user. For advertising systems, the differences in the goal of

the retrieval and ranking stages lead to some technical differences,

such as training objectives, system design, evaluation metrics, etc.

In this work, we focus on the scaling laws of retrieval stages.

Figure 2 shows the algorithm architecture of the Matching and

Pre-ranking stages in the Kuaishou advertising system. They all

adopt a multi-pathway ensemble architecture. The Matching stage

Matching Stage 
Selected Pre-ranking Stage 

Selected Ranking Stage
Selected Mix-ranking Stage

Selected

size: 107
size: 103 size: 102 size: 101 Final results

Figure 1: The cascade ranking architecture at Kuaishou Tech-
nology, includes four stages: Matching, Pre-ranking, Rank-
ing, and Mix-ranking. Typically, we regard the "Matching"
and "Pre-ranking" stages as retrieval stages, which do not
decide the billing of ads.
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Figure 2: The multi-pathway architecture of Matching and
Pre-ranking stages in Kuaishou advertising system. Each
pathway has its own weight, which determines the propor-
tion of ads sent to the next stage after the Fusion module.

can be divided into model-based pathways and rule-based path-

ways. The rule-based pathway can quickly filter out irrelevant ads

using predefined criteria, ensuring compliance with regulations

and improving ad relevance, while providing flexibility and trans-

parency in the ad selection process. The model-based pathway uses

machine learning algorithms to predict and select ads, achieving

higher performance ceilings in ad selection. The Pre-ranking stage

operates on the set of ads already selected by the Matching stage,

and thus only employs the model-based pathways.

Model-based pathways in the Matching and Pre-ranking stages

can typically be categorized based on different modeling objec-

tives, such as revenue-oriented, user-interest-oriented, and lifetime

value-oriented pathways. In advertising systems, revenue-oriented

pathways usually carry the most weight. Since the earlier stages

only need to perform set selection, Kuaishou’s advertising system

employs Learning-to-Rank (LTR) methods to learn the optimal

ranking order to maximize the revenue objective. The LTR path-

way is the most prevalent and important in the system, as it is

typically the primary focus for algorithm researchers to iterate and

improve. Therefore, we use the Pre-ranking LTR pathway as a case

study to verify scaling laws in online advertisement retrieval, which

similarly applies to Matching models because they share the same

multi-pathway architectures.
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3.2 Formulation of Retrieval Tasks
Here we give the formulation of retrieval tasks represented by

learning-to-rank in the Pre-ranking stage. The organization of

training samples and the surrogate loss follows the ARF [28]. We

randomly draw samples from the Pre-ranking, Ranking, and Mix-

ranking stages. The training set can be formulated as:

𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = {(𝑓𝑢𝑖 , {𝑓𝑎 𝑗

𝑖

, 𝑣
𝑗
𝑖
, 𝑒𝑐𝑝𝑚

𝑗
𝑖
|1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑛})𝑖 }𝑁𝑖=1 (1)

where 𝑢𝑖 means the user of the 𝑖-th impression in the training

set, 𝑎 𝑗 means the 𝑗-th material for ranking in the system. 𝑁 is the

number of impressions of 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 . The 𝑖 in 𝑎
𝑗
𝑖
means that the sample

𝑎 𝑗 corresponds to impression 𝑖 . The size of the materials for each

impression is 𝑛. 𝑓( ·) means the feature of (·). 𝑣 𝑗
𝑖
is the ground truth

rank index (the higher value is considered better) of the pair (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑎 𝑗 ).
The rank index is the relative position of the sampled ads within

the system queue, ordered by their original positions. 𝑒𝑐𝑝𝑚
𝑗
𝑖
is the

eCPM (Effective Cost Per Mille) predicted by the Ranking
stage, which can be regarded as the expected revenue for the
exposure of 𝑎𝑑 𝑗

𝑖
. If 𝑎𝑑

𝑗
𝑖
does not win in the Pre-ranking and thus

does not enter the Ranking stage, the 𝑒𝑐𝑝𝑚
𝑗
𝑖
equals 0. The eCPM

information in the dataset is only used to construct our offline

evaluation metric.

Our learning target is to let the model pick up all the ground-

truth ads to the next stage. The surrogate loss of the ARF [28] can

be formulated as follows:

𝐿𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = 𝐿𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑥 + 1

2𝛼2
𝐿𝐺𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 + log( |𝛼 |) (2)

In Eq 2, 𝛼 is a trainable scalar, the 𝐿𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑥 and 𝐿𝐺𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 can be

formulated as Eq 3 and Eq 4 in the following:

𝐿𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑥 = −
𝑛∑︁
𝑗

{[
𝑐𝑜𝑙∑︁

ˆP↓
v𝑖 [: 𝑘]] ◦ [log( 1

𝑚

𝑐𝑜𝑙∑︁
ˆP↓
M (𝑖,·) [:𝑚])]} 𝑗 (3)

𝐿𝐺𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 = −
𝑛∑︁
𝑗

𝑛∑︁
ℎ

[ ˆP↓
v𝑖 [ 𝑗, :] ◦ log( ˆP

↓
M (𝑖,·) [ 𝑗, :])]ℎ (4)

where
ˆP↓
(·) denote the soft permutation matrices obtained by

a differentiable sorting operator (e.g. NeuralSort [10]) for sorting

vector (·) in descending order, M (𝑖,· )
denotes the model predicted

score vector of the i-th impression, v𝑖 denotes the vector of the
ground-truth value for the ads in the i-th impression. ◦ refers to the
element-wise matrix multiplication operation.

∑𝑐𝑜𝑙
is the column

sum for a 2-D matrix. {·}𝑡 and [·]𝑡 in Eq 3 and Eq 4 denote the t-th

element of the tensor ·.𝑚 and 𝑘 are hyper-parameters of the ARF.

3.3 Features and Foundation Model
Regarding the features, we adopt both sparse and dense features to

describe the information of users and ads in the online advertising

system. Sparse features are those whose embeddings are obtained

from embedding lookup tables, while dense features are the raw

values themselves. The sparse features of the user primarily include

the action list of ads and user profile information (e.g., age, gen-

der, and region). The action list mainly consists of action types,

frequencies, target ads, and timestamps. The sparse features of the

ads primarily include the IDs of the ad and its advertiser. The user’s

dense features mainly consist of embeddings produced by other

pre-trained models. The dense features of the ads primarily include

statistical features information and multimodal features generated

by multimodal models.

Regarding the foundation model, we employ the multi-layer

perceptrons (MLPs) architecture. The MLP consists of 5 layers,

where each hidden layer is composed of batch normalization, linear

mapping, and a PReLU [12] activation function in sequence. The

output layer is a pure linear layer. Parameters are initialized using

the He initialization [12].We apply a log1p transformation as in [21]

for all statistical dense features. All sparse and dense features are

concatenated together and fed as input to the model.

3.4 Background of Online Training and Serving
Our model is trained online using a distributed training framework

with synchronous training. We use Adagrad [7] as the optimizer

with a learning rate of 0.01 and an epsilon value of 1e-8. The train-

ing task consumes data in a streaming manner, approximately pro-

cessing samples in the order they are generated. The data stream

ensures that ads within the same impression are aggregated to-

gether and perform a shuffle at the impression level within a small

time interval. We use single precision floating point format (FP32)

for training and saving the model.

We use a TensorRT-based service architecture to deploy the

model for online serving. To accelerate the computation during

inference, we adopt half-precision floating point format (FP16) for

each layer. Additionally, we decompose the first-layer computation

of theMLP into separate user-side and item-side calculations, which

are then summed using TensorFlow’s broadcasting mechanism. In

this way, the user-side computation needs to be performed only

once per impression, while the first-layer item-side computation

is cached and periodically refreshed by a dedicated service. We

named this strategy "first-layer optimization". Since most of the

computational cost of an MLP is concentrated in the first layer, the

"first-layer optimization" significantly reduces this cost compared

to the original calculation strategy. However, it also introduces a

more complex relationship between the model’s FLOPs and the

associated machine costs. Due to space limitations, more details

about online training and serving are described in appendix A.

4 Scaling Laws of Budget and Revenue
In this section, we verify whether MLPs exhibit scaling laws in

the context of online advertisement retrieval, as described in Sec-

tion 3. We present a lightweight and effective paradigm for iden-

tifying the scaling laws of computation budget and revenue. In

sub-section 4.1, we introduce 𝑅/𝑅∗, a carefully designed offline

metric that is highly linearly correlated with online revenue. In

sub-section 4.2, we demonstrate that MLPs exhibit a scaling law

between FLOPs and the offline metric 𝑅/𝑅∗. In sub-section 4.3, we

propose two computation cost analysis schemes based on model

size parameters. Considering the clear relationship between model

size parameters and FLOPs, we can approximately determine the

expected computing cost and revenue benefits when the model is

deployed online with the above work.
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4.1 Effective Surrogate Metric for Online
Revenue

Traditional offline metrics (e.g. OPA [28], Recall, and NDCG) used

for online advertising retrieval often ignore the revenue difference

of the ground-truth ads and treat them equally. This naturally cre-

ates a gap between offline metrics and online revenue. To mitigate

this gap, we propose a novel metric named 𝑅/𝑅∗ based on 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 .

The 𝑅/𝑅∗(𝑖 ) for impression 𝑖 in 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 can be formulated as Eq 5:

𝑅/𝑅∗(𝑖 ) =
∑(P↓

M (𝑖,·) [:𝑚; :] ∗ ecpm𝑇
𝑖
)∑(P↓

v𝑖 [:𝑚; :] ∗ ecpm𝑇
𝑖
)

(5)

where P↓
M (𝑖,·) and P↓

v𝑖 denote the hard permutation matrices

sorted by M (𝑖,· )
and v𝑖 respectively. ecpm𝑖 is a row vector that

represents the expected revenue of each ad of the 𝑖-th impression.

𝑅/𝑅∗ is the average of 𝑅/𝑅∗(𝑖 ) on𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 .𝑚 is the number of ground-

truth ads for exposure.

𝑅/𝑅∗ aligns better with online revenue mainly because it explic-

itly considers the commercial value (eCPM) of each ad, directly

reflects the goal of maximizing revenue, and reduces the gap be-

tween offline evaluation and online performance. If the following

two assumptions are met, a linear relationship between 𝑅/𝑅∗ and
online revenue is likely to exist:

Assumption 1. The improvement in 𝑅/𝑅∗ for a single pathway is
proportional to the improvement in 𝑅/𝑅∗ of the entire stage ensemble’s
output set.

Assumption 2. The post-stage models generally select only the
top-ranked ads from the pre-stage models, and different ads with the
same eCPM have the same probability for exposure.

In a mature advertising system, Assumption 2 holds approxi-

mately true. Assumption 1 also holds approximately true for path-

ways with larger weights. Therefore, the 𝑅/𝑅∗ of the LTR pathway

and the revenue of the Kuaishou advertising system should be

approximately linearly related.

To verify the effectiveness of 𝑅/𝑅∗, we conduct extensive on-
line A/B test experiments. We deploy several different models to

empirically study the relationship between online revenue and of-

fline metrics, which differ in feature engineering, surrogate loss,

model structure, and model size. Due to the limitations on ex-
perimental traffic, we can only run up to 5 A/B test groups
simultaneously, which means some experimental groups
were launched on different days. The online experiments
corresponding to each model use at least 5% of the traffic.We

collect each model’s online revenue from the A/B test platform and

offline metrics from the training log. Figures 3 to 6 demonstrates

the relationship between the online revenue and offline metrics, in-

cluding our proposed 𝑅/𝑅∗ and traditional retrieval metrics, namely

𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺 , 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙 and𝑂𝑃𝐴. To protect commercial secrets, we applied

a linear transformation to the original data, and the y-axis repre-

sents the relative increase in revenue rather than the absolute value.

These operations do not affect the conclusions regarding the linear

relationship. Each point in these figures represents data from
one day of a model being live. It is evident that:
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Figure 3: The relationship between 𝑅/𝑅∗ and the relative
increase in online revenue. The 𝑅2 value is 0.902. The average
deviation for the fitted data points is 0.243, and themaximum
deviation is 0.483.
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Figure 4: The relationship between 𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺 and the relative
increase in online revenue. The 𝑅2 value is 0.793. The average
deviation for the fitted data points is 0.311, and themaximum
deviation is 0.819.

• 𝑅/𝑅∗ exhibits the strongest linear correlationwith online revenue,
with an 𝑅2 of 0.902, indicating that 𝑅/𝑅∗ is a more advanced

offline metric.

• 𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺 exhibits an acceptable linear correlation with online rev-

enue, with an 𝑅2 of approximately 0.795. Since ads at the same

rank in NDCG have the same weight, NDCG is likely a good met-

ric only in systems where ads at the same position have similar

eCPM. When training data does not record eCPM information,

𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺 would be an alternative to 𝑅/𝑅∗.
• 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙 and 𝑂𝑃𝐴 exhibit poor linear correlations with online rev-

enue, with 𝑅2 values of 0.509 and 0.140 respectively, suggesting

that they are not good indicators of online revenue.

4.2 Scaling Laws of FLOPs and Offline Metric
In this section, we verify whether there is a scaling law for themodel

between computational effort and online revenue under the setting

described in Section 3. Thanks to the strong linear correlation
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Figure 5: The relationship between 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙 and the relative
increase in online revenue. The 𝑅2 value is 0.509. The average
deviation for the fitted data points is 0.534, and themaximum
deviation is 1.139.

0.81 0.82 0.83 0.84 0.85 0.86
OPA

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

Re
la

tiv
e 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 In

cr
ea

se
 in

 R
ev

en
ue

Figure 6: The relationship between 𝑂𝑃𝐴 and the relative in-
crease in online revenue. The 𝑅2 value is 0.140. The average
deviation for the fitted data points is 0.634, and themaximum
deviation is 1.690.

between 𝑅/𝑅∗ and online revenue, we can transform the process

of identifying the scaling law from online experiments to offline

experiments. We trained 10 models with different MLP sizes offline,

each for 10 days to ensure convergence. We then collected their

converged 𝑅/𝑅∗ metrics and calculated the FLOPs for each model

to verify whether there is a scaling law for MLP models under our

setting. We verify whether the collected data follows the Broken

Neural Scaling Law (BNSL), which is a statistical law that has been

widely validated by Caballero et al.(2023) [4] for many scaling

behaviors of artificial neural networks in CV and NLP tasks. BNSL

can be formulated as shown in Eq 6:

𝑅/𝑅∗ = 𝑎 + (𝑏 ∗ 𝐹𝐿𝑂𝑃𝑠−𝑐0 )
𝑡∏
𝑖=1

(1 + ( 𝐹𝐿𝑂𝑃𝑠
𝑑𝑖

)1/𝑓𝑖 ) (−𝑐𝑖∗𝑓𝑖 ) (6)

where 𝑎,𝑏,𝑐0,𝑐𝑖 ,𝑓𝑖 are parameters and 𝑡 is hyper-parameter of

BNSL. 𝑡 characterizes the degrees of freedom of BNSL, and in prac-

tice, we typically take it as 6. The scaling factor is the FLOPs, and
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Figure 7: Scaling Performance regarding the FLOPs and 𝑅/𝑅∗
of models. The size of the MLP network and the deviation
between the fitted curve and the true values (referred to as
the "error") are annotated in the figure. The 𝑅2 value of the
curve fitting is 0.996. Here [1024, 256, 256, 256, 1] indicates
an MLP model with 5 layers, where the output sizes are 1024,
256, 256, 256, and 1, respectively. The total dimensions of
input features for all models are 3328.

the dependent variable is our proposed offline metric 𝑅/𝑅∗. We use

basin-hopping [25] to fit the BNSL.

Figure 7 illustrates the curve obtained after fitting the BNSL,

alongwith the original data points. The x-axis represents the scaling

factor (FLOPs), and the y-axis represents the dependent variable

(𝑅/𝑅∗). Each data point corresponds to an MLP model of a different

size, with the number of layers and units per layer annotated in

the figure. The 𝑅2 value of the curve fitting is 0.996, indicating a

strong correlation between the predicted values and the observed

data points. Therefore, it provides strong evidence that there
is indeed a Broken Neural Scaling Law for the MLP models
under the typical scenario (referred to Section 3) of online
advertisement retrieval. With this scaling law, we can predict or

understand the scaling behavior of the MLP models.

It is important to note that the FLOPs in Figure 7 refer to
the computational cost per user-ad pair (without customized

optimization, e.g. the first-layer optimization), and the training data

includes about 200 billion samples (namely user-ad pairs) and 20

billion impressions. We set the maximum FLOPs for the model to

143M FLOPs. The FLOPs range is not as wide as in NLP [15, 19].

This is mainly because 143M FLOPs is about 20 times the FLOPs of

our online base model, and a mature commercial system typically

cannot easily allocate such a large amount of computing resources

in the short term. Additionally, from the scaling laws validated in

other scenarios, the marginal returns of increasing computational

cost tend to decrease. Therefore, from the perspective of commercial

applications of scaling law in advertising systems, which strongly

focus on ROI, predicting model performance within the computa-

tional range of 0 to 143M FLOPs should be sufficient.

Thanks to the strong linear relationship between𝑅/𝑅∗ and online
revenue, we can establish a prediction from FLOPs to online revenue.

To further validate whether the accuracy of the FLOPs-to-revenue

estimation meets the needs of model development and iteration, we
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deploy two models for 7 days, each with 10% of online traffic. The

FLOPs for these models are 12.6M and 22.9M, respectively. Based
on the scaling law, the estimated online revenue gains are
0.33% and 0.62%, while the actual online revenue increases are
0.38% and 0.69%, respectively. In our scenario, this accuracy
is more than sufficient for guiding model development and
iteration. Note that the MLP network size is [1024, 512, 512, 512,

1] for both models, while the dimensions of the input features are

5128 and 10128 (calculation details are shown in appendix B.1),

respectively. This further indicates the generalization of the FLOPs-

to-revenue estimation. We notice that the estimation errors of these

two models are smaller than the average error of figure 3. This may

be because the models in figure 3 were deployed for only one day,

while these two models were deployed for 7 days, which means the

observations of figure 3 would have higher variance.

4.3 Mapping Function from Model Settings to
Computation Cost and FLOPs

Towards real-world applications, we need the scaling law of rev-

enue and computation cost (namely machine cost), rather than the

relationship of revenue and FLOPs. To this end, we should build

a robust mapping function from FLOPs to computation cost with-

out online deployment. Unfortunately, it’s intractable to give a

certain formulation that maps the FLOPs to computation cost for

general scenarios, since the actual computation cost is influenced

by a multitude of factors including hardware specifications, soft-

ware optimization, and so on. These factors can significantly vary

across different environments, leading to highly non-linear and

unpredictable relationships between FLOPs and actual costs.

To tackle this problem,we employ the parameters ofmodel
size to bridge the gap between FLOPs and computation cost.
Determining the FLOPs of a model based on its size parameters is

trivial. We use the tf.profiler API of TensorFlow to calculate the

FLOPs for the forward pass of one user-ad pair. Thus, the main
challenge lies in estimating the computation cost based on
the model size parameters without online deployment. We

propose two paradigms to identify the relationship between ma-

chine cost and model size parameters: 1) machine cost estimation

based on software and hardware optimization experience, and 2)

machine cost estimation based on offline simulation testing.

The first approach relies on professionals with deep expertise in

optimizing software and hardware systems to minimize or avoid

online deployment operations. They employ empirical methods

to establish reliable correlations between model size and actual

computation costs. For instance, Fang et al.(2024) [8] estimated the

machine cost for standard models like Transformers, trained using

PyTorch on A100 GPUs, leveraging their expertise. However, in

real-world advertising scenarios, customized training and serving

frameworks (e.g., the first-layer optimization in section 3.4) and

machine configurations introduce more complex nonlinearities

between model size parameters and machine cost, increasing the

complexity and difficulty of expertise-based cost estimation.

The second method is a more standardized, reproducible, and

recommended approach for cost estimation. This method can be

formalized as an algorithm, as shown in Algorithm 1. Thanks to
the machine cost estimation tools (abbreviated as MCET)

developed by our engineering team, which implement Al-
gorithm 1, we can estimate the required machine numbers
for tens of models without actually deploying or launching
them. Using one machine with a single GPU, we can estimate
the required number of machines for a single TensorFlow
meta-file within half an hour. Combining this information with

the unit price of the specified machine configuration, we can ac-

curately calculate the expected machine cost. It is important to

note that for training and serving cost estimation, the algorithm

should be executed using the meta files specific to the training and

serving process, respectively. For training cost estimation, labels

are randomly constructed. This approach not only saves time but

also provides a reliable and efficient way to estimate computation

costs for model deployment and iteration.

Algorithm 1 Cost Estimation by Offline Simulation Testing

Input: The number 𝑛 of models (denoted as 𝑛), and meta files of

the models (denoted as {𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑎𝑖 |0 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑛}). One specified

machine MH for online serving. The machine number 𝑟𝑒𝑞0
of the online base model𝑀0. The desired response time limit

𝑇
limit

.

Output: The estimated machine number of each model for online

serving, denoted as {𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑖 |1 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑛}.
1: Initialize an empty list 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑠 to store the results.

2: Simulate the execution of the base model𝑀0 using the specified

hardware configurationMH .

3: Measure the QPS (𝑄𝑃𝑆0) of the base model𝑀0 under the given

response time limit 𝑇
limit

, with the input being randomly ini-

tialized, fixed-length tensors.

4: Calculate the total QPS capacity of the base model setup:

𝑄𝑃𝑆
total

= 𝑟𝑒𝑞0 ×𝑄𝑃𝑆0.

5: for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑛 − 1 do
6: Load the meta file𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑎𝑖 of the 𝑖-th model.

7: Simulate the model’s execution using the specified hardware

configuration MH .

8: Measure the QPS (𝑄𝑃𝑆𝑖 ) of the 𝑖-th model under the given

response time limit 𝑇
limit

, with the input being randomly

initialized, fixed-length tensors.

9: Calculate the required number ofmachines for the 𝑖-thmodel:

𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑖 =
𝑄𝑃𝑆total
𝑄𝑃𝑆𝑖

.

10: Append the result 𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑖 to the 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑠 list.

11: end for
12: return 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑠

5 Applications in Model Designing and
Resource Allocation

In this section, we show two real-world applications of the scaling

laws identified by the paradigm in section 4 in the advertising

system of Kuaishou Technology. To facilitate the description, we

first define the following notations:

• SP = [𝑎0, 𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛]: A list representing the size parameters

of an MLP, where 𝑎0 denotes the dimension of the MLP input,

and 𝑎1 to 𝑎𝑛 denote the output dimensions of each layer. Let us

denote the TensorFlow meta file generated from the MLP model

configured with SP as𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑎SP .
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• 𝐹 (SP): The FLOPs of the network with size parameters SP.

• 𝐺 : The mapping function from 𝑅/𝑅∗ to the expected online rev-

enue, which is a linear function.

• 𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿: The mapping function from FLOPs to 𝑅/𝑅∗, which follows
the form given in Equation 6.

• 𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 : The tool (function) used to estimate machine costs, where

𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 (𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑎SP ) represents the estimated machine cost for de-

ploying an MLP with size parameters SP.

where 𝐺 , 𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿, 𝐹 and𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 are obtained by referring to sec-

tion 4.1, section 4.2, and section 4.3, respectively.

5.1 ROI-Constrained Model Designing
For a commercial company, there is usually a standard regarding

ROI. Specifically, for an advertising system, we aim for the return

on investment (ROI) from the machine to be no less than 𝜆, where

𝜆 is typically determined by management based on the company’s

operating conditions.

Given a specific MLP model with size parameters SP, the ROI

of the model can be estimate by Eq 7:

𝑅𝑂𝐼 =
𝐺 (𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿(𝐹 (SP)))
𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 (𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑎SP )

(7)

Thus, given the ROI constraint, we can find the approximate

optimal model size by solving the following optimization problem:

max

SP
𝐺 (𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿((𝐹 (SP))))

s.t.

𝐺 (𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿(𝐹 (SP)))
𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 (𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑎SP )

≥ 𝜆
(8)

Notice that SP is a vector where each element represents the

number of units in each layer of the MLP. As each element in SP
increases, 𝐹 (SP), 𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿(SP), and 𝐺 (𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿(SP)) also increase,

indicating that 𝐹 , 𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿, and 𝐺 are monotonically increasing func-

tions. However,𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 is not amonotonic function and is typically a

complex mapping, making the problem non-convex and unsolvable

analytically or through binary search.

For the functions in Eq 8, the most time-consuming part is the

computation of𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 (SP), which relies on a simulation testing

tool. Fortunately, even the computation of𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 does not have a

high time and resource cost, allowing us to perform a grid search on

this problem. We use 10 T4-GPU machines to run the grid search of

about 1000 configurations and find an approximate optimal solution

in about two days. Due to space limitations, details of the grid search

settings are introduced in appendix B.1.

With the specific ROI constraint of Kuaishou Technology, we

solve the approximate optimal size of our foundation MLP model,

the SP of the online base model and the solved model are [3328,

1024, 256, 256, 256, 1] and [16128, 1024, 512, 512, 512, 1], the new
model has brought about a 0.85% increase in revenue. Such an
improvement is considered significant in our advertising sce-
nario. Without the scaling law, it would be nearly impossible
to test the ROI of hundreds of model configurations through
online deployment. The time and resource costs of deploying
somanymodels would far outweigh the incremental revenue
from the optimized model derived using the scaling law.

5.2 Multi-scenario Resource Allocation
There are often different scenarios that use different models in on-

line advertising systems, such as using different models for different

stages and ad placements. Taking different stages as an example,

we show the practice of the optimization in multi-scenario resource

allocation via scaling law.

Let us assume there are 𝑡 scenarios, with a total machine cost

of 𝐵. We want to maximize the total revenue through resource

allocation across multiple scenarios without increasing the total

machine cost, while ensuring that each scenario’s ROI is greater

than 1. We can formulate the optimization problem as Eq 9:

max

{SP𝑖 |0≤𝑖<𝑡 }

𝑡−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝐺 (𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿(𝐹 (SP𝑖 )))

s.t.

𝑡−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 (𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑎SP𝑖
) ≤ 𝐵

s.t. ∀𝑖 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝑡 − 1}, 𝐺 (𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿(𝐹 (SP𝑖 )))
𝑀𝐶𝐸𝑇 (𝑚𝑒𝑡𝑎SP𝑖

) ≥ 1

(9)

This problem can be solved using the same approach as described

in sub-section 5.1. The computational complexity of the grid search

would be about 𝑡 times the complexity mentioned in Eq. 8, with

the majority of the computation concentrated in the calculation of

MCET. In our case, we consider the Matching and Pre-ranking
stages as separate scenarios, so 𝑡 = 2. Even with 𝑡 = 2, we can

still use a grid search to solve the problem exhaustively. Due to

the initially suboptimal resource allocation, this optimization
resulted in a significant 2.8% increase in online revenue. If 𝑡 is
large in practice, making the grid search computationally infeasible,

we can employ heuristic information to prune the search space or

consider only proportional scaling of the base model. Due to space

limitations, more details of multi-scenario resource allocation are

shown in appendix B.2.

6 Conclusion
We have systematically studied the scaling laws for online advertise-

ment retrieval and validated the existence of scaling laws in a typical

learning-to-rank task with MLP models. To address the challenge

of the high cost in time and resources of obtaining scenario-specific

scaling law parameters in industrial applications, we propose a

lightweight paradigm that transforms most online experiments

into low-cost offline experiments through the offline metric R/R*

and the machine cost estimation tool. Our work showcases the

practical application of the scaling law in optimizing model design

under ROI constraints and efficient resource allocation across multi-

ple scenarios in the Kuaishou advertising system, thereby bringing

significant commercial value. We also discuss the limitations of our

study and outline potential areas for future research in appendix C

in the context of scaling laws in online advertisement retrieval.
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A More Details about Online Training and
Serving

Figure 8 illustrates the pipeline of online training and online serving

in the Kuaishou advertising system and the details of "first-layer

optimization" mentioned in section 3.4. The advertising system

records logs in real-time for each ad exposure, including the fea-

tures and labels of the training samples. The downstream training

engine reads training data from Kafka storage in real-time and

performs online training to optimize the model. Every 20 minutes,

the training engine exports the latest model parameters to HDFS

for secure storage. Meanwhile, the prediction server periodically

polls HDFS to check for new model parameters and updates the

local model parameters when a new version is available.

First-layer optimization is an optimization technique designed

for MLP models. This technique transforms the computation of

the first layer from 𝐹𝐹𝑁 (concat(𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟 , 𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑎𝑑 )) (referred to as

𝐹𝐿naive) to 𝐹𝐹𝑁 (𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟 ) + 𝐹𝐹𝑁 (𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑎𝑑 ) (referred to as 𝐹𝐿opt).

The transformation yields equivalent results but significantly re-

duces computational overhead. This optimization is applied to the

pre-ranking models of the Kuaishou advertising system, where

each impression involves evaluating 1500 candidate ads. In this con-

text, for each impression, there is one user embedding (𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑒𝑟 )

and 1500 ad embeddings (𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑎𝑑 ). The operations concat and + are

broadcast operations, meaning they can be applied element-wise

across arrays of different shapes. Here, the term "concat" refers to

a logical operation with broadcasting properties, which in practice

can be implemented using a combination of tf.tile and tf.concat in

TensorFlow. By adopting the optimized form 𝐹𝐿opt, we can save a

substantial amount of computation. To further enhance efficiency,

we have developed a scheduled precomputation service called the

“Embedding Producer.” This service caches the 𝐹𝐹𝑁 (𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑎𝑑 ) values
for all valid ads. It is a CPU-based service that is triggered by model

update events and the insertion of new ads. This caching mech-

anism ensures that the precomputed values are readily available,

reducing the computational overhead of the pre-ranking models.

For the training procedure of Pre-ranking models, we have also

implemented the first-layer optimization. However, during training,

each impression typically involves only about 10 ads, which results

in far fewer computational savings compared to the pre-ranking

service. For both training and serving, we use T4 GPUs, with each

T4 GPUmachine equipped with 128 CPU cores. During training, we

utilize an asynchronous distributed training framework to improve

efficiency and scalability. Both the training and serving frameworks

are developed based on TensorFlow. Matching models in our system
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Figure 8: The pipeline of online training and serving, and
details of the first layer optimization for Pre-rankingmodels.

use the twin-tower structure, inheriting all settings except the first-

layer optimization. The inner product of the user and ad tower

is directly calculated by brute force for online serving, and no

approximate search algorithm such as FAISS is employed.

B More Details about the Applications of
Scaling Law

B.1 ROI-Constrained Model Designing
We set an upper limit on the model FLOPs to 143M and set the

step size of the grid search as 16 and 128 for the feature embedding

dimensions and the unit number of MLP layers, respectively. This

larger step size is chosen because smaller increments have minimal

impact on the total FLOPs and result in negligible increases in ex-

pected revenue according to the scaling law. The feature embedding

dimension (𝑒𝑚𝑏_𝑑𝑖𝑚) in the grid search starts at 16. The input size

of MLP models is determined by multiplying the 𝑒𝑚𝑏_𝑑𝑖𝑚 by the

number of sparse features, which is 200 in our experiments, plus

an additional 128-dimensional dense feature. For the MLP layers

(excluding the output layer, which is fixed at 1), the number of units

starts at 128, with the constraint that the number of units in any

layer does not exceed the number of units in the previous layer.

The size of the first layer outputs does not exceed 1024, because

this is the storage limit of the embedding producer. Additionally,

we enforce that the number of units in any layer (except the output

layer) is at least 1/20 of the number of units in the previous layer as

the reason discussed in appendix C.1. We used 10 T4-GPUmachines

to perform a grid search over approximately 1000 configurations

and found an approximate optimal solution in about two days.

B.2 Multi-scenario Resource Allocation
We adopted an MLP model for the Pre-ranking stage and a twin-

tower model for the Matching stage. Through offline experiments,

we obtained the key functions (including 𝐺 , 𝐵𝑁𝑆𝐿, etc.) in the

scaling laws for both the Matching and Pre-ranking stages using

our proposed paradigm. Due to the different model architectures,

their machine costs vary in the same size. We used the machine

cost estimation tool to additionally measure the machine costs of

the twin-tower model at different sizes. Similarly to the estimation

of the MLP model, we solved the estimated machine costs of ap-

proximately 1000 different sizes of twin-tower models based on the

algorithm 1 using 10 T4-GPU machines for about 2 days.

C Limitations and Future Work
C.1 Optimal Model Designing with Given FLOPs
One remaining question is how to give optimal unit distributions

of layers under a given FLOPs. Typically, in advertising models,

the size of the bottom layer is the largest, gradually decreasing in

the upper layers. We believe that as long as the difference in the

number of units between adjacent layers is within a reasonable

range, the performance impact should be negligible. To explore this,

we conducted preliminary experiments, such as testing a model

with the size [3328, 1024, 32, 32, 32, 1]. We found that when the unit

allocation is unreasonable, the model performance significantly

degrades compared to a reasonable one. Our empirical experience

suggests that, except for the output layer, the difference in the

number of units between adjacent layers should not exceed 20.

Models designed following this principle generally conform to the

BNSL. More in-depth conclusions are left for future work and are

beyond the scope of this paper.

C.2 New Foundation Models and Joint Laws
While the transformer has become a foundational model in the NLP

domain, capable of being applied to almost all tasks and scenarios,

the recommendation and advertising fields lack such a foundation

model. This absencemeans that the scaling law parameters obtained

in one scenario cannot be readily reused in another. In addition, our

scaling laws show that the benefits of increasing FLOPs converge

to zero much more rapidly. It’s different from the conclusion in

NLP area, where increasing the FLOPs by an order of magnitude

typically results in consistent performance improvements. An im-

portant reason might be that MLP models in online advertisement

retrieval are not as effective foundation models as transformers in

NLP. However, it is worth noting that transformers do not univer-

sally outperform MLPs in all advertising scenarios, especially when

considering the ROI of the machine. Given these challenges, devel-

oping more advanced and universal foundation models with better

scaling performance (e.g., recent works [11, 30, 31]) is a crucial

direction for future research in online advertisement.

Additionally, obtaining joint laws considering multiple factors

such as data, model size, and computational resources is signifi-

cantly more costly in industrial advertising settings than obtaining

single-variable scaling laws. Developing a cost-effective method

for deriving joint laws is therefore an important area for future

investigation. The high cost of obtaining joint laws is also one of the

motivations behind our exploration of unified foundation models.
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