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Abstract

This paper proposes an open and collaborative system by which
a community, or a single user, can create sets of rules and filters,
called Goggles, to define the space which a search engine can pull
results from. Instead of a single ranking algorithm, we could have
as many as needed, overcoming the biases that a single actor (the
search engine) embeds into the results. Transparency and openness,
all desirable qualities, will become accessible through the deep re-
ranking capabilities Goggles would enable. Such system would be
made possible by the availability of a host search engine, providing
the index and infrastructure, which are unlikely to be replicated
without major development and infrastructure costs. Besides the
system proposal and the definition of the Goggle language, we also
provide an extensive evaluation of the performance to demonstrate
the feasibility of the approach. Last but not the least, we commit the
upcoming Brave search engine to this effort and encourage other
search engine providers to join the proposal.
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1 Motivation

Democracy dies in darkness, a line recently adopted by the Wash-
ington Post as their slogan, warns us that unless people are informed
with facts and truth, no true democracy is possible. Those who ben-
efit from darkness have always tried to control media in order to
control and manipulate public opinion with propaganda. Until re-
cently, propaganda has been the exclusive domain of nation-states
or state-sponsored actors through mass media [19]. With the mass
popularization of the Web in the last two decades and the subse-
quent privatization of it by big platforms like Google, YouTube and
Facebook, the paradigm has changed. Propaganda is no longer a
tool of an elite, but it has been commoditized to the extent that it is
as accessible as advertisement, becoming a weapon that too many
actors have access to. One must appreciate the irony that those most
vocal about the risks of propaganda are those who controlled it in
the past. Nevertheless, the risk of fake-news—a neologism created
to mitigate cognitive dissonance—cannot be ignored [5, 6, 30, 33, 36].
It is dangerous for a society if people living in it cannot distinguish
between facts, opinions and outright misinformation. Although this
danger has always existed, today the situation is dire if only because
quantitative becomes qualitative and although all information is
theoretically available, in practical terms it is not.

1.1 A Single Point of Failure

Like never before, all the information (and misinformation) of
the world is available upon request. But the way to access this infor-
mation has narrowed to become a quasi-monopoly. The abundance

of information has led to a significant transfer of power from cre-
ators to aggregators. Access to information has been monopolized
by companies like Google and Facebook [27]. While everything is
theoretically still retrievable, in practice we are looking at the world
through the biases of a few providers, who act, unintentionally or
not, as gatekeepers. Akin to the thought experiment about the tree
falling in the forest [3], if a page is not listed on Google’s results
page or in the Facebook feed, does it really exist?

The biases of Google and Facebook, whether algorithmic, data
induced, commercial or political dictate what version of the world
we get to see. Reality becomes what the models we are fed depict
it to be [24]. And a reality defined by Google’s search ranking
algorithm, is one that does not and cannot capture the intricacies
and variety of human knowledge and opinion.

Traditionally, the role of media was to serve as the middleman
separating the chaff from the grain, of course with their respective
biases. Journalists and editors were the curators and the publishing
house was responsible by reputation and by law. Furthermore, every
country had tens or hundreds of, to a certain degree, independent
firms. Media consolidation in the 90s somewhat killed the field [37],
reducing the number of firms able to filter information. But the real
impact came with the consolidation of the big Internet platforms,
basically Google and Facebook. The role of curation has been elim-
inated as the majority of value is captured by the platforms so it is
no longer economically viable [10, 18, 25]. With fewer and weaker
intermediaries, we also reduce the amount of independent points
of views or windows to the world.

We have been forced to trust that the worldview of a few internet
platforms is non-partisan while it clearly cannot be. The public
space has been privatised by a handful of private corporations.
Such concentration of access to information is a single point of
failure, and it has failed.

2 Proposal

Let us start with a disclaimer; there is no technical solution that
solves the aforementioned problem once and for all. The issues
derived from monopolies are well understood and fall well beyond
the reach of any technical solution.

However, what we could do, is to acknowledge that market
dynamics coupled with freemium models tend to produce a winner-
takes-all scenario [4], the prelude of monopolies. Under these mar-
ket constraints, we propose to increase the number of options,
windows through which reality is made sense of. While it would
be desirable to achieve that goal through independent actors (plat-
forms), in lieu of that we can achieve the same effect within the
same platform. The proposal presented in this paper can be por-
trayed as a fail-safe to prevent any platform from becoming a single
window to the world. If Brave or any other company were to dis-
place Google, the ranking algorithm would still be the one dictating



the way the world is perceived. We would have changed actors, but
the problem would remain.

In this paper we introduce Goggles, which is meant to provide
people with a way to access information according to their explicit
biases. In layman’s terms, to put Goggles on, to see a different
version of reality.

Search engines are free to incorporate user-defined Goggles, spec-
ified in an open language drafted in Section 5, and modify their
ranking so that the user’s explicit preferences take precedence over
the ranking of the search engine itself.

Such system would have the potential to pierce a hole in the
single-window effect produced by the search engine’s ranking algo-
rithms. In a way, it is opening the ranking algorithm to the people
using the search engine.

Goggles go beyond personalization. As a matter of fact, they are
orthogonal. The rationale is not to customize the ranking according
to the implicit interests of the user, but to offer a mechanism to
define multiple rankings, plural, open and explicit, for only if it is
so, can it be trusted. The benefit for the users is that they would
be empowered to explore multiple realities in a straight-forward
way. The point is to offer people the freedom to choose their own
biases while being conscious of them. The benefit for the content
creators is that they have multiple options to expose their content,
by increasing their potential audience, which will reduce the need
to optimize for the single set of biases implicitly encoded in the
search engine’s ranking [17].

The point is not to create an even stronger echo-bubble, which is
what happens under personalization. Rather, the aim is to promote
plurality and let people proactively and consciously choose. Con-
firmation bias exists; people tend to only acknowledge information
that fits their own bias [26]. However, a large fraction of people
are interested in exploring alternative viewpoints [14]. Current
platforms, however, do not facilitate such exploration process [22],
seeking alternative options (for better or worse) implies a cost. The
costlier it is, the less likely it becomes for people to break from the
single-window effect exacerbated by the ranking algorithms.

It is also not the point of Goggles to mitigate the fake-news
phenomena, at least not directly. While having more plurality opens
the space for wacky theories, it also opens the space for rational
and informed ones. The way to fight fake news is to rebate them,
not to ban or bury them [11]. Otherwise we will have no instrument
left to control those who decide what qualifies as fake .

We envision a scenario where a community of people create and
curate Goggles like,

e "Tech Blogs". Imagine searching through a collection of
personal and company blogs curated by the community.

¢ "Product Reviews without commercial intent". Get rid
of all sites with price comparisons, affiliate links, etc. Basi-
cally, to browse over product descriptions and reviews.

¢ "Independent Media for any country”. Would demote
major newspaper and promote minor outlets.

¢ "Exclude top 1000 domains". Would remove results from
most popular domains on the Web to surface less prominent
ones.

1 Quis custodiet ipsos custodes? Who will guard the guards themselves?
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¢ "Recipe search that my mom likes". Only searches recipes
on tasteofhome.com, nowhere else being considered, would
become a site search.

e "Nature lovers in the Pyrenees". An extremely curated
list of high-quality sites for hiking/trekking in the area. Ex-
cluding the more generic sites not specialized in that area.

¢ "Wikipedia / Reddit / <Any site> search". Site search is
just an instance of what Goggles can be. The other way round
also works; results that exclude results from a given site (e.g.
Facebook).

o We recently observed the tech community discussing the short-
comings of search engines [9], particularly in surfacing content
by some spaces in the web. It was exciting to see how almost all
the use-cases in the discussion could be addressed by Goggles.?

Each of these Goggles is fully owned, controlled and maintained
by its creators according to their own terms and services. Goggles
can be shared, extended, and modified to fit anyone’s particular
needs. The most likely scenario, however, is that the great majority
of users will rely on Goggles maintained by others because of their
coverage, quality, and most importantly, because of the trust of
the maintainers’ integrity. Trust is an important aspect of Goggles.
There is no way to guarantee that a particular Goggle fulfils its
promise, but any Goggle can be forked, and their users vote with
their feet. The fact that the list of rules composing a Goggle is open
and can be copied/extended by anyone will prevent the creation of
alock-in by the original authors/creators, mimicking the ecosystem
lock-in of the likes of Apple, Google and Facebook [28]. Of course,
for such system to work, people must trust that the search engine
serving as host applies the rules defined by the Goggle against their
index without alteration. Besides the language definition, which
must be standard to allow integration with the search/retrieval al-
gorithms, a search engine should stay out of the Goggles ecosystem
to maximize trust and variety.

The contributions of this paper are:

(1) To propose the concept of Goggles for open/collaborative
ranking. Note that the proposal/definition alone, is not en-
tirely novel (as will be discussed in the Background Sec-
tion 3).

(2) To define the Goggles language, which allows people to de-
fine their own ranking preferences in a simple way, using a
grammar inspired by the ad-blocking community (proven
to be both easy to write and maintain and to be expressive
enough.)

(3) The commitment that the Brave search engine will imple-

ment and apply user-defined Goggles. Which means mod-

ifications on the ranking algorithms (details in Section 4).

We encourage other search engines to follow. Goggles is in

no way owned by or exclusive to Brave search engine. It

belongs only to its creators and users.

To show that search engines can serve an additional role

to the community by exposing their infrastructure and in-

dex. Allowing public and open access to such privileged
resources.

—~
N
=

2Note that Goggles project started late 2019 but was put on hold due to the shutdown
of the Cliqz search engine. Happily, the project will continue as part of Brave from
2021 onward.
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Let us emphasize once again that this proposal, Goggles, does
not fix the problems of misinformation, echo-chambers, confirma-
tion biases, etc. These problems are very human in nature, and
no technology can solve them. At most, it can only exacerbate or
mitigate them, the latter being the case of the system presented
in this paper. What we propose in this paper is a way to decrease
the single-window effect created by the search engines such as
Google, Bing, and of course, Brave. By opening the ranking from
one(s) to many we open the possibility of having many different
rankings, serving different biases and intents. Needless to say, that
search engines must collaborate on that effort by providing the
infrastructure and index to back it up.

Goggles intends to offer multiple perspectives to the same query
and to be explicit about it. So that people choosing liberal media
Goggles are free to do so, but this is a conscious and deliberate
choice. If they want, they can explore the opposite Goggles to ex-
pand their perspective. Something as simple as this is not easy, as
systems are not designed to that purpose [7, 32]. Allow us to stress
that the biases embedded on a Goggle do not need to be "positive".
There will be Goggles created by creationists, anti-vaccination sup-
porters or flat-earthers. However, the biases will be explicit, and
therefore, the choice is a conscious one. We do not anticipate any
need for censorship in the context of Goggles. Clearly illegal and
sensitive content like child pornography or extreme violence should
already be filtered out by the host search engine at the index layer.
Consequently, such content should not be surfaced by any Goggle.

We would like to stress out that biases do not need to exist
only on highly polarizing issues such as politics, religion, language,
etc. Non-partisan topics like strong localization, advertisement or
commercial intent removal are likely to have a strong presence.
Goggles can just be ways to increase plurality and open niches for
content that is otherwise buried under the rule of a single source
of ranking.

3 Background

To the best of our knowledge Goggles is the first attempt to open
up the ranking component of a search engine to the community.

Perhaps the most related system to Goggles is personalization [23],
the ability to alter ranking according to the user’s interests or in-
tents. Note that this comparison, although reasonable, is deceptive.
Personalization, outside the realm of faceted search [2, 34], is not
actionable for the user, at most they can opt out from it. The aim
of Goggles is not to have a single ranking fitting better the user’s
interests, but to offer users a wide range of possible rankings and
let them choose. The same rationale applies to rankings subjected
to locales, either language or geography.

We mention faceted search, which shares with Goggles that abil-
ity to provide external information to the query to help the search
engine refine the results the user was looking for. In the case of
faceted search, the user does not provide an external rule for rank-
ing, but additional metadata, typically in a structured form. For
instance, named entities, reference codes, dates, etc. Information
provided by the user to facilitate the retrieval. This approach is
useful on many verticals like flights, trips, books, movies, products,
but is not the most convenient for general purpose, as it demands
from the user a) knowledge of the domain, and b) extra burden on

the input query. Goggles also imposes these constraints at creation
time, but not while using them. Thus, the extra effort is not paid by
the end-user but by the Goggle’s creator/maintainer.

Goggles also share similarities with collaborative efforts for con-
tent discovery and classification, for instance, social bookmarks
systems [20, 29] or curated lists [31]. However, such systems are
designed for sharing and not suitable for search both because of
the limited coverage and the lack of a proper search infrastructure.

Another area where Goggles’ contribution is relevant is algo-
rithmic transparency. We are not aiming to make the Brave search
engine ranking transparent, but rather to allow people to modify
and alter it a posteriori. Transparency of the ranking would pro-
vide explainability and accountability for the results and it would
help to detect unfairness or illegitimate biases (e.g. gender, race,
religion). We could achieve similar results with Goggles, but in an
indirect manner. Note that full transparency on the ranking (the
main ranking algorithm that is) would introduce challenging prob-
lems. Intellectual property aside, which is not a small thing, we
would further open the search engine to the harmful effects of SEO
(search engine optimization). SEO, especially when invasive, is one
of the biggest headaches search engines have, giving access to the
particularities of the main ranking would immediately result in a
boost of those sites that rely on SEO to be on top, which are usually
not the ones with the best content.

A similar argument can be made on the topic of open search.
This proposal does not open the full search engine, but it provides
the ability to modify the most important constituent, the results.
Building, maintaining and operating a search engine is neither
easy nor cheap. Something along the lines of our proposal could
become a suitable middle ground. Traditional search engines could
act as hosts, providing their index and computational resources.
The final ranking, however, could be driven by a community of
people maintaining a large and open collection of Goggles.

The underlying idea behind Goggles is simple, borderline trivial.
As a matter of fact, related concepts have been proposed in the
past [12], however, unless it is coupled with a search engine infras-
tructure, the chances of success are small. Custom rerankers are
only one side of Goggles. Performing a rerank, depends both on the
rules of reranking but also on the original result-set where the rules
will be applied. Hence, the effectiveness of the system is predicated
on obtaining a large set of results on which the rules can be applied.
Without the active collaboration of a search engine provider, such
large result-set is not available. Top 10 results or top 50 in the case
of Bing API [13] are not nearly big enough. Of course, scraping is
always a possibility, but latency will become an unsolvable issue.
It would take a few seconds to scrape the first 100 results out of a
search engine, if we manage to not get blocked. And still, a result-
set of 100 results, while better than 10, is still way too small. The
only way to efficiently implement something like Goggles is with
the collaboration of a search engine which allows the user to send
a custom re-ranking function to be applied to the first set of results
(typically in the tens of thousands) rather than on the final steps
where the candidate result-set has already been reduced enough to
have a poor overlap with the user custom re-ranking. In Section 5
we briefly describe how the Goggles language is applied to Brave’s
search ranking algorithm.



4 Integrating with existing search engines

Modern search engines have strict latency requirements, usually
less than a second, in which they need to respond to the user query.
A common way to architect a search engine to address this issue is
to split the process into multiple phases. The recall phase involves
matching the user query against billions of (in some cases, a lot
more) pages with simple features to help reduce a candidate set
to a reasonable size for further processing, typically in the order
of few thousands. Subsequent phases, usually known as precision
phases, narrow down the candidate set using a stack of increasingly
sophisticated and costly models. The last phase of this process,
the ranking, involves a very small candidate-set and is the one
responsible for the final ordering of results given to the user.

The effectiveness of Goggles increases the earlier they are inte-
grated into the search process so that more pages can be subjected
to the rules being applied. Consider the Goggle "Filter out the re-
sults from the top 1000 domains on the internet”, which could be an
interesting way to explore the internet. Applying this on the final
result set for most queries would lead to very few results, if any, due
to the inherent bias in most search engines to surface content from
popular domains. The rules defined by Goggles are better applied to
the largest candidate-set possible, so that the intersection between
candidates and rules to be applied is not empty. Only when inter-
section is large enough, will the re-ranking introduced by Goggles
be noticeable.

Deep integration between Goggles and the host search engine is
needed for the system to work. However, such integration poses
different issues: 1) Efficiency: applying the rules against all elements
of the candidate set (typically URLs) has to be extremely fast to
minimize the overhead. In the following section we will present our
solution to this issue. And 2) Independence: the host search engine
needs to have total control over their index. This trait is given on
search engines running their own fully-fledged index, e.g. Google,
Bing, Yandex, Baidu and Brave. However, other search engines that
rely totally or in part on external indexes might not have the ability
to pull a large enough candidate-set to perform the user re-rank
defined on his Goggle. DuckDuckGo, Qwant and Ecosia, which rely
on the Bing API, are limited to whatever the API offers.

In this paper we lay down the language and the supporting
matching engine, however, integrating such system into the code of
a large-scale search engine is non-trivial. We commit Brave search
engine to do so, to be a host for Goggles. We believe and welcome
other search engines to also be hosts, after all, the more choices of
Goggles and of hosts search engines, the better.

5 Language for Goggles

For the purpose of Goggles, we created a DSL (Domain Specific
Language) which will allow users to express rules able to capture
flexible filtering logic applied on a large set of search results. This
DSL needed to be plain text and self-contained to ease hosting and
sharing, flexible enough to express fine-grained filtering logic of
URLs and page features, yet sufficiently constrained so that filtering
can be implemented in a very efficient way (as mentioned previ-
ously, this system needs to be able to match thousands of candidate
results against thousands of rules for each user query, without
impacting latency in a perceivable way). Finally, it needed to be
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accessible enough so that even people without a technical back-
ground could quickly grasp its syntax and write rules, which would
also encourage collaboration around the creation and curation of
Goggles (e.g. communities).

After considering all these requirements, we realized that we
could leverage prior work, addressing a totally different use-case
but sharing similar challenges. We decided to base our DSL upon a
subset of the syntax used by content blockers to perform "network
filtering" (i.e. ads- and trackers-blocking): the so-called "Adblock-
Plus filters syntax" [1, 21]. This language already proved in the past
that it, 1) allows to express logic to target URLs in a powerful way, 2)
can be implemented extremely efficiently [38], and 3) is friendly to
contributors and gave rise to numerous communities maintaining
lists with a robust open collaboration model [15, 16, 35].

The language is also already widely documented, is flexible
enough to allow custom extensions while maintaining backward
compatibility (e.g. new options can be added without breaking other
engines). This last point is especially important since we hope that
other search engines will follow suit and also adopt support for
Goggles. It was observed in the content-blocking communities that,
in practice, maintainers have an incentive to keep compatibility
with a maximum number of engines, and will thus use the features
which are widely supported in priority (common denominator)
and rely on engine-specific features only if they cannot do other-
wise; this allows some flexibility for engines implementing custom
extensions to the language.

We now give a brief overview of this language, the draft spec
of which will be hosted publicly and open for participation in the
future.

A list of filters, or Goggle, is a self-contained text file where each
line can contain a filter (empty lines or comments—line starting
with a ’!” character—are ignored). Ranking of search results will
be altered based on the filters contained in the file. Each filter is
composed of two parts: a trigger and an action, separated by a §$
character: <trigger>$<action>. The trigger part is a pattern which
needs to match a result candidate. It can leverage the following
features:

e Plain Patterns—allow targeting a URL (or another result
attribute like its title) based on a string of characters which
it should contain. The filter "/coronavirus-" would trigger
on any URL containing this specific string of characters (e.g.
https://example.com/coronavirus-update.html).

Wildcard Patterns—extend plain patterns with globbing
capabilities: the special symbol "*" can be used to match
any number of characters. Filter "/health/*/coronavirus-"
would match any URL containing the substring "/health/", fol-
lowed by zero or more characters, then "/coronavirus-" (e.g.
https://example.com/health/2020/coronavirus-update.html).
Left and Right Anchors—introduce a special "|" charac-
ter which, when appearing at the start or end of a filter,
forces a pattern to match the beginning or end of a URL. Fil-
ters "[https://" and "html|" would match URLs starting with
https:// or ending with .html, respectively.

Each filter can also be annotated with additional options (fol-
lowing the "$" character). Multiple options can be specified at the
same time, and separated by comas. We leverage this syntax to
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add ways to further fine-tune the behaviour of Goggles; either to
specify which features of a result candidate should be considered
(i.e. target), or how the ranking should be affected (i.e. action). For
example:

o $boost=XX—is used to alter the ranking of specific results
by XX (e.g. $boost=1 would not alter the ranking, while
$boost=2 would make a result two times more important).

e $discard—completely drops candidates from the list of re-
sults.

e Filtering based on specific attributes of the result page can
be achieved with:

- $lang=XX—to target the language.

— $inurl—to target the URL.

- $inquery—to target queries leading to a candidate.
- $intitle—to target the title.

— $indescription—to target the description.

- S$intext—to target the full content.

Last but not the least, these features can all be combined to form
complex filters. For example, the filter: /news/*/covid. html|$inurl,
would match candidates based on their URL.

This description is by no mean complete or final, and we will
release a specification of the language once it is stabilized.

5.1 Protocol

To allow users and communities to create and curate Goggles
over time, we propose the following protocol, inspired by the most
successful filters maintainers from content-blocking communities.

We propose two modes operations for maintainers: 1) A develop-
ment setup implemented as a Web User Interface which allows to
quickly get feedback over newly created filters, by showing which
results end up in the final result set in real time. This setup is in-
tended to speed-up the process of creating filters, reducing friction
and offering a seamless workflow. The resulting filters can then be
hosted publicly on a platform such as GitHub and made available
to a wider public. And 2) The production setup which is directly
integrated into any search engine prepared to be a host for Goggles.
The end user could specify a link (or identifier) to the Goggle in
the form of network accessible URI. The search backend is then
responsible for fetching the Goggle definition from the URI (or use
a cached version of it), compiling it to an efficient representation
optimized for matching speed, and applying it at the recall-phase
to the search results to produce a resulting candidate set.

5.2 Privacy Considerations

It is important to consider the potential privacy implications
of sending a Goggles URIs together with the query. The URI can
become a unique user identifier, especially for those people using
non-popular Goggles. Therefore, there is a risk of a host search
engine building a partially complete user profile in some circum-
stances. This should not be a problem for all host search engines,
though; Google and Bing for instance, link all queries to the users’
accounts and consider it a desirable feature. However, for privacy
preserving search engines like Brave, this becomes a hurdle.

Note, however, that the URI only doubles as a user identifier
under certain conditions: 1) when a user is consistently using it
for all queries, and 2) when the URI is only used by that user (or
a very small group of users). None of these conditions should be

Number of URLs Number of filters Time (ms)

1000 1 0.17
1000 10 0.20
1000 100 0.24
1000 1000 0.33
10000 1 1.56
10000 10 1.78
10000 100 2.08
10000 1000 3.10

Table 1: Summary of the performance evaluation (time in
milliseconds) for different number of URLs and filters.

the default modus operandi of Goggles. We would expect Goggles
to be used only for a fraction of queries. Also, we expect users to
rely on multiple Goggles for different tasks. And finally, we expect
a great majority of users to rely on popular Goggles, for which the
URI is not a valid user identifier. Reality, however, does not need
to conform with expectations. We should provide an additionally
mechanisms to protect privacy for those niche cases. One proposal
would be to allow sending multiple Goggles URIs on a single query,
so that the true Goggle is obfuscated on a larger set. The host search
engine would return results for all the Goggles and on the client-
side the results for the padding Goggles would be dropped. This
approach, however, imposes a serious overhead on the host search
engine. The final solution to this problem is left for future work.

6 Performance evaluation

As previously discussed, Goggles can only shine when applied
to a very large candidate set of results (thousands of URLs). For
this reason, the filtering logic can only take place in the search
backend, during the recall phase. Consequently, we operate under a
very tight time budget (few milliseconds) to ensure that the overall
search latency is still acceptable and that the backend remains able
to handle many concurrent requests from users.

To assess the viability of Goggles from a performance perspec-
tive, we first implemented a prototype leveraging our in-house
high-performance JavaScript content blocking library [8], then a
custom Rust re-implementation of a similar engine, tuned for per-
formance. The following figures were obtained by sampling 10k
results with query "coronavirus" from our search index. The filters
used were a selection of 1000 domains from the most popular do-
mains, which we use as a "trustworthy list of domains"-Goggle. We
run the measurements with varying number of URLs and filters
to get insights into how the total time evolves as a function of the
input size. Results are summarized in Table 1. These measurements
were performed using our Rust prototype, compiled with rustc
1.43.1, on a reasonably fast ultrabook CPU (i7 U6600) using two
cores (4 logical threads using hyper-threading).

From these results we can conclude that our initial Rust proto-
type is already delivering good performance on a reasonably large
set of candidate URLSs (note that recall phase is typically sharded
across multiple servers, so the aggregated candidate set could be



much larger). The figures obtained from our reference implementa-
tion give us confidence about the feasibility of the approach, even
on the rare case of a single server. Secondly, we observe that the
processing time per-request is almost constant thanks to the effi-
cient dispatching data-structure used in the filtering engine [38];
this shows that Goggles could be handling many more filters while
still meeting our time budget; the runtime being almost exclusively
impacted by the number of URLs in the initial result-set (assuming
the filtering runs on a single CPU). Digging further, we observed
that pre-processing of URLs, which consists of extracting the host-
names as well as tokenizing the URL, is the current bottleneck with
a total of 70% of the overall time spent, whereas looking up filters
from the index only takes around 10% of the total time. This shows
that we could improve the performance drastically by focusing our
effort on these two functions.

7 Conclusion

We believe that the system/framework proposed in this paper
would be beneficial to maintain a healthier Web. Goggles would
foster openness and diversity thanks to the community mainte-
nance and ownership. The later being very important as the added
value created should not exclusively be in control of the host search
engine, or else we might end up on the current status-quo. Besides,
community Goggles also requires the active participation on a host
search engine, which would provide access to its index and infras-
tructure. We are happy to commit Brave search to this endeavor, as
we did with the now defunct Cligz search?.

Needless to say that Goggles will be open to any other search
engine or institution that is enticed by this proposal.
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