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Algorithmic Methods for Sponsored Search
Advertising

Jon Feldman and S. Muthukrishnan

Abstract Modern commercial Internet search engines display achegnients along
side the search results in response to user queries. Susbaspd search relies on
market mechanisms to elicit prices for these advertisesnemdking use of an auc-
tion among advertisers who bid in order to have their ads shfowspecific key-
words. We present an overview of the current systems for auctions and also
describe the underlying game-theoretic aspects. The garok/és three parties—
advertisers, the search engine, and search users—and semnpesample research
directions that emphasize the role of each. The algoritranbifiding and pricing
in these games use techniques from three mathematicat aneakanism design,
optimization, and statistical estimation. Finally, wegmet some challenges in spon-
sored search advertising.

1 Introduction

Targeted advertisements on search queries is an incrgasmaprtant advertising
medium, attracting large numbers of advertisers and u¥enen a user poses a
query, the search engine returns search results togettieadiertisements that are
placed into positions, usually arranged linearly down thgey top to bottom. On
most major search engines, the assignment of ads to pasiiatetermined by an
auction among all advertisers who placed a bid on a keywatthtfatches the query.
The user might click on one or more of the ads, in which caséh@rpay-per-click
modelPay-per-click model) the advertiser receiving thekgbays the search engine
a price determined by the auction.
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In the past few years, the sponsored search model has beey bigcessful
commercially, and the research community is attemptingneustand the under-
lying dynamics, explain the behavior of the market and imprthe auction algo-
rithms. This survey will provide an overview of the algontft issues in sponsored
search.

The basic view we emphasize is the role of theee partieThree parties in
sponsored search.

e The first party is thedvertisersvho have multiple objectives in seeking to place
advertisements. Some advertisers want to develop theidbsame seek to make
sales, and yet others advertise for defensive purposesamifisgkeywords cen-
tral to their business. Some have budget constraints, wliilers are willing to
spend as much as it takes to achieve their goal. Some seekaio atany clicks
and eyeballs, yet others attempt to optimize their returnngastment. So, in
general, advertisers are of varied types.

e The second party is theuctioneer in this case, the search engine. The search
engines have to balance many needs. They must maintain geefich results
and have advertisements enhance, rather than interfene thvit search experi-
ence. They need to make sure the advertisers get their nadétisd, and at the
same time ensure that the market the advertisers pargcipas efficient and
conducive to business.

e The third party is perhaps the most important in the gameethessearch users
Users come to search engines for information and pointeesddition, they also
come to discover shopping opportunities, good deals, andpneducts. There
are millions of users with different goals and behavior g with respect to
advertisements.

These three parties induce a fairly sophisticated dynanitéle economic and
game theory provide a well-developed framework for undeding the auction
game between the advertisers and the auctioneer, the catyrhas had to gen-
eralize such methods and apply them carefully to understamaurrently popu-
lar Internet auctions. Likewise, while there has been rea@nk on understanding
models of user behavior for posing search queries and theitzehavior for search
responses, little is known about user behavior on advengses, and crucially, these
affect the value of the slots and thus the very goods thataders auction.

In this survey, we will show examples of research themesgdoréhmic, opti-
mization and game-theoretic issues in sponsored seargarticular, we present
three examples each emphasizing the perspective of one dffithe different par-
ties involved in sponsored search: the advertisers (whasitte bidders), the search
engine (who acts as the auctioneer), and the search engineus determines the
commodity). More specifically,

e We present results for how an advertiser should chooselifasrgiven the cur-
rently used auction mechanism and implicit user behaviodet® This result
appears a$[17]. It shows that a very simple bidding straiteggry effective for
the advertiser.
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e \We study a new mechanism for the auctioneer to allocate aseerents to slots
in order to optimize efficiency, and analyze the game-th@nespects of this
mechanism. This result appears(in/[18]. It shows that a sppte-setting mech-
anism is suitable for determining the outcome of severdiang simultaneously
for the auctioneer.

e \We present a novel Markovian model of user behavior when shamvertise-
ments, and for this model, develop mechanisms and gameythiguos result ap-
pears in[[4]. It shows that under a model of user behavior rgereral than the
one that is implicit in existing auctions, entirely diffeteallocation and pricing
will be optimal. Hence, user models have significant impact.

The results above are joint work with Gagan Aggarwal, Evdadtikolova, Martin
Pal and CIliff Stein, and represent work done at Google Rekea

In the rest of the document, we will first describe the fouitdet behind the
existing auctions. Then we will describe the three resuits/a. After that, we will
be able to point to open issues and provide concluding resmadce generally on
Internet advertising and auctions.

2 Existing Auctions

The basic auction behind sponsored searchSponsored searibn occurs when
a user submits a query to the search engine. The screen dkiguire[l shows an
example user query “soda” and search results page returoredlie search engine.
This page includes web search results on the left, and imdlgpaly, a set of three
text ads on the right, arranged linearly top to bottom, ¢yeararked “Sponsored
links.” Each advertiser has previously submitted a big stating their value for a
click, tying their bid to a specifikeyword The auction is held in real-time among
advertisers whose keywords match that user’'s query. Thdt idghe auction is the
list of advertisements on the right. So, after selectingstiteof eligible (matching)
ads, running the auction involves the search engine datérgi(a) the ordering of
bidders and (b) pricing.

e Ordering: The most natural ordering is to sort by decreasing bid, hattdloes
not take into account the quality of ads and their suitabilit users. Thus, it
is common practice to place the bidders in descending orfdbrop, wherea;
is what is called theclick-through-rate(ctr)Click-through rate (ctr)ctr (click-
through rate) of advertiser i.e., the probability that a user will click on the
ad, given that the user looks at it. (The ctr is usually mezsby the search en-
gine.) This is the ordering currently in use by search ergjiike Yahoo!Yahoo!
and Google.Google

e Pricing: The natural method is to make bidders pay what they bid, lati¢lads
to well-known race condition§[13]. Instead, the most commmethod is to use a
“generalized second price” (GSP) auctionGSP (Generalbssbnd-Price) auc-
tion. Say the positions are numbere@.1.. starting at the top and going down,
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Fig. 1 Screen shot of a user query with the search results on thateftthe ads on the right.

and the bidder at positionhas bidb;. In GSP, the price for a click for the ad-
vertiser in position is determined by the advertisement below it and is given by
bi+10i1/ai, which is the minimum they would have needed to bid to attairt

position.

The first academic treatments of the sponsored search augéce naturally
from the perspective of auction and game theoryAuctionrhdaxing this ordering
of the bidders, authors in [13, 41, 5] focused on understanttie implications of
different pricing schemes, assuming strategic behavithepart of the advertisers.
The setting of the game that is modeled in this work is asWadle@ach advertiser has
aprivate value yfor a click from this user, and wants to set a bid that maxistzer
utility u;. The natural economic utility model in this context would frefit: Profit

utility model i.e.,

Ui = (Vi — pi)Gi,
wherep; is the price per click, and is the probability of a click occurring. Of course
¢i is determined by thaser, and may depend on any number of factors. One com-
mon model is to assume that the click probabilitséparable]5]:Separable click
probability if adi is placed into positiorj, thenc; = a; 8 whereaq; is the ad-specific
“click-through rate” andgB; is a position-specific visibility factor.Position-specifi
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visibility factor (We will later explore other utility mods in Section§13 anld 4 when
we incorporate budgets, as well as non-separable user siodeéction b.)

Natural questions in this context include asking whetherelis goure-strategyPure-
strategy Nash equilibrium Nash equilibriumNash Equilibmof this game, and an-
alyzing the economic efficiency and revenue of such eqialitBy economic ef-
ficiencyEconomic efficiency we mean the total advertiser value ggadrby the
assignment. This is also commonly referred to assthal welfareSocial welfare
In the context of sponsored search, the efficiency is the sutimneocindividual ad-
vertisers’ values; i.e.J; cjvi, wherec; is the probability that will receive a click
under this assignment angdis i’s private value for a click. By aure-strategy Nash
equilibriumwe mean a set of bids such that no single bidder can changédhemdb
increase her utility.

Among the most desirable properties of a mechanism is twuleful, Truthful
mechanism which is also referred to as beimgentive compatibléncentive com-
patible This property says that each bidder’s best strateggardless of the actions
of other bidders, is simply to report her true value; i.ebraitv; as her bid. Truthful-
ness immediately implies the existence of a pure-strategghMquilibrium (where
every bidder reports;). Furthermore, it is simple to compute economic efficiency,
since the assignment (and thus the efficiency) is simply atfom of the values
v;. Unfortunately, it turns out that the GSP auctiom truthful. However, there
is a pricing scheme that is truthful, which is based on aniegfbn of the fa-
mous Vickrey-Clarke-Groves (VCG) mechanismi[42,10, 23p/ickrey-Clarke-
Groves) mechanism. Furthermore, the GSP auction, whilgratitful, still has a
well-understood pure-strategy Nash equilibrium:

Theorem 1 ([13,41[5]).Suppose we have a set of bidders participating in a par-
ticular sponsored search auction. Assume each bidder hasvatp value and a
profit-maximizing utility function. Suppose further thhetclick probabilities are
separable. Then, the GSP auction is not truthful, but it domge a pure-strategy
Nash equilibrium whose outcome (in terms of assignment &éndg) is equivalent

to an application of the truthful VCG auction.

For a more detailed discussion of this line of research, fez the reader td [29].
Authors in [5] also show that under a more general click pbiitg model, there is
a pricing method that is truthful. (This pricing method redsi to the VCG pricing
method when the click-through rates are separable.) Funtbre, they show that in
this more general setting the GSP has a Nash equilibriunitgthe same outcome
as their mechanism.

2.1 Practical Aspects

The results described above regard GSP as an isolated muatistracting away
the context of the larger system of which it is a part. Whiles ks useful from a
modeling perspective, there are many other elements thet sponsored search a
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more complex environment. Here we list some of those corafitig factors, and
mention examples of work done to address them.

e Multiple queries, multiple keywords. Each sponsored auction is conducted for
a particular search engine user with a potentially uniquerygurhere are per-
haps millions of such queries every day. Advertisers musitrsubids onkey-
wordsKeywords in sponsored search and cannot adjust those baper-query
basis. The degree to which the keyword matches a particulnyqletermines
not only whether the advertiser will participate in the @oetand also who her
competitors will be), but also can factor into the clickehgh raten; that is used
for ranking. Theoreriil1 only applies to the case where the samgon—with
the same set of advertisers, and the same click-througé+aserepeated, and
the bids qualify only for that set of auctions. A lot of the wanentioned be-
low takes on this complication in various ways; we give twaltsexamples in
Section$ B and| 4.

e Budgets.In the private-value modelPrivate-value model each atherrhas a
valuev; per click, but is willing to spend an arbitrary amount to nmaie her
profit. In reality, many advertisers have operating budgetspending targets,
and simply want to maximize their value given the constsadfithat budget. This
budget can be reported to the search engine, who can thewgtaphniques to
use the budget efficiently. Analysis of incentives becomesendifficult in the
presence of budgets. This has been addressed i ¢[g.} 52,631/ 32/ P, 35, 39,
[17,[2], and we discuss two examples in much more detail in@et8 and¥.

e Reserve pricesThe major search engines enforeserve pricegReserve prices
in sponsored search dictating the minimum price that anréidee can pay for
a click. Sometimes these reserve prices will even be spécifigoarticular bid-
der. Reserve prices are useful for controlling quality aamdkarch results page,
and also have implications for revenue. The effect of resprices on the game
theory of sponsored search is discussed in detdilin [15].

¢ Interdependent click probabilities. The “separable” assumption implies that an
advertiser’s click probability depends only on the projsrand position of her
own ad. This ignores the other ads on the search results péieh certainly
affect the user experience, and therefore the click prdibabf this advertiser.
We discuss this further in Sectibh 5.

e Branding. The private click-value model assumes that a click is whatat-
vertiser is ultimately interested in. Howevebeandingadvertiser could be in-
terested in her ad appearing in a high position, but notyezate whether or
not it gets a click (other than due to the fact that they only gat does).
(Indeed, a recent empirical study by the Interactive Adsery Bureau and
Nielsen//NetRatings concluded that higher ad positionpait search have a
significant brand awareness effelct][38].) Thus we might beré@sted in an auc-
tion where an advertiser can express the lowest positiorsskiding to tolerate
for her ad. This is the approach takenlih [3], where Thedremdeneralized to
this setting.

e Conversions.The private click-value model also assumes that each dialoirth
the same to an advertiser, which is not always the case iniggamdeed many
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advertisers track whether or not a click leads teamversionConversions in
sponsored search which is some sort of event on the linked @&ag., a sale,
a sign-up, etc.) Given this data, the advertiser can leainohwiteywords lead to
conversions and therefore which clicks are worth more tmthe

e Estimating various parameters.Most work in the context of the game theory
of sponsored search has assumed that the parametersdikeételbugh rate and
position visibility are known. However, estimating thesggmeters is a difficult
task (e.g.,[[36,31]). Indeed, there is an inherent tradeetffveen learning these
parameters and applying them; one cannot learn that an albebctr unless it
is exposed to the user, but then it was a bad idea to show igifirtt place. This
“exploration/exploitation” tradeoff turns out to be raddtto the “multi-armed
bandit’Multi-armed bandit problem problem (see €.q! [24,/76)]).

e Incomplete Knowledge Both the advertisers and the search engine have incom-
plete knowledge of the “inventory” available to them, sirtbey do not know
which queries will arrive. In addition the bidders do not lnthe other bids
or click-through rates. This makes the advertiser’'s ogation problem much
more difficult (see e.g.[[28. 7] 8, 17,143, 80] 45| [40, 39]pririthe search en-
gine’s point of view, we can model incomplete knowledge df fhture as an

online algorithm see e.g/[[34. 39, 35, 44,132,133[ 1] 211,19, 20].

3 The Advertiser’s Point of View: Budget Optimization

The perspective in this section is the advertisers. Thdeargd from an advertiser’s
point of view is to understand and interact with the auctie@thanism. The adver-
tiser determines a set of keywords of their intétestd then must create ads, set the
bids for each keyword, and provide a total (often daily) betdg

While the effect of an ad campaign in any medium is a soplaitgitphenomenon
that is difficult to quantify, one commonly accepted (andilgagiantified) notion
in search-based advertising on the Internet iméximize the number of clickEhe
Internet search companies are supportive towards adverasd provide statistics
about the history of click volumes and prediction about theife performance of
various keywords. Still, this is a sophisticated problemtfe following reasons
(among others):

¢ Individual keywords have significantly different charactgcs from each other;
e.g., while “fishing” is a broad keyword that matches manyr ugeeries and
has many competing advertisers, “humane fishing bait” ichenkeyword that
matches only a few queries, but might have less competition.

e There are compleinteractionsbetween keywords because a user query may
match two or more keywords, since the advertiser is tryingoteer all the pos-

1 The choice of keywords is related to the domain-knowledgea@fdvertiser, user behavior and
strategic considerations. Internet search companiesderohie advertisers with summaries of the
query traffic which is useful for them to optimize their keyahoices interactively. We do not

directly address the choice of keywords in this section cWiig addressed elsewhelrel[39].
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sible keywords in some domain. In effect the advertiser eqpdsompeting with
herself.

As a result, the advertisers face a challenging optimingtimblem. The focus of
the work in [17] is to solve this optimization problem.

Problem Formulation. We present a short discussion and formulation of the opti-
mization problem faced by advertisers; a more detailedriim is in Sectiof 311.

A given advertiser sees the state of the auctions for sdzashe advertising as
follows. There is a se of keywords of interest; in practice, even small adversiser
typically have a large sé€. There is a se of queries posed by the users. For each
queryq € Q, there are functions giving the click®) and cosi(b) that result from
bidding a particular amoututin the auction for that query, which we will see a more
formal model of in the next section. There is a bipartite gré&oon the two vertex
sets representing andQ. For any queryg € Q, the neighbors off in K are the
keywords that are said to “match” the qu

Thebudget optimization probleis as follows. Given grap together with the
functions clickg(-) and cosi(-) on the queries, as well as a budgktdetermine
the bidsby for each keyword € K such thaty , clicksy(bg) is maximized subject to
Y qcost(bg) < U, where the “effective bidby on a query is some function of the
keyword bids in the neighborhood gf

While we can cast this problem as a traditional optimizapooblem, there are
different challenges in practice depending on the adisisiccess to the query
and graph information, and indeed the reliability of thitormation (e.g., it could
be based on unstable historical data). Thus it is impor@fint solutions to this
problem that not only get many clicks, but are also simplbusb and less reliant
on the information. The notion of a “uniform” strategy is aeftl in [17] which is
essentially a strategy that bids uniformly on all keywof&lace this type of strategy
obviates the need to know anything about the particulatssoftaph, and effectively
aggregates the click and cost functions on the queriesgii robust, and thus
desirable in practice. What is surprising is that uniforratglgy actually performs
well, which is proved in[[117].

Main Results and Technical Overview.Some positive and negative results are
given in [17] for the budget optimization problem:

e Nearly all formulations of the problem are NP-Hard. In caslaghtly more gen-
eral than the formulation above, where the clicks have wvisjghe problem is
inapproximable better than a factor 0#1%\, unless P=NP.

e Thereis a1— 1/e)-approximation algorithm for the budget optimization prob
lem. The strategy found by the algorithm igveo-bid uniform strategywhich
means that it randomizes between bidding some viajuen all keywords, and
bidding some other valub, on all keywords until the budget is exhaugted

2 The particulars of the matching rule are determined by ttestet search company; here we treat
the function as arbitrary.

3 This type of strategy can also be interpreted as bidding aheev(on all keywords) for part of
the day, and a different value for the rest of the day.
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This approximation ratio is tight for uniform strategiesere is also d1/2)-
approximation algorithm that offerssingle-bid uniform strategynly using one
valuebs. (This is tight for single-bid uniform strategies.) Thesmtegies can be
computed in time nearly linear Q| + |K|, the input size.

Uniform strategies may appear to be naive in first considerétecause the key-
words vary significantly in their click and cost functionagahere may be complex
interaction between them when multiple keywords are reietma query. After all,
the optimum can configure arbitrary bids on each of the kegeoEven for the
simple case when the graph isratching the optimal algorithm involves placing
different bids on different keywords via a knapsack-likeking (Sectioli 3]1). So, it
might be surprising that a simple two-bid uniform strateg$3% or more effective
compared to the optimum. In fact, our proof is stronger, shgwhat this strategy is
63% effective against a strictly more powerful adversarpwan bid independently
on theindividual queriesi.e., not be constrained by the interaction imposed by the
graphG.

We will also look at the simulations conducted in][17] usieglrauction data
from Google. The results of these simulations suggest thiédnum bidding strate-
gies could be useful in practice. However, important qoestremain about (among
other things) alternate bidding goals, on-line or stodhdmstiding models[[35], and
game-theoretic concerrig [8], which we briefly discuss iniseE.4.

3.1 Modeling a Keyword Auction

We begin by considering the case ofiagle keyword that matches single user
query. In this section we define the notion of a “query langstdhat describes
the relationship between the advertiser’s bid and whathaifipen on this query as a
result of this bid[[2]7]. This definition will be central to tléscussion as we continue
to more general cases.

The search results page for a query contipsssible positions in which our ad
can appear. We denote the highest (most favorable) po&itidnand lowest byp.
Assuming a separable user model, associated with eaclopasg a valueB|i] that
denotes the click probability if the ad appears in positﬂfWe assume throughout
this section that thgB[i] < B]j] if j <, that is, higher positions receive at least as
many clicks as lower positions.

In order to place an ad on this page, we must enteGtBE auctiorthat is carried
out among all advertisers that have submitted a bid on a keythat matches the
user’s query. We will refer to such an auction ageery auctionQuery auction to
emphasize that there is an auction for each query ratherftramach keyword.
In GSP, the advertisers are ranked in decreasing order pabéleach advertiser is
assigned a price equal to the amount bid by the advertisewtibem in the ranking.

4 We leave out the ad-specific factar from this section for clarity, but all the results in [17]
generalize to this case as well.
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Let (b[1],...,b[p]) denote the bids of the tgpadvertisers in this query auction. For
notational convenience, we assume thi@ b- o and Hp] = B[p] = 0. Since the
auction is a generalized second price auction, higher bid$igher positions; i.e.

b[i] > bi +1]. Suppose that we bid b on some keyword that matches the user’s
query, then our position is defined by the larg€ggtthat is at most b, that is,

pos(b) = argmaxbi] : bfi < b). (1)

Since we only pay if the user clicks (and that happens wittbabdity 3[i]), our
expectectostfor winning positioni would be codt] = SB[i] - bi], wherei = pogb).

We use cogf(b) and clickg(b) to denote the expected cost and clicks that result
from having a bidb that qualifies for a query auctiap and thus

cost(b) = Bli]-b[i] wherei = pogb), 2

clicksq(b) = B[i] wherei = pogb). (3)

When the context is clear, we drop the subsagipthe following observations
about cost and clicks follow immediately from the definiscaand equation§}11.1(2)
and [3). We us& ; to denote the nonnegative reals.

Proposition 1. Forb e R,

1. The tuple¢ost(b), clicksy(b)) can only take on one of a finite set of valugsV
{(cost1],B[1]),.... (costp]. B[p])}.

2. Bothcost(b) andclicksy(b) are non-decreasing functions of b.

3. Cost-per-click (cpc)cpc (Cost-Per-Click)Cost-peickcpc)cost (b) /clicksy (b)
is non-decreasing in b, and is always at most the bid; ¢es(b) /clicksy(b) <
b.

Query Landscape®uery landscape We can summarize the data contained in the
functions codgtb) and clickgb) as a collection of points in a plot of cost vs. clicks,
which we refer to as Eandscape_andscape in a query auction For example, for a
query with four slots, a landscape might look like Tdhle 1.

bid rangé¢cost per click cos{clicks

[$2.60,) $2.60%1.3 5
[$2.00, $2.60 $2.00$0.990 .45
[$1.60, $2.00 $1.60%$0.40 .25
[$0.50, $1.60 $0.50%$0.1 2

[$0, $0.50 $0| $0 0

Table 1 A landscap€or a query

Itis convenient to represent this data graphically as inFei@ (ignore the dashed
line for now). Here we graph clicks as a function of cost. Qbs¢hat in this graph,
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the cpc(costb)/clicks(b)) of each point is the reciprocal of the slope of the line
from the origin to the point. Since c@bb, clicks(b) and cosfb) /clicks(b) are non-
decreasing, the slope of the line from the origin to suceesgoints on the plot
decreases. This condition is slightly weaker than congavit

Clicks

$0.50 $1.00 $1.5
Cost

Fig. 2 A bid landscape.

Suppose we would like to solve the budget optimization mobfor a single
query Iandsca;ﬁAs we increase our bid from zero, our cost increases and our
expected number of clicks increases, and so we simply subehighest bid such
that we remain within our budget.

One problem we see right away is that since there are onlyta gt of points
in this landscape, we may not be able to target arbitrary étsdgfficiently. Suppose
in the example from Tablg 1 and Figute 2 that we had a budget.60$Bidding
between $2D0 and $260 uses only $®0, and so we are under-spending. Bidding
more than $50 is not an option, since we would then incur a cost of3§land
overspend our budget.

Randomized strategieso rectify this problem and better utilize our available bud
get, we allowrandomized bidding strategi€&andomized bidding strategy Lef
be a distribution on bids B R.. Now we define co$t”#) = E,.4[cos(b)] and
clicks(#) = Ep.. z]clicks(b)]. Graphically, the possible values(@bs{ %), clicks(%))
lie in the convex hullConvex hull of the landscape pointssifrepresented in Fig-
ure2 by the dashed line.

To find a bid distributionZ that maximizes clicks subject to a budget, we sim-
ply draw a vertical line on the plot where the cost is equah® liudget, and find
the highest point on this line in the convex hull. This poinll @ways be the con-
vex combination of at mogtvo original landscape points which themselvesdie

5 Of course it is a bit unrealistic to imagine that an advertiseuld have to worry about a budget
if only one user query was being considered; however oneldmagine multiple instances of the
same query and the problem scales.
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the convex hull. Thus, given the point on the convex hullsieasy to compute a
distribution on two bids which led to this point. Summariin

Lemma 1. If an advertiser is bidding on one query, subject to ageitd, then
the optimal strategy is to pick a convex combination of (asthtwo bids which are
at the endpoints of the line on the convex hull at the highesttgor costU.

There is one subtlety in this formulation. Given any biddstrgitegy, randomized
or otherwise, the resulting cost is itself a random variabfresenting the expected
cost. Thus if our budget constraint is a hard budget, we hak=al with the dif-
ficulties that arise if our strategy would be over budget.réfae, we think of our
budget constraint asoft Soft budget constraint that is, we only require that our ex-
pected cost be less than the budget. In practice, the bugigiien an average daily
budget, and thus we don’t worry if we exceed it one day, as &mge are meeting
the budget in expectation. Further, either the advertiséte@search engine (possi-
bly both), monitor the cost incurred over the day; henceatiheertiser’s bid can be
changed to zero for part of the day, so that the budget is rmspen Thus in the
remainder of this section, we will formulate a budget caaistrthat only needs to
be respected in expectation.

Multiple Queries: a Knapsack Problem As a warm-up, we will consider next the
case when we have a set of queries, each with its own landsnapsack problem.
We want to bid on each query independently subject to our éudige resulting
optimization problem is a small generalization of thectional knapsadkractional
knapsack problem problem, and was solved_in [27].

The first step of the algorithm is to take the convex hull ofrelandscape, as in
Figure[2, and remove any landscape points not on the conikexEaigh piecewise
linear section of the curve represents the incremental euwitclicks and cost in-
curred by moving one’s bid from one particular value to arathVe regard these
“pieces” astemsin an instance of fractional knapsack withlueequal to the incre-
mental number of clicks ansizeequal to the incremental cost. More precisely, for
each piece connecting two consecutive tidandb’” on the convex hull, we create
a knapsack item with valuglicks(b”) — clicks(b')] and size[cos{b”) — costb')].
We then emulate the greedy algorithm for knapsack, soryngahue/size (cost-per-
click), and choosing greedily until the budget is exhausted

In this reduction to knapsack we have ignored the fact thatesof the pieces
come from the same landscape and cannot be treated indeylgndewever, since
each curve is concave, the pieces that come from a partiqulany curve are in
increasing order of cost-per-click; thus from each landsaae have chosen for our
“knapsack” a set of pieces that form a prefix of the curve.

3.1.1 Keyword Interaction

Keyword interaction

6 Seehttps://adwords.google.com/support/bin/answer.py?answer=22183}
for example.
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In reality, search advertisers can bid on a large set of kegsyeach of them
qualifying for a different (possibly overlapping) set ofagies, but most search en-
gines do not allow an advertiser to appear twice in the samekeesults pad}.
Thus, if an advertiser has a bid on two different keywordsiach the same query,
this conflict must be resolved somehow. For example, if araber has a bid out
on the keywords “shoes” and “high-heel,” then if a user isshe query “high-heel
shoes,” it will match on two different keywords. The searolgiae specifies, in ad-
vance, a rule for resolution based on the query the keywaoddlas bid. A natural
rule is to take the keyword with the highest bid, which we adape, but our results
apply to other resolution rules.

We model the keyword interaction problem using an undigtbipartite graph
G=(KUQ,E) whereK is a set of keywords an@ s a set of queries. Eache Q has
an associated landscape, as defined by,@msand clickg(b). An edge(k,q) € E
means that keyworkl matches query.

The advertiser can control their individuedyword bid vectoa e R‘f‘ specifying
a biday for each keywordk € K. (For now, we do not consider randomized bids, but
we will introduce that shortly.) Given a particular bid verch on the keywords, we
use the resolution rule of taking the maximum to define théetive bid” on query
gas

al@) = claE
By submitting a bid vectoas, the advertiser receives some number of clicks and
pays some cost on each keyword. We use the tggemdto denote the total cost;
similarly, we use the terrraffic to denote the total number of clicks:

spenda) = Z}cost}(bq(a)); traffic(a) = Z}clicksq(bq(a))

qe ge
We also allow randomized strategies, where an advertises@ distributions”
over bid vectora € R‘f‘. The resulting spend and traffic are given by

spend<’) =E,.s[spenda)]; traffic(e/)=E,.[traffic(a)]

We can now state the problem in its full generality:Budgeti@jzation Problem

BUDGET OPTIMIZATION

Input: a budgeU, a keyword-query graps = (KUQ, E), and landscapes
(cosy(-),clicksy(-)) for eachg € Q.

Find: a distributions over bid vectors € R'f‘ such that sper{d7) <U and
traffic(.) is maximized.

7 Seehttps://adwords.google.com/support/bin/answer.py?answer=14179)
for example.
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We conclude this section with a small example to illustratmes feature of the
budget optimization problem. Suppose you have two keywirés{u, v} and two
queriesQ = {x,y} and edge€ = {(u,x), (u,y),(v,y)}. Suppose querx has one
position with ctrB*[1] = 1.0, and there is one biof = $1. Queryy has two positions
with ctrs BY[1] = BY[2] = 1.0, and bids = $¢ andb} = $1 To get any clicks from
X, an advertiser must bid at least $1 wrHowever, because of the structure of the
graph, if the advertiser sely, to $1, then his effective bid is $1 on bathand y
Thus he must trade-off between getting the clicks froamd getting the bargain of
a click for $ that would be possible otherwise.

3.2 Uniform Bidding Strategies

As shown in[[17], solving the BDGET OPTIMIZATION problem in its full general-
ity is difficult. In addition, it may be difficult to reason abbstrategies that involve
arbitrary distributions over arbitrary bid vectors. Adtigers generally prefer strate-
gies that are easy to understand, evaluate and use withitetfgeer goals. With this
motivation, we look at restricted classes of strategies\ifeacan easily compute,
explain and analyze.

We define auniform bidding strategyo be a distributioneZ over bid vectors
ac R‘f‘ where each bid vector in the distribution is of the fotmb,...,b) for
some real-valued bild. In other words, each vector in the distribution bids thesam
value on every keyword.Uniform bidding strategy

Uniform strategies have several advantages. First, thegadaepend on the
edges of the interaction graph, since all effective bidswerigs are the same. Thus,
they are effective in the face of limited or noisy informatiabout the keyword
interaction graph. Second, uniform strategies are alsepeddent of the priority
rule being used. Third, any algorithm that gives an apprexiom guarantee will
then be valid foranyinteraction graph over those keywords and queries.

Define atwo-bid strategywo-bid strategy to be a uniform strategy which puts
non-zero weight on at most two bid vectors. Given the lanpkss#or all the queries,
we can compute the best uniform strategy in linear time; ttuofpalso directly
implies that there is always an optimal two-bid strategy:

Lemma 2. Given an instance of BDGET OPTIMIZATION in which there are
a total of N points in all the landscapes, we can find the best uniforntegiyain
O(NlogN) time. Furthermore, this strategy will always be a two-brsgy.

The authors in[17] also considsingle-bidstrategies,Single-bid strategy which
are uniform strategies that put non-zero weight on at mosnhon-zerovector, i.e.
advertiser randomizes between bidding a certain ambuon all keywords, and
not bidding at all. A single-bid strategy is even easier tplement in practice than
a two-bid strategy. For example, the search engines oftew aldvertisers to set a
maximum daily budget. In this case, the advertiser wouldp§mbid b* until her
budget runs out, and the ad serving system would remove tier dfl subsequent
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auctions until the end of the day. One could also use an “agisdimg”Ad schedul-
ing tool offered by some search compaﬁiuxs implement this strategy. The best
single-bid strategy can also be computed easily from theeggde landscape. The
optimal strategy for a budgét will either be the poink s.t. costx) is as large as
possible without exceeding, or a convex combination of zero and the pomt
where cogly) is as small as possible while larger tHan

Approximation Guarantees of Uniform Strategies.In fact, not only are uniform
strategies easy to optimize over, they are also guararmdel/e good performance
compared to the optimal solution. In the case of single-biaagies, we have the
following:

Theorem 2.[17] There always exists a uniform single-bid strategy métoptimal.
Furthermore, for ang > 0 there exists an instance for which all single-bid straegi
are at most3 + €)-optimal.

For general uniform strategies—where a two-bid strategaivisys optimal—
proves a tighter approximation ratio:

Theorem 3.[17] There always exists a uniform bidding strategy thatlis- %)—
optimal. Furthermore, for ang > 0, there exists an instance for which all uniform
strategies are at mogt — % + €)-optimal.

Thus if given full information about the landscapes, a biddas an efficient
strategy to get a large fraction of the available clicks athedget. But perhaps
more importantly, these theorems show that the simple tmitoidding heuristic
can perform well.

3.3 Experimental Results

The authors in[17] ran simulations using the data availab®oogleGoogle which
we briefly summarize here. They took a large advertising @gmy and, using the
set of keywords in the campaign, computed three differentesi(see Figurg 3) for
three different bidding strategies. The x-axis is the budigeits removed), and the
y-axis is the number of clicks obtained (again without Unlitg the optimal bid(s)
under each respective strategy. “Query bidding” represbet(unachievable) upper
boundQ, bidding on each query independently. The “uniform biddicuyves rep-
resent the results of applying the algorithm: “determioiatises a single bid level,
while “randomized” uses a distribution. For reference, maude the lower bound
of a(e— 1)/efraction of the top curve.

The data clearly demonstrate that the best single unifochobtains almost all
the possible clicks in practice. Of course in a more realestivironment without full
knowledge, it is not always possible to find the best suchdaidiyrther investigation

8 Seehttps://adwords.google.com/support/bin/answer.py?answer=33227,
for example.
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Query Bidding
Uniform Bidding (randomized)
1r Uniform Bidding (deterministic) ------
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Budget

Fig. 3 An example with real data.

is required to make this approach useful. However, just kngthat there is such a
bid available should make the on-line versions of the prokdenpler.

3.4 Extensions

The algorithmic result presented here gives an intriguigristic in practice: bid a
single valueb on all keywords; at the end of the day, if the budget is ungens
adjustb to be higher; if budget is overspent, adjbdb be lower; else, maintaib.

If the scenario does not change from day to day, this simpéegty will have the
same theoretical properties as the one-bid strategy, apthttice, is likely to be
much better. Of course the scenario does change, howedesparoming up with a
“stochastic” bidding strategyStochastic bidding strgtegmains an important open
direction, explored somewhat Hy [35,/39].

Another interesting generalization is to consider weigitshe clicks, which is a
way to modekonversions(A conversion corresponds to an action on the part of the
user who clicked through to the advertiser site; e.g., a@abn account sign-up.)
Finally, we have looked at this system as a black box retgrclicks as a function of
bid, whereas in reality it is a complex repeated game inngivhultiple advertisers.
In [8], it was shown that when a set of advertisers use a glyatienilar to the one
suggested if [17], under a slightly modified first-price @rctthe prices approach
a well-understood market equilibrium.
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4 The Search Engine’s Point of View: Offline Slot Scheduling

In the previous section we saw that when we take the GSP auat@iven, and
view the world through the lens of the bidder, the practicabtem becomes more
complex than what the individual auction was designed foi.\Be could take the
question back to the search engine and ask if there is a moeragenechanism
that regards the entire day’s worth of queries as part ofglesioverall game. This
guestion is addressed in [18], where tffline Ad Slot Schedulingroblem is de-
fined: given a set of bidders with bids (per click) and budge¢s day), and a set of
slots over the entire day where we know the expected numbicks in each slot,
find a schedule that places bidders into slots. The schedusé mot place a bidder
into two different slots at the same time. In addition, we tfing a price for each
bidder that does not exceed the bidder’s budget constraanttheir per-click bid.
(See below for a formal statement of the problem.)

A good algorithm for this problem will have high revenue. &lsve would like
the algorithm to béruthful; i.e., each bidder will be incented to report her true bid
and budget. In order to prove something like this, we neeatlity functionfor the
bidder that captures the degree to which she is happy witlall@ration. Natural
models in this context (with clicks, bids and budgets) aig@dhaximization utility
function click-maximizatior~where she wishes to maximize her number of clicks
subject to her personal bid and budget constraintprafit-maximizatior~where
she wishes to maximize her profit (clicks profit per click). The work in[[18] is
focused on cIick-maximizatid§.

We present the efficient mechanism|of|[18] @iffline Ad Slot Schedulingvhich
is truthful under click-maximization. Also, the revenuptional mechanism fo©f-
fline Ad Slot Schedulinig not truthful, but has a Nash equilibrium (under the same
utility model) whose outcome is equivalent to thel][18] methkm; this result is
strong evidence that the mechanism has desirable reveaperfies.

Problem Definition. The Offline Ad Slot Schedulingroblem [18] is defined as fol-
lowsAd slot schedulingOffline ad slot scheduling. We have 1 bidders interested
in clicks. Each bidder has a budgeB; and a maximum cost-per-click (max-cpc)
m;. Given a number of clicks;, and a price per cliclp, the utility u; of bidderi is
¢; if both the true max-cpc and the true budget are satisfied,-amdtherwise. In
other wordsy; = ¢ if p<m andcp < B;j; andu; = —x otherwise. We have’
advertising slots where slotreceivesD; clicks during the time intervdl, 1]. We
assumédj > --- > Dyy.

In a schedule each bidder is assigned to a set of (slot, time intervaljspai
(j,]o,71)), wherej <n’ and 0< 0 < T < 1. A feasible schedufeeasible sched-

9 This choice is in part motivated by the presence of budgetigiwhave a natural interpretation
in this application: if an overall advertising campaignoabites a fixed portion of its budget to
online media, then the agent responsible for that budgeicenited to spend the entire budget to
maximize exposure. In contrast, under the profit-maxingizitility, a weak motivation for budgets
is a limit on liquidity. Also, this choice of utility functio is out of analytical necessity: Borgs et
al. [8] show that under some reasonable assumptions, ttutigfchanisms are impossible under a
profit-maximizing utility.
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ule in ad slot scheduling is one where no more than one biddessigned to a slot
at any given time, and no bidder is assigned to more than ohatshny given time.
(In other words, the intervals for a particular slot do notd&p, and the intervals for

a particular bidder do not overlap.) A feasible schedulelmapplied as follows:
when a user query comes at some tine [0, 1], the schedule for that time instant
is used to populate the ad slots. If we assume that clicks @naeconstant rate
throughout the intervgl, 1], the number of clicks a bidder is expected to receive
from a schedule is the sum of — 0)D; over all pairs(j, [0, T)) in her schedul&d

A mechanisnfor Offline Ad Slot Schedulintakes as input a declared budget
B; and declared max-cpc (the “bidb), and returns a feasible schedule, as well as
a price per clickp; < b; for each bidder. The schedule gives some nunthef
clicks to each bidderthat must respect the budget at the given price; i.e., we have
pici < Bi. Therevenueof a mechanism i§; pici. A mechanism igruthful if it is
a weakly dominant strategy to declare one’s true budget adepc; i.e., for any
bidderi, given any set of bids and budgets declared by the other tsigddeclaring
her true budgeB; and max-cpan; maximizesy;. In this setting, a (pure strategy)
Nash equilibrium is a set of declared bids and budgets swatmthbidder wants to
change her declaration of bid or budget, given that all otleetarations stay fixed.
An e-Nash equilibriung-Nash equilibrium is a set of bids and budgets where no
bidder can increase hay by more thare by changing her bid or budget.

Throughout the presentation we assume some arbitraryolgsaphic ordering
on the bidders, that does not necessarily match the subsdfifnen we compare
two bidsb; andb; we say thab; > by iff either by > by, orb; = bj buti occurs first
lexicographically.

We comment that for this problem one is tempted to applisher Market
model: herem divisible goods are available buyers with mone;, andu;; (x)
denotes’s utility of receiving x amount of goodj. It is known [6,[14/[11] that
under certain conditions a vector of prices for goods eXatsl can be found effi-
ciently [12]) such that thenarket clearsin that there is no surplus of goods, and all
the money is spent. The natural way to apply a Fisher modektotauction is to
regard the slots as commodities and have the utilities beojpgstion to the number
of clicks. However this becomes problematic because thees dot seem to be a
way to encode the scheduling constraints in the Fisher mddslconstraint could
make an apparently “market-clearing”Market-clearingitoiium equilibrium in-
feasible.

10 All the results of [18] generalize to the setting where eaiclléri has a bidder-specific factor
aj in the click-through rate and thus recei@s— 0)aiD; clicks (see Section4.3). We leave this
out for clarity.
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4.1 Special Case: One Slot

In this section we consider the cdse- 1, where there is only one advertising slot,
with some numbeb := D1 of clicks. A truthful mechanism for this case is derived
by first considering the two extreme cases of infinite bidsiafidite budgets.

Suppose all budge; = «. Then, our input amounts to bithg = by > ... = by.
The obvious mechanism is simply to give all the clicks to tighbst bidder. We
charge bidder 1 her full pricg; = b;. A simple argument shows that reporting
the truth is a weakly dominant strategy for this mechaniskeay all bidders will
reporth; < m, since the price is set g if they win. The losing bidders cannot gain
from decreasindy;. The winning bidder can lower her price by loweringbut this
will not gain her any more clicks, since she is already ggtéthD of them.

Now suppose all bids; = o; our input is just a set of budgeBs, ...,By, and
we need to allocat® clicks, with no ceiling on the per-click price. Here we apply
a simple rule known aproportional sharindg’roportional sharing (seEﬂZEIEX:
Let Z = 5;Bi. Now to each bidder, allocate(B;/#)D clicks. Set all prices the
same:p; = p= %#/D. The mechanism guarantees that each bidder exactly spends
her budget, thus no bidder will repdf > B;. Now suppose some bidder reports
Bl = Bi — A, for A > 0. Then this bidder is allocatdd(B; —A)/(%# — A) clicks,
which is less tha(B; /%), sincen > 1 and allB; > 0.

Greedy First-Price Mechanism.A natural mechanism for the general single-slot
case is to solve the associated “fractional knapsack”ienaat knapsack problem
problem, and charge bidders their bid; i.e., starting wli lhighest bidder, greed-
ily add bidders to the allocation, charging them their bidfiluall the clicks are
allocated. We refer to this as tlggeedy first-pric6&FP (Greedy First-Price) mech-
anismGreedy first-price (GFP) mechanism (GFP) mechanibougdh natural (and
revenue-maximizing as a function of bids) this is easilynsieebe not truthful:

Example 1[18] Suppose there are two bidders abd= 120 clicks. Bidder 1 hasnf = $2,

B; = $100) and bidder 2 hasng = $1, B, = $50). In the GFP mechanism, if both bidders tell the
truth, then bidder 1 gets 50 clicks for $2 each, and 50 of thmaming 70 clicks go to bidder 2 for
$1 each. However, if bidder 1 instead declares- $1+ ¢, then she gets (roughly) 100 clicks, and
bidder 2 is left with (roughly) 20 clicks.

The problem here is that the high bidders can get away wittlibggdlower, thus
getting a lower price. The difference between this and thHemited-budget case
above is that a lower price now results in more clicks. It suwat that in equilibrium,
this mechanism will result in an allocation where a prefix lué top bidders are
allocated, but their prices equalize to (roughly) the laviég in the prefix (as in the
example above).

The Price-Setting MechanismAn equilibrium allocation of GFP can be computed
directly via the following mechanism, which [18] refers t® theprice-setting (PS)

11 Nguyen and Tardo§ [37] give a generalization of [25] to gahgolyhedral constraints, and also
discuss the application to sponsored search. Both thadifgdanguage and utility function differ
from [18], but it would be interesting to see if there are anymections between their approach

and [18].
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mechanisnPrice-setting (PS) mechanismPS (Price-Setting) meshaBssentially
this is a descending price mechanism: the price stops deiscewhen the bidders
willing to pay at that price have enough budget to purchashalclicks. We have
to be careful at the moment a bidder is added to the pool of thiegvbidders; if
this new bidder has a large enough budget, then suddenlyitlregvbidders have
more than enough budget to pay for all of the clicks. To compensheemecha-
nism decreases this “threshold” bidder’s effective budgetl the clicks are paid
for exactly.

Price-Setting (PS) Mechanism (Single Slot) [18]

e Assume wlog thab; = by > ... = b, > 0.

e Let k be the first bidder such thaj, ;1 < Zik:l Bi/D. Compute pricep =
min{3k , Bi/D,by}. i

e Allocate B;/p clicks to each < k— 1. AllocateBy/p clicks to bidderk,
whereBy = pD— 5K 1B;.

Example 2[18] Suppose there are three bidders with= $2, b, = $1, bz = $0.25 and

B; = $100, B, = $50, Bz = $80, andD = 300 clicks. Running the PS mechanism, we get
k=2 sinceB;/D = 1/3 < b = $1, but(B; + B,)/D = $0.50 > bz = $0.25. The price is set
to min{$0.50,$1} = $0.50, and bidders 1 and 2 get 200 and 100 clicks at that priceecésely.
There is no threshold bidder.

Example 3[18] Suppose now bidder 2 changes her bidhe= $0.40 (everything else remains
the same as Examlé 2). We still ¢ret 2 sinceB; /D = 1/3 < b, = $0.40. But now the price is set
to min{$0.50,$0.40} = $0.40, and bidders 1 and 2 get 250 and 50 clicks at that priceecésply.

Note that bidder 2 is now a threshold bidder, does not usertigedudget, and gets fewer clicks.

Theorem 4.[18] The price-setting mechanism (single slot) is truthful

Price-Setting Mechanism Computes Nash Equilibrium of GFP.Consider the
greedy first-price auction in which the highest bidder reegB;/b; clicks, the
secondBy /b, clicks and so on, until the supply @F clicks is exhausted. It is im-
mediate that truthfully reporting budgets is a dominardtsygy in this mechanism,
since when a bidder is considered, her reported budget isuskdd as much as
possible, at a fixed price. However, reportibog= my is not a dominant strategy.
Nevertheless, it turns out that GFP has an equilibrium wiooseome is (roughly)
the same as the PS mechanism. One cannot show that therais &lash equilib-
rium because of the way ties are resolved lexicographicadly18] proves instead
that the bidders reach @Nash equilibrium:

Theorem 5. Suppose the PS mechanism is run on the truthful input, reguk

price p and clicks ¢, ..., c, for each bidder. Then, for ang > 0 there is a pure-
strategy e-Nash equilibrium of the GFP mechanism where each biddegives
¢ =+ £ clicks.
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4.2 Multiple Slots

Generalizing to multiple slots makes the scheduling cairgtnontrivial. Now in-
stead of splitting a pool dD clicks arbitrarily, we need to assign clicks that corre-
spond to a feasible schedule of bidders to slots. The camditinder which this is
possible add a complexity that needs to be incorporatedfigtonechanism.

As in the single-slot case it will be instructive to consifiest the cases of infinite
bids or budgets. Suppose &8l = . In this case, the input consists of bids only
by > by = ... > by. Naturally, what we do here is rank by bid, and allocate théss|
to the bidders in that order. Since each budget is infinitezarealways set the prices
pi equal to the bidk;. By the same logic as in the single-slot case, this is easéyn s
to be truthful. In the other case, whbn= «, there is a lot more work to do.

Without loss of generality, we may assume the number of slpisils the number
of bids (i.e.,n = n); if this is not the case, then we add dummy bidders \Bjth-
by = 0, or dummy slots witld; = 0, as appropriate. We keep this assumption for the
remainder of the section.

Assigning Slots Using a Classical Scheduling AlgorithmEirst we give an im-
portant lemma that characterizes the conditions undertwaiset of bidders can
be allocated to a set of slots, which turns out to be just atestent of a classical
result [24] from scheduling theory.

Lemma 3.[24,[18] Suppose we would like to assign an arbitrary{det.. k} of
bidders to a set of slot§l,...,k} with Dy > --- > Dy. Then, a click allocation
Cc1 > ... > ¢ is feasible iff

ci+-+¢c <Di+---+D; foralll{=1,..,k 4)

Proof. In scheduling theory, we sayjab with service requirement is a task that
needsx/s units of time to complete on machinewith speed sThe question of
whether there is a feasible allocation is equivalent to dfieing scheduling prob-
lem: Givenk jobs with service requiremenis = ¢;, andk machines with speeds
s = Dj, is there a schedule of jobs to machines (with preemptiowaid) that com-
pletes in one unit of time?

As shown in[[24,22], the optimal schedule for this probletk.@Q| pmtn| Cmax)
can be found efficiently by thkevel algorithmLevel algorithm and the schedule
completes in time maxy{S'_;%/S_1s}. Thus, the conditions of the lemma are
exactly the conditions under which the schedule completesé unit of time. O

A Multiple-Slot Budgets-Only Mechanism. The mechanism iri [18] is roughly a
descending-price mechanismDescending-price mechanisgnevwe decrease the
price until a prefix of budgets fits tightly into a prefix of ptiens at that price,
whereupon we allocate that prefix, and continue to decrdaserice for the re-
maining bidders. More formally, it can be written as follows
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Price-Setting Mechanism (Multiple Slots, Budgets Only)[8]

e If all D; = 0, assign bidders to slots arbitrarily and exit.

e Sort the bidders by budget and assume wlogBat B, > ... > B,

e Definer, = 5/_; Bi/S{_, Dj. Set pricep = maxr,.

e Let ¢* be the largest such that, = p. Allocate slots{1,...¢*} to bidders
{1,...,¢*} at pricep, using all of their budgets; i.ec; = B;/p.

e Repeat the steps above on the remaining bidders and sldtalusibts are
allocated.

Note that the allocation step is always possible since fof & ¢*, we havep >
re =St 1Bi/Si_1Di, which rewritten isy{_; ¢ < S{_,Dj, and so we can apply
Lemmd 3. An example run of the price-setting mechanism isvaho Figure 4.

N1 $80 5 ‘ - p1=$1.00
m2 oso (O - |
, -
03  s20 ‘ ‘ ‘ Dy — 25
14 #1 - 021 ———— - pp = $0.84
\ B oo

Fig. 4 An example of the PS mechanism (multiple slots, budgets)oiflye first application of
Find-Price-Block computes, = B;/D; = 80/100,r, = (B1 + B3)/(D1 + D2) = 150/150,r3 =
(Bl+Bz+Bg)/(D1+D2+D3) = 170/175, 4 = (Bl+Bz+Bg+B4)/(D1+D2+D3+D4) =
171/175. Sincer; is largest, the top two slots make up the first price block aitprice p; =

ro = $1; bidder 1 gets 80 clicks and bidder 2 gets 70 clicks, udiegsthedule as shown. In the
second price block, we g&g/D3 = 20/25 and(Bz + Bs) /(D3 + Da) = 21/25. Thusp; is set to
21/25=$0.84, bidder 3 gets 50@1 clicks and bidder 4 gets 281 clicks, using the schedule as
shown.

Theorem 6. [18] The price-setting mechanism (multi-slot, budgetsydid truthful.

The Price-Setting Mechanism (General Case).he generalization of the multiple-
slot PS mechanism to use both bids and budgets combinesgthe fibm the bids-
and-budgets version of the single slot mechanism with tligéts-only version of
the multiple-slot mechanism. As our price descends, we taiaim set of “active”
bidders with bids at or above this price, as in the singl¢tslechanism. These ac-
tive bidders are kept ranked fyydget and when the price reaches the point where
a prefix of bidders fits into a prefix of slots (as in the budgets mechanism) we
allocate them and repeat. As in the single-slot case, we beusareful when a bid-
der enters the active set and suddenly causes an overdfitsicatise we again reduce
the budget of this “threshold” bidder until it fits. For ddsadn this mechanism and
a proof that it is also truthful, we refer the reader to thegrdp8].
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Greedy First-Price Mechanism for Multiple Slots. In the multiple-slot case, as
in the single-slot case, there is a natugededy first-pric GFP)Greedy first-price
(GFP) mechanismGFP (Greedy first-price) mechanism mestmawhen the bid-
ding language includes both bids and budgets: Order thestsdal bidb; >~ by >~
... = bp. Starting from the highest bidder, for each biddeompute the maximum
possible number of clicks that one could allocate to biddeat priceb;, given the
budget constrairB; and the commitments to previous biddets...,c¢j_3. This re-
duces to the “fractional knapsack” problem in the singte-shse, and so one would
hope that it maximizes revenue for the given bids and budgst® the single-slot
case. This is notimmediately clear, but does turn out toue (seel[18] for details).
As in the single-slot case, the GFP mechanism is not a triuthéechanism. How-
ever, [18] give a generalization of Theor&in 5 showing thatrtultiple-slot GFP
mechanism does have a pure-strategy equilibrium, and thalitgium has prices
and allocation equivalent to the multiple-slot price settmechanism.

4.3 Extensions

There are several natural generalizations of@méine Ad Slot Schedulingroblem
where it would be interesting to extend or apply the resul{g8]:

e Click-through ratesTo incorporate ad-specific click-through ratesinto this
model, we would say that a biddeassigned to slof for a time period of length
T — o would receive(t — 0)a;Dj clicks. All the results of[[18] can be gener-
alized to this setting by simply scaling the bids usbjg= biai. However, now
the mechanism does not necessarily prefer meffieientsolutions; i.e., ones that
generate more overall clicks. It would be interesting tdyrea possible tradeoff
between efficiency and revenue in this setting.

e Multiple Keywords.To model multiple keywords in this model, we could say
that each queryl had its own set of click total®q ... Dgn, and each bidder
is interested in a subset of queries. The greedy first-prieehanism is easily
generalized to this case: maximally allocate clicks to birddn order of their
bid by (at priceb;) while respecting the budgets, the query preferences,rand t
click commitments to previous bidders. It would not be sisipg if there was an
equilibrium of this extension of the greedy mechanism thatd¢ be computed
directly with a generalization of the PS mechanism.

e Online queries, uncertain supplyn sponsored search, allocations must be made
online in response to user queries, and some of the previetetiire has focused
on this aspect of the problem (e.d., [84] 32]). Perhaps thasidrom|[[18] could
be used to help make online allocation decisions using (iabte) estimates of
the supply, a setting considered(in[32], with game-théooemnsiderations.
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5 The User’s Point of View: a Markov Model for Clicks

In the GSP auction, by fixing the sort order, we leave out aroitamt third party

in sponsored search; i.e., thearch engine usetnfortunately, there is very little
guidance on this in the literature, even though the usetwwer is the essential
ingredient that definethe commodityhe advertisers are bidding on, and its value.
In [4] a different framework is suggested for principled enstanding of sponsored
search auctions:

e Define a suitable probabilistic model for search engine bekavior upon being
presented the ads.

e Once this model is fixed, ask the traditional mechanism degigestions of how
do assign the ads to slots, and how to price them.

e Analyze the given mechanism from the perspective of theés&lfe.g., strate-
gies) and the search engine (e.g., user satisfaction ggftigiand revenue).

There are certain well-accepted observations about th& isieraction with the
sponsored search ads that should inform the model:

e The higher the ad is on the page, the more clicks it gets.
e The “better” the ad is, the more clicks it gets, where the ‘@yuess” of an ad is
related to the inherent quality of the ad, and how well it rhatthe user’s query.

These properties govern not only how the auction is run lsdg hbw advertisers
think about their bidding strategy (they prefer to appeghbr and get more clicks).
Thus it is important for an auction to have what we daluitive bidding a higher
bid translates to a higher position and more clicks.

In [4], a natural Markov model is proposed for user clickkirig the above
observations into account. An algorithm is given to deteman optimal assignment
of ads to positions in terms of economic efficiency. Togethiér VCG pricing, this
gives a truthful auction. They further show that the optimsdignment under this
model has certain monotonicity properties that allow fduitive bidding. In what
follows, we will describe these contributions in more detai

Modeling the Search Engine UsePrevious work on sponsored search has (implic-
itly) modeled the user using two types of parameters: adipelick-through rates

a; and position-specific visibility factorg;. There are some intuitive user behavior
models that express overall click-through probabilitreterms of these parameters.
One possibility is “for each positiopindependentlythe user looks at the dadn
that position with probability3; then clicks on the ad with probability;.” Alter-
natively: “The user picks aingleposition according to the distribution implied by
theB;’s, and then clicks on the d@dn that position with probabilityr;.” Under both
these models, it follows that the probability of aniad position j receiving a click

is equal toaj3j, which is the so-calledeparabilityassumption (se&|[5] or the dis-
cussion in Sectiof2). From separability it follows that G&&ering of ads will be
suitable, because GSP ordering maximizes the total adeextalue on the page.
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In both these models there is no reasqriori that the position factor; should
be decreasing; this is simply imposed because it makes,sam# is verifiable em-
pirically. Also, both suggested models assume that thegitity of an ad getting
clicked is independent afther adsthat appear with it on the page, an assumption
made without much justification. It is hard to imagine thagisg an ad, perhaps
followed by a click, has no effect on the subsequent behafitire user.

In designing a user model, we would like to have the monottynid the posi-
tions arise naturally. Also, each ad should have paramdietiating their effect on
the user both in terms of clicking on that ad, as well as logkinother ads. Iri[4], a
model is proposed of a user who starts to scan the list of adstfie top, and makes
decisions (about whether to click, continue scanning, & gip altogether) based
on what he sees. More specifically, the user is modeled astlosving Markov
process: “Begin scanning the ads from the top down. Whertipogi is reached,
click on the ad with probability a;. Continue scanning with probability.” In this
model, if we try to write the click probability of an &din position j asa;f;j, we
get thatB; = Myca0r, whereA s the set of ads placed abgygositionj. Thus the
“position factor” in the click probability decreases witbgition, and does so natu-
rally from the model. Also note that we do not have separgiainymore, sincg;
depends on which ads are above posifioBonsequently, it can be shown that GSP
assignment of ads is no longer the most efficient.

Auction with Markovian users. Given this new user model, we can now ask what
the best assignment is of ads to slots[1n [4], the most efficissignment is studied;
i.e., the one that maximizes total advertiser value derfv@uh user clicks. It turns
out that the structure of this assignment is different theat bf GSP, and indeed
is more sophisticated than any simple ranking. The presehtte gi’s requires a
delicate tradeoff between the click probability of an ad &scdeffect on the slots
below it. In [4], certain structural properties of the opéilhassignment are identified
and used to find such an optimal assignment efficiently, nbt mnpolynomial
time, but in near-linear time. Given this algorithm, a natwandidate for pricing
is VCG [42,[10[ 23], which is clearly truthful in this settingt least under a profit-
maximizing utility.

Intuitive Bidding. Intuitive bidding in sponsored search One of the reasons why
GSP is successful is perhaps because bidding strategyithviet Under GSP rank-
ing, if an advertiser bids more, they get to a higher posjtaord consequently, if
they bid more, their click probability increases. Now that have defined a more
sophisticated assignment function, even though VCG mrigntruthful, the auc-
tion still may not have these intuitive properties. The ntachnical result in[4] is

to show that in the Markov user model, if a mechanism uses th& gfficient as-
signment, indeed position and click probabilities are moniz in an ad’s bid (with

all other bids fixed), thus preserving this important proypéiVhile not surprising,
position-monotonicity turns out to be rather involved toya, requiring some del-

12 Throughout the section, we will often refer to a position oraa being “higher” or “above”
another position or ad; this means that it is earlier on ttedind is looked at first by the user.



26 Jon Feldman and S. Muthukrishnan

icate combinatorial arguments, and insights into the ogitsnbstructure of bidder
assignments.

In summary, sponsored search auctions are a three partggsradich can be
studied by modeling the behavior of users first and then desigsuitable mecha-
nisms to affect the game theory between the advertiser anset@irch engine. The
work of [4] sheds some light on the intricate connection leetwthe user models
and the mechanisms; for example, the sort order of GSP tlwatrigntly popular
(sort bybjai) is not optimal under the Markov user model.

5.1 A Simple Markov User Click Model

We consider a sponsored search auction withdders# = {1,...,n} andk posi-
tions. We will also refer to “ad,” meaning the advertisement submitted by bidder
i. Each bidder € % has two parameters; andg;. The click-through-rate; is the
probability that a user will click on ag given that theyook at it. The continuation
probability g; is the probability that a user will look at the next ad in a,lgiven
that they look at aiMarkovian user model.

Each bidder submits a big to the auction, representing the amount that they
value a click. The quantitg;b; then represents the value of an “impression,” i.e.,
how much they value a user looking at their ad. This is comgogferred to as
their “ecpm.ecpm (Expected Cost Per Thousand [Impressions])Expeostger
thousand [impressions] (ecpm) Throughout, we will use thitione = ajb; for
convenience.

Given an assignmerky, ..., xx) of bidders to thek positions, the user looks at
the first adxy, clicks on it with probabilityay,, and then continues looking with
probabilityqXl This is repeated with the second bidder, etc., until theddsis
reached, or some continuation test has failed. Thus thatespected value of the
assignment to the bidders is

&g + qxl(e5<2 + qu(e5<3 + qu(- o an/,l(ekn))))-

Now that we have defined the user model, and characterizedalne of an
assignment in that model, we can now define a new auction mesrhaFirst,
the search engine computes an assignment of ads to poghiansaximizes the
overall expected value. Given this assignment, prices ltan be computed using
VCG [42,[10] 23]; for each assigned bidder we compute thegdanothers’ value
if that bidder were to disappear. This assures truthfulr@pgpof bids under a profit-
maximizing utility function.

13 The acronym ecpm stands for “expected cost per thousandesans, where M is the roman
numeral for one thousand. We will drop the factor of one tlaodsand refer tajbj as the “ecpm.”
14 The click event and the continuation event could in prireiphve some correlation, and the
results mentioned here will still hold.
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5.2 Properties of Optimal Assignmentsfor Markovian Users

Since the optimal assignment used by the mechanism is neld@igple ranking

by ecpm, it is essential to understand the structure of ggggament. This under-
standing will allow us to compute the assignment more efittyeand prove some
important game-theoretic properties of the mechanism.

It turns out that the quantits /(1 — q;), which we will refer to as the “adjusted
ecpm (a-ecpm),”Adjusted ecpm (a-ecpm)a-ecpm (Adjust@ngplays a central
role in this model. Intuitively, this quantity is the impsésn value adjusted by the
negative effect this ad has on the ads below it. Weajyse g /(1 — q;) for conve-
nience. The following theorem tells us how to assign a sé&tseflected ads to the
positions:

Theorem 7.[4] In the most efficient assignment, the ads that are placedated
in decreasing order of adjusted ecpm=&/(1—qi).

While this theorem tells us how to sort the ads selected,asdmt tell usvhich
k ads to select. One is tempted to say that choosing thk &als by a-ecpm would
do the trick; however the following example proves otheewis

Example 4[4] Suppose we have three bidders and two slots, and thersitidee the following
parameters:

Bidder e g a=6/(1-q)

1 $1.75 4
2 $2 2 2.5
3%$0.85 .8 4.25

Let’s consider some possible assignments and their effigidhwe use simple ranking by
ecpme, we get the assignmefi2, 1), which has efficiency $2 .2($1) = $2.20. If we use simple
ranking by a-ecpna; we get the assignme(, 1) with efficiency $085+ .8($1) = $1.65. It turns
out that the optimal assignment(iks 2) with efficiency $1+.75($2) = $2.50. The assigned bidders
are ordered by a-ecpm in the assignment, but are not the tmjul@rb by a-ecpm.

Now suppose we have the same set of bidders, but now we hae gtots. The optimal as-
signment in this case i8, 1, 2); note how bidder 3 goes from being unassigned to being asbign
the first position.

In classical sponsored search with simple ranking, a bijd@mn dominate an-
other biddeti by having higher ecpm; i.e., bidd¢mwill always appear whenevér
does, and in a higher position. Examlgle 4 above shows thatgnasnigher ecpm (or
a-ecpm) does not allow a bidder to dominate another biddarimew model. How-
ever, we show that if she has higher ecantda-ecpm, then this does suffice. This
is not only interesting in its own right, it is essential faoping deeper structural
properties.

Theorem 8.[4] For all biddersi in an optimal assignment, if some biddjeis not
in the assignment, aral > & ande; > g, then we may substitutgfor i, and the
assignment is no worse.
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The following theorem shows some subset structure betwpdmal assign-
ments to different numbers of slots. This theorem is useddugposition mono-
tonicity, and is an essential ingredient of the more effica@gorithm for finding the
optimal assignment. Let ORT, j) denote the set of all optimal solutions for filling
j positions with bidders from the s€t

Theorem 9.[4] Let j € {1,...,k} be some number of positions, and @te an
arbitrary set of bidders. Then, for &8 OPT(C, j — 1), there is som& € OPT(C, j)
whereS 5 S.

Finally, we state a main technical theorem [of [4], which sbdhat bidding is
intuitive under a mechanism that maximizes value in the Maidn model.

Theorem 10.[4] With all other bids fixed, the probability of receiving diak in
the optimal solution is non-decreasing in one’s bid. In &#ddj the position of a
particular bidder in the optimal solution is monotonic thatder’s bid.

This theorem, whose proof relies on all the previous resulthis section, im-
plies that from the perspective of a bidder participatinthi@ auction, all the com-
plexities of the underlying assignment still do not integfevith the intuitive nature
of bidding; if you bid more, you still get more clicks, and geta higher position.

5.3 Computing the Optimal Assignment

A simple algorithm for computing the optimal assignmenigemeds as follows. First,
sort the ads in decreasing order of a-ecpm in tid{alogn). Then, letF(i, j) be
the efficiency obtained (given that you reach glpby filling slots (j,...,k) with
bidders from the sefi, ..., n}. We get the following recurrence:

F(i,j)=maxF(i+1,j+1)g+e,F(i+1j)).

Solving this recurrence fdt (1, 1) yields the optimal assignment, and can be done in
O(nk) time. Using the properties about optimal assignments grovéhe previous
section, this can be improved to

Theorem 11.[4] Consider the auction with Markovian bidders anH slots. There
is an optimal assignment which can be determine@(inlogn + k?log?n) time.
6 Open Issues

We emphasize three open directions, besides the various-taoretic and algo-
rithmic open problems already proposed so far.
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e Estimating Parameterdn order to run the basic auction and its extensions, the
search companies need to estimate a number of parametgpsisition-specific
factors, minimum bidder-specific reserve prices, etc. lditézh, for operational
reasons, search engines have to provide traffic estimapesteatial advertisers,
thatis, for each keyword, they need to show landscape fumgtuch as the ones
in Section 3. An open research problem is, given a log of $eand ad traffic
over a significant period of time, design and validate effitlearning methods
for estimating these parameters, and perhaps, even igldrgimodels that fit the
variation of these parameters over time. This is a significesearch challenge
since these parameters have intricate dependencies, autlition, there is a
long tall effect in the logs, that is, there is a significantcamt of rare queries
and keywords, as well as rare clicks for particular keywords

e Grand Simulationln order for the academic world to develop intuition into the
world of sponsored search auctions and the associated dysiane need a grand
simulation platform that can generate search traffic, adritories, ad clicks, and
market specifics at the “Internet scale” that search endawes Such a platform
will help us understand the many tradeoffs: increasing lega vs increasing
budget for a campaign, making better bids vs choosing diffesearch engines,
choosing to bid for impressions vs clicks vs action, etc. 8amction programs
are currently availahig, but a systematic, large scale effort by academia will
have tremendous impact for research.

e Grand Models.In general, we need more detailed models for the behavior of
users, advertisers as well as the impact of the search edggign on them. We
described a highly preliminary effort here in which the sseere Markovian,
but more powerful models will also be of great interest. Faareple, a small
extension is to make the continuation probabitjta function of location as well,
which makes the optimization problem more difficult. One e#so generalize
the Markov model to handle arbitrary configurations of ads.ameb page (not
necessarily the linear order in current search results)pagé¢o allow various
other user states (such as navigatingradingpage,Landing page in sponsored
search that is the page that is the target of an ad). Finallge page layout can
be performed dynamically, we could ask what would happeh&flayout of a
web page were a part of the model, which would combine bottsusewell as
the search engine into a model. In general, there may be guaifted models
that capture the relationship between all the three partisgonsored search.

7 Concluding Remarks

We have discussed algorithmic and game-theoretic issumsctions for sponsored
search.

15 For example, seBttp://www.hss.caltech.edu/~ jkg/jAuctions.html
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Auctions are used for other products in Internet advedidior example Google’s
AdSensgoogleAdSense (Google) where an Internet publisherdlikenline news-
paper) can sign up with an ad network (in this case Google)acepads on their
site. Here, an additional aspect of the problem from theianieer’s perspective is
how totargetads, that is, how to choose the keywords from the surrouraintext,
to run auctions like the ones we discussed thus far. Thisiateaduces the fourth
player in the game, i.e., theublisher and consequently, the game theory is more
intricate and largely unexplored.

Internet ads like sponsored search or AdSense may combfeeedi types of
ads, i.e., text, image or video ads. Each has its own spdaifisain terms of di-
mensions, user engagement and effectiveness. How to certit@m into a unified
auction is an interesting challenge.

Beyond Internet ads, the Internet medium is also used foblgmggads in tra-
ditional media including TV, Radio, Print etc. In such cagbg auction problems
may take on a richer combinatorial component, and also, goosnt based on abil-
ity to reserve ad slots ahead of time. The resulting algavithand game-theoretic
problems are largely unexplored in the research community.
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