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Abstract

We initiate the study of an interesting aspect of sponsoeadch advertising, namely the conse-
quences obroad match-a feature where an ad of an advertiser can be mapped to a breage of
relevant queries, and not necessarily to the particulavkey(s) that ad is associated with. In spite of its
unanimously believed importance, this aspect has not wemefly studied yet, perhaps because of the
inherent difficulty involved in formulating a tractable frework that can yield meaningful conclusions.
In this paper, we provide a natural and reasonable framethatiallows us to make definite statements
about the economic outcomes of broad match.

Starting with a very natural setting for strategies avadlab the advertisers, and via a careful look
through the algorithmic lens, we first propose solution emts for the game originating from the strate-
gic behavior of advertisers as they try to optimize theirdeidillocation across various keywords.

Next, we consider two broad match scenarios based on famiotsas information asymmetry be-
tween advertisers and the auctioneer (i.e. the searcheigmpany), and the extent of auctioneer’s
control on the budget splitting. In the first scenario, theeatisers have the full information about broad
match and relevant parameters, and can reapportion theibadgets to utilize the extra information;
in particular, the auctioneer has no direct control overgatdplitting. We show that, the same broad
match may lead to different equilibria, one leading t@@enue improvemenihereas another torav-
enue loss This leaves the auctioneer inddemma- whether to broad-match or not, and consequently
leaves him with a computational problem of predicting whicbad matches will provably lead to rev-
enue improvement. This motivates us to consider anothexdonmmatch scenario, where the advertisers
have informatioronly about the current scenario, i.&ithoutany broad-match, and the allocation of
the budgets unspent in the current scenario is in the coofttble auctioneer. Perhaps not surprisingly,
we observe that if the quality of broad match is good, theianeer caralwaysimprove his revenue by
judiciously using broad match. Thus, information seemsata blouble-edged sword for the auctioneer.
Further, we also discuss the effect of both broad match sicsnen social welfare.

1 Introduction and Motivation

The importance of understanding the various aspects ofsgped search advertising(SSA) is now well
known. Indeed, this advertising framework has been stughéehsively in recent years from algorithmic[12,
6,(13,[18], game-theoretid[5, 22,[1,/9, 3/ 4] 11], learnimgeretic[7 | 24|, 19] perspectives, as well as, from
the viewpoint of emerging diversification in the internebeomy[20/ 21]. Specifically, among others, these
studies include important aspects such as (i) the designeshamisms for optimizing the revenue of the
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auctioneer, (ii) budget optimization problem of an adwent; (iii) analyzing the bidding behavior of adver-
tisers in the auction of a keyword query, (iv) learning th&lGIThrough-Rates and (v) the role of for-profit
mediators. In the present paper, our goal is to initiate thdysof yet another interesting aspect of SSA,
namely the consequenceshybad match Despite its unanimously believed importance, to the bestup
knowledge, this aspect has not been formally studied yehally because of the hardness in employing a
proper framework for such an study. Our main aim in this paptr attempt to provide such a framework.
In the rest part of this section, we start by an informal idtrction tobroad matchthen while establishing
the need of a framework to studlyoad matchwe provide a glimpse of the present work.

1.1 Whatis Broad Match?

In SSA format, each advertiser has a set of keywords reld@eamér products and a daily budget that she
wants to spend on these keywords. Further, for each of theysedkds she has a true value associated with
it that she derives when a user clicks on her ad corresponditigat keyword, and based on this true value
she reports her bid to the search engine company (i.e. thimaeer) to indicate the maximum amount she
is willing to pay for a click. When a user queries for a keywdlte auctioneer runs an auction among all the
advertisers interested in that keyword whose budget isvatyet. The advertisers winning in this auction
are allocated an ad slot each, determined according to ttigoas allocation rule and an advertiser is
charged, whenever the user clicks on her ad, an amount detgfraccording to the auction’s payment rule.
In this way, for each of the advertisers, each of her ads ismadtto queries of the particular keyword(s)
that ad is associated with.

Broad Matchis a feature where an ad of an advertiser can be mapped to debn@nge of relevant
gueries, and not necessarily to the particular keywordh@) ad is associated with. Such relevant queries
could be possible variations of the associated keyword oldceven correspond to a completely different
keyword which isconceptually relatedo the associated keyword. For example, the variations yi&ed
“Scuba” could include “Scuba diving”, “Scuba gear”, “Sculfzops in Los Angeles” etc and conceptually
related keywords could include “Snorkeling”, “under wapdrotography” etc. Similarly, for the keyword
“internet advertising”, the variations could include “lpeen advertising”, “PPC advertising”, “advertising

on the internet”, “keyword advertising”, “online adventig” etc, and conceptually related keywords could

include “adword”, “adsense” etc; for the keyword “horseg’aahe variations could include “horse rac-

ing tickets”, “horse race betting”, “online horse racingteand a conceptually related keyword could be
“thoroughbred”.

1.2 The Need of a Framework to Study Broad Match

To study the effect of incorporatingroad matclon macroscopic quantities such as revenue of the auctioneer
social value etc, compared to the scenario without broad¢mate must consider the interaction among
various keywords. We must take into account the change®ibitding behavior of advertisers for specific
keyword queries, as well as, the effect of changes in thalgétiallocation across various keywords. As
we mentioned earlier, the incentive properties of quergifigekeyword auction is well analyzed in articles
such asg[bl, 22,11,19, 3] 4, 11]. Further, the budget optimomatiroblem of an advertiser, that is to spend
the budget across various keywords in an optimal mannengjvantities such as keyword specific cost-
per-clicks, expected number of clicks, and payoffs as ationof bid, has also been studied under various
models[6, 13| 18]. However, the incentive constraintsinéting from such budget optimizing strategic
behavior of advertisers has not been formally studied ygbatticular, there is no proposed solution concept
pertinent for predicting the stable behavior of advertiserthis gameé[2]. On the other hand, for the analysis
of the effect of incorporatindgproad match it becomes inevitable to have such a solution concepthat

is a notion of equilibrium behavior, under which we can comepidne quantities such as revenue of the



auctioneer, social value etc, for the two scenarios one thighbroad match and the one without it at their
respective equilibrium points.

1.3 Our Results

Ouir first goal in this paper is to attempt to provide a reasknablution concept for the game originating
from the strategic behavior of advertisers as they try tonupe their budget allocation/splitting across
various keywords. We realize that without some reasonadictions on the set of available strategies to
the advertisers, it is a much harder task to achieve[2]. ®ehd, we consider a very natural setting for
available strategies- (i) first split/allocate the budgebas various keywords and then (ii) play the keyword
guery specific bidding/auction game as long as you have buefj@ver for that keyword when that query
arrives -thereby dividing the overall game in to two stadgeshe spirit of [5/22] wherein the query specific
keyword auction is modeled as a static one shot game of coenpfermation despite its repeated nature in
practice, we model the budget splitting too as a static onegdime of complete information because if the
budget splitting and bidding process ever stabilize, athars will be playing static best responses to their
competitors’ strategies.

Now, with this one shot complete information game modelthg,most natural solution concept to con-
sider ispure Nash equilibrium. However, in our case, it seems to be a vieong notion of equilibrium
behavior if we look through our algorithmic glas{gebecause, as we argue in the paper, an advertiser’s
problem of choosing her best response is computationalig. laonsequently, we first consider a weaker
solution concept based docal Nash equilibrium. We show that there is a strongly polyndtimae (poly-
nomial in number of advertisers, keywords and ad slots ahtheosolume of queries or total daily budget)
algorithm to compute an advertiseltally best response. This notion of equilibrium, which we batlad
match equilibrium(BME), is defined in terms afarginal payoff(or bang-per-buckfor various keywords
corresponding to a budget splitting, and looks similar ®dbfinition ofuser equilibrium/Waldrop equilib-
rium in routing and transportation science literaturé[17].tRer, there is a strongly poly-time algorithm to
compute an advertisergpproximatebest response as well. Therefore, #pproximateNash equilibrium
(e-NE) is also reasonable in our setting. Indeed, all the emichs of our work hold true irrespective of
which of these two solution concepts we adopt, BME or thee-NE.

In the full information setting, under the solution conceptBME we obtain several observations by
explicitly constructing examples. In particular, evenhthis natural and reasonably restricted notion of
stable behavior, we observe that sabmead matchmight lead to differenBMEs where ondBME might
lead to an improvement in the revenue of the auctioneer txestenario withoubroad matchwhile the
other to a loss in revenue, even when gfuality of broad-matchis very good. This leaves the auctioneer in
a dilemma about whether he should broad-match or not. If hielammehow predict which choice of broad
match lead to a revenue improvement for him and which notph&dgotentially choose the ones leading to
a revenue improvemenkurther, the same examples imply the same conclusions timelsolution concept
of e-NE. This brings forth one of the big questions left open in thapgr, that is of efficiently computing a
BME/ e-NE, if one exists, given a choice bfoad match

Note that in the above scenario of broad match, the advestieel all the relevant information about the
broad match, and the control of budget splitting is in thedsaof respective advertisers. We also explore
another broad match scenario where the advertisers harenationonly about the scenario without broad-
match, and they allow the auctioneer to spend tbrearess budgeis.e the budget unspent in the scenario
without broad match), in whatever way the auctioneer wanthe hope of potential improvements in their
payoffs. Perhaps not surprisingly, we observe that if thaliyuof broad match is good, the auctioneer

*Efficient computability is an important modeling preredgigor solution concepts. In the words of Kamal Jain, “If yéaptop
cannot find it, neither can the markét”|14].



canalwaysimprove his revenue. Thug)formation seems to be a double-edged sword for the alextion
Further, we also discuss the effect of both broad match sosnen social welfare.

1.4 Organization of the Paper

Rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sedtion 2, weritesthe formal setting of the query specific
keyword auctions. In Sectign 3, we defiBmad Match Grapha weighted bipartite graph between the set of
advertisers and the set of keywords, which serves as the Ibask bone in terms of which we formulate all
our notions and results. In Sectidn 4, we present the defatiagacteristics of the two broad match scenarios
studied in this paper, in terms of factors such as informead®ymmetry and the extent of auctioneer’s control
on the budget splitting. The Sectibh 5 is devoted to the stfitlyoad matchscenario in the full information
setting where the auctioneer has no direct control on thgdiugplitting. This is essentially the most
contributing part of this paper wherein first we approphiataodel the game originating from the strategic
behavior of advertisers as they try to optimize their budgktcation/splitting across various keywords,
then we propose appropriate solution concepts for this game finally study the effect of broad match
under this proposed framework. In Sectidn 6, we study therdihoad match scenario, where advertisers
do not have full information about the broad match beinggrened and the auctioneer partially controls
the budget splitting. Finally, in Sectién 7, we concludehapbtential directions for future work motivated
by the present paper.

2 Keyword Auctions

There areK slots to be allocated amony (> K) bidders (i.e. the advertisers). A biddehas a true
valuationv; (known only to the bidde¥) for the specific keyword and she bids The expectectlick
through rate(CTR) of an ad put by bidderwhen allocated slof has the fornCT'R; ; = v;e; i.e. separable

in to a position effect and an advertiser effegf’s can be interpreted as the probability that an ad will be
noticed when put in slof and it is assumed that; > ;. forall1 < j < K andvy; = 0forj > K. ¢;
can be interpreted as the probability that an ad put by bidlddt be clicked on if noticed and is referred to
as therelevanceof bidderi. The payoff/utility of bidderi when given sloy at a price ofp per-click is given

by e;v;(v; — p) and they are assumed to be rational agents trying to maxiimézepayoffs.

As of now, Google as well as Yahoo! use schemes closely mbdadeleRBR(rank by revenue) with
GSP(generalized second pricing). The bidders are rank#tkidecreasing order efb; and the slots are
allocated as per this ranks. For simplicity of notationuass that theth bidder is the one allocated slot
according to this ranking rule, thens charged an amount equali@% per-click. This mechanism has
been extensively studied in recent years[5, 9/ 22, 11]. dheien con?:ept that is widely adopted to study
this auction game is a refinement of Nash equilibrium inddpatly proposed by Varian[22] and Edelman et
al[5]. Under this refinement, the bidders have no incentivehtange to another positions even at the current
price paid by the bidders currently at that position. Edeiraeal [5] calls itlocally envy-free equilibriaand
argue that such an equilibrium arises if agents are raisieig bids to increase the payments of those above
them, a practice which is believed to be common in actual keghauctions. Variah[22] called #ymmetric
Nash equilibria(SNEjaNnd provided some empirical evidence that the Google bia agitees well with the
SNE bid profile. In particular, aBNE bid profile b;'s satisfy

(Vi = Yit1)Vit1€i+1 + Vit1€i+2bi+2 < Vieir1bip1
< (Vi — Yig1)vi€i + Yigr€ip2bigo (1)

foralli = 1,2,...,N. Now, recall that in the RBR with GSP mechanism, the biddpays an amount
% per-click, therefore the expected paymeénhakes per-impression iﬁeie”;& = vieir1bit1.



Thus the besBNE bid profile for advertisers (worst for the auctioneer) is miam bid profile possible
according to Equation 1 and is given by

K

Yieipibigr = Y (% = V+1)vj41€541 )
j=t

and therefore, the revenue of the auctioneer at this minirghiais

K
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3 Broad Match Graph

In this section, we set up a basic backbone to study the dyisaohbidding across variouslatedkeywords,
in the sponsored search advertising, via a bipartite graplhden the set of bidders (i.e. the advertisers) and
the set of keywords with the paramet¢ré, M, K, S = (s; j), B = (B;), V = (V;)) as follows.

e Keywords: M is the number of keywords in consideration. We will denote $let of keywords
{1,2,..., M} by M. Further)V; is the total (expected) volume of queries for the keywpfar a given
period of time which we call a “day”. These may not be all thgwerds a particular advertiser may
be interested in bidding on but one of the sets of keywordshvéire related by some category/concept
that the advertiser is interested in bidding on e.g. foirsgllhe same product or service.

e Bidders/Advertisers: N is the total number of bidders interested in the abbir&eywords. We will
denote the set of biddefq, 2, ..., N} by N. Further,B; is the total budget of the biddefor a “day”
that she wants to spend on these keywords.

e Slots: K is the maximum number of ad-slots available. lIebe the number of advertisers with
sufficient budgets when a particular query of a keywgmtrives then for that query of, the slot-
clickability (i.e. the position based CTRs) are defined toypeorresponding to a slatfor [ <
min{ K, L} and zero otherwi

e Valuation Matrix: Letv; ; be the true value of the biddeérfor the keyword; ande; ; be herrele-
vancé (quality score) forj. We call theN x M matrix S, with (i, j)th entries defined as ; = v; je; ;,
as thevaluation matrix For a keywordj for which a bidderi has no interest or is not allowed to bid,
s;; := —oo. In the revenue/efficiency/payoffs calculations at SNE &nough to knows; ; and not
thew; ; ande; ; separately, therefore, in this paper we will often refeydnls; ; and notv; ; ande; ;
individually.

e Broad Match Graph (BMG): Given instance paramete(d, M, K, S, B, V'), a bipartite graplz =
(N, M, €), with vertex setsN and M and edge se€ = {(i,j) : i € N,j € M,s;; > 0}, is
constructed. Further, each ed@ej) € € is associated with a weighst ;. The weight of a node
i € Nis B; and that of a nodg € M is V;. Furthermore, an € N will be called anad-nodeand an
j € M will be referred to as &eyword-node

2\We assume that the clicks-through-rates(CTRs) are sdparab



e Extension of a BMG: A BMG G’ = (N, M, &) for the instance N, M, K, S’, B, V) is called an
extensiorof aBMG G = (N, M, €) for the instancé N, M, K, S, B, V) if € C &' ands; ; = s; ; for
all (i,7) € €. Interpretation is that the instance represented by amsixte is more broader in the
sense that an advertiser has a choice to be and could be h&dchdarger set of keywords. Indeed,
we will formally refer anextensior' = (N, M, &') to be abroad-matchor its baseG = (N, M, €).
Note that, without loss of generality, this definition ofexsion (broad-match) captures the possibility
that new keywords are introduced. This is because we carysalthink that a new keyword to be
included was already there as an isolated node and now weeating only edges.

4 Information Asymmetry, Budget Splitting and Two Broad Mat ch Scenar-
[o)S

Depending on how much information the auctioneer (i.e. gdaech engine company) provides to advertisers
about various parameters, such as CTRs, conversion ratese of queries etc, related to the keywords
and depending on who splits the daily budget across theuskeywords, the auctioneer or the advertisers,
we consider the following two scenarios for broad matching:

I) AdBM: Advertisers Controlled Broad Match, extra information tvertisers, advertisers split their
budgets.

I) AcBM : Auctioneer Controlled Broad Match, no extra informationattvertisers, auctioneer splits
the budget.

Formally, letG' = (N, M, &') be thebroad-matchfor G = (N, M, &), then we characterize these two
scenarios of broad-match based on the following factdts{able[):

e Information asymmetryOf course, advertisers already have all the informatioruabiee BMG G.
That is, they all know their CTRs, conversion rates, volurhgueries, who participates how long,
spends and bids how much on which keyword, across variousdeelg they are bidding currently.
It is the knowledge about these quantities for the part ofekiensionG’ which is not inG i.e.
along the edges g’ \ € that advertisers may or may not be aware of depending on ehétle
auctioneer provides this information to them orﬁndn AcBM scenario, advertisers do not have this
information. At most what they know is that there is some bromtch the auctioneer is performing
and they can effect the dynamics on #xtensionc’ only passively through their bidding behavior on
GA. In AdBM scenario, there is no such asymmetry in information. Adsers know (or are rather
informed by the auctioneer) all the information abébt\ E.

e Extent of auctioneer’'s control on the budget splittingn AdBM scenario, the auctioneer has no
control over the budget splitting. It is upto the advertistr decide which keywords they want to
participate in and how much budget they want to spend on datioge keywords. Thus, the budget
splitting of an advertiser, across various keywords sheisected to in5’, is in her own control
and she can split her budget so as to maximize her total pagoss those keywords. As discussed
in sectior_1.P, this brings in another layer of incentivestomints from advertisers besides choosing

30f course, to learn these relevance scores there might bst éncarred by the auctioneer in the short run, neverthéfahe
broad-match quality is good, this cost will generally be imial.

4As we know, in the sponsored search advertising, advestistectively derive their valuations from the rate of caisien
which might very well change by broad match and accordingtigérs may adjust their true values (and consequently &) bi
due to broad match. This might lead to another level of coshéoauctioneer due to uncertainty in performing broad-matc
Nevertheless, if the broad-match quality is good, this eabigenerally be minimal.



AdBM AcBM
Information asymmetry No Yes
(advertisers know all info on new edgessfadvertisers don’t know info on new edge
Extent of auctioneer’s control on the budget splitting No Control Limited Control
(only for the excess budgets)
An advertiser’s starting time for a keyword Very First Query Any Query
(only for the part auctioneer controls)

Table 1: Two Broad-Match Scenarios

the bid values for individual queries. lcBM scenario, the auctioneer does have some control over
budget splitting. At one extreme, an advertiser might ghee domplete control to the auctioneer for
splitting her budget across various keywords letting thetianeer decide how much should be spent
on which keyword. In this case, since the control will be ctetedy in the hands of the auctioneer it
can perform the budget splitting so as to maximize his owa tetvenue without much concern to the
welfare of advertisers. Therefore, advertisers would lgagive such a full control to the auctioneer.
However, it is reasonable that an advertiser allows thei@extr to spend haexxcesdudget i.e. the
budgetunspenin the case of7, in whatever way the auctioneer wants to spend @inin hope of an
additional payoff. Note that there must be some advertisérsexcess budget for thekcBMto make
sense. If every advertiser is already spending its all buttg why to take all the pain of doing a
broad-matd. In our study ofAcBM in Sectior[ 6, we consider this limited control setting. Aret
issue the auctioneer faces AtBM is that what bid profiles to use along the edgeéﬁ'ir\ E. The
auctioneer must perform these calculations in a manner totaia equilibrium across the keywords
meaning that the advertisers should not be indirectly cdliegbéo revise their true values along the
edges inG*. This assumption is reasonable as at SNE the auctioneestiarate the true values from
the equilibrium bids orG and then along with the new information gathered&bf\ &, can do the
proper SNE bids calculations on the behalf of the advediser

e An advertiser's starting time for a keywordn AdBM scenario, an advertisers participates in all
keywords she is interested starting with its first queryuntil her budget allocated for that keyword is
spent or there are no more queries for that key@.olmjAcBM scenario, however, since the auctioneer
is controlling at least a part of the budget splitting, antikeradvertisers, since it can easily track what
happens at which query in an online manner, it can choosertg br an advertiser’'s budget along an
edge starting with any particular query of that keyword. &mmple, it can bring advertisein the
auction of keyword; starting at say000th query of;.

Now, let us illustrate the above two scenarios via an exafmpleonsidering th&MG given in Figure 1L
(i.e. the graph without the edg8, 1)) and itsextensiorgiven in the same figure (i.e. the graph including the
edge(3,1)). Further, each query is sold vig@SPauction (ref. Sectiohl2), and the revenues are calculated
at SNE(ref. Equation$2,13 in Sectidd 2). In the ba&3®IG, underGSPthe advertiseR pays zero amount
for each query since there is no bidder ranked below herefiver even with a very small budget she is
able to participate in all the queries of keyward Thus, the total revenue extracted in the bB8&G is

®In case, doing a broad-match encourages advertisers asetheir budgets, for the purpose of analysis, this iserean be
considered as an excess budget.

®In reality, Google/Yahoo! roughly allows the advertisensspecify which part of the day they want to spend most of their
budgets, nevertheless this option does not give a fineraasuich as specifying a particular query number they can wiiin.
Therefore, to simplify the incentive analysis we do not édessuch option in this paper. Further, note that if the aibers are
given a chance to express their desire as to which part ofafieteby want to spend how much budget, and as long as the day
is divided in to few parts (say polynomially many in the siZelee BMG), then this expressiveness can be easily captarétki
present framework by replicating the role of relevant kesdvaodes and dividing the total volume of queries for thawkend node
among these new nodes according to the size of the variotssqiahe day.



0.9V + 0.6V5, 0.9V from keyword1 and 0.6V, from the keyword2. Now in the extension, there is a
new edge(3,1). In the AdBM scenario, since the advertisehas the control of splitting the budget and
whether she wants to participate for keywdrdshe participates alon@, 1) for all queries as she never
needs to pay anything but certainly gets the second slot asitiye payoffs for all the queries after the
advertiser2 spends its all budget and drops out i.e. for all the querites #ie firstel;th query. Note that
advertiser2 now pays a positive amount for each query and is forced to dsdfs total budget gets spent.
Therefore, the new revenue of the auctioned).937 + 3.11; (e — %) + 0.6V5 which is smaller than the
revenue generated in the b&-GIf € < % However, in theAcBMscenario, the control is in the hands of
auctioneer and he can choose not to spend the (excess) lnidgleertiser3 along(3, 1), thereby avoiding

a potential revenue loss. Moreover, he has a finer controtandhoose to bring along(3, 1) after some
queries forl has already arrived. In particular, if he bringalong(3, 1) starting(1 — €)V; + 1th query, the
new revenue generated(is— €)0.9V; +2.3¢V; 4 1.4¢V; + 0.6V, which is more than the revenue generated
in the baseBMG.

Advertisers Keywords

By =0.9V; + 1.4€V;

B2 = 14(V1

Bs =0.6Vs + 4

By
Figure 1: ABMG (without the edge (3,1) ) and an extension (with the edg@)3il = 2,v; = 1,72 = 0.7

5 Advertisers Controlled Broad Match (AdBM)

In this section, we start out with our first goal, that is toyide a reasonable solution concept for the game
originating from strategic behavior of advertisers as tligyto optimize their budget allocation/splitting
across various keywords. We realize that without some rede restrictions on the set of available strate-
gies to the advertisers, it is a much harder task to achipvéfithis end, we consider a very natural setting
for available strategies- (i) first split/allocate the batigcross various keywords and then (ii) play the key-
word query specific bidding/auction game as long as you hadgédt left over for that keyword when that
query arrives -thereby dividing the overall game in to twaysts.

The second stage is exactly the query specific keyword auatid for that stage we can utilize the equi-
librium behavior proposed in literature. Therefore, in #szond stage, we are restricting the behavior of
advertisers in that, given the availability of budget tatigipate in the auction of a particular query, an adver-
tiser acts rationallyput being ignoranabout andlisregarding the fact that her bidding behavior might effect



her decision in the splitting/allocation of her budget asrearious keywords in the first stage. For example,
in the second stage, for the auction mechanisms currentlgt bg Google and Yahoo! i.eGeneralized
Second PricdGSP) Mechanism, we can adopt the solution conce@yoimetric Nash Equilibrium(SNE)
proposed in([5l, 22]. That is, once the budget is split, fohegeery all advertisers, with available budgets
for the corresponding keyword, bid according to a minim8hEbid profile. Note that, even for the same
keyword, different queries may have differ&NEDbid profiles because the set of advertisers with available
budgets may be different when those queries arrive

Now, for the first stage i.e. budget splitting, we do not put egstriction on how the advertisers split
their budget across various keywords. Each advertis@wing the fact that all advertisers will behave
according to SNE for keyword querjeshooses her budget splitting so as to maximize her totabfpay
across all queries of all keywords for the day. Thus, withririction on the bidding behavior in second
stage, we are left only to analyze the game of splitting thagbtiacross various keywords.

In the spirit of [5/22] wherein the query specific keyword thut is modeled as a static one shot game
of complete information despite its repeated nature intmracwe model the budget splitting too as a static
one shot game of complete information because if the bugiitiregy and bidding process ever stabilize,
advertisers will be playing static best responses to thampetitors’ strategies. Let us refer to this game
asBroad-Match Gameln the following, we search for a reasonable notion of stddldget splitting i.e. a
reasonable solution concept for the Broad-Match Game.

5.1 Advertisers’ Best Response Problem and Search for an Apppriate Solution Concept
for Broad-Match Game

Let the budget of advertisérdecided for the keyword be B; ;, then this budget allows her to participate

for the firstV; ; number of queries for somig ; < V;. And given a number of queridg ; for j, there will

be a budget requirement froimdepending on the bidding interests of the other biddeedt, #aluations etc,

to participate in the first; ; queries ofj. Thus, there is a one-to-one correspondence between tigetud
spent on a particular keyword by a bidder and the total nurabgueries of that keyword starting the first

one, that the bidder participates in. Clearly, then thettsmii of budget across various keywords can be
equivalently considered as deciding on how many queriestticipate in, starting their first queries, for

those keywords.

Now, with the one shot complete information game modelitg, most natural solution concept to
consider ispure Nash equilibrium which in our scenario (i.e. for the Broadtth Game correspond-
ing to the instancé N, M, K, S, B,V) & BMG (N, M, £)) can be defined as the matrix of query values
{Vi,;, (1,7) € €} such that for each, given that these values are fixed foriat N — {:}, no other values
of {V; ;} gives a better total payoff to the bidderEquivalently, it is the matrix of value§B,; ;, (i, j) € €}
such that for each given that the these values are fixed forlal N — {i}, no other values of B; ;} gives
a better total payoff to the bidder

The solution concept of pure Nash equilibrium that we hawppsed above requires that the players
(i.e. the advertisers) are powerful enough to play the gaatienally. In particular, they should be able
to compute the best responses to their competitors’ stestedn the present case, for an advertigeit
boils down to solving an optimization problem of finding thelpget-splitting across various keywords with
maximum total payoff, given the budget- splitting of othewvertisers. That is, given the valués,, ;} for
alln € N — {:} and for allj € M, to compute{B; ;} yielding maximum payoff for the advertiser Of
course, the details MG is known to every player. To justify this solution conceptadgorithmic grounds,
it should be essential that this optimization problem ofeatiseri, henceforth referred to asdvertisers’
Best Response Problem(AdBRBhould be solvable in time polynomial iN, M, K. Note that we are
strictly asking the time complexity to be polynomial i, A/, K and not inV}’s and B;’s. This is because
V;'s and B;'s could in general be exponentially larger th&inM/, K. In fact, in practice this seem to be the



case as volume of queries could be much larger than the nuoflaelvertisers and keywords. Therefore,
let us first formulate this optimization problem for advsetii. Let ¢(m,j,l) be the (expected) cost of
advertisemn for thelth query of the keyword if she participates in the quefyand all the previous queries
of the keyword;. Similarly, u(m, j,1) is the (expected) payoff of advertiser for the ith query of the
keyword j if she participates in the queiyand all the previous queries of the keywgrdAlso define the
marginal payoffor bang-per-buckor advertisern for theith query of keywordj asn(m, j,1) = Z((Zijf)’

To be able to compute her best response, an advertiser madildeo efficiently compute these values
first. For each(i, j) € € there areO(V;) such values and at first glance it seems that the advertiggt mi
take a time polynomial ir/;, i.e. not in strongly polynomial time, to compute these ealuHowever, if
we observe carefully there is a lot of redundancy in thesaeghs noted in the following lemma. The
idea is that the cost and the payoff of an advertiser for ayquea keyword depends only on the set of
advertisers participating in that query and the valuatihies of. Therefore, as long as this set is the same
these quantities will remain the same.

Lemma 1 For each: € N, given theBMG G = (N, M, €) and the budget splitting of all advertisersi—
{i} (i.e. theB,, ; values for alln € N, j € M), there exist non-negative integeks, z; 0, 2j,1, 2j,2, - - - » Zj,A;
forall j € {j e M : (i,j) € E} suchthatA; = O(N)andforall0 < A < A; —1,

C(i>j7 l) = C(i7j> A)»”(@ja l) = U(i7j> >\)77T(i7j>l) = H(i>j7 /\) vzj,)\ <l< ZiA+1s

whereC' (i, j, A) == c(i,J, 2z x + 1), U (4,4, A) := (i, j, zjx + 1), 11(4, j, \) := 7(i, j, zj » + 1). Moreover,
all theseA, z, ¢, u, m values can be computed togetheiM N2K) time.

Proof: The proof follows from Algorithn{ 5J1 described in the followg. The idea in the Algorithm
B.7 is that the cost and the payoff of an advertiser for a qoéry keyword depends only on the set of
advertisers participating in that query and the valuatiies of. Therefore, as long as this set is the same
these quantities will remain the same. Further, there caat best/V choices of this set. For the very first
query, this set consists of all the advertisers with pasitivdget for that keyword along with the advertiger
(recall that the budget splittings for other advertisees@ven). This set changes when advertisers drop out
as their budgets get spent and they no longer have enoughnaiodouy the next query. This change can
occur at mostV — 1 times. The Algorithni. 5J1 tracks exactly when the adversisinop out and compute
thec, u, 7 values accordingly.

The Algorithm[5.1 runs in time)(N?K). Initialization requiresO(N) and thewhile loop requires
O(NK) in each iteration. There are at m@3(.V) iteration of thewhile loop because for every two itera-
tion at least one advertiser drops out. There Mlag/N term, subsumed b2, that comes from the need
to sort the valuation; ;'s before computing the SNE bid profile.
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(Algorithm 5.1: QUERY PARTITION(G, j, By, ;Vn € N — {i})

A+ {neN-{i}:B,, >0}
A<« 0
Zj70<—0

while A # ¢
Compute C(n,j,\) Vne AU {i}
andU (i, j, \)

H(’L>]7/\) — C(i,j,)\)

if C(i,j,\) =0
then I1(4, j, \) < oo

, Bny
y < minpea{| 7551}

if y >0
do
Ay A— {’I’LGA ]}\ _y}
By, j < Bp yC’(n],/\)VnGA
Zj a1 < min{z; x + v, V;}
A(—A1

then { A+ A +1

if Zj)\ = V]
then exit
comment: Exiting thewhile LOOP

else
By, i

if A=¢
C(i,7,\) <0
U(i7ja )‘) < Y1Si,5
then < II(4,j,\) < oo
A= A+1
Zj\ ij

Aj<—)\

KOUtpUI (A]’ {Zj7A}7 {C(Z7Ja )‘)}7 {U(Zaja )‘)}’ {H(Za Js )‘)})
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Now, using the above lemma we are ready to formulateAth8R Pof advertiseri. Let us define,

A

|
—

U(i,3,1) = (= za-0)UGRA=D) + Y (zim — 2jm-1)U (i jm—1) if zja 1 <1< zx. (4
m=1

~ A—1

C(Lj, l) = (l — Zj7)\_1)C(Z',j7 A — 1) + (Zj,m — le7m_1)0(i,j, m — 1) if Zia—1 < 1 < Zj\- (5)

3

then theAdBRPis the following optimization problem in non-negative igée variables; ;'s.

Max Z fj(ivj» xi,j)
(i,5)€€

st. > Clij,iy) <Bi 6)
(i,5)€€

Ogazmng V(Z,j)eg

xm-EZ V(z,g)e&

It is not hard to see that being a variantkaiapsack Problenidecision version ofAdBRPis NP-hard
Its NP hardness follows from simple restrictions that makeguivalent to 0-1 Knapsack Problem or Inte-
ger Knapsack Problem(IKP) respectively. First, let usrietsall relevant quantities such as budget, utilities
and costs to be integer values. Now, in AdBRP, choosipg- 1 for all j € M makes it equivalent to the
0-1 Knapsack Problem. Also, in AdBRP, choosifig = 1 for all j € M (i.e. a single partition for each
keyword) makes it equivalent to the Integer Knapsack Prmble

Now being NP-hardAdBRPis unlikely to have an efficient algorithm and thus the solutconcept
based on pure Nash equilibrium does not seem to be reas@rablee should consider weaker notions. One
such reasonable solution concept could be that based dnNash equilibrium, where the advertisers are
not required to be so sophisticated and can deviate onljlydaa by small amounts from the their current
strategies. We show that an advertisédsally best responsean be computed via a greedy algorithm
in strongly polynomial time. Further, this equilibrium mmt is similar to theuser equilibrium/Waldrop
equilibrium in routing and transportation science literaturé[17]. %o solution concept that we explore
is motivated by the fact that being a variantlidP and given thatkKP can be approximated well, it may be
possible to efficiently compute a pretty good approximatbthe advertiser’'s best response, and therefore
an approximate Nash equilibrium may also make sense. Irottoeving sub-sections we investigate these
two solution concepts.

5.2 Broad Match Equilibrium(BME)

Based on our discussion in sectionl5.1, let us first formadifing the equilibrium notion based on local
Nash equilibrium and let us refer to it 8soad Match Equilibrium(BME)

Definition 2 Given aBMG G = (N, M, €), a BME for G is defined as the matrix of query valugk; ; }
and the budget splitting valugs; ; } iff they satisfy the following conditions.

El) Foralli, if (i,j) € €with'V; ; > 0, and(i,1) € € which is not query-saturated meaning; < V;

- iV Vi 41) - - . .
then M P = “0dVii) > prpt = wbbViit]) o the advertisei does not have an incentive to
»J C(Zvjv‘/z,]) 7‘7l c(lvlv‘/z.,l'i'l)

deviate locally from keyworg to keyword.
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E2) For all, i spends her total budgée?; (on some keyword or the other) unless eéch) € € is either
query-saturated (i.eV; ; = V;) or budget-saturated meaning that the left over budget stdser:
for keywordj is insufficient to buy the next query pf

Now given the{V,, ;} and{B, ;} values for alln € N — {i}, the locally best response problenfotal
AdBRB for i is to compute a set dfV; ; } and{B; ;} values such that they satisfy all conditions in the above
definition of BME. We show in the following theorem that thecal ADBRPcan be computed efficiently.
Thus,BME s indeed a reasonable solution concept for the Broad-Matnhe.

The idea in the proof of Theorelm 3 is to first partition the égeracross various keywords via Lemma
so that the payoff, cost, and marginal payoff & the same for all queries in a given patrtition. Then, in a
GREEDY ALLOCATION PHASHED greedily distribute the budgets across various keysvandving from
one partition to another. Finally, inGREEDY READJUSTMENT PHASEthere is an edgéi, ) which is
not stable (i.e. the advertisécould profitably deviate locally to this edge from anothege(d)), a reverse
greedy approach would take budgets from edge with minimunygima payoff and put it to(z, 1) until
(1,1) becomes stable, again via moving from partition to partitiSince we always move from partition to
partition and a partition is visited at most once in each efdhove two phases, and there are at ragsyY)
partitions per keyword, this algorithm is efficient.

Theorem 3 There is a strongly polynomial time algorithm for local AdBR

Proof: The proof follows from the Algorithrh 5]2 provided in the folting. The Algorithn{ 5.2 first parti-
tions the queries across various keywords so that the payasdt, and marginal payoff afis the same for
all queries in a given partition. This is computed via Algom[5.1 which take®) (M N2K) time. Initial-
ization takesO (M) time. In theGREEDY ALLOCATION PHASHEhe algorithm greedily distributes the
budgets across various keywords moving from one partitoanother. Each iteration of thehile loop

in this phase take® (/) time and since there a@(M N) partitions the total time taken for this loop is
O(M?N). GREEDY READJUSTMENT PHASEt checks if there is any edgé /) which is not stable i.e.
the advertisef could profitably deviate locally to this edge from anothegey@). It is not hard to see that at
the end ofGREEDY ALLOCATION PHASEhere can be at most one such edge (ref. Lemma 4). If there is
such an edge, this phase adjusts the budget to make thistattewithout making any other edge unstable.
This is achieved via a reverse greedy approach taking bsifiget edge with minimum marginal payoff and
putting to(4, 7) until (7,7) becomes stable, again via moving from partition to partitibhus,Algorithm[5.2
correctly computes a locally best response for advertisg@hewhile loop in this readjustment phase also
terminates irO(M N) iterations and therefore this phase takes totad af/2N) time. Hence, the running

13



time of Algorithm[5.2 isO(M N?K + M?2N) i.e. strongly polynomial time.
Algorithm 5.2: GREEDY BUDGET SPLITTING(G, B, ;Vn € N — {i},j € M)
Ji={jeM:(i,j) €&}

comment: ComputingA, z, C, U, II values for all relevanj’s

foreachj € J;
do QUERY PARTITION(G, j, By, ;Vn € N — {i})

comment: Initialization

)\j<—0 Vi e J;

yj < zj1 VjEJ;

Cij+ 0,B;; < 0,V;; « 0 VjeJ;
CZ'<—O

comment: GREEDY ALLOCATION PHASE

while J; # ¢
L < argmax; ey, I1(7, j, \;)
if there are more than one such index take the minimum one

if C; + yLC(i, L, /\L) > B;

v Lotizan)

Vi < ViL+y

Bir < Bir+ (B —C;)
then { Cir < Ci. +yC(i,L, L)
C;,+ C; + yC(z‘, L, )‘L)
exit

comment: Exiting thewhile LOOP
Bir < Bir +yrC(i,L,\p)
Cir « Cip +yrC(i, L, A\r)
Ci — CZ + yLC(Zv L7 AL)
Vie < Vir+uyL

do

else{if AL =A; -1
comment: i.e. no more queries fak is left
JZ‘ — JZ‘ — {L}
then {/\L a1

— z -z
else yL LAr+1 L.,
AL — A+ 1

comment: GREEDY READJUSTMENT PHASE
Ji+—{j:(i,j) € Eand V;; > 0}

L {leM:(i,l) € eand Jj € J; — {I} s.t. MP; > MP}
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comment: there can be at most one sucfref. Lemmd#4)

if such arl does not exist
thenreturn ({V; ;},{Bi;})
comment: Readjustment not required

while \; < Ay and M P}y > minje 5,y M P

J < argminge g, MPZ_J

(Vi,j=25,0,-1)C (03,0 —1)+(Bi,j—Ci j)+(Bi, 1 —Ci 1)
Yy CLA)

if y < zia+1— Vig
Bij <+ Big+ (Vij — 2jx,-1)C(, 4, A — 1)
+(Bi,j — Ciy)
Ci,j < CZ'J — (Vz, — Zj7)\j_1)0(i,j, )\j — 1)
Bi,j < CZ'J'
Ci,l — Ci,l + yC‘(z‘, , )\l)
then /\j < )\j -1
Vi,j < Zj,Aj
ifVi; =0
then J; < J; — {j}

Vieg<Viity
do

7

- (z1,0,+1=Vi,1)C (6L, ) —(Bi,;—Ci,5)—(Bi,1—Ci,1)

Ci,j < CZ'J — QC(Z,], )\j — 1)

B;j < B+ [(zixn+1 — Vi))C@, 1, N) — (Big — Ciy)]
Cig  Cig+ (an+1 — Vi)C3, 1L N)

B+ Cyy

ifg="Vij—zjx-1
else Aj e Ai—1
Vi,j <— Zj)\j
if Vi, =0
then J; < J; — {j}

then

E|Se‘/i’j — ‘/i,j ]

AN —AN+1
Vil < 21

output ({V; ;},{Bi;})
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Lemma 4 At the end ofGREEDY ALLOCATION PHASE of Algorithm[5.2, there can be at most one
unstable edge, that is

|{l€M:(i,l) € €and 3j s.t.(i,§) € &, Vij > 0& MP}, >MP;].}| <1

Proof: We will provide a proof by contradiction. If possible, leketle be two unstable edges namelyi)
and(i, m), thus there exist an edgg j) € & with V; ; > 0 such that/ P, > M P, andM P/, > MP; .
Note that there could be many such choiceg, dét us choose the one with the minimum vaIueMStP i
Thus, in the Figurl2, we are given that < min {73, 75}. Since the greedy allocation phase fills up (or
selects) the partitions with higher values first, starting markers on the first partition of all the keywords,
there must be partitions with values < m; andmy; < m; as shown in Figurgl2, otherwise all partitions
of (i,1) before and with the valugs must have been filled/selected before the partition witheval, and
similarly for all partitions of(i, m) before and with the values. WLog let the partition with the value; is
filled before that withr,. Thereforesrs < w4 otherwise the open partition (i.e. the one not yet completel
filled ) with value 73 would have been filled before,. Further, by usingrs < 7 andm; < w3 we get
mo < w3 and consequently, < my. As before we can again argue that there exist a partitioh vatue
mg < o but we must also haves < wg otherwise the open partition with valug would have been filled

beforeng. But this impliesrs < 75 which is a contradictionll.

MP;; = m < min {3, 75}

) 3 A[PZ—TF3>7T2

T4 T MP* = T5 > Ty

1,M

Figure 2: There can not be two unstable edges at the eGIR&EEDY ALLOCATION PHASE Algorithm
[B.2. Ther values shown in the figure are the marginal payoffsiofthe respective partitions. . ” shown
between two partitions indicate that there could be sewarab partitions between these partltlons.

One might also like to consider another natural stronglympamial time greedy algorithm based on
the algorithm forfractional knapsack problentonsidering each keyword as an item, total payoff (from all
the queries that can be bought within the budget constragthe value and the corresponding total cost

as the size, sorting the keywords bffectivemarginal payoffs i. € ~foial cost total payoff and greedily selecting the
keywords until budget is exhausted. However, it can be st(ﬁxgure&i) that thls greedy approach does not
always lead to a locally best response of an advertiserharetare examples where the solution given by
this algorithm is not stable and the advertiser can imprarepayoff by local deviation. Further, it is not
clear whether some readjustment procedure as IGRREEDY READJUSTMENT PHA®Ethe Algorithm
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[5.2 could be applied to make such solutions stable. In thi®pave have not explored this direction in
details and it might be interesting to make this algorithnrkydf possible, by some suitable readjustment,
and compare its performance with to that of Algorithm]5.2.r &o initial insight, first note that, in the
example given in Figurel 3, the marginal payoffs for a keywanel increasing with the partition number i.e.
1(,2,1) > II(i,2,0). The effective marginal payoff for keyworlis 4'%:;5 > 2whenV; > 7 and
this algorithms therefore spends all budget on keywrgiving a payoff better than Algorithin 53.2. Also,
itis a stable solution because P, = 3 > 2 = MP;,FI. In fact, in this particular example it is the global
optimum. In general, clearly when this algorithm returngadoke solution without a need for readjustment,
it always chooses a better budget splitting than Algorith#) Bowever as we give an example below in the
Figure[4, it might not always return a stable solution.

z10=0 z11 =W
U(i,1,0) = 4
C(i,1,0) = 2
(i, 1,0) = 2
| | |
| | |
220=0 291 =Vi +1 222 = Va
U(i,2,0) = 1.5 UGi,2,1) =3
C(i,2,0) = 1 Cli,2,1) = 1
10(:,2,0) = 1.5 I0(3,2,1) = 3

Figure 3: LetB; = 2(V; — 1) andV, > 2V; — 2. Algorithm[5.2 outputs B; | = B;,B;2 = 0,V;1 =
Vi — 1,V; 2 = 0) with total payoff of4V; — 4 to the advertiser. However, the splitting,(; = 0, B;» =
B;, Vi1 =0,V; 2 = 2V; — 2) gives a total payoff oft.5V; — 7.5 > 4V; — 4 whenV; > 7.
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U(i,1,0) = 3.36
C(i,1,0) = 0.8
I(3,1,0) = 4.2
I | I
I I I
0 10 30
U(i,2,0) = 2 U(i,2,1) = 3.2
C(i,2,0) = 0.4 C(i,2,1) =08
11(i,2,0) = 5 I(i,2,1) = 4

Figure 4: Greedy fractional knapsack algorithm may notrretustable solutionB; = 12. This algorithm

; : 12x1043.2x10  _ 52 \yho
allocates all the budget to the keywd2das the effective marginal payoffs b%m = {3 which
is greater than that of keywort which is 330x15 — 504 However, the edgéi, 1) is now unstable as
MP, =42>4=MP;,.
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5.3 Approximate Nash Equilibrium(e-NE)

Let us first define the approximate Nash equilibrium for ottirsg as follows.

Definition 5 Given aBMG G = (N, M, €), ane-NE for G is defined as the matrix of query valugs; ; }
and the budget splitting valugsB; ;} such thatforall, 3, e U(i, 4, Vij) = (1—€) > jyee U (4,4, Vij)
for all alternative strategy choice@%,j} of advertiser: that satisfies the constraints in Equation 6.

Now given the{V,, ;} and{B,, ;} values for all € N — {i}, the approximate best response problem (
e-AdBRB for i is to compute a set dfl; ;} and{B; ;} values satisfying the conditions in the above defini-
tion of e-NE.

As we mentioned earlier, th&dBRPis a variant of knapsack problem and we also know that the late
can be approximated very well. Further, if we expect to geFBiMASfor AABRR we would expect that
it also admits a pseudo-polynomial time algorithm (i.e.ypoimial in N, M, K, Vs, andB;’s) as well
[23,[16]. Furthermore, all known pseudo-polynomial timgaaithms forNP-hard problems are based on
dynamic programming_[23, 16]. Therefore, naturally we trsimilar approach. Perhaps not surprisingly,
we design a pseudo-polynomial time algorithm A@iBRP. However, unlike the case of standard knapsack
problems[8/ 10, 23, 16], this algorithm does not immediatgve aFPTASdue to difficulty in handling
the volume of queries and because for a given keyword (i.e.itédm) queries may have different costs
and utilities (i.e. all units of an item are not equivalentost and value) etc. Nevertheless, by judiciously
utilizing the properties of the optimum and a double-lagespproximation we will indeed presenERTAS
for ADBRP(Theoreni ). We will devote the Sectidns 518.1, 5.3.2, Fo8.8eveloping a FPTAS for AdBRP.

Theorem 6 There is a FPTAS for AABRP.

Thus,e-NE is indeed another reasonable solution concept for the Bitetdh Game.

5.3.1 A Pseudo Polynomial Time Algorithm for ADBRP

Without loss of generality, first let us assume that all ratg\parameters such as budget, utilities, and costs
are integer valued. This can be achieved by suitable appaiiin to rational numbers and then by appro-
priate multiplication factors, without significant incesain instance size.

Let P be the maximum total utility that the advertisecan derive from aingle keyword i.e. from
any one of thej € M while respecting her budget constraint. TherefdveP is a trivial upperbound on
the total utility that can be achieved by any solution (i.ey &hoice of feasibler;;’s). Forj € M and
p=1,2,..., MP let us define,

Min Y7, C(i 1, xi;)

st S Ui, Laig) >p
A(j,p) = 0<ay <V fori=1,2,...j (7)
l’uez forl:1,2,...,j

oo if no solution to the above minimization problem exists

Clearly, the values!i(1,p) forallp = 1,2, ..., M P can each be efficiently computed (G Nlog(V7))
time) by utilizing the partition structure as per Lemfda 1 &he Equation§]4 and 5. The terig(V7)
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instead ofl; comes from the the fact that it is enough to perform a binagrcdeinside a partition for
an appropriate; ;. Therefore, the valued(1,p) for allp = 1,2,..., M P can be together computed in
O(Nlog(V;)MP) time. LetV = ZjeMVj. Now, A(j,p) forall j =2,3,...,M andp = 1,2,...,MP
can be computed together i M/2PNV') using following recurrence relation. Further, for eachich®f
j=123,...,Mandp=1,2,..., MP, we also compute and store the set:pf’s values that achieves
the value ofA(j, p), and this task can be performed in same order of time coniplexi

Min 37 C(iyl,2i0) + C(iyj + 1, 24541)

S.t. Z{:l U'(z, l,xi,l) + [j(l,] + 1,wi7j+1) >Dp
A(j+1p) = 0<ziy<Vi forl=1,2,...,5+1
ez forl=1,2,...,5+1

[ oo if no solution to the above minimization problem exists

= min _ {é(ivj +1Lmije) + AGGp— UG, j + 1>$i,j+1)0%)
zi j+1€{0,1,2,... Vi1 }U (4,5 + 1,2 j4+1)<p

After computing theA(j, p)’s, we can obtain the solution of ADBRP and the optimum valiae v

OPT = max {p: AM,p) < B;}. 9)

p=1,2,...,

Thus, we have a pseudo-polynomial time algorithmAdBRP

5.3.2 A Pseudo Polynomial Time Approximation Scheme for ABRP

Now, we will convert the pseudo polytime algorithm of Senfl23.1 to an approximation scheme by appro-
priately rounding the payoffs of the advertisers. Let usttés schemeAS1

For a givene > 0, letT = < and let us round the utility functions frodi(i, 1, ;) to U (i,1,2;;) =

LMJ Now, let us use the above dynamic programming algorithmepjacing the upper bound on
utility P to | %] and utilitiesU (i, 1, 2;) to U’ (i,1,2;,). Let us denote the solution returned1gs i.e. the
optimum of the problem after above rounding is attainea;gt= Vi',j,j € M. Correspondingly, let the
optimal solution without any rounding ig; ;, 7 € M. Note that the value$V; ;} are still feasible for the
rounded problem.

Now since{Vi:j} is optimal for the rounded problem we have

S UGGV = Y U645, Vi)

JjEM JjEM
Ui, Vi)
> N0 T8I
> Z ( - 1
JEM
. T
JEM
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Further, using the inequalify 1.0, we can get

SN 06,5, v;) = Y TU (4. Vi)

jeM jeM
> ) U(,4,Vig) - TM
jEM
= > U(,j,Vij) — P
JjEM
> (1—e) > U(i,4,Viy)

JEM

where the last inequality is implied by the fact that the it value without rounding will at least be the
maximum derived from a single keyword i.6: ., U(i,j,Vi;) > P. Therefore, the{V; } gives an
(1 —€) approximation to the advertisés best response. The time complexity of the dynamic prognarg
applied to obtain the solutiofiV; ,} is O(M?| £ |NV) = O(M2N(| |)V) which is polynomial inX,
M,V and%. Note that this scheme is still pseudo polynomial due to aggree ofl”. This terms appears
because when we build up the dynamic programming table we teeese the Equatidd 8. Nevertheless,
this algorithm will be helpful in designing our FPTAS.

5.3.3 FPTAS for AdBRP

Now using the approximation schem&1 and by judiciously truncating set of possible query values w
will present an FPTAS for ADBRP. Let us first note that for e&elgword only the number of queries,
starting the first one, that can be bought under budget @insfs; are feasible. Therefore, for the ease of
notation, without loss of generality, we can assume Hat infact the maximum number of queries that
can be bought under budget constraint meaning all possilgdes of a particular keyword are feasiblé if
wanted to spend her total budget on this keyword. Wet ZjeM V;. Also, without loss of generality we
haveU (i, j, \) > 0 for all A andj such that(i, j) € €.

Now, we perform a first layer of approximation by judiciousiyncating the set of possible query values
to obtain Lemmal8. Lemnid 7 is just a warmup.

Lemma 7 There is a feasible solutio{%,j} of AdBRP with the total utilityO PT satisfying the following
properties where) PT is the total utility for the optimal solution GAdBRP:

e At most foronej € M, Vi,j §é {Zj,o, 2§15 %525 7Zj,Aj}

e OPT > (1 —9)OPT whered = max; \ Ug}g?)'

Proof:

Consider all the keywordg for which V; ; ¢ {z;0,2j.1,2j2,---, 24, }- Now among these keywords,
for the keywords with the maximum value af(i, j,V; ;), move the budget from one to the other un-
less all keywords of such type except one satisfies the abawéiton, this moving around of budgets
among the keywords with the same valuendt, j, V; ;) does not change the total utility. Thus, we can

safely assume that there is a single keyword satist¥ing ¢ {20,251, 252, - -, 2j,a; } With the maxi-
mum value ofr (4, 5, V; ;) and say its. Further, we can move budget from all other keywords satigfy
Vii & 120,251, %52, - - - 2,8, 1 10 Luntil they satisfyV; ; € {20, 251,252, 2, }, While losing at
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mostu(i, 1, V;;). This is because while doing this reallocation we lose orfiyemwe do not have enough
budget to move to buy the next querylol.

Lemma 8 For every given parameter < 1, there is a feasible squUon{uVU} of AdBRP with the total
utility OPT satisfying the following properties whe@PT is the total utility for the optimal solution of
AdBRP:

e OPT > (1 —€)OPT

° Vm’ € {Y5,0,¥j,1,Y5.2> - - - » Yjn, } fOrall j € M where they; . values are defined as follows:

for each partition\ = 1,2,...,A; of the keywordj let z;y — z;x—1 = a[%] + b wherea and
b are non-negative integers artd< [EMQ} (recall thatz; x — z; 1 is the size of partitiom\). Now
divide the partition\ in to min{a, 1}. (J?Vfﬂ + b sub-partitions, the firstnin{a, 1}. (J?Vﬂ sub-partitions
being of sizex queries each and the nexpartitions each of sizé query each. Defing;, = 0 and
Yj1,Y52 - - -» Yjn; @S the end points of the sub-partitions created as above.

Proof: Clearly, each partition is divided in to at mda{t%l sub-partitions and sincké; = O(NN) we obtain

Let {V; ;} be an optimal solution foAdBRP, then we find a solutiofV; ;} as follows:

o if Vij € {yj0,¥i1:¥i2 s Yin; thenf/m =V, ;, therefore we do not lose anything in total utility
coming from keyword; by moving fromV; ; to VZJ

o if Vij & {40, ¥j1:Yj2:- - - » Yjn, } then defind’; ; to be the maximum value amolg; o, y;,1, ¥j.2: - - - » Yjn, }
which is smaller thar; ;. Note that this case arises only whej; comes from a sub-partition of
sizea > 1 and in that case there are at Ie&g} sub-partitions of size with the same utility value
u(i, j, Vi ;) for each query in those sub-partitions. The maximum utitigt we can lose by truncating
VigtoViyis < aui,j, Vi) < s ([#] a uli j,Viy) < g OPT < 570PT.

Note that the way we have constructeﬁg '}, it satisfies the budget constraint of the advertiser
becausd’; ; < Vi, and hence{V”} is a feasible solution oAdBRP. Now, across all the keywords

we can lose at moéw MOPT i.e. 2OPT by truncating the optimal solutiofiV; ;} to the feasible
solution{V; ;1. I

Now we perform a second layer of approximation by applyd®& with truncated set of possible query
values as per Lemnia 8. We present this approximation atgorialledAS2in the following.

1. Divide each patrtition of each keyword in to several sutifpans as follows (same as in the proof of
Lemmé8). For each partitioh= 1,2,..., A; of the keywordj let z; x — zj x_1 = a[521+bwherea
andb are non-negative integers ahe: (M | (recall thatz; y — z; —1 is the size of partitior\). Now
divide the partition\ in to min{a, 1}.[% 1 + b sub-partitions, the firstvin{a, 1}.[24] sub-partitions
being of sizea queries each and the ndxpartltlons each of sizé query each. Defing;, = 0 and
Yi1,Y52: - - - > Yjn,; @S the end points of the sub-partitions created as above.

2. Apply AS1by restricting the query values to take values only from #t€8; 0, v;,1, Y52 - - - » Yjn, }
i.e. by changing the recurrence relatidn 8 to

A(j+17p) = min N {CN’(Z?] + 17337;,]'4-1) + A(j>p - U(,L?] + 17$i,j+1))}
@i j+1€{Y5,0,Y5,1,95,2,-¥j,n; U (G7+1,20 j41)<p

(11)
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and with the error parametérwherel = 1 +1 <

oI

The total utility of the solution returned by the algorithh$2is

)(1 = €)OPT = (1 — €)OPT.

2(1—6)(1—62)0PT:(1—1_€|_6

The time complexity in constructing the sub—partitionsas%) and that of applyingAS1on the
truncated set of query valués; o, yj.1, Yj.2: - - - » Yjn, } iISO(MAN (| L ) NM ) — O(MIN"ygsl = 111 <
2 = O(L). Therefore AS2is indeed &FPTAS for AdBRP.

€

5.4 To Broad-match or not to Broad-match

In this section, we start out with a very important obsenrain the following theorem.

Theorem 9 A BMG does not necessarily have a unigBME and the differenBMEs can yield different
revenues to the auctioneer. Moreover, in one of them thaéanesr loses while in the other one it gains in
terms of revenue.

The Theoreni[9 leaves the auctioneer in a dilemma about whie¢hghould broad-match or not. If he
could somehow predict which choice of broad match lead teemge improvement for him and which not,
he could potentially choose the ones leading to a revenueoirapent. This brings forth one of the big
guestions left open in this paper, that is of efficiently cotiqy aBME / e-NE, if one exists, given a choice
of broad match We plan to explore it in our future works. The proof of the addheorem follows from
examples constructed in Figutd$ 516, 7. Furtimeall the examples we takeK = 2,7, = 1,75 = 0.7.

We also note several other observations such as
e introducing an edge may or may not shift BBME ( See FigurekI8|9)

¢ introducing an edge can shift tlBME to one yielding less revenue to the auctioneer , as well as, to
one with less efficiency i.e. social welfare ( See Figuilg 1, 9)

e introducing new edges can shift tBME to one yielding more revenue to the auctioneer (See Figures

©,5,617)

e unlike in Figurd 9, an extension of2MG may not have 8ME where for all nodes the degree is the
same as in thBME for the baseBMG. See Figures|1] 6] 7.

It is instructive to note that all the above observations including Theorem [9) continue to hold
under the solution concept ofe-NE.
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Advertisers Keywords

Bs = 0.6V4

Bs >0 Eo=7.1V; + 6.05V, + 4.4V;
Figure 5: ABMG (without dashed edges) and its extension (with dashed gdghe values shown along
the edges are; ; respectively. Further, note that it is a good broad-matobhaasationss; ; of an advertiser
along new edges is greater than her valuation along old edges
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E=Fy+14V5 — 0.7V
Figure 6: OneBME for the extension oBMG in Figure[5 ( the valued ; at thisBME are shown along
corresponding edges).
Not a pure Nash equilibrium but an e-NE for ¢ > 0.15.
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E=FEy+0.732 - 0.71;
Figure 7: AnotheBME for the extension oBMG in Figure[5.
Also a pure Nash equilibrium, therefore ane-NE for € > 0.
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Advertisers Keywords

U1 = 4.']‘1

By =21V

us = 2.1V;
BQ = 1.4EV1
// .
wa = 3.4V5 < R=09V; +0.6V5
3 AVy

Ry = 0.6V4

V-
uy = 1.4V, 2

E=71V] +6.4V,
By

Figure 8: No Shift in Equilibrium due to the new edge (3,1)eTalues shown along edge j) is (s ;, Vi ;).
u; denote total payoff of advertiseér

Advertisers Keywords

up = 1.4%2 4 4.1(V; — ¥2)

uy = 2V5

E =6.749V5 < 7.583V; for v} = %2
By

Figure 9: A Shift in Equilibrium due to the new edge (3,1). Madues shown along eddé, j) is (s ;, Vi ;).
u; denote total payoff of advertiseér
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6 Auctioneer Controlled Broad Match(AcBM)

In this section we study the second broad match scenaridé®BMas described in sectidn 4. First, we need
a few definitions.

Definition 10 Excess BudgetlLetG = (N, M, €) be aBMG andG = (N, M, ¢') be an extension (broad-
match) ofG. For ani € N, let D; denote the budget efunspent iy and lets; = max;c¢ s;,;. We say that
1 has an excess budget@niff s; < D;.

Intuitively, what we mean by an advertiser to have an excedgdt is that she has enough amount currently
left unspent so that she can participate in at least one qiemy of the keywords she is currently bidding
on, if given a chance, irrespective of the valuations of loengetitors.

Definition 11 Revenue Improving Broad-Match: An extensior?’ = (N, M, &) of BMG G = (N, M, &)

is called revenue improving if there exist an allocationtwd £xcess budgets along new edges (i.e. edges in
e \ €) so that the sum of total budget spent by all the advertisersare inG’ than inG, as well as, there

is a strongly polynomial time algorithm to find such an alltioa of the excess budgets.

Now, for a keywordj, let I(j,1) denote the set of advertisers having sufficient budget tticgzate in
the Ith query of this keyword. The following lemma can be obtaiimed way similar to the Lemmid 1 and
again utilizing the partition structure per this lemma, vikain Observation_13 that as long as the quality
of broad-match igoodin some sense, the auctioneer can guarantee a better rédeehimaself by suitably
exploiting the extension.

Lemma 12 Given the budget splitting of all the advertisers for B8IG G = (N,M, &) (i.e. the cur-
rent budget splitting ), that is the valuds; ;'s for all (i,5) € &, there exist non-negative integefs;,
240, 24,1, 22, -, Z,A;, @Nd Setslj 1, Lo, ..., Ija,, I; for all j € M} such thatA; = O(N) and for
al 0 < XA < Aj -1, C(i,j,l) = C(Z,j,)\),[(],l) = 1jx+1 VZJ")\ <1l < Zj A+1 WhereC’(i,j,)\) =
c(i, g, ziy + 1), Lixt1 = I(J,zj0 + 1) andI; = {i € N : (i,j) € &, ihasan excess budget {#}.
Moreover, all thesé\, z, C, I values can be computed together in time polynomiaVin\/ and K.

Observation 13 Let ' = (N, M, &") be an extension BMG G = (N,M, &), I = Ujenlj, Ji =
{jEM:(z’,j) e&'\&} fori € I,T; = {ieN: (i, 5) ee’}, and® = {j e M:I;5, = ¢}. This
extension is revenue improving if there isiam I having one or more of the following properties/conditions:
a) 3j € J;\ ®suchthatl;x, = I and| {m € Ija; : sm; > sij}| < K.
b) Elj € J; N ® such thaﬂ {l S IﬁFj 181 = Si,j} U {l S Pj 1815 < Si,j}‘ > 1.

C) dj € J; \ ® such thatIMj 75 Ij andsi,j > maXjer; y \I; Si,j -
oy

Intuitively, the properties) andc) says that there is an advertisewith excess budget i and a keyword

j such that has a good enough valuation fpin G’ so as to obtain a slot, and moreovet i§ brought in

for the last query, all advertisers already participatinghiat query have still enough budget to participate
in that query. The conditioh) says that there is a keywopdwith unsold queries irG and we can sell
these queries i to at least two advertisérk Thus, these conditions allow the auctioneer to bring addi-
tional advertiser(s) for the keyworto j's last query or equivalently the very first query in the laaittjpion

BNote that just selling to one advertiser does not generateramey in GSP. In practice, however Google/Yahoo! charges a
minimum amount i.e. a reserve price for the last slot. N&edess, all the results we present remains unchanged loglirging
reserve prices for the last slot. In that case, the condifjamill change to3; € J; N ®.
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((z,4;—1 + 1)th query) so that revenue extracted from this particularyjiggimproved without changing
the revenue generated from any other query. Thereforernmstef the existence of a revenue improving
extension we have the above observation. Neverthelesgnergl the auctioneer can do much more than
the above trivial way. In particular, there might be severahd j’'s satisfying the properties in Observation
13 and he could exploit this profitably. Recall that he has arfaontrol over which query to start with
and whatever part of excess budget he can spend along ed@'eis< th So his task is to choose splitting
of excess budgets along new edges as well as to decide agtquery number. In general, there could
be O(N) advertisers with excess budgets and there coul@ (@& N) new edges, finding the best splitting
is a variant of Integer Knapsack problem again and thus ctatipnally hard. Nevertheless, it is clearly
possible to design strongly polynomial time sub-optimaloakhm that does significantly better than the
trivial improvement possible by increasing competition tloe last query. The problem with participating
starting a query in other partitions is that it may changeptisition structure in a way that is not revenue
improving, but since there are onfy( V') such partitions for each keyword, we could check for eachi-par
tion whether starting with its first query is revenue imprayor not. Indeed, it is easy to think of a strongly
polynomial time algorithm that finds excess budget spiigimvhich improves revenue, one that moves from
partition to partition, taking starting query as the firsequin that partition and then doing a binary search
for appropriate budget (as high as possible) to be allocateldracks which one of these possibilities lead
to the highest revenue. Note that since we are doing a birearcls on budget (and equivalently on the
number of queries to participate in), we are still in strgngblynomial time regime. Finally, it should be
interesting to search for efficient algorithms generatiatjdy revenue and in particular a FPTAS, possibly
by efficiently searching for which query to start with alonghwefficiently searching for how many queries
to participate for.

Now, given that auctioneer’s goal is primarily to improveerue, we should also analyze what happens
to the efficiency (i.e. social welfare), if the auctioneemplements such revenue improving broad-match.
First, it is clear that if auctioneer’s goal were to improweial welfare instead of revenue, he could cer-
tainly do so in a way similar to the one discussed above fameg improvement. Moreover, revenue and
social welfare could infact be improved together if one @& tonditions in Observatidn 13 holds and the
proof is same as that for Observatiod 13 by bringing in appatg advertiser(s) in the last query of an ap-
propriate keyword. However, if auctioneer deviates froim thivial way of improving revenue, which infact
he will do if his goal is to maximize revenue, there can ofteraltradeoff with social welfare. For an explicit
example of this tradeoff please refer to Figuré 10. Furtleeegeven when the conditions in Observation 13
are NOT satisfied, there might still be a possibility of raveimprovemenfref. Figure1).
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—-7V =100

2 L, ={1,2} I = {2}
S I I
21,0 = 0 Z1,1 = 50 21,2 = 100
B =40 Ry =50 x (0.3 x 3) =45
Vo =100

Ey=50x (5+0.7x 3)+ 50 x 3 =505

{1,2,3} {2,3} {3}

I I I I
a) I I I I

0 19 36 100
Ro=19x (0.3x3+2x1.4x2)+17x (0.3 x 2) =80.5> Ry
E,=19x (5+0.7x3)+ 17 x (3+0.7x 2) + 64 x 2 = 337.7 < E

{1,2} {2,3}

0 50 100
Ry, =50 x (0.3 x 3) 4+ 50 x (0.3 x 2) =75 > Ry

Ep=50x (5+0.7x 3) +50 x (3+0.7 x 2) =575 > E

IR0<Rb<RabutEa<EO<EbI

{1,2}  {1,2,3} {2,3} {3}

I I I I I
¢) I I I I I

0 3 21 40 100
R.=3x(03x3)+18x (0.3x3+2x0.7x2)+19 x (0.3 x2)=280.7

Ee=21x(5+0.7x3) 419 x (3+0.7 x 2) + 60 x 2 = 352.7

Figure 10: Tradeoff in revenue and social welfare, the & does not include edg8, 1), its extension
does. The revenue and efficiency value is just for keywigrds these values do not change for keyword
2 even in the extension. In a) and b) adverti8eis brought in for keywordl starting with first query

in partition 1 and 2 respectively. Note that the choice of partition with bettevenue is the one where
efficiency decreases:) shows that just starting V\% the first query of a partitionymnat lead to optimal
revenue, for example i is started withith query then the revenue improvement is even better dham

b).




7 Future Directions

We have initiated a study of broad-match, an interestingetapf sponsored search advertising, and as com-
mon to papers that initiate a new direction of study, thisgpdpaves out several important open problems
that deserve theoretical investigation and analysis. Weuds some of these interesting problems in the
following.

Budget Splitting Games(BSG): Abstracting the settings in Broad-Match Game can providsitisa rich
class of mutli-player games having compact represenstitirshould be interesting to study these games
and to consider the budget splitting/allocation scenas@gond the currently prevailing models for spon-
sored search advertising, as well as, other interestinticagipns. Herebelow we provide an abstraction.

An instance oBSGis given by(N, M, &, B, V, 0). N is the set of playersM is set of distinct type of
indivisibleitems andN, M, &) is a bi-partite graph between the players and items wherefin &) € & iff
the playeri € N is interested in buying the iteghe M (i.e. ¢ have a positive valuation fg). B = {B; };en
is the budget vector3; being the total budget of playér 1 = {V;};cx is the volume vectory; being
the total number of units of the itepghfor sale. LetN| = N and|M| = M. O is an oracle that takes
as input(, j) € € and a set of budget valugs3,, ; },,cn—(;; and output the set of values; = O(N),
zjio = 0,2j1,252,--,257; = Vi, andC(i, 5, A),U(i,5,A) forall 0 < A < A; — 1, to be interpreted
as follows: given that for alh € N — {i}, the playern spends/allocates an amouB}, ; on the itemy,
C(i,j7,A) andU(i, j, \) respectively are the cost and the utility for each unit of iteen if the player:
decides to buy; » < V;; < z;j 241 Units of the itemy. Each player has access to the oratlel he strategy
of a playeri is to split her budget across various items that is to chdesevalues{ B; ; } jent.(i,j)ce SUch
that) o 5)ee Bij < Bi and correspondignly the number of units of the various it€ms }jet. (i, j)ee
with V; ; < Vj. The payoff of a player is the total utility it derives acr@dbthe items from their units she
bought as per her chosen strategy.

Note that this abstraction nicely captures the Broad-M&eme studied in the present paper wherein
an item is a keyword and a query of a keyword corresponds tdta Tlihe oracle® corresponds to the
Lemma[l. Further, by varying the properties satisfied by #daesC'(i, j, \), U(i, j, A)'s we may obtain
other interesting scenarios.

Complexity of Auctioneer’s Dilemma: The Theoreml9 leaves the auctioneer in a dilemma about whethe
he should broad-match or not. If he could somehow predictiwbhoice of broad match lead to a revenue
improvement for him and which not, he could potentially cé®the ones leading to a revenue improvement.
This brings forth one of the big questions left open in thipgrathat is of efficiently computing BME /
e-NE, if one exists, given a choice troad match as well as, to efficiently decide whether a given broad
match is revenue improving or not in thelBM scenario.

Existence of pure NE£E-NE/BME in Broad-Match Game: Despite some effort we have not been able to
show that a Broad-Match Game always admits pure NE or el or BME. On the other hand we have
also not been able to construct examples where they do rgit &kie problem arises from the fact that the
payoff funtions are discontinuous and not even quasi-cancaherefore, the existing techniques or their
simple extensions do not seem to work. This calls for dewetppew techniques for proving the existence
of pure Nash equilibria and the complexity of deciding thestnce in general, and for the Broad-Match
Game and BSGs in particular.

Quantifying the Effect of Broad-Match: As per various observations including Theoriem 9 obtained in
the Sectiof 5]4 we know that the the revenue of the autiomektre social welfare could very well degrade
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by incorporating broad-match and it would be interestinghitaracterize the extent of such degradation.

Total Click-Through-Rates as Payoff: It would be interesting to analyze the effect of broad-maitch
scenario where the advertisers are interested in maxigiheir total Click-Through-Rate across various
keywords rather than their total utilities. Note that theldpet splitting game arising in this sceneario indeed
fits in our abtract model @SGdiscussed earlier in this section. With the intuition depeld from this paper,
we believe that similar conclusions hold true even in the @ddotal Click-Through-Rates as payoffs.

BME vs e-NE: As we argued in the paper, both tBME and e-NE are reasonable solution concepts
for the Broad-Match Game. Further, we constructed examplese the both solution concepts coincide.
Nevertheless, it would be nice to study these two conceppesatively at a finer level. For exampBME
may not provide good approximation guarantee to the adegstibut it demands less shophistication level
from them than that required for good approximation guaant

Network Level Competition via Broad-Match Game: The framework provided in the present paper
is easily applicable to the scenario where advertisersrgimggtto optimally split budgets across various
keywordscoming from several competing search engitdsw does the revenue of one search engine gets
effected by the fact that another competeting search emffass broad-match? For example consider the
BMG in the Figurd 9, without the dashed edge1), and suppose that the keywards coming from the
search enginé and the keywor@ is coming from the serach engi2e Now if the search engingé does
broad-match and introduces the new edgel) then we can see that the revenue of the search ergine
increases whereas that of search engidecreases. It should be interesting to further exploredinestion.

Formalizing a Notion of “Good” Broad-Match: In the analysis we have presented, we have not con-
sidered costs incurred by the auctioneer in the short runa@uacertainty about the extended part of the

BMG, although we can expect that as long as the quality of broadmieeing performed is good, such costs

should be minimal. Nevertheless, formalizing a notiogobddbroad match should be interesting. Features
such as the improvement in the relevance scores and camverdes should be an essential ingredient of
agoodbroad match. Further, the conditions noted in the ObsendiB also provides some sense of what

should be the features of a good broad-match from the viawpbithe auctioneer.
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