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ABSTRACT

The transition of display ad exchanges from second-price to first-price auctions has raised questions
about its impact on revenue. Evaluating this shift empirically proves challenging. One key factor
that is often ignored is the behavior of automated bidding agents, who are unlikely to use static
game-theoretical equilibrium strategies instead of favoring dynamic realms that adapt and learn
independently through the process of exploration and exploitation. Thus revenue equivalence between
first- and second-price auctions might not hold. Research on algorithmic collusion in display
ad auctions found that first-price auctions can induce Q-learning agents to tacitly collude below
the Nash equilibrium, which leads to lower revenue compared to the second-price auction. Our
analysis explores widespread online learning algorithms’ convergence behavior in both complete and
incomplete information models but does not find systematic deviance from equilibrium behavior. For
the important subclass of no-regret algorithms, convergence is guaranteed, but we find equilibrium
also for other online learning algorithms and combinations of different algorithms. Convergence for
Q-learning depends on hyperparameters and initializations, and algorithmic collusion also vanishes
when Q-learning agents are competing against other learning algorithms. The objective of bidding
agents in display ad auctions is typically to maximize return-on-investment or return-on-spend, but
not necessarily payoff maximization. The revenue comparison under such utility functions is an
open question. Analytical derivations of equilibrium are challenging, but learning algorithms allow
us to compute approximate equilibria and predict the outcome of auctions when agents have such
non-quasilinear objectives. Our analysis shows that if learning agents aim to optimize such objectives
rather than payoff, then the second-price auction achieves higher expected revenue compared to the
first-price auction. Understanding the intricate interplay of auction rules, learning algorithms, and
utility models is crucial in the ever-evolving world of advertising markets.

Keywords algorithmic collusion · display ad auctions · equilibrium learning

1 Introduction

Real-time bidding is a means by which advertising inventory is sold on a per-impression basis (Choi et al. 2020).
Display ad auctions are a prime application, where advertisers compete for ads. Digital advertising is an industry with
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$129 billion spent in the U.S. in 2019, which is more than half of total media advertising spending.1 In 2022, more than
90% of all digital display ad spend were transacted via real-time bidding (Yuen 2022). Moreover, the real-time bidding
market size is expected to grow substantially in the next years (Tunuguntla and Hoban 2021). The Google Ad Manager,
OpenX, PubMatic, or Xandr are among the largest ad exchanges operating these auctions. Not surprisingly, there is a
growing literature in Information Systems and the Management Sciences on display ad auctions (Mehta et al. 2020,
Sayedi 2018, Choi et al. 2020)

In the past, most ad exchanges used the second-price auction. Yet, by the year 2017, several of them began experimenting
with a first-price auction, which nowadays is used by most major ad exchanges (Despotakis et al. 2021). Google claimed
this switch was to “help advertisers by simplifying how they buy online ads.”2 One complaint by advertisers was price
floors that sellers introduced to enhance yield. These floors were motivated by the observation that the second price
was often significantly below the first price. However, advertisers considered price floors as opaque and there were
concerns about manipulation.3 Such concerns do not arise with first-price auctions. However, the effect on revenue is
difficult to evaluate empirically. While some studies have observed decreased bid prices after the switch (Alcobendas
and Zeithammer 2021), determining the causal effect is challenging due to many confounding factors and the changes in
demand and supply over time (Goke et al. 2021). Whether the prices are below an equilibrium price or not is even more
difficult to judge without access to the underlying valuations. In a second-price auction bidding truthful is a dominant
strategy under standard assumptions. However, in first-price auctions bidders need to shade their bids. In the absence of
a common prior distribution, the automated bidders are forced to explore different bidding strategies to learn the ones
that maximize their expected payoff.

After the move to first-price auctions, there is fast-growing literature using multi-armed bandit algorithms in display
ad auctions (Liang et al. 2024, Kumar et al. 2024, Wang et al. 2023, Zhang and Luo 2023, Ai et al. 2022, Zhang et al.
2022, Han et al. 2020, Tilli and Espinosa-Leal 2021). Bandit algorithms are natural candidates for such tasks and
there is a veritable algorithmic literature (Lattimore and Szepesvári 2020). Vanishing regret (aka. no regret) is the
central design goal for online algorithms, but there are a variety of popular algorithms with or without regret. However,
bidding in repeated auctions is not a standard online optimization problem. Advertisers compete against each other
and the key question is: Can we assume that the repeated interaction of bidding agents in display ad auctions leads to
an equilibrium? So, our managerial question on which auction format to choose is inherently tied to a long-standing
and deep theoretical quest, that of learning in games (Fudenberg and Levine 1999). In principle, learning dynamics
in games can not only end up in off-equilibrium states, they can cycle, or even be chaotic (Sanders et al. 2018). The
analysis of learning dynamics in games can be arbitrarily complex in general (Andrade et al. 2021).

One phenomenon that captured the attention of a broader public is that of algorithmic collusion (Calvano et al. 2020,
Klein 2021, Hansen et al. 2021, Abada and Lambin 2023). Algorithmic collusion in pricing games such as a Bertrand
oligopoly refers to algorithms that converge to a supra-competitive price higher than the Nash equilibrium. The topic
got the attention of regulators (OECD 2017) as it might jeopardize consumer welfare. The jury about algorithmic
collusion in pricing is still out and there are arguments for, but also against this being a concern in practice (den Boer
et al. 2022). Display ad auctions are highly automated markets and similar phenomena might arise here as well. In such
markets, we have millions of repeated interactions of the same advertisers for similar types of users. For example, the
Google Display Network serves 24.17 billion impressions per day.4 Indeed, Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022) report the
results of numerical experiments with bidding agents based on Q-learning algorithms in a complete-information model,
where the value of bidders is public knowledge. Interestingly, they find that first-price auctions with no additional
feedback lead to tacit-collusive outcomes, while second-price auctions do not. The analysis is focused on a specific
algorithm (Q-learning) and a complete-information model of a repeated auction.

1.1 Contributions

We make two main contributions. First, we aim to analyze the outcome of learning agents and the likelihood of collusion
more broadly. For no-regret algorithms, we can draw on a recent result showing that such algorithms converge to a
Bayes-Nash equilibrium of a first-price auction (Ahunbay and Bichler 2023). Popular multi-armed bandit algorithms do

1https://skai.io/blog/monday-morning-metrics-digital-ad-spending-more-than-half-us-media-spend/,
accessed March 18, 2024

2https://support.google.com/adsense/answer/10858748?hl=en, accessed March 18, 2024
3https://www.adexchanger.com/data-driven-thinking/are-artificial-price-floors-the-next-iteration-of-ad-fraud/,

accessed March 18, 2024
4https://www.business2community.com/online-marketing/how-many-ads-does-google-serve-in-a-day-0322253
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not all have vanishing regret, and while it is natural to assume that auto-bidders use some form of bandit algorithm,
different types might be in use. In extensive numerical experiments, we report a variety of learning algorithms that
compete against the same or different algorithms. The complete-information environment models the competition of
advertisers with a predetermined value for an impression of a particular type, e.g. two luxury car manufacturers bidding
for users who are interested in expensive cars. While there might be more bidders in such an auction, the analysis
can focus on the two highest-bidding advertisers only. For other types of impressions, the competition might be less
clear and the valuations of competitors are probabilistic. This is the standard model in auction theory: a Bayesian or
incomplete-information model, where competitors are modeled as a draw from a probability distribution. We analyze
both, the complete-information and the incomplete-information model and find that algorithmic collision is an exception
and not the rule. While we can replicate the findings by Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022), we also show that collusion is
not robust even in a market with only symmetric Q-learning agents but different hyperparameters. When combining
Q-learning agents with other popular learning algorithms such as Exp3, UCB1, or Thompson Sampling, we do not
observe collusion. Convergence to equilibrium might take thousands of rounds, but we also do not observe a systematic
deviation from the equilibrium in earlier rounds. Note that the real-world is less structured and in spite of millions of
auctions there will be changes in demand and supply despite the billions of impressions per day. However, if we don’t
find algorithmic collusion in this stable repeated environment (complete and incomplete information), it is unlikely to
emerge in an environment that is not as static. In contrast, if we observe collusion in a static environment, it might be
harder to sustain in a market with frequent changes in supply and demand.

If learning agents that maximize payoff converge to equilibrium, then the celebrated revenue equivalence theorem
(Vickrey 1961) holds, and we can assume that the change from second- to first-price auctions is without loss. While
payoff-maximization is a standard assumption in auction theory, there is a large (academic and practitioner) literature
on advertising and in particular on display ad auctions suggesting that return-on-investment (ROI) and return-on-spend
(ROS) are the primary objectives (see Section 2.1). Revenue equivalence does not need to hold if bidders do not
maximize payoff. Unfortunately, deriving equilibrium and understanding the revenue ranking of auctions for such non-
quasilinear utility functions analytically leads to intractable non-linear differential equations. In a second contribution,
we use numerical equilibrium learning algorithms to approximate equilibrium in these non-standard environments,
which is a new contribution to the display ad auction literature. We analyze the equilibrium strategies of (learning)
agents that aim to maximize ROI or ROS and find that with low competition the second-price auction leads to higher
expected revenue for the auctioneer than the first-price auction. With increasing competition, the differences grow
smaller. From a managerial perspective, moving from a second- to a first-price auction might not have been without
loss, and this is important to understand in the multi-billion dollar market for display ads. The numerical techniques for
equilibrium computation used in our paper are new and they allow us to explore environments that were considered
intractable so far. This allows us to get new insights and results tailored to the assumptions that best describe the
advertising market.

2 Related Literature

Auctions and in particular online auctions have a long history in the information systems literature (Pinker et al. 2003,
Choi and Mela 2018, Greenwald et al. 2010, Cason et al. 2011, Bichler et al. 2010), beyond what we can cover in this
section. We draw on specific strands in the literature close to our key research question. First, we discuss utility models,
as they have been reported for display ad auctions. Second, we introduce relevant work on collusion in auctions. Finally,
we discuss literature in equilibrium learning relevant to this paper.

2.1 Utility Models of Bidders in Display Ad Auctions

There is a large literature on display ad auctions and real-time bidding (Despotakis et al. 2021). The authors assume
different utility models to describe the advertisers’ objectives, and most likely advertisers are not alike in how they
define their objectives in practice. Originally, authors used a standard payoff-maximizing or quasi-linear utility function
and considered each auction separately (Edelman et al. 2007, Despotakis et al. 2021). However, most literature does not
assume payoff maximization. The ROI became a popular metric because of marketing budget allocation (Szymanski
and Lee 2006, Borgs et al. 2007, Jin et al. 2018, Wilkens et al. 2017). Principal-agent problems within bidding firms can
explain such deviations from payoff maximization (Bichler and Paulsen 2018). Thus, apart from payoff maximization,
we analyze agents that learn to maximize expected ROI as a measure of the ratio of profit to cost:

E[ROI] = E[v−p
p ],
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where v denotes the valuation and p the payment or cost. Note that this ratio becomes very high if prices are close to
zero. In practice, there are minimum bid prices (aka. floors) and we rule out division by zero as a boundary case for our
theoretical analysis in this paper.

Sometimes, bidders want to maximize total value subject to payments being less than a budget constraint B (Tunuguntla
and Hoban 2021). In an offline auction where all M impressions are auctioned off at the same time, the utility of the
bidder could be described as

max

M∑
m=1

E(xmvm) s.t.

M∑
m=1

xmpm ≤ B,

where xm is a binary variable that equals one upon winning and zero otherwise, pm is the payment, and vm the value per
impression. Tunuguntla and Hoban (2021) only require the budget constraint for a campaign to hold in expectation and
derive the Lagrangian of the resulting optimization problem. Based on the first-order condition for this Lagrangian, they
derive a bidding strategy bm = vm/λ∗, where bm is the bid, and λ∗ defines a threshold. In a first-price auction bm = pm.
Tunuguntla and Hoban (2021) devise an algorithm to learn an optimal λ∗. With an optimal λ∗, the advertiser wins the
subset of auctions for which the value per expenditure is greatest. By rearranging terms, the optimal shading factor
λ = vm/pm is the ratio of the value for an impression and its payment. This is reminiscent of wide-spread heuristics
for the knapsack problem, which rank-order items by the ratio between value and weight of objects. λ ∈ [0, 1] is also
described as multiplicative shading factor in recent publications on real-time bidding (Balseiro and Gur 2019, Fikioris
and Tardos 2022), and it corresponds to ROS as it is often used by practitioners.5 So, apart from payoff-maximization
and ROI-maximization, we also study bidders that aim to maximize expected ROS:

E[ROS] = E[vp ]

There is no consensus in the literature yet, which utility model best describes bidders in display ad auctions. We do not
argue that ROI or ROS are the right models for advertisers and do not claim that all bidders implement such utility
functions. However, we ask what equilibrium bidding strategies would be, if these strategies can be learned, and which
revenue they lead to, if bidders optimize ROI or ROS rather than payoff.

2.2 Collusion in Auctions and Pricing

Collusion is a key concern in the literature on auctions, and there is much literature about which auction rules are
more susceptible (Skrzypacz and Hopenhayn 2004, Fabra 2003, Blume and Heidhues 2008). It is often a topic in
second-price auctions, less so in first-price auctions (see Krishna (2009)). Here, we deal with tacit collusion, where
low off-equilibrium prices arise without explicit communication among bidders. In particular, we want to understand
algorithmic collusion, i.e. collusion that arises from the repeated interaction of algorithmic agents without them being
programmed for explicit collusion.

Algorithmic collusion was first discussed in the context of oligopoly pricing. Early treatments go back to Greenwald
and Kephart (2000). Calvano et al. (2020) analyzes firms who play an infinitely repeated game, pricing simultaneously
in each stage and conditioning their prices on history. They find that Q-learning algorithms consistently learn to charge
supra-competitive prices. These prices are sustained by collusive strategies with a finite phase of punishments followed
by a gradual return to cooperation. Klein (2021) shows how Q-learning is able to learn collusive strategies when
competing algorithms update their prices sequentially; as opposed to Calvano et al. (2020), for collusion to occur in
their sequential-move setting, they do not require that algorithms can condition on own and competitor past prices.
Other related papers on algorithmic collusion in oligopoly pricing were written by Hettich (2021) and Asker et al.
(2022), for example.

Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022) were the first to analyze collusion in the context of real-time bidding in display ad
auctions. The environment is different from the stylized oligopoly pricing models. They find that when bidders use
simple AI algorithms to determine their bids, the auction format and other design choices can have a first-order effect on
revenues and bidder payoffs. The revenues can be significantly lower in first-price auctions than in second-price auctions.
In particular, first-price auctions with no additional feedback lead to tacit-collusive outcomes, while second-price
auctions do not. However, a simple practical auction design choice - revealing to bidders the winning bid after the
auction - can make the first-price auctions more competitive again.

5https://www.indeed.com/career-advice/career-development/roas-vs-roi
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2.3 Equilibrium Learning

The literature on algorithmic collusion and the recent work on equilibrium learning in auctions are closely related and
address the same underlying question. This connection has not been explored in prior literature. Equilibrium learning
tries to find equilibria, while algorithmic collusion aims to identify situations when learning agents might end up in
collusive, off-equilibrium states. Almost all of the literature on equilibrium learning deals with finite and complete-
information games (Fudenberg and Levine 2009). While earlier work considered mixed strategies over normal-form
games (Zinkevich 2003, Bowling and Veloso 2002, Bowling 2005, Busoniu et al. 2008), more recently, motivated by
the emergence of GANs, there has been a focus on (complete-information) continuous games (Mertikopoulos and Zhou
2019, Letcher et al. 2019, Balduzzi et al. 2018, Schaefer and Anandkumar 2019, Bailey and Piliouras 2018). A common
result for many settings and algorithms is that gradient-based learning rules do not necessarily converge to NE and
may exhibit cycling behavior but often achieve no-regret properties and thus converge to weaker Coarse Correlated
Equilibria (CCE). An analogous result exists for finite-type Bayesian games, where no-regret learners are guaranteed to
converge to a Bayesian CCE (Hartline et al. 2015).

Earlier approaches to finding equilibria in auctions were usually setting-specific and relied on reformulating the
BNE first-order condition of the utility function as a differential equation and then solving this equation analytically
(where possible) (Vickrey 1961, Krishna 2009, Ausubel and Baranov 2020). Armantier et al. (2008) introduced a
BNE-computation method based on expressing the Bayesian game as the limit of a sequence of complete-information
games. They show that the sequence of NE in the restricted games converges to a BNE of the original game. While this
result holds for any Bayesian game, setting-specific information is required to generate and solve the restricted games.
Rabinovich et al. (2013) study best-response dynamics on mixed strategies in auctions with finite action spaces. These
articles were focused on single-object auctions.

As described earlier, the paper by Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022) analyzes repeated first-price auctions with Q-learning
agents, who both have the same fixed value, which is common knowledge. They show that Q-learning can lead to
phases with collusive strategies in the first-price auction. Deng et al. (2022) analyze a similar model analytically and
they find that mean-based algorithms converge to the NE in this model. Note that the results by Deng et al. (2022)
assume that at least two bidders have the same highest value, but convergence with a single highest-value bidder is still
open. Mean-based means roughly that the algorithm picks actions with low average rewards with low probability. This
class contains most of the popular no-regret algorithms, including Multiplicative Weights Update (MWU), Follow-the-
Perturbed-Leader (FTPL), and Exp3. This is also what we find in our complete-information experiments. Q-learning
is not mean-based in the early rounds where agents explore random actions with high probability, but we find that
with the right hyperparameters, Q-learning also converges empirically. Given that real-world bidding agents do not
necessarily all implement Q-learning, these results suggest that algorithmic collusion might be less of a concern in a
model with complete information. For the incomplete-information model, a recent result in equilibrium learning by
Ahunbay and Bichler (2023) shows that the Bayesian CCE of a first-price sealed-bid auction is unique, which provides
proof that no-regret algorithms will converge to the BNE. This result finds application in our paper. In our experiments,
we show that also other wide-spread multi-armed bandit algorithms (not only no-regret) and combinations of no-regret
algorithms with such that do not have this property, converge to an equilibrium.

As numerical technique to compute equilibrium for non-quasilinear utility models, we draw on SODA (Bichler et al.
2023), a gradient-based algorithm that was shown to be very versatile and allowed for the computation of BNE in a large
variety of different auction models. Whenever SODA converges to a pure strategy profile, it has to be an equilibrium.
We will describe these algorithms in more detail below.

3 Equilibrium Strategies

Let us now discuss the different utility functions for display ad auctions introduced in Section 2.1 and study the
resulting equilibrium problem. We will introduce the equilibrium problem formally and show that for all but the
standard quasi-linear utility function, we end up in non-linear differential equations. In general, we cannot solve them
analytically, except for simple cases, e.g., ROI with a uniform prior. The equilibrium learning algorithms introduced
later will then allow us to find numerical solutions to these problems and compare the resulting equilibria.
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3.1 Model

Formally, single-item auctions are modeled as incomplete-information games G = (I,V,A, F, u) with continuous
type and action spaces. Each bidder i ∈ I = {1, . . . , N} observes a private value (type) vi ∈ Vi ⊂ R drawn from
some prior distribution F over V := V1 × · · · × VN . With a slight abuse of notation, we also denote the marginal
distribution over Vi with F , since we only consider symmetric bidders with independent and identically distributed
valuations. The corresponding probability density function is denoted by f . After observing their private types, bidders
submit bids bi ∈ Ai ⊂ R and receive their payoffs as given by the (ex-post) utility function ui : A×Vi → R with
A = A1 × · · ·×An. A pure strategy is a function βi : Vi → Ai, mapping a bidder’s value to an action. Given a strategy
profile β = (β1, . . . , βn), the expected (ex-ante) utility is defined by ũi(βi, β−i) := Evi∼F [ūi(βi(vi), β−i, vi)] with
the ex-interim utility

ūi(bi, β−i, vi) := Ev−i [ui(bi, β−i(v−i), vi)]. (1)
We say that a strategy profile β is a BNE if no agent can increase their expected utility ũi by unilaterally deviating, i.e.,

ũi(βi, β−i) ≥ ũi(β
′
i, β−i) ∀β′

i, ∀i ∈ I . (2)

In the remaining part of this section, we analyze this model for different utility models, i.e., different ex-post utility
functions ui. Let x : A → [0, 1]N be the allocation vector, where xi(b) = 1 if bidder i gets the item, i.e., bi > maxj ̸=i bj
and xi(b) = 0 else, and p : A → RN the price vector. As described in the previous section, we consider payoff-
maximizing or quasi-linear (QL)

uQL
i (b, vi) = xi(b)(vi − pi(b)), (3)

ROI-maximizing

uROI
i (b, vi) = xi(b)

vi − pi(b)

pi(b)
, (4)

and ROS-maximizing agents
uROS
i (b, vi) = xi(b)

vi
pi(b)

. (5)

Note that, depending on the payment rule, the price vector takes the values pi(b) = bi in first-price and pi(b) =
maxj ̸=i bj in second-price auctions for bidder i receiving the item, and pj(b) = 0 for all other bidders. In the following
analysis, we often use the shorter notation pi := pi(b).

3.2 Payoff-Maximizing Bidders

With quasi-linear bidders (QL) that maximize payoff, the equilibrium bidding strategies in a first- and second-price
auction are well known. The second-price auction has a dominant-strategy BNE of bidding truthfully (β(v) = v).
For the first-price auction, we get a closed-form solution for the (non-truthful) equilibrium bidding strategy via the
first-order condition of the expected utility function (Krishna 2009). Given that all opponents play according to a
symmetric, increasing, and differentiable strategy β, the utility for bidder i submitting bid b with valuation v is given by

ūi(b, β−i, v) = G(β−1(b))(v − b), (6)

where G(β−1(b)) denotes the probability of winning with bid b. Using the first-order condition d
db ū(b, β−i, v) = 0,

one can derive the following ordinary differential equation (ODE)

d

dv
(G(v)β(v)) = vG′(v). (7)

If we assume independent uniformly distributed valuations for all N agents, i.e., G(v) = vN−1, and further suppose
that β(0) = 0, we get the equilibrium strategy β(v) = N−1

N v. Since we introduce a reserve price r > 0 for the ROS and
ROI utility models, we will also use this reserve price here for better comparison. For valuations v < r, no bidder can
make a positive profit, and consequently, they would not participate in the auction (βi(v) = 0). For higher valuations,
we can again use the ODE to get a BNE with the additional initial condition β(r) = r. This leads to

β(v) =
N − 1

N
v +

1

N

rN

vN−1
for v ≥ r. (8)

See Krishna (2009) for the equilibrium strategy with general i.i.d. valuations. Note that the BNE is unique in this setting
(Chawla and Hartline 2013). Revenue equivalence of the first- and second-price auction in the independent private
values model with payoff-maximizing bidders are central results in auction theory discussed in related textbooks.

6



3.3 ROI-Maximizing Bidders

As discussed earlier, ROI maximization is widely mentioned as the objective of advertisers. The first observation is that
the second-price auction continues to be strategyproof, as with payoff-maximizing bidders.
Theorem 3.1. The second-price sealed-bid single-object auction is strategyproof for bidders with an ex-post utility
function of ui(b, vi) = xi(b)

vi−pi(b)
pi(b)

.

Proof. Consider bidder 1 and suppose that p1 = maxj ̸=1 bj is the highest competing bid. By bidding b1, bidder 1 will
win if b1 ≥ p1 and lose if b1 < p1. Let’s assume that b1 equals the value of this bidder. Now, suppose that he bids an
amount b′1 < b1. If b1 > b′1 ≥ p1, then he still wins, and his ROI is still (b1 − p1)/p1 > 0. If p1 > b1 > b′1, he still
loses. However, if b1 > p1 > b′1, then he loses, whereas if he had bid b1, he would have received a positive ROI. Thus,
bidding less than b1 can never increase his utility but, in some circumstances, may actually decrease it. Similarly, it is
not profitable to bid more than b1. If he bids b′1 > b1, then there could be b′1 > p1 > b1, making his utility negative. If
b′1 ≥ b1 > p1, then this increase to b′1 would not change his ROI.

Let us next discuss the first-price auction. Analogous to the model with payoff-maximizing agents, we can try to use
the first-order condition to derive equilibrium strategies for ROI-maximizing bidders. The ex-interim utility for bidder i
with valuation v and bid b, given the opponents strategy β, is defined by

ūi(b, β−i, v) = G(β−1(b))
v − b

b
. (9)

Similar to the first-price auction with quasi-linear bidders, we can derive a first-order condition assuming symmetric
strategies and obtain

d

dv
β(v) =

(
vβ(v)− β(v)2

) G′(v)

vG(v)
. (10)

This first-order, non-linear ODE is in general hard to solve analytically. If we restrict our analysis to independent,
uniformly distributed valuations over [0, 1], i.e., F (v) = v and G(v) = vN−1, the first-order condition (9) reduces to

d

dv
β(v) = (N − 1)

(
β(v)

v
− β(v)2

v2

)
. (11)

For this specific form of the ODE, i.e., d
dvβ(v) = f

(β(v)
v

)
with f(x) = (N − 1)(x− x2), we can use substitution and

derive an analytical solution of the ODE by separation of variables. Similar to the quasi-linear case, one can argue
that bidders with a valuation v < r do not participate, and that they bid exactly r for v = r. The resulting initial value
problem leads to the equilibrium strategies

β(v) =


v

1− log(r) + log(v)
for N = 2

(N − 2)vN−1

(N − 1)vN−2 − rN−2
for N > 2.

(12)

Note that we bound the bids from below to ensure that the utility is well-defined. For the analytical solution depicted in
Figure 1, we assume a reservation price of r = 0.05. For more general prior distributions, such a non-linear ODE is
very difficult to solve with standard analytical or numerical techniques (Bichler et al. 2023).

3.4 ROS-Maximizing Bidders

Finally, we analyze ROS-maximizing agents. As indicated earlier, there is an important difference between ROI and
ROS: While the expected utility for ROI becomes negative once the price is higher than the value, ROS never becomes
negative, independent of how high the payment is. In other words, with a monotone allocation rule, if a bidder is losing,
they can always increase their bid without ever having a negative payoff. This leads to a situation where agents can
place the highest possible bid, regardless of how high this value is and which payment rule is being used.
Proposition 3.1. In the first- and second-price sealed-bid single-object auction where agents are ROS maximizers, ties
are broken randomly, and the action space is bounded from above, submitting the maximal bid is an equilibrium.

Proof. Assume all agents bid according to β(v) = b̄, where b̄ > 0 is the maximal bid the agents can submit. Then,
the ex-interim utility is ū(b, β−i, vi) =

1
N

vi
b̄
> 0 if b = b̄, and 0 if b < b̄. Since agents can only deviate from β(v) by

bidding less, this would strictly decrease their payoff. Therefore, β(v) = b̄ is indeed an equilibrium strategy.
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Figure 1: Analytical BNE for Payoff- and ROI-Maximizing Agents in a First-Price Auction with Uniform Prior

This equilibrium strategy is also found by equilibrium learning algorithms. Obviously, this is unrealistic, because it
ignores that bidders always have only a finite budget available. In this article, we consider ROS-maximizing bidders
with a per-auction budget (ROSB), which we simply model using a log barrier function. This ROSB utility is given by

uROSB
i (b, vi) = xi(b)

(
vi

pi(b)
+ log(B − pi(b))

)
, (13)

where B is the budget. It is difficult to derive a BNE analytically for such a utility function. The first-order condition of
the ex-interim utility ūi for the first-price payment rule, under the assumption of symmetric bidders, leads to

d

dv
β(v) = (B − β(v))

G′(v)

G(v)

vβ(v) + β(v)2 log(B − β(v))

v(B − β(v))− β(v)2
. (14)

Similar to the first-order condition for ROI-maximizing bidders, this is a general non-linear ODE. But even for a
uniform prior, we cannot solve this ODE analytically. As we will discuss, SODA provides a numerical technique to
quickly converge to an equilibrium in all of these utility models.

4 Learning Algorithms

In the following section, we focus on the learning algorithms agents employ to increase their individual rewards. From
an agent’s point of view, the repeated interaction in an auction can be interpreted as an online optimization problem.
At each stage t = 1, 2, . . . the agent chooses a strategy xt ∈ X from some set and gets a utility ut(xt). The utility in
each stage is determined by the opponents’ current strategy, i.e., ut( · ) = ui( · , x−i,t). If we assume that X is a closed
convex subset of some vector space and ut are concave functions (or convex loss functions), this problem is known as
an online convex optimization problem (Shalev-Shwartz 2011).

A standard performance measure of algorithms generating a sequence of strategies xt in such a setting is the notion of
(external) regret. It is defined by

Reg(T ) = max
x∈X

T∑
t=1

ut(x)− ut(xt) (15)

and denotes the difference between the aggregated utilities after T stages and the best fixed action in hindsight. We
say that an algorithm has no regret if the regret Reg(T ) grows sublinearly. Note that this notion of no regret does
not make any assumptions on the distribution of the utilities. It is, therefore, especially well suited in a multi-agent
setting. It is also well known that if all agents follow a no-regret algorithm in multi-agent settings such as our repeated
auction, the time average of the resulting strategies converges to a coarse correlated equilibrium (CCE) (Blum and
Mansour 2007). There are many no-regret learners such as follow-the-regularized-leader (FTRL), where the agent plays
a regularized best response to the aggregated utility function (Shalev-Shwartz 2011). If one considers linear surrogates
of the (concave) utility function, methods such as dual averaging (Nesterov 2009) can be derived from FTRL.

While FTRL requires knowledge of the functions ut (full information feedback) to compute an update, gradient-based
methods use only the gradient ∇ut(xt) evaluated at the xt to compute the linear surrogate and update the strategy
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(gradient feedback). Algorithms with bandit feedback require even less and rely solely on the observed utility ut(xt)
of the played strategy xt in each stage t. In our experiments, we focus on algorithms in the bandit model applied to
repeated auctions with finitely many actions or bids. The bandit model mimics the type of information that real-time
bidding agents get in display ad auctions after bidding. SODA is an exception as it uses gradient feedback. We primarily
use SODA as a numerical tool to provide us with equilibrium bidding strategies to compare against.

4.1 Exp3-Algorithm

If we consider an auction where agents have fixed valuations (complete information), the online optimization problem
can be modeled as a multi-armed bandit where each arm describes one out of the possible discrete bids b ∈ Ad =
{b1, . . . , bm}. In general, multi-armed bandit problems are reinforcement learning problems with a single state, where
a learner repeatedly chooses an action from a set of available actions and receives a reward associated with the chosen
action (Lattimore and Szepesvári 2020). An agent repeatedly pulls an arm of a slot machine and aims to maximize
the cumulative reward. Well-known bandit algorithms include ε-greedy, UCB (Upper Confidence Bound), or Exp3
(Exponential-weight algorithm for Exploration and Exploitation). We will focus on Exp3 as a representative bandit
algorithm but also report results for other methods.

Algorithm 1: Exp3-Algorithm
Input :exploration parameter ε, learning rate α, number of rounds T
Initialize strategy x1 = 1

m (1, . . . , 1);
for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do

Choose action bt ∼ Pt = (1− ε)xt + ε 1
m1m;

Receive reward Rt;

Update strategy xt+1(b) =
xt(b) exp(αRt(b)))∑
j xt(b) exp(αRt(b)))

for all b ∈ Ad;

end

One key idea of Exp3 is to use an estimator for the reward of actions not played at time t. We focus on a specific
estimator known as an importance-weighted estimator. Let bt ∈ Ad be the action played in iteration t and rt ∈ [0, 1]
the respective reward. Then we define the importance-weighted estimator Rt by

Rt(b) = χbt(b)
rt

Pt(bt)
, ∀b ∈ Ad (16)

where Pt(bt) is the probability of playing action b in stage t, xt ∈ X := ∆Ad the current mixed strategy, and χ the
indicator function. Note that Rt(b) is an unbiased estimate of rt for action b conditioned on the history. This estimate is
then used to update the strategy similar to the multiplicative weights update. This variant of Exp3 (Braverman et al.
2017) (see Algorithm 1) has an additional exploration probability, which we can also find in the bandit version of
the online stochastic mirror descent from Lattimore and Szepesvári (2020, Sec. 31). It is well-known that the Exp3
algorithm is a no-regret learner for ε = α ∼ T−β with β ∈ (0, 1) (Auer et al. 2002).

4.2 Q-Learning

Q-learning is the most well-known reinforcement learning algorithm. This is probably one reason, why it is predomi-
nantly used in the literature on algorithmic collusion (Calvano et al. 2020), and specifically by Banchio and Skrzypacz
(2022). In contrast to multi-armed bandit algorithms, Q-learning can handle different states of the world in which other
actions might be optimal. Note that in Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022) there is only one state and Q-learning reduces to
an algorithm for a multi-armed bandit problem, a simple version of reinforcement learning.

In Algorithm 2, the input includes the discount factor γ, the learning rate α, and the number of episodes T . The
output is the learned Q-values for all state-action pairs. The Q-table is initialized with some initial value for all
state-action pairs. The Q-learning update rule updates the Q-table based on the observed reward and the new state.
The exploration-exploitation strategy used to select actions should be chosen carefully to balance exploration with
exploitation. Similar to Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022), we focus on the ε-greedy rule, where the agent takes the
action that maximizes the Q-value with probability 1− ε (exploitation) or takes an action at random with probability
ε (exploration). This allows us to compare our results to theirs. The exploration probability decays over time, e.g.,
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Algorithm 2: Q-Learning Algorithm without States
Input :Discount factor γ, learning rate α, number of rounds T ,

exploration parameter (ϵ, β), initial Q-values Q0

Initialize Q-values Q(b) = Q0 for all b ∈ Ad;
for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do

Set ε = ϵ exp(−βt);
Choose action bt ∈ argmaxb∈Ad Q(b) with probability 1− ε or at random with probability ε;
Receive reward rt;
Update Q-value Q(bt) = (1− α)Q(bt) + α [rt + γmaxb Qt(b)];

end

according to ε = ϵ exp(−βt). Note that in general, the continuation value is the maximal Q-value of the following
state st+1, i.e., γmaxb Qt(b, st+1). Instead, similar to Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022), we consider a simplified version
without states which reduces the Q-table to a Q-vector. Our baseline implementation is also optimistic Q-learning,
where the Q-vector is initialized with values larger than the maximal possible discounted payoff. The purpose of such
an initialization is to ensure that the algorithm won’t stop experimenting until all of the Q-values have sufficiently
decreased. Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022) argue that in their multi-agent setting, the advantage offered by optimism is a
phase of experimentation at the beginning, which improves convergence. We find that the initialization is crucial and
also explore alternative initializations in our experiments.

4.3 Extensions to Model Incomplete Information

The algorithms described so far were based on the model of complete-information games where the values of the
bidders are publicly known. In practice, bidders do not have complete information, and algorithms need to take into
account incomplete information. This can be done by discretizing the type or valuation space Vd := {v1, . . . , vn} ⊂ V
of bidders with a corresponding prior distribution F d. The discrete spaces can be constructed from the continuous game
G using a subset of equidistant points from the spaces and a numerical integration rule to derive a discretized prior
F d. Overall, this defines a discrete incomplete-information game Gd = (I,Vd,Ad, u, F d) for the standard continuous
Bayesian game as it is described in textbooks (Krishna 2009).

The standard bandit algorithms are not defined for games with incomplete information. However, an interpretation as a
population game (Hartline et al. 2015) allows for an extension that can be readily implemented. For this, we consider N
populations, where each population i ∈ I consists of n = | Vd | players. All players within a population have different
types v ∈ Vd. We write vi the player from population i with valuation v ∈ Vd. In each round of the population game,
nature draws a player from each population according to the prior F d, i.e., vi ∼ F d for all populations i ∈ I, who
play against each other. Since this game is a complete-information game with finite actions, we can directly apply
the algorithms described previously and learn a strategy for each vi of some population i. Aggregating the strategies
over all vi gives us a strategy for agent i in the discrete incomplete-information game. Note that in this setting, the
algorithms have to learn to perform well against the “average agent” of the opponents’ populations.

4.4 SODA

Let us also describe a gradient-based method, the SODA learning algorithm (Bichler et al. 2023). This method provides
us with an equilibrium strategy to compare against in situations where no analytical solution is available.

The SODA learning algorithm also acts on the discretized auction game Gd. The main idea is to use distributional
strategies in the discretized auction game. Distributional strategies are an extension of mixed strategies in complete-
information games to settings with incomplete information (Milgrom and Weber 1985). They can be represented
by matrices s ∈ Rn×m, where each entry sij of this matrix represents the probability of a valuation-action pair
(vi, bj) ∈ Vd ×Ad. To be consistent with the auction game, the distributional strategy has to satisfy the marginal
condition

∑m
j=1 sij = F d(vi), i.e., the probability of a value over all actions has to be equal to the probability of the

value given by the prior. We denote the set of such distributional strategies by S. Given a profile of such discrete
distributional strategies, one can compute the expected utility ũi as sum over all outcomes weighted by the probabilities
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induced by s = (s1, . . . , sN ). If we consider an example with N = 2 agents, we get an expected utility for agent 1 by

ũ1(s1, s2) =

n,m∑
i1,j1=1

(s1)i1j1

n,m∑
i2,j2=1

(s2)i2j2 u1(bj1 , bj2 , vi1), (17)

where u1(b1, b2, v) is the ex-post utility.

The expected utility, together with the set of distributional strategies, allows us to interpret the auction game as a
complete-information game Γ = (I,S, ũ). Note that the set of discrete distributional strategies is a compact and convex
subset of Rn×m and the expected utility is differentiable and linear in the bidder’s own strategy. This allows us to rely
on standard tools from online convex optimization to compute the NE of Γ, which corresponds to a BNE of Gd.

In our experiments, we use dual averaging (Nesterov 2009) with an entropic regularization term (known as exponentiated
gradient ascent) and mirror ascent (Nemirovskij and Yudin 1983) with an Euclidean mirror map (standard projected
gradient ascent). Given the respective method, all agents simultaneously compute their individual gradients and perform

Algorithm 3: Simultaneous Online Dual Averaging (SODA)

Input: Initial distributional strategy s1, sequence of step sizes {ηt}Tt=1

Initialize yi,t = 0 for all i ∈ I for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
for each agent i ∈ I do

observe gradient ci,t = ∇si ũi(si,t, s−i,t);
update dual variable yi,t+1 = yi,t + ηtci,t;
update strategy si,t+1 = argmins∈Sd ∥s− yi,t+1∥22;

end
end

the corresponding update step, as described in Algorithm 3 for dual averaging. Specifically for dual averaging, one can
show that if this procedure converges to a single point s ∈ Sd, then this strategy profile is a NE in the approximation
game, and thereby a BNE for the discretized auction game (Bichler et al. 2023, Corollary 1). Moreover, for some
single-object auction formats, such as first- or second-price sealed-bid and all-pay auctions with quasi-linear utility
functions, it is shown that if SODA finds an approximate equilibrium of the discretized auction game, this is also an
approximate equilibrium of the continuous game (Bichler et al. 2023, Theorem 1). Therefore, SODA provides an
ex-post certificate.

Note that SODA serves only as a baseline as it allows us to approximate the BNE quickly and with high accuracy.
It is not meant as an algorithm to simulate display ad auctions. While bandit algorithms such as Exp3 only require
information about the price and whether they won or lost in an auction, in SODA the auctioneer would need all agents’
mixed strategies to provide the respective feedback for the agents.

5 Results

In this section we report the results of learning dynamics under different learning algorithms, different informational
assumptions, and different utility models, to analyze revenue in repeated first-price auctions compared to their second-
price counterparts.

5.1 Experimental Design

In our experiments we simulate independent agents bidding in repeated first- and second-price auctions. Each experiment
consists of T iterations and is repeated ten times. We focus on experiments with bandit feedback, where in each iteration
t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, agents submit their bid from some discrete action space bt ∈ Ad ⊂ A = [0, 1], observe their utility
(bandit feedback), and update their bidding strategies according to some learning algorithm. The objective of the agents
is to maximize their utility, which depends on the bids of all agents and on their own valuation vt ∈ Vd ⊂ V = [0, 1]
from some discrete type space.

We will first discuss the complete-information model where the agents have a fixed valuation vt = 1. We are
interested in comparing the performance of different learning algorithms in the first- and second-price auction with
payoff-maximizing agents, i.e., quasi-linear utility functions. We run each experiment for T = 5 · 105 iterations.
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In the incomplete-information model, the valuations of each agent are drawn uniformly (i.i.d.) in each iteration, i.e.,
vt ∼ U(Vd). Using the population game interpretation described in Section 4.3, we learn a separate strategy for each
of the agent’s valuations, which allows us to use the algorithms from the complete-information setting. Since each
agent-value pair gets less feedback that way, we run these experiments for T = 107 iterations. The experiments differ
not only in the payment rule but also in the utility function of the agents, namely quasi-linear (QL), ROI, and ROSB.
For ROI and ROSB to be well defined, we introduce a reserve price r = 0.05, which we also use in the QL setting for
better comparison. For ROSB, we assume a budget of B = 1.01 but provide additional results for B = 0.81.

5.2 Complete-Information Models

In our first set of experiments, we focus on the complete-information model by Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022).

Setting Two agents i ∈ {1, 2} bid in a first- and second-price auction. All agents value the item at v = 1 and choose
bids from Ad = {0.05, 0.10, . . . , 0.90, 0.95}. For the first-price auction, it can be shown that with two agents and
a random tie-breaking rule, the NE is to bid b1 = b2 = 0.95 or b1 = b2 = 0.90 for both of them. With more than
2 bidders, the NE is to only bid bi = 0.95 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. In the second-price auction, the unique NE is
b1 = b2 = 0.95.

Results Below, we report on experiments with Exp3 and Q-learning with the parameters as defined in Table 1.

Table 1: Parameters for Bandit Algorithms.

Learner Init. ϵ β γ α Q0

Optimistic (Baseline) 100 0.025 0.0002 0.99 0.05 100
Optimistic & small γ 100 0.025 0.0002 0.25 0.05 100
Optimistic & fix ε 100 0.025 0.0 0.99 0.05 100
Zero 0 0.025 0.0 0.99 0.05 0

Exp3 uniform 0.01 0.0 - 0.01 -

Optimistic (Baseline) corresponds to the parameters from Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022).

Result 1. The collusive outcomes by using Q-Learning in the complete-information setting from Banchio and Skrzypacz
(2022) rely on the parameters of the Q-values. We find evidence that optimistic initialization enables collusive outcomes
while lower initializations or lower discount rates lead to higher prices closer to the equilibrium.

First, we consider two symmetric agents using variations of the Q-learner considered by Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022),
which serves as a baseline. Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022) used an optimistic initialization for their learners, which we
replicate by setting the initial Q-values to 1

1−γ . We can reproduce their results but observe that parameter changes lead
to higher prices compared to this baseline Q-learner (see Figure 2).

Without the decreasing exploration rate (fix ε), we see cyclic behavior where the q-learner often returns to low prices
but fails to converge to a fixed policy. Even more interesting is the observation that initializing the Q-values with zero
(and fixed exploration rate) instead of optimistic leads to a completely different outcome where the learner converges to
the Nash equilibrium. One possible explanation is that collusive prices are more stable for higher Q-values since the
rewards are much higher. This way, the learning algorithm might get stuck with lower bids. Higher actions are played if
we remove this hidden preference for low actions by initializing them differently. It is also interesting to note that if we
stick to optimistic initialization but have a small discount factor γ, the learners also converge to higher prices closer to
the equilibrium. Revenue also increases again when agents use different parameters (see Figure 3a) or compete with
more bidders.

Result 2. If we use Exp3 and Q-learning algorithms, Q-learning becomes more robust and agents bid significantly
higher compared to the symmetric case with identical Q-learners. Similar results can be observed when other
combinations of bandit algorithms compete in a first-price auction.

The second plot in Figure 2 shows additional experiments where the second agent uses the Exp3 algorithm, which we
use as an example for no-regret bandit algorithms. If both agents use Exp3, they converge to a Nash equilibrium quickly.
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Figure 2: Median Bids for 2 Agents in the FPSB Auction Using Different Q-Learners.

We split the learning process into intervals of two thousand iterations and compute the median bid of an agent for each interval. The
shaded area shows the mean ± std of these median bids over 100 runs, i.e., repetitions of the experiment. In the first plot, we show
experiments for different parameters of the Q-learner used by both agents (symmetric). In the second plot, we show the results for
agents using different learning algorithms (asymmetric), i.e., Q-learner with different parameters against an agent using Exp3. Note
that we report the median instead of the average bid since the exploration makes the average bid harder to interpret, especially when
we converge to high bids.

If Q-learners compete against Exp3, we observe significantly higher bids compared to the symmetric settings in the first
plot. The Q-learner converges to a Nash equilibrium, even though it takes more iterations.

While we focused on Exp3 so far, similar results hold for other popular bandit algorithms such as ε-Greedy, Thompson
Sampling, and UCB1. Most experiments with different combinations of algorithms converged to the Nash equilibrium.
Only UCB1 and ε-Greedy can lead to prices below the pure Nash equilibria for some Q-Learners (Figure 3b).
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Figure 3: Revenue of the FPSB Auction with 2 Agents Using Different Learning Algorithms.

We compute the average revenue over the last 105 iterations (excluding an initial learning phase of 4 · 105 iterations) and report the
mean and standard deviation (number in parentheses) over 100 runs of these experiments. Each field represents the mean revenue in
the FPSB auction with two competing agents using the respective learning algorithm indicated on the x- and y-axis. Revenues within
the range of [0.90, 0.95] are expected, if agents play according to the Nash equilibrium of the stage game.

A short introduction to the additional bandit algorithms, together with additional experiments, can be found in Appendix
A.

5.3 Incomplete-Information Model

In the following experiments we make the assumption that only distributions of the valuations of opponents are known
and study this Bayesian setting under different utility models.
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5.3.1 Equilibria Learned with SODA

Before we analyze bandit algorithms in this setting, we use SODA on a finer discretization to get a good approximation
of the equilibrium strategies since analytical solutions are not available for all settings (see discussion in Section 3).

Setting The action and type space A = V = [0, 1] of the N = 2 agents are discretized using n = m = 64 equidistant
points. We consider the first- and second-price auction under different utility models, namely QL, ROI, and ROSB
maximizing agents and different variations thereof.

Results To measure the quality of computed strategies, we use the relative utility loss ℓ as a metric. Given a
distributional strategy si, ℓ measures the relative improvement of the expected utility we can get by best responding to
the other agents strategies s−i, i.e.,

ℓ(si, s−i) = 1− ũi(s
br
i , s−i)

ũi(si, s−i)
. (18)

Note that in the discretized game, the best response sbri is the solution of a simple LP. If the absolute utility loss
ℓ · ũi(si, s−i) < ε for all agents, the computed strategy profile is a ε-BNE in the discretized auction game. In our
experiments we observe that on average ℓ ≤ 10−3 in all instances. Moreover, we observe that we closely approximate
the analytical equilibrium strategies for QL and ROI (see Table 2 in Appendix B.1).
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Figure 4: Expected Revenue for Different Utility Models in the First- and Second-Price Auction.

We used the computed strategies from SODA to compare the expected revenue between the first- and second-price auction for
different utility models and prior distributions. In the first plot, the valuations are distributed uniformly, while we use a truncated
Gaussian (µ = 0.5, σ = 0.3) prior for the second plot. In the last plot, we visualized the relative revenue loss when switching from
a second-price (SP) to a first-price (FP) auction, i.e., 1-Revenue(FP)/Revenue(SP) for both priors and different number of agents.
The revenue is approximated by simulating 222 auctions for each setting. The mean over 10 runs is visualized in the plots. Note that
the standard deviation over these runs is less than 10−3 in all settings.

We use the computed equilibrium strategies to simulate auctions to approximate the expected revenue. An important
insight from this analysis (see Figure 4) is that revenue equivalence breaks for return-on-invest and return-on-spend
(with budget) maximizing agents.

Result 3. For ROI and ROSB the revenue in first price-auction is lower compared to the second-price auction in
equilibrium. The difference in revenue shrinks with increasing levels of competition.

Note that this result is robust with respect to different variations of these utility models. First, we look at a generalized
version of the ROI and ROS utility models by considering a convex combination of both, which is defined by

uROIS
i (b, vi) := (1− λ)uROI

i (b, vi) + λuROS
i (b, vi) = xi(b)

vi − (1− λ) pi(b)

pi(b)
(19)

with some parameter λ ∈ [0, 1]. Again, we apply SODA for different values of λ and compare the revenue of the first-
and second-price auction. The algorithm converges in all settings (utility loss ℓ < 10−4) and we use the computed
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strategies to simulate auctions and approximate the expected revenue. In the first plot of Figure 5, we can observe that
except for ROS, where submitting the highest bid is the BNE for both payment rules, the revenue of the first-price
auction is lower compared to the second-price auction.
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Figure 5: Revenue for 2 Bidders and Different Variations of the Utility Functions.

We use the computed strategies of SODA to approximate the expected revenue for the first- and second-price auctions with n = 2
bidders and variations of the utility models. The first plot shows the utility model described in Equation (19) for different values of
the parameter µ. In the second an third plot, we show the revenue of the setting described in Equation (20) for different budgets B.
The revenue is approximated by simulating 222 auctions for each setting. We plot the mean over ten runs. The standard deviation in
all settings over these runs is less than 2 · 10−2.

Second, we model budget constraints in all three settings for better comparison. Similar to the ROSB model, we add a
log-barrier function to the QL and ROI utility functions and get

uαB
i (b, vi) = uα

i (b, vi) + log(B − pi(b)) with α ∈ {QL ,ROI ,ROS}. (20)

To be well defined, the budget has to be slightly larger than the maximal bid agents can submit. To that end, we restrict
the action space to A = [0, B − 0.01] for a given budget B > 0. In our experiments, we consider B ∈ {1.01, 0.81}.
The corresponding revenues for the different utility models are visualized in Figure 5 (b) and (c). We note that the
bids submitted and, thus, the revenue is lower compared to a situation without budgets. This is due to the log-barrier
function, which also penalizes payments that are close to the budget. Nevertheless, we can observe similar differences
in revenues between the two payment rules for ROIB and ROSB, while the revenues for the payoff-maximizing agents
with budget (QLB) remain comparable.

5.3.2 Bandit Algorithms

Real-world bidding agents only get bandit feedback. Therefore, we also analyze the revenue in the first-price auction
with bandit algorithms (e.g., Exp3) in the ROI and the ROSB utility models. Since learning is much slower for learners
with bandit feedback compared to SODA, we use a coarser discretization similar to the complete information setting.

Setting We discretize the type and action space with Vd = Ad = {0, 0.05, . . . , 0.95, 1} which corresponds to
n = m = 21 discretization points. We focus on repeated first- and second-price auctions with N = 3 agents6 and
different assumptions on the utility function. As described in Section 4.3, each agent is represented by a population,
which consists of different valuations. This means each agent (i.e. population) has n = 21 different instances of the
bandit learner, i.e., one for each valuation. To get comparable results to the complete information, we increase the
number of iterations approximately by the number of discrete values, which leads to 107 iterations instead of 5 · 105. In
our experiments we use Exp3 with a fix exploration rate ε = 0.01 and learning rate α = 0.01. For ROI and ROSB we
use a smaller learning rate α = 0.0005 since the magnitude of the utilities is larger.

6In this coarse discretization, bidding the reserve price for all valuations is the BNE for ROI and ROSB maximizing agents if we
only consider N = 2 agents. Therefore, we choose N = 3.
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Results First, we observe that the revenues generated by the agents using Exp3 show a similar pattern to the expected
revenues in equilibrium (see previous subsection). We see that revenue equivalence does not hold for ROI and ROSB
maximizing agents and especially for ROI maximizing agents, the revenue for the first-price auction is significantly
lower compared to the second-price auction. Furthermore, the average revenue matches the values predicted by the
Bayes-Nash equilibrium strategies in the discretized setting. These are approximated using SODA, where the strategies
are updated using mirror ascent with a decreasing stepsize η = 0.025 · t−0.05. The computed strategies have a relative
utility loss ℓ < 0.1%.
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Figure 6: Revenue for Exp3 with 3 Bidders with Uniform Prior.

We run Exp3 for 10 million iterations and compute the average revenue for all 40 000 iteration intervals for payoff, ROI and ROSB
maximizing agents. We plot the mean and standard deviations of this average revenue per interval over 10 runs. The black horizontal
lines denote the expected revenue we would get with the BNE strategies computed using SODA.

Not only is the average revenue close to the predictions from the equilibrium analysis wit SODA, but we can also
observe that the agents actually learn to play according to the Bayes-Nash equilibrium using a bandit algorithm such as
Exp3. To this end, we look at the frequency of the bids within an interval and compare it to the distributional equilibrium
strategy computed using SODA.
Result 4. If we use Exp3 in the incomplete-information auction setting, the agents learn to bid according to the BNE
and revenues for the first-price auction are lower compared to the second-price auctions for ROI and ROSB maximizing
agents, as predicted by the equilibrium analysis.

As we can see in Figure 7 - 8, the empirical frequency of actions played by Exp3 converges to the equilibrium strategies.
Similar plots for ROSB-maximizing agents and the second-price counterparts can be found in the Appendix B.2.
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Figure 7: Strategies for Payoff-Maximizing Agents using Exp3 in the FPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.

We run Exp3 for 10 million iterations and visualize the frequency of the last 40 000 bids w.r.t. the values after 0.4, 1, and 10 million
iterations. On the last plot, we show the distributional equilibrium strategy computed by SODA. The colored lines denote the BNE in
the continuous setting.

We also included experiments using a different bandit learner in Appendix B.2.
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Figure 8: Strategies for ROI-Maximizing Agents using Exp3 in the FPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.

We run Exp3 for 10 million iterations and visualize the frequency of the last 40 000 bids w.r.t. the values after 0.4, 1, and 10 million
iterations. On the last plot, we show the distributional equilibrium strategy computed by SODA. The colored lines denote the BNE in
the continuous setting.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we study the impact that a move from second-price to first-price auctions can have on the revenue
of an ad exchange that faces learning agents. Recent experimental research provides evidence that Q-learning in
repeated auctions in a complete-information model with payoff-maximizing agents can lead to tacit collusion and lower
revenue in the first-price auction (Banchio and Skrzypacz 2022). On the other hand, recent theoretical results show that
mean-based learning algorithms converge to equilibrium (under some assumptions) in the complete-information model
and so do no-regret learners in the incomplete-information game. Wide-spread bandit algorithms do not necessarily fall
into these two categories, and it is unclear whether we see convergence with popular learning algorithms, which do
not satisfy these properties. Our numerical experiments cover a wide variety of online learning algorithms and show
that individually or in combination they converge to the equilibrium. While Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022) show that
algorithmic collusion can occur with complete information and Q-learning, our results suggest that the phenomenon is
limited to specific algorithms and symmetric parameter settings.

As with every experimental study on algorithmic collusion, the repeated games analyzed describe a simplification of the
real world. However, if algorithmic collusion does not emerge in this relatively static environment, there is little reason
to believe that it is a concern in more dynamic environments in the field.

With payoff-maximizing bidding agents, our results imply revenue equivalence between first- and second-price auctions
in realistic settings where one will see a variety of online algorithms. Revenue equivalence between first- and second-
price auctions is a well-established result in auction theory. However, it assumes payoff-maximizing bidders. There
is widespread evidence that bidders in display ad auctions do not aim to maximize payoff, but rather ROI or ROS.
The revenue ranking of auctions with non-quasilinear utilities such as ROI and ROS has been an open question so
far. We show that with real-time bidding agents that aim to maximize these objectives or variations thereof, the
second-price auction achieves higher revenue than the first-price auction. This is important for ad exchanges and bidders
to understand in this multi-billion dollar market.

Acknowledgments

This project was funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) - GRK 2201/2
- Project Number 277991500 and BI 1057/9. The authors would also like to thank Markus Ewert and Fabian R. Pieroth
for their support.

References
Abada I, Lambin X (2023) Artificial intelligence: Can seemingly collusive outcomes be avoided? Management Science 69(9):5042–

5065.
Ahunbay M, Bichler M (2023) Coarse correlated equilibria of simple auctions. TUM Working Paper .
Ai R, Wang C, Li C, Zhang J, Huang W, Deng X (2022) No-regret learning in repeated first-price auctions with budget constraints.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.14572 .

17

http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.14572


Alcobendas M, Zeithammer R (2021) Adjustment of bidding strategies after a switch to first-price rules. Available at SSRN 4036006 .
Andrade GP, Frongillo R, Piliouras G (2021) Learning in matrix games can be arbitrarily complex 134:159–185, URL https:

//proceedings.mlr.press/v134/andrade21a.html.
Armantier O, Florens JP, Richard JF (2008) Approximation of Nash equilibria in Bayesian games. Journal of Applied Econometrics

23(7):965–981, ISSN 08837252, 10991255, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jae.1040.
Asker J, Fershtman C, Pakes A (2022) Artificial Intelligence, Algorithm Design, and Pricing. AEA Papers and Proceedings

112:452–456, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20221059.
Auer P, Cesa-Bianchi N, Freund Y, Schapire RE (2002) The nonstochastic multiarmed bandit problem. SIAM Journal on Computing

32(1):48–77, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1137/S0097539701398375.
Ausubel LM, Baranov O (2020) Core-selecting auctions with incomplete information. International Journal of Game Theory

49:251–273, ISSN 1432-1270, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00182-019-00691-3.
Bailey JP, Piliouras G (2018) Multiplicative weights update in zero-sum games. Proceedings of the 2018 ACM Conference on

Economics and Computation, 321–338 (ACM).
Balduzzi D, Racaniere S, Martens J, Foerster J, Tuyls K, Graepel T (2018) The mechanics of n-player differentiable games. Dy

J, Krause A, eds., Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 80 of Proceedings of
Machine Learning Research, 354–363 (PMLR), URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v80/balduzzi18a.html.

Balseiro SR, Gur Y (2019) Learning in repeated auctions with budgets: Regret minimization and equilibrium. Management Science
65(9):3952–3968.

Banchio M, Skrzypacz A (2022) Artificial intelligence and auction design. ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, 747.
Bichler M, Fichtl M, Heidekrueger S, Kohring N, Sutterer P (2021) Learning equilibria in symmetric auction games using artificial

neural networks. Nature Machine Intelligence 687–695.
Bichler M, Fichtl M, Oberlechner M (2023) Computing Bayes Nash equilibrium strategies in auction games via simultaneous online

dual averaging. Operations Research to appear.
Bichler M, Gupta A, Ketter W (2010) Research Commentary—Designing Smart Markets. Information Systems Research 21(4):688–

699, ISSN 1047-7047, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.1100.0316.
Bichler M, Paulsen P (2018) A principal-agent model of bidding firms in multi-unit auctions. Games and Economic Behavior

111:20–40.
Blum A, Mansour Y (2007) From External to Internal Regret. Journal of Machine Learning Research 8:1307–1324, ISSN 1532-4435.
Blume A, Heidhues P (2008) Modeling tacit collusion in auctions. Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics

(JITE)/Zeitschrift für die gesamte Staatswissenschaft 163–184.
Borgs C, Chayes J, Immorlica N, Jain K, Etesami O, Mahdian M (2007) Dynamics of bid optimization in online advertisement

auctions. Proceedings of the 16th international conference on World Wide Web, 531–540.
Bowling M (2005) Convergence and No-Regret in Multiagent Learning. Saul LK, Weiss Y, Bottou L, eds., Advances in Neural

Information Processing Systems 17, 209–216 (MIT Press).
Bowling M, Veloso M (2002) Multiagent learning using a variable learning rate. Artificial Intelligence 136(2):215–250, ISSN

0004-3702, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0004-3702(02)00121-2.
Braverman M, Mao J, Schneider J, Weinberg SM (2017) Selling to a no-regret buyer.
Busoniu L, Babuska R, De Schutter B (2008) A Comprehensive Survey of Multiagent Reinforcement Learning. IEEE Transactions

on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, Part C (Applications and Reviews) 38(2):156–172, ISSN 1094-6977, URL http:
//dx.doi.org/10.1109/TSMCC.2007.913919.

Calvano E, Calzolari G, Denicolò V, Pastorello S (2020) Artificial Intelligence, Algorithmic Pricing, and Collusion. American
Economic Review 110(10):3267–3297, ISSN 0002-8282, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.20190623.

Cason TN, Kannan KN, Siebert R (2011) An experimental study of information revelation policies in sequential auctions. Management
Science 57(4):667–688.

Chawla S, Hartline JD (2013) Auctions with unique equilibria. Proceedings of the Fourteenth ACM Conference on Electronic
Commerce, 181–196.

Choi H, Mela CF (2018) Display advertising pricing in exchange markets. Technical report, Working paper.
Choi H, Mela CF, Balseiro SR, Leary A (2020) Online display advertising markets: A literature review and future directions.

Information Systems Research 31(2):556–575.
den Boer AV, Meylahn J, Schinkel MP (2022) Artificial Collusion: Examining Supracompetitive Pricing by Q-Learning Algorithms.

Amsterdam Center for Law & Economics Working Paper No. 2022-06, amsterdam law school research paper no. 2022-25
edition, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4213600.

Deng X, Hu X, Lin T, Zheng W (2022) Nash convergence of mean-based learning algorithms in first price auctions. Proceedings of
the ACM Web Conference 2022, 141–150.

18

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v134/andrade21a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v134/andrade21a.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jae.1040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20221059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1137/S0097539701398375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00182-019-00691-3
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v80/balduzzi18a.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.1100.0316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0004-3702(02)00121-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TSMCC.2007.913919
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TSMCC.2007.913919
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.20190623
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4213600


Despotakis S, Ravi R, Sayedi A (2021) First-price auctions in online display advertising. Journal of Marketing Research 58(5):888–
907.

Edelman B, Ostrovsky M, Schwarz M (2007) Internet advertising and the generalized second-price auction: Selling billions of
dollars worth of keywords. American economic review 97(1):242–259.

Fabra N (2003) Tacit collusion in repeated auctions: uniform versus discriminatory. The Journal of Industrial Economics 51(3):271–
293.

Fikioris G, Tardos E (2022) Liquid welfare guarantees for no-regret learning in sequential budgeted auctions. URL http://dx.doi.
org/10.48550/ARXIV.2210.07502.

Fudenberg D, Levine DK (1999) The Theory of Learning in Games, volume 2 of MIT Press Series on Economic Learning and Social
Evolution (Cambridge: MIT Press), 2. edition, ISBN 978-0-262-06194-0.

Fudenberg D, Levine DK (2009) Learning and Equilibrium. Annual Review of Economics ISSN 1941-1383, URL http://dx.doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.economics.050708.142930.

Goke S, Weintraub GY, Mastromonaco R, Seljan S (2021) Bidders’ responses to auction format change in internet display advertising
auctions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.13814 .

Greenwald A, Kannan K, Krishnan R (2010) On evaluating information revelation policies in procurement auctions: A markov
decision process approach. Information Systems Research 21(1):15–36.

Greenwald AR, Kephart JO (2000) Shopbots and pricebots. Agent Mediated Electronic Commerce II: Towards Next-Generation
Agent-Based Electronic Commerce Systems 2, 1–23 (Springer).

Han Y, Zhou Z, Weissman T (2020) Optimal no-regret learning in repeated first-price auctions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2003.09795 .

Hansen KT, Misra K, Pai MM (2021) Frontiers: Algorithmic collusion: Supra-competitive prices via independent algorithms.
Marketing Science 40(1):1–12.

Hartline J, Syrgkanis V, Tardos E (2015) No-Regret Learning in Bayesian Games. Cortes C, Lawrence ND, Lee DD, Sugiyama M,
Garnett R, eds., Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 28, 3061–3069 (Curran Associates, Inc.).

Hettich M (2021) Algorithmic Collusion: Insights from Deep Learning. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3785966.

Jin J, Song C, Li H, Gai K, Wang J, Zhang W (2018) Real-time bidding with multi-agent reinforcement learning in display advertising.
Proceedings of the 27th ACM international conference on information and knowledge management, 2193–2201.

Klein T (2021) Autonomous algorithmic collusion: Q–learning under sequential pricing. The RAND Journal of Economics 52(3):538–
558, ISSN 1756-2171, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1756-2171.12383.

Krishna V (2009) Auction theory (Academic press).

Kumar R, Schneider J, Sivan B (2024) Strategically-robust learning algorithms for bidding in first-price auctions. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2402.07363 .

Lattimore T, Szepesvári C (2020) Bandit algorithms (Cambridge University Press).

Letcher A, Balduzzi D, Racanière S, Martens J, Foerster J, Tuyls K, Graepel T (2019) Differentiable game mechanics. Journal of
Machine Learning Research 20(84):1–40, URL http://jmlr.org/papers/v20/19-008.html.

Liang JCN, Lu H, Zhou B (2024) Online ad procurement in non-stationary autobidding worlds. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems 36.

Mehta S, Dawande M, Janakiraman G, Mookerjee V (2020) Sustaining a good impression: Mechanisms for selling partitioned
impressions at ad exchanges. Information Systems Research 31(1):126–147.

Mertikopoulos P, Zhou Z (2019) Learning in games with continuous action sets and unknown payoff functions. Mathematical
Programming 173(1-2):465–507.

Milgrom PR, Weber RJ (1985) Distributional strategies for games with incomplete information. Mathematics of Operations Research
10(4):619–632, ISSN 0364765X, 15265471.

Nemirovskij AS, Yudin DB (1983) Problem complexity and method efficiency in optimization .

Nesterov Y (2009) Primal-dual subgradient methods for convex problems. Mathematical programming 120(1):221–259.

OECD (2017) Algorithms and collusion: Competition policy in the digital age. Technical report, OECD, URL www.oecd.org/
competition/algorithms-collusion-competition-policy-in-the-digital-age.htm.

Pinker EJ, Seidmann A, Vakrat Y (2003) Managing online auctions: Current business and research issues. Management science
49(11):1457–1484.

Rabinovich Z, Naroditskiy V, Gerding EH, Jennings NR (2013) Computing pure Bayesian-Nash equilibria in games with finite
actions and continuous types. Artificial Intelligence 195:106–139, ISSN 00043702, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
artint.2012.09.007.

Sanders JB, Farmer JD, Galla T (2018) The prevalence of chaotic dynamics in games with many players. Scientific Reports 8(1):1–13.

Sayedi A (2018) Real-time bidding in online display advertising. Marketing Science 37(4):553–568.

19

http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2210.07502
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2210.07502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.economics.050708.142930
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.economics.050708.142930
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.13814
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.09795
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3785966
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1756-2171.12383
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07363
http://jmlr.org/papers/v20/19-008.html
www.oecd.org/competition/algorithms-collusion-competition-policy-in-the-digital-age.htm
www.oecd.org/competition/algorithms-collusion-competition-policy-in-the-digital-age.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.artint.2012.09.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.artint.2012.09.007


Schaefer F, Anandkumar A (2019) Competitive gradient descent. Wallach H, Larochelle H, Beygelzimer A, d'Alché-Buc F,
Fox E, Garnett R, eds., Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 32 (Curran Associates, Inc.), URL
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2019/file/56c51a39a7c77d8084838cc920585bd0-Paper.pdf.

Shalev-Shwartz S (2011) Online Learning and Online Convex Optimization. Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning
4(2):107–194, ISSN 1935-8237, 1935-8245, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2200000018.

Skrzypacz A, Hopenhayn H (2004) Tacit collusion in repeated auctions. Journal of Economic Theory 114(1):153–169.
Sutton RS, Barto AG (2018) Reinforcement Learning: An Introduction. Adaptive Computation and Machine Learning Series

(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press), second edition edition, ISBN 978-0-262-03924-6.
Szymanski BK, Lee JS (2006) Impact of roi on bidding and revenue in sponsored search advertisement auctions. Second Workshop

on Sponsored Search Auctions.
Thompson WR (1933) On the likelihood that one unknown probability exceeds another in view of the evidence of two samples.

Biometrika 25(3/4):285–294, ISSN 00063444, URL http://www.jstor.org/stable/2332286.
Tilli T, Espinosa-Leal L (2021) Multi-armed bandits for bid shading in first-price real-time bidding auctions. Journal of Intelligent &

Fuzzy Systems 41(6):6111–6125.
Tunuguntla S, Hoban PR (2021) A near-optimal bidding strategy for real-time display advertising auctions. Journal of Marketing

Research 58(1):1–21.
Vickrey W (1961) Counterspeculation, auctions, and competitive sealed tenders. The Journal of Finance 16(1):8–37.
Wang Q, Yang Z, Deng X, Kong Y (2023) Learning to bid in repeated first-price auctions with budgets. International Conference on

Machine Learning, 36494–36513 (PMLR).
Wilkens CA, Cavallo R, Niazadeh R (2017) Gsp: the cinderella of mechanism design. Proceedings of the 26th International

Conference on World Wide Web, 25–32.
Yuen M (2022) Programmatic advertising in 2022: Digital display ads industry. Technical report, URL https://www.

insiderintelligence.com/insights/programmatic-digital-display-ad-spending/.
Zhang M, Luo H (2023) Online learning in contextual second-price pay-per-click auctions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.05047 .
Zhang W, Han Y, Zhou Z, Flores A, Weissman T (2022) Leveraging the hints: Adaptive bidding in repeated first-price auctions.

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 35:21329–21341.
Zinkevich M (2003) Online convex programming and generalized infinitesimal gradient ascent. Proceedings of the Twentieth

International Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning, 928–935 (Washington, DC, USA: AAAI Press).

A Additional Experiments for the Complete-Information Model

Additional to Exp3, we also considered other bandit algorithms to check for robustness of our observations. We focus
on three well-known bandit learners that handle the exploration-exploitation tradeoff differently (see for instance Sutton
and Barto (2018), Lattimore and Szepesvári (2020)).

ε-Greedy This policy compares the current average reward of each action a, which is defined by

R̂(a) =
1

N(at)

t∑
s=1

χa(at)rs(at) (21)

with χa(at) = 1 if at = a and 0 else. Nt(a) denotes the number an action a has been played up to iteration t.
The ε-Greedy selects the action with the highest average reward with probability 1 − εt and some random
action with probability εt ( εt = 0.05 in our experiments).

UCB1 Instead of exploring actions at random, UCB1 explores only actions with enough potential or uncertainty
(upper-confidence-bound action selection). This is achieved by taking the action with the maximal value which
consists of the average reward and an exploration bonus depending on the number an action has been visited.
This value is given by

R̂(a) + c

(
ln t

Nt(a)

) 1
2
, (22)

where c is some exploration parameter (c = 4 in our experiments).

Thompson-Sampling Finally, we also use a Bayesian method first introduced in (Thompson 1933). Thompson
sampling assumes a distribution Pr(θa) (with some parameter θa) over the rewards of each action. In each
iteration t, the learners sample parameters θta ∼ Pθ from some parameter distribution for each action a, play
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the action a∗ that maximizes the expected reward given the distribution Pr(θ
t
a), and update the parameter

distribution Pθ for action a∗ given the observed reward rt(a
∗). In our implementation, we assume that the

rewards for each action follow a Gaussian distribution (with known variance σ) and thereby use a Gaussian
prior for the parameter θa = µa (conjugate prior).

0 100 200 300 400 500
Iterations × 1.000

0.05

0.15

0.25

0.35

0.45

0.55

0.65

0.75

0.85

0.95

M
ed

ia
n 

Bi
ds

 b

-Greedy
Thompson-Sampling
UCB1
Exp3

(a) Bandit vs. Bandit (Symmetric Agents)

0 100 200 300 400 500
Iterations × 1.000

0.05

0.15

0.25

0.35

0.45

0.55

0.65

0.75

0.85

0.95

M
ed

ia
n 

Bi
ds

 b

-Greedy
Thompson-Sampling
UCB1

(b) Bandit vs. Exp3 (Asymmetric Agents)

Figure 9: Median Bids for 2 Agents in the FPSB Auction Using Different Bandit Algorithms.

We split the learning process of an agent into intervals of 2 000 iterations and compute the median bid for each interval. The shaded
area shows the mean ± std of these median bids over 100 runs. The plots show the experiments for different bandit algorithms used
by both agents (symmetric) and playing against an agent using Exp3 (asymmetric).

Repeating the experiments with two players in a complete-information first-price sealed bid (Section 5.2), we observe
that most of them converge to the Nash equilibrium (Figure 9). The exception here is UCB1, which shows similar
behavior to the Q-learner from Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022). But again, when playing against another bandit
algorithm, such as Exp3, the bids are significantly higher.
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Figure 10: Difference in Revenue between the FPSB and SPSB Auction with 2 Agents.

We compute the difference of average revenue between the first- and second-price auction over the last 105 iterations (excluding
an initial learning phase 4 · 105 iterations) and report the mean and standard deviation (number in parentheses) over 100 runs of
these experiments. Each field represents the mean difference revenue two competing agents using the respective learning algorithm
indicated on the x- and y-axis. Differences within the range of [−0.05, 0.0] are expected, if agents play according to the Nash
equilibrium of the stage games.

If we compare the revenue under different payment rules for the Q-learner and different bandit algorithms (assuming
symmetric agents), we can confirm the observations by Banchio and Skrzypacz (2022) that the revenue in the first-price
auction is significantly lower than in the second-price auction for their Q-Learner with optimistic initialization. But, our
experiments further indicate that this might be specific to this learning algorithm. Overall, we observe that the first-price
auctions might be harder to learn for some algorithms (i.e., some instances of Q-learning and UCB1). And since a
failure to learn the Nash equilibrium automatically leads to lower revenue, these methods might seem to collude. But in
fact, other versions of Q-learning (i.e., with zero initialization) show opposite results, and a number of reasonable bandit
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algorithms converge in both settings. Note that the slightly lower revenue (see Figure 10) in the first-price auction
compared to the second-price auction for ε-Greedy, Thompson-Sampling, and Exp3 can be explained by the additional
Nash equilibrium at 0.90 for the first-price auction.

B Additional Experiments for the Incomplete-Information Model

B.1 Evaluation of SODA against Analytical Equilibrium Strategies

We applied SODA to the first- and second-price auctions with different utility models and quickly converge to a
pure-strategy BNE. As described in Section 4.4, SODA acts on a discretized version we construct by discretizing the
valuation and action space using n = m = 64 equidistant points. Due to better performance, we use a tie-breaking rule
in which both agents lose in ties for this discretization. The strategies are updated in each iteration using dual averaging
with the entropic regularization term and a decreasing step size ηt = 10 · t−0.05. We stop the learning algorithm after
5 000 iterations, or whenever the relative utility loss ℓ of all agents in the discretized game is less than 10−4. Each
experiment is repeated 10 times. To verify the computed strategies, we compare them to the analytical solutions in the
settings where the BNE is known. To this end, we report the following metrics (similar to Bichler et al. (2021, 2023)):

Relative Utility Loss L. We approximate the expected utility using the sample-mean of the ex-post utilities, i.e.,
ũi(βi, β

∗
−i) ≈ ûi(βi, β

∗
−i) := 1

nv

∑
v ui(βi(vi), β−i((v−i))). The relative loss in the expected utility the

agent receives when playing the computed strategy si instead of the analytical equilibrium β∗
i

Li(βi) = 1−
ûi(βi, β

∗
−i)

ûi(β∗
i , β

∗
−i)

, (23)

while all other agents play the equilibrium strategy β∗
−i.

L2 Distance. The probability-weighted root mean squared error of βi and β∗
i in the action space, which approximates

the L2 distance of these two functions:

L2(βi) =

(
1

nbatch

∑
vi

(βi(vi)− β∗
i (vi))

2

) 1
2

. (24)

This way we ensure that our computed strategy not only performs similarly in terms of utility but also
approximates the actual known BNE.

To compute these metrics, we sample valuations (batch size nv = 222), identify for each valuation the nearest discrete
valuation v ∈ Vd, and then sample a discrete bid b ∈ Ad from the computed strategy. The sampled bids are denoted
by βi(v) in the definitions above. The same simulation procedure is used to approximate the expected revenue. As
Table 2 shows, the computed strategies of the discretized game closely approximate the analytical BNE in the original
continuous setting.

B.2 Bandit Algorithms

B.2.1 Exp3

The learning progress of Exp3 in the remaining settings not shown in Section 5.3.2, i.e., first-price auction of ROSB
maximizing agents and second-price auction for payoff, ROI, and ROSB maximizing agents are shown in the following
figures. The plots show the frequency of the last 40 000 bids w.r.t. the different values after 0.4, 1, and 10 million
iterations. In the last plot of each figure, we show the distributional equilibrium strategy computed by SODA. The
colored lines denote the analytical BNE in the continuous setting. The key observation is that Exp3, which only uses
bandit-feedback, is able to learn the BNE in the considered settings.

B.2.2 ε-Greedy

Interestingly, even simpler bandit algorithms, such as ε-Greedy which do not have the no-regret property, show similar
behavior in these settings. In Figure 15, we can see that the revenue realized by the learning agents is very similar to the
prediction by SODA.

While we observe a higher variance over the different runs, especially for the first-price auctions, Figures 16 - 18
indicate, that the method still converges to an approximate equilibrium strategy and does not show a systematic deviation.
For the second-price auctions, the results are even better, which is why we have omitted the corresponding plots.
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Table 2: Evaluation of SODA against Analytical Equilibrium Strategies.

Utility Model Pricing Rule Bidders ℓ L L2

Quasi-Linear (QL)

First-Price

2 0.000 (0.000) 0.002 (0.000) 0.010 (0.000)
3 0.000 (0.000) 0.001 (0.000) 0.010 (0.000)
5 0.002 (0.000) 0.010 (0.001) 0.092 (0.001)

10 0.002 (0.000) 0.010 (0.001) 0.093 (0.001)

Second-Price

2 0.000 (0.000) 0.001 (0.000) 0.013 (0.000)
3 0.000 (0.000) 0.001 (0.000) 0.014 (0.000)
5 0.000 (0.000) 0.003 (0.000) 0.033 (0.001)

10 0.001 (0.000) 0.012 (0.000) 0.102 (0.001)

Return-on-Invest (ROI)

First-Price

2 0.000 (0.000) 0.015 (0.002) 0.013 (0.001)
3 0.000 (0.000) 0.004 (0.000) 0.011 (0.000)
5 0.000 (0.000) 0.001 (0.000) 0.016 (0.001)

10 0.002 (0.000) 0.005 (0.000) 0.076 (0.001)

Second-Price

2 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.016 (0.000)
3 0.000 (0.000) 0.001 (0.000) 0.013 (0.000)
5 0.000 (0.000) 0.002 (0.000) 0.020 (0.000)

10 0.001 (0.000) 0.010 (0.000) 0.084 (0.001)

The mean (and standard deviation) of the relative utility loss in the discretized game ℓ and the approximated utility loss L and the L2

norm with respect to the analytical BNE are reported for different utility models (payoff-maximizing, ROI-maximizing), payment
rule (first- and second-price) and different number of agents (N ∈ {2, 3, 5, 10}). In all settings, we assume a uniform prior.
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Figure 11: Strategies for ROSB-Maximizing Agents using Exp3 in the FPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.

We run Exp3 for 10 million iterations and visualize the frequency of the last 40 000 bids w.r.t. the values after 0.4, 1, and 10 million
iterations. On the last plot, we show the distributional equilibrium strategy computed by SODA.
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Figure 12: Strategies for Payoff-Maximizing Agents using Exp3 in the SPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.
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Figure 13: Strategies for ROI-Maximizing Agents using Exp3 in the SPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.
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Figure 14: Strategies for ROSB-Maximizing Agents using Exp3 in the SPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.
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(a) Payoff-Maximizing
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(b) ROI-Maximizing
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Figure 15: Revenue for ε-Greedy with 3 Bidders with Uniform Prior.

We run ε-Greedy for 10 million iterations and compute the average revenue for all 40 000 iteration intervals for payoff, ROI and
ROSB maximizing agents. We plot the mean and standard deviations of this average revenue per interval over 10 runs. The black
horizontal lines denote the expected revenue we would get with the BNE strategies computed using SODA.
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Figure 16: Strategies for Payoff-Maximizing Agents using ε-Greedy in the FPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.
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Figure 17: Strategies for ROI-Maximizing Agents using ε-Greedy in the FPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.
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Figure 18: Strategies for ROSB-Maximizing Agents using ε-Greedy in the FPSB Auction with Uniform Prior.
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