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Abstract

Publishers who publish their content on the web act strategically, in a behavior that can be mod-
eled within the online learning framework. Regret, a central concept in machine learning, serves as a
canonical measure for assessing the performance of learning agents within this framework. We prove
that any proportional content ranking function with a concave activation function induces games in
which no-regret learning dynamics converge. Moreover, for proportional ranking functions, we prove
the equivalence of the concavity of the activation function, the social concavity of the induced games
and the concavity of the induced games. We also study the empirical trade-offs between publishers’
and users’ welfare, under different choices of the activation function, using a state-of-the-art no-regret
dynamics algorithm. Furthermore, we demonstrate how the choice of the ranking function and changes

in the ecosystem structure affect these welfare measures, as well as the dynamics’ convergence rate.

1 Introduction

In the era of digital content consumption, recommender systems play an essential role in shaping user expe-
riences and engagement on various platforms, including search engines, streaming services, social networks,
and more. The core task of a recommender system is to match users with relevant content, created by con-
tent creators. By that, the system induces an ecosystem in which content providers compete for exposure
and often engage in strategic behavior to maximize visibility [QJ24]. In particular, the specific recommen-
dation mechanism used by the platform determines the incentives, and hence the strategic behavior, of the
content providers. In the context of search engines, this phenomenon is often referred to as Search Engine

Optimization (SEO) and is widely observed in real-world search engines [KT22].
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These dynamics have major implications for various economic aspects of the ecosystem. First, strategic
behavior affects the welfare of both end users (seeking relevant content) and content creators, whose profits
are often proportional to the level of exposure they receive from the platform. The second aspect is stability,
which refers to the existence of, and the convergence to, a stable state, in which content providers have no
incentive to modify their content given the content provided by their competitors. In the game-theoretic
jargon, this stability is captured by the notion of Nash equilibrium. Not surprisingly, these two aspects have
been shown, for example empirically in [MPRT24], to be interconnected.

The study of convergence to equilibrium through the lens of game theory, a field often referred to as
learning dynamics, has been adopted to analyze the stability of recommendation and ranking mechanisms.
Specifically, two concrete dynamics that arise in the presence of strategic behavior over time are better-
response dynamics and no-regret dynamics. The convergence of better-response dynamics has been studied
in the context of information retrieval under different modeling assumptions [BPRT19, MPRT24]. In this
paper, we study no-regret learning dynamics in information retrieval games. We adopt the game-theoretic
framework of [YLST24, MPRT24], in which both content and users are represented in a continuous, multi-
dimensional embedding space, and the content providers aim to maximize exposure while maintaining the
integrity of their original content. As in [MPRT24], and unlike in [YLS'24], we consider mechanisms that
only control the exposure of each content provider, without any additional reward in the form of payments
(as done in platforms such as YouTube [You23]). These mechanisms contain, among others, search engines
that control the probability of presenting documents in response to a user query. That is, the mechanism
considered is a ranking function which is a mapping from the publishers’ documents to a distribution over

the publishers, determining each publisher’s exposure rate.

Our contribution In the spirit of previous work [HKJT22, JGS23, YLS*24, MPRT24], we model SEOQ
as a game and define a natural class of ranking functions we term proportional ranking functions. While
in our model a ranking function is a vector-valued function (as it assigns exposure probabilities for each
publisher), a proportional ranking function is uniquely defined by a one-variable scalar function, which we
call an activation function. Importantly, the choice of the ranking function determines the incentives of the
strategic publishers and hence affects the content available to users in the corpus. Relying on the notion of
socially concave games, a subclass of concave games presented in [EAMNO09], we prove that the concavity of
the activation function guarantees the convergence of any no-regret learning dynamics in any induced SEO
game. To do so, we establish a rather stronger statement by proving the equivalence of the following three
conditions: the activation function is concave; any induced game is socially-concave; any induced game is
concave (as in [Ros65]). We also study the empirical trade-offs between users’ and publishers’ welfare under
different choices of the activation function, using a state-of-the-art no-regret dynamics algorithm [FAL™22].
In addition, we demonstrate the effect of the game parameters such as the penalty factor and the number

of publishers on the publishers’ welfare, the users’ welfare and the convergence rate.



1.1 Related work

In a recent growing line of research work, a variety of game-theoretic frameworks have been proposed to
analyze the strategic dynamics of content providers in recommendation systems, particularly in the context
of search engines. The study of strategic behavior of content creators under the mediation of a recommender
system was initiated in a series of research works [BPT17, BPT18, BPGRT19]. The Shapley mediator was
proposed as a mechanism satisfying both stability (in the form of equilibrium existence guarantee) as well
as fairness-related axioms.

Another concurrent line of works focused on the analysis of an adversarial information retrieval frame-
work, in which content providers compete on exposure [BBTK15, BTK17]. These works demonstrated the
sub-optimality of greedy ranking according to the probability ranking principle (PRP) of [Rob77] in terms
of social welfare at equilibrium. [RRTK17] then studied both theoretically and empirically the SEO com-
petition in a repeated setting. Under similar modeling assumptions, [BPRT19] showed that better-response
dynamics of publishers in PRP-based retrieval games are guaranteed to converge.

More recent studies on strategic behavior within recommendation and search ecosystems have adapted
several modeling assumptions that reflect the use of deep learning and dense representations [HKJ122,
JGS23, YLST24, MPRT24]. Unlike earlier studies, these recent efforts assume that content is represented
within a continuous embedding space, rather than a discrete set of "topics”. In contrast to [YLST24], we
focus on the case in which the platform can only control the exposure rate of the publishers. The main
focus of these works was on equilibria characterization [HKJ*22, JGS23] and the study of better-response
dynamics convergence [MPRT24] under specific recommendation or ranking mechanisms. In contrast, this
work characterizes a rich and intuitive family of mechanisms that guarantee the convergence of no-regret
dynamics.

The fundamental connections between no-regret learning and game-theoretic solution concepts [FV97,
FS99, HMC00, BHLROS, Roul5] have made the regret-minimization framework very appealing to the ma-
chine learning and artificial intelligence communities [RS13, BBJT15, SALS15, MSB'17, BS18, KHSC18,
DFG21, FALT22, APFS24]. In particular, the notion of concave games [Ros65] and its connection to the

convergence of no-regret dynamics showed by [EAMNO09] plays a crucial role in our analysis.

2 Preliminaries

Game theory An n-person game is a tuple G = (N, {X,;}ien, {ui}ien), where N = {1,...,n} is the set
of players, X; is the set of actions of player i, and u; : X — R is the utility function of player i, where
X = X x... x X, is the set of all possible action profiles. Throughout the paper, we assume that for every
player i, X; is a convex and compact set of actions. In addition, we assume that w; is twice differentiable
and bounded for all 1.

For any action profile z € X, we denote by x_; = (21, ...x;—1, Tj11, ---Zn) the actions of all players except



player ¢ within the profile z. An action profile z is said to be an e-Nash equilibrium (e-NE) if for any player
i, and for any action z; € X;, deviation of player ¢ from z; to z} does not increase her utility by more than
e. Formally, for any € > 0, x € X is an e-NE if w; (2}, z_;) —u;(x) <e,Vi € N,Vz; € X;. For e =0, a 0-NE

is referred to as a Nash equilibrium (NE).

No-regret dynamics No-regret dynamics is a well-known type of dynamics within the online learning
®

framework, in which each player 7 is a learning agent that has to select a strategy =, € X; in every round
t € N, in response to the sequence of the observations she has received up until round ¢. A widely acceptable
way to measure the performance of player i up to some horizon time 7' € N in this setting is regret,' defined

as follows:

T T
Reg] = m%{Zu(”)} X ) (1)

That is, the regret of player i is measured with respect to the utility she could have gained had she
selected in every round the best fixed strategy in hindsight. In our context, as standard in the online
learning literature, e.g. [FALT22], it is assumed that each player observes in every round ¢ the gradient of
her utility function with respect to her strategy, evaluated at the strategy profile selected by all players in

this round. That is, in round ¢ player i observes V,u;(x(").

Concave games We now introduce two special classes of games. A game G is said to be a (strictly)
concave game if for any player i, u;(x;,x_;) is (strictly) concave in z; for any fixed _;. In his seminal
work, [Ros65] introduced the class of concave games, and showed that every (strictly) concave game has a
(unique) Nash equilibrium.? An important subclass of concave games is the class of socially-concave games,

introduced by [EAMNO09].
Definition 1. A game G is socially-concave if the following properties hold:

Al. There egist strictly positive coefficients o, ..., > 0, such that Y . a; = 1 and the function g(z) ==

Yo i ui() is concave in .

A2. The utility function of each player i is convex in the actions of all other players. That is, Vi €

N,Vz; € X, the function f(x_;) = u;(x;,x_;) is conver in x_;.

[EAMNO09] showed that every socially-concave game is a concave game, but the reverse direction is not
necessarily true. [EAMNOQ9] also showed that if each player follows any regret minimization procedure in
a socially-concave game, then the dynamics are guaranteed to converge. The convergence is in the sense
that both the average action vector converges to a Nash equilibrium and the average utility of each player

converges to her utility in that Nash equilibrium.

We consider the notion of external regret, not to be confused with internal (’swap’) regret.
2Concave games are well studied, and possess some other nice properties, see e.g. [Ui08, EHL22].



3 The model

An n-player publishers’ game is a game in which n content providers (publishers) generate content (doc-
uments) to maximize exposure to users while maintaining the integrity of their original content (initial
documents). In this setup, each document is modeled as a k-dimensional vector, which can be thought of
as the document’s k-dimensional embedding representation. We assume the embedding space is normalized
to the k-dimensional unit cube [0, 1]¥. The n publishers, denoted by the set N := {1,...,n}, constitute the
set of players of the publishers’ game. For any player ¢ € N, player i’s set of possible actions in the game
is defined to be the embedding space, that is X; = [0, 1]*.

Information needs of the users are denoted by z* € [0, 1]¥ and modeled as vectors in the same embedding
space as the publishers’ documents. This approach mirrors the common practice in standard models of dense
retrieval [ZML120, ZLRW22|. We model the fact that in real life there are often multiple information needs
by a demand distribution P* € P([0,1]*), a distribution of information needs. In addition, each publisher
has an initial document z} € [0, 1]*.

Distance between two documents in the embedding space is measured by a given semi-metric® d :
[0,1]% x [0,1]* — Ry, which is assumed to be normalized such that for any two documents a,b € [0, 1]*
we have 0 < d(a,b) < 1. Another standard assumption that we make is that d(a,z{) and d(a,z*) are
twice differentiable in a for all the initial documents {z{};cny and for every information need z*. This
assumption is needed for the utilities to be twice differentiable. Moreover, we assume that d(a,b) is bi-
convex, meaning that it is convex in a for any fixed b and vice-versa. The role of d in our model is two-fold.
Firstly, it measures the integrity to the initial content, with the interpretation that a small distance between
a publisher’s strategy document and her initial document represents strong integrity. Secondly, d is used
by the system designer to assess the relevance of documents to a given information need z*, with the
interpretation that d-proximity implies relevance.

Publishers’ exposure to users is determined by a pre-defined ranking function r : [0, 1]¥? x [0, 1]* — P(N),
selected by the system designer. r receives as input a strategy profile of documents chosen by the publishers,
as well as an information need, and outputs a distribution over the publishers, with the interpretation that
r;(x; 2*) is the proportion of the users who are interested in the information need z* that are exposed to

publisher i’s document if the strategy profile that is played by the publishers is z.*

Typically, r;(x; x*)
would decrease in d(z;,z*) and increase in d(x;,z*) for j # 1.5

Each publisher i tries to achieve two goals simultaneously: on the one hand, maximize the expected
chance of her being ranked first by the search engine, which for a given strategy profile x is E .« p= [r;(x; 2*)];

and on the other hand, provide content x; which is as faithful as possible to her initial document, meaning

with d(x;,z{) as small as possible. Her trade-off between these two goals is determined by an integrity

3 A semi-metric is similar to a metric, except it does not need to satisfy the triangle inequality.

4 An alternative interpretation would be that r; (z; x*) is the probability publisher ¢ would be ranked first in a search engine
in response to a query z* if the strategy profile that is played by the publishers is x.

5In addition, ranking functions should be oblivious, meaning they should exhibit symmetry among publishers.



parameter \; > 0.

Formally, an n-player publishers’ game is a tuple G = (N, k,d,r, P*,{z{}ien, {\i}ien). The set of
players of the game is N := {1,...,n}, the action space of each publisher i € N is the embedding space
X; == [0,1]*, and her utility function is defined as follows:

ui () = Egemp [ri(z;2%)] — N; - d(24, 25) (2)

We now turn to the natural definition of ranking functions that induce socially-concave games and

ranking functions that induce concave games:

Definition 2. We say a ranking function r induces socially-concave (concave) games if any publishers’

game with r as its ranking function is a socially-concave (concave) game.

Note that condition Al. of social concavity holds with «; = % in every publishers’ game, since Z?:l i =

1. This leads to the following useful lemma, whose proof is deferred to Appendix A.1.

Lemma 1. A ranking function r induces socially-concave games if and only if for every information need

x*, for every publisher i € N and for every x; € X;, ri(x;, x_;;x*) is convex in x_;.
In the sequel, we restrict our attention to the very natural class of proportional ranking functions:

Definition 3. We say a ranking function r is a proportional ranking function if there exists a twice

differentiable and strictly decreasing function g : [0,1] = Ry such that

g<d($i7 ;L‘*))
21 9(d(w), %))

ri(w;a”) =

The function g is called the activation function of r.

Our main objective is to characterize the subset of proportional ranking functions that induce socially-
concave games. These ranking functions possess various desirable properties, such as the existence of a Nash
equilibrium, and a guarantee that if publishers engage according to any regret-minimization procedure, they
will converge to a Nash equilibrium. We can then simulate no-regret dynamics for various instances of the

publishers’ game for different ranking functions, and compare them in terms of publishers’ and users’ welfare.

4 Main result

We now provide a necessary and sufficient condition for a proportional ranking function to induce socially-
concave games. This condition turns out to have a relatively simple form: the activation function should

be concave. We show this by proving a stronger statement:

Theorem 1. Let r be a proportional ranking function with activation function g. Then, the following are

equivalent:



1. The activation function g is concave
1. r induces concave games
1II. r induces socially-concave games
Moreover, if d is strictly bi-convex, then r induces strictly concave games if and only if g is concave.

Proof. We prove the theorem by showing that concavity of the activation function is sufficient for social
concavity (I. = III.), then showing that if ¢ is not concave then r does not even induce concave games
(II. = 1I.), which wraps up the proof of the equivalence of I., II. and III. since [EAMNO09] showed that
any socially-concave game is a concave game (III. = II.). For the moreover part, in Appendix A.3
we show that in the case where d is strictly bi-convex, a concave g implies that r induces strictly concave
games.

I. = III.: By Lemma 1, it is enough to show that for every information need z*, for every publisher
i € N and for every z; € X;, ri(x;,x_;;x*) is convex as a function of z_;. Soleti € N, z* € [0, 1]’“7 z; € X;.
Denote C = g(d(z;,2*)) and h(z_;) = 33, g(d(z;,2*)). So we need to show that the following function
is convex in x_;:

g(d(xi, :z:*)) C

ri(x, xopy ™) = =

> i1 g(d(zj,2%))  C+h(z_;)

By our assumption that d is bi-convex, d(x;,z*) is convex in x; for any player j € N. Since g is concave

and decreasing, g(d(:vj,x*)) is concave in x; as a composition of a concave and decreasing function on a
convex function. So h(z_;) is concave in z_; as a sum of concave functions.

Now, define a function £ : R — R as follows: £(t) So:

_ _C
- CH+t”

ri(zg, x_ia*) = ((h(z_;))

C > 0 guarantees that ¢ is convex and decreasing in R;. Therefore r;(z;,z_;;x*) is convex in x_; as a
composition of a convex and decreasing function on a concave function.

II. = 1.:1f g is not concave, there exists @ € (0, 1) such that g” (@) > 0. We now construct a publishers’
game instance G, with r as its proportional ranking function (with activation g), which is not a concave
game. We construct G to be a publishers’ game with embedding dimension k& = 1, a number of players n

2¢'(a)*
g"(a)g(0)
on z* = 0 and a semi-metric d(a,b) = |a — b|. We choose the initial documents of all players ¢ € N to be

that satisfies n > + 1, a one-hot distribution on the information needs that places probability 1
x} = 1. Note that since all initial documents are located at 1 and the only information need is located at
0, the utilities are indeed twice differentiable, as we assume in the sequel. Let Z_; be a strategy profile
of all publishers but publisher 1 in which each of the other publishers j # 1 plays £; = 0. Now, a simple
calculation (deferred to Appendix A.2) shows that the function f(z1) := ui(z1,%_1) satisfies f/(a) > 0.

Hence, ui(21,Z-1) is not concave in x1, so by definition G is not a concave game. O



Theorem 1, together with the findings of [EAMNO09] that in socially-concave games any no-regret dy-
namics converges, and the guarantee of [Ros65] that (strictly) concave games possess a (unique) NE, leads

to the following result:

Corollary 1. Let r be a proportional ranking function with activation function g. Then, if g is concave,
any no-regret learning dynamics in any publishers’ game induced by r converges. Moreover, any induced

publishers’ game possesses a NE, and if d is strictly bi-convex the NE is unique.

5 Experimental comparison of ranking functions

In this section, we present some proportional ranking functions with concave activation functions and
compare them using no-regret dynamics simulations. We highlight that our goal is to study the long-
term behavior and dynamics of strategic, rational agents that engage with algorithmic tools for regret
minimization, which is different than (and complementary to) other lines of work that evaluate the dynamics
of human publishers that may be prone to various biases, e.g. [RRTK17]. Therefore, we chose to evaluate
the ranking functions using a code simulation in which agents use the state-of-the-art no-regret algorithm of
[FAL*22], which is designated for concave games as in our case. We compare three families of proportional

ranking functions based on some concave and decreasing functions as activation functions.

e The linear proportional ranking function family: g;;,(t) = b — t, where b > 1 is the intercept

hyperparameter.

e The root proportional ranking function family: ¢,.0:(t) = (1 —¢)?%, where 0 < a < 1 is the

power hyperparameter.

e The logarithmic proportional ranking function family: g;,4(t) = In(c — t), where ¢ > 2 is the

shift hyperparameter.

Let 7", r7°°t and r'°9 be the proportional ranking functions induced by these activation functions.

Unless stated otherwise, we use the default values of b=1+49, a = %7 c=2+9, where § :== 107°.

5.1 Simulation details

Our simulations utilize the state-of-the-art no-regret algorithm presented in [FALT22], the Log-Regularized
Lifted Optimistic FTRL (hereafter, LRL-OFTRL). For each player, the algorithm uses the current gradient
of the utility, the gradients from previous rounds, and a learning rate 1 to decide which action to play
in the next round. The important feature of LRL-OFTRL is the logarithmic increase in regret as the
dynamics progresses. In our simulations, which are carried out in rounds, we define a publishers’ game G
and let the players choose their action in each round using the LRL-OFTRL algorithm. A simulation is

said to converge if it has reached an e-NE. Throughout all simulations, we used homogeneous A; = A for all



i € N, the squared Euclidean semi-metric d(z,y) = 1||z — y|3, learning rate n = 1/2 and € = 10~*. In all

simulations, we consider uniform demand distributions over a sample of s € N information needs.®

Evaluation criteria To evaluate the performance of the different ranking functions, we report three
evaluation criteria: the publishers’ welfare, the users’ welfare and the convergence rate. The two welfare
measures are defined similarly to previous work [MPRT24, YLS*24]. The publishers’ welfare is defined to

be the sum of publisher utilities:

Ux) =D ui(z) =1-X1> di(x;) (4)
i=1 i=1

The users’ welfare is the expected relevance of the first-ranked document for each information need,
where we quantify the relevance of a document z; by 1 — d(x;,z*), and expectation is taken over both the

demand distribution P* and the distribution over the publishers r(x):

n

V(z) == Egrnp» Z(l — d(z;,2%)) -ri(m)] =1—Egep= [Z d(z;,x*) ~ri(x)] (5)

i=1

These welfare measures can be evaluated at any strategy profile x € X, but we report the values obtained
in the e-NE the dynamics converged to, as these values represent the long-term welfares. The convergence
rate is simply the number of rounds it took the dynamics to converge. For each parameter configuration and
each evaluation criterion, we performed 500 simulations, when initial documents and demand distributions
were drawn uniformly i.i.d., and constructed bootstrap confidence intervals with a confidence level of 95%

using a bootstrap sample size of B = 500.

5.2 Simulations results
5.2.1 Comparison between ranking function families

Figure 1 presents several interesting trends. A prominent phenomenon in the figure is a trade-off between
the different measures - whenever an activation function induces an equilibrium in which the publishers’
welfare is high, the users’ welfare is lower and the game dynamics converge more slowly. The activation
functions that yield higher publishers’ welfare values are the ones that align the ranking function more
closely with a uniform ranking (i.e., r; = %), or, in other words, the ones in which the impact of the
publishers’ content on the ranking is less significant. When ranking the documents using these functions,
the publishers are less incentivized to create relevant content and thus stay closer to their respective initial
documents. This leads to higher publishers’ welfare and lower users’ welfare. On the contrary, there are
less uniform ranking functions, in which the distances from the information needs have a greater influence

on the ranking. Those ranking functions encourage publishers to compete for each information need and to

6Note that while we restrict our simulations to uniform demand distributions, any demand distribution can be approximated
with s large enough.
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Figure 1: The effect of the penalty factor A\, with n =3,s =3 and k = 3.

1.000 —e— Linear-Proportional ~e— Linear-Proportional —e— Linear-Proportional
—e— Logarithmic-Proportional 0.94 —e— Logarithmic-Proportional 1000 —e— Logarithmic-Proportional
0.995 —e— Root-Proportional —e— Root-Proportional —e— Root-Proportional

0.990

0.985 :\\'—/’"/o—/*/'

0980 . L

Publishers' Welfare
Users' Welfare
Convergence Rate

0975

084
0.970 100

Figure 2: The effect of the number of publishers n, with A = 0.5, s = 3 and k = 3.

generally make their documents more relevant to the users, which leads to higher users’ welfare and lower
publishers’ welfare.” In addition, when the ranking functions are less uniform, the absolute values of the
gradients increase, which leads to faster convergence.

In the rest of the section, we demonstrate that this order relation between the ranking functions is robust
to changes in the ecosystem structure, such as changes in the game parameters, and show how these changes

affect our evaluation criteria.

The effect of the penalty factor A Figure 1 illustrates how A, the penalty factor, influences our evalu-
ation criteria, showing similar trends to those discussed in [MPRT24]. One might expect an increase in A to
harm the publishers’ welfare, since a larger A imposes greater penalty on the publishers for providing content
that differs from their initial documents. Yet, a higher A also incentivizes the publishers to adhere more
closely to their initial documents, which increases the publishers’ welfare. This two opposing forces explain
the non-monotonic trend observed in Figure 1 - for lower values of A, the publishers’ welfare decreases as A
increases, until it reaches a minimum point, after which it keeps increasing. The trend in the users’ welfare
is simpler: it monotonically decreases as A increases, likely because higher penalties lead to less relevant

content from publishers. Lastly, there is no significant impact of the penalty factor on the convergence rate.

"To elucidate this point, let us compare the activation functions g;;, and groot. Note that groot is a concave transformation
of the linear activation function. When applying a square root to a number in [0, 1], the smaller it is the bigger the factor
it is increased by. Therefore, for any fixed profile, the ranking produced by groot is closer to uniform distribution than that
produced by gjin-

10



The effect of the number of publishers n The influence of n on the welfare measures, as depicted in
Figure 2, resembles that of A. Just like A, n has two opposite effects on the publishers’ welfare. On the one
hand, higher n values make the competition for top ranking harder, discouraging publishers to participate in
it and therefore incentivizing them to stay near their initial documents, thus reducing their penalty factor.
On the other hand, since all publishers incur a penalty, more publishers means more penalties, which directly
lowers the publishers’ welfare. As a result, the publishers’ welfare is not monotonous in n but rather has an
internal minimum point. The users’ welfare decreases in n since a bigger n amplifies publishers’ adherence
to their initial documents, which makes the content in the corpus less relevant to users. Lastly, more players
result in slower convergence rate, which is not surprising since it is measured by the time taken for the last

publisher to reach an e-NE.

The effect of the demand distribution support size s As depicted in Figure 3, increasing s leads to
an increase in the publishers’ welfare and a decrease in the users’ welfare, both trends eventually plateauing.
A possible explanation is that when increasing s while fixing n, a fixed number of publishers compete for
an increasing number of information needs, which makes it harder for the publishers to maximize their
exposure. Recall that a publisher’s utility from exposure is the expected value of her exposure for different
information needs, so when a player is unable to meet a large portion of the information needs, she might be
demotivated to try to be relevant to the users and focus on being faithful to her initial document, boosting
the publishers’ welfare in the expense of the users.

The convergence rate is affected by s as well. When s is small, the publishers must compete for the
same information needs, which leads to more complicated dynamics and hence to slower convergence. As
s increases, the publishers tend to focus on different information needs (the ones which are the closest to

their initial document), therefore we get much simpler dynamics and faster convergence.

The effect of the embedding space dimension k Figure 4 reveals that while k£ has a negligible
influence on the publishers’ and users’ welfare, its effect on the convergence rate is substantial. Specifically,
as k increases, the dynamics require more rounds to converge (notice the large scale of the convergence rate
axis in Figure 4). In this sense, our dynamics are similar to standard optimization algorithms, where the

dimensionality of the problem significantly affects the convergence rate.

5.2.2 Comparison within ranking function families

Beyond the comparison between the three ranking function families, tuning the hyperparameters within
each family also reveals interesting phenomena. The experimental results supporting these observations
are provided in Appendix B, and are discussed here. The results once again underscore the publisher-user
trade-off discussed in §5.2.1: hyperparameter values that lead to higher publishers’ welfare result in lower

users’ welfare and slower convergence rate, and vice versa. As was the case in the comparison between

11
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ranking function families, the hyperparameters’ values that lead to higher publishers’ welfare (and lower
users’ welfare) are the values that make the ranking function closer to uniform ranking. For example, a
decrease in the power parameter a of r"°°t can be seen in Figure 6 to correlate with an increase in publishers’
and a decrease in users’ welfare, and indeed when the power parameter a approaches 0, the root proportional
ranking function approaches a uniform ranking. That is: r7°° — % as a — 0. Similarly, both the intercept

parameter b of /" and the shift parameter ¢ of r!°9 are positively correlated with the publishers’ welfare

log
i

—

L asec— oo,
n

and negatively correlated with the users’ welfare, and indeed 7/™ — % asb—ooand r

)

6 Discussion

We studied an information retrieval game in which publishers have initial documents they prefer to provide
and initiated the analysis of no-regret dynamics in such games. We defined the class of proportional ranking
functions, which are ranking functions that are determined by a one-variable scalar activation function, and
established a full characterization of which proportional ranking functions induce socially-concave games and
which induce concave games. We then used this characterization to conclude that any concave activation
function guarantees the convergence of no-regret dynamics, thereby offering a system designer a rich family
of ranking functions that, under the assumption that publishers minimize their regret, guarantee the reach
of the system to a stable state. We then empirically investigated the publishers’ welfare and the users’
welfare, as well as the convergence rate, which measures how long it takes the ecosystem to reach stability.

In particular, we examined how these three criteria are affected by the choice of the ranking function and

12



by changes in the ecosystem structure.

Limitations Although we prove convergence of no-regret dynamics whenever the activation function is
concave, our approach provides no insights regarding convergence in the case it is not concave. Further, we
assumed each publisher is restricted to publishing only one document, while in practice a publisher can write
several documents, e.g. in order to compete for exposure from multiple information needs simultaneously.
A specific cost function was assumed to capture the cost the publishers incur for deviating from their
initial documents. A major limitation of our experiments is that we drew zg and z* i.i.d from a uniform
distribution, and the trends presented in our analysis are not guaranteed to hold for other ecosystem
distributions. A theoretical welfare and convergence rate analysis are also out of scope. We believe these
limitations can serve as interesting directions for future work, and further expand our understanding of the

dynamics of strategic publishers.
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A  Proofs

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. = : Let z* € [0,1]*,i € N,z; € X;. If r induces socially-concave games, then in particular any
game with r as its ranking function and with a one-hot distribution of information needs P* which gives
probability 1 on z* is a socially-concave game. So by condition A2. of the definition of social concavity,
wi(x) = ri(z;2%) — N - d(2;, x}) is convex in x_;. Since \; -d(x;, z) is fixed in z_;, this implies that r;(z; 2*)
is convex in r_;.

<. First, notice that for every ranking function r, condition Al. of the definition of social concavity

holds with «; = %

1 .
Zaz uz = Egrnp- Z ﬁ ’ (7“1(1',1'*) = A d(wu%))

since Y 1, ri(z;z*) = 1 for any strategy profile € X and information need z* € [0,1]*. Now, g(z) is
concave since for every i € N and z}) € [0,1]%, d(=;, x}) is convex in x;. Regarding condition A2., it can be
easily shown (using the linearity and monotonicity of expectation) that the convexity of r;(z;z*) in z_; for
any z; € X, z* € [0,1]* implies that E, - p- [r;(z;2*)] is convex in x_; for any z; € X;. Together with the
fact that d(z;,z}) is fixed in z_;, we get that u;(z) = Eg=p+ [ri(z;2*) — X; - d(2;,2})] is convex in z_; for

any x; € X;. O
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A.2 Full derivation of inequality f”(a) > 0 from the proof of Theorem 1

This appendix provides a detailed derivation of the equation f”(a) > 0 from the proof of the main result.
By the definition of the utility in publishers’ games, and since in the game we constructed the distribution

over the information needs is a one-hot distribution that places probability 1 on 2* = 0:

f(l‘l) = Ul({El,QAL'_l) = T1(I17SE_1; 1‘* = O) — Ald(x(l),xl) (7)

Recall that r is a proportional ranking function with activation function g and that we chose d(a,b) =

la —b| and z{ = 1:

g(d(xlao))
Z_j;&i g(d(ij, 0)) + g(d(xl, 0))

Recalling that for all the other players j # 1 we chose £; = 0 we get:

f(x1) =

—/\1(1 —.131) (8)

o) = g(z1) B 0= g(z1) B -
D (R R R T VIO TC R )

Let us denote C' := (n — 1)g(0). So

_ g(1) _ .
f(xl)—m Ar(1 =) (10)

Now let us calculate the second derivative of f. First, its first derivative is

Cy'(x1)

flla)=——5+NM (11)
(C +g(x1)”
And f’s second derivative is given by:
C
P(ar) = | (€ + ) - 29/ | (12)
(C+g(x1))
Substituting z; = a we get:
. c . . .
)= 5@ (C 4 9(0) - 2007 (13)
(C + g(a))
Now, recall that we chose a to satisfy ¢’(a) > 0. Also, our choice of n > % + 1 ensures that

C
(C-l-g(&))

(a2
C = (n—1)g(0) > 229" Moreover, g is a positive function so 5 > 0. We can use this to bound

g'"(a) -

f"(a) from below:
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(6 2
e +i<a>)3 '@ G+ @) - 29/ (14)
= (C_’_Cg(&wg"(d)g(&) >0 (15)

where the last inequality is since C, g”(a) and g(a) are all strictly positive.

A.3 Proof that if d is strictly bi-convex and ¢ is concave then r induces strictly

concave games

In this appendix, we prove that if we assume that d is strictly bi-convex (an assumption satisfied, for
example, by the squared Euclidean semi-metric, which is the semi-metric we use in our simulations in §5),
and if g is concave, then the proportional ranking function r with activation function g induces strictly

concave games.

Proof. Let G be a game induced by 7. Let us show that G is strictly concave by definition - fix some player
i € N and let _; € X_; be some strategy profile of all players but i. We need to show that w;(x;,z_;) is
strictly concave in x;. Let x* be an information need in the support of the demand distribution P* of G.
Since d is strictly bi-convex, d(z;,z*) is strictly convex in x;. Also, g is concave and recall (Definition 3)
that g is assumed to be strictly decreasing. Therefore, g(d(z;,x*)) is strictly concave in z; as a composition

of a concave and strictly decreasing function with a strictly convex function. Now, define the function

t
h(t) = (16)
t+ Ej;éi g(d(z;,z*))
Note that since 3., g(d(z;,2%)) > 0, h is a concave and strictly increasing function. Therefore,
g(d(x;, x* N
L 2) = bt e) ()

> j—1 9(d(zj,2%))

is strictly concave in x; as a composition of a concave and strictly increasing function on a strictly

concave function. To sum up the proof, note that
wi (25, 0_;) = Egemp [ri(z; %)) — N; - d(24, 25) (18)

is strictly concave in z; since the first term is strictly concave as an expectation of a strictly concave
function and \; - d(w;, z§) is strictly convex in z; by the assumption that d is strictly bi-convex.

O
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B Hyperparameters comparison figures
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Figure 5: The effect of the intercept b in the linear proportional ranking function, with A = 0.5,
n=3,s=3and k = 3.
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Figure 6: The effect of the power a in the root proportional ranking function, with A =0.5, n =3,5s =3

and k = 3.
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