
Se�ing the record straight about our adve�ising technology business

Adve�ising technology has made adve�ising work be�er for more people
Over a century ago, John Wanamaker, the founder of one of America’s �rst depa�ment stores,
complained, “Half the money I spend on adve�ising is wasted; the problem is I don’t know
which half!”

Digital adve�ising technology has largely solved this problem, leading to more relevant ads and
reducing customer-acquisition costs for businesses, which in turn lowers prices for
consumers. The �exibility of digital adve�ising means a small business can reach customers
anywhere, helping them compete with larger rivals. At the same time, it’s created new ways for
publishers to make money by pu�ing their content online, which helps suppo� free content for
everyone.

To suppo� all these goals, we’ve invested in and built products to suppo� this industry for well
over a decade. The Depa�ment of Justice’s lawsuit puts at risk billions of dollars of value for
publishers and adve�isers, and useful ads and secure online experiences for consumers.

Here are some of the ways in which the DOJ’s complaint’s claims mischaracterize our
business:

Regulators reviewed and cleared our acquisition of DoubleClick 15 years ago
DOJ’s complaint is a�empting to undo our 2008 acquisition of DoubleClick. This acquisition
allowed us to expand the services we o�er to publishers. A�er a thorough investigation, the
Federal Trade Commission cleared the acquisition, stating “evidence did not suppo� the
theories of potential competitive harm.” In the 15 years since, we’ve invested signi�cantly to
improve the services originally o�ered by DoubleClick to help publishers grow their businesses
with adve�ising. To claim that we should unwind this acquisition ignores this history, and would
break many of the innovations we’ve made to suppo� publishers.

Also in 2011, the DOJ itself investigated and cleared our acquisition of Admeld, a service that
helped publishers monetize their ad space, �nding “the transaction is not likely to substantially
lessen competition in the sale of display adve�ising.” In reaching this decision, DOJ
recognized that “publishers o�en rely on multiple display adve�ising pla�orms” and noted the
entrance of a number of new players in the display adve�ising industry.

Publishers are free to use our ad exchange with di�erent ad servers
The lawsuit claims publishers are required to use our ad server in order to access our ad
exchange. This is simply untrue, and like the Texas a�orney general’s complaint, this new suit
provides no evidence to back it up. Publishers can and do use our ad exchange with a di�erent
ad server.

https://www.ftc.gov/system/files/documents/public_statements/418081/071220googledc-commstmt.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/statement-department-justices-antitrust-division-its-decision-close-its-investigation-google


Many companies o�er tools for adve�ising across the buy and sell-side
Serving both adve�isers and publishers is actually commonplace in the industry. Many �rms
with competing ad tech businesses, such as Amazon, Comcast and others, o�er ad pla�orms
and tools like ours that cater to both adve�isers and publishers. In fact, last year, Microso�
acquired Xandr—an adve�ising pla�orm that has a full ad tech stack that serves adve�isers
and publishers—and the government did not challenge this acquisition.

It’s also wo�h noting that while Google o�ers integrated tools, which work well when used
together, Google does not control the transaction. Google doesn’t require either adve�isers or
publishers to use the whole “stack,” and many don’t. Ultimately, adve�isers and publishers can
choose what works best for their needs.

Our adve�ising technology is designed to help publishers and adve�isers grow
The complaint takes issue with product designs built speci�cally to bene�t publishers and
adve�isers, not to disadvantage competitors. Dynamic Allocation, the feature associated with
so-called “last look,” was built by DoubleClick before Google’s acquisition. This feature evolved
out of an early phase in the ad tech industry; publishers would use products like DoubleClick to
sequentially call other ad pla�orms and networks to see if a buyer would purchase the
publisher’s ad space. This sequencing, commonly known as a “wate�all,” could have the
following sho�coming: the �rst bid to beat the publisher’s minimum price would win, even if
another buyer was willing to pay more. Dynamic Allocation was designed to address this
problem by making sure publishers did not lose out on a be�er price for their ad space. This
helped publishers make more money.

And as technology evolved and Google Ad Manager transitioned to a uni�ed, �rst-price
auction, the so-called “last look” was phased out, fu�her streamlining the buying process and
reducing complexity for publishers and adve�isers.

Open Bidding is a competitive response and improvement upon header bidding
The complaint alleges that we prevented rivals from using a technology, header bidding,
through our Open Bidding program. But again, the facts don’t suppo� that.

Header bidding is a tool that is widely adopted by publishers to increase competition from ad
buyers for their ad space. We created an alternative to header bidding, called Open Bidding,
that allows for the same competition, but runs within the ad server instead of on your device.
This innovation improves on problems associated with header bidding, like webpages taking
longer to load, device ba�eries draining faster and increased fraud.

Since we launched Open Bidding, header bidding’s popularity has continued to grow.
According to recent surveys from Adve�iser Perceptions, 62% of publishers surveyed use



header bidding, and other sources repo� even higher rates. Companies continue to introduce
more header bidding solutions for publishers. We simply haven’t held header bidding back.

Our tools help adve�isers bid more e�ciently and help publishers make more money
The complaint mischaracterizes tools that let adve�isers bid more e�ciently on all exchanges,
including our own. These features were designed to prevent adve�isers from inadve�ently
overpaying, resulting in savings that adve�isers could use to purchase ad space that reached a
wider audience. Several other companies across the industry — like The Trade Desk and
MediaMath — o�er similar services.

Fu�her, the complaint mischaracterizes optimizations for publishers, which do not manipulate
any bids.  We o�er publishers many ways to optimize the inventory they sell using Google Ad
Manager to help them make more money from their ad space. We implement optimizations
like this frequently, speci�cally to help publishers maximize their revenues. The programs
referenced in the complaint were no di�erent.

Publishers keep the vast majority of the revenue when they use our adve�ising
technology.
DOJ claims Google’s adve�ising technology fees are harming publishers and moving more
content behind paywalls. This simply is not true. Google’s fees are below or consistent with
repo�ed industry averages. Millions of publishers choose to use Google adve�ising services,
where they retain about 70% of the revenue that’s generated. For some types of adve�ising,
publishers retain even more.

Moreover, Google has a direct business interest in helping ad-suppo�ed websites and mobile
apps continue to thrive. Without free websites to search, people would have less need for
search engines like ours. In this way, our interests in preserving the ad-suppo�ed internet are
aligned with publishers who monetize through adve�ising.

We don’t have a duty to bid on rival auctions
American antitrust law does not require companies to give business to rivals, but that is exactly
what DOJ is trying to force Google to do. DOJ’s complaint alleges that Google should bid on
rival exchanges on behalf of Google Ads customers the same way it bids on Google’s own ad
exchange. This claim misses the point that we’ve built our adve�ising technologies to
interoperate with 80 competing pla�orms for publishers and even more for adve�isers. Many
publishers and adve�isers who use our services also use rival pla�orms.

https://www.globenewswire.com/en/news-release/2022/10/31/2544664/31297/en/Top-Publishers-Including-McClatchy-Str%C3%B6er-and-Others-Adopt-Taboola-s-New-Header-Bidding-Solution-Unlocking-Incremental-Revenue-From-Display-Placements-and-Giving-Advertisers-Better.html
https://blog.google/products/admanager/news-publishers-make-money-ad-manager/

