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•	 Merkle | RKG data suggests there have been fewer 
ad impressions available for Google search ads in 
recent quarters. Text ad impressions on Google.
com declined by 17% Y/Y in Q1 2015, following 
decelerating impression growth dating back to mid-
2014. As recently as June 2014, impressions grew 19% 
Y/Y. At the same time, minimum bids for advertisers 
to appear on the first page of Google results have 
risen by a factor of between two and three over the 
past year, and the average position of ads receiving 
impressions has been appreciably higher up the 
page. These factors have led to cost-per-click (CPC) 
increases being a larger driver of Google spending 
growth.

•	 Ahead of Google’s mobile-friendly algorithm update, 
a Merkle | RKG analysis finds that 46% of Fortune 500 
company sites failed to receive a mobile-friendly 
designation from Google, along with 29% of Internet 
Retailer 500 sites.

•	 As Yahoo gains new flexibility in the ads it can serve 
for desktop searches, Merkle | RKG data shows that 
it has continued to rapidly shift mobile traffic to its 
Gemini program. Among advertisers adopting 
Gemini, 36% of combined Bing and Yahoo mobile 
traffic was served by Yahoo in March 2015.

•	 Google’s share of Firefox paid search clicks was 
55% at the end of Q1 a four point improvement 
from where it stood shortly after Yahoo became 
the default search provider for Firefox 34 in early 
December 2014. These switchback rates bode well 
for Google should it lose default search provider 
status on Safari, where the traffic share at stake will 
be nearly four times greater.

paiD SEarch

•	 Google paid search spending increased 13% Y/Y in 
Q1 2015, driven by accelerating Y/Y cost-per-click 
growth, which hit 13%.

•	 Bing Ads paid search spending increased 36% Y/Y 
in Q1 2015, driven by a 38% increase in paid clicks, 
which were buoyed by Yahoo becoming the default 
search provider for Firefox. Bing Ads CPCs fell 2% 
Y/Y.

•	 Google Product Listing Ad (PLA) click growth slowed 
to 19%; however, PLAs continued to produce an 
increasing share of retailer paid search clicks. For 
retailers, 35% of total Google paid search clicks were 

produced by PLAs in Q1, and 59% of non-brand 
clicks.

•	 Bing Product Ad traffic volume increased 467% Y/Y 
from a small base. Participants generated 9% of total 
Bing Ads clicks from the format and 17% of non-
brand clicks.

•	 Phones and tablets produced 42% of paid search 
clicks and 32% of ad spend in Q1. Phone clicks 
rose 42% Y/Y, however tablet click growth slowed 
markedly to 9% Y/Y.

organic SEarch & Social

•	 Organic search produced 33% of sites visits on 
average in Q1. Organic search visits were up 14% 
overall, driven by a 54% Y/Y increase on mobile 
devices.

•	 Mobile devices accounted for 45% of total organic 
search visits in Q1 and 47% of Google organic search 
visits.

•	 Social media sites produced 2.2% of all site visits in 
Q1 with Facebook accounting for 62% of all social 
media-driven visits.

•	 Mobile devices produced 55% of all social media 
visits in Q1 2015, up from 41% a year earlier.

compariSon Shopping EnginES

•	 The eBay Commerce Network (ECN) accounted for 
34% of all CSE ad spend in Q1, up from 26% last 
year. The ECN began to drive much more traffic from 
product listing ads on eBay.com at the end of 2014.

•	 Advertiser revenues produced by Amazon Product 
Ads were 19% as great as those produced by Google 
PLAs for those using both platforms, the same figure 
as last quarter. Amazon Product Ad traffic was 25% 
cheaper than Google PLA clicks.

DiSplay aDvErtiSing

•	 The Google Display Network (GDN) accounted for 
11% of all Google spend for advertisers actively 
spending on display. This is nearly double the 6% 
share of Google spend that the GDN accounted for 
a year earlier.

•	 Ad spend growth on Facebook, including FBX and 
native ads, accelerated from a 46% Y/Y increase for 
Q4 to 63% in Q1. The cost of Facebook clicks rose 
21% Y/Y, compared to a 9% increase in Q4.

nEw & notaBlE For Q1 2015

ExEcutivE Summary
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paid Search Spending growth Slips to 17% year-
over-year
Year-over-year growth in paid search 
spending fell from 21% in Q4 2014 
to 17% in Q1 2015. CPC growth 
accelerated to 10% Y/Y, while click 
growth weakened to a 7% Y/Y increase. 
Google AdWords and Bing Ads 
continued to show diverging trends, 
which we examine in detail below.

Overall U.S. Paid Search
Y/Y Growth by Quarter
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google click growth Stalls as cpcs increase 13%
Google Y/Y spending growth 
decelerated from 19% in Q4 to a 
little over 13% in Q1 as rising CPCs 
constrained click growth. Google’s 
click growth was also negatively 
impacted by the loss of its default 
search provider status on Firefox 
browsers, slowing PLA growth, 
weakening tablet click growth, and 
declines in ad impressions. The Firefox 
deal alone shifted 2% of U.S. search 
share from Google to Yahoo.

Google Overall U.S. Paid Search
Y/Y Growth by Quarter
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Bing ads click volume Soars 38% on product 
ad growth and yahoo’s Firefox Deal

Bing Ads Overall U.S. Paid Search
Y/Y Growth by Quarter

Combined click volume for Bing and 
Yahoo grew 38% Y/Y in Q1, up from 
27% growth in Q4. Yahoo becoming 
the default search provider for Firefox 
added roughly 10 percentage points 
to the click growth rate of Bing Ads 
overall. For retailers, Bing Product Ads 
have also become a significant growth 
engine for the Bing Ads platform. CPC 
growth has remained flat to down 
for over a year, making the platform 
a more attractive option for budget-
constrained advertisers. Bing Ads 
CPCs fell 2% in Q1.
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google plas and Bing product ads combine 
for 25% y/y click growth

Overall U.S. Paid Search Growth by Format
Q1 2015 - U.S. Retail

For retailers, combined Google PLA 
and Bing Product Ad click growth 
slowed from 51% Y/Y in Q4 2014 to 
25% Y/Y in Q1 2015. Google PLA click 
growth was 19% in Q1, down from 39% 
growth the previous quarter. Starting 
from a much smaller base, Bing 
Product Ad click growth was 467% Y/Y. 
Text ad clicks rose just 2% Y/Y across 
Google and Bing Ads.
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non-Brand google Search traffic has Become 
more Expensive
CPCs for non-brand Google traffic rose 
15% Y/Y in Q1 2015. Clicks declined 
1%, however, overall conversion rates 
improved 9%. Weak year-ago mobile 
comps boosted Y/Y click growth in Q3 
2014, masking a sharp deceleration 
in desktop ad impression growth that 
began near that time. Non-brand ad 
impressions are now declining Y/Y as 
Google changes appear to be pushing 
traffic to higher-priced ads in higher 
ad positions by showing fewer ads for 
any given search.

Google Non-Brand U.S. Paid Search
Y/Y Growth by Quarter
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Bing ads non-Brand clicks up 58% y/y, cpcs 
Fall 6%
Bing Ads non-brand click growth 
accelerated from 41% Y/Y in Q4 to 
58% Y/Y in Q1 as Yahoo’s Firefox deal 
brought new users to the platform 
and Product Ads continued to bolster 
click gains for retailers. With a 6% Y/Y 
decline in non-brand CPCs, Bing Ads 
non-brand spending growth was 49%.

Bing Ads Non-Brand U.S. Paid Search
Y/Y Growth by Quarter
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googlE DEEp DivE:
WhY IS CLICK GROWTh SLOWING?
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Google.com Impression Growth Y/Y
Non-Brand Desktop Text Ads - Median Site Results

One of the most striking findings in this report is the deceleration in Google click growth from 12% Y/Y 
in Q4 2014 to 0.2% in Q1 2015, even as CPC growth accelerated from 7% to 13%. While factors like the 
default search provider change for Firefox, slowing tablet click growth, and the maturation of the PLA 
market contributed to this shift, they do not explain it fully.

Merkle | RKG data suggests that another major contributor is a decline in the number of available Google 
search ad impressions. While we cannot conclusively determine that Google is simply showing fewer 
ads for any given search, the data trends are consistent with such a scenario and point to a significant 
development occurring in mid-2014. Google showing fewer ads would likely result in a lower ad click-
through rate for them overall, but it could be revenue-positive if it drove more traffic to higher-priced ads.

AD IMPRESSION GROwTH SlOwS, FOllOwED BY Y/Y DEClINES

In June 2014, Google.com non-brand text ad impression growth was 19% Y/Y for the median AdWords 
program. The next month, growth fell sharply to 7%, and by October 2014, impressions were declining 
by 12% Y/Y. By the end of 
Q1 2015, impressions were 
declining by 18% Y/Y.

We highlight Google.com 
results here to take search 
partners out of the equation. 
Notably, eBay moved its 
mobile search ads from 
Google to Bing in mid-2014 
and this had an appreciable 
impact on overall AdWords 
impressions, but the impact 
to clicks was minor.

We also present desktop 
results here, because factors 
specific to our data set led to above-average growth for mobile traffic in Q3 2014. We do not believe that 
desktop traffic was impacted at the same time by similar factors in any significant way.

Importantly, while traffic has been shifting to both mobile and PLAs over time, the timing and severity of 
the deceleration in text ad impression growth does not match up well to what has been a steadier and 
slower shift to those segments.

Another consideration here is Google making close variant matching mandatory in late September 
2014. This could have led to increased competition for any single query, and driven impressions for our 
programs lower. We do see impression growth drop sharply in October 2014, but the timing of changes 
in other data points and their movement does not fit this picture as well.
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FIRST PAGE MINIMUM BIDS RISE SHARPlY, AvERAGE POSITION MOvES UP THE PAGE

As Google impression growth stalled and ultimately fell into decline, we saw a concurrent rise in the 
average minimum bid for advertisers to appear on the first page of Google results.
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Going off of a March 2014 baseline, 
we see first page minimums 
for non-brand text ads roughly 
double on average by July 2014. 
They increased further into and 
throughout the holiday season, 
but they have remained greatly 
elevated into early 2015. We see 
similar trends for ads across all 
Quality Score levels with significant 
traffic.

We may expect to see this type 
of trend if Google began showing 
fewer ads per result, if competition 
increased significantly, if Google 

began showing fewer ads for less competitive queries, or if Google simply raised minimum bids directly.

It’s difficult to rule out any combination of these factors outright, but average position trends can give us more 
insight into what may actually be causing this trend.

In the last year, the average position for a 
non-brand Google text ad has moved up the 
page by about half of one position for the 
median program. Again we see a major shift 
occur in the second half of 2014 following 
stable results in the earlier part of that year.

Were increased competition a major factor 
in driving down impressions and pushing up 
first page minimum bids, such a result seems 
unlikely.

OTHER INDICATORS

Other prominent sources of paid search data have also pointed to declining Google impressions in 
recent quarters, but they have not released enough detail for us to determine how closely their findings 
fit with the story we have outlined here.

The official numbers Google releases on paid click and CPC growth are not an apples-to-apples 
comparison to our figures for a number of reasons (Google figures include non-search data and are 
subject to international mix shifts and foreign exchange rate considerations, for example), but it may be 
telling that Google reported paid click growth declining from 25% Y/Y in Q2 2014 to 14% in Q4 2014, 
while CPC declines improved from a 6% Y/Y drop to a 3% drop.

It will be interesting to see if those trends continue or even accelerate into 2015.
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google plas continue to take click Share Despite 
Slowing growth rates
Google PLAs generated 35% of 
retailers’ Google paid search clicks 
in Q1 2015, up from 30% in Q4 2014. 
Among non-brand traffic, PLAs 
generated 59% of clicks. As text ad 
impressions have declined, PLAs 
have picked up some of the slack, but 
Google ad impressions are still down 
Y/Y when including PLAs.

PlA Share of Google Paid Search Clicks
Aggregate Results - U.S. Retail
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google plas maintain roi advantage over 
comparable text ads
Google PLAs generated a 7% higher 
ROI than non-brand text ads in Q1 
2015 at a 6% higher CPC, similar to 
results in previous recent quarters. 
The PLA advantage in CTR, however, 
shrunk from 130% in Q4 2014 to 95% in 
Q1 2015, another sign that Google is 
funneling more text ad traffic to higher 
position ads, which naturally have a 
higher CTR.

PlA Performance vs Text Ads
Median Site Results - U.S. Retail

CPC CTR ROI Conv. Rate AOV
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pla cpcs continue to outpace comparable text ads
Google PlA CPC vs Non-Brand Text Ads

Median Site Results - U.S. Retail
Average CPC of Google Product 
Listing Ads remained higher than non-
brand text ads in Q1, the third straight 
quarter that PLAs have been relatively 
more expensive. While PLA clicks ran 
at a steep discount in the early goings 
of the product, that is no longer the 
case as there is now much more 
competition in the space.
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Bing product ad Share triples over the past year
Bing Product Ad click volume rose 
sharply between Q3 and Q4 last year 
and the format continued to make large 
click share gains in Q1 2015. Product 
Ads accounted for 9% of retailers’ total 
paid search clicks on Bing Ads in Q1 and 
17% of non-brand clicks. A year earlier, 
Product Ads accounted for just 2.6% of 
total Bing Ads clicks and 5.6% of non-
brand clicks.

Bing Product Ad Share of Bing Ads Paid Search Clicks
Aggregate Results - U.S. Retail
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Bing product ads Delivering 116% higher ctr than 
comparable text ads

Bing Product Ad Performance vs Text Ads
Median Site Results - U.S. RetailOne of the primary advantages of both 

Google PLAs and Bing Product Ads has 
been their impressive CTR compared to 
comparable, non-brand text ads. In Q1 
2015, Bing Product Ads CTR was 116% 
higher than non-brand text ad CTR, an 
improvement from a 72% advantage in 
Q4 2014. Product Ads also hold a 36% 
advantage in conversion rate and are 
producing 10% higher ROI than non-
brand text ads.
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apparel Sees Smallest Share gains for plas, 
Sporting goods Sees the largest
Apparel retailers saw PLA share of 
non-brand Google clicks tick up 
just one percentage point from Q1 
2014 to Q1 2015, while a few other 
retail subindustries saw much larger 
increases. Sporting goods retailers 
saw PLA click share increase 26 points 
in the past year, while consumer 
electronics retailers saw PLA click 
share increase 14 points.

PlA Share of Non-Brand Google Paid Search Clicks
Q1 2015 - Median Site Results - U.S. Retail
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google paid Search click Share Down Five points 
from Q1 2014
Google’s share of U.S. paid search 
clicks declined from nearly 84% in 
Q1 2014 to 79% in Q1 2015. Yahoo 
becoming the default search provider 
for Firefox shifted approximately two 
points of click share from Google 
to the Bing Ads platform, while the 
rapid growth of Bing Product Ads has 
further shifted share. Google’s spend 
share losses over the same period 
were comparably small at 2.5% as 
advertisers have seen rising CPCs on 
Google and flat CPCs for Bing Ads.

Google Share of U.S. Paid Search
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google commanding higher cpcs and generating 
higher ctr than Bing
For non-brand traffic, the typical paid 
search program sees CPCs running 
34% higher on Google than Bing 
Ads, while Google CTR is 74% higher. 
Typically, these are programs that 
individually have the same ROI goal 
for each engine, so Google is able to 
achieve these results when advertisers 
are achieving a comparable ROI on 
Bing Ads. In Q1 2015, advertiser ROI 
from Google was in fact 5% higher.

Non-Brand: Google Metrics vs Bing Ads
Q1 2015 - Median Site Results
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google Brand ad cpcs now Just 17% lower 
than Bing Brand: Google Metrics vs Bing Ads

Q1 2015 - Median Site Results

For many advertisers, it is a necessity 
to show for queries on their own brand 
name, but generally the average CPC 
needed to do so has been very modest 
compared to more competitive non-
brand traffic, and brand CPCs had 
been particularly low on Google. In Q1 
2013, a typical paid search advertiser 
paid a 54% lower CPC for brand ads 
on Google compared to Bing. In Q1 
2015, Google brand CPCs were just 
17% lower.
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phones creating nearly all mobile Search Share gains
Phone paid search click share increased 
six points from 17.6% in Q1 2014 to 
23.6% in Q1 2015. Tablet click share 
increased just half a point over the 
same period, from 17.9% to 18.4%. 
Tablet click growth has slowed as iPad 
sales have begun to decline year-over-
year. Combined mobile click share was 
42% in Q1 2015.

Mobile Share of Paid Search Clicks
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mobile Share of paid Search Spend hits 32%
Phones and tablets combined to 
produce 32% of paid search spend in 
Q1 2015, up from 27% a year earlier. 
Phones produced 10.5% of spend, 
while tablets produced 21.4%. Phone 
clicks are still coming at a heavy 
discount compared to desktop and 
tablet clicks, resulting in phones 
producing a far lower share of spend 
than clicks.

Mobile Share of Paid Search Ad Spend
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google generates 44% of clicks from mobile in Q1
Mobile Click Share by EngineA little over 44% of Google paid 

search clicks occurred on mobile 
devices in Q1 2015, up from 40% in Q4 
2014. For Bing Ads, 34% of clicks were 
mobile in Q1. While Google and Bing 
generated a similar share of their traffic 
from tablets, Google outpaced Bing in 
phone click share with 26% of Google 
clicks occurring on phones compared 
to 16% for Bing Ads.
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tablet click growth Slows to 9% y/y, phone 
clicks up 42%
While click growth slowed across all three 
major device types, the deceleration was 
greatest on tablets where growth was 9% 
Y/Y in Q1 2015, compared to 28% in Q4 
2014. Desktop clicks fell 4% Y/Y in Q1, 
down from a 3% increase in Q4. Phone 
clicks grew 42% Y/Y in Q1, compared to 
48% in Q4. Notably, CPCs for all three 
device types grew faster than the overall 
rate of CPC growth. This was due to 
the shift in click share to phones, which 
commanded significantly lower CPCs 
than other devices.

Year-Over-Year Growth by Device Class

Ad Spend Clicks CPC
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phone cpcs Flat compared to Desktop, tablet 
cpcs Edge up
Phone CPCs were roughly 60% lower than 
desktop CPCs in Q1, similar to levels we 
observed for the previous three quarters. 
The gap between phone and desktop 
CPCs was just 50% when looking at only 
non-brand traffic, but phones are picking 
up a relatively high share of brand traffic, 
which has lower CPCs. Tablet CPCs were 
roughly at parity with desktop in Q1, a 
slight increase from Q4.
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phone revenue-per-click rising for non-Brand 
traffic
Phone revenue-per-click for non-brand 
traffic was 63% lower than desktop in 
Q1, an improvement from Q4. Given 
that phone non-brand CPCs are just 50% 
lower than desktop, many advertisers 
are accounting for cross-device and 
offline impacts in their phone bidding. 
Phone performance has improved since 
the release of the iPhone 6 models, 
which have been converting at higher 
rates than earlier models. ‘14-Q2‘13-Q3 ‘13-Q4 ‘14-Q1‘13-Q1 ‘13-Q2 ‘14-Q3 ‘14-Q4 ‘15-Q1
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phonE pErFormancE By gEography
moBilE traFFic & cpc growth

Across the major device classes, ad spend growth was highest for phones in Q1, up 75% year-over-year 
compared to 25% and 9% spend growth for tablets and desktop computers, respectively. In terms of both 
click volume growth and increases in average cost-per-click (CPC), phones outpaced other devices, resulting in 
greater share of advertiser spend.

Looking at year-over-year phone 
click growth by state, we can see 
that the volume of paid search 
clicks coming from phones is 
increasing at different rates in 
different regions.

Some states with more rural 
populations in the west and 
southeast are growing faster than 
average, while some of the more 
densely populated states in the 
northeast are growing slower than 
average.

This is likely at least partially 
the result of faster data service 
becoming available in more rural 
areas, as the share of a state’s 
population living in rural areas 
is positively correlated with the 
growth rate of phone click volume.

A map showing year-over-year CPC 
increases looks much different.

Phone CPC is growing fastest 
in states with higher average 
household incomes, many of 
which are the northeastern states 
that are growing at slower than 
average rates in terms of phone 
click volume.

This may be a result of the current 
set up of Enhanced Campaigns, 
which forces advertisers to set 
separate bid modifiers based on 
user location and device type. As 
the highest income areas provide the highest revenue per click overall, advertisers are likely pushing up bids 
in these areas, while only one mobile modifier per campaign can be used to adjust bids across all of the 
geographies targeted by that campaign.

Since traffic volume is driving most of the increase in phone ad spend, those states with the fastest growth rate 
for phone clicks are also growing the fastest in terms of phone spend.
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ipad Share of tablet traffic Down to 73% in Q1
The iPad contributed 73% of tablet 
paid search clicks in Q1 2015, down 
from 80% a year earlier. Most of the 
iPad’s losses have been to the benefit 
of Windows tablets, which saw their 
share of tablet clicks increase from 5% 
in Q1 2014 to 10% in Q1 2015. Android 
tablets have made smaller gains in the 
past year, while share for the Kindle 
Fire specifically has been flat.
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ioS Share of mobile traffic Down Slightly to 67%
While still the predominant source of 
mobile traffic, iOS devices have seen 
their share of mobile paid search clicks 
decline from 72% in Q1 2014 to 67% in 
Q1 2015. Android phones and tablets 
have picked up 3 points of share over 
the same period, while other mobile 
devices have made smaller gains.

Share of Phone and Tablet Paid Search Clicks by OS
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ioS and Desktop Safari combine for 37% of 
paid Search clicks U.S. Paid Search Click Share by Browser/OS

Q1 2015

With default search provider status for 
Safari reportedly being up for grabs, 
we find that iOS devices and Safari 
desktop users combined to produce 
37% of paid search clicks in Q1 2015. 
This makes the potential impact of a 
change in the default on Safari about 
four times as great as the impact of the 
Firefox change in December 2014.
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google maintained large Firefox click Share 
lead throughout Search Default change
Prior to Yahoo taking over as the default 
search provider for Firefox, Google.com 
share of Firefox clicks averaged about 
74%. After Firefox 34 was pushed out to 
users en masse in the second week of 
December, Google.com share slipped 
to as low as 51%, however a majority of 
Firefox users continued to search with 
Google. Over time, Google has gained 
back share, reaching 55% of Firefox clicks 
at the end of Q1. Notably, Google’s share 
took a hit with the release of Firefox 35 in 
mid-January, but it has since risen.

Share of U.S. Paid Search Clicks from Firefox by 
Engine Domain
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gemini Share of Bing and yahoo mobile traffic 
continues its ascent
For search advertisers that have fully 
adopted Gemini, 36% of combined 
Bing and Yahoo mobile traffic has 
shifted to Yahoo’s control. This is 
roughly double the share of traffic 
Gemini produced six months earlier. It 
remains to be seen whether Yahoo will 
begin to power some of its desktop 
search ads with Gemini following its 
recent renegotiation with Microsoft 
over the terms of the Search Alliance.

Yahoo Gemini Share of Bing and Yahoo
Mobile Traffic
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cross-Device conversion lift trending up 
Slightly over time lift in Conversions from Including

Cross-Device Estimates
Google’s estimates show cross-device 
conversions accounted for an average 
of 18% of total phone conversions in 
Q1 2015. For tablets, the rate was 8%. 
Cross-device conversions accounted 
for 7% of total desktop orders. Those 
rates have generally trended up over 
time, though not dramatically, as 
mobile device usage and click share 
have risen.
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google Search partner Share Stable from Q4 to Q1
Following consistent declines in 
recent years, the share of Google 
traffic produced by its search partners 
was stable from Q4 to Q1 at a little 
over 10%. This may be a reflection of 
factors in the Google.com market that 
have led to declining ad impressions 
and rising first page minimum bids in 
that space.

Google Search Partner Click Share Overall
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Search partner Share of pla clicks remains Flat 
after adSense for Shopping announcement
We have seen little impact in the share 
of PLA traffic produced by search 
partners following the announcement 
of AdSense for Shopping in Q3 2014. 
Partner share of PLA clicks hovered 
near 2% in Q1, slightly down from Q4 
levels. Partner share of text ad clicks 
was 12% in Q1.

Google Search Partner Click Share
by Ad Format
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Search partners remain a Small Factor on 
mobile Devices Google Search Partner Click Share by Device

Search partner share of Google phone 
clicks averaged 1.4% in Q1 2015, 
similar to Q4 2014 levels. Partners 
produced 6% of tablet clicks in Q1 
and nearly 15% of desktop clicks. In 
Q1 2013, partners produced 23% of 
Google desktop search clicks.
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organic Search Share of Site visits Down from Q4
Organic search visits accounted for 
just under 33% of all site traffic in 
Q1, down from nearly 35% in Q4 of 
last year. Users increasingly turned to 
direct navigation in Q1 following the 
holiday season, with the share of traffic 
attributed to users typing a website’s 
URL directly into their browser up 
nearly 3% points quarter-to-quarter, a 
trend that was also observed last year. 
however, some traffic attributed to 
direct navigation may be from other 
sources which failed to pass a referrer.

Organic Search Share of All U.S. Site visits

2015-Q1

33%

50%

30%

40%

0%

20%

10%

google’s mobile organic Search Share tops 88%
Share of U.S. Mobile Organic Search by Engine 

Q1 2015
The share of mobile organic search 
traffic coming from Google grew to 
88.2% in Q1, up from 85.6% in Q4 of 
2014. Bing, which has consistently 
lagged behind Google and Yahoo in 
its share of traffic coming from mobile 
devices, saw its share of mobile 
organic visits drop from 5.6% in Q4 to 
4% in Q1.
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google Share of organic Search visits Down 
from Q4
The share of U.S. organic search traffic 
coming from Google declined almost 
one point from Q4 2014, following a 
half point decline from Q3 to Q4 in 
2014. Google was the default search 
engine for the Firefox browser until 
last December, when Yahoo became 
the default engine. Yahoo share of 
organic search traffic increased quarter-
to-quarter and has grown about 1.6 
percentage points since Q3 of last year.

U.S. Organic Search visit Share by Engine
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mobile Share of yahoo organic Declines on heels 
of Firefox Deal
Yahoo’s share of organic search traffic 
coming from mobile, the highest of 
the three major search engines for all 
of 2014, declined from over 49% in 
Q4 to under 43% in Q1. This is largely 
the result of Yahoo becoming the 
default search engine for Firefox users 
in November, which increased the 
volume of Yahoo organic traffic coming 
from desktops without increasing 
mobile traffic.

Share of Each Engine’s Traffic from Mobile
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mobile Share of organic Search traffic increases 
to 45%
Mobile devices accounted for 45% of 
all organic traffic in Q1, up from 34% 
in Q1 of last year. iPad share of organic 
search slipped two points in Q1 year-
over-year, while Android and iPhone 
shares increased six and 5.5 points 
year-over-year, respectively. Mobile 
devices outside of iOS and Android 
devices are showing life, accounting 
for 1.9% of organic traffic compared to 
just 0.3% last year.

Mobile Share of U.S. Organic Search visits
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organic Search visits continue to grow year-
over-year Y/Y Growth in Organic Search visits

Organic search visits grew 14% year-
over-year in Q1, following a Q4 that 
saw 13% growth. While mobile has 
spurred much of the organic search 
volume increases with 54% year-over-
year growth the past two quarters, 
changes to Google’s SERP beginning 
in Q3 of 2014 that resulted in declining 
desktop ad impressions have likely 
also played a role in the resurgence of 
organic traffic.

Mobile Overall

30%

0%

60%

40%

20%

10%

50%

–10%

28%

18%

45%

54%

13%

–7%
-3%

2014-Q32014-Q1 2014-Q2 2014-Q4 2015-Q12013-Q4

29%

1% 3%

54%

14%

http://www.merklerkg.com
mailto:RKGinfo%40merkleinc.com?subject=RE%3A%20DMR%20Q4%202014
https://twitter.com/merklerkg
http://www.rkgblog.com


FIND US ONLINEEMAIL US FOLLOW USREAD OUR BLOG

Google’s decision to expand the use of its ‘mobile-friendly’ designation as a ranking signal worldwide 
stands to shake up the mobile organic search landscape significantly. The search engine giant promised 
this algorithm update will have a larger impact (in terms of the number of queries affected) than either 
Panda or Penguin. Under the new algorithm, the rank of website pages that fail to meet Google’s mobile-
friendly requirements will be negatively affected.

With mobile devices now accounting for just under 47% of all Google organic traffic, and the majority 
of that traffic coming from phones, site traffic for companies across all industries stands to be markedly 
affected by this change. So just how well are top companies prepared for the update?

Among Internet Retailer 500 websites, 29% (145) were not deemed mobile-friendly as of early-April. 
By comparison, Fortune 500 companies are less likely to have mobile friendly websites, with 46% (234) 
currently failing to receive the mobile-friendly designation.

The greater adoption of mobile-friendly websites among IR 500 companies is likely due to the internet-
based, consumer-facing nature of many of these sites necessitating greater mobile-optimization over the 
years. By comparison, there has likely been less need for many Fortune 500 companies to do the same.

The methods by which the IR 500 and Fortune 500 are optimizing for mobile-friendliness is also different. 
Responsive design, or web design which dynamically adapts to a user’s device, is Google’s recommended 
configuration, with advantages such as allowing users to more easily share content through links across 
device types and making for more efficient crawling and indexing of content by search engines.

Of the IR 500 sites that are designated mobile-friendly, 35% (125) are using m. or otherwise distinct mobile 
URLs. 70% (188) of those Fortune 500 sites that are deemed mobile-friendly are using m. or otherwise 
distinct mobile URLs.

As sites begin seeing the impact of the mobile-friendly algorithm update, there will likely be greater 
emphasis placed on mobile-friendly site design from top companies and perhaps greater adoption of 
responsive design.

For more details on proper mobile site design and the pros and cons of different strategies, Merkle  |  RKG’s 
webinar on the mobile algorithm changes offers comprehensive recommendations and thoughts to 
consider as the mobile-friendly era gets underway.
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Social media Share of Site visits Edges up Slightly
The share of site traffic coming from 
social media edged up a tenth of 
a point from last quarter to 2.2%. 
While social media platforms such 
as Facebook have made moves to 
minimize ‘dark social’ visits (social 
traffic incorrectly attributed to some 
other traffic source bucket as a result of 
missing or faulty referrer strings), dark 
social continues to have an impact on 
social traffic measurements.

Social Media Share of All Site visits
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55% of Social media visits coming from mobile 
Devices

Mobile Share of Social Media visits
Social media sites continue to outpace 
other channels, such as organic search 
and paid search, in their share of 
traffic coming from mobile devices. 
In Q1 2015, 55% of social media visits 
were mobile, compared to 41% in Q1 
2014. Mobile social traffic is also more 
likely to be incorrectly attributed to 
a different channel as a result of the 
dark social effect, which may cause 
underreporting of the share of social 
traffic coming from mobile.
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Facebook accounts for 62% of Social media visits
Facebook’s share of site traffic from 
social media increased from 59% in 
Q12014  to 62% in Q1 2015. Pinterest’s 
share of social traffic remained identical 
year-over-year, while Google+ saw its 
share cut by more than half as it now 
accounts for just 0.3% of all social 
media driven visits.

Share of Social Media visits Produced
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amazon product ads continue to lead in Same-
Site y/y revenue growth
Despite a decline from 125% same-site 
year-over-year revenue growth in Q4 to 
74% in Q1, Amazon Product Ads still far 
outpaced other CSEs in terms of growth.
Advertisers on the eBay Commerce 
Network and PriceGrabber saw 28% 
and 20% revenue growth, respectively, 
while revenues from both Connexity 
and NexTag declined by nearly 40%.
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eBay commerce network commands 34% of 
cSE Spend
The eBay Commerce Network made 
the biggest gains in terms of spend 
share year-over-year, up 8 points with 
a much larger share of traffic coming 
from eBay.com Product Listing Ads 
than in Q1 of last year. Connexity 
(formerly Shopzilla) saw the largest 
declines year-over-year, losing 13 
percentage points of spend share. 
In Q4, Connexity bought the CSE 
Become, which produced 2% of CSE 
spend.

Ad Spend Share by Engine
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Share of Ecn traffic from product ads 
growing
Product ads on eBay.com accounted 
for 24% of all eBay Commerce Network 
traffic, up from just 14% in Q1 of last year 
as we began seeing a rapid increase in 
traffic from these product ads in Q4. 
ECN traffic from Shopping.com peaked 
in Q4 at 7%, but accounted for just 3% 
of clicks in Q1.

eBay Commerce Network Traffic by Source
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amazon product ad revenue relative to plas 
holds Steady
After three straight quarters of growth 
relative to Google Product Listing 
Ads, Amazon Product Ad revenue 
held steady from Q4 to Q1 at 19% 
that of PLAs for advertisers on both 
platforms. This represents a significant 
increase from last year’s Q1 figure 
of 7%, though restrictions on the 
categories of products eligible to 
show through Amazon Product Ads 
continues to limit which retailers can 
advertise through the platform.

Amazon Product Ads vs Google PlA Revenue
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amazon product ad traffic 25% cheaper than 
google plas
Cost-per-click for Amazon Product Ads 
was 25% below that of Google Product 
Listing Ads in Q1, coming in at 40% 
lower than in Q4. The relative increase 
is largely the result of advertisers pulling 
back on PLAs as demand died down 
following the holiday shopping season. 
Amazon bids are less easily reduced as 
a result of minimum rate cards.

Amazon Product Ads vs Google PlA CPC

60%

0%

80%

40%

20%

100%

120%

−25%

Google
PLA

Google
PLA

Amazon
Product Ads

CPC by Engine

60¢

70¢

40¢

20¢

0¢
Amazon 

Product Ads
Become eBay 

Commerce 
Network

NexTagConnexity PriceGrabberOther

61¢

2015-Q12014-Q1

52¢

35¢ 37¢

58¢

52¢

41¢ 43¢
47¢

53¢

25¢

43¢
39¢

35¢

amazon product ad cpc Drops 15% year-
over-year
Amazon Product Ads saw the biggest 
decline in cost-per-click of any major 
CSE, down 15% from Q1 of last year. 
While smaller engines saw a combined 
70% increase in CPC year-over-year, 
advertisers spent 9% less per CSE click 
across all engines year-over-year in Q1.
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Spend CPC

Placements & Retargeting Contextual

Placements & 
Retargeting
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gDn Spend mostly invested in placements & 
retargeting
Contextual ads on the GDN accounted 
for 27% as much ad spend as placement 
and retargeting ads, with a 33% lower 
average CPC. As retargeting ads 
tend to generate incremental sales 
at a higher rate than those targeted 
contextually to prospects, advertisers 
have been willing to spend more per 
click for that traffic.

GDN Placements & Retargeting vs Contextual

–73%

–33%

gDn Spend accounts for 13% of all google 
Spend in Q1
While text and Product Listing Ads 
continued to account for most of 
advertisers’ Google investment, the 
GDN rose to account for 11% of all 
Google spend in Q1 for advertisers 
bidding on both search and display, 
up from just 6% in Q1 of 2014. The 
majority of GDN spend continues 
to be invested in retargeting and 
placements.

Share of Total Google Spend

Google Text Ad & PLA Spend GDN Spend
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advertisers invest 63% more in Facebook ads 
in Q1 y/y Facebook Ad Performance

Ad spend for Facebook, including 
FBX and native ads, increased 63% 
year-over-year in Q1, an increase from 
the 46% growth we saw in Q4 of last 
year. CPC was up 21%, more than 
double the 9% year-over-year increase 
we saw in Q4, though there was no 
acceleration in CPC growth following 
the announcement of Facebook’s 
relevance score to suggest this 
impacted CPC.
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Conversion Rate AOV
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FBx offers highest Display cr in Q1, aov 
Similar across platforms

Display Performance Metrics by Source
Facebook conversion rate was more 
than double that of the Google 
Display Network and about 45% 
higher than other display networks in 
Q1. Average order value was nearly 
identical across all display platforms, 
such that Facebook provided the 
highest revenue per click compared to 
GDN and other display networks.

–55%

–31%

+3% +4%

Facebook traffic pricier than gDn, other 
Display networks
Clicks on the Google Display Network 
were 42% cheaper than Facebook 
clicks in Q1, while traffic from other 
display networks was 20% cheaper 
than Facebook. Increased competition 
and less available inventory as a result 
of larger right hand rail ads have both 
resulted in increased cost-per-click for 
Facebook ads.

Display Average CPC
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Facebook impressions more Expensive than 
gDn, cheaper than other Display

Display Average CPMGoogle Display Network ad impressions 
were 39% cheaper than Facebook 
in Q1, while the average cost of 
impressions on other display networks 
was 22% more than Facebook. 
Facebook’s CPM has gone up 
significantly over the last year, with 
decreased real estate as a result of 
larger right hand rail ads limiting the 
number of impressions available.
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Merkle | RKG is a search and digital marketing agency that combines superior marketing talent with 
world-class digital media capabilities to create the industry’s most effective data-driven digital marketing 
solutions. Merkle | RKG drives business to clients by maximizing a full range of opportunities including 
paid search, SEO, product listing ads, social media, display advertising, and comparison shopping 
engine management services. Merkle | RKG is part of Merkle (merkleinc.com), the largest privately-held 
customer relationship marketing agency in the nation. Merkle | RKG is headquartered in Charlottesville, 
VA, with offices in Bend, OR and Boston, MA.

For more information, visit MerkleRKG.com or follow @MerkleRKG on Twitter.

ABOUT mErKlE | rKg

DMR mEthoDology
Figures are derived from samples of RKG clients who have worked with RKG for each respective 
marketing channel. Where applicable, these samples are restricted to those clients who 1) have 
maintained active programs with RKG for at least 19 months, 2) have not significantly changed their 
strategic objectives or product offerings, and 3) meet a minimum ad spend threshold. All trended 
figures presented in this report represent same-site changes over the given time period. Unless 
otherwise specified, the data points in this report are derived from the North American market region.

RKGinfo@merkleinc.com

@MerkleRKG

MerkleRKG.com

RKGblog.com

Merkle, a technology-enabled, data-driven customer relationship marketing (CRM) firm, is the nation’s 
largest privately held agency. For more than 25 years, Fortune 1000 companies and leading nonprofit 
organizations have partnered with Merkle to maximize the value of their customer portfolios. By 
combining a complete range of marketing, technical, analytical, and creative disciplines, Merkle 
works with clients to design, execute, and evaluate connected CRM programs. With more than 
2,500 employees, the privately held corporation is headquartered in Columbia, Md. with additional 
offices in Bend, Or.; Boston; Charlottesville, Va.; Chicago; Denver; hagerstown, Md.; Little Rock; 
London; Minneapolis; Montvale, N.J.; Nanjing; New York; Philadelphia; Pittsburgh; San Francisco; 
and Shanghai. For more information, contact Merkle at 1-877-9-Merkle or visit www.merkleinc.com.
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