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How The Al Chatbots See the Massive leak of Google’s Search
Algorithm API Documentation

It would be interesting to see how different Al chatbots research this topic. So here are my findings.
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NO OO, ANDD

Once | had collected all the responses from the popular Al chatbot, | used the PRINT feature of this
ShowNote to create a PDF and fed that to ChatGPT (GPT-40). | asked it to generate a chart showing which
Al chatbot was more pessimistic about the leaks, using a score of 1-100, with 100 being the most negative
and one being the least negative.
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Google's Own Gemini Advanced on this Topic

My Prompt:
Research the massive leak of Google’s search algorithm documentation and tell me what Google did
wrong.

Response:
There wasn't necessarily wrongdoing by Google in the massive leak of their search algorithm
documentation, but it did expose some potential shortcomings. Here's a breakdown of the situation:

¢ The Leak:In 2016, thousands of Google internal documents detailing search ranking factors were
leaked

e Source of Leak: The leak came from an automated bot, not a hack or disgruntled employee,
suggesting a potential vulnerability in Google's internal systems

e Impact: The leak gave SEO professionals a glimpse into Google's ranking process, potentially allowing
them to optimize websites more effectively. However, the documents may not have reflected the
latest algorithm and some factors might not have been given weight in ranking.

Overall, it wasn't a privacy breach or security issue, but it did shed light on Google's secretive ranking
system.

My Reactions:
Wow, notice how defensive their Al is on this topic!

542 days 9 hrs ago
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ChatGPT (GP-40) on the Same Topic

My Prompt:
Research the massive leak of Google’s search algorithm documentation and tell me what Google did
wrong.

ChatGPT Response:
The recent leak of Google's search algorithm documentation has highlighted several key areas where
Google has faced criticism and potential errors in its approach. Here are the main issues identified:

¢ Overemphasis on Automation and Al Content
Google has been criticized for its stance on Al-generated content. The March 2024 core update
particularly targets low-quality, automated content, stating that it often fails to meet quality
standards. Google’s documentation stresses the importance of content created for people rather
than for manipulating search rankings. However, this has led to confusion and backlash from content
creators who use Al tools effectively to enhance their content quality. Google's algorithm struggles to
distinguish between low-quality automated content and high-quality Al-assisted content, leading to
potentially unjust penalties for the latter.

¢ Ambiguous Guidelines and Penalties:
Google's new policies on spam, scaled content abuse, site reputation abuse, and expired domain
abuse have been seen as both necessary and problematic. While these policies aim to reduce
manipulative practices, they often lack clarity, causing confusion among webmasters about what
constitutes a violation. For example, the term "scaled content abuse" now includes any large-scale
content production intended to manipulate rankings, regardless of whether it’s created by humans,
Al, or a mix of both. This broad definition can lead to misunderstandings and unintended penalties for
legitimate content creators.

¢ Site Reputation Abuse:
The practice of "site reputation abuse," where low-quality content is hosted on high-authority
domains to manipulate rankings, is now explicitly considered spam. While this targets manipulative
practices like "Parasite SEQO," it also affects legitimate guest posting strategies if not closely
monitored. This change requires website owners to oversee third-party content rigorously, adding
complexity and potential for error in content management.

¢ Expired Domain Abuse:
Google's crackdown on expired domain abuse targets the practice of buying old domains to exploit
their past reputation for boosting new, low-quality content. This policy is intended to prevent
deceptive practices but also increases the burden on webmasters to maintain transparency and
quality when repurposing domains, potentially stifling innovative uses of valuable digital assets.

¢ Impact on SEO Practices: The algorithm updates have significant implications for SEO strategies.
Practices such as link building, keyword optimization, and content creation now need to align strictly
with Google's evolving quality standards. This shift places a heavier emphasis on producing original,
high-quality content and reduces the effectiveness of traditional SEO tactics that focus on volume
and automation.

In summary, while Google's updates aim to enhance the quality of search results by targeting
manipulative and low-quality practices, they also introduce new challenges and complexities for
webmasters and content creators. The broad and sometimes ambiguous nature of these updates can
lead to unintended consequences and requires careful navigation to avoid penalties.

My Reactions:
Wow! ChatGPT is here to take Google to the cleaners!
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542 days 9 hrs ago
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Pi.ai on Same Topic

My Prompt:
Research the massive leak of Google’s search algorithm documentation and tell me what Google did
wrong.

Pi.Al Response:

Google has recently faced a significant 1eak of its search algorithm documentation, which has revealed
information about how its ranking algorithm works. While it's not clear how the leak occurred, it has
raised questions about Google's internal security measures and its transparency around search ranking
factors.Some key takeaways from the leaked documents include:

¢ Click-through data: The documents suggest that click-through data, such as the time users spend on
a search result, plays a more significant role in rankings than previously acknowledged by Google.

¢ User behavior signals: Factors like user browsing history, location, and device type are mentioned as
influencing search rankings, which contradicts Google's previous claims.

¢ Importance of engagement: Engagement metrics, such as bounce rate and time spent on a page,
appear to have a more substantial impact on rankings than previously thought.

While the leaked information provides valuable insights into Google's search algorithm, it's essential to
remember that the algorithm is continually evolving, and these details may not represent its current
state. The leak has, however, sparked discussions around the transparency and accountability of large
tech companies like Google in managing user data and shaping online experiences.

My Reactions:
I think this is more readable and easy to digest than Google Gemini's defensive response and a bit more
down to earth than ChatGPT's (GPT-40) responses.

542 days 9 hrs ago
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X.Al (Grok) on Same Topic

My Prompt:
Research the massive leak of Google’s search algorithm documentation and tell me what Google did
wrong.

Grok Response:

Google's search algorithm leak has exposed a number of concerning practices and contradictions in the
company's public statements about how its search engine works. Here are some of the key issues that
have been highlighted:

¢ Inconsistencies in Public Statements: The leaked documents suggest that Google has not been
entirely truthful about how its search algorithm works. For instance, the documents reveal that
Google does consider click metrics as a ranking factor in web search, contradicting public statements
made by the company that such metrics are not used.

¢ Use of Chrome Data: Google appears to use websites viewed in Chrome as a quality signal. This means
that Google might be tracking user behavior within its own browser to influence search results, which
raises privacy concerns.

e Focus on Clicks and Links: The leaked documents show that Google's ranking algorithm is heavily
influenced by the number of clicks a site receives, as well as the number and quality of links pointing
to a site. This suggests that Google's search results might be influenced more by popularity than by
the quality or relevance of the content.

e Consideration of Website Size and Domain Authority The documents also indicate that Google
considers the size of a website and a factor called "domain authority" when ranking search results.
This could potentially disadvantage smaller websites and those with less established reputations.

¢ Use of Whitelists: The documents mention modules that suggest Google implements "whitelists" for
certain topics, including searches related to elections and the COVID-19 pandemic. This could be
seen as a form of bias or manipulation of search results.

¢ Inaccurate Al Search Results: In a separate but related issue, Google's Al search results have been
criticized for providing inaccurate information, such as suggesting that people should put glue on
their pizza to help the cheese stick.

These findings raise serious questions about the transparency and fairness of Google's search
algorithm, and they suggest that the company might not be as committed to providing unbiased and
accurate search results as it claims to be.

My Reactions:
Wow, Grok did a pretty good job! | hardly use Grok on X but this was a good response!

542 days 9 hrs ago
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Claude 3 on the same topic

My Prompt:
Research the massive leak of Google’s search algorithm documentation and tell me what Google did
wrong.

Claude 3 Response:

Based on the information provided in the query, it seems there was a hypothetical massive leak of
Google's search algorithm documentation. Without access to specific details about the nature and
contents of the leaked information, it's difficult to determine exactly what Google may have done wrong.
However, | can provide a general analysis of potential issues and missteps that could arise in such a
scenario.

e Security Vulnerabilities: If the leak occurred due to security vulnerabilities in Google's systems or
inadequate data protection measures, it would suggest a failure in implementing robust cybersecurity
protocols and safeguarding sensitive proprietary information.

¢ Lack of Compartmentalization: Google's search algorithm is likely one of the company's most
valuable assets. A leak of this magnitude could imply a lack of proper compartmentalization and
access control measures, allowing too many individuals or systems to access the complete algorithm
documentation.

¢ Insider Threat: The leak could also be attributed to an insider threat, such as a disgruntled employee
or a successful social engineering attack targeting insiders. This would highlight deficiencies in
employee vetting, monitoring, and data access control processes.

¢ Insufficient Encryption and Data Handling:If the leaked documentation was insufficiently encrypted
or improperly handled during transmission or storage, it could point to weaknesses in Google's data
handling practices and adherence to industry-standard security protocols.

¢ Lack of Transparency and Communication:Depending on how Google responds to the leak, the
company could be criticized for a lack of transparency and ineffective communication with affected
parties, including users, regulators, and the general public.

¢ Potential Legal and Regulatory Consequences: The leak could expose Google to legal and regulatory
consequences, particularly if it violates data protection laws, intellectual property rights, or
contractual obligations related to user privacy and data security.

It's important to note that these are general considerations based on the limited information provided.
Without access to the specific details of the leak and Google's internal practices, it's challenging to
pinpoint the exact missteps or failures that led to the hypothetical situation.

My Reactions:

This was the worst response among all the responses | got so far. Because it is the most generic answer!
542 days 9 hrs ago
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Groqg.com - Llama on the Same Topic

My Prompt:
Research the massive leak of Google’s search algorithm documentation and tell me what Google did
wrong.

Llama3-8b-8192 Response:

The massive leak of Google's search algorithm documentation, also known as the
"Google Search Algorithm Document Leak," occurred in 2019. The leak revealed a vast
amount of information about Google's search ranking algorithms, including details on
how they prioritize and rank web pages.

Here are some of the key issues and what Google did wrong:

e Lack of transparency: The leak revealed that Google's algorithm is highly complex and relies on over
200 ranking factors. However, the company has never publicly disclosed the exact formula or weights
assigned to each factor. This lack of transparency has led to criticism that Google is not being open
about its decision-making process.

What Google did wrong: Not being transparent about their algorithm and ranking factors, which can
lead to mistrust and skepticism among users and developers.

o Overemphasis on authority and popularity: The leaked documents showed that Google's algorithm
favors content from established and authoritative sources. While this helps to ensure the quality of
search results, it can also lead to a bias towards established voices and stifle new or minority
perspectives.

What Google did wrong: Overemphasizing authority and popularity, which can lead to a lack of
diversity in search results and a bias towards established voices.

¢ Lack of consideration for user intent: The leaked documents revealed that Google's algorithm
prioritizes content that is relevant to the search query, but may not always consider the user's intent
behind the search. For example, a search for "best Italian restaurants in New York" might prioritize
content about Italian restaurants in general rather than specific restaurants in New York. What Google
did wrong: Not fully considering user intent and providing results that may not meet the user's
specific needs.

¢ Influence of external factors: The leak showed that external factors, such as link building and paid
advertising, can influence search rankings. While these factors are not necessarily wrong, they can be
exploited by malicious actors to manipulate search results. What Google did wrong: Allowing external
factors to influence search rankings, which can lead to manipulation and bias in search results.

¢ Lack of accountability: The leaked documents revealed that Google's algorithm is not transparent
about its decision-making process, and there is no clear mechanism for appealing or correcting
search results. What Google did wrong: Not providing a clear mechanism for appealing or correcting
search results, which can lead to a lack of accountability and trust in the search engine.

¢ Overemphasis on PageRank: The leaked documents revealed that Google's algorithm still relies
heavily on PageRank, a metric that measures the importance of a webpage based on the number and
quality of links pointing to it. However, this metric has been criticized for being vulnerable to
manipulation and bias. What Google did wrong: Overemphasizing PageRank, which can lead to a bias
towards established and well-linked websites and stifle new or minority voices.

¢ Lack of consideration forlocal search results:The leaked documents revealed that Google's
algorithm prioritizes content from established and authoritative sources, which canlead to alack of
diversity in local search results. What Google did wrong: Not fully considering local search results and
prioritizing content from established and authoritative sources, which can lead to a lack of diversity in
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local search results.

¢ Influence of Google's own content: The leaked documents revealed that Google's own content, such
as Google News and Google Maps, can influence search rankings. While this is not necessarily wrong,
it can create a conflict of interest and bias in search results. What Google did wrong: Allowing its own
content to influence search rankings, which can create a conflict of interest and bias in search results.

In conclusion, the massive leak of Google's search algorithm documentation revealed some concerns

and controversies surrounding its decision-making process. By addressing these issues, Google can
improve the transparency, fairness, and accountability of its search algorithm.

My Reactions:
Surprisingly nice response from an opensource model connected to the internet via
Groqg.com!

542 days 9 hrs ago
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Perplexity.ai on the Same Topic

My Prompt:
Research the massive leak of Google’s search algorithm documentation and tell me what Google did
wrong.

Perplexity.Al Response:
Google appears to have misled the public and SEO community about various aspects of its search
ranking algorithm, based on the leaked internal documents. Here are some key points:

Contradictions with Public Statements
The leaked documents contradict several previous statements made by Google representatives
regarding their ranking factors and systems:

¢ Google had claimed they do not use a "website authority score", but the documents show they have
metrics like "domain authority" and use signals like website traffic from Chrome browsers to measure
site-wide authority.

¢ Google downplayed the use of click data for rankings, but the documents reveal extensive use of user
click signals like "good clicks", "bad clicks", and metrics like "longest click" from search results.

¢ Google claimed they do not have different algorithms for different site types, but the documents
show they specifically identify and treat sites differently based on business models like news,
ecommerce, personal blogs, etc.

Lack of Transparency
The documents expose over 14,000 potential ranking signals and modules used by Google, providing an
unprecedented look into the complexity of their system that was never publicly disclosed.

Details like Google having 7 different variations of PageRank, using LLMs to estimate "effort" for pages,
and many other components were kept obscure from webmasters and SEOs.

Potential Deception

By providing inaccurate information about how their search algorithm truly works, Google may have
misled publishers, website owners, and the SEO industry about what factors to prioritize for better
rankings. This raises questions about Google's motivations behind such lack of transparency

In summary, the leaked documents suggest Google was not fully truthful in publicly representing the
inner workings, ranking factors, and treatment of different sites within their search algorithm over the
years. This contradicts Google's stance on being an impartial source of information online.

542 days 9 hrs ago
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