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Abstract

Pay-per-click advertising includes various formats (e.g., search, contextual, so-
cial) with a total investment of more than 200 billion USD per year worldwide.
An advertiser is given a daily budget to allocate over several, even thousands,
campaigns, mainly distinguishing for the ad, target, or channel. Furthermore,
publishers choose the ads to display and how to allocate them employing auc-
tioning mechanisms, in which every day the advertisers set for each campaign
a bid corresponding to the maximum amount of money per click they are will-
ing to pay and the fraction of the daily budget to invest. In this paper, we
study the problem of automating the online joint bid/daily budget optimization
of pay-per-click advertising campaigns over multiple channels. We formulate
our problem as a combinatorial semi-bandit problem, which requires solving a
special case of the Multiple-Choice Knapsack problem every day. Furthermore,
for every campaign, we capture the dependency of the number of clicks on the
bid and daily budget by Gaussian Processes, thus requiring mild assumptions
on the regularity of these functions. We design four algorithms and show that
they suffer from a regret that is upper bounded with high probability as O(v/T),
where T is the time horizon of the learning process. We experimentally evaluate

our algorithms with synthetic settings generated from real data from Yahoo!,

*A preliminary version is published in [I]. The novel contributions provided by this
extended version are: a theoretical study of the properties of our algorithms and a more
extensive experimental evaluation.
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and we present the results of the adoption of our algorithms in a real-world
application with a daily average spent of 1,000 Euros for more than one year.
Keywords: Automatic Online Advertising, Combinatorial Bandits, Gaussian

Processes

1. Introduction

Online advertising has been given wide attention by the scientific commu-
nity as well as by industry from more than two decades. In the first half of
2019, in the US, the spent on search advertising alone was more than 28 billion
USD [2], which represents about 50% of the total online advertising market.
The development of techniques to automate the Internet advertising market is
crucial both for the publishers and the advertisers, and artificial intelligence
can play a prominent role in this scenario. In the present paper, we focus on
pay-per-click advertising—including different formats, e.g., search, contezrtual,
social—in which an advertiser pays only once a user has clicked her ad.

An advertiser is usually given a daily budget to allocate over several, even
thousands, campaigns, distinguishing for the ad (e.g., including text content
and/or images), target (e.g., keyword, geographical area, language, interests),
or channel (e.g., Google, Facebook, Bing). In pay-per-click advertising, to get
an ad impressed, the advertisers take part in an auction carried out by the pub-
lisher or the advertising manager, in which they set a bid and a daily budget
for each campaign [3]. The bid represents the maximum amount of money the
advertisers are willing to pay for a single click, whereas the daily budget is the
maximum spent in a day for a campaign. The advertisers’ goal is to choose the
values of the bid and daily budget for every single campaign to maximize the
revenue subject to a cumulative budget constraint over all the campaigns. This
optimization problem is particularly challenging, as it includes many intricate
subproblems. For instance, the auctioning mechanisms are not truthful, mean-
ing that the best bid for an advertiser may be different from the actual value

per click. As a result, an advertiser needs to resort to learning tools to esti-



mate the revenue provided by the values of the bid when searching for the best
bidding strategy. More precisely, the Generalized Second Price auction (GSP),
commonly used for search advertising, is well-known not to be truthful even
without budget constraints [4]. Instead, the Vicrey-Clarke-Groves mechanism
(VCG), commonly used for contextual and social advertising, is truthful only in
the unrealistic case in which there is no daily budget constraint [5, 6]. [[] Further-
more, every learning algorithm can collect at most a sample per day for every
campaign, thus raising severe data scarcity issues. Besides, the optimization of
the daily budget is a combinatorial problem that needs to be solved every day

in a short time.

1.1. Previous Results on Bid and/or Daily Budget Optimimzation

A few works in the algorithmic economic literature tackle the campaign
advertising problem by combining learning and optimization techniques. The
joint bid/daily budget optimization problem is studied in [7] and [§], where the
authors provide two offline learning approaches. These two works are charac-
terized by models with a huge number of parameters whose estimates require
a considerable amount of data. E| In [9], the authors separate the optimization
of the bid from that one of the daily budget and use a genetic algorithm to
optimize the budget and subsequently applying some bidding strategies. While
the works in [7, [8, @] provide no theoretical guarantees, some theoretical results
are known for the convergence of some bidding strategies in a single-campaign
scenario without budget constraints [10].

Online learning approaches with regret guarantees are known only for the re-

stricted cases with a single campaign and a budget constraint over all the length

I Notably, the value per click is usually unknown at the setup of an advertising campaign,
and its estimation may require a long time. Thus, even without daily budget constraints, an

advertiser could not have enough information to bid truthfully in the VCG mechanism.
2Some of these parameters (e.g., the position of the ad for every display and click) cannot

be observed by advertisers, not allowing the employment of those approaches in practice.



of the campaign without temporal deadlines. E| In particular, in [11] and [12],
the authors work on a finite number of bid values and exploit a multi-armed
bandit approach, whereas the approach proposed in [I3] deals with a continuous
space of values for the bid and shows that assuring worst-case guarantees leads
to the worsening of the average-case performance.

We also mention some works dealing with daily budget optimization [14} [I5]
16), [I7], bidding strategies aiming to maximize the profit [I§] and the number
of conversions under a budget constraint [19, 20, 21, 22], cost-per-click [23] [24]
and cost-per-action constraints [25]. Finally, some works study the attribution

problem of conversions in display advertising [26, 27].

1.2. Original Contributions

We formulate the joint bid/daily budget optimization problem as a combina-
torial semi bandit problem [28], in which, at every round and for each campaign,
an advertiser chooses a pair of bid/daily budget values and observes some in-
formation on the performance of the campaign. We discretize the bid/daily
budget space, and we formulate the optimization problem as a special case of
the Multiple-Choice Knapsack problem [29], that we solve by dynamic program-
ming in a fashion similar to the approximation scheme for the knapsack problem.
We resort to Gaussian Process (GP) regression models [30] to estimate the un-
certain parameters of the optimization problem (e.g., number of clicks and value
per click), as the adoption of GPs requires mild assumptions on the regularity of
the functions we need to learn and allows one to capture the correlation among
the data thus mitigating the data scarcity issue.

We design four bandit techniques to balance exploration and exploitation in
the learning process, that return either samples or upper confidence bounds of
the stochastic variables estimated by the GPs to use in the optimization prob-

lem. We show that our algorithms suffer from a regret that is upper bounded

3 This last assumption rarely holds in real-world applications where, instead, results are

expected by a given deadline.



with high probability as O(\/T), where T is the learning time horizon.

Finally, we experimentally evaluate the convergence of our algorithms to
the optimal (clairvoyant) solution and its empirical regret as the size of the
problem varies using a realistic simulator based on the Yahoo! Webscope A3
dataset. Furthermore, we present the results of the adoption of our algorithms
in a real-world application over a period longer than one year, with an average

cumulative daily budget of about 1,000 Euros.

1.8. Structure of the Paper

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2] we formulate our problem as
a combinatorial semi bandit. In Section [3] we describe our algorithms, whereas,
in Section[d] we provide their theoretical regret analysis. In Section[5] we present
the experimental evaluation of the algorithms. Section [6] concludes the paper

and provides a discussion on future works. In[Appendix A] we report the proofs

of our theoretical results.

2. Problem Formulation

This section is structured as follows. In Section [2.1] we introduce the combi-
natorial optimization problem an advertiser needs to tackle every day to find the
best pairs of bid/daily budget values. In Section we formulate the learning
problem as a combinatorial semi bandit. In Section we describe the main

results related to our problem known in the machine learning literature.

2.1. Optimization Problem Formulation

An advertiser is provided with a collection of N € N advertising campaigns
C = {C1,...,Cn}, where C; is the j-th campaign, a finite time horizon of
T € N days, and a spending plan B = {y,,...,Yr}, where 5, € R* is the

cumulative budget an advertiser is willing to spend at day ¢t € {1,...,T} over



all the campaigns. m For every day ¢t € {1,...,T} and every campaign C;,j €
{1,..., N}, an advertiser chooses a bid/daily budget pair a;; = (;, ;). The
bid z;, takes values in a finite space X C R* and is constrained to be in the
interval [z, ,,7; ], where z;, and T;; € RT are the minimum and maximum
bid an advertiser can choose, respectively. Similarly, the daily budget y; ; takes
values in a finite and, for simplicity, evenly-spaced set Y C RT and is constrained
to be in [gjvt, U;.¢l, where Y, andy,;, € R are the minimum and maximum daily
budget an advertiser can set, respectively. E| By choosing a specific bid/daily
budget pair (z;,y;,) for a day ¢ on campaign C;, an advertiser gets an expected
revenue of v; n;(x;,y;j¢), where v; is the value per click for campaign C; and
n;(x;¢,y;+) is the corresponding expected number of clicks. The goal of an
advertiser at every day t € {1,...,T} is the choice of the values of the bid and

daily budget for every campaign to maximize the cumulative expected revenue.

These values can be found by solving the following optimization problem.

N
max v ni(x; ; la
()Xyg 5 (00 5.0) (1a)
N
s.t. Zyj’t <7, (1b)
j=1
Zjp ST < Tjg vj (1c)
Yoo Uit SYja \Zi (1d)

The objective function stated in Equation is the weighted sum of the ex-

pected number of clicks n; generated by all the campaigns, where the weights

4 We assume that the set of campaigns C and spending plan B are given. The campaigns
distinguish for the ad, channel, and target. In real-world applications, the set of campaigns
and the spending plan can be optimized from data, e.g., by setting up campaigns with specific

targets and adopting a different cumulative daily budget for every day [31].
5 For the sake of presentation, from now on, we set one day as the unitary temporal step

of our algorithms. The application of our techniques to different time units is straightforward

by opportunely scaling the variables and parameters.
6 The platforms allow different discretization for the bid and the daily budget. For in-

stance, on the Facebook platform, the daily budget discretization has a step of 1.00 Euro,
while, on the Google Adwords platform, a step of 0.01 Euro is allowed.



v; are the campaigns’ value per click. The constraint in Equation is a bud-
get constraint, forcing one not to spend more than the cumulative daily budget
limit, while the constraints in Equations and force the variables to
assume values the given ranges for bid and daily budget. The above problem is
a special case of the Multiple-Choice Knapsack (MCK) [32], which is a variant
of the knapsack problem where the items are divided into classes and at most
one item per class can be chosen. In the problem above, a class corresponds to
a campaign, whereas an item corresponds to a pair of bid/daily budget values.

Each function n;(z,y) is fully described by |X| |Y| parameters. However,
exploiting the structure of the problem, a much more concise representation
using only 2 | X| parameters can be provided. E] We factorize the dependency of

the number of clicks on z and y as follows:

sat s_at

n;(z,y) := min {nj (z),y €5 (x)} , (2)

sat

where the functions n$*(x) and e

() describe:

e the maximum number of clicks nj»at : X = RT that can be obtained with a
given bid = without any daily budget constraint (or, equivalently, letting

Yy — +00);

e the number of clicks per unit of daily budget e?-at : X — RT with a given

bid x, under the assumption that the number of clicks depends linearly

sat

on the daily budget when n; < n$*.

The rationale is that the maximum number of clicks n$**(x) obtainable with bid
x is finite and depends on the number of auctions an advertiser can win when

sat

() is monotonically increasing in z, since the

using bid x. More specifically, n
number of auctions won by an advertiser and the average quality of the slots

in which the ad is displayed monotonically increase in . Notably, the cost per

7 The reduction of the number of the parameters from | X| |Y| to 2 |X| does not affect the
complexity of the optimization problem, but it plays a crucial role when one needs to learn

these parameters.



click monotonically increases in x and, therefore, 5**(x) monotonically reduces

in z. Finally, fixed the value of =, the number of clicks increases linearly in the

daily budget y, where the slope is the number of clicks per unit of daily budget

sat

€

(z), until the maximum number of clicks n$*(z) obtainable with bid z is
achieved. For the sake of clarity, we report in Figure [I] an example of function
n; for four values of bid; the black dashed curve depicts maxzex{n;(z,y)} as

the daily budget y varies.
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Figure 1: An example of n; for four values of bid.

2.2. Learning Problem Formulation

In concrete scenarios, the functions n;(-, ) and the parameters v; in the op-
timization problem stated in Equations f are not a priori known, but
they need to be estimated online. Thus, an algorithm needs to gather as much
information as possible about these functions during the operational life of the
system, and, at the same time, not to lose too much revenue in exploring sub-
optimal bid/daily budget allocations (a.k.a. exploration/exploitation dilemma).

Thus, our learning problem can be naturally formulated in a sequential deci-



sion fashion [33] as a Combinatorial Semi Bandit problem (CSB) [28§]. |§| In the
CSB framework, at every round, the learner chooses from a finite set of options,
called arms, a subset of these, called superarm, subject to some combinatorial
constraints (e.g., knapsack constraints). Subsequently, the learner observes the
payoffs of every single arm belonging to the chosen superarm and gets the cor-
responding reward. In the optimization problem stated in Equations ([La)—(Ld),
each arm corresponds to a bid/daily budget pair, each superarm corresponds to
a collection of pairs, one per campaign, and the constraints consist in satisfying
the overall daily budget constraint and the range constraints for the bid and
daily budget. The payoff of every arm is the revenue we obtain by setting a
bid/daily budget pair.

We denote with D = X x Y, where |D| = M, the finite space of bid/daily
budget pairs. The learning process proceeds as follows. Every day ¢, an ad-
vertiser, called learner from hereafter, chooses a superarm S € DY, where
St = (aut,...,any) and the arm a;; € D is the bid/daily budget pair we set
for campaign C; at day ¢. Such a superarm S; must be feasible according to
the constraints in Equations (Ib)-(Ld). The choice of superarm S; leads to a
revenue expressed in terms of clicks and value per click. We denote the random
variable corresponding to the number of clicks of campaign C; by N;(z;+,y;,¢)
and the random valuable corresponding to the value per click of campaign C;
by Vj. Thus, the revenue is a random variable Zj ViNj(zt,y5:). We denote
with 7,(S:) the expected value of the revenue when we pull superarm S;, and

the vector p of the expected revenues of each arm of every campaign is:

M= (U1n1($17y1), e ,Ulnl(fUM,yM)a .- -,UNHN(Z‘l,ZUl% cee a'UNnN(xMyyM))-

From now on, we refer to the problem defined above as the Advertisement Bid/

daily Budget Allocation (ABBA) problem.

8 Another approach to solve this problem is to use a multistage method, e.g., backward
induction, but, even for problems with few campaigns and for only 2 stages, such technique
would require a huge computational effort that makes these methods an unfeasible solution

in practice.



A policy 4 solving our problem is an algorithm returning, each day t €
{1,...,T}, a superarm S;. Given a policy 4, we define the expected pseudo-

regret over a time horizon of T as:

RT(ﬂ) = TTZ —E

T
Z TIL(St)‘| )

where 77}, := 7,(S*) is the expected value of the revenue provided by the clair-
voyant algorithm choosing the optimal superarm S* = (afj,... a}‘v}év:l that is
the solution to the problem in Equations —7 and the expectation E[] is
taken with respect to the stochasticity of the policy 4. Our goal is the design
of algorithms minimizing the pseudo-regret Rr (). A recap of the notation

defined in this section and used from now on is provided in Table

2.8. Previous Results on Related Learning Problems

The Combinatorial Bandit framework is introduced in the seminal work [28§],
in which the authors also propose an algorithm based on statistical upper con-
fidence bounds, namely CUCB. Under the assumption that the support of the
payoff functions is bounded on [0, 1], the CUCB algorithm provides a regret
O(log(T)). The CUCB does not exploit the potential correlation existing among
the expected reward of the arms, which makes its application to our specific
scenario unfeasible due to the long time needed for learning the parameters.
Another work in the Combinatorial Bandit literature related to our paper is the
one presented in [34], in which the authors design an algorithm for a combi-
natorial semi-bandit problem with knapsack constraints. Differently from our
setting, in this scenario, every single arm is assigned a specific budget that re-
cedes every time the arm is pulled. The process stops as soon as one of the
arms runs out of its budget. Differently, in our setting, we have a cumulative
budget for every day, allowing the pull of the arms for an arbitrary number of
times. In the Combinatorial Bandit literature, few works are known to exploit
arm correlation to speed up the learning process. The most significant result,

provided by Degenne and Perchet [35], describes an algorithm for the specific

10



Table 1: Notation

ajt = (T, Yje)

D

>-<

St

Vj

1 (Tj,t, Yj,t)

Tu(St)

Th = Tu(SY)

1 | | -2

1>

[I>

1>

[I>

[I>

[I>

[I>

[I>

[I>

1>

[I>

[I>

lI>

lI>

set of advertising campaigns

number of campaigns

j-th campaign

current day

time horizon

spending plan

set of bid values for the j-th campaign at time ¢

set of the daily budget values for the j-th campaign at
time ¢

set of the bid/daily budget pairs for the j-th campaign
at time ¢

set of the possible bid/daily budget pairs for each cam-
paign

space of the possible bid values

space of the possible daily budget values

cardinality of D

tuple of bid/daily budget pairs (superarms) for the cam-
paigns at time ¢

value per click of the j-th campaign

expected number of clicks given by a bid/daily budget
pair (¢, ;.t)

vector of the expected revenues of each arm of every cam-
paign

optimal bid/budget pair for the j-th campaign

optimal superarm for the set of campaigns C

expected value of the revenue when we pull superarm S;
at round ¢

expected value of the revenue when we pull the optimal

superarm S at round ¢

11



case of combinatorial constraints in which we are allowed to pull a fixed number
of arms at each round.

Other works related to ours can be found in the (non-combinatorial) MAB
literature. More precisely, Srinivas et al. [36] propose the GP-UCB algorithm
that employs GPs in the basic stochastic MAB setting where, at every round,
only a single arm can be pulled. The pseudo-regret of the GP-UCB algorithm is
proved to be upper bounded with high probability as O(\/T ). These algorithms
cannot be directly applied to our scenario where, instead, we can pull a superarm
subject to a set of constraints. Notably, we extend the work in [36] to the more
challenging combinatorial setting and show that it has the same upper bound

on the pseudo-regret O(v/T).

3. Proposed Method

In Section we describe our main algorithm. Subsequently, in Sec-
tions [3:2] 3.3} and 34} we provide the details of the subroutines used by the

main algorithm.

8.1. The Main Algorithm

Algorithm named AdComB, provides the high-level pseudocode of our
method, and its scheme is reported in Figure 2] The input to the algorithm is
composed of: the discrete set of bid values X, the discrete set of daily budget
values Y, a model M;O) that, for each campaign C}, captures the prior knowl-
edge of the learner about the function n;(-,-) and the parameter v;, a spending
plan B, and a time horizon T. We distinguish three phases that are repeated
every day t € {1....,T}.

In the first phase (Lines [{Hg), denoted with Estimation in Figure [2} the
algorithm learns, from the observations of days {1,...,¢ — 1}, the model M;
of every campaign C;. In particular, the model M; provides a probability
distribution over the average number of clicks n;(z,y) as the bid « and the

daily budget y vary and over the average value per click v;. The first day the

12



Algorithm 1 AdComB
1: Input: set X of bid values, set Y of daily budget values, prior model

{M;O) };V:l, spending plan B, time horizon T

2: for te{1,...,T} do

3: for je{l,...N} do

4: if t =1 then

5: M; = MY

6: else

T: Get (7,t—1, Cje—1, Gjt—1, Vj.e—1)

8: M; < Update (M, (Z,4—1,Uj,t—1, Njt—1,Cjt—1, Gjt—1,Vje—1))
9: (7;(+,-),05) < Sampling (M, X,Y)

100 {(&5.6,95.0) 152, < Optimize ({7;(-,-), 05, X, Y}, 7,)

11: Pull (81,4, 91,4+ ENts TN L)

Spending
Plan

Estimation Optimization

L1, U1,ts - TN UNE

Mjt—1,Cjt—1, Gj,t—15 Vj,t— -
jit—15Cjt—1595,t—1, Vjt—1 Advertlsmg

Platforms

Figure 2: The information flow in the AdComB algorithm along the three phases.

algorithm is executed, no observation is available, and, thus, the model M, is
based on the prior Mgo) (Line . Conversely, during the subsequent days, for
every campaign Cj, the algorithm gets an observation corresponding to day t—1

(Line [7) composed of:

o (72;4—1) the actual number of clicks;

13



e (¢1—1) the actual total daily cost of the campaign;
® (§;t—1) the time when the daily budget 7,_; exhausted at ¢t — 1, if so;
e (¥;4—1) the actual value per click;

and, subsequently, updates the model of each campaign M, using those obser-
vations (Line §).

In the second phase (Line E[), denoted with Bandit Choice in Figure |2 the
algorithm uses the model M; just updated to infer an estimate of the function
n;(-,-), for every value of bid and daily budget in X and Y, respectively, and of
the parameter v;. We denote these estimates with 7;(-,-) and 0;, respectively.

In the third phase (Lines , denoted with Optimization in Figure
the algorithm employs the estimates 7;(-,-) and 9; in place of n;(-,-) and v; in
the problem stated in Equations 7. Finally, it solves the optimization
problem returning the bid/daily budget allocation for the next day t (Line .

In what follows, we provide a detailed description of the model M; and of

the subroutines Update(-), Sampling(-), and Optimize(-) used in Algorithm [i}

3.2. Model and Update Subroutine

As mentioned before, the Update subroutine generates an estimate of the
number of clicks n;(-,-) and value per click v; using the previous observations.
To avoid data scarcity issues and speed up the learning process, we make mild
assumptions on the function n;(-,-), and we model it by resorting to GPs [30].
These models, developed in the statistical learning field, capture the correlation
of the nearby points in the input space exploiting kernel functions. Moreover,
they provide a probability distribution over the output space—in our case the
number of clicks—for each point of the input space—in our case the discretized
space of bid/daily budget pairs—, thus giving information both on the expected
values of the quantities to estimate and their uncertainty.

For the sake of presentation, we describe how we model the maximum num-

sat

ber of clicks n$(-) with a GP regression model. The model directly applies

sat

to the number of clicks per unit of daily budget e3**(-). Furthermore, in some

14



situations, the factorization introduced in Equation may not be exploited
by a learning algorithm, as we discuss below. In these cases, one can adopt a 2-
dimensional GP to model n;(-,-). The treatment of this case, called unfactorized
hereafter, is analogous to that of njat('), but, every time the factorized model
can be employed, its use is preferable due to the curse of dimensionality [37]. In
the following, we use AdComb-F to refer to the algorithm when the factorized
model is used, while we use AdComb-U for the case in which we do not use the
factorized model.

We model n$(-) for campaign C; with a GP over the bid space X, i.e.,
using a collection of random variables having a joint Gaussian distribution.
Following the definition provided in [30], a GP is completely specified by the
mean m : X — R and covariance k : X x X — [0,1] functions. Hence, we

denote the GP that models the maximum number of clicks in C; as follows:

n$*(z) := GP (m(x), k(z,-)) Vo € X.

More specifically, the correlation structure we use is given by a squared expo-
nential kernel:

2
k(x,;v’):exp{—(xmf)} Vz,2' € X,

where [ € RT is a length-scale parameter determining the smoothness of the
function. E| Other common choices for the kernel can be found in [36].

According to GP model, at every day t, the predictive distribution corre-

sat

sponding to the maximum number of clicks n5%(z) on campaign C; for the bid

x is estimated by N (i1 (x),67, (x)) with:

fiji—1(x) = m(x) + k(z, &,1) @ (A, —my 1),

9If available, a priori information on the process can be employed to design a function
m(z) over the input space X which specifies the mean value. For instance, when informa-

tion on the maximum number 6 of clicks achievable for any bid is available, one may use a

linearly increasing function over the bid space as m(z) = ﬁgr/. If instead no a priori
z/eX *

information is available, one can use a uninformative prior mean by setting m(z) = 0,Vz € X.

15



&32',7571(1’) = k(x,x) — k(m,:%j7t_1)T o1 k(z, &;1-1),

where &;;_1 := (L1, - 73ch¢,1)1— is the vector of the bid set so far, k(z, &;:—1) :=
(k(z,241),--.,k(x,2;4-1))" is the correlation value for the bid = w.r.t. each el-
ement of the vector &;,_1, m;;—1 = (Mm(&;1),... ,77”L(:?:j7t_1))T is the vector of
the prior for the input in &;,_1, n¥f_, = (25},... ,ﬁjf‘;‘_l)—r is the vector of
maximum number of clicks achieved the previous days, [®]nk = k(Zjn, Tj k) +A
is the Gram matrix built on the available data, and A is the variance of the real-
izations we use in the estimation process. BE Note that the distribution of the
maximum number of clicks at the first day is N (m(z), k(x,z)) for each z € X
since no information from the data can be used yet.
The parameter ﬁja,f is set equal to the observation ¢;+ when the daily budget
U5, used for campaign C; did not exhaust. When instead g;; exhausted, we
~sat

have not a direct observation of n$%,
)

and, thus, we set ﬁ;att as a function of the
;

time g;;. For instance, if we assume a uniform distribution of the clicks over

the day, the value of ﬁja;‘ has the following expression:

~sat 24 ~

N,y = —MNj¢
J,t ~ 75t
’ g],t

where g;+ € (0,24] is expressed in hours. In general, this relationship can be esti-
mated from historical data coming from past advertising campaigns of products
belonging to the same category (e.g., toys, insurances, beauty products). Con-
versely, if no information on how the clicks distribute over the day is available,
one has to rely on the unfactorized model for n;(-,-). Similar considerations
hold for the estimation of the value per click v;.

We estimate v;, at day t, from the observations v; 1 := (0;1,. .. ,ﬁj,t,l)—r of
the previous days up to t—1. We use a single Gaussian probability distribution to

model the value per click v;, thus, at every day t, given the observations v;+_1,

10 From now on, we denote with A'(u,02) the Gaussian with mean p and variance o2.
1 The computation cost of the estimation can be dramatically reduced by using an alter-
native, but much more involved, approach whereby the inverse of the Gram matrix &1 is

stored and updated iteratively at each day; see [30] for details.
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we estimate its mean 7;; and variance @ft relying on the Bayesian update of a
prior N(0,¢7) [38], as follows:
t—1 ~
N %2‘ > h—10jn

Vjt—1 =

N
. p2E

Gt—1 = T 2

E+ (- 1)y
where £ is the measurement noise variance. To summarize, the data needed for
updating the model M corresponding to campaign C; at day ¢ consists of the

following elements:
e the values per click v;;_1,
e the chosen bids &;;_1,

e the maximum number of achievable clicks n3%}_;,
,

_ _ T
e the number of clicks per unit of daily budget €5%_, := ("j*l Yo M) .

8.8. Sampling Subroutine

The Sampling subroutine aims at returning an estimate of the expected num-
ber of clicks and the value per click to use in the optimization problem stated
in Equations f. The néaive choice of using the expected value computed
from M; may not provide any guarantee to minimize the regret Ry (), as it is
well known in the bandit literature. To guarantee that our algorithm minimizes
the cumulative expected regret, we compute an estimation exploiting the infor-
mation on the uncertainty provided by model M;. More precisely, the model
M associated with campaign C; provides a probability distribution over the
values of the function n;(-,-) and the values v; can assume. This is equivalent
to say that M; provides a probability distribution over the possible instances
of the optimization problem in Equations 7. The Sampling subroutine
generates, from M, a single instance of the optimization problem, assigning a

value to n;(x,y) for every x € X,y € Y and v;.
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We propose two different approaches for the sampling phase, namely AdComB-
UCB and AdComB-TS, taking inspiration from the GPUCB algorithm [36], and
the Thompson Sampling (TS) algorithm [39], respectively. |E|

The AdComB-UCB algorithm uses upper confidence bounds on the expected

sat

sat :
J

5 (). More specif-

value of the posterior distributions to estimate n%**(z) and e

ically, n¥*(z) and e5**(x) are replaced in the optimization problem defined in

Equation 7 by:

u$? (7)== g (@) + /) 6 (@),
Wl (@) = Ay (@) + /08 801 (2),

respectively, where 7;;1(z) and 83, | (x) are the mean and the variance pro-
vided by the GP modeling e3*(-), respectively, b%)_l € RT and b;ft)_l € RT are
non-negative sequences of values, which will be discussed later on in Section [4]
Properly setting the values of bg?_l and bgi)_l leads us to design optimistic
bounds, that are necessary for the convergence of the algorithm to the optimal

solution. Similarly, for the value per click v;, we use:

) = 0+ 0

where bgf)t)_l

€ RT is a non-negative sequence of values.
Conversely, the AdComB-TS algorithm draws samples from the distributions

sat
J

sat

corresponding to n$*(x) and e5*(z) and, consequently, computes the value of

n;(z,y) to be used in the following optimization phase. More formally, at a
#(x) and e$*(x) in the

optimization problem defined in Equation 1) with:

given day t and for every bid in z € X, we replace n

0% () ~ N (j1g0-1(2), 62,y (2)),
05‘?71(9”) ~ N (je-1(x), 85,1 (x)),

respectively. Similarly, for the value per click, we draw a sample 9;?;)71(33) as

12 For the sake of clarity, in what follows we describe the our sampling procedure for the

AdComb-F version of AdComb; the case for the unfactored model AdComb-U is analogous.
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follows:

9%)71 ~ N(f/j,t—la 1;]2‘,15—1)'

sat

Finally, given the values for n$(z) and esat

S (x) generated by one of the two
aforementioned methods, we compute n;(z,y) as prescribed by Equation
for each bid £ € X and for each daily budget y € Y, and use them in the

following optimization procedure.

3.4. Optimize Subroutine

Finally, for every campaign C;, we need to choose the best bid/daily budget
pair to set at day t. We resort to a modified version of the algorithm in [32] used
for the solution of the knapsack problem. Let us define the set of the feasible bid
and daily budgets for the round ¢ and the campaign C; as X ; := X N[z, ;, T 4]

and Yj, :=Y Ny jyt,?j,t], respectively. At first, for every value of daily budget
y € Y, we define z;(y) € X;; as the bid maximizing the number of clicks,

formally:
zj(y) := arg wrg%i(t n;(x,y).
The value z;(y) is easily found by enumeration. Then, for each value of daily

budget y € Y, we define w;(y) as the value we expect to receive by setting the

daily budget of campaign C; equal to y and the bid equal to z;(y), formally:

V5 N5 (Zj (y)v y) yﬁ < Yy < ﬂjyt
0 Y<Y;,VY>Yj

w;(y) =

This allows one to remove the dependency of the optimization problem defined
in Equations 7 from x, letting variables y the only variables to deal
with.

Finally, the optimization problem is solved in a dynamic programming fash-
ion. We use a matrix M (j,y) with j € {1,..., N} and y € Y. We fill iteratively
the matrix as follows. Each row is initialized as M (j,y) = 0 for every j and
y €Y. Forj =1, weset M(1,y) =w(y) for every y € Y, corresponding to the

best budget assignment for every value of y if the campaign C; were the only
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campaign in the problem. For j > 1, we set for every y € Y:

. _ ‘_ !/ . _ /
M(j,y) —y,errylff,igy{M(J Ly') +w;(y y)}'

That is, the value in each cell M (j,y) is found by scanning all the elements
M(j —1,y') for y <y, taking the corresponding value, adding the value given
by assigning a budget of y —y’ to campaign C; and, finally, taking the maximum
among all these combinations. At the end of the iterative process, the optimal
value of the optimization problem can be found in the cell corresponding to
maxycy M(N,y). To find the optimal assignment of daily budget, it is sufficient
to store the partial best assignments of budget in the cells of the matrix.

The complexity of the aforementioned algorithm is O(N H?), i.e., it is linear
in the number of campaigns N and quadratic in the number of different values
of the budget H := |Y|, where | - | is the cardinality of a set. When H is huge,
the above algorithm may require a long time. In that case, it is sufficient to
reduce H by rounding the values of the budget as in the FPTAS of the knapsack

problem.

4. Regret Analysis

We provide a theoretical finite-time analysis of the regret Rr() of the
algorithms proposed in the previous section. The derivation of the guarantees
of our algorithm exploits the results presented in [40].

Initially, we define the Maxzimum Information Gain, which we use to bound
the regret of the AdComb algorithm. Let us start defining the Information Gain

of a set of samples drawn from a GP according to [36] as follows:

Definition 1 (Information Gain). Given a realization of a GP f(-) and a vector
of nmoisy observations y(x) = (y(z1),...,y(z¢))" over the input points x =
(x1,...,2¢) " for the function f(-), the Information Gain of the set of samples
(x,y(x)) is defined as:

1600 £) = glog| T+ .
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where I is the identity matriz of order t, A is the noise variance of the realiza-
tions and [®];; := k(z;,z;) is the Gram matriz of the vector computed on the

mputs X.

Using the previous definition, we define the Maximum Information Gain, as

follows.

Definition 2 (Maximum Information Gain). Given a realization of a GP f(-),
the Mazimum Information Gain of a generic set of t noisy observations y(x)

from the function f(-) is defined as:

1(f) = max IG(y(x) | f),

xeX?t

where X is the input space.

For the sake of presentation, we report our regret analysis separately for the
case in which the model of n;(-,-) is unfactorized (Section [4.1)) and the case in
which it is factorized (Section [4.2)).

4.1. Unfactorized Model

We show that the worst-case pseudo-regret of the AdComb algorithm when

using the unfactorized model is upper bounded as follows.

Theorem 1. Let us consider an ABBA problem over T' rounds where the func-
tions n;(x,y) is the realization of a GP. Using the AdComb-U-UCB algorithm

with the following upper bounds for the number of clicks and of value per click:

Wl (2,y) = a1 (2,y) + Vb G4-1(,y),

Aﬂ) 1= Vje—1+ \/E %2',t717

respectively, with by := 2log (M) and b, = 2log (” Nt ) For every
6 € (0,1), the following holds with probability at least 1 — §:

Rr(4) < |8TNby on max

Mz

n] +£nmax+2fa Zlog<¢2 +T> )
J
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where, A and & are variances of the measurement noise of the click functions
n;(-) and of the value per click vj, respectively, Vmax := Max;e(1,... N} Vj 15 the
mazimum expected value per click, Nmax = MaXzex yev,je{1,..., N} 75 (T,y) is
the mazimum expected number of click we might obtain on average over all the
campaigns Cj, and o = k(a,a) > &]27t(a) for each j, t and a. Equivalently,
with probability at least 1 — §, it holds:

where the notation O() disregards the logarithmic factors.

Theorem 2. Let us consider an ABBA problem over T rounds where the func-
tions nj(x,y) is the realization of a GP. Using the AdComb-U-TS algorithm, for
every 6 € (0,1), the following holds with probability at least 1 — §:

RT(ﬂ) < {8TN 10g max% TZ’YT n]

1/2
+&0 (Nmax + V bro) Zlog<52+T> } ,

Jj=1

where by := 8log (QNMt ), b, := 8log (QNt ) A and € are variances of the
measurement noise of the click functions n;(-) and of the value per click v;,
respectively, Vmax = maX;jc(y,.. N} V; 18 the maximum expected value per click,
Nmax = MaAXze X yeY,je{l,....N} 1) (z,y) is the mazimum expected number of click
we might obtain on average over all the campaigns C;, and 0% = k(a,a) >
67 ,(a) for each j, t and a.

Equivalently, with probability at least 1 — §, it holds:

4.2. Factorized Model

We show that the worst-case pseudo-regret of the AdComb algorithm when

using the factorized model is upper bounded as follows.
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Theorem 3. Let us consider an ABBA problem over T rounds where the func-
tions n5*(x) and e3*(x) are the realization of GPs. Using the AdComb-F-UCB
algorithm with the following upper bounds for the number of clicks, the number

of clicks per unit of budget, and the value per click, respectively:

U;z)_l(.’b) : ﬂj,tfl(x) + \/Ea']'$t,1(1,')7

“5',6271(@ = i-1(2) + Vg -1 (2),
Uft)q = vji-1 + Vb,

with by = 2log (%{W) and b := 2log <”22]gt2). For every § € (0,1), the
following holds with probability at least 1 —§:

N N
Rr(il) < {TN aibr > yr(ng) + éabr Y yr(e))

j=1 j=1

, N 1/2

+c3bly (25ymax\/bT + 20/ br + nfﬁfm) Zlog (752 + T> } ,
Jj=1 J

where ¢; = 41022(“1%2), Co = 41131;26;1?/;3,(, and ¢3 = 12§, £, X and X' are the

variance of the value per click, measurement noise on the mazximum number

of clicks and number of clicks per unit of daily budget, respectively, vmax =

max;e(1,... N} Vj s the mazimum expected value per click, nmax := maX,ex yey,je{1,....N} 1j (z,v)
18 the mazimum expected number of click we might obtain on average over all

the campaigns Cj, Ymax ‘= MaXycy Y 5 the mazimum budget one can allocate

on a campaign, and o* = k(z,x) > 6%(1), 52 =k (z,x) > ,§§’t(x) for each 7,

t and x.

Equivalently, with probability at least 1 — §, it holds:

N
Rr(W) =0 [ (| TN [vr(n;) +v7(e))]

Jj=1

Theorem 4. Let us consider an ABBA problem over T' rounds where the func-

tions n$*(z) and e*(x) are the realization of GPs. Using the AdComb-F-TS

algorithm, for every 0 € (0,1), the following holds with probability at least 1 —§:
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N N
RT(L[) < {TN EleZ’YT(nj) + Cobr Z’}/T(Ej)

j=1 j=1

5 N 1/2
+63b/T (2symax V bT + 20 bT + nfggx) Z IOg (152 + T) } ’
j=1 J

2 2 2Nt2 _ 4802 _ 48v2 | 42
where by = 21o (7" NNt ) b, :=2lo (7” Nt ) Cp = —rmax_ 7y 1= — maxVmax
t g 25 » Ot g 25 ) C1 log(1+1)” 2 log(142) 7
and ¢3 := 12€, &, X\ and N are the variance of the value per click, measure-

ment noise on the maximum number of clicks and number of clicks per unit of
daily budget, respectively, vmax = MaXjecq1,... Ny U; 18 the marimum erpected
value per click, Nmax = MaXgex yev,jef1,..,N} 75 (T,y) s the marimum ex-
pected number of click we might obtain on average over all the campaigns Cj,
Ymax ‘= MaXyey Y 45 the mazimum budget one can allocate on a campaign, and
0% = k(z,x) > 67 (x), s> == K (2,x) > 53 ,(x) for each j, t and x.

Equivalently, with probability at least 1 — §, it holds:

N
Re(W) =0 [ (| TN [vr(n;) +v7(e))]

j=1

The upper bounds provided by Theorems are expressed in terms of the
maximum information gain yr(-) one might obtain selecting T' samples from the
GPs defined in Section The problem of bounding vr(f) for a generic GP
f has been already addressed by [36], where the authors present the bounds for
the squared exponential kernel yr(f) = O((log T)?*!), where d is the dimension
of the input space of the GP (d = 2 for AdComb-U, and d = 1 for AdComb-F).
Notice that, thanks to the previous result our AdComb algorithm suffers from
a sublinear pseudo-regret since the terms yr(n;) and yr(e;) are bounded by

O((log T)?*1), and the bound in Theorems is then O(N /T (log T)4+1)).

5. Experimental Evaluation

This section is structured as follows. In Section [5.1]} we experimentally eval-
uate the convergence to the optimal solution and the empirical regrets of our
algorithms in synthetic settings. In Section [5.2] we present the results of the

adoption of our algorithms in a real-world setting.
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5.1. Ewvaluation in the Synthetic Setting

We evaluate our algorithms in synthetic settings generated as follows. In
every setting, there is a single advertiser optimizing a set of N campaigns by our
algorithms, and, for every campaign C}, there are other §; —1 advertisers whose
behavior is, instead, stochastic. At day ¢, every campaign C; can be involved
in a set AU;; of auctions, whose number |AU;,| is drawn from a Gaussian
probability distribution N (,ug-s), (UJ(-S))Q) with mean uf) and standard deviation
aj(»s) and subsequently rounded to the nearest integer. We denote, for campaign

C}, the click and conversion probabilities of the advertiser using our algorithms
(el) (co)

with p;~” and p; ", respectively. These probabilities are the same for all the
auctions in which Cj is involved. We assign a tuple of parameters pu®, (O'(b))2
to every other advertiser before the beginning of the experiment, and, at every
auction, the bids by, are drawn from a Gaussian distribution A (u®), (0())?),
being ;1 and o® the mean and standard deviation parameters of the bid
distribution, respectively. Similarly, the click probabilities p; are uniformly
sampled in the interval [0, 1] at every auction.

The auction mechanism we use is the Vickrey-Clarke-Groves [41] and the
number of available slots is «;, with 7; < §;. Once the optimal allocation is
found, we simulate a user who may or may not click the ad, and generate a click

(el) (co)

and/or a conversion according to probabilities p;~’ and D;

: , respectively. After

the click, the daily budget of the advertiser using our algorithms is reduced as

prescribed by the Vickrey-Clarke-Groves mechanism.

5.1.1. Experiment #1

This experiment aims at showing that the algorithms, which do not suf-
ficiently explore the space of the arms, may not converge to the (clairvoyant)
optimal solution. We use a setting with N = 4 different campaigns. The param-
eters describing the setting are provided in Table[2] Furthermore, in Figure[3] we
report, for each campaign Cj, the best instantaneous revenue v; max, n; (m,y)
as the daily budget allocated to the single campaign varies (this is done maxi-

mizing the performance over the feasible bid values « € X). The peculiarity of
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Table 2: Parameters of the synthetic settings.

Cl CQ C3 C4

1y 1000 | 1500 | 1500 | 1250
o 50 50 50 50
vj 5 5 5 5

5 7 7 7 7
u® 0.5 0.33 | 0.4 0.39
o® 0.1 0.07 | 0.1 0.51
p®) (1) | 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
p®(2) | o7 0.8 0.7 0.8
p*)(3) | 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.6
p*(4) | 04 0.6 0.4 0.5
p®)(5) | 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.3
pi 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.4
p!*” 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.04 | 0.05

this setting is the similarity of the performance of campaigns C; and Cy. Indeed,
this similarity makes the identification of the optimal solution hard. We set the
following limits for every t < T where T' = 200 days and for every campaign
Cj: cumulative budget ¥, = 500, minimum and maximum bid values z;, = 0,
and T, = 2, respectively, minimum and maximum daily budget values Y, = 0,
Y, = 500, respectively. Furthermore, we use an evenly spaced discretization
of | X| = 10 bids and |Y| = 10 budgets over the aforementioned intervals. We
assume a uniform distribution of the clicks and conversions over the day (see
Section .

We compare the experimental results of our algorithms (AdComb-U-UCB,
AdComb-U-TS AdComb-F-UCB, and AdComb-F-TS) to identify the modeling
and/or exploration strategies providing the best performance. [1—_3] Furthermore,

we introduce a baseline represented by the algorithm AdComb-F-MEAN, which

13Notice that a straightforward extension of the algorithm proposed in [28], i.e., designing
a version accounting for Gaussian distribution, would require 100 days to have a single sample
for each different bid/daily budget pair. Indeed, it would purely explore the space of arms
without any form of exploitation for ¢ < 100. Therefore, we omit the comparison that would

not provide any meaningful insight to the problem.
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is a “pure exploration” version of AdComb-F such that, at every round ¢, the
posterior expected value of the number of clicks for each bid/daily budget pair
is given in input to the optimization procedure. In the GPs used by all the
algorithms, we adopt a squared exponential kernel, whose hyper-parameters are
chosen as prescribed by the GP literature, see [30] for details, and we started
from an uninformative zero-mean prior.

In this experiment, in addition to the cumulative pseudo-regret R;(4l), we
also evaluate the expected value of the revenue 7,(S;). Obviously, in the case
of the cumulative pseudo-regret, the performance improves as the cumulative
pseudo-regret reduces, and, conversely, in the case of the revenue, the perfor-
mance improves as it increases. The experimental results are averaged over 100

independent executions of the algorithms.

\ | | | |
0 100 200 300 400 500
Y

Figure 3: Expected value of v; maxz nj(x,y) used in Experiment #1 for each campaign and
for each value of the daily budget. Violet dots corresponds to the expected value of the number

of conversions associated to the optimal daily budget allocation.

In Figure we report the average instantaneous reward r,(S:) of our al-
gorithms, while, in Figure [Ib] we report their average cumulative pseudo-regret
R (4h). The reward provided by all the algorithms but AdComb-F-MEAN con-

verges to the optimal reward provided by a clairvoyant algorithm and presents
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(a) (b)
Figure 4: Results for Experiment #1: revenue (a), and cumulative pseudo-regret (b). The

black horizontal line in (a) is the optimal reward of the clairvoyant algorithm r},. The shaded

regions in (b) represent the 95% confidence intervals of the mean.

a slightly varying reward even at the end of the time horizon due the variance
of the GP used to choose the daily budget allocation over time. This vari-
ance is larger at the beginning of the process, thus incentivising exploration,
and it decreases as the number of observations increases, allowing the algo-
rithms to reach the (clairvoyant) optimal reward asymptotically. Although all
our algorithms converge to the (clairvoyant) optimal solution, the AdComb-F-
TS algorithm provides the smallest cumulative pseudo-regret for every ¢ > 30.
AdComb-F-UCB has performance slightly worse than that of AdComb-F-TS. The
AdComb-F-MEAN algorithm provides the best performance for t < 30, but it
is not capable to achieve the (clairvoyant) optimal solution. As a result, for
larger values of ¢, the performance of AdComb-F-MEAN decreases achieving, at
t = 200, a regret significantly larger than that one provided by AdComb-F-TS.
This is because AdComb-F-MEAN does not explore the arms space properly and,
as a consequence, in some of the 100 independent runs, it gets stuck in a sub-
optimal solution of the optimization problem. Conversely, AdComb-F-TS and
AdComb-F-UCB, thanks to their exploration incentives, converge to the optimal
solution asymptotically in all the runs. We have a similar behavior of the al-

gorithms is a situation in which the performance of the algorithms are rather
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different and the observations are very noisy. Finally, we observe that AdComb-
U-UCB and AdComb-U-TS suffer from a much larger regret than that one of
their factorized counterparts—more than 100% at ¢ = 200—and this is mainly
accumulated over the first half of the time horizon.

In real-world settings, it may be usual dealing with scenarios in which multi-
ple campaigns have similar performance, or they have different performance and
the observations are very noisy. In those situations, AdComb-F-MEAN might get
stuck in a suboptimal solution, thus providing a small expected revenue w.r.t. a
clairvoyant algorithm. Conversely, both the unfactorized and the factorized ver-
sions of our algorithms might still be a viable solution since they have proven
to converge to the optimum asymptotically. For this reason, we do not recom-
mend the adoption of the AdComb-F-MEAN algorithm in practice and we omit

its evaluation in the following experimental activities.

5.1.2. Experiment #2

This experiment aims at evaluating how the size of the discretization of the
bid space (in terms of |X|) and daily budget space (in terms of |Y|) used in our
algorithms affect their performance. Indeed, if, on the one hand, an increase in
the number of the available bid/daily budget pairs corresponds to an increase
of the expected revenue of the clairvoyant solution, on the other hand, a larger
arms space results in larger exploration costs. We investigate how the impact
on the exploration cost is mitigated by the correlation between arms that allows
one to gain information over all the arms space once one arm is pulled.

In this experiment, we adopt the same setting used in Experiment #1 (see
Table [2) with different granularities of discretization in the bid space X or daily
budget space Y. In particular, we study two settings over a time horizon of
T = 50 rounds. In the first setting, the number of values of the bid space
is |X| € {5,10,20,40,80}, while the number of daily budget values is |Y| =
10. In the second setting, the number of values of the daily budget space
is |Y] € {5,10,20,40,80}, while the number of bid values is |X| = 10. These

discretizations are such that every space with a larger number of values includes
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the space with a smaller number of values. For instance, a set with 40 values
strictly includes the one with 20 values.

We compare AdComb-U-TS and AdComb-F-TS in terms of both cumulative
expected revenue (over time) Pp(i) := Zle ru(St) and the following perfor-

mance index:
Pr(41)

VX,Y) ==
©w

where both the algorithms selecting S; and the clairvoyant algorithm selecting
S* (corresponding to r},) are run on the space X x Y. |E| Basically, V(X,Y) €
[0, 1] is a ratio returning, given a space of arms X x Y, the efficiency of a learning
algorithm with respect to the optimal solution achievable with that arm space.
The normalization with respect to the optimal solution achievable with a given
arm space mitigates the fact that, enlarging the arms space, the optimal revenue

may increase.

10% ‘ ‘
.—.——“.‘ ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ ®
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(a) (b)
Figure 5: Results for Experiment #2: performance of the AdComb-F-TS and AdComb-U-TS

algorithms as | X| varies: (a) cumulative expected revenue, (b) V(X,Y) index.

In Figure we show the value of Pr(81) for our algorithms and of the
optimal solution (denoted with Opt) as the bid space granularity | X| varies. It

14 The results for AdComb-U-UCB and AdComb-F-UCB are omitted since they are in line

with the ones we present and do not provide any further insight.
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Figure 6: Results for Experiment #2: performance of the AdComb-F-TS and AdComb-U-TS

algorithms as |Y'| varies: (a) cumulative expected revenue, (b) V(X,Y) index.

is worth noting that the increase in the clairvoyant optimal reward for | X| > 10
is negligible. The cumulative revenue provided by the AdComb-F-TS algorithm
is decreasing for |X| > 40. However, the loss w.r.t. the revenue gained when
|X| = 80 is about 3%. The AdComb-U-TS algorithm has a similar behavior.
This result shows that the cost due to the exploration of a larger space of arms
is larger than the increase of the optimal achievable reward, and it suggests, in
practice, the adoption of a discretization of the bid space with about | X| = 40
evenly-spaced values. In Figure we show the values of V(X,Y’) achieved
by the AdComb-U-TS and AdComb-F-TS algorithms. In this case, for both
algorithms, the value of V(X,Y") decreases as | X| increases. This is because the
algorithms pays a larger exploration cost. However, the empirical increase in
inefficiency is only logarithmic in |X|. This result shows that the performance
of the algorithms is robust to an increase of the number of possible bids.

In Figure we show the value Pr(4l) of our algorithms and of the optimal
solution as |Y| varies. The results are similar to those obtained above when
|X| varies. The only peculiarity, in this case, concerns the performance of the
AdComb-F-TS algorithm. Despite the theoretical analysis provides a logarithmic

dependency of the regret from |Y|, the empirical results seem to suggest that

31



the values of V(X,Y") are approximately constant as |Y| varies. This empirical
result does not hold for the AdComb-U-TS algorithm, whose performance are
significantly affected by the number of daily budget intervals. Intuitively, this
is because, in the factorized model, the daily budget is not an input to the GPs
we use, thus, it does not affect the exploration of the algorithm. Conversely,
in AdComb-U-TS, the daily budget values constitute a part of the input to the
GPs, and, therefore, an increase of the number of the daily budget values results
in a larger regret since the algorithm needs to explore a wider space of arms.
In conclusion, the use of a more fine-grained bid/daily budget space to ex-
plore provides less revenue overall, but with a mild decrease in terms of perfor-

mance, allowing, in practical cases, to use a large discretization space.

5.1.8. Experiment #3

This experiment aims at evaluating the performance of our algorithms with
random realistic settings generated by exploiting Yahoo! Webscope A3 dataset.
More specifically, we consider N = 4 campaigns whose parameters (i}, 0;, v, 0;
are those reported in Table[2] The values of the parameters p(®), o(®) p(obs) (0),
péd) are, instead, generated according to distributions estimated from the auc-
tions of the Yahoo! Webscope A3 dataset. We set a constant cumulative daily
budget y, = 100 over a time horizon of T' = 100 days, with limits Y, = 0,
Y;¢ = 100, z;, = 0, and T;; = 1 for every ¢ < T, C;. Furthermore, we use
an evenly spaced discretization of |X| = 10 values of bid and |Y| = 10 values
of daily budget. We generate 10 different scenarios, for each of them, we run
100 independent experiments over the same scenarios and averaged over them.
Given a setting and an algorithm, we denote with S the percentage of runs
in which the given algorithm has the best performance in terms of cumulative
reward in the given setting.

In Table [3| we report, for every algorithm and every setting, the average
cumulative regret Rrp, its standard deviation op,, and 5. In almost all the
settings, the best algorithm is AdComb-F-TS. Furthermore, AdComb-F-TS out-

performs the other algorithms in more than the 70% of the runs in all settings.
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However, it is worth to note that in settings 1 — 5 — 6, for ¢ < 25, AdComb-
F-UCB outperforms the other algorithms in more than 11%,73%, 7% of the
cases, respectively. This provides evidence that only in some specific scenar-
ios AdComb-F-UCB provides a viable solution to the ads optimization problem.
Conversely, AdComb-U-TS and AdComb-U-UCB achieve lower performance than
AdComb-F-TS and AdComb-F-UCB algorithms in all runs. For this reason, in
the real-world setting, we adopt the AdComb-F-TS algorithm.

5.2. Evaluation in a Real-world Setting

We adopted the AdComB-F-TS algorithm to advertise in Italy a set of cam-
paigns for a loan product of a large international company. The goal was the
maximization of the number of the leads. Due to reasons of industrial secrecy,
we cannot disclose the name of the product and the name of the company. The
campaigns started July 1%% 2017 and were active up to December 315¢ 2019.
In our discussion, we report the results corresponding to the first 365 days of
the experiment, grouped by weeks as the behavior of the users can be slightly
different during the days of a single week and some campaigns were active only
some specific days of the week. During these 365 days, the set of campaigns
changed over time, some being added, others being discarded or changed, due
to business needs such as, e.g., the creation of new graphical logos, messages, or
new user profiles to target. In particular, the total number of campaigns used
is 29, while, initially, the campaigns were 8. The activation/deactivation of the
campaigns in time and their actual costs per week are depicted in Figure [7]
After 365 days, the previously active campaigns were completely discarded and
a new set of campaigns was used.

The campaigns were optimized by human specialists from week 0 to week 5**

6th

and by our algorithm from week on. In addition, the cumulative daily budget

was changed at weeks 6" and 29*" due to business reasons of the company, as

follows:

e 200 Euros per day from week 0" to week 5'0;
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AdComb-F-TS AdComb-F-UCB AdComb-U-TS AdComb-U-UCB
6 | Relon | 8 | Rrlon | 8 | Re|on | 8
Setting 1 t=25 73 13 89% 104 | 21 | 11% || 287 | 24 | 0% || 264 | 23 | 0%
t =50 111 | 22 97% 169 | 24 3% || 377 | 28 | 0% || 345 | 30 | 0%
t=100 || 170 | 37 | 99% | 279 | 29 1% || 485 | 35 | 0% || 444 | 36 | 0%

Rr ‘ ORr

Setting 2 | t =25 66 16 98% 125 | 15 2% || 255 | 21 | 0% || 263 | 21 | 0%
t =50 93 21 98% 155 | 18 2% || 327 | 26 | 0% || 340 | 24 | 0%
t=100 || 132 | 31 92% 194 | 22 8% || 415 | 28 | 0% || 424 | 30 | 0%

Setting 3 | t =25 5 15 | 100% || 132 | 18 0% || 319 | 31 | 0% || 316 | 30 | 0%
t =150 103 | 21 | 100% || 182 | 20 0% || 421 | 37 | 0% || 397 | 32 | 0%
t=100 || 145 | 32 | 100% || 261 | 24 0% || 533 | 42 | 0% || 488 | 40 | 0%

Setting 4 | t =25 67 15 | 100% || 130 | 29 0% || 334 | 27 | 0% || 306 | 26 | 0%
t =150 103 | 19 | 100% || 196 | 38 0% || 414 | 31 | 0% || 395 | 29 | 0%
t=100 || 164 | 29 | 100% || 297 | 55 0% || 512 | 38 | 0% || 499 | 35 | 0%

Setting 5 | t =25 112 | 18 27% 99 12 | 73% || 345 | 30 | 0% || 321 | 25 | 0%
t =50 157 | 22 83% 180 | 13 | 17% || 479 | 39 | 0% || 457 | 30 | 0%
t=100 | 222 | 24 | 100% || 331 | 14 0% || 648 | 62 | 0% || 627 | 36 | 0%

Setting 6 | t =25 100 | 15 93% 99 9 ™% || 272 | 20 | 0% || 287 | 24 | 0%
t =50 140 | 19 | 100% | 180 | 13 0% || 370 | 32 | 0% || 391 | 28 | 0%
t=100 || 221 | 32 | 100% || 331 | 20 0% || 480 | 37 | 0% || 507 | 34 | 0%

Setting 7 | t =25 100 | 15 98% || 142 | 14 2% || 336 | 24 | 0% || 344 | 28 | 0%
t =50 145 | 19 94% || 184 | 13 6% || 453 | 34 | 0% || 456 | 33 | 0%
t =100 || 220 | 30 83% || 250 | 14 | 17% || 595 | 43 | 0% || 587 | 37 | 0%

Setting 8 | t =25 90 14 98% 144 | 22 2% 1] 296 | 30 | 0% || 278 | 24 | 0%
t =50 128 | 17 99% || 220 | 21 1% || 386 | 30 | 0% || 363 | 28 | 0%
t=100 || 181 | 20 | 100% || 303 | 27 0% || 495 | 35 | 0% || 466 | 34 | 0%

Setting 9 | t =25 89 17 90% 127 | 21 | 10% || 334 | 23 | 0% || 329 | 26 | 0%
t =150 119 | 23 91% 162 | 24 9% || 417 | 28 | 0% || 421 | 34 | 0%
t=100 || 165 | 33 88% || 224 | 32 | 12% || 510 | 36 | 0% || 519 | 40 | 0%

Setting 10 | ¢t =25 91 20 | 100% || 197 | 10 ™% | 331 | 25 | 0% || 302 | 29 | 0%
t =50 138 | 23 | 100% || 248 | 16 0% || 424 | 31 | 0% || 402 | 39 | 0%
t=100 || 214 | 35 | 100% || 333 | 22 0% 537 | 38 | 0% || 518 | 44 | 0%

Table 3: Results for Experiment #3: performance of algorithms AdComb-F-TS, AdComb-
F-UCB, AdComb-U-TS, AdComb-U-UCB with 10 different random settings at round t €
{25, 50, 100}.

34



e 1,100 Euros per day from week 6 to week 28" (the increase in the daily

budget was motivated to obtain more leads);

e 700 Euros per day from week 29" on (the decrease in the daily budget

was motivated to reduce the cost per lead).

The algorithm was implemented in Python 2.7.12 and executed on Ubuntu
16.04.1 LTS with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E5-2620 v3 2.40GHz. We used a
discretization of the bid and daily budget space such that |X| =100 and |Y| =
500. Furthermore, the estimates are based on the data collected in the last 20
weeks, thus using a sliding window of 140 days, to discard observations that were
considered excessively old by human specialists. The algorithm ran at midnight,
collecting the observations of the day before, updating the models, computing
the next values bid/daily budget to use, and, finally, setting these values on
the corresponding platforms. The total computing time of the algorithm per
execution was shorter than 5 minutes.

The cost per lead and the actual costs per week are reported in Figures [§]
and [9] respectively. The cost per lead dramatically reduced thanks to the ac-
tivation of algorithm at the 6'" week, from an average of about 120 Euros per
lead to about 65 Euros per lead. Furthermore, the algorithm spent about 4
weeks to reduce the cost per lead from about 65 Euros (at the 6 week) to
about 50 Euros (at the 10" week). The algorithm exhibited a rather explo-
rative behavior until the 15" week due to the need to collect samples, whereas,
from the 16" week to the 26" week, the algorithm presented a rather stable
behavior. Notably, even if the algorithm was rather explorative up to the 15"
week, the performance in these weeks was evaluated rather stable by the human
specialists. The oscillations from the 15" week to the 28" week were due to
seasonability effects and the campaigns of the competitors. More precisely, the
human specialists confirmed that from the 12" week (beginning of September,
corresponding to the conclusion of the summer holidays in Italy) to the 18}
week (middle of October), the users are usually less interested to make loans.

This behavior leaded to an increase of the cost per lead. A similar effect was
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Figure 7: Actual costs for the campaigns. A cost of 0 Euros means that the campaign is not

active.
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Figure 8: Cost per lead across weeks.

observed from the 22" week to the 27" week (corresponding to the period from
the beginning of December to the middle of January). At the 29" week, the
reduction of the daily budget pushed the algorithms to explore better the val-
ues of the functions to learn for smaller values of the daily budget. This task
required 4 weeks, in which the cost per lead reduced from about 65 Euros to
about 35 Euros.

The actual cost per week, differently from the cost per lead, was subject
to prominent oscillations. These oscillations were due to seasonability and the
possibility of overspending on the platform (i.e., even if the platforms allow
the introduction of daily budget constraints, these constraints can be violated
by the platforms). The evaluation of the performance of our algorithm was
very positive for the company, as to motivate its adoption for other sets of

campaigns.
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Figure 9: Actual costs across weeks.

6. Conclusions and Future Works

In the current paper, we present the AdComB algorithm, a method capable
of choosing automatically the values of the bid and the daily budget of a set
of Internet advertising campaigns to maximize, in an online fashion, the rev-
enue under a budget constraint. The algorithm exploits Gaussian Processes to
estimate the campaigns performance, combinatorial bandit techniques to ad-
dress the exploration/exploitation dilemma in the bid/daily budget choice, and
dynamic programming techniques to solve the allocation optimization prob-
lem. We propose four flavors of our algorithms: AdComB-U-UCB which uses an
unfactorized model for the bid/daily budget space and confidence bounds for
exploration, AdComB-U-TS which uses an unfactorized model and sampling as
exploration strategy, AdComB-F-UCB which uses a factorized model and upper
confidence bounds, and AdComB-F-TS which uses a factorized model and sam-

pling for exploration. We theoretically analyze our algorithms and we provide
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high probability bounds on the regret of (5(\/?)7 where T is the time horizon of
the learning process. Our experimental results, on both synthetic settings and
real-world settings, show that our algorithms tackle the problem properly, out-
performing other naive algorithms based on existing solutions and the human
expert, respectively.

As future work, we plan to study an algorithm for the adaptive discretization
of the bid and budget space, depending on the complexity of the setting and
the time horizon T'. Furthermore, while in the present work we assume that the
environment, including the users and the other advertisers, is stationary over
time, we will investigate non-stationary environments, e.g., including in the
model the seasonality over different time scales of the user behaviour, as well as

sudden changes due the modification of the competitors marketing policy.
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Appendix A. Proofs

Lemma 1 (From [36]). Given the realization of a GP f(-), the estimates of the
mean fis_1(z) and variance 67_,(x) for the input x belonging to the input space

X, for each b € RT the following condition holds:
P(1f(2) = fur(@)] = Vo 11 (a)) < e F,
for each x € X.

Proof. Be r ~N(0,1) and ¢ € R, we have:

N

1 e [ -0
e 2 (& 2

V2T c

since e=¢("=¢) < 1 for r > ¢. For the symmetry of the Gaussian distribution, we

—c
2
)

. c2
—r=)dr < e"TPlr> 0] =

N =
(9]

Plr>c] =

have:

2
Pllr| > ¢l <e™ 7.
Applying the above result to r = %&;ﬁ(x) and ¢ = v/b concludes the proof.
O

Theorem 1. Let us consider an ABBA problem over T rounds where the func-
tions n;(x,y) is the realization of a GP. Using the AdComb-U-UCB algorithm

with the following upper bounds for the number of clicks and of value per click:

ﬁgzll(x,y) = /:Lj7t,1($, y) + \/a a-j,tfl(xay%
ag?t)fl =051+ VO 0,

respectively, with by := 2log (%) and b, := 2log (%) For every
0 € (0,1), the following holds with probability at least 1 — §:

(%

5 N N
Rrh) < |8T'Nbr | — 5~ Z'yT(nj) + &(Nmax + 2@0)2 Zlog % +T1,
log (1 + X) j=1 j=1 wj

where, A and & are variances of the measurement noise of the click functions

n;(-) and of the value per click vj, respectively, Vmax := Max;c(1,... N} Vj is the

,,,,,

mazimum expected value per click, Nmax = MaXzex yev,je{1,..., N} 75 (T,y) is
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the mazimum expected number of click we might obtain on average over all the
campaigns C;, and o2 := k(a,a) > &?i(a) for each j, t and a. Equivalently,

with probability at least 1 — 9§, it holds:

where the notation O() disregards the logarithmic factors.

Proof. In AdComb-U-UCB, we assume the number of clicks n;(z,y) = n;(a) of
a campaign C; be the realization of a GP over the space D of the bid/daily
budget pairs @ = (x,y). Using the selected input a,; and the corresponding
observations 7, 5, = 7 p(a; ) for each h € {1,...,t — 1}, the GP provides the
estimates of the mean fi;, 1(a) and variance 67, ,(a) for each a € D. The
sampling phase is based on the upper bounds on the number of clicks and on

the value per click, formally:

“S‘Z)—l(a) = fije—1(a) + /bt 05-1(a), (A1)
“;T}t)—l = D1 + /b T/Afj,t—y (A.2)

Applying Lemma (1| to Equation (A.1l) for a generic arm a and b = b; we

have:
b

P[In;(@) ~ pia-1(a)] > Viudju-a(@)] < e

In the execution of the AdComb-U-UCB algorithm, after ¢ — 1 rounds, each
arm can be chosen a number of times from 0 to ¢ — 1. Applying the union
bound over the rounds (¢ € {1,...,T}), the campaigns (j € {1,...,N}) and
the available arms in each campaign D (a € D), and exploiting Lemma ([1f), we

obtain:

Pl U U U (m@-ia@l> Vi)

te{1,...,T} je{1,....N} a€D

T N Y
<Y et

t=1 j=1
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Thus, choosing b; = 2log (%), we obtain:

Similarly, using Lemma [T} we have:

’
bt

P [|Uj = Uj-1| > \/E 1[)j,t711| <e 72,

which holds for each j € {1,..., N}. Choosing b, = 2log (”231th) and applying

an union bound we have:

P U U (‘“j — Vji—1| > \/E Q/Aij,t—1)
te{1,...,T} je{1,....,N}

NI, XX 3w s
SZU_ZI{ :Z;szt2§§'

J Jj=1

[\J‘,‘

Therefore, the event that at least one of the upper bounds over the number of
clicks and the value per click does not hold has probability less than 0.
Assume to be in the event that all the previous bounds hold. The instanta-

neous pseudo-regret reg; at round ¢ satisfies the following inequality:

rege =1y, — ru(St) <1 =75, (St) + 74, (St) — ru(S),

where f1; = (ufgflug?t)fl(al), .. ,us\qf’)tflug\?’)til(aM)) is the vector composed

of all the upper bounds of the different arms (of dimension NAM ). Let us recall
that, given a generic superarm S, if all the elements of a vector p are larger

than the ones of u’ the following holds:

ra(S) 2 1, 2 () = Tu(SL) = 7 (A.3)

where S}, € argmaxses(ru(S)) is the super-arm providing the optimum ex-

pected reward when the expected rewards are pu. Thus, we have:
rege < v, (St) = ru(St)
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<71, (St) = 7, (St) + 7, (St) — 7u(Sh),

where py := (f1,1—1/t1,—1(a1), - .., IN—1fn,c—1(anr)) is the vector composed of

the estimated average payoffs for each arm a € D.

A bound the terms (rg,(S;) — ru, (S:)) is provided by the definition of the

upper confidence bounds:

N
P, (S0) = T, (St) = [ ") () — ﬁj,tflﬂj,tfl(aj,t)}

j=1
N
= Z {%,tq\/@ Gj—1(@ze) + fja—1(25.0)v/b] ¥ia—1 + Vbr 65.0-1(a54) /] zﬁj’“l}
1
N ~
< Z{ [vj + \/E wj,tfl} \/bj Gji—1(aj:)
=1
i(aj) + Vb 6j,t71(aj,t)} VOV, b1+ Vb 6501(20) /b, ng,tl}

N
< Z { maxﬂlglgg Gj.t-1(a) + Mo V/ O, V-1 + 33/beb} 01 max &j,t—1(a)}

<.
I

_|_
BRI

N N N

< Umax\/aj; maxd;,1(a) + nmax\/gj; Vi1 + 3/bib, ; W1 max 6,1 ()
N N

é Umax\/ajz_:lznea,g&j,tl nmax\/>+3 bt g z:: 7,t—1>

where a;; is the arm chosen for campaign C; in the superarm S, Umax =
maX;e(1,... N} Vj is the maximum expected value per click, nyax := max; a n; (a)
is the maximum expected number of clicks for any campaign. In the above
derivation we used that O’? (a) < k(a,a) =: 02 for each j, t and a.

Let us focus on the term (1, (S¢) — r”(St)):
T, (St) — Z Dje—1ije—1(a5,.) = vin;(aj.)]
j=1

N
= [De1hge-1(as) = e-an (@) + 25 1n (@) — ving(age)]
j:

N
> { v 4 VO, i) (e (@g.0) = ng(a54)) + nj(ag.) (901 — Uj)}

J

—

IA
&

Mz

<.
Il
—

N
(Ve + V/Bi0-1) Ve i 6-1(@) + M /B Y i1
j=1
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djj,t—la

N
S Umax\/az glea%( a—j,t—l(a) + (nmax\/b: +
j=1

2
11>

where we used arguments similar to the ones considered in the previous deriva-
tion.

Overall, summing up the two terms, we have:

N

N
Tege S Umax\/az Igleag a’j,tfl(a) + (nmax\/a + 3 btb;0'> Z wj t—1
j=1

j=1
N

N
+ vmax\/EZ; max 5 1-1(a) + (Rmax /by + Z
]:

N

N
= 2\/5 Umax § mea%{&j,t—l nmax +2\/>0- §
a
Jj=1

We need now to upper bound &; ;_1(a) and t;; ;. Recall that, thanks to
Lemma 5.3 in [36], under the Gaussian assumption we can express the informa-
tion gain provided by the observations ny—; = (Rj1,...,7;+—1) corresponding

to the sequence of arms (a; 1,...,a;+—1) as

IG(ny—1|ny) = Zlog(l—i— ()\ )>

Since by is non-decreasing in h, we can write:

62 n(ajn)

72 (ay)] g (14 )
2, (a; A |2 < A4
ijh(aj,h) B\ = log (1_|_ %) ) ( )

. 9 log (1+52) 1 67 nlasn) k(@ n,ajn)
since s? < Mog(1+1) for all s € [0, 5], and 3 < 0 <

Using the definition of 1; ;_; we have:

¢
I
hzletl hZ;H wz_éog<¢2+t>

Since Equation (A.4) holds for any a € D, then it also holds for the arm

>|=

. . . . 2 . . L2
Qmax Maximizing the variance Uj,h(aj,h) in n; defined over D. Thus, using the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain:

T
2 < TZreth
t=1
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2 2]
T N

N
< 4Tbr Z 2U12nax ( (Ilréabx Jj,tfl(a) + 2(Nmax + Qma)Q Z Aj,tfl
j=1""""
< 8Tb

t=1

N T

T{ Z vrznax Ll:lea%( 6]2-715,1((1) + Z nmax + 2\/70— Nz% t—1
t=1

nfl(a ]

t=1 j=1

) N log(l-i-&?’ X ))
< 8T'Nbr< v5ax max
ST 23 | g ()

N A2
Umax Ui,n—l(a)
S8TM’T{10g(1+ L) Z Z?ﬁz’adog (H ) )

N
E(nmax + 2¢/040)* Y log (152 + T) }
j=1

2

< 8I'Nbr lg(max Z'YT (n;) ) + E(max + 2v/b70)° Zlog( 2+T>

We conclude the proof by taking the square root on both the r.h.s. and the
L.h.s. of the last inequality. O

Theorem 2. Let us consider an ABBA problem over T' rounds where the func-
tions n;(x,y) is the realization of a GP. Using the AdComb-U-TS algorithm, for
every 0 € (0,1), the following holds with probability at least 1 — §:

Rr(4) < {STN (i Vax TZVT (n;)

N 1/2
+HEVr (Mmax + V/bro)? Y _ log (; + T> } :
j=1

where by = 8log <2NMt ), b, = 8log (2]\” ) A and & are variances of the
measurement noise of the click functions n;(-) and of the value per click vj,
respectively, vmax = max;c(1,.. N} Vj 15 the mazimum expected value per click,

Nmax = MaXze X yey,je{l,...N} Ny (T, Yy) is the mazimum expected number of click
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we might obtain on average over all the campaigns C;, and o? = k(a,a) >

52

2.(a) for each j, t and a.

Equivalently, with probability at least 1 — 6, it holds:

N
Re(W) =0 [ \|TN Y vr(n))
j=1

Proof. Recall that in AdComb-2D-TS we assume the number of clicks n;(z,y) =

nj(a) of a campaign C; is the realization of a GP over the space D of the
bid/budget pairs @ = (x,y). Using the selected input a; ) and corresponding
observations 75, = 7, p(a; ) for each h € {1,...,¢t — 1} the GP provides us
with the estimates of the mean /i, (a) and variance 67, ,(a) for each a € D.
The sampling phase generates the following two values for the number of clicks
and on the value per click, formally, for each campaign C;, a sample Gj(-le(a)
is extracted from N (fij—1(a),67, ;(a)) for the number of clicks, and a sample
G(t 1 is extracted from N (D, 17@/th 1)

Let us focus on 9(- t71< a). Since Lemmaalso applies to univariate Gaussian

(n

distributions, it holds for 0 ) ’ ,(a), for a generic arm a, and, formally, we have:

P[00 (@) = fise1(a)| > Vordsaa(a)] < e,
for each b; > 0. By relying on the triangle inequality, fora each a € D we have:
P[“g](r;)l( —nj(a |>\F‘73t 1( ]
< P07 1(a) = fije1(@)] + it (@) = n(a)| > Vius 1 (a)]
< B[ 0574(@) - g1 (@) > 5 Vi551(a)
+P [ﬂj,t1(a) —nj(a)| > ;\/E&j,tl(a)}
b

< 2e” %,

Similarly to what done in the proof of Theoreml setting b, := 8log (ZNMt ),
applying the union bound over the rounds, the subsets D, the number of times
the arms are chosen in D, and the available arms, we have that the following

holds with probability at least 1 — g:
10831 (a) — nj(a)| < v/budjn

o1



foralla € D;, je{l,...N} and h € {1,...,t}.

The same reasoning can be carried out with 9 t | setting b := 8log <2Nt ),

so that the following bound:

10801 —v;] < /Biabje-,

holds for each j € {1,...,N} and h € {1,...,t} with probability at least 1 — 3.
Therefore, jointly, the bounds over the number of clicks and on the value per
click hold with probability at least 1 — .

Let us assume that all previous bounds hold. Consider the instantaneous

pseudo-regret reg; at round ¢:

regr =1, — Tu(St)

’I“:; — T, (S ) + o, (S ) 76, (St) + o, (St) (St)

< Iru(Se) — 1o, (Su)l + [re,(St) — ru(Sh)l,
where 0 := (vat) 195“2 1(aq),. ,95\1,))t719§\7,1171(aM)) is the vector of the drawn

payoffs for the turn ¢ and rg, (S};) — 76, (S:) < 0 for the fact that the chosen arm
S; maximize the reward assuming an expected reward over the arms of 6;.
Let us focus on the term |[r,(S) — 74,(S)| on a generic superarm S =

(al,...aN):
7 (S) = ra,( |_Z|% a;) — 017 0% (ay)]

N
= 3" uyni(ay) — 65 ny(ay)] + 16570y (ay) — 05,605 (ay)]
j=1

I
Mz

[nlnaxfwjt 1+0_7t lfo—Jt 1 aJ]

1

J

= nmax\/gzlzfj,tq + Z (vj + \/E"[’j,tfl) \/a&j,tfl(aj)
j=1 j=1

=2

N N
:nmax\/azqz)j,tfl +’Umax\/aza—j,t71(aj btb/ Z 7,t—1
Jj=1

j=1
N

< Umax\/azmaxaj t— 1 + \/> nmdx + \/>0- Zlﬁjifla
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and, therefore, the instantaneous regret reg; is bounded by twice the quantity
we derived.

The cumulative regret becomes:

T
RE() <T Z reg;
t=1
2 2
T N N
< 4T tzl 2vfnaxbt zl gé%}i oji—1(a) | + 20 (nmax + \/EO’)Q Zl Vji—1
— = i=

T N T N
e LD R S R S RV o
t=1 j=1 t=1 j=1

2 N N
v §
< 8TN | —mmax vr(n;) + b (Nmax + Vbro)? > log | = + T
log(l—i—%) TZ T( J) T( T ) Z ¢j2

J=1 Jj=1

We conclude the proof by taking the square root on both the r.h.s. and the
Lh.s. of the last inequality.
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Theorem 3. Let us consider an ABBA problem over T rounds where the func-
tions n5*(x) and e3*(x) are the realization of GPs. Using the AdComb-F-UCB
algorithm with the following upper bounds for the number of clicks, the number

of clicks per unit of budget, and the value per click, respectively:
a1 (@) 1= (@) + Vi1 ()
w1 (@) = e (@) + Vordeea (@)
“;Ut) 1= Vi1t \/El/;j,t—h

with by = 2log (M> and b, := 2log (’T Nt ) For every § € (0,1), the

following holds with probability at least 1 —§:

N N
Ry (Y) < {TN eibr Y yr(ng) + éabr Y r(e;)

j=1 j=1
N 1/2
+c3bly <2symaxx/bT + 20/ by + niﬁgx> Z og <¢2 + T) } )

where ¢ = 1;;(11%") Cy = 1120;‘5‘1’719“”)", and ¢3 = 126, £, X and X' are the

variance of the value per click, measurement noise on the mazximum number

of clicks and number of clicks per unit of daily budget, respectively, Vmax =

max;e(1,..,N} Vj is the mazimum expected value per click, Nmax = MaXgze x yev,jef1,..., N} 75 (T, Y)
s the maximum expected number of click we might obtain on average over all

the campaigns Cj, Ymax = Maxycy Yy 1s the mazimum budget one can allocate

on a campaign, and 0* = k(z,x) > &3 ,(x), s* == k'(z,x) > 3 () for each j,

t and x.

Equivalently, with probability at least 1 — §, it holds:

N
Re(W) =0 [ (| TN [vr(n;) +v7(e))]
j=1

Proof. At first notice that Lemmal[I]can be applied to the quantities of maximum

number of clicks, maximum cost and value per click. This allows, setting b; :=

2 log (“ NM¢t? ) and b, := 2log (” Nt ), that the following bounds for each arm

x and each round ¢ hold at the same time:
(n5*(x) — fij,e—1(x)] < \/>O—Jt 1(

o4



sat

(@) = fje-1(@)] < Vbidj0-1(2)
Vi — ﬁjvt_l‘ < \/Ei)j,t—h

with probability at least 1 — ¢, since each one of the above events holds with

probability at least 1 — %.

Assume that the previous bounds hold and consider the following quantity:

min {5 (2), ye5* () } — min {fj,0-1(2), yij -1 ()} - (A.5)

If we are able to provide a bound for this quantity, then following the proof of
Theorem [I]it is possible to provide a bound on the regret of the AdComb-F-UCB
algorithm.

Depending on the values of y, €5*(x) and 7;;—1(x) we can distinguish the
following 4 cases:

Case 1: if yc(z) > n(z) A yiji—1(x) > fij:-1(2) the quantity in Equa-

tion [A-5] becomes:
lmin {n%*(z), ye?*(x) } — min {; -1 (2), yfj,—1(2)}| (A.6)
< 08 (2) — fije—1(2)| < VbiGje—1(2). (A7)

Case 2 yci*(x) < nF*(x) Ayije—1(2) < f1j4—1() the quantity in Equation

becomes:

min {n$*(z), ye* () } — min {fij—1 (2 )yﬁjt 1(2)}| (A.8)
=y |esat "7] t— 1 | < ymax\/>5j t— 1 (Ag)
Case 3: :Zt((x)) <y < ‘7‘]]: IE;)) the quantity in Equationbecomes:
jin {4 (2), ye ()} — min {501 (), yie (@)} (A10)
= |n§"(2) = yije-1(2)] (A.11)
<y|esat —Mjt—1( | <ymaxf5jt 1( (A.12)

where we used that n3*(z) < yes™(w).

Case 4: “Jtil((x)) <y< esat((x)) the quantity in Equation becomes:

sat

jmin {2 (2), yes? (2)} — min {01 (), yigea (0} (A13)
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= |ye§* (@) = fij-1(2)] (A.14)
< (@) — frja-1(2)] < Vbi6jao1 (@), (A.15)

where we used that n5*(z) > ye¥* ().

Overall we have that:

lmin {n$*(z), yeT*(x) } — min {1 (z), yije—1(z)}| (A.16)
<V by (YmaxSji—1(x) + 6501 (x)) . (A.17)

Similarly to what has been provided above, let us focus on the quantity:

[min (") (@), yul) (@)} = min (e @),y @), (A18)

which can be bounded by looking at the same 4 different cases.

Case 1: if yuget)fl(x) > uEle(x) A yfje—1(x) > fi;1—1(z) the quantity in

Equation [A-1§ becomes by definition:

min (") (@), yuld (@)} = min {i0-1.(2), i (2)) (A.19)
= a1 (@) — g1 ()] = Vo1 (). (A.20)

Case 2 yuget)_l(z) < ugnt)_l(x) A yfji—1(z) < fij1—1(x) the quantity in Equa-

tion [A.I8 becomes:

fmin {ulf. @),y (@)} = min {1 (2), yia- (2)) (A:21)
=y ‘uget)fl(x) - 771,,5,1(:5)‘ (A.22)
S ymax\/géj,t—l(x)~ (A23)
U(n) x (L x . . .
Case 3: {;jflg ; <y< % the quantity in Equation |A.18| becomes:
Uj,t—1\% =

‘min {“57;)71(55)7 y“ﬁ?ﬂ(@} —min {/i; ¢ 1(x), Y1 ¢-1(7)} (A.24)
= [uf7 (@) - yﬁj,t—l(x)’ (A.25)
< y|uf s @) = Ay (@) (A.26)
< Yunax V018511 (@). (A.27)

96



ul")_ (2)

Case 4: % <y < = the quantity in Equation |A.18| becomes:
Jt— u;y (T
‘min {Ug?—1($)7 yuﬁ)_l(x)} —min {1 ¢—1(z), yM¢—1(z)} (A.28)
= |yl @) = e (@) (A.29)
< 1 @) = a0 = VB350 1 ) (A30)

Overall we have the bound:

‘min {ug?_l(:n), yuget)_l(x)} —min{f;—1(x), yH—1(x)} (A.31)
< Vb (YmaxBj—1(2) + 6j4-1(z)) - (A.32)

Since the definition of per round regret reg; is the same as the one in The-

orem [T} defining:
By = <U§U21 min {Ug?t)q(xl)aylugft)q(l"l)} e
ey (o2 ol a0} )
pt = (ﬁl,t—l min {1 s—1(x1), Y10 e—1(x1)}, ..,
UN—1min{in—1(xar), Yyurine—1(xar)} )
o= <1}1 min {nslat(xl),ylcslat(xl)} ey
oy min {nF (zam), ym e (@) } ) ,

we have:

A bound the terms (rg,(S;) — ru,(St)) is provided by the definition of the

upper confidence bounds:

Tfay (St) —Tp (St)

o7



N
=> [ vy min {“2?-1(%0, yjﬂ‘/u;,et)—l(xj,t)} = Djp—rmin {fi o1 (0), yj,tﬁj,t—l(xj,t)}}
j=1
N
=> [ ), min {Uﬁ)—ﬂ%‘,t), yj,tuft)_ﬂxj,t)} — ")y min {1 (25.0), Yj.eige—1 (€.0) }
j=1
) min {1 (250), Yjeie—1 (25.0) Y — g1 min {1 (25), yj,tﬁj,t—l(xj,t)}}
N

< { [vmax + 2\/@1/33',%1] (min {uﬁzll(fj,t)v yj,tuft)q(xj,t)}

1

<.
Il

in{,-1(250), Yj05,0-1(@50) } )
(0 = 3) [P VB (a1 (2) + 3301 (2))] }
< Z { |:Umax + 2\/71/1] t— 1:| \/7 ymaXSj t— 1( ) + a'j,t—l(x))
( e Ve ( ymaxsg,t 1(z) + %t—l(@)) \/b@ﬁayt—l}
N N
= Umax ymax\/az §j,t—1 (J}) + Umax\/az &j,t—l(x) + 2 V btb{t(symax + U) Z '(/A)j,t—l
j=1
?ﬁ;x\FZ%t 1+ SYmaxV/ 0ib} Z%t 1+ 0+/bib; Z%t 1
= Umax ymax\/az =§j,t—l + vmaxfz Ojt— 1 <3symax btbg
Jj=1 N
+ 15 V/b, + 30/bib ) > i1y
j=1

where vpax 1= mauxé-\’:1 v; is the maximum expected value per click, nmax =
max; ; nj(x) is the maximum number of clicks for any campaign, and we have
Gj+(x) < o and §;.(x) < s for each j, ¢, and .

Let us focus on the term (ry, (S¢) — 7. (St)):

T, (St) — 7 (St)

[
WE

[0 min { g e—1(250), 95,0001 (25,0)} — v min {5 (2,0), Y5065 (250) }]

<.
Il
—

I
M) =

[ﬁj,tq min {4, ¢—1(254), Yje0j,e—1(z54) } — P54—1 min {n (x54), yjytej-at(wj,t)}

<.
I
—

0 min {05 (20), yg et (2,0) b — vy min {05 (25,0), yj,0657 (250) }]
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Mz

[Umax+ \F%t 1} (min {8j.0=1(xj,0), Yj,eM5.0—1(x50) }

<.
Il
—

in {n3*(2,0), yj.e€5 (xj,t)}) + (Dj4—1 — Uj,t—l)nfiix}
{|:Umax + fwj,t 1:| \/7 ymaxsj,t 1( )+6'j,t 1 ii;xfwjyt 1}

IA
HMZ E

N
= Umax ymax\/az =§j,t—1(x) + Umax\/az a'j,t—l(x)
j=1 j=1

+ (Vbebo + $ymaxV/bib, + 15 /B D by

where we used arguments similar to the ones we considered in the previous
derivation.

Summing up we have:

N N
Tegy S 2'Umax\/az &j,tfl(x) + 2Umax ymax\/gz §j,t71(m)
Jj=1

N
+ \/E (4Symax\/a + 40’\/E + 271;3];() Z 'Q;j,t—la
j=1

Using arguments similar to what has been used in Theorem [T] we have:

T
Z.(4) STZregf
TZ 2Uma,xfzo'jt 1 +2'Uma.x ymaxfzsjt 1

3
N
+\/E (45ymax\/a + 40\/§t + 2”?1‘;,)() Z '([)7 t—1
N T N T
< T 1202, by Z Zmax 65 4-1(m) + 1202 ymabeNZZmax 85 -1()
j=1t=1 j=1t=1

2

N T
+3V,N (4Symax\/g +40+/by + 2nf§tax) Z Z )

j=1t=1

N N
TN |cibr Z yr(nj) + Cabr Z yr(e5)

J=1 Jj=1
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N
+E3b/T (28yu1ax V br +20+/br + nfi;x) Z 0g <w2 + T) ’

where we defined ¢; := 12(11":“‘) Coy 1= 12vr€ffm“)" and ¢z := 12¢, where A and

A are the variance of the measurement noise on the maximum number of clicks

and number of clicks per unit of daily budget. Taking the square root of both
right and left hand side of this inequality concludes the proof.
O

Theorem 4. Let us consider an ABBA problem over T rounds where the func-
tions n¥*(z) and e¥*(x) are the realization of GPs. Using the AdComb-F-TS
algorithm, for every 6 € (0,1), the following holds with probability at least 1 —4:

N N
Rr(4l) < {TN aibr Y yr(ng) +@br > yr(e;)

Jj=1 J=1

N 1/2
+e3b (23ymax\/ br + 20+/br + n:fm) Zlog (752 + T> } ,
j=1 j

2Ne2) = 4802 _ 48v2 | 2
where by = 21o (” NM¢? ) b, == 2lo (7” Nt ) C1 1= —ymaxs Gy ;= ——maxdmax
t g » Ot g 25 ) A1 log(1+1)” 2 log(1+) 7
and ¢3 := 12¢, &, X\ and N are the variance of the value per click, measure-

ment noise on the maximum number of clicks and number of clicks per unit of
daily budget, respectively, vmax = MaXjeq1,... Ny V; 18 the mazimum expected

value per click, Nmax = MaXgex yev,je{l,...,N} nj(x,y) is the mazimum ex-

pected number of click we might obtain on average over all the campaigns Cj,
Ymax ‘= MaXyey Y 45 the mazimum budget one can allocate on a campaign, and
0% = k(z,x) > 67 (), s> == K (2,2) > &3 ,(x) for each j, t and x.

Equivalently, with probability at least 1 — §, it holds:

Rr(W) =0 [ (| TN [vr(n;) +yr(e))]

j=1
Proof. We recall that the decision we take are based on samples drawn from

these distributions:
071 (@) ~ N (i1 (@), 67,1 (2),
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0') () ~ N(fja-1(2), 8,y (2)),
08) | ~ N(Djem1,0%,_).

Ad we derived in the proof of Theorem [2 by extracting samples from the
predictive distributions of the GP we have that:

- [W?(x)— ()] > \FUgt 1(z ] < 26_%7

P (105 (@) - W|>f%1]§-%

P “9%) -5 > \/bié%',tfl} < 26_%7

and, therefore, setting b, := 8log <2NMt ) and b} := 8log (2]\” ) we have that

the bounds over the rounds ¢, the different GPs j and the different arms = holds
together with probability greater than 1 — 4.

Using arguments similar to what has been used in Theorem [3] we obtain the

following bound for a generic bid/budget pair (z,y):

2t (), ye (x)} — min{ (x;), 4,657 (2;)}|

< [min{n¥(x), ye(x)} — min {f—1 (2), Y1 (2)}
+ [ min {f1j,¢—1 (x), yin -1 (2)} — min{07 (), 5,65 ()}
< 2\/E(ymax§j7t—1(-r) +6j-1(x)) .

| min{n

As in Theorem 2] the instantaneous pseudo-regret reg; at round ¢ is bounded

as follows:

rege < [ru(Sy,) —ro, (Sl + 176, (St) = ru(S)l,
where p us defined as in Theorem [3| and

0, := (0°) min{6(") (21),916L) (21)}, ...,

95\% min{0) (z21), yarf\) (za0)}

is the vector of the drawn payoffs for the turn ¢ and rg, (S};) — e, (S:) < 0 for the
fact that the chosen arm S; maximize the reward assuming an expected reward

over the arms of 6.
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Let us focus on bounding the quantity |r,(S)—rg,(S)| on a generic superarm

7 (S) = re.(5)] =

N
=3 o min{ni(a;), g€ (@)} — 037 min{o)) (), ;604 ()}

<.
Il
N

I
M=

(g min {3 (), ye5™ ()} = vy min{6(7 (2), ;647 (2,)}

<.
Il
—

oy min{0) (;), 4,007 (2,0} — 037 mind0{7) (@), 3,017 (x,)}]
< Z [2Um"mx\ﬁ YmaxSj,t— () + 6j,t—1(x))
+\/>,(/}],t 1 ( 2t e+ 2v/0¢ (Ymax3j,e—1() +&j,t—1(x))>}
N N
< zvmaxymax\/az §j1-1(x) + 2Umax\/az Gj—1(x)+
j=1 j=1

N
+ \/E(nf‘i;x + 2symax\/a + 20'\/Z7t) Z 7/;j,t—1)
j=1

Thus, the the instantaneous pseudo-regret reg; at round ¢ is bounded as

follows:

Tegt < 4'Umaxymax\/>z Sjt— 1 + 4'Umax\/>z Ojt— 1

j=1

N
+ 20/BL (3 + 25YmaxV/be + 20V/be) > hia1)
Jj=1

. _ 48 _ 480
Defining the constants ¢ := % Gy = M, and ¢3 1= 12¢ we
10g(1+ ) log(1+ )\,)

have a cumulative regret of:

T
2 < TZ?“egt2
t=1
N N
TN |e1br Y yr(ng) + ebr > r(e;)

j=1 j=1

bl (29maxy/br + 20\/br + njggx) Z log ( n T) ,
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and taking the square root of both the left and right hand side of the inequality

concludes the proof.
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