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Abstract

We study regret minimization in repeated first-price auctions (FPAs), where a bidder ob-
serves only the realized outcome after each auction—win or loss. This setup reflects practical
scenarios in online display advertising where the actual value of an impression depends on the
difference between two potential outcomes, such as clicks or conversion rates, when the auction is
won versus lost. We analyze three outcome models: (1) adversarial outcomes without features,
(2) linear potential outcomes with features, and (3) linear treatment effects in features. For
each setting, we propose algorithms that jointly estimate private values and optimize bidding
strategies, achieving near-optimal regret bounds. Notably, our framework enjoys a unique fea-
ture that the treatments are also actively chosen, and hence eliminates the need for the overlap
condition commonly required in causal inference.

Keywords: First-price auctions; Contextual bandits; Linear bandits; Causal inference.

1 Introduction

Recent years have seen an industry-wide shift from second-price to first-price auctions (FPAs) in
online advertising, beginning with platforms like OpenX, AppNexus, and Index Exchange [Slul7],
and extending to Google AdX [Davl19] and AdSense [Won21]|, the world’s largest ad exchanges.
Unlike second-price auctions, FPAs are non-truthful, introducing critical challenges for real-time
algorithmic bidding. A key challenge is the need to learn the distribution of the highest other bids
(HOBs). To address this, [BGM 23, HZF 20, HWZ24] introduced the framework of regret mini-
mization in repeated FPAs, developing algorithms that achieve near-optimal regret under various
feedback mechanisms. This framework has since been extended to accommodate practical con-
siderations, such as latency [ZKH"21|, additional side information [ZHZ'22], budget constraints
[WYDK23]|, return on investment (ROI) constraints [AFZ24]|, to name a few. We refer to a recent
survey [ABBT24] for an overview of these developments.

However, another important challenge in FPAs often overlooked by the existing literature is
the estimation of the actual value of an impression (or advertising slot). In practice, this value
is determined by the difference between two potential outcomes—commonly clicks or conversion
rates—when the auction is won versus lost. As shown in Fig. 1, an advertiser can observe the
outcome of winning the advertising slot when he/she wins the auction, and the outcome of doing
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Figure 1: The learner repeatedly bids for advertisement slots and observes the (random) outcome
sales after winning or losing the auctions.

nothing when losing the auction; the value of the advertising slot is the difference between these two
potential outcomes. Consequently, as [WNC24] observes, the problem of value estimation can be
framed as a specific instance of causal inference, where the target quantity is the treatment effect,
and the treatment is determined by the bidding outcome. This introduces the following challenges:

e First, as in all causal inference problems, only one potential outcome is observable for each
subject, making direct estimation of the treatment effect inherently difficult.

e Second, unique to bidding in FPAs, the treatment (winning or losing the auction) is determined
by the bidding strategy, which, in turn, depends on the current estimate of the actual value.
This interdependence complicates both the estimation and the bidding process.

To address the aforementioned challenges, practitioners often rely on randomized controlled
experiments for value estimation or manually decouple value estimation and learning, treating them
as independent processes. However, these approaches can be either prohibitively costly or introduce
significant biases into the final bidding outcome. In this paper, we propose a framework for joint
value estimation and bidding in FPAs, making the following contributions:

e Problem formulation: We formalize the problem of joint value estimation and bidding in
repeated FPAs, representing the value as the difference between two potential outcomes,
observed upon winning and losing, respectively. We further introduce three models for the
potential outcomes.

e Adversarial outcomes: When the potential outcomes can be adversarially chosen, we devise
an EXP3-type algorithm that achieves an 6(\/T ) regret, during a time horizon T, against an
oracle who knows the distribution of the HOBs. Due to the absence of additional contextual
information in this setting, a natural oracle here only bids a constant price over time.

e Linear potential outcomes: When some features are available and both potential outcomes
are linear in the features, we develop an algorithm that achieves an 6(\/@) regret against an
oracle who makes optimal feature-dependent bids. Here d is the feature dimension, and the
algorithm tries to learn both potential outcomes based on the linearity assumption.

e Linear treatment effect: Under a more realistic assumption where only the treatment effect is
linear in the features, we still manage to establish an O(\/ﬁ ) regret against an oracle who
makes optimal feature-dependent bids. The algorithm consists of two parts: the estimation
part applies the inverse propensity weighted (IPW) estimator to find an unbiased estimator of
the treatment effect, which might suffer from a large variance without the overlap condition;



the decision-making part of the algorithm uses a careful bidding strategy to neutralize the
effect of estimation variance in bidding, and consequently eliminates the need of randomized
trials or overlap conditions.

1.1 Related Work

Bidding in FPAs. FPAs, also known as descending-price or Dutch auctions, have a long history.
Early study of FPAs typically took a game-theoretic view dating back to the foundational work of
[Vic61, Mye81], and there has been significant progress in understanding the computational complex-
ity of Bayesian Nash equilibrium for online FPAs [WSZ20, FRGH'21, BFO23, CP23, FRGHK24].
A different line of study takes the perspective of online learning where a single bidder would
like to learn the “environment”, mainly the behaviors of other bidders in the literature. Dat-
ing back to |[KLO03| in a different pricing context, this perspective has inspired a flurry of work
[HZF 20, ZHZ'22, BGM 23, BFG23, WYDK23, HWZ24, AFZ24] which establishes sublinear re-
grets under various feedback structures and environments in FPAs; we refer to a recent survey
[ABB24] for an overview. However, this line of work assumes a known valuation and mainly
focuses on learning HOBs or handling other constraints (budget, side information, etc), and the
problem of joint value estimation and bidding is explicitly listed as an open direction in [HWZ24].

Unknown valuation. There is also a rich line of literature on learning unknown valuations
in auctions. In second-price auctions, [WPR16] studies a regret minimization setting where the
bidder observes the valuation only if he/she wins the auction; this setting is then generalized to
other auction formats [FPS18| including FPAs [ACG21]. A recent work [CBCCT24] provides a
systematic study of feedback mechanisms (termed as transparency) and unknown valuations in
FPAs and provides tight regret bounds in various settings. However, all these studies do not view
the valuation of a bidder as a treatment effect, while an empirical study |[WNC24]| stresses the
importance of a causal inference modeling. Although [WNC24| does not directly study the regret
minimization problem, they identify a unique challenge in FPAs that the goals of regret minimization
and causal inference are not well-aligned (while in second-price auctions these tasks are aligned).
This challenge precisely motivates the problem formulation of joint value estimation and bidding in
the current work.

We provide a more detailed comparison with |[CBCCT24] as it is closest to ours. First, as
explained above, the unknown valuation is the potential outcome of winning in [CBCC™24]; by
contrast, since the unknown valuation in our model is a treatment effect, we need to deal with the
scenario where only the treatment effect, but not the potential outcomes, could be learned. Second,
no contextual information is assumed in [CBCC*24], so that dependence between the valuation and
HOB is allowed; as a comparison, we adopt a causal inference framework with available contexts,
and make the standard unconfoundedness assumption that the potential outcomes are conditionally
independent of the HOBs given the contexts. In fact, in our first model of adversarial outcomes
without contexts, both the algorithm and analysis are inspired by [CBCC™24].

Causal inference. The causal inference formulation of value estimation in FPAs in [WNC24|
assumes the unconfoundedness and overlap conditions; both conditions are standard in causal infer-
ence [IR15], and are essential for controlling the estimation error in policy learning [AW21, ZAW23).
There have also been some efforts in relaxing or removing the overlap condition, such as trimming
[YD18, BKBW23|, policy shifts [ZCJY24], and bypassing the uniform requirements [JRYW22|. For
example, the policy learning result in [JRYW22] only involves the overlap condition for the selected



policy; by contrast, thanks to the special nature of the joint value estimation and bidding problem,
we do not even require the overlap condition for the selected bid.

1.2 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the problem formulation and
presents the main regret bounds under three different models. Sections 3 to 5 work on the three
models of adversarial outcomes, linear potential outcomes, and linear treatment effect, respectively,
and develop the corresponding bidding strategies under each scenario. Conclusions and some future
directions are discussed in Section 6. The proofs of technical results, including the regret lower
bounds, are deferred to the appendices.

1.3 Notation

For positive integers n € N, we let [n] = {1,2,...,n}. For an event E, we defined the indicator
function 1[E] to be 1 if the event occurs and 0 otherwise. The standard asymptotic notations
O(),Q(-), and ©(-) are used to suppress constant factors, and O(-),Q(-), and O(-) to suppress
poly-logarithmic factors. For a random variable X, E[X] and Var(X) denote its mean and variance
respectively. Throughout, we use the filtration F; to denote all available history up to the beginning
of round ¢, and write E;[X] = E[X|F;] for simplicity. For a vector z € R? and a PSD matrix
A€ R¥™4 et ||z]| 4 = V2" Az. For a cumulative distribution function G on [0, 1], let its inverse be
G Yz) =inf{z € [0,1] : G(x) > z}.

2 Problem Formulation and Main Results

In this section, we formulate this learning problem in FPAs and the three models under differ-
ent assumptions on the potential outcomes. Subsequently, we discuss the key challenges of these
formulations in Section 2.2, and summarize our main results in Section 2.3.

2.1 Problem Formulation

In this work, we consider a single bidder that jointly estimates her private values and bids against a
population of other bidders in repeated FPAs over a time horizon T'. At the beginning of each time
t, the bidder participates in an auction and observes some contextual information z; (which could
be empty). The bidder then makes a bid b, € B = [0, 1], and observes the highest other bid (HOB)
M; at the end of each auction. Here we assume that the HOB M, is always revealed to the bidder,
regardless of the outcome of the auction; this is known as the full-information feedback [HZF 20,
CBCCT24], and is called the “minimum-bid-to-win” in the Google Ad Exchange. Depending on the
comparison between b; and M, the bidder receives an outcome value vy ; € [0,1] if she wins the
auction and pays by, i.e. by > My, or an outcome value vy € [0,1] if she loses the auction, i.e.
b < M;. The final realized payoff for the learner is

T‘t(bt) = ]].[bt 2 Mt] (qul - bt) + ]l[bt < Mt]vw

(1)

= 1[br > M¢](ve1 — veo — be) + veo.

The main feature in the reward function (1) is that up to an unimportant additive constant vy g,

optimizing the bid b; amounts to predict the HOB M; and estimate the treatment effect vi1 — vip.

The standard nonconfoundedness assumption in causal inference [IR15] states that the estimation
problems for M; and (vs1,vt0) can be decoupled.



Assumption 2.1 (Unconfoundedness). It holds that (ve1,ve0) AL My | 2.

As in many causal inference problems, Assumption 2.1 of no unmeasured confounders is vital
to avoid Simpson’s paradox and make estimators like inverse propensity weighting (IPW) work.
Specializing to bidding in FPAs, even for v;p = 0 and x; = @, dependence between v;; and M;
could lead to a Q(T') regret (see, e.g. [HWZ24, Theorem 8] and [CBCC™24, Theorem 8]|). As for the
joint distribution of (vg1,vt0,2¢) over time, we also adopt the following conditional independence
assumption, which essentially states that the context sequence {z;}]_; is chosen by an oblivious
adversary (e.g. xy cannot depend on b1 or My_q).

Assumption 2.2 (Conditional independence). Conditioned on the contexts {z;}}_;, the random
vectors {(ve1,vt0, M)} | are conditionally independent over time.

Thanks to Assumption 2.1, Assumption 2.2, and the full-information feedback on M;, the estima-
tion of M; is done independently of either value estimation or bidding: regardless of the generation
processes of (vg1,vr0,b), the bidder always observes the same trajectory {(z¢, M;)};, which is
also the only useful information for predicting future HOBs. By contrast, the problem of joint value
estimation and bidding lies in the interdependence between (vy1,vt0) and b:: the bidder chooses
the bid b; based on the current estimate of vy 1 — v, while the choice of b; affects the bidder’s
likelihood of observing the potential outcomes v;1 or vo. Since the primary focus of this paper
is on the problem of joint value estimation and bidding, in the sequel we will focus less on the
modeling and estimation of My, and use the following black-box model instead.

Specifically, for the modeling of My, we let G; be a generic time-varying cumulative distribution
function (CDF) of M; which possibly depends on the context x;. Then G¢(b) = P(b > M;) and the
expected payoff for bidding b is

E[re(be)] = Gi(be) (v — be) + (1 — Gi(bt)) vt 0

2
= Gi(by)(ve1 — ve,0 — be) + vep. @)

Throughout this paper we will always make the following assumption on Gjs.

Assumption 2.3 (Bounded density). The CDF G, is L-Lipschitz, i.e. it admits a density g; with
HgtHoo < L.

Also, for the estimation of G, we assume a general estimation oracle which outputs an estimator
@t of Gy, based on the available and relevant information {zs, Ms}s<; U {z;}. Consequently, our
regret bounds will depend on some closeness parameter between ét and Gt which will be specified
in the explicit regret bounds and validated through simple examples.

The main distinct feature of this work lies in the modeling of potential outcomes (vt 1, vip).
First, recall that (vy1,vs,0) has a crucial feedback structure: the bidder only observes vy 1 if by > M;,
and only observes vy g if by < M;. If we refer all observations of v; 1 as the “treatment group”, then
the propensity score of a treatment is P(by > M;) = G¢(b;), a value depending on the bid b;. This
is precisely the main difficulty we encounter in the problem of joint value estimation and bidding.
Second, for the distributional assumptions on (v, v¢,1) and possibly z;, we consider three different
models as follows.

2.1.1 Model 1: Adversarial Outcomes

In the first model, we have no context (i.e. x; = &), and make no distributional assumptions
on the potential outcomes (vy1,v10). Specifically, we assume that both {(v;1,v:0)}_; and the



CDFs {G}L, (satisfying Assumption 2.3) are generated by an oblivious adversary. Thanks to the
independence of (vy+,v9) and M; in Assumption 2.1, the expected payoff takes the form (2). In
addition, since no context is available, a natural (context-dependent) oracle is to bid the optimal
fized price b, € B in hindsight, i.e. the regret of a policy @ = (b1, ..., br) in this model is defined as

T

Reg,qy(m) = sup  sup > (Efre(bs)] — Elry(by)])
{(ve,1,06,0,Ge) Y, bx€B
T (3)

= sup  sup D (Gib)(vie —vos — bu) — E[Gy(by) (v14 — v — by)]) -
{(ve,1,08,0,Ge) Y1, b«€EB

Here the expectation in the second line of (3) is over the randomness in a possibly randomized
bidding strategy b;. The bidder’s objective is to find a policy 7 that minimizes Reg, (7).

2.1.2 Model 2: Linear Potential Outcomes

In practical scenarios, the bidder has access to contextual information x; based on which he/she can
estimate the potential outcomes (v 1,vt0). A simple yet popular model is the linear model, where

E[Ut,o} = (9;':01‘,5, E[’Ut’l] = 92—711}

hold for some unknown parameters 6. g, 051 € R? with ||0.0]l2, [|0«.1]]2 < 1. Here we assume that
the context 2; € R? is an d-dimensional vector with ||z|l2 < 1, and the context sequence {x;}7,
is chosen by an oblivious adversary. Given the presence of contexts x;, in this model we compete
against a more powerful time-varying oracle and define the regret as

T

Regjpo(m) = sup > Elre(ba(x))] — Elre (b)), (4)
{Gt,2e}E_ 1,040,041 1—1

where b; is chosen by the learner’s policy 7 and b, (x¢) is the optimal bid of the oracle who has full
knowledge of the true parameters 6, o, 0,1 and the CDFs Gi:

bi(z:) = argmax E[r,(b)] = arg max G¢(b) (0,:1:& - b) +(1- Gt(b))ezoxt. (5)
beB beB

The bidder’s objective is to find a policy 7 that minimizes Regy,,(7), where “Ipo” stands for “linear
potential outcomes”.

2.1.3 Model 3: Linear Treatment Effect
Finally, we relax our assumption on the linear structures and only let
Elvs1 — veo] = 0,

for an unknown parameter 6, € R? with ||f.||2 < 1. This models a more practical scenario where
the potential outcomes (vt 1,v¢0) could have more complicated structures than the treatment effect
vt,1 — veo. Again, we assume that ||z¢][2 < 1, and that {x;}L_; is chosen by an oblivious adversary.
Once again, we compete against a time-varying oracle and define the regret as

T

Regie(t) =  sup Y Elry(bu(w))] — E[re(by)], (6)
{Ge,xe}E 1,0+ 1—1

where “lte” stands for “linear treatment effect”, and b,.(x¢) is the optimal context-dependent bid
defined in (5).



2.2 Key Challenges

As discussed in Section 1, the inherent difficulty comes from the causal inference of the treatment
effect v,1 —v; 0 and the interdependence between the inference and the bidding process. Specifically,
two main questions arise in the process of value estimation and bidding:

1. Could the bidder perform value estimation on the fly, or need randomized experiments which
could be costly and incur a large regret?

2. Would the bidding process lead to a propensity score too close to 0 or 1, and if so, incur a
large estimation error and a large regret in future bidding?

For the first question, fortunately, the answer is affirmative and the bidder could perform value
estimation on the fly. Specifically, for Model 1, an EXP3-type algorithm could be applied to
directly estimate the rewards for each bid and use them for decision making. In Model 2, we
apply a classical arm elimination algorithm for linear contextual bandits, and the possibility of
not relying on randomized experiments (i.e. exploration-free algorithms) has been observed in this
line of literature [BBK21, HZZ"20]. One complication is a possible dependence structure between
decision making and estimation error, and we employ a master algorithm in [Aue02] to decouple
the dependence.

Bidding in Model 3 is more complicated, and is the scenario where the second question above
arises. Since only the treatment effect is linear in the context and we do not have a model for the
potential outcomes, a good estimator of E[vy 1 — vi 0] = GI x; is necessary for the estimation of 6,.
A popular estimator in the causal inference literature is the IPW estimator: assuming for the ease
of exposition that the CDF Gy is perfectly known, then the IPW estimator

be > Milvey  1by < My]vep

~ 1]
er(by) = Gi(b) T Gab) (7)

satisfies B[e; (b)) = 6, 2. A key issue arises from the variance of this estimator, which is bounded
by
Vart(a(bt)) S QmaX{Gt(bt)fl, (1 — Gt(bt))il}.

The optimal bid b;, however, is often likely to either win or lose the auction—i.e. either Gy(b;) or
1 — G¢(b;) approaches 0. This leads to an unbounded variance in the estimator €;(b;) and thereby
breaks the regret guarantee for linear contextual bandit algorithms in the literature. To address
this issue, the common approach to reduce the estimation error is to impose the overlap condition,
i.e. require that G¢(b;) € [1,1 — n] for some n > 0 and therefore lead to non-greedy strategies for
bs. Nonetheless, we show that the overlap condition is not necessary by exploiting two equivalent
forms of the reward function in (2), with leading coefficient G¢(b;) or 1 — G¢(b;) on the decision b;.
Our final bidding algorithm then selects the better reward formulation in a data-driven manner,
and manages to mitigate the effect of a possibly large variance in decision making.

2.3 Main Results

Under Assumptions 2.1-2.3, we are in a position to present the regret guarantees in all three models.
For the adversarial outcome model (Model 1), the estimation oracle G turns out to be unnecessary,
and we have the following unconditional regret guarantee.

Theorem 2.4 (Upper bound for Model 1). Under Assumptions 2.1-2.3 and Model 1 in Sec-
tion 2.1.1, there is an algorithm m.qy that achieves the expected regret

Regady (Tadv) = 6(\/T)



Table 1: Minimax Regret Characterizations for the Three Models

Adversarial Outcomes Linear Potential Outcomes Linear Treatment Effect
Upper Bound O(WT) O(dT + A) O(VALdT + Ay)
Lower Bound Q(VT) Q(VdT) Q(VdT)

Note: The quantities A, A1, Ao concern the performance of the estimation oracle, which we view as a black box.

The regret upper bounds under the other models will be conditional on the performance of the
estimation oracle @t, for explicit estimation of potential outcomes or the treatment effect becomes
necessary. Despite this conditional nature, we stress that the estimation of Gy is a totally indepen-
dent problem based only on the trajectory {(zs, M;)}/_;. For Model 2, we will make the following
assumption on the estimation oracle:

Assumption 2.5 (/\Estimation oracle I). With probability at least 1 — T~!, there is a sequence
{e:}E | such that |Gy — Gi|leo < & for all t € [T].

Based on Assumption 2.5, we have the following regret guarantee for Model 2.

Theorem 2.6 (Upper bound for Model 2). Under Assumptions 2.1-2.3, 2.5, and Model 2 in
Section 2.1.2, there is an algorithm my,, that achieves the expected regret

Regipo(Tipo) = O (VAT +A) |

where A := Ethl gt is the sum of estimation errors.

Theorem 2.6 shows an O(V/dT) regret whenever the estimation of the HOB distribution Gy does
not suffer from a too large error. For example, when M; is i.i.d., the famous Dvoretzky—Kiefer—
Wolfowitz inequality [DKW56] states that e, = O(1/ V1) for the emplrlcal CDF Gy, and A = O(VT )
is smaller than the O(v/dT) regret.

For Model 3, we will assume a slightly stronger estimation oracle, motivated by the Bernstein’s
concentration that a smaller estimation error is available for events with small probability.

Assumption 2.7 (Estimation oracle IT). With probability at least 1 — T—!, there is a sequence
{6}, such that

Gi(b) — Gt(b)] < 5/GiB) 1L — Ge(b)) + 62,  Wbe B,te[T].

Based on Assumption 2.7, we have the following regret guarantee for Model 3.

Theorem 2.8 (Upper bound for Model 3). Under Assumptions 2.1-2.3, 2.7, and Model 3 in
Section 2.1.3, there is an algorithm mye (with the knowledge of the confidence bounds {&;}1_,) that
achieves the expected regret

Regyo (Tite) = <\/A2dT—i— Al)

where Ay := S1_ 61, Ag := 141, 67 are essentially the {1 and (3 norms of {0;}1_,, respectively.



Again, when M; is i.i.d., Bernstein’s concentration inequality shows that Assumption 2.7 holds
with & = O(1/V/t), so that Ay = O(VT) and Ay = O(1). Therefore, Theorem 2.8 still leads to
an O(VdT) regret even if only the treatment effect possesses a linear structure. We also remark
that Assumption 2.3 crucially does not assume a density lower bound; therefore, it could happen
that the overlap condition is violated (i.e. G¢(b;) is close to 0 or 1), but the regret upper bound in
Theorem 2.8 remains unaffected. B

Finally, we show that all these O(v/T) or O(v/dT) regret upper bounds are not improvable in
general, by providing matching lower bounds.

Theorem 2.9 (Lower bounds). Under Assumptions 2.1-2.3, even if Gy is perfectly known, the
following lower bounds hold for the three models:

1. Model 1: inf, Reg,q,(7) = Q(VT);
2. Model 2: inf Regy,,(7) = Q(VdT) for T > d?;

3. Model 3: inf; Regy.(7) = Q(/dT) for T > d>.

The lower bounds in Theorem 2.9 are established by classical information-theoretic arguments,
and for completeness we include the proofs in the appendix. Table 1 presents a summary of the
above results.

3 Model 1: Adversarial Outcomes

We start with the problem in which no contextual information is provided to the learner. The model
is formulated in Section 2.1.1, and the learner’s objective is to minimize the regret Reg,, (7). As
a first step, we consider a finite bid set B’ C B that comes from some sort of discretization of the
bid space. We construct EXP3-FPA-TE (Algorithm 1), an extension of the EXP3-FPA algorithm
in [CBCC*24], that achieves O(v/T) expected regret when competing against the best fixed bid
within the finite subset B’. Then EXP3-FPA-TE can be coupled with a simple discretization to

achieve near-optimal regret on the continuous bid space B.

Algorithm 1: EXP3-FPA-TE (EXPS3 for first-price auctions with treatment effects)

1 Input: time horizon T, finite bid set B’ C B, learning rate n € (0, %)
2 Initialize: set w;;, = 1 for each b € B'.
3 fort=1to T do
4 Set probability p.(b) = (1 — 217)% + 708,50+ M0bumae -
5 Draw bid b; ~ p;.
6 Make bid b;, observe M;, and build payoff estimator for every b € B':
~ ]l[bt > Mt] ]l[bt < Mt]
Tt(b) = —]].[b Z Mt](vl,t — b) + —]l[b < Mt]’l)t70.
beth pe(V) Zb’<Mt pe()

7 For every b € B, update w1 = wypexp(nr(b)).

Let & denote the Dirac measure on the bid b € B’. EXP3-FPA-TE maintains an exponential
weight for each bid in the finite subset. At each time, it draws a bid based on these weights and an
n-exploration on the largest and the smallest bid. Then the algorithm builds an unbiased estimator
for the payoff for every candidate bid b € B’ and updates the weights accordingly.



Theorem 3.1. When log |B'| < (e — 1)T, EXP3-FPA-TE with n = (fegf)/lf € (0,1) achieves

expected regret
T T

E b]qleaég rt b' ZZpt (b

t=1 beB’

< +/(4e —2)log |B'|T.

Proof. Note that nr(b) < 1 for every t € [T] and b € B, thanks to the 1 amount of exploration on
bmin and bpax. Let Wy = Y7, 5wy p. Following the standard analysis for EXP3, for each t € [T7,

Wi _ Z Wb exp(nr(b))

We v Wi
<Y (L) + (e — 2R ()?)
bGB’
w -
_1—{—772 tb e—2)17rt(b)2)
bGB’
S 112
t1o 2 — 2)ne(b)?)
bEB’
Summing over the time horizon, we have
T W, " T
. t+1 -~ ~ 112
log W41 — logW = Zlog W, =71z o Z Z pe(b) (7e(b) + (e — 2)m7e(b)*).

t=1 t=1 beB’

Fix any b, € B'. Since Wy = |B'| and Wry1 =, cp exp <n ST ?t(b)) > exp (77 ST ?t(b*)>,

S b) _ log IB o1 Z S pilb (e — 2)n7(b)?). (8)

<13
=1 = ven

Note that the quadratic payoff term can be bounded as follows.

1. 1[b > M, ) 1]b; < M] )
~7(b)? < 1[b > My)(v1 — b)* + 1 < My}
? (Zb’th Pt(”)) i 1 (Zb’<Mt pt(b/))Q b0
Uy > My 1[b; < My
< [b> M| + 1 < My).
(Zb’ZMt pt(b/)>2 (Zb/<Mt pt(b/))2

Let Ei-] = E[-|F] w.r.t. the filtration at time ¢. For every t € [T] and b € B, it holds that
E¢[r:(b)] = r4(b) and

bt > Mt] [b > Mt] ﬂ[bt < Mt]ﬂ[b < Mt]
2 t t(b)
L lgl;’p (Zb/th pt(b/)> 2 (Zb’<Mz pt(b/))2

_ IR ES RS (R VI
=E; -2 I;B/ Zb/>Mt pt(b/) + pt(b) Eb/<Mt pt(b,)]

E, Z pt(b)?t(b)2

beB’

< Eq
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Now taking expectation of (8) and rearranging give us, for any b, € B/,

T
B> rb) =YD pib)ri(b) | < log|B| (4e — 2)nT.

t=1 t=1beB’ "
O

To handle the continuous bid space B, we consider a simple discretization B’ = {% ke [T]}
Thanks to the Lipschitzness of the CDF G; in Assumption 2.3, we are able to approximate the
optimal fixed bid in B with the optimal bid in the discretization, which leads to the following result.

Corollary 3.2 (Theorem 2.4). Let B’ = {% ke [T]} C B. Let 7 be the resulting bidding strategy

log(T)

of Algorithm 1 running on this discretization with n = @eo)T -

Then under Assumptions 2.1-2.3,
the policy ™ achieves expected regret

Regaay(m) = O(V/TlogT).

Proof. Let b, = argmax;c Zle E[r:(b)] be the optimal fixed bid in the bid space. By Assump-
tion 2.3, for any bid b € B and any ¢ € (0, 1), we have

IE[r(b + €)] — E[r:(b)]] = |Ge(b+e)(v —b—e) — Gy(b) (v —b)| < (2L + 1)e

where v = vy 1 — v € [—1,1]. Then by Theorem 3.1,

T T
PEINEDISS pt(b)Tt(b)]
=1

t=1 beB’
T T
St -3 ) pt(b)n(b)]
= t=1beB’
<2L+4+1+4++/(4e—2)TlogT.

Regadv (71-) =E

<2L+1+E

4 Model 2: Linear Potential Outcomes

In this section, we consider Model 2 proposed in Section 2.1.2 that incorporates the presence of
contexts.

4.1 A Bid Elimination Algorithm

When both potential outcomes are linear in the context x;, a natural strategy of estimating 6, o and
04,1 is to run linear regression on the observed potential outcomes, respectively. To this end, we pro-
pose a master algorithm SUP-LIN-PO (Algorithm 3) and a base algorithm LIN-PO (Algorithm 2).
The high-level idea is that, at each time ¢, SUP-LIN-PO eliminates suboptimal bids based on their
confidence bounds provided by the base algorithm LIN-PO and selects a bid from the remaining
candidates. We first present the base algorithm, and then explain the need for the master algorithm.

11



Algorithm 2: LIN-PO (Base algorithm for FPAs with linear potential outcomes)
Input: Time indices ®; C [t — 1], bid space B; C B, estimated CDF @t, time horizon T'.

Set B < /log(2T) and A «+ 1.
Ao+ M+ Zs@bt 1[bs < Ms]xsazST;

1

2

3

4 Ay M+ o, Lbs > M]zgx];
5 21,0 < D gcw, L[bs < Ms]vs oms;
6
7
8
9

21 < Dosew, Lbs > Ms]vs1s;
Compute estimators 9“) — A;&zw and OAt,l — A;llztyl.
for b € B; do
Compute the reward estimator 7 < ét(b) (ét—,rﬂt — b) + (1 — éﬂb))é;owt.

10 | Compute the width wy(8) (8 + \Ge(B) el s + (8+ N (1= Go(d) ) e 4.

4.1.1 Base algorithm

At time t, the base algorithm LIN-PO takes as input a subset of the bid space B; and a selected
subset ®; C [t — 1] of previous time indices. Based on the available observations (zs, Ms, bs, 1[bs >
Mlvg 1, 1[bs < M|vso)sea,, the standard ridge regression is applied to estimate 0, o and 6, ; (with
a regularization parameter A = 1):

/H\t,o = arg min Z 1[bs < Ms](vs,O - HJxS)Z + )‘”90”%7

bo sedy (9)
01 = argemin > Abs > Mi(vsy — 0 5)* + A6 13-
1 sedy

The expressions of (@70, @;1) are computed in Line 7 of Algorithm 2. After that, for each active
bid b € By, the base algorithm uses the plug-in approach to estimate the expected payoff function
E[r(b)] in (2) by 7(b) in Line 9, as well as a width parameter wy(b) in Line 10. The rational behind
these quantities is summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose (vs1,vs,0)sea, are conditionally independent given (xs,bs, Ms)sca,, then with
probability at least 1 — T2, it holds that

‘é;xt - QIixt <(B+ )\)Ha:tHA;;, for both i =0,1.
Conditioned on the above events, we further have

‘a(w — [Gi(b)(O] 120 — b) + (1 = Co(b)0] gr] | < wi(b),  for all b€ B,

4.1.2 Master algorithm

Note that the conditional independence assumption in Lemma 4.1 breaks down when ®; = [t — 1]
for all ¢ € [T]. To see this, note that the selection of the bid b; depends on the realized outcomes

{]l[bs > Ms]vs,l, ]l[bs < Ms]vs,0}3<t;

therefore, conditioned on such a future bid b, the past potential outcomes (v g, vs1)s<¢ may become
dependent. To address this subtle dependence issue, we propose to use a master algorithm SUP-
LIN-PO in Algorithm 3. The idea behind this master algorithm is taken from [Aue02|, and has been

12



Algorithm 3: SUP-LIN-PO (Master algorithm for FPA with linear potential outcomes)
1 Input: Time horizon T, bid space B = [0, 1], estimation oracle O.

2 Initialize: Set S < [logy VT, ®\” = & for s € [S].
3 fort=1to T do

4 Observe the context vector x; € R%.
5 Estimate @t from (A?t — O My, s} ret; 2).
6 Initialize By + B.
7 for s=1to S do
8 Invoke Algorithm 2 with time indices @Es), space Bg, and CDF ét to compute
")} d widths {uwf” (b) |
{rt (b) . and widths < w,” (b) ven.
9 if 3b € B, such that w'® (b) > 275 then
10 Choose any such bid b; < b.
11 Update: @Ej_)l — @ES) U{t} and ‘Dgﬂ — <I>§S/) for s’ # s. Break the inner for loop.
12 else if wt(s) (b) < ﬁ for all b € B, then
13 Choose b; «+— max;ep, ?gs) (7).
14 Do not update: @Ei% — <I>§8/) for all s € [S]. Break the inner for loop.
15 else
16 We have wgs) (b) <27% for all b € Bs. Proceed to bid elimination:
17 Bgi1 < {b € By : 77 (b) + wlV (b) > jnax (?ﬁs)(b*) + wt(s)(b*)) -2 2‘5}.
*€B;
18 Bidder bids the chosen bid b;.
19 Bidder observes 1[b; > M;]ve 1 and 1[by < M]vy .

subsequently used to address similar dependence issues in [CLRS11, HWZ24]. The purpose of this
master algorithm is to partition the time indices [t] into multiple stages, eliminate the suboptimal
bids in a hierarchical manner, and select the bid b; only through the confidence width wy(b) in
LIN-PO, instead of the point estimates 7;(b). Crucially, the widths w;(b) are computed based on
the contexts (x, by, My) on the current stage, but do not involve the potential outcomes (vt 1, v¢0)
on this stage. By contrast, the point estimates 7;(b) (which depend on the potential outcomes
(vs,1,Vs,0)s<t ON this stage) are only revealed when we decide to move to the next stage (Line 17).
This information structure turns out to be the key idea to ensure the conditional independence in
Lemma 4.1:

Lemma 4.2 (Corollary of Lemma 14 in [Aue02]). Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 2.2, for

every s € [S] and t € [T], (vr1,v70) y are conditionally independent given (xr,br, M;)

real® real®)

Finally, we remark that while statistically Algorithm 3 leads to the target regret upper bound
for the continuous bid space B = [0, 1], for computational considerations one can discretize B to a
fine enough resolution which does not affect the regret bound. In addition, Line 12 of Algorithm 3
ensures that we never reach s = S + 1 in the inner for loop.

4.2 Regret Upper Bound
The following theorem establishes the regret upper bound of Algorithm 3.
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Theorem 4.3 (Upper bound of Algorithm 3). Let 7 be the resulting bidding strategy of Algorithm 3
(combined with Algorithm 2). Then under Assumptions 2.1-2.3 and 2.5, the policy 7 achieves an
expected regret

Reg,,(m) = O (\/ dTlog? T + Alog®/? T) ,

where A = 21 &,

It is clear that Theorem 4.3 implies Theorem 2.6. The remainder of this section is devoted to
the proof of Theorem 4.3. Since all events with probability O(7~!) only contribute O(S) regret in
total, WLOG we assume that the guarantees in Assumption 2.5 and Lemma 4.1 hold almost surely.
Adopting the notation'

~

(b)) = Go(0)(0.) 10 — b) + (1 — Ge(0))8] g2+, (10)

we have the following lemma.

~

Lemma 4.4. In Algorithm 3, for every t € [T] and s € [S], it holds that maxyepT¢(b*) — T(b) <
8-27% for all b € Bs.

In other words, Lemma 4.4 states that the any bid that has survived into stage s is O(27%)-close
to optimal under 7. Consequently, if we denote by ®() C [T] the set of time indices belonging to
stage s € [S], and @5 C [T the set of time indices where all widths are below %, we get

et (r) = 3 (s B0 - 51001 ) £ (200 i) 00

b B
=1\ © =1

[P (© > (5)
95 §O(A+\/T)+8Z Z wy (by).

s=1tcp(s)

(b) il
<208 +38( ) 270+

s=1

Here (a) uses |E[r¢(b)] = 74(b)] < |Gt — Gyllso < &t by (2), (10), and Assumption 2.5, (b) follows from

Lemma 4.4, and (c) uses S = [logy, vT'] and wgs) (by) > 2% whenever t € ®©). Then Theorem 4.3
is a direct consequence of the following upper bound, which is essentially the elliptical potential

lemma applied to the sum Y, g0 w;™ (by).

Lemma 4.5. For every s € [S], it holds that Y, 4 wﬁs) (bt) = O(AV1og T + VdT log T).

5 Model 3: Linear Treatment Effect

In this section, we relax the linear structure imposed on the potential outcomes to only impose it
on the treatment effect and consider Model 3 as proposed in Section 2.1.3.

"Warning: not to confuse 7;(b) with rts)(b) in Algorithm 3: 7(b) is the reward w.r.t. Gy(b), while ﬁs)(b) further
plugs in the estimated parameters from stage s for 6. o and 6 1.
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5.1 An Adaptive Bid Elimination Algorithm
5.1.1 A truncated IPW estimator.

When the HOB distribution Gy is perfectly available, a natural estimator of the treatment effect
Ef[vi1 — vi 0] is the IPW estimator in (7):
s (b) _ ]l[b > Mt]vt,l B ]l[b < Mt]vno
! G1(b) 1—Gy(b)

However, since we only have access to an estimator @t of Gt, we will apply a truncated IPW
estimator defined as

) — _Ab=M) i< My

max{éf, @t(b)} 7 max{é?, 1-— @t(b)}vw’

where §; is the concentration parameter in Assumption 2.7 which is assumed to be known. Unlike
ey (b), the truncated estimator €;(b) is biased. The following lemma summarizes the bias-variance
properties of é;(b).

Lemma 5.1. Suppose |Gy(b) — G4(b)| < 517/ Gi(b)(1 — G¢(b)) + 62. Then there exist absolute con-
stants ¢, > 0 such that

(11)

‘E[Gt —9 Tt S C(StO't

Var(é(b)) < cou(b )
where the quantity o4(b) is defined as
1

b) = .
VGi(b)(1 = Gi(b))

In the sequel, we will use o4(b)? in (23) as the variance proxy for the truncated IPW estimator
e1(b). In particular, since G¢(b) could be close to 0 or 1 (i.e. no overlap condition), the quantity
o(b) can indeed become prohibitively large.

(12)

5.1.2 Base algorithm

Next we present the base algorithm LIN-TE in Algorithm 4 based on €;(b). Again, we will apply
linear regression of e;(b;) against z; to estimate 6., but Lemma 5.1 shows that the ordinary least
squares will suffer from heteroskedasticity. To address this problem, we use the following weighted
least squares estimator:

_ _ & (by) — eT:cT>2 )
0; = arg min < + A||9]|5, (13)
e 2 ) :

with e;(b;) and o-(b;) given in (11) and (23), respectively. The estimation performance of b, is
summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose (vr1,v70)red, are conditionally independent given (z,,br, M;)rca,, then with
probability at least 1 — T2, it holds that

étT:Bt — 0]:1:15 < 7H33t||At—1,

where 7y is defined in Line 7 of Algorithm 4.
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Algorithm 4: LIN-TE (Base algorithm for linear treatment effects)

Input: Time indices ®; C [t — 1], bid space B; C B, estimated CDF @t, time horizon T'.
A1

o7 < 0(by) in (23) for 7 € Py

Ay M+ o, 07 w72 ]

24 D red, o-2x,¢€; where €, = €,(b;) is defined in (11);

Compute estimator 6 < AL L.

(=B B NIV R VR

7 Set v < A+ c110g(2T) + c24/ 2 co, 02, With 0, given in Assumption 2.7 and absolute

constants c1, co > 0 defined in Lemma A.6.
8 for b € B; do
o | Compute width w(b) « c3Ly (@t(b)(l — G2t 40 + yuxtuj;l) with absolute
constant ¢g > 0 defined in Lemma A.7.
10 | Compute ugo(b) < Gy(b) (éj 2 — b+ 7||:ct|yAt_1).
11 | Compute 1 (b) < Gy(b) (éjmt - 7||:ct|yAt_1) - (éjxt - yuxtnAt_l).

12 Compute maximizers by ; <— arg maxye g, uti(b) for both i =0, 1.

As for the quantities us(b) and w1 (b) in Lines 10 and 11, note that the high-probability event
in Lemma 5.2 yields that for every b € B,

Uuo(b) Z /Y?t(b) — E[’l}tﬁ] =: ?u[)(b y (14)
ut,l(b) Z At(b — E[Ut 1] =: ?ul(b N (15)

where we recall in (10) that
71(b) = Gy(b)(0) ; — b) + Efvro] = Go(b) (0] 2y — b) — 0] 2 + Efuy.1]. (16)

In other words, both quantities u;o(b) and wu;;1(b) are upper confidence bounds of 7(b), up to
additive constants independent of b. Consequently, the maximizers b, o > b, 1 are the bids chosen
by two different UCB policies, and their roles will be discussed in the master algorithm.

5.1.3 Master algorithm

Similar to Algorithm 3, the master algorithm in Algorithm 5 partitions [¢t| into multiple stages to
ensure the conditional independence condition in Lemma 5.2. However, the main distinct feature
of Algorithm 5 lies in the selection from two different criteria u;o and u; ;. The reason behind this
selection is that, the rewards

Pro(b) = Gi(b)(0 2y — b),
1 (b) = Go(b)(0] zp — b) — 0] 2y = —(1 — G4())8,] ¢ — bG(b)

in (14) and (15) are sensitive to the estimation error of 8 x; in different ways: in 7 o(b) the leading
coefficient is ét(b), while in 7 1(b) the leading coefficient has magnitude 1 — ét(b). Therefore, a
possibly large estimation error of 8, z; when @t(b) is close to 0 (resp. 1) does not transform into a
large estimation error in 7 (b) (resp. 7¢,1(b)); this is essentially a “variance reduction” step. The
key then is to choose the better reward (7¢,0(b) or 7¢1(b)) for decision making, depending on whether
@t(b) is close to 0 or 1 for approximately optimal bids b.
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Algorithm 5: SUP-LIN-TE (Master algorithm for FPA with linear treatment effects)
1 Input: Time horizon T, bid space B = [0, 1], estimation oracle O.

2 Initialize: set S = [log, VT, &\ = & for s € [S].

3 fort=1to T do

Observe the context vector x; € R%.

4
5 Estimate the CDF and confidence level with (@t, 0r) < O{Mr,xr}rct; ).
6 Initialize By + B.
7 for s=1to S do
8 Invoke Algorithm 4 with time indices <I>§s), space B, and CDF @t to compute UCBs

{ug‘i)(b)} and maximizers bisi) for i = 0,1, and widths {wgs)(b)} :

’ beBs ’ beBs
9 Select the criterion ¢ - 1 [Gt (bisl) > 40%] € {0,1}.
10 if 3b € B, such that w® (b) > 275 then
11 Choose this b; < b.
12 Update: @Ej_)l — @ES) U{t} and @gﬂ — <I>§S/) for s’ # s. Break the inner for loop.
13 else if wts) (b) < ﬁ for all b € B, then
14 Choose by < maxpep, ugsl)(b)
15 Do not update: @Ei% — CIJ,ESI) for all s" € [S]. Break the inner for loop.
16 else
17 We have w*)(b) < 27 for all b € B,.
18 Bliminate bids: Byy1 < {b€ By 1 uf(0) = uf?) (10)) 2277} 0 [o7],0(3].
19 Set v <= 1+ c1log(2T) + c2, />0 4 07 where s € [S] is the stage by is selected.
TEP
20 Let z < min{’yt\/g + 46, %}, and bidder bids the truncated bid
by < min { max {bt,@t_l(z)},@t_l(l - z)}

21 Bidder observes 1[b; > M;]ve 1 and 1[by < M]vy .

To this end, we compute the maximizer b, ; of the map b — u1(b), and check if (A}t(b*ﬂ) is
close to 0 or 1. A small @t(b*,l) suggests a small CDF and thus the choice of 7%, and a large
ét(b*,l) suggests a big CDF and the other option 7} ;. This is the criterion ¢ € {0,1} in Line 9 of
Algorithm 5. The following result shows that the selected reward 7 ;(b) enjoys a small width wy(b)
that scales with G4(b)(1 — Gy(b)) = o(b) 2 for all candidate bids.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose the event in Lemma 5.2 holds. Let Ty and 71 be defined as in (14) and
(15). For any s € [S] and for the criterion i € {0,1} selected in Algorithm 5, it holds that

) (b) — 20 (b) < Foi(b) < ul?)(b), Wb € [bun, beg]
(s)

where b, ; = arg maxycp, ugi)(b) fori=20,1 as defined in Algorithm 4.

Therefore, the width of the selected UCB scales inversely with the variance o;(b;) of the truncated
IPW estimator, thereby neutralizing the effect of the variance in the final regret. Consequently, this
adaptive UCB selection eliminates the need for an overlap condition in our framework.
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5.2 Regret Upper Bound

The regret upper bound of Algorithm 5 is established in the following result, which implies Theo-
rem 2.8.

Theorem 5.4 (Upper bound of Algorithm 5). Let 7 be the resulting bidding strategy of Algorithm 5
(combined with Algorithm 4). Then under Assumptions 2.1-2.3 and 2.7, the policy 7 achieves an

expected regret
Regyo (m (\/dTAg log> T + A )
where Ay = Ethl 62 and Ay = Zthl O, with &; given in Assumption 2.7.

Again, we present the proof of Theorem 5.4 in the remainder of this section. WLOG we assume
Assmuption 2.7 and the high-probability event in Lemma 5.2 holds almost surely. We also assume
that §; < 0.1 for all ¢ € [T, since there are at most 10A; times when this assumption is violated,
contributing O(A7) regret. Recall the notation in (16), and we have the following lemma that proves
the bids in stage s are only O(27%)-suboptimal under 7.

~

Lemma 5.5. In Algorithm 5, for every t € [T] and s € [S], it holds that maxyepT(b*) — T¢(b) <
8-27% for all b € Bs.

Let b7 denote the selected bid before the truncation in Line 22 in Algorithm 5 and b; denote
the final bid after. Since Assumption 2.7 implies |Gy — Gy||os < 26, by Lemma C.4, the truncation
step does not hurt the reward too much:

~ /10 ~ d
r(by) = Ti(be) < ’Yt\/; + 8. (17)

Then let again ®©) denote the set of time indices for stage s and ®(5+1) where all widths are less
than % Denote b} = maxpy«cg E[r:(b*)] and b; = maxy-cp E[r(b*)]. We have

Regiie(m) = Y Elri(b;)] — Elre(br)]
te[T]
= 3 @) - 7o) + (707 -7 (57) )
te[T] (a)

+ (F(B) = 7)) + F67) = Falbo)) + (Fulby) = Elru(by)).
© (d) (e)

C

By Assumption 2.7, we can bound both (a) <237,y 6 = 2A; and (e) < 2A;. By definition Of/g;f,
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(b) <0. By (17), (d) < (1 + c110g(2T) + c2v/A2)VdT + 8A;. It remains to bound (c) as follows:

Za($:)—a<bz>= S a(B) -men+ > Y w(Br) - nen)

te[T)] ted(5+1) s€[S] ted ()
|q> S+1
L5 > 270l
\/> s€[S]
Sown+ Y Y
s€[S] ted(s)
©) s
< + Z Z w§ )(bt)
s€[S] ted(s)

where (a) is from Lemma 5.5, (b) uses wﬁs)(b;;) > 275 when t € &), and (c) uses Gy(by)(1—Gy(by)) >
@t(b,‘;’)(l - @t(bf)) to conclude that w,gs)(bt) > wt(s)(bf) by the definition of wt(s). Then applying the
following elliptical potential lemma leads to the upper bound in Theorem 5.4.

Lemma 5.6. For any s € [S], suppose 6; < 0.1 for t € ®) and we have

Z wt(s)(bt) = O(\/MIOgQ T + dAslog T + dlog® T).
ted(s)

6 Conclusion and Future Directions

In this paper, we formulate the problem of joint value estimation and bidding for a single bidder
in repeated first-price auctions into a special instance of causal inference. In particular, we model
the bidder’s valuation as the difference between two potential outcomes, with a special feedback
structure where exactly one potential outcome can be observed upon winning or losing. Under
standard assumptions of causal inference excluding the overlap condition, we provide three models
for the valuation and devise bidding algorithms that achieve O(v/T) or O(\/ﬁ ) regrets, up to the
HOB estimation error, under these models.

We also point out some open directions. First, instead of the black-box modeling for the HOB
estimation, one can study explicit models for M; and prove unconditional regret guarantees as well.
For example, consider the linear model M; = ¢, z; 4+ n; studied in [BFG23], where ¢, € R is an
unknown parameter and 7, is an i.i.d. additive noise. We assume [[p.|l2 < 1 and the following
assumption on the unknown distribution of 7;.

Assumption 6.1. There exist constants o, ag, a1, a2 > 0, such that the following holds for the CDF
Q of ny:

e 1) is zero-mean and o2-sub-Gaussian;

e If Q(v) € [0,a0] U[1 — ap, 1], then Q'(v) < a1/Q(v)(1 — Q(v)) for all v € R;

e The second derivative is bounded, i.e. |Q"(v)| < ag for all v € R.

Note that Assumption 6.1 does not require the log-concavity assumed in [BFG23|, and is satisfied
for Gaussian 7, (by the well-known Mills ratio results [Gordl, Eq (9)]). The following result shows
that Assumption 2.7 still holds under the above assumption:
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Lemma 6.2. Let Assumptions 2.1-2.3 and Assumption 6.1 hold. There exists a CDF' estimator CA;'t
that satisfies Assumption 2.7 with the HOB error bounds Ay = O(vVdT') and As = O(d).

Since the quantity A in Assumption 2.5 satisfies A < 2A;, our algorithms achieve regret 5(\/@ )
under Model 2 and 6(d\/f) under Model 3. It is an interesting question to see the tightness of the
5(d\/T) regret under Model 3, and generalize the above results to other models of the HOBs M;.

Second, it is interesting to see if the unconfoundedness assumption is really necessary for joint
value estimation and bidding, motivated by the possibility and impossibility results in [CBCCT24]
where (vt 1,v10) and M, are dependent in a context-free environment. Finally, it would be interesting
to generalize this framework to other transparency models in [CBCCT24], where the estimation
of HOBs would no longer be independent of the bidding process and we essentially arrive at a
challenging “joint value estimation, HOB estimation, and bidding” problem.
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A  Proofs of Main Lemmas

A.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Lemma A.1 (Restatement of Lemma 4.1). Let § = /log(2T") and A = 1. Suppose (Vs 1,Vs,0)scd,
are conditionally independent given (zs,bs, Ms)sca,, then with probability at least 1 — T=2, it holds
that

8w — 0T e| < (B+ Nllaall 2, for both i =0,1.
Conditioned on the above events, in LIN-PO we further have
‘a(b) — [Ge(®) (0] 12 — b) + (1 — Go(0))0. ge]| < wy(b),  for all b € B.

Proof. We will show the claimed inequality for ¢ = 1, and the case i = 0 follows the same argument.
Denote Dy 1 = [1[br > M:]z,|;ca, € R&xI®l and Via = [1[by > M |vi1]ren, € R*I®l Recall that
in LIN-PO we define

A1 =1+ DD/, 21 = D Vil

Then we have
étTlxt - Hzlxt = xtTA;llzm — a:tTAt_ll <I + Dt,lDtT,1>0*,1
— 2] A, 1Dy, (vJ1 - D] 19*,1> +a] A 10,
Given [|0, 1|2 < 1, it follows that

0120 = 0010 < |2l AT D (Vi) = D10 )| + 1ol ALl (18)

Since (vs,1,Vs,0)sc®, are conditionally independent, we have E[Vﬂ\(ms, bs, Ms)s@pt] = D,;rl@,d. Thus
by Azuma’s inequality [Azu67, AS16],

26|z
_ t,1
I Ay i Deall3

< 2exp(—2ﬂ2)
_ L
272

P(|af 41 Doy (Via = DL )| = Bllailly 1) < 2exp

The second inequality follows from A;1 = I + Dt71D;— 1= DMD;r 1- Similarly, we can bound the

second term in (18) as ||x] A; ||z = /o) A [ TA 2y < ||l‘tHA—11. Plugging them back in (18) yields
I ’ I t,

80 — 671 < (8 + Dllaull 1.

Then applying union bound over ¢ = 0, 1 concludes the proof. O
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A.2 Proof of Lemma 4.4

Lemma A.2 (Restatement of Lemma 4.4). In Algorithm 3, for every t € [T] and s € [S], it holds
that maxp«cpT(b*) — (b)) < 8-27° for all b € Bs.

Proof. Denote the optimal bid under 7; by b; = argmaxy.cgz7¢(b*). We prove this result via an
induction argument on s € [S] with the following induction hypothesis: for each s € [S], the
optimal bid remains uneliminated, i.e. by € B, and 7¢(b;) —7:(b) < 8-27°forall b € B;. For s =1
it clearly holds.

Suppose the hypothesis holds for s — 1. The elimination step (Line 16) in Algorithm 3 implies

that for any b € By, we have wgsfl)(b) <27(s=1), wt(sfl)(b:f) <2-6=1 and ?(tsfl)(b) + wgsfl)(b) >
?fs_l)(bf) + wt(s_l)(b;f) — 2752, Since b} € Bs_1 by the induction hypothesis, by Lemma 4.1,
RO w0 2 R0 2 R) 2 7 0) —w P 0) 27 (e) -2

for all b € Bs_1. Therefore, by € Bs by the elimination criterion. Then for any b € By,

7(b) > 7V () — w*V (b)
> 7" () +w V() — 22767

where (a) uses Lemma 4.1, (b) is by the elimination criterion in Algorithm 5, and (c) follows from
bf € Bs_1. This concludes the induction and hence the proof. O

A.3 Proof of Lemma 4.5

Before we proceed to the proof, we present a lemma that bounds the sum of the matrix norms:

Lemma A.3. For any given vectors {z}1_ in R? with ||2:||a < 1, let the Gram matriz be Ag =
cl +% ., zrz] for some ¢ > 0 and for every 1 < s < t. It holds that

t—1
Z Hz.r||124;1 < 2dlog (c+ d> + 2log(c).

T<t

In particular, by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

—1
Do llzrllanr < \/2d(t - 1)10g<1 n td>

T<1
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Proof. We decompose the Gram matrix as follows:

det(A;) = det (At_1 + Zt—l%ll)
= det(Al/2 (I—I-A 1/2Zt 12, 1A 1/2)14121)

©) qet(A,_ et (I+ 4%z 20477

(b)
b det(AT)<1 + Hzt_lﬂi;_ll)

— det (A1) H(1 + uzTHjT_l) (19)

T<t

where (a) uses det(AB) = det(A)det(B) and (b) uses that I + vo? only has eigenvalues 1 and
1+ ||v]|3. Since det(A;) = det(cI) = ¢, by AM-GM inequality,

et < <trtl4t)>d B <cd+ZT<£tr(szTT)>d ) <C+t;1>d. o0

Note that for all 7 < ¢, we have ||zTH 1 < lzrlI3NL1 (A7) < 1, and hence ||ZT||12471 < 2log<1 + ||ZT||12471)-
Combining (19) and (20), we have

SllzelRo <2 t0g (14 (1221 )

T<t T<t

= QIOgH(l + \Zr”i;l)

T<t
det(At)
det (A1 )

t—1
< 2dlog (c + d> + 2log(c).

= 2log

O

Lemma A.4 (Restatement of Lemma 4.5). For every s € [S], it holds that ), g w§s)(bt) =
O(AV1ogT + VdT logT).

Proof. For any t € [T}, since Ay; = I, it holds that |z¢| ;-1 < |lz¢|l2 < 1 for both ¢ = 0,1. By
ti

Assumption 2.5, we have ‘Gt(b) - @t(b)‘ < & for any b € B. Then fix any s € [S], we have

> Gilbollzll g < D Gelb)laell 41 + e

ted(s) ted(s)
= > a+E| > 1Lbr > M| s
ted(s) ted(s) 7

(@)
< A+2,/do)]log[80)

< A+24/dTlogT (21)

27



where (a) uses Lemma A.3. Similarly,
3 (1 - @t(bt)) el 40 < A+2y/dTTogT. (22)
te®(®) ’
Combining (21) and (22) yields the desired bound:

S wl ) = 3 @vi0g@T) + 1) (Gibn) il 4 + (1 - Golb) o)

ted(s) ted(s)

= O(A/logT + vdT logT).

A.4 Proof of Lemma 5.1

Lemma A.5 (Restatement of Lemma 5.1). Suppose |Gy(b) — Gy(b)| < 514/ Gi(b) (1 — Gy(b)) + 6.
Then there exist absolute constants ¢, > 0 such that

E[gt(b)] - g;rﬂl‘t S C5t0t(b),
Var(e;(b)) < doy(b)?,

where €;(b) is defined in (11) and the quantity o(b) is defined as

—_

. (23)

o1(b) = —= —
V)1 - Giv)

Proof. (Bias) Denote the bias by &(b) = E[é;(b)] — 6, 2;. We decompose the bias as follows: By
taking expectation w.r.t. M;, we have

~ G(b) 1 — Gy(b)
E (&7 b)| — Vi1 — U = —1 Vel — —1 Vt.0-
i [Eel0)] = (v o (max{éf, @t(b)} ) ! (max{éf, 1- @t(b)} ) .

By Assumption 2.7 and v;; € [0, 1], the absolute value of the first term is bounded by

G(b
&1(b) = t(l —1].
max{éf, Gt(b)}
Similarly, the second term is
1 —Ge(b
&ro(b) = (%) —1

max{é?, 1- @t(b)}
Finally, by Jensen’s inequality and triangle inequality, for any b,

Ele:(b)] — Q*th‘ = B 1000 [Ens,[€:(0)] — (01,1 — ve0)]|

< E’Ut,lyvt,O’EMt [gt(b)] - (Ut,l - Ut,O)’
< &a(b) +&eo(b).
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Next, we will bound & (b)? to obtain the first inequality in the claim. Note that &(b)? < 4max{&; 1(b)?, &.0(b)?}
by the decomposition above. We deal with each case separately. First consider ft,l(b)Q: when
Gy(b) > 662, by Assumption 2.7 and some algebra, we have Gy(b) > 362, and thereby straightfor-

ward computation leads to

Gi(b)

< 0/ Gi(b) + 57)°
N Gy(b)

4
< 2532; (b) + 2%
Gi(b) 8%

@ o Gi(b) i

< + 4
YGi(b) — 6,4/Gi(b) — 62 4

(b) 52

< 4067 + Zt < 4157

where (a) is by Assumption 2.7 and (b) uses d;1/Gy(b) + 62 < 33G¢(b) when Gy(b) > 357. On the
other hand, when Gy(b) < 602, again by Assumption 2.7 we have Gy(b) < 1162, and

1 (b) 26,1 (0)? < Ge(b)(11 — 1)* < 60067
A symmetric argument applies to o¢(b) "2& 0 (b)?. Together we obtain the inequality
€:(b)] = |E[€x(b)] — 0.] | < 10v/604(b)0;.

(Variance) We will bound the variance of €;(b) by its second moment. Toward this end, we look
at the first term in the estimator:

2 2

Vg 1 < — < ét(b)fl —

)

1[b > M)
max{éf, @t(b)}

Similarly,

1[b < My]
max{éf, 1-— @t(b)}

1[b < My
max{é?, 1- @t(b)}

wo | < (1 - @t(b)>_1
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Then we have the second moment

Var(&;(b)) < E[&(b)?]

2 2
>
< 2FE 1> ]/\\/[t} Ut,1 + 2E i < Mﬂ Ut o
max{étz, Gt(b)} max{é,?, 1- Gt(b)}

. > . -1

<26,0) B| O =AM ) 2(1-Gu)) E Lo < M)
max{é?, Gt(b)} max{éf, 1- Gt(b)}
~ Gt(b) 1- Gt(b)

+ 2(1 . ét(b)fmax{dtz’ L @t(b)}

(@) -t
< 8Gy (b))~ + 8(1 - Gt(b))

<16 max{@t(b)_lv (1 - @t(b)>l}

where (a) bounds each fraction by 4 due to Assumption 2.7 and some algebra. O

A.5 Proof of Lemma 5.2

Lemma A.6 (Restatement of Lemma 5.2). Suppose (vr1,v70)red, are conditionally independent
given (z,br, My )rca,, then with probability at least 1 — T~2, it holds that

étT:Bt -0 x| < 7H33t||At—1,

where v is defined in Line 7 of Algorithm 4.

Proof. Let the bias of the IPW estimator in (11) at time 7 be & = E[é;(b,)] — 6] 2,. Denote
Dy = [0 ) e, € R¥I% the weighted contexts, Vi = [07 '€, (b,)]rea, € RI®XT the weighted

estimators, and Z; = [0 '€, ],ea, € RI®*! the weighted biases, where o' = \/@t(bq.) (1 - @t(b7)>

as defined in Lemma 5.1. We have
0T oy — 07wy = 2 A7Yb — 2] A7 (z + Dtpj)e*
- xtTAt_lDt<W B - Dje*) + 2] ATIDE, + 2] A0,
Given ||04|]2 < 1, it follows that

07w~ 0] wi| < [of A7'Di(Vi - = - D/6.) + 2 A7 o (24)

+ ‘IE;rAt_lDtEt

Since A; = I, the last term is upper bounded by

laf A7 2 = ol AT AT @ < \JaT A7V = ] .
For the first term in (24), we can write

T 41 = T Tg-1 -2 ~
xy A Dt<Vt —-Z—-Dy 6*> = E xy A 0, xrEL
TED,

where &, = €,(b;) — 0]z, — &, satisfies the followings:

30



e £, are conditionally independent given (z,,br, M;)rca,;

o E[e;] =0;
o |5 < |- (br)| < Zmax{@t(bf)_l, (1 - ét(bf))l};

e Var(g;) = Var(&,(b;)) < o2 by Lemma 5.1.

Since max{@t(bT)_l, (1 - ét(bT)) } < 2@t(b7)_1 (1 — @t(b7)> , it follows that for every 7 € ®y,

° Var(acTA_la*%TgT) < ‘:U;A_lafle‘ZJ*QVar(a ) < c"xTA 10*1:167‘2;
‘CL‘t Ao x.ref‘ < 4’x;rA xf‘ <Allzf A2 < 4||xtHA_
Then by Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma C.5), with probability at least 1 — %,

TA-1 —2 ~
g x, A o wrEs

TED,

L 8
< \/2c’log(2T2 Z{;‘mtTA ! Tla:T‘ +§10g(2T2)H$tHA;1
TED:

8
= \/26’ log(272)||z] A7 Dy||2 + log(QTQ)HthA 1

< \/ch log(272) %1 + flog(2T2)th||At_1
S c1 log 2T HIEtHAt—l
where ¢; > 0 is an absolute constant and (a) follows from ||z A;'Dy||3 = 2] A;' DD A7 2y <

oAy = ||£Et||At—1 by Ay = I + D;D/ . Finally, to bound the middle term in (24), we write

(b)
’.’L';rAt_lDtEt ~ ;1”DtEtHA;1

= ||~’UtHA;1\/5tTDtTA?1DtEt

< Nlwell g1 (1=l

where (b) applies Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and (c) is due to D, (I + D;D/])D; < I by Wood-
bury matrix identity. To obtain the desired claim, we can further upper bound the following by

Lemma 5.1:
=l = ZUW<VZW

7'6‘1% T€<I>t

A.6 Proof of Lemma 5.3

Lemma A.7 (Restatement of Lemma 5.3). Suppose the event in Lemma 5.2 holds. Let 7o and
Te1 be defined as in (14) and (15). For any s € [S] and for the criterion i € {0,1} selected in stage
s in Algorithm 5, it holds that

ul(b) — 20 (b) < Fra(b) < ul(b), b € [bes,brg]

where bi s) — = arg maxye g, ug i (b) fori=0,1 as defined in Algorithm 4.
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(s)

*,27

Proof. Fix any s € [S]. For the ease of notation, we suppress the superscript (s) for AES), b

wt(s), ugsl), and ugsg in the remaining proof. Denote v = 1+ clog(2T) + ¢ /ZT ) 62 as defined in

Algorithm 4. By Lemma C.1, when 271:”51315”,4 1 < 557, we have Gy(bao) — Gi(bs, ) <1- 57

If Gt(b*,l) > -, then Gy(b) > o7 and 1 < A0LG,(b) for all b € [b«1, bs 0] by monotonicity of
Gy. Recall that (b)) =(1— ét(b))(b — 6] 2;) — b in (15). By Lemma 5.2,

Fr1(b) < g () = Ga(b) (8 2 — b= latll o1 ) = (8] 2 = laell o 1)
and

e,0(0) = Foa ()] = | Ge(d) (0 e = b = el o1 ) = (O e = el 41 ) = 7o (0)]
= (1= Gy(0)) |0 e = 0] i+ | 4
<2(1-— @t(b))%HﬂctHA;l
< 80LyGy(b)(1 — Gy (b))l 4

If @t(b“) < 40%, since @t(b*,o) - @t(b*,l) <1- 20%, we have @t(b*,g) <1-— 40% when
2’yt||a:tHA;1 < 557~ Then for all b € [by 1, by 0],

1 <40L(1 - Gy(b) + A0Lrye|wel] -1
Again, by definition in (14) and Lemma 5.2,
Gy (b) (H*Txt - b) = 710(b) < uro(b) = Gi(b) (étTl‘t —b+ 7“xt”A;1>'
For all b € [by 1, bs 0] we have

[u,0(0) = Pro(b)] < 2Gi(B)velwl| 4

( (1= Ge(®) + yillaell a1 ) Gelb)ele] o
1(b).

| /\

[ /\

A.7 Proof of Lemma 5.5

Lemma A.8 (Restatement of Lemma 5.5). In Algorithm 5, for every t € [T] and s € [S], it holds
that maxp«cgT(b*) — 7y (b) < 8-27° for all b € By.

Proof. This proof shares the same idea as the proof for Lemma 4.4. Denote the optimal bid under
7t by b} = arg maxy.g7¢(b*). We prove this result via an induction argument on s € [S] with the
following induction hypothesis: for each s € [S], the optimal bid remains uneliminated, i.e. b} € B,
and 7 (bf) — 7(b) < 8-27% for all b € B,. For s =1 it clearly holds.

Suppose the hypothesis holds for s — 1. The elimination step (Line 16) in Algorithm 3 implies
that for any b € B,, we have wt(s_l)(b) < 27— wlgs_l)(bf) < 276D and by Lemma 5.3
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UESZ 1)(b) > gz )(bt) —5+2 for the criterion i € {0,1} selected in stage s — 1. Since b} € B, 1
by the induction hypothe81s, by Lemma 5.3,
ulSTV(07) 2 F)) 2 70) = 0TV (0) — 20V (B) > 7TV (B) — 27D

for all b € Bs_1. Therefore, together with Lemma C.3, b; € By in the elimination step. Then for
any b € B,

Fi(b) — 7(b) = Fra(bF) — Fua(b)
( ) S S S—
< a0 ) —ulTV0) + 20V ()
(s—1) (s—1) —(s—1)
<u —_ .
Uy s (b}) bg}lgax Uy 5 (b)+2-2

s—1

(g —4.9-(s71)

where (a) uses Lemma 4.1 and (b) is by the elimination criterion in Algorithm 5. This concludes
the induction and hence the proof. O

A.8 Proof of Lemma 5.6

Then we are ready for the proof of Lemma 5.6.

Lemma A.9 (Restatement of Lemma 5.6). For any s € [S], suppose 6; < 0.1 for t € ®©) and we
have

S w(b) = O(VdT A 10g? T + dAs log T + d1og? T).
ted(s)

Proof. Fix any s € [S]. Write A; = A§S) and v =1+ ¢;1og(2T") + c2, /Zteb(s)éf for simplicity. For
each time ¢, recall in Algorithm 4 we write v, = 1+ ¢110g(2T") + ¢ /Zfecb(s)#' Summing over the
t T

widths in this stage gives:

> w0 = 32 esLuGi) (1= Go)) a1 + esTnf il

ted(s) teq>(s)
< > alyloy e, +2e3lyy[ HUt g K -1 +2003L%2HU{1%HZ;1
ted(s)
‘@(S)‘ ‘@(S)‘
< \/503L’y\/d|q>(5)| log|@(*)| + 4es LyVdT log | 1+ —— | +40c;Ly*dlog ( 1+ —

< eLyVdT log T 4 cL~y%dlog T

for an absolute constant ¢ > 0. Note that Assumption 2.7 implies H@t — Gilloo < 20;. Thus by the
truncation step in Line 22 of Algorithm 5 and Lemma C.4, it holds that

. d 1 d 1
mln{ \/; 2}<Gt(bt)<mln{l—%\/; 2+45t}

Recall 072 = Gy(by)(1 — Gy(by)) < 2min{Gy(b;),1 — Gy(b;)}. Then (a) uses

. 1 T _ 1 /T _
el < 2mm{% Y d,lo}uot L2 < (2% W +2o> o Ll

since §; < 0.1; and (b) uses Lemma A.3 and that v < ~. O
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A.9 Proof of Lemma 6.2

The proof of Lemma 6.2 is a direct consequence of Lemma A.3 given the following explicit expression

of {0;}:

Lemma A.10. Under the conditions of Lemma 6.2, there is an estimator @t for Gy that satisfies

Assumption 2.7 with
3/2 d

Here ¥, = 181 + ) is the reqularized Gram matriz at time t.

T
s<t LsTy

Proof. Given the Lipschitzness in Assumption 2.3, we consider the discretized bid space B = {% :
i€ {0}U[T]}. At each time t, we estimate the parameter @ via linear regression with a careful data
splitting scheme: Denote 3; = 187 + ZKt 1. By Lemma C.7, there is a subset S; C [t — 1] such
that | Sy < t21 and 181 + > g, rex) = Et. Deﬁne A =181+ s, rex] and z = > oses, Mszs,
and set the estimator o = A, L. By Lemma 4.1, with probability at least 1 —T2/2, we have a
confidence bound that

672~ pla| < Blall (25)

for = O(o+\/logT) and all x € {x; — x5 : s € [t — 1]}, where o is the sub-Gaussian parameter in
Assumption 6.1. Construct the empirical CDF as follows: let X;(b) = 1[M; — ol xs + @l xp < V]
and G¢(b) = |5716| Zsesg Xs(b) using the remaining data Sf = [t — 1]\ S;. Note

t

E[X.(6)] = P(M. = $ 2.+ 7/ 2 <)
= Q(b—pla +3a.— 3l )
= Q(b - @th) + Q(b — (p;rxt + Es) — Q(b — (p;rxt) (26)

where Q(-) denotes the CDF of the noise and €5 = (@ — @x) | (x5 — ¢). By (25), the error term &,
satisfies

les| < Bllws — @il o1 (27)

Note Q(b — (p*TiL‘t) =P(M; < b) = G4(b), so the bias of this indicator variable is in the difference of
the last two terms in (26).

Write the target value as v = o, x; — b for simplicity. Since E[X,(b)] = Q(v + 5), its variance
is Var(X(b)) = Qv +¢e5)(1 — Q(v +¢5)). Now we apply Bernstem s inequality (cf. Lemma C.5) to

G,(b) and a union bound to obtain, with probability at least 1 — T—2/2, for all b € B,
2log(2T) 8log(2T
t c ZQU+€S S 0;8 ZQU+55 1_Q(U+55))+%c)
W|§c s & 31571
For each s < t, we can decompose
Qv +e)(1-Qv+es) =Q)(1 - Q) + Qv +e5) —Qv+es)” — Qv) + Q(v)

O O

(
(

)1 = Q) + (RQ(v+e5) —Qv))(1 - Qv +es) —Qv))
)1 =Qv)) +1Q(v+e5) —Q

<

IN
<

—~
<
=
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Together with the bias term in (26) and that v/a +b < v/a + Vb for a,b > 0, we obtain an error
bound for our CDF estimator:

@(b)—ct(b)(sz\/21°g<2T>Q(”><1‘Q(“”+ 2os21) \/Zwvm - Q)

C C
‘St| |S sese

8log(2T")
+ C C ‘QU—FE - ( )’
s 5 Z :

If ZsESf|Q(U +e5) — Q(v)| < 1, since |S§| > 51, it becomes

~ 210g(2T)Q(v)(1 — Q(v)) = 24/2log(2T)  11log(2T)
Gt(b)—ata))]sz\/ 5 + et T

4 \/2log(2T)Q(:)(1 ~Q(v) 8 21ct>g(2T) N 1510§(2T)

and we are done. When ZseSzC’Q(v +e5) — Q(v)| > 1, the bound can be simplified to

ét“’)‘Gt(b)(SQ\/Qlog(QT)Qf%)fl_ Z M,OsgcTZlQHes— <>|+?’1‘E§T>.

(28)

seSy

The key lies in upper bounding the second term. Note we have

Qv + ) = Q)| < Q'(v)les] + Q" [lswe?-

Let ag,ai,az > 0 be the constants in Assumption 6.1. When Q(v) € (ag,1 — ap), we bound the
second term as

Z Qv +es) —Qv)| < LB Z @5 — xtHA;l + az8? Z s — -I't”?4;1

s€S¢ s€S¢ s€SE
< ag ' LBVRW1 = QW) Y (lwsllaor + el ) + 228 > (Il + el 1)
s€S¢ s€S¢
< a5 LoVQI— Q) y2alsilos(D) + 315t
+ 2a55% (2d10g(T) + 915!l 1 ) + ¢ (29)

for a constant ¢ > 0, where (a) uses Lemma A.3 and the properties of S;. On the other hand, when
Q(v) € [0,a0] U[1 — ap, a], we have

D IR +es) — Q)] < a1BVQ)(1— Q) Y [|los — il 41 + a2’ > s - ﬂftHit—l

seSY seSY sESE

(a)
< BRI - Q(v))< 2dS¢ | log(T) +3rszf|uxtuzt1)

+ 2055 (2d10g(T) + 9155l |, 1 ) + 52 (30)
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Plugging (29) and (30) into (28) and substituting in |Sf| > 52 > L, the CDF estimation error is
bounded as desired: for every b € B, with probability at least 1 —T772/2,

\@@—Gﬂw3@¢mwu—mwwwf

where §; = (log?’/2 )\ d/t + log(T |:L'tHE 1), and we recall that Q(v) = G(b).

For any b ) € B in the continuous bid space, let its discretized neighbors be h; = ho —T71<b< hy
for hy, hy € B. Thanks to the Lipschitzness of Q, for both h = hy, h, it holds that Gy(h)(1-G(h)) <
G(b)(1 — G(b)) + % Hence by monotonicity of Gy and the triangular inequality, with probability
at least 1 — T72/2,

q ~ L
G =G| < et G G| + 7
L L
<¢@ (1= Gie)) + VZ)+@+T
O(8:)V/Gi(b)(1 — Gy (b)) + O(87). (31)

The proof is completed by taking a union bound over (25), (31), and all time indices ¢ € [T].
O

B Proof of lower bounds

In this section we prove the regret lower bounds in Theorem 2.9. We begin with the analysis of
Model 1.

Theorem B.1. Consider a special instance with i.i.d. vy ~ Bern(p) for an unknown p € [0,1],
vio =0, and i.i.d. M, following a known distribution

1 1 111 1
M, ~ =Unif if .
e~ g Uni <[ 100]>+ Sh <[8 200’8+200})

Then for some absolute constant ¢ > 0, it holds that

T
inf sup Z ( max E[ry(bs)] — E[rt(bt)]) > eVT.

i nelo,1] t=1 b.€[0,1]

Proof. We use Le Cam’s two-point lower bound. Set p; = %—A and po = %—}—A, with A := 4f Let

E[r;(b)] = G(b)(ni — b) be the expected payoff under the choice p;, for i = 1,2. By straightforward
computation, we have

1 1 A
e B (0] = Elna ()] = § - 506~ 3
oy 1 1
brél[%ﬁ} E[ra(b)] = E[ra(b3)] = 3 +A-— 200"
s Bjri (0] + E[ra(0)] = Elra (6] + Elra)] = § - 15
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and b3 = g + 155- Consequently, for any b; € [0, 1], we have

= 2oov

max E[ry(b) — r1(b)] + brél[%?f] E[ra(b) — ra(bt)]
(32)

where b7 :
> max E[ri(b)] + max E[ra(b)] — brél[éa]i(]E[rl(b)] + E[ra(b)]

bel0,1]
be0,1]
. For

be[0,1]
A
> —.
-2
This shows that no single bid can perform well under both of the environments gy and us
any fixed policy m, the environment pu; gives rise to a distribution ]P’Z@ over the time horizon T for

i = 1,2. Denote the environment-specific regret by
T
max E[r;(b) — Ti(bt)]]

Reg, =E
egi(m) = Eper — bel0,1]
for i = 1,2, where b; is the bid chosen by policy 7. Let |||ty denote the total variation distance
It follows that
T
R R ]P’®t Elri(b) — r1(b Pet E[ra(b) — ro(b
o01(7) + Roga(m) = S P (s B (9) ~ (0] ) + 75 (g B2) —r200)

32)
A Z/mln{dP dIP’%z)t}

N
a
= EZ — [PF* — PS*||1v)
t=1
b) AT
> 5 (- -y,
uses [ min{dP,dQ} = 1—||P —Q|lrv and (b) follows from the data processing inequality

—~
=

where (a) uses i ,
for the total variation distance. By Lemma C.6 and the fact that
) = T'Dxx.(Bern(p)||Bern(q)) <

D1, (Bern(p)®” || Bern(q)

we arrive at
Reg, (m) + Regy(m) > TeXP( O(TA?))

Finally, plugging in the choice of A = 7 leads to
Reg, () + Regy(m) _ O(W/T)
O

. >
max Reg;(7) > 5

establishing the theorem
Assumption 2.3. We proceed to show that the special lower bound instance in Theorem B.1 can

Note that Theorem B.1 completes the proof of Theorem 2.9 for Model 1, with L = O(1) in
also be embedded in other lower bounds of Theorem 2.9. Under Model 2 and d > 2, let

01, = <1 Unif({ - 2A,2A}d_1>) . 0o =0,
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with A = 1,/921. Since T > d2, it holds that ||1.]|> < 1 almost surely. Divide the time horizon
T into d — 1 sub-horizons T} for i = 1,...,d — 1 with equal length -~ and let

1 1
=(-,0,...,0,=,0,...,0
Tt (27 ) ) 727 ) 7>

during the sub-horizon T;, where the second % appears in the (i+1)-th entry. As for My, we again use
the i.i.d. distribution in Theorem B.1. Consequently, the regret Regy,,(7) can be decomposed as the

d—1>

sum of regrets from d — 1 independent sub-problems, each of time duration d . By Theorem B.1,
we have

T
inf Reg,o(m) = (d —1) - Q( 7 1) Q(vdT),
as claimed. For the case of d = 1, we simply use a different construction 6 , ~ Unif({} —A, 2 +A})

and 2; = 1, so that Theorem B.1 again gives a regret lower bound Q(v/T). Finally, since Reglte( ) >
Regj,,(7), the lower bound for Model 3 also follows.

C Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma C.1. Let G be a CDF on [0, 1] with density upper bounded by L, and G be another CDF
with |G — Gllse < 0.1. Denote by(v) = arg maxycp 1] G(b)(v — b) with tie broken by taking the
mazximum. For any vy < v, if va — v < ﬁ, then

C(Bu(v2)) — ClBu(vr)) < 1 — 20%

b,(v2). By Lemma C.2, we have G(by) < G(by).

Proof. For simplicity, write by = b, (1)1) and by )
which implies G(b;) < 52+ and

For the sake of contradiction, assume G(bs) — G(by) > 1 —
G(bg) >1-— 20L R R R

Define by = sup{b € [0,1] : G(b) < 1}. We have G(b2) > 1 — ﬁ G(by — ) + 5 — 57 for
every € > 0. Then by — by since otherwise by Lipschitzness of G,

20L ’

1
25T7
1 1

~ 2
_— — < 0. — —
5~ 20L < Gby) —Gby —e) <02+ L(by— by +¢) < 7 + Le
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for every e > 0, which is a contradiction?. Since G(by) > 3, we have the following inequalities:

or = Gon(w — )
> G(by)(v1 — by)
> %(Ul —by)

1 1
> B <’U1 — by + 5L>
S
-2 20L 5L
YRR
—2\5L 20L
3
T 40L
which yields a contradiction. Hence the proof is complete. O

Lemma C.2. Let G : [0,1] — [0,1] be any CDF and let vi,vg € [0,1] satisfy v1 > vg. Denote
bi(v) = arg max,cp ] G(b)(v — b) with tie broken by taking the mazimum (or minimum). Then b
18 increasing in v.

Proof. Let by = by(v1) and by = by (vp). For the sake of contradiction, suppose by > b;. Then

G(b1)(v1 — b1) = G(b1)(vo — b1) + G(b1)(v1 — vo)

(%) G (bo)(vo — bo) + G (bo)(v1 — o)

== G(bo)(’ul - bo)
If tie is broken by taking the maximum, then we have by = b.(v1) > by > b1, a contradiction.

If tie is broken by minimum, inequality (a) becomes strict because b.(vg) = by > b1 and hence
G(b1)(vg — b1) < G(bg)(vo — bp); then we end up with a contradiction again. O

Lemma C.3. In Algorithm 5, at any time t and any stage s, it holds that

bsksi argmax 7 (b") < b:())
’ b eB ’

for the UCB mazimizers b( ()) and bi as defined in Algorithm 4.

Proof. Recall the definition of the optimal bid that

?)\*(wt) = arg max 7y (b) = arg max G (b) (Ozxt - b).
beB beB

At each stage s, let 6, be the estimated parameter in Algorithm 4. By Lemma 5.2, we have

0z —0] xt‘ < 'nytHAis)q, where «y is defined in Line 7 of Algorithm 4. Then since the mapping

v +— arg maxycg G(b)(v — b) is monotone by Lemma C.2, the claim follows from the definitions of

b(%) and b*) in Algorithm 4 and that 7,(b*) = G, (b%)(6] 2 — b*). 0
2Since G is a CDF, it holds that L > 1.

39



Lemma C.4. Let G be a continuous CDF on [0,1], v € [0,1], and t € (0,3]. Let G be another
CDF satisfying |G — Gllos < . Forb e [0,1], let

b = min{max{b,G'(t)},G (1 —t)}.
Thent < G(W) < 1—t+ 2 and
G)(v—1b) — G )(v—b) < t+ 2.

Proof. If @*1(t) <b< @*1(1 — ), clearly the difference is zero. If b < @fl(t)7 then by continuity
of G and the bounded error, we have ¢t < G(b') < t 4 2¢ and hence

Gb) (v —b) — G (v — V) = v(G(b) — GV)) + VG) —bG(b) <VGWH) <t + 2.
Finally, if b > G~1(1 — ), then similarly we have 1 —t < G(V') < 1 —t + 2¢ and hence

G(b)(v—b) — G)(v — ) = v(G(b) — G(V)) — (c?(b)—b’G(b’))
<GB -G)<1-GW) <

~—

O

Lemma C.5 (Bernstein’s inequality in [BLB03|). Consider independent random variables X1, ..., X, €

[a,b]. We have
IP( - ) E[Xj]
i=1 i=1

for any € > 0, where 02 = 3", Var(X;).
In particular, it implies the following confidence bound: for any 6 € (0,1), with probability at
least 1 — 9, we have

> 6) < 26Xp<_ 2(02 + 5€<Z - a)/3)>

\/ 202 /nlog(2/68) N 2(b — a) log(2/6)

n 3n

- zn:E[X] <
i=1

Lemma C.6 (Bretagnolle-Huber inequality [BH78|). Let P,Q be two probability measures on the
same probability space. Then

L= IP = Qlhry > § exp(~Dice(P]Q)

where ||-||Tv denotes the total variation distance, and Dxi, denotes the KL divergence.

Lemma C.7. Let x1,...,1, € R? be vectors with ||x;l|a < 1 for all i € [n], and ¥ = 18I +
Soi, aw] . Then there exists S C [n] with |S| < % such that

by
18[—1—22332‘1:7;T b 9
€S
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Proof. The proof uses a deep result in the Kadison-Singer problem. Let y; := X~1/2z; for every

i € [n], so that >.° ;g < I. In addition,

1

il < .

1
Il < |

By [MSS15, Corollary 1.5] (with r = 2,6 = ), there exists a partition {Sy,S2} of [n] such that for
je{1,2},

1 208 8
T _ T
> iyl = <+\/5> I=51= Y aa] <55

i€S; \/; i€S;
WLOG assume that [S1| > %, then the choice of S = Sy satisfies [S]| < 5, and

z
18[—1—2%30? =3 - lex: > 9
€S i€S1

This proves the lemma.
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