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Optimal regret bounds for Multi-Armed Bandit problems are now well documented. They can be classified into two cat-
egories based on the growth rate with respect to the time horizon 7': (i) small, distribution-dependent, bounds of order of
magnitude In(7") and (ii) robust, distribution-free, bounds of order of magnitude /T The Bandits with Knapsacks model,
an extension to the framework allowing to model resource consumption, lacks this clear-cut distinction. While several
algorithms have been shown to achieve asymptotically optimal distribution-free bounds on regret, there has been little
progress toward the development of small distribution-dependent regret bounds. We partially bridge the gap by design-
ing a general-purpose algorithm with distribution-dependent regret bounds that are logarithmic in the initial endowments
of resources in several important cases that cover many practical applications, including dynamic pricing with limited
supply, bid optimization in online advertisement auctions, and dynamic procurement.

1. Introduction.

1.1. Motivation. Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) is a benchmark model for repeated decision making in
stochastic environments with very limited feedback on the outcomes of alternatives. In these circumstances,
a decision maker must strive to find an overall optimal sequence of decisions while making as few subop-
timal ones as possible when exploring the decision space in order to generate as much revenue as possible,
a trade-off coined exploration-exploitation. The original problem, first formulated in its predominant ver-
sion in Robbins [21], has spurred a new line of research that aims at introducing additional constraints that
reflect more accurately the reality of the decision making process. Bandits with Knapsacks (BwK), a model
formulated in its most general form in Badanidiyuru et al. [8], fits into this framework and is characterized
by the consumption of a limited supply of resources (e.g. time, money, and natural resources) that comes
with every decision. This extension is motivated by a number of applications in electronic markets such as
dynamic pricing with limited supply, see Besbes and Zeevi [11] and Babaioff et al. [6], online advertising,
see Slivkins [22], online bid optimization for sponsored search auctions, see Tran-Thanh et al. [26], and
crowdsourcing, see Badanidiyuru et al. [7]. A unifying paradigm of online learning is to evaluate algo-
rithms based on their regret performance. In the BwK theory, this performance criterion is expressed as the
gap between the total payoff of an optimal oracle algorithm aware of how the rewards and the amounts of
resource consumption are generated and the total payoff of the algorithm. Many approaches have been pro-
posed to tackle the original MAB problem, where time is the only limited resource with a prescribed time
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horizon T, and the optimal regret bounds are now well documented. They can be classified into two cate-
gories with qualitatively different asymptotic growth rates. Many algorithms, such as UCB1, see Auer et al.
[4], Thompson sampling, see Agrawal and Goyal [3], and e-greedy, see Auer et al. [4], achieve distribution-
dependent, i.e. with constant factors that depend on the underlying unobserved distributions, asymptotic
bounds on regret of order ©(In(7")), which is shown to be optimal in Lai and Robbins [19]. While these
results prove very satisfying in many settings, the downside is that the bounds can get arbitrarily large if a
malicious opponent was to select the underlying distributions in an adversarial fashion. In contrast, algo-
rithms such as Exp3, designed in Auer et al. [5], achieve distribution-free bounds that can be computed in an
online fashion, at the price of a less attractive growth rate @(\/T) The BwK theory lacks this clear-cut dis-
tinction. While provably optimal distribution-free bounds have recently been established, see Agrawal and
Devanur [1] and Badanidiyuru et al. [8], there has been little progress toward the development of asymptot-
ically optimal distribution-dependent regret bounds. To bridge the gap, we introduce a template algorithm
with proven regret bounds which are asymptotically logarithmic in the initial supply of each resource, in
four important cases that cover a wide range of applications:

e Case 1, where there is a single limited resource other than time, which is not limited, and the amount
of resource consumed as a result of making a decision is stochastic. Applications in online advertising, see
Tran-Thanh et al. [23], fit in this framework;

e Case 2, where there are arbitrarily many resources and the amounts of resources consumed as a result of
making a decision are deterministic. Applications to network revenue management of perishable goods, see
Besbes and Zeevi [11], shelf optimization of perishable goods, see Graczova and Jacko [15], and wireless
sensor networks, see Tran-Thanh et al. [25], fit in this framework;

e Case 3, where there are two limited resources, one of which is assumed to be time while the consump-
tion of the other is stochastic, under a nondegeneracy condition. Typical applications include online bid
optimization in sponsored search auctions, see Tran-Thanh et al. [26], dynamic pricing with limited supply,
see Babaioff et al. [6], and dynamic procurement, see Badanidiyuru et al. [7];

e Case 4, where there are arbitrarily many resources, under a stronger nondegeneracy condition than for
Case 3. Typical applications include dynamic ad allocation, see Slivkins [22], dynamic pricing of multiple
products, see Badanidiyuru et al. [8], and network revenue management, see Besbes and Zeevi [11].

In terms of applicability and significance of the results, Case 3 is the most important case. Case 4 is the
most general one but the analysis is more involved and requires stronger assumptions which makes it less
attractive from a practical standpoint. The analysis is easier for Cases 1 and 2 but their modeling power is
more limited.

In fast-paced environments, such as in ad auctions, the stochastic assumptions at the core of the BwK
model are only valid for a short period of time but there are typically a large number of actions to be
performed per second (e.g. submit a bid for a new ad auction). In these situations, the initial endowments
of resources are thus typically large and logarithmic regret bounds can be significantly more attractive than
distribution-free ones.

1.2. Problem statement and contributions. At each time period ¢t € N, a decision needs to be made
among a predefined finite set of actions, represented by arms and labeled £ = 1,--- , K. We denote by a;
the arm pulled at time ¢. Pulling arm k at time ¢ yields a random reward r; ; € [0, 1] (after scaling) and
incurs the consumption of C' € N different resource types by random amounts ¢, (1), -+, ¢, .(C) € [0,1]¢
(after scaling). Note that time itself may or may not be a limited resource. At any time ¢ and for any arm £,
the vector (744, ¢ (1), -+, cr+(C)) is jointly drawn from a fixed probability distribution v, independently
from the past. The rewards and the amounts of resource consumption can be arbitrarily correlated across
arms. We denote by (F;)cy the natural filtration generated by the rewards and the amounts of resource
consumption revealed to the decision maker, i.e. ((74,.+,Ca,.c(1), -, €a,.4(C)))ien. The consumption of any
resource ¢ € {1,---,C'} is constrained by an initial budget B(i) € R . As a result, the decision maker can
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keep pulling arms only so long as he does not run out of any of the C resources and the game ends at time
period 7*, defined as:

t
T =min{teN|Tie{l,---,C}LY e, (i) > B(i)}. (1)
T=1

Note that 7* is a stopping time with respect to (F;),>1. When it comes to choosing which arm to pull next,
the difficulty for the decision maker lies in the fact that none of the underlying distributions, i.e. (V4 )r=1 ... K,
are initially known. Furthermore, the only feedback provided to the decision maker upon pulling arm a; (but
prior to selecting a;y1) is (74, .+, Ca, t(1), -+ , a4 (C)), i.e. the decision maker does not observe the rewards
that would have been obtained and the amounts of resources that would have been consumed as a result
of pulling a different arm. The goal is to design a non-anticipating algorithm that, at any time ¢, selects a,
based on the information acquired in the past so as to keep the pseudo regret defined as:

T*—1
RB(l),»»»,B(C) - EROPT(B(1)7 Tt 7B(C)) - E[Z Tat,tL 2)
t=1
as small as possible, where ERopr(B(1),---, B(C)) is the maximum expected sum of rewards that can be

obtained by a non-anticipating oracle algorithm that has knowledge of the underlying distributions. Here,
an algorithm is said to be non-anticipating if the decision to pull a given arm does not depend on the future
observations. We develop algorithms and establish distribution-dependent regret bounds, that hold for any
choice of the unobserved underlying distributions (vy)x—1.... r, as well as distribution-independent regret
bounds. This entails studying the asymptotic behavior of Rp(1).... () When all the budgets (5B(i));-1.... ¢
go to infinity. In order to simplify the analysis, it is convenient to assume that the ratios (B(i)/B(C));=1....c
are constants independent of any other relevant quantities and to denote B(C') by B.

ASSUMPTION 1. For any resource i € {1,--- ,C'}, we have B(i) = b(i) - B for some fixed constant
b(i) € (0,1]. Hence b= ‘_Ilninc b(1) is a positive quantity.

When time is a limited resource, we use the notation 7" in place of B. Assumption 1 is widely used in the
dynamic pricing literature where the inventory scales linearly with the time horizon, see Besbes and Zeevi
[11] and Johnson et al. [17]. Assumption 1 will only prove useful when deriving distribution-dependent
regret bounds and it can largely be relaxed, see Section A of the Appendix.

As the mean turns out to be an important statistics, we denote the mean reward and amounts of resource
consumption by i, i (1), -+, ug(C) and their respective empirical estimates by 7 4, ¢+(1),- -+, ¢ (C).
These estimates depend on the number of times each arm has been pulled by the decision maker up to, but
not including, time ¢, which we write n;, ;. We end with a general assumption, which we use throughout the
paper, meant to have the game end in finite time.

ASSUMPTION 2.  Foranyarmk e {1,--- K}, we have _max pi (i) > 0.

Note that Assumption 2 is automatically satisfied if time is a limited resource.

Contributions. We design an algorithm that runs in time polynomial in K for which we establish
O(K® -In(B)/A) (resp. /K€ - B -In(B)) distribution-dependent (resp. distribution-free) regret bounds,
where A is a parameter that generalizes the optimality gap for the standard MAB problem. We estab-
lish these regret bounds in four cases of increasing difficulty making additional technical assumptions that
become stronger as we make progress towards tackling the general case. We choose to present these inter-
mediate cases since: (i) we get improved constant factors under weaker assumptions and (ii) they subsume
many practical applications. Note that our distribution-dependent regret bounds scale as a polynomial func-
tion of K of degree C, which may be unacceptable when the number of resources is large. We provide
evidence that suggests that a linear dependence on K can be achieved by tweaking the algorithm, at least in
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some particular cases of interest. Finally, we point out that the constant factors hidden in the O notations are
not scale-free, in the sense that jointly scaling down the amounts of resources consumed at each round along
with their respective initial endowments worsens the bounds. As a consequence, initially scaling down the
amounts of resource consumption in order to guarantee that they lie in [0, 1] should be done with caution:
the scaling factors should be as small as possible.

1.3. Literature review. The Bandits with Knapsacks framework was first introduced in its full gener-
ality in Badanidiyuru et al. [8], but special cases had been studied before, see for example Tran-Thanh et al.
[23], Ding et al. [13], and Babaioff et al. [6]. Since the standard MAB problem fits in the BwK framework,
with time being the only scarce resource, the results listed in the introduction tend to suggest that regret
bounds with logarithmic growth with respect to the budgets may be possible for BwK problems but very few
such results are documented. When there are arbitrarily many resources and a time horizon, Badanidiyuru
et al. [8] and Agrawal and Devanur [1] obtain O(\/K -T) distribution-free bounds on regret that hold on
average as well as with high probability, where the O notation hides logarithmic factors. These results were
later extended to the contextual version of the problem in Badanidiyuru et al. [9] and Agrawal et al. [2].
Johnson et al. [17] extend Thompson sampling to tackle the general BwK problem and obtain distribution-
dependent bounds on regret of order O(\/T ) (with an unspecified dependence on K') when time is a limited
resource, under a nondegeneracy condition. Trovo et al. [27] develop algorithms for BWK problems with a
continuum of arms and a single limited resource constrained by a budget B and obtain o( B) regret bounds.
Combes et al. [12] consider a closely related framework that allows to model any history-dependent con-
straint on the number of times any arm can be pulled and obtain O(K - In(7")) regret bounds when time
is a limited resource. However, the benchmark oracle algorithm used in Combes et al. [12] to define the
regret is significantly weaker than the one considered here as it only has knowledge of the distributions of
the rewards, as opposed to the joint distributions of the rewards and the amounts of resource consumption.
Babaioff et al. [6] establish a Q(\/T) distribution-dependent lower bound on regret for a dynamic pric-
ing problem which can be cast as a BWK problem with a time horizon, a resource whose consumption is
stochastic, and a continuum of arms. This lower bound does not apply here as we are considering finitely
many arms and it is well known that the minimax regret can be exponentially smaller when we move from
finitely many arms to uncountably many arms for the standard MAB problem, see Kleinberg and Leighton
[18]. Tran-Thanh et al. [24] tackles BwK problems with a single limited resource whose consumption is
deterministic and constrained by a global budget B and obtain O (K -In(B)) regret bounds. This result was
later extended to the case of a stochastic resource in Xia et al. [30]. Wu et al. [29] study a contextual version
of the BWK problem when there are two limited resources, one of which is assumed to be time while the
consumption of the other is deterministic, and obtain O(K - In(7")) regret bounds under a nondegeneracy
condition. Logarithmic regret bounds are also derived in Slivkins [22] for a dynamic ad allocation problem
that can be cast as a BwK problem.

Organization. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. We present applications of the BwK
model in Section 2. We expose the algorithmic ideas underlying our approach in Section 3 and apply theses
ideas to Cases (1), (2), (3), and (4) in Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 respectively. We choose to discuss each case
separately in a self-contained fashion so that readers can delve into the setting they are most interested in.
This comes at the price of some overlap in the analysis. We relax some of the assumptions made in the
course of proving the regret bounds and discuss extensions in Section A of the Appendix. To provide as
much intuition as possible, the ideas and key technical steps are all included in the main body, sometimes
through proof sketches, while the technical details are deferred to the Appendix.

Notations. For a set S, |S| denotes the cardinality of S while 1 is the indicator function of S. For
a vector x € R™ and S a subset of {1,---,n}, xg refers to the subvector (z;);cs. For a square matrix A,
det(A) is the determinant of A while adj(A) denotes its adjugate. For € R, x, is the positive part of x.
We use standard asymptotic notations such as O(-), o(+), €(-), and O(-).
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2. Applications. A number of applications of the BwWK framework are documented in the literature. For
the purpose of being self-contained, we review a few popular ones that satisfy our technical assumptions.

2.1. Online advertising.

Bid optimization in repeated second-price auctions. Consider a bidder participating in sealed second-
price auctions who is willing to spend a budget B. This budget may be allocated only for a period of time (for
the next 7" auctions) or until it is completely exhausted. Rounds, indexed by ¢ € N, correspond to auctions
the bidder participates in. If the bid submitted by the bidder for auction ¢ is larger than the highest bid
submitted by the competitors, denoted by m,, the bidder wins the auction, derives a private utility v, € [0, 1]
(whose monetary value is typically difficult to assess), and is charged m,. Otherwise, m, is not revealed
to the bidder and v; cannot be assessed. We consider a stochastic setting where the environment and the
competitors are not fully adversarial: ((v;,m;)):cn is assumed to be an i.i.d. stochastic process. The goal
for the bidder is to design a strategy to maximize the expected total utility derived given that the bidder has
selected a grid of bids to choose from (b, -+ ,bx) (e.g. by =$0.10,- -+ ,bx = $1). This is a BwK problem
with two resources: time and money. Pulling arm k at round ¢ corresponds to bidding by, in auction ¢, costs
Cht = My Ly, >m,, and yields a reward 1, = vy - 1y, >, Weed et al. [28] design bidding strategies for a
variant of this problem where the bidder is not limited by a budget and 74, = (v; —m;) - 1 by >my -

This model was first formalized in Tran-Thanh et al. [26] in the context of sponsored search auctions.
In sponsored search auctions, advertisers can bid on keywords to have ads (typically in the form of a link
followed by a text description) displayed alongside the search results of a web search engine. When a user
types a search query, a set of relevant ads are selected and an auction is run in order to determine which
ones will be displayed. The winning ads are allocated to ad slots based on the outcome of the auction and,
in the prevailing cost-per-click pricing scheme, their owners get charged only if the user clicks on their
ads. Because the auction is often a variant of a sealed second-price auction (e.g. a generalized second-
price auction), very limited feedback is provided to the advertiser if the auction is lost. In addition, both
the demand and the supply cannot be predicted ahead of time and are thus commonly modeled as random
variables, see Ghosh et al. [14]. For these reasons, bidding repeatedly on a keyword can be formulated
as a BWK problem. In particular, when the search engine has a single ad slot per query, this problem can
be modeled as above: B is the budget the advertiser is willing to spend on a predetermined keyword and
rounds correspond to ad auctions the advertiser has been selected to participate in. If the advertiser wins the
auction, his or her ad gets displayed and he or she derives a utility v; = 1 4,, where A, is the event that the
ad gets clicked on. The goal is to maximize the expected total number of clicks given the budget constraint.
The advertiser may also be interested in optimizing the ad to be displayed, which will affect the probability
of a click. In this case, the modeling is similar but arms correspond to pairs of bid values and ads.

Dynamic ad allocation. This problem was first modeled in the BwK framework in Slivkins [22]. A
publisher, i.e. the owner of a collection of websites where ads can be displayed, has previously agreed with
K advertisers, indexed by k € {1,---, K}, on a predetermined cost-per-click p;. Additionally, advertiser
k is not willing to spend more than a prescribed budget, By, for a predetermined period of time (which
corresponds to the next T visits or rounds). Denote by A* the event that the ad provided by advertiser k gets
clicked on at round ¢. We consider a stochastic setting where the visitors are not fully adversarial: (1 Ak )teN
is assumed to be an i.d.d. stochastic process for any advertiser k. The goal for the publisher is to maximize
the total expected revenues by choosing which ad to display at every round, i.e. every time somebody visits
one of the websites. This situation can be modeled as a BwK problem with K + 1 resources: time and
money for each of the K advertisers. Pulling arm k € {1,---, K'} at round ¢ corresponds to displaying the
ad owned by advertiser k, incurs the costs ¢ ;(7) = py, - ]lAic -1,_; to advertiser i € {1,---, K'}, and yields
arevenue 7y, = pj - ]lAf.

2.2. Revenue management.
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Dynamic pricing with limited supply. This BwK model was first proposed in Babaioff et al. [6]. An
agent has B identical items to sell to 7" potential customers that arrive sequentially. Customer¢ € {1,--- , T}
is offered a take-it-or-leave-it price p; and purchases the item only if p; is no larger than his or her own
valuation v;, which is never disclosed. Customers are assumed to be non-strategic in the sense that their
valuations are assumed to be drawn i.i.d. from a distribution unknown to the agent. The goal for the agent is
to maximize the total expected revenues by offering prices among a predetermined list (py,-- - ,px). This
is a BwK problem with two resources: time and item inventory. Pulling arm &k € {1,---, K} at round ¢
corresponds to offering the price p;,, depletes the inventory of ¢ ; = 1, <., unit, and generates a revenue
Tkt = Pk - 1, <o, Badanidiyuru et al. [8] propose an extension where multiple units of M different products
may be offered to a customer, which then buys as many as needed of each kind in order to maximize his or
her own utility function. In this case, the modeling is similar but arms correspond to vectors of dimension
2M specifying the number of items offered along with the price tag for each product and there are M + 1
resources: time and item inventory for each of the M products.

Network revenue management.

Non-perishable goods. This is an extension of the dynamic pricing problem developed in Besbes and
Zeevi [11] which is particularly suited for applications in the online retailer industry, e.g. the online fashion
sample sales industry, see Johnson et al. [17]. Each productm =1, .-, M is produced from a finite amount
of C different kinds of raw materials (which may be products themselves). Producing one unit of product
m € {1,---, M} consumes a deterministic amount of resource i € {1, --- ,C'} denoted by ¢,, (7). Customer
te{l,---,T}isoffered a product m; € {1,--- , M } along with a take-it-or-leave-it price p,;"* and purchases
it if his or her valuation v;"* is larger than p;"*. Products are manufactured online as customers order them.
We assume that ((v},---,vM));en is an i.i.d. stochastic process with distribution unknown to the agent.
This is a BwK problem with C' + 1 resources: time and the initial endowment of each resource. Given a
predetermined list of arms ((my, px.))r=1.... k. pulling arm k at round ¢ corresponds to offering product 1,
at the price py, incurs the consumption of resource i by an amount ¢y, ; (i) = ¢, (¢) - 1 o and generates
arevenue ry; = py - ]]'pkg'umk .

Perishable goods. This is a variant of the last model developed for perishable goods, with appli-
cations in the food retail industry and the newspaper industry. At each time period ¢ € {1,---,T},
a retailer chooses how many units A\;” € N of product m € {1,---, M} to manufacture along with a
price offer for it p;". At time ¢, the demand for product m sold at the price p is a random quantity
denoted by d}"(p). We assume that customers are non-strategic: for any vector of prices (p1, -+ ,Pm),
((di(p1),---dM(par)))ten is an i.i.d. stochastic process with distribution unknown to the agent. Products
perish at the end of each round irrespective of whether they have been purchased. Given a predetermined
list of arms (A}, -+ s AV, M) k=1.... k> pulling arm k& at round ¢ corresponds to offering A} units of
product m at the price p}* for any m € {1,---, M}, incurs the consumption of resource i by a determinis-
tic amount ¢y, (i) = S0 X - ¢, (i) (where ¢, (i) is defined in the previous paragraph), and generates a
revenue 1y ; = Zle i -min(d] (p), A7).

PE<

Shelf optimization for perishable goods. This is a variant of the model introduced in Graczova and
Jacko [15]. Consider a retailer who has an unlimited supply of M different types of products. At each time

period t, the retailer has to decide how many units, A", of each product, m € {1,---, M}, to allocate to
a promotion space given that at most N items fit in the limited promotion space. Moreover, the retailer
also has to decide on a price tag p}* for each product m. All units of product m € {1,---, M} perish

by time period 7,, and the retailer is planning the allocation for the next 1" time periods. At round ¢,
the demand for product m is a random quantity denoted by d}*(p). Customers are non-strategic: for any
vector of prices (p1,--+ ,pm)s ((d}(p1),---dM(par)))ien is an iid. stochastic process with distribution
unknown to the agent. This is a BwK problem with M + 1 resources: time horizon and time after which each
product perishes. Given a predetermined list of arms (A}, ph, -+, A, pM))xey....  satisfying S0 Am <
K for any k € {1,---, K}, pulling arm k at round ¢ corresponds to allocating A}" units of product m to
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the promotion space for every m € {1,---, M} with the respective price tags (pj,---,ps’), incurs the
consumption of resource 7 by a deterministic amount ¢, ;(i) = 1, and generates a revenue 7, ; = Zi\f:l -

min(di" (pi’), A")-

2.3. Dynamic procurement. This problem was first studied in Badanidiyuru et al. [7]. Consider a
buyer with a budget B facing 1" agents arriving sequentially, each interested in selling one good. Agent
te{l,---,T} is offered a take-it-or-leave-it price, p;, and makes a sell only if the value he or she attributes
to the item, v,, is no larger than p,. We consider a stochastic setting where the sellers are not fully adver-
sarial: (v;)sen is an i.i.d. stochastic process with distribution unknown to the buyer. The goal for the buyer
is to maximize the total expected number of goods purchased by offering prices among a predetermined
list (py,---,pr). This is a BwK problem with two resources: time and money. Pulling arm & at round ¢
corresponds to offering the price py, incurs a cost ¢ ; = py - 1, >4,, and yields a reward 7., = 1, >,,. It
is also possible to model situations where the agents are selling multiple types of products and/or multiple
units, in which case arms correspond to vectors specifying the number of units of each product required
along with their respective prices, see Badanidiyuru et al. [8].

Applications of this model to crowdsourcing platforms are described in Badanidiyuru et al. [7] and
Badanidiyuru et al. [8]. In this setting, agents correspond to workers that are willing to carry out microtasks
which are submitted by buyers (called “requesters”) using a posted-price mechanism. Requesters are typi-
cally submitting large batches of jobs and can thus adjust the posted prices as they learn about the pool of
workers.

2.4. Wireless sensor networks. This is a variant of the model introduced in Tran-Thanh et al. [25].
Consider an agent collecting information using a network of wireless sensors powered by batteries. Acti-
vating sensor k € {1,---, K} consumes some amount of energy, c;, which is depleted from the sensor’s
initial battery level, By, and triggers a measurement providing a random amount of information (measured
in bits), r ,, which is transmitted back to the agent. Sensors cannot harvest energy and the goal for the agent
is to maximize the total expected amount of information collected over 1" actions. This is a BwWK problem
with K + 1 resources: time and the energy stored in the battery of each sensor. Pulling arm k € {1,--- , K’}
corresponds to activating sensor k, incurs the consumption of resource ¢ € {1,---, K} by a deterministic
amount ¢ ; = ¢, - 1;—;, and yields a random reward 7y ;.

3. Algorithmic ideas.

3.1. Preliminaries. To handle the exploration-exploitation trade-off, an approach that has proved to be
particularly successful hinges on the optimism in the face of uncertainty paradigm. The idea is to consider
all plausible scenarios consistent with the information collected so far and to select the decision that yields
the most revenue among all the scenarios identified. Concentration inequalities are intrinsic to the paradigm
as they enable the development of systematic closed form confidence intervals on the quantities of interest,
which together define a set of plausible scenarios. We make repeated use of the following result.

LEMMA 1. Hoeffding’s inequality Consider X, -- , X,, n random variables with support in [0, 1].
IFVE<nE[X, | X1, Xy 1] <p, then P[X, + -+ X, >np+a] <exp(—22)  Va>0.
IFVE<nE[X, | X1, Xy 1] > p, then P[X, + -+ X, <np—a] <exp(—22)  Va>0.

Auer et al. [4] follow the optimism in the face of uncertainty paradigm to develop the Upper Confidence
Bound algorithm (UCB1). UCBI1 is based on the following observations: (i) the optimal strategy always
consists in pulling the arm with the highest mean reward when time is the only limited resource, (ii) infor-
mally, Lemma 1 shows that u} € [Fr; — €k, T + €x,) at time ¢ with probability at least 1 — 2/t3 for
€x.r = /21n(t) /ny 4, irrespective of the number of times arm & has been pulled. Based on these observa-
tions, UCBI1 always selects the arm with highest UCB index, i.e. a; € argmax;,_, ... g Iy, where the UCB
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index of arm k at time ¢ is defined as Ij,; = 7 ; + €. The first term can be interpreted as an exploita-
tion term, the ultimate goal being to maximize revenue, while the second term is an exploration term, the
smaller ny, ;, the bigger it is. This fruitful paradigm go well beyond this special case and many extensions of
UCBI1 have been designed to tackle variants of the MAB problem, see for example Slivkins [22]. Agrawal
and Devanur [1] embrace the same ideas to tackle BWK problems. The situation is more complex in this
all-encompassing framework as the optimal oracle algorithm involves pulling several arms. In fact, find-
ing the optimal pulling strategy given the knowledge of the underlying distributions is already a challenge
in its own, see Papadimitriou and Tsitsiklis [20] for a study of the computational complexity of similar
problems. This raises the question of how to evaluate ERopr(B(1),---,B(C)) in (2). To overcome this
issue, Badanidiyuru et al. [8] upper bound the total expected payoff of any non-anticipating algorithm by
the optimal value of a linear program, which is easier to compute.

LEMMA 2. Adapted from Badanidiyuru et al. [8]
The total expected payoff of any non-anticipating algorithm is no greater than B times the optimal value
of the linear program:

K
sup Z 1 - &k
k=1

(Ek)k=1,.. K
K

subject to Zuz(i)-gkgb(m i=1,---,C
k=1

61;207 k:laaK

3)

.
plus the constant term  max — —k_
k=1,

K Mz(l)
i=1.-.C
with (i) >0

The optimization problem (3) can be interpreted as follows. For any arm k, B - &, corresponds to the
expected number of times arm £ is pulled by the optimal algorithm. Hence, assuming we introduce a dummy
arm 0 which is equivalent to skipping the current round, &, can be interpreted as the probability of pulling
arm k at any round when there is a time horizon 7". Observe that the constraints restrict the feasible set of
expected number of pulls by imposing that the amounts of resources consumed are no greater than their
respective budgets in expectations, as opposed to almost surely which would be a more stringent constraint.
This explains why the optimal value of (3) is larger than the maximum achievable payoff. In this paper,
we use standard linear programming notions such as the concept of a basis and a basic feasible solution.
We refer to Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis [10] for an introduction to linear programming. A pseudo-basis z is
described by two subsets /C,, C {1,--- ,K}and C, C {1,---,C} such that |K,| = |C.|. A pseudo-basis z is
a basis for (3) if the matrix A, = (1f,(?))(i,x)ec. x k., 1S invertible. Furthermore, x is said to be a feasible basis
for (3) if the corresponding basic solution, denoted by (£f)x—1.... x and determined by & = 0 for k & K,
and A &% = be, (where b, is the subvector (b(i));cc, ), is feasible for (3). When z is a feasible basis for
(3), we denote by obj, = Zszl Wy, - € its objective function. From Lemma 2, we derive:

*
T

Rpy... pcy < B-obj,. —E[> 1, ]+ 0(1), )

t=1

where z* is an optimal feasible basis for (3). For mathematical convenience, we consider that the game
carries on even if one of the resources is already exhausted so that a, is well defined for any ¢ € N. Of
course, the rewards obtained for ¢ > 7" are not taken into account in the decision maker’s payoff when
establishing regret bounds.
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3.2. Solution methodology. Lemma 2 also provides insight into designing algorithms. The idea is to
incorporate confidence intervals on the mean rewards and the mean amounts of resource consumption into
the offline optimization problem (3) and to base the decision upon the resulting optimal solution. There
are several ways to carry out this task, each leading to a different algorithm. When there is a time horizon
T, Agrawal and Devanur [1] use high-probability lower (resp. upper) bounds on the mean amounts of
resource consumption (resp. rewards) in place of the unknown mean values in (3) and pull an arm at random
according to the resulting optimal distribution. Specifically, at any round ¢, the authors suggest to compute
an optimal solution (&} ;)k—1,..., x to the linear program:

K

sup Z(fk,t +€x) &k

Erle=1, K k=1
K

subjectto Y (Gr(i) —€xs) & < (1—=7)-b(i), i=1,---,C—1

k=1

K
ka <1
k=1

fk_ZO, k‘:l,"',K,

®)

for a well-chosen « € (0, 1), and then to pull arm & with probability £; , or skip the round with probability
1-— Zszl & +- If we relate this approach to UCBI, the intuition is clear: the idea is to be optimistic about
both the rewards and the amounts of resource consumption. We argue that this approach cannot yield log-
arithmic regret bounds. First, because ~y has to be of order 1/ V/T. Second, because, even if we were given
an optimal solution to (3), (f,f*)kzl,... i, before starting the game, consistently choosing which arm to pull
at random according to this distribution at every round would incur regret Q(\/T), as we next show.

LEMMA 3. For all the cases treated in this paper, pulling arm k with probability 5,”5* at any round t
yields a regret of order Q(v/T) unless pulling any arm in {k € {1,--- K} | & > 0} incurs the same
deterministic amount of resource consumption for all resources in C,» and for all rounds t € N.

Proof.  We use the shorthand notation K, = {k € {1,--- , K} | &" > 0}. Observe that, for any resource
ie{l,---,C —1}, we have:

*
T

T-0bj,. —E[> r4,] = (T —E[r*]) - obj,.
t=1
*—1

SE(Y Cai(i)+ 3 Cuns(i) — B0)) 4] - obj,. +O(1)

t=1%

—E[(Y " {eu () — b(i)})-] - obj,.. + O(L),

where the inequality is derived using c,, (i) < 1 for all rounds t and Zti;l Ca, 1(2) < B(i). Since, for
i € Cyx, (Cay.t(1))ien is an i.i.d. bounded stochastic process with mean b(i), we have:

E[() {caa(d) = b(i)})+] = Q(VT), (6)

provided that c,, (i) has positive variance, which is true if there exists at least one arm k € IC, such
that cy. (i) has positive variance or if there exist two arms k,l € K, such that ¢ (i) and ¢, (i) are not
almost surely equal to the same deterministic value. Strictly speaking, this is not enough to conclude that
Rp),....Bc-1),1 = Q(\/T) as T - obj,- is only an upper bound on the maximum total expected payoff.
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However, in Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7, we show that there exists an algorithm that satisfies T' - obj . —
E[> " Tat) = O(n(T)) for all the cases considered in this paper. This result, together with (6) and
Lemma 2, implies that the regret incurred when pulling arm k with probability é,f* at any round is Q(\/T).

The fundamental shortcoming of this approach is that it systematically leads us to plan to consume the same
average amount of resource ¢ per round b(3), for any resource i = 1,---,C — 1, irrespective of whether we
have significantly over- or under-consumed in the past. Based on this observation, a natural idea is to solve
the linear program:

K

sup Z(Fk,t + €x,t) - &k

Er)k=1,-,K  j—1
K

subject 10 3 (Ei(i) — 1) -6 < (1-7)-bi(i), i=1,--.C1

k=1

K
ka <1
k=1

51;20, kzla"'aKa

)

instead of (5), where b, (i) denotes the ratio of the remaining amount of resource ¢ at time ¢ to the remaining
time horizon, i.e. 7' — ¢ + 1. Bounding the regret incurred by this adaptive algorithm is, however, difficult
from a theoretical standpoint. To address this issue, we propose the following family of algorithms, whose
behaviors are similar to the adaptive algorithm but lend themselves to an easier analysis.

Algorithm: UCB-Simplex

Take A > 1 and (7;);=1.... ¢ > 0 (these quantities will need to be carefully chosen). The algorithm is
preceded by an initialization phase which consists in pulling each arm a given number of times, to be
specified. For each subsequent time period ¢, proceed as follows.

Step-Simplex: Find an optimal basis z; to the linear program:

K

sup Z(f’“t + X €t) €

Erk=1, . K  j—1

K ()
subject to Z(Ek,t(i) — ;i €pe) & <), i=1,---,C

k=1

51620’ kzlaaK

Adapting the notations, z, is described by two subsets C,, C {1,--- , K} and C,, C {1,---,C} such that
ICs,| = |Cy, |, the matrix fl%t = (Cre(2) —m; - Ek,t)(i,k)eczt xK.,» and the corresponding basic feasible
solution (&, )x=1,... x determined by &', =0 for k ¢ K,, and A,, ¢, , = bk, -

Step-Load-Balance: Identify the arms involved in the optimal basis, i.e. K,,. There are at most min (K, C')
such arms. Use a load balancing algorithm A, to be specified, to determine which of these arms to pull.

For all the cases considered in this paper, (8) is always bounded and Step-Simplex is well defined. The
Simplex algorithm is an obvious choice to carry out Step-Simplex, especially when 7; = 0 for any resource
i€ {l,---,C}, because, in this case, we only have to update one column of the constraint matrix per
round which makes warm-starting properties attractive. However, note that this can also be done in time
polynomial in K and C, see Grotschel et al. [16]. If we compare (8) with (5), the idea remains to be overly
optimistic but, as we will see, more about the rewards than the amounts of resource consumption through the
exploration factor A which will typically be larger than 7),, thus transferring most of the burden of exploration
from the constraints to the objective function. The details of Step-Load-Balance are purposefully left out
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and will be specified for each of the cases treated in this paper. When there is a time horizon 7', the general
idea is to determine, at any time period ¢ and for each resource i = 1,---,C, whether we have over- or
under-consumed in the past and to perturb the probability distribution (&, )x—1,... x accordingly to get back
on track.

The algorithm we propose is intrinsically tied to the existence of basic feasible optimal solutions to (3)
and (8). We denote by B (resp. B;) the subset of bases of (3) (resp. (8)) that are feasible for (3) (resp.
(8)). Step-Simplex can be interpreted as an extension of the index-based decision rule of UCB1. Indeed,
Step-Simplex assigns an index I, , to each basis x € B, and outputs z, € argmax, By I, where I, =
obj, ; + F, ; with a clear separation (at least when 7; = 0 for any resource 7) between the exploitation term,
obj,, = Zszl &i 1+ Tkt and the exploration term, £, ; = A - Zszl §i 1 - €x,t- Observe that, for = € B, that
is also feasible for (3), ({§ ;)k=1,....k and obj, , are plug-in estimates of ({{)—1,... x and obj, when 7; =0
for any resource 7. Also note that when A = 1 and n; = 0 for any resource ¢ and when time is the only
limited resource, UCB-Simplex is identical to UCBI1 as Step-Load-Balance is unambiguous in this special
case, each basis involving a single arm. For any x € B, we define A, = obj,. — obj, > 0 as the optimality
gap. A feasible basis x is said to be suboptimal if A, > 0. At any time ¢, n,. , denotes the number of times
basis = has been selected at Step-Simplex up to time ¢ while nj , denotes the number of times arm £ has
been pulled up to time ¢ when selecting x at Step-Simplex. For all the cases treated in this paper, we will
show that, under a nondegeneracy assumption, Step-Simplex guarantees that a suboptimal basis cannot be
selected more than O(In(B)) times on average, a result reminiscent of the regret analysis of UCBI carried
out in Auer et al. [4]. However, in stark contrast with the situation of a single limited resource, this is merely
a prerequisite to establish a O(In(B)) bound on regret. Indeed, a low regret algorithm must also balance
the load between the arms as closely as possible to optimality. Hence, the choice of the load balancing
algorithms A, is crucial to obtain logarithmic regret bounds.

4. A single limited resource. In this section, we tackle the case of a single resource whose consump-
tion is limited by a global budget B, i.e. C'= 1 and b(1) = 1. To simplify the notations, we omit the indices
identifying the resources as there is only one, i.e. we write i, ¢, Cx ¢, and 17 as opposed to u5 (1), cx.(1),
Cx.¢(1), and 7. We also use the shorthand € = min,_; ... x pg. Recall that, under Assumption 2, € is positive
and a priori unknown to the decision maker. In order to derive logarithmic bounds, we will also need to
assume that the decision maker knows an upper bound on the optimal value of (3).

ASSUMPTION 3. The decision maker knows k > max Z—’g ahead of round 1.

s )

Assumption 3 is natural in repeated second-price auctions, as detailed in the last paragraph of this section.
Moreover, note that if e happens to be known ahead of round 1 we can take k = 1/e.

Specification of the algorithm. We implement UCB-Simplex with A =1+ x and n = 0. The initializa-
tion step consists in pulling each arm until the amount of resource consumed as a result of pulling that arm
is non-zero. The purpose of this step is to have ¢, ; > 0 for all periods to come and for all arms. Step-Load-
Balance is unambiguous here as basic feasible solutions involve a single arm. Hence, we identify a basis x
such that K, = {k} and C, = {1} with the corresponding arm and write x = k to simplify the notations. In
particular, k* € {1,--- , K'} identifies an optimal arm in the sense defined in Section 3. For any arm k, the
exploration and exploitation terms defined in Section 3 specialize to:

. T c
obj., = % and By, = (1+k)- %7

while obj, = u}./us, so that:

. k Fro+ (1+kK) € I
k eargmax&,atEargmax kit (_ ) k’t,andAk:M_k_ﬂ.
C C C

k=1, ,K My k=1, K Ch,t s 5%
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We point out that, for the particular setting considered in this section, UCB-Simplex is almost identical to
the fractional KUBE algorithm proposed in Tran-Thanh et al. [24] to tackle the case of a single resource
whose consumption is deterministic. It only differs by the presence of the scaling factor 1 + x to favor
exploration over exploitation, which becomes unnecessary when the amounts of resource consumed are
deterministic, see Section A of the Appendix.

Regret analysis. We omit the initialization step in the theoretical analysis because the amount of
resource consumed is O(1) and the reward obtained is non-negative and not taken into account in the deci-
sion maker’s total payoff. Moreover, the initialization step ends in finite time almost surely as a result of
Assumption 2. First observe that (4) specializes to:

Ry<B- Z_k ~E[> 1o +0(). )
k* t=1

To bound the right-hand side, we start by estimating the expected time horizon.

LEMMA 4. For any non-anticipating algorithm, we have: E[7*] < BXL,
€

Sketch of proof. By definition of T*, we have Zti;l ot < B. Taking expectations on both sides yields
B>E[};_, pi,] —1>E[r*]- € — 1 by Assumption 2. Rearranging this last inequality yields the claim.

The next result is crucial. Used in combination with Lemma 4, it shows that any suboptimal arm is pulled
at most O(In(B)) times in expectations, a well-known result for UCBI, see Auer et al. [4]. The proof
is along the same lines as for UCB1, namely we assume that arm k has already been pulled more than
O(In(7*)/(A)?) times and conclude that arm & cannot be pulled more than a few more times, with the
additional difficulty of having to deal with the random stopping time and the fact that the amount of resource
consumed at each step is stochastic.

LEMMA 5. For any suboptimal arm k, we have:

6 Ao Elln(r*)]  4n?
E[nkﬂ'*] <2 (:UJE) ’ (Ak)Q + 3e2”

Sketch of proof.  We use the shorthand notation (), = 25(\/u$)? - (1/Ay)?. First observe that if we want
to bound E[ny, .«], we may assume, without loss of generality, that arm k has been pulled at least [3, - In(t)
times at any time t up to an additive term of 23, - E[In(7*)] in the final inequality. We then just have to bound
by a constant the probability that k is selected at any time t given that ny, > By - In(t). If k is selected at
time t, it must be that k is optimal for (8), which, in particular, implies that obj, , + Ej.; > 0bji. , + Eps 4.
This can only happen if either: (i) obj, , > obj, + Ej ;, i.e. the objective value ofk is overly optimistic, (ii)
Objs ; S0bjy« — Ejs 4, Le. the objective value of k™ is overly pessimistic, or (iii) obj;« <obj, +2Ey, i.e.
the optimality gap of arm k is small compared to its exploration factor. The probability of events (i) and (ii)
can be bounded by ~ 1/t* in the same fashion, irrespective of how many times these arms have been pulled
in the past. For example for event (i), this is because if 7y, ; /¢, = 0bj,, , > 0bj, + Ey s = ./ i+ Ek. 1, then
either (a) Ty > iy, + €. or (b) ¢+ < pf, — €k and both of these events have probability at most ~ 1 /t* by
Lemma 1. Indeed, if (a) and (b) do not hold, we have:

Tro  Mi _ (Tra — )i+ (i — Cre) i

Cht Ek,tr‘ JI
€kt €kt Mg €kt
<=+ =L < (1+K) === Epy.
Ckt  Ckit My Ch,t

As for event (iii), observe that if obj,. < obj, +2Ey, and ny, > By - 1n(t) then we have ¢, < 5, /2, which
happens with probability at most ~ 1/t*> by Lemma 1 given that arm k has already been pulled at least
~In(t)/(u*%)? times.
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Building on the last two results, we derive a distribution-dependent regret bound which improves upon the
one derived in Xia et al. [30]: the decision maker is only assumed to know «, as opposed to a lower bound
on ¢, ahead of round 1. This is more natural in bidding applications as detailed in the last paragraph of this
section. This bound generalizes the one obtained by Auer et al. [4] when time is the only scarce resource.

THEOREM 1. We have:

Ry <20X\%.( > ! )-ln(B+1)+O(1).

C
ke{l,- K} |Ar>0

1y, - A €
Sketch of proof. ~ We build upon (9):

Ry<B- ’/j’z* —E[Zm,t] +0(1)
k*
Mk*
Zk* B— Z /JJk ’I’Lkﬂ.* Z /Lk nk‘r +O(1)
k*

k| Ap=0 k| Ap>0

By definition of T*, the resource is exhausted at time 7%, i.e. B < ZZ; Ca, +- Taking expectations on both
sides yields B < Zszl ws - Blny .+ ]. Plugging this last inequality back into the regret bound, we get:

Rp< Y i Ap-Eng ] +0(1).

k| ApR>0

Using the upper bound of Lemma 4, the concavity of the logarithmic function, and Lemma 5, we derive:

1 B+1 472
Rp<22( 3 ) In(Z )+ 27
k‘Ak>0

- . LA O(1
R ) e (3w A)+O()
k | Ap>0
which yields the claim since Ay, < p. /p5+ < K and p§, <1 for any arm k.

Observe that the set of optimal arms, namely argmax;_, . x f1;./ /5, does not depend on B and that A,
is a constant independent of B for any suboptimal arm. We conclude that Rz = O(K - In(B)/A) with
A =mingeq,... k}|a,>0 Ak Interestingly, the algorithm we propose does not rely on B to achieve this
regret bound, much like what happens for UCB1 with the time horizon, see Auer et al. [4]. This result is
optimal up to constant factors as the standard MAB problem is a special case of the framework considered
in this section, see Lai and Robbins [19] for a proof of a lower bound in this context. It is possible to improve
the constant factors when the consumption of the resource is deterministic as we can take A = 1 in this
scenario and the resulting regret bound is scale-free, see Section A of the Appendix. Building on Theorem
1, we can also derive a near-optimal distribution-free regret bound in the same fashion as for UCB1.

THEOREM 2. We have:

RB§8>\-\/K-B+1-ln(B+1)+O(1).

€ €

Proof  To get the distribution-free bound, we start from the penultimate inequality derived in the proof
sketch of Theorem 1 and apply Lemma 5 only if Ay, is big enough, noting that:

ZE[nkT*] =E[r]<(B+1)/e
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Specifically, we have:

In(B+) 42

Rp < sup { Z min(ug - Ay - ng, 2°07 %‘Fﬁ'MZ’Ak)}"FO(l)
(nl,m,nK)>O k‘Ak>0 /’Lk : k €
Ei(:lnkSBi»l
In(Z+L 47

< sup  { Z min(,uz-Ak'nk,?G)\?'#)}—i-K' 7Tf—i—O(l)
(n1,,nK)>0 k|AR>0 ,LLk : Ak 36
Zi{:lnkSBﬁ»l k

B+1

< sup { Y \/26)\2-nk-ln( iy ro

(n17”'anK)ZO €

§8)\-\/K'B:_1-ln(B:_1)+O(1),

where the second inequality is obtained with Ay, < i} /1. < k and p§, <1, the third inequality is derived
by maximizing on (us, - Ay) > 0 for all arms k, and the last inequality is obtained with the Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality.

We conclude that Rz = O(y/K - B-1In(B)), where the hidden constant factors are independent of the
underlying distributions (vy)g=1.... K-

Applications. Assumption 3 is natural for bidding in repeated second-price auctions when the auction-
eer sets a reserve price R (this is common practice in sponsored search auctions). Indeed, then we have:

E[Ck_’t] == E[mt . ]]-bkzmt]
>R E[]]'bkzmt]
> R- E[Ut . I[kamt] =R- E[Tkvt]’

forany arm k € {1,--- , K'} and Assumption 3 is satisfied with k = 1/R.

5. Arbitrarily many limited resources whose consumptions are deterministic. In this section, we
study the case of multiple limited resources when the amounts of resources consumed as a result of pulling
an arm are deterministic and globally constrained by prescribed budgets (B(7));—1.... ¢, where C is the
number of resources. Note that time need not be a constraint. Because the amounts of resources consumed
are deterministic, we can substitute the notation uf (i) with ¢, (i) for any arm k € {1,---, K} and any
resource i € {1,---,C'}. We point out that the stopping time need not be deterministic as the decision to
select an arm at any round is based on the past realizations of the rewards. We define p < min(C, K) as the
rank of the matrix (Ck (i))lgkgK,ISigC-

Specification of the algorithm. We implement UCB-Simplex with an initialization step which consists
in pulling each arm p times. The motivation behind this step is mainly technical and is simply meant to
have:

ne=pt+ Y. np, VENVEE{l,.- K} (10)
z€B | kEK
Compared to Section 4, we choose to take A =1 and 7; = 0 for any ¢ € {1,--- ,C'}. As a result and since

the amounts of resource consumption are deterministic, the exploration (resp. exploitation) terms defined in
Section 3 specialize to obj, , = Zszl EF - Try (resp. By = Zszl &} - €r.+). Compared to the case of a single
resource, we are required to specify the load balancing algorithms involved in Step-Load-Balance of UCB-
Simplex as a feasible basis selected at Step-Simplex may involve several arms. Although Step-Simplex will
also need to be specified in Sections 6 and 7, designing good load balancing algorithms is arguably easier
here as the optimal load balance is known for each basis from the start. Nonetheless, one challenge remains:
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we can never identify the (possibly many) optimal bases of (3) with absolute certainty. As a result, any
basis selected at Step-Simplex should be treated as potentially optimal when balancing the load between the
arms involved in this basis, but this inevitably causes some interference issues as an arm may be involved
in several bases, and worst, possibly several optimal bases. Therefore, one point that will appear to be of
particular importance in the analysis is the use of load balancing algorithms that are decoupled from one
another, in the sense that they do not rely on what happened when selecting other bases. More specifically,
we use the following class of load balancing algorithms.

Algorithm: Load balancing algorithm A, for a feasible basis x € B

fcv

If basis x is selected at time ¢, pull any arm k € KC, such that nf , <n,, - Tiﬁf

The load balancing algorithms .4, thus defined are decoupled because, for each basis, the number of times
an arm has been pulled when selecting any other basis is not taken into account. The following lemma
shows that A, is always well defined and guarantees that the ratios (nf,/n},)x,cx, remain close to the
optimal ones (&7 /&] ) k.iex, atall times.

LEMMA 6. Forany basis x € B, A, is well defined and moreover, at any time t and for any arm k € K,
we have:
& . &k

—P =Ny

_Sk 1,
Zl &7 Ez &

while n§, = 0 for any arm k & K,.
Proof.  We need to show that there always exists an arm k € IC,, such that n , < n,, - &/ Zz &5
Suppose there is none, we have:

mt* ant> ant

ke ke, Zl 1 gl

x,t

a contradiction. Moreover, we have, at any time t and for any arm k € KCy,, nf , < gy - &5/ Efil &+ 1L
Indeed, suppose otherwise and define t* <t as the last time arm k was pulled, we have:

& &
Zl 1 fl Zz 1 51
which shows, by definition, that arm k could not have been pulled at time t*. We also derive as a byproduct

that, at any time t and for any armk € Ky, n, -5/ >, §F — p<ni, since ng =), oo ni . and since
a basis involves at most p arms.

T xT
Mipgpe =MNgoy — 1> Mgy -

m,t

Observe that the load balancing algorithms .4, run in time O(1) but may require a memory storage capacity
exponential in C' and polynomial in K, although always bounded by O(B) (because we do not need to keep
track of nj , if « has never been selected). In practice, only a few bases will be selected at Step-Simplex,
so that a hash table is an appropriate data structure to store the sequences (1} ;)rek, - In Section A of the
Appendix, we introduce another class of load balancing algorithms that is both time and memory efficient
while still guaranteeing logarithmic regret bounds (under an additional assumption) but no distribution-free
regret bounds.

Regret Analysis. We use the shorthand notation:

e= min ¢(7).
k=1, K
i=1,---,C

with ¢, (1) >0
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Note that € < co under Assumption 2. We discard the initialization step in the theoretical study because the
amounts of resources consumed are bounded by a constant and the total reward obtained is non-negative
and not taken into account in the decision maker’s total payoff. We again start by estimating the expected
time horizon.

LEMMA 7. For any non-anticipating algorithm, we have: E[1*] < M + 1.

Proof. By definition of T*, we have Z;;l Ca, (1) < B(3) for any resource i € {1,--- ,C}. Summing
up these inequalities and using Assumption 2 and the fact that (cy;(i))i=1.... 7 are deterministic, we get
(7" —=1)-e< Zil B(i). Taking expectations on both sides and using Assumption 1 yields the result.

We follow by bounding the number of times any suboptimal basis can be selected at Step-Simplex in the
same spirit as in Section 4.

LEMMA 8. For any suboptimal basis x € B, we have:

Eln,,.+] <16p- (Z@f) T +p-

k=1

Sketch of proof. ~ We use the shorthand notation (3, = 8p - (Zszl &8 /A,)2 The proof is along the same
lines as for Lemma 5. First note that we may assume, without loss of generality, that x has been selected at
least B, -1n(t) times at any time t up to an additive term of 23, - E[In(7*)] in the final inequality. We then just
have to bound by a constant the probability that x is selected at any time t given that n,, , > 5, -In(t). If z is
selected at time t, x is an optimal basis to (8). Since the amounts of resources consumed are deterministic,
x” is feasible to (8) at time t, which implies that obj, , + F,; > obj . , + Ey« ;. This can only happen if
either: (i) obj, , > obj, + E, 1, (ii) 0bj,« ; < 0bj,« — Ey« 4, or (iii) obj,. < obj, + 2E, ;. First note that
(iii) is impossible because, assuming this is the case, we would have:

21In(¢
oy o

keEK
21In(t)
< &k -
k; g p+ng,

1
Sy Ve
keKz  kEKq ot
A,
VB Y =T

keKy

where we use (10), Lemma 6 for each k € IC,,, the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, and the fact that a basis
involves at most p arms. Along the same lines as for Lemma 5, the probability of events (i) and (ii) can be
bounded by ~ p/t* in the same fashion, irrespective of how many times x and x* have been selected in the
past. For example for event (i), this is because if obj, , > obj, + E, ;, then there must exist k € IC; such
that 7y, ; > 1y + €, but any of these events have individual probability at most ~ 1/t*> by Lemma 1. Indeed
otherwise, if Ty < pj, + € for all k € K., we would have:

Ob.jw,t - ObJ;E = Z (Fki - /’LZ) : SZ

ke,

< Z €t & = oy,

ke,

a contradiction
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Lemma 8 used in combination with Lemma 7 shows that a suboptimal basis is selected at most O(In(B))
times. To establish the regret bound, what remains to be done is to lower bound the expected total payoff
derived when selecting any of the optimal bases. This is more involved than in the case of a single limited
resource because the load balancing step comes into play at this stage.

THEOREM 3. We have:

RS >N SR S 2L LT BT

€
2€B|Ap>0  F

Sketch of proof.  The proof proceeds along the same lines as for Theorem 1. We build upon (4):
K T
Riyn) S B Y mi& = E[Z Tt +O(1)
k=1

:B'Zﬂk ZZ/% [k =]+ O(1).

zeB k=1
Using the properties of the load balancing algorithm established in Lemma 6, we derive:
K

Ro).. pic) < B- Z ppegr =S (el (S ey o)
zeB Zk 1£k k=1

Zﬂk fk ) Z M)

z€B| Ap=0 Zk:l gi
- Efnarl, | o),
zeB|zA:z>0{ z:: ) Zk 1§k}+ ( )

Now observe that, by definition, at least one resource is exhausted at time 7*. Hence, there exists i €

{1,---,C} such that:
Bi) <Y > en(i)-nf .

zeEB kEK,

<O +Y =™ > i) &

xzEB Zk:l gk key

SO+ 3 e
zeB k=15k

where we use Lemma 6 again and the fact that any basis x € B satisfies all the constraints of (3). We
conclude that: S .
PP D D Tt
TE€B| Ag=0 Dkt Sk 2EB| Az>0 2 Sk
Taking expectations on both sides and plugging the result back into the regret bound yields:

A,
Rpy,... o) < Z =r = Eln..]+0().
T€B|Ax>0 Zkzl i

Using Lemma 7, Lemma 8, and the concavity of the logarithmic function, we obtain:

Rpy,. By < 16p- ( Z ZkAlgk) (Zz 1 (i)'B+1)

€

zeB | Ag>0

TRNED D Xy

2EB| Ap>0 PO

which yields the claim since A, <> n pr €8 <27 b(i)/e, Son &8 > b and Y €8 < ST b(i) /e
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We point out that, if time is a limited resource with a time horizon I', we can also derive the (possibly better)
regret bound:

1
Rpqy,...Bc) < 16p- ( Z A_) ‘In(T) +0O(1).
2€B|Az>0  F

Since the number of feasible bases to (3) is at most (*,*) < 2K7, we get the distribution-dependent regret

bound O(p - K” - In(B)/A) where A = min,ep|a,>0A,. In Section A of the Appendix, we introduce
an alternative class of load balancing algorithms which yields a better dependence on K and C with a
regret bound of order O(p* - K - In(B)/A?) provided that there is a unique optimal basis to (3). Along the
sames lines as in Section 4, the distribution-dependent bound of Theorem 3 almost immediately implies a
distribution-free one.

THEOREM 4. We have:

M +1) _m(M +1)+0(1).

Rpq),. 5oy < 4\/,0- 1B - (

Sketch of proof.  The proofis along the same lines as for the case of a single limited resource, we start
from the penultimate inequality derived in the proof sketch of Theorem 3 and apply Lemma 8 only if A, is
big enough, taking into account the fact that ), _.E[n, ] <E[r*] < S b(i) - Bfe+1.

We conclude that Rg(1y.... pc)y=O(\/p-K?- B-In(B)), where the hidden constant factors are indepen-
dent of the underlying distributions (vy)x1.... r. If time is a limited resource, we can also derive the (pos-
sibly better) regret bound:

Rp)... By <4v/p-|B|-T-In(T) +O(1).

In any case, we stress that the dependence on K and C' is not optimal since Badanidiyuru et al. [8] and
Agrawal and Devanur [1] obtain a O( K - B) bound on regret, where the O notation hides factors logarith-
mic in B. Observe that the regret bounds derived in this section do not vanish with b. This can be remedied
by strengthening Assumption 2, additionally assuming that ¢ ,(7) > 0 for any arm k € {1,--- , K} and
resource ¢ € {1,---,C'}. In this situation, we can refine the analysis and substitute Zil b(i) with b in the
regret bounds of Propositions 3 and 4 which become scale-free.

Applications. BwK problems where the amounts of resources consumed as a result of pulling an arm
are deterministic find applications in network revenue management of perishable goods, shelf optimization
of perishable goods, and wireless sensor networks, as detailed in Section 2.

6. A time horizon and another limited resource. In this section, we investigate the case of two lim-
ited resources, one of which is assumed to be time, with a time horizon 7', while the consumption of the
other is stochastic and constrained by a global budget B. To simplify the notations, we omit the indices
identifying the resources since the second limited resource is time and we write pf, ¢y ¢, Ci ¢, B, and 1" as
opposed to (1), cx.(1), éx.(1), B(1), and B(2). Moreover, we refer to resource ¢ = 1 as “the” resource.
Observe that, in the particular setting considered in this section, 7* = min(7(B),T + 1) with 7(B) =
min{t € N | Zizl Ca.» > B}. Note that the budget constraint is not limiting if B > T, in which case the
problem reduces to the standard MAB problem. Hence, without loss of generality under Assumption 1, we
assume that the budget scales linearly with time, i.e. B=15b-T for a fixed constant b € (0, 1), and we study
the asymptotic regime 7" — oco. Motivated by technical considerations, we make two additional assumptions
for the particular setting considered in this section that are perfectly reasonable in many applications, such
as in repeated second-price auctions, dynamic procurement, and dynamic pricing, as detailed in the last
paragraph of this section.

ASSUMPTION 4. There exists o > 0 such that pij, < o - i, for any armk € {1,--- | K }.
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ASSUMPTION 5. The decision maker knows x > 0 such that:

|y, — i < kel — il V(R D €{L, - K},
ahead of round 1.

Note that o, as opposed to «, is not assumed to be known to the decision maker. Assumption 4 is relatively
weak and is always satisfied in practical applications. In particular, note that if p§ > 0 for all arms k €
{1,---, K}, wecantake 0 = 1/ ming_; ... g u5.

Specification of the algorithm. We implement UCB-Simplex with A =1+ 2k, 1 =1, o = 0, and
an initialization step which consists in pulling each arm once. Because the amount of resource consumed
at each round is a random variable, a feasible basis for (8) may not be feasible for (3) and conversely. In
particular, x* may not be feasible for (8), thus effectively preventing it from being selected at Step-Simplex,
and an infeasible basis for (3) may be selected instead. This is in contrast to the situation studied in Section
5 and this motivates the choice 7; > 0 to guarantee that any feasible solution to (3) will be feasible to (8)
with high probability at any round ¢.

Just like in Section 5, we need to specify Step-Load-Balance because a basis selected at Step-Simplex
may involve up to two arms. To simplify the presentation, we introduce a dummy arm k = 0 with reward
0 and resource consumption 0 (pulling this arm corresponds to skipping the round) and K dummy arms
k=K +1,---,2K with reward identical to arm K — k but resource consumption 1 so that any basis
involving a single arm can be mapped to an “artificial” one involving two arms. Note, however, that we do
not introduce new variables ;. in (8) for these arms as they are only used for mathematical convenience
in Step-Load-Balance once a basis has been selected at Step-Simplex. Specifically, if a basis x; involving
a single arm determined by C,, = {k;} and C,, = {1} (resp. C,, = {2}) is selected at Step-Simplex, we
map it to the basis z; determined by K, = {0,k,} (resp. {k;, K + k;}) and C,; = {1,2}. We then use a
load balancing algorithm specific to this basis, denoted by A, , to determine which of the two arms in ’Cz;
to pull. Similarly as in Section 5, using load balancing algorithms that are decoupled from one another is
crucial because the decision maker can never identify the optimal bases with absolute certainty. This implies
that each basis should be treated as potentially optimal when balancing the load between the arms, but this
inevitably causes interference issues as an arm may be involved in several bases. Compared to Section 5, we
face an additional challenge when designing the load balancing algorithms: the optimal load balances are
initially unknown to the decision maker. It turns out that we can still approximately achieve the unknown
optimal load balances by enforcing that, at any round ¢, the total amount of resource consumed remains
close to the pacing target b - ¢t with high probability, as precisely described below.

Algorithm: Load balancing algorithm 4, for any basis x

For any time period ¢, define b, , as the total amount of resource consumed when selecting x in the past
t — 1 rounds. Suppose that x is selected at time ¢. Without loss of generality, write IC,, = {k, [} with

Crt — €kt > €y — €. Pullarm k if b, , <n, , - b and pull arm [ otherwise.

Observe that a basis x with IC, = {k, [} is feasible for (3) if either p§ > b > uf or uf > b > uf. Assuming
we are in the first situation, the exploration and exploitation terms defined in Section 3 specialize to:

Obj, s =&y Tue + &5 Trp and By = A (- €10 + &5 - €xt)

with: B -
£ — (Ck,t - fk,t) —b b—(Cr— El,t)
Lt = 7= — — —
b (Crg — ) — (Ce—€1) (Cre — €ne) = (Coe—€1e)
provided that ¢, ; — €, > b > ¢, — €, ;. Moreover, their offline counterparts are given by:

and i, =

: xT T T r xT Mc_b x b_MC
Ob.]z :gl '/’Ll +€k .ILLkﬂ gl = ck c? and gk = c lc'
2 ] g — My
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Regret Analysis. We start by pointing out that, in degenerate scenarios, using the linear relaxation (3)
as an upper bound on ERopr(B, T) already dooms us to 2(v/T) regret bounds. Precisely, if there exists a
unique optimal basis z* to (3) that happens to be degenerate, i.e. K« = {k*} (pre-mapping) with u{. = b,
then, in most cases, T - obj,. > ERopr(B,T) +Q(v/T) as shown below.

LEMMA 9. [If there exists k* € {1,--- , K} such that: (i) the i.i.d. process (cy= ;)ien has positive vari-
ance, (ii) p5. = b, and (iii) (&) g=1.... i determined by i« =1 and &, = 0 for k # k* is the unique optimal
solution to (3), then there exists a subsequence of ( Tobigx 7]::/};OPT(B’T) )Ten that does not converge to 0.

Sketch of proof.  For any time horizon T € N and any arm k € {1,--- K}, we denote by n‘,;pr} the
expected number of times arm k is pulled by the optimal non-anticipating algorithm when the time horizon
is T and the budget is B="0-T. We expect that consistently pulling arm k* is near-optimal. Unfortunately,
this is also nothing more than an i.i.d. strategy which implies, along the same lines as in Lemma 3, that
E[r*] =T — Q(V/T) so that the total expected payoff is E[7*] - iy =T -0bj,. —QUT). To formalize these
ideas, we study two cases: T —nj2 . = Q(VT) (Case A) and T — ny = o(\/T) (Case B) and we show
that ERopr(B,T) =T - obj,. — Q(V/T) in both cases. In Case A, this is because the optimal value of (3)
remains an upper bound on the maximum total expected payoff if we add the constraint &« < nZEfT /T to
the linear program (3) by definition of nZEfT. Since the constraint &« < 1 is binding for (3), the optimal
value of this new linear program can be shown to be smaller than obj,. — Q((T —n2';)/T) (by strong
duality and strict complementary slackness). In Case B, up to an additive term of order o(ﬁ) in the final
bound, the optimal non-anticipating algorithm is equivalent to consistently pulling arm k*, which is an i.i.d.
strategy so the study is very similar to that of Lemma 3.

Dealing with these degenerate scenarios thus calls for a completely different approach than the one taken on
in the BwK literature and we choose instead to rule them out in such a way that there can be no degenerate
optimal basis to (3).

ASSUMPTION 6. We have |u, —b| >0 foranyarmk € {1,--- | K }.

We use the shorthand notation € = miny_; ... x |p5 — b|. Assumption 6 is equivalent to assuming that any
basis for (3) is non-degenerate. This assumption can be relaxed to some extent at the price of more tech-
nicalities. However, in light of Lemma 9, the minimal assumption is that there is no degenerate optimal
basis to (3). As a final remark, we stress that Assumption 6 is only necessary to carry out the analysis but
Step-Simplex can be implemented in any case as ¢ is not assumed to be known to the decision maker.

We are now ready to establish regret bounds. Without loss of generality, we can assume that any pseudo-
basis for (3) involves two arms, one of which may be a dummy arm introduced in the specification of the
algorithm detailed above. As stressed at the beginning of this section, UCB-Simplex may sometimes select
an infeasible basis or even a pseudo-basis x with det(A,) = 0 (i.e. such that pf, = pf assuming K, = {k,}).
Interestingly the load balancing algorithm plays a crucial role to guarantee that this does not happen very
often.

LEMMA 10. For any basis x ¢ BB, we have:

26 1072
E[n, r] < = In(T) + R

The same inequality holds if x is a pseudo-basis but not a basis for (3).

Proof.  We use the shorthand notation 3, = 2°/e®. Without loss of generality, we can assume that
K. = {k,1} with S, u§ > b (the situation is symmetric if the reverse inequality holds). Along the same lines
as in Lemma 5, we only have to bound by a constant the probability that x is selected at any round t given
that x has already been selected at least 3, - In(t) times. If x is selected at round t and n,, > (3, - In(t),
then b, ; must be larger than n, ; - b by at least a margin of ~ 1/€* - In(t) with high probability given that
s, s > b. Moreover, at least one arm, say k, has been pulled at least ~ 1/ €. In(t) times and, as a result,
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Ch.r — €k > b with high probability for the last s ~ 1/€* -1n(t) rounds T =1y, - - , T, where x was selected.
This implies that arm | must have been pulled at least ~ 1/¢* - In(t) times already by definition of the load
balancing algorithm but then we have ¢, — €, > b with high probability and x cannot be feasible for (8)
at time t with high probability.

What remains to be done is to: (i) show that suboptimal bases are selected at most O(In(7")) times and (ii)
lower bound the expected total payoff derived when selecting any of the optimal bases. The major diffi-
culty lies in the fact that the amounts of resource consumed, the rewards obtained, and the stopping time
are correlated in a non-trivial way through the budget constraint and the decisions made in the past. This
makes it difficult to study the expected total payoff derived when selecting optimal bases independently
from the amounts of resource consumed and the rewards obtained when selecting suboptimal ones. How-
ever, a key point is that, by design, the pulling decision made at Step-Load-Balance is based solely on the
past history associated with the basis selected at Step-Simplex because the load balancing algorithms are
decoupled. For this reason, the analysis proceeds in two steps irrespective of the number of optimal bases.
In a first step, we show that, for any basis x for (3), the amount of resource consumed per round when
selecting = remains close to the pacing target b with high probability. This enables us to show that the ratios
(E[ng 7]/E[nf 1])kicx, are close to the optimal ones (i /&7 ). ick,» as precisely stated below.

LEMMA 11. For any basis x© € B and time period t, we have:

4.5 4 2
Pllbs — N - b > u+ (E) ‘n(t)] < = cexp(—e€” - u) + e Vu>1,
which, in particular, implies that:
Elng ;] > & - Elng ] —13/€” —16/€* - In(T) (11
E[nfT] >¢& - Elngr] —13/é° —16/€® - In(T).

Sketch of proof.  Without loss of generality, we can assume that IKC,, = {k,l} with u§ > b > uf. Observe
that, if the decision maker knew that p, > b > uj ahead of round 1, he would always pull the “correct”
arm in order not to deviate from the pacing target n, , - b and |b, , — n, - b| would remain small with high
probability given Assumption 6. However, because this information is not available ahead of round 1, the
decision maker is led to pull the incorrect arm when arm k and | are swapped, in the sense that ¢y, ; — €5, <
Gt — €1.4. Fortunately, at any time t, there could have been at most 1/€*-1n(t) swaps with probability at least
~1—1/t* given Assumption 6. To derive (11), we use: |E[b, r —n, 1 - b]| < fOTIP’Hbm,T — g r-b >uldu
and E[b, 7] = ¢ -Elng o] + e - Elniz].

The next step is to show, just like in Section 5, that any suboptimal feasible basis is selected at most
O(In(T)) times on average. Interestingly, the choice of the load balancing algorithm plays a minor role in
the proof. Any load balancing algorithm that pulls each arm involved in a basis at least a constant fraction
of the time this basis is selected does enforce this property.

LEMMA 12. For any suboptimal basis x € B, we have:

A2 In(T)  10#?
Brerl <25 Gyt e

Sketch of proof.  We use the shorthand notation 3, = 28 /€ - (\/A,)?. Without loss of generality, we
can assume that KC,.« = {k*,1* } with 5. >b> uf. and KC, = {k,1} with u§, > b > uj. Along the same lines
as in Lemma 5, we only have to bound by a constant the probability that x is selected at any round t given
that x has already been selected at least 3, - 1n(t) times. If x is selected at time t, x is optimal for (8). Observe
that (5,@”*);@:1_’... K s a feasible solution to (8) when Cyx ; — €3+ y < puiw and ¢« ; — €+ 4 < i, which happens
with probability at least ~ 1 — 1/t*. As a result, obj, ; + E, > obj,. when additionally Ty« ; + €3 1 > i



Flajolet and Jaillet: Logarithmic Regret Bounds for BWK

22

and Ty« y + €« 4 > puj-, which also happens with probability at least ~ 1 —1/t*. If obj, , + E, ; > obj,.. then
we have either (i) obj, , > obj, + E, ; or (ii) obj,. <obj, +2E, ;. Observe that (ii) can only happen with
probability at most ~ 1/t? given that n, ; > 3, - In(t) because (ii) implies that either n; ; < 8(\/A,)?-In(t)
or ny; <8(A\/A,)? - In(t) but the load balancing algorithm guarantees that each arm is pulled a fraction
of the time x is selected (using Lemma 11). As for (i), if obj, , > obj, + E, ;, then, using Assumption 4,
either Ty, > [y + €x.p, Cop F (U5 — €ty 15+ €x ], Tre = 1] + €14, 0F €y & [0 — €14y 145 + €1.4) ut all of these
events have individual probability at most ~ 1/t*> by Lemma 1.

In a last step, we show, using Lemma 11, that, at the cost of an additive logarithmic term in the regret bound,
we may assume that the game lasts exactly 7" rounds. This enables us to combine Lemmas 10, 11, and 12
to establish a distribution-dependent regret bound.

THEOREM 5. We have:

Ror <22 (Y ) +o ),

zEB|Ag>0

where the O notation hides universal constant factors.
Sketch of proof. ~ We build upon (4):

Rpr<T- Zﬂk fk —E[Zrat.,t]“‘()(l)

<T. Z“k £ — tht ]+0-E| antt +]+0(1),

where we use Assumption 4 for the second inequality. Moreover:

E[() " Capt = B)] <D Ellbar —nar -]+ Y Elna 1]

zeB z¢B

K2
+ Z E[n, r] = 0(6—3 In(T)),
x pseudo-basis for (3)
with det(Ag)=0

using Lemmas 10 and 11. Plugging this last inequality back into the regret bound yields:

ol r K?-o
RB,T STZ/L;&: _E[Zrtzt,t]—i_O( €3 ln(T))

k=1 t= 1

K
ST‘ZMZ ZZ/% [z +O( IH(T))
k=1 zeB k=1
K ) K K. o
<T-Y & =D i &) -Elnuar] + 0(=7 In(T)
k=1 zeB k=1
- . - K?.o
=Y o & (= Y Elnag)— D Qo k&) Elner]+0(—5—In(T))
k=1 z€B| Ap=0 z€EB|Ag>0 k=1
K
=S (Y Ehegl+ Y Eleg+ Y. Elneg))
k=1 z€B| Az >0 z¢B x pseudo-basis for (3)

with det(Ag)=0

= S &) Bl + 0T n(T))

€
2€B | Ap>0 k=1
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K2
< Y A Eng)+0(— (1))
z€B | Ag>0
2 2
<25 (Y ) @) +0 ),
z€B| Agp>0

where we use Lemma 11 for the third inequality, Lemma 10 along with Zszl Wy §,”§* < Zszl f,f* <1 for
the fourth inequality, and Lemma 12 for the last inequality.

Since there are at most 2K? feasible bases, we get the regret bound O(K? - (1/A+ o /€*) -In(T)), where
A =mingep|a,>0A,. Along the sames lines as in Sections 4 and 5, pushing the analysis further almost
immediately yields a distribution-free regret bound.

THEOREM 6. We have:

Rpr <2

|B|-T - In(T

In(T7)),

3/2

where the O notation hides universal constant factors.
Sketch of proof.  The proof is along the same lines as for Theorems 2 and 4, we start from the penul-
timate inequality derived in the proof sketch of Theorem 5 and apply Lemma 12 only if A, is big enough,

taking into account the fact that ) _pE[n, r] <T.

We conclude that Rp = O(+/K?-T -1n(T')), where the hidden factors are independent of the underlying
distributions (vy)k=1.... k. Just like in Section 5, we stress that the dependence on K is not optimal since
Badanidiyuru et al. [8] and Agrawal and Devanur [1] obtain a O(\/K T') bound on regret, where the 0]
notation hides factors logarithmic in 7". Observe that the regret bounds derived in Theorems 5 and 6 do
not vanish with b, which is not the expected behavior. This is a shortcoming of the analysis that can easily
be remedied when miny_; ... x pf, > 0 provided that instead of pulling the dummy arm O we always pull
the other arm involved in the basis (i.e. we never skip rounds). Note that not skipping rounds can only
improve the regret bounds derived in Theorems 5 and 6: arm 0 was introduced only in order to harmonize
the notations for mathematical convenience.

THEOREM 7. Relax Assumption 6 and redefine ¢ = ming_ ... x p5. Suppose that b < €/2 and that we
never skip rounds, then we have:

2

A2 1 B+1 K-k B+1
RBT<2126 ( Z A—)-ln( )+ O( 3 ~In( )

x € € €
z€B| Ap>0
and
A B+1 B+1 K?. kg B+1
Rpp <25 ([ K- ——— - In(——) + O(—= In(—)),

where the O notations hide universal constant factors.

Applications. Similarly, as in the case of a single resource, Assumptions 4 and 5 are natural when
bidding in repeated second-price auctions if the auctioneer sets a reserve price I2 (which is common practice
in sponsored search auctions). Indeed, we have:

|Elck,] — Eler]| [my - ]]-bk>mt>bl]
[]]‘bk >my >bz]

=K
>R-E
> R-Elvg - Ly, sm, >0, = R |Elrg.] — Elr ]l
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for any pair of arms (k,l) € {1,---, K} with b, > b,. Hence, Assumption 4 (resp. 5) is satisfied with
o=1/R (resp. Kk =1/R).

In dynamic procurement, Assumptions 4 and 5 are satisfied provided that the agents are not willing to
sell their goods for less than a known price P. Indeed, in this case, pulling any arm k associated with a price
pr < P is always suboptimal and we have:

|Elckt] — Elcis]| = pr - Plpr > ve] — o1 - Plpy > vy
> pi - Plpr > v > p
> P-Plpy > v, >p] =P+ |E[ry, ] — E[r,]],

for any pair of arms (k,l) € {1,---, K} with p;, > p; > P. Hence, Assumption 4 (resp. 5) is satisfied with
o=1/P (resp. k =1/P).

In dynamic pricing, Assumptions 4 and 5 are satisfied if the distribution of valuations has a positive
probability density function f(-). Indeed, in this case, we have:

|E[7“k,t] - E[Tl,t” = |Pl ‘P[pz < Ut] — Dk 'P[Pk < Ut”
= |pi - Plpr < v <] + (01 — i) - Plpr < v
< max p,-Plp <ve <pi] +|pi —

r=1,--,
1
< ) <
< et ) s ve<pd
1
=t ) el ~Elrd

for any pair of arms (k,1) € {1,---, K} with k > [. Hence, Assumption 4 (resp. 5) is satisfied with o =
maxg—1,.. x Px + 1/1inf f(-) (resp. kK = maxy—; ... g pr+1/inf f(-)).

7. Arbitrarily many limited resources. In this section, we tackle the general case of arbitrarily many
limited resources. Additionally, we assume that one of them is time, with index ¢ = C', but this assumption
is almost without loss of generality, as detailed at the end of this section. To simplify the presentation, we
consider the regime K > C, which is the most common in applications. This implies that |K,| =|C.| < C
for any pseudo-basis . We also use the shorthand notation A, = (Cr,t (1)) (i,k)eq1, ,Cyx {1, K} at any round
t. For similar reasons as in Section 6, we are led to make two additional assumptions which are discussed
in the last paragraph of this section.

ASSUMPTION 7. There exists o > 0 such that vy, <o - mincckﬂt(z’)for anyarmk € {1,--- | K} and
=1,

) )

for any round t € N.

Note that Assumption 7 is stronger than Assumption 4 given that the amounts of resources consumed at
each round have to dominate the rewards almost surely, as opposed to on average. Assumption 7 is not
necessarily satisfied in all applications but it simplifies the analysis and can be relaxed at the price of an
additive term of order O(In*(T")) in the final regret bounds, see the last paragraph of this section.

ASSUMPTION 8. There exists € > 0, known to the decision maker ahead of round 1, such that every
basis x for (3) is e-non-degenerate for (3) and satisfy | det(A,)| > e

Without loss of generality, we assume that ¢ < 1. Observe that Assumption 8 generalizes Assumption 6 but
is more restrictive because € is assumed to be known to the decision maker initially. Just like in Section
6, this assumption can be relaxed to a large extent. For instance, if ¢ is initially unknown, taking € as a
vanishing function of 7" yields the same asymptotic regret bounds. However, note that Lemma 9 carries over
to this more general setting and, as a result, the minimal assumption we need to get logarithmic rates is that
any optimal basis for (3) is non-degenerate.
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Specification of the algorithm. We implement UCB-Simplex with A =1+ 2(C' + 1)!*/e, n; = 0 for
any 7 € {1,---,C'}, and an initialization step which consists in pulling each arm 2%(C + 2)!* /¢ -In(T))
times in order to get i.i.d. samples. Hence, Step-Simplex is run for the first time after round t;; = K -
28(C+2)!*/€®-In(T). Compared to Section 6, the initialization step plays as a substitute for the choice r; >
0 which was meant to incentivize exploration. This significantly simplifies the analysis but the downside is
that ¢ has to be known initially. Similarly, as in Section 6, we introduce a dummy arm which corresponds to
skipping the round (i.e. pulling this arm yields a reward 0 and does not consume any resource) so that any
basis can be mapped to one for which the time constraint is always binding, i.e. without loss of generality
we assume that C' € C, for any pseudo-basis x. Following the ideas developed in Section 6, we design
load balancing algorithms for any basis x that pull arms in order to guarantee that, at any round %, the total
amount of resource i consumed remains close to the target ¢ - b(¢) with high probability for any resource
i € C,. This is more involved that in Section 6 since we need to enforce this property for multiple resources
but, as we show in this section, this can be done by perturbing the probability distribution solution to (8)
taking into account whether we have over- or under-consumed in the past for each binding resource ¢ € C,, .

Algorithm: Load balancing algorithm 4, for any basis x

For any time period ¢ > t;,; and i € C, — {C'}, define b, ;(7) as the total amount of resource i consumed
when selecting basis x in the past ¢ — 1 rounds. Suppose that basis x is selected at time ¢ and define the
vector ef by e, , =0 and ef , = —1 (resp. e, = 1) if b, 1 (i) > 11 - b(i) (resp. b, (i) < 1, - b(i)) for any
1€Cy — {C_}. Since = is selected at round ¢, A, ; is invertible and we can define, for any J > 0,
P (0) = (A, (be, +6-€7))y for k € K, and pg ,(6) = 0 otherwise, which together define the probability
distribution pf (6) = (p§ ;(9))keq1,... i}~ Define
0y, = max 0
7 ) 5>0
(Agpf (6));<b(i),i#Ca
P (8)=0
and pj = p; (95 ). Note that &7 , is well defined as 2 must be feasible for (8) if it is selected at
Step-Simplex. Pull an arm at random according to the distribution py.

Observe that the load balancing algorithms generalize the ones designed in Section 6 (up to the change
1; = 0). Indeed, when there is a single limited resource other than time, the probability distribution py is
a Dirac supported at the arm with smallest (resp. largest) empirical cost when b, ; > n, ;- b (resp. b, ; <
n,+-b). Similarly, as in Section 5, the load balancing algorithms A, may require a memory storage capacity
exponential in C' and polynomial in K, but, in practice, we expect that only a few bases will be selected at
Step-Simplex, so that a hash table is an appropriate data structure to store the sequences (b, ;(7));ec, - Note,
however, that the load balancing algorithms are computationally efficient because py can be computed in
O(C?) running time if fl;i is available once we have computed an optimal basic feasible solution to (8),
which is the case if we use the revised simplex algorithm.

Regret analysis. The regret analysis follows the same recipe as in Section 6 but the proofs are more
technical and are thus deferred to Section F of the Appendix. First, we show that the initialization step
guarantees that infeasible bases or pseudo-bases = with det(A, ) = 0 cannot be selected more than O (In(7"))
times on average at Step-Simplex.

LEMMA 13. For any basis x ¢ BB, we have:

o (C+3)"

E[TLLT] S 2 66

The same inequality holds if x is a pseudo-basis but not a basis for (3).
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The next step is to show that the load balancing algorithms guarantee that, for any basis x, the amount
of resource i € C,, (resp. i ¢ C,) consumed per round when selecting  remains close to (resp. below) the
pacing target b(i) with high probability. This enables us to show that the ratios (E[n{, ;.| /E[n} ;]) ek, are
close to the optimal ones (/&7 )k.iexc., - '

LEMMA 14. For any feasible basis x and time period t, we have:

, , s(C+1)2 € ) G (C+3)* 1
P[bys(i) —ng s b(3)] > u) <2 e exp(—u- (m) )+2 % T Vu>1, (12)
for any resource i € C, while
. . ¢ (C+3)8 w0 (C+4)

Plb, (i) —ng - b(7) > 2 — In(T)] <2 oo (13)

for any resource i ¢ C,. In particular, this implies that:
C+3)"
E[ng ] > & - Eln,r] — GRS ; A (14)

forany arm k € IC,.

Next, we show that a suboptimal basis cannot be selected more than O(In(7")) times on average at Step-
Simplex. Just like in Section 6, the exact definition of the load balancing algorithms has little impact on the
result: we only need to know that, for any feasible basis x, each arm k£ € K, is pulled at least a fraction of
the time x is selected with high probability.

LEMMA 15. For any suboptimal basis x € B, we have:

(C+3)P- A In(T) L gu (C+4)!4‘

Eln, r] <2
el SETe ap t e

We are now ready to derive both distribution-dependent and distribution-independent regret bounds.

THEOREM 8. We have:

(C+3p > 1 o-|B]- (C+3)1

A_m) ‘In(T") 4+ O( In(T)),

Ry, Be-1)r <2"

€S €6

z€B| Ag>0

where the O notation hides universal constant factors.

THEOREM 9. We have:

s(C+3)17- X -|1B|- (C+3)!"
Ry e <2 ETIA Ry + o7 B )

€6

where the O notation hides universal constant factors.

Since the number of feasible bases is at most 2K, we get the distribution-dependent regret bound
Rpay,... pe—1yr = O(KY - (C + 3)1*/e5 - (\*/A + o) - In(T)) where A = min,cp5|a,>04, and the
distribution-independent bound Rp1),... pc—1),r = O((C+3)1*- X/e* - /K- T -In(T)). We stress that
the dependence on K and C' is not optimal since Agrawal and Devanur [1] obtain a O(\/ K - T) distribution-
independent bound on regret, where the O notation hides factors logarithmic in 7'. Just like in Section 6,
we can also derive regret bounds that vanish with b under the assumption that pulling any arm incurs some
positive amount of resource consumption in expectations for all resources, but this requires a minor tweak
of the algorithm.
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THEOREM 10. Suppose that:
€< min c(i
_izl,---,Cfl'uk( )
k=1,--- K

and that b < e. If the decision maker artificially constrains himself or herself to a time horizon T=b T/e<
T, then the regret bounds derived in Theorems 8 and 9 hold with T substituted with T.

Similarly, if the decision maker is not constrained by a time horizon, artificially constraining himself or
herself to a time horizon 7" = min;, ... o B(i)/¢ yields the regret bounds derived in Theorems 8 and 9 with
T substituted with 7'

Applications. In dynamic pricing and online advertising applications, Assumption 7 is usually not satis-
fied as pulling an arm typically incurs the consumption of only a few resources. We can relax this assumption
but this comes at the price of an additive term of order O(In*(T')) in the final regret bounds.

THEOREM 11. If Assumption 7 is not satisﬁed:l thg regret bounds derived in Theorems 8 and 9 hold
with o = 0 up to an additive term of order O(% In*(T)).

As for Assumption 8, the existence of degenerate optimal bases to (3) is determined by a complex interplay
between the mean rewards and the mean amounts of resource consumption. However, we point out that
the set of parameters (1} )x—1,... x and (u§(%))g=1,....ki=1,... o that satisfy these conditions has Lebesgue
measure 0, hence such an event is unlikely to occur in practice. Additionally, while e is typically not known
in applications, taking € as a vanishing function of " yields the same asymptotic regret bounds.

8. Concluding remark. In this paper, we develop an algorithm with a O(K“ -In(B)/A) distribution-
dependent bound on regret, where A is a parameter that generalizes the optimality gap for the standard
MAB problem. It is however unclear whether the dependence on K is optimal. Extensions discussed in
Section A of the Appendix suggest that it may be possible to achieve a linear dependence on K but this
calls for the development of more efficient load balancing algorithms.

Appendix A: Extensions.
A.1. Improving the multiplicative factors in the regret bounds.

A.1.1. A single limited resource whose consumption is deterministic. If the amounts of resource
consumed are deterministic, we can substitute the notation uj, for c,. Moreover, we can take A = 1 and,
going through the analysis of Lemma 5, we can slightly refine the regret bound. Specifically, we have

E[ng ] < (Clkﬁ)g : ]EEIZ(]:);)] + %2, for any arm k such that A, > 0. Moreover, 7* < B/e + 1 in this setting
since:

T*—1

BZ ant,tz(T*_l)’ea

t=1

by definition of 7*. As a result, the regret bound derived in Theorem 1 turns into:

which is identical (up to universal constant factors) to the bound obtained by Tran-Thanh et al. [24]. Note
that this bound is scale-free.
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A.1.2. Arbitrarily many limited resources whose consumptions are deterministic. We propose
another load balancing algorithm that couples bases together. This is key to get a better dependence on K
because, otherwise, we have to study each basis independently from the other ones.

Algorithm: Load balancing algorithm A, for a feasible basis x € B.

3
Nt ’

If z is selected at time ¢, pull any arm a, € arg max
kEKq

Observe that this load balancing algorithm is computationally efficient with a O (K ) runtime (once we have
computed an optimal basic feasible solution to (8)) and requires O (K ) memory space. The shortcoming of
this approach is that, if there are multiple optimal bases to (3), the optimal load balance for each optimal
basis will not be preserved since we take into account the number of times we have pulled each arm when
selecting any basis (for which we strive to enforce different ratios). Hence, the following assumption will
be required for the analysis.

ASSUMPTION 9. There is a unique optimal basis to (3).

Regret Analysis. All the proofs are deferred to Section G. We start by bounding, for each arm k, the
number of times this arm can be pulled when selecting any of the suboptimal bases. This is in stark contrast
with the analysis carried out in Section 5 where we bound the number of times each suboptimal basis has
been selected.

LEMMA 16. Foranyarmk € {1,---, K}, we have:

Bl ) ni,7*1516p'(z§lb(i)) 'E?XSZ)HK%Q,

z€EB | kEK g, z#x*
where Ay = mingep| kek,, vror Do
In contrast to Section 5, we can only guarantee that the ratios (nf ,/n{,)k.cx, remain close to the optimal

ones (£7 /& )k.iex, atall times for the optimal basis = z*. This will not allow us to derive distribution-free
regret bounds for this particular class of load balancing algorithms.

LEMMA 17. At any time t and for any arm k € IC«, we have:

&
e 2 Mge i =i —p- (Y Maut 1) (15)
Zl:l gl rEB,xFr*
and «
My e =+ 3 mH L (16)
=151 zeB,xFx*

Bringing everything together, we are now ready to establish regret bounds.

THEOREM 12. We have:

Ry 5e) < 32/03 (i b(i))® . (Z (Alk)2) ,ln(zz‘ﬂ b(i) - B +1)+0(1),

e b €
k=1
where the O notation hides universal constant factors.
We derive a distribution-dependent regret bound of order O(p*- K - h‘A(—j?) where A = min,cp|a,>0 A, but
no non-trivial distribution-free regret bound.
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A.1.3. Arbitrarily many limited resources. A straightforward extension of the load balancing algo-
rithm developed in the case of deterministic resource consumption in Section A.1.2 guarantees that the total
number of times any suboptimal basis is pulled is of order O(K - In(7")). However, in contrast to Section
A.1.2, this is not enough to get logarithmic regret bounds as £ , fluctuates around the optimal load balance
&, with a magnitude of order at least ~ 1/v/%, and, as a result, the ratios (E[n}. ;]/E[n{ ;])ex, might be
very different from the optimal ones (£ /&] )k.icx, -

Algorithm: Load balancing algorithm A, for a feasible basis = € B.

If z is selected at time ¢, pull any arm a, € arg max Z"—t

keKy kit
LEMMA 18. Foranyarmk € {1,---, K}, we have:
In(T) K- (C+3)P
@ 2 12
E > 7%J1g160-A-(AkP-%2 = :

xeB | keKz, Ag>0

where Aj, = min,ep | kEKZ, Ag>0 A,.

A.2. Relaxing Assumption 1. The regret bounds obtained in Sections 5, 6, and 7 can be extended
when the ratios converge as opposed to being fixed, as precisely stated below, but this requires slightly more
work.

ASSUMPTION 10. For any resource i € {1,---,C'}, the ratio B(i)/B(C) converges to a finite value
b(i) € (0, 1]. Moreover, b= ._rlnincb(z') is a positive quantity.

To state the results, we need to redefine some notations and to work with the linear program:
K
sup Y &
Erle=1, K  §—1
K
subject to Z pi (i) - & <
k=1

£.>0, k=1, K.

B(i) . (17

We redefine B as the set of bases that are feasible to (17) and, for = € B, A, is redefined as the optimality
gap of = with respect to (17). We also redefine O = {z € B| A, = 0} as the set of optimal bases to (17).
Moreover, we define B, (resp. O,) as the set of feasible (resp. optimal) bases to (3) and, for z € B, AJ°
is the optimality gap of x with respect to (3). Our algorithm remains the same provided that we substitute
b(i) with B(i)/B(C) for any resource i € {1,---,C'}. Specifically, Step-Simplex consists in solving:

K
sup Z(fk,t +X€pe) &
Erk=1, Kk  j—1
K .
_ , B(1 . (18)
subject to kz_;(ék’t@) — 1 €t) & < B((C))’ i=1,---,C

€k207 k:177K

and Step-Load-Balance is identical up to the substitution of b(:) with B(i)/B(C).
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Regret Analysis. As it turns out, the logarithmic regret bounds established in Theorems 3, 5, and 8 do
not always extend when Assumption 1 is relaxed even though these bounds appear to be very similar to the
one derived in Theorem 1 when there is a single limited resource. The fundamental difference is that the
set of optimal bases may not converge while it is always invariant in the case of a single limited resource.
Typically, the ratios (B(i)/B(C));1.... ¢ may oscillate around (b(7));—1.... ¢ in such a way that there exist
two optimal bases for (3) while there is a unique optimal basis for this same optimization problem whenever
the right-hand side of the inequality constraints is slightly perturbed around this limit. This alternately
causes one of these two bases to be slightly suboptimal, a situation difficult to identify and to cope with
for the decision maker. Nevertheless, this difficulty does not arise in several situations of interest which
generalize Assumption 1, as precisely stated below. The proofs are deferred to Section G.

Arbitrarily many limited resources whose consumptions are deterministic.

THEOREM 13. Suppose that Assumption 10 holds. If there exists a unique optimal basis to (3) or if
B(i)/B(C) —b(i) =O(In(B(C))/B(C)) for all resourcesi € {1,--- ,C — 1} then, we have:

RB(l),--wB(C) _O(%( Z A_loo),ln(Zi—l b(i)'B(C)

2EBso | AP >0 z

6 +1)+yow\.@

);

where the O notation hides universal constant factors.

A time horizon and another limited resource.

THEOREM 14. Suppose that Assumptions 4, 5, and 6 hold and that the ratio B/T converges to b €
(0,1]. If there exists a unique optimal basis to (3) or if B/T —b=O(In(T)/T), then, we have:

Rpr=0(%( Y xo) W)+ 5 In(T),

3
€
2€Bso | AP >0 z

where the O notation hides universal constant factors.

Arbitrarily many limited resources with a time horizon.

THEOREM 15. Suppose that Assumptions 7, 8, and 10 hold. If there exists a unique optimal basis to (3)
orif B(i)/T —b(i) = O(In(T")/T) for all resourcesi € {1,---,C — 1}, then, we have:

CHIPN 5 Ly gy T (OB gy

Rpay,... sic—1)r =0( " -

2€Bso | AP>0 7

where the O notation hides universal constant factors.

Appendix B: Proofs for Section 3.

B.1. Proof of Lemma 2. The proof can be found in Badanidiyuru et al. [8]. For the sake of complete-
ness, we reproduce it here. The optimization problem (3) is a linear program whose dual reads:

c
inf b(3) - ¢
(€i)i=1,-.,Cc ; ( ) ¢

- (19)
subject to Z,u;(i)-g >ur, k=1, K
=1

(>0, i=1,---,C.
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Observe that (3) is feasible therefore (3) and (19) have the same optimal value. Note that (3) is bounded
under Assumption 2 as & € [0, b(7)/u5(7)] for any feasible point and any resource i € {1,---,C'} such that
w5 (7) > 0. Hence, (19) has an optimal basic feasible solution ({, - ,(5). Consider any non—anticipating
algorithm. Let Z; be the sum of the total payoff accumulated in rounds 1 to ¢ plus the “cost” of the remaining
resources, i.. Z; = > . _ Ta. + + Zil ¢ (B() =Y Car (i )) Observe that (Z,), is a supermartingale
with respect to the filtration (), as E[Z, | F,_] = E[u], — ZZ VG g, (8) | Feoal + Ziy < Z, 4 since

(¢ ,(CC) is feasible for (19). Moreover, note that (Z,), has bounded increments since |2, — Z, | =
[Tayt = iy G Capt (1) <1+ Eil ¢ < oo. We also have E[7*] < oo as:

< Zw[i%(z‘) < B(i),i=1,--,C]
+ZPZZC“TT <t-e—(t- E—ZB

Z ()+2)+ Z exp(—2<t'€_§:ti_1B(i))2)

> zfzi B(i)

<(

< 00,
where the third inequality results from an application of Lemma 1 and

. c/-

€= min 7).
(2in 4 (0)
=1, .C
with ., (4)>0

By Doob’s optional stopping theorem, E[Z,«] <E[Z,] = ZZCZI ¢f - B(i). Observe that:

E[ZT*] Ta LT ZC *Cq T +Z~r*71]

T 71
Zé + 2 o
Using Assumption 2 and since (Ci )i=1.....c is a basic feasible solution, for every i € {1,---,C'} such that
¢} > 0 there must exist k € {1, - K} such that CF < ph/pg (i) with pg (i) > 0. We get:
TF -1
My,
E[Z ] >E[Y 14, max = —
; R 0
with uf (i) >0
and finally:
TF—1 C s
* k
E[Z Tapt] < Z@ B(i) + P s < (i)
t=1 i=1 i=1.....C Fok

with p1f, (z)>0

C T
:B-ng-b(i)—l— max ffk .
pa e M
with ,u)z(i7)>0

By strong duality, Zlczl ¢’ - b(7) is also the optimal value of (3).
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Appendix C: Proofs for Section 4.

C.1. Proof of Lemma 4. By definition of 7, we have Zi;l Cq,+ < B. Taking expectations on both
sides yields:

where we use the fact that ¢, , <1 for all arms £ to derive the second inequality, the fact that 7* is a stopping
time for the second equality, the fact that a, is deterministically determined by the past, i.e. a, € F;_1, for
the third equality and Assumption 2 for the third inequality. We conclude that E[7*] < %.

C.2. Proof of Lemma 5. We break down the analysis in a series of facts. Consider any arm & such that

Ay, > 0. We use the shorthand notation 8, = 2°(;+)* - (2-)*.
e .

Fact 1

*

Elny o] < 26 - E[I(r*)] + B Loymie - Ly 2500 (20)

t=1
Proof. Define the random variable T}, = 3, - In(7*). We have:

E[nm*] :E[nk,r* : nkYT*<Tk] +E[nk,r* Ay, o« sz]
< Bi - Eln(r")] + Eln e - I, .57, ]

Define T} as the first time t such that n,, > T}, and I}, = oo if no such t exists. We have:

E[nk;* 'Ink’f*sz] = E[Z Iat:k : Ink’T*sz]
t=1

Tn—1 *
= E[ Z [at:k : Inkﬂ_* ZTk] + E[ Z Iat:k : Inkﬂ.* ZTk]
t=1 t:T;:

*

<E[nirr-1-In, .>m] +E[Z Lo=t - Iny, o>1,]
=T}

*

< Bk E[IH(T*)] + E[Z Iat:k ’ [ﬂk,tZBk lﬂ(t)]7

t=1
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since, by definition of T}, nyrx—1 < Ty if T); if finite, which is always true if ny + > T}, (the sequence
(nk.1)s is non-decreasing and T is finite almost surely as a byproduct of Lemma 4). Conversely, ny, ; > T, >
Beln(t) fort € {Ty,--- ,7*}. Wrapping up, we obtain:

Elny ] < 261 - E[I(r*)] + EY_ Loymie - Ly 200

t=1

Fact 1 enables us to assume that arm & has been pulled at least §; In(¢) times out of the last ¢ time periods.
The remainder of this proof is dedicated to show that the second term of the right-hand side of (20) can be
bounded by a constant. Let us first rewrite this term:

* *

E[TZ Ia‘t:k ’ Ink,t > B ln(t)] é E[TZ IObjk:,t+Ek:,t20bjk*,t+Ek*yt : Ink,t >B ln(t)]

t=1 t=1

< E[i Loy, 4>0bi+ By ) 2n
tz*l

+ E[i Lobjpe ,<objjor —Bye ) (22)
tz*l

+ E[i Lobje <obip+2Bys * Ing 4> In(t)]- (23)
t=1

To derive this last inequality, simply observe that if obj, , <obj, + Ej.; and obj;. , > obj,. — Ej+ ; while
objy ; + Byt = 0bj. ; + Ej« 4, it must be that obj,. < obj, + 2F} ;. Let us study (21), (22), and (23)
separately.

Fact 2 i
= 272
E[Z IObjk* <objp+2Ey 4 I"k,tZﬁk ln(t)] < 3e2”
t=1
Proof. Observe that when both ny, > () In(t) and obj,. < obj, +2E} ,, we have:
Ay,
—<E
5 k.t
A /2
<— /75
Ck,g B
< M ﬂj
T 26, 2
by definition of By. This implies that ¢, , < p5, /2. Thus:
E[Z Iobjk* <objp+2E} 4 ° Ink,tZﬁk ln(t)] S E[Z Iék,t<#z/2 : I"k,tZﬁk ln(t)]
t=1 t=1

We upper bound this last term using the concentration inequalities of Lemma 1 observing that:
- — e M
B> Iocus 2 In 2 5m00) = ;P[%t <5 e 2 B n(t)]

t=1
[e'e] t c
<Y Y Plew<ui— g

t=1 s=0, In(t)
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Denote by ty,--- .t the first s random times at which arm k is pulled (these random variables are finite
almost surely). We have:

Plék, < pg — % ] SP[;%,Q < Sy —s'%].

Observe that, for any | < s:
oo
Elck,, [y s Cryy] = E[Z Ly -Elckr | Froal | Chprs o s Crty ]
=1
= E[Z Itl:r iy ‘ Chytys ™" 7Ck,tl,1]
r=1

__,cC
_/Lka

since the algorithm is not randomized ({t, = 7} € F,_1) and using the tower property. Hence, we can apply
Lemma 1 to get:

2
t=1 s=py In(t)
00 c\2
=S exp(—LE- - B, In(t))
=~ c\2
= 1-exp(—45)
1 =1
c)2 _2
1 —exp( (“’5) ) =1 t
272
S c\2
3 Mk)
272
S —27
€

¢ 1
where we use the fact that 3, > 25(1;”“)2 . (Z%*)2 > 25(1:0" )2 > (Hﬁ)Q for the third inequality (using
* k k

i
Assumption 3), the fact that exp(—x) <1 — % fol; x € [0, 1] for the fourth inequality, and Assumption 2 for
the last inequality.

Let us now elaborate on (21).
Fact 3

T* 2
e
E[Y  Longy zobs s i) < 3

t=1
Proof. Note that if Ty 4 /Cry = Obj, , > Obj, + Eyy = py,/ i, + Ey 1, then either T,y > i, + €4 0F Cry <
15, — €k 1, Otherwise we would have:

Pre  Mp (T — s g + (05 = Cro) 1,

Crpt My, Crot " Hi,
€kt €kt Mg
RLLLLIE Lk

Ch t Crt Mf,
k.t

§(1+m)-f—

Cr.t
= Ek,ta

a contradiction. Therefore:



Flajolet and Jaillet: Logarithmic Regret Bounds for BWK

35

7

ZIob]kt>oka+Ekt <ZPT“>’“’“+€“]+P[C“<Mk_€kt]

t=1
giip[mguh 212()§nk,t28]
+§j§tjﬂ)[%§uz— %@;%t—sl
_ZZPZ%”ZS#H 5-2In(t); i, =]

tlsl =

+ZZPZCM<S pi — /8- 2In(t) 5 ng, = s]

tlsl =1

< Z Z 2exp(—41n(t))

t=1 s=1
™

3 I

where the random variables (t;); are defined similarly as in the proof of Fact 2 and the last inequality results
from an application of Lemma 1.

What remains to be done is to bound (22).

Fact 4

T* 2
E[Z Iobjk*,tgobjk*—Ek*yt] < %
t=1
Proof. We proceed along the same lines as in the proof of Fact 3. As a matter of fact, the situation is
perfectly symmetric because, in the course of proving Fact 3, we do not rely on the fact that we have pulled
arm k more than (3, In(t) times at any time t. If i+ 1 /Cp= 4 = Objje , < ObJp — Epe y = pie /e — Eie s,
then we have either Ty« y < |1}« — €px 4 OF Cpx 1 > [Ujx + €= 1, Otherwise we would have:
Trep e (The = P ) e + (B — Crm o) i

Chet M Ek*,t;,ui*
Skt Ekrt Hir
Ciet  Crrt s
(S

—(1+k)-=

Cr* t
= _Ek*,ta

a contradiction. Therefore:

S
E Iobjk* 1 <objpx— Ek* S E Irk* t<:“k* —€kt + Ick* t>l‘k*+€k t]

=1
21In(t
<§ E ]13)7’1c*t<,u1¢«—\/J N 1 = 8]

tlsl

2In(t
ES S Bl e+ 0 =4

t=1 s=1
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<

Mg

DI

e in

where the third inequality is obtained using Lemma 1 in the same fashion as in Fact 3.

‘We conclude:
o Am?
E[’I’LkﬂT*] S 2/8k . E[IH(T )] + @

C.3. Proof of Theorem 1. First observe that:

*
T

E[Z Tat,t]

t=1

Mg

E[l+>, 'E[Tat.,t | Fe-1]]

~~
Il
-

I
M8

E[lres: - pig,]

~~
Il
-

i Bl L]

ZI*>t I,,—]

,LLZ : E[nk,r*]a

~
Il
-

ol
= WMN

I
M =1 Mx

E
Il
—

since 7" is a stopping time. Plugging this equality into (9) yields:

Rp<B- Mk* Zﬂk [y,.<]+O(1)

*

k*
- ke T * :
_Hie (g § ui Eln)) — > g -Elng] +0(1)

He k| AL=0 k| Ap>0

Along the same lines as for the rewards, we can show that E[Ztil Cart) = o1, 11§ - E[ny, ). By definition
of 7*, we have B <Y/ | ¢,, , almost surely. Taking expectations on both sides yields:

B<Z,uk n;”

Z oy, - nk,T* Z M - nkT*

k| Ap=0 k| Ap>0

Plugging this inequality back into the regret bound, we get:

Rp< > (%5 — ) -Elng+] +0(1)
k| AL>0 Fe
> wiAx-Elng ]+ 0(1). (24)

k| ApR>0
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Using the upper bound of Lemma 4, the concavity of the logarithmic function, and Lemma 5, we derive:

1 B+1 473

1 = <A 1

) ) 5 (Y A0 0
k‘Ak>0 glAk>0

1 B+1 4k

<20)%. -1 K-

SEN(Y ) () K

k‘Ak>0

Ry <20X\%.( Z

+0(1),

since Ay < ph./p5« <k and pf, <1 for any arm k.
Appendix D: Proofs for Section 5.

D.1. Proof of Lemma 8. Consider any suboptimal basis x € 3. The proof is along the same lines as

K x
for Lemma 5 and follows the exact same steps. We use the shorthand notation 3, = 8p - (E‘“A;f’ﬁ)2

Fact 5

*

(1] <28, - EI(r)] +E[>_ Loy—s - Lo, >0 1n(0)- (25)

t=1

We omit the proof as it is analogous to the proof of Fact 1. As in Lemma 5, we break down the second term
in three terms and bound each of them by a constant:

*

T* T
E[Z Izt:I ’ Inx,tZﬁz 1n(t)] = E[Z IObjx,t+Ex,t20bjx*,t+Ew*,t ’ Inx,tZﬁz ln(t)]
t=1

t=1

é E[Z IObjx,tZObjw+Exat] (26)
t=1

+ E[Z [objz*’tgobjz*—Ez*yt] (27)
=1

T

HED  Loni <obiy25,, * Tng>a0 1000 (28)

t=1

Fact 6

*

T
B[ Tobj, <obiy+2E40 s * Ing2p2 (0] =0

t=1

Proof. If obj,. <obj, +2FE, ;, we get:

A, . [2In(t)
5 < Z &k - T
ke, ’
21In(t
<Y g |20
ke P k.t
[ B — [2In(?)
S Z gk : Z V gk : n )
keKy — keKy @t
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where we use (10) and Lemma 6 for each k € IC,. such that £} # 0 (otherwise, if £ = 0, the inequality is
trivial). This implies:

K X
Nyt < 8p- (%)2 -In(t)

= /BLE : ln(t)a

using the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and the fact that a basis involves at most p arms.

Fact 7

*

-
E[Z IObjm,tZObijrvat] sp

t=1

-
5
Proof. If obj, , > obj, + E, 1, there must exist k € KC. such that 7y, > [}, + €+, otherwise:

Ob.jm,t - Osz = Z (Fk:7t - M;) ' glf
ke,
< Z €kt &)
ke

z,ty

where the inequality is strict because there must exist | € KC, such that § > 0 as a result of Assumption 2
(at least one resource constraint is binding for a feasible basis to (3) aside from the basis T associated with
K3 =0). We obtain:

B[ Iobj, mobipra ) < D > PlFae > i+ erd]

=1 heky t=1
7T2
<p- I

where the last inequality is derived along the same lines as in the proof of Fact 3.

Fact 8

*

7T2

E[Z Lobj, e y<objps—Eps J S P R

t=1

Proof. Similar to Fact 7.

D.2. Proof of Theorem 3. The proof proceeds along the same lines as for Theorem 1. We build upon

“:

K T*
Rpay,. 5oy <B-Y_pp-&8 —E[D re,4]+0(1)
k=1 t=1
K o K
=B- ZMZ & - ZE[L—*Zt ' Z Z Tt " Loy=z,a,=k] + O(1)
k=1 t=1 k=1 z€B

00 K
=B-Y & =Y Elleezi- Y Y Lymvami - Elree [ Fioa]] +0(1)
t=1

k=1 z€B
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K K o
=B & =SS i B> L] +0(1)
t=1

k=1 zeB k=1
K K

=B-) & =) ) miElni L]+ 0(),
k=1 zeB k=1

where we use the fact that x; and a, are determined by the events of the first £ — 1 rounds and that 7* is a
stopping time. Using the properties of the load balancing algorithm established in Lemma 6, we derive:

K
Rpay,.... Bo) < B- Z/LZ Z Z{ Ky - E[ng .« —p}+0(1)
k=1 meBke/Cz Zl 1£l
K
=B-» pp-& Z{ Z/Lk &) —(p)*}+0(1)
k: z€B Zk 1§k k=1

Zﬂk gk - Z E[sz*] )

z€B| Ap=0 Zk:l gi

z€EB | Ap>0 k: Zk 1§k

Now observe that, by definition, at least one resource is exhausted at time 7*. Hence, there exists ¢ €
{1,---,C} such that the following holds almost surely:

zeEB KEK
< Z Z [ex(4) - (ng Mg+ + 1)]
reEB ke, =1 l

=18 p+ Y == S (i) - €

zeB Zk lgk ke,

n
<IBl-p+b(i) Y T
;Zf_lsz

where we use Lemma 6 again and the fact that any basis x € B satisfies all the constraints of (3). We
conclude that the inequality:

x,7* x,7* B
S ol spe Y L Bl

2EB| Ap=0 D1 Sk 2EB| Ap>0 21 Sk

holds almost surely. Taking expectations on both sides and plugging the result back into the regret bound
yields:

(Zleui & Zk 1 Mg §k)

Rp),.. Bo) < E[ng, ] (29)
1 166'22x>0 Zk 151@
- |B| p
+O &) ——++0()
k=1
< ¥ %-E[nm*]+0(l), (30)

zEB| Az>0 Zk:l é-k



Flajolet and Jaillet: Logarithmic Regret Bounds for BWK

40

where we use the fact that:

o i
Y al & <

using Assumption 2 and the fact that x* is a feasible basis to (3). Using Lemma 7, Lemma 8, and the
concavity of the logarithmic function, we obtain:

K C .
> 1 &F > ., b(i)-B
RB(I),---,B(C) § 16p . ( E Zl ék ) . ln( i=1 ( ) + 1)

€
z€B| Az >0

TR D Tty

K
2E€B| Ap>0 Zk:l 3
c

§16B;Z;§L9@2.( 3 _}_)qn(z;:L%@l:§_+1)4_O(U.
2EB|Az>0 "

To derive this last inequality, we use: (i) A, < Zszl - 5,”5* < Zlczl b(i)/e€ (see (31)), (ii) the fact that,
for any basis = € B, at least one of the first C' inequalities is binding in (3), which implies that there exists
ie{l,---,C} such that:

and (iii) the inequality:

for any basis x € B.
As a side note, observe a possibly better regret bound is given by:

1
Rpq), pe) <16p- (Y ) (1) +0(),

z€B|Ag>0 ¥

if time is a limited resource since, in this case, 7* <'T" and the constraint Zszl & <1ispartof (3).

D.3. Proof of Theorem 4. Along the same lines as for the case of a single limited resource, we start
from inequality (30) derived in the proof of Theorem 3 and apply Lemma 8 only if A, is big enough, taking
into account the fact that: o

Zi:l b(z) B

€

> E[n, ] <E[r] <

zeB

+ 1
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Specifically, we have:

A,

< sup { Z min(Tx'nm
(na)re=0 2€B | Ap>0 re1 &k
Spenne< == 4
K c .
e . b(i)-B 2 A,
Gp_ZIZ1§k_ln(Zl_1 (4) +1)+7r — = )14+0(1)
e € A, Zk 1 &k
< sup { Z min(T'nm
(nw)acECBZO. zEB ‘ Ag>0 Z}g:l glf
Spenne< == 4
K c .
z b -B Bl|-
IGP’ZIZI&C ln(z (Z) ))}+ | | p+0(1)
. €
B
< sup > \/16p (2 2(0)-B () 1) en, T+ 0(1)
("w)wzecfzf(i)ﬂ 2€B | Ap>0
ZzEBn‘LS%J’_I
C .
-~ b(i)-B
S4\/p-1n(%+l)- sup>0 { Z Vi, ++0(1)
(nx)gci—m)ﬂ z€B| Azr>0
c Ly c .
- b(i)-B - b(i)-B
cfortm (EEAOE Ly LU o)

where we use A, < Zil b(i)/e and 3, & > b for the second inequality (see the end of the proof of
Theorem 3), we maximize over A,/ Zszl &¢ > 0 for each « € B to derive the third inequality, and we use
Cauchy-Schwartz for the last inequality.

Appendix E: Proofs for Section 6.

E.1. Proof of Lemma 9. Forany 7 € Nand any arm k € {1,---, K}, we denote by n}". the expected
number of times that arm k is pulled by the optimal non-anticipating algorithm (which is characterized by a
high-dimensional dynamic program) when the time horizon is 7" and the budget is B = b-1". We prove the
claim in two steps. First, we show that if 7' —n;2'; = Q(V'T) (Case A) or T'— ni®";. = o(v/T)) (Case B) then
ERopr(B,T) =T -obj,. — Q(v/T). This is enough to establish the result because if T — nk'y # Q(VT)
then we can extract a subsequence of (7' —n;%")/ V/T that converges to 0 and we can conclude with Case
B.

Case A: T — ;%' = Q(VT). Consider the linear program:

K
sup Z 1.+ &k
k=1

Er)k=1,-. K

subject to Z py & < b

K

Z§k§1

k=1

S <T

gkzoa kzlaaK

(32)
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parametrized by I' and its dual:

inf b-Gi+G+I-C

(€1,62:¢3)

subjectto i -G+ G >uyn, k#K (33)
Mg C1 4 G + Q3 > fjpe
Cl) <2> <3 2 0

Since the vector (;)x=1.... x determined by &« =1 and &, = 0 for k # k* is the only optimal solution
to (32) when I' =1 (by assumption), we can find a strictly complementary optimal solution to the dual
(33) ¢, ¢35, ¢5 > 0. Moreover, by definition of nZ‘itT, we can show, along the same lines as in the proof of
Lemma 2, that ERopr(B,T) is no larger than 7" times the optimal value of (32) when I" = nOPtT /T (up to
a constant additive term of order O(1)). By weak duality, and since ({;, (5, ¢;) is feasible for (33) for any
I, this implies:

nogt
ERopr(B,T) ST (b (i + G+ =5 ¢) +0(1)
T —nk
T GH+G+G - —F ) +00)
<T-obj,. —QWT),

where we use the fact that b - (7 + (5 4 (7 is the optimal value of (32) when I' = 1 by strong duality (both
(32) and (33) are feasible) and (5 > 0.

CaseB: T — nZEtT =o(+/T). First observe that since the vector (£;)z—1.... x determined by & = 1 and
&, =0 for k # k* is the only optimal solution to (3), it must be that p}. > 0 (since 0 is a feasible solution
to (3) with objective value 0). For any ¢ € N, denote by a, the arm pulled by the optimal non-anticipating
algorithm at time ¢ and define 7. as the corresponding stopping time when the time horizon is 7". We have:

TT 1

ERopr(B,T) = Z Tap ]

opt
—E W, - N T

< Z Ny A+ e g
k£k*
<(T—n2'p) + py - (Elr7] = 1)
=T ppe — pije - (T = E[r7] +1) + o(VT)

T

=T -0bj,. —ph -E[> 1]+ 0(VT)
t= 7'
T TT—l
STOsz*_Mk* ZCk*t+ZCatt
t= T
T

— kAk*

{ere = b})4] +o(VT).

M’*r

t=1

The first inequality is obtained using the fact that the rewards are bounded by 1. The second inequality
is obtained using the fact that Zszl n‘,;pr} = E[r}] — 1 < T. The third inequality is obtained along the
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same lines as in the proof of Lemma 3, using Zi; ' ..t < B by definition of 7. We use the inequality
(y+ 2)y+ >y, — || (true for any (y, z) € R?) and the fact the amount of resource consumed at any step
is no larger than 1 for the fourth inequality Since (cx+; — b)sen is an i.i.d. zero-mean bounded stochastic
process with positive variance, E[(3) .—1{ck, —b}) ] converges to a positive value and we conclude:

ERopr(B,T) <T-obj,. —Q(VT),
since pp« > 0.

E.2. Proof of Lemma 10. Consider z either an infeasible basis to (3) or a pseudo-basis for (3). Without
loss of generality, we can assume that x involves two arms (one of which may be a dummy arm introduced
in the specification of the algorithm given in Section 6) and that K, = {k, [} with u§, uf > b (the situation
is symmetric if the reverse inequality holds). Defining 3, = 32/¢3, we have:

T
E[nw,T] <28, ln(T) + E[Z th:w ’ Inz,tZBw lﬂ(t)]

t=1
T

<28, - W(T) + B Liyma Iy g0 n(t) - Tow iome - oter2)]

t=1

T t
+Z Z ]P)[bz_’t<S'(b+€)_3'6/27nm,t:‘9]

t=1 s=P4 In(T)

T e8]
<28, -In(T)+E| met e Tng > in) oy >0 (re/2)] Z Z exp(—
t= 1 t=1 s=P5 In(T)

272
Szﬁml ( +Ezjmt w'Inzt>B£ln (t) " Ibzt>nztb+eﬁﬁ/4ln t)] 3¢ BN
t=1

The first inequality is derived along the same lines as in Fact 1. The third inequality is obtained by observing
that, as a result of Assumption 6, the average amount of resource consumed any time basis z is selected
at Step-Simplex is at least b + € no matter which of arm k or [ is pulled. Finally, we use the same bounds
as in Fact 2 for the last two inequalities. Observe that if x is selected at time ¢, either ¢, , — €, < b or
1t — €14 < b, otherwise = would have been infeasible for (8). Moreover, if n, , > 3, In(7"), then we have
either nf , > 3,/2In(T’) or nf, > 3, /2In(T’) since there are only two arms in .. By symmetry, we study
the first situation and look at:

T
E[D  TormoTug 200 /20000 T2 v beps anco)]

t=1
T

<Ezlxt T I ot >Bz/2 In(t) * be t>n£tb+eﬁz/4ln()'lc Ek.,qu q=qt—€Bz/41n(t), ]

T t t
+ZZ Z P[Ek,7<b+§,nk,7:s]

t= 17' 1 s=Bz/4-In(t)

< E Z T p— nk 2B /2 n(t) 7 Ibz,thz,t'b+€Bm/4'1ﬂ(t) ’ Iék,rq—fk,rqzb; q=qt—€Bz/41In(t), - ;Qt]

+ZZ Z exp(—s-%)

t=1 7=1 s=0;/4-In(t)
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T

< E[Z Lo—o - Ing >0, /200 * Loy y2ng gt efo/ain) Loy o —ep 1o 20, a=ar—eBa/ain(). - a2
t=1
2m?

3e2’

where (7,),en denote the random times at which basis x is selected and, for a time ¢ at which basis
is selected, g; denotes the index ¢ € N such that 7, = ¢. The first inequality is a consequence of nj . =
ng. — (@ —q) = nj, — €8, /4In(t) > B, /4In(t) for ¢ = g, — €B,/4In(t), - , ¢, and ny, -, > n _, which
implies €, ,, <€ /2. We use the same bounds as in Fact 2 for the last two inequalities. Now observe that, for
any q € {q; — €f3,/4In(t),--- , ¢}, we have ¢, ., — €, ,, < b since ¢, — €, > b and since x is feasible
basis to (8) at time 7, (by definition). This implies that, for any ¢ € {¢; — €8, /41In(t),--- , ¢}, arm [ was
pulled at time 7, by definition of the load balancing algorithm since the amount of resource consumed at any
round cannot be larger than 1 and b, -, > b, ; — (¢t — q) > ng e -b+€f,/4-In(t) — (¢ — q) > Ny b > 1y 7, b.
Hence, we get:

E[ Z Imt:m . InzytZBz/Q-ln(t) . be,tanyt~b+éﬁz/4~ln(t)]

t=1
27?2
<EZI {12€Be/4In(t) Iclt elt<b] 3¢ 9.9
Tt 1 . 27T2
< Y Fle <b+gonf > /A n(0)] + 37

~~
Il
-

! € 272
Z ]P)[El)tgb‘i_a,nl)t:s]‘i_—
s=€fq/4-In(t)

oo 2 2
Z Z exp(—s'%) + %

t=1 s=¢€fy/4-In(t)
2

E%H

t

IN

‘ e~

<
~ 3e?’
Bringing everything together, we derive:

26 1072
E[nm,T] < 6_3 . IH(T) + 32 .

E.3. Proof of Lemma 11. Without loss of generality, we can assume that x involves two arms (one of
which may be a dummy arm introduced in the specification of the algorithm given in Section 6) and that
K. ={k,1} with u§ > b> uf. We say that a “swap” occurred at time 7 if basis = was selected at time 7 and
Crr — €y < U< G — €. We define 1)} as the total number of swaps that have occurred before time ¢,
ie.ny i’ = Zt% Lo Ioy  —c . <b<e;,—c, .- Consider u > 1 and define , = (4/€)?. First note that:

T=1

t

]P)[ SWaP > Ve hl( )] Z ]P)[Ek,‘rq — Ek,rq S b S El,‘rq - El,‘rq]

q="x In(t)
t . .
< > Plep, <b+ 5 g 2 5 1n()]
q= w In(t)
+ Z b——<c”q,n”q>ﬁ1n(t)]

-2

q="z In(t)
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2

©9Y 3w

q=1 s=vz/2-In(t)

T €22’
where (7,),en are defined as the times at which basis x is selected. The first inequality is derived observing
that if n;7" >+, In(¢) then it must be that basis 2 was selected for the gth time, for some ¢ >+, In(#), and
that we had ¢ ., — €z -, < b< Ci,rq — €1,7,- T obtain the second inequality, we observe that, at any time T,
at least one of arm k and [ must have been pulled n, ,/2 times and that ¢, , <€/2 when ny ,» > v, /21n(t)

(a similar inequality holds for arm [). The last two inequalities are derived in the same fashion as in Lemma
10. This yields:

P[|bys — 1y s - b] > u+ 7, In(t)]
<P[|bys — nay - bl > u+v, In(t) ; 0o <. In(t)] + Pn) Y > v, In(t)]

<P[lbys — 1 - bl > w7y, In(t) ; 0y <. 1In(t)] +

€212
Note that, by definition of the load balancing algorithm, we are led to pull arm £ (resp. arm [) at time 7, if the
budget spent so far when selecting basis x, denoted by b, -, is below (resp. above) the “target” of n, -, - b
assuming there is no “swap” at time 7, (i.e. Gy 7, — €k, > Ci.r, — €1,7,)- Hence,if by ; — 1y ¢ -b > w41, In(t)
and n, ;" < ~,In(t), we must have been pulling arm [ for at least s > [u| rounds ¢; < --- <t, <t —1
where basis z was selected since the last time, denoted by %y, where basis = was selected and the budget was
below the target, i.e. b, , < N, 4, - b (because the amounts of resource consumed at each round are almost
surely bounded by 1). Moreover, we have:
t—1
Z Imfzz'(ck,‘r : IEk,Tiék,TZEl,Tiel,T + Cir IEk,Tiek,T<El,Tiél,T)
T=to+1
- b - bm ,to+1
> (nz t—Nay) b+ u—14,In(t)
>5-b4u— 147, In(t).

This implies:
ch,tq >s-b+u—1
q=1

swap : .
since Z g1 Lor=z Loy —ep <t Chr SNy < Ve In(¢). Hence, if u > 1:

Plogs = nae b2 ut,In(t); nii” <, In(t))

< Z cht >s-b+u—1]

s= I_uj ql

= ZPZCHQN i+ s (b— )]

s= LuJ ql

Z ]P’chtq>s p+s- e

s=|u q=1
t

< Z exp(—2¢” - 5)
s=|u]

_ exp(—2¢- u))

~ 1 —exp(—2€?)
2

€ u),

IN

< 2 -exp(—
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where we use Lemma 1 for the third inequality and the fact that exp(—2v) <1 —wv/2 for v € [0, 1] for the
last inequality. With a similar argument, we conclude:

4
Pllog: —nas| - 0> u+7,In(t) s ng3" <, In(t)] < = cexp(—e® - u).
€
This last result enables us to show that:

|E[by 7] — E[na,r] - bl
SEHJ{)LT nx,T bH

— / P[’bw,T —NgT-° b’ > u]du
OT

S/ Plber —ne bl > ws 027 <y In(T)]du+T - P[ny7 > 4, In(T)]
0

T
8
</ Pllby.z — noz b > w14 7, In(T) ; 022 < In(T )]du—i—l—i—’ywln(T)—l-e—z
0

_4 ! L8
13
=4 + (=) In(T).
We get:
x c x c 13 4 2
E[nk,T] C g +E[nl,T] = E[bx,T] > E[nzT] b—— — (E) In(T),
which, in combination with E[n} ;] + E[n{ ] = E[n, 1], shows that:
b— p 13 42
E[n7 .| > -Eln, r] — In(T
il (uk 1 ) Elnarl =5 (1 — 1f) (1 — 17) )
13 16
> & - Elng 6—5—6—31H(T)
Symmetrically, we get:
. . 13 16
Elnir] =& - Elng,r] — P In(T).

E.4. Proof of Lemma 12. Consider any suboptimal basis x € 3. We use the shorthand notation 3, =
%8 . (Ai)?. Without loss of generality, we can assume that both z and =* involve two arms (one of which may
be a d&mmy arm introduced in the specification of the algorithm given in Section 6) and that /C,.« = {k*,[*}
with g > b > pf. and K, = {k,l} with uf > b > pf. The proof is along the same lines as for Lemmas 5
and 8. We break down the analysis in a series of facts where we emphasize the main differences. We start

off with an inequality analogous to Fact 1.

T
E[nw,T] <28, IH(T) + E[Z th:ﬂﬂ ’ Inz,tZBw lﬂ(t)]

t= 1

<2B,-In(T)+E E :Ixt z° mr =Bz In(t) * Ick*,t*%*,tﬁﬂi* 'Ifl*,tffl*,tﬁﬂf*]

t=1
T

+ ZP[El*,t > fife + € ) FP[Cr ¢ > i + €4 4]
T 2

T
< 2/8x +E E Ixt z° n£ +>Bz In(t) * Ick*,tfek*,tg,uz* : Iél*ytfél*ytg,uf*] + ?
t=1
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T 2

T
S 2/6x ) IH(T) + E[Z Ixt:z ’ IObjz,t"‘Ez,tZEke{k*,l*}(fk,t'i‘)xﬁk,t)'fﬁ* ’ I”x,tZﬁz ln(t)] + ?

t=1

T
S 2/8x : IH(T) + E[Z Ixt:z : Iobjx,tJrE'x,tZobjm* : Inx,tZﬁz ln(t)]
T t=1 7T2
+ ;P[T’l*ﬂg < ,U/;; — 6[*)15] +]P’[T'k*7t < ,U/Z* — ek*,t] + ?
272

T
<28, - W(T) +E[Y  Luyma - Tovi, 450 p20bipe * Tng 280 m0)] + =
t=1

The first inequality is derived in the same fashion as in Fact 1 substituting & with x. The third and last
inequalities are obtained using Lemma 1 in the same fashion as in Fact 3. The fourth inequality is obtained
by observing that (i) if z; = x then z, is optimal for (8) and (ii) (& )x=1.... i is feasible for (8) if ¢« ; — €+, <
pi- and €= ¢ — €= < pj.. The fifth inequality results from A > 1 and obj . = Zke{k*,l*} y - €. The
second term in the last upper bound can be broken down in two terms similarly as in Lemmas 5 and 8:

T
E[ § o= Tonj, 4By ymobjye * Ing o0 in())

t=1
T
S E[Z thEBt ) Iobjz’tZobjz-i-Ez’t . Inz,tZBw ln(t)] (34)
t;l
+E Luen, - Tovipnonip+250. - Tg o2 m(0)]- (35)
t=1

We carefully study each term separately.

Fact 9
T
672
E[Y  Lien, - Tob,u<obiy +25, Ty i2p0 ()] < =
=1
Proof. Using the shorthand notations o, = 8(&)2 and v, = ()%, we have:
T
E[Z Ixeb’t : Iobjz* <obj,+2E; ¢ ° Inx,tZﬁz ln(t)]
=
é E[Z IAISQ)\'maX(Ek,pEL,t) : InwytZﬁz ln(t)]
t;l
- E[Z Imin(nkyt,nlyt)gozw In(t) * Inzytz,ﬁx ln(t)]
' T
< ZP[nu <a,In(t); n., > B In(t)] + ZIP)[nk_,t <a,In(t); n., > B, In(t)].
t=1 t=1

The first inequality is derived using E,, = X+ (§§ , - e + &7 - €1y) and § , + &, < 1 (this is imposed as
a constraint in (8)). Observe now that o, /3, is a constant factor independent of A,. Thus, we just have
to show that if x has been selected at least B, 1n(t) times, then both k and | have been pulled at least a
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constant fraction of the time with high probability. This is the only time the load balancing algorithm comes
into play in the proof of Lemma 12. We study the first term and we conclude the study by symmetry. We have:

Plny, < o, In(t) ; ng, > B In(t)]

t
S ]P[nl,t S Oy ln(t) 5 n;v,t 2 /813 ln(t) 5 Z Im-r:m ) Ia-r:k : Ck,T 2 (b + 6/2) : ni)t]
T=1

t t
+ Z P[Z Loy lo=p Crr < (b+€/2) 55 ni,t = s

s=4/e21In(t) T=1
<Py <apIn(t); ngy > Ben(t); by —ngr-b>e€/2-np , —nj ]
! 2

€
+ Z exp(—s- 5)
s=4/€e21n(t)
2
S ]P[bx,t — Nyt b 2 2’7x hl(t)] + (—)2
16 €-t

€22

The first inequality is obtained observing that if n; , < o, In(t) and n, , > B, In(t), we have:

. . 28 A 4
Ny = Ngp — Ny > (6—3 —8)- (A_)2 ‘In(t) > = -In(t)

because A > 1 and A, < obj,. = Zszl w8 < Zszl &7 < 1 since x* is a feasible basis to (3). To
derive the second inequality, we use Lemma I for the second term and remark that:

t
E T T
bm,t —Ngt- b > ( Iw-r:w : IaT:k *Ck,r — nk7t : b) - nl)t
T=1

since b < 1. The third inequality is derived using:

27
€/2-np, —nj,>€/2-n,,—2-nf; > (= —16) -In(t) > 27, In(¢)
’ ’ " €

and the last inequality is obtained with Lemma 11.

Fact 10
T 37T2
E[; Loen,  Lovjy y>obipt By Ing >0 )] < =
Proof. First observe that:
T
E[D ILnes, - Lovi, ,sobjp+Bey * Ing o280 0]
t=1

T

< E[Z Lpien, - Lobj, ;>objy+ By - Ink’tZBI/Zln(t)]

t=1
T

+E  Lyen, - Tobjy zobis+Bas * Tny>0 /2000

t=1
T

<E| E :IItGBt ’ IObjx,tZObijFEm,t ’ Iék,tfék,t>b]

t=1
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T
+ E[Z Lien,  Lovj, >objp+ By Loy e <]
=1
+ Z P[ék,t — € < b, Nkt = S] + P[El,t — € > b, ny = 3]

t=1 s=f4/2In(t)
T

<2 E[ § Iob.iz,tzobjz-i-Ez,t : Iék,t—fk,tzbzél,t—fz,t ’ Iék,t—fk,t>5l,t—€l,t]
t=1

T ¢
+ Z Z Plér: <b+e€/2,n;=s|+Plciy >b+€/2,n, =]
t=1 s=L4/2-In(t)
T

<2 E[E :IObjx,tZObijrEw,t ’ Iék,tffk,tzbzél,tffl,t ’ IEk,tfék,t>5l,t*€l,t]

t=1 s=P/2-In(t)
a 472
<2 E[E Iob.iz,tzobjz-i-Ez,t 'Iék,t—ﬁk,tzbzél,t—ﬁz,t 'Iék,t—fk,t>51,t—€l,t] + 32
t=1

The third inequality is obtained by observing that €, ;, €, < § for ny ¢, n;; > %”” In(t) (because A > 1 and

A, <obj. = Zszl py &8 < Zszl ¢ < 1) and that, if v, € B, and (for example) ¢, , — €, < b, it must be
that ¢y, — €. > b. The last two inequalities are obtained in the same fashion as in Lemma 10 observing that
B./2 > 4/€% At this point, the key observation is that ifobj, ,>obj,+E,, Cry —€xy > b>C1 4 — €1y, and
Cht — €kt > Cry — €14, at least one of the following six events occurs: {Ty, > py + €xr}, {F10 > p] + et
{Crs <ps —e€ns} {Cru > 15 +eni ) {Ce <pf — et} or {Gy > 1§ + €14 }. Otherwise, using the shorthand
notations ¢y, = C, 4 — €, and ¢, = ¢, — €4, we have:

Objz.t_Objm
’ E _b - b—& - c_b ., b_ c ,
:[Nk — T+ = f'Tk,t]—[/ik R ) B s Mlc'ﬂk]
Cjc_%l Ck_clb oM Ty M‘Ig_#l b e
Cr — r —C r My — —H r
L S +e) + < f'(#kﬂLEk,t)]—[ ck Pl ¥} c lc' v
lck—cl Cg—gl -y M — My Fr—
—q — My
:_'ELE + T—uy)- ~ ~
N Bt W= i) = = e )
LB U ey )+ (b ) (g — )
i\ (G — @) - (pg, — p1f)
K ~ c c ~
< Bt o i = ) (i — &)+ (b — i) (i — &)
1 K - -
SX'Em,t+2~ —[(Gr—=b)-€re+(b—C) - €ryl
Cr —C
1 2K
:X x7t+T'Ez,t
— Mty

a contradiction. The first inequality is strict because either ¢y, > b or ¢; < b. The second inequality is derived
using Assumption 5. The third inequality is derived from the observation that the expression (5, — b)(uf —
¢) + (b— uf)(ug — ¢) is a linear function of (15, u5) (since the cross term i, - i cancels out) so that
[(us —b) (s — &) + (b— uf) (s, — éx)| is convex in (pu§, puf) and the maximum of this expression over the
polyhedron [y, — €x.1,Cr + €x.1) X [Cri — €14, 1y + €1,4) IS attained at an extreme point. We obtain:
T
E[Y " Lues, Lobi,  sobiy+ Eay * Iy >80 ()]

t=1
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< ZP[FM > up €] +PlF > g + €]

t=1
+ 3 Plene > pf + €] + Pl > 1 + €nd]
t=1
2
+;Pckt<ﬂk_€kt]+ﬂ)[clt<ﬂl -+ o 3¢
<74 4_7(-2
3e?
372
= 6—27
using the same argument as in Fact 3.
E.5. Proof of Theorem 5. We build upon (4):
K *
Rpr <T- ZM; Sk — E[Z Tagt] +O(1)
e T T
=T-> wi- & —ED_rad +E[ ) ra]+0(1
k=1 t=1 t=7*+1
K T
<T-Y & —E[Zr%t] +0-E[ > coul +0(1)
k=1 t=7%+4+1
K T
STZM; Zratt +o- E Z att_B)+]+O(l)'
k=1 t=1

The second inequality is a consequence of Assumption 4:

E[ Z Cayt] ant t [Z Ca.t]

t=7*41

ZEcattm ! ZIW E[Cay ¢ | Fiet))

t=1

= E[Z Ha,) — E[Z Loy - g, ]
=E[ Y )]

t=7*41
1 d 1 d
Z;‘E[ > Mzt]:;‘E[ > Tads
t=7*41 t=7*41

since 7" is a stopping time. To derive the third inequality, observe that if 7% =7+ 1, we have:
Z Catt_0< antt
t=7*+1
while if 7* < T + 1 we have run out of resources before round 7, i.e. Z;l Ca,,t = B, which implies:

Z Catt< Z Catt+zcatt

t=7*4+1 t=7*+1
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T
S (Z Cat,t -
t=1

Now observe that:

E[() cou—B)=E[( > {bor —nur-b})y]

 pseudo-basis for (3)

<> Elber—ner b+ Y Epasl+ Y. Elne]

zeB z¢B x pseudo-basis for (3)
with det(Az)=0
2

=0(5 (),

where we use the fact that ¢, <1 at any time ¢ and for all arms £ for the first inequality and Lemma 10
along with the proof of Lemma 11 for the last equality. Plugging this last inequality back into the regret
bound yields:

K
RB,TST’ZM]C ZT

k=1

In(T))

K
ST-Zuz-sz*—ZZuz Elng ]+ 02 (1))
klz(l zeB k*l K2
ST‘Z NS Z Z#k Ek nxT]+O( IH(T))
k: zeB k=1
K?.
—Zuk T Y B Y (k6 Blna + 0 ()
2€B| Ayp=0 2€B| Ayp>0 k=1 €
ZZMZ'&ZC*-( > Enerl+ Y Elegl+ Y. Elneg))
k=1 z€B| Az >0 z¢B x pseudo-basis for (3)

with det(Az)=0

= S &) Bl + 0T n(T))

zEB|Ag>0 k=1 €
K2
< Y A, -Elngr]+O( 7 In(T)) (36)
x€B\Az>O )
A2 1 K* o
§29€—3-( > A—z)'ln(T)—i-O( In(7T)),
zE€B| Ax>0

where we use Lemma 11 for the third inequality, Lemma 10 along with Zle Ly, -{,f* < Zszl {,f* <1 for
the fourth inequality, and Lemma 12 for the last inequality.

E.6. Proof of Theorem 6. Along the same lines as for the case of a single limited resource, we start
from inequality (36) derived in the proof of Theorem 5 and apply Lemma 12 only if A, is big enough,
taking into account the fact that:

> En,s]<T

zeB
Specifically, we have:

In(7) 107 K?.
3 A, +3e )}+O(

Rpr< sup { Z min(A, nm,29

>
z(:nze);ilzzg, zE€B | Agp>0
z <

% n(T))
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A\? l K2
< sup | E min(A, - nm,29 n( ))} +O( 7
Nz )z >

Z(:we)giig('} 2€B | Ap>0

_ {Z\/Qf’)\— 1n(T)-nx}+0(K;'”1n(T))

In(7))

(nLC)acEBZO zeB 63
zcBna<T
)\ 2
<2°——./In(T)- sup g In(7))
€3/2 (ng) >0
E;e;iigT vep
2
g
_2563T- |B|-T - In(T) In(T)),

where we use the fact that A, < Zle py - €8 < Zle ¢2" < 1 for the second inequality, we maximize
over each A, > 0 to derive the third inequality, and we use Cauchy-Schwartz for the last inequality.

E.7. Proof of Theorem 7. When b < ¢/2, the analysis almost falls back to the case of a single limited
resource. Indeed, we have 7* = 7(B) with high probability given that:

T+t

P[r(B)>T +t] = an L <

T+t
1

_P[T—H';Cat7t§€—(€—b)]

2
€
for any ¢ € N using Lemma 1. Now observe that, since b < ¢/2, the feasible bases for (3) are exactly the
bases = such that K, = {k} and C, = {1} for some k € {1,---, K}, which we denote by (z)r=1... k.
This shows that ERopr(B,T) = B-maxy_1,... i i}/ 1. Moreover note that Assumption 6 is automatically
satisfied when b < €/2. Hence, with a minor modification of the proof of Lemma 10, we get:
212 4072
Elne,-5)] < — - E[ln(7(B))] +
€ e
for any pseudo-basis = involving two arms or any basis = such that I, = {k} and C, = {2} for some arm
ke{l1,---,K}. Similarly, a minor modification of Lemma 12 yields:

A2 Elln(r(B))] 407*
12A”
Blne.r(m)] <2 3 Aik * e’

forany k € {1,---, K'}. What is left is to refine the analysis of Theorem 5 as follows:

Rpr<B- max Hk E[Zrut’t]—l—()(l)

k=1,- Klu, —
ur 7(B)
<B- I?axw_k —E[Y 1o+ T -Plr(B) > T +E[(r(B) - T),] + O(1)
k t 1
[k
#k
Ssz?f?fK e B_ Z [ - nkT B) Z M - nkﬁr(B)]—i_O(l)'

k| gy =0 k| Ag, >0
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By definition of 7(B), we have B <>/ "/ 7B, cq, +- Taking expectations on both sides yields:

B<Z/J’k nkTB)

Z /’Lk nk,‘r(B)] —+ Z MZ : E[”Z?T(B)] + Z E[nwaT(B)]'

k| Ag),=0 k| Ag, >0 z¢B

Plugging this inequality back into the regret bound, we get:

RB,T = Z /J’Z : Amk : E[’I’L ] + ma’X Mk ZE[nzT(B)] + 0(1)

k| Az, >0 =l K ¢ B
22K2.
< >k n;”B>]+T-E[ln(7(3))]+0(1)
km%>o
A2 1 B+1,. 22K?.g B+1
12
<22 () ) () + () 1 oq),

k| Az >0 Tk
where we use Assumption 5 for the second inequality and Lemma 4 for the third inequality. A distribution-

independent regret bound of order O(\/ KB n(EH) + % -In(£+)) can be derived from the penul-
timate inequality along the same lines as in Theorem 6.

Appendix F: Proofs for Section 7.

F.1. Preliminary work for the proofs of Section 7.

Concentration inequality. We will use the following inequality repeatedly. For a given round 7 > t;,;

and a basis x:

63

16~(C+2)!2]

> X Pllew ) - m0I> g e =

s=ti ; ke,
i /K e 37)
o0 6

C?. e &
<207 3 (s e g

s=tin; /K
(C+3)"
€. T2 7’
using Lemma 1, the inequality exp(—x) < 1—xz/2 for z € [0, 1], and the fact that we pull each arm t;,,; / K >
4
28(6—;“% -In(T') times during the initialization phase.

]P)[El(k',l) €K, x {17 o 70}7 ‘Ek,r(i) —ME(Z)‘ >

<2°

Useful matrix inequalities. For any basis x, assume that {|¢; . (7) — pg(7)] < w(é—iz)'f}’ for any arm
k € IC, and resource ¢ € C,. We have:

| det(A, ;) —det(A,)| = Z H Cret( - H (o (k)]

= Z Z Hckt [eo ) = (e [ ] mi(o (k)
0€8(Ke,Ca) €KL k<1 k>l

< Y D lale®) = pie (D))
c€S(Kg,Co)lEK
_ e
16-(C'+2)!
57
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since the amounts of resources consumed at any round are no larger than 1. This yields:

|det(A, ;)| > |det(A,)| — |det(A,,) — det(A,)| > (38)

€
2 )
using Assumption 8. Now consider any vector ¢ such that ||c||__ <1, we have:
T AL Vb, — T A o, |
|-|det(A,) - c"adj(A, )b, —det(A,,) - c"adj(A, )b, |

N [det(AL)[- [ det (A,

S aer A ¢ (adj(A,,) — adj(A,))b, |

det(A,] Taet(A, )H"det( vt) = det(4,)] - " adj(A, )b, |

6
-t . (A
4

The second inequality is obtained using Assumption 8 and (38) by proceeding along the same lines as above
to bound the difference between two determinants for each component of adj(A, ;) — adj(A,). The last
inequality is obtained using ||c||, < +/C and the fact that each component of A, is smaller than 1. If we take

c=¢y, for k € IC,, this yields:
€

€k — €kl < - (39)
If we take ¢ = (1§ (7)) rex,, forany i € {1,--- ,C}, we get:
N e €
[ D w08 = D pii) &1 < 5 (40)

ke, keKs

and

| Z Cre (i Ekt Z IHORAES |5TA b’Cz _CTAm_lb/CgJ

ke ke
<|(@@—co) A b, |+ |c" AL tbic, — T AL b, |
_ 1 €
SHC_CHZ'W HadJ A, )b, R (41)
VB €2,
- 16-(C+2)? e 4
<<
-2

where ¢ = (x4 (7) ) kekc, -

F.2. Proof of Lemma 13. First, consider a basis = ¢ B. Since x is e-non-degenerate by Assumption
8, there must exist k € K, such that & < —e ori e {1,---,C} such that 37 u5 (i) - & > b(i) + €. Let
us assume that we are in the first situation (the proof is symmetric in the other scenario). Using (39) in the
preliminary work of Section F.1, we have:

6=+ (6~ 6D <3, “2)

if {|C. (i) — ps(3)| < 16‘(C—+2)’5} for all arms k € /C,, and resources ¢ € {1,---,C'}. Hence:

- E[ Z th:ﬂﬂ]

t=tini
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where the third inequality is derived with (37).

Second, consider a pseudo-basis = for (3) that is not a basis. Since det(A,) = 0, either every component
of A, is 0, in which case det(/_lm) = 0 at every round ¢ and x can never be selected, or there exists a
basis & for (3) with Kz C KC, and C; C C, along with coefficients (o )rex,—i, 1k, such that (i) =
> erc, QUkl * u§ (1) for any resource i € C,. Assuming we are in the second scenario and since Z is e-non-
degenerate by Assumption 8, we have Zk L5 () &L <b(j) —eforany j ¢ Cz. Take i € C, C Suppose
that x is feasible for (8) at round ¢ and assume by contradiction that {|cx ,(7) — pi(j)| < W} for all
arms k € K, and resources j € {1,---,C}. Using the notations fk,t =&+ D e, k, Qi - &y We have,
for any resource j € Cz:

cht Ezt

lGK:x
)+ Z 1 (3) - &
leEK
+ Z /Ll gl t)
ez

where |a(j)] < W since &, € [0,1] Vk € {1,---,K} for any feasible solution to (8). We get

Az&p ,=be, —ac, while Az&F =be,. We derive:

|cht gkt Zﬂk
3

<|Z/J’k )+ Eki— Zﬂk ka'm
<|Zﬂk fkt fk)H‘Z

ke ;
+ |pk, (')TA_lozc !
(C’+1) e
c 16 (Cr2)re

IN

IN

IN
wlm»&lm = s o

Thus we obtain:
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a contradiction since this inequality must be binding by definition if x is selected at round ¢. We finally
conclude:

S iR (C+2)F
1n1j€{17 C}
oG
< =

F.3. Proof of Lemma 14.

Proof of (12). Consider a resource i € C,, and u > 1. We study P[b, ;(i) — n,, - b(7) > u] but the same
technique can be used to bound P[b, (i) — ny ¢ - b(i) < —ul. If b, (i) — 1y, - b(4) > u, it must be that
e, = —1 for at least s > |u] rounds 7 =¢; <--- <t, <t— 1 where x was selected at Step-Simplex since
the last time, denoted by ¢, < ¢;, where x was selected at Step-Simplex and the budget was below the target,
i.e. by, (2) < gy - b(i) (because the amounts of resources consumed at each round are bounded by 1).

Moreover, we have:

ant tq Z Iw-r—;n' ll-;-T )

T=tp+1

=0y (1) = by 1o11(7)
> (nz,t - nz.,to) : b(l) +u—1
>s-b(i)+u—1.

Hence:

]P)[bac t(Z) act b() ]
<ZPZC% tq(1) = 8:b(i) +u—1;¢, =—1Yge{l, - s}]

s= Luj q=1
K 2
crn . €
S%JP;C% tq (1) 2 8- 0(i) ; ;Mk(z)'pk,tng(z)_mVQG{L'”78}]
T

63

X Plai) - #0)> ree

T=tini keICx

1,---,C
jed ¥ 2 (a1
< Z (25 (e )Y w T
s=|u]
(C+1)? €2 (C+3) 1

The last inequality is obtained using exp(—z) <1 —z/2 for = € [0, 1]. The third inequality is derived using
Lemma 1 for the first term and (37) for the second term. The second inequality is obtained by observing
that if = was selected at time 7 and |y, T( ) — ps(g) < m for any arm k € K, and resource j €

{1,---,C7}, then we must have §; . > . Indeed, using (38) and (39), we have, for J < ;
any arm k € IC,.:

rZ T (c+1 c+1)| and

cTA o (be, +0-€) =&, +0-cTA el
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2%: ‘gk fk‘r‘_é ’CTAwT €r
> sl

€ 1 - .
25_6'm'“ad.](‘4m,‘r)e‘r“2
SR BN/ e

2 €
>0

where ¢ = e;, and since x is e-non-degenerate by Assumption 8. Similarly, using (38) and (41), we have, for

0 < 1o and any resource j ¢C,:

A (be, +6- € Z Chr(d) & +0-cTA el

keKx
< Zuk(J )-&ir Zc;” ) &= > uE() &L+ [cTA Ler
ke p ke/Cz ke
26
gb(j)—§+?(c+1)1
<b(j),

where ¢ = (¢ (j))rex, and since x is e-non-degenerate by Assumption 8.

Proof of (14). First observe that, using (12), we have:

max [Efb, 7 (1)] — Efn, 1] - b()]
< Efmax [b, r(i) = ng.r - b(1)]]

—/ ]P’[max]bm;p() N - b(1)] > uldu

—Z/ (oo (i) = 0 b(3)| > w]du

1€Cq

c+nr €2 C+3)M
=2°C LH)H+C+C 29(0“’)!4
66
(C+3)
§2IOC T

Now observe that, for any resource i € C,,, we have E[b, v (i)] = >, .. 1;() - E[nf ;]. Hence, defining the

Eng 7]
(Epn5 Dker,» We get:

vector p= W

E[nm,T] : ”p_ £I|’2 :E[nm,T] : HA;lAw(p— {I)HQ
S mA;lmz : ”E[nw,T] : Am(p— 51)”2

Madj(A)l, - |(Elbe. 7 (D)])icc, — (Elnar] - b(i))iec, Il

" [det(A,))] )

|
< % S(C+1)-VC 210 @
<210(C+3)'5

)
€9
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using Assumption 8. Finally we obtain:

Elne r]- & — Elng o] <Eln. 7] - p - &l

210 (C + 3) 15
= E )

for any arm k € IC,.

Proof of (13). Consider a resource i ¢ C, and assume that b, ;(i) — n,, - b(i) > 28% -In(T). By
contradiction, suppose that:

o |b,.(j)—nai-0(4)] < 16(C+1)' -In(T) for all resourcesj eC,,

o |u5(j)—ce(y) < 0712 for all resources j € {1,---,C} and for all arms k € /C, such that nf , >

2
26 (C:—f)! -In(T"), where ¢ (j) denotes the empirical average amount of resource j consumed when selecting

basis = and pulling arm k, i.e. ¢ (j) = —— - Zi_:ltim Locow Lo i (J)

Mot

Observe that if b, ;(7) — 1, - b(i) > 28(0%)!3 -In(T), it must be that x has been selected at least 28% .
In(T") times at Step-Simplex since bings 1.€. My > 2812 (C+3)'3 -In(T). We can partition K, into two sets K1
and K2 such that nj , > 26 (CH2t CH -In(T) for all keK: and ng, < 26 (G CH ‘In(T) for all k € K2. We get,
forany j € C,:

16(0_:741)!-11&( T)> |bes(d) —nws-0(4)]

> MNgy- |ch “pr—b ])|_anlzt

kekl kek2
C+2)1?
> Mgy |ch pr—b(j)| —2°C %‘IH(T%
kekl

where p;, = Mkt for k € K7 and p;, = 0 otherwise. Hence:

’ZM pe—b )‘<H€13X’Mk( —a(J H‘\ch “pr—b(j)|

ke kel
¢ (16CE0E | 960 . (CH22 1y (T)
8- (02-1- 2)! * Nyt
€
[
~4.(C+2)

where We use the fact that Zszl pr < 1 and p, > 0 for any arm £ for the first inequality and n,, >
28 (CHt C+3 -In(T) for the last one. We get:

Hz)—-£zH2 AVAL(p— EI)H
Iy A (p = €91,
1 \/— 62
_m'|||adJ( 2l C'm
1 €2
g;-g%+g&¢5-2751§ﬁ
§4\/a7

using Assumption 8. Hence:

ps(C+3)F

€6

In(T) < by i(i) —nge - b(3)
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Snm,t'(zck() P — b(%) ant

kexl kek2
C42)2
<ne (3 @) e —bli)) + 200 EE 2 ey,
kexl

Using the shorthand notation ¢ = (15(7) ) kex, » this implies:

0<ch -pr — b(3)

kekl P
<Zﬂk plﬁ'w Z/J’k )- &k +e)
kekl kEK s
€
<c(p—&7) - 3
. €
§\/5‘||p—f H2_§
<0,

a contradiction. Note that we use the fact that Zszl pr < 1 and py > 0 for any arm k and Assumption 8 for
the second inequality. We conclude that:

13
Plb, (i) — a0 - b(i) > 28@ In(T)]
€
C+1)?
< S Bl a) — )| 2 16
j€Cx
€ 6 (C+2)12
c T > 7 .
FOY PO~ a2 gy ez 2
ke’Cz
St ()
C+1 +
< 5 ( 9
<PC 40T

62

+ Z Z PHMZU)‘@U)‘2m?ni,tzs]

jefle?.c,z }5226-(C+2)'2/e4vln(T>
<20-T- 29(C+3) 2802.w
€ 6. T2 eh. T2
— 66 'T b

where we use (12) for the second inequality and Lemma 1 for the third inequality.

F.4. Proof of Lemma 15. Consider any suboptimal basis x € . The proof is along the same lines
as for Lemmas 5, 8, and 12. We break down the analysis in a series of facts where we emphasize the

main differences. We start off with an inequality similar to Fact 1. We use the shorthand notation 3, =
910 (C+3)1* ()2,

. y
Fact 11
E[n,r] <28, - In(T) + 29(01'763)!4
+E[ ET: Lomo Loy >0 nt) - Loven, ). )

t=tinj
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Proof. Similarly as in Fact 1, we have:

T
E[nm,T] SQ/BLE ! IH(T) + E[ Z Iﬂﬂtzﬂﬂ : Inz,tZBm lﬂ(t)]'

t=tinj

This yields:

T T
Elner] <28, - W(T) +E[ Y Lyms Iny 20w - Toven, ] FE[ D Legs,].

t=tinj t=tinj

Using (39), (41), and Assumption 8, we have:
T T (G T

>0,

|

forany k € K« and
D i) &= Y0 mi() &+ (Y i), — Y pil) &)

KEK 4 kEK KEK 4 kEK
gb(i)—ﬂ—%
€
<b(i)— <
<Hi) - &
< b(i),

for any resourcei ¢ C,» if {|¢;,(j) — ui(j)] < ﬁ}for any arml € KC,« and resource j € {1,--- ,C'}.
Hence:

T
E[”IT] < 2ﬁx : ln(T) + E[ Z Izt:r : Inx,tZBz In(t) * Ix*GBt]
1=tinj
3

+yY % P[yal,t(j)—u?(j)bm]

t=tini leICx*
JE{1,-,C}

(C+3)

€6

T
S Q/Bm : IH(T) + E[ Z Iﬂct:m : Inzytz,@x In(t) * Iw*EBt] + 29

t=tinj

)

where we bound the third term appearing in the right-hand side using (37).

The remainder of this proof is dedicated to show that the last term in (43) can be bounded by a constant.
This term can be broken down in three terms similarly as in Lemmas 5 and 8.

T
E[ Z Ixt:x : I”x,tZﬁz ln(t) : Ix*eb’t]

t=tini

<E| E Lobjy 4By >objn o+ By o dng 1>B21n(t) Jyep, oren,]

t=tinj
T
<E[Y Tobj,  sobj, 45, - Lees,] (44)
t=tinj
+E[Y Lobi,. y<obipe—Eye - Loves)] (45)
t=tin;
T
+E[ Z Iobj,<obj,+2B, ¢ LeeB, * Ing 1> pa ln(t)]' (46)

t=tini
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Fact 12

T
obj,x <obj,+2FEg; ¢ zeB; " dng 1> In(t)

t=tinj

(C+a)n

€6

Proof. Using the shorthand notation o, = 8(&)2, we have:

T

E[ E Iobjz* <objy+2E4 + * IweBt : Inz,tZBm ln(t)]
t=tinj
T
E[ E IAI<2)\~maxker €kt Inx,tZﬁz ln(t)]

t=tini
T

E[ Z Iminke;cx ng ¢ <agIn(t) Inwytzﬁz'ln(t)]

t=tini

<Y Py <agIn(t); ng, > BoIn(t)],

t=tini kEKy

since Zfil & <land &f, > 0 for any arm | when x is feasible for (8) at time t. Consider k € K, and

assume that ngs < o, - In(t) and n,, > B, - In(t). Suppose, by contradiction, that |b, (i) — n,, - b(i)| <
2

32" (CH)! In(t) for any resource i € C, and that |5 (i) — ¢ (1) < %for any resource i € {1,--- ,C'}

Jor all armsl € K, such that nf, > o7 (2t CH ln( ), where ¢,(i) is the empirical average amount of resource

i consumed when selecting basis = and pullmg arm 1, i.e. &(i) = — - S Ly Ty (i) We
It

T=tini

can partition KC, — {k} into two sets K}, and K2, such that nf, > pICAE C+2)' -In(t) for all | € IC}, and n}, <

27(Ct—42)!2 ‘In(t) for all | € K2. Similarly as in the proof of Lemma 14, we have, for any resource i € C,:

C+1)?
32%~ln(t)>]bm(z) Nt b(i)]
>nmtfzcl pr— (1) =y — ant
lexl lex2
27 (C +2)P
> 0| @) p— b)) — o, () — - 2
lexl

where p; =~ for 1 € K® and p, = 0 otherwise. Hence:
Nzt 1

1D ui (i) )\<maxwz( = &)+ @) -p—b(o)|

ey IEIC]L
€2 m-ujiﬁﬁﬁ)m@
«_ €
=1 (Ct+2)

To derive the first inequality, we use the fact that Zl 1o < 1 and p;, > 0 for any arm l. For the last
inequality, we use n, , > 210="2 (C+3)' -(2-)? - In(t) along with X\ > 1 and A, < obj,. = Sy &<
Zszl E,f* <1 because of the tlme constraint imposed in (3). We get:

& <llp—¢&"l,
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H A A (p— é“)H
<4z I, - 1Az (o = €)1,

1 €
— ladj(A)|], - VC + —————
1 €
Z.(C+1 Co—
s¢ (O ) Ve T
<&
2
a contradiction since x is e-non-degenerate by Assumption 8. We conclude that:
T
E[ Z Iobjm* <obj,+2E; ¢ ° Ixeb’t : InmytZﬁyln(t)]
t=tini
. (C+1)P
<C- Z > Plbes(i) = ny - b(i)| > 32— In(t)]
t= tm11€Cz
2 2
€ . . (C+2)!
+C- ZZPM )|_manz,t22 T-ln(t)]
t=tini €K
1€Cyg
C+1)1?% r? C+3)1
ggzc%#.%_;_c.f#
€

+Z Z P[ch(j)—él(j”Zm%nf,T:S]

lERs s=27.(C+2)12/e*In(T)
JECx

<4C. 29(C+3) TR (C+2)!2'7r_2

- €t 6
(C+4)

<2

where we use (12) for the second inequality and Lemma 1 for the third inequality.

Fact 13 ’
2
10 (C+3)!
E[> " Tobj,  sobi,+ £, s - Toes,] <2 %
t=tini
Proof. First observe that:
T T
E[ Z Iobj,  >obip+ By Lren,] <E[ Z Loviy  >obip+Eay * LreBy " 1 det(Ay 1) 2e/2)
t=tini t=tini
E[ Z 1 qee(A,. ) <e/2]
t=tinj
T
E[D  Tobj, ,zobiyt B Tachy - Tjdet(Au ) 12e/2]
t=tini

3

+Z Z [[Cr.e(7) (Z)|>m]

t=ti; K€K
1€Cq

T

<E| Z Iobi, ;>objp+ By * Luen, 1| dct(Ax,t)\Ze/Q]
t=tipj
(C+3)1

9
+2 :

)
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where we use the preliminary work of Section F.1 and in particular (38). The key observation now is that if
obj,,>obj, + E,,, x € By, and |det(A, )| > €/2, at least one ofthefollowmg events {Ty, > [ + €t}
for ke K,, or {|ck_,t( ) — pi(i)| > e}, for k€ Ky andie€ {1,--- ,C}, occurs. Otherwise we have:

Objx,t - Ob.]z (A bcx) F’Cx,t - (Aw_lbcx)T/’Lerx

< (AL 1be,) (pic, + €xcant) — (AL be,) i,

1 _
1 B+ (A = A)be, ) 1k, »

where the first inequality is a consequence of the fact that x is feasible for (8), i.e. A;ﬂ%bcx > 0 with at least
one non-zero coordinate since ¢y, (i) > € for all arms k and resource i by Assumption 8. Writing (i) =
Crt (1) + s g - € g, with gy, € [—1,1] for all (i, k) € C, x ICy, and defining the matrix U = (w; 1) (i k)eCo x Ko
we get:

Ob.]w t ObJ;E
“+ |(1‘_1;115 — (Au + U diag(ex, ) be,) 1k, |

(AU (] + diag(ex, ) A7 U) ™ diag(efcx,t)fi;ibczfukx!

x,t

1 - . — — . A — s
+g~\det(Am,tJrUdlag(e;cm,t))\ (AU (I + diag(ex,,.) A, U) ™ diag(ex, o) A tbe, )t |
et L T . . < . < .
= =%+ —-[(adj(A,.)U adj(1 + dlag(ezcx,t)Az.iU ) diag(ex, o)A, tbe, ) Thic, |

1 _
+ - madj A,.)Uadj(I + diag(ex, +) !H Hdiag €Kyt AilbcmH2 . HM,CZHQ
zi*-—'madKAm¢ﬂ7W Wadlf+*hag€Km W =SV

<
)

A

x,t

+ = (C+1)!- ||adi(T + diag(ex, ) A M

E
1'2 x,t
+o (C+1) Y

<

We use the Woodbury matrix identity to derive the first equality and the matrix determinant lemma
for the second equality. The second inequality is derived from Assumption 8 since ¢ < det(A,) =
det(A,, + Udlag(e,cz ¢)) by definition of U. The fourth inequality is derived from the observation that
diag(ex,, )Am Ve, is the vector (€., - &F i rei,- The fifth inequality is obtained by observing that the com-
ponents of A, ; and U are all smaller than 1 in absolute value. The sixth inequality is obtained by observing
that the elements of A, } are smaller than 2 - (C' — 1)! since det(A, ;) > % and that €, < 55 for all arms
k as a result of the initialization phase. We get:

Z Lobj, ;> objy+ By * Lues,] Z > Pller(d) = ()] > ]

t=tinj t=tini kEKs
1€Cq
T
+ Z Z Plrys > pp + €x.i]
t=tin; kEX
C+3)
+ 29 ( +6 )
€
<9.9° (C+3)1*

€6
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Fact 14 .
10(C+3)P2
E[t_zt: IObjz*,tSObJ'z* —Eg ICE*EBt] <2 6

We omit the proof since it is almost identical to the proof of Fact 13.

E.5. Proof of Theorem 8. Along the same lines as for Theorem 5, we build upon (4):

Rpa)..so-nr<T: Zuk & —ED _rad+0(1)
t=1

k;(l T -

=T Z,Uzz Zrat,t]—i_E Z Tay t]+0(1)
k}:{l t=7*+1 -

ST'ZMZ' Zru«tt +o- E[ mmc Z Ca, (1)) +O(1)
k=1 ’ t T*+1
K

<13 g tht z zcm (1)4] +0(1).
k=1

The second inequality is a direct consequence of Assumption 7. To derive the last inequality, observe that
if 7 =T + 1, we have:

T c T
D adl))=0<D E[D cauli) — B(i))4],
t=7%+1 i=1 t=1
forany j € {1,---,C} while if 7* < T + 1 we have run out of resources before the end of the game, i.e.

there exists j € {1,---,C} such that Z;l Ca,+(j) > B(j), which implies that:

T
Z:rlnlnc Z Cat (1) < Z Cay,1(7)

t=7*+1 t=7*41

< Z Cayt(J) + ant,t(j) -B
t=1

t=7*41

N

= () cat(§) = B())+
<D urnli) = B

Now observe that, for any resource i € {1,--- ,C}:
T
. . C+2)1
antt DS el b))+ 5 -2 D )
t=tinj
(C+2)

(> Abor(i) —nar (i)} ]+ O(K

x basis for (3)

SZE[(bw,T(i)_ N - b(i +ZE N )

zeB x¢B

+ Y Ena+O(K-

x pseudo-basis for (3)
with det(Agz)=0



Flajolet and Jaillet: Logarithmic Regret Bounds for BWK

65

<3 [ B )= a0 2 u 005 CEIE e
<§T Bl ()~ b0 = 22 I )
o M )+ 00 L 1y

o(BL C (),

where we use the fact that the amounts of resources consumed at any time period are no larger than 1 for
the first and second inequalities, Lemma 13 for the third inequality and inequalities (12) and (13) from
Lemma 14 along with the fact that there are at least K feasible basis for (3) (corresponding to single-armed
strategies) for the last equality. Plugging this back into the regret bound yields:

K T
o o-|B|-(C +3)
Ry o v ST-3 - &8 — B[S rand] + O(ZLELEEIE )

k=1 t=tin;i 66
K K 4
=13~ 0 Y Bing ]+ 0(Z BT )
k=1 xeB k=1
S = o |B|- (C+3)*
§T'Z#k'fk _Z(Z#k k) E[nzT]“‘O( <6 -In(T))
Kk:l zeB k=1
=Y & (= > Elngg]) (47)

o Z Zﬂk &) zT]+O(U'|B|'(C+3)!4’ln(T))

€6
z€B|Ag>0 k=1
K

= & (mt Y. Elegl+ > Engs]+ > Elng,r])

zEB| Az>0 ¢ B x pseudo-basis for (3)
with det(Az)=0

o Z (ZMZ‘ﬁZ)‘E[nm,T]—i—O(U"B"(C+3)!4.1n(T))

€6
T€B|Ag>0 k=1

. . 14
< ) A, -Eln, 7] +0(Z 5] ESH)' -In(T)) (48)
BT e e 1 B (C +3)!*
C+3)°- g 1= :
Szl@%.( Z A—I)IH(T)‘FO( 66 ln(T))J

zEB| Az>0

where we use (14) from Lemma 14 for the second inequality, Lemma 13 for the third inequality. To derive
the last inequality, we use Lemma 15 and the fact that A, < obj,. = Zszl wh €8 < Zszl & <.

F.6. Proof of Theorem 9. Along the same lines as for the proof of Theorem 6, we start from inequality
(48) derived in the proof of Theorem 8 and apply Lemma 15 only if A, is big enough, taking into account

the fact that:
> En,r]<T

zeB

Specifically, we have:

Rpq),....B(c-1),1
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13. )2 12
o (Y min(Az‘anO(cwg. A '111A(T)+211(C+64). A
Lol welEo 6 ” 6
-|B|- (C'+3)!
+ozl8 iﬁ I ()
13.\2 . . 14
o (Y min(A, -n,, 210 CF-A 'IIXT))}JFO(U BL(CHI )y
gze);izzi(; 2EB| Az>0 ‘ ‘ ‘
3. \2 -|B|- 1
< swp {Z\/wa In(T) -1, } +0(Z 1B (6C+3). n(T))
(n2)ees>0  bop ¢ ‘
Ypepna< 4
\ 1B - !
<20% In(T)-  sup {Z\/_}—i-o o8] (S+3) -In(T"))
€ (n2)res>0 L cp ‘
2y Ywepna<T ‘B‘ (C 3)|4
5 C+3! . O’. . + .
<9 %.\/0.|B|-T-ln(T)+O( = -In(T)),

where we use the fact that A, <1 (see the proof of Theorem 8) for the second equality, we maximize over
each A, > 0 to derive the first inequality, and we use Cauchy-Schwartz for the last inequality.

F.7. Proof of Theorem 10. Define b(i) = B(i)/T for any i € {1,--- ,C}. If the decision maker stops
pulling arms at round 7" at the latest, all the results derived in Section 7 hold as long as we substitute 7" with
T and we get:

in(7"

Opt - Z at t

where X denotes the right-hand side of the regret bound derived in either Theorem 8 or Theorem 9 and
opt denotes the optimal value of (3) when b(i) is substituted with b(i) for any i € {1,---,C}. The key
observation is that 7 - opt = T - opt, where opt denotes the optimal value of (3), because the time constraint
is redundant in (3) even when b(i) is substituted with b(7) for any i € {1,---,C}. This is enough to show
the claim as we get:

*
T

X>T-opt—E[Y 74,
=1
> Rp(),....B(C=1),T»

where we use Lemma 2 for the last inequality.

F.8. Proof of Theorem 11. The only difference with the proofs of Theorems 8 and 9 lies in how we
bound E[Y>, .., 7, ). We have:
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S

—t

P[Y (car (1) =b(i)) = t-b(7)]

1

.F%Q
[M]=

~
Il
—
~
o

T

Pltii+ Y nor+ Y. nez+ > (bogi(i) = nogb(i) >t b(i)]

= z¢B x pseudo-basis for (3) zeB
with det(Az)=0

ZZ [tini + > T+ > nx,TZt'?]

3 = z¢B x pseudo-basis for (3)
with det(Az)=0

¢ T b()
ZZZ zT t _nzT t” b()_ 9. ‘B‘]

i=1 t=0 z€B
c T tlnl + ZméB [nx T] + Zz pseud(;: bz;l; f)or 3) E[?’Lz T]
< 2 with det(Az)=0
22 G

283 Ewat(ig '—bg;m PO L o)

(v P
. +4)*. 2
- O( b- 66 In (T))7

where we use Lemma 13 and we bound E[|b, 7—(i) — n, 7—¢ - b(7)|] in the same fashion as in the proof of
Theorem 8 using Lemma 14.

Il
1Mo
\ Sl

Il

I
Q
N

Appendix G: Proofs for Section A.

G.1. Proof of Lemma 16. The proof follows the same steps as for Lemma 8. We use the shorthand

notations [y, = SM (Alk) andnf} =3, 5 | kekp mpar e Along the same lines as in Fact 1,
we have:

E[nkT*] <28 - Elln(7 +Ezlzt#x*' ar=k "1, # >6kln(t)]
t=1

and we can focus on bounding the second term, which can be broken down as follows:

ZI%#*' ar=k 1 nly >y ince)
t=1

p

E IOb]zt t+Eg; t20bjyx +E x4 'Iwﬁéw* “tag=k " 1 7&” > By ln(t)]
t=1

*
T

E[Y  Loni,, y2obis,+ ey

t=1
*

E[ E Iobjw*’tgobjx*fEx*yt]
t=1

*
T

E[ g Iobjw*<obj,:t+2Ewm D PRI P Inff*zﬁk 1n(t)]'
t=1 ’

We study each term separately, just like in Lemma 8.

Fact 15

*

2
T
B[ " Lnj,, zobjy, +50,) <K - 5

t=1
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Proof. If obj,, , > obj,, + E., ;, there must exist | € K., suchthat v, > jij + €4, otherwise:

Ob.jxt,t - Objzt = Z (Fl-,t /J’l) zt

l€’Czt

Tt
< g €&
l€’Czt

Xt

where the inequality is strict because there must exist | € IC,, such that £ > 0 (at least one resource
constraint is binding for a feasible basis to (3) aside from the basis T associated with K; = ()). We obtain:

5 IObe t>ObJ£t+Extt é 5 E Irlt>,ul+élt

t1l1

< Z Zp[ﬁ,t > iy +€1,4]

=1 t=1
2

T
> 67

where the last inequality is derived along the same lines as in the proof of Fact 3.

Similarly, we can show that:
T 7'('2
E[Z Lo, <objpe—Be ) < K 5

t=1
We move on to study the last term.

Fact 16 i
E[tz—; Tobjn<obiyy +28p, 0 Lritar Tarmt Lgn s g, ) =0-
Proof. If obj,. <obj,, +2E,, ;, ¥, # z*, and a, = k, we have:
ﬂ < ﬂ
2 = 2
N 2In(t
<Y
lex Mt
wy
Z 2" - fxt In(?)
leLay

where we use the fact that, by definition of the load balancing algorithm and since a, = k, £;.* # 0 (otherwise
arm k would not have been selected) and:
Tt

Nt =2 gmt N t, (49)
forall armsl € KC,,. We get:

8 )2
e < TRy Sk (D VED) In(t)

l€’Czt

S WEC A IR0

le’Cxt

< e (X 6 me)

lG/Ccvt
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using the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and the fact that a basis involves at most p arms. Now observe that:

C .
Sar< Y L‘tcl(z)- 5

l€’Czt l€’Czt
c .
< >iz1 (1)
- €
as x; is a feasible basis to (8) and using Assumption 2. We obtain:

#a*
nk,t S nk,t

p (il b0)? |
€2 (Ay)? In(t)
= ,Bk . ln(t)

<8-

G.2. Proof of Lemma 17. We first show (16) by induction on t. The base case is straightforward.
Suppose that the inequality holds at time ¢ — 1. There are three cases:

e arm k is not pulled at time ¢ — 1, in which case the left-hand side of the inequality remains unchanged
while the right-hand side can only increase, hence the inequality still holds at time ¢,

e arm k is pulled at time ¢t — 1 after selecting z; ; # =*, in which case both sides of the inequality
increase by one and the inequality still holds at time ¢,

e arm k is pulled at time t — 1 after selecting x;_, = x*. First observe that there must exist [ € K« such

thatn,, ;1 <(t—1)- szl & . Suppose otherwise, we have:

LEK
i
> (t-1) -
lEICw* ZT:I f’f
=t—1,

a contradiction. Suppose now by contradiction that inequality (16) no longer holds at time ¢, we have:

Nigt—1 =Nkt — 1

> nm*,t + Z Ny, ,t

Z S
=1 mGBm;ﬁz

meet 2, m zll

reEB,xF#x*
*
Ex

=(t-1 :
| )lem*

which implies, using the preliminary remark above, that né" < max , a contradiction given the

kt=1 " IEK "l, -
definition of the load balancing algorithm.
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We conclude that inequality (16) holds for all times ¢ and arms k € IC,+. We also derive inequality (15) as a
byproduct, since, at any time ¢ and for any arm k € /C,«

Nkt > Ng* ¢ — E Nyt

1K, Ik

Zl ICox 1 ké-lm*
>, (1= 222 ) (0N g +1)
Zl 151 zeB,xFx*

(T ),
Zl 1 zeB,x#x*

as a basis involves at most p arms.

G.3. Proof of Theorem 12. The proof proceeds along the same lines as for Theorem 3. We build upon

)

K
Ry o) S B-Y  piy & Zuk [, +O(1)
k}:{l
gB-Zuk — >y Elng]+0(1)
kEIC *
nm ,T*
<(B- Z/J’k gk +p° Z Eln, ] +0(1),
Zk 1£k k=1 zeB,xFx*

where we use (15) to derive the third inequality. Now observe that, by definition, at least one resource is
exhausted at time 7*. Hence, there exists ¢ € {1, -+, C'} such that the following holds almost surely:

kglCz* kEK ,+
Z nm,‘r* + Z Cy, Ny r
rEB,xF#x kEK
Z Ny + 2) + Mg 7% Z ( ) gk
zeB,x#x* <y o Zl 1
) n * ok
<p-( Z Marr +2) +0(0) - =,
zeB,xFx* Zk:l é-k

where we use (16) and the fact that x* is a feasible basis to (3). Rearranging yields:

’I’Lz*ﬂ.* p
=B (Y me+2),

Zk:l gk b zeB,x#x*

almost surely. Plugging this last inequality back into the regret bound, we get:

K *
YRS
Ryt Sp- Y Elng]- (=S ) o)
reEB,xFx*

<p- Z E[n...]- (Zk 121 OR +p)+0(1)

zeB,xFx* €-b
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<z ey S R, )0

zeB,x#x*

—(2 2=ty SR Y e o)

€-b
k=1 zeB|keKgz,x#a*

<m0 (3 ) i)+ o)

< g2l (s VO Q> (Alk)z) -ln(Zi:1 i(i) E 1)+ 0(1),

where we use the fact that z* is a feasible basis to (3) for the third inequality, Lemma 16 for the fourth
inequality, the concavity of the logarithmic function along with Lemma 7 for the last inequality.

G.4. Proof of Lemma 18. We use the shorthand notations 3, = 8C - (Alk)2 and, for any round ¢,

n%? = ven | ek, 2¢o Tk, Similarly as in Fact 11, we have:

(C+3)

Enf%] <28, -In(T) +2° <

T
FE[Y Lrgo a=r- L0 gm0 Loren,

t=tini

and what remains to be done is to bound the second term, which we can break down as follows:

T
E[ Z Lyg¢o - Loy=k Ingfzﬁk In(t) 'II*EBt]

t=tini

<E| E Lobiy, i+ B0y i >0bjge y+Epe y " Largo - Lay=k 'Inf?zﬂk In(t) Lpen,]
t=tini
T

<SE[Y " Loby,, sobis, +Esy e Lrien,)

t=tinj

T
+E| E Lobj n y<objpe—Epu, ~ Loven,

t=tini
T

+E| Z ’[Obj;p*<0b.jzt+2E:vt,t o0 Loy 'Ing‘fzﬁk ln(t)]'

t=tini

The study of the second term is the same as in the proof of Lemma 15. We can also bound the first term in
the same fashion as in the proof of Lemma 15 since there is no reference to the load balancing algorithm in
the proof of Fact 13. The major difference with the proof of Lemma 15 lies in the study of the last term.

Fact 17 .,
3 K- (C+3)2
E[ IObjwt,tZObjxtJrEwt,t ’ IzGBt] < 210676-
t=tinj

Proof. The only difference with the proof of Fact 13 is that the number of arms that belong to K, for x
ranging in {T € B | k € Kz, & ¢ O} can be as big as K, as opposed to C when we are considering one
basis at a time. This increases the bound by a multiplicative factor K.
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Fact 18
T

E[ Z Iobjz* <objg, +2Ez .t * Imt§§0 : Iat:k : I"%?ZBI@ ln(t)] =0.

t=tini

Proof. Assume that obj,. <obj, +2E,, v, ¢ O, and a; = k. We have:

Ak} ALEt
F T
2 7 2
N 2In(t
<A D g [ w
leqy bt
26, &l In(?)
=A Z Tkt
lekqy ’

where we use the fact that, by definition of the load balancing algorithm and since a; = k, £,fft %0 (otherwise
arm k would not have been selected) and:

Tt

&t
Ny = “z; Mkt (50)
k.t

forany arml e KC,,. We get:

nf?gnk
A ) 2,
T
A .
S8R E-Cr D et
lG/Ccvt
A .
<8 A_ Z &4)* - In(t
l€’Czt

gsC-(Aik)Q-lm )

using the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, the fact that a basis involves at most C arms, and the fact that
a;t is feasible for (8) whose linear constraints include Zfil & <land §>0,Yle{l,--- K} We get
nf9 ¢ < B In(t) by defintion of p.

G.5. Proof of Theorem 13. Substituting b(7) with B(:)/B(C) for every resource i € {1,---,C}, the
regret bound obtained in Theorem 3 turns into:

Rp),.. B(C)<16£ ZB(C)()'( > AL)'ln(Mle)%—O(l). (51)

zeB ‘ Agz>0

Observe that B° and OF are defined by strict inequalities that are linear in the vector
(B(1)/B(C),---,B(C — 1)/B(C)). Hence, for B(C) large enough, B°, B and O°, c O and thus
B C B, and O C O,. We now move on to prove each claim separately.

First claim. Suppose that there exists a unique optimal basis to (3), which we denote by z*. Then, we must
have O = {z*} = O, for B(C') large enough. Indeed, using the set inclusion relations shown above, we
have O C O, = {z*} and O can never be empty as there exists at least one optimal basis to (3) (this linear
program is feasible and bounded). We get O N B C (’)EO N B, for B(C) large enough. Note moreover that,
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for any x € B, A, converges to A2° (because both the objective value of a feasible basis and the optimal
value of a liloloear program are Lipschitz in the right-hand side of the inequality constraint), which implies
that A, > 22 > (0 when z € BN O for B(C) large enough. We conclude with (51) that:

2

Rogy...mey <322 220 50 Ly mza ) o,

2€Bso | AP >0
for B(C') large enough. This yields the result since B(i)/B(C') — b(i) > 0 for any resource i = 1,--- ,C' —
1.

Second claim. Suppose that 2 — p(;) = O (L)) for any resource i € {1,--- ,C — 1}. Starting from

B(C) B(C)
(30) derived in the proof of Theorem 3 and applying Lemma 8 only if A, is big enough, we have:

Rpa), ) . .
T : 2
S Z mll’l( ﬁw E[nzq-*],16p Z}Zl gk '1H(Zi:l B(Z) 1 ﬂ-_p ﬁw
zE€B| Ag>0 Zk:l 51? v € 3 Zk:l 51?
C . C . C .

min;_; ... ¢ B(7) € € A, €

zEB|Az>0

+0(1) . .
SlGP'Zi:l B(i)/B(C) ( Z Ai)'ln(Zi_l B(i)

€ " €

+1)
zeBNOtNot,

mil’lizly..._’c B(Z) €

2€BNOLNO

where we use:

S 6 € min_BG)/B(0), Zmr EO/EO)

k=1 N

]

and
A, < Zia BO)/B(O)

€

9

as shown in the proof of Theorem 3 (substituting b with min,;_; ... o B(7)/B(C)). Forz € BNO*NOL_, we
have x € B, and A, > AEO > ( for B(C) large enough, as shown for the first claim. For € BN otno,,
we have A, = O(In(B(C))/B(C)) as both the objective value of a feasible basis and the optimal value
of a linear program are Lipschitz in the right-hand side of the inequality constraints. We conclude that, for

B(C) large enough:

Rp)y,.. .BO)

§32p'2i—1€(z)/3(0) Y %)Jn(MJrl)
2€BonO8, "

+éminif_(__62B(z’)' B%B:m O(In(B(C))) +0(1).

This yields the result since |[B N OY N Oy | < |Ou| and B(i)/B(C) — b(i) > 0 for any resource i =
1,---,C—1.
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G.6. Proof of Theorem 14. The proof is along the same lines as for Theorem 13. Specifically, in a first
step, we observe that all the proofs of Section 6 remain valid (up to universal constant factors) for 7" large
enough as long as we substitute b with B/T'. Indeed, for 7" large enough, we have % <2and |u§ — %| > 5
for all arms k € {1,---, K} under Assumption 6. In a second step, just like in the proof of Theorem 13,
we show that we can substitute ) _. | Au>0 A%- with Y | Ao >0 éin the regret bound up to universal
constant factors.

G.7. Proof of Theorem 15. The proof is along the same lines as for Theorem 13. Specifically, in a
first step, we observe that all the proofs of Section 7 remain valid (up to universal constant factors) for T’
large enough as long as we substitute b with min,;_; ... ¢_; B(7)/T. Indeed, for 7" large enough, we have
min;_;... ¢—1 B(i)/T < 2 and, under Assumption 8, any basis to (17) has determinannt larger than ¢/2 in
absolute value and is €/2—non-degenerate by continuity of linear functions. In a second step, just like in the
proof of Theorem 13, we show that we can substitute 3-, 5| 5,20 a7 With 32, 5| Az~ acin the regret
bound up to universal constant factors.
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