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Abstract

We present an algorithm that achieves almost optimal pseegiet bounds against adversarial and
stochastic bandits. Against adversarial bandits the pseegret isO (\/Kn log n) and against
stochastic bandits the regretds( , (logn)/A;). We also show that no algorithm with (log n)

pseudo-regret against stochastic bandits can acliléygn) expected regret against adaptive ad-
versarial bandits. This complements previous result8weck and Slivking2012 that show
O (v/n) expected adversarial regret with((log n)?) stochastic pseudo-regret.

1. Introduction

We consider the multi-armed bandit problem, which is the thiiasic example of a sequential
decision problem with an exploration-exploitation trawfé- In each time step = 1,2,...,n, the
player has to play an arfy € {1,..., K} from this fixed finite set and receives rewarg (t) €
[0,1] depending on its choiée The player observes only the reward of the chosen arm, kut no
the rewards of the other arms(¢), i« # I;. The player’s goal is to maximize its total reward
> iy zr,(t), and this total reward is compared to the best total rewaedsifigle army ", | z;(¢).
To identify the best arm the player needs to explore all arygléaying them, but it also needs to
limit this exploration to often play the best arm. The optimaount of exploration constitutes the
exploration-exploitation trade-off.

Different assumptions on how the rewardst) are generated have led to different approaches
and algorithms for the multi-armed bandit problem. In thigioal formulation Robbins 1952 it
is assumed that the rewards are generated independerdlydatn, governed by fixed but unknown
probability distributions with meang,; for each armi = 1,..., K. This type of bandit problem
is called stochastic The other type of bandit problem that we consider in thisepdp called
non-stochastic oadversarial(Auer et al, 20028. Here the rewards may be selected arbitrarily by
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an adversary and the player should still perform well for aalection of rewards. An extensive
overview of multi-armed bandit problems is given Bupeck and Cesa-Biangt012).

A central notion for the analysis of stochastic and advebkhandit problems is the regr&i(n),
the difference between the total reward of the best arm aatbthl reward of the player:

Since the player does not know the best arm beforehand am$ ne&lo exploration, we expect

that the total reward of the player is less than the total rdved the best arm. Thus the regret
is a measure for the cost of not knowing the best arm. In theysisaf bandit problems we are

interested in high probability bounds on the regret or inratsuon the expected regret. Often it is
more convenient, though, to analyze the pseudo-regret

R( = 1121233%1'3: [Z 1’, ;xlt (t)]
instead of the expected regret

E[R(n)

n
)] .
£ | g 30300

While the notion of pseudo-regret is weaker than the expeagret withR(n) < E [R(n)],
bounds on the pseudo-regret imply bounds on the expecteet fleg adversarial bandit problems
with obliviousrewardsz;(t) selected independently from the player’s choices. Theduseegret
also allows for refined bounds in stochastic bandit problems

1.1. Previous results

For adversarial bandit problems, algorithms with high jtulity bounds on the regret are
known Bubeck and Cesa-Biangi#012 Theorem 3.3): with probability — 6,

Roae(n) = O (v/n1og(1/9) ) .

For stochastic bandit problems, several algorithms aeHayarithmic bounds on the pseudo-regret,
e.g.Auer et al.(20023:
Rso(n) = O (logn).

Both of these bounds are known to be best possible.

While the result for adversarial bandits is a worst-case -€-thns possibly pessimistic — bound
that holds for any sequence of rewards, the strong assumsgbostochastic bandits may sometimes
be unjustified. Therefore an algorithm that can adapt to¢headifficulty of the problem is of great
interest. The first such result was obtainedBupeck and Slivking2012), who developed the SAO
algorithm that with probabilityy — § achieves

Rugy(n) < O ((log n)/nlog(n/3)
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regret for adversarial bandits and

Rgto(n) = O ((logn)?)

pseudo-regret for stochastic bandits.

It has remained as an open question if a stochastic psegdet-i@& orderO ((log n)?) is nec-
essary or if the optimab (log n) pseudo-regret can be achieved while maintaining an adiedrsa
regret of order/n.

1.2. Summary of new results

We give a twofold answer to this open question. We show thathsistic pseudo-regret of or-
der O ((logn)?) is necessary for a player to achieve high probability adrék regret of or-
der /n against an oblivious adversary, and to even achieve expeetget of order/n against
an adaptive adversary. But we also show that a player caewabi(logn) stochastic pseudo-
regret and) (v/n) adversariapseudo-regreat the same time. This gives, together with the results
of (Bubeck and Slivkins2012, a quite complete characterization of algorithms thafgoer well
both for stochastic and adversarial bandit problems.

More precisely, for any player with stochastic pseudoetgound of ordeO ((logn)?), 8 <
2, and anye > 0, a < 1, there is an adversarial bandit problem for which the playdgiersQ(n®)
regret with probability2(n ). Furthermore, there is an adaptive adversary against winéchlayer
suffersQ(n®) expected regret. Secondly, we construct an algorithm with

Ryo(n) = O (logn)

and

Roav(n) = O (y/nlogn).

At first glance these two results may appear contradictaryrfe ¢ > 1/2, as the lower bound
seems to suggest a pseudo-regre @f*—<). This is not the case, though, since the regret may also
be negative. Indeed, consider an adversarial multi-arnaadibthat initially gives higher rewards
for one arm, and from some time step on gives higher rewanda &econd arm. A player that
detects this change and initially plays the first arm and lde second arm, may outperform both
arms and achieve negative regret. But if the player missesliange and keeps playing the first
arm, it may suffer large regret against the second arm.

In our analysis we use both mechanisms. For the lower bourtieopseudo-regret we show
that a player with little exploration (which is necessaryd$mall stochastic pseudo-regret) will miss
such a change with significant probability and then will suffirge regret. For the upper bound we
explicitly compensate possible large regret that occutis syhall probability by negative regret that
occurs with sufficiently large probability. For the lowerdsal on the expected regret we construct
an adaptive adversary that prevents such negative regratequently, our results exhibit one of the
rare cases where there is a significant gap between the ablégsseudo-regret and the achievable
expected regret.

The explicit consideration of negative regret is one of #whhical contributions of this work.
Another, maybe even more significant contribution, is a wiesking scheme for non-stochastic
arms. This weak testing scheme is necessary sihdeg n) stochastic pseudo-regret allows only
for very little exploration. Each individual weak test hasanstant false positive rate (predicting
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a non-stochastic arm although the arm is stochastic) anchstantt false negative rate (missing a
non-stochastic arm). To avoid classifying a stochastic @amon-stochastic, an arm is classified as
non-stochastic only aftad (logn) positive tests. This reduces the false positive rate of &itec

to acceptable) (1/n). Conversely, this delayed detection needs to be accouated the regret
analysis when the arms are indeed non-stochastic.

2. Definitions and statement of results

In a multi-armed bandit problem with armis= 1, ..., K the interaction of a player with its envi-
ronment is governed by the following protocol:

Fortimestepgs =1,...,n

1. The player chooses an atdine {1, ..., K}, possibly using randomization.

2. The player receives and observes the reway(t).
It does not observe the reward from any other aghI;.

The player’s choicd; may depend only on information available at this time, ngndel. .., I;
andzy, (1),...,z5,_,(t — 1). If the bandit problem is stochastic, then the reward$) are gener-
ated independently at random. If the bandit problem is aréal, then the rewards are generated
arbitrarily by an adversary. We assume that all rewards) € [0, 1] and that the number of time
stepsn is known to the player.

2.1. Stochastic multi-armed bandit problems

In a stochastic multi-armed bandit problem the rewards &@hearmi are generated by a fixed but
unknown probability distribution;; on [0,1]. All rewardsz;(t), 1 < i < K, 1 <t < n, are
generated independently at random wtk¢) ~ v;.

Important quantities are the average rewards of the gums, E [z;(¢)], the average reward of
the best armu* = max; u;, and the resulting gaps; = p* — ;.

The goal of the player is to achieve low pseudo-regret wiiclafstochastic bandit problem can
be written as

fool) = 5 B

n K
zxz me] S AEMM)
t=1 =1

whereT;(n) = #{1 <t <n: I, = i} is the number of plays of arm It can be shownAuer et al,
20023 that — among others — upper confidence bound algorithmseehi

E[T(n)] = O (%")

for any armi with A; > 0 such that
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It can be even shown that for armwith A; > 0,

with probability 1 — § whenn is known to the player.

2.2. Adversarial multi-armed bandit problems

In adversarial bandit problems the rewards are selected lagleersary. If this is done beforehand
(before the player interacts with the environment), them ddversary is calledblivious as the
selection of rewards is independent from the afinshosen by the player. In this case any upper
bound on the pseudo-regret that holds for any selectionvedings is also an upper bound on the
expected regret.

If the selection of rewards;(¢), 1 < ¢ < K, depends on which arnfs, . . ., I;_; the player has
chosen in the past, then the adversary is calléaptive In this case a bound on the pseudo-regret
does not necessarily translate into a bound on the expesageetr Nevertheless, strong bounds on
the regret against an adaptive adversary are known for 8 P algorithm Auer et al, 2002h:

Theorem 1 Bubeck and Cesa-Bianchi2012 Theorem 3.3) WhenExpP3.Pis run with appropri-
ate parameters depending an K, andJ, then with probabilityl — ¢ its regret satisfies

Roqa(n) = O <\/nK 1og(K/5)> :

2.3. Results

First, we state our lower bounds for oblivious and adaptoieessaries.
Theorem 2 Leta < 1,¢ > 0, < 2, andC > 0. Consider a player that achieves pseudo-regret
Ryto(n) < C(log n)ﬁ

for any stochastic bandit problem with two arms and g&ap= 1/8. Then for large enough there
is an adversarial bandit problem with two arms and an oblidcadversary such that the player

suffers regret
Ropi(n) > n%/8 —44/nlogn

with probability at leastl/(16n¢) — 2/n?. Furthermore, there is an adversarial bandit problem
with two arms and an adaptive adversary such that the playfers expected regret

E [Rpqa(n)] > "128 — 3y/nlogn.

In Section3 we present our SAPO algorithm (Stochastic and Adversasau&o-Optimal) that
achieves optimal pseudo-regret in stochastic bandit probland nearly optimal pseudo-regret in
adversarial bandit problems. Its performance is summaiizéhe following theorem.

Theorem 3 For large enough: and anys > 0, algorithm SAPO achieves the following bounds for
suitable constant€’;,, Caqv, andCiy:
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e For stochastic bandit problems with gags such that

Cib Yia, o0 220 < \/nK log(n/d),

,—Tz(n) S Csto log(n/é)

A2
with probability 1 — § for any arms with A; > 0, and thus

log(n/0)

1

Esto(n) S Csto Z + 5”

2:0;>0
e For adversarial bandit problems
Raqa(n) < Cogy K +/nlog(n/d) + on.

Remark 4 Our bound for adversarial bandit problems shows a worse ddpacy onk than The-
orem1. This is an artifact of our current analysis and can be img@vo a boundR.q.(n) =

O (VnKlos(n]3)).

2.4. Comparison with related work
Bubeck and Slivking2012 show for their SAO algorithm that with probability— 6,

K K log K (logn/5)?
A;Ti(n) <O
Z ( )

A
for stochastic bandits wher® = min;.a,~0 A;, and
Raqa(n) <O ((log K)(logn)y/nK log n/é)

for adaptive adversarial bandits. While our bounds in Teet8 are somewhat tighter, in particular
showing the optimal dependency on the gapdor stochastic bandits, we have only a result on the
pseudo-regret for adversarial bandits. We conjecturegihotihat our analysis can be used to con-
struct an algorithm that with probability — § achievesT;(n) < O ((logn/5)?/A?) for stochastic

bandits andR,4.(n) < O ((log K)(logn)/nKlogn/ 5> for adaptive adversarial bandits.

Our SAPO algorithm follows the general strategy of the SAgbethm by essentially employ-
ing an algorithm for stochastic bandit problems that is pped with additional tests to detect non-
stochastic arms. A different approach is takerSgelflin and Slivkins2014): here the starting point
is an algorithm for adversarial bandit problems that is rfiediby adding an additional exploration
parameter to achieve also low pseudo-regret in stochamtidibproblems. While this approach has
not yet allowed for the tighO (log n) regret bound in stochastic bandit problems (they achieve a
O (log® n) bound), the approach is quite flexible and more generallyicgipe than the SAO and
SAPO algorithms.
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2.5. Proof sketch of the lower bound (Theoren®)

We present here the main idea of the proof. The proof itsgivien in AppendixB.

We consider a stochastic bandit problem with constant mwaft) = 1/2 for arm 1 and
Bernoulli rewards withuy = 1/2 — A for arm 2,A = 1/8. We divide the time steps into phases
of increasing lengttL; = 3/n®, j = 0,...,J with J = Q(logn). Since the pseudo-regret of the
player isO ((log n)ﬁ), there is a phasg where the expected number of plays of arm 2 in this phase
is O ((logn)?~1).

We construct an oblivious adversarial bandit by modifying Bernoulli distribution of arm 2 in
phasej* and beyond by setting, = 1/2 + A. By this modification arm 2 gives larger total reward
than arm 1.

Because of the limited number of plays in pha$ea standard argument shows that the player
will not detect this modification during phagé with probability exp{—O(log”~1n)} = Q(n~°).
When the modification is not detected during ph@sehen in this phase the player suffers roughly
regretAL;- against arm 2. This is not compensated by negative regratsigam 2 in previous
phases sinca Y7 " L; < ALj. /2. Thus in this case the overall regret of the player agaimstzar
is roughly AL« /2 = Q(n®).

In a very similar way we can construct also an adaptive adviatsbandit: As for the oblivious
bandit, we sejis = 1/2 + A in phasej*. If the player chooses arm 2 onfy(logn)?~! times in
phase;j*, then we keepis = 1/2 + A also for the remaining phases. As for the oblivious bandit
this happens with probabilitf2(n~) and gives regref2(n®). To avoid negative regret, we switch
back tous = 1/2 — A, as soon as there more thafflogn)?~! plays of arm 2 in phasg*. In
this case the reward of the algorithm is roughlf2 + C A(log n)®~! such that in this casB(n) >
—CA(log n)P~1. Hence the expected regrefigR(n)] > Q(n*€) — CA(logn)?~! = Q(n*~¢).

3. The SAPO algorithm

In its core the algorithm is an elimination procedure forchimstic bandits that is augmented by
tests safeguarding against non-stochastic arms. If tises@fficient evidence for non-stochastic
arms, then the algorithm switches to the adversarial baiddrithm Exp3.P, starting with the
current time step.

The algorithm maintains a set of active arndiand a set of supposedly suboptimal “bad” a#ns
For each armi it maintains the sample medn(s),

S

> a@I[L =1,

t=1

) = 1

Ty(s) =Y _I[L =1,

t=1
and also an unbiased estimate to deal with non-stochastig, ar

1[1, = i
pi(t) '

als) = = ()
t=1
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Algorithm 1 : SAPO
Input: Number of armgy’, number of rounds > K, and confidence parametgr

Initialization: All arms are activeA(0) = {1,..., K}, B(0) = 0.
Fort=1,...,n

1. (a) Ifthereisanarme A(t — 1) with ji;(t — 1) & [Ich;(t — 1), ucb;(t — 1)],
then switch to KP3.P.

(b) If S [Ieb*(s) — x1,(s)] > Cipy/Knlog(n/d), then switch to Exp3.P.
2. Evict arms fromA:

(@) LetB(t)={ie At —1): T;(t — 1) > Cinit - log(n/d) A
fui(t — 1) + Cgap - width;(t — 1) < leb*(t — 1)},
A(t) = At =D\ B(), B(t) = B(t — 1) U B(t).
(b) Foralli € B(t) setfi; = f1;i(t — 1), Aj = Cgap - width;(t — 1),

ni(t) =t, Li(t) = LY := [C, K/A 1 ndE() 0.
3. Choosd; = ¢ with probabilities

- LY/(KLi(t)) fori e B(t)
pi(t) = { (1 D pj(t)> /|A(t)| fori e A(t)

4. Test and update all arms B(t):

@) If3s:ni(t) < s <t:Dj(s,t) > CraliLi(t)pi(t),

(b) thenn;(t +1) =t + 1, Ly(t + 1) = max{L,(t)/2, L},
andE,-(t + 1) = Ez(t) + 1,

(c) if £;(t+1) = E° := [Cg - log(n/d)], then switch to EP3.P;

(d) elseift = n;(t) + Li(t) — 1thenn;(t + 1) =t + 1, L;(t + 1) = 2L,(t),
andE;(t+ 1) = E;(t);

() elsen;(t + 1) = ni(t), Li(t + 1) = Li(t), andE;(t + 1) = Ei(t).

wherep; (t) is the probability of choosing arinat timet. Confidence boundsaround the estimated
means are used to evict arms from the activeket

leb;(s) = max{lcb;(s — 1), fi;(s) — width;(s)},
Icb;(s) = max{lcb;(s — 1), fi;(s) — width(s)},
uch;(s) = min{uch;(s — 1), fi;(s) + width(s)},
leb*(s) = max max{lch;(s),1ch;(s)},

width;(s) = \/C log(n/0)/T;(s),
width(s) = v/Cy K log(n/8)/s.

2. We start withicb, (0) = Icb;(0) = 0 anduch;(0) = 1
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Note thatlcb;(s), Icb;(s), andlcb*(s) are non-decreasing andb;(s) are non-increasing. This
reflects the intuition that confidence intervals should binking and is used to safeguard against
non-stochastic arms.

An armi is evicted fromA in Step 2.3 if it has a sufficient number of play€(,;; - log(n/d))
for reasonably accurate estimates, and if its sample mgan- 1) is significantly smaller than the
optimal lower confidence bouridb* (¢ — 1). The additional distanc€,;, - width;(t — 1) is used
to estimate the gap,;. For evicted arms, itBtep 2.ban estimate for the gaf\; and the current
estimated mean are frozep, = f1;(t — 1). For stochastic bandits the accuracy of this estimate
is proportional to the estimated gdp,. These quantities are used in the tests for detecting non-
stochastic arms. Also the starting timg(t) and the lengthl;(t) = L of the first testing phase
(see below), as well as the number of detectihg) = 0 are set.

Since SAPO needs to perform well also against adversatieficices of arms are randomized.
In Step 3an active arm is chosen uniformly at random, or with some lempiobabilitya bad arm
is chosen where the probability depends on the length ofit®nt testing phasé;(¢). Choosing
also bad arms is necessary to detect non-stochastic arnmgdhebad arms.

3.1. Tests for detecting non-stochastic arms

The most important test is in Step 4.a for detecting that advadreceives larger rewards than it
should if it were stochastic. Such an arm could be optimddefiiandit problem is adversarial. The
best way to view this test is by dividing the time steps of aigted armi into testing phases

Tilye-sTi2 — LiTio, oo T3 — LTz, ooy Tia — 15

The first phase starts when airs evicted fromA. A phasek ends at timer; ;1 — 1 if either the
phase has exhausted its length (Step 4.d), or when the t8&#[ird.a reports a detectidrThus the
length parametef,;(¢) is only the maximal length of a phase and the phase may eridredmlthe
notation of the algorithm;(¢) denotes the start of the current phase. Within a phase thalpifiby
p;(t) for choosing armi is constant since the length paramdigft) does not change (Step 4.e). For
notational convenience we denotesy the probability for choosing arrin its k-th testing phase,
and byL;; the corresponding length parameter,

pi(t) = pix, fori e B(t) andr; ;, <t < 7 k41,
Li(t) = L, forie B(t)andr; , <t < 7; 41,
n;(t) =7 forie B(t) andr, , <t < 7 j41.
Now the test inStep 4.achecks if a bad arm has received significantly more rewards in the

current phase then expected, given the estimated fagadhe maximal phase length;(¢) and the
probability for choosing arm, p;(t), where

52

Di(s1,80) = Y [wi(t) — 1[I = d].

t=s1

If arm ¢ is stochastic, thei [Di(sl, 32)] =0 (L,-(t)Aip,-(t)) such that a positive test suggests
that the arm is non-stochastic. Since the expected numigays of armi is L?/ K in each phase,

3. The last phase ends when the total number of time stépsxhausted or when the algorithm switches t°E.P.
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the test is weak, though, with constant false positive afs faegative rates. To avoid incorrectly
classifying a stochastic arm as non-stochastic, the tespeated several times. To make the tests
independent, a new phase is starte&tap 4.bafter a detection is reported. To avoid that too much
regret accumulates in the case of a non-stochastic arm higmedength is halved. If there have
beenE’ independent detections, thenStep 4.cthere is sufficient evidence for a non-stochastic
arm and the algorithm switches tE3.P.

In Step 4.dthe phase ends because it has exhausted its length. Sinsthe Step 4.a has
given no detection, arm has performed as expected and the algorithm has accumulegedive
regret against this bad arm. This negative regret allowtar the next phase with a doubled phase
length, even if the arm were non-stochastic. Doubling th@spHength is necessary to avoid too
many phases for a stochastic arm. (Remember that the edpmataber of plays of a bad arm is
LY/K in each phase.)

In Step 4.enone of the above condition is satisfied and the phase castinu

Additional simpler tests for non-stochastic arms are perém in Step 1. Step l.achecks
whether for all active arms the unbiased estimates of thenxmelaey the corresponding confidence
intervals. Finally,Step 1.bchecks if the algorithm receives significantly less rewaahtexpected
from the best lower confidence bound. This may happen if astochastic arm first appears close
to optimal but then receives less rewards.

3.2. Choice of constants in the SAPO algorithm

In the algorithm we keep the constant names because we fimdghasier to read than actual values.
Proper values for the constants are as follows: = 16, Cp, = 522, Ciniy = 100/9, Cgap = 60,
Cp = 1300, Cy, = 1/10, andCy = 15.

4. Preliminaries for the analysis of SAPO

An important tool for our analysis are concentration indigjea, in particular Bernstein’s inequality
for martingales and a variant of Hoeffding-Azuma’s inedgydior the maximum of partial sums,
max|<s<t<n Eﬁzs Y;. These inequalities are given in AppendixWe denote by, the past up to

and including timet.
The next lemma states some properties of algorithm SAPO. Let

Ti(s1,80) = #{t :s1 <t < sy: I} =i}

denote the number of plays of arinm time stepss; to sy, letn g ; be the time when armis evicted
from A,

1€ A(TLBJ' — 1) and i e B(’I’LB’Z‘),
and letng be the time step when SAPO switches torPB.P. If SAPO never switches toxe3.P,
thenng = n.

Lemma5 (a) If i € B(t) thenji; + A; < leb*(1).
(b) For each arm the number of testing pha#es; . - - - 7, 4,41 — 1 IS
at mostM = [logy n| + 2E°.
(c) With probabilityl — O (¢), the number of plays of any bad atfins bounded as

Ti(npins) < LIM/K = O (M/A?).

10
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Proof (Sketch) Statement &) follows immediately from Step 2 of the algorithm singg =
ﬂAnBJ—J)H&i:(%mywkhhAnBJ—1LﬂAnBJ—l)+C%MkaMhAnBJ—1)<ikb%nBJ—1L
andlcb™ () is non-decreasing.

Statementlf) follows from the fact that Step 4.b (where the phase lengtiaived) is executed
at mostE” times. In the other phases the phase length is doubled idStefince the phase length
is at mostn, the number of phases is at mast, n + 2E°.

For statementd) we observe that by the definition pf(¢) the expected number of plays in any
testing phase of a bad aris L? /K. Thus the expected number of plays in all phasds)i%/ /K .
Since the variance is bounded by the same quantity, an afipticof Bernstein’s inequality gives
the result.

Detailed proofs are given in Appendix [ |

5. Analysis of SAPO for adversarial bandits

In this section we prove pseudo-regret bounds for SAPO apaiversarial and possibly adaptive
bandits. Since we know from Theorehthat Exp3.P suffers small regret, we only need to bound
the pseudo-regret of SAPO before it switches tPB.P. For the remaining section we fix some
armi. We have

ng ns
sz Zwlt = Z i(t) —leb*( —i—Z [leb*(t) — xp, ()]
t=1 t=1

nBi_l ns

= Y w1 O+ S )~ b (0] + Y0 () —an ()] (@)
t=1

t=1 t=np,;

The first sum in 1) bounds the regret for the time whérs an active arm. For stochastic arms, the
best lower confidence bouneb*(¢) would be not too far from the rewards of the arms that are still
active. For non-stochastic arms, though, we need the ®©SAIPO, in particular those in Step 1, to
guarantee a similar behavior and achieve

np;—1
E { > frat) — 16b°(0)

=0 ( Kn log(n/5)> , 2
=1

see AppendiD.1.

The crucial part of the analysis concerns the second sudj inl{ich bounds the regret for the
time wheni is a bad arm. For its analysis we explicitly track negativgreeto compensate for
positive regret. In SectioB.1 below we sketch the main ideas for handling this sum (formabf{s
are given in AppendidD.2), showing that

E { S mlt) —leb ()| =0 <M> 3)
Note thatl /A; = O (width;(np,; — 1)) = O (\/Ti(np,)/ log(n/8)) = ( n/log(n/5)> such

thatO <K log(n/) /Ai) -0 (K nlog(n/é)).

11
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Finally, the third sum can be observed by the algorithm anken care of by the test in
Step 1.b, such that

3 lleb* () — a1, (1) = O <\/Kn log (1 /5)) : (4)
t=1

Together, inequalitieslj—(4) and the bound onX¥°3.P in Theoreni give the bound on the pseudo-
regret in Theoren3.

5.1. Bounding the regret for bad arms

If a bad arm is non-stochastic, then it may first appear sumapbut still be optimal after all. We
need to show that the tests of our algorithm, in particulantést in Step 4.a, are sufficient to detect
such a situation. Since the algorithm checks arni3(ir) only rarely, it will take some time for such
detection. In our analysis we explicitly compensate theaieduring this delayed detection by the
negative regret accumulated while afmvas performing suboptimally.

We consider the testing phasesr; ;. ... 7; r+1 — 1, of arms, and recall that;;, is the length
parameter for phask andp;, = LY/(K L) is the probability for choosing armin phasek.
Furthermore, let;; the value ofE;(¢) in phasek. Note that these quantities may change only
when a new phase begins. We denotePy{-} = P {-|H,,_1} andE; [] = E [-|H,, 1] the
probabilities and expectations conditioned on the pasirbgshase:.

For any phase we have

Tik+1—1 Tib+1—1
Yo ) ~leb @)= Y [wilt) = i+ i — leb (1))
1= k =Tk
Tik+1—1
< >0 [wilt) — ] — Ailrigsr — il )
t=T7; &

by Lemmaba Thus we want to prevent that the rewards of drare significantly larger than the
estimated mea;. In particular, the test in Step 4.a is supposed to detectteVve;(s;, sa) >
2C 1. 2; L with

52

Di(s1,52) = > [i(t) — ).

t=s1

Since on average ariris chosen only.?/ K times per phase, there is a constant false negative rate
4.4, for missing such events. For appropriétg, though, the false negative rafg,  is sufficiently

small, ¢4, < 1/25: SinceE {f)i(sl,sQ)} = pirDi(s1,s2) for 7, < s1 < s9 < Tjpy1, @nd

Step 4.a tests fof)i(sl, S9) > CuaN;Lipi;, We can boundy, ,, by Bernstein’s inequality using
thatl < A?L?/(KC,,) and a bound on the variance,

\% [ﬁi(slaSZ)] < Lgpix = LY/ K < (ALY K)?/Cy = (AiLigpix)?/Ch.

The formal proof is given in Lemma3.
We use the false negative rajg,, to boundE; [D;(7ik, Tik+1 — 1)]. Each time an event
Di(s,t) > 2C4,A;Ly, is missed (we consider only non-overlapping such evedig)r; x,t)

12
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has increased by at mo3€, A; L, + 1, and the probability for then-th miss is at mosg’. .
When such an event is detected, then the phase end®;éngd;, t) again has increased by at most
2C4aA; Li, + 1. Thus (see Lemma5 for the formal proof)

. m 200 ALy +1
Eik [Di(Tiks Tikt1 — 1)] < (2C1aAiLi + 1) Z gy, = =

m>0 1 - adv
which by ) gives
Tik+1—1 %
, % 2C aAiLi +1 -
Ei | > [wi(t) —leb*(t)]| < % — AiEig [Ti g1 — Tik] - (6)
t=T; i adv

Since the bound in€) is large for largeL;;, we show that such a large contribution to the regret
can be compensated by negative regret in previous phasés theterm—A;[7; 11 — 7 %]. We
show by backward induction over the phases that the expeetgdt starting from phage can be
bounded,

ns
B | Y [wi(t) —1eb*(t)] | < @i(k, Lix) := LipAi/2 + 3LIA(M — k + 1)

=75 1
whereM is the maximal number of phases from Lem&ia

Lemma 6 Let
ns

Fip =Y [mi(t) = lcb*(¢)].

1=T; 1

Then
Eix [Fir) < ®;(k, Lig).

Proof Let kg be the last phase before the algorithm switchesxpEP with7y,,1; — 1 = ng. By
LemmaSbwe haveks < M. Fork = kg + 1 the lemma holds trivially sincé; ;. = 0.
By (6) we have
2C 1 AiLig + 1 -
Eix, [Fir] < % + Eik | Figr1 — Di(Tigy1 — Tik) | -

adv
For the expectation on the right hand side we distinguisketicases, depending on the termination
condition of phasé: and the value of ;.

Case 1 Phasek is terminated by the condition in Step 4.d. Thep,1 = 2L, and

Eik | Fi k1 — Di(Ti g1 — Ti,k)‘ Case % < ®;(k+1,2Li) — A;Lyy, (7)

using the induction hypothesis.
This is the case where negative regrets accumulate 8iigg/ (1 — q,4,) < 1.

13
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Case 2 Phasek is terminated by the condition in Step 4% 4ndL;;, > LY.
ThenL; j+1 = L;;/2 and

Eik |:F1i,k+1 — Ai(Ti,k+1 — Ti,k)‘ Case % < (I)i(k + 1, sz/2) (8)

Case 3 Phasek is terminated by the condition in Step 4.a ag = L.
ThenL; 41 = LY and

Eiy [ Fins1 — Ai(rijesr = Tip)| Case § < @k + 1, L0). (©)

To complete the induction proof, we need to show that forreté¢ cases the right hand side 8§
(9) is upper bounded by .
20430 L, + 1
1- Qadv '
This can be verified by straightforward calculation. [ |

(K, Lit) —
Now (3) follows from Lemmab for & = 1:

E { i s (t) — lcb*(t)]] < ®;(1,L0) = O (LgA,-M) —0 <K1%<“/5>> _

t=np;

6. The stochastic analysis

In this section we assume that all arinare indeed stochastic with meapns Recall thatd;, =
w* — pi, ¥ = max; p;. We show that with high probability the algorithm does noitsiwv to
ExP3.P and any suboptimal ariis chosen at mos® (log(n/§)/A?) times.

We already have from Lemnic that with probabilityl — O (8), Tj(np.;, ng) = O (M/Ag)

for all arms. Thus we only need to bound the number of playsreedin arm is evicted from,
Ti(1,np,; — 1). The next lemma summarizes some properties of SAPO ag#iasiastic bandits.

Lemma 7 With probabilityl — O (0) the following holds for all time stepsand all arms::
(@) If i € A(t) then|f;(t) — u;| < width(t)/2.
(b) If i € A(t) then|p;(t) — u;| < width;(t)/2.
(c) If i € A(t) thenfu;(t), ju; € [lcb;(t), uch;(t)] and fi;(t), p1; > lebi(t).
(d) If A;« = 0theni* € A(t). Furthermoreu* > leb*(t).
(e) If i € B(t) thenA; < 2A,.

Proof (Sketch)Statementsd) and o) follow from Hoeffding-Azuma’s inequality. Details arevgin
in AppendixE.L

For statementd) we observe that by construction there is a tisme ¢ with fi;(s) — width(s) =
Icb;(t). Thus @) implies z;(¢) > p; — width(¢)/2 > fi;(s) — width(s)/2 — width(t)/2 > f;(s) —
width(s) = lch;(t). The other inequalities follow analogously.

4. If k is the last phase and the phase is terminated by a condit®teml, then the same analysis applies but the value

of Ly1, is irrelevant, since; 1 = 0.

14
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Statementd) is proven by induction on. Leti* be an arm withu;« = p*. If i* € A(t — 1)
then we have byd) thatp* > Icb*(¢ — 1). If any armi is evicted at time, then we have by Step 2.a
and @) thatA; = p* —p; > 1eb* (t—1)—f1;(t—1) —width; (t—1) /2 > (Caap—1/2)width;(t—1) >
0. Thusi # i* andi* € A(t).

This also shows that when aris evicted,A; = Cgap, - width; (t — 1) < Caap/(Ceap — 1/2) A,
which is statementg]. [ |

To get a bound off;(1,np,; — 1), we show that\; = Cgap - width;(np; — 1) cannot be too small.

Lemma 8 With probabilityl — O (0) it holds for all timest and all armsi € A(t) with T;(t — 1) >
Cinit log(n/0), that
Cgap . Widthi(t - 1) 2 A2/2

The argument behind the lemmaiis that & A(t) thenCqyyp, - width; (t—1) > leb™(t—1)—f1;(t—1)
wherelcb*(t — 1) is sufficiently close tq.* andi;(t — 1) is sufficiently close tq:;. The proof is
given in AppendixE.2

Sincei € A(np; — 1), we get from Lemma that with probabilityl — O (¢),

Culog(n/) | _ ACwC,loa(n/9)

: A < T. - = .
Tilnps = 1) < Tilnsi =2 1= o G, — g 1S AZ o
Together with Lemm&c we have with probabilitt — O (§) that for all arms,
4C,C2 1 )
Ti(ns) < %L?M/K + gazfg("/ ) y1-0 (710%/ ‘5)> . (10)

Finally, we need to bound the probability the SAPO switcloeBxtrP3.P. Switching in Step 1.a
is already handled by Lemn7a. Switching in Step 1.b is also unlikely, since it would mehattthe
algorithm has accumulated large regret. This contradisupper boundl(). Lemmal7 shows
that SAPO switches in Step 1.b only with probability- O (4).

The difficult part, though, is to show that the condition ie$#.a is not triggered too often such
that Step 4.c switches toxe3.P. We first calculate the false positive ratg,, the probability that
during a given phase the condition in Step 4.a is triggerde. flse positive rate is again a constant
but small,gs, < 0.21, see Lemmda8.

Now for a fixed arm the probability that in exactly > E° out of at mostM phases the
condition in Step 4.a is triggered, is at m(é%f)qstoE. We setp = gs10/(1 + gsto) and use a tail

bound for the binomial distribution to sum ovBr= E°, ... M:
M M
M M _
> (o = 3 ()=
E=EO E=E°

< (14 gsto)™ exp {—M - D(E°/M||p)}

whereD(allp) = alog § + (1 — a)log }%Z is the relative entropy. Sinc%l9 > this

sum isO (6/n) and a union bound over the arms completes the proof.

Cg
2Cg+1/log2’
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Appendix A. Concentration inequalities

Lemma 9 ((McDiarmid , 1998 Theorem 3.15)) Let Y7,..., Yy be a martingale difference se-
guence withSy = Y; + ... + Yy with the corresponding filtrationF; € Fy C ... C Fh.
LetY; <bandY N | E [Y?|F,_i] < V. Then for any: > 0,

P{Sy >z} <exp (—2z%/(2V + 2bz/3)) .

Lemma 10 (McDiarmid , 1998 Theorem 3.13)) Let Y7,..., Yy be a martingale difference se-
guence withy;, <Y), < b, for suitable constants,, b;. Then for any: > 0,

m N
> 28 < 2,2 —ap)? |.
P {1<mma§NkZ_1Yk > z} < exp < 2z kz_:l(bk ay) >
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Corollary 11 LetY7,..., Yy be a martingale difference sequence with< Y;, < by, for suitable
constantsu, b,. Then for any: > 0,

t
N
_ .2 _ 2
P{lgglgféNkE_ Ykzz} < Zexp< z /2 E k:l(bk a) )

Proof

max Y. >z
{1<s<t<NZ k= }

IN

s—1
> >
P{lr<ntax ZYk z/2} —I—]P’{ max Z -Yi) z/2}

2exp <—22 /2 Zk:l(bk - ak)2> .

IN

Appendix B. Proof of the lower bound (Theorem?2)

Let A = 1/8. We consider a stochastic bandit problem with constantneéwgt) = 1/2 for arm 1
and Bernoulli rewards withu, = 1/2 — A for arm 2. We divide the time steps into phases of
increasing lengttL; = 37 [n®],j =0,...,J — 1 with J > 11(;?% log n and an incomplete last phase
j = J. Since the pseudo-regret of the player is at ni@dbg n)?, there is a phasg® < J where
the expected number of plays of arm 2 in this phase is at fagith

8C'log 3

B =
1—«a

(logn)’~ 1.

We construct an adversarial bandit problem by modifyingBleenoulli distribution of arm 2.
Before phasg* the distribution remains unchanged with = 1/2— A, but in phase* and beyond
we setus = 1/2+ A. Since this bandit problem depends only on the player stydfer identifying
phasej*) but not on the actual choices of the player, this adversaoplivious.

Let TJ be the number of plays of arm 2 in phage and letP,q, {-} andE,q, [-] denote the
probablllty and expectation in respect to this adversdndaidit problem. By Lemma2 below we
have

Py {Tg* < 43} > 1/(16n°).

Sincexy, (t) — Eagy [z, (1) Hi—1], t = 1,...,n, forms a martingale difference sequence, we can
apply Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemnidd) and obtain

Pady {Z xr,(t) > ZEadV [xg, | Hi—1] + 2n10gn} <1/n?
t=1

t=1

and

n n
Padv {Tg* <4BADY w2 (t) <Y Baay [o1,[Hi1] +/2n logn} >1/(16n) — 1/n% (11)
t=1 t=1

17
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By the construction of the adversarial bandit problé?ji*, < 4B implies that

> Eaav [2n,[Hio1] < /2 + 4BA + (n — t52)A, (12)
t=1

wheret ;« denotes the time step at the end of phiiseFor arm 2 we have

-1

S Eaay [r2()] = n/2 = 3 LA+ LA+ (n — )2
t=1 =0

3 -1

= n/2+ [n®]A (31* -

> n/2+ %A+ (n — tjo) A

) + (n —t;+)A

Applying Azuma-Hoeffdings’s inequality for arm 2 and comipig with (11) and (L2) we get

n

Paav {Z xo(t) = Y x5,(t) > |n“|A —4BA — 2\/2nlogn} > 1/(16n°) — 2/n?.

t=1 t=1
By the condition om, 4BA < (elogn)/(16A) such than® |A —4BA —2y/2nlogn > n®/8 —
4+/nlog n, which completes the proof of the high probability lower bdu

For the lower bound on the expected regret we construct gtise@adversary by modifying the
construction above: L&) (¢) be the number of plays of arm 2 in phageup to and including time

stept. If T = TJ (t;-) < 4B then the adversarial bandit problem above remains unmddifie
there is atime step< ¢« with Tg*(t) > 4B, then for all time steps- ¢t we set agaims = 1/2—A.
From the argument for the oblivious adversary we have

E En:wg(t) - En:xft(t) TJ < 4B p{Tg* < 4B}
=1 =
> [na/s - 4\/@} P {Tg* < 4B A Zn::ng(t) - En::n[t(t) > no /8 — 4\/@}
=1 =1
—n P {Tg’* < 4B A Zn:wg(t) - Zn:xlt(t) <n®/8 — 4\/@}
> [na/S —4\/@} [t1:/1(16n6) —t2:/1n2} —2/n
>

[”Q/S - 4\/@} (161715) -

18
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Analogously we get

PN OEDIEIAC)

t=1 t=1

> —(4B+1)A —+/2nlogn

_n.P{Tg* > 4B A En::nl(t) - En:m[t(t) < —(4B+1)A — \/2nlogn}
t=1

t=1

—(4B +1)A —/2nlogn —1/n

—24/nlogn.

E TS > 4B

{1y >4B}

AVARLYS

Thus

E [maXin(t) - Zaz[t(t)] > [na/S - 4\/nlogn} (161716) —3—2y/nlogn
> nt — 3+v/nlogn.

128

2—8 64C'log 3
= (1—a)e !

Lemma 12 For anyn with (logn)
Poiy {Tg* < 43} > 1/(16n°).

Proof The proof follows a standard argument, eMaginor and Tsitsiklis2004).
Let Py, {-} andEg, [-] denote the probability and expectation in respect to thehststic bandit

problem defined above. Sini&;, [TQJ} < B we haveP,, {Tg > 4B} < 1/4 and thus
P, {Tg* < 43} > 3/4. (13)

Let G} be the sum of rewards received when playing arm 2 in plias€onditioned orif ", GJ’
is a binomial random variable with parametéﬁ andpu». Hence by Kaas and Buhrmari 980,

Pao {GL < (T4 (1/2-8)]} <1/2. (14)

Letw denote a particular realization of rewardsgt), : € {1,2}, 1 < ¢ < t;-, and player choices
I, ..., 1. . For any realizatiow the probabilitiesPs;, {w} andP,q, {w} are related by

(1/2 + A)G @)(1/2 = A)T (©)=C) @)
(1/2 — A)GE @)(1/2 + AYH @-GL (@)

1 9ANT @-265 (@)
=Pao{wt | T34 '

IEDadv {w} = Pyto {W}
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If GJ' (w) > [(1/2 — AT ()] then

1_9 A) 74" () -2((1/2-A)T (w)-1)

Paav {w} > Psto {W} <1 T 2A

1 9A AT (w)+2
=Paolet (15

If furthermoreT? (w) < 4B, then

1 _ oA\ BAB+2
)

Pagy {0} > Pago {0} <
Hence

P,a {Tg* < 43} > Py {Tg* <4BAGL > |1 (1)2 - A)j}

> It < 7> Td" -
_IP’Sm{T2 <4BAGL > TS (1)2 A)J}(H_QA

[by (13) and (4)]
1 <1 B 2A>8AB+2
>

4 \1+2A
2 i(l _4A)8AB+2

[A=1/8,1—x>e*for0<z<1/2]

L exp{—64A%B}

v

16
1
>
~ 16n¢
2-8 ~ 64Clog3
for (logn)*=~ > T=a)e -

Appendix C. Proof of Lemma5

Proof of (b) We fix some armi. By the condition in Step 4.c, Step 4.b can be executed feraim
at mostE? times. Letm be the number of executions of Step 4.d for a@rsuch that the number of
phases is at most + E° + 1 and the length of the longest phase is at least®o—!1 . L9, Then

n> S (g — i) > 27 E° _142E0 andm < B+ |logy(n—1)| < E%+[logyn]—1. M

Proof of (c) We fix some armi and use Bernstein’s inequality (Lemrx with the martingale
differences
Yy = 1[Iy =] — pi(t)
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fornp; <t <ngandY; = 0 otherwise. TherY; < 1 and

Y BN Hia] =Y B pi(0)] < Y pilh).
t=1 t=1 t=npg;

In any testing phase, p;(t) = L?/(K Ly,) for Tik <t < Tig+1 < Tik + Li. Thusin each phase
SR () < LO/K and S n,; Pi(t) < LYM/K. Hence Bernstein's inequality gives

t—T’L,k

P{T;(np; ns) > (1+C)LIM/K} <P {ZYt > C’LOM/K}

t=1
C2LOM /K 2020, C:
< -t 5 < —_— <
—eXp{ 2+2C/3 } ep{ 2+20/3 log(”/é)}—‘g/"

for C > 1/100. A union bound fori completes the proof. [ |

Appendix D. Proofs for SAPO against adversarial bandits
D.1. Proof of inequality (2)

We need to show that

E rBZl ~leb*(t )]] - 0( Knlog(n/5)>.

t=1
By the definition ofi;(¢) and by Step 1.a of SAPO we have by Wald’s equation that
t=1

ng;—1
E |: Z 33‘2(75):| =E [(nB,i — 1) . ,L_LZ'(TLBJ' — 1)] <E [(TLBJ' — 1) . Ez‘(nB,i — 1)] .

Sincelcb;(t) < leb*(t) anduch;(t) is non-increasing,

npi—1 np,i—1
E { > fw(t) ICb*(t)]} <E { > [uchi(t) ICbz‘(t)]]

t=1 t=1

t=1

ng;—1 npB,;—
< 2E { > width(t)] =2 { \/ Mog(”/‘s)] < 4/2C, Knlog(n/s).

D.2. Proof of inequality (3)

Lemma 13 We fix some phaseands > 7; ;. Let
tc(s) = min{s <t< Tik+1 Di(S,t) > 2C4aAiLik}- (15)
If no sucht exists, we sefic(s) = 7; 41 — 1. Then

P { Di(s,tc(s)) > 20428 Lig A Di(s,tc(s)) < Cual;Ligpin

Hot } < oy = 1/25.
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Proof We use Bernstein’s inequality for martingales (Lem®han the martingale differences
Yy = pie[wi(t) — ji;] — LI = ] [z:(t) — fi]
for s <t <tc(s) andY; = 0 otherwise; withb = 1 andV' = p;i L, = LY/K. We get
P{ Distc(s)) > 2C1aBiLix A Dils,to(s)) < CradhiLigpin
<P {pikDi(SatC(S)) — Di(s,tc(5)) > CualdiLigpis Hs—1}

—P { pueDi(s,tc(s)) — Di(s,to(s)) > C4aAiL?/K‘ 7—[8_1}
< exp (—min{C,C,/4,CpCua/2}) < 1/25.

Hs—l}

Lemma 14 Consider some phase Then
Py, {Di(Ti,kaTi,k-i-l — 1) > m(2CA; Ly, + 1)} < Ghay-

Proof SinceD;(s,t + 1) — D;(s,t) < 1, Di(Tik, Tigr1 — 1) > m(2C1.A; Ly, + 1) implies that
there are time stepg ;, = s1 < s2 < -+ < Spg1 < Ty g1 With D(sj, 5541 —2) < 2C4aN; Ly
and2Cy,A; Ly, < D(sj, 8541 — 1) < 2042A; Ly, + 1. Furthermore, by the condition in Step 4.a,
f)i(sj,t) < CuaNiLigpir forj =1,...,m ands; <t < 7; 41 (otherwise the phase would have
ended before; ;. 1). We define the event

ND] = {3j+1 = tC(s]) + 1 A Di(Sj, Sj+1 - 1) > 2C4aAiLik‘
VAN Di(Sj, Sj+1 — 1) < C4aAiLikpik}'

Then
Pis {Di(Ti,k7Ti,k+1 —1) > m(2C1A; Ly, + 1)} < P /\ ND;
j=1
m 7j—1
=[P ND; | \ ND;
j=1 i'=1
< Gaay
by Lemmal3. [ |

Lemma 15 For any phasek,

204aAiLik +1

Eir [Di(Tik, Tiger1 — 1)] < 1
— Qagy
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Proof
Eik [Di(Ti g Ti o1 — 1)]
< (204 ALk +1) ) Py {Di(ﬂ',ka Tikt1 — 1) = m(2C1a A Ly, + 1)}
m>0
- 204 ALy + 1
o 1- 4aav
by Lemmal4. [ |

Appendix E. Proofs for SAPO against stochastic bandits

E.1. Proof of Lemma7

We show thatd) and @) hold with probabilityl — O (§). The other statements of the lemma follow
from the events ind) and ).

Proof of (a) and (b) We fix some steg and some armi, and condition oril;(t) = 7. Using
Hoeffding-Azuma’s inequality (Lemm#0) we find

P {(t) — pi > widthy () /2|T;(t) = T} < exp {~Cy log(n/8)/2} < §/(16Kn?).

Analogously we boung; — i;(¢). A union bound ovet, i, andT gives ).
Sincei € A(t) implies p;(t) > 1/K, Bernstein’s inequality (Lemm8) with b = K and
V = Kt gives

Cy, log(n/d)

P {fii(t) — pi > width(t)/2} < exp {_ 4(2 4 2/3)

} < 5/(16Kn).

Using the same bound fer; — z1;(¢) and summing ovet andi gives @). [ |

E.2. Proof of Lemma8

Lemma 16 With probability1 — O (§) the following holds for all time stepsand all armsi, 4': If
i' € A(t) andT;(t) > Cinit log(n/d), thenTy (t) > T;(t)/4.

Proof We fix ¢, ¢, andi’. By the construction of SAPO we haw{l; = i'|H;_1,i € A(t)} >
P{I; = i[H;—1,i" € A(t)}. Froml,,..., I, we select those witlly, , ..., I, € {i,7'} and define a
super-martingale with differencé§ = I [It; = z] -1 [It; = i’} for ¢} < tandY; = 0fort} >t
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Then
P{Ty(t) < T;(t)/4 Ni' € A(t) NT;(s,t) > Cinig log(n/d)}
=P {g[Ti’(S,t) + Ti(svt)] < g[Ti(s?t) - Ti’(svt)] N i/ € A(t) A T’i(&t) > Cinit lOg(n/é)}

< ¥ ]P’{%k;<g[Ti(s,t)—Ti/(s,t)]/\i’EA(t)/\Ti/(s,t)—kﬂ(s,t):k}

k>Cinit log(n/9)
k
3k
-y eleg)
k>Cinit log(n/9) Jj=1
1

> exp{ ig} Xp{ " (/5)}1—exp{—9/50}

k>Cinit log(n/9)

by Hoeffding-Azuma'’s inequality (LemmikE0). A union bound fot, 7, andi’ completes the proo

Proof of Lemma 8

Let armi* be optimal ;- = p*, such that* € A(t) by Lemmard. By Lemma7b, with probability
1-0 () we have|ji; (t—1)—p;| < width;(¢—1)/2 for armsi andi*. By constructionjcb*(t—1) >

lebj=(t — 1) > ji=(t — 1) — width;«(¢ — 1). By Lemmal6, with probability 1 — O (§) we have
Ti+(t —1) > T;(t —1)/4. Then

A= p* —
< i (t — 1) 4+ widthy (t — 1)/2 — fi;(t — 1) + width;(t — 1)/2
< leb*(t — 1) + 3widthg« (t — 1)/2 — fis(t — 1) + width;(t — 1)/2
< (Cgap + 3+ 1/2)width,(t — 1)
< 2C4ap - widthy(t — 1).

E.3. Considering Step 1.b
Lemma 17 The probability that there is a timet with > '"1[lcb*(s) — z1,(s)] >

Cipy/Knlog(n/d) is at mostO (9).

Proof By Lemma7dwe havelcb*(s) < p* for all s with probability 1 — O (6). Thus @0) implies
that with probabilityl — O (4),

t—1 t—1
> (leb*(s) = E [w1, (s)[Haoa]) < D (n* E [2r,(s)[Hs-1])
s=1 s=1

K K
log(n/d) C
— T — < <
ZE:I ATi(t—-1) < ;:1 C — <u Knlog(n/d)
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for C > 1 C,(2CE +1) +4C,, C2

sap- BY Hoeffding-Azuma'’s inequality (Lemm0) we also have

1<t<n
s=1

t—1
]P’{ max Y (zr,(s) —Exr,(s)|Hs=1]) > \/2nlog(n/5)} < (6/n) < 36/4.

Thus the lemma follows fo€';, > 522 which satisfies”y, > C'/Cyy, + 1. [ ]

E.4. Considering Step 4.a

Lemma 18 If the statements in LemnYahold, then
P;x {The condition of Step 4.a is triggered for airm its phasek} < gsto := 0.21.

Proof The probability of triggering the condition in phakes

Pig { max D(s,t) > C4aAiLikpik} .

Tik SSSE<T gy

We first bound the number of plays in this roufiglr; ., 7 1 — 1). Applying Bernstein’'s inequal-
ity (Lemma9) with b = 1, V = L;ip;i, andz = L;ip;r, We get

Pir AT (Ti ks Tikr1 — 1) > 2Ligpint < exp | — Lipi < exp 3G
ik Wi\ T ks T k+1 = ikPik s > 2szpzk+2szpzk/3 = 8&22 :

By Lemma7b and Step 2.by; — fi; < width;(np; — 1)/2 < A;/(2Cgp)- Conditioning on
Ti(Ti g Ti k1 — 1) < 2L4pix, and applying Corollant 1 of Hoeffding-Azuma’s inequality with

2 = CuaNiLigpir, — (i — fii)2Ligpir. = (Caa — 1/Clap) Ai Ligpi,
yields

P, { max D(s,t) > ChaliLirpix

Ti k <SS<E<T; pt1

1\ (A Ligpix)? ( 1 )2 C
<2exp | —(Cha — <2exp | —(Cua — —P2 1 <021
B p< < ! Cgap> 4L;kpik P 4 Cgap 4

Ti(Tig Tihr1 — 1) < 2Likpik}

25



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Previous results
	1.2 Summary of new results

	2 Definitions and statement of results
	2.1 Stochastic multi-armed bandit problems
	2.2 Adversarial multi-armed bandit problems
	2.3 Results
	2.4 Comparison with related work
	2.5 Proof sketch of the lower bound (Theorem 2)

	3 The SAPO algorithm
	3.1 Tests for detecting non-stochastic arms
	3.2 Choice of constants in the SAPO algorithm

	4 Preliminaries for the analysis of SAPO
	5 Analysis of SAPO for adversarial bandits
	5.1 Bounding the regret for bad arms

	6 The stochastic analysis
	A Concentration inequalities
	B Proof of the lower bound (Theorem 2)
	C Proof of Lemma 5
	D Proofs for SAPO against adversarial bandits
	D.1 Proof of inequality (2)
	D.2 Proof of inequality (3)

	E Proofs for SAPO against stochastic bandits
	E.1 Proof of Lemma 7
	E.2 Proof of Lemma 8
	E.3 Considering Step 1.b
	E.4 Considering Step 4.a


