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Abstract

In this work we consider adversarial contextual bandits with risk constraints. At each
round, nature prepares a context, a cost for each arm, and additionally a risk for each arm.
The learner leverages the context to pull an arm and then receives the corresponding cost and
risk associated with the pulled arm. In addition to minimizing the cumulative cost, the learner
also needs to satisfy long-term risk constraints — the average of the cumulative risk from all
pulled arms should not be larger than a pre-defined threshold. To address this problem, we first
study the full information setting where in each round the learner receives an adversarial convex
loss and a convex constraint. We develop a meta algorithm leveraging online mirror descent
for the full information setting and extend it to contextual bandit with risk constraints setting
using expert advice. Our algorithms can achieve near-optimal regret in terms of minimizing
the total cost, while successfully maintaining a sublinear growth of cumulative risk constraint
violation.

1 Introduction

The Contextual Bandits problem (Langford and Zhang, M) has received a large amount of atten-
tion in the last decade. Different from the classic multi-armed bandits problem (I&EMM, 12002a,
Bubeck et all, QM), in contextual bandits, the learner can leverage contextual information to make
a decision about which arm to pull. Starting in a completely unknown environment, the learner
gradually learns to maximize the cumulative reward by interacting with the environment: in each
round, given the contextual information, the learner chooses an arm to pull based on the history of
the interaction with the environment, and then receives the reward associated with the pulled arm.
For the special case where contexts and rewards are i.i.d sampled from a fixed unknown distribution,
there exists an oracle-based computationally efficient algorithm (Agarwal et all, [20_1_41) that achieves
near-optimal regret rate. Recently, the authors in dRakhlin_angLSridh_amﬂ, , i ,
M) developed oracle-based computationally efficient algorithms for the hybrid case where the
contexts are i.i.d while the rewards could be adversarial, though the regret rate from proposed algo-
rithms are not near-optimal. For both adversarial contexts and rewards, EXP4 (Auer et all, M)
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and EXP4.P dB@ygﬁlzimﬁerjl], IZDJ_JJ) are state-of-the-art algorithms, which achieve near-optimal
regret rate, but are not computationally efficient.

Recently, a few authors have started to incorporate global constraints into the multi-armed ban-
dit and contextual bandits problem where the goal of the learner is to maximize the reward while
satisfying the constraints to some degree. In multi-armed bandit setting, previous work considered
special cases such as single resource budget constraint (Ding et all, 2013, Madani et al., IZDDAI) and
multiple resources budget constraints dB_adanldlgmmﬂ_aﬂ 129_13 Resourceful Contextual Bandits
(Badanidiyuru et all, |_M first introduced resource budget constraints to contextual bandits set-
ting. The algorithm proposed in (Badanidiyuru et all, M ) enjoys a near-optimal regret rate but
lacks a computationally efficient implementation. Later on, the authors in dAng m
generalize the setting in d&aﬂm@mﬂ_aﬂ lZD_lAI to contextual bandits with a global convex

constraint and a concave objective and propose an oracle-based algorithm built on the ILOVE-

TOCONBANDITS algorithm from (Agarwal et all, 2014). Recently [Agrawal and Devanuy (2015)

introduce a UCB style algorithm for linear contextual bandits with knapsack constraints. The set-
tings considered in (Badanidiyuru et all, [2014, |[Agrawal et all, 2015, [Agrawal and Devanui, 12015)
mainly focused on the stochastic case where contexts and rewards are i.i.d, and the constraints
are pre-fixed before the game starts (i.e., time-independent, non-adversarial). To the best of our
knowledge, the work presented in this paper is the first attempt to extend the previous work to the
adversarial setting.

This paper considers contextual bandits with risk constraints, where for each round, the en-
vironment prepares a context, a cost for each armE and a risk for each arm. The learner pulls
an arm using the contextual information and receives the cost and risk associated with the pulled
arm. Given a pre-defined risk threshold, the learner ideally needs to make decisions (i.e., designing
a distribution over all arms) such that the average risk is no larger than the threshold in every
round, while minimizing the cumulative cost as fast as possible. Such adversarial risk functions are
common in many real world applications. For instance, when a robot navigating in an unfamiliar
environment, risk (e.g., probability of being collision, energy consumption, and safety with respect
to other robots or even human around the robot) and reward of taking a particular action may
dependent on the robot’s current state (or the whole sequence of states traversed by the robot so
far), while the sequential states visited by the robot are unlikely to be i.i.d or even Markovian.

To address the adversarial contextual bandit with risk constraints problem, we first study the
problem of online convex programming (OCP) with constraints in the full information setting,
where at each round, the environment prepares a convex loss, and additionally a convex constraint
for the learner. The learner wants to minimize its cumulative loss while satisfying the constraints as
possible as she could. The online learning with constraints setting is first studied in ,
) in a two-player game setting. Particularly the authors constructed a two-player game where
there exists a strategy for the adversary such that among the strategies of the player that satisfy the
constraints on average, there is no strategy can achieve no-regret property in terms of maximizing
the player’s reward. Later on (Mahdavi et all, 2019, [Jenatton et all, [2016) considered the online
convex programming framework where they introduced a pre-defined global constraint and designed
algorithms that achieve no-regret property on loss functions while maintaining the accumulative
constraint violation grows sublinearly. Though the work in (IML%MM, 12012, [Jenatton et all,

) did not consider time-dependent, adversarial constraints, we find that their online gradient
descent (OGD) (Im, M) based algorithms are actually general enough to handle adver-

n order to be consistent to classic Online Convex Programming setting, in this work we consider minimizing
cost, instead of maximizing reward.



sarial time-dependent constraints. We first present a family of online learning algorithms based
on Mirror Descent (OMD) (Beck and Teboulld, 2003, Bubeck et. all, 2015), which we show achieves
near-optimal regret rate with respect to loss and maintains the growth of total constraint violation
to be sublinear. With a specific design of a mirror map, our meta algorithm reveals a similar
algorithm shown in (Mahdavi et all, 2012).

The mirror descent based algorithms in the full information online learning setting also enables us
to derive a Multiplicative Weight (MW) update procedure using expert advice by choosing negative
entropy as the mirror map. Note that MW based update procedure is important when extending
to partial information contextual bandit setting. The MW based update procedure can ensure
the regret is polylogarithmic in the number of experts , instead of polynomial in the number of
experts from using the OGD-based algorithms (IMahdaxiﬁleJ, 12012, lJenatton et all, [2_Qlﬂ) Lever-
aging the MW update procedure developed from the online learning setting, we present algorithms
called EXP4.R (EXP4 with Risk Constraints) and EXP4.P.R (EXP4.P with Risk Constraints). For
EXP4.R we show that in expectation, the algorithm can achieve near optimal regret in terms of
minimizing cost while ensuring the average of the accumulative risk is no larger than the pre-defined
threshold. For EXP4.P.R, we present a high probability statement for regret bound and cumulative
risk bound and introduces a tradeoff parameter that shows how one can trade between the risk
violation and the regret of cost.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We introduce necessary definitions and problem
setup in Sec.[2l We then deviate to the full information online learning setting where we introduce
sequential, adversarial convex constraints in Sec. Bl In Sec. ] we move to contextual bandits with
risk constraints setting to present and analyze the EXP4.R and EXP4.P.R algorithm.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Definitions

For any function R(z) : X — R, it is strongly convex with respect to some norm || - || if and only if
there exists a constant o € R™ such that:

R(x) > R(wo) + VR(z0)" (z — o) + |l — ol

Given a strongly convex function R(-), the Bregman divergence Dg(,-) : X x X — R is defined as
follows:

Dgr(z,2') = R(z) — R(2") — VR(2")" (x — 2').

2.2  Online Convex Programming with Constraints

Under the full information setting, in each round, the learner makes a decision z; € X C R?, and
then receive a convex loss function ¢;(-) and a convex constraint in the form of f;(-) < 0. The
learner suffers loss ¢;(z). The work in (Mahdavi et all, 2012) considers a similar setting but with
a known, pre-defined global constraint. Instead of projecting the decision x back to the convex
set induced by the global constraint f(-), (Mahdavi et all, [2012) introduces an algorithm that
achieves no-regret on loss while satisfying the global constrain in a long-term perspective. Since
exactly satisfying adversarial constraint in every round is impossible, we also consider constraint
satisfaction in a long-term perspective. Formally, for the sequence of decisions {z;}; made by the




learner, we define Zthl fi(xt) as the cumulative constraint violation and we want to control the

growth of the cumulative constraint violation to be sublinear: Zthl fi(x) € o(T), so that for the
. 1 T

long-term constraint =, fi(x), we have:

1 T
lim =" fi(x:) <0. (1)

T—»ooTt

Though we consider adversarial constraints, we do place one assumption on the decision set X
and the constraints: we assume that the decision set A" is rich enough such that in hindsight, we
have x € X that can satisfy the all constraints: O={z € X : fi(x) < 0,V¢} # 0. In terms of the
definition of regret, we compete with the optimal decision z* € O that minimizes the total loss in
hindsight:

T
¥ = arg migZét(x). (2)
R

Though one probably would be interested in competing against the best decision from the set of
decisions that satisfy the constraints in average: O'={x € X : (1/T) ZtT fi(x) < 0}, in general it
is impossible to complete agains the best decision in @’ in hindsight. The following proposition
adapts the discrete 2-player game from proposition 4 in (IM_annguL_alJ, [Z_QO_Q) for the online convex
programming with adversary constraints setting and shows the learner is impossible to compete
agains O’

Proposition 2.1. There exist a decision set X, a sequence of convex loss functions {{:(x)}, and a
sequence of convex constraints { fi(x) < 0}, such that for any sequence of decisions {x1, ..., x¢, ...},
if it satisfies the long-term constrain as limsup,_, % Zf.:l fi(xz;) <0, then if competing against
O, the regret grows at least linearly:

t t

limsup (Y £i(x;) — min Y 4(x)) = Q). (3)

t=eo ve0i
The proof of the proposition can be find in Sec. [Alin Appendix. Hence in the rest of the paper,
we have to restrict to O, which is a subset of @’. The regret of loss R, and the cumulative constraint
violation Ry are defined as:

T

T T
Re=32tle) =30, Fr=3 fiw)

t=1

We want both R, Ry € o(T"). We will assume the decision set is bounded as max,, z,ex Dr(z1,22) <
BeRY, z € Xisbounded as ||z]] < X € RT, the loss function is bounded as |¢,(-)] < F € R*, the
constraint is bounded |f;(-)] < D € R* and the gradient of the loss and constraint is also bounded
as max{ ||Vl (2|, |Vafi(z)]«} < G € RY, where || - ||« is the dual norm with respect to || - ||
defined for X.

The setting with a global constraint considered in dMﬁhdﬂiﬂ_al,l, IZQ]j) is a special case of our
setting. Set f; = f, where f is the global constraint. If Ry € o(T"), by Jensen’s inequality, we have

FOC @/T) < S0y f2)/T = o(T)/T = 0, as T — oo.




2.3 Contextual Bandits with Risk Constraints

For contextual bandits with risk constraints, let [K] be a finite set of K arms, S be the space
of contexts. Except for providing context and the cost for each action, the environment will also
provide the risk for each action (e.g., how dangerous or risky it would be by taking the action
under the current context). More formally, at every time step ¢, the environment generates a
context s; € S, a K-dimensional cost vector ¢; € [0,1]%, and a risk vector r; € [0,1]%. The
environment then reveals the context s; to the learner, and the learner then propose a probability
distribution p; € A([K]) over all arms. Finally the learner samples an action a; € [K] according
to py and receives the cost and risk associated to the chosen action: ¢[a;] and r[a;] (we denote
cli] as the ¢’th element of vector ¢). The learner ideally want to make a sequence of decisions that
has low accumulative cost and also satisfies the constraint that related to the risk: p;;rrt < 3 where
B € [0,1] is a pre-defined threshold.

We address this problem by leveraging experts’ advice. Given the expert set II that consists
of N experts {m;},, where each expert 7 € I : S — A([K]), gives advice by mapping from
the context s to a probability distribution p over arms. The learner then properly combines the
experts’ advice {m;(s)}¥; (e.g., compute the average Zﬁl m:(s)/N) to generate a distribution over
all arms. With risk constraints, distributions over policies in II could be strictly more powerful
than any policy in IT itself. We aim to compete against this more powerful set, which is a stronger
guarantee than simply competing with any fixed policy in II. Given any distribution w € A(II),
the mixed policy resulting from w can be regarded as: sample policy ¢ according to w and then
sample an arm according to m;(s), given any context s. Though we do not place any statistical
assumptions (e.g., i.i.d) on the sequence of cost vectors {c;} and risk vectors {r:}, we assume the
policy set II is rich enough to satisfy the following assumption:

Assumption 2.2. The set of distributions from A(II) whose mized policies satisfying the risk
constraints in expectation is non-empty:

P:{’LU S A(H) . ]Eiww,jwﬂ'i(st)rt[j] S ﬁ,Vt} 7é (Z)

Namely we assume that the distribution set A(II) is rich enough such that there always exists
at least one mixed policy that can satisfy all risk constraints in hindsight. Similar to the full
information setting, competing against the set of mixed policies that satisfy the constraint on
average, namely P’ = {w € A(II) : 23:1 Eiw, jromi(s)Tt[J]/T < B}, is impossible in the partial
information settingld Hence we define the best mixed policy in hindsight as:

T
ot =iy 3 Bl g

t=1

Given any sequence of decisions {a;};_; generated from some algorithm, let us define the average
pseudo-regret in expectation as:

T

_ 1 .
R. = TIE[Z crlar] = Biue o (seeld]

t=1 t=1

20therwise we can just directly apply the algorithm designed for the partial information setting to the full
information setting



where the expectation is taken with respect to the randomness of the algorithm. The expected
cumulative risk constraint violation as:

T
E Tt at

t=1

The goal is to achieve near-optimal regret rate for R, (i.e., R. = O(y/T K In(|II|))) while maintaining
R, growing sublinearly. Without loss of generality, we also assume that the policy class II contains
a policy that always outputs uniform distribution over arms (i.e., assign probability 1/K to each
arm).

Similarly, we define regret and constraint violation without expectation as:

T T 1
[D etlad =Y Bicwr jrmisoycelil] =

t=1 t=1 t:l

Tt at

Ms

’ﬂl'—‘

The goal is to minimize R, and R, in high probability.

3 Online Learning with Constraints

The online learning with adversarial constraints setting is similar to the one considered in ,
2009, Jenatton et all, QOE) except that they only have a pre-defined fixed global constraint. How-
ever we find that their algorithms and analysis are general enough to extend to the online learning
with adversarial sequential constraints. In (IMaanerle, 12009, |Jenatton et all, lZ_O_lﬂ), the algo-
rithms introduce a Lagrangian dual parameter and perform online gradient descent on x and online
gradient ascent on the dual parameter. Since in this work we are eventually interested in reduc-
ing the contextual bandit problem to the full information online learning setting, simply adopting
the OGD-based approaches from (IMM, 12009, lJenatton et all, M) will not give a near
optimal regret bound. Hence, developing the corresponding Multiplicative Weight (MW) update
procedure is essential for a successful reduction from adversarial contextual bandit to full informa-
tion online learning setting.

3.1 Algorithm

We use the same saddle-point convex concave formation from (Mannor et all, (2009, Jenatton et all,
) to design a composite loss function as:

Lo(z,N) = bo(x) + Mf(z) — 5“A2 (5)

where 6 € RT.Alg. [ leverages online mirror descent (OMD) for updating the z (Line [@ and
Line [[) and online gradient ascent algorithm for updating A (Line [§]). Note that if we replace the
regularization function R(x) by ||z(|3, we reveals gradient descent based update rule that is similar
to the one in (Mahdavi et all, 2012).




Algorithm 1 OCP with Constraints via OMD

1: Input: Parameters p, d, learning rate p, mirror map R.

2: Initialize o € X and Ay = 0.

3: fort = 0to T do

Learner proposes ;.

5 Receive loss function ¢; and constraint f;.

6 Set jtJrl such that VR(Zi?tJrl) = VR(ZEt) — ,quﬁ(xt, )\t)
7. Projection: x;41 = argmingey Dgr(x, Ti41).
8

9

Update A\i11 = max{0, A\t + uVaL(z, \)) }.
: end for

3.2 Analysis of Alg. 1]

Throughout our analysis, we assume the regularization function R(x) is a-strongly convex. For
simplicity, we assume the number of rounds 7' is given and we consider the asymptotic property of
Alg. M when T is large enough.

The algorithm should be really understood as running two no-regret procedures: (1) Online
Mirror Descent on the sequence of loss {L(z, \¢)}: with respect to z and (2) Online Gradient
Ascent on the sequence of loss {L£(z¢,\)}+ with respect to A. Instead of digging into the details
of Online Mirror Descent and Online Gradient ascent, our analysis simply leverage the existing
analysis of online mirror descent and online gradient ascent and show how to combine them to
derive the regret bound and constraint violation bound for Alg. [l

Theorem 3.1. Let R(-) be a a-strongly convex function. Set p = , /W and § = % For

any convex loss y(x), convex constraint fi(x) < 0, under the assumption that O # 0, the family of
algorithms induced by Alg. [l have the following property:

Ry/T <O(1/VT), Ry/T <O(T~Y*%).

Proof Sketch of Theorem[31]. Since the algorithm runs online mirror descent on the sequence of
loss {L:(z, \t) }+ with respect to z, using the existing results of online mirror descent (e.g., Theorem
4.2 and Eq. 4.10 from Bubeck et al! (2015)), we know that for the sequence of {x;};:

Dr(z,x0)

T
Z Li(ze, Ae) — Li(z, M) <
t=0 K

T

m

Q_Z”V L(ze, Me)|12- (6)
t=0

Also, we know that the algorithm runs online gradient ascent on the sequence of loss {L¢(2¢, A) }
with respect to A, using the existing analysis of online gradient descent (M, ), we have
for the sequence of \;:

1 oL s A
Z»Ct T, A Zﬁt(iﬂt,)\t) < ;)\24-%2(%)2, (7)

Note that for (OLi(we, A)/ON)? = (fe(we) — SuA)? < 2f2 () + 262207 < 2D? + 522 )7,

Similarly for ||V.L¢(z¢, Ae)||?, we also have:

IVaLi(e, M)IIZ < 20 V()7 + 201NV ol 12 < 261+ AP, (8)



where we first used triangle inequality for ||V, L. (z;, A¢)|l+ and then use the inequality of 2ab <
a® 4+ b2, Va,b € Rt. Note that we also assumed that the norm of the gradients are bounded as
maz(||Ve(ze) |, |V fi(ze)]]«) < G € RT. Now sum Inequality [ and [T together, we get:

Zﬁt(iﬂt, A) — Lt(ilf, At)

2DR(x,20) + A2 5 9 219 uG? 9
§T+ Et u(D? + 52Xy + E T(H—At)
2DR(x, z0) + \? , G2 5 o )
== C L Tu(D?P 4+ —
o w(D* + )+u5u + E ;. (9)

Substitute the form of £; into the above inequality, we have:

S~ )+ SN le) = M) + 3N =

t t

2Dp(x, 7o) + N2 G G
< %JFM(DMF)H((%M;)ZA?- (10)
t

Note that from our setting of i and & we can verify that § > 62u2 + G2/aE we can remove the
term ), A7 in the above inequality.
Without the term ), AZ, to upper bound the regret on loss ¢, let us set A = 0 and = = z*, we
get:
2Dg(x,x
D (@) — ta(a*)) < 71‘“‘2(# o, Tu(D? + G?/a)

t

< 2y/Dr(x,20)T(D? + G?/a) = O(VT),

with p1 = \/Dr(z,20)/(T(D? + G%/a)). To upper bound Y, fi(z:), we first observe that we can
lower found 23:1 0 (zy) — miny 23:1 l(xz) > —2FT, where F is the upper bound of ¢(-). Replace

Yoile(xy) — by(x) by —=2FT in Eq. 00 and set A = (3, fi(x:))/(0uT + 1/p) (here we assume
> fi(@) > 0, otherwise we prove the theorem), we can show that:

2
th (z4))? < iDR(:zc z) +2(D* + ¢ )T+T3/2\/8F2G2/a (11)

The RHS of the above inequality is dominated by the term 7°/2,/8F2G? /o when T approaches to
infinity. Hence, it is straightforward to show that Z;‘ll fe(zy) = O(T3/%). O

As we can see that if we replace R(x) with ||z||% in Alg. [l we reveal a gradient descent based
update procedure that is almost identical to the one in (Mahdavi et all, 2!!12). When z is restricted
to a simplex, to derive the multiplicative weight update procedure, we replace R(x) with the negative
entropy regularization ), «[i] In(z[i]) and we can achieve the following update steps for x:

xy[i] exp(—uV o Ly (24, A)[i])

d . N
> i=1 welilexp(—pVa Le(ze, M)[d])

3For simplicity we assumed T is large enough to be larger than any given constant.

Ty i] =




We refer readers to (lSh_aJmtShmmﬂ, 12011, Bubeck et all, IZDJ_H) for the derivation of the above

equation.

4 Contextual Bandits with Risk Constraints

When contexts, costs and risks are i.i.d sampled from some unknown distribution, then our problem
setting can be regarded as a special case of the setting of contextual bandit with global objective and
constraint (CBwRC) considered in (Agrawal et all,[2015). In (Agrawal et all, 2015), the algorithm
also leverages Lagrangian dual variable. The difference is that in i.i.d setting the dual parameter
is fixed with respect to the underlying distribution and hence it is possible to estimate the dual
variable. For instance one can uniformly pull arms with a fixed number of rounds at the beginning
to gather information for estimating the dual variable and then use the estimated dual variable for
all remaining rounds. However in the adversarial setting, this nice trick will fail since the costs and
risks are possibly sampled from a changing distribution. We have to rely on OCP algorithms to
keep updating the dual variable to adapt to adversarial risks and costs.

4.1 Algorithm

Our algorithm EXP4.R (EXP4 with Risk constraints) (Alg. [2) extends the EXP4 algorithm
to carefully incorporating the risk constraints for updating the probability distribution w over all
policies. At each round, it first uses the common trick of importance sampling to form an unbiased
estimates of cost vector ¢ and risk vector #. Then the algorithm uses the unbiased estimates of
cost vector and risk vector to form unbiased estimates of the cost g[i] and risk Z[i] for each expert
1. EXP4.R then starts behaving different than EXP4. EXP4.R introduces a dual variable A\ and
combine the cost and risk together as £;(w, \) = wl§; + AMwT 2, — B) — %“)\2. We then use Alg. [1I
with the negative entropy regularization as a black box online learner to update the weight w and
the dual variable A\ as shown in Lines [[T] and [2] of Alg.

The proposed algorithm EXP4.R is computationally inefficient since similar to EXP4.P, it needs
to maintain a probability distribution over the policy set. Though there exist computationally
efficient algorithms for stochastic contextual bandits and hybrid contextual bandits, we are not
aware of any computationally efficient algorithm for adversarial contextual bandits, even without
risk constraints.

4.2 Analysis of EXP4.R

We provide a reduction based analysis for EXP4.R by first reducing EXP4.R to Alg. Il with negative
entropic regularization. For the following analysis, let us define y.[j] = mj(s:)Tc; and z[j] =
7;(s¢)Tr, which stand for the expected cost and risk for policy j at round .

Let us define L;(w,\) = wlg, + ANwT2, — B) — 57“)\2. The multiplicative weight update in
Line [T can be regarded as running Weighted Majority on the sequence of loss {L:(w, At)}+, while
the update rule for A in Line[T2 can be regarded as running Online Gradient Ascent on the sequence
of loss {£;(wy, \)},. Directly applying the classic analysis of Weighted Majority (Shalev-Shwartz,

) on the generated sequence of weights {w; }; and the classic analysis of OGD Zinkevich, m
on the generated sequence of dual variables {\;}:, we get the following lemma:



Algorithm 2 EXP4 with Risk Constraints (EXP4.R)

1: Input: Policy set II.

2: Initialize wo = [1/N, ..., 1/N]T and \g = 0.
3: fort =0to T do

4:  Receive context s;.

5. Query experts to get advice m;(s;), Vi € [N].
6 Set pr = S0 wililmi(sy).
7. Draw action a; randomly from distribution py.
8:  Receive cost c¢t[as] and risk r¢[aq].
9:  Set the cost vector ¢; € R and the risk vector 7, € R¥ as follows: for all i € [K]
1 — i (a — i
&ulil = ctli) (a? i) o] = 4] (a?g z).
il il

10:  For each expert j € [N], set:

Qli) =mi(s0) e, Zlj) = mi(s)"Fe.

11:  Compute w1, for i € [|II]]:

wes[i] = —2 [iexp ( — p(e[i] + M2e[d])) |
S wilf] exp (= u(@nli] + Acli)))

12:  Compute Apyq:
)\t+1 = maX{O, )\t + ,u(thét — ﬂ — 5,[1)\15)}

13: end for

Lemma 4.1. With the negative entropy as the reqularization function for R, running Alg. [ on
the sequence of linear loss functions £;(w) = w'§; and linear constraint fi(w) = w2, — B <0, we
have:

d d A () p & . 12 22 1512
Zﬁt(wt,/\)—zﬁt(w,/\t) S;"‘ ; +§Z((Zwt[’](2ﬂt[’] +2X74[]%))
t=1 t=1 t=1 =1

+ (w2 = B = 6uA)?). (12)

We defer the proof of the above lemma to Appendix. The EXP4.R algorithm has the following
property:

Theorem 4.2. Set u = /In(|Il|)/(T(K +4)) and § = 3K. Assume P # (. EXP/.R has the
following property:

Rc = O( \% Kln(|nl)/T)7

10



Ry = O(T~"*(K In(TI]))"/*).

Proof Sketch of Theorem[{.2 The proof consists of a combination of the analysis of EXP4 and the
analysis of Theorem Bl We defer the full proof in Appendix [Cl We first present several known
facts. First, we have w] 2, = r¢[a;] < 1 and w] §; = ci[ay] < 1.
For Eq,~p, (Wl 2, — B)?, we can show that: Eq,~p, (wl 2 — 8)? <2+ 282 <4,
It is also straightforward to show that Eq,~p, 9 = y: and Eq,~p, 2t = 2. It is also true that
Baonpe Yooy welilgeli]? < K and Ea,vp, S0 wilil2 )i < K.

Now take expectation with respect to the sequence of decisions {a;}; on LHS of Inequality

T

E{at}t Z [Lt(wtv >\) - Et(wv >\t):|
=1
3 T T 6/14 2 5/,LT 2
Z Ecila:] + AMErefa — B) — yf w— Me(z{ w — B) + = Af] ——)\ (13)
t=1

Now take the expectation with respect to aq,...,ar on the RHS of inequality [2 we can get:

22 In [II]

T
E[RHS of Inequality[19 < m + —— + uT(K +4) + p(K + 6*p?) Z Ve (14)

t=1

Now we can chain Eq.[I3] and [[4] together and use the same technique that we used in the analysis
of Theorem Bl Chain Eq. I3l and 4] together and set w to w* and A = 0, it is not hard to show
that:

Ms

T
cila] = yfw*) < 2¢/I(O))T(K + 4) = O(y/TK In(]I])),
t=1

&
Il
A

where = /In(JO])/(T(K + 4)). Set A = (3, (Er¢[as] — B))/(SuT + 2/p), we can get:

W

(O (Erifad] = 8))? < (2057 +4/0) (2T + 2/ W(NT(K +4)) (15)

~~
Il
-

Substitute p = /In(JI[)/(T(K + 4)) back to the above equation, it is easy to verity that:

T
(O (Eryfa 2 < O(T%?(K In(|11]))"/?). (16)
t=1

4.3 Extension To High-Probability Bounds

The regret bound and constraint violation bound of EXP4.R hold in expectation. In this section, we
present an algorithm named EXP4.P.R, which achieves high-probability regret bound and constraint
violation bound. The algorithm EXP4.P.R, as indicated by its name, is built on the well-known
EXP4.P algorithm (Beygelzimer et all, M) In this section for the convenience of analysis, without
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loss of generality, we are going to assume that for any cost vector ¢ and risk vector r, we have
cli] € [-1,0], r[¢] < [-1,0],Vi € [K], and 8 € [-1,0].

The whole framework of the algorithm is similar to the one of EXP4.R, with only one modifi-
cation. For notation simplicity, let us define Z¢[i] = §:[i] + A\¢Z:[i]. Note that z,[i] is an unbiased
estimate of y.[i] + A¢z¢[i]. EXP4.P.R modifies EXP4.R by replacing the update procedure for w41
in Line [ in Alg. Bl with the following update step:

wilil exp(—pu(@ i) — x Sf, Teald))
SO welj) exp(—p(inlj) — kS, TEI)”

where k is a constant that will be defined in the analysis of EXP4.P.R. We refer readers to Ap-

pendix [Dl for the full version of EXP4.P.R. Essentially, similar to EXP3.P and EXP4.P, we add an
extra term —k Y p_, ﬂj}gf[tk)][k] to Z¢[i]. Though :zrt[ |-k, Tr] St [k is not an unbiased estimation
of y[i] + Aeze [z] anymore, as shown in Lemma [D.3] in Appendlx m it enables us to upper bound
DA ) Dy WJ(S')[IC using >, y¢[i] + )\tzt['] with high probability.

We show that EXP4 P.R has the following performance guarantees:

wyp1[i] =

Theorem 4.3. Assume P # 0. For any e € (0,1/2), v € (0,1), set p = (;%E;T, K =

w, and § = T—FY2K | with probability at least 1 — v, EXP4.P.R has the following
property:

R, = O(/T< 1K In(|TI|/v)),
R, = O(T~</?\/K In(|11])). (17)

The above theorem introduces a trade-off between the regret of cost and the constraint violation.
As e — 0, we can see that the regret of cost approaches to the near-optimal one /T K In(|II|), but
the average risk constrain violation approaches to a constant. Based on specific applications, one
may set a specific € € (0,0.5) to balance the regret and the constraint violation. For instance, for
€ = 1/3, one can show that the cumulative regret is O(T%/3,/K In(]I])) and the average constraint
violation is O(T~1/9). Note that if one simply runs EXP4.R proposed in the previous section, it is
1mposs1ble to achieve the regret rate O(T2/3/In(|II])) in a high probability statement. As shown

n (Auer et all, 20021), for EXP4 the cumulative regret on the order of O(T3/*) was possible[]

The difficult of achieving a high probability statement with near-optimal cumulative regret
O(y/TK In([T1])) and cumulative constraint violation rate O(T3/4) (the combination that matches
to the state-of-art in the full information setting) is from the Lagrangian dual variable A\. The
variance of % [i] is proportional to 1/p;[a¢]. With A, the variance of \;2.[i] scales as \?/p[as]. As
we show in Lemma [D.2]in Appendix[D.2] \; could be as large as |3|/(du). Depending on the value
of 6,11, Ay could be large, e.g., ©(v/T) if § is a constant and p = ©(1/v/T). Hence compared to
EXP4.P, the Lagrangian dual variable in EXP4.P.R makes it more difficult to control the variance
of Z4, which is an unbiased estimation of y;[i] + A;z¢[i]. This is exactly where the trade-off € comes
from: we can tune the magnitude of 0 to control the variance of &; and further control the trade-off
between regret and risk violation . How to achieve total regret O(/T K In(|II|)) and cumulative
constraint violation O(T3/ 4) in high probability is still an open problem.

4EXP4.R becomes the same as EXP4 when we set all risks and 3 to zeros.

12



5 Conclusion

In this work we study the problem of adversarial contextual bandits with adversarial risk constraints.
We introduce the concept of risk constraints for arms and the goal is to satisfy the long-term risk con-
straint while achieve near-optimal regret in terms of reward. The proposed two algorithm, EXP4.R
and EXP4.P.R, are built on the existing EXP4 and EXP4.P algorithms. EXP4.R achieves near-
optimal regret and satisfies the long-term constraint in expectation while EXP4.P.R achieves similar
theoretical bounds with high probability. We introduced a tradeoff in the analysis of EXP4.P.R
which shows that one can trade the constraint violation for regret and vice versa. The regret bound
and the constraint bound of EXP4.P.R does not match the state-of-art results of online learning
with constraints due to the fact that the Lagrange dual parameter in worst case can significantly
increase the variance of the algorithm.

Same as EXP4 and EXP4.P, the computational complexity of a simple implementation of our
algorithms per step is linear with respect to the size of the policy class. This drawback makes it
difficulty to directly apply our algorithms to huge policy classes. Directly designing computational
efficient algorithms for risk-aware adversarial contextual bandits might be hard, but one interesting
future direction is to look into the hybrid case (i.e., i.i.d contexts but adversarial rewards and risks).
In the hybrid case, it maybe possible to design computational efficient algorithms by leveraging the

recent work in (Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2016)
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Appendix
A Proof of Proposition 2.1]

Proof. The proof is mainly about adapting the specific two-player game presented in (m,
) to the general online convex programming setting with adversarial constraints. We closely
follow the notations in the example from Proposition 4 in (IMM, M)

Let us define the decision set X = A([1, 2]), namely a 2-D simplex. We design two different loss
functions: ¢!(x) = [~1,0]z, and ¢%(z) = [—1, 1]z (here [a,b] stands for a 2-d row vector and hence
[a, b]z stands for the regular vector inner product). We also design two different constraints as:
fHx) =[-1,-1]z <0 and f?(x) = [1,—1]x < 0. Note that both £ and f are linear functions with
respect x, hence they are convex loss functions and constraints with respect to z. The adversary
picks loss functions among {¢*,¢?} and constraints among {f*, f?} and will generate the following
sequence of loss functions and constraints. Initialize a counter k = 0, then:

1. while k = 0 or 15 Zf;i z;[1] > 3/4, the adversary set ¢, = (*(z) and f; = f?(x), and set
k:=Fk+1.

2. For next k steps, the adversary set ¢, = ¢}(x) and f; = f!(z). Then reset k = 0 and go back
to step 1.

For any time step ¢, let us define ¢; = % Ele 1(f; = f?), namely the fraction of the adversary

picking the second type of constraint. Let us define &; = 25:1 x;[1]/t. Given any ¢, we see that
O’ can be defined as

O ={z e A([1,2]) : ¢:[1, — 1z + (1 = ¢)[-1, 1]z < 0)}
):

={r e A([1,2]) : [2¢: — 1, —1]x < 0} = {z € A([1,2]) : 2¢:z[1] — 1 < 0}, (18)

and the minimum loss the learner can get in hindsight with decisions restricted to O’ is:

pmin — Hellon/(l —q)[-1,0]x + G:[-1, 1]z

=1 0<q <1/2 (19)
—1/2-1/(24:) + ¢ 1/2<¢: <1
. e . t t

The cumulative constraint violation at time step ¢ can be computed as >, fi(x;) =>_,_, 1(fi =
-1, 1)z + 1(fi = A1, —1]z;. We want to show that no matter what strategy the learner
uses, as long as T limsup;_,.. 3, fi(z;) <0, we will have limsup,_, . (3i_; £i(2:)/t) — ri*™ > 0.

Following a similar argument from , ), we can show that Step 2 is entered an
infinite number of times. To show this, assume that step 2 only enters finite number of times. Hence
as the game keeps staying in Step 1, the fraction of the adversary picking the second constraint f2

approaches to one (g — 1), we will have as ¢ approaches to infinity,

Jlim % > filwi) = Jim % D L(fi= =1 =1 + % D1 =10, 1
111 ) =1 1 ) =1 1 )
=tgrgo;;1<fi = [~ =tgg;;[1,—1]xi =tlggo[1,—1]<;;xi>. (20)



Since S2'_, @i/t € A([1,2]), we must have & = S°._, x;[1]/t <= 1/2 to ensure that the long-term
constraint is satisfied: lim;_, .o % 22:1 fi(xz;) < 0. But when &; < 1/2, the condition of entering
Step 1 is violated and we must enter step 2. Hence step 2 is entered infinite number of times. In
particular, there exist infinite sequences t; and t; such that ¢; < ¢, < ¢,4+1, and the adversary picks
f2,0% in (t;,t}] (Step 1) and the adversary picks f1, ¢! in (t},#;,11] (Step 2). Since step 1 and step
2 executes the same number of steps (i.e., using the counter k’s value), we must have ¢, = 1/2
and rmm = 1. Furthermore, we must have ¢, > ¢,4,/2. Note that Qg < 3/4 since otherwise the
adversary would be in step 1 at time ¢, + 1. Thus, during the first ¢;41 steps, we must have:

tita t; tita

3 7

ZIJ =Y w4+ > w1 < 2l (b = 1) = tipy = 13/4 < Stiga. (21)
j=1 j=t,+1

It is easy to verify that ﬁ t”l 1l () > —t e ?*11 z[1] > —Z. Hence, simply let i — oo, we

have:
1<

lim sup (- Z&(ml) Py > —7/8 41 =1/8. (22)

t—oo i—1

Namely, we have shown that for cumulative regret, regardless what sequence of decisions x1, ..., ¢
the learner has played, as long as it needs to satisfy limsup,_, . 1 Ele fi(xz;) <0, we must have:

t t

limsup (Y fi(w;) — min Y " 4i(x)) > /8 = Q(t). (23)

zcO’
tmoo i i=1
Hence we cannot guarantee to achieve no-regret when competing agains the decisions in O’ while

satisfying the long-term constraint.
O

B Analysis of Alg. Il and Proof Of Theorem [3.1]

Proof of Theorem[31l Since the algorithm runs online mirror descent on the sequence of loss
{L¢(x, M\t)}+ with respect to x, using the existing results of online mirror descent (Theorem 4.2 and

Eq. 4.10 from [Bubeck et all (2015)), we know that for the sequence of {z;};:

T T
Dr(z,z
S (Lalwe, M) — Lala, M) < Dr(x,21) iz Vo L(@e, A2 (24)
t=1 K 2a
Also, we know that the algorithm runs online gradient ascent on the sequence of loss {L¢(x¢, M)}
with respect to A, using the existing analysis of online gradient descent (Im, ), we have
for the sequence of \;:
T T
1 7] 8£t(wt /\t) 2
L M) < A4 T —_— 25
Z t(24, A) ; xt;t_u +2;( N, ) (25)



Note that for (VaLi(me, Me))? = (fe(ze) —dude)? < 22 (we) +28%p2 02 < 2D?+ 6242 )2. Similarly
for ||V.Li(xe, Ar)||?, we also have:

IVaLi(e, M)IIZ < 20 V()7 + 201NV ol 12 < 261+ 2D, (26)

where we first used triangle inequality for |V, L (7, A¢)||« and then use the inequality of 2ab < a? +
b%,Va,b € RT. We also assume that the norm of the gradients are bounded as maz (|| V(@) ||, |V fe(z)]+) <
G € RT. Now sum Inequality 24] and 28] from ¢t = 0 to T, we get:

Zﬁt(iﬂt, A) — Lt(ilf, At)

2Dg(z,m0) + N2
2p
2DR(:E :Eo) + /\2

G?
vy T 2 - 2,2 2
= o + Tu(D* + )—I—,u5,u—|— g ;. (27)

G2
+3 w(D? + 6%2N3) + Z “7(1 +22)
t

Using the saddle-point convex and concave formation for £;, we have:

th T, N) — Lo(m, Ng) = Z(ft(:vt —l(x)) + Z AMi(we) = Aefe(z)) + (%M Z)‘f - MTT)‘2

t

2B + X2 G?
<A g (D2+—)+u 52u2+ Z)\z (28)

Note that based on the setting of § and u, we can show that § > §%2u% + G?/a. This is because
p? + G?a = Wj@w +G?%/a < % + G?/a < 2G?% /o, where we assume that T is large
enough such that T'> 4B

Since we have § > §%1* + G* /i, we can remove the term >, A7 in the above inequality.

S (r0) ) + SO fe) = M) = (PG N < G TP 4 ). (20
t

Now set x = z*, and set A = 0, since f;(z*) < 0 for all ¢, we get:

S (0() - ) < % + Tu(D? + G2/a) < 2o/BT(D® + G2/a), (30)

t

where we set = \/B/(T(D? + G2 /a)).

To upper bound ), f;(x;), we first note that we can lower bound Zthl(Et(:zrt) — l(x)) as
Ethl(ft(xt) —li(z)) > —2FT. Now let us assume that ), fi(z¢) > 0 (otherwise we are done). We
set A= (>, fi(x:))/(6puT + 1/p), we have:

(& filw))? _ 2B

2 2 _
26uT+1/u +Tu(D +G?/a) +Z (Ce(x*) = Ly(2y))

5Note that here for analysis simplicity we consider asymptotic property of the algorithm and assume 7 is large
enough and particularly larger than any constant. We don’t necessarily have to assume T' > 4B here because we can
explicitly solve the inequality § > 622 + G2 /a to find the valid range of §, as (Mahdavi et al 7) did.
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<2y/BT(D? + G%/a) + 2FT (31)

Substitute p = \/B/(T(D? + G2 /«)) into the above inequality, we have:

T
O fi@e)? < 2¢/BT(D? + G?/a)(20uT + 1/p) + 2FT(20uT + 1/p)
t=1

2 D? 2
<X pr o+ )y or 02+ C) 1 BEEGR (32)

Take the square root on both sides of the above inequality and observe that 7°/2/8F2G2 /o dom-
inates the RHS of the above inequality, we prove the theorem. O

C Analysis of EXP4.R

In this section we provide the full proof of theorem

Proof of Theorem[[.2 We first present several known facts. First we have that for w! 2;:
Wi 2 = Eimw, 4[] = Eimww, mi(5¢) 7t = Eimoro, By (5Pt [1] = Ejoop, Fel4] = refae] < 1. (33)
For wl'§;, we have:
Wl Gt = Binw, 9eli] = Binw, mi(50) T = Bjp, e1j] = cilag] < 1. (34)
For Eq,~p, (wf 2, — B)?, we then have:
Eoymp (Wl 20 — B)? = Bayp, (1]as] — B)* < By, 2r[as)® +268% < 4. (35)
For Eq,~p, Jt, we have:
Eainp Geli] = 75 (50) " Eaype e = mi(s0) T er = peljl, (36)

which gives us Eq,~p, 9t = y;. Similarly we can easily verify that Eq,~p, 2t = 2.
For 215‘1 wy[i]g[i]%, we have:

|11]
> wililgefi] = i, 5[] = Biow, (15(50)70)% = Biouw, (Bjror, s0) 2 15])°
i=1
A TN2 AT 1V2 Ct [at]2
S Eivw Ejor(s)(@li])" = Ejup, (&[5])” = : (37)
pilad
Hence, for Eq,~p, S0 wy[i]§:[i]> we have:
- cela]? .
Baimpe Y wililGeli]” < Eapmp,——— = > _ cilk]” < K. (38)
i=1 I
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Similarly, for Z _ weli]2:[i)?, we have:

11| 2
S w12 = B i (50) 1) < B (i) = 2L )
and
|11
Eaunp, Y wiliarli]? < K. (40)

Now we are going to take expectation with respect to the randomized decisions {a;} on both sides

of Inequality. Fix time step ¢, conditioned on aq, ..., a;_1, we have:

Eat [Et(wt, )\) — Et(w, )\t):|
_ 5# 2_y ;T 5# 2
=E,, |ctlar] + Mrifad] — B) — =2 — Gy w — M(Zr w — B) + —)\;
5 5
= By, rfar] + MEq, rfar] = 8) = N2 =y w — M(afw = 8) + AL,
(Used fact that Eq,p, Ut = Yt and Ea,mp 2t = 21 )

Take the expectation with respect to aq,...,ar on the LHS of Inequality 02, we have:

T T

E{at}t Z [ﬁt(wt’ /\) - ‘Ct(wv )‘t)} = Z]Eal »»»»» atflEat\a1,...,at71 [Lt(wtv )‘) - ‘Ct(wv )‘t):|
t=1 t=1
a 5 ST
Z [Ectla:] + A(Er¢[as] — ) — yIw — M (zFw — B) + 'u)\Q] ,u L= \? (41)
t=1

Now take the expectation with respect to a1, ...,ar on the RHS of Inequality 12 (we use E,,|_,, to
represent the expectation over the distribution of a; conditioned on a1, ..., a;—1), we have:

A2 In(] T il

T T (m,Zwt 01 + A1) + Bayja_, (0] 2 = B)? + 624237
t=1
2
S)\_+M+MZ(K+)\?K+4+52;L2)\?)
1% H i—1
(Used Eq.[38 and {0 )
A2 In(|TI d
= 2 B 0 )l 0200 30 (12)

t=1

Note that based on the setting of § and p, we can show that § > 2K + 262u2. This is because

2K +26%p? = 2K +18K2In(|1|) /(T(K +4)) < 2K + 18K In(|I1]) /T < 3K, where for simplicity we
assume that T is large enough (T > 18 In(|II})).
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Chain Eq. 1] and together and get rid of the terms that have \; (due to the fact that
§ > 2K + 2621%) and rearrange terms, we get:

T

opT 1
th aq) Zyt Z (Erfas] — B) — Ae(zfw — B)) — (MT + ;))\2
t=1
1 I

< D(L D 4 (i + ). (43)
The above inequality holds for any w. Substitute w* into Eq. 43 we get:
T
opTr 1
;ctat Zy +Z/\Ertat —( g +;),\2
In(|IT
<MD | r(k + 9.

Now let us set A = 0, for regret, we get:

T T
th ay] Z ) < In(|I1))/p + pT(K + 4)
t=1 t=1
<2v/In(|II)T = O(v/TK In(|I1))), (44)

where p = /In(J])/T(K +4).

For constraints Y (Er[a;] — (), let us assume that > E(r[a:] — 5) > 0 (otherwise we are done),
and substitute A = (3" Erfae] — 8)/(6pT + 2/p) into inequality B4l (note that A > 0). Using the
fact that E(Zthl cilag] — Zthl yfw*) > —2T, we get:

T
(Y_(Erila] = £))* < (20uT +4/p) (2T + 2/ I(TNT(K +2 +252) (45)

t=1

Substitute u = /In(]I])/T(K +4) and § = 3K back to the above equation, it is easy to verity
that:

T
O (Erifa - B)* < 12K1/ T3/2 + 12K In([II\)T + 8T3/? (|H|) +8T(K+4). (46)
t=1

Since we consider the asymptotic property when T — oo, we can see that the LHS of the above
inequality is dominated by /K In([TI[)T3/2. Hence,

T
O (Erifas] - 8)* < O(V/K In(JII[)T%/2). (47)
t=1
Take the square root on both sides of the above inequality, we prove the theorem. |

D Algorithm and Analysis of EXP4.P.R

D.1 Algorithm
We present the EXP4.P.R algorithm in Alg.
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Algorithm 3 Exp4.P with Risk Constraints (EXP4.P.R)

1: Input: Policy Set II
2: Initialize wo = [1/N,...,1/N]T and A = 0.
3: fort =0to T do

4:  Receive context s;.
5. Query each experts to get the sequence of advice {m;(s¢)}Y;.
6 Set pr = S0 wililmi(se).
7 Draw action a; randomly according to probability p;.
8:  Receive cost c¢t[as] and risk r¢[aq].
9:  Set the cost vector ¢ € RX and the risk vector 7, € R¥ as
Mlar — i Mlar — i
o) = i@ =) oy relille =) o o gy
peli] peli]
10:  For each expert j, set:
9eld) = mi(s) e, 2] = mj(se)" 7, Vi € {1,2..., N}
11: Set Z; = gt + A2
12:  Update wyyq as:
. _ 7i(s¢)[k]
_ wei] exp(—pu(@:[i] — & 3, “EHE)
wilil = GOl
S wilj] exp(—pu(@li] — v gy =)
13:  Update A4 as:
)\t+1 = maX{O, )\t + ,u(thét — ﬂ — 5,[1)\15)}
14: end for

(49)
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D.2 Analysis of EXP4.P.R

We give detailed regret analysis of EXP4.P.R in this section. Let us define Z¢(\) as @;(\)[i] =
Geli] + Azili] — K, = St) M Vi e [N] and Ly(w,\) = wTd; — A8 — 57“)\2. As we can see that
Line[[2lis essentially runmng Welghted Majority algorithm on the sequence of functions { L (w, At) }+
while Line[T3]is running Online Gradient Ascent on the sequence of functions { £t (w¢, A) }+. Applying
the classic analysis of Weighted Majority and analysis of Online Gradient Descent, we can show
that:

Lemma D.1. The sequences {w:}+ and {\t}+ generated from Lines[I2 and [I3 in EXP4.P.R has
the following property:
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Proof. Using the classic analysis of Weighted Majority algorithm, we can get that for the sequence
of loss {Li(w, \)}e:
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for any w € B. On the other hand, we know that we compute A\; by running Online Gradient Descent
on the loss functions {L:(w¢, A)}+. Applying the classic analysis of Online Gradient Descent, we
can get:
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for any A > 0.
We know that 0L (w, \)/ON = w] 2, — B — Su);. Substitute these gradient and derivatives
back to the above two inequalities, and then sum the above two inequality together we get:
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where in the last ineqaulity we use the fact that (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b?, for any a,b € R. O

We first show that the Lagrangian dual parameter A; can be upper bounded:

22



Lemma D.2. Assume that § < 1/u?. For any t € [T], we have \; < ‘%.

Proof. Remember that the update rule for \; is defined as:
Nep1 = max{0, \s + p(w! 2, — B — duly)}. (51)

We prove the lemma by induction. For t = 0, since we set A\g = 0, we have \g < (|3|/(dp). Now let
us consider time step ¢ and assume that that \; < (|8])/(6p) for 7 < t. Note that wl 2, = r[a;] <0
and from the update rule of A\, we have:

Atr1 < max{0, A + p(|B8] — opAe)} (52)

For the case when \; = 0, we have \;11 = u|B|. Since we assume that § < 1/u2, we can easily

verify that Arp1 < p|B8] < [B]/(0p).
For the case when \; > 0, since we see that A+ p(|3| — duA:) > 0 from the induction hypothesis
that A\¢ < |B8|/(dp), we must have:

Avr1 = A+ p(|B] = dpAe). (53)

Subtract ||/ on both sides of the above inequality, we get:
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Since we have \; < |3]/(6p) and § < 1/u?, it is easy to see that we have for A\;41:
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Hence we prove the lemma. O

For notation simplicity, let us denote ‘B | as Am

We now show how to relate »_, g ]—l—/\tz[ = /@Ef 1 T“éft to >, ye[i] + A z[i] for any ¢ € [|II|]:

Lemma D.3. In EXP/.P.R (Alg.[3), with probability at least 1 — ¢, for any w € AIl, we have:
T |1

SO wlil(Geli] + Mezeli] - ZM)

t=1 i=1 j=1 pij]

T H
ng +AtZt[])+(1+Am)@.

We use similar proof strategy as shown in the proof of Lemma 3.1 in (Bubeck et all, 2!!12)
with three additional steps:(1) union bound over all polices in II, (2) introduction of a distribution
w € A(IT), (3) taking care of A; by using its upper bound from Lemma [D2l

Proof. Let us set 6’ = §/|1I| and fix ¢ € [|[I|]. Define &;(A\:) = §¢ + A\e2: and we denote & (\)[i] =
F )] — & 35 (s (s1) 5] /pelj])-
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For notation simplicity, we are going to use Z; and Z; to represent T:(A)[i]/(1 + A\n) and
Z+(Me)[i]/(1 4+ A,) respectively in the rest of the proof.

Let us also define z; = (y:[i] + Mize[i])/(1 + A\). It is also straightforward to check that
k(Zy — @) < 1since & <0, —x; < 1 and 0 < kK < 1. Note that it is straightforward to show that
E;(Z;) = x¢, where we denote E; as the expectation conditioned on randomness from ay, ..., a;—1.

Following the same strategy in the proof of Lemma 3.1 in dB;ﬂ;mgkﬂ_aﬂ, lZ_Q]ﬂ), we can show
that:
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We can upper bound E;(#?) as follows:
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where the first inequality comes from Jensen’s inequality and the last inequality comes from the
fact that |c[j]| < 1 and |A\¢re[j]| < Am. Substitute the above results in Eq. B6, we get:
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Hence, we have:

E exp HZ Ty —xt)) . (59)
t=1

Now from Markov inequality we know P(X > In(6-1)) < dE(e”). Hence, this gives us that with
probability least 1 — §:

kY (& —x) < In(1/6). (60)
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Substitute the representation of #;, x; in, we get for 7, with probability 1 — §":
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j=1

t=1

Now apply union bound over all policies in II, it is straightforward to show that for any ¢ € |II|,
with probability at least 1 — §, we have:
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To prove the lemma, now let us fix any w € A(|IT]), we can simply multiple w[i] on the both sides
of the above inequality, and then sum over from i = 1 to |II]. O

Let us define w € A(II) as

T | K
W= min Z Z i (gle] + Me2[d) Z (61)
wEA(H t=1 i=1 j=1
and w* € A(II) as
T |
e A 62
=g min, 353wl + 2<f) (62)

Now we turn to prove Theorem [.3]

Proof of Theorem[4.3. We prove the asymptotic property of Alg. Bl when T" approaches to infinity.

(;I;{(ﬂ))T and § = T-“Y2K, we can first verify the condition § < 1/p? i

Lemma [D:2l This condition holds since § = O(T°) while 1/u? = O(T).
Let us first compute some facts. For w] Z;, we have:

Since we set p =

K

wi @y (M) = Ejow, (5e[5] + Nei[s] - “; peli]

= Ct [at] + )\trt [at] — IiK. (63)

mi(s¢)|e —1
j(se)[ ]) =Ejp, &[j] + MEjp, 7ej] — Eijtp

For 02w, [i] (2 (A)[i])2, we have:
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where the first inequality comes from Jesen’s inequality and the last inequality uses the assumption

that the IT contains the uniform policy (i.e., the policy that assign probability 1/K to each action).
Consider the RHS of Eq. B0l we have:
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(65)
Consider the LHS of Eq. B0, set w = w0, we have:
T
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J (66)
Chaining Eq. [65] and Eq. [66] together and rearrange terms, we will get:
T
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Since we have § > 2/1{‘7%’ we can show that 1 — —(1 + A+ k) >0.

Now back to Eq. 67 using Lemma. [D.3], we have with probability 1 — v:
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where the last inequality follows from the definition of w* and w*. Rearrange terms, we get:
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Note that under the setting of § and u we have %“ > % + 1362 (we will verify it at the end of
the proof), we can drop the terms that relates to A7 in the above inequality. Note that we have
op =T~/ KIn(]II|) > T, where € € (0,1/2). Substitute du > T° into the above inequality
and rearrange terms, we get:

T
th —w Ty + Arefar] — B) = M(w* Tz — B) — TéuX?/2

t=1

2
= Ln(mD+THK+(K+2+2ﬂ2+2K|ﬂ|)m+(1+|5|T6)@ (70)

Now let us set A = 0 and since we have that Z;‘ll M(w* Tz, — B) <0, we get:

th[at] —wly, < (LHD +ThK + (K + 2+ 262+ 2K|8)) T+ (1 +|8|T¢) (EV’/)
t=1
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IH(LHD +TRE + (3K +4)Tu+ (1 + TE)LOT/V)

< 2y/T(n(I)(BK +4)) + 2¢/TK (1 + T9) In(|]/v) = O(/T K In(|]TI|/v)) (71)

<

where we set © and & as:

g [T, -

(BK +4)T’ TK

Now let us consider ) ,(r¢[a;] — 3). Let us assume )_,(r¢[a;] — ) > 0, otherwise we prove the
theorem already. Note that EtT_l clar] — w*Tyt > —2T'. Hence we have:

T
Z ri[at] — N (6uT/2+1/p)

; T +2/T(In(|T)) (3K +4)) +2¢/TK (1 + 7<) In(|T|/v).

To maximize the LHS of the above inequality, we set A = %W. Substitute A into the

above inequality, we get:

(> (refas] - 8))* < (26uT + %)(21“ +2¢/T(In(|T) (3K +4)) + 2/TK (1 + T¢) In(|T1|/v))

< (27 /In([II))K + %)(21“ +2/T(In(IT))(3K +4)) + 2¢/TK (1 + T°) In(|II|/v))

= 24(T?¢\/K In(JI|) + T"°~°K In(|T|) + T"5~ %% K In(|T1]) + T*°VEK + TK + T+ K \/In(1/5))

= O(T* °K In(|T1))). (73)
Hence we have:
T
> (rifad] = O(T**/2/K In(|I|)). (74)
t=1
Note that for §, we have § = KT 195 To verify that § > 2/1{‘—%7 we can see that as
long as € € (0,1/2), we have § = ©(T%°~¢) while |3|/(2/K — u — kp) = O(1). Hence when T
18]

is big enough, we can see that it always holds that § > STR—j—rn For the second condition

that 6 > K + 2u%6% = K + 2In(|lI|)KT~2¢. Note that again as long as ¢ € (0,1/2), we have
§=0O(T%¢), and K + 2In(|I1|)KT~2¢ = O(1). Hence we have § > K + 21In(|II|)KT~2¢. Hence,

we have shown that when p = %, K =1/ %, and 6 = T~“t/2K | we have that
as T — oo:

(cilar] = w* ) = O(/THIn([I]/v)),

M=

&
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(relae] = B) < O(T*~ /2 /K In(]T))). (75)
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