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Abstract

Linear contextual bandit is an important
class of sequential decision making problems
with a wide range of applications to recom-
mender systems, online advertising, health-
care, and many other machine learning re-
lated tasks. While there is a lot of prior
research, tight regret bounds of linear con-
textual bandit with infinite action sets re-
main open. In this paper, we address this
open problem by considering the linear con-
textual bandit with (changing) infinite action
sets. We prove a regret upper bound on
the order of O(1/d?T logT) x poly(loglogT)
where d is the domain dimension and T is
the time horizon. Our upper bound matches
the previous lower bound of Q(+/d?>T logT)
in [Li et al., 2019] up to iterated logarithmic
terms.

1 Introduction

Linear contextual bandit is an important
class of sequential decision making problems
with an extensive history of research in both
machine  learning and  operations  research
[Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011 Chu et al., 2011,
Auer, 2002, |Rusmevichientong and Tsitsiklis, 2010,
Dani et al., 2008, [Li et al., 2019]. In the linear con-
textual bandit problem, a player makes sequential
decisions over T' time periods. At each time period t,
an action set D; C R% is provided; the player selects
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an action x; € Dy, and subsequently receives a reward
ry parameterized as

Tt = <xt79> +€ta

where 6 € R?, ||0]]2 < 1 is a fixed but unknown param-
eter vector, and {&} are independent centered sub-
Gaussian noise variables with the variance proxy 1.
The performance is evaluated by the cumulative regret,
defined as
T
Rr = Z sup (x, 0) — (x¢,0).

—1 x€Dy

The objective of this paper is to design an algorithm
that achieves the optimal expected regret under the
worst case, when the action sets { D} are infinite (i.e.,
|D¢| = 00). In the next sections, we give a rigorous def-
initions of policy and action domains studied in this
paper. We also discuss (informally) our main results,
and compare them with existing results in the litera-
ture.

1.1 Definition of policy and action domains

Suppose that there are T time periods and the
problem dimension is d. A policy ® can be
represented as ™ = (¢1,¢2, -+ ,¢r) where ¢
(1,91, ,Tt-1,Yt—1,D¢) — x¢ € Dy is a random-
ized function that maps the data collected from prior
episodes {1,2,--- ,¢t — 1} to an action x; € D, to be
selected at time period ¢. Note that future feasible sets
Dy, Dyyo are not revealed to the policy m when it is
making an action decision at time ¢.

Let S := {S:Sisclosed, S C{x e R: |z]2 < 1}}
be the set of all closed subsets of the unit d-dimensional
f5 ball. The domains Dy,---,Dr € S; are chosen
arbitrarily, before any policy 7 is executed. We re-
mark that this setting is known in the literature as
the “oblivious” setting.
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1.2 Existing work and our results

A summary of our results as well as existing results
are given in Table [l The regularity conditions that
0]l <1 and D, C {x € R?: |lz]|2 < 1} are imposed,
so that |E[r¢]| = [(x+,0)] < 1 holds for all x; € D;.
Additionally, as suggested by the title, we consider the
infinite-armed case in which |D;| = oo for all t. We
also impose the regularity condition that the action
sets Dy are closed, so that the supremum over the sets
can always be achieved by an action.

[Dani et al., 2008] derived an algorithm based on
confidence balls of prediction errors of 6, achiev-
ing a worst-case expected regret of O(v/d2T log®T).
[Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011] further improved the
analysis and obtained O(y/d2TlogT) regret. On
the lower bound side, [Dani et al., 2008] proved a
regret lower bound of Q(Vd?T) for all policies,
which was later improved to Q(1/d?*TlogT) by
|Li et al., 2019] as a direct corollary of regret lower
bounds for finite-armed linear contextual bandits.
While [Li et al., 2019] derived matching upper bounds
for the finite-armed case, their results and techniques
cannot be directly applied to the infinite-armed case
even if computational issues are disregarded, as cover-
ing nets of {D;} up to 1/poly(T") accuracy would incur
additional logarithmic terms in 7.

In this paper, we prove the following main result:

Theorem 1 (Informal). There is a policy whose worst-
case expected regret is asymptotically upper bounded by

O(y/d?TlogT) x poly(loglogT).

Comparing with the lower bound Q(+/d?TlogT),
the upper bound in Theorem [ is tight up to it-
erated logarithmic terms. Our results thus close
the O(v/logT) gap between the upper bound (in
[Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011]) and the lower bound in
infinite-armed linear contextual bandit. In addition,
the idea behind our varying confidence level (VCL)
UCB algorithm and a number of technical tools de-
veloped in the proof might also be useful for other
contextual bandit problems.

1.3 Proof techniques

Sharp tail bounds of self-normalized empiri-
cal processes. Due to the inherent statistical de-
pendency between the chosen actions {a;} and noise
variables {&;}, the estimation error of 6 at each
time step cannot be analyzed using standard closed-
forms of linear regression estimators. The work of
[Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011] pioneered the use of self-
normalized empirical processes to understand the esti-
mation and prediction errors at each time step.

In this paper, we make use of sharp tail bounds on
the supremum of self-normalized empirical processes
in high-dimensional probability (Lemma [). By ex-
ploiting such tail bounds we have a much more refined
control of failure probabilities at each time step, which
lays the foundation of our improved regret analysis.

Varying confidence levels in UCB-type algo-
rithms. Most existing methods on linear contextual
bandit can be categorized as Upper-Confidence-Bound
(UCB) or Optimism-in-Face-of-Uncertainty (OFU)
type algorithms, which build confidence bands/balls
around unknown parameters at each time step and
then pick actions in the most optimistic way.

While most existing algorithms set constant confi-
dence levels (corresponding to failure probabilities at
each time), in this paper we consider varying con-
fidence levels (VCL), with higher failure probabili-
ties towards the end of the time horizon T. The
intuition is that later fails would incur much less
regret. Similar ideas were also employed in previ-
ous works [Audibert and Bubeck, 2009, |Li et al., 2019,
Wang et al., 2018] to improve regret guarantees in ban-
dit problems.

2 Algorithm design and main results

Algorithm [l named VCL-SupLinUCB, is the main al-
gorithm of this paper which combines the varying con-
fidence levels (VCL) design with the existing SupLin-
UCB algorithm [Auer, 2002, [Chu et al., 2011]. The
basic idea of Algorithm [ is to classify the time pe-
riods into different layers such that the chosen context
is statistically independent with the noise in the re-
ward distribution. Then the algorithm estimates 0 ¢
for each layer ¢ and eventually selects the arm with
largest upper confidence bound according to the rules
specified in Lines 7-12 in Algorithm[Il Those ideas are
similar to the previous SupLinUCB algorithm, and the
major difference between Algorithm[Iland previous ap-
proaches is the varying confidence levels (reflected by
the inclusion of wy ¢ in @y ), which allows for sharper
regret bounds.

The following theorem is the main result of this paper:

Theorem 2. Suppose the universal constant C > 0
i the input of Algorithm [ is sufficiently large. Then
there exists constants C1,Co > 0 that only depend on C
such that for all |02 < 1 and {D; C {x € RY : ||z]|2 <
1}}, the regret Rr satisfies the following inequality for
any 6 € (0,1),

E [max {RT — C1d\/Tlog Tlog(1/6) - loglog(T/4), OH

< C8dVT.
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Table 1: Summary of results. Both # and {D;} belong to the unit ball {z € R?: ||z|s < 1}, and |D;| = oo for all
t. Upper and lower bounds are for E[Rr] under the worst case. O(-) and (-) notations hide universal constants

only, and poly(loglog T') means (loglog T)°("),

[Dani et al., 2008] [Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011]  [Li et al., 2019] this paper
Upper bound ~ O(v/d2T log® T) OV @Tlog” T) N/A O(/d?Tlog T)xpoly(loglog T)
Lower bound Q(Vd2T) N/A Q(\/d?T logT) N/A

1: Input: (o = [log,(y/T/d/d)], Time horizon T, confidence parameter ¢, domain dimension d, universal
constant C' > 1;
2: Initialization: X: o =0, Aco = Iyxa, Ac.o = O, Oc.0 = Oq for ¢ < Co;
3: fort=1,2,---,T do
4:  Observe Dy, and set ¢ = 0 and N¢ ¢ = Dy;
5:  while a choice z; has yet to be made do
6: Compute é\c,t = A5%71A<7t_1, and for every x € N 4, compute wf, = /2T AC 1T,
af , = \/max{l, ln[(Tln4 Tln2(1/6))(w§7t)2/(d62)]} and w§, =C - Vd - af Wwg
T if ( = (o then
8: Find z; € N¢, that maximizes min{1, z n@g t+ @ .+ and set ¢; = (;
9: else if wf, <2~ ¢ for all z € N¢ ¢ then
10: Update Ney1p = NeyN{z: $T§<7t > maxyen, , yT@;t —21=CY (- (+ 1,
11: else
12: Select any x; € N¢y14 such that @iy > 27 ¢, and set ¢; = (;
13: end if
14: end while
15:  Select action z; and observe feedback r; = x: 0+ &;
16: Update: X<t7t = XCtytfl U {CCt}, ACt,t = ACt_’tfl =+ iZ?tZZ?;r, )\Ctyt = ACht,l =+ TtTt, and XC/,t = Xglytfl,
A{’,t = Aglﬂtfl, )‘C/-,t = )\C/_’tfl fOI‘ any C/ 75 Ct;
17: end for

Algorithm 1: The VCL-SupLinUCB algorithm

Theorem [2] implies the following two statements. In
the following, < means that the constants in the in-
equality are omitted.

i. The expected regret E[Ry] < dy/T log T log( 1/5
loglog(T'/4). In particular, Tif we take 6 = Q(1)

we have that E[Rr| < dvTlogT -loglogT.

ii. With probability at least 1 — 4§, it holds
that Rr < dy/TlogTlog(1/6) - loglog(T/9).
This is because, by Markov’s inequality,

Pr[Ry — C’ld«/Tlongog(l/(S) - loglog(T/6) >
Cady/T) < E[max{Ry — C1d\/TlogTlog(1/) -
loglog(T/5),0}]/(CadN/T) < 6.

While neither of the two statements implies each other,
we note that, if iterated logarithmic factor is left out,
statement ii) is stronger than the high probability
bound proved by [Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011], where
the regret is at most O(d+/T log T'log(T'/§)) with prob-

ability at least 1 — 4.

The proof of Theorem [2]is stated in the next section.

3 Proof of Theorem 2|

3.1 Uniform confidence region for é\gt

We first present a lemma that upper bounds the errors
|(x,0;, — )| with high probability.

Lemma 3. For any t € [T], any layer ( €
{0,1,2,...,¢0}, and any v € (0,1/2], with probability
1 —~ it holds that

D7 HaT (B — 0)| S Vd+ /In(1/7).

sup (w
z€RC

The proof of Lemma [] can be roughly divided into
three steps. First, the closed-form expression of Ridge
regression to express ¢ ; in terms of § and £. At the
second step, a self-normalized empirical process is de-
rived by manipulating and normalizing the expression
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derived in the first step. Finally, sharp tail bounds of
sub-Gaussian processes are invoked to prove Lemma

Proof of Lemmald Let
Tep—1:={r:7<t—1land (; =(}
and let
nei-1 = [Te -1l
Note that we also have n¢—1 = |Xe -1

Let X¢ ;-1 be a n¢ -1 X d matrix constructed by stack-
ing all x € X ;_; together, i.e.,

Aci—1= X1 X + 1.

Let Z¢4—1 be the n¢ ¢—1-dimensional vector that con-
tains all noises &, such that 7 € 7¢:—1. We also let

rei—1 = Xc—10 + Z¢ -1

be the n¢ ;—1-dimensional vector by concatenating all
rewards for time periods 7 € T¢ ;1.

Define also ||z]|4 := V& T Az for d-dimensional vectors
x and d X d positive-semidefinite matrices A. Then
O = (XL Xeoa+ D)X, (Xea 104+ Ecin)
= (I = Agi )0+ A X 1Bt
Subtracting one 6 and left multiplying with (5@ —
0) T A¢ 1 on both sides of the above identity, we ob-
tain
~(Oc,e=0)T0+(0c.—0) " X[, 1 Ec 1.
(1)

N , B
10c—0lx,,_, =
Note that

[(Bc,e —0)7 0] < 10]l2116c.e — Oll2 < [10c.e — Ollac.,_,

because ||f]|2 < 1 and A¢;—1 = I. Dividing both sides
of Eq. @ by [|0¢,+ — 0l[a,_,, we have

16ce = Ollac, , <1+¢' X, 1Bcin,
where ¢ = (0ce —0)/10c,c — Ollac,_.-  (2)

It is easy to verify that ¢ satisfies ||¢|ls., , < 1. Con-
sider linear transforms 7, = Agigazq. forall 7 € T¢ -1

and ¢ = Aé{iﬁb- Then ¢ satisfies ||¢|l < 1. Subse-
quently, Eq. (@) can be re-formulated as

Hé\C,t - GHA(,tfl <1+ §up G{ga (3)
lell2<1

where Ga = ZTE’T(,t—l 57' <EE‘F} $>

We next show that G. is a sub-Gaussian pro-
cess with respect to || - [l2.  Since {& }re7, .

and  {z;}re7, are  statistically  indepen-
dent [Chu et al., 2011, [Auer, 2002], we have
that {&r}ree,., and {ZT;}re7;,., are statis-
tically independent. Therefore, for any ¢,¢’,

Gy — Gy = ZreTu & (@r, 0 — ¢') is a centered
sub-Gaussian random variable with variance proxy

> @ e—¢)P

TET¢,t—1
== (X #F)e-0)
TET¢ t—1
== (Y el )0 9)
TET¢,t—1
< ¢ —¢'l13-

Subsequently, invoking Lemma [I0, we have with prob-
ability 1 — ~ that

HeC,t - 9||A§,t71
st+ [ uN(o e R ol < 1]z, de
0
In(1/7)

SH/jmdewmwmm.

Finally, Lemma [3 is proved by the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality:

|27 (0c — 0)| < Hac||A;L1 10c,e —Ollac. .
<wilfce —Ollac, ., VoeR:
which is to be demonstrated. n

In this paper, we only use the following weaker version
of Lemma

Corollary 4. For any t € [T], any layer ¢ €

{0,1,2,...,¢0}, and any v € (0,1/2], with probability
1 —~ it holds that

sup (w¢ )~ [a " (O = 0)] £ V/d In(1/7).

z€R

3.2 Regret upper bound at a single time step

For each time ¢, we first bound the expected error of
the estimation of any arm that lies out of its confidence
band using the sharp bound we obtained in Corollary

@

Lemma 5. There exists a sufficiently large univer-
sal constant C'° > 0 such that for each layer ( €
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{0,1,2,...,¢0}, for each time t € [T], and for any
0 € (0,1/2], it holds that

© e (1[G =] - ot

.\xT(oQ,t - 9)‘}] <8d/VTI2T. (4)

To prove Lemma [l we adopt a novel argument that
partitions the action set according to the geometric
scale of the confidence levels of the actions. Using
Corollary [l for each partition, we derive a uniform
error bound for the expected reward of the actions in
the partition with empirical estimate 6. ;. Since we
have no control on the index of the partition that the
maximizer x* belongs to, we finally employ a union
bound argument to combine the error bounds for every
partition and complete the proof.

Proof of Lemmall For each layer ¢ and for each
time ¢, consider a partition of D;, namely
{Ag)t}ne{lﬂgyg_’_mk‘}, where K = [log,(T?%/62)]+1, and
we define

Ag,t = {

For each k, we let

{zreDyrwi, €277, 27"} when k < K
{zeD;:wi, (0,277} when k = K

2 (e —9)|}

m¢, = sup {
ZEA

be the maximum estimation error for the context vec-
tors in A¢; and next we first provide bounds on mg ;.
By Corollary H, there exists a universal constant C,
such that for all 3 > v/In2, we have that

Pr [m? >(C

2V -]
Pr [mg_’t > (C/2)-27"Wd . ﬁ}

< Pr [Eli €AF,:

6_62.

2 (Bcs = )] = (C/2)-w{,Vd- ]

IN

Now we let

af = \/max{l,ln[Tln4Tln2(1/5) <2726 /(d62)]},

and use 1[-] to denote the indicator function. For each

K, it holds that

E [1 [m?)t >C-27"Vd- af} . mzt}

IN

Pr [mf, > €27V af] - (C-27Vi )

+oo
—|—/ Pr[m¢, > z]dz
C-2=rd-af ’

0?)-C-27d - af

IN

exp (—(a
+C-275d- | e Pap

< exp (~(0f)?) -2V of. (5)
We now upper bound Eq. () by considering the fol-
lowing two cases.

In the first case, when «of = 1, we have that
Tn* Tn?(1/6) - 272 /(dé?) <ee,

which means that,

275 < \Jdo? /(T TIn*(1/9)).

Therefore, Eq. () is upper bounded by

et 27"Vd < dd/\/TIn* Tn*(1/9).

In the second case, when v > 1, we have that
TIn* T1n?(1/6) - 272% /(d6?) = exp((aff)?)
and therefore
27% = 5\/d/(TIn* T1n2(1/3)) - exp((af)?/2).
We can upper bound Eq. (@) by

exp (—(af)2(1 = 1/2)) - 81/d/(Tn* TW(1/8)) - VA - af
< 6d/\/TIn* TIn?(1/6).
Summarizing the two cases, we have
E[1[mg, > C27"Vd-af| m,]

< 8d/\/Th* TIn?(1/6).  (6)

We now work with the Left-Hand Side of Eq. ({@]). Let
x* be the maximizer in the LHS of Eq. (), and let x*
be the index of the partition such that =* € Ag;. We
have

E[1[|@)70ce—0)| 2 OVE-ofty] x [(7) T @~ 0)|]
<E[1[s = K| ") (B — )
+E [1 v < K] x 1 H(ﬁ)r@m - 9)‘ > oV a?ftwgl}

< |@)" @ee - 0)]]. (7)
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We first focus on the first term in the Right-Hand Side
of Eq. (). When x* = K, we have ofgt < 2/(T/5)%
Therefore,

Pr [m* = K and ‘(m*)T(@‘\g,t—H)‘ >6/\/TIn* Tln (1/5)]

<Pr [(wg’;)*l](x*f(o?“_e)] > 715 /(251 T'ln(1/6) ]

5 53 : exp(—T),

where the last inequality is due to Corollary M and for
T > /d. Therefore, we have

E [1 [* = K] ‘(x*)T(é},t - e)H < §/1/TIn* TIn2(1/9)
+E [1 [H* — K and ](x*)T(ﬁg,t - 9)‘
Y T1n4T1n2(1/6)} : ‘(x*)T@,t - 9)”

<4/
+ {Pr [m* = K and ‘(x*)—r(@‘\g,t - 9)‘

TIn* Tn?(1/6)

> 6/ T1n4T1n2(1/5)} E U(x*f@t - 9)]2] }1/2
< 6/4/TIn* TIn?(1/6), (8)

where the second inequality due to Cauchy-Schwartz,
and the last inequality is because of

e[y e -] <& o]

<E {(Hé\ct 2

Now we work with the second term in the Right-Hand
Side of Eq. ([@). When £* < K, we have 27% < wf’;
and af < af;, and therefore

2
+1)]§T2.

1 [Ii* <K, }(w*)T@:t - 9)} > CVd- o, -wg;]

< |@)T B - )

< 1[|@) @ca—0)] = OV oty 2]
J @)@ - 0)]
<1 [mf* >CVd- ok, - 2*“*} e
K—-1
< 1 [mf > C\/E-azt -27F ] “ME 4 9)
k=1

Taking expectation and invoking Eq. (@), we have

E[l [m*<K,

(#)" Bca — 0)| = OV~ o, wi]
[ @0
8o o ooy ] )
< 0dNTIWT.

Combining Eq. ([), Eq. (8), and Eq. (I0), we have

(10)

E[1 ()T @ - 0)] > V- af - wt]
x ‘(x*)—r(é\gt - 9)H <6d/VTI*T,
which is to be demonstrated. n

For any layer ¢ € {0, 1,
t € [T, we define

2,...,¢o} and any time period

ey = max {z 6 and mg,:= min {0
co= mox {aT0h and o= min (270}
as the largest and smallest mean reward for actions in
the action subset N ;. For convenience, we also define

Mgy +1,t 7= Meg,p,  and M4y ¢ 7= Mg .

Note that max,cp,{z'0} = Mo, and z,]6 > me, 4
(due to x; € N, +), we have that the regret incurred
at time ¢ is

gé%x{fr 0} — [0 < (Mo, —Me,e) + (Mg,e — M, 1))
G

< (Mg —me, o) + (M1 — Tg,1)- (11)
=1

In the following lemma, we provide upper bounds for
the expressions in the Right-Hand Side of Eq. (I]). In-
tuitively, the following lemma states that the expected
maximum rewards between adjacent layers are close to
each other, and the expected differences between any
pair of actions inside any layer are small and exponen-
tially decreasing as the layer increases.

Lemma 6. Forallt and ( =0,1,---,(p, it holds that

E [max{7¢ + — ¢ y1.4,0}] < 6d/V T In® T (12)
E [max{mm — My — 23¢, 0}-1{¢ < g}]
<6d/NVTI>T. (13)

Proof. We first prove Eq. (I2]). Let

* T
= arg max 0
Y g1 N“{y }
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and

zf = argzrélﬁx {z7 94 )

If y; € Negat, then My = Meq1,e because Neyqp C
N On the other hand, if y; ¢ N¢i1,, note that
zf € Ney1,4 because z; maximizes zTacyt in NV¢ ;. Sum-
marizing both cases of y; € N¢y14 (in which Teyq, =
mey) and yf ¢ Ney1q (in which Mey1 ¢ > (27) 76 as
2 € Neqat), we have

Mt — Moy < My & Nesned - (yr — =) 70, (14)

For any (,t and y € N, define

€l i=A{ly" (Ocu —0)| <=}

as the success event in which the estimation error of
y "0 for yT 0 is within the confidence interval @ ;-
By definition,

W)0 < () Ocu+ @l + 1{=ELY - ()T (Bc — 0);
(15)

()70 > (1) Ocu — i, — {2} |(2) T (Be — 0)].
(16)

Also, conditioned on the event y; ¢ Ncy1,, the proce-
dure of Algorithm [l implies
() e < (=) Tl — 2. (17)

Subtracting Eq. (I8) from Eq. (I3) and considering
Eq. (), we have

(yi —#)'0

soll+of-2r 3

z€{y;,z{}
< >

ez} [ (Bes — 0),
IE{yivz?}

1{=EZ,} - 2T (Oce - 0)|

(18)

where the last inequality holds because wiy <27 ¢
for all @ € N, if the algorithm is executed to level
¢+ 1. Combining Eqgs. (T4I8)) and Lemma [l taking
expectations, we obtain

E [max{mi¢ ¢ — Mi¢q1.6,0}]
< E[L{y ¢ Nevaa) (1{# Hvi
FL{=ESY ()T (Bt — 9)\)}
< B [1{-€L) )T (e - 9))}
+E (1€ ()T O - 0)]]

<6d/VTI*T.

) (B — 0)]

Now we focus on Eq. (I3)). We only need to prove the
equation for ¢ > 0 since it is trivially true for ¢ = 0.
Let

fi=a i oY,
w; rgwrenﬁgglj{w }

Clearly, we have that
Mey — My = (yi — w:)‘re'

Similar to Eqs. (I5lI0), we can establish that

()70 < (W) 010+ ey,

+ 1= 3 )T (Ber — O] (19)
(w))T0 > (w}) Oers — ',

— L=} @) T (@e-r — 6)]- (20)

In addition, because both y; and w; belong to N¢; C
N¢Z1,t, the second step of Algorithm [ implies that
conditional on ¢ < (%,

(y7) TOe—14 < (w
< (w

01— 27D
) 01— 2276, (21)
and

i —(¢-1
w<t1t<2 © ),

Subtracting Eq. (I9) from Eq. 0) and applying
qs- [2II22), we get for any ¢ < ¢,

Mmer — Mey = (y; —wy)

<927C 9.9~ 4 1{ﬁ5£11t} ) ‘(yf)T(ac—u B 9)‘
{8 3 [(w) T (B — 0)]

=2 1 b )T (B —0)|
+1{RES @) T B = 0)].

Therefore, since the right hand-side of the above in-
equality is non-negative, we have

E [max{mgﬁt —mey — 23-¢, 0}-1{¢ < Ct”
<E (1€ 0 | )T @1 - 0)
FUEL )T Bere - 0)] ]

We finally apply Lemma Bl and prove Eq. (I3). O

w27 Ch (22)

3.3 The elliptical potential lemma, and
putting everything together

Lemma 7. If the parameter C in Algorithm [ is a
large enough universal constant, then we have

max{RT -8- ch £

t=1

E

H <6dVT.  (23)
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Note that instead of a high probability bound, which is
usual in the previous analysis (e.g., [Dani et al., 2008,
Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011]), our upper bound is in an
expectation form. This crucially helps us to avoid the
extra logT factor due to the union bound argument.

Proof of Lemma[7 Since

T
Ry = Z(max{:vTﬁ} —xz/0),

xe Dy

by Eq. () we have

T
Ry < Z ((Mo,0 — Mg t) + (Mg e —me, ). (24)

t=1
By Eq. (I3) in Lemma [l we have that for any time ¢,
E [max{mght — Mg, 4 —23 ¢t O}]
Co

< > E[max{mc, —me, —2°7°,0} - ¢ < G
¢=0

< 6d/VT,

Together with Eq. (I2)) in Lemma [6] we have that

E [maX{(mQt - mCt;t) + (mCt,t - mct,t) - 237@7 0}]

Co
< Z E [max{m¢ s — M¢cq1.4,0}]
¢=0
+ E [max{mgtyt — M, 4 —237(’},0}} S 5d/ﬁ

(25)

Summing up ([25)) for all ¢ € [T'] and together with ([24]),
we have that

T
max {RT -3 23@,0H < 6dVT. (26)

t=1

E

Note that wfft > 27% — §,/d/T by the first and the
third cases of the if-elseif-else loop of Algorithm [l
Therefore, Eq. (20) implies the lemma statement. O

Below we state a version of the celebrated elliptical
potential lemma, key to many existing analysis of
linearly parameterized bandit problems [Auer, 2002,
Filippi et al., 2010, Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011,
Chu et al., 2011}, [Li et al., 2017].

Lemma 8 ([Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011]). LetUy =T
and Uy = U1 + y,gytT for t > 1. For any vectors
Y1, Y2, ..., Y7, it holds that

T

>y Uy < 2In(det(Ur).
t=1

Using Lemmal[R we prove the following Lemma[ The
proof Lemma [d follows the similar lines of Lemma
6 in [Li et al., 2019] and we defer it to Appendix Bl
At a high level, the proof exploits the power of vari-
ated confidence levels (i.e., the specially designed oz?t
quantity in Algorithm [) and relies on an applica-
tion of Jensen’s inequality to the concave function

F(r) = T In((T I T102(1/6))7/(d62)), as well as the
commonly used f(7) = /7.

Lemma 9. It holds that

S w?, < dy/Tlog Tlog(1/5) - loglog(T/5).
t

Combining Lemma [0 and Lemma [0 we prove Theo-
rem

4 Conclusions

In this paper we study the linearly parameterized con-
textual bandit problem and develop algorithms that
achieve minimax-optimal regret up to iterated loga-
rithmic terms. Future directions include generalizing
the proposed approach to contextual bandits with gen-
eralized linear models, as well as other variants of con-
textual bandit problems.
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A Useful probability tools

A separable process ] {Gy}gco with respect to a met-
ric space (0, d) is sub-Gaussian if for any A € R and
¢, ¢ € O, EleMXe=Xu)] < Xd*(@00/2 Let also
diam(©) = supy 4 ce d(¢,¢') be the diameter of the
metric space (0, d). The following result is cited from
[van Handel, 2014, Theorem 5.29].

Lemma 10. There exists a universal constant Cy <
0o such that for all z >0 and ¢y € O,

Pr

sup Gy — G, ZCO/ VInN(0;d, e)de + =z
0

P€O

< Coe—zz/(Covdiam(G))
where N(©;d, €) is the covering number of the metric
space (©,d) up to precision e.

'See Definition 5.22 in [van Handel, 2014] for a techni-
cal definition of separable stochastic processes.

B Omitted proofs in Section [7]

Proof of Lemmal9. Let 7¢ be all time periods ¢ such
that ¢, = ¢, and define T; = |T¢|. We have

S owli, VA D aftwl. (27)
t

¢ teTe

First by Lemma[8, we have

> (wf)? < In(det(Ar,)) < dIn(Te/d), (28)
teTe

where the last inequality is due to

det(Ar,) < tr(Aq, /d)? < (Te + 1)/d)". (29)

Let us now focus on the Right-Hand Side of Eq. (27,
let

T = {t €T wiy > \/d52/(T1n4T1n2(1/5))}

and let

TS = {t €Tc wihy < \/déz/(Tln4Tln2(1/5))}
STATE

We have that

Yo alwd =) alwi+ Y agwl,

te€T¢ teTt teT
= Z \/1n((T1n4T1n2(1/5))(wf7'i)2/(d52))w§ft
teTH
+ 2w
teTo
< 30 (T W TInR(1/6)) (w2 (d02) o)
teTH
+T<\/d52/(T1n4T1n2(1/6)). (30)
Note that the univariate function f(r) =

\/Tln((Tln4Tlnz(l/é))T/(dW) is concave for

T > dé%/(TIn*T1In?*(1/5)).  Applying Jensen’s
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inequality to f(7) with 7 = (o.)g_ft)Q (te ’Tg), we have

S (T T (1/6))(wE)2/ (d62)

+
tETC

Zt672+ (wétt)Z
7

y Jln <T1n4Tln2(1/5) ey (W) )

< |7

62 7]

TIn* T1n?(1/6)
do?

4 2
< \/ch (T, /d) In (Tln :Cz(l;; (1/9)

< $ 1T |dIn(|Te| /) ln< , dln(l’fcl/d)>

7]

dIn(T; /d))
T

< AT (T, /d) (T n® T/(T.5%)), (31)

where the second inequality is due to Lemma [
and Eq. ([28), and the third inequality is due
to the monotonicity of the function g(z) =

\/_Z Zae‘t%t

CEZ, teTe
<d Z \/Tg log(T) log(T log® T/(T:63)) + 6dV/'T/log> T
CEZ2
<d [|Z | Y T¢ | log(T)log <T10g5T- #)
(ez, 0 Z<632 T;

+0dVT/log? T

< dy/|22] Tlog(T) log (log® T | 22| /%) + 6dV/T/ 10g> T,
(35)

where the inequality above Eq. (B8 is because of the

concavity of the function \/:1: In(T log® T| 25|/ (x63))

and Jensen’s inequality, and Eq. @B3) is due to
> cez, Te < T and the monotonicity of the function

\/x In(T log® T'| 25|/ (263)).

Recall that +/T/d/6 < 2% < 2,/T/d/S. Se-
lect ¢* = (o — [logy(In(T)In(T/8)/8)]; we have

that |Z2] = O(loglog(T/3) + log(1/6)) and 2¢° <

\/:cdln(TC/d) In((T'In* T'In*(1/6))/(d6?) - (dIn(T¢/d)/x)) 2T /(VdIn(T) In(T/5)).

for large enough 2. Combining Eq. (30), and Eq. (31I),

we have

S aliwl, S \/dT (T, /d) In(T 1 T/(T.59))
teTe

+ T8y d/(T I TIn(1/8)).  (32)

By Algorithm [ we know that ",
21=¢ for all ¢t € T¢. Subsequently,

T<<Zth S\/E

teTe

< Vd - log(TIn* Tn?(1/8)/(d6?)) - dlog T,

=d- apg! tw?t >

(271 max(a’,)

teTe
< teTe

where the last inequality holds by applying Lemma [8
Therefore,

Te <45 - d*?1og Tlog(T/6). (33)
We first divide the resolution levels ¢ € {0,1,---,(p}
into two different sets: 2, := {0,1,---,¢*} and 25 :=

{¢* < ¢ < (o}, where ¢* is an integer to be defined
later. Clearly Z; and 2 partition {0,---,¢o}. Note
that v/d - DT Wiy S 27 STy because wet, < 217¢
for all t € T¢.

o
\/—Z Zath<t522 .45 . d@*?1og Tlog(T/6)

CEZ L tET: ¢=0

<25+ @32 1og Tlog(T/6); (34)

2, Z (wzcr,t)Q

Finally, we combine Eq. 21), Eq. (34)), and Eq. (35)),
and have that

Z wat < 6dVT + d+/T log T log(1/4) - loglog(T/d)
t
< dy/TlogTlog(1/6) - loglog(T/6),

which is to be demonstrated. O
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