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Abstract

We study a nonparametric contextual bandit problem where the expected reward functions
belong to a Holder class with smoothness parameter 8. We show how this interpolates between
two extremes that were previously studied in isolation: non-differentiable bandits (5 < 1), where
rate-optimal regret is achieved by running separate non-contextual bandits in different context
regions, and parametric-response bandits (satisfying 5 = co0), where rate-optimal regret can be
achieved with minimal or no exploration due to infinite extrapolatability. We develop a novel al-
gorithm that carefully adjusts to all smoothness settings and we prove its regret is rate-optimal
by establishing matching upper and lower bounds, recovering the existing results at the two
extremes. In this sense, our work bridges the gap between the existing literature on parametric
and non-differentiable contextual bandit problems and between bandit algorithms that exclu-
sively use global or local information, shedding light on the crucial interplay of complexity and
regret in contextual bandits.

1 Introduction

In many domains, including healthcare and e-commerce, we frequently encounter the following
decision-making problem: we sequentially and repeatedly receive context information X (e.g., fea-
tures of patients or users), need to choose an action A € A from among | A| < oo actions (e.g., with
which therapy if any to treat a patient or which ad if any to show to a user), and receive a reward
Y (A) (e.g., patient’s health outcome or user’s click minus ad spot costs) corresponding to the chosen
action. Our goal is to collect the most reward over time. When contexts X and potential rewards
{Y(a) : a € A} are drawn from a stationary, but unknown, distribution, this setting is modeled
by the stochastic bandit problem (Bubeck and Cesa-Bianchi, 2012, Wang et al., 2005). A special
case is the multi-armed bandit (MAB) problem where there is no contextual information
ket al.l 2002, [Lai and Robbins|, [1985). In these problems, we quantify the quality of an algorithm for
choosing actions based on available historical data in terms of its regret for every horizon T: the
expected additional cumulative reward up to time 7" that we would obtain if we had full knowledge
of the stationary context-reward distribution (but not the realizations). The minimaz regret is the
best (over algorithms) worst-case regret (over problem instances).

The relevant part of the context-reward distribution for maximum-expected-reward decision-making
is the conditional mean reward functions, n,(z) = E[Y(a) | X = z], for a € A: if we knew these
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(a) A linear response bandit: (b) A nonparametric-response (c) A non-differentiable-response
samples in one context region are bandit: samples offer only lim- bandit: rate-optimal regret ob-
fully informative about expected ited extrapolation to learn ex- tainable by reducing the contex-
rewards in any other context re- pected rewards at nearby con- tual bandit into multiple, sepa-
gion. text values. rate MAB problems.

Figure 1: The fundamental nature of contextual bandit problems depends crucially on the assumed
structure of expected reward functions, 7,, for two arms A = {—1,+1}.

functions, we would know what arm to pull. Since we only observe the reward of the chosen action,
Y (A), and never that of the unchosen actions, Y (a) Va # A, we face the oft-noted trade-off between
exploration and exploitation: we are motivated to greedily exploit the arm we currently think is
best for the context so to collect the highest reward right now, but we also need to explore other
arms to learn about its expected reward function for fear of missing better options in the future due
to lack of information.

The trade-off between exploration and exploitation crucially depends on how we model the rela-
tionship between the context and the reward, i.e., 7,. When we restrict 1, to a model, such as
linear functions, minimax regret gives rigorous meaning to our not knowing the particular instance
being faced at the onset and needing to learn the reward structure. Specifically, it answers the
question, given only the information 7, belongs to a certain model, how small can one ensure regret
is no matter what by learning and adapting to any one instance. In the stochastic setting, previous
literature has considered two extreme cases in isolation: a parametric reward model, usually linear
(Bastani and Bayati, 2015| |Bastani et al., 2017, |Goldenshluger and Zeevi, 2013); and a nonpara-
metric, non-differentiable reward model (Fontaine et al., 2019, [Perchet and Rigollet, 2013, [Rigollet
and Zeevi, 2010)). We review these below before describing our contribution. We define the problem
in complete formality in Section

Linear-response bandit. One extreme is the linear-response bandit where the expected reward
function is assumed to be linear in context, n,(z) = 0, = (Bastani and Bayati, [2015, Goldenshluger
and Zeevi, 2013). This parametric assumption imposes a global structure on the expected reward
function and permits extrapolation, since all samples from arm a are informative about the finite-
dimensional parameters 0, regardless of the context (see Fig. . Dramatically, this global structure
almost entirely obviates the need for forced exploration. In particular, Bastani et al.| (2017) proved
that, under very mild conditions, the greedy algorithm is rate optimal for linear reward models,
achieving logarithmic regret. Consequently, the result shows that the classic trade-off that charac-
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Table 1: The lay of the literature on stochastic contextual bandits in terms of our smoothness per-
spective. For the most part, there has been a significant and wide divide between non-differentiable-
response and parametric-response bandits. Our work shows that (up to polylogs) the minimax regret
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rate ©(T 25+d 1) reigns across all regimes; see also Fig. (Note that additional linear restrictions
are made in the f = oo column.)

terizes contextual bandit problems is often not present in linear-response bandits. Similar behavior
generally occurs when we impose other parametric models on expected rewards. At the same time,
while theoretically regret is consequently very low, linear- and parametric-response bandit algo-
rithms may actually have linear regret in practice since the parametric assumption usually fails to
hold exactly.

Non-differentiable nonparametric-response bandit. Another line of literature considers non-
parametric reward models that satisfy a Holder continuity condition (Perchet and Rigollet} 2013,
Rigollet and Zeevi, |2010)), the strongest form of which is Lipschitz continuity. In stark contrast
to the linear case, such functions need not even be differentiable. (Note the difference to Holder
smoothness, which we use in this paper and which imposes Holder continuity on derivatives.) In any
nonparametric-response bandit, extrapolation is limited, since only nearby samples are informative
about the reward functions at each context value (Fig. [1b]). Thus, we need to take a more localized
learning strategy: we have to actively explore in every context region and learn the expected reward
functions using nearby samples. In the non-differentiable extreme, Rigollet and Zeevi (2010) showed
that one can achieve rate-optimal regret by partitioning the context space into small hypercubes
and running completely separate MAB algorithms (e.g., UCB) within each hypercube in isolation
(Fig. . In other words, we can almost ignore the contextual structure because we obtain so little
information across contexts. However, the regret is also correspondingly very high.

Our contribution: smooth contextual bandits. In this paper, we consider a nonparametric-
response bandit problem with smooth expected reward functions. This bridges the gap between
the infinitely-smooth linear-response bandit and the unsmooth non-differentiable-response bandit.
We characterize the smoothness of the expected reward functions in terms of the highest order
of continuous derivatives, or more generally in terms of a Holder smoothness parameter 3, which
generalizes both non-differentiable Holder continuous functions (5 < 1) and infinitely-extrapolatable
functions (such as linear, which we denote by § = oo). Table |I| summarizes the landscape of the
current literature and where our paper lies in terms of this new smoothness perspective and in terms
of the sharpness « of the margin (see Assumption .
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Figure 2: The minimax regret rate exponent, limr_, log(R7)/log(T) = (ﬁ_;dﬁ%of)*, as shown by

our Theorems [2] and [3] The minimax regret Ry is defined in Section 2.6] Existing results shown
with arrows only characterize the two extreme regimes (RZ refers to [Rigollet and Zeevi, 2010, GZ
refers to |(Goldenshluger and Zeevi, 2013 B+ refers to Bastani et al., |[2017)). In between, our results
reveal the effect of complexity on regret.

We propose a novel algorithm for every level of smoothness 1 < 8 < oo and prove that it achieves
the minimax optimal regret rate up to polylogs. In particular, when § > 1, we must leverage
information across farther-apart contexts and running separate MAB algorithms will be suboptimal.
And, because f§ < oo, we must ensure sufficient exploration everywhere. Thus, our algorithm
interpolates between the fully-global learning of the linear-response bandit (which satisfies 8 =
oo0) and the fully-local learning of the non-differentiable bandit (0 < § < 1), according to the
smoothness of the expected reward functions. The smoother the expected reward functions, the more
global reward information we incorporate. Moreover, our algorithm judiciously balances exploration
and exploitation: it exploits only when we have certainty about which arm is optimal, and it
explores economically in a shrinking margin region with fast diminishing error costs. As a result,
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our algorithm achieves regret bounded by O(T 2+d +1) (where O means up to polylogarithmic
factors). We show that, for any algorithm, there exists an instance on which it must have regret
lower bounded by the same rate, showing that our algorithm is rate optimal and establishing the

minimax regret rate for the problem. Consequently, the minimax regret, Ry, which we define in
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Section satisfies Ry = O(T 26+d +1) and hence lim7_, o log(R7)/log(T) = %

While this rate has the same form as the regret in the non-differentiable case studied by Rigollet and
Zeevi| (2010), our results extend to the smooth (8 > 1) regime where our algorithm can attain much
lower regret, arbitrarily approaching polylogarithmic rates as smoothness increases. Our algorithm
is fundamentally different, leveraging contextual information from farther away as smoothness in-
creases without deteriorating estimation resolution, and our analysis is necessarily much finer. Our

work connects seemingly disparate contextual bandit problems, and reveals the whole spectrum of
minimax regret over varying levels of function complexity.

1.1 Related Literature

Nonparametric regression. Our algorithm leverages nonparametric regression to learn expected
reward functions, namely local polynomial regression. Nonparametric regression seeks to estimate



regression (aka, conditional expectation) functions without assuming that they belong to an a
priori known parametric family. One of the most popular nonparametric regression methods is the
Nadaraya-Watson kernel regression estimator (Nadarayal, (1964, Watson, [1964)), which estimates the
conditional expectation at a query point as the weighted average of observed outcomes, weighted
by their closeness to the query using a similarity-measuring function known as a kernel. Local
polynomial estimators generalize this by fitting a polynomial by kernel-weighted least squares
[1977), where fitting a constant recovers the former. considered function classes with
different levels of smoothness # and showed that local polynomial regression achieves rate-optimal
point convergence. further showed that a modification of this estimator can achieve
rate-optimal convergence in p-norm for 0 < p < oco. There are a variety of other nonparametric
estimators that can achieve rate optimality in these classes, such as sieve estimators (e.g.,
et al., 2015, Chen, 2007), but we do not use these in our algorithm. For more detail and an exhaustive
bibliography on nonparametric regression, see [Tsybakov] (2008).

Nonparametric regression also has broad applications in decision making. In classification prob-
lems, |Audibert and Tsybakov (2007)) established fast convergence rates for the 0-1 error of plug-in
estimators based on local polynomial regression by leveraging a finite-sample concentration bound.
The rate depends on a so-called margin condition number « originally proposed by [Mammen et al.|
(1999)), Tsybakov et al| (2004) that quantifies how well-separated the classes are, where larger a
corresponds to more separation (see Assumption[d]). [Bertsimas and Kallus| (2019) use similar locally-
weighted nonparametric regression methods to solve conditional stochastic optimization problems
with auxiliary observations and show that this provides model-free asymptotic optimality.

Contextual bandits. While the literature above usually considers an off-line problem with a
given exogenous sample of data, the literature on contextual bandit problems considers adaptive
data collection and sequential decision-making (see Bubeck and Cesa-Bianchil 2012/ for a complete
bibliography). Some contextual bandit literature allows for adversarially chosen contexts (e.g.,
Beygelzimer et al., 2011} [Langford and Zhang}, 2007), but this leads to high regret and may be too
pessimistic in real-world applications. For example, in clinical trials for a non-infectious disease,
the treatment decisions for one patient do not have direct impacts on the personal features of the
next patient. One line of literature captured this stochastic structure by assuming that contexts
and rewards are drawn i.i.d. (independently and identically distributed) from a stationary but
unknown distribution (e.g., |Agarwal et al., |2014, Dudik et al., 2011, Wang et al., |2005). The
aforementioned linear- and nonparametric-response bandits both fall in this setting.
land Zeevi| (2009} 2013)), |[Perchet and Rigollet| (2013])), Rigollet and Zeevi (2010) introduced the use
of the margin condition in this setting to quantify how well-separated the arms are, a well-known
determiner of regret in the simpler MAB problem (Lai and Robbins| [1985)).

|Goldenshluger and Zeevi (2013) assumed a linear model between rewards and covariates for each
arm and proposed a novel rate-optimal algorithm that worked by maintaining two sets of parameter
estimates for each arm. Bastani et al| (2017) showed that the greedy algorithm is optimal under
mild covariate diversity conditions. Bastani and Bayati (2015) considered a sparse linear model and
used a LASSO estimator to accommodate high-dimensional contextual features. While
Bayati| (2015)), |Goldenshluger and Zeevi (2013)) assume a sharp margin (o = 1), Goldenshluger and|
M 2009) also considers more general margin conditions in the one-armed linear-response setting
and [Bastani et al| (2017, Appendix E) considers these in the multi-armed linear-response setting.
All of the above achieve regret bounds of order log7T under a sharp margin condition (o = 1).




However, as discussed before, this relies heavily on the fact that every observation is informative
about expected rewards everywhere.

Valko et al. (2013) assume that arm rewards belong to a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS)
with a bounded kernel function (e.g., Gaussian). While this model considerably generalizes the
linear model, it is similar in two crucial ways: the learning rate is similar and extrapolation is still
possible. For offline regression in an RKHS, the rate is at worst O(n~'/2) and at best O(n™!)
(Bartlett et al., 2005, Corollary 6.7), which stands in stark contrast to the rate possible when only
assuming limited differentiability, which only approaches O(n_l/ 2) as the number of derivatives
increases infinitely (Stone, (1980, |1982)). Furthermore, assuming a bounded RKHS norm essentially
enables extrapolation: e.g., for the Gaussian kernel, if two functions agree on a nonempty open
set they agree everywhere, meaning we can extrapolate from such a subset (Steinwart et al., [2006),
Corollary 3.9). In contrast, the lower bound we prove on regret in our problem (Theorem relies on
constructing an example with arbitrary constant values in different regions, forcing one to explore
each region as extrapolation is not possible. Valko et al| (2013) indeed obtain a regret bound of
O(V/T), which matches the bounds for linear response (or, our bound as § — oo) without a margin
condition (a = 0), as |[Valko et al.|(2013) indeed do not impose the margin condition.

Perchet and Rigollet| (2013), Rigollet and Zeevi (2010) study the case where we only assume that
the expected reward functions are Holder continuous, i.e., that |ne(z) — nq(z')| < ||z — 2/||°. Note
that 8 = 1 corresponds to Lipschitz continuity and is the strongest variant of this assumption, since
B > 1 requires the function to be constant and is therefore not considered. Rigollet and Zeevi| (2010))
studied the two-arm case and obtained optimal minimax-regret rates for margin condition o < 1.
The rate optimal algorithm in this case (UCBogram) consists of segmenting the context space at the
beginning and running separate MAB algorithms in parallel in each segment. |Perchet and Rigollet
(2013) extended this to multiple arms and any « > 0 by proposing a another algorithm (ABSE)
that gradually refines the segmentations of the context space (hence avoiding pulling each arm in
each of very many segments when the arm separation is strong) but still only uses data within each
segment to estimate the reward functions in that segment. Crucially, this hyperlocal approach will
no longer be rate optimal when we impose smoothness, where we must use information from across
such segments to fully leverage reward smoothness.

Reeve et al.| (2018)) also consider Lipschitz expected reward functions (8 = 1) but leverage a k-
neareast neighbor regression algorithm in order to adapt to the underlying dimension of the support
of covariates. The regret bound is the same as|Perchet and Rigollet| (2013)), Rigollet and Zeevi (2010))
with d replaced by the underlying dimension, which may be smaller than the ambient dimension.
In particular, while they can leverage lower underlying dimension, when it exists, they cannot
leverage higher-order differentiability. [Slivkins (2011) considers a possibly infinite number of arms
and assumes 7, (z) is jointly Lipschitz in (a, ). When the number of arms is finite, the regret bound
matches Perchet and Rigollet (2013), Rigollet and Zeevi| (2010) (or, our bound with 5 = 1) without
margin a condition (o = 0), which [Slivkins (2011) does not impose.

Like |Goldenshluger and Zeevi| (2013)), |[Perchet and Rigollet| (2013), Rigollet and Zeevi| (2010), our
work focuses on computing the minimax regret rate, which is defined for a given class of bandit
problem instances. And, like Perchet and Rigollet| (2013]), Rigollet and Zeevi (2010), the class
of instances we consider is parameterized by a constant § controlling the smoothness of expected
reward functions and we compute the minimax regret rate for each 8. The minimax regret is defined
as the infimum over policies of the supremum over instances in the class (see Section . Although



the infimizer (over policies) in the minimax regret cannot know the instance chosen by the inner
supremum, it does know the class of instances available to it. Both the above works and our work
therefore compute an upper bound on the minimax regret by exhibiting a policy that depends on
the class of instances being considered in the supremum, and therefore on § in our case.

In addition to computing the minimax regret for each £, an important supplementary question is
adaptability to [B: does there exist a policy that does not depend on 8 yet achieves the minimax
regret rate for each 87 This question depends, of course, on first computing the minimax regret
rate for each f. Since our paper and based on our work, |Gur et al.| (2019)) answered this question
negatively in general and positively if one further assumes a self-similarity condition on expected
reward functions. Under this assumption, they show that for adaptation it suffices to first explore
arms evenly for O( ) time, then use the collected data to estimate 8 by B, and then run our non-
adaptive algorithm (Algorithm |1 |_|) with the smoothness parameter set to 5 if B > 1 or run the
non-adaptive algorithm of |Perchet and Rigollet| (2013) with the smoothness parameter set to B if
A<l

1.2 Notation

For any multiple index r = (r1,...,7q) € Z4 and any = = (z1,...,34) € R?, define |r| = S,

. . 1t
rl=rl-orgl, 2" = 2' - 2!, and the differential operator D" := BiTi-Txdrd’ We use || - || to
1 d

represent the Euclidean norm, and Leb|[-] the Lebesgue measure. We let B(z,h) = {2/ € R? : ||z’ —
z|| < h} be the ball with center 2 and radius h > 0, and vg = 7%2/T'(d/2 + 1) the volume of a unit
ball in R?. For any 3 > 0, let b(f) = sup{i € Z : i < B} be the maximal integer that is strictly less
than 3, and let My be the cardinality of the set {r € Z4 : |r| < b(8)}. For an event A, the indicator
function I(A) is equal to 1 if A is true and 0 otherwise. For two scalars a,b € R, a A b = min{a, b}
and a V b = max{a,b}. For a matrix 4, its minimum eigenvalue is denoted as Amin(A). For two
functions f1(T) > 0 and f2(T") > 0, we use the standard notation for asymptotic order: fi(7T) =
O(f2(T)) represents lim supp_, o, % < 00, fi(T) = Q(f2(T)) represents liminfr_, % > 0,

and f1(T) = O(f2(T')) represents simultaneously fi(7) = Q(f2(T)) and fi(T) = O(f2(T)). We

use O, €, © to represent the same order relationship up to polylogarithmic factors. For example,
fi(T) = O(f2(T)) means limsupp_, m < oo for a polylogarithmic function polylog(T).

1.3 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we formally introduce the smooth
nonparametric bandit problem and assumptions. For a lucid exposition we focus on the setting
of two arms in the main text and study the more general multi-arm setting in Appendix [A] We
describes our proposed algorithm in Section [3] In Section [d] we analyze our algorithm theoretically:
we derive an upper bound on the regret of our algorithm in Section [£.I] and we prove a matching
lower bound on the regret of any algorithm in Section 1.2l We conclude our paper in Section
While proof techniques are outlined, complete proof details are relegated to the appendix.



2 The Smooth Contextual Bandit Problem

In this section, we formulate the smooth contextual bandit problem that we consider in this paper.
We break up this formulation into parts, explaining the significance or necessity of each part sepa-
rately. We focus on the two-armed smooth contextual bandit problem, letting A = {—1,4+1}. We
extend the problem, our algorithm, and our analysis to multi-armed problems in Appendix [A]

2.1 Two-Armed Stochastic Contextual Bandits

Consider the following two-armed contextual bandit problem. For t = 1,2,..., nature draws
(X4, Y:(1),Yy(—1)) iid. from a common distribution P of (X,Y(1),Y(—1)), where X € X C R?
is the context (covariate), and Y (£1) € [0,1] is random rewards corresponding to arm +1. At
each time step ¢, the decision maker observes the context X;, pulls an arm A; € {—1,1} according
to the observed context and history so far, and then obtains the reward Y; = Y;(A;) of the chosen
arm. Specifically, an admissible policy (allocation rule), 7 = {m;}, is a sequence of random functions
e+ X — {—1, 1} such that, for each ¢, m; is conditionally independent of (X7, A1, Y1(1),Yi(-1),...),
given (X1, A1, Y1, ..., Xi—1,Ai1,Yi—1), where we let A; = m(Xy), Vi = Yi(4y).

For z € X, we denote the conditional expected reward functions as
ne1(z) = B[Y(£1) | X = ],
and the conditional average treatment effect (CATE) of pulling arm 1 versus arm —1 as
m(z) =E[Y(1) [ X = 2] - E[Y(-1) | X = 2] = m(z) —n-1(2).

Obviously, if we had full knowledge of the regression functions n+; or the CATE function 7, the
optimal decision at each time step would be the oracle policy 7* that always pulls the arm with
higher expected reward given X; and regardless of history, namely,

7 (z) = I(7(z) > 0) — I(7(x) < 0) € argmax,c(_1,1} Na(T). (1)

However, since we do not know these functions, the oracle policy is infeasible in practice. We
measure the performance of a policy 7 by its (expected cumulative) regret compared to the oracle
policy 7* up to any time 7', which quantifies how much the policy m is inferior to the oracle policy
m*:

Ry(m) =E |0 (V(r*(Xy)) — Yi(me(X4))) | - (2)

The growth of this function in T quantifies the quality of .

2.2 Smooth Rewards

In this paper, we aim to construct a decision policy that achieves low regret without strong paramet-
ric assumptions on the expected reward functions. We instead focus on expected reward functions
restricted to a Holder class of functions. This is the key restriction characterizing the nature of the
bandit problem we consider.



Definition 1 (Holder class of functions). A function n: X — [0, 1] belongs to the (5, L, X')-Holder
class of functions if it is b(B3)-times continuously differentiable and for any x,2' € X,

G D=2 T P P ®)

Ir|<b(8)

Recall that b(/3) is the largest integer strictly smaller than 8. When 5 < 1, Eq. reduces to Holder
continuity (i.e., |n(x) — n(2")| < L|lz’ — z||®), as considered in previous non-differentiable bandit
literature (Perchet and Rigollet, 2013, |Rigollet and Zeevi, 2010). When S > 1, b(3) is the highest
order of continuous derivatives. For example, when X is compact, k-times continuously differentiable
functions are (k, L, X')-Holder for some L. Polynomials of bounded degree k are (5,0, X')-Holder
for all g > k.

In this paper we focus on § > 1, which crucially includes the smooth case (5 > 1).

Assumption 1 (Smooth Conditional Expected Rewards). For a = *1, n, is (8, L, X)-Hélder for
B> 1 and is also (1, L1, X)-Hélder.

Given a function that is (8, L, X)-Holder on a compact X with 8 > 1, there will always exist a
finite L1 > 0 such that the function is also (1, Ly, X')-Hoélder (i.e., Li-Lipschitz). Thus, assuming
Lipschitzness in the second part of Assumption [I]is actually not necessary for characterizing the
regret rate of our algorithm for any single, fixed instance, if we assume a compact X as we do below
in Assumption [3] However, from the perspective of characterizing the minimaz regret, where we
take a supremum over instances, it is necessary, as the Lipschitz constant L; may be arbitrarily
large in the (5, L, X')-Hoélder class of functions.

2.3 Optimal Decision Region Regularity

We next introduce a regularity condition on the context regions where each arm is optimal, namely,
Q, ={r e X :ar(x)>0}.

When the expected rewards are not restricted parametrically as we imposed in the above, we must
use local information to estimate them since extrapolation is limited. In particular, in order to
estimate 7,(x) consistently at a given point z, we must have that the contexts of our data on
outcomes from arm a eventually become dense around the point z. To formalize this notion, we
introduce the (¢, ro)-regularity condition:

Definition 2 ((co,7)-regularity Condition). A Lebesgue-measurable set S C R is called weakly
(co,7)-regular at point x € S if

Leb[S N B(x,r)] > ¢o Leb[B(x,)].

If this condition holds for all 0 < r < rg, then set S is called strongly (co,ro)-reqular at x. Fur-
thermore, if S is strongly (co,ro)-reqular at all x € S, then the set S is called a (co,r0)-regular
set.



T(xz) <0 T(x) <0
(a) Assumption |2| is satisfied: every ball (b) Assumption is violated: smaller balls
centered in Q, has at least ¢ = 1/12 of centered at the corner have a vanishing frac-
its volume intersecting Q.. tion of their volume intersecting Q,.

Figure 3: Illustration of Assumption [2} each optimal decision region must be regular in that the
neighborhood of every point in the region must contain at least some constant fraction of the ball.

Essentially, if our data for arm a became dense in the set S and if S were strongly (cg, ro)-regular at
x, then sufficient data would be available within any small neighborhood around x to estimate 7, (z)
well. If & were not regular then, even if our data became dense in S, there would be diminishing
amounts of data available as we looked closer and closer near z. For example, the ¢, unit ball is
regular for ¢ > 1 and irregular for ¢ < 1 because the points at its corners are too isolated from the
rest of the set.

Naturally, we need enough data from arm a around x to estimate 1,(z) accurately. Luckily, we
need only worry about high-accuracy estimation for both arms near the decision boundary, where
it is hard to tell which of the arms is optimal. (Intuitively, away from the boundary, it is very easy
to separate the arms with very few samples, as in the classic MAB case of |Lai and Robbins, [1985)
But, we cannot rely on having enough data from arm a in a whole ball around every point near the
boundary, as that would require us to pull arm a too often across the boundary, in Q_,, where it is
not optimal. This would necessarily lead to high regret. Instead, we must be able to rely mostly on
data from arm-a pulls in Q,. Therefore, we must have that this set is regular. If, otherwise, there
existed such a point x € Q, that is sufficiently isolated from the rest of Q, then we cannot generate
enough samples to learn 7,(z) accurately enough without necessarily incurring high regret.

Assumption 2 (Optimal Decision Regions). For a = +1, Q, is a non-empty (co,10)-reqular set.

An illustration of this condition is given in Fig. We note that this condition is a refinement
of the usual condition for nonparametric estimation, which simply requires the support X to be a
regular set (Tsybakov, 2008). This refinement is necessary for the unique bandit setting we consider
where we must worry about the costs of adaptive data collection and may not simply assume a good
dataset is given. Since the intersection of regular sets may not always be regular, it is insufficient
to only assume the support X is regular and expected rewards are smooth in order to guarantee
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Assumption [2] as seen in Fig. [Bb

Assumption [2]is necessary to guarantee the optimal minimax regret regime we study, bridging the
previous non-differentiable and parametric regimes. In particular, we will show that for any policy,
there exist problem instances satisfying all assumption except Assumption [2| for which the regret
rate is higher than the minimax regret rate for instances satisfying all assumptions (see Theorem H)).

2.4 Bounded Covariate Density

While Assumption [2]ensures there is sufficient volume around each point 2z where we need to estimate
Nq(x), we also need to ensure that this translates to being able to collect sufficient data around each
such point. Toward this end, we make the assumption that the contexts have a density and that it
is bounded away from zero and infinity.

Assumption 3 (Strong Density). The marginal distribution of X has density p(x) with respect to
Lebesgue measure and p is bounded away from zero and infinity on its support X :

0 < ptmin < p(2) < phmax < 00, Ve X.

Moreover, its support X is compact and X C [0,1]%.

Note that restricting X' to [0, 1]¢ is without loss of generality, having assumed compactness. Scaling
and shifting the covariates to be in [0, 1] will only affect the constants L, Ly in Assumption

Together, Assumptions [2 and [3] imply a lower bound on the probability that each arm is optimal.
Lemma 1. Under Assumptions @ and@ we have P(X € Q,) > p for a = +1, where

d
P = HUminCoToUq-

2.5 Margin Condition

We further impose a margin condition commonly used in stochastic contextual bandits (Goldensh-
luger and Zeevi, 2013, Rigollet and Zeevi, 2010) and classification (Mammen et al.; 1999| Tsybakov
et al., [2004), which determines how the estimation error of expected rewards translates into regret
of decision-making.

Assumption 4 (Margin Condition). The conditional average treatment effect function T satisfies
the margin condition with parameters a > 0 and ~y:

PO < |7(X)| <t) <~t* Vt>0.

The margin condition quantifies the concentration of contexts very near the decision boundary,
where the optimal action transitions from one arm to the other. This measures the difficulty of
determining which of the two arms is optimal. When « is very small, the CATE function can be
arbitrarily close to 0 with high probability, so even very small estimation error of the CATE function
may lead to suboptimal decisions. In contrast, when « is very large, the probability that expected
arm rewards are very close to one another but not equal is very low, or, in other words, the expected
rewards for two arms are nicely separated on most of X.
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2.6 Minimax Regret

Having now defined the problem and our assumptions about the distribution P defining the problem
instance, we can introduce the notion of minimaz regret. The minimax regret is the minimum over
admissible policies 7 of the maximum of the regret of m over all problem instances P that fit our
assumptions. This describes the best-achievable behavior in the problem class we consider.

Formally, for § > 1, we let P(S, L1, L, co, 70, fbmin, fmax, Y, @) be the set of all distributions P on
(X,Y(~1),Y(+1)) € [0,1] x R x R that satisfy Assumptions [1| to |4 with these parameters. For
brevity, we write P, implicitly considering the parameters as fixed. Letting II denote all admissible
policies, for some fixed parameters specifying a class P, we then define the minimax regret as

R = inf sup Rp(n).
el pep

The minimax regret exactly characterizes how well we can hope to do in the given class of instances.
It can be thought of as a game against nature where nature plays second, after we choose a policy,
but we know the set of plays available to nature (i.e., the instance class P with given parameters).
Restricting the class is crucial for characterizing the dependence of regret on smoothness since
the minimax regret against a single instance is always 0 and the minimax regret against the class
of instances with arbitrary § is linear in 7T". The minimax regret therefore characterizes the best-
achievable regret if one were only told the smoothness parameter (and additional parameters above)
but the instance might be adversarially bad in every other way.

Now we describe a general strategy for computing the minimax regret rate, which we will follow in
this paper. Suppose that, on the one hand, we can find a function f(7") and an admissible policy
7 such that its regret for every instance P € P is bounded by the same function, Rp(7) < f(T).
Next, suppose that, on the other hand, we can show that there exists a function f'(T) = Q( f(1)
where for every admissible policy 7’ there exists an instance P € P such that the regret is lower
bounded by this same function, Ry (n") > f'(T). Then we will have shown two critical results: (a)
the minimax regret satisfies the rate Ry = ©(f(T)) and (b) we have a specific algorithm # that
can actually achieve this best-possible worst-case regret in rate, which also means the regret of 7 is

known to be bounded in this rate for every single instance encountered.

In this paper, we will proceed exactly as in the above. First, in Section |3, we will develop a novel
algorithm that can adapt to every smoothness level. Then, in Section [£.1] we will prove a bound
on its regret in every instance. Since this bound will depend only on the parameters of P, we will
have in fact established an upper bound on the minimax regret as above. In Section [£.2) we will find
a bad instance for every policy that yields a matching (up to polylogs) lower bound on its regret,
establishing a lower bound on the minimax regret. This will exactly yield the desired conclusion: a
characterization of the minimax regret and the construction of a specific algorithm that achieves it.

2.7 On the Relationship of Margin and Smoothness

Before proceeding to develop a bandit algorithm for the smooth bandits problem and characterizing
the minimax regret, we comment on the relationship between the smoothness of expected rewards
and the margin assumption. Assumption [l/implies that the CATE function 7(z) is a member of the
(8,2L, X)-Holder class with 8 > 1. Intuitively, when 7(x) is smooth, it cannot change too abruptly
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at the decision boundary 7(z) = 0, so, if it either touches or crosses the decision boundary at all,
the mass near it must be significant (small «).

First, we present a direct corollary of Proposition 3.4 of |Audibert and Tsybakov (2005), who study
(offline) classification with a smooth conditional probability function.

Proposition 1. Suppose Assumptions|1| to 4| hold with o > 1. Then for all = € interior(X') there
exists r > 0, o € {—1,1} such that o7(z') > 0 for all ||z’ — z|| < r.

Recall Assumptions [I] to [] specify the class of the bandit problem we consider, so Proposition
is a statement about the instances in this class. Proposition [I] shows that for a smooth bandit
problem when « > 1, all interior points have a neighborhood where 7(z) is only nonnegative or
only nonpositive, meaning 7(z) does not cross 0. Notice that by continuity of 7, this also implies
that if any = and 2’ are in the same connected component of the interior (i.e., are connected by a
interior path) then 7(z)7(z") > 0, so that there must exist an optimal policy 7*(x) in Eq. (1)) that is
constant on connected components of the interior. However, 7(x) might still be arbitrarily close to
zero, especially as we vary the instance in the class of instances P to compute the minimax regret,
potentially making it difficult to distinguish the optimal arm and still requiring non-trivial regret.

We next show this, however, does not happen when the margin is very large.

Proposition 2. Suppose Assumptions[1] to[4] hold with o > d. Then there exists a positive constant
Tmin depending only on the parameters of Assumptions [1] to [{] such that for any x € X, we have
either T(x) =0 or |7(x)| > Tmin-

By continuity of 7(z), Proposition [2| implies that, on each connected component of X', 7(x) has a
constant sign (negative, zero, or positive). In particular, as it would contradict Lemma |1} Proposi-
tion [2[ implies that there exist no smooth bandit instances with o > d, X connected, and 7(z) not
the constant zero function on X, as such would require P(X € Q1) AP(X € Q_1) =0.

More crucially, Proposition [2 makes an implication on minimax regret when a > d since Ty, is a
uniform bound (and in this sense the result is stronger than the statement corresponding to o > d
in Proposition 3.4 of Audibert and Tsybakov, |2005)). Notice that |7(X)| € {0} U [Tmin, c0) implies
that Assumption {4 holds for any a > 0 (simply let v = 7). Recall that the class of instances P
in Section [2.6]is defined in terms of the parameters of Assumptions[I]to[d Therefore, Proposition
shows that for any o/ > a > d (and v > T;f:l/ is sufficiently large), the minimax regret in the class
of instances P is upper bounded by the minimax regret in the class P’ where we set « to the larger
o/. More to the point, in the following, by exhibiting a feasible algorithm, we establish an upper
bound on minimax regret of O(1) whenever a > 14 d/S. Proposition [2| shows that the same O(1)

bound applies even if just @ > d A (14 d/p).

3 SMOOTHBANDIT: A Low-Regret Algorithm for Any Smoothness
Level

In this section, we develop our algorithm, SMOOTHBANDIT (Algorithm . We first review local
polynomial regression, which we use in our algorithm to estimate n,.
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3.1 The Local Polynomial Regression Estimator

A standard result of (offline) nonparametric regression is that the smoother a function is in terms
of its Holder parameter 3, the faster it can be estimated. Appropriate convergence rates can, e.g.,
be achieved using local polynomial regression estimators that adjusts to different smoothness levels
(Stone, 1980, 1982). In this section, we briefly review local polynomial regression and its statistical
property in an offline bandit setting. Its use in our online algorithm is described in Section [3:2
More details about local polynomial regression can be found in [Audibert and Tsybakov| (2007),
Tsybakov| (2008)).

Consider an offline setting, where we have access to an exogenously collected i.i.d. sample, S =
{(X¢,Yy)}?; drawn i.i.d. from (X,Y), where X has support X C RY. We can then estimate the
regression function n(z) = E[Y | X = x] at every point x using the the following local polynomial
estimator.

Definition 3 (Local Polynomial Regression Estimator). For any x € X, given a bandwidth h >
0, an integer | > 0, samples S = {(X¢,Y2)}},, and a degree-l polynomial model 6(u;x,, l) =
2pr<t Ur(S)(u—2)", define the local polynomial estimate for n(z) as AP (a5 S by 1) = 0(a; 2, 0, 1),
where

O, € argming 32, x, cpan (Ve — 0(Xi;2,9,1)) . (4)
For concreteness, we define ﬁLP(x; S, h,1) = 0 if the minimizer is not unique.

In words, the local polynomial regression estimator fits a polynomial by least squares to the data
that is in the h-neighborhood of the query point x and evaluates this fit at « to predict n(x).

Since Eq. is a least squares problem, the estimation accuracy of the local polynomial estimator
7P (x5S, h,1) depends on the associated Gram matrix:

A3 8,1, 1) = {Ary o (25, D) by o<t Where Apy 1y (25.8,0) = Yy, epan (522 (5)

The following proposition illustrates (using the offline setting as an example) why our Assumptions
to [3] are crucial in our problem. In particular, it shows that bounded density and regularity of the
support of the data ensure a well-conditioned locally weighted Gram matrix. Moreover, it shows how
the bandwidth and polynomial degree should adapt to the smoothness level 5. This proposition is a
direct extension of Theorem 3.2 of Audibert and Tsybakov| (2007). We include this result purely for
motivation, while in our online setting we will need to establish a more refined result that accounts
for our adaptive data collection.

Proposition 3. Let S be an i.i.d. sample of (X,Y), where n is (8,L,X)-Hélder, X is compact

and (co,10)-reqular, and X has a density bounded away from 0 and infinity on X. Then there

exist positive constants \g, C1, Co such that, for any x € X, and € > 0, with probability at least
s

_2B8
1-C exp{ - anjf”de?}, we have

Amin(A(w; 8,070 B(8)) > N, and 75 (w5 S, V@0, b(8)) — n(x)| < e.

In our online bandit setting, the samples for each arm are collected in an adaptive way, since both
exploration and exploitation can depend on data already collected. As a result, the distribution of
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Algorithm 1 SMOOTHBANDIT

Input: Grid lattice G, epoch schedule {7}}?:1, Holder smoothness constant (3, regularity
constant ¢y, context dimension d.

Initialize €411 = 0, R1 = X (exploit nowhere, explore everywhere).
for t € 71 do
Pull A; = +1 randomly, equiprobably
end for
Log the samples S111 = {(X,Y:) : t € Th, Ay = £1}
for k=2,3,...,K do
Identify inestimable regions for local polynomial regression with bandwidth H, 1 (a = %1):

(6)

k-1 g :
Dyj—1 = U {Cube(x) cx € Rg—1 NG, (Uj:1 €aj U Rk_l) M & s not }

weakly (;—2, Ha7k_1)—regular at x

8 Set Nitp—1 = [St1h-1|, Hr1p—1 = N;,/;f_ﬁfd)
9:  Construct the CATE estimate for every x € GNRi_1 N DIC:k—l N Dfl’k_l
R _ LP/. SLP (.
Tre—1(z) =0 (25901 k-1, Hy1p-1,0(8)) — 07 (2591 k-1, H-1 -1, b(B)) (7)
10:  Update decision regions: for a = +1,
_ . C C A
Eak = U {Cube(m) :2 € GNR_1NDY 1 NDZy 4, aTp_1(x) > ek,l} UD_gk-1, (8)
Ri = U {Cube(z) : 2 € GNR_1 N ch,’k:—l N DQL,H, [Fe-1(@)] < €1} - 9)
11: forte T, do
12: if X; e €y, then pull 4 = +1
13: else if X; e U§:1 €_1,; then pull 4; = -1
14: else pull A4; = £1 randomly, equiprobably
15:  end for
16:  Log samples Sq1 = {(X¢,Yy) : t € Ty, Ay = £1}
17: end for

the samples for each arm is considerably more complicated. Thus, we will need to use the local
polynomial estimator in a somewhat more sophisticated way and analyze it more carefully. See

Sections 3.2l and [4.] for the details.

3.2 Our Algorithm

In this section we present our new algorithm for smooth contextual bandits, which uses local poly-
nomial regression estimators that adjust to any smoothness level. The algorithm is summarized in
Algorithm [I] Below we review its salient features. In what follows we assume a fixed horizon T,
but can accommodate an unknown, variable T' using the well-known doubling trick (see|Auer et al.,
1995; (Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi, 2006} p. 17).
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3.2.1 Algorithm Overview

We begin with a rough sketch of the overall structure of the algorithm. Specifics are given in
Algorithm [I| and in the sections below. Our algorithm makes a cover C of the covariate support
using a grid of hypercubes, X = (Jgee S, where C consists of the intersections of X' with disjoint
half-open-half-closed hypercubes with a finely tuned side length (see Section . Our algorithm
then proceeds in epochs of (roughly) geometrically increasing time lengths (see Section . At
the beginning of the kth epoch, each cube S € C in the cover is assigned either to the random
exploration region, Ry, or to one of two exploitation regions, 41k, E 11 (see Section. During
the kth epoch, if X; falls in Ry, we pull arms £1 with probability 1/2 each and if X; falls in &,
we pull arm a. We start out with randomizing everywhere, Rg = X. Then, as we collect more data
we peel hypercubes away from the randomization region and into the exploration region, where we
declare one of the two arms is almost certainly optimal based on observations from the epoch that
just concluded. There are two ways to infer that a hypercube should be moved to an exploitation
region: either we have already declared one of the arms is almost certainly optimal in very many
nearby hypercubes (see Section or we have enough data near the center of the hypercube xg
to fit a high-fidelity local polynomial regression estimate for both 741 (zg),n—1(xo) (this involves
data outside the hypercube) and the difference is large enough to rule out (with high probability)
that one arm appears better due only to estimation noise so we declare the apparently dominant
arm is indeed dominant (see Section [3.2.4). Thus, we maintain a plan of action of how we will act
in each round ¢ depending on the observed context X;, and at the end of each epoch we update this
plan by declaring more context regions as exploitation regions where we only pull one of the two
arms. This structure is mimicked by our multi-arm extension where we maintain an active set of
arms (subset of A) for each hypercube (see Appendix [A]).

3.2.2 Grid Structure

Following (Stone, 1982) and similarly to previous nonparametric-response bandit literature (Perchet
and Rigollet| [2013], Rigollet and Zeevi, 2010), we partition the context space into small hypercubes.
For each time step, both our estimates of 7,(x) and our policy m(z) will be piecewise constant
on these hypercubes. Specifically, in each hypercube, we will either pull arm +1, pull arm —1, or
equiprobably pull a random arm from among the two (see Fig. [4]c)). Crucially, and differently from
Perchet and Rigollet| (2013), Rigollet and Zeevi| (2010), we use data from both inside and outside
each hypercube to define the estimates and action inside each hypercube.

B
We first define a grid lattice G’ on [0, 1]%: letting § = T 25+d (log T)~*,

27 1 25 1
G/:{<Jl;‘ Oyeens Jd2+ 6> !jz’G{O,-..,[é—l]—1},i:1,,_-7d}.

For any z € X C [0,1]%, we denote by g(z) = argmingcq ||z — 2’| the closest point to z in G'.
If there are multiple closest points to x, we choose g(x) to be the one closest to (0,0,---,0). All
points that share the same closest grid point g(x) belong to a hypercube with length ¢ and center
g(x). We denote this hypercube as Cube(z) = {2/ € X : g(a’) = g(x)}, and the collection of all
such hypercubes overlapping with the covariate support as

C = {Cube(z) : 2 € G}, where G ={z € G":P(Cube(z)NX)>0}.

Note that the union of all cubes in C, Jgcc S, must cover the covariate support &' C [0, 1]¢.
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0 exploitation:arm 1 ] Exploitation: arm -1 [[]  Exploration D Inestimable region

(a) The decision regions at the
end of k— 1" epoch: each hyper-
cube is assigned with one action,
either always pull arm 1, always
pull arm —1, or pull one of the
arms at random equiprobably.

(b) In epoch k, we cannot suf-
ficiently accurately estimate 7,
in D, -1 (green hypercubes) for
lack of sufficient samples from
arm ¢ in the local neighborhoods
(black dashed circle).

(¢) The decision regions at the
end of k™" epoch: previously-
exploration regions are moved
to exploitation either due to
large estimated CATE where es-
timable or due to inestimability.

Figure 4: Updating the decision regions. The black dots represent hypercube centers given in G.
The red dashed curve is the true decision boundary.

3.2.3 Epoch Structure

Our algorithm then proceeds in an epoch structure, where the estimates and actions assigned to each
hypercube is fixed for the duration of that epoch. For each epoch, we target a CATE-estimation
error tolerance of €, = 27%. With this target in mind, we set the length of the & epoch as follows:

—dy 26+d
mi = |35 5 4 S 10T (10)

where p, Cy are positive constants given in Lemmas [I] and [7] respectively. We further denote the
time index set associated with the k™ epoch as T = {t: S5 'ni 1 +1<t < min{Z:f:1 n;, T}}.

In our algorithm, we continually maintain a growing region, composed of hypercubes, where we are
near-certain which of the arms is optimal. In these regions we always pull the seemingly optimal
arm. In contrast, we randomize wherever we are not sure (denoted by the region Ry, for epoch k).
The first epoch, 71, is a cold-start phase where, lacking any information, we simply pull each arm
uniformly at random in every hypercube (R; = X’). After that point, once we have some data,
for each subsequent epoch, k > 2, we add the hypercubes &, € Ri—_1 to the set of hypercubes
where we just learned that arm a is probably optimal, never removing any hypercube that was
before added. This means that, in epoch k, we are collecting data on arm a exclusively in the
region U§:1 Eq4,j URy. We describe in detail how we determine which hypercubes, &, to add to
the exploitation region of each arm in each epoch in Sections and [3:2.6]

The total number of epochs K is the minimum integer such that Zi{:l ng > T. The following
lemma shows that K grows at most logarithimically with T" under the epoch schedule in Eq. .
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Lemma 2. When T > e“oV1,
K<|—L 1091
(26 +d)log2

3.2.4 Estimating CATE

Next, we describe how we estimate the expected rewards, n+1(z), and CATE, 7(z) = ni(x) —n-1(z),
which we use to determine the action we take in each hypercube in each epoch. In particular, at
the start of each k™ epoch, k > 2, we estimate each arm’s expected reward ne(x) using the data for
each arm from the last epoch, which we denote by S, 11 as in Algorithm . Our proposed estimate
is the following piece-wise constant modification of the local polynomial regression estimate:

Hak—1(2) = 1 (9(2); Sa k-1, Hag—1, b(B)), where (11)
Ha,k—l = N;;/7(21ﬁ+d)’ Na,k—l = |Sa,k—1|-

Note that by construction 7jg z—1(z) = 7ja k—1(2’) whenever z and 2’ are belong to the same hyper-
cube g(x) = g(2"). Then our CATE estimate, 7;_1(x), is simply the difference of these for a = £1.
Since we only evaluate 7;_1(+) at hypercube centers x € G in our Algorithm (1, we simply use g(z)
as the argument to the local polynomial estimates in Algorithm [2] In particular, we only need to
compute two local polynomial regression estimates at a subset of the (finitely-many) grid points.
Note that some grid points may not even belong to X because their hypercubes may not be fully
contained in X’; nevertheless, we can use these centers as representative as their Hiq 1 neigh-
borhood will still contain sufficient data (Lemma [3). Note also that the associated sample sizes,
N1 -1, are random variables since they depend on how many samples in the (k — 1)t epoch fell
in different decision regions and on the random decision regions themselves.

Similar to the non-differentiable bandit of Rigollet and Zeevi| (2010)), our estimators, Eq. (11)), are
hypercube-wise constant. That the estimate at the center of each hypercube is a good estimate for

the whole hypercube is justified by the smoothness of 711 and the error is controlled by the size of
the hypercubes (see Lemma [16| for details).

However, differently from Rigollet and Zeevi (2010]), our estimate at the center of each hypercube
uses data from both inside and outside the hypercube, instead of only inside. This is established
by the next lemma. (Recall that our Assumption [1| requires g > 1.)

Lemma 3. There exists a positive constant cq such that

H. (28—1)(28+4d)
EVE S TP Nog(T) T 2.

Vds

When B > 1, there exists Ty > 0 such that for T > Ty, Hyyp > Vds for1 <k<K.

Lemma [3] shows that the bandwidth we use, i.e., the neighborhood of data used to construct the
estimate, is much larger than the hypercube size, where the estimate is used. According to the non-
parametric estimation literature (Stone, 1980} 1982), the proposed hypercube size and bandwidths
(up to logarithmic factors) are crucial for achieving optimal nonparametric estimation accuracy for
smooth functions. This means we indeed need to leverage the more global information in order to
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leverage the smoothness of expected reward functions. This also means that separating the problems
into isolated MABs within each hypercube, as would be optimal for unsmooth rewards, is infeasible:
we must use data across hypercubes to be efficient and so decisions in different hypercubes will be
interdependent. In particular, our actions in one hypercube will affect how many samples we collect
to learn rewards in other hypercubes.

3.2.5 Screening Out Inestimable Regions and Accuracy Guarantees

Although using data across multiple hypercubes enables us to improve the estimation accuracy
for smooth expected reward functions, it also introduces complicated dependence between data
collection in one hypercube and algorithm decisions in other hypercubes. More concretely, the
number of samples available to estimate 7, in each hypercube, and correspondingly the accuracy
of this estimate, depends on the arms we pull in other, neighboring hypercubes. Because in each
epoch in each hypercube we either always exploit or randomly explore, this problem arises precisely
when there is a hypercube that is surrounded by hypercubes where we are sure about the optimal
arm (and therefore did not explore both arms) but in which we are not yet sure about the optimal
arm (and therefore need to estimate both arm reward functions). (See Figs.[#bland [4d) As a result,
the local polynomial regression for estimating 7, in this hypercube can be ill-conditioned and fail to
ensure our accuracy target €. Worse yet, this problem will continue to persist at all future epochs
because the nearby hypercubes will continue to exploit and the accuracy target will only become
sharper.

Luckily, it turns out that whenever such a problem arises, we do not actually need to estimate 7, in
these hypercubes: the fact that the hypercube is surrounded by neighboring hypercubes where we
are sure one arm is optimal means that the same arm is also optimal in this hypercube with high
probability (see Lemma. The only thing we need to do is to detect this issue correctly. Specifically,
we propose to use the rule in Eq. @ in order to screen out the inestimable regions. This screening
rule is motivated by Proposition [3] and Assumption [2] which imply that the regularity property of
the support of the samples S ;1 (i.e., (Uf;ll Ea,j URE—1)N &) is critical for the conditioning of the
local polynomial estimator. We show in Lemma|[I5]that this screening procedure is well-defined: any
hypercube in C can be classified into at most one of Dy j, and D_; ;, but not both. Moreover, although

we check only weak (2%, H, j—1)-regularity with respect to only hypercube centers, Lemma [14{implies

far stronger consequence for the proposed screening rule: (Uf;ll Ea,j URk—1) N X is not strongly
(co,70)-regular at any point in D, 1.

After removing these inestimable regions, we can show (Theorem that the our uniform estimation
error anywhere in the remaining uncertain region from each epoch (i.e., Ry N chk; N D?l ) s
exponentially shrinking:

supxeRkﬁngngl,kﬁ'k(x) — 7(x)| < e with probability 1—O(T™1). (12)

3.2.6 Decision Regions

We start by randomizing everywhere, R1 = X, and in each subsequent epoch, we remove the
hypercubes £_; 1, & from the randomization region Rj; and assign them to join the growing
exploitation regions. The set &, 1 is the union of two parts. The first, {:17 € Ri—1 ﬂchkflﬂDgl b1’
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atp—1(z) > 6k-1}, is determined by 7,_1 and consists of the points where, as long as the event in
Eq. holds, we are sure arm a is optimal. The second is D_, ;1 and, in contrast to the first,
we cannot rely on the CATE estimator in order to determine that a is optimal here. Nevertheless,
we can show that D_, ;1 NX C {x € X : ar(x) > 0} under Assumption [2 and as long as the event
in Eq. holds (Lemma . This means that we can conclude that the arm a is also optimal on
D_g -1 even though we cannot estimate CATE accurately there.

The remaining randomization region in each epoch, Ry, consists of the subset of the previous
randomization region where we cannot determine that either arm is optimal using either of the above
criteria. In particular, the CATE estimate is below the accuracy target inside Ry, |Tx—1(z)| < €x—1,
so, even when the event in Eq. holds, we cannot be sure which arm is optimal. Thus, we
may as well pull each arm uniformly at random to provide maximum exploration for estimation in
future epochs. Moreover, the exploration cost is manageable since, as long as the event in Eq.
holds: (1) the regret incurred from pulling sub-optimal arms at the randomization region shrinks
exponentially since |7(z)| < |Tx—1(z)| + €x—1 < 2€x—1 for x € Ry; and (2) the randomization region
shrinks over the epochs, as Assumption [4] implies that P(X € Ry N A, |7(X)] #0) < p({X : 0 <
(X)) < 261}) < A(2€5-1)%,

In each epoch, we update the CATE estimates and the decision rule only where it is needed. We
estimate CATE and design new decision regions (i.e., Ry and €41 ) only within the region where we
failed to learn the optimal arm with high confidence in previous epochs (i.e., Ri_1), and we follow
previous decision rules on regions where the optimal arm is already learned with high confidence
(i.e., U;:ll £aj). In this way, we gradually refine the accuracy of CATE estimator in ambiguous
regions, while making efficient use of the information learned in previous epochs.

3.2.7 Comparison with (A)BSE when 5 =1

While our algorithm is most notable for tackling the case of 8 > 1, it also handles the special case
of § = 1, which is exactly the intersection point with the previous literature that focus on g <1
(Perchet and Rigollet, |2013, [Rigollet and Zeevi, [2010). Even when 5 = 1, our algorithm is distinct
from these. Notably, UCBograms in Rigollet and Zeevi (2010) and BSE in [Perchet and Rigollet
(2013)), which both run isolated MAB algorithms in each hypercube, can achieve minimax optimal
regret only when o < 1 (and 8 < 1). Since theses algorithms learn expected rewards using data
only within each hypercube, they require pulling each arm at least once in each hypercube and

thus necessarily incur regret of Q(72+d) when = 1, which is suboptimal when « > 1 since the

minimax regret rate in this case is @(T%ﬁd). Indeed, when « > 1, the expected rewards for two
arms are relatively separated, and we can tell apart the optimal arms with relatively little data,
so pulling each arm at least once in every hypercube may may be wasteful. Addressing this is the
central purpose of the ABSE algorithm in |Perchet and Rigollet| (2013)), which gradually refines the
hypercubes (though still it can only handle 5 < 1).

Our algorithm provides another way around this issue by using data across hypercubes even in the
special case of 8 = 1, where our bandwidth is larger than the hypercube size in all but the last
epoch. Then, whenever a particular hypercube has arms that are well-separated (as many must
when « is large), we can still detect this even if we did not pull both arms in this hypercube.
For example, in the k™ epoch, Lemma [3| ensures that the learning radius Hyqj is much larger
than the hypercube size §, so even if we have not pulled one of the arms in some hypercubes yet,
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we can still collect enough samples (with high probability) for both arms in their neighborhood
within the learning radius, so that we can construct CATE estimator 7;_; that achieves the target
precision level €;_1 (see Theorem (1| for the formal statement). If the expected rewards for the two
arms on some of these hypercubes are separated enough so that |7;_1(z)| > €x—1 on them, then we
can confidently push them into exploitation regions. As a result, we do not “waste” arm pulls in
these hypercubes. Importantly, our algorithm can determine optimal arms on hypercubes with well
separated expected rewards in early epochs using relatively imprecise CATE estimators based on
small samples, and do so on more difficult hypercubes with less separated expected rewards later
on using more precise CATE estimators. In this way, it carefully achieves the minimax optimal
regret rate even when o > 1 (see Theorem . For g = 1 the behavior of our algorithm is similar
but different to ABSE in that both gradually refine the learning radius, but in ABSE the learning
radius is set to be the same as the hypercube size, while in our algorithm the learning radius is
different from the hypercube size.

3.2.8 Finite Running Time

Finally, we remark that Algorithm [I] can be run in finite time. First, we show that all decision
regions are unions of hypercubes in C, as shown in Fig. [

Lemma 4. For 1 <k < K, 11, D41 and Ry are all unions of hypercubes in C.

The number of hypercubes itself, |G|, is of course finite. To determine in what hypercube an arriving
context falls, we need only divide each of its coordinate by 9.

The remaining question is to compute which hypercubes belong to which decision region at the start
of each epoch. To compute D 1, we need to compute the volume in the intersection of X', a union
of cubes, and a ball and compare it to a given constant. We need to do this at most once in each
epoch for every hypercube. If X has a simple shape such as the unit hypercube, this can be done
analytically. Alternatively, given a membership oracle for X', we can compute this using rectangle
quadrature integration. In particular, we can easily allow for some slowly vanishing approximation
error in the quadrature integration without deteriorating the regret rate of our algorithm. Then, to
compute 11 and Ry, we need only to compute 7y, o(2) at most once in each epoch at each lattice
point € G. Computing this estimate requires constructing an Mg x Mg matrix given by averaging
over the data within the bandwidth neighborhood and then pseudo-inverting this matrix.

4 Theoretical Guarantees: Upper and Lower Bounds on Minimax
Regret

We next provide two results that together characterize the minimax regret rate (up to polylogs):
an upper bound on the regret of our algorithm and a matching lower bound on the regret of any
other algorithm.
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4.1 Regret Upper Bound

In this section, we derive an upper bound on the regret of our algorithm. The performance of our
algorithm, as we will show in this section, crucially depends on two events: My, the event that
sufficiently many samples for each arm are available for CATE estimation at the end of epoch k,
and Gy, the event that our estimator 7 has good accuracy. Concretely,

log(T6~4)\ ‘5"
T5-)\ 2
My = {Nl,k AN_1k > (mg(2)> },
Coej.

G={ sw a0 -r@l<al.

x€R,NDY, NDY, |
For convenience, we also define G, = ﬂ1<j<k G and My, = ﬂ1<j<k M, where an empty intersection

(Go or My) is the whole event space (always true).

4.1.1 Characterization of the decision regions.

The following lemma shows that these two events are critical for the effectiveness of the proposed
decision rules, in that whenever they hold, we have the desired behavior described in Sections
and [3.2.6]

Lemma 5. Fiz any k > 1. Suppose Assumption@ holds and that T > To\/(exp(l v 4(2T0)C;0[3((2§5Jf3+5d) ))

with Ty given in Lemma@ and Cy given in Lemma @ Then, under the event Gj,_1 N My,_1, we have
fora=+1:

. RpNAX C {.%' e X ‘T(Q})‘ < 26]6,1},

ii. (Ui £aj) N X C{z € X ar(z) > 0},

iii. Qo C (S £ay) URK) N X, and

. DgpyNX C{x e X :ar(x) <0},

In Lemmalp] statement[fmeans that we cannot identify the optimal arm on the randomization region
Ri. Statementsays that pulling arm a on the exploitation region U?zl &,,j is optimal. Statement

shows that the support of the sample S, (i.e., ((U;c:1 £a,j) URE) N X) always contains the
region where arm a is optimal, Q,. Statement [iv| says that the optimal arm on D, is —a, which
justifies why we put D, into £_, in Eq. . Recall that on D, k, the support of the sample
Sa k. is insufficiently regular and thus we cannot hope to obtain good estimates there. Fortunately,
statement [iv| guarantees that accurate decision making is still possible on D, even though accurate

CATE estimation is impossible.

Statement [i1] in Lemma [5] is crucial. On the one hand, it is critical in guaranteeing that sufficient
samples can be collected for both arms for future epochs (see also the discussion following Theo-
rem . On the other hand, it leads to statement which enables us to make correct decisions in
the inestimable regions. The argument is roughly as follows. Given statement if statement
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didn’t hold, i.e., if there were any x¢ € D, N X such that g € Q, = {x € X : ar(x) > 0}, then by

the regularity of Q, imposed by Assumption ((Uf:1 Eaj) URk) N X would be sufficiently regular

at g(xo), which violates the construction of D, j in Eq. @

4.1.2 A preliminary regret analysis.

Based on Lemma [5, we can decompose the regret according to Gp_1 N Mj_1. Let & denote our
algorithm, Algorithm [T} Then:

Z > EYi(n — Yy(4y)]

k= 1te7’k
<ZZEY,5 — Yi(Ay) | Gr- 1ﬂMk1+ZZng UMY ).
k=11teT; k=11€T;

We can further decompose the regret in the k™ epoch given G,_; N Mj_; into the regret due to
exploitation in Ujf:l &1, UE&_1; and the regret due to exploration in Ry:

> EYi(r* — Yi(Ar) | Gr—1 N M)
teTy
< D B[V (X)) = Yi(Ad) | Gr1t N M1, Xp € (Uj_iE15 U 1))
teTy
+Z ’7’ XtH(]k 1ﬂ./\/lk 1,Xt€Rk] (XteRk‘gkflmmkfl)'
teTy

Lemma [f] statement [ii] implies that the proposed algorithm always pulls the optimal arm on the ex-
ploitation region. Therefore, the first term on the right-hand side, i.e., the regret due to exploitation,
is equal to 0. Moreover,

Z E[|7(X:)| | Ge—1 N Mp—1, Xs € Ri]P(X¢ € R | Grm1 N M)
teTh
< Z 2€k 1P(0 < ‘T(Xt)’ < 2€k 1 | Qk 1 ﬂ./\/lk 1) < 721—1—04 1+1nk,
teTh

where the first inequality follows from Lemma [5] statement [} and the second inequality follows from
the margin condition of Assumption [4]

Therefore, the total regret is bounded as follows:

K
) < 2721+a61+ank + anP G 1 UM, )
k=1

B+d—ap

— O(T" 55 1og"* 35 (T) + log?(T +anub G 1 UM, ), (13)
k=1

where the O(-) term depends only on the parameters of Assumptions I 1] to 4] I and not on the particular

instance. Thus, if we can prove that IP’(Qk L UM,_;) is small enough for all k, then we can
(uniformly) bound the cumulative regret Ry (7) of our proposed algorithm.
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4.1.3 Bounding P(?g,l U Mf,l).

The analysis in Eq. . shows that the cumulative regret of the proposed algorithm depends on

the probability of gk U Mk 1, t.e., that the CATE estimator may not be accurate enough or that
the total sample size for one arm is not sufficient in any epoch prior to the k™ epoch.

To bound this probability, we need to analyze the distribution of the samples for each arm. The
sample distributions in each epoch can be distorted by decisions in previous epochs. Since a well-
behaved density is crucial for nonparametric estimation, we must make sure that such distortions
do not undermine our CATE estimation.

Lemma 6. For any 1 <k < K and a = %1, S, = {(X4, Y1) : t € Ty, Ay = a} are conditionally
i.i.d. samples, given Fi_1 U Ay, where Fr—1 = {(X¢, A, Y2) 1 t € U’,z,;ll T}, A, = {As : t € Ti}.

Now suppose Assumptions [4 and [3 hold, let Cy be defined as in Lemma [7 below for any given

B, L1, co, 70, min, and suppose T > Ty V <exp(1 Vv 4(2T0§;°[3((2§ﬁ1d(3+5d))>. Then, for a = £1, under the

event G_1 N My_1, the (common) conditional density of any of {X; : Ay = a,t € Ti} with respect
to Lebesgue measure, given Fr_1 U Ay, which we denote by pq 1, satisfies the following conditions:

1. %Mmin < /La,k’(x) < 211% fO’)” any T € ((Uf:l 8a,j) U Rk) n&x.

2. pak(x) =0 for any x € (U E_ 7J> NnXx.

Lemma@shows that in the k' epoch, samples for each arm are i.i.d given the history, and it satisfies
a strong density condition on the support of each sample, ((U;g 1€aj) URk) NAX. Furthermore, this
distribution support set is sufficiently regular with respect to points in Ry, ﬂDl k np¢ 1k according
to the screening rule given in Eq. @ Together, this strong density condition and support set
regularity condition guarantee that we can estimate CATE using local polynomial estimators well

on Ry, in the (k4 1) epoch, after we remove the inestimable regions.

In particular, the following lemma shows that the local polynomial estimator is well-conditioned
with high probability, which echoes the classic result in the offline setting (Proposition .

Lemma 7. Suppose the conditions of Lemma @ hold. Let1 < k < K —1,a = %1, ny1 be
given. Consider the Gram matrices of the local polynomial regression estimators in Eq. ., i.e.,
.A(w Sa s Hak,b(B)) as defined in Eq. Then, given N:tlk- = ng1x and Mg_1 N Gi_1, these

satisfy the following with conditional pmbabzlzty at least 1—2M exp { C’o( 4(1+L1V4d) ) 26/(2ﬂ+d>}

mm(-"i(x§ Sa,k; Ha,ku b(ﬁ))) Z )‘0 > 07 Vo € Rk N ,D1C:k N Dng,
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where

1
)\O:*min inf /( WU) u,
s WeRY, SCRY : ||W||=1 ;
SCB(0,1) is compact, Leb(S)=covq/2¢ [s1<b(8)

3pA2 , { 1 1
(1 + Llf) 12M§Hmaxvd + QP)\OM/%’ 108Mﬁvdﬂmax + 6\/ MﬁpAO’

1
108M6L2Ud,umax + 6\/ MBL(Q'UdeaX + p))\O }

In Lemmal [7 Ao is positive because the unit shell is compact and, for fixed W, the infimum over S
is continuous in W and positive as the integrand can be zero only a measure-zero set while S has
positive measure. The constant Cjy dictates the epoch schedule {E}szl of our proposed algorithm
(see Section . Note that we can also use any positive constant no larger than Cy in our algorithm
without deteriorating the regret rate.

In the following theorem, we show that P(?ko_l U ﬂkc_l) is indeed very small for large T, so its
contribution to the cumulative regret bound in Eq. is negligible.

36Mp L?v3 1705 Co (26-+d)

Theorem 1. When T' > Ty V <exp(1 Y Co(2B1d) \Y% )), if we assume

4(2r0)?8 (2B+d+d) P23 (28+d+pd)
Assumptions[1] to[3, then for any 1 <k < K —1,
_ 844M? 5 o o (10+4M2)k
P(gkc‘gkthk)STﬁa ( ‘gk 17Mk 1)§T P(gk UM}JS%-

Here the upper bound on ]P’(g/? | ?k—l,ﬂk) is derived from the uniform convergence of local
polynomial regression estimators (Stone} [1982)) given a well-conditioned Gram matrices (which we
ensure in Lemma [7)) and sufficiently many samples for each arm (ensured by My) whose sample
distribution satisfies strong density condition (which we ensure in Lemma @ The upper bound
on IP(./\/l i ] Gr_1, Mj_1) arises from Lemma [l and Lemma [5| statement [iii, since they imply that
P(X € (U 1€a) URE) > P(X € Q,) > p for a = +1. As a result, at least a constant fraction of
ng many samples will accumulate for each arm, so that My, holds with high probability as the ny

proposed in Eq. is sufficiently large . The upper bound on P(?ko U Mf) follow from the first
two upper bounds by induction.

4.1.4 Regret Upper Bound.

Given Theorem (1| and Eq. , we are now prepared to derive the final upper bound on our regret.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions[]] to[§ hold. Then,

B+d—apB

1+ 4 2 ~ B+d—ap
Rp(m)= O(T 25+d log "26(T) +log*(T)) = O(T 2+d +1),

where the O(-) and O(-) terms only depend on the parameters of Assumptions || to . (An explicit
form is given in the proof.)
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Proof. Proof sketch. Theorem |I| states that for 2 < k < K,

(10 +4M3)(k — 1)
T

nP(Go UM ) < ny, < (10 +4M2)(k — 1).

Furthermore, Lemma [2] implies that,

g

K< ((25+d)log2

log T'].
Thus

K

S PGy UMy ) < (5 +2M3)K>

k=1

B2log? T

(28 +d)2log’2 o).

< (54 4M3)
The final conclusion follows from Eq. . O
A complete and detailed proof is given in the supplement.

Corollary 1. Let any problem parameters be given. Then, for the corresponding class of contextual
bandit problems P, the minimaz regret satisfies

~ B+d—ap

Rr = O(T 26+d )

4.2 Regret Lower Bound

In this section, we prove a matching lower bound (up to polylogarithmic factors) for the regret rate
in Theorem [2| This means that there does not exist any other algorithm that can achieve a lower
rate of regret for all smooth bandit instances in a given smoothness class. Thus, our algorithm
achieves the minimax-optimal regret rate.

Theorem 3 (Regret Lower Bound). Fiz any positive parameters «, 3,d, L, L1 satisfying a8 < d.
For any admissible policy m and T, there exists a contextual bandit instance satisfying Assumptions[]
to [4] with the provided parameters such that

Btd—op

sup Ry (m) = QT 574 ), (14)
PeP

where the Q(-) term only depends on the parameters of the class P and not on 7. Hence, we also
B+d—af
have Rp = Q(T 25+d ).

Proof. Proof sketch. Define the inferior sampling rate of a given policy 7w as the expected number
of times that = disagrees with the oracle policy 7* (for a given instance P), i.e.,

Ir(m) =[S 1 (X0) # m(X0)]
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Lemma 3.1 in |Rigollet and Zeevi (2010) relates Ry (m) to Ir(m): under Assumption
Ir(x) = O(T'™ Ry (x) 7). (15)
Note the implicit dependence of Ir(w), Rr(m) on the instance P.

We then construct a finite class, H, of contextual bandit instances with smooth expected rewards and
show, first, that # C P, i.e., that our construction fits the provided parameters (in particular, our
construction is fundamentally different from that in [Rigollet and Zeevil, 2010} as their construction
approach is only suitable for non-differentiable functions), and, second, that

af
sup IT< ) > sup IT IT 25+d). (16)
PeP PEH \H| u;{
We arrive at the final conclusion by combining Egs. and . O

A complete and detailed proof is given in the supplement.

Note that in Theorem 3] we allow «, 8, d, L, Ly to be given. The proof then constructs an example
with appropriate values for the rest of the parameters, cg, rg, Mmax, fbmin, 7Y, for which the class of
bandit problems P satisfies the above lower bound. This shows that the rate given in Theorem [2] is
tight (for the regime aff < d).

We can furthermore show that our non-standard Assumption [2]is necessary for achieving the min-
~  ptd—aB

imax regret rate ©(7 26+d +1). In particular, we will prove that there exists a class of problem

instances satisfying Assumptions and [] but not necessarily Assumption [2] such that the corre-

sponding regret lower bound is higher in order.

Theorem 4 (Regret Lower Bound, without Assumption. Under the conditions of Theorem@ for

any admissible policy w and T, there exists a contertual bandit instance satisfying Assumptions
@ and (but not necessarily Assumption @) with the provided parameters such that

R T a(1+o¢)62
% = Q [ T2@Fd e 20dabir®) | 00 as T — co. (17)
T 2B+d

Proof. Proof sketch. Similar to the proof of Theorem |3, we can construct another finite class H’
of bandit problems that satisfy Absumptionb I, [3 and [4] but not Assumption [2] with the provided

parameters, and show that for A = (ﬁ + = 5 - d)
sup Ip(r) > —— 3 Ip(r) = QT 55a). (18)
Per! 4] PeH!

The conclusion Eq. then follows from Egs. and . O

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we defined and solved the smooth-response contextual bandit problem. We proposed
a rate-optimal algorithm that interpolates between using global and local reward information ac-
cording to the underlying smoothness structure. Our results connect disparate results for contextual
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bandits and bridge the gap between linear-response and non-differentiable bandits, and contribute
to revealing the whole landscape of contextual bandit regret and its interplay with the inherent
complexity of the underlying learning problem.
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Algorithm 2 SMOOTHBANDIT (MULTIPLE ARMS)

10:

11:

12:
13:
14:
15:
16:

Input: Grid lattice G and hypercubes C, epoch schedule {77{}?:1, Holder smoothness constant
B, regularity constant cp, context dimension d.
Initialize A;; = A for any j € {1,...,|C|} and R1(A) = &
for t € 71 do
Pull A; € A randomly, equiprobably
end for
Log the samples S, 1 = {(X;,Y:) :t € T1, Ay =a} forae A
for k=2,3,...,K do
Identify inestimable regions for local polynomial regression with bandwidth H, ;1 (a € A):

(UAO:aeAO Rk_1(Ao)) N X is not
weakly (;—3, Ha,k_l)—regular at x

Diyr p—1(a) = U Cube(z) : x € U Ri-1(Ao) | NG,
Ap:a€Ag

Set Noj—1 = [Sa k1|, Hoh—1 = N;;i/,(215+d) for a € A
Construct the local polynomial estimate for every a € A and x € GN (UAo:aeAO Rk_l(Ao)) N

DICr’r,k—l(a):
Hag—1(2) = 3 (25 Sap—1, Hop—1,0(8))

and identify the region where arm a is estimated to be suboptimal:

Disep(a) = { Cube(z):3d' € A,z € U Rii(Ao) | nGNDY,, 1 (a) N DS, 1 (d),
Aop:a,a’ €Ag

a1 (0) = Aaaa0) > et}
Update active arm sets: for j € {1,...,|C|},
Ajr=Ajk—1 —{a € Ajr_1:Cube;j € Dy p—1(a) UDgg r(a)},

Update decision regions: for Ag C A,

Ic|
Ri(Ao) = [ J{Cube;(z) : Ajx = Ao}
j=1
for t € T, and Ag C A do
if X; € Ri(Ap) then pull A; € Ay randomly, equiprobably
end for
Log samples Sg = {(X¢,Yy) : t € T, Ay = a} fora € A
end for
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Appendix A. Extention to Multi-armed Setting

In this section, we consider the extension of the smooth contextual bandit to multiple arms, i.e.,
A € A with |A| > 2. In the following subsections, we discuss in order the extension of the problem
and assumptions, the extension of our algorithm, and the extension of the regret upper bound.

Appendix A.1. Extending the Problem

We first extend Assumptions [I] to [4] to the multi-armed setting as follows.

Assumption 5. Suppose the following conditions hold:

i. na(-) = E[Y(a) | X =] is (8, L, X)-Holder for 5 > 1 and is also (1, L1, X)-Hélder for every
ac A

ii. Qq ={x € X 1 no(x) > e (x) Va' € A} is a non-empty (co, ro)-regular set for every a € A.
1i. Assumption @ (strong density condition) holds with parameters pimin and fimax-
w. For parameters a > 0 and v > 0, we have

PO < [1a(X) = no (X)| <) < t°

for any t >0, a,d’ € A.

Note that when |A|] = 2, each condition above reduces to its counterpart in Section [2| that is,
Assumptions [1] to [l in order respectively. By following the proof of Lemma [I] we can again show
that min,c 4 P(X € Q,) > p = ,umincorgvd > 0. In other words Assumption [5| implies that no arm
is strictly suboptimal everywhere.

Appendix A.2. Extending the Algorithm

To extend our algorithm to multi-armed setting, we follow the same grid structure in Section
and the epoch structure in Section and employ the hypercube-wise constant local polynomial
estimator in Section to estimate the conditional reward function 7, for each a € A. We only
need to slightly change the epoch schedule by setting the length of the &' epoch according to the
number of arms |Al:

—d 2 2
g, = 2|;U <108;C(Z<€5i )> T |;;9|210gT
where
3pA3 . 1 1
AT A nvae { 6| AIM  tmaxva + 2PN M3 54| A Mgvapimas + 63/ Mapho’

1
54‘A‘MBL2'UdeaX + 6\/ MBL(‘A"UdeaX +p)/\0 }
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Still, we can use any positive constant no larger than C'y in our algorithm without deteriorating
the regret rate.

We mainly need to revise the decision rules in Algorithm [} Indeed, when only two arms are avail-
able, eliminating one arm (either due to estimated suboptimal reward or inestimability screening)
unambiguously suggests that the other arm should be pulled. However, this no longer applies when
there are multiple arms. To tackle with this problem, we associate each region with an active arm
set, consisting of all arms that we still pull with positive probability in this region. Our algorithm
(Algorithm [2)) gradually eliminates arms from each active arm set, and explores the remaining arms
with equal probability. When only a single arm remains in the active arm set of a region, we exploit
this arm in this region until the end of the time horizon.

More concretely, we number the hypercubes in C (see Section as Cubej for j =1,...,[C|. At
the kth epoch, we equip hypercube Cube; with an active arm set \A;;, where each arm within A;
is pulled with equal probability at the kth epoch. For example, when A;; = |3|, the decision for
X € Cubej is m,(X) = a with probability 1/3 for any a € A;. When |4, ;| = 1, we exploit the
unique arm in Aj;j when X € Cube;. In the first epoch, we start with A;; = Aforall j =1,...,[C|
so we explore all arms in all regions.

For any Ag C A, we denote the region where the active arm set is exactly Ag in the (k—1)th epoch
by:
cl
Ri—1(Ao) = | J{Cube;(x) : Ajr_1 = Ao}.

j=1
Then, for each a € A, (U Ao-ac Ao Rk_l(Ao)) N X is the region where we can collect samples for arm

a in the (k— 1) epoch, and we denote these samples as Sak—1 ={(X,Ys) : t € Tp—1, Ay = a} with
size Ng k-1 = [Sak—1|-

Similar to the two-arm setting (Section [3.2.5), we may not be able to estimate the conditional
reward function for a certain arm because of irregularity. The following set is the irregular region
for arm a € A:

Dir-1(a) = U {Cube(x) cx € (UAg:aeAORk_l(AO)) NG, (U ag:aea, Ri—1(Ao)) N X is not } .

weakly (g—g, Ha7k_1)—regular at
We will show that although we cannot estimate 7, reliably on Dy, ;—1 due to irregularity, we can

ensure that arm a is strictly suboptimal on Dy, j—1, and thus can safely remove arm a from the
corresponding active arm sets (Lemma |8 statement .

The other scenario where we can safely remove an arm is when the local polynomial estimates
confidently determine that the arm is suboptimal. For each a € A, we next define the region in
which there exists an a’ € A such that 1, and 7, can both be reliably estimated based on samples
from the (k — 1)th epoch and arm a is estimated to be outperformed by arm a’ so that arm a can
be eliminated:

Disei(a) = J { Cube(z):3d' € A,z € U  Rii(Ao) | nGNDY,, 1 (a) N DS, 1 (d),
Aop:a,a’ €Ag

o1 (2) = g1 (@) > ek_l}
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It follows that we can remove arm a from the active arm sets of all hypercubes in Dy p—1(a) and
Dt k(a). So, for j =1,...,|C|, we set

.Aj,k = .Ajykfl — {a S .Aj,k,1 : Cubej S 'DIrr,kfl(a) U DEst,k(a)}- (19)

The complete procedure is summarized in Algorithm

Appendix A.3. Extending the Regret Upper Bound

In order to upper bound the regret of our algorithm in multi-armed setting, we need to extend
Lemmas [5] to [7] and Theorems [I] and 2] to the multi-armed setting. The proofs for all results in this
section are given in Appendix

The performance of Algorithm [2] again depends on the following two crucial events:

log(T6=4)\ "2
. og(To~ 26
—{ min Ny > (20 ,
Mi {3?3 ”“‘( Cuc? > }

Gr = {|ﬁ;€a(m) — Na(2)] < €/2 for any z € U Ri(Ao) | N chr'nk_l(a),a € Ag, and any Ay C A},
Ag:a€Ag

where M, represents that sufficiently many samples for all arms are available, and Gj, represents
good accuracy of the estimated conditional reward function for every arm uniformly over the region
where it is estimable. We again define G, = ﬂlg i<k G and M, = mlgjgk My, where an empty
intersection (Go or M) is the whole event space (always true).

The following lemma extends Lemma [5| and characterizes the decision regions of our algorithm in
multi-armed setting, under the events above.

Lemma 8. Suppose T' > Ty V (exp(l Vv 4(2ro?5‘}3((22%—:?+5d))> and AssumptionH Statement holds.

If the event G_1 N My_1 holds, then for any Ay C A and a € A,
i. Dpgr(a)NX C{z e X :ne(r) < maxeeq e ()};
ii. Ri(Ag) NX C {z € X : argmax,c 4 n.(z) C Ao};
iii. Rip(Ao)NX C{x € X : maxaea, No(x) — minge 4, M0 () < 2€5-1};
. Qo €U upaca, Ri(Ao) N A;

v. D[rr,k(a) N C {x eX: ﬁa(ﬁﬂ) < MaXg'eA na’(x)}'

Here statement [l means that arms removed according to local polynomial estimates are strictly
suboptimal. Statement [il implies that optimal arms on Ry(Ap) are never removed by mistake,
while statement [iiif means that arms that are being randomized (including the optimal arms) have
close expected rewards relative to the tolerance level €, which justifies our decision to explore
them randomly. Statement [iv| states that the support of sample for arm a in the k™" epoch (i.e.,
U Ag:aca, Re(Ao)) always contains the region where arm a is optimal. Statement |v| shows that the
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arms removed because of irregularity are also always strictly suboptimal. Statements [ and [v| justify
the updating rule of removing arm a in hypercubes in Dgg (a) and Dr, i (a) (see Eq. ) These
statements guarantee low regret of our algorithm provided My and Gy hold for k =1,..., K.

To prove that M;, and G happen with high probability we next further extend Lemmas |§| and
to multi-armed setting to ensure that local polynomial estimates are well-behaved.

Lemma 9. For any 1 <k < K and a € A, Sq = {(Xt,Ys) : t € Ty, Ay = a} are conditionally
i.i.d. samples, given Fr_1 U A, where Fr_1 = {(X¢, A, Ys) : t € Uk/ 177«}, A ={A; : t € T}

4(2r0)?8 (26-+d+5d)
under the event Gp_1 N My_1, the (common) conditional density of any of {X; : Ay = a,t € Tp}
with respect to Lebesque measure, given Fi,_1 U Ay, which we denote by pq 1, satisfies the following
conditions:

Now suppose AssumptionH holds and T > Ty V (exp(l \% Ca(25+d) )) Then, for any a € A,

A max
1. pgrhmin < Hap(2) < % for any x € U 4504, Re-1(A0) N X

2. par(z) =0 for any x € UAO:angRk*I(AO) NnX.

Lemma 10. Suppose the conditions of Lemma @ hold. Let1 < k < K — 1, nyqi fora € A
be given. Consider the Gram matrices of the local polynomial regression estimators in Eq. .
i.e., .A(x Sa s Hak,b(8)) as defined in Eq. Then, for any a € A, given Ngj = ngr and
ﬂk 1NGr_1, these satisfy the following with condztional probability at least 1—2M§ exp {—CA (4(1+

L1\f) ) 2B/<2B+d}

rnln(-/zt(l' Sa k> ak:a b(ﬁ))) > Ao >0, Vo € U Rk(AO) N Dgr,k—l(a)a
Ap:acAg

where

1
A0 = — Ui inf /< Wu>
07 yfmin WeRd, SCRY: [|W]|=1 2

SCB(0,1) is compact, Leb(S)=covq/2? |s|<b(8

This allows us to next establish an analogue of Theorem |1 showing that M), and G; happen with
high probability.

36 Mg L2022, Ca(28+d)
p2A2(2B+d+Bd)

Theorem 5. When T' > Ty V (exp(l \ 4(2r0?2§’((22%t?+,6d) \

Assumption[d, then for any 1 <k < K —1,
(4+ 2M52)|A]
— M

)), if we assume

|A|(5 + 2Mg)k'

P(Gf | Gr_1, My) < .

. A —=C  +—C
1 Gro1, My_1) < |T|’ P(G, UM, ) <
Finally, as a result, we can prove that the regret of our algorithm scales with the optimal rate

- Bid—ap
O(T 25+2 "), and an additional factor growing with the number of arms |.A].

36Mp L*v3 2 . Ca(28+d) )
P2A2(2B+d+Bd) )) and As-

Ca(26+d)

T(2ro)2? @ +dipd) ¥

Theorem 6. Suppose T > Ty V (exp(l VCOyuV
sumption [J] holds. Then

Ry(r) = O(APT 555 ),
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where the O() term only depends on the parameters of Assumption |Z5]

Appendix B. Omitted Proofs

Appendix B.1. Supporting Lemmas

Lemma 11. Under the assumptions in Lemma[J,
el = 2K < o7,
1
€ > 55.
Proof. Proof. Lemma [2] implies that
oK < gmrramera 8N+ _ opsia
It follows that for 1 <k < K,
ok > oK > lpwih s Ly
2 2

O

Lemma 12. For two sets A C B, and a point x € A, if A is (co,r0)-regular at z, then B is also
(co, r0)-regular at x.

Proof. Proof. This is obvious according to the definition of (cg, r)-regularity (Definition [2)). O

Lemma 13. Given My, if T > exp(1V jrstimsgsa), for 1 <K <k < K.

Proof. Proof. Given My, when T > exp(1V Co(28+d) ),

4(2r0)?8 (28+d+Bd)
Co C
5T > —) > PP ——
s eXp(4(2T0)25) = exp(ek (27’0)25)
771 —
which implies that Hyq p = Nif’ifd < (%)7% < 27p. O

1
Lemma 14. For any 1 < k < K, if Hy, = N, " € [V/d6, 2rg], then ((U§:1 E1j) URk) NX is
1
not strongly (co,r0)-regular at any x € Dy N X. Similarly, if H_y} = N_fi” € [Vdo, 2rq], then
((U?Zl E_1;)U Rk) N X is not strongly (co,ro)-reqular at any x € D_1 , N X.

Proof. Proof. We prove the first statement about D;; by contradiction. Suppose there exists
a point x € Djj; N X such that ((Uf:1 &)U Rk) N X is strongly (cg,ro)-regular at x. Since
lg(z) — x|l < §Vd6 < §Hu,

B(x, Hl’k) C B(x,Hy ) — 1\/&5) C B(g(x),H1 k).

i



Thus,

k k
Leb[B(g(x), H ) N (| &5 URR)] = Leb[B(z, H;’“) N (| €1 URY))
j=1 j=1

B c
> coug2 HY, = 2—2 Leb[B(g(x), H 1)),

where vy is the volume of a unit ball in R¢. Here the second inequality uses the assumption that
((U§:1 E15)U Rk) N X is (co, ro)-regular at = and that H, /2 < ro.

This means that if there exists any point € Dy such that ((U§:1 &1j) URE) N X is (co,70)-
regular at x, then ((U;CZ1 &1,j) URE) N X must be weakly (54, Hik)-regular at g(x), the center of
the hypercube that x belongs to. By construction, ((Uf:1 £1j) URE) N X is not weakly (59, H1k)-

regular at any center of any hypercube in Dy 5, (Eq. @) Thus the first statement about D j holds.
The second one about D_; ; can be proved analogously. O

Lemma 15. Under the conditions in Lemma@ and suppose Hyq ) € [\/&5, 2ro|, any hypercube in
C at most belongs to one of Dy, and D_y 4.

Proof. Proof. We prove this by contradiction. Suppose there exists a Cube € C, such that for
(U§:1 £1,;URy)NA is not weakly (55, Hy x)-regular at the center of Cube, and (U;‘f:1 E_1jURp)NX
is not weakly (5%, H_1)-regular at the center of Cube either.

However, since Cube NX # (), there must exist 2 € Cube NX such that either 7(z) > 0 or 7(z) < 0.
According to Lemma [5| statement [iiif and Lemma |12} either (Uf;ll E1;URE—1)NX or (Uf;% E_q1,;U
Ri—1)NX is (co, ro)-regular at x. Without loss of generality, we suppose this for (Uf;ll E1jURE—1)N
X. Then the proof in Lemma implies that (Uf;ll &1 URE-1) N X must be (5%, Hy x)-regular at

the center of Cube. Thus contradiction arises. O

28+d
Lemma 16. For V1 < k < K —1, and integers nyy i that satisfy niqp > (%) B, g+

PAo€k
Co(26+d)

n_i = Nk, if we assume the Assumption Assumptz'ons toH and that T > ToV (exp(l Vv T
then the estimator 7y, based on samples in the k™ epoch satisfies that

P( sup |7i(x) — 7(z)] > €k | Gr—1, My—1, Na1k = na1 k)
zeRyNDY,ND, |

_2B
<6798 + 4Mj) exp(—Con’7 " €}).

where Cy and Ao are given in Lemma[7

Proof. Proof. In the following proof, we condition on Gj_1, Mj_1, Niig = nt1k, and Fr_1. Ac-
cording to Lemma |§|, the samples S, = {(X+,Y;) : Ay = a,t € Ti} are i.i.d whose conditional
density for X; is 14k %,umin < pai(z) < 2“% for any = € ((U§:1 Eaj) URk) N&X, and g (z) =0
for any x € (U;?:l &_q5) N X. Moreover, recall thatja(:v)iE[Y} | X¢ = 2,A; = a] for any x € X
and a = £1. Here the purpose of conditioning on Gj_1, Mg_1, Fr_1 is merely to guarantee the

strong density condition for p,; by Lemma |§| In what follows, K (z) denotes the kernel function
I(fl=l <1).
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Step I: Characterize the estimation error for a fixed point on the grid. We first fix
x9 € GNRy ﬂka ﬂDng. To estimate the CATE, we first use local polynomial regression of order
[ based on samples S, = {(X,Y:) : Ay = a,t € Ty} to estimate the conditional expected reward

Na(0):

1 X —x Xi—x Xi—x -
R T ¢ 0 t ONprT (<3t 0

. _ - K U U

fla,k(T0) = €1 < d Z ( hak JU( ha U ha )>

1 Xt — X0 Xt — X0
_ K Y; ).
X < d Z ( T U( Pk ) t>

ak T, 4,

where U(u) = (u")},<g is a vector-valued function from R? to R, hep = n ;ﬁﬁ is the bandwidth,

e1 is a M x 1 vector whose all elements are 0 except the first one. Recall that M 3= {r:|r| <b(B)}.

According to Proposition 1.12 in [Tsybakov| (2008), the true conditional expected reward 7, can be
written in the following way:

1a(%0) = Na,b(8) (03 Z0) = €1 ( d Z K( Xt — xo (Xh )UT(Xt - 930))

M.k g t€Tuk ak ha
1 Xt — o Xt — o >
8 K u Na X ;L0
<na,kha k te;a ( ha,k ) ( ha7 ) (8 )( t )

where

r|<b(8)

After denoting
Xt — X0

A 1 Xt - .’L'O T
Aa,k(xO) = K( )U( )U ( )7
na,khik tezfl,k ha,k ha,k ha,k
the estimation error for 7, ;(xo) has the following upper bound:
R —x Xy —x X, — o\ "
[a,e(0) = 1 (0)] < > KL (R =)
h¢ h h
Ng,k a.k € Tan a,k a,k

X

1 Xt — X0 Xt — X0 H
K U Y —n, Xt xo
naakhgyk t;a,k ( ha?k; ) ( havk )( ' ’b(B)( ' ))

VMg

1 Xt—x()

D (Y= (s (Xe70)) K (

)|

~ nin(Aa(20) [ makhl o 57, R
M _
R LS 0 - ) k(K2
Amin (Aa,k:<1'0)> Ng kha kteT, s ha,k
V Mﬁ 1 Xt — X
. Na(Xt) = Na,6(8)(Xt; 70) ) K ( ),
Asrin (A, (0)) [ 7 khG t;k ( " KT
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Xt o)

where the second inequality follows from the fact that U(Xta S0 K (

elements are bounded by K (Xt xo)

We further denote
1

ha,k

) is a Mg x 1 vector whose

I'i=— Y: —no(Xe)) K
! na,khik tezTa:k( L ( t)) ( ha,k )
1 Xt — 2o
Iy=—0 Na(Xt) — Nap(s) (Xt 20) ) K (———)
Then
i @0) = mal0)] < —L (D) +Ty) (20)
7 N Amin(Aa,k(xO))
Step II: lower bound for )\min(ﬁmk(xo)).
According to Lemma . with high probability 1 — 2M exp{ Co( (14 L1vd)? ) 25+d )
rnln(-/zl ( )) 2 )\0- (21)

Step III: upper bound I'y and I's.

We first bound

1 X —=x
M= 3 ()K= = 2 3 2
Mkl t€Ta,k ok R teTon
where ) x
A~ — 'IO
Zy = ——(V; — 0o (X)) K (F2—22.
t h§k< t— na (X)) K( hrak )
It is easy to prove that
5 —d
|Zt| S ha,k’
E(Zt | At = a7§k717ﬂk717Na,k = na,kafkfl) = 07
. _ J— 2v x
E(ZE | At =a, gk—laMk—laNa,k = na,lm]:k—l) g %’
a,k

where the last inequality uses the fact that |Y; — n,(X;)| < 1. By Bernstein’s inequality, for Ve > 0,

P(|T1| > €| Go—1, Mg—1, Na gy = na e, Fr—1)

P(] Z Zi| > nage | Gr1, My—1, Nat = g, Fr1)

t€7zl7k>

d 2
3pna,kha7ke

<2 — )
<Zexp( 12vgptmax + 2pe
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We now bound

r, = n:hk; (1a(2X0) = o (X 20) K (=) = >a
where i ) X, — a0
Zy = @(%(Xt) — Na,b(8) (X5 70) ) K ( Tk )
Note that by the definition of Hb’l7der class (Assumption ,
Xt —xo Xt —xo

‘(’na(Xt) = Na,u(5) (Xt3 20) ) K ( )| < LK( IXe = zoll” < Lhy,

It follows that

ha,k: ha k

)

2
| (Zt’At =a, gk laMk 15 ak = Ng, ks Fh— 1)’ < ELUd,U/maxhaﬁvk
> 2 8 B—d
Zy — E(Zi| A = a, Gr—1, Mi—1, No o = ng o, Fiem1)| < ELUd,umath + Lhy

2 d
E(Z}Ar = a,Gr—1, Mi—1, Nog = nag, Fe-1) < pszdﬂmaxhzﬂk .
By Bernstein’s inequality, for Ve > 0,

9 .
IP)(|I‘2| > e+ *Lvdﬂmaxhgk | gk—lka—laNa,k = na,k:a]:k—l)

=PP(] Z Zi| e+ Lvdumax 0 e 1 Gkt My—1, N = na e, Fror)
a,k tE€Ta k
< \ > Z—E(Zi | Gk-1, Nag = N Fe1)| = €| Ge1, Mi—1, Na g = N, Fr1)
nak t€Tak
3png ph® €2
<2exp(— Gk (23)

12120 tmaxchs , + 2L(20attmax + p)h, e

Step IV: error bound for a fixed point

Plug Egs. to with € = ek into Eq. , we can get that

ji Mg, 2X
P(‘%,k(xo) —1a(20)| 2 \/)\07 3\/L

€ + LUdeaX ak) | gk lka 15 ak na,k»-/—:k—l)

3png phd k)\o PN, kh k)\oek
<2M?2 exp(— -2 + 2exp(—
5 oxp( 12M 3 pimaxva + 2pAoMg) ( 36 Mvgfimax + 2/ Mg; pek)\o)
Nah®  A2e
42 exp(— Pla kg 1 Ao€k

)
36M/3L2vdumaxh§{3k + 2,/ MgL(2v4pimax + p)hgkek)\o

6\/ MﬂLvdﬂmax )Qﬁ‘%d

PAOEK . In

Note that %Lvdumax 5 kS 3 rek under the assumption that nyj, > (

,/Mﬁ( 20
)\0 3\/M/3

other words,

2
€k + ELUdeaxhg’k) < €.
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After denoting

3pA 2%
12M§imaxva + 2pAoM3 " 36 Mavapimax + 21/ MapAo’

C:min{

2 }
36M,8L2'Ud,umax + 2\/mL(2vd,umax + p))\O ’

it is easy to verify that

_28
QME exp { — Co(4(1 + Ll\/g)2)n2fgk+d} < 2M§ exp(—C'na’khZ’ke%)7
St Vi
108 Mpgvgpimax + 61/ Mpgpeg Ao
3pna7khik}\36i )
108M L2vattmaxhe  + 6+/MpL(20ajtmax + D), pexdo
< exp(—Cna,khz;cﬁGZ) < exp(—Cna,khikﬁi).

exp( ) < exp(—Cnahi rei),

exp(

Therefore,

P(‘ﬁa,k(ﬂco) — Na(wo)| = € | Gr1, Mp—1, Najp = na,k,fkl) < (2M + 4) exp(—Cng pht et)

_2B
= (4+ QMBQ) exp(—anfk” )

Moreover, marginalizing over the history Fj_; gives

_ 28
P(‘ﬁa,k(ﬂco) — Na(wo)| = € | Gr1, Mp—1, Najp = na,k) < (4+ QMg)eXP(—C”iB;dEz)

Step V: uniform convergence

Since |G NRy N DY, N DY, .| < |G| =59, we can take union bound:
P( sup e (z) — na(z)| > €x|Gr—1, Mi—1, No g = na i)
xeGmkaDEkmeij

<8 P(|Hax(20) — Nal0)] > €|Gr—1, Mi—1, Nok = na k)
28
gd—d(4 + QME) exp(—C’njB,jd ei)

Moreover, since 1), is Lipschitz, we know that for any = € X,

a(2) = 71a(2)] = a9(2) = ()
< ’f/a(g(x)) - na(g(x))’ + ’na(g(x)) - 77a(9?>\
< [ia(9(2)) — na(9(@)] + Lallg(z) ]
< Jia(g () — malg ()| + 5 L1 Va5



Therefore,

IP( sup [Tak(2) —na(2)] > (14 LiVd)er|Gr_1, My_1, Nk =N )
w€RxNDY , NDY, |

~ 1 _ _
<P( sup Mak(7) = na(z)] > € + §L1\/&5 | Gr—1, Mi—1, No . = ng )
xekakamDQM

<P( sup 1ok (z) — Na()] > €x|Gr—1, Mi—1, Nap = na i)
xeGﬂkakamelyk

_28
<6744+ QME) exp(—anf;:d €1).
where the first inequality uses the fact that ¢, = 2k > %6 for 1 <k < K (Lemma .

Taking union bound over a = £+1 and replacing (1+ L; Vd)e, with €, gives the final conclusion. [

Appendix B.2. Proofs for Section

Proof. Proof of Lemma [I] By assumption there exists some z* € Q;. Then

P(X € Q1) > ftmin Leb(Q1)
> min Leb(Ql N B(Hf*7 7'0))
Z HminCo Leb(B(l’*, TO))

d
= HUminC0oTgVq-

Analogously, we can prove the same result for P(Q_1). O

Proof. Proof of Proposition

If Xz :={x € X :|r(x)| > 0} is empty, the statement is trivially true. In what follows, we assume
Xz # 0.

We first show that X is closed by contradiction. Consider a sequence 1,2, - € Ao with limit
point lim, oz, = & ¢ Xy, i.e., 7(x) = 0. By Assumption |1} |7(x)| is 2L;-Lipschitz, so for every
n € Ng,

PO < |r(X)| < [27(zn)]) = P(7(X) = 7(2n)] < |7(2n)])

T(x
>P <HX — || < | 2(LT)| /\To)

> Cofimintd (WAm)d
- 214

By Assumption [
PO < [7(X)] < 2|7 (zn)]) <727 (2n)])®,

and we conclude that

d
T\

@) > copmmra ( TE A )
214
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By continuity limy, o |[7(25)| = |7(x)| = 0, but this implies o < d, which contradicts our assump-
tion that o > d. Thus, X is closed.

Because 7(x) is continuous and X compact, there exists zg € Xg such that |7(x)| > |7(zg)] > 0
for all x € Xzo. We next show that ¢y = |7(x¢)| is lower bounded by a constant depending only on
our assumption parameters.

By Assumption , |7(x)| is 2L1-Lipschitz. Hence, for t > to,

PO < |7(X)| <t) =P(0 < |7(X)| = |[7(w0)| <t —to)
P@X—xﬂﬁti?Am>

t—to d
Z COMmin¥d | =5— A7To | -

2L,

By Assumption [ for any ¢ > 0,
P(0 < [r(X)| < 1) < 11°.

We conclude that for ¢ € [tg, to + 2L17] we have

2L1’yl/d
to >t — wkt®, K= T

(COMmin Ud)

Since the inequality also trivially holds for ¢ € [0, t9] and 2L17r¢ < tg + 2L17¢, this inequality holds
for t € [0, 2Ly7rg]. Therefore, tg > Tin = maxo<i<ar,r,(t — K,ta/d). Since a > d, Tin 18 positive
and only depends on k, «/d,2L (. O

Appendix B.3. Proofs for Section

Proof. Proof of Lemma [2| By definition, K is the smallest integer such that K: n; >T.
g=1""7

Note that if 7' > e©0, for an integer Ky,

41 T2B+d 28+d ;
znj_zf &)

4
= G =7

I, 28+d

(25075 _ 1),

28+d
If Ky is the smallest integer such that %(QKO B

B
(28 +d)log2

— 1) > T, then by the definition of K, we have

g

KsKo=] @5+ dlog?

o2+ 1)) < T log (T)].
O

Proof. Proof of Lemma Note that Hij j = (5——)2F+ 2B+d so we only need
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1
to prove the statement for (%) 28+d;

L 1 5— (2,B+d)

nK _
— T 2814 “ . 28+d
(Vdo)2o+d g5 %(%)% + 2 log T
1 T5(log T)?P+4

28+d 28+d 26+d
d 2 AP0 log(T) 2% T+ Zlog T

(28—1)(28+d)
1 T YlogT) 28
4728+d+pd 25t 2 1
slesrac) 7 T T(logT) %

Thus there exists ¢; > 0 such that

Hy

Vdé

(28=1)(26+d)
> ;TP og(T) 26 .

_ . (@8-1)(26+d) . H
Since TP~ log(T) 28 — oo when T' — oo and 3 > 1, so there exists T such that

for T > Tg.

k
Vds =1
O

Proof. Proof of Lemma {4 We prove this by induction. When k = 1, this is trivially true because
€411 =D+1,1 = 0 and Ry is the union of all hypercubes in 7. Suppose that this statement is also
true for 1 < k < kg.

For k=ky+ 1 and a = +1,

Ri={z € Ry_1NDY_ 1 NDY 4t [Fe1(2)] < et}
Eap ={z € R N ng,1 N Dg,k,l tafi_1(z) > eg_1} UD_gp 1.
Obviously R can be written as unions of hypercubes in C because Ry_1 N chkq N Dgl s_1 can be

written as unions of hypercubes according to the induction assumption, and 7;_1 is constant within
each hypercube in C (Eq. ) Similarly, £, can be written as unions of hypercubes in C.

Moreover, by the definition of D, it can be also written as unions of hypercubes in C (Eq. @) O

Appendix B.4. Proofs for Section 4.1

Proof. Proof of Lemmalp] We will prove all statements for a = 1, and those for a = —1 can be proved
analogously. We prove the statements by induction. For k =1, U?Zl Ej=0C{reX :7(x) >0},

U;?:lé’,l’j =0C{zeX :7(x) <0}, ReNX =X, {z e X :ar(x) <21} =X, and Dy =0
since U?:l €41, URy, = X is strongly (co, ro) regular at any « € X according to assumption [2 So
statements 1-4 hold for k = 1.

Assume that statements 1-4 hold for k < k9. We only need to prove that the statements also holds
for ko + 1.
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Statement 1. Statement 1 follows from the following fact: under the event ?ko,

Rigs1 N X = {2 € Rypy N DY, MDY o N X [y (2)] < ey )
C{r e Rk N ¢ |7(x)] < 2€p, }-

Statement 2. According to the decision updating rule Eq. ,

ko+1 ko
( U Eij)NX = (( U &) N X) U{z € Rey N DYy, N DY 4 NA

Jj=1 J=1

%ko(x) > Eko} U (D—l,ko N X)

According to induction assumption, (Uf‘):1 E1j)NX C{zeX 7(x) >0} and D14, NX C {z €
X : 7(z) > 0}. G, implies that {z € Ry, ﬂch:k,O ﬂDkao NX @ T (z) > €y} C{x € X:7(z) > 0}.

Statement 3. For k > 2, according to statement 2,

k k
(&) uR) nx={Je,nx C{zeXx:r(z) <0},
j=1 j=1

which implies {z € X : 7(z) > 0} € (U}, £15) URy) N X

Statement 4. We prove D_; ;41 N X C {x € X : 7(z) > 0} by showing that for any x € X’ such
that 7(x) <0, & & D_j py+1. Recall that D_j p41 € Riy41 C Uffll €_1,; URpy+1. According to
statement 2 and statement 3,

ko+1 C ko+1
<( U 5_1,j)U73k0+1> NX = ( U 51,]’) NX C{zxeX:7(x) >0},

j=1 j=1

which implies that
ko+1
{reX :7(x) <0} C <( U E 1)U Rk0+1> Nnx.
j=1
If there exists any point € X such that 7(z) < 0, then by Assumption [2| and Lemma

. . Co(28+d
(Ufo:+11 E_1,j)URky+1 |NX is strongly (co, 7o)-regular at z. Since T' > TpV (exp(l v 4(2T0)20f8((2ﬁﬁ—~_+13+5d) )>’

1
Lemma [3| and Lemma |13 implies that Hiq p = Niffjd € [\/;id, 2rg] for 1 < k' < ko. Thus we can
use Lemma [14] which implies that = & D_y yy11. Therefore, D_1 41 NX C {2 € X : 7(x) > 0}.

O

Proof. Proof of Lemma @ When k = 1, the conclusions hold trivially since €11 = 0, Ry = X, i.e.,
we pull each arm with prob. 1/2 for all samples in the first stage. This implies that p411 = p(z)
for € X. Then the conclusion follows from Assumption |3} Denote 7o = {t € Ty, : A; = a}.

When k > 2, {(X,Y:),t € Tox} are obviously i.i.d conditionally on Fj_1, Gx—1 and Mj_1, since
A; only depends on X; and Fj_;. This implies that {X; : ¢ € T, 1} are i.i.d conditionally on Fj_1,
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Gi—1, My_1. Furthermore, X; Il N1q g|As, thus {X; : t € T, x} are i.i.d given Fr_1, Gg_1, My_1,

N41j = n4q . This also implies that for any x € &,

Ma’k(x) = HX4|A=a,Gp 1, My 1,Na1 g=ns1 5, F1 ()

- MXt\At=a,§k717ﬁk717]:k71(x)
For any z € X, obviously py 15, %1, , 7, (®) = ux, (x) for t € T. Thus

'UIXt|At:aa§kflamkfla]:kfl(x)
P4 =a| X =2,G5_1, Mi_1, Fr—1)
P(Ay =a | Gyp_1, My_1, Fr—1) KX 1 i1 T ()
P4 =a| X =2,G5—1, Mi_1, Fr—1)

= — — /,LXt xZ).
P(Ay =a | Gr—1, Mj—1, F—1) )

For Vz € (U;?:l E_w) N &, our algorithm ensures that
P(A; = alXy = #,Gr—1, M1, Fe—1) = 0
Therefore, for Vo € (U?:1 S_W) N X, per(x) =0, which proves statement 2.

For any x € ((Uk

i—1&a5) U Ri) N X, our algorithm ensures that

_ — 1
]P)(At = a|Xt = x7gk717Mk717fk71) S {57 1}

Plus, since T > Ty V (exp(l\/ T Co(26+d) ))>, Lemma [5 implies that {z : ar

2r0)28 (2B+d+ Bd
((U§:1 &a,j) URE) N X. By Assumption
P(A; = a|Gr—1, Mg—1, Fr—1)
k
=P(A4; = alX; € ((U Eaj) URE) N X, Gr1, My_1, Fie—1)
j=1

C?r

Eaj) URE) NX | G, My—1, Fi—1)
j:l

zlp(m(x) > 0) >

p
2 2’

where the last inequality follows from Lemma

Then it follows from Assumption [3{ and Eq. that for Vz € ((Uf:1 Eaj)URE) NX

1 2
iumin < Na,k(x) < %7

which proves statement 1.

46

(24)

(z) = 0} C



Proof. Proof of Lemma In the following proof, we condition on ?k_l,Mk_l,NiLk = N1k,
and Fj_1. According to Lemma@, the samples S, = {(Xt, Y1) : A& = a,t € T} = {(X4, V2) :
t € Trq} are iid whose conditional density for Xy is piq: %,umin < pgr(x) < 2“% for any
x € ((U] 1€aj) URy) N X, and pigx(z) = 0 for any = € (U}c &_a;) N X. Moreover, recall that
ne(z) = E[Y; | X4 = z,A; = a] for any x € X and a = £1. Here the purpose of conditioning
on Gp_ 1,Mk 17]:k: 1 is merely to guarantee the strong density condition for p, ;. We fix z¢ €
GNRiN Dl,k N D—l,k

Recall that

Xt — X0 )
ha,k .

Au(20; Sa) ZKXt_xO U xO)UT(

1

where U(u) = (u")},|<g is a vector-valued function from R to RM hop =n ;BW is the bandwidth,

e1 is a M x 1 vector whose all elements are 0 except the first one.

Note that the (r1,79)-th entry of A, (o) is

. 1 Xy —x Xy —x
(-Aa,k(xo))n,rz R Z (tio)thmK(thikO)

whose conditional expectation is
E[(Ao(20))r s | Gb—1, M1, Nat = najes Fi—1]

1 T — T,

_ +7r

= .. ) ()t (@) da
ak /% ko I<L,ze(Uj=1 €a,j)URE ak

u81+82,ua7k(:c0 + hg pu)du

/|u|<1 zo+uh, kE(U 5«1 ])URk
= (Aak(20))r1,rs

It follows that

Amin(Aak(20)) > min WT A, (z0)W + min WT (A, x(z0) — Aag(z0))W

[[W]l=1 ’ [[W]|=1
|‘$‘1‘n1 WTA, K(To)W — Z ‘(Aa,k(x()))mmz — (Aak(20))ry s |- (25)
Ir1],lr2|<b(8)

We first derive lower bound for minyy(=3 W7 Aq k. (z0)W:

WTAmk(l'o)W = / ( Z W, ) Paie(x0 + hg pu)du
a,k\T0

r|<b(B)

1 2
> = Mmin / < Wrur> du
2 B,k (z0) Z

Ir|<b(B)

where By x(z0) = {u € R : ||u|| < 1,20 + uhay € ((Uf:1 Eaj) URE) N}
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Note that

k
Leb[ By k(x0)] = hy f Leb[B(xo, ha k) N (| Ea) URK) N X))
j=1
—d°C e .
> hifigq Leb[B(@o, ha )] = hy i sgvahy i = Sva

where the first equality holds because of change of variable, and the inequality holds since xzg &
D41 ), and our construction of Dy ) guarantees that (U§=1 Ea,j) URy is weakly (g%, hq, i )-regular
at zg € Gg.

Thus

. — : T
)\mln(Aa,k(:Z;O)) H‘I/[I/lﬁgl w A(z,k(xO)W

1 2
> — lmin min / ( Wsus) du = 2. (26)
2 IW[|=1;5CB(0,1),Leb(S)=2Fva J S |S|§Zb:(ﬂ)

Now we derive upper bound for 37\ 1<y(g) |(Aa o (20))ry s — (Ao (20))ry o -

Fort € S, and |r1], |r2| < S, denote Zy(r1,r2) = hgk(%)”“ﬁf((%). Obviously, | Z;(r1,r2)| <

1

——, and
d
ha,k ’

E(Z7(r1,7m2)|At = a,Gr—1, Mi—1, Nk = Nk Fr-1)

1 T — X0\ o+ T — Xo
= h“/x(h . )it DK (S — —Hak()d
ak a, a

)

< 2Mmax/ w2rtr2) gy < 2fmax Leb[Bg x(z9)] < 2fimext
Bg,k(z0)

b
phi,k phg k phﬁ,k

)

where the first inequality follows from the fact that g 1 (2) < 2“1%.

By Bernstein inequality,
N A — —
P(| (Ao i (20))rsrs = (Aak(20))rsms| > 25 | Ghmt, M1, Nak = Mk, Fie—)
B

_P<| Z Zy(r1,72) — nakE( Z Zy(r1,72) | Go—1, My—1, Najp = na o, Fio-1)|

’L'E'Ta’k ie’ﬁhk
R
> Nak~rs | Gr—1, M1, Nak = Na ks Fr—1
Mj

Spna,khik)\%

<2exp(— .
N p( 12Mgﬂmaxvd+2p>\0M§)
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By taking union bound over all possible rq, s,

]P)( Z ’(Aa,k(xO))rl,m - (-Aa,lc(l'O))m,rz’ > )‘0|§k—1)ﬂk—17 Na,k = na,kafk—l)
Ir1l,lr2|<b(B)
3pna7khik)\% )
12M 3 pimaxva + 2pMo M3

<2MZexp { — Co(4(1 + L1Vd)*)naphl )}

SZMBZ exp(—

_28
<2MFexp { — Co(4(1 + L1vVd)*)n25 "} @7)

_28
According to Eqs. to , with high probability 1 — 2M3exp { — Co(4(1 + L1Vd)*)n3 "},

Amin (Aa,k (xO )) Z )\0 .

Proof. Proof of Theorem

- — 8+4M?2 36MgL%v2u2,,.Co(28+d
I. Proof for P(G{ | Gy_1, M) < —=2. When T > exp(1 V Z2A§?;ﬂ+d+?8((i) )),
2,22
5T > eXlD(36M5L UdeaxCO)’

PG

. . . —d M 6 MgL max 26+d
which implies that Nijj > (bgéfiei)) > (DA TE when My, holds.
k

So all conditions in Lemma [I6] are satisfied. Thus the conclusion follows from the fact that
28 8 + 4M?2
548 + 4M3) exp(—Comin{N_y , Ny} 7+ ¢2) < TB

since M, states that
log(T6~%)

28+d
28

2

Coey,

min{Ny 5, N_1 5} > ( )

II. Proof for P(Mg | Gr_1, Mj_1) < % Lemmaimplies that given Gp_1 N My_1, {z: 7(x) >
0} - U?:l 517]‘ U R. Thus

k
E(Nij | Gr—1, Mg—1) = E(Z {X; e U S+ Z {X; € R, At = 1} | Gr—1, Mi—1)
= j=1 =

K
_ 1 _
= nP(X; € | &1 | Gror, Mi1) + S P(Xe € Ry [ Grem1, My—1)
j=1

\Y]

k
1 — -
—npP(X; € U E1jURk | Gr—1, Mi_1)

2 )
7j=1
1 - —_— p
> §nkP(T(Xt) >0|Gp—1,Mp_1) > o1

49



where the last inequality uses Assumption 2]
By Hoeffding’s inequality,

log(T0%)  26+4
Pl Nip < (————) 28
< 1k < Coes )

M“)

_ _ log(Té +d
<P(E(Nig | Gk—1, Mp—1) — N1 j > an - (M) | Gr—1, Mi_1
2 Co ek
2 p log(T0~%) 26+d 9
< S VAR (uind =) Sl A b .
=P < Nk [2nk ( Coﬁ% ) ]
ou(T5—d) | 28+d
When nj, > %(lg(()ffi ))725 +]%logT
2 p log(T6~%) 2844 9 p? log(T0~%)  26+d
g - (=) 28 ">, — 2p(————2) 28 > logT.
nk[an ( Coei - 2nk P COGk )= 8
Thus ( d)
log(T6~ Wid | 1
PN < (————— M < —.
< 1k < ( Coc? ) 2 | G—1, My 1> <7

Similarly, we can prove the result for N_j ;. Then the conclusion follows by taking union bound for
N—Lk and Nl,k'

III. Proof for ]P’(?kc uﬂf) < %. Recall that Gy, = ﬁ;?:lgj and My, = ﬂ?zl./\/lj. It is easy
to verify that

-1
Efuﬂfg(Ug L NMiNg;)u UM L1 NG NM;).

It follows that

k—1 k—1
PGy UMY) <3 P95, N M1 G;) + ZP MS NG N M;)

Jj=0 Jj=
k—1 o k—1

< Zp(g]ﬂ-l ’ gjan-‘rl) + ]P)( ]+1 ’ g]7 )
j=0 j=0
k—1 2

8 + 40?2 10 + 4M2)k

SN SHAME 2 (04 4AMEE

= T T T
7=0
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Proof. Proof of Theorem [2] According to the definition of the expected cumulative regret,

ZY} — Yi(Ay))
= Z > E(Yi(r — Yy(Ap))
k=1teT;

where the last inequality follows from the fact that Y;(£1) € [0, 1].

Theorem [ states that for 2 < k < K,

(10 +4M3)(k - 1)

> PG UML) < e 7 < (10 +4Mg)(k 1),
teTk
Furthermore,
ZEYt —Yi(Ar) | Gr—1 N M)
teTy
_ZEYt —Yi(Ar) | Gro1 N Mp—1, Xy € Rp)P(X; € Ri)
teTk
k
+ Y E(Yi(r(Xe) = Yi(Ar) | G N My, X € | €15 UE1)
teTs, J=1

k
P(Xt S U 517]' @] g—l,j)'
j=1

Lemma [5| implies that given Gj_1, U§:1 E1j C{z : 7(z) > 0} and U§:1 E.1; C{z : 7(z) < 0}.
This means that the decisions made on these regions exactly coincide with the decisions made by
the oracle policy. Therefore,

k
> E(Yi(r* —Yi(A) | Gror N My, Xe € | J &1 UE 1 ) =0.

teTk 7=1

o1



Moreover, Lemma states that given Gy_1, Ry C {z: |7(x)| < 2¢,_1}-

> E(Ye(n"(Xe) = Ye(Ae) | et N M1, Xe € Rip)P(Xe € Rye | oot N Mia)

teTy

=Y E(7(X0)| | Gr-1 N M1, Xy € Re)P(Xy € Rie | G N Mig1)
teTy

= 26 1P(|7(Xe)| < 2e1)
teTy

Sv2l+aeit?nkv

where the last inequality uses the margin condition in Assumption

Moreover, according to Lemma

P log T'].

K< ((2ﬁ—|—d)log2 ©

Thus,

K

Rp(#) <> 2" 0ny + (10 + 4M%) (k — 1)
k=1

284d  92(B+d—apB)/B Btd—ap

Y 24+a . 28
< L
- p4 o 9(B+d—aB)/B _ 1T o

26+ d+ pd 28-+d 4

logT) % + —— 4 log T
Bra 8Tt e gyt s

x(

B2log? T
+ (5 + 4M?
( )(2B+ d)2log?2

B+d—ap

= O(T 27+ ).

Appendix B.5. Proofs for Section

Proof. Proof of Theorem [3]

Our proof of Theorem [3| combines ideas from the proofs of Theorem 3.5 in |Audibert and Tsybakov
(2007) and Theorem 4.1 in |Rigollet and Zeevi (2010). Note that the instance constructed in |Rigollet
and Zeevi (2010) is different from our instance here, and the expected reward function in their
instance is non-differentiable, so it is not suitable for our purpose. Instead, we adapt an argument
from [Audibert and Tsybakov| (2007) for offline nonparametric classification to our online bandit
setting.

First, we construct a class H = {P, : 0 € ¥,, = {—1,1}""} of probability distributions of
(X7 Yla Y—l)-

1
Fix constants &y € (0,1), k2 = 1 — 62, ¢ = [(122)77], m = [¢¢"*#] and w = ¢~%. Assume T is
sufficiently large so that m < ¢¢, w < % and T > 4k2¢*5+4,



Define 2 1 9i 41
J1 Jd
Gy =A{( 9y T g

q q

and we number the points in G as x1,...,x,4. For any = € [0,1]%, we denote by g4(z) =
arg ming ||z — 2'|] the closest point to x in G’. If there are multiple closest points to x,
we choose gq(x) to be the one closest to (0,0,---,0). All points that share the same closest
grid point gq(x) belong to a hypercube with length % and center g,(x). We denote this hyper-
cube as Cubeg(z) = {2/ € X : g4(2) = gq(x)}. Define X; = Cubey(x;) for ¢ = 1,...,m and
Xo = [0, 1]d - UZZ1 Xi.

):ji€d0,....q—1},i=1,...,d},

The marginal distribution of X (denoted by Px) does not depend on o. Its density in R? is

w : m 1
m, if x € Ui:1 B(CL'Z, 4(])7
px (@) =\ fi, if 2 € Xp,
0, otherwise.

The conditional distribution of Y (—1) given X does not depend on o either. It is simply Bernoulli

distribution with conditional expectation is n7; = %

We now define the conditional distribution of Y (1) given X for P, € H.

Consider an infinitely differentiable function u; defined as

exp{———1, ifze (i),
m(a;):{ PgeD) G2)

0, otherwise,

and take u : Ry — Ry to be

u(z) = ( / 7 (D)) / (bt

1

4
It is easy to verify that w is a non-increasing infinitely differentiable function satisfying « = 1 on
[0,%] and u = 0 on [%, 00). Moreover, for any integer I > 1, the I-th derivative of u(z) at = € (, 3)

is in the form of T l_zf (Oﬁ(fg)zu—n exp(—ﬁ), which is bounded in the domain. Therefore,
2 4 2 4

)z
we can find small enough constant Cy € (0, dp] such that ¢ : RY — R, defined as

¢(x) = Coyu(||=|l) (28)

satisfies the condition that for any z, 2’ € R% and |r| = b(8), |D"¢(x')—D" ¢, ()| < CLBH;U/_QUHB—["(/B)
and [6(a') — $(2)| < Lilla’ — o], where Cg = ¥)_g(s) &

Define n{ : [0,1] — R as
1 m
ny(z) =5 + > o),
j=1
where ;(z) = ¢ Pd(glx — 2;])I(z € X;). Since Cp < &, 77 € [5 — do, & + do] C [0,1]. Therefore,

we can define E, (Y (1)|X) = n7(X), and the conditional distribution of Y'(1) given X is Bernoulli
distribution with mean 1y (X). This completes the construction.
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Second, we check that H C P.
Fix any o € ¥, and consider distribution P,.
1. Smooth Conditional Expected Rewards (Assumption
The verification for n?, is trivial.
For any [ € N% such that |I| < b(3) and j € {1,...,m},
D'y(2) = 4" D'o(gle — gy () € ;).

Recall that our choice of Cy ensures that for any |r| = b(B), [D"¢(a') — D" ¢y (2')| < C%H:U’ —

z||~%®) . When z and 2’ are in the same cube, we have

ID"n7 (2') — D™nf (2)]| <[ D"p;(a") — D"p; ()|
<¢" =PI D $(g(a’ — gg(a'))) — D" (a(x — gg()))]

L o _
Sfﬁq"(ﬁ) Olla(a’ = g4(2)) = ala — gg()) |7~

S@II(x’ — ga(@")) = (z = gq(x)) |7

L
=gl =P,

When x and 2’ are in different cubes, we can always find 2’ in the same cube as x such that
Dy (") = D™ng(2') and

L L
1D () — D™nF (z) ]| = | D07 (2") — D™ (2)]| < S|l — ]|P~°P) < |2’ — 2P0,
Cs Cs
Therefore, for any z, 2z’ € [0,1]¢, there exists A € [0,1] such that

o a' — )" r. o z’ — )" r, o a' — )" r, o
LEEPY )(T!)D (CIEIPY )(T!)D A=) = 3 )(T,)D w @)
r|<b(8 r|=b(8 r|=b(8

L
<Cplla" — w”"(ﬁ)i”x’ _ xHB—b(B)
Cp
=L|z' - a:HB,
and |nf (z') —nf (z)| < L1z’ — =||.
2. Optimal Decision Regions (Assumption

Note that by construction Xy C Q, = {z : ar(x) > 0} N X. Moreover, by the construction of
m and w, Leb[Xp] = (1+40(1))Leb([0, 1]¢) = (1 +0(1))Leb(X), or equivalently Leb [UT,X;] <
Leb[Xp]. This means that for sufficiently large T', the whole covariate support is almost entirely
occupied by Ap.

Let’s fix a point z € Q, and a sufficiently large T. We consider two cases:

o4



e When 7 > L then by the fact that the whole covariate support is almost entirely occupied
by Xp, Lebe(m,r) N Q,] > Leb[B(z,r) N Xy] = (1 + o(1))Leb[B(z,7)], so regularity is
satisfied.

e When r = O(%), if x € &), the regularity condition is satisfied because each hypercube
satisfies the regularity condition. On the other hand, if z € Q, \ Ay = U XN Q,
(and without loss of generality let z € B(x1, 4—1(1)), then Leb[B(z,7) N Q4] > Leb[B(z,r)N

B(x1, ﬁ)]. Then the regularity condition is satisfied by the fact that the ball B(x1, 4%1)
is regular.

3. Strong Density (Assumption

The support of X is X = J"; B(x;, 4%1) U Xp, which is compact. By definition,

44 . m 1
=, if v e U2, B(xi, 45)s
px(z) = { 1 ' 4

Lome, =1, ifz e X,

The strong density condition is satisfied with pmax = g and pipin = 1.

4. Margin Condition (Assumption

Let g = (i, R 2%) We have

Po(0 < [1(X)] < 1) = Bo(0 < [0 (X) ~ 1| < 1)
= mPy(0 < ¢lg(X — w0)] < tg”)
—m r— By @
sy TS 0

e e
Leb[B(0, 1) /B(O’Dﬂ{sb( ) < tq”}d

= mwl{t > Cyq "}
Note that mw = O(¢~*?), and Assumption {4 with is satisfied with v = 20(;“.
Finally, we prove a lower bound for EJ;(7) based on problem instances in #.
For any policy 7 and any t = 1,...,T, denote by Pﬁw the joint distribution of

(X1, V1(m1(X1))), - -, (X, Ye(me (X))

where (Xy,Y3(1),Y:(—1)) are generated ii.d from Py, and E. , the corresponding expectation.
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Observe that
T

sup E,I;(7) = sup ZEZ_UIPX [me(Xe) # sign(nf (X¢))]
0EYm 0€Ym y_1

= sup ZZE 1PX 7Tt Xt) %O'j,Xt E.)(j]
OEXm 1 t=1

Jj=
1 m T
> 5w 2.2 2 B Px[m(X) # 0, Xi € &)
j=1t=1oc€e%y,
1 m
- QTLZ Z Z E;‘Ul Px[m(Xy) # 4, Xy € &),
J=1t= 10[ ]]GE’"L 116{ 11} -l
where o_j; = (01,...,0j-1,0541,...,0n,) and Uf—j] =(01,...,0j-1,4,0j41,.-.,0m).

For j =1,...,m, define IP’JX() =Px(:|X € &}). By Theorem 2.2(iii) in Tsybakov]| (2008),

. 1 - j .
Z Et L Px[m(Xh) A4, Xy € ) = Z Efwlz P [me(Xe) # ]
ie{—1,1} i q ie{—1,1} ]
1 . .
> exp[-K(PL, xPL P x P
= 14 p[—K( o, XS ol x|
1
= —exp[-K@PL, PEYL ),
4qd P[ ( W7U[_1j] mg[lij]ﬂ
where K(-,-) denotes the KL-divergence of two probability distributions (Kullback and Leibler
(1951)).

Fort=2,. T denote by F;" the o-algebra generated by X; and (X, Ys(m5(X5))),s = 1,...,t—1.

Denote by IP" the conditional distribution given .7-"t+. By the chain rule for KL divergence, for
t=1,...,T,

+ +
K@i P, ) =K@, P )+ ECL, Ex @t ,P(Xt[;“](”t“t”)'f )]
s _ s =4 =g
+ +

- K ]P)t—l_ 7Pt_1 + Et—l_ Ev[iC }P;Yt(it(xt))l]:t ’PYt(Wt(Xt))‘]:t )

Py B ) ELL, BRI B0l
Lemma 4.1 in Rigollet and Zeevi| (2010) shows that for any n’, " € (% —do, %—0-50), the KL-divergence
of two Bernoulli distributions with mean 7’ and n” respectively satisfies

1
K(Bernoulli(n’), Bernoulli(n")) < ?(n' — "2

This implies,

1

1 o 0'11.
K P <K@, PEL ) +ESL, Ex[ 5 (77 (Xe) =y (X)) P H{m (Xe) = 1]

=g Tl ™o 0= ™0
2

< ]C(Pt_l ]P;t 1 ) Et_l,l EX[

C {m(X;) = 1, X, e X;
™oy’ ™l O K2q%8 {m(Xy) = t iH

1
<K@l P )+ ECL Ex| gz (&) = 1, X0 € 3],

7TO'[ 4] 7TO'[ 4] ﬂ'O'[ i
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where the last inequality follows from Cy < dg < % Define

T
Njx=EL 7;%1‘]1@)([2 {m (X)) =1, X, € ;)]
- t=1

By induction, for t =1,...,T,

1
t—1 t—1 ,
]C(]IDW7J[:1’J]’PW’U[I—j]) = 2 Nis

This implies

m—1

2 1
Z Z Et 1 IP)X[ﬂ't(Xt) 75 7 Xt € X] 4qd eXP(_K,ZQQBA/'jm).

O_j]€Em—11i€{-1,1} [

Moreover, it is trivially true that

Z > ELPx[m(Xy) # 0, Xy € X)) = 27 1

t= IO'EEm
Therefore,
om-1 & T 1
sup E,I; max exp
s o ( ) P {4qd ( qug ) jﬂ}
Ia, T 1
=) ;{4(]61 eXP(—WNm) + Njn}
m
> —
2 inf{ ° P(——535) T2}

Since T > 4k2¢*#+? we have
T z T 28
* . i _ _ .2 28 _ox
2" = argm1n220{4qd exp( qu) + 2z} = Kq log(7452q2ﬂ+d) = *T'25+d
where ¢* is a positive constant. It follows that

_aB
sup Egly(m) > T 2544,
Uezm

O

Proof. Proof of Theorem [4| First, we construct a class H' = {P, : 0 € X5 = {-1,1}"} of
probability distributions of (X,Y1,Y_1).

1
Fix constants A = (ﬂ—l— a6+d) do € (0, l) K2 = 1—50, p= (ZZiZQ)MH, q= [‘A/ﬁ m = [p?=2A]
and @ = L Assume T is sufficiently large so that m < ¢%/2 and 2¢ < p.

1—m(g=?—vq(2p)~%)"

Define ) )
2j1+1 2jq+1

57 T 23

Gg =A{( ):7:€40,...,q—1}i=1,...,d},

o7



and we number the points in Gz as 1,...,75.. For any z € [0, 1]¢, we denote by gz(z) =
arg mingeq, ||z — 2’| the closest point to 2 in Gg. If there are multiple closest points to z,
we choose gg(x) to be the one closest to (0,0,---,0). All points that share the same closest
grid point gg(x) belong to a hypercube with length % and center gg(x). We denote this hyper-
cube as Cubeg(z) = {2/ € X : g5(2/) = gg(x)}. Define X; = Cubeg(x;) for ¢ = 1,...,m and
Xo = [0, 1]d - U?; Xi.

The marginal distribution of X (denoted by Px) does not depend on o. Its density in R? is

w, ifze Ul Bz, +)U X,
px(z) = Uiz Bl 25) U 4o
0, otherwise.

Note here the radius of the m balls is 2% and it is (much) smaller than the cube size

Q=

The conditional distribution of Y (—1) given X does not depend on o either. It is simply Bernoulli

distribution with conditional expectation is n7; = %

We now define the conditional distribution of Y (1) given X for P, € H. Let ¢(z) be defined as in
Eq. . Define 7{ : [0,1]? — R as

1 m
0 (@) =5+ o5p(a),
j=1

where ;(z) = g P¢(glz — ng(2)])I(z € &;). Since Cy < 8o, 0 € [3 — 0, 3 + o] C [0,1]. Therefore,
we can define E, (Y (1)|X) = n{(X), and the conditional distribution of Y'(1) given X is Bernoulli
distribution with mean n{(X). This completes the construction.

Second, we check that functions in H’' satisfy Assumption Assumption [3| and As-
sumption

Fix any o € Y and consider distribution P, .
1. Smooth Conditional Expected Rewards (Assumption

This can be verified in the same way as discussed in the proof of Theorem [3| (we only need to
change ¢ to @), so we omit the details here.

2. Strong Density (Assumption
The support of X is X = U;ﬁzl B(x;, %)UXO, which is compact. By definition, since m < ¢¢/2,
pux(z) =w € (1,2) on its support, so the strong density condition is satisfied with pmax = 2
and pmin = 1.

3. Margin Condition (Assumption

o8



Let 79 = (& ...,2%). We have
1
B, (0 < [r(X)] < 1) = By (0 < [0 (X) — 3 <)
= mPo(0 < ¢[g(X — x0)] < tq")

= mw/ {0 < ¢[G(z — x0)] < tq°}dx
B(zo,3

Since % = O(p~®2) = O(g~*P), Assumption [4 with is satisfied.

Note here 2%5 = 0(%), i.e., the radius of the m balls is (much) smaller than the hypercube size,

in contrast to instances in the proof of Theorem [3| where the ball size is proportional to the hy-

percube size. As a result, for any = € JI", B(z;, 2%) N Qg and r = @(%), Leb[B(z,7) N Q] =
0 (Leb[B(w,r) N B(gg(x), 2%)]) =0 (Leb[B(gq(x), 2%)]) = o(Leb[B(z,r)]), i.e., Assumption 2| is
violated.

Finally, we prove a lower bound for E/;(7) based on problem instances in H.

For any policy m and any ¢t = 1,...,T, denote by ]P’ﬁw7 the joint distribution of

(X17 Y1(7T1 (Xl)))7 R (Xt7 Y;f(ﬂ-t(Xt)))
where (Xy,Y3(1),Y:(—1)) are generated i.i.d from Py, and E. , the corresponding expectation.

Observe that

Sup EoIy(m) = sup > ELPx[mi(X0) # sign(nf (X))
oclm (oS mo—1

m T
= sup ) > B Px[m(Xy) # 0, X¢ € A]]

j=1t=1
1 m T
> 277’7122 Ejrjalpx[ﬂ't(Xt) #Jj,XtEXj}
j=1t=10€lpm

m T
XY YT B Em()iXie )

=1 U[,j]GZm—l iE{*l,l} -

<
Il
_
o

where o_j; = (01,...,0j-1,0541,...,0n,) and Jf_ 1= (O1ye 01,0, 05415 - -, Om).

For j =1,...,m, define IP’]X() =Px(:|X € &}). By Theorem 2.2(iii) in Tsybakov]| (2008),

— . VW _ ; .
Y. B Bxlm(X)#iXee Xl= oG > BT PyIm(X) #1)
ie{—1,1} (=] ie{oL1) (4]
Yd t—1 J o mi—1 j
> exp[—-K(P"™ ", xPy,P x P
= 4(2—)d Pl ( 7r70[71]4] X vaf[l_j] X)]
Yd t—1 t—1
= exp|-K(P*"_, ,P ,
4(2p)¢ P~k ™) 7r7"[17j1)]

29



where C(-,-) denotes the KL-divergence of two probability distributions (Kullback and Leibler
(1951))).

Fort=2,. T denote by F;" the o-algebra generated by X; and (X, Ys(m5(X5))),s = 1,...,t—1.

Denote by IP)‘ the conditional distribution given .7-",5Jr . By the chain rule for KL divergence, for
t=1,...,T,

(Xt,Yt(Wt(Xt))Hf;r)]

7 7 [=4]

K(Pt . ,Pt ) ):’C(]P)t—l_l ,Pt_ll )+Et—l_1 [K:(P(thyt(”t(xt)))‘
015 _ .

4] -

+ +
— ,C(]P)t—l_l. 7]P)t—;[1 ) + Et—l_l EX[’C(PYYE(TtI(Xt))l]:t ’Pyt(qt(Xt))‘ft )]
—J

91— 4) I j] 01— 4)

Lemma 4.1 in|Rigollet and Zeevi| (2010) shows that for any 1, n” € (3 —d0, 3+60), the KL-divergence
of two Bernoulli distributions with mean 7’ and n” respectively satisfies

1
2

K (Bernoulli(r'), Bernoulli(n")) < = (' — n")2.
K

This implies

- - 1 0'1_. U:l,
L) S By ) B B O ™ (K0) =y () Hm(X) = 1]
— iy _

4
<’C(Pt 1_1 ,]P)t 1 )+Et 1_1 EX[

— 2 QB]I{TI't(Xt) =1,X; € X; }]
I1-4) [ Jl (=41

< K(Pt_lfl >PtT11 ) + Et—171 EX[

| o ]I{’]Tt(Xt) =1 Xt cX; }]
—J 7 l=4]

K2p2A
where the last inequality follows from Cy < dg < % and ¢ 2% < p~22. Define

T
Nz = E:;[L‘]EX D m(X) =1, X, € &}
- t=1

By induction, for t =1,...,T,

This implies

= Lyg 1

2m
3 > E . ; Px[m(Xe) # 4, Xe € 4] 2 - eXp(_WNj’ﬂ)'

=\d
oy T (2p)

Moreover, it is trivially true that

Z D ELPx(m(X) # 05, Xp € Xj] = 27N 4

t=1 o0l
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Therefore,

gm—1 0T VY
sup ]EO—It(T(') >;max{4(225)d eXp(—m j77r), j77|—}

1o~ T 1
d
=) Z{ eXp(—mNj,w) + Njx}

z
exp(_ﬁgp2A> + Z}'

2dk‘2ﬁ2A+d
Vq

Since T > , we have

N . vgT’ z 1 9 oA vgl’ w28
z = argmlnzzo{w eXp(—m) + Z} = 5:“? P log(m) =cC T2A+d’

where ¢* is a positive constant. It follows that

alA
sup E I (m) > cT' " 2a+a,
oEYXm

Appendix B.6. Proofs for Appendix [A]

Proof. Proof of Lemma [§] We prove this lemma by induction. Suppose the statements above hold
up to k = kgth epoch.

Statement Dgsst jg+1(a) is the region within Ry, (a) where arm a is estimable, and it was outper-
formed by another estimable arm according to the estimated expected reward 7, 1,. Thus under Gy,
it is indeed outperformed by another arm, i.e., Dgg po+1(a) C {z € X : ny(x) < maxyeang ()}

Statement it holds for £ = ko 4+ 1 because compared to Ry, we have only removed strictly
suboptimal arms according to statement [if for k = kg + 1 and statement |[v| for & = k.

Statement (1) only one arm remains in ko + 1 so the statement is trivially true; (2) at least two
arms remain, and given that inestimable arms have been removed, these remaining arms have to be
estimable with close estimated expected rewards, then Gy, implies that their true expected rewards
should be close.

Statement (Uoag:aety Rror1(Ao) N X )C are regions where arm a has already been removed,
which means

C

U Rko—t-l(-AO) nx - (Dlrnko(a) U DEst,ko-H(a)) N C {fE € X nu(z) < glgjna;(ff)} - QaC7
Ap:acAg

according to statement 1 for kK = kg+ 1 and statement 5 for k = ky. Statement 4 for time k = kg+1
then follows.
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Statement : Drer ko+1(@) € U ay.aca, Rio+1(Ao) N A and by statement 4 for k = ko + 1, we know
Qu € Uap:aca, Rio+1(Ao) N A, which implies that for any point  in Qu, U 4,.0e.4, Rbo+1(Ao) N X
should be regular at « by the regularity of Q,. This means that x does not belong to Dy go+1(a).
Thus Dy go+1(a) € QF = {z € X : na(2) < maxyeqnu (z)}. O

Proof. Proof of Lemma |§| When k£ = 1, the conclusions hold trivially since Ri(A) = X, i.e., we
pull each arm with equal probability for all samples in the first stage. This implies that p1,1 = p(z)
for x € X. Then the conclusion follows from Assumption |5 condition iii. Denote T, = {t € T} :

Ay = CL}, NA,k = {Na,k}aeA and nNAk = {na,k}a€A~

When k > 2, {(X,Y:),t € Tox} are obviously i.i.d conditionally on Fj_1, Gx—1 and Mj_1, since
Ay only depends on X; and Fj,_1. This implies that {X; : t € 7,1} are i.i.d conditionally on Fj_1,
Gr—1, My_1. Furthermore, X; 1L N, |As, thus {X; : t € T,x} are i.i.d given Fr_1, Gr—1, Mpy_1,
Ng i = ng. This also implies that for any x € X,

'U’a:k(‘r) - ’uXt|At:a7§k—17ﬂk71:NA,k:nA,k:}—k—l(x)

= x| Ar=a,G_ 1 M1, Fk_1 (x)

For any x € X, obviously ’uXt|§k—l7mk—l7}—k—1($) = ux,(z) for t € Ty.. Thus

'UIXt|At:a,§kflamk71u]:kfl(x)
P(A;r=a| Xy =2,Gr1, My_1, F—1)
P(Ay =a | Gyp_1, My_1, Fr—1) HXG 1 1T ()
P4 =a| X =2,G5—1, Mi—1, Fr—1)

_ _ T Tkl (). 29
(A = a |Gt Me o Foy) P (29)

For any = € U 4,.0¢.4, Ri—1(Ao) N X', our algorithm ensures that
P(A; = a| Xy = 2,Gg—1, Mg—1, F—1) =0
Therefore, for = € (U 4,.q¢.4, Rk—1(A0) N X, iq(z) = 0, which proves statement 2.

For any z € UAo:aer Ri—1(Ap) N X, our algorithm ensures that

1
[A

Plus, since T' > TypV (Iexp(l Vg Ca(25+d) )), Lemmaimplies that Qo C U 4,.ae4, RE(A0)NX.

P(A; = a|X; = 2,Gp 1, M1, Fipo1) >

(2r0)2P (2B+d+Bd)

By following Lemmal|l} we can analogously prove that P(X € Q,) > p. It follows from Assumption

that
P(A; = a|Gg—1, My—1, Fr—1)
=P(A; = a|X; € U Ri(Ao) N X, Gr—1, Mi—1, Fi—1)

Ap:a€Ap
x P(X; € U Ri(Ao) N X | Gr1, M1, Fie1)
Ap:a€Ag
1
X € Q,
> P € Q02 [
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where the last inequality follows from Lemma [I]

Then it follows from Assumption [3| and Eq. that for any = € U 4,.qe4, Re(Ao) N X,

1 Al prmax
W/Lmin < /La,k(l') < Hpma’

which proves statement 1. O

Proof. Proof of Lemma, We can condition on ?k,l,ﬂk,l,Nan = Ngk, and Fj_1, and then
follow the proof of Lemma The only difference is that now samples S, = {(X,Y;) : 4 =
a,t € Tp} = {(Xp,Y1) : t € Tpo} are i.i.d whose conditional density for X; has different strong

density parameters: ﬁﬂmin < g p(x) < \A\u% for any @ € U 4,.0e4, Re-1(Ao) N X, This only

influences the estimation error bound of |(Aax(20))r.rs — (Aak(%0))ry.rs|. Note that For ¢ € S,

and [r1], [r2| < B3, and Zy(r1,72) = hc}k (So) T2 K (Sf=0), we obviously have |Z(r1, )| < thk,

a,

and
E(ZE(r1,m2)| At = a,Gr—1, My—1, Nag = naje, Fr—1)

1 Tr—T T — T
- /X( 0)2(ratra) g2 O pra g () dax

@ ha,k ha,k
< |~’4’NdmaX/ w2(riHr2) gy, < |~’4’l2max Leb|Ba s (z0)] < |A|F‘rgaxvd7
PGk Ba(ao) Pha. Ph
where the first inequality follows from the fact that p,p(x) < [Alpmax according to Lemma@
Similarly, we can use Bernstein inequality to show that
A N oE o 3pna khg Y

P(|(Agk(z — (Agk(x > — 1, Mp_1, Nog = ng e, Fr—1) < 2exp(— — :

(I(Aak(@0))ri e = (Aak(20))ry,ra| = i | Gk—1, M1, Nk = 1k, Fi1) < 2 exp( G\A\Mgumaxvd+2p>\oM§)

Then we can apply union bound to show that taking union bound over all possible r1, ro,

PO Y [(Aak(@0))rm — (Aak(20))rywsl = AolGret1, Mi—1, Nk = ng o, Fro1)
[r1],|r2|<b(B)
3pna,khg7k)\3
6|A|Mgumaxvd + 2p)\0Mg

_28
<2MZ exp(— ) < 2MZexp { — Ca(4(1+ L1Vd)*)n277 }.

If follows from the inequality above and Eqs. and that with high probability 1—2M g exp {—

_2B
Ca(4(1+ Livad)*)n 25},
/\min(Aa,k(xO)) > )\0'
O

Proof. Proof of Theorem 5| I. Prove the bound on P(G{ | Gj_1, Mj). We note that when
2,,2,,2
T > exp(l vV ML vatnaxCa(25+d) i W

V202 (2B-+ 1 Bd) ), the proof of Theorem
0

Step I shows that all conditions in

63



Lemma [10] are satisfied. We can straightforwardly revise the Step II and step III in the proof of
Lemma, [I6] to show that

P(sup sup [7k,0 () = Mo (@) < €1/2 ] G, My—1, Nap = Nak)
“CA e (U aguaeny Ri(40)) DG, ;. (a)
28
<574 Al(4+ QME) exp(—C’Anf;d 2).
where Cj is given in Lemma [10]

Then we can prove the conclusion by following Step I in the proof of Theorem [I]

II. Prove the bound on P(Mkc | Gr_1, Mj_1). We first note that for any a € A

E(Naj | Gr1, Mi—1) =EOQ_H{Xee | Ri(Ao)} | Gror, Mi—1)

teTk Ag:a€Ag
=mPX; e | Ri(Ao) | Gror, Mi—1)
Ao:a€Ap
p
nk]P(Xt € QulGr1, Mp_1) > —np.
|«4| A
where the inequality follows from Lemma [§] statement [iv]
By Hoeffding’s inequality,
log(T§~4) 26+ —
P<Na,k < ( Og( 2 )) 20 Mk—1>
Caey,
— — log(T6 %) 26+d _ —
§P<E(Na,k | Gk—1, Mg—1) = Nag > 77 (LQ)) | gk—l,Mk—1>
|~’4| CAfk
2 . p log(T6%)  26+4 2)
< - = - () 7).
o (=l
o d
When ny, > 2W(%) 54 |A| log T
2 . p log(Td~%) 28+d 9 p? 4 log(Ts=%), 2
20— 28 >2—np — —p(———= 25 >logT.
o S ¥ LA VL S
Thus ( d)
log(T'§ 26+d — 1
Pl N, B _ ) < =.
( ak < ( Cal? ) | k-1, Mg 1> <7
Accordingly,
log(T9~%)  28+d — | Al
P Na s -1 — S ot
(ggﬁ k< ( Ca ) Gk—1, Mg—1 T
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III. Prove the bound on ]P’(?g U ﬂko) We can follow the proof of Theorem [l| and note that

k-1 k—1
PGy UML) < S P(G5y N My N Gy) + S P(MS,, NGy N M)
Jj=0 j=0
k—1 k—1 o
SZ +1 | Gj, M1 +ZPM]+1 | Gj, M)
Jj=0 7=0

2 (4+2M3)|A] . 4] (5+2M§)MA!.

T T T

IN
<.
<”D

Proof. Proof of Theorem [6}

Z > EYi(n — Yy(Ay)]

= 1t€7’k
<ZZEY,5 —Yi(Ar) | Gi— 1ﬂMk1+ZZng 1UMk 1)
k=1 (€T k=1tcTh
Here
ZEYt —Yi(Ar) | Gr—1 N Mp—1]
teTk

Y Y =

teTr Ag:0£ A CA

max Na(X¢) — Helgl Na(Xt) | Gr—1 N M1, Xy € Rk(-AO):| P (X; € Ri(Ao) | Grp—1 N Mp_1)
a a 0

Note that by Lemma [§] statement [i, we never delete optimal arm from the active arm sets, i.e.,
maxge A Na(Xt) — Minge 4, Mo (Xt) = maxeea, Ma(Xt) — minge 4, 7a(X¢). Moreover, if |Ag| = 1, then
trivially E [maxaeA Na(X¢) — minge a4y 7a(Xt) | Gro1 N Mp_1, Xy € Rk(.Ao)] = 0, and if |Ag| > 1,
by Lemma statement m 11l maxge 4 1q(Xe) — minge 4, 70 (Xe) < 2€x—1 for X € Ri(Ap). We further
define Ry = U 4.49c 4, 40|>1 Ri(Ao) as the region where more than one arm is pulled with positive

probability. Obviously, Lemma [§| statement [iiil and the fact that any hypercube in R; explores
more than one arm together imply that Ry C {x € X : Ja # d' € A, |na(x) — nor ()| < 2€5-1}.
Combining all these facts, we get

ZEY} —Yi(Ap) | Gr—1 N Mp—1)

teTy

=> Y EMN(Xy) = Yi(Ar) | Geo1 N M1, Xy € Rip(Ao))P(Xy € Ri(Ao) | Gy N My_1)
teTk Ao:AogA,‘Ao|>1

<> > 2e;1P(Xy € Ri(Ao) | Gr1 N My—1)
teTy Ao: AgCA,|Ap|>1

= Z 2e,_1P(Xt € Ry | Gr—1 N My—_1)

teTk
< Z 2€—1 Z (0 < [na(x) = N ()| < 2651 | Ge1 N Mp_1)
teTr a,a’ €A

<ylAP2M e g,
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where the second last inequality follows from the margin condition (condition iv in Assumption .
This implies that

B+

Z E(Yi(m* (X)) = Yi(Ar) | Gem1 N My—1) = O(JAPT 2513ﬁ).

teTy

Moreover, we can follow the proof of Theorem [2[ to show that the conclusions of Theorem [5| imply

K
Z Z IP)(55—1 Umkc_l) = 0(1).

k=1teTy
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