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Abstract

An agent in a non-stationary contextual bandit problem should balance between explo-

ration and the exploitation of (periodic or structured) patterns present in its previous

experiences. Handcrafting an appropriate historical context is an attractive alternative

to transform a non-stationary problem into a stationary problem that can be solved

efficiently. However, even a carefully designed historical context may introduce spurious

relationships or lack a convenient representation of crucial information. In order to

address these issues, we propose an approach that learns to represent the relevant context

for a decision based solely on the raw history of interactions between the agent and the

environment. This approach relies on a combination of features extracted by recurrent

neural networks with a contextual linear bandit algorithm based on posterior sampling.

Our experiments on a diverse selection of contextual and non-contextual non-stationary

problems show that our recurrent approach consistently outperforms its feedforward

counterpart, which requires handcrafted historical contexts, while being more widely ap-

plicable than conventional non-stationary bandit algorithms. Although it is very difficult

to provide theoretical performance guarantees for our new approach, we also prove a

novel regret bound for linear posterior sampling with measurement error that may serve

as a foundation for future theoretical work.
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1 Introduction

In a broad formulation of a contextual bandit problem, an agent chooses an arm (action)

based on a context (observation) and previous interactions with an environment. In

response, the environment transitions into a new hidden state and provides a reward and

a new context. The goal of the agent is to maximize cumulative reward through a finite

number of interactions with the environment, which requires balancing exploration and

exploitation.

Many practical problems can be seen as contextual bandit problems (Bouneffouf and

Rish, 2019). For example, consider the problem of product recommendation: a context

may encode information about an individual, an arm may represent a recommendation,

and a reward may signal whether a recommendation succeeded.

If the expected reward is an (unknown) fixed linear function of a (known) vector

that represents the preceding arm and context, independently of the remaining history of

interactions between the agent and the environment, then several contextual linear bandit

algorithms provide strong performance guarantees relative to the best fixed policy that

maps contexts to arms (Auer, 2002; Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011; Agrawal and Goyal,

2013; Abeille et al., 2017).

However, in a non-stationary contextual bandit problem, the state of the environment

changes in such a way that the performance of any fixed policy that maps contexts to

arms is unsatisfactory (Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2019). In the product recommendation

example, the success rate of a recommendation may depend both on the time of the year

and the results of previous recommendations. Therefore, the presence of this information

in the contexts determines whether the problem is non-stationary.
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Handcrafting an appropriate context is an attractive alternative to transform a non-

stationary problem into a stationary problem that can be solved efficiently (Lattimore

and Szepesvári, 2019). Unfortunately, an inappropriate context may introduce spurious

relationships or lack a convenient representation of crucial information.

Another alternative is to employ non-stationary bandit algorithms, which can be

divided into two main families (Liu et al., 2018; Cao et al., 2019; Russac et al., 2020).

Passive algorithms bias their decisions based on recent interactions with the environment,

while active algorithms attempt to detect when a significant change occurs. Unfortunately,

algorithms from both families are incapable of exploiting periodicity and structure (the

effect of actions on the rewards of future actions), which may be important even when

no planning is required.

In order to address these issues, we propose an approach based on a recurrent

neural network that receives the raw history of interactions between the agent and

the environment. This network is trained to predict the reward for each pair of arm

and context. The features extracted by the network are combined with a contextual

linear bandit algorithm based on posterior sampling (Agrawal and Goyal, 2013), which

potentially allows an agent to achieve high performance in a non-stationary contextual

problem without carefully handcrafted historical contexts. Besides its advantages in

contextual problems, our approach is also radically different from previous approaches

that are able to exploit periodic or structured patterns in non-contextual non-stationary

bandit problems.

Our approach is partially motivated by the work of Riquelme et al. (2018), whose

comprehensive experiments have shown that the combination of features extracted
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by a (feedforward) neural network with a contextual linear bandit algorithm based

on posterior sampling achieves remarkable success in (stationary) contextual bandit

problems. Our approach can also be seen as a model-based counterpart to recent model-

free meta-learning approaches based on recurrent neural networks that have been applied

to non-contextual stationary bandit problems (Duan et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2016).

We evaluate our approach using a diverse selection of contextual and non-contextual

non-stationary bandit problems. The results of this evaluation show that our recurrent ap-

proach consistently outperforms its feedforward counterpart, which requires handcrafted

historical contexts, while being more widely applicable than conventional non-stationary

bandit algorithms. Despite this empirical success, our novel theoretical analysis of linear

posterior sampling with measurement error suggests that our approach requires neural

networks to generalize efficiently to guarantee good performance.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces our

new approach after providing the necessary background. Section 3 presents a novel

theoretical analysis of linear posterior sampling with measurement error that provides

some theoretical insight about the performance our new approach. Section 4 presents the

results of an empirical comparison between our approach and alternative approaches.

Finally, Section 5 summarizes our findings and suggests future work.
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2 Methodology

2.1 Preliminaries

We denote random variables by upper case letters and assignments to these variables by

corresponding lower case letters. We omit the subscript that typically relates a probability

function to random variables when there is no risk of ambiguity. For example, we may

use p(x) to denote pX(x) in the same context where we use p(y) to denote pY (y).

A contextual bandit problem can be seen as a special case of the following partially

observable reinforcement learning problem. An agent interacts with an environment

(multi-armed bandit) during a single episode that lasts T time steps. At a given time step

t ∈ [T ] = {1, 2, . . . , T − 1, T}, the environment is in a hidden state St, and the agent

uses a policy π to choose an action (arm) At+1 given the history Ht, which encodes

the previous rewards R1:t, observations (contexts) X1:t, and actions A2:t. In response to

this action, the environment transitions into a hidden state St+1, and outputs a reward

Rt+1 and an observation Xt+1. This process can be represented by the directed graphical

model in Figure 1.

St+1St

Ht+1Ht

Rt Xt Rt+1 Xt+1At+1 At+2

Figure 1: Directed graphical models that represent the interaction between the agent or

oracle and the environment. Dashed or dotted edges belong respectively to either the

agent or the oracle.

In contrast to an agent, an oracle uses a policy π∗ to choose an action at+1 that
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maximizes the immediate expected reward E [Rt+1 | st, at+1] given the hidden state st,

for all t. Note that such oracle makes greedy decisions. Although non-greedy agents

may achieve higher expected cumulative reward in fully fledged reinforcement learning

environments, such environments are out of our scope.

The regret of a policy π is given by
∑T

t=1 Eπ∗ [Rt] − Eπ [Rt], where π∗ is an ora-

cle policy, and the subscript on an expectation denotes the policy used for choosing

actions. We are generally interested in policies that have low regret across a family of

environments.

2.2 Linear posterior sampling for contextual bandits

This section presents a decision-making algorithm for contextual linear bandits that is at

the core of our proposed approach. Agrawal and Goyal (2013) were the first to provide

strong theoretical guarantees for this algorithm under standard technical assumptions.

Suppose that the expected reward for time step t given the history ht−1, the action

at, and an (unknown) weight vector w is given by E [Rt | ht−1, at,w] = w ·ϕ(xt−1, at),

where the feature map ϕ is a (known) function responsible for encoding any given pair

of observation and action into a feature vector. In other words, suppose that the expected

reward for a given time step is an unknown linear function of a known feature vector

that represents the previous observation and the chosen action, independently of the rest

of the history.

In this setting, posterior sampling starts by representing knowledge about W in a

prior distribution. At a given time step t, the algorithm consists of four simple steps: (1)

drawing a single parameter vector wt from the prior over W; (2) choosing an action at
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that maximizes wt ·ϕ(xt−1, at), (3) observing the reward rt; (4) computing the posterior

over W to be used as a prior for step t+ 1. Intuitively, at a given time step, an action is

drawn according to the probability that it is optimal.

In order to derive an efficient algorithm, suppose that the prior density for w is given

by p(w) = N (w | w0,V0), for some hyperparameters w0 and V0.

Furthermore, consider the dataset D = {(ϕ(xt′−1, at′), rt′)}tt′=2, and suppose that

the conditional likelihood of the parameter vector w is given by p(D | w) = N (r |

Φw, σ2I), where r = (r2, . . . , rt) is the reward vector, Φ is the design matrix where

each row corresponds to a feature vector in D, I is the appropriate identity matrix, and

σ2 > 0 is a hyperparameter.

In that case, the posterior density for w is given by p(w | D) ∝w N (r | Φw, σ2I)N (w |

w0,V0). Because the random vectors W and R are related by a linear Gaussian system

(Bishop, 2013), the desired posterior density is given by p(w | D) = N (w | µ,Σ),

where

Σ−1 = V−1
0 +

1

σ2
ΦTΦ, (1)

µ =
1

σ2
ΣΦT r+ΣV−1

0 w0. (2)

At a given time step, it is straightforward to draw a parameter vector from this

multivariate Gaussian posterior density function (Step 1), choose the best corresponding

action (Step 2), observe the outcome (Step 3), and update the dataset and the posterior

(Step 4), which completes the algorithm.

Crucially, the assumptions of a multivariate Gaussian prior and a multivariate Gaus-

sian likelihood are only used to derive an efficient algorithm. The conditions under which

this algorithm achieves its theoretical guarantees are very permissive and somewhat
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unrelated (Agrawal and Goyal, 2013; Abeille et al., 2017). This is important because the

dataset D is generally not composed of independent and identically distributed sample

elements.

2.3 Feedforward neural-linear feature vectors

This section presents the process of extracting feedforward neural-linear feature vectors

that ideally allow predicting the expected reward from any pair of history and action.

A comprehensive benchmark has shown that the combination of these feature vectors

with posterior sampling for contextual linear bandits often outperforms other posterior

sampling approaches for contextual bandits (Riquelme et al., 2018).

Consider the dataset D = {(ψ(ht′−1, at′), rt′)}tt′=2, where the feature map ψ is a

function responsible for encoding the information that ideally allows predicting the

reward rt′ from the history ht′−1 and the action at′ into a feature vector, for all t′. In

contrast to the previous section, we do not assume that the expected reward is a linear

function of the corresponding feature vector.

In a stationary contextual problem, ψ(ht′−1, at′) may encode just the observation

xt′−1 and the action at′ in order to enable predicting rt′ . In a non-stationary contextual

problem, ψ(ht′−1, at′) may encode a (periodic function of) the current time step t′; statis-

tics regarding actions; statistics regarding observations; the last n rewards, observations,

and actions; and arbitrary combinations of similar information. As will become clear,

the need to handcraft an appropriate feature map ψ for a specific non-stationary problem

is a potential weakness, since ψ may introduce spurious relationships or dismiss crucial

information.
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ψ(ht-1, at)

zt

rt
^

Figure 2: Feedforward neural-linear net-

work.

rt, xt, at+1rt-1, xt-1, at

ut ut+1

rt
^ rt+1

^

Figure 3: Recurrent neural-linear network.

Extracting feedforward neural-linear feature vectors requires fitting a feedforward

neural network to the dataset D, which may be accomplished by searching for parameters

that minimize a cost function using typical methods. Note that such methods assume that

the dataset D is composed of independent and identically distributed sample elements,

which is generally not the case, as in the previous section.

The feedforward neural-linear feature vector zt′ is the output of the penultimate layer

(last hidden layer) of the (fitted) neural network when given ψ(ht′−1, at′) as input (Fig.

2). The only restriction on the network architecture is that the last layer should have a

single linear unit (with no bias). By construction, if the parameters of the neural network

achieve low cost on the training dataset D, then it should be possible to approximate

the reward rt′ as a linear function of the feedforward neural-linear feature vector zt′ , for

any t′ ≤ t. Under the strong assumption that this is also true for t′ > t, feedforward

neural-linear feature vectors can be combined with posterior sampling for contextual

linear bandits to provide a complete algorithm for contextual bandits. Despite its lack

of known theoretical guarantees, this algorithm excels experimentally (Riquelme et al.,

2018).
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2.4 Recurrent neural-linear feature vectors

This section introduces the novel process of extracting recurrent neural-linear feature

vectors that ideally allow predicting the expected reward from any pair of history and

action. In contrast to the feedforward approach, this process eliminates the need for a

handcrafted feature map ψ.

Consider the dataset D = {(τt′ , rt′)}tt′=2, where τt′ = (r1, x1, a2, . . . , rt′−1, xt′−1, at′)

represents the interaction between the agent and the environment up to time step t′.

Extracting recurrent neural-linear feature vectors requires fitting a recurrent neural

network to the dataset D, which may be accomplished by searching for parameters that

minimize a cost function using typical methods. At a given time step t′, this network

receives as input the reward rt′−1, the observation xt′−1, the action at′ , and attempts to

predict the reward rt′ (Fig. 3).

The recurrent neural-linear feature vector ut′ is the output of the penultimate layer of

the (fitted) recurrent neural network when given τt′ as input. As in the previous section,

the only restriction placed on the network architecture is that the last layer should have a

single linear unit (with no bias).

As in the feedforward approach, if the parameters of the recurrent neural network

achieve low cost on the training dataset D, then it should be possible to approximate

the reward rt′ as a linear function of the recurrent neural-linear feature vector ut′ , for

any t′ ≤ t. Under the strong assumption that this is also true for t′ > t, recurrent

neural-linear feature vectors can be combined with posterior sampling for contextual

linear bandits to provide a complete algorithm for contextual bandits.

Most importantly, the recurrent neural-linear approach eliminates the need for a
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handcrafted feature map ψ. Besides its potential advantages in contextual problems, this

approach is also radically different from previous approaches that are able to exploit

periodic or structured patterns in non-contextual problems.

3 Theoretical analysis

The suitability of (recurrent or feedforward) neural-linear feature vectors as contexts for

linear posterior sampling is entirely dependent upon the capacity of neural networks to

generalize. In this section, we present our novel theoretical analysis of linear posterior

sampling with measurement error. This analysis can be safely skipped by readers who

are mostly interested in empirical results.

Our regret analysis is based on previous theoretical work on linear posterior sampling

(Agrawal and Goyal, 2012) and its neural counterpart (Zhang et al., 2021). In contrast

with the typical linear posterior sampling setting (Agrawal and Goyal, 2012), the mea-

surement error considered in our setting leads to a biased estimation procedure. The

measurement error can be related to the neural network approximation error considered

by Zhang et al. (2021). However, their analysis addresses a deep neural network variant

of posterior sampling that is significantly different from linear posterior sampling.

Section 3.1 introduces the linear contextual bandit with measurement error setting

and a slightly modified version of our notation to facilitate the exposition. Section

3.2 presents the main outcome of our regret analysis (Thm. 3.1) along with its proof.

Appendices A.2, A.3, A.4, and A.5 contain the Lemmas required to prove Theorem 3.1.
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3.1 Preliminaries

We let [N ] denote the set {1, . . . , N} for any positive integer N . If x is a real vector,

its Euclidean norm is denoted by ∥x∥, and its matrix weighted norm is denoted by

∥x∥A =
√
xTAx , where A is a positive semidefinite matrix. The inner product is

denoted by · and the outer product by ⊗. The indicator function is denoted by I.

An agent interacts with an environment during T time steps. At every time step

t ∈ [T ] and for each action k ∈ [K], the agent is presented with a context with

measurement error xt,k ∈ Rd that corresponds to a true but unobserved context x∗
t,k ∈ Rd.

Based on the observed context xt,k, the agent chooses an action At ∈ [K]. In response to

this action, the environment generates a reward Rt,At = w · x∗
t,At

+ ηt, where w ∈ Rd is

the environment parameter and ηt is additive noise. Note that the environment generates

rewards using the true contexts.

We formalize the interaction between the agent and the environment as a stochastic

process corresponding to the filtration Ft = {Ht, {xt,k}Kk=1}, where

Ht = ({x1,k}Kk=1, A1, R1,A1 , . . . , {xt−1,k}Kk=1, At−1, Rt−1,At−1) (3)

is the history encoding the previous actions, contexts, and rewards. We assume that the

true context vectors are chosen adaptively by an adversary and that the measurement

error is, instead, independent.

The goal of the agent is to minimize the regret during the interaction with the

environment. Formally, the cumulative regret after T time steps is
∑T

t=1 regrett,At
,

where regrett,k = w · x∗
t,a∗t

−w · x∗
t,k is the instantaneous regret suffered by the agent

at time step t for action k and a∗t = argmaxk′ w · x∗
t,k′ is the optimal arm. Note that we
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can apply a similar procedure to the one described in Appendix A.5 of Agrawal and

Goyal (2012) to extend our results for the case in which the regret is alternatively defined

as regrett = Rt,a∗t
−Rt,At .

In our regret analysis, we assume that the reward noise ηt is conditionally σ-sub-

Gaussian for σ ≥ 0 (see Def. A.2). This assumption is weak since it is always satisfied

when the reward is bounded. In order to obtain a scale-free regret bound, we also assume

that, for all t ∈ [T ] and k ∈ [K], ∥w∥ ≤ 1, ∥xt,k∥ ≤ 1, and ∥x∗
t,k∥ ≤ 1. As typical in

the measurement error literature, we assume that xt,k lies in the same space as x∗
t,k. This

assumption may not hold in the case of neural-linear features. However, our proof can be

easily extended to a setting with different dimensionalities. Finally, we assume that the

measurement error is bounded, satisfying ∥xt,k − x∗
t,k∥ ≤ ϵt for all t ∈ [T ] and k ∈ [K].

Since we do not want to make assumptions on the functional form of ϵt, our analysis is

presented in terms of ϵ such that ϵt ≤ ϵ for all t ∈ [T ].

In the following, we introduce the version of linear posterior sampling considered

in the proof. This version closely resembles the one presented by Agrawal and Goyal

(2012), except for the measurement error. Section 2.2 contains a higher-level description

of the same algorithm.

We assume a Gaussian prior and a Gaussian likelihood for the reward to efficiently

compute the posterior. Note that this assumption is only required to derive an efficient

algorithm. The only assumption regarding the reward generation process is of σ-sub-

Gaussianity.

Formally, we suppose that the conditional likelihood of the reward for each action

k ∈ [K] is normally distributed as
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Rt,k|Ft ∼ N (w · x∗
t,k, ν

2
t ), where νt = 3σ

√
d log

(
t

δ

)
+ ϵ

√
td log

(
t+ d

d

)
. (4)

Note that νt depends on ϵ. This corresponds to inflating the variance, which is equivalent

to accounting for the measurement error. From a practical perspective, ϵ is typically

unknown but can be treated as a hyperparameter.

If we let N (ŵt, ν
2
tB

−1
t ) be the prior at timestep t for the environment parameter

w given Ft, then N (ŵt+1, ν
2
t+1B

−1
t+1) is the posterior at the next timestep t + 1 given

Rt,At ,Ft+1, where

Bt = Id +
t−1∑
i=1

xi,ai ⊗ xi,ai and ŵt = B−1
t

t−1∑
i=1

xi,airi,ai . (5)

At each time step t, the agent generates a sample w̃t from the posterior N (ŵt, ν
2
tB

−1
t )

over the environment parameter and chooses the optimal action for w̃t. Concretely, the

algorithm chooses At = argmaxk Θt,k, breaking ties randomly, where Θt,k = w̃t · xt,k.

It follows that Θt,k is distributed as N (ŵt · xt,k, ν
2
t s

2
t,k), where st,k = ∥xt,k∥B−1

t
.

Following Agrawal and Goyal (2012) and Zhang et al. (2021), we divide the arms into

two groups: saturated and unsaturated. The optimal arm is in the group of unsaturated

arms. Intuitively, the unsaturated arms are those worth selecting. Formally, the set of

saturated arms Ct is given by

Ct =
{
k ∈ [K] : x∗

t,a∗t
·w − x∗

t,k ·w > st,kgt + 2ϵ
}
, (6)

where gt = min{2
√

d log(t), 2
√

log(tK)}νt + lt, and lt = σ
√

d log
(
t3

δ

)
+ 1 +

ϵ
√

td log
(
t+d
d

)
.
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The event Ew
t is that ŵt · xt,k suitably concentrates around the expected value of the

reward is given by

Ew
t =

{
ω ∈ Ft : ∀ k ∈ [K], |xt,k · ŵt − x∗

t,k ·w| ≤ ltst,k + ϵ
}
. (7)

The event EΘ
t is that Θt,k suitably concentrates around its mean is given by

EΘ
t =

{
ω ∈ Ft : ∀ k ∈ [K], |Θt,k − xt,k · ŵt| ≤ νtst,k min{2

√
d log(t), 2

√
log(tK)}

}
.

(8)

3.2 Regret of linear posterior sampling with measurement error

The following theorem is the main outcome of our analysis.

Theorem 3.1 (Regret of linear posterior sampling with measurement error). Let xt,k be

a context with measurement error corresponding to the true context x∗
t,k at time step t for

action k. Suppose that the measurement error satisfies ∥xt,k − x∗
t,k∥ ≤ ϵt for all t ∈ [T ],

k ∈ [K], and some ϵt ∈ R+. For any ϵ ≥ ϵt, under the standard assumptions described

in Section 3.1, the cumulative regret of linear posterior sampling is bounded as

Õ
(
d

3
2

√
T + ϵd

3
2T
)

or Õ
(
d
√
T log(K) + ϵd

√
log(K)T

)
,

whichever is smaller, with probability 1− δ.

Proof outline. Under the assumption that Ew
t holds, we construct a stochastic process(

Yt; t ≥ 0
)

related to the cumulative regret. By Lemma 7, Yt is a super-martingale,

and so we can use the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (see Def. 1) to bound it with high

probability. Finally, we eliminate the dependency on Ew
t by taking a union bound over

the high probability bound from the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality and Lemma 4, which

bounds the probability of the event Ew
t .
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Proof. Let
(
Yt =

∑t
i=1 Zi; t ≥ 0

)
be a stochastic process corresponding to Ft where

regret′
t,At

= regrett,At
I {Ew

t } and Zt = regret′
t,At

−4ϵ−44e
√
πgtst,At −

2

t2
.

(9)

Recall that the instantaneous regret at t is defined as regrett,At
= w · x∗

t,a∗t
−w · x∗

t,At
,

where a∗t = argmaxk′ w · x∗
t,k′ is the optimal arm.

By Lemma 7, Yt forms a super-martingale process as

E (Yt − Yt−1) = E (Zt) ≤ 4 + 4ϵ+ 44e
√
πgT = KT .

Using the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality for super-martingale processes,

YT − Y0

KT

≤

√
2T log

(
2

δ

)
(10)

with 1− δ
2

probability.

Taking the union bound over Lemma 4 and Eq. (10), we can bound the regret as

T∑
t=1

regrett,At
≤4ϵT + 44e

√
πgT5

√
dT log T +

π2

3

+
(
4 + 4ϵ+ 44e

√
πgT

)√
2T log

(
2

δ

)
(11)

with 1− δ probability. The asymptotic result can be obtained by observing that gT is in

Õ
(
d+ ϵd

√
T
)

or Õ
(√

d log(K) + ϵ
√

dT log(K)
)

, whichever term is smaller. The

complete analysis is provided in Appendix A.1.

Unless the upper bound in Theorem 3.1 can be decreased significantly, this result

suggests that the distance between the neural-linear feature vectors and idealized context

vectors must decrease quickly in order for (recurrent or feedforward) neural-linear

posterior sampling to perform generally well. This requires efficient generalization from

neural networks.
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4 Experiments

This section reports results of an empirical comparison between our recurrent neural-

linear approach, its feedforward counterpart, and conventional non-stationary bandit

algorithms. We also study the impact of neural-linear posterior sampling on our recurrent

approach by replacing it with simpler exploration strategies.

4.1 Bandit problems

We performed experiments on a diverse selection of contextual and non-contextual

non-stationary bandit problems, which is detailed below. Because there are no standard

benchmarks for non-stationary bandit algorithms, this selection combines original prob-

lems with problems borrowed from previous work. These problems may be partitioned

into four categories according to their underlying non-stationarity: abrupt periodic,

smooth periodic, structured (where an action may affect the rewards of future actions),

or unknown (derived from a real dataset).

4.1.1 Non-contextual bandit problems

In the (abrupt periodic) flipping Gaussian and flipping Bernoulli problems, the mean

reward of each arm switches abruptly every fixed number of time steps. In the (smooth

periodic) sinusoidal Bernoulli problem, the mean reward of each arm is a sinusoidal

function of the current time step. In the (structured) circular Markov chain problem, the

best arm trades place with the next arm in a pre-defined cyclical order after it is found.

The configurations of the four non-stationary non-contextual bandit problems are

described below.
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Flipping Gaussian. The mean of the Gaussian reward for each arm k changes from

µk to −µk every h time steps, while the corresponding variance s2 is fixed across arms.

We chose K = 8 arms, h = 10, initial means in {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 0.9} \ {0.5}, variance

s2 = 0.12.

Flipping Bernoulli. The mean of the Bernoulli reward for each arm k changes from

pk to 1 − pk every h time steps. We chose K = 8 arms, h = 10, initial means in

{0.1, 0.2, . . . , 0.9} \ {0.5}.

Sinusoidal Bernoulli. The mean of the Bernoulli reward for each arm is a sinusoidal

function of the current time step. The frequency of each function is the same across arms,

but the phase is different. Concretely, the mean of the Bernoulli reward for each arm k

at time step t is given by pk = 1/2 + sin[2πft+ 2π(k − 1)/K]/2, where K = 5 is the

number of arms and f = 1/32 is the frequency. This environment enables comparing

our proposed approach with more conventional algorithms such as discounted UCB

and sliding-window UCB, which were previously compared in a similar (albeit much

simpler) environment (Garivier and Moulines, 2011).

Circular Markov chain. The mean of the Gaussian reward for every arm is µ, with

corresponding variance s2, except for a single arm whose Gaussian reward has a mean

µ∗ > µ. After this arm is chosen, it trades place with the next arm in a predefined cyclical

order. Note that an action may affect the reward of other actions in the future. We chose

K = 8 arms, common mean µ = 0, best mean µ∗ = 1, and variance s2 = 0.052.
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4.1.2 Contextual bandit problems

In the (abrupt periodic) flipping digits problem, each context corresponds to an image of

a digit, and the best arm for each digit switches every fixed number of time steps. In the

(unknown) wall-following robot problem, each context encodes readings of sensors from

a real robot, and the best arm depends on the underlying movement pattern of the robot.

The remaining two problems are non-stationary contextual linear bandit problems. In the

(abrupt periodic) flipping vector problem, the expected reward measures the alignment

between an action-dependent vector and a vector that switches direction every fixed

number of time steps. In the (smooth periodic) rotating vector problem, the expected

reward measures the alignment between an action-dependent vector and a vector rotating

about the origin.

We performed experiments on the non-stationary contextual bandit problems de-

scribed below.

Flipping digits. Each of the ten arms is labeled with a different digit. Each observation

corresponds to an image of a digit from a subset of the MNIST dataset (LeCun et al.,

2010). Initially, the mean of the Gaussian reward for every arm is µ, with corresponding

variance s2, except for the arm that is labeled with the digit depicted in last observation,

whose mean is µ∗ > µ. Every h time steps, the arm labeled with digit k becomes labeled

with digit 9 − k. We chose h = 64, common mean µ = 0, best mean µ∗ = 1, and

variance s2 = 0.052.

Wall-following robot. This problem is derived from a sequential classification dataset

(Dua and Graff, 2017; Freire et al., 2009). The observation xt−1 for time step t − 1
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encodes readings of 24 sensors from a mobile robot. Each of the arms corresponds to

one of four recognized movement patterns (forward, right turn, sharp right turn, left

turn). The mean of the Gaussian reward for every arm is µ, with corresponding variance

s2, except for the arm that corresponds to the current movement pattern. Identifying

a movement pattern may require combining observations across time steps. We chose

common mean µ = 0, best mean µ∗ = 1, and variance s2 = 0.052.

The two problems described below are non-stationary contextual linear bandit prob-

lems. These problems require a slightly modified implementation, which is detailed in

Section 4.2.

Flipping vector. The observation xt−1 for time step t− 1 encodes a vector xt−1,k for

each action k. Each of these vectors is drawn from a finite set of unit vectors in Rd,

without replacement within a time step. The probability density function for the reward

at time step t given the history ht−1, the action at, and a parameter vector wt is given by

p(rt | ht−1, at,wt) = N (rt | wt ·xt−1,at , s
2), where s2 > 0 is a variance. The parameter

vector w2 is a randomly chosen unit vector. Every h time steps, the parameter vector

changes from wt to −wt. In simple terms, the expected reward measures the alignment

between an action-dependent vector and a vector that changes direction every h time

steps. We chose K = 25 arms, h = 64, dimension d = 50, and variance s2 = 0.052.

Rotating vector. The observation xt−1 for time step t− 1 encodes a vector xt−1,k for

each action k. Each of these vectors is drawn from a finite set of unit vectors in R2,

without replacement within a time step. The probability density function for the reward

at time step t given the history ht−1, the action at, and a parameter vector wt is given by
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p(rt | ht−1, at,wt) = N (rt | wt ·xt−1,at , s
2), where s2 > 0 is a variance. The parameter

vector wt is given by wt = (cos(2πft), sin(2πft)), where f is a frequency. In simple

terms, the expected reward measures the alignment between an action-dependent vector

and a vector rotating about the origin. We chose K = 25 arms, variance s2 = 0.052,

and two different frequencies (f = 1/32 or f = 1/2048) depending on the experiment.

This problem is similar to a problem employed by Russac et al. (2019), which enables

comparing our proposed approach with more conventional algorithms such as discounted

linear UCB (Russac et al., 2019) and sliding-window linear UCB (Cheung et al., 2019).

4.1.3 Experiments based on the Criteo dataset

Using hyperparameters found to perform well in the environments listed in Section 4.1.2,

we also present the results of experiments conducted with real-world advertising data

from the Criteo dataset (Diemert et al., 2017).

We further consider two non-stationary contextual linear bandit problems, where the

linear bandit parameter (wt) and action encodings (xt−1,k for k = 1 . . . K) are estimated

from the Criteo dataset (Diemert et al., 2017). Each row of the dataset corresponds

to one impression (a banner) that was displayed to a user. For each banner, there are

anonymized contextual features (cat1 to cat9) and potential target variables such as

whether the banner was clicked or not. For both non-stationary problems, we followed

the same pre-processing steps used by Kim and Tewari (2020). Similar steps are also

used by Russac et al. (2019). The variable campaign and categorical variables cat1

to cat9 (except cat7) are selected as contextual features. From the one-hot encoded

contextual variables, d features were selected using Singular Value Decomposition. The
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initial parameter vector w2 is obtained by fitting a linear regression model of these

features to the target variable (click/no click). The observation xt−1 for time step t− 1

encodes a vector xt−1,k for each action k. At each time step, the policy is presented with

K
2

action encodings sampled from a pool of clicked banners and K
2

action encodings

sampled from a pool of not clicked banners. The probability density function for the

reward at time step t given the history ht−1, the action at, and a parameter vector wt is

given by p(rt | ht−1, at,wt) = N (rt | wt · xt−1,at , s
2), where s2 > 0 is a variance. We

chose K = 10 arms, dimension d = 50, and variance s2 = 0.15.

The two considered sources of non-stationarity in the experiments with the Criteo

dataset are described below.

Abrupt partial flip vector based on the Criteo dataset. A single abrupt partial flip

occurs at t = 4000. The signs of 60% of the components of the initial linear parameter

w2 are switched at the specific change point.

Flipping vector based on the Criteo dataset. The parameter vector changes from

wt to −wt every h = 256 steps. The non-stationary behaviour here is that of periodic

abrupt flips, similar to the flipping vector problem.

4.1.4 Stationary bandit problems

We further examine the robustness of our proposed approach by evaluating it on selected

stationary bandit problems.

23



Stationary Bernoulli. The mean of the Bernoulli reward for each arm is a constant.

We chose K = 8 arms, with means in {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 0.9} \ {0.5}.

Stationary vector. The observation xt−1 for time step t− 1 encodes a vector xt−1,k

for each action k. Each of these vectors is drawn from a finite set of unit vectors in

Rd, without replacement within a time step. The probability density function for the

reward at time step t given the history ht−1, the action at, and a parameter vector w is

given by p(rt | ht−1, at,w) = N (rt | w · xt−1,at , s
2), where s2 > 0 is a variance. The

parameter vector w is a randomly chosen unit vector. This problem is equivalent to a

flipping vector problem where h → ∞. We chose K = 25 arms, dimension d = 8, and

variance s2 = 0.052.

4.2 Implementation

This section details the implementation of the feedforward and recurrent neural-linear

posterior sampling approaches.1 Section 4.3 details the grid search for hyperparameters.

Feedforward and recurrent neural-linear networks are trained to minimize the mean

squared error with an L2 regularization penalty λ = 0.001. Every network weight is

initially drawn from a standard Gaussian distribution, and redrawn if far from the mean by

two standard deviations, and every network bias is initially zero. A sequence of e training

steps is performed every q time steps (interactions with the environment) using Adam

(Kingma and Ba, 2014) with a learning rate η. Each training step requires computing the

gradient of the loss on the entire dataset or sequence. The linear regression posterior is

1An open-source implementation is available on https://github.com/paulorauber/

rnlps.
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recomputed using the entire dataset at every time step. The prior hyperparameters are

w0 = 0 and V0 = τ 2I, where τ 2 > 0 is another hyperparameter. One forward pass is

required to evaluate each available action. In the recurrent case, note that this does not

require forward passing the entire sequence for each action.

Feedforward neural-linear posterior sampling. The feature map ψ encodes the

last observation xt−1 and the action at together with the last n triplets of observations,

actions, and rewards {(xt−k−1, at−k, rt−k)}nk=1, where n is the so-called order. All

actions are one-hot encoded. The feature map ψ also encodes the current time step t,

which is the sole input to a sinusoidal layer with D units. Each sinusoidal unit i computes

sin(ait+ bi), where ai and bi are network parameters. The output of this sinusoidal layer

is concatenated with the remaining inputs from the feature map, comprising the input to

the remaining network. This network has three additional hidden layers. The first hidden

layer has L1 linear units. The second and third hidden layers have L2 and L3 hyperbolic

tangent units, respectively. The last layer has one linear unit (with no bias). For the two

non-stationary contextual linear bandit problems (see Section 4.1.2), the feature map ψ

encodes the action-dependent vector xt−1,at instead of any observation xt−1, while the

corresponding action at is not encoded.

Recurrent neural-linear posterior sampling. At a given time step t, the input to

the recurrent neural network is the reward rt−1, the observation xt−1, and the action at.

This action is one-hot encoded. The network has three hidden layers. The first hidden

layer has L1 linear units. The second hidden layer has L2 long short-term memory units

(Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997; Gers et al., 2000). The third hidden layer has L3

hyperbolic tangent units. The last layer has one linear unit (with no bias). For the two
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non-stationary contextual linear bandit problems, at a given time step t, the input to

the recurrent neural network is the reward rt−1 and the action-dependent vector xt−1,at ,

while the corresponding action at is not an input.

4.3 Evaluation

We present results of at least five policies for each bandit problem. The random policy

chooses arms at random. The best (R)NN policy employs (feedforward or recurrent)

neural-linear posterior sampling with hyperparameters that achieve maximum cumulative

reward averaged over five independent trials according to an independent grid search for

each problem. In contrast, the default (R)NN policy employs (feedforward or recurrent)

neural-linear posterior sampling with hyperparameters that perform well across either the

contextual or the non-contextual problems (including two variations of the rotating vector

problem). Concretely, such default hyperparameters achieve maximum normalized score

averaged across either the non-contextual or the contextual problems (from sections

4.1.1 and 4.1.2 respectively). The normalized score of a hyperparameter setting ξ on

a problem is given by (mξ − m−)/(m+ − m−), where mξ is the average cumulative

reward of the setting ξ over five independent trials, m− is the average cumulative reward

of the random policy, and m+ is the average cumulative reward of the corresponding

best (R)NN policy. The default hyperparameters allow us to understand whether there

are hyperparameter settings that work well for multiple problems.

Preliminary experiments were employed to choose suitable hyperparameter ranges

for the neural-linear approaches. Table 1 contains a complete description of the hyperpa-

rameter grid and the resulting default hyperparameters for each neural-linear approach.
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More hyperparameter settings are considered for the feedforward approach (576) than

for the recurrent approach (96), which is potentially advantageous for the feedforward

approach.

For some of the bandit problems, we also present results of policies based on

more conventional algorithms. For non-contextual bandit problems, we present the

results of policies based on discounted UCB (D-UCB) and sliding-window UCB (SW-

UCB) (Garivier and Moulines, 2011). The hyperparameters for each of these algo-

rithms were selected based on the same protocol used to select hyperparameters for

the best (R)NN policy. For D-UCB, the hyperparameter grid contains candidates

for the discount factor γ ∈ {0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.925, 0.95, 0.97, 0.98, 0.99, 0.995, 0.999}.

For SW-UCB, the hyperparameter grid contains candidates for the window length

τ ∈ {5, 10, 25, 50, 75, 100, 150, 200, 250, 300}.

For the non-stationary contextual linear bandit problems, we present the results

of policies based on discounted linear UCB (D-LinUCB) (Russac et al., 2019) and

sliding-window linear UCB (SW-LinUCB) (Cheung et al., 2019). The hyperparameters

for each of these algorithms were selected optimally based on the total number of time

steps and the variation budget of each problem (Russac et al., 2019), requiring additional

knowledge in comparison with the neural-linear approaches.

The definitive ten independent trials for each combination of non-contextual bandit

problem and policy have double the length of the hyperparameter search trials in order

to enable a more conclusive regret analysis. Note that it is quite difficult to establish

appropriate trial lengths before hyperparameter search.
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Non-contextual problems

Hyperparameter Candidates NN RNN

Learning rate η {0.001, 0.01, 0.1} 0.1 0.01

Number of epochs e by training step {16, 64} 16 16

Interval q between training steps {32, 128} 32 32

Assumed variance σ2 of the reward {0.1, 0.3} 0.1 0.1

Variance τ2 of the prior distribution {0.5, 1} 1 0.5

Units per layer {(16, 16, 16), (32, 32, 32)} (32,32,32) (32,32,32)

Order n {1, 4} 1 -

Number of sinusoidal units D {1, 2, 4} 1 -

Contextual problems

Hyperparameter Candidates NN RNN

Learning rate η {0.001, 0.01, 0.1} 0.01 0.001

Number of epochs e by training step {16, 64} 64 64

Interval q between training steps {32, 128} 32 32

Assumed variance σ2 of the reward {0.1, 0.3} 0.1 0.3

Variance τ2 of the prior distribution {0.5, 1} 1 0.5

Units per layer {(32, 32, 32), (64, 64, 64)} (32,32,32) (32,32,32)

Order n {1, 4} 1 -

Number of sinusoidal units D {2, 4, 8} 2 -

Table 1: Hyperparameter grid and default hyperparameters for neural-linear approaches.
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4.4 Results

Section 4.4.1 and Section 4.4.2 present a regret curve for each combination of problem

and policy. Each of these curves aggregates the empirical regret across ten independent

trials (not considered for hyperparameter search), and shows bootstrapped confidence

intervals of 95%. The average empirical regret at the end of these trials is summarized in

Table 2.

Section 4.4.3 and Section 4.4.4 present a hyperparameter sensitivity curve for each

combination of problem and neural-linear approach. A hyperparameter sensitivity curve

displays the average cumulative reward achieved by each hyperparameter setting (sorted

from highest to lowest along the horizontal axis). Such curves are useful to assess

robustness regarding hyperparameter choices.

These results are analysed in Section 4.4.5.

29



4.4.1 Regret curves: non-contextual problems
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Figure 4: Flipping Gaussian.
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Figure 5: Flipping Bernoulli.
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Figure 6: Sinusoidal Bernoulli.
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Figure 7: Circular Markov chain.
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4.4.2 Regret curves: contextual problems
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Figure 8: Flipping digits.
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Figure 9: Wall-following robot.
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Figure 10: Flipping vector.
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Figure 11: Rotating vector (f = 32−1).
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Figure 12: Rotating vector (f = 2048−1).
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4.4.3 Hyperparameter sensitivity plots: non-contextual problems
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Figure 13: Flipping Gaussian.
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Figure 14: Flipping Bernoulli.
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Figure 15: Sinusoidal Bernoulli.
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Figure 16: Circular Markov chain.
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4.4.4 Hyperparameter sensitivity plots: contextual problems
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Figure 17: Flipping digits.
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Figure 18: Wall-following robot.
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Figure 19: Flipping vector.
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Figure 20: Rotating vector (f = 32−1).
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Figure 21: Rotating vector (f = 2048−1).
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4.4.5 Analysis

This section highlights the most notable aspects of the results.

Non-contextual bandit problems. In the flipping Gaussian problem (Fig. 4), the

recurrent policies outperform the other policies by a large margin, and their regret grows

very slowly by the end of the trials. The conventional non-stationary policies perform

very poorly, which illustrates the importance of the fact that the recurrent approach is able

to predict rather than react in order to exploit periodicity. The hyperparameter sensitivity

plot shows that the recurrent approach is also much more robust to hyperparameter

choices than the feedforward approach (Sec. 4.4.3).

In the flipping Bernoulli problem (Fig. 5), the default NN outperforms the other non-

random policies by an insignificant margin. This problem is much more difficult than the

flipping Gaussian problem, as evidenced by the regret that grows quickly for every policy

by the end of the trials. The hyperparameter sensitivity plot shows that the feedforward

approach is arguably more robust to hyperparameter choices (Sec. 4.4.3). Although the

best hyperparameters for the recurrent approach outperform the best hyperparameters for

the feedforward approach during hyperparameter search, the (longer and more numerous)

definitive trials lead to the opposite conclusion.

In the sinusoidal Bernoulli problem (Fig. 6), the recurrent policies outperform every

other policy by a significant margin, and their regret grows slowly by the end of the

trials. D-UCB outperforms the default NN policy, which in turn outperforms the best NN

policy. The hyperparameter sensitivity plot also heavily favors the recurrent approach

(Sec. 4.4.3).

In the circular Markov chain problem (Fig. 7), the best RNN policy outperforms the
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remaining policies by a significant margin, and its regret grows slowly by the end of

the trials. However, the default RNN policy exhibits an atypical large variance in regret.

Because the hyperparameter sensitivity plot does not suggest a lack of robustness for the

recurrent approach (Sec. 4.4.3), we decided to investigate the cause of this variance, and

noticed that the default RNN achieves worst than random performance across three of

the ten trials. This suggests that the recurrent approach may benefit from a more careful

initialization of recurrent neural network parameters. Unsurprisingly, the conventional

non-stationary policies are not able to exploit the structure of this problem.

Contextual bandit problems. In the flipping digits problem (Fig. 8), the best RNN

policy outperforms the other non-random policies, which achieve equivalent performance.

This is a difficult problem, as evidenced by the regret that grows quickly for every policy

by the end of the trials.

In the wall-following robot problem (Fig. 9), the recurrent policies outperform the

feedforward policies by a very small margin, and their regret grows slowly by the end of

the dataset. In the flipping vector problem (Fig. 10), the combination of non-stationarity

with high-dimensional observations proves too challenging for all policies.

In the low-frequency rotating vector problem (f = 1/2048, 2 rotations per trial, Fig.

12), the conventional non-stationary policies outperform every other policy. This is not

surprising, since the corresponding algorithms have access to additional knowledge, and

were designed specially for similar problems. More interestingly, in the high-frequency

rotating vector problem (f = 1/32, 120 rotations per trial, Fig. 11), the recurrent policies

significantly outperform every other policy, which once again illustrates the importance

of prediction over reaction in order to exploit periodicity. The success of conventional

36



non-stationary policies is highly dependent on the so-called variation budget (Russac

et al., 2019), which explains their poor performance in environments that change quickly.

The hyperparameter sensitivity plots for contextual problems show that the recurrent

approach is consistently more robust to hyperparameter choices than the feedforward

approach (Sec. 4.4.4).

4.5 Additional experiments

Experiments using the Criteo dataset. In this set of experiments, we evaluate the

default neural policies on bandit problems created by using a sample of 30 days of the

Criteo live traffic data (Diemert et al., 2017). The dataset consists of banners that were

displayed to users, along with contextual information, and a target variable indicating

whether the banner was clicked by the user. We follow the experimental setup used by

Kim and Tewari (2020). Further details are provided in Section 4.1.3.

In the setting with the single abrupt partial flip, the conventional non-stationary bandit

algorithms (SW/D-LinUCB) perform the best (Fig. 22a). The default recurrent policy

performs admirably well considering that the conventional approaches are highly suited

to this problem. Unlike the RNN-based approach, SW-LinUCB and D-LinUCB are

equipped with the inductive bias of a linear model that matches the problem. Furthermore,

they benefit from the additional knowledge of the variation budget, which is used to

set their parameters (window size and discount) according to what minimizes their

theoretical regret. Note that the default hyperparameters of the neural policies are not

tuned for this task.

When we increase the variation budget by constructing an experiment with periodic
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abrupt flips every h steps (Fig. 22b), we observe that the recurrent policy is able to

exploit the periodicity to outperform the other approaches. This effect is similar to the

one seen in the faster rotating vector problem.
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(a) Abrupt partial flip at t = 4000
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(b) Flipping vector (h = 256).

Figure 22: Regret curves for non-stationary bandit problems with the Criteo dataset.

Stationary bandit problems. In these experiments, we present regret curves for

the default policies in stationary variants of the flipping Bernoulli and flipping vector

problems (h → ∞, see Section 4.1.4).
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Figure 23: Stationary Bernoulli.
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Figure 24: Stationary vector.

In the stationary Bernoulli problem (Fig. 23), the regret curves of the default (R)NN

policies are comparable to the curve for the conventional posterior sampling policy for

Bernoulli bandits (Thompson, 1933). In the stationary vector problem (Fig. 24), the

default NN is outperformed by the default RNN, which achieves a performance that is

comparable to LinUCB.
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These experiments indicate that the recurrent neural-linear approach is also capable

of performing well in stationary problems.

Alternatives to posterior sampling. Finally, we present the results of an investi-

gation into whether posterior sampling excels in comparison with simpler exploration

strategies such as ϵ-greedy exploration and Boltzmann exploration, which can also be

combined with recurrent neural-linear features.

We compare posterior sampling with these two alternative strategies in two non-

stationary bandit problems (flipping Gaussian and sinusoidal Bernoulli). For each prob-

lem, we use the same experimental protocol as before to find the best hyperparameters

for each strategy (see Section 4.3). The hyperparameter grid detailed in Table 1 is appro-

priately adapted to consider the ϵ-greedy exploration factors ϵ ∈ {0.01, 0.03, 0.05, 0.1}

and Boltzmann exploration temperatures τk ∈ {0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.05}.
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(a) Flipping Gaussian.
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Figure 25: Comparison between posterior sampling (our approach), ϵ-greedy exploration,

and Boltzmann exploration.

The corresponding regret curves are presented in Fig. 25. Posterior sampling

outperforms the alternative approaches in both problems, which agrees with the results

obtained by Riquelme et al. (2018) for stationary problems.
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5 Conclusion

We introduced an approach to non-stationary contextual bandit problems that learns

to represent the relevant context for a decision based solely on the raw history of

interactions between the agent and the environment. Prior to our work, solving such

problems required carefully handcrafting a historical context, which could introduce

spurious relationships or omit a convenient representation of crucial information; or

employing conventional non-stationary bandit algorithms, whose assumptions had to

coincide with the (typically unknown) underlying changes to the environment. Notably,

our approach is also radically different from previous approaches that are able to exploit

periodic or structured patterns in non-contextual non-stationary bandit problems.

The success of our approach relies on the strong assumption that the expected reward

for any action at a given time step can be predicted as a (fixed but unknown) linear

function of features extracted by a recurrent neural network that was trained to predict

previous rewards. Consequently, it is difficult to provide theoretical guarantees compara-

ble to those provided by conventional bandit algorithms, which is the most significant

drawback of our approach. Nevertheless, our novel analysis for linear posterior sampling

with measurement error may serve as a foundation for future theoretical work.

Our experiments on a diverse selection of non-stationary bandit problems show

that our approach achieves satisfactory performance on problems that can be solved by

conventional non-stationary bandit algorithms, while also being applicable when such

algorithms fail completely. Our approach also consistently outperforms its feedforward

counterpart, which requires handcrafting a historical context, even when its hyperparam-

eters are fixed across very dissimilar environments. These findings make our approach
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particularly appealing when there is limited knowledge about a problem.

Another potential weakness of our approach is the computational cost of backpropa-

gation through time, which is required to train the recurrent neural network. Fortunately,

this issue may be mitigated by reducing the frequency of network training steps (as we

have done), or by employing truncated backpropagation through time. These alternatives

may compromise the quality of the learned contexts.

Because there are no standard benchmarks for non-stationary contextual bandit

algorithms, we employed our own selection of problems, some of which were borrowed

from previous work. Future work could focus on finding, creating, and adapting problems

to further evaluate our approach. We are particularly interested in realistic applications

and adversarial (adaptive) environments.

There are many possibilities for future work besides integrating our approach into

real applications: combining alternative Bayesian recurrent neural network approaches

with posterior sampling; combining recurrent neural-linear features with other contex-

tual linear bandit algorithms; designing specialized recurrent architectures; improving

recurrent neural network parameter initialization; inferring the variance of the reward

distribution; providing theoretical guarantees for restricted classes of problems; and

comparing our approach with additional non-stationary contextual bandit algorithms.
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Appendix

A Linear posterior sampling with measurement error

This appendix presents the details of the proof of Theorem 3.1, which introduces a new

cumulative regret bound for linear posterior sampling with measurement error.

Section 3.1 introduced the linear contextual bandit with measurement error setting.

Appendix A.1 reproduces the proof of Theorem 3.1 which was provided in Section 3.2

with additional details on the asymptotic analysis. Appendices A.2, A.3, A.4, and A.5

contain the key Lemmas required to prove Theorem 3.1.

Our proof also relies on the following definitions and lemmas which are reported for

completeness.

Definition A.1 (Martingale process). A stochastic process (Yt; t ≥ 0) corresponding

to filtration Ft with Yt Ft-measurable, is called martingale w.r.t. Ft if E(Yt − Yt−1 |

Ft−1) = 0, super-martingale w.r.t. Ft if E(Yt − Yt−1 | Ft−1) ≤ 0, and sub-martingale

w.r.t. Ft if E(Yt − Yt−1 | Ft−1) ≤ 0.

Definition A.2 (Sub-Gaussianity). A random variable X is σ-sub-Gaussian if, for all

λ ∈ R,

E (exp (λX)) ≤ exp

(
−λ2σ2

2

)
.

Lemma 1 (Azuma-Hoeffding inequality). If a super-martingale (Yt; t ≥ 0) correspond-

ing to filtration Ft satisfies |Yt − Yt−1| ≤ ct for some constant ct, for all t ∈ [T ], then,
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for any a ∈ R+,

P (YT − Y0 ≥ a) ≤ exp

(
− a2

2
∑T

t=1 c
2
t

)
. (12)

Lemma 2 (Lemma 8 by Agrawal and Goyal (2012)). Let (F ′
t; t ≥ 0) be a filtration,

(mt; t ≥ 1) be a Rd-valued stochastic process such that mt is F ′
t−1-measurable, (ηt; t ≥

1) be a R-valued martingale process (see Definition A.1) such that ηt is Ft-measurable.

For t ≥ 0, let

ξt =
t∑

i=1

ηimi and Mt = Id +
t∑

i=1

mi ⊗mi. (13)

Assuming that ηt is conditionally σ-sub-Gaussian,

∥ξt∥M−1
t

≤ σ

√
d log

(
t+ 1

δ′

)
(14)

with probability 1− δ′.

Lemma 3 (Elliptical potential lemma (Carpentier et al., 2020; Lattimore and Szepesvári,

2019; Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi, 2006)). Let u1,u2, . . . ,uT be any sequence of vectors

in Rd such that ∥ui∥ ≤ 1 for all i ∈ [T ]. For any t ∈ [T ], let

Vt = λId +
t−1∑
i=1

ui ⊗ ui. (15)

Then, we have
T∑
t=1

∥ut∥V−1
t+1

≤

√
Td log

(
T + dλ

dλ

)
. (16)

A.1 Regret of linear posterior sampling with measurement error

Theorem 3.1 (Regret of linear posterior sampling with measurement error). Let xt,k be

a context with measurement error corresponding to the true context x∗
t,k at time step t for
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action k. Suppose that the measurement error satisfies ∥xt,k − x∗
t,k∥ ≤ ϵt for all t ∈ [T ],

k ∈ [K], and some ϵt ∈ R+. For any ϵ ≥ ϵt, under the standard assumptions described

in Section 3.1, the cumulative regret of linear posterior sampling is bounded as

Õ
(
d

3
2

√
T + ϵd

3
2T
)

or Õ
(
d
√
T log(K) + ϵd

√
log(K)T

)
,

whichever is smaller, with probability 1− δ.

Proof outline. Under the assumption that Ew
t holds, we construct a stochastic process(

Yt; t ≥ 0
)

related to the cumulative regret. By Lemma 7, Yt is a super-martingale,

and so we can use the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (see Def. 1) to bound it with high

probability. Finally, we eliminate the dependency on Ew
t by taking a union bound over

the high probability bound from the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality and Lemma 4, which

bounds the probability of the event Ew
t .

Proof. Let
(
Yt =

∑t
i=1 Zi; t ≥ 0

)
be a stochastic process corresponding to Ft where

regret′
t,At

= regrett,At
I {Ew

t } and Zt = regret′
t,At

−4ϵ−44e
√
πgtst,At −

2

t2
.

(17)

By Lemma 7, Yt forms a super-martingale process as

E (Yt − Yt−1) = E (Zt) ≤ 4 + 4ϵ+ 44e
√
πgT = KT .

Using the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality for super-martingale processes,

YT − Y0

KT

≤

√
2T log

(
2

δ

)
(18)

with 1− δ
2

probability.
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Taking the union bound over Lemma 4 and Eq. (18), we can bound the regret as

T∑
t=1

regrett,At
≤4ϵT + 44e

√
πgT5

√
dT log T +

π2

3

+
(
4 + 4ϵ+ 44e

√
πgT

)√
2T log

(
2

δ

)
(19)

with 1− δ probability.

We now proceed to the asymptotic analysis of the regret bound in Eq. (19), which

concludes the proof. Note that the second term of Eq. (19) dominates over the other

terms.

As gT contains min{
√

d log(T ),
√

log(TK)} in its definition, we analyze each of

the two cases separately. Intuitively, the first case happens when the number of actions

K is significantly larger than the dimensionality (
√
d log(T ) <

√
log(TK)). This result

would also hold for K = ∞. The second happens when the dimensionality dominates

over the number of actions (
√

log(TK) <
√

d log(T )).

Case:
√

d log(T ) <
√

log(TK). The regret is in Õ
(
d

3
2

√
T + ϵd

3
2T
)

. Let L =

44 · 5 · e
√
π and R̂ = LgT

√
dT log T . We have

gT =2
√

d log(T ) ·

(
3σ

√
d log

(
T

δ

)
+ ϵ

√
Td log

(
T + d

d

))

+ σ

√
d log

(
T 3

δ

)
+ 1 + ϵ

√
Td log

(
T + d

d

)
. (20)

The second term in Eq. (20) is asymptotically smaller, so we focus on the first term.

Ignoring constant factors, we have

R̂ ≈ d log(T )
√
T ·

(√
d log

(
T

δ

)
+ ϵ

√
Td log

(
T + d

d

))
, (21)

which gives us that the regret is in Õ
(
d

3
2

√
T + ϵd

3
2T
)

, where Õ ignores polylog factors.
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Case:
√

log(TK) <
√

d log(T ). The regret is in Õ
(
d
√
T log(K) + ϵ

√
d log(K)T

3
2

)
.

In this case, we have

gT =2
√
log(TK) ·

(
3σ

√
d log

(
T

δ

)
+ ϵ

√
Td log

(
T + d

d

))

+ σ

√
d log

(
T 3

δ

)
+ 1 + ϵ

√
Td log

(
T + d

d

)
. (22)

For large T and K, this yields

gT ≤2
√

log(T ) log(K) ·

(
3σ

√
d log

(
T

δ

)
+ ϵ

√
Td log

(
T + d

d

))

+ σ

√
d log

(
T 3

δ

)
+ 1 + ϵ

√
Td log

(
T + d

d

)
. (23)

Considering only the dominant term, which is the first, we have

R̂ ≈ log(T )
√

dT log(K) ·

(√
d log

(
T

δ

)
+ ϵ

√
Td log

(
T + d

d

))
, (24)

which gives us the regret in Õ
(
d
√
T log(K) + ϵd

√
log(K)T

)
.

By combining the two cases, the resulting regret bound is in

Õ
(
d

3
2

√
T + ϵd

3
2T
)

or Õ
(
d
√
T log(K) + ϵd

√
log(K)T

)
, (25)

whichever is smaller, with probability 1− δ.

A.2 Lemma 4:

Lemma 4 (Bounding the probability of events Ew
t and EΘ

t ). For all t ≥ 0, 0 < δ < 1,

P (Ew
t ) ≥ 1− δ

t2
and P (EΘ

t | Ft−1) ≥ 1− 1

t2
. (26)

Proof. For the proof of EΘ
t , we refer to the proof of Lemma 1 by Agrawal and Goyal

(2012) since, by construction, the event EΘ
t is a concentration around the mean event for

Gaussian random variables.
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For Ew
t , instead, the proof is substantially different due to the presence of errors-in-

variables.

We use Lemma 2, setting mt = xt,at and ηt = rt,At − x∗
t,at · w which results in

Mt = Bt+1 and ξt =
∑t

i=1(ri,ai − x∗
i,ai

·w)xi,ai . By definition of the filtration, mt is

Ft−1-measurable and ηt is Ft-measurable. Since ηt is also assumed to be conditionally

σ-sub-Gaussian, (ηt, t ≥ 0) forms a martingale process.

In the following, we prove an upper bound for |xt,k · ŵt − x∗
t,k ·w| in terms of ξt

that allows us to use Lemma 2.

Define the matrix forms of previous contexts as Xt =


xT
1,a1

...

xT
t−1,at−1

 and X∗
t =


x∗T

1,a1

...

x∗T
t−1,at−1

.

Writing ξt−1 in matrix form, XT
t rt−XT

t X
∗
tw, we obtain through algebraic manipulations

that

ŵt −w = B−1
t

(
ξt−1 −

(
Bt −XT

t X
∗
t

)
w
)
. (27)

We now have all the elements to start the proof.

By a sequence of applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

|xt,k · ŵt − x∗
t,k ·w| ≤ |xt,k · (ŵt −w)|+ ∥xt,k − x∗

t,k∥∥w∥. (28)

Since ∥w∥ ≤ 1 and ∥xt,k − x∗
t,k∥ ≤ ϵ,

|xt,k · ŵt − x∗
t,k ·w| ≤ |xt,k · (ŵt −w)|+ ϵ. (29)

Combining Eq. (27) with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition of st,k,

|xt,k · ŵt − x∗
t,k ·w| ≤ st,k ∥ξt−1 − (Bt −XT

t X
∗
t )w∥B−1

t
+ ϵ. (30)
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Note that by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 2,

∥ξt−1 −
(
Bt −XT

t X
∗
t

)
w∥B−1

t
≤ σ

√
d log

(
t

δ′

)
+ ∥

(
Bt −XT

t X
∗
t

)
w∥B−1

t
(31)

with probability 1− δ′.

It only remains to bound ∥(Bt −XT
t X

∗
t )w∥B−1

t
.

Using the definition of Bt and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

∥(Bt −XT
t X

∗
t )w∥B−1

t
≤∥w∥B−1

t
+ ∥XT

t (Xt −X∗
t )w∥B−1

t
. (32)

Using ∥w∥ ≤ 1 and converting XT
t X

∗
t to summation form,

∥(Bt −XT
t X

∗
t )w∥B−1

t
≤ 1 + ∥

t−1∑
i=1

xi,ai ⊗ (xi,ai − x∗
i,ai

) ·w∥B−1
t
. (33)

By applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the sum, and using the bounds on the

measurement error and w,

∥(Bt −XT
t X

∗
t )w∥B−1

t
≤ 1 + ϵ

t−1∑
i=1

∥xi,ai∥B−1
t
. (34)

We can observe that the sequence of inverse covariance matrices B−1
1 ,B−1

2 . . .B−1
t is

“decreasing” by construction.

1 + ϵ
t−1∑
i=1

∥xi,ai∥B−1
t

≤ 1 + ϵ
t−1∑
i=1

∥xi,ai∥B−1
i

(35)

Further applying the elliptical potential lemma (see Lemma 3), we get

∥(Bt −XT
t X

∗
t )w∥B−1

t
≤ 1 + ϵ

t−1∑
i=1

∥xi,ai∥B−1
i

≤ 1 + ϵ

√
td log

(
t+ d

d

)
(36)

Combining Eqs. (30), (31), and (34) and setting δ′ = δ
t2

, we obtain that

|xt,k · ŵt − x∗
t,k ·w| ≤ st,k

(
σ

√
d log

(
t3

δ

)
+ 1 + ϵ

√
td log

(
t+ d

d

))
+ ϵ (37)

happens with probability 1− δ
t2

and conclude the proof for Ew
t .
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A.3 Lemma 5:

Lemma 5 (Lower bound for the probability that, for the optimal arm, the predicted mean

exceeds the true mean). For any filtration Ft−1 such that Ew
t is true,

P
(
Θt,a∗t

+ ϵ ≥ x∗
t,a∗t

·w | Ft−1, E
w
t

)
≥ (4e

√
π)−1. (38)

Proof. Recall that, for all k ∈ [K], Θt,k = w̃t · xt,k ∼ N (ŵt · xt,k, ν
2
t s

2
t,k).

Subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation of Θt,a∗ in Eq. (38),

P
(
Θt,a∗t

+ ϵ ≥ x∗
t,a∗t

·w | Ft−1, E
w
t

)
=P

(
Θt,a∗t

− xt,a∗t
· ŵt + ϵ

νtst,a∗t
≥

x∗
t,a∗t

·w − xt,a∗t
· ŵt

νtst,a∗t
| Ft−1

)
.

(39)

Applying the absolute value,

P
(
Θt,a∗t

+ ϵ ≥ x∗
t,a∗t

·w | Ft−1, E
w
t

)
≥P

(
Θt,a∗t

− xt,a∗t
· ŵt

νtst,a∗t
≥

|x∗
t,a∗t

·w − xt,a∗t
· ŵt| − ϵ

νtst,a∗t
| Ft−1

)
.

(40)

Finally, noting that ltst,k ≤ νtst,k and thus
|x∗

t,a∗t
·w−xt,a∗t

·ŵt|−ϵ

νtst,a∗t
≤ 1,

P
(
Θt,a∗t

+ ϵ ≥ x∗
t,a∗t

·w | Ft−1, E
w
t

)
≥P (Z ≥ 1 | Ft−1, E

w
t ) , (41)

where Z ∼ N (0, 1).

The probability of Z ≥ 1 is lower bounded by (4e
√
π)−1 using an anti-concentration

inequality for normally distributed random variables.

A.4 Lemma 6:

Lemma 6 (Bound for the probability of playing saturated arms in terms of the probability

of playing unsaturated arms). For any filtration Ft−1 such that Ew
t is true,

P (at /∈ Ct|Ft−1, E
w
t ) ≥ (4e

√
π)−1 − 1

t2
. (42)
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Proof. Let A =
{
∀k ∈ [K], xt,k · w̃t < Θt,a∗t

| Ft−1, E
w
t

}
and B = {at /∈ Ct|Ft−1, E

w
t }.

Since that action at time t is chosen as at = argmaxat xt,at · w̃t, A implies B, so a lower

bound for the probability of A is a lower bound for the probability of B as well.

In order to get a lower bound on the probability of A, we first upper bound the

absolute difference between the true reward mean and the sampled reward mean from

the posterior using the definitions of the events Ew
t and EΘ

t .

Suppose that both Ew
t and EΘ

t hold. By their definitions and the Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality,

|x∗
t,k ·w − xt,k · w̃t| = |x∗

t,k ·w − xt,k · w̃t ± xt,k · ŵt| ≤ ϵ+ st,kgt. (43)

Hence, for all k ∈ [K],

xt,k · w̃t − x∗
t,k ·w ≤ |xt,k · w̃t − x∗

t,k ·w| ≤ ϵ+ st,kgt. (44)

In particular, for all k ∈ Ct,

xt,k · w̃t − x∗
t,k ·w ≤ x∗

t,a∗t
·w − x∗

t,k ·w − ϵ, (45)

which implies that xt,k · w̃t ≤ x∗
t,a∗t

·w − ϵ.

Let C =
{
x∗
t,a∗t

·w − ϵ < Θt,a∗ | Ft−1, E
w
t

}
. If both C and EΘ

t hold, then A holds

as well, so EΘ
t ∩ C ⊆ A. This can be used to derive a lower bound on the probability of

A:

C = C∩
(
EΘ

t ∪ ĒΘ
t

)
⊆
(
C ∩ EΘ

t

)
∪ĒΘ

t ⊆ A∪ĒΘ
t ⇒ P (A) ≥ P (C)−P (ĒΘ

t ). (46)

Finally, using Lemma 4 for the probability of ĒΘ
t and Lemma 5 for the probability of C,

P (B) ≥ P (A) ≥ P (C)− P (ĒΘ
t ) ≥ (4e

√
π)−1 − t−2, (47)

which concludes the proof.
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A.5 Lemma 7:

Lemma 7 (Bound for the expectation of the regret at each round conditioned on Ew
t ).

For any filtration Ft−1 such that Ew
t is true,

E
(
x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w|Ft−1, E

w
t

)
≤ 4ϵ+ 44e

√
πgtE (st,at | Ft−1, E

w
t ) +

2

t2
. (48)

Proof. Let āt = argmink/∈Ct st,k denote the unsaturated arm with smallest variance.

Note that āt is fixed given a filtration Ft−1, since both st,k and Ct are fixed given Ft−1.

We first lower bound the expected value of the variance st,k of a generic arm k with

the minimal variance across all the arms st,āt .

By the tower property of expectation, the fact that st,k is always positive, Lemma 6, and

the definition of āt,

E(st,at | Ft−1, E
w
t ) ≥E(st,at | Ft−1, E

w
t , a /∈ Ct)P (at /∈ Ct) ≥ st,āt((4e

√
π)−1 − 1

t2
).

(49)

We now bound the instantaneous regret, x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w.

Using the result previously obtained in Eq. (43) and by the definition of saturated arms,

x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w ≤2ϵ+ st,āt + x∗

t,āt ·w − x∗
t,at ·w ± xt,āt · w̃t ± xt,at · w̃t. (50)

Assuming EΘ
t and using Eq. (43) in combination with the fact that xt,at · w̃t ≥ xt,āt · w̃t,

which holds by the argmax action selection,

x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w ≤4ϵ+ gt(2st,āt + st,at). (51)

We can now combine Eqs. (49) and (51) to finalize the proof.
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First, by Eq. (51),

E
(
x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w | Ft−1, E

w
t

)
≤ 4ϵ+ gt(2st,āt + E(st,at | Ft−1, E

w
t ))

+ E(x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w | Ft−1, E

w
t , ĒΘ

t )P (ĒΘ
t ).

(52)

Using Eq. (49), Lemma 4, and the fact that |x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w| ≤ 2,

E(x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w | Ft−1, E

w
t ) ≤ 4ϵ+ gt

(
2

(4e
√
π)−1 − t2

+ 1

)
E(st,at | Ft−1, E

w
t )

+
2

t2
. (53)

Finally, since t2

(4e
√
π)−1−t2

≤ 20e
√
π,

E
(
x∗
t,a∗t

·w − x∗
t,at ·w | Ft−1, E

w
t

)
≤ 4ϵ+ 44e

√
πgtE(st,at | Ft−1, E

w
t ) +

2

t2
, (54)

which concludes the proof.
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