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Abstract

Psychological research shows that enjoyment of many goods is subject to satiation, with
short-term satisfaction declining after repeated exposures to the same item. Nevertheless,
proposed algorithms for powering recommender systems seldom model these dynamics,
instead proceeding as though user preferences were fixed in time. In this work, we introduce
rebounding bandits, a multi-armed bandit setup, where satiation dynamics are modeled as
time-invariant linear dynamical systems. Expected rewards for each arm decline monotonically
with consecutive exposures to it and rebound towards the initial reward whenever that arm
is not pulled. Unlike classical bandit settings, methods for tackling rebounding bandits must
plan ahead and model-based methods rely on estimating the parameters of the satiation
dynamics. We characterize the planning problem, showing that the greedy policy is optimal
when the arms exhibit identical deterministic dynamics. To address stochastic satiation
dynamics with unknown parameters, we propose Explore-Estimate-Plan (EEP), an algorithm
that pulls arms methodically, estimates the system dynamics, and then plans accordingly.

1 Introduction

Recommender systems suggest such diverse items as music, news, restaurants, and even job
candidates. Practitioners hope that by leveraging historical interactions, they might provide
services better aligned with their users’ preferences. However, despite their ubiquity in application,
the dominant learning framework suffers several conceptual gaps that can result in misalignment
between machine behavior and human preferences. For example, because human preferences are
seldom directly observed, these systems are typically trained on the available observational data
(e.g., purchases, ratings, or clicks) with the objective of predicting customer behavior [4, 27].
Problematically, such observations tend to be confounded (reflecting exposure bias due to the
current recommender system) and subject to censoring (e.g., users with strong opinions are more
likely to write reviews) [41, [16].

Even if we could directly observe the utility experienced by each user, we might expect it to
depend, in part, on the history of past items consumed. For example, consider the task of
automated (music) playlisting. As a user is made to listen to the same song over and over again,
we might expect that the utility derived from each consecutive listen would decline [35]. However,
after listening to other music for some time, we might expect the utility associated with that
song to bounce back towards its baseline level. Similarly, a diner served pizza for lunch might
feel diminished pleasure upon eating pizza again for dinner.

The psychology literature on satiation formalizes the idea that enjoyment depends not only on
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one’s intrinsic preference for a given product but also on the sequence of previous exposures
and the time between them [3] [6]. Research on satiation dates to the 1960s (if not earlier) with
early studies addressing brand loyalty [42] 28]. Interestingly, even after controlling for marketing
variables like price, product design, promotion, etc., researchers still observe brand-switching
behavior in consumers. Such behavior, referred as variety seeking, has often been explained as a
consequence of utility associated with the change itself [25] [I7]. For a comprehensive review on
hedonic decline caused by repeated exposure to a stimulus, we refer the readers to [11].

In this paper, we introduce rebounding bandits, a multi-armed bandits (MABs) [37] framework
that models satiation via linear dynamical systems. While traditional MABs draw rewards from
fized but unknown distributions, rebounding bandits allow each arm’s rewards to evolve as a
function of both the per-arm characteristics (susceptibility to satiation and speed of rebounding)
and the historical pulls (e.g., past recommendations). In rebounding bandits, even if the dynamics
are known and deterministic, selecting the optimal sequence of T" arms to play requires planning in
a Markov decision process (MDP) whose state space scales exponentially in the horizon 7. When
the satiation dynamics are known and stochastic, the states are only partially observable, since
the satiation of each arm evolves with (unobserved) stochastic noises between pulls. And when
the satiation dynamics are unknown, learning requires that we identify a stochastic dynamical
system.

We propose Explore-Estimate-Plan (EEP) an algorithm that (i) collects data by pulling each
arm repeatedly, (ii) estimates the dynamics using this dataset; and (iii) plans using the estimated
parameters. We provide guarantees for our estimators in § and bound EEP’s regret in

§06.3

Our main contributions are: (i) the rebounding bandits problem (§3]), (ii) analysis showing that
when arms share rewards and (deterministic) dynamics, the optimal policy pulls arms cyclically,
exhibiting variety-seeking behavior (§4.1)); (iii) an estimator (for learning the satiation dynamics)
along with a sample complexity bound for identifying an affine dynamical system using a single
trajectory of data (§6.2); (iv) EEP, an algorithm for learning with unknown stochastic dynamics
that achieves sublinear w-step lookahead regret [34] (§6]); and (v) experiments demonstrating
EEP’s efficacy (§7).

2 Related Work

Satiation effects have been addressed by such diverse disciplines as psychology, marketing,
operations research, and recommendation systems. In the psychology and marketing literatures,
satiation has been proposed as an explanation for variety-seeking consumer behavior [11], 25, [26].
In operations research, addressing continuous consumption decisions, [3] propose a deterministic
linear dynamical system to model satiation effects. In the recommendation systems community,
researchers have used semi-Markov models to explicitly model two states: (i) sensitization—
where the user is highly interested in the product; and (ii) boredom—where the user is not
engaged [18].

The bandits literature has proposed a variety of extensions where rewards depend on past
exposures, both to address satiation and other phenomena. [14] 21], 39] tackle settings where each
arm’s expected reward grows (or shrinks) monotonically in the number of pulls. By contrast,
[19. 2l [7] propose models where rewards increase as a function of the time elapsed since the last
pull. [34] model the expected reward as a function of the time since the last pull drawn from a
Gaussian Process with known kernel. [43] propose a model where rewards are linear functions of
the recent history of actions and [29] model the reward as a function of a context that evolves
according to known deterministic dynamics. In rested bandits [12], an arm’s rewards changes
only when it is played, and in restless bandits [44] rewards evolve independently from the play of
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Figure 1: These plots illustrate the satiation level and reward of an arm from time 1 to 30. The
two plots are generated with the same pull sequence, base rewards by = 3 and realized noises
with variance o, = .1. In Figure v = .5 and A\, = 3. In Figure [Ib] v, = .8 and Ay = 1.5.
In both cases, the arm has started with 0 as its base satiation level. Black dashed line: the
satiation level. Red solid line: the reward. Blue dots: time steps where the arm is pulled.

each arm.

Key Differences This may be the first bandits paper to model evolving rewards through
continuous-state linear stochastic dynamical systems with unknown parameters. Our framework
captures several important aspects of satiation: rewards decline by diminishing amounts with
consecutive pulls and rebound towards the baseline with disuse. Unlike models that depend only
on fixed windows or the time since the last pull, our model expresses satiation more organically
as a quantity that evolves according to stochastic dynamics and is shocked (upward) by pulls.
To estimate the reward dynamics, we leverage recent advances in the identification of linear
dynamical systems [40] 38] that rely on the theory of self-normalized processes [33| 1] and block
martingale conditions [40].

3 Rebounding Bandits Problem Setup

Consider the set of K arms [K] := {1,..., K} with bounded base rewards by, ...,bx. Given a
horizon T, a policy my.p := (71,...,7p) is a sequence of actions, where 7, € [K| depends on past
actions and observed rewards. For any arm k € [K|, we denote its pull history from 0 to T" as
the binary sequence u 0.7 = (U, - - ., Uk 1), Where upo =0 and for t € [T], up, = 1if 7 = k
and uy ¢ = 0 otherwise. The subsequence of uy o7 from t; to ¢y (including both endpoints) is
denoted by wuy ¢, .4,-

At time ¢, each arm k has a satiation level s;; that depends on a satiation retention factor
vk € [0,1), as follows

Skt = Ve (Ski1 + Uk t1) + 2kio1, VE > L, (1)

where t’g = ming{t : wupy = 1} is the first time arm & is pulled and 23,1 is independent and
identically distributed noise drawn from A(0, 02), accounting for incidental (uncorrelated) factors
in the satiation dynamics. Because satiation requires exposure, arms only begin to have nonzero
satiation levels after their first pull, ie., sp0=... = Sk ik = 0.

At time t € [T, if arm k is played with a current satiation level s;, the agent receives reward
Mkt = by, — Agsk¢, where by is the base reward for arm k£ and Ay > 0 is a bounded ezposure
influence factor. We use satiation influence to denote the product of the exposure influence
factor A\, and the satiation level sy ;. In Figure (I} we show how rewards evolve in response to
both pulls and the stochastic dynamics under two sets of parameters. The expected reward of



arm k (where the expectation is taken over all noises associated with the arm) monotonically
decreases by diminishing amounts with consecutive pulls and increases with disuse by diminishing
amounts.

Remark 1 (negative expected reward). We note that there exist choices of by, vx, A\x for which
the expected reward of arm k can be negative. In the traditional bandits setup, one must pull
an arm at every time step. Thus, what matters are the relative rewards and the problem is
mathematically identical, regardless of whether the expected rewards range from —10 to 0 or 0
to 10. In addition, one might construct settings where negative expected rewards are reasonable.
For example, when one of the arms corresponds to no recommendation with 0 being its expected
reward (e.g., by = 0, A\ = 0), then the interpretation of negative expected reward would be that
the corresponding arm (item) is less preferred relative to not being recommended.

Given horizon T > 1, we seek an optimal pull sequence 7.7, where 7m; depends on past rewards
and actions (71, fr; 15+ T—1, ry_y1,t—1) and maximizes the expected cumulative reward:

Gr(mir) =B [ L1 ima] @

Additional Notation Let 7 = maxc(x] 7% and A= maxe(g] Ak- We use a S bwhena < Cb
for some positive constant C'.

4 Planning with Known Dynamics

Before we can hope to learn an optimal policy with unknown stochastic dynamics, we need
to establish a procedure for planning when the satiation retention factors, exposure influence
factors, and base rewards are known. We begin by presenting several planning strategies and
analyzing them under deterministic dynamics, where the past pulls exactly determine each arm’s
satiation level, i.e., sp ;s = Yi(spt—1 + upt—1), Vt > tlg. With some abuse of notation, at time
t > 2, given a pull sequence uy o.t—1, we can express the satiation and the expectedﬂ reward of
each arm as

skt (U 04—1) = Ve (Skt—1 + Uk t—1) = Ve (W (Ska—2 + Uk g—2)) + Vel t—1 = Dovey Vo Uk i,
et (Uk,0:—1) = b — Ag (Zf;% VZ_iuk,i> . (3)

At time ¢t = 1, we have that s 1(ug0.0) = 0 and g 1(uk00) = bg for all k& € [K]. Since the
arm parameters {\g, Vi, bk}le are known, our goal simplifies to finding a pull sequence that
solves the following bilinear integer program:

K SN Su=1, Ve
max SN kg <bk = Ak ZWZ_ZUk,z) L BT ’ (4)
B k=1 =1 i=0 ugs € {0,1}, upo =0, Vk € [K],Vt € [T]

where the objective maximizes the expected cumulative reward associated with the pull sequence
and the constraints ensure that at each time period we pull exactly one arm. Note that includes
products of decision variables uy; leading to bilinear terms in the objective. In Appendix @, we
provide an equivalent integer linear program.

We use “expected reward” to emphasize that all results in this section also apply to settings where the satiation
dynamics are deterministic but the rewards are stochastic, i.e., pr,: = by — AkSk,¢ + €+ for independent mean-zero
noises ey ¢.



4.1 The Greedy Policy

At each step, the greedy policy 9 picks the arm with the highest instantaneous expected reward.
Formally, at time ¢, given the pull history {uk,O:t—l}szla the greedy policy picks

T € argmax i s (U 0:4—1)-
ke[K]

In order to break ties, when all arms have the same expected reward, the greedy policy chooses
the arm with the lowest index.

Note that the greedy policy is not, in general, optimal. Sometimes, we are better off allowing the
current best arm to rebound even further, before pulling it again.

Example 1. Consider the case with two arms. Suppose that arm 1 has base reward by, satiation
retention factor v1 € (0,1), and exposure influence factor \y = 1. For any fixed time horizon
T > 2, suppose that arm 2 has by = by + % where vo € (0,1) and Ay = 1. The greedy policy
WiJ:T will keep pulling arm 2 until time T — 1 and then play arm 1 (or arm 2) at time T'. This
is true because if we keep pulling arm 2 until T — 1, at time T, we have pa r(ug0.7-1) = b1 =
w17 (u10m—1). However, the policy nl.p, where m =2 ift <T =2, n}_; =1, and 7l = 2,
obtains a higher expected cumulative reward. In particular, the difference Gp(wl.p) — Gr(7.r)

will be 9 — fyg_l.

4.2 When is Greedy Optimal?

When the satiation retention factors v = 0 for all k € [K], i.e., when the satiation effect is always
0, we know that the greedy policy (which always plays the arm with the highest instantaneous
expected reward) is optimal. However, when satiation can be nonzero, it is less clear under
what conditions the greedy policy performs optimally. This question is of special interest when
we consider human decision-making, since we cannot expect people to solve large-scale bilinear
integer programs every time they pick music to listen to.

In this section, we show that when all arms share the same properties (yx, Ak, by are identical for
k € [K]), the greedy policy is optimal. In this case, the greedy policy exhibits variety-seeking
behavior as it plays the arms cyclically. Interestingly, this condition aligns with early research
that has motivated studies on satiation [42, 28]: when controlling for marketing variables (e.g.,
the arm parameters 7y, Ag, b ), researchers still observe variety-seeking behaviors of consumers
(e.g., playing arms in a cyclic order).

Assumption 1. vy =...=vg =7, M1 =...= g =\, and by =...=bg =0b.
We start with characterizing the greedy policy when Assumption [I] holds.

Lemma 1 (Greedy Policy Characterization). Under Assumption |1 and the tie-breaking rule
that when all arms have the same expected reward, the greedy policy chooses the one with the
lowest arm indezx, the sequence of arms pulled by the greedy policy forms a periodic sequence:
m=1m=2- 7 =K, and my g = m, ¥t € N,

In this case, the greedy policy is equivalent to playing the arms in a cyclic order. All proofs for
the paper are deferred to the Appendices.

Theorem 1. Under Assumption given any horizon T, the greedy policy Wf:T s optimal.

Remark 2. Theorem (1| suggests that when the (deterministic) satiation dynamics and base
rewards are identical across arms, planning does not require knowledge of those parameters.



Lemma [I]and Theorem []lead us to conclude the following result: when recommending items that
share the same properties, the best strategy is to show the users a variety of recommendations
by following the greedy policy.

On a related note, Theorem [I] also gives an exact Max K-Cut of a complete graph K7 on T
vertices, where the edge weight connecting vertices i and j is given by e(i, j) = M7= for i # j.
The Max K-Cut problem partitions the vertices of a graph into K subsets Py, ... Pk, such that
the sum of the edge weights connecting the subsets are maximized [10]. Mapping the Max K-Cut
problem back to our original setup, each vertex represents a time step. If vertex ¢ is assigned to
subset Py, it suggests that arm & should be played at time 7. The edge weights e(i, j) = M7=l for
i # j can be seen as the reduction in satiation influence achieved by not playing the same arm at
both time ¢ and time j. The goal is to maximize the total satiation influence reduction.

Proposition 2 (Connection to Max K-Cut). Under Assumption an optimal solution to
is given by a Max K-Cut on K, where Kt is a complete graph on T vertices with edge weights

e(i,j) = M= for all i # j.

Using Lemma [I] and Theorem [I we obtain that an exact Max K-Cut of Kr is given by
Vk € [K],P, ={t € [T] : t = k (mod K)}, which may be a result of separate interest.

4.3 The w-lookahead Policy

To model settings where the arms correspond to items with different characteristics (e.g., we
can enjoy tacos on consecutive days but require time to recover from a trip to the steakhouse)
we must allow the satiation parameters to vary across arms. Here, the greedy policy may
not be optimal. Thus, we consider more general lookahead policies (the greedy policy is a
special case). Given a window of size w and the current satiation levels, the w-lookahead policy
picks actions to maximize the total reward over the next w time steps. Let [ denote [T/w].
Define t; = min{iw, T} for ¢ € [l] and ty = 0. More formally, the w-lookahead policy 7’} is
defined as follows: for any ¢ € [I], given the previously chosen arms’ corresponding pull histories
{“11;),0:1;1-_1}5:1 where up'y = 0 and uy, = 1 if (and only if) m = k, the next w (or 7' mod w)
actions 7 ., are given by

t; Uk,0:t,—1 = u}cU,O:ti,l’ Vk € [KL
Jmax 0 >0 pma(umoe1) s Sy uge =1 Ve [T), 5)
S =t upy € {0,1}, Vk € [K],t € [t:]

In the case of a tie, one can pick any of the sequences that maximize . We recover the greedy
policy when the window size w = 1, and finding the w-lookahead policy for the window size
w =T is equivalent to solving .

Remark 3. Another reasonable lookahead policy, which requires planning ahead at every time
step, would be the following: at every time ¢, plan for the next w actions and follow them for a
single time step. Studying the performance of such a policy is of future interest. To lighten the
computational load, we adopt the current w-lookahead policy which only requires planning every
w time steps.

For the rest of the paper, we use Lookahead({\, vk, bk}, {ug o, MK tio1,t;) to refer to the

solution of , where the arm parameters are { A, v, bk}szl, the historical pull sequences of all
arms till time ;1 are given by {u%}():ti,l}llev and the solution corresponds to the actions that
should be taken for the next t; — ¢;_1 time steps.

Theorem 2. Given any horizon T, let 7i. be a solution to . For a fized window size w < T,
we have that B
(=)

Gr(ni.r) — Gr(nilp) < 1—7)2

1T /w].

(@)



Remark 4. Note that when w = T, the w-lookahead policy by definition is the optimal policy and in
such case, the upper bound for the optimality gap of w-lookahead established in Theorem [2|is also
0. In contrast to the optimal policy, the computational benefit of the w-lookahead policy becomes
apparent when the horizon T' is large since it requires solving for a much smaller program .
In general, the w-lookahead policy is expected to perform much better than the greedy policy
(which corresponds to the case of w = 1) at the expense of a higher computational cost. Finally,
we note that for the window size of w = v/T, we obtain Gr(n%.;) — Gr(1¥r) < O(VT).

5 Learning with Unknown Dynamics: Preliminaries

When the satiation dynamics are unknown and stochastic (o, > 0), the learner faces a continuous-
state partially observable MDP because the satiation levels are not observable. To set the stage,
we first introduce our state representation (§ and a regret-based performance measure (§ .
In the next section, we will introduce EEP, our algorithm for rebounding bandits.

5.1 State Representation

Following [32], at any time ¢ € [T], we define a state vector z; in the state space X to be
@ = (T14, N1, T2t, N2t, .., TR, MK ), Where ng; € N is the number of steps at time ¢ since
arm k was last selected and xj; is the satiation influence (product of A\, and the satiation level)
as of the most recent pull of arm k. Since the most recent pull happens at ¢ — ny;, we have
Tpt = by — Pl t—ngy = )\kSk,t—nk,t- Recall that Fle,t—ny s is the reward collected by pulling arm
k at time t — ng;. Note that by is directly observed when arm k is pulled for the first time
because there is no satiation effect. The state at the first time step is 1 = (0,...,0). Transitions
between two states x; and x;y1 are defined as follows: If arm k is chosen at time ¢, and reward
[kt is obtained, then the next state x4 will satisfy (i) for the pulled arm k, ng 441 = 1 and
Thp1 = b — pg e (ii) for other arms k' # k, ngy p41 = g ¢+ 1 gy # 0, g 41 = 0if gy = 0,
and the satiation influence remains the same xp ;11 = T/ .

Given {vk, Ak, bx }_|, the reward function r : X x [K] — R represents the expected reward of
pulling arm k under state x;:

If ngy = 0, then r(ay, k) = b If ngy > 1, r(x, k) = by, — *y,?k’txm — /\k*yzk’t, which equals
E[prt|z¢], where the expectation is taken over the noises in between the current pull and the
last pull of arm k. See Appendix for the full description of the MDP setup (including the
transition kernel and value function definition) of rebounding bandits.

5.2 Evaluation Criteria: w-step Lookahead Regret

In reinforcement learning (RL), the performance of a learner is often measured through a regret
that compares the expected cumulative reward obtained by the learner against that of an optimal
policy in a competitor class [20]. In most episodic (e.g., finite horizon) RL literature [31, [15],
regrets are defined in terms of episodes. In such cases, the initial state is reset (e.g., to a fixed
state) after each episode ends, independent of previous actions taken by the leaner. Unlike these
episodic RL setups, in rebounding bandits, we cannot restart from the initial state because the
satiation level cannot be reset and user’s memory depends on past received recommendations.
Instead, [34] proposed a version of w-step lookahead regret that divides the T' time steps into
[T/w] episodes where each episode (besides the last) consists of w time steps. At the beginning
of each episode, the initial state is reset but depends on how the learner has interacted with the
user previously. In particular, at the beginning of episode ¢ + 1 (at time t = iw + 1), given that
the learner has played 1.5, with corresponding pull sequence uy, o.;,, for k € [K], we reset the
initial state to be &' = (11 jw+1(U1,0:w), M1 w1, - - - s LK iw+1 (UK, 0:iw)s VK iw+1) Where g ¢(-) is
defined in and ny i1 is the number of steps since arm k is last pulled by the learner as of

7



time iw + 1. Then, given the learner’s policy 7.7, where m : X — [K], the w-step lookahead
regret, against a competitor class C* (which we define later), is defined as follows:

w T/w]—1 min{w,T"—iw ~
Reg"(T) = Y1001 maxz, , ccv E [Zj:l{ D (it g, 7 (w5)

Tiw+1 = fl:l]

min{w,T"—iw} i
—E Zj:1 T(Tiwtj, Tiwti (Tiw+j)) | Tiwt1 = ﬂfl} ) (6)
where the expectation is taken over Tiy+2, .- Tmin{(i+1)w,7}-

The competitor class C* that we have chosen consists of policies that depend on time steps,
e, C¥ = {71 : Tt = T(xe) = Te(x}), T € [K],Vt € [w], x4, 2} € X} . We note that C* subsumes
many traditional competitor classes in bandits literature, including the class of fixed-action
policies considered in adversarial bandits [20] and the class of periodic ranking policies [7]. In our
paper, the w-lookahead policy (including the T-lookahead policy given by ) is a time-dependent
policy that belongs to CV, since at time ¢, it will play a fixed action by solving using the
true reward parameters { A, Yk, bk}le. The time-dependent competitor class C* differs from a
state-dependent competitor class which includes all measurable functions 7; that map from X to
[K]. The state-dependent competitor class contains the optimal policy 7* where 7} (x;) depends
on not just the time step but also the exact state x;. Finding the optimal state-dependent policy
requires optimal planning for a continuous-state MDP, which relies on state space discretizion [31]
or function approximation (e.g., approximate dynamic programming algorithms [30, 9] [36]). In
Appendix [C] we provide discussion and analysis on an algorithm compared against the optimal
state-dependent policy. We proceed the rest of the main paper with C* defined above.

When w = 1, the 1-step lookahead regret is also known as the instantaneous regret, which is
commonly used in restless bandits literature and some nonstationary bandits papers including [29].
Note that low instantaneous regret does not imply high expected cumulative reward in the long-
term, i.e., one may benefit more by waiting for certain arms to rebound. When w = T, we
recover the full horizon regret. As we have noted earlier, finding the optimal competitor policy
in this case is computationally intractable because the number of states, even when the satiation
dynamics are deterministic, grows exponentially with the horizon T'. Finally, we note that the
w-step lookahead regret can be obtained for not just policies designed to look w steps ahead but
any given policy. For a more comprehensive discussion on these notions of regret, see [34], Section
4].

6 Explore-Estimate-Plan

We now present Ezplore-Estimate-Plan (EEP), an algorithm for learning in rebounding bandits
with stochastic dynamics and unknown parameters, that (i) collects data by pulling each arm a
fixed number of times; (ii) estimates the model’s parameters based on the logged data; and then
(iii) plans according to the estimated model. Finally, we analyze EEP’s regret.

Because each arm’s base reward is known from the first pull, whenever arm k& is pulled at
time ¢ and ng; # 0, we measure the satiation influence Agsy ¢, which becomes the next state

T t+1:

Nk ¢ Nk ¢ ngt—1 5
Tpt+1 = )\ksk,t = )\lﬂk Skt—ny + )\kﬁk + A Zi:o ’Y;Zgzk,t—l—i
Nkt Nkt nk,t—l 1
=V Thtt+l-ng: + )\k’Yk + Ak Zizo ’YIZZk,tflfi- (7)
We note that the current state zy; equals xp¢11-p,,, Since Ty y1—n, , is the last observed
satiation influence for arm k and ny; is the number of steps since arm k was last pulled.



6.1 The Exploration Phase: Repeated Pulls

We collect a dataset P} by consecutively pulling each arm n+1 times, in turn, where n > |72%/3 /K |
(Line 4-7 of Algorithm . Specifically, for each arm k € [K], the dataset P}’ contains a single
trajectory of n+41 observed satiation influences 2y 1, ..., Zpnt1, where T = 0 and & ; (j > 1) is
the difference between the first reward and the j-th reward from arm k. Thus, for 2y ;, Ty j+1 € Py,
using with ny; = 1 (because pulls are consecutive), it follows that

Tk jt1 = VeThyj + di + 25, (8)

where d, = Apy, and 2, ; are independent samples from N(O,Ug k) with afk = )\zoz. In
Appendix we discuss other exploration strategies (e.g., playing the arms cyclically) for EEP
and their regret guarantees.

6.2 Estimating the Reward Model and Satiation Dynamics

For all k € [K], given the dataset P}, we estimate Ay = (v, dy,) " using the ordinary least squares
estimator:
Ay, € argmin || Yy — XA,
AeR?
where Yy € R" is an n-dimensional vector whose j-th entry is 7y, ;41 and Xy € R™2 takes as its
Jj-th row the vector Zy, ; = (T, 1)T, i.e., Tj j41 is treated to be the response to the covariates
Ty j. This suggests that

~ A - T \ 1< T
A, = <ka) - (Xk Xk) Xy Y, 9)
k

and we take A = |dj/Fk-

The difficulty in analyzing the ordinary least squares estimator @ for identifying an affine
dynamical system using a single trajectory of data comes from the fact that the samples are
not independent. Asymptotic guarantees of the ordinary least squares estimators in this case have
been studied previously in the control theory and time series communities [13] 22]. Recent work
on system identifications for linear dynamical systems focuses on the sample complexity [40, 38].
Adapting the proof of [40, Theorem 2.4|, we derive the following theorem for identifying our
affine dynamical system (8)).

Theorem 3. Fiz § € (0,1). For all k € [K], there exists a constant ny(0, k) such that if the
dataset P} satisfies n > ng(6, k), then

P (1A — Aull: 2 V1/(m)) <6,

2 2 2
B . Uz,k(li’yk) Uz,k
where 1 = \/mm { 163 (1—y7)+(1—w)?0Z " 4(1—7) [°

As shown in Theorem when di, = Ak gets larger, the convergence rate for 121:@ gets slower. Given
a single trajectory of sufficient length, we obtain |y — x| < O(1/4/n) and |di — di| < O(1//n).
In Corollary 4} we show that the estimator of A also achieves O(1/4/n) estimation error.

Corollary 4. Fiz § € (0,1). Suppose that for all k € [K], we have P(|| Ay — Aglla = 1/v/n) <6
and A > 0. Then, with probability 1 — §, we have that for all k € K],

N 1 ~ 1
_ < N — < — .
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Algorithm 1: w-lookahead Explore-Estimate-Plan

Input: Lookahead window size w, Number of arms K, Horizon T
Initialize ¢ = 1, 1.7 to be an empty array of length T and T = T2/3 + w — (T?/3 mod w).
fork=1,..., K do
Set ¢ = ¢ and initialize an empty array P}.
for c:O,...,LT/KJ do
Play arm k to obtain reward p 4. and add pg ¢ — pg g4 to Py
Set m; = k and increase t by 1.
end

Obtain %,Ek using the estimator @D, set Xk = |c/l\k//7\k| and Zk = -
end
Let ty = T, set Ty = (1,..., T—t+ 1), and play mgq,.
forizl,...,[%w do
Set t; = min{t,_1 +w,T}.
Obtain 7y, 414, = Lookahead({/)\\k,fy\k,?)\k}le, {uk,OZti—l}kK:17 ti—1,t;) where
{uk70;ti71}kK:1 are the arm pull histories correspond to my.¢, ;.
Play ¢, 4+1,4,-
end

6.3 Planning and Regret Bound

In the planning stage of Algorithm [1| (Line 11-15), at time ¢;_1 + 1, the next w arms to play are
obtained through the Lookahead function defined in based on the estimated parameters from
the estimation stage (Line 8). Using the results in Corollary |4l we obtain the following sublinear
regret bound for w-lookahead EEP.

Theorem 5. There exists a constant Ty such that for all T > Ty and w < T?/3, the w-step
lookahead regret of w-lookahead Explore-Estimate-Plan satisfies

Reg®(T) < O(K'Y?T%31ogT).

Remark 5. The fact that EEP incurs a regret of order O(TQ/ 3) is expected for two reasons: First,
EEP can be viewed as an explore-then-commit (ETC) algorithm that first explores then exploits.
The regret of EEP resembles the O(TQ/ 3) regret of the ETC algorithm in the classical K-armed
bandits setting [20]. In rebounding bandits, the fundamental obstacle to mixing the exploration
and exploitation stages is the need to estimate the satiation dynamics. When the rewards of each
arm are not observed periodically, the obtained satiation influences can no longer be viewed as
samples from the same time-invariant affine dynamical system, since the parameters of the system
depend on the duration between pulls. In practice, one may utilize the maximum likelihood
estimator to obtain estimates of the reward parameters but obtaining the sample complexity of
such an estimator with dependent data is difficult. Second, it has been shown in [5] that when
the rewards of the arms have temporal variation that depends on the horizon T', the worst case
instantaneous regret has a lower bound Q(7%/3). On the other hand, in K-armed bandits, the
regret (following the classical definition [20]) is lower bounded by Q(T"/2), and can be attained
by methods like the upper confidence bound algorithm [20]. Precisely characterizing the regret
lower bound for rebounding bandits is of future interest.

7 Experiments

We now evaluate the performance of EEP experimentally, separately investigating the sample effi-
ciency of our proposed estimators @ for learning the satiation and reward models (Figure [2)) and

10
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Figure 2: Figure 2a] and |2b| are the log-log plots of absolute errors of 4, and Xk with respect to
the number of samples n in a single trajectory. The results are averaged over 30 random runs,
where the shaded area represents one standard deviation.
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Figure 3: Figure |3a shows the expected cumulative reward collected by the T-lookahead policy
(red line) and w-lookahead policy (blue dots) when T' = 30. Figure [3b| shows the log-log plot
of the w-step lookahead regret of w-lookahead EEP under different T' averaged over 20 random
runs.

the computational performance of the w-lookahead policies (b)) (Figure . For the experimental
setup, we have 5 arms with satiation retention factors v; = v = .5,73 = .6,74 = .7,75 = .8,
exposure influence factors Ay = 1, Ao = A3 = 3, \y = A5 = 2, base rewards by = 2,by = 3,b3 =
4,by = 2,b5 = 10, and noise with variance o, = 0.1.

Parameter Estimation We first evaluate our proposed estimator for using a single trajectory
per arm to estimate the arm parameters g, ;. In Figure 2] we show the absolute error (averaged
over 30 random runs) between the estimated parameters and the true parameters for each arm.
Aligning with our theoretical guarantees (Corollary |4)), the log-log plots show that the convergence
rate of the absolute error is on the scale of O(n=1/2).

w-lookahead Performance To evaluate w-lookahead policies, we solve using the true
reward parameters and report expected cumulative rewards of the obtained w-lookahead policies
(Figure . Recall that the greedy policy is precisely the 1-lookahead policy. In order to solve
the resulting integer programs, we use Gurobi 9.1 [23] and set the number of threads for solving
the problem to 10. When 7' = 30, the T-lookahead policy (expected cumulative rewards given
by the red line in Figure solved through is obtained in 1610s. On the other hand, all
w-lookahead policies (expected cumulative rewards given by the blue dots in Figure for w in
between 1 and 15 are solved within 2s. We provide the results when 7' = 100 in Appendix [G]
Despite using significantly lower computational time, w-lookahead policies achieve a similar
expected cumulative reward to the T-lookahead policy.

EEP Performance We evaluate the performance of EEP when T ranges from 60 to 400. For
each horizon T', we examine the w-step lookahead regret of w-lookahead EEP where w = 2,5, 8, 10.
All results are averaged over 20 random runs. As T increases, the exploration stage of EEP
becomes longer, which results in collecting more data for estimating the reward parameters
and lower variance of the parameter estimators. We fit a line for the regrets with the same
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lookahead size w to examine the order of the regret with respect to the horizon T'. The slopes of
the lines (see Figure S legend) are close to 2/3, which aligns with our theoretical guarantees
(Theorem [3)), i.e., the regrets are on the order of O(T 2/ 3). In Appendix |G| we present additional
experimental setups and results.

8 Conclusions

While our work has taken strides towards modeling the exposure-dependent evolution of pref-
erences through dynamical systems, there are many avenues for future work. First, while our
satiation dynamics are independent across arms, a natural extension might allow interactions
among the arms. For example, a diner sick of pizza after too many trips to Di Fara’s, likely
would also avoid Grimaldi’s until the satiation effect wore off. On the system identification side,
we might overcome our reliance on evenly spaced pulls, producing more adaptive algorithms
(e.g., optimism-based algorithms) that can refine their estimates, improving the agent’s policy
even past the pure exploration period. Finally, our satiation model captures just one plausible
dynamic according to which preferences might evolve in response to past recommendations.
Characterizing other such dynamics (e.g., the formation of brand loyalty where the rewards of an
arm increase with more pulls) in bandits setups is of future interest.
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A Integer Linear Programming Formulation

The bilinear integer program of admits the following equivalent linear integer programming

formulation:
t—1
e 3 Y - Y s
kit *k,t,i kE[K] tE[T] i=0
s.t. Z ugs = 1, vt € [T7,
ke[K]

Vk € [K],t € [T),i €{0,...,t —1},

2kt S Ukiy Zkiti < Uk, Uk + Uk — 1 < 2k 44,

Ukt € {0, 1}, Uk,0 = 0, Vk € [K],t € [T],
2kt € {0, 1}, Vk e [K|,t € [T],i €{0,...,t —1}.
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B Proofs and Discussion of Section 4]

B.1 Proof of Lemma (1l

Proof. When the expected rewards of all arms are the same, we know that the arm with the
lowest index will be chosen and thus the first K pulls will be m; = 1,...,7x = K. We will
complete the proof through induction. Suppose that the greedy pull sequence is periodic with
m =1,...,mx = K and m; x = m until time h > K. We define k' to be h mod K and n to
be (h — k')/K. We will show that mp41 = 1 if 7, = K and 7,41 = 7, + 1 otherwise. When
kK =0 (ie., 7, = K), all arms have been pulled exactly n times as of time h. By the induction
assumption, we know that uy 1.,—x = U2 2.h—K+1 = ... = Uk K:n, Which implies that last time
when each arm is pulled, all of them have the same expected rewards, i.e.,

P h—K+1(U1,0h—K) = Hoh—K+2(U2,0:h—K+1) = -+ = UK, (UK 0:h—1)-
Moreover, w1 p—k+1:n = (1,0,---0), ugp—r+1:n = (1, 0,---0), -+, ugpn = (1).
—— ——
K times K-1 times

Therefore, by , at time h 4+ 1, arm 1 has the highest expected reward and will be chosen. In
the case where k' > 0 (i.e., m, = k'), we let A’ := h — k’. We have that p p—x+1(u100—-K) =

oo = prp(Uron—1) and s = sy g (U on—k) = ... = Sk (ug o—1) < 11:;« Then, at
time h + 1, the satiation level for the arms will be si p1(uk0:n) = vk,_k“ (1 + ’yKS) for all
k <k and sgpt1(ugon) = AK—k+K+1g for all k > k’. Thus, the arm with the lowest satiation
level will be 7,41 = k' 4+ 1 = 75, + 1, since Sgr41 p+1(Ukr41,0:0) < S1,h+1(u1,0:n). Consequently, the

greedy policy will select arm 7, + 1 at time A + 1. O

B.2 Proof of Theorem [1

Proof. First, when T' < K, greedy policy is optimal since its cumulative expected reward is T'b.
So, we consider the case of T' > K. Assume for contradiction that there exists another policy 7{.,-
that is optimal and is not greedy, i.e., 3t € [T], 7{ ¢ arg maxyc(g) b — Asy , where s7 , denotes
the satiation level of arm £ at time ¢ under the policy 7{.,. We will construct a new policy 77,
that obtains a higher cumulative expected reward than 7{.,.. Throughout the proof, we use sﬁt
to denote the satiation levels for the new policy.

We first note two illustrative facts to give the intuition of the proof.

Fact 1: Any policy 7{. that does not pick the arm with the lowest satiation level (i.e., highest
expected reward) at the last time step 7" is not optimal.

Proof of Fact 1: In this case, the policy 7{.p = (77,...,7p_, m7) where 77 € arg maxye(x) b —
Asy p will obtain a higher cumulative expected reward.

Fact 2: 1t a policy 7{.,- picks the lowest satiation level for the final pull 7% but does not pick the arm
with the lowest satiation level at time 7'—1, we claim that 7}, = (77,..., 7% _o, %, T4_1) # 7.
obtains a higher cumulative expected reward.

Proof of Fact 2: First, note that m%._, # 7% because otherwise 7%._; is the arm with the lowest
satiation level at T'— 1. Moreover, at time 17" — 1, 77 € argminy s7 ,-_; has the smallest satiation,
since if not, then there exists another arm k # 7% and k # 77%771 that has a smaller satiation
level than 77 at time 7" — 1. In that case, 7% will not be the arm with the lowest satiation at
time 7', which is a contradiction. Then, we deduce sfr%_prl > S?r%,Tfl' Combining this with

o o 3
T} # T, We arrive at

T

Gr(mlir) = Grinty) = M1 =) (s3y_ 71— s3.01) > 0.
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For the general case, given any policy 7{., that is not a greedy policy, we construct the new
policy 77’ that has a higher cumulative expected reward through the following procedure:

1. Find t* € [T] such that for all t > t*, 77 € arg maxye (g b—Asy , and mp. ¢ argmaxycp) b—
Asp 4+ Further, we know that 7. | € argmaxyc(g)b — Asy, ., using the same reasoning as
e above example, i.e., otherwise mf. arg max — As? .4 To ease the notation,
the ab le, i therwise 7p. e[k 0= ASL g T the notati
we use k1 to denote 7. and kg to denote mgi .

2. For the new policy, we choose 7. = (7{,..., 7 1, k2, k1). Let A7 ; denote the set
{t -t +2 <t <ty,m) =77 }. A7 ,, contains a set of time indices in between t* +- 2
and t when arm 77, is played under policy 7{.. We construct the following three sets
To={t:t"+2 <t <T,[A% | <|A2 14}, T = {t : " +2 <t <T, A% 4| > |A% 1,41}
and To = {t : t* +2 <t < T,|A% 4| = [Af 1|} For time ¢t > t* + 2, we consider the
following three cases:

Case 1. Tp = @, which means that at any time ¢ in between t*+2 and T, arm k; is played more
than arm kg from ¢* + 2 to t. In this case, the new policy follows 7% .0 = 75 o1

Case II. Ty = @, which means that at any time ¢ in between t* 4+ 2 and T', arm ko is played
more than arm k; from t* + 2 to t. In this case, the new policy satisfies: for all
t>t"+2,1) mp =7wf if 7f # k1 and 70 # ko; 2) 7 = ko if 7 = ky; and 3) 7)) = kg
it ¢ = ko.

Case III. Ty # @ and Tp # @. Then, starting from t* + 2, if t € Ty, n follows the new policy
construction in Case I, i.e., nf = 77. If t € T, 7w} follows the new policy construction
in Case IL. Finally, for all ¢t € T¢, define )y, = maxycr,.t’ and t, = maxycrp,. t'.
t'<t t'<t
If t’A’t > th,t: then 7" follows the new policy construction as Case I. If t’A’t < th’t,
7y follows the new policy construction as Case II. We note that t;"t * tlB,t since

TANTp =9.

When Ty = & and Tp = &, we know that k1 and kg are not played in 7. 5. In this case, the
new policy construction can follow either Case I or Case II. To complete the proof, we state some
facts first:

e Irom t*, the expected rewards collected by the policies 7{., and 7, only differ at times
when arm k; or arm ks is played.

e 7141 obtains a higher cumulative expected reward than 77, .

e At time t*+2, the new policy follows that Skt 42 = ’y—i—'st,‘gl oand sp o= 72+723227t*.
On the other hand, the old policy has s7 ;. 5 = 72+ 72821,)&* and sp, o9 =7+ 72!5%27#.

Let N, :={t:t"+2<t<T,nf =k} and Ny, :=={t : t* +2 <t <T,nm) = ka} denote the sets
of time steps when ki and kp are played in 7¢.,.. For a given satiation level = at time ¢’ together

with the time steps the arm is pulled N}, we have that at time ¢t > ¢/, the arm has satiation level
gn, (z,t,t) =~y ¢ DN <t v~ Nki where Ny, is the i-th smallest element in Ng.

In Case I, the difference of the cumulative expected rewards between the two policies satisfies:

[ Ny |
Gr(mip) — Gr(rip) > Z _AgNkQ (SZQ,t*-‘rQ? Nia i " +2) + )‘gNkQ (SIZQ,t*—l—Z’ Nia i t*+2)
i=1
|Nk1‘
+ > =g, (sh oo Niy ot 4 2) + Mg, (57, e 125 Nijo £ 4+ 2)
j=1
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|Nk2| ‘Nkll

_ o n Nio i —(t*+2 o n Np., i —(t*+2
= A (ter2 = Stgarg2) D V2 I LA (58, prin — 8hypeg2) Y YV > 0,
i—1 =1

where we have used the fact that s ..o — s}, 9= — <5z1,t*+2 - Szl,t*+2> >0, |Niy| > | Ng, |
and for all j € [| Ny, ||, Ng,,j < Nk, ;. In Case II, similarly, we have that

‘Nkll
Gr(mip) — Gr(rip) > Z _)\gNkl (SZQ,t*+2’ Nk js t+2)+ )\gNkl (Sgl,t*—l—% Ny t*+2)
j=1
[Ny |
+ Z _AgNk2 (321,t*+27 NkQ,’iv "+ 2) + )‘gNkQ (Szg,t*+27 Nkz,ia t*+ 2)
i=1
|Nl€1| |Nk2|
Ni, i—(t* 42 N i—(£*+42
=\ (Szl,t*+2 — Szg,t*+2) Z Nk (t"+2) 4\ (SZN*H — Szl,t*+2) Z yVka, (t"+2) - 0,
j=1 i=1
since S§ y«i9 = Sp,pri0 = — (sz%t*Jr2 - Szl,t*+2) > 0, |Ng,| < |Ng,| and for all i € [|Ng,|],

Nk1,z’ < ng,i~

Finally, for Case III, the new policy construction is a mix of Case I and Case II. We represent
the time interval [t* 4+ 2,T] to be [t* + 2,1 = [ti, 51, tir,e1] U [tin,s0s tig,ea) U+ U [ins.sars tingens)
where t* +2 =t;, o < ... <tiy o, =T, OVM_ [ti 5o timmen] =@ and M — 1 is the number of
new policy construction switches happen in between t* + 2 and T. We say that a new policy
construction switch happens at time t if the policy construction follows Case I at time t — 1 but
follows Case II at time t or vice versa. Each i,, # i,,_1 can take values I or II, representing
which policy construction rule is used between the time period t;,, s, and ¢;,, ... For any time
index set V', we use the notation V|t timem) ={t €V ity o <t <t o}

tm,Sm>

We notice that at any switching time ¢;,, ,,, the number of previous pulls of arm k1 and ks from
i 1,8m_1 Ot are equivalent, which is denoted by l,, = [Nk, [ti,. sms tim.em]] =
| Nicy [tirn.sms Lim,em) | for all m < M. From our analysis of Case I and Case II, we know that to
show that 7]’ obtains a higher cumulative expected reward, it suffices to prove: for all m < M
such that

time ¢t

Z'71’L—176m—1

o n _ o _n
Sk?vtimxé‘m Sk27timx5m - <Sk17timy5m SkIVtimxsm) > 0’
o n _ o o on
sk‘lvt’imqsm sk'?:t’imqsm - <sk27t’imy3m skht’imqsm) > 07
we have
o n o n
St 4, — Sp 4, = — | sL, 4+ — Sp 4 >0
k27t1m+1 Sm+1 k27t1m+1 Sm+1 < kl’tlm+1 Sm+41 kl’tlm+1 Sm+1 ) ’
o n o n
St 4 — Sp 4. = — |87, . — Sp. 4 > 0.
k17t1m+1’5m+1 k27t1m+1’5m+1 ( k27t7‘m+1’5m+1 kl7t7‘m+1’5m+1)

We will establish these facts in Lemma [3] Finally, we note that the above required conditions are
held at time ¢;, s, = t* + 2. O

Lemma 3. Let Ni[ts, te] denote the set of time steps when arm k is pulled in between (and
including) time ts and t. under policy 7§.p. Let Sk and Sy.1 represent the satiation level of arm
k at time t when following the policy ©{., and w7, respectively. For two different arms ki and
ko, suppose that at time ts we have

o n _ (a0 _on
Sk27t5 o Sk?27t5 - (Sk’lvts Sklats) > 0’
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o n _ (0 _n
Sklzts - Sk27ts - (8k27ts Sk‘lvts) > 0

Further, suppose that from time ts to t., wi'p follows either Case I (or Case II) of new policy
construction (see proof of Theoremfor their definitions); and at time t', = t. + 1, the new policy
construction for mi'., has switched to Case II (or Case I if Case II is used from ts to te). Then
at time t., we have that

o n _ o _an
Skot!, ™ Skt = <3k1,t; Skl,t;> >0,
o n _ o n
Skl,tls - SkQ,tg - <Sk‘2,tg - Skl,t;) > 0.

Proof of Lemma[3 Following the definition in the proof of Theorem [I] given that at time ¢,
arm k has satiation s, let gp, [t&te}(s, t’.,ts) denote the satiation level of arm k at time ¢/ after
being pulled at the time steps in the set Nj[ts,tc]. Let Ny ;[ts,tc] be the i-th smallest element
in the set Ni[ts,te]. From the definition of the new policy construction given in the proof of
Theorem [I], we also know that (1) N := [Ny, [ts,te]| = [N, [ts, te]|; (2) if Case I is applied in
between ts and t., we have that for all i € [N], Ny, ;[ts,te] < N, i[ts,te]; and (3) if Case II is
applied in between ts and t., we have that for all i € [N], Ny, ;[ts,te] > Ng, ilts, tel-

We first consider the setting when Case I new policy construction is applied, then at time ¢/, we
can show that

o n _ o / n /
Skyt, — Skt =INy, [tste] (Skl,tsatsats) =GNy, [ts te] (Skg,tsatsats)

l
:,-Yt;_ts (Sz b S’Z ¢ ) + f-)/t{s_Nkl,i[t-ﬁte] _ fyt‘,s_NkQ,i[t-SytE]
1,ts 2,ls : :
i=1

l
:fyt;_ts (S’Z‘:lt _ S%gt ) + »}/t{q_Nkl,i[tate} _ ryt,s_NkQ,i[t\SytE]
sls sls z :
=1
_.n o
=Sky 1, ~ Skot, > 05

where the last inequality has used the fact that when we use Case I construction, we have
Ny ilts, te] < Ni,.ilts,te]. Meanwhile, we also have that

o n _ o / n /
Skz,tg - Skg,t{s _gNk2 [tsﬂfe} (sk‘Q,ts ) ts’ ts) - gNk2 [t57te} (Sk‘Q,ts ) tS’ ts)
_t—t 0 n _ th—t o n
_’y ° ° (Sk27ts - SkQats) - _’Y ° ° (Sklvts - Sklyts)

= — (Ssz’s - Szhtg) > 0

When Case II new policy construction is applied, then at time ¢/, we get

o n _ o / n /
Skl,t; - Sk)g,t’s _gNkl [t57te} (sk‘l,ts’ts’ ts) - gNkl [tsﬂfe} (Sk‘z,ts7ts7 ts)

_ t—ts (.0 n o th—ts (.0 n
=7 (Skhts - Skzﬂfs) == (Sk27ts - 8k1,t5)
_ (.0 _n

— (Skz,t's Sk17tls> > 0,

since s, —sp ;> 0. On the other hand, we have that
o n _ o / n /
Sko,t, ~ Sko,t, =YNy,[ts te] (Skg,tsatsats) — INy, [ts te] (Skg,tsatsats)

l
:fyt{s*ts (Sz2 . = SZQt ) + E fyt{s*Nkz,i[tS»te} _ fyt{s*Nkl,i[tmte]
vs vs
i=1
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l
:fytgits (S’Z b Sz ¢ ) + r)/t\lsiNkQ,i[tSiE} —_ fytlsiNkl,i[tSie]
1,ls 1,ls : :
=1

:STk‘Ll,t; - Sﬁl,t’s > 07
where the last inequality is true because when Case II new policy construction is applied, we
have Nkl,i[ts;te] < ng,i[t37te]~ ]
B.3 Proof of Proposition

Proof. If T < K, a Max K-Cut of Kr is Vk € [T], P, = {k}, which is the same as an optimal
solution to . Let 1{-} denote the indicator function. When 7" > K, the integer program in
is equivalent to

K K T -1
uk’?el?éfl}: Z buy1 + Z Z (buk,t - A Z ’Ytzuk,iuk,t>

VEET], S g =1 k=1 k=1 t=2 i=1

K K T t—1
=  max > {leR}I+Y. Y. (bl{t P} -A> 4 1{ie B{te Pk}>
k=1

Pi,...PC[T):

UkPk:[TL k=1 t=2 =1
Vk;ﬁk,,PkﬂPk/:Q
K
= max[ | Tb — g E Ayi
Py,...,PRC[T]: —r
Uy Pp=[T7, k=1 t;i€by:

VEAK' PPy =2 <t

T t-1 K-1 K
=Tb — M M
D2 M max D > ) M
=2 i=1 K k=1 k'=k+1 tePy,
UkPk—[T]: i€P,,:
Vk#k' ,PyNPp=2 L
where the second equality uses the fact S5 1{t € P} = 1 for all ¢ € [T] and the third equality
is true because for any P,... Px such that Vk # k', P, N P = @ and U, P, = [T, we have

T t-1
Total Edge Weights of Kp = Z Z e(t,i) = Z e(t,i) + Z e(t, 7).
t=2 i=1 tie(T):i<t, tic[T):i<t,

Jke[K),i,te Py, Vke[K],i,té¢ Py

B.4 Proof of Theorem [2

Proof. Given 7}.p and 7}/, define a set of new policies {ﬂ:T}ﬁi such that for all 4, ﬂ:T =
m. mwr  1..). Based on this, we have the following decomposition
Liiw? Tiw+1:T 8 P

1-2
Gr(nt.p)—Gr(niiy) = Gr(rir) — GT<7~T%:T) + Z Gr(Tir) — GT<7~TY:’_T}) +GT(7~ri:_7}) — Gr(miir) -
=1 i

AO ' AZ Al— 1

To distinguish the past pull sequences of each arm under different policies, we use the following
notations: fug ¢(ug 0:4—1; ') gives the expected reward of arm k at time ¢ by following pull sequence
m ... By the definition of 7'}, we have that

w T
Ap = Z Pzt (U 06— 15T ) — fare ¢ (U 04—1; ) + Z far t(Urr 02015 7)) — fhrr o (Unr 02015 1)
=1 t=wt1
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T
L =1
< E ,uﬂ':,t(uﬂ';ﬁ!t—la ™ ) - Mﬂf,t(uwz‘,():t—h ™ )7
t=w+1

where the inequality follows from the fact that 7}’ is optimal for when T' = w. Similarly, we
obtain that for all ¢ € [l — 2],

w (i+l)w
Ai = E /Lﬂ;”,t(uwz”,():tfl; 7Tw) - Mﬂ;”,t(uwz”,():tfl; Ww) + § /Lﬂ;,t(uﬂ;‘,O:t—l; 7~TZ) - /Lw%",t(uwz“,():tfl; 7_‘_10)
t=1 -0 t=1w—+1 20
T
-1 .~
+ E ot (UW;‘,O:t—la ™ ) - ij,t(uﬁf,O:t—la T )
t=(i+1)w+1
T
< iy it
> Uwf,t(uﬂ;‘,O:t—la ™ ) Mt (uwf,O:t—la ™ )
t=(i+1)w+1

Finally, we have 4;_1 = ZtT:(l_l)wH fis 4 (U 0:4—1; T 1) = pi ¢ (U 00— 15 ) < 0. To complete
the proof, it suffices to use the fact that for all ¢ € {1,...,1 — 1},

T T—zw—li . o Aﬁ(l _ "yT_“U)
max Pyt (U 0:—13 ) — Py (U, 00157 ) < Ny —— < =
Ty TLT: t:%u:Jrl t t t t ; -7 (1 — 7)2
”§w+1:T:7"iw+1;T
-3
- (1= 7

where the first inequality holds because for any arm, the maximum satiation level discrepancy
under two pull sequences (after iw time steps) is 7/(1 —7) and from time iw + 1 till time 7', the
objective will be maximized when the arm with the maximum satiation discrepancy is played all
the time. O
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C More Discussion on Learning with Unknown Dynamics

As we have noted in Section [5, when the learner makes a decision on which arm to pull, the
learner does not observe the hidden satiation level the user has for the arms. The POMDP the
learner faces can be cast as a fully observable MDP (Appendix where the estimated reward
model (Appendix can be used for planning (Appendix . In addition to policies that
are time-dependent (actions taken by time-dependent policies only depend on the time steps at
which they are taken) considered in Section |§|, we also consider state-dependent policies where
the states are continuous.

C.1 MDP Setup

We begin with describing the full MDP setup of rebounding bandits, including the state represen-
tation and reward function defined in Section Following [32], at any time ¢ € [T], we define
our state vector to be x; = (214, n1¢, Tat, N2ty - -, TK 1, nK,t), where ny; € N is the number of
steps since arm £ is last selected and x, ; is the satiation influenceas of the most recent pull of
arm k. Since the most recent pull happens at ¢ —ng ¢, we have 1 = by — fik,t—ny, = NSk t—ny -
We note that b can be obtained when arm k is pulled for the first time since the satiation effect
is 0 if an arm has not been pulled before. The initial state is zinx = (0,...,0). Transitions
between two states x; and xy41 are defined as follows: If arm k is chosen at time ¢, i.e., m = k,
and reward py,; is obtained, then the next state z;1 will be:

A.1 For the pulled arm &, ng ;41 =1 and g1 = b — gz

A.2 For other arms k' # k, ngr 411 = ngry + 1 if ngy # 0 and nyy 441 = 0 if ngy = 0. The
satiation influence remains the same, i.e., T 111 = Tp/ 4.

For all z; € X and k € [K], we have that E[zg] < My/(1 —%) and Var[zgs] < X203/(1 —72).
Hence, for any ¢ € (0,1), P (maxy |zx| > B(0)) < 6, where

M2~ [210g(2KT/6
T e Lﬂ/)' (10)

1-5

The MDP the learner faces can be described as a tuple M := (zinit, [K], {7k, Ak, bk}szl,T> of

the initial state @init, actions (arms) [K], the horizon T and parameters {vg, Ak, bx Ho_ . Let A(:)

denote the probability simplex. Given {7, Ak, bk}kK:17 the expected reward r : X x [K] — R and
transition functions p : X x [K] x [T] — A(X) are defined as follows:

1. r: X% [K] — R gives the expected reward of pulling arm k conditioned on xy, i.e., r(xy, k) =
Elpgi| 2 | If ng = 0, then r(zy, k) = by, gy > 1, r(ag, k) = by, — 'ygk‘twk,t — )\k’ygk’t.

2. When pulling arm k at time ¢ and state x¢, p (41|74, k,t) = 0 if 2,41 does not satisfy
or When ;.1 fulfills both and we consider two cases of zy. If ng; # 0,
then the transition function p (xy1|x¢, k,t) is given by the Gaussian density with mean
wzk’t (zkt + A\k) and variance Aio? Z?:kg*l 72, as illustrated in (L1)). If ng, = 0, then
p(xy1|xe, k,t) = 1 since for the first pull of arm k, the obtained reward py; = by.

At time ¢, the learner follows an action m; : X — [K] that depends on the state. We use

ivm o X — R to denote the value function of policy 7.7 at time ¢ under MDP M: V[, (xy) =
(@ mi(e)) + Egp g mp(lonm @0t Vi (@e1)] and Vi (z) = 0 for all z € X. To restate
our goal in terms of the value function: for an MDP M, we would like to find a policy 7.7

2By conditioning on z¢, we mean conditioning on the o-algebra generated by past actions and observed rewards.
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that maximizes
T

PBRUCEACH)

t=1

Vi (Tinit) = E

= ivinit] .

To simplify the notation, we use 7 to refer to a policy m1.p. Given an MDP M, we denote its
optimal policy by 7}, and the value function for the optimal policy by V/*,,, i.e., V*\ (z) :=

Vi ().

C.2 Exploration and Estimation of the Reward Model

As we have discussed in § based on our satiation and reward models, the satiation influence
x, of arm k forms a dynamical system where we only observe the value of the system when
arm k is pulled. When arm k is pulled at time ¢ and ny; # 0, we observe the satiation influence
AkSk¢ which becomes the next state xy 441, i.e.,

’I’Lkﬁt—l
Tyl = NpSkt = /\k%?k’tsk,t—nk,t + )\k:%:k’t + Ak Z Vi ke t—1—i
i=0
nk’tfl
_ ATkt Nkt i
=V Thitlong, TNV T Ak Z Vi Zhe b —1—i- (11)
i=0

We note that the current state x;; equals to zg41—p, , Since x 111, , is the last observed
satiation influence for arm k and ny, is the number of steps since arm k is last pulled.

Exploration Settings Depending on the nature of the recommendation domain, we consider
two types of exploration settings: one where the users only interact with the recommendation
systems for a short time after they log in to the service (Appendix and the other where the
users tend to interact with the system for a much longer time, e.g., automated music playlisting
(Appendix . In the first case, the learner collects multiple (n) short trajectories of user
utilities, while in the second case, similar to § the learner obtains a single trajectory of user
utilities that has length n. In both settings, we obtain that under some mild conditions, the
estimation errors of our estimators for 75 and Ay are O(1/y/n).

Exploration Strategies Generalizing from the case where arms are pulled repeatedly, we
explore by pulling the same arm at a fixed interval m. In particular, when m = 1, the exploration
strategy is the same as repeatedly pulling the same arm for multiple times, which is the exploration
strategy used in §[6.1] When m = K, the exploration strategy is to pull the arms in a cyclic
order. We present the estimator for v, A\p using the dataset collected by this exploration strategy
in both the multiple trajectory and single trajectory settings.

C.2.1 Estimation using Multiple Trajectories

For each arm k € [K], we use DZ’m to denote a dataset containing n trajectories of evenly
spaced observed satiation influences that are collected by our exploration phase. The time
interval between two pulls of an arm is denoted by m. Each trajectory is of length at least
Tiin + 1 for Ty > 1. For trajectory i € [n], the observed satiation influences are denoted

by 50;(3)1, e ,:I:E?Tmm 415+ -+ where ic,(;)l = 0 is the initial satiation influence and the rest of the
satiation influences 5:,8)] (j > 1) is the difference between the first received reward, i.e., the base
reward by, and the reward from the j-th pull of arm k. In other words, for a?,(;)j, :%,(;)] L €Dt

follows that

(4)

B0 = ar@) + d+ 2, (12)
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where a; = ry}?, dk = Ayt and 252 are the independent samples from N (O,Jz’k> with

02 =X (L= %™)/(1 =)
2)

To estimate dj, we use the estimator c?k = %Z 1 .fck o =dp+ 3 Zl 1 Zp1- By the standard
Gaussian tail bound, we obtain that for 6 € (0,1), with probablhty 1-46,

~ 202 log(2/6
\dy, — dy| < ““fm_: ea(n, s, k). (13)

When estimating ax, we first take the difference between the first Ty, +1 entries of two trajectories
i and 2i for ¢ € [n/2] and obtain a new trajectory y,i )1, e ,y,g)T .y Where yl(C) = xl(;) fl) for
J € [Twin + 1]. We note that the new trajectory forms a linear dynamlcal system Wlthout the

bias term d, i.e.,

T = afi + B,

(%)

where w,; ; are samples from N (0, 205 ). We use the ordinary least squares estimator to estimate
ag:
[n/2] ” 9
~(7
ak = arg mln Z (yk ,Tmln"'1 aykmiin)

n/2 ~(z ~(i
_ ZLZl J yk Tmmyk )T’min+1

sln/2) ( gt Tmm) 2

Theorem 6. [2], Theorem II.4] Fiz 6 € (0,1). Given n > 64log(2/6), with probability 1 —§, we
have that

(14)

2log(4/96)

» =:€,(n,d,k). (15)
n 3 aff

|ay —a| <4

We notice that as the minimum length of the trajectory gets greater, the upper bound of the
estimation error of ay getsAsmalleAr. Using our estimators for ai and dg, we estimate v and A\
through 7, = ’ak‘l/m and A\, = |dg/ax|.

Corollary 7. Fiz § € (0,1). Suppose that for all k € [K], we are given D" where n >
641log(2/9) and ay > 0 where ay, is defined in . Then, with probability 1 — §, we have that
for all k € [K],

-~ ea(n, 5/ K, k) | R |
Ak — ] < S 0 <\/ﬁ> and |\, — M| <O <\/ﬁ>

The proof of Corollary [7] can be found in Appendix In the case where we are have collected
n trajectories of evenly spaced user utilities for each arm, when the sample size n is sufficient
large, the estimation errors of 4, and A\, are O(1/y/n).

C.2.2 Estimation using a Single Trajectory

In the case where the learner gets to interact with the user for a long period of time (which
is the setting considered in § [5| and § @, we collect a single trajectory of evenly spaced arm
pulls for each arm: for each arm k € [K], we use P,?’m to denote a dataset containing a single
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trajectory of n + 1 observed satiation influences Zj 1, ...,y n4+1, where similar to the multiple
trajectories case, Ty = 0, Ty ; (j > 1) is the difference between the first received reward and
the j-th received reward and the time interval between two consecutive pulls is m. Thus, for
~ ~ n,m .

T, Tkj+1 € P, it follows that

T jt1 = ATy + di + Zg 4, (16)

where ay, dj, and Zj ; are defined the same as the ones in (12)). For all k£ € [K], given P,?’m, we
use the following estimators to estimate Ay = (ag,dy)"

~ a - T 1 T
A= (i) = (X Xi) ™' X Vi, (17)

where Yy € R" is an n-dimensional vector whose j-th entry is 7y ;11 and X € R™? has its
j-th row to be the vector Ty ; = (iy.;,1) . Finally, we take 3% = [a|"/™ and N = \Jk/aﬂ We
note that A, = arg min 4 cge [|[Yi — Xk Agll3, i.e., it is the ordinary least squares estimator for
A}, given the dataset that treats Zj j;1 to be the response of the covariates @y, ;.

As we have noted earlier (§ , unlike the multiple trajectories setting, in the single trajectory
case, the difficulty in analyzing the ordinary least squares estimator comes from the fact that
the samples are not independent. Asymptotic guarantees of the ordinary least squares estimators
in this case have been studied previously in control theory and time series community [13, 22].
The recent work on system identifications for linear dynamical systems focuses on studying the
sample complexity of the problem [40), 38]. Adapting the proof of [40, Theorem 2.4], we derive
the following theorem for identifying our affine dynamical system .

Theorem 8. Fiz § € (0,1). For all k € [K], there exists a constant ny(0, k) such that if the
dataset P satisfies n > no(8, k), then

P (14, — Aull: 2 V1/(m)) <6,

2 2 2
B . o? (1—ak) Ok
where ) = \/ min { 6 T—a?)+(0—an)Po%, T=ad) [

As shown in Theorem , when dj, = A\pv;" gets larger, the rates of convergence for ﬁk gets
slower. Given that we have a single trajectory of sufficient length, [ay — ax| < O(1/y/n) and
|di, — di| < O(1/+/n). Similar to the multiple trajectories case, as shown in Corollary |9 the
estimators of 75 and A; also achieve O(1/4/n) estimation error.

Corollary 9. Fiz § € (0,1). Suppose that for all k € [K], we have P(| Ay — Agll2 > 1//n) <6
and a > 0 where Ay and ay, are defined in . Then, with probability 1 — §, we have that for
all k € [K],

- 1 R .

In the next section, we assume that the satiation and reward models are estimated using the
dataset collected by the proposed exploration strategies and estimators for multiple trajectories
or a single trajectory of user utilities. We will show that performing planning based on these
estimated models will give us policies that perform well for the true MDP.
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C.3 Planning

For a continuous-state MDP, planning can be done through either dynamic programming with a
discretized state space or approximate dynamic programming that uses function approximations.
In Appendix [C-3.2] we consider the case where we are given a continuous-state MDP planning
oracle and provide guarantees of the optimal state-dependent policy planned under the estimated
satiation dynamics and reward model. Within the state-dependent policies, we also consider a
set of policies that only depend on time (Appendix , i.e., the time-dependent competitor
class defined in § In addition to not requiring discretization of the state space to solve the
planning problem, such policies can be deployed to settings where user utilities are hard to attain
after the exploration stage. We will show that using the dataset (collected by our exploration
strategy in Appendix with sufficient trajectories (or a sufficient long trajectory) to estimate
{1V )\k}ﬁil, the optimal policy 71;"\7 for M = (x1, [K], {7k, le bk}szl, T) also performs well in
the original MDP M. We note that by is known exactly since it is the same as the first observed
reward for arm k, as discussed in Appendix [C.2|

C.3.1 Time-dependent Policy

We first show that finding the optimal time-dependent policy is equivalent to solving the bilinear
program .

Lemma 4. Consider a policy  that depends only on the time step t but not the state xy, i.e.,
satisfies mp = m(xy) = m(x}) for allt € [T] and xy, 2y € X. Then, we have

T
VI @init) = Y fiy (U 0:4-1),
t=1

where Uz, 0.4—1 15 the corresponding pull sequence of arm m; under policy ™ and .z is defined
m .

Remark 6. We denote the policy obtained by solving using model parameters in M by ﬂ/:f/t.
Because solving is equivalent to maximizing Zle oyt (U 0:4—1), Lemma 4] suggests that,

for MDP M, the best policy 7 that depends only on the time step ¢ but not the exact state
(which we refer as time-dependent policies), is ﬂf/l.

Proposition 5. Fiz § € (0,1). Suppose that for all k € [K|, we are given D,"™ such that
n > 64log(2/9) and a, € (a,a) for some 0 < a < @ < 1 almost surely where ay, is defined
mn . Consider a policy w that depends on only the time step t but not the state xy. Then, with
probability 1 — §, we have that

T s T
Vi @) = V@) < O <\/ﬁ> .

Remark 7. Proposition [p| applies to time-dependent policies. Such policies can be constructed
from an optimal solution to or the w-lookahead policy (5)). From these results, we deduce
that when the historical trajectory is of size n = O(T), the V/T-lookahead policy ’R’% obtained

from solving with the parameters from the estimated MDP M will be O(V/T)-separated from
the optimal time-dependent policy 7'['3;1 obtained by solving with the true parameters of M.
That is,

T

0<v”f4.,_vﬂx7..:VW/T\A.._V”/{/t.. V”JTA_._V/\?..
=~ 17M($1n1t) LM(xlmt) LM(xlmt) 1 M\(xlnlt) + 1 M\(xlnlt) 1 M\(xlnlt)

o e 7T71£\ T
+V, G@init) =V, Z@iie) + V) G(@inic) = Vi 14 (init)
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T T T
i (@init)| + [V B(@inic) = Vi 14 (Zinit)|

< Vi i) — VS )+ IV, S )~V
= 1,M init init 1,M init 1,M

1M
<O(VT),

T T_
where the second inequality follows from the fact that Vleft”?(xmit) — Vlﬂ/“%"/l\(xinit) < 0 (since for the

MDP M, 7L is the optimal time-dependent policy), and the third (last) inequality is derived by
applying Proposition [§] twice and using Remark [4]

C.3.2 State-dependent Policy

In Proposition [6] we show that the difference between the value of the optimal state-dependent
policy 7, and the value of the optimal state-dependent policy 7rj\7 planned under the estimated

M is of order O(T?/+/n) where n is the number of historical trajectories if we use multiple
trajectories to estimate v and \g.

Proposition 6. Fiz § € (0,1). Suppose that for all k € (K|, we are given D;"™ such that
n > 641og(2/6) and @y, € (a,a) for some 0 < a <@ < 1 almost surely where Gy, is defined in (14).
Then, with probability 1 — ¢,

" T T2
Vioadwint) ~ ViG] < 0 (=)

Remark 8. The assumptions in Proposition [ and [6] correspond to the case where we use
multiple trajectories to estimate the satiation dynamics and reward model. They can be replaced
by conditions on single trajectory datasets when one uses a single trajectory to estimate the
parameters.

In summary, as Proposition [6] suggests, when given a continuous-state MDP planning oracle,
our algorithm obtain a policy ﬂ'}/t\ that is O(T?/y/n) away from the optimal policy 7%, under
the true MDP M where the size of the exploration stage for our algorithm (EEP) is O(Kn)
and the horizon of the exploitation/planning stage is T. We also note that the optimal state-
dependent policy 7 ; is the optimal competitor policy when the competitor class (§ contains
all measurable functions from X to [K].
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D Proofs of Section [6.2] and Appendix

D.1 Proof of Theorem [3l and Theorem

We notice that Theorem [3]is a consequence of Theorem [§ when m = 1. More specifically, the
dataset P and the parameter Ay = (v, )\kyk)—r in Theorem |3|is a special case of the dataset
P:’m and parameter Ay = (v}, )\k'y?)T considered in Theorem E by taking m = 1. Thus, below
we directly present the proof of Theorem (8] where we use the notation from Theorem [§] (and

Appendix [C.2.2), i.e., ar = 7" and d, = Ay

We begin with presenting some key results from [40]; we utilize these results in establishing
the sample complexity of our estimator for identifying an affine dynamical system in Ap-

pendix

Definition 1. [{0, Definition 2.1] Let {¢}i>1 be an {Fi}i>1-adapted random process taking
values in R. We say (¢1)i>1 satisfies the (k,v, p)-block martingale small-ball (BMSB) condition
if, for any j > 0, one has %Zle P(|¢pj+i| > v|F;) > p almost surely. Given a process (Xi)i>1
taking values in R, we say that it satisfies the (k,T g, p)-BMSB condition for T'y, = 0 if for any
fized w in the unit sphere of R?, the process ¢y := (w, Xy) satisfies (k, /w' T gw,p)-BMSB.

Proposition 7. [{0, Proposition 2.5] Fiz a unit vector w € R?, define ¢; = w' Xy. If the scalar
process {¢}i>1 satisfies the (I, /w T gw, p)-BMSB condition for some T, € R¥?, then

= w' T gwp? | T/1]p?
P E P7 < bplLT/lj) <exp|———=——.
<t:1 8 P( 8 )

Theorem 10. [/0, Theorem 2.4] Fiz 6 € (0,1), T € N and 0 < T'y, X T. Then if (X¢, Yi)i>1 €
(RYXR™™ is a random sequence such that (a) Yy = AX;+n:, where Fy = o(ny,...,n) and ng|Fi—1
is 02-sub-Gaussian and mean zero, (b) X1,..., X7 satisfies the (I,T g, p)-BMSB condition, and
(c) PO, X X,] ATT) > 6. Then if

101 T
T > 5 (log (1/8) + 2d10g(10/p) + log det(TT;)))

we have that for A = arg min 4cgpnxd Zthl 1Y; — AX4|13,

< 36.

(1A A, > 900 |n + dlog(10/p) + logdet (TT') + log(1/9)
v D TAmin(Fsb)

We note that in the proof of Theorem in [40], condition (b) is used through applying
Proposition @ to ensure that for any unit vector w € R,

T w  Tuw)n? 2
P (;@u,)@? < (F;b)pzu“/zo < exp <—LT/;JZ’>. (18)

To apply Theorem [10[in our setting to obtain Theorem [§| we verify condition (a) and (c). For
condition (b), we show a result similar to . The below technical lemmas are used in our proof
of Theorem [l

Lemma 8. Let a,b be scalars with b > 0. Suppose that X ~ N(a,b). Then for any 0 € [0, 1],

P(X|> A@ 5 0) > & _99)2.
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Proof. By the Paley-Zygmund inequality,

E[X?]?

P(IX| > VOE[XZ) = Pr(X* > 05[X*)) > (1~ )" o

Using the mean and variance of non-central chi-squared distributions, we obtain that

E[X?] = a® + b,
E[X"] = a* 4 64 + 30> = (a® + 3b)* — 6b°.

Plugging them back to the Paley-Zygmund inequality, we have that

B(IX| > Vo@D > L=

9

where the last inequality uses the fact that E[X*] < (a? + 3b)% < 9(a? + b)? = 9E[X?)2. O

Lemma 9. Let {¢:}+>1 be a scalar process satisfying that

!

1

7 E P(|¢pe1i| > vl Fe) > p,
i—1

for vy depending on Fy. If P(ming vy > v) > 1 — 6 for v > 0 that depends on 0, then

P (;ﬁ < VQSpQZLT/ZO < exp <—3£T4/”p> +6.

Proof. We begin with partitioning Zi,..., Z7 into S := |T'/l] blocks of size I. Consider the
random variables

k
B; _1<Z¢]l+z— i >,for0§jg5—1.

We observe that

<Z¢ 7?9 T/lJ) —P({Z¢2<VQleLT/lJ}ﬂ{miny > }>
8 - t="% =
T 202
+P ({Z ¢? < glLT/lJ} N {mtinyt < I/})

T V2 2
{Z $? < nglS} N {mtin vy > V}) —|—IP’(mtin v < V)

7/2 llpz
<P <Z¢§ < WSJk:S> + 6.

Lt/lle H vip? L vip®
Pyt < M%ss) <o (3 i< Bos| <2 (3= B
7=0 =1 7=0 =1
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S—1

) p . L )\ZSlB
<P ;B]<4S S/l\rgl%@ TE[e 7],

V2 pl
1 l 2
5-B; <> i ¢51+; Further, we have

where the second to the last inequality uses the fact that
that

2 l
-lpl 1 p
LB, | Pl = (Eim_ e !fﬂ) zP(l§:1{\¢ﬂ+irzvjz}22\fﬂ)
=1

>

VRS

where the first inequality uses the fact that 2 <Z>]l +i = Yjiil > v} and the last inequality

uses the fact that for a random variable X supported on [0, 1] almost surely such that E[X] > p
for some p € (0,1), then for all t € [0,p], P(X >¢t) > ’f—:i. This is true because

1 1 1 t
]P’(XZt):/ d]P’(w)Z/t deP’(a:):/O a:dIP(x)—/o zdP(x)=p—t(1—-P(X >1)).

t

In our case, E H Zizl 1{|¢jis| > viu} )]—"jl} = %Zizlﬂ” <]¢jl+i| > Vﬂ‘}"jl) > p. Thus, we
obtain that for A <0, i.e., e} <1,

B[ |y = P (By = 1|F0) +P (B, = 0) = (" = DE[B|Fy] + 1< (¢ = ) + 1.

By law of iterated expectation, we obtain that
_ _ — S

E[e* 50 ] = B [} 550 BR[| Fg ]| < (2 = D5 +1) B[R0 51] < ((* - )8 +1)

Finally, we need to find

inf e~PS/4 ((e’\ —1)

S
ZZ+1) .
A<0

2

We can see that \* = —oo, which gives that

inf e P5/4 ((e)‘ — 1)% + 1>S = ¢ PS/4 (1 — g)s < e PS/4ePS/2 e*3ps/4,
2<0

where we have used the fact that 1 4+ z < e* for all real-valued x. O

To apply Theorem [I0] we first recall that the affine dynamical system we aim to identify is as
follows:

Tpjy1 = gl + di + 21 j,

where &1 =0, ai € (0,1) and Z ; ~ N(0, af’k). We define the following quantities

J—1 J-1
— 52 § : 2 ._§ : J
FkJ‘ = Uz,k’ CLk,Z, dk,j = akdk,
=0 =0

2 2 .
and Ty oo = 07, Yoo ar [T], 5 >1,
i“k,t+j|lfk:,t ~N (aifz’k,t + dp F’w’) :
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Lemma 10. Fizt > 0 and j > 1. Recall that Ty = (Tgy, 1) € R2. Fiz a unit vector w € R2.
For any € € (0,1), we have

_ 1 . 1 P 1
P (|<w,xk,t+j>| > ﬂ\/mln {1 -6 — (E — 1> (a]Zps + dk,j)2}> > %

Proof. By Lemma |8 we have that for any unit vector w € R2,

. 1 . 2 . 1
P {‘(wvxk,t+j>’ > ﬁ\/(wl (aixk,t +dk,j> +w2> + wiTy xk,t} > 36"

For all € € (0,1), we have
. , 2 ,
((wq (aiﬂ?k,t + dk,j) + w2)2 + w%Pk,j = (wl (aijk,t + d&j)) + w% + 2wowy (a?ﬁjk‘,t + dk?j) + w%Pk,j

1

. 2
> (1—e)wi — <6 - 1) <w1 (aiik,t + dk,j)) + wilk,;

1 .
> min {1 —e Iy, — (6 = 1) (a]Zpt + dk,j)Q} .

Lemma 11. Fiz § € (0,1). {Zy}7, satisfy that for any unit vector w € R?

" 2,2 /i

p 16
with p =1/72,
2l oo 1 )
Jx = |Vmax {—logak (1 + (1 —ag) ul 4 og(n/ )> ,—logak \@}w ,
k
. kao Fl~c,<><>
Y= |min 6@ ;

Tarp T Lo

Proof. Fix § € (0,1). Recall that from Lemma [9} we have shown that for all t > 0 and k > 1,
given a unit vector w € R?, for any € € (0,1), we have

_ 1 . 1 . 1
P {<w,xk,t+j>| > ey fmin{1- e - (3 1) dans +dk,j>2}} > L

Denote ¢ ; = aii’k,t +dy,,; where Zj; ~ N (dyyt,T'y). Fix d € (0,1). Using the standard Gaussian
tail bound and the union bound, we have that with probability 1 — 9,

dy,
1_

o,
?el%qm <a <1 —n + /2l log(n/5)> +
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When j > ji, U j > T'k 00/2, and with probability 1 — 4§, max,c(7) ¢,; < 1 . Thus, for j = j.,
and
4d?
(1—ax)?

4d2 ’
o T /4

€ =

we have

r r
> min . k,00 : k,00 _ ¢2'
1642 4
(1= ak)z + Fk o0
Putting it altogether, we have
1 2]* 2]* 1
%5 P (|<w Tritg)| = Vtg/\[|]:t> > 7 > Pr(|(w, T ) > v, /V2IF) > =
* .
J=1 J=Jx

Further, we have

P(mlnl/zj >¢2> >1-09.

te[T]

Applying Lemma @ we have that for p = %,

n 2,2 /i
P (Z fw,Ti)? < ﬁgjymm) < oxp (L) s
t=1
O

Proof of Theorem[8 Based on our setup, condition (a) of Theorem [10]is satisfied. For any n,
using Lemma (11| with 6 = exp(—n), we have that

Vw e R?, P (Z (w, Tpp)” < WJ*LH/J*J) <exp <—W> +6 < 2exp <_3Lni1j*Jp>’

pt 16
with p = 1/72,
2l oo (1
Jx = {max {— log,, (1 + (1 —ag) V2, (dog(n) i n)) , — log,, \/5}} ,
k
L'k RS
1 = |min ut i

16d2 ’
(1- ak)2 + koo
Thus, we have provided a similar result to , which is what condition (b) of Theorem [10] is

used for. In this case, we have I'g, = 11 where I is a 2 x 2 identity matrix. Finally, to verify
condition (c), we notice that we have

bi(lfai71)2 i o k(l a2J 2) (17a?;1)bk
ES) — = —ay)? 1—a
Ty = BT ,7 ] = (1—ax) , 1-aj k
k,j [ k,j k,]] (l—af;l)bk .
1—ay
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and we denote

= = 00
I':.= Fk,n =+ <0 1) +Fsb7

which gives that 0 < I'y, < I and for all j > 1, 0 < fk,j < T. Then, we have that

P <ngk i Z;F) =P (Amax ((nr) 12X, X, (nT) ™ 1/2) ?)

< 5 [ () 2K 01 2)]

gE [tr ((nf)_lﬂigik(nf)_lﬂ)} <9,

where the last inequality is true since E [Xgik} =i Ty = nI (for all j € [n], trace(T —
Tkj) > 0 and det(I' — Ty ;) > 0). Following Theorem for 0 € (0,1), when the number of
samples satisfy that

) _
jﬁ > pg (log (1/8) + 410g(10/p) + log det(TT)) ,
*

we have that

P | |4, — Axll2 >

900 1 \/1 + 21log(10/p) + logdet (TT!) + log(l/é)) <35
p ny T

D.2 Proof of Corollary [ and Corollary [9]

Similar to Appendix Corollary [] is a special case of Corollary [9) when m = 1. Hence, we
directly present the proof of Corollary [9] below.

Proof of Corollary[9 Fix § € (0,1). We have that with probability 1 — 4, €(n, 8, k) := || Ay —
Agll2 < O(1/4/n). With probablhty at least 1— £, €q, := [a—ag| < | Ar—Agll2 = €(n, 6/ K, k) =

O(1/y/n) and ¢4, := \dy, — b| < || Ax — Agll2 = €(n,6/K, k) = O(1/\/n). When m = 1, then
e — Y| = k| — ak| < |ar — ak| = €4, < €(n,d/K, k). When m > 2, since 7, # 0, we have that

ax| — ay,

lax — ay|
[ | (=1 (G (n=2 ey .

m—1

Vi

IV — | =

On the other hand, we obtain that

ak;

dy dy dy d
BoO Gk e

ap ap ap ag

~ d;
e — Al = || =2

Sid’wA’f“kgO(l).
ay ay vn

The proof completes as follows:

P (vh € [K1. 15 — 3] < O(L/v). 3 — Ml < O(/V)) = ﬁ(l—)zl—a,

k=1

where the last inequality follows from Bernoulli’s inequality. O
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E Additional Proofs and Discussion of Section

E.1 Proof of Theorem [5

Lemma 12. Consider any episode i + 1 (from time t; + 1 to t;y1) where the initial state 2 =
(Nl,tﬂrl(Ul,O:ti)anl,tﬂrla---7#K,ti+1(uK,0:ti),nK,ti) and {Uk,o:ti}le are the past pull sequences
of the proposed policy my.,. For all Ty, q1.,,, such that T, = 7(x) = T(x}), 7 € [K],Vt €
[ti + 1, tiv1], ) € X, we have that

ti+1 ) ti+1
Z Ezti+27""$ti [r(xtu frt(xt)ﬂxti-i-l - xl] == Z /’Lk,t(uk,O:tfl)7
t=t;+1 t=t;+1

where {Uk7ti+1:ti+l}£<:1 is the arm pull sequence of Ty, 1.4, -
Proof. Let k denote 7r; where t € {t; +1,...,t;41}. Recall that we use uyo4—1 to denote the
pull sequence of arm k under policy 71, , = (712t ﬁ-ti‘i’l:tiJrl)' If k£ has not been pulled before
time ¢ by @14, then e, ) g [7(z¢, Tt) |2t 41 = 2] = br, = pimyt(Un,04-1). If k has been
pulled before, then let g1, ..., ¢, denote the time steps that arm &k has been pulled before time
t by Wi, 1€, Upg, = 1 for i € [n] and uppy = 0 for t' ¢ {q1,...,qn}. We have that for

te{ti+1,... tiy1},
~ 1
Exti+2,...,xti+l [T($tawt)|xti+l =T :|
o Nkt 41 Nkt i
=by, — (Ewti+27~--’mti+1—l |:Eﬂ7ti+1 ['Yk Thti T )‘k”Yk ‘xti+1 =T
Tkt Mty i
:bk - <Ez‘ti+2,...,an [Ean+1 |:7k ‘ xk,‘hri-l + Akak; ' |$ti+1 =

Nkt

Nk, i .
=by — (Extﬁg,...,zqn [7k (V5" 2k g+ M) + MYy g = x’])

Tkt 4 Mk,t; 1 Tk an

:...:bk—)\k(’yk —I—’yk

:Nk,t(uk,O:t—l)v

N, tit 1k, g oo Tk gy )

+.o

where the second equality is true because when arm k is not pulled for example at time ;11 — 1,
the state for arm k at time t;,1 — 1 will satisfy that xp s, =g, 1 and ngy, = ngy, -1 +1
with probability 1. In this case, we have that

Tty g Tty g Mkt g1l Mty —17T1
Tt; g ’Yk xk,ti+1 + )\k/Yk; ’xti+1_l - ’Yk xk,ti+1—1 + )\k}’Yk;
Mheytiqq Mhe,tiq

= 7k xk‘,tprl—l + )\k’)/k-
The third equality is true since when arm k is pulled for example at time ¢,, then we have that

Mheytiqq Mhe,tiqq
B iimpanClegn ki) [% Th,gn+1 + AV,

Nk,t; 11 Nk, qn Nk, qn Nk,t; 11
=y, " (’Vk M kg, MY )+/\ka Hv

where pq is given in Appendix [C.1} The second to last last equality holds because @y, 11 =
e ti+1(Uk 0:¢;,) Where i, 4(+) is defined in (3). O

Lemma 13. For any episode i + 1 (from time t; + 1 to t;11), given the past arm pull se-
quences {uk70;ti}§:1 of the proposed policy T1.,, the optimal time-dependent competitor policy
Tpi41:tisy» Where Ty = Ty (xy) = 7(xy), T € [K],VE € [t + 1, tip1], o, x4 € X, for this episode is
given by Lookahead({ g, Vi, bk}le, {Uk,O:ti}szla ti, tiv1) where {\k, Yk, bk}le are the true reward
parameters for the rebounding bandits instance.
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Proof. By Lemma[I2] we have that the optimal time-dependent competitor policy 7t,+1:1;,, max-

i+1
imizes Zii:*tlﬁl fie,t (U 0:0—1), by choosing uk, 1:4,,,- Thus, by the definition of Lookahead (),
given our proposed policy 7., the optimal time-dependent competitor policy is given by

Lookahead({ Ak, Vi, bk 1, {uk,0:0, oy, i tig1)- O

Proof of Theorem[5 Using Lemma we have that given our policy 71.7 and its corresponding
pull sequence uy, o.+—; for k € [K],t € [T, the optimal competitor policy for episode i+1 where i €
{0,...,[T/w]|} (episode i+1 ranges from time ¢;4+1 = iw+1 to t;41 = min{iw+w, T'}) is given by
Lookahead({/\k, Yk, bk}{::l, {uk,OIti}szlv t;, ti+1). We use M({)\k, Yk, bk}éip {uk,():ti}f:l, t;, ti—‘,—l)

to denote the (optimal) objective value of (F]) given by Lookahead({ Ak, Vi, bk o1, {uk 0.6 s tis ti1)-
Denote b = maxy, by, and b = miny, b.

Exploration Stage Recall that in Algorlthm we have defined T' = T%/3 4w — (T%/* mod w)
which is a multiple of w. For the first T" time steps, as defined in Algorithm [1} our policy 7, 7 is a

time- dendent policy, i.e., it satisfies that m; = m(2¢) = m (), ¢ € [K],Vt € [1, T, xt,xt E X.

Using 12| we obtain that the regret for the first T'/w episodes is given by
_max E T(.Q?Z'U,Jrj, ﬁj ($iw+j)) Liw+1 = l’l
. 7Tl:u)ecw .
=0 7j=1
f/w—l

- Z E [T(xiw+j777iw+j($z‘w+j)) Tiwg1 = wl}
=0

o ~ P
< Z M({Ak; Yk bk}é(:h {uk,O:iW}I{:(:b 1w, 1w + U)) -T (b - ’Y>
1=0

bobt ) <F T
1=%
since T < T2/3 + w and by assumption, w < T2/3.

Estimation Stage By Theorem [3| and Corollary |4 we have that for any § € (0,1) and
n > ng(0, k) where no(d, k) depends on § logarithmically, with probability 1 — §, for all k € [K]

[V — k| < %gn(l/a) and [Ap — \| < %%%U& when 7} > 0.

We define two numbers T} := ming{T : (331, no(k, T~/3))3/? = C1 K (log T)*/?> < T} and

Cy,,
T <1
be arbitrarily large. Take Ty = max{T{,Ty/}. Then for all T > Ty, with probability 1 — ¢
where § = T~/3, we have that Vk € [K],[x — | < ¢4 = OWKT Y310gT), |\ — M| <

ex = O(WKT Y31logT) and (e,\ ) < O(VKT '/3logT) since 7}, <

’Yk+07<1andfyk<'y<1
/2/3/K

For any pull sequence wuy, o.¢—1, using our obtained estimated parameters {7, /):k,gk}le, we define

T§ := miny < T : maxy v + . These two numbers exist as T can be chosen to

2|+ o | ==

the estimated reward function: for ¢ > 2, iy +(ug,04—1) = bi — /):k (Zf;% ﬁz_luk,» and for t = 1,

e 1 (Ug,0:1) = b = pg,1(uk0:1), where we note that Zk = by, since it is the reward of the first pull
of arm k. Given ¢t > 2, we have that

’Nk,t (Uk,O:t—l) - ﬁk,t(uk,o:t—l) |
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t—1
(Zﬁ; Ukz) = Ak Z’Y,ilum>
i=1

t—1 t—1 t—1
= [k (Z T ukl) — Ak < ’Y;tg_zuk,i> + Ak (Z %_luk,z) — Ak <Z WZ_Zuk,i>‘
1 i—1 i—1

L= 1=
<o || 4 2 (19)
SO =R T A=A =)

Planning Stage Given our policy 7.7 (along with its pull sequence {u;“o;T}f:l), starting from
time T—Fl, for any episode i+1 > T/w, we denote the optimal competitor policy to be 7Tt*i+1;ti+l =
Lookahead({ g, Yk, bk}szl, {uk,O:tiq}szl’ ti,ti+1) where t; = iw and t;411 = min{iw+w,T}. The
cumulative expected reward collected by 7TZ_ 1t and 7, 4+1:¢,,, has the difference

+1 i1

M ({ M, Vo Ok Yoy Lk 0,y by tis tin1) — M Ve bk Yoy, {00ty b 15 tis tig1)

7-+1 7.+1
z : Mﬂ-t7 7Tt,0t 1 § Myt Um,Ot 1)
t=t;41 t=t;+1
z+1 1+1
E oyt ( 7rt,0t 1) E Fimy 7rt,0t 1)
t=t;+1 t=t;+1
z+1 2+1
+ : : lu'ﬂ'zv 7Tt,0t 1 E :uﬂ't, Um,Ot 1)
t=t;+1 t=t;+1
tit1 tit1
+ z Mﬂ-ty uﬂ't,Ot 1 E uﬂ't, Um,Ot l)
t=t;+1 t=t;+1
H—l 'L+1
E : iy 1 ( w;,O:t 1) E Fimy ﬂ't,Ot 1)
t=t;+1 t=t;+1
tit1 tit1
+ 5 Nm,t(uﬂ't,O:t—l) - E Hﬂt,t(um,o:t—l)-
t=t;+1 t=t;+1

where u} s 0:t—1 is the corresponding pull sequence of arm 7} under policy 7}, = (71, T 41 )

and the last inequality holds because 7y, 1.4, , = Lookahead({Ak, Vi bk}k:l’ {uk703ti}k:17 tistiv1)
is the optimal solution under the estimated parameters { A, 7%, bk}le and 7’s previous past pull
sequence {uk,gzti}szl. Further, using and the fact that ¢; — t;_1 < w, we obtain that

tit1 tit1

E, oy 1 ( 7rt,0t 1) E fimy it ( nt,Ot 1)

t=t;+1 t=t;+1

tit1 tit1

+ E //Zﬂt,t(uwt,o:t 1 E Moyt umg,()t 1)

t=t;+1 t=t;+1

Ve A
Finally, putting it altogether, we have obtained that for all 7' > Tj,

L=k 71 =3k) (1 =)
T/w]—1 min{w,T—iw ~
Reg"(T') = ZI:(/) - maxz,,,ecw B [Zj:l{ }T(xiw+j7 T (Tiw+j))

SZwm}gx <6)\ +e€

Tiw41 = SUZ}
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-
—E [T @i ok (@)

Tiwt1 = wl}

[T/w] -1 _

<O(T**)+ -1 Y 200(VKT PlogT) | +T7'/* (T (b —b+ 1M>>
) -7
i=T/w

<O(T?*?) 4+ (T — T**)O(VKTlog T) + O(T?/?)

<O(VKT?*?logT),

which we notice that with probability 6 = 71/2, the cumulative expected reward from time T
to T between the optimal competitor policy and our policy 7 is at most T (5 —b+ %) This
completes the proof.

E.2 Exploration Strategies

In the exploration phase of Algorithm (from time 1 to T), in addition to playing each arm
repeatedly for T /K times, in general, we could explore by playing each arm at a fixed interval,
i.e., the time interval between two consecutive pulls of arm k should be a constant mj. For
example, this includes playing the arms cyclically with the cylce being 1,2,..., K or playing
the first two arms in an alternating fashion from time 1 to 2?/ K, then the next two arms,
etc. As shown in Theorem [8 and Corollary |§|, using the datasets (of size n) collected by these
exploration strategies, we can obtain estimators 7, and A; with the estimation error being on
the order of O(1/y/n). Using these results (in replacement of Theorem [3[ and Corollary 4] in
the estimation stage of the proof of Theorem , we can obtain that there exists Ty such that

for all T' > T}, the regret upper bound of EEP under these exploration strategies are of order
O(WKT?*31ogT).
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F Additional Proofs of Appendix [C

F.1 Proof of Corollary [7]
Proof. Fix 6 € (0,1). By Theorem |§|7 for all k € [K], with probability 1 — 5%, we have the

2K
following: When m = 1, then [J; — vi| = |[@x| — ax| < [ax — ak| < €a(n, 5%, k). When m > 2, we
have that
i~ 4l = e el
[k D/ [y | 0nD ey g T

On the other hand, given that |a; — ai| < €,(n, 2%, k), we have that with probability 1 — 2%,

C/Z\k‘ dk’ dk dk < Gd(n,%,k) + Akﬁl(”?%ak) < O< 1 )

ai, ap ap a

A — M| =

o~ o~

Qg ag

The proof completes as follows:

~ ) 5 K 2

- N 7771{“ )\ a 777k (S

B [k, B — el < B, gy < Bl | Al i B T (1 - ) >1-3,
Vi ag ag K

where the last inequality follows from Bernoulli’s inequality. O

F.2 Proof of Lemma [

Proof. Let m.p denote the sequence that policy 7 will take from time 1 to 7. By the definition
of the value function, we have that

T
Vi (Tinit) = by + ZEIQ,...,xt [r (e, m)]
=2

where x; ~ pap(+|zi—1, m—1,t — 1) is a state vector drawn from the transition distribution defined
in Section Let k denote m; and uy, 0.4—1 denote the past pull sequence for arm k& under policy
m. If k has not been pulled before time ¢, then E,, 4, [7(2¢, 7¢)] = br, = firt(Un, 0:0—1). If k has
been pulled before, then let t1,...,t, denote the time steps that arm k& has been pulled before
time t. We have that

Exg,...,xt [T(I‘t, k)] = bk} - (Exg,...,xt_l [ExthM(~‘:Et,1,k,t—l) [’ygk’t$k7t + )\k’}/l’?k’t]])

= b~ (Baa. ..oy [ExthNPM(-lxtmk,tn) [VZk’tﬂUk,th + /\k’YZk’t”)
Nk, tn

=0k = (Banpoze, [ (0" Tht + M) + Mk ])
— L =b— A (’y,':k,t i ,ka,t-&-nk,tn NI ’ygk,t+nk,tn+~~-nk,t1)
= ,U/k,t(uk,O:t71>7

where we note that the second equality is true because when arm k is not pulled for exam-
ple at time ¢ — 1, the state for arm £ at time ¢ — 1 will satisfy that xp; = 231 and ng; =
nk,i—1+1 with probability 1. In this case, we have that By, ., (o1 k1) [’ygk’tmm + /\kfy:’“’t] =

_1+1 _1+1 . . . .
yzk’t o Thi—1+ )\k'y,?k" 1+ _ ryzk’t:pk7t_1 + )\k’yzk’t. The third equality is true since when arm k

is pulled for example at time ¢ — 1, then we have that Eg, ., (jei_y k1) [vgk’tmk,t + )\kfygk’t] =

ng’t (’ygk’t_lack,t_l + )\k’yzk’t_l)—k)\kyzk’t. The proof completes by summing over By, o, [r(z¢, m)]
for all ¢t > 2. O
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F.3 Proof of Proposition
Proof. Fix 6 € (0,1). Let E; be the event that
~ 1 N
Vk € [K]a |7k _7k| = €y <0 <\/ﬁ> ) |)‘k - )‘k‘ = € <0 (1/\/7;) .

From Corollary |7, we have that P(F;) > 1 — 0. Let 7.0 denote the sequence that policy 7 will
take from time 1 to 7. From Lemma @7 we have that

T

Z/Mq,t(uﬁt,O:t—l) - ﬁﬁt,t(uwt,o:t—l) ’
t=1

IVim (@inie) = V] (@imie) | =

where wr, o:.—1 is the past pull sequence for arm 7; under policy 7 before time t and fi, ¢ (g 04-1) =
b, — Xk <Zf;% %_Zum> for t > 2 and fig 1 (uk,0:1) = bk = pg1(uko:1). Given t > 2, let k denote
¢, we have that

[, (U 026 —1) — et (U, 0:4—1))
=1 =1

Ak <Z ;Y\]i_zuk,i> — Ak <Z ’Y;i_luk,z')
i=1 i=1
t—1 t—1 t—1 t—1

Ak (Z :Y\ZZUk,i) = Ak (Z :Y\Zzuk,i> + Ak (Z %luk,i) = Ak (Z ’thgzuk,i>|
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

Vi
1 =7
Ve ey
Tl (=R - )
Since Y, < 1 (ax, € (a,a)) almost surely and with probability 1—0, for all k € [K], €,, < O (1/4/n)
and €y, < O (1/4/n). We have that with probability 1 — ¢,

Vk Vi

S 1—3 1—m

+/\‘

T
- T
S Z |M7rt,t(u7rt,0:t—1) - th,t(uﬁt,O:t—IN S <) .

T
; Moyt (uwt,O:t—l) - //Lrt,t (uwt,O:t—l) = \/ﬁ

F.4 Proof of Proposition [6]
Proof. Fix 6 € (0,1). Let E; be the event that
~ 1 ~
Vk € [K]a |’Yk _7k| =€y, < o <\/ﬁ> ) |)‘k - )‘k‘ =€y = 0 (1/\/7;) .

From Corollary |§|7 we have that P(E) > 1 —0/2. Let €y := maxy €y,. Let Ey denote the event
that Vt € [T],k € [K], |z| < B(6/2) (10). We know that P(E;) > 1 — §/2. When E; and E»
happen, we first observe that for all positive integer n and k € [K],

N N 1 me Ak — Vil
W =0 < Ak — %l (nmax(y 1 F07h) < = = = 0(1/v/n),
ik = k] < e =l (nmax (™ 370) < S S e (@ maxe )~ OV

whereand the second inequality uses the assumption that ag,yx are bounded away from 0 and 1.
To continue, we first bound the distance between the transition function in M and M. At any

any time t and state 2y = (x1¢,n14,...,TKt, MK t), Wwhen we pull arm 7, = k, the next state 41
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is updated by: (i) for arm k, ng 41 = 1 and (ii) for all other arms k' # k, ng 41 = ng + 1 if
ng # 0, npey1 = 0if ng, =0, and g 441 = g . Then, by [8, Theorem 1.3|, we have that when
nm,t 7& 07

1P (@es1|@e, me,t) — Pa (@egr|@e, e, ) H1

-1 ~ 1 ~N N
3!)\2 D A D e 4 ! Cree M = A Tk — Mg
- 25kl 2 1
i M/ R

30 (ST A - ST ) + (3 = ) ST R
B )\2 an 1 ,ygz
|Ankt nkt|B(6/2) + |)\k’ynkt )\k/\nkt‘
1
e/ Sk A

() ngt—1 ngt—1 ngt—1

-+ |/\k%g )\ Ankt’

1 1 A — A (2A% + €2) ke Tk N
<3 )\k+6)\2’ — — + 7. = T (B(6/2) + Ap) + [ A — Ak
M+ )22 =721 o — Ml (20 + €2) ke Tk ~
=3 + 7. = P (B(6/2) + M) + [ Ak — Akl
((1—%)(1—%) 1 -~} F b

oo ()

where (x) holds since PMm (Te+1]4, ™, t) is a Gaussian density with mean v, "y, + Ag7y, " and
variance A2 "k ! 72 and (+*) uses the fact that A2 > "¢ ! 2 > A2 > 1. When ng,; = 0 and
condition (i) and (ii) are fulfilled, we have that [|p g (we41]me, 7, 1) — P (Teg1]@e, 7, 2) [[1 = 0.
Otherwise, that is, if condition (i) or (ii) is not satisfied, we also have that ||p &z (z141|ze, 7, t) —
pm (@pp1|xe, T, t) |1 = O since P (Tpg1|xe, T, t) = P (Teg1|ze, T, t) = 0. Next, we examine
the difference of the expected reward obtained by pulling arm k at state z; at time ¢ in MDP M
and M; when ny; # 0, this is given by

nkt’

P2, k)] = 7(2, K)]| = |7 me + Mevp " — A Tt — M,
< Nzgg] - Y = A 4 D™t = AT+ N = N

< (B6/2) + M) AT — A+ [ — Al = =o<;ﬁ),

where 7(zy, k) is the expected reward of pulling arm k at state z; in MDP M. Putting it
altogether, we have that for any deterministic policy T,

Vim(@init) = Vi 5 (@inie) = 7(@inie, 71 (Tinie)) — F(Zinie, 71 (Zinit)) + Eomppr(-fzr,m1) Vo (22)]
—E

zo~p 7 (+|21,m,1) [ ( )]
< €R+Ex2~pM( |1 ,m, 1)[V2 ./\/l( 2)] xQNpM( |z1,m, 1)[‘/2 ./\/l(xQ)]
] —

+Ew2~p o(le1,m,1) [‘/2/\/((332) x2~pM |y, 1)[V2,M\( 73)]

T
=Ter+ Z E./\//T,fr{EdftﬂNpM('mﬂr,t) [Vt:—LM (@41)]
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=By imp g Clonmt) [Vm-l,/\/l(xt-&-l)]}

< Ter + T?ep m]?xbk,

where pa(-|ze, m,t) denotes p(-|z¢, m¢(x),t) in MDP M and the last inequality uses the fact
that (pat(-lee, m,t) — pig(les mt), Vit pm) < llpmClae, mi8) = prg(Clas 1OV pllee <
epT maxy by. Finally, we have that

P * * * T~
Vi (@init) — Vi 4 (@inie) = Vi x4 (init) — ij\\/‘?(fﬂinit) + Vfﬁ\(xinit) - ‘Gvﬁ\(xinit)

T

T .
+ VL%AA\(xinit) - ‘/1,./j\\;[1 (xinit) < 2T€R =+ 2T26P Hl]ilX bk7

where the equation follows from the fact that Vi",, (Tinit) = Vf’rj‘" (zinit) and rearranging the
terms, and the inequality follows from applying the bound of Vit (Zinit) — Vl’rﬂ(xinit) < Tep +

T?ep maxy, by, that was derived above for m = T and = W}A\ and using the fact that the policy

Wjivt\ is optimal for MDP M. Let E5 denote the event that Vl*M (Zinit) — V:j\"‘jl(:rmit) < O(T?//n).
Putting it altogether, we have that P(E3) > P(Es, E1) =1 —-P(ES U ES) > 1 — 0. O
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Figure 4: Figure [4al shows the cumulative expected reward collected by and w-lookahead policy
(blue dots) when T' = 100. When solving for the T-lookahead policy (({) with 7" = 100), after 24
hours, Gurobi 9.1 obtains an objective value of 491.3 (red solid line) with an upper bound 555.3
(red dotted line) and an absolute optimality gap 64.0 (13.0%). The true cumulative expected
reward for T-lookahead policy for this problem lies in between the solid and dotted red lines.
Figure [4b| shows the log-log plot of the w-step lookahead regret of w-lookahead EEP (averaged
over 5 random runs) under different 7'

G Additional Experimental Details and Results

In this appendix, we present additional experimental details and results.

w-lookahead Performance When evaluating the performance of w-lookahead policies, in
addition to the case where T' = 30 (Figure , we have also run the experiments with 17" = 100
(Figure . When solving for the 100-lookahead policy, we have increased the number of threads
to 50 to solve for (4) and stopped the program at a time limit of 24 hours. In such settings,
we obtain an upper bound on the absolute optimality gap of 64.0 (percentage optimality gap
of 13.0%). When solved for w-lookahead policies with w in between 1 and 15 using 10 threads,
Gurobi ends up solving within 40s for all different w values. Thus, despite using significantly
lower computational time, w-lookahead policies achieve a similar cumulative expected reward to

the T-lookahead policies (see Figures [3al and .

EEP Performance Figure[3D]is the log-log plot of the w-step lookahead regret of w-lookahead
EEP against the horizon 7' when T' = 60, 80, 100, 150, 200, 300, 400 (averaged over 20 random
runs) and Figure {4b|is the log-log plot when 7" = 60, 80, 100, 150, 200, 300, 400, 600, 800 (averaged
over 5 random runs), under the experimental setup provided in §
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