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Abstract

We consider the infinitely many-armed bandit problem with rotting rewards, where the mean reward of an
arm decreases at each pull of the arm according to an arbitrary trend with maximum rotting rate o = o(1). We
show that this learning problem has an Q(max{gl/ 3T,V/T}) worst-case regret lower bound where 7" is the time
horizon. We show that a matching upper bound O(max{ /3T, /T}), up to a poly-logarithmic factor, can be
achieved by an algorithm that uses a UCB index for each arm and a threshold value to decide whether to continue
pulling an arm or remove the arm from further consideration, when the algorithm knows the value of the maximum
rotting rate p. We also show that an O(max{gl/ S8/ 1) regret upper bound can be achieved by an algorithm

that does not know the value of o, by using an adaptive UCB index along with an adaptive threshold value.

1 Introduction

We consider a fundamental sequential learning problem in which an agent must play one option at a time from an
infinite set of options with non-stationary reward distributions, where the mean reward of an option decreases at
each play of this option. This is naturally studied as the infinitely many-armed bandit problem with rotting rewards.
The assumption of infinitely many arms models practical situations when there is a finite but large number of arms
relative to the number of available experiments. There is an abundance of applications in which one must choose
from a large set of options with rotting rewards, e.g. online advertising where arms correspond to ads and rewards
decrease over exposures of an ad to a user, content recommendation systems where arms correspond to media
items and rotting arises because of user boredom when watching the same content, and clinical trials where the
efficacy of a medicine may decrease because of drug tolerance when a patient takes the same medicine several
times. While there has been a lot of work on multi-armed bandits with a finite number of arms with stationary or
non-stationary rewards, and an infinite number of arms with stationary rewards, not much seems to be known for

the case of infinitely many arms with non-stationary rewards.

In this paper we make first steps to understand the fundamental limits of sequential learning for infinite number of
arms whose mean rewards decrease with the number of pulls—the case commonly referred to as the rested rotting
bandits. Our focus is on rotting trends where the mean reward of an arm decreases arbitrary for at most a fixed
amount p at each pull of this arm. The initial mean rewards of arms are assumed to be independent and identically

distributed according to uniform distribution on [0, 1]. The objective is to find a policy that minimizes the expected



cumulative regret over a time horizon of 7' time steps with respect to playing the best arm.

We show that the worst-case regret for this problem is lower bounded by Q(max{o'/3T,/T}), where o is the
maximum rotting rate, and show that this lower bound is tight up to a poly-logarithmic factor. This reveals that the
rotting trend starts to have an effect on regret precisely at the threshold ¢ = ©(1/7"%/2). Our result implies that the
rotting rested bandit problem with infinitely many arms is harder than for the stationary rewards case, as in the latter
case the regret lower bound is Q(+/7") [1]. This stands in stark contrast to the case of finite ' arms in which case it
is known that O(\/ﬁ) can be achieved for the rotting case [2], which matches the optimal bound in the stationary

case [3] up to a poly-logarithmic factor.

In the case of infinitely many arms with stationary rewards, it is not possible to explore all arms to find an optimal
arm, hence, it is required to find a near-optimal arm; contrast this with the case of finitely many arms, where all
arms must be explored to identify an optimal arm. Further, when we consider rotting rewards, the learner must
keep exploring new arms because a near-optimal arm may become suboptimal as it is being pulled. Based on this
fact, we design algorithms for the rotting infinitely many-armed bandit problem to achieve tight regret bounds. We

summarize our contributions in more details in what follows.

1.1 Summary of our contributions

We show an Q(max{'/?T, /T}) worst-case regret lower bound for the rotting rested bandit case with maximum
rotting rate o = o(1). This regret lower bound matches the regret lower bound Q(+/T") that is known to hold for the
case of stationary rewards, when rotting is sufficiently small—precisely when o = O(1/T 3/ 2). Otherwise, when

0 = w(1/T3/?), the regret lower bound becomes worse than for the stationary case.

We show that an O(max{o'/3T,/T'}) regret can be achieved by an algorithm when the maximum rotting rate o is
known to the algorithm. This algorithm uses a UCB index to decide whether to continue pulling an arm or remove
the arm from further consideration and switch to exploring a new arm by comparing the index with a threshold.

This threshold is set to account for rotting of rewards.

We further show that an O(max{'/3T, T3/*}) regret can be achieved by an algorithm that does not know the
value of the maximum rotting rate p. This algorithm uses an adaptive UCB index and an adaptive threshold value to
compare the UCB index of an arm with the threshold to decide whether to continue pulling this arm or remove the
arm from further consideration. This upper bound matches the lower bound up to poly-logarithmic factors when the

rotting rate ¢ is sufficiently large, i.e. when o = Q(1/73/%).

We present results of numerical experiments for randomly generated problem instances of rotting infinitely many-

armed bandits. These results validate the insights derived from our theoretical results.

1.2 Related work

The work on multi-armed bandits can be distinguished with respect to two criteria, first whether the number of
arms is finite or infinite, and second whether rewards of arms are stationary or non-stationary. For the case of

non-stationary rewards, we can further distinguish rested from restless multi-armed bandit problems — in the former



case, an arm’s distribution of reward may change only when the arm is pulled, while in the latter case, it may change
at each time step. Our work falls in the category of multi-armed bandit problems with infinitely many non-stationary

rested arms.

The case of finitely many arms with stationary rewards has been studied by many, following on [4, 5]. There exist
algorithms having O( V KT) worst-case regret, where K is the number of arms, and this matches the lower bound
Q(VKT) up to a poly-logarithmic factor [3, 6].

We next discuss the case of finitely many arms with non-stationary rewards. The non-stationarity in rewards can
be quantified by the number of abrupt changes or a variation budget, which is referred to as abrupt-changing and
slow-varying environments, respectively. The non-stationary environments were studied by [3, 7, 8, 9] in which
proposed algorithms are based on a strategy of adapting current state rapidly and fading old history memory (e.g.
sliding window, discount factor, and restarting). In addition to this, non-stationary environments were studied under
various assumptions, e.g. contextual bandits and MDPs [10, 11, 12, 13, 14], mortal bandits where arms have a
stochastic lifetime [15, 16], and bandits where arm rewards evolve according to a continuous-time stochastic process

[17].

The multi-armed bandit problem with a finite number of arms, where each arm’s mean reward decays with the
number of pulls of this arm, was first studied by [18, 19, 20, 21]. Following [21], this problem is referred to as rotting
bandits problem. [21] showed that a sliding-window algorithm has a O(K'/3T2/3) regret in a non-parametric
rested rotting setting where the only assumption is that mean rewards are positive and non-increasing in the number
of pulls. The non-parametric rotting bandit problem, allowing mean rewards to be negative with bounded decay,
was subsequently studied by [2], showing an algorithm that has an O(\/ﬁ ) problem instance independent bound.
[22] showed that a single algorithm, an adaptive-window UCB index policy, achieves near-optimal regret for both
rested and restless rotting bandits. In this paper, we follow the non-parametric rested rotting setting where mean

rewards can only decrease with bounded decrements.

We next discuss the case of infinitely many arms with stationary rewards. [23, 24] proposed algorithms with
asymptotically optimal regret O(+/T') for the case of arms with Bernoulli rewards and independent mean values
according to uniform distribution on [0, 1]. [1] studied the case where the mean reward distribution has support on
[0, p2*] with p* < 1, and for each arm @ the distribution of mean reward () is such that P(u(a) > p*—z) = 0(2#),
for some § > 0. [25] studied the same problem but focused on simple regret, defined as the instantaneous regret
at time step 7. [26] showed that a subsampled UCB algorithm (SSUCB) that samples @(\/T) arms and executes
UCB only on this subset of arms has O(\/T) regret under 1-sub-Gaussian rewards with mean rewards according to
uniform distribution on [0, 1]. In this setting, for mean reward distributions such that there is a large enough number
of near-optimal arms, an algorithm may find a near-optimal arm by exploring a restricted number of arms. There
also exist several works dealing with infinitely many arms under structured reward functions such as contextual
linear bandits [27] and Lipschitz bandits [28]. In this paper, however, we focus on infinitely many arms under a

mean reward distribution, where the structured-reward assumptions may not hold because of rotting.

Our work is different from the work discussed in this section in that we consider the case of infinitely many arms

with non-stationary rotting arms. In the case of rotting bandits with a finite number of arms, as we mentioned, [2, 22]



achieves worst-case regret bound O(\/ﬁ) which matches the near-optimal regret in the stationary stochastic
setting. This result indicates that the rotting in the finitely many arms setting is not a harder problem than in the
stationary rewards setting. However, in the setting of infinitely many arms, rotting of rewards makes the problem
harder than in the stationary rewards case. This is because the value of the optimal mean reward is not decreasing as
the arms are being pulled as there are infinitely many near-optimal arms, which requires an additional exploration to
recurrently search for a new optimal arm outside of the set of already pulled arms. Our algorithms are different from
previously-proposed algorithms for the case of infinitely many arms with stationary rewards in keeping to explore
new arms to find a near-optimal arm over time because of rotting rewards. In more details, our algorithms use UCB
policies to decide whether to continue pulling an arm or remove the arm from further consideration and explore a
new arm, by comparing its UCB index with a threshold which is adjusted by using the rotting rate or an estimated

value of the rotting rate.

2 Problem formulation

We consider a non-stationary bandit problem with infinitely many arms where the reward distributions of arms vary
over time. We consider the case when the mean reward of an arm may decrease only when this arm is pulled by an
agent that uses a policy 7, which is referred to as the rested rotting bandit setting. Let A be an infinite set of arms,
1i¢(a) be the mean reward of arm « at time ¢ before pulling an arm at time ¢, and n;(a) be the number of times arm
a € Ais pulled by 7 before time ¢. Also, denote by r; the stochastic reward gained by pulling arm a] at time ¢. Let
rt = pi(al) + ne where 7 is a noise term with a 1-sub-Gaussian distribution. We assume that initial mean rewards
{111(a)}aea are i.i.d. random variables with uniform distribution on [0, 1]. The rotting of arms is defined as follows.
Given a rotting rate 0 < g; < g at time ¢ > 1 with maximum rotting rate ¢ = o(1), the mean reward of the selected

arm at time ¢ changes as follows

peri(ar) = pe(ay) — o

whereas the mean rewards of other arms remain unchanged. The mean reward of every arm a € A at time ¢ > 1 can

be represented as follows. With 0 < g < p for all time steps 0 < s < ¢,
t—1
pe(a) = pa(a) = osl(al = a).
s=1

The objective is to find a policy that minimizes the expected cumulative regret over a time horizon of 7' time steps,
which for a given policy 7 is defined as follows
T
E[RT(T)] =E [Z(l - m(a?))] :
t=1
In the regret definition, we use that the mean reward of the optimal arm at any time ¢ is equal to 1. This is because
there is an infinite number of arms in .4 with i.i.d. mean rewards according to uniform distribution on [0, 1], so that
there always exist sufficiently many arms whose mean rewards are close enough to 1. In what follows, ‘selecting an
arm’ means that a policy chooses an arm in .4 before playing it and ‘pulling an arm’ means that the policy plays a

selected arm and receives a reward.



3 Regret lower bound

We first discuss two different regimes for regret depending on the value of the maximum rotting rate op. When
0 < 1/T?/?, the mean reward of any arm over the time horizon of 7' time steps changes for at most o7 < 1/v/T.
Therefore, for any arm, there can be at most a gap of 1/ VT between the initial mean reward and the mean reward
after T time steps, which causes an additional regret of at most v/7" over the horizon of 7" time steps to the case of
stationary arms (i.e. when ¢ = 0). In Theorem 3 in [1], the optimal regret for the stationary case, with uniform
distribution of mean rewards of arms, is shown to be of the order v/T. Therefore, the extra regret of VT from the
rotting with ¢ < 1/7"/2 does not affect the order of the regret. When o > 1/73/2, we expect that the regret lower

bound may be different than for the stationary case.

By analyzing the regret lower bound for the specific case with g; = o for all time steps ¢ > 0, we provide a lower

bound for the worst-case regret with respect to arbitrary rotting as given in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. For the rotting infinitely many-armed bandit problem, there exist rotting rates 0 < o; < o0 = o(1) for

all time steps t > 0 such that any policy m has the regret over a time horizon of T' time steps such that

E[R™(T)] = Q(max{o"/*T,VT}).

From the result of the theorem, when the rotting is small enough, i.e. precisely when o < 1/ T3/2, the lower
bound corresponds to (v/T), which is known to hold when rewards are stationary. Otherwise, when the rotting is
sufficiently large, then the lower bound is Q(o'/3T'). For example, when ¢ = 1/T" for some v > 0, we have the
lower bound Q(v/T), if v > 3/2 (small rotting case), and, otherwise (large rotting case), we have Q(T"~7/3). We
can observe that ¢ = ©(1/T3/?) is a transition point at which the lower bound switches from Q(v/T) to Q(o'/3T).

Proof sketch. Here we present a proof sketch of the theorem with the full version of the proof provided in Ap-
pendix A.2.

We assume that o; = ¢ = o(1) for all time steps ¢ > 0. When ¢ = O(1/T3/?), the lower bound for the stationary
case of the order v/T [1] is tight enough for the non-stationary case. This is because we only need to pay an extra

regret of at most of order /7 for small o. Therefore, when o = O(1/T3/2), we have
E[R™(T)] = (VT). (M

We note that even though the mean rewards are rotting in our setting, we can easily obtain (1) by following the same

proof steps of Theorem 3 in [1]. For the sake of completeness, we provide a proof in the Appendix A.2.

When ¢ = w(1/ T3/2), however, the lower bound of the stationary case is not tight enough. Here we provide the
proof of the lower bound Q(o'/?T) for the case when o = w(1/T3/?). For showing the lower bound, we will
classify each arm to be either bad or good or else according to the definition given shortly. To distinguish bad and
good arms, we use two thresholds 1 — ¢ and 1 — §, respectively, where c and § are suchthat 0 <1 —c<1—-9 < 1,
0= 91/3, and c is a constant. An arm a is said to be a bad arm if 1 (a) < 1 — ¢, and is said to be a good arm if

pi(a) >1—0.



Algorithm 1 UCB-Threshold Policy (UCB-TP)
Given: T, 4, A; Initialize: A" + A

Select an arm a € A’

Pull arm @ and get reward 7
fort=2,...,T do
Update the initial mean reward estimator /i (a)
if UCB,(a) > 1 — ¢ then
Pull arm a and get reward 7
else
A — A'/{a}
Select an arm a € A’
Pull arm a and get reward r
end if

end for

Let N7 be the number of distinct selected good arms until time step 7'. We separately consider two cases when
Nr < mand Ny > m, where m = [(1/2)T /3], and show that each case has Q(p'/3T) as the regret lower
bound. The main ideas for each case are outlined as follows. When the number of selected good arms is relatively
small (N7 < m), any policy 7 must pull arms with mean rewards less than 1 — § at least 7'/2 time steps until T,
amounting to at least d regret for each pull (gap between 1 and mean reward of a pulled arm). Therefore, the regret is
lower bounded by Q(5(7/2)) = Q(0'/3T). When the number of selected good arms is relatively large (N7 > m),
we can show that any policy = is likely to select at least of order o'/3T number of distinct bad arms until 7". From
the fact that the selected bad arms are pulled at least once and each pull adds a constant regret of value at least c, the

regret is shown to be lower bounded by Q(co'/3T) = Q(o/3T). Therefore, when o = w(1/73/?), we can obtain

E[R™(T)]
= Q(o'°T). @
Finally, from (1) and (2), we have E[R™(T')] = Q(max{o'/3T,/T}). O

4 Algorithms and regret upper bounds

In this section, we first present an algorithm for the rested rotting bandit problem with infinitely many arms for
the case when the algorithm knows the value of the maximum rotting rate. We show a regret upper bound of the
algorithm that matches the regret lower bound in Theorem 3.1 up to a poly-logarithmic factor. Second, we present
an algorithm that does not know the maximum rotting rate and show a regret upper bound that matches the regret

lower bound up to a poly-logarithmic factor, when the maximum rotting rate is large enough.



4.1 An algorithm knowing maximum rotting rate

We present an algorithm which requires knowledge of the maximum rotting rate in Algorithm 1. The algorithm
selects an arm and pulls this arm as long as the arm is tested to be a good arm, by using a test comparing an upper
confidence bound of this arm with a threshold value. Specifically, if a is the selected arm at time step ¢, the algorithm
computes an estimator ¢ (a) of the initial mean reward of arm a and uses this estimator to compute an estimator of
the mean reward of arm a at time step ¢, considering the worst-case rotting rate o for the estimators. Comparing
the upper confidence bound for the mean reward with the threshold 1 — §, the algorithm tests whether the arm
is a good arm. If the arm is tested to be a good arm, then the algorithm continues to pull this arm. Otherwise, it
discards the arm and selects a new one, and repeats the procedure described above until time horizon 7". We consider
Algorithm 1 with the initial mean reward estimator defined as

- 22;11 (rs + ons(a))l(as = a)
n(a)

3

where n;(a) = 22;11 1(as = a) and the upper confidence bound term defined as

UCBi(a) = ji¢(a) — one(a) + v/101og(T) /re(a).

Note that when p; = p forall 0 < s < t, i (a) is an unbiased estimator of the initial mean reward p; (a) of arm a
and [i§(a) — on¢(a) is an unbiased estimator of the mean reward i, (a) of arm a at time step ¢. The upper confidence
bound UCB;(a) follows the standard definition of an upper confidence bound. By designing the estimators to deal
with the maximum rotting rate g, for any arbitrary p; < p for all time steps ¢ > 0, we show that it has a near-optimal

worst-case regret upper bound in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. For the policy © defined by Algorithm 1 with 6 = max{0'/?,1/v/T}, and ¢ = o(1), the regret
satisfies
E[R™(T)] = O(max{o"/*T, VT}).

Proof sketch. Here we present a proof sketch of the theorem with a full version of the proof provided in Ap-

pendix A.3.

Observe that initial mean rewards of selected arms are i.i.d. random variables with uniform distribution on [0, 1].
We first define arms to be good or bad arms depending on the initial mean rewards. We assume ¢ = o(1) and set
§ = max{p'/3,1/+/T}. Then we define an arm a to be a good arm if A(a) < §/2, where A(a) = 1 — p1(a),
and otherwise, a is a bad arm. Because of rotting, initially good arm may become bad by pulling the arm several
times. Therefore, the policy ™ may select several good arms over the entire time and we analyze the regret over time
episodes defined by the selections of good arms. Given the policy, we refer to the period starting from selecting the
1 — 1-st good arm until selecting the ¢-th good arm as the i-th episode. Because of the uniform distribution of mean

rewards with small 0/2, it is likely to have several consecutive selected bad arms in each episode.

We do an episodic analysis. We first analyze the expected regret per episode and multiply it by the expected number

of episodes in 7'. However, this proof strategy has an issue that the regret of each episode and the number of
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Figure 1: Episodes in a time line.

episodes in 7" are not independent. To resolve the issue, we fix the number of episodes to m¢ and analyze the regret
not for T but for m¥9 episodes. Note that mY is a fixed value, and the time after m9 episodes can exceed T'. For
obtaining a regret bound, we set mY so that the total number of time steps for m? episodes is larger than 7" with
high probability and thus R™(T) < RT ; where R ; is the regret accumulated for m9 episodes. For the regret
analysis, we denote by m? the number of selections of distinct bad arms in the i-th episode. See Figure 1 for an

illustration of the episodes in a time line.

In what follows, we provide an overview of the regret analysis by considering two separate cases depending on the
value of the maximum rotting rate g; one for a large rotting case, and the other for a small rotting case, which we
may interpret as a near-stationary case. For the analysis, we use Rig to denote the regret accumulated by pulling
the good arm in the i-th episode, and RE ; to denote the regret accumulated by pulling the j-th bad arm in the i-th

episode.

Case of large rotting o = w(1/73/2): We first show that by setting m9 = [27'9*/3], we have R™(T') < RT ;. If
the policy selects a good arm a, where p1(a) > 1 — §/2, then it must pull the arm at least §/(2p) times, with high
probability, to decrease the mean reward below the threshold 1 — §. Then the total number of time steps for m?
episodes is at least (6/(20))m9 = (1/(20%/3))[2T0*/*] > T. This implies that R™(T') < R ;. We next provide
a bound for E[R™(T')] using E[R” ;]. For bounding E[R™ ], we can show that for any i € [m9] and j € [m5], we

have
. 1 .
E[RI] =0 <Q1/3) and E[RF;] = O (1). 3)
Observe that m{s R, mfllg are i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution with parameter ¢ /2. Therefore,

for any non-negative integer k, we have P(m? = k) = (1 —4/2)%§/2 and E[m?] = (2/6) — 1 forall i € [m9]. We
have set § = max{o'/3,1/v/T}. Then when o = w(1/T3/2), with m9 = [2T¢?/?] and from (3), E[m%] = 2/6—1,

and 0 = g1/3, we have

E[R™(T)] = O(E[R},q])

m9

=0 (E| > [RI+ > RE

i€[m9) j€m?]
~ 1 ~ ;
o((Ge o) -0(071)

Case of small rotting o = O(1/T°3/?): By setting m9 = C for some large constant C' > 0, we can show that



R™(T) < RT ;. This is because if the policy selects a good arm a, then it must pull the arm for at least order T’
times with high probability. This is because the small rotting case is a near-stationary setting so that the policy can
pull a good arm for a large amount of time steps. For bounding E[RT ;], we can show that for any i € [m9] and

j € [m?],

E[R{] = O(VT) and E[R?;] = O (1). )

Then when ¢ = O(1/T%/2), withm¢ = C and from (5), E[m¥] = 2/6 — 1, and 6 = ©(1/v/T), we have

E[R™(T)] = O(E[R},q])

m9

=0 (VT +EmF)) m?) = OWVT). ©)

‘We note that in the small rotting case, the policy achieves O(\/T) which matches a near-optimal bound for the

stationary setting [1].
Putting the pieces together: From (4) and (6), by taking ¢ = o(1) and § = max{'/?,1/y/T}, it follows

E[R™(T)] = O(max{o"/*T,VT}).

4.2 An algorithm not knowing maximum rotting rate

In this section we present an algorithm which does not require information about the maximum rotting rate o
defined in Algorithm 2, and provide a regret upper bound for this algorithm. The algorithm adopts the strategy
of hierarchical bandit algorithms similar to BOB (bandit-over-bandit) [10]. It consists of a master algorithm and
several base algorithms, where EXP3 [3] is used for the master algorithm whose goal is to find a near-optimal
base algorithm, and for each base algorithm, a UCB index policy similar to that in Algorithm 1 is used with a
candidate rotting rate and an adaptive threshold to decide whether to continue pulling currently selected arm. In
Algorithm 2, the time horizon of 7" time steps is partitioned into blocks of H time steps. Before starting each block,
the master algorithm selects a rotting estimator 3 of the unknown maximum rotting rate o from a set of candidate
values denoted by 3. Then it runs a base algorithm over H time steps which decides whether to continue pulling the
selected arm based on a UCB index and a threshold tuned using the selected 5. By utilizing the obtained rewards
over the block as a feedback for the decision of the master algorithm, it updates the master to find a near-optimal

base and repeats the procedure described above until time horizon 7.

We note that the term 1/2 + Zi:[if:) g ri/(2CHlog T + 4\/H log T) for some large enough constant C' > 0 in
updating w(S) in Algorithm 2 is for re-scaling and translating rewards, which makes the rewards lie in [0, 1] with
high probability. Also by optimizing the block size H, we can control regrets induced from the master and a base.
By increasing H, the regret induced from the master increases and the regret induced from a base decreases. Those

facts are shown later in the poof of Theorem 4.2.

In what follows, we define the inputs B and «, and the upper confidence bound index UCB; ;(a, 8) for 8 € B. B
contains candidate values of /3 to optimize UCB; ;(a, /3) and the threshold parameter §. We find that the optimal



Algorithm 2 Adaptive UCB-Threshold Policy (AUCB-TP)
Given: T, H,B, A, «
Initialize: A’ + A, w(8) < 1for 5 € B
fori=1,2,...,[T/H]| do

Select an arm a € A’

Pull arm a and get reward 7(;_1) 41
p(B) + (k@%ﬂ% for 8 € B
Select 5 < (3 with probability p(3) for 8 € B
5« pU/3
fort=(i—-1)H+2,...,i- HAT do
if UCB; +(a, ) > 1 — § then
Pull arm a and get reward r
else
A — A /{a}
Select an arm a € A’
Pull arm a and get reward r;
end if

end for
2 a_ 1 t—(i—1)H !
 w(pB)exp (Bp(B) (2 t 2on log T+4/H logT)>

end for

base parameter 37 € B is when 37 = max{1/H 3/2, o} including a clipped domain for the optimal threshold value
§ as in Theorem 4.1. This implies that the optimized 1 > 1/H?3/? = 2-3/21o82 1 Al50 from ¢ = o(1), BT < 1/8.
Therefore, we set

B={27%274 . 27[G/Dle HIY

in which the cardinality of the set is restricted by O(log H) which does not hurt the regret from EXP3 up to
a logarithmic factor. Let B = |B|. Then we set a = min{1,/Blog B/((e — 1)[T/H])}, which is used to

guarantee a least selection probability for each base. Let n; ;(a) be the number of times that arm a € A is pulled by

the algorithm from time step (i — 1) H + 1 before time step ¢. Let fif ,(a, 3) be defined as

22;11_1)}14.1(7”3 + Bni,s(a))l(as = a)

n;(a)

/l;?,t (a’v B) =

and the UCB; ;(a, ) index be defined as

UCB:4(a, B) i= i, (a, 8) — Bri o(a) + 1/ 1010g(H) /ni 1 (a).

We provide a worst-case regret upper bound for Algorithm 2 in the following theorem.

10
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Figure 2: Regret decomposition for Algorithm 2.

Theorem 4.2. With o = o(1), for the policy 7 defined by Algorithm 2 with H = [T"'/?], the regret satisfies

E[R™(T)] = O(max{o'/*T, T%/*}).

Proof sketch. Here we present a proof sketch of the theorem with a full version of the proof given in Appendix A.4.

The policy 7 consists of two strategies: EXP3 for the master and UCB-Threshold Policy (Algorithm 1) for bases.
We can decompose the regret into two parts: regret incurred by playing a base with 3 € B over each block of H
time steps and regret incurred due to the master trying to find a near-optimal base parameter in B. In what follows,
we define the regret decomposition formally. Let m;(3) for 5 € B denote the base policy with g for time steps
between (i — 1)H + 1 and i - H A T'. Denote by a?i(ﬁ ) the pulled arm at time step ¢ by policy 7;(). Then, for

B' € B, which is set later for a near-optimal base, we have

[T/H] - HAT

E[R™(T)] =E Zl_ Z Z pe(ar)

i=1 t=(i—1)H+1

= E[R{(T)] + E[R3 (T)], @

where
T [T/H] i-HAT

D IED D W

i=1 t=(i—1)H+1

[T/H] -HAT

=3 > (w@) - wtap).

i=1 t=(i—1)H+1

Note that R} (T") accounts for the regret caused by the near-optimal base algorithm 7;(31) against the optimal mean
reward and R7 (7') accounts for the regret caused by the master algorithm by selecting a base with 3 € B at every
block against the base with 3T as illustrated in Figure 2. We set 31 to be the smallest value in B which is larger than
max{p, 1/H?/?}. Then the base has the threshold parameter ,BTl/ ? of order max{o'/?,1/v/H} which coincides
with the optimal threshold parameter of Algorithm 1 by replacing 7" with H. We note that the policy 7 does not

require knowing 31 and it is defined only for the proof.

In what follows, we provide upper bounds for each regret component. We first provide an upper bound for E[RT (T')]

by following the proof steps in Theorem 4.1. We can easily find that regret of the base with 31 for each block of size
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H that has the same regret bound as in Theorem 4.1 by replacing 7" with H amounting to O(max{o'/3H,/H}).
Then by adding the regret for [T/ H| number of blocks, we have

E[RT(T)] = O(T/H) max{o'/*H,VH})
= O(max{o'/*T, T/VHY}). 8)

Then we provide an upper bound for E[R] (T')] using a regret bound for EXP3 in [3]. The EXP3 in policy 7 selects
a base in 3 before starting a block and gets feedback at the end of the block and repeats this over [T/ H | blocks.
Therefore, EXP3 in 7 can be thought to be run for [T/ H| decision rounds and the number of decision options for
each round is B. Let ) be an upper bound for the absolute sum of rewards for any block with length H with high
probability. Then from Corollary 3.2 in [3], we can show that

E[R3(T)] = O(Qv/B(T/H)). ©

By considering that mean rewards may become negative because of rotting and using a Chernoff’s bound, we show

that with high probability

- HAT
> n|<CHlogT +2\/HlogT. (10)
t=(i—1)H+1

Then with B = O(log T), from (9) and (10), we have

E[R3(T)] = O (H1og(T)/B(T/H))
0 (\/ﬁ) . (11)

Finally, from (7), (8), and (11), with H = [T*/?], we have

E[R™(T)] = O(max{o"/*T,T/VH} + VHT)
= O(max{o"/*T, T3/}).

This concludes the proof. O

The regret bound for Algorithm 2 in Theorem 4.2 is larger than or equal to that for Algorithm I in Theorem 4.1.
This is because the master in Algorithm 2 needs to learn the unknown maximum rotting rate to find a near-optimal
base algorithm, which produces extra regret. In the following remarks, we discuss the region of the maximum
rotting rate o for which Algorithm 2 achieves the near-optimal regret and discuss the computation and memory

efficiency of our algorithms.

Remark 4.3. When o = Q(1/T3/%), Algorithm 2 achieves the optimal regret bound O(0"/*T) up to a poly-
logarithmic factor. This is because when o = Q(1/ T3/ 4), the additional regret from learning the maximum rotting
rate is negligible compared with the regret from the rotting of rewards. It is an open problem to achieve the optimal

regret bound for any value of o, without knowing the value of this parameter.
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Figure 3: Performance of Algorithms 1 and 2, and SSUCB: (a) regret versus o'/3 for fixed time horizon 7', and
(b,c,d) regret versus time horizon T" with rotting rates o = 1/T'%/2 (b), 1/T/5 (c), and 1/T°/2 (d).

5 Numerical experiments

In this section we present results of our numerical experiments using synthetic data in the rotting setting with
infinitely many arms'. To the best of our knowledge, there are no previously-proposed algorithms for the setting of
rotting with infinitely many arms. We compare the performance of Algorithms 1 and 2 with SSUCB [26], which
was proposed for infinitely many arms with stationary rewards, and is known to have a near-optimal regret for
stationary sub-Gaussian reward distributions. From the theoretical results in Section 3 and Section 4, we expect
that Algorithm 1 and SSUCB would have similar performance when the maximum rotting rate is sufficiently small,
which may be regarded as a nearly stationary case, and that both Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 would outperform
SSUCB when the rotting rate is sufficiently large. We expect that Algorithm 2 would not be competitive in the
nearly stationary case because of the extra regret from the rotting rate estimation. It requires the rotting rate to be
sufficiently large to have the near-optimal regret bound. We will confirm these insights by our numerical results in

what follows.

I Our code is available at ht tps: //github.com/junghunkim7786/rotting_infinite_armed_bandits
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In our experiments, we consider the case of identical rotting with g; = o for all ¢ € [T']. We generate initial mean
rewards of arms by sampling from uniform distribution on [0, 1]. In each time step, stochastic reward from pulling
an arm has a Gaussian noise with mean zero and variance 1. We repeat each experiment 10 times and compute

confidence intervals for confidence probability 0.95.

We first investigate the performance of algorithms for varied rotting rate ¢ and fixed time horizon 7'. We ran
experiments for rotting rate o set to 1/7,1/T99 1/T°8 ... 1/T°3, and measured the expected regret for the
time horizon T = 106. In Figure 3 (a), we can confirm that our algorithms show more robust performance than
SSUCB for various rotting rates with linearly increasing regret with respect to o'/3 for large rotting, which matches
Theorems 4.1 and 4.2. We observe that for large rotting cases, our algorithms have similar performance and both
outperform SSUCB. For sufficiently small rotting, we can observe that all the three algorithms have comparable
performance while Algorithm 2 performs slightly worse. These results conform to the insights derived from our

theoretical analysis.

We next investigate the performance of algorithms versus time horizon 7" and rotting rate o depending on 7'. We
ran experiments for time horizon T taking values 1,1 x 10°,2 x 10°,...,10%, and measured expected regret of
each case. We set the rotting rate o to 1/7"/2, 1/T3/5 and 1/T°/2. Note that the case 1/7/? may be considered
as a nearly-stationary case, because in this case the regret lower bound is ©(+/7") from Theorem 3.1. In Figure 3
(b) and (c), corresponding to large rotting rates, we observe that Algorithms 1 and 2 have similar performance and
outperform SSUCB. The gaps between regrets of our algorithms and SSUCB become smaller by decreasing the
rotting rate from 1/7 2101 / T3/, This is because SSUCB is designed for the case of stationary rewards and has a
near-optimal regret in the stationary case. In the near-stationary case, in Figure 3 (d), we observe that Algorithm 1

has best performance and, as expected, Algorithm 2 has worst performance.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we studied the infinitely many-armed bandit problem with rested rotting rewards. We provided a regret
lower bound and proposed an algorithm which achieves a near-optimal regret, when the the maximum rotting rate
is known to the algorithm. We also proposed an algorithm which does not require knowledge of the rotting rate
and we showed that it achieves a near-optimal regret for any large enough rotting rate. In future work, it may be of

interest to relax the assumption of uniform distribution for initial mean rewards.
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A Appendix

A.1 Preliminaries
Here we state some known concentration inequalities that we use in our proofs.

Lemma A.1 (Theorem 6.2.35 in [29]). Let X4, ..., X, be identical independent Bernoulli random variables. Then,

$2x]) < (-5,

for 0 < v <1, we have

n
P <ZXZ- > (1+v)E
i=1

Lemma A.2 (Corollary 1.7 in [30]). Let X1,...,X,, be independent random variables with o-sub-Gaussian
distributions. Then, for any a = (ay,...,a,)’ € R" andt > 0, we have

P a; X; >t | <exp <> and P a; X; < —t] <exp () .
(Z ) = 2 207 al3

i=1 =1

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

For showing the lower bound, we will classify arms to be either bad or good depending on the value of their
initial mean rewards, in a way that will be defined shortly. We will analyze the number of bad arm pulls which is
the main contributor to the regret. For the analysis, we count the number of bad arm pulls until the first or m-th
good arm is pulled over a fixed time horizon in order to preserve i.i.d. property of mean rewards in the proof. To
distinguish good from bad arms, we utilize two thresholds in the proof as follows. Let 0 < § < ¢ < 1 be such
that1 > 1—0 > 1 — ¢ > 0 for §, which will be set small, and some constant ¢. Then, 1 — § and 1 — ¢ represent
threshold values for distinguishing good arms and bad arms, respectively. In A, let ay, as, . . ., be a sequence of

arms. Given a policy 7, without loss of generality let 7 select arms following the sequence of a1, ao, .. . ,.

Case of small rotting: When ¢ = O(1/T°%/?), the lower bound of order /T for the stationary case, from Theorem
3in [1], is tight enough for the non-stationary case. This is because we only need to pay the extra regret of at most
of order /T for small 0. From Theorem 3 in [1], we have

E[R™(T)] = Q(VT). (12)

We note that even though the mean rewards are rotting in our setting, Theorem 3 in [1] can be applied to our setting
without any proof changes providing a tight regret bound for the near-stationary case. For the sake of completeness,
we provide the proof of the theorem. Let K denote the number of “bad" arms a that satisfy p1(a) < 1 — ¢ before
selecting the first “good" arm, which satisfies p1 (a) > 1 — 4, in the sequence of arms ay, as, . . . . Let @ be the initial

mean reward of the best arm among the selected arms by 7 over time horizon 7. Then for some x > 0, we have
R (T)=R"(T1(z<1-6)+R"(T)1(z>1-19)
>TS1(E<1-0)+ Kicl(z>1-90)
>Tol(p<1—0)+rcl(m>1-6,K; > k). (13)
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By taking expectations on the both sides in (13) and setting £ = T'0 /¢, we have
E[R™(T)] > TP(k <1—10) + ke(P(m > 1—9) — P(K1 < k) = ckP(K1 > K).

Let &' = §/(1 — ¢+ §). Then we observe that K follows a geometric distribution with success probability
P(pi(a) > 1—=198)/p(ui(a) ¢ (1 —c,1—40)) = ¢, in which the success probability is the probability of selecting a
good arm given that the arm is either a good or bad arm. Then by setting § = 1/v/T with x = /T /c, for some

constant C' > 0 we have
E[R™(T)] > cx(l — &')" = Q (ﬁu - C/ﬁ)ﬁ/c) —Q(VT),
where the last equality is obtained from logx > 1 — 1/x for all z > 0.

Case of large rotting: When o = w(1/73/2), however, the lower bound of the stationary case is not tight enough.
Here we provide the proof of the lower bound 70"/ for the case of o = w(1/T3/?). Let K, denote the number of
“bad" arms « that satisfy u1(a) < 1 — ¢ before selecting m-th “good" arm, which satisfies p;(a) > 1 — 4, in the

sequence of arms a1, as, . . . . Let Nt be the number of selected good arms @ such that uq (a) > 1 — 6 until T'.

We can decompose R™(T') into two parts as follows:

R™(T) = R™(T)L(Ny < m) + R™(T)1(Ny > m). (14)

We set m = [(1/2)T0*/3] and § = p'/3with o = o(1). For getting a lower bound for the first term in (14),
R™(T)1(Nt < m), we use the fact that the minimal regret is obtained from the situation where there are m — 1
arms whose mean rewards are 1. Then we can think of the optimal policy that selects the best m — 1 arms until their
mean rewards become below the threshold 1 — § (step 1) and then selects the best arm at each time for the remaining
time steps (step 2). The required number of pulling each arm for the best m — 1 arms until the mean reward becomes
below 1 — § is upper bounded by §/ ¢ + 1. Therefore, the regret from step 2 is R = Q((T — md/0)d) = Q(To'/?)
in which the optimal policy pulls arms which mean rewards are below 1 — § for the remaining time after step 1.

Therefore, we have
R™(T)1(Ny < m) = Q(R1(Ng < m)) = Q(To"*1(Ng < m)). (15)

For getting a lower bound of the second term in (14), R™(T)1(Nz > m), we use the minimum number of selected
arms a that satisfy p1(a) < 1 — ¢. When Ny > m and K,,, > k, the policy selects at least x number of distinct

arms ¢ satisfying 11 (a) < 1 — c until T'. Therefore, we have
R™(T)L(Np > m) > ckl(Np > m, K, > K). (16)
Letd’ = /(1 — ¢+ 0). By setting k = m/d’ — m — /m/d’, with ¢ = o(1), we have
k= O(To'?). (17)
Then from (15), (16), and (17), we have

E[R™(T)] = QUTo"3P(Ny < m) + To'*P(Ny > m, K,, > r)) > QT *P(K,, > k)). (18)
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Next we provide a lower bound for P(K,,, > ). Observe that K, follows a negative binomial distribution with
m successes and the success probability P(u1(a) > 1 —96)/P(ui(a) ¢ (1 —¢,1=9))=d6/(1—c+6) =7, in
which the success probability is the probability of selecting a good arm given that the arm is either a good or bad

arm. In the following lemma, we provide a concentration inequality for K,,.
Lemma A.3. Forany1/2+ 6 /m < a <1,

P(K, > am(1/8') —m) > 1 —exp(—(1/3)(1 — 1/a)*(am — §')). (19)

Proof. Let X; fori > 0 be i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with success probability §’. From Section 2 in [31], we

have
P (Km < Lam;J m) =P Z X, >m|. (20)

From (20) and Lemma A.1, for any 1/2 + ¢’ /m < o < 1 we have

1 1
P (Km < amg — m) =P (Km < {amélJ — m>

o i )

<o (-5 a1

in which the first inequality comes from Lemma A.1, which concludes the proof. O

From Lemma A.3 with « = 1 — 1/4/m and large enough T, we have

P(szm)z1_exp<_é(m_\/%_5/)( 1 >2>

1
>1-exp (—ém—m(ﬁjlf)

1o )

>1—exp(—1/6). (21)

Therefore, from (18) and (21), we have
E[R™(T)] = Q(T"?). (22)
Finally, from (12) and (22) we conclude that for any policy m, we have

E[R™(1)] = Qmax{To"/?, VT}).
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A.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Observe that initial mean rewards of sampled arms are i.i.d. with a uniform distribution which should simplify
analysis of the expected regret. However, by fixing the number of sampled arms by a policy over the time horizon 7,
the mean rewards of arms become dependent. To deal with this dependence, we analyze the regret by controlling the
number of distinct sampled arms instead of fixing the time horizon. We explain this in more details in the following

proofs.

We set § = max{0"/3,1/V/T}. Let A1(a) = 1— p1(a). Then we define an arm a to be a good arm if Ay (a) < §/2,
and, otherwise, a is a bad arm. In A, let a1, as, . . ., be a sequence of arms, which have i.i.d. mean rewards with
uniform distribution on [0, 1]. Given a policy sampling arms in the sequence order, let m9 be the number of
selections of distinct good arms and m? be the number of consecutive selections of distinct bad arms between the
i — 1-st and i-th selection of a good arm among mY good arms. We refer to the period starting from sampling
the 7 — 1-st good arm before sampling the i-th good arm as the i-th episode. Observe that m?, ... ,mi g are
i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution with parameter §/2, given a fixed value of m9. Therefore, for
non-negative integer k& we have P(m? = k) = (1 — §/2)k§/2, fori = 1,...,m9. Define 1 to be the number of
episodes from the policy 7 over the horizon 7', 7 to be the total number of selections of a good arm by the policy
7 over the horizon 7' such that m9 = m or m¥Y = m — 1, and Mm% to be the number of selections of a bad arm in
the i-th episode by the policy 7 over the horizon 7. Without loss of generality, we assume that the policy selects
arms in the sequence of a1, as, . .., . Let Ap be the set of sampled arms over the horizon of 7" time steps, which
satisfies |Ar| < T. Let

R B Zi;ll rsl(as = a)
,Ltt(a/) - nt(a)

22;11 ps(a)l(as = a) .

ne(a)

and fi;(a) =

We define the event E; = {|fis(a) — fa:(a)| < 1/21log(T?)/ni(a) forallt € [T],a € Ar} to guarantee that the

estimators of initial mean reward are well estimated. Using Lemma A.2, we have

_ 10log T P

P i — > < —n
<|Mt(a) fie(a)| > ne(a) ) = 74

Using union bound for ¢ and a, we have P(E{) < 2/T2. Recall that R™(T) = Zle 1 — p¢(at). Tt is true that

R™(T) = o(T?) because the maximum mean reward gap from rotting is bounded by 1 + T'0 = o(T'). Given that

E does not hold, the regret is E[R™(T")| ES]P(ES) = o(1), which is negligible comparing with the regret when E4

holds true which we show later. Therefore, in the rest of the proof we assume that £ holds true.

Under a policy T, let Rig be the regret (summation of mean reward gaps) contributed by pulling the good arm
in the i-th episode and Rfj be the regret contributed by pulling the j-th bad arm in the i-th episode. Then let

ro = Zzg (RY + jem®] Rfj),2 which is the regret over the period of mY episodes. For obtaining a regret
bound, we first focus on finding a required number of episodes, m9, such that R™(T) < R? 5. Then we provide
regret bounds for each bad arm and good arm in an episode. Lastly, we obtain a regret bound for E[R™ (T')] using

the episodic regret bound.

2 Note that an 5 does not contain undefined RZB 4 such that Rf 4 when sz =0.
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For i € [mY], j € [mP], let a(i) be the sampled arm for the i-th good arm and a(i, j) be a sampled arm for j-th bad
arm in the i-th episode. Then ny(a(7)) is the number of pulls of the good arm in the i-th episode and ny(a(i, 7)) is
the number of pulls of the j-th bad arm in the ¢-th episode by the policy 7 over the horizon 7. Let a be the last
sampled arm over time horizon 7' by 7. We denote by 7729 and m{” for i € [n] the number of arms excluding @ in

the sampled 779 number of good arms and 7 number of bad arms for i € [172] as follows:

mY9 —1 if aisagood arm

md = 7
m9 otherwise
~ B oo~ e
my if @ is a good arm
A ~ . ~ A~ m
mP = mbB fori € [ — 1], and mE =
mB —1 otherwise.

Those notations are defined only if they exist.” Excluding the last arm @ which the policy 7 may stop to pull
suddenly by reaching the horizon T', we provide lower bounds of the number of pulling a good arm, ny(a()) for

i € [m9] in the following lemma if they exist.

Lemma A.4. Under Ey, given 19, for any i € [in9] we have

nr(a(i)) = 0/(20)-

Proof. Let
S+ 0sns(a))L(as = a)
ne(a)

which satisfies i (a) > i?(a) from g5 < p for all s. Under F7, we can easily show that for all ¢ € [T'] and @ € Ar,

A7 (a) — pa(a)] < /101og(T) /ne(a).

Let a(i) be a sampled good arm in the i-th episode. Suppose that n.(a(i)) = [§/(29)| for some ¢ > 0, then we

)

have
17 (a(i)) — ony(a(i)) + +/101og(T) /nr(a(i)) > fig(a(i)) — oni(a(i)) + /1010g(T) /nr(a(i))
> pa(a(i)) —6/2
>1-9,

where the second inequality is obtained from F; and n:(a(%)) < 6/(20), and the third inequality is from p1 (a (7)) >
1 — §/2. Therefore, policy = must pull arm a more times than |6/(20)], which implies nr(a(i)) > §/(20) for any
i€ [mY]. O
We first consider the case where o = w(1/7%/%). We have § = o'/*. For getting R™ 5, here we define the policy
7 after time T such that it pulls [§/(2¢)] amount for a good arm and 0 for a bad arm. We note that defining how

7 works after T is only for the proof to get a regret bound over time horizon 7. We define nr(a(i)) = 0 for

3 nr(a(i)), nr(a(i, 7)), and ¥ are not defined for i € [0] or j € [0].

22



i € [m¥9]/[m9] for convenience. For the last arm @ over the horizon 7', it pulls the arm up to max{[§/(20)],nr(a)}

amounts if & is a good arm. For i € [m9], j € [m?] let ny and n¥; be the number of pulling the good arm in i-th
g

episode and j-th bad arm in i-th episode from the policy, respectively. Here we define n;’s and nZB ;s as follows:

If a is a good arm,

G nr(a(i)) fori € [m9 — 1]
max{[5/(20)],nr(a(i))} fori € [m%)/[m — 1]
s [ratig) forie (afl.j e mf]
o for i € [m]/[m), j € [mP]/[mP).
Otherwise,
o _ nr(a(i)) fori € [mY] B _ fir(a(i,j)) forie€ [mY9],j € [mF)
[6/(20)] forie[mf/me |0 for i € [m9)/[m9 — 1], j € [m¥]/[m¥].

We note that nig’s and nfj’s are defined only if they exist.* Then we provide mY such that R™(T) < R7  in the

following lemma.

Lemma A.5. Under E1, when m9 = [2T0%/3] we have

R™(T) < R~

Proof. From Lemma A.4, with § = gl/ 3 we have

Sond+ D af zmQ%zT,

i€[m9] J€Im?]

which implies that R™(T') < R” ;.

m

O

From the result of Lemma A.5, we set m¥ = [2T0%/3]. For getting a bound for E[RT 5], we provide bounds for
E[R{] and E[R? )] in the following lemma.

Lemma A.6. Under Ey and policy T, for any i € [m9], j € [mF], we have

~ 1) 52 1
g1 _ - - -
E[Ri]0<92/3 + 0 +Q1/3>,
and

~ 1) 52
B _
E[Ri,j] =0 (1 + W + 92/3) .

4 .G B ; 1
ny and n ; are not defined for ¢ € [0] or j € [0].
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Proof. First we provide a bound for R? using an upper bound of n? Recall that a(%) is the sampled arm for the

i-th good arm. We have

22;11 ns(a(i))]l(a's = G,(Z))

fif (a(i)) — eni(a(i)) = fu(a(i)) + o

. ni(a(i))
< fu(a() + "L fafi
— fu(ai)) - " M=

Then since under E,

pe(a(@)) = (o/2)(ne(ali)) = 1) < fie(a(i)) + v/10log(T) /ne(a(i)) — (0/2)(ne(a(i) — 1)
< 1+ /10log(T) /ne(a(i)) — (/2)(ne(ali)) — 1),

for i € [mY], from the policy 7, we need to get n such that

1- g(n—1)+2\/1010g(T)/n< 1-34, (23)

in which n + 1 is an upper bound for nY. Let ny = 2(§ 4 ¢'/3)/o0 + 1 and ny = C'log(T)/0*/ with some
large enough constant C' > 0. Then n = n; + ny satisfies (23) because 1 — g(ny — 1)/2 + 21/101og(T) /ns <
1 — 6. Therefore, for all i € [n9] we have ny = O((6 + 0'/3)/0). Then with the fact that n{ = [5/(20)] for
i € [m9]/[m9)] if they exist, for any i € [m9] we have

Then for any i € [m9] we have

nd(nd —
EmﬂSEPmmwﬁ+’(1”4

9 [0/2 1/3 1/37 2
,/ 0+ T+ <6+Q ) odx
d Jo Y o

~ 1) 62 1
O@w+g*w9’

where the first equality is obtained from the fact that A;(a(¢)) are i.i.d. random variables with uniform distribution
on [0,6/2] and nY = O((6 + 0/3)/0).

I
e}

Now we provide an upper bound of n; to get a bound of RY; fori € [m9],j € [nf]. Let a(i, j) be a sampled
arm for j-th bad arm in the i-th episode. When 6/2 < Aj(a(i,j)) < § + 0'/3, as in the case of the good
arm, n = 2(8 + 0*/3)/o + 1 + Oy log(T)/0*/? for some large enough constant C; > 0, satisfies (23) so that
nfj = O((6 4 0/3)/0) forall i € [m)],j € [MP]. Since under E;
fn(ali, ) — (/2)(ne(a(i, §)) = 1) < fiela(i, §)) + /101og(T) /ne(ali, 5)) — (0/2)(ne(ali, 7)) — 1)
p(ali, 1)) + /1010g(T) /ne(ali, 5)) — (2/2)(ne(ali, 5)) — 1),

when § + o'/3 < Aq(a(i, 7)) < 1, from the policy 7 under E7, we need to get n > 1 such that

1 (ai, 5)) — g(n— 1) +24/101og(T)/n < 1 — 6, (24)
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B

in which n + 1 is an upper bound of nf; fori € [/}, j € [m}]. From a sufficient condition for (24) to hold such

that

1(ali, )) + 2/ 101og (1) /n < 1 -4,
we can find that n = Cq log(T) /(A1 (a(i, j)) — §)? for some large constant Cy > 0 satisfies (24). Therefore, when
5+ 0% < Ay(a(i, ) < 1, foralli € [m],j € [mP] we have n®; = O(1/(A1(a(i, j)) — 6)?). Then with the

%

fact that nf; = 0 fori € [m€]/[mf], j € [mF]/[m] if they exist, for any i € [m9] and j € [m?], we have

5 O((6 + 03/ 0) if6/2 < Aq(a(i,j)) <0+ o'/?
O(1/(Ar(a(i, 7)) — 6)2) if 5+ 0'/3 < Aq(a(i,5)) < 1

Then for any i € [m¥], j € [m¥], we have

E[R?)]

IN

E [Al(a(i,j))nfj + WJ)Q]

- 1 LA SPAVE 5+ 0t/3\? 1 1 1
=0 ——— / —x+ () odx + / x+ le‘))
<1 —6/2 ( 5/2 0 4 S401/3 (x —9)? (x —0)*

~ ) 52

O

Recall that R7e = 7" (RY + X, (e BE

A.5 and A.6, and the fact that m?’s are i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution with E[m?] = 2/§ — 1,

). With § = /3 and m9 = [2T0*/3log(1/§')], from Lemmas

we have

=0 (10'?). (25)

Now we consider the case where o = O(1/73/2). We have § = ©(1/+/T). With a slight abuse of notation, we
use 7 for a modified strategy after T'. For getting R 5, here we define the policy 7 after time 7" such that it pulls 7'
amounts for a good arm and once for a bad arm. For the last arm & over the horizon 7', it pulls the arm up to T’
amounts if G is a good arm. With slight abuse of notation, for i € [m9], j € [m¥]let n{ and nf; be the number of
pulling the good arm in ¢-th episode and j-th bad arm in ¢-th episode from the policy, respectively. Here we define

ng’s and n? s as follows:
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If a is a good arm,

nr(a(i)) fori € [m9 —1] nr(a(i,)) forie€ [m9),j € [mF]

n? = 7”?]‘ =
T fori € [m9]/[m9 —1] 0 fori € [m9)/[mf],j € [m7]/[m}].
Otherwise,
o nr(a(i)) fori € [mY] B _ nr(a(i,)) fori€ [mY),; € [mP]
Yo fori € [m9)/[m9] |0 fori e [m9]/[m¢ — 1], j € [mf]/[mfF].

From Lemma A4, under E; we can find that nY > min{§/(20), T} for i € [m¥9]. Then if m9 = C3 with some
large enough constant C3 > 0, then with § = ©(1/v/T) and o = O(1/T3/?), we have

> nf = Camin{6/(20).T} > T,
i€[m9]
which implies R™(T') < RT ;. Therefore, we set mY = Cj. For getting a bound for E[RT 5], we provide bounds

for E[RY] and E[RF,] in the following lemma.

Lemma A.7. Under E; and policy T, for any i € [m9] and j € [mP?), we have
E[RY] = O (6T + T?0),
and

E[RE,] = O (T52 +VT6 + 1) .

Proof. First we provide a bound for Rig using an upper bound of nzg With the definition of n? = T for
i € [m9]/[m9], for any i € [m9] we have
n? <T.

Recall that a(7) is the sampled arm for the i-th good arm. Then for any i € [m¥9] we have

E[RY] < E | Ay (a(i))n? + w

=0 (6T +T?%0),

where the first equality is obtained from the fact that Aq(a(7))’s are i.i.d. random variables with uniform distribution
on [0,5/2] and n§ < T.

Now we provide an upper bound of nf ; to get a bound of Rf j

arm for j-th bad arm in the i-th episode. When 6/2 < A;(a(i,5)) < d 4+ 1/v/T, as in the case of the good arm,

for i € [m9),j € [mP]. Let a(i, j) be a sampled
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nP, < Tforalli € [m],j € [mP]. When § + 1/vVT < Ay(a(i,5)) < 1, since under £y
> na(ali, 1) 1(ay = ali. )

11 (a(i, j)) = eni(a(i, §)) = f(ali, 5)) + o — oni(a(i, j))

 miatid)
< julaGi. ) + "D T o (o )
= fu(ai ) — "IN !

from the policy m we need to get n such that

(a0, 7)) = (e/2)(n — 1) + 2/10Tog(T)/n < 1 - &, 26)
in which n + 1 is an upper bound of nf ; fori € [m],j € [m?F]. From a sufficient condition for (26) to hold such
that

p1(a(i, 7)) +24/10log(T)/n < 1 — 4,

we can find that n = Cy log(T")/(A1(a(i,5)) — &) for some large constant Cyy > 0 satisfies (26). Therefore, when
]

§+1/VT < Ay(a(i,j)) < 1,foralli € [im],] € [ ] we have nf; = O(1/(A1(a(i,5))—0)?). Then with the fact
thatnfj:()forie[m 1/[m9], 5 € [mF]/[mE], forany i € [m ],je[mi],1f5/2<A1(a(i,j))§5+1/\/T,
we have

nB <T

and if 6 + 1/v/T < A1(a(i,j)) < 1, we have

ng; = O0(1/(Ax(ali, 1) - 6)%).

Then for any ¢ € [m ] jelm ] we have
[RB J<E [A1(a(i,j))nfj + U(;J)Q]
N 1 5+1/VT , 1 ) X
~9\1-en / Ternger/ T+ odzx
1-6/2\ /52 s vT (@ =02 (z—0)

:O(T62+ﬁ6+1).

O
Then with § = ©(1/v/T) and m9 = Cj, we have
E[R™(T)] = O(E[R},5])
:O<E > (RI+ > RE) )
i€[m?] J€[mP)
=0 <(5T +T20) + 5 (T62 +VT6 + 1))
=O0(VT), 27)

27



where the third equality is obtained from Lemma A.7 and E[m?] = 2/§ — 1.

Finally, we can conclude the proof: From (25) and (27), for ¢ = o(1),
with § = max{p'/3,1/v/T} we have

E[R™(T)] = O(max{T¢"/?,VT}).

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Let ;(3) for 3 € B denote the base policy for time steps between (i —1)H + 1 and i - H AT in Algorithm 2 using
UCB; (a, B) as a UCB index and 1 — 3/3 as a threshold. Denote by a]*"”) the pulled arm at time step ¢ by policy

m; (). Then, for 8 T e B, which is set later for a near-optimal policy, we have

[T/H1  i-HAT

E[R™(T)] = E Zlf S Y wla))| = ER(T)] + ERF (D). 28)

i=1 t=(i—1)H+1

where
[T/H] i-HAT ;
RIT)=3"1= 3 > ma™)
t=1 i=1 t=(i—1)H+1
and
[T/H] i-HAT : [T/H] i-HAT
> X w30 30 e,
i=1 t=(i—1)H+1 i=1 t=(i—1)H+1

Note that RT (T') accounts for the regret caused by the near-optimal base algorithm 7;(37)’s against the optimal
mean reward and RJ (T") accounts for the regret caused by the master algorithm by selecting a base with 5 € B at
every block against the base with 3. In what follows, we provide upper bounds for each regret component. We
first provide an upper bound for E[RT (T")] by following the proof steps in Theorem 4.1. Then we provide an upper
bound for E[R3 (T')]. We set H = /T and 3 to be a smallest value in B which is larger than max{g, 1/H?3/?}.

Upper bounding E[RT(T")] We refer to the period starting from time step (¢ — 1)H + 1 to time step i - H AT as
the i-th block. For any i € [T//H — 1], policy m;(3") runs over H time steps independent to other blocks so that
each block has the same expected regret and the last block has a smaller or equal expected regret than other blocks.
Therefore, we focus on finding a bound on the regret from the first block equal to Zfl 11— (a“l(ﬁ T)). Denote by
A(i) the set of sampled arms in the i-th block, which satisfies |A(7)| < H. For notation simplicity, we use n.(a)

instead of n1 ¢(a) and /if (a) instead of fi{ ;(a). Let

>eca 7sl(as = a) > e s(@)1(as = a)

{1 = d " =
lu’t(a’) Ny (a) and fiy (CL) ny (Cl)
Define the event F; = {|/i;(a) a)| < \/10log(H)/n¢(a), forallt € [H],a € A(1)}. Using Lemma A.2,

we have

P(Ey) >1-2/H%

We assume that F; holds true in what follows. Otherwise, the regret for the first block is negligible from

R™(8D) (H) = o(H?). The proof follows similar steps as in the proof of Theorem 4.1.

28



From 7 (") we have § = BTI/B

Aq(a) < /2, and, otherwise, a is a bad arm. In A, let a1, as, ... be a sequence of arms, which have i.i.d.

. Let A1(a) = 1 — pi(a). Then we define an arm a to be a good arm if

mean rewards with uniform distribution on [0, 1]. Given a policy sampling arms in the sequence order, let m9
be the number of selections of distinct good arms and m% be the number of consecutive selections of distinct
bad arms between the i — 1-st and i-th selection of a good arm among m¥ good arms. We refer to the period
starting from sampling the ¢ — 1-st good arm before sampling the i-th good arm as the i-th episode. Observe that
mB, ... mB,

of m9. Therefore, P(m? = k) = (1 — §/2)%§/2, fori = 1,...,mY9. Define 1 to be the number of episodes by

’s are i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution with parameter 6 /2, conditional on the value

following policy 7 over the horizon of T time steps, 719 to be the total number of selections of a good arm such that
mY =morm9 =m — 1, and Th? to be the number of selections of a bad arm in the ¢-th episode by the policy
71 (B1) over the horizon H. Without loss of generality, we assume that the policy selects arms in the order of the

sequence ai, as, .. ..

Under policy 71 (87), let Rf be the regret (summation of mean reward gaps) contributed by pulling the good arm
in the i-th episode and Rfj be the regret contributed by pulling the j-th bad arm in the ¢-th episode. Then let
R = erfl (R +3° jelm?) Rfj)5 , which is the regret over the period of m9 episodes.

mS
Fori € [m9], j € [mP], let a(i) be the sampled arm for the i-th good arm and a(i, j) be a sampled arm for j-th bad
arm in the i-th episode. Then n g (a()) is the number of pulls of the good arm in the i-th episode and n g (a(i, j))
is the number of pulls of the j-th bad arm in the i-th episode by the policy 7 (/3") over the horizon H. Let & be
the last sampled arm over time horizon H by 71(3"). We denote by ¢ and m? for i € [m] the number of arms

excluding @ in the sampled 19 number of good arms and 7n¥ number of bad arms for i € [172] as follows:

mY —1 ifaisagood arm

md = 7
m9 otherwise
~ B . ~ .
- L. my, if @ is a good arm
mp =mp fori € [ — 1], and 5, =
mB —1 otherwise.

These notations are defined only if they exist.® Excluding the last arm @ which the policy 71 (3") may stop to pull
suddenly by reaching the horizon H, we provide lower bounds for the number of pulls for each arm, ng (a(7)) for

i € [9] in the following lemma if they exist.

Lemma A.8. Under E, given m9, for any i € [m9)] we have

n(a(i)) = 6/(267).

Proof. Let
2 (rs + 0sns(a)1(a, = a)
ne(a)

)

n
3> Note that R:;B(B ) does not contain undefined Rfj such that Rfj whenmB = 0. © ng(a(i)), ng(a(3,])), and 115 are not defined for

i€ [0)orj € [0].
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which satisfies ji¢ (a, 3T) > i2(a) from BT > p. Under Ej, it is true that for all ¢ € [H] and a € A(1),

|7 (a) — pa(a)] < /101log(H)/ni(a).

Let a(i) be a sampled good arm in the i-th episode. Suppose that n;(a(i)) = [6/(237)] for some t > 0, then we

have

i) = Bni(a(i)) + /101og(H) /np (a(i))
i)) —d/2

iif (a(i), B) = Blne(a(i)) + v/10log(H) /g (a(i)) >

IV
— = =
NN

where the second inequality is obtained from E; and n;(a(i)) < &/(2671), and the third inequality is from

pa(a(i))

> 1 — §/2. Therefore, policy 71 (") must pull arm @ more times than |§/(23")|, which implies
nx(a(i)) > 6/(261) for any i € [m9). O

We first consider the case when o = w(1/H?3/2). Then we have that 41 is the smallest value in B which exceeds o
such that o < 8t < 2. For getting anlg(ﬁ T), here we define how the policy 7 (31) works after time H such that
it pulls [6/(241)] times a good arm and 0 time a bad arm. We note that defining how (") works after H is
only for the proof to get a regret bound over time horizon H. For the last arm & over the horizon H, it pulls the
arm up to max{[§/(287)],ny(a)} times if @ is a good arm. We define that ng (a(i)) = 0 for i € [m9]/[m¥] for
convenience. For i € [m¥] and j € [m?], let n{ and nf; be the number of pulls of the good arm in the i-th episode

and the j-th bad arm in the i-th episode by the policy, respectively. Here we define nig’s and nfj’s as follows:

If @ is a good arm, then

nd = ng (a(i)) fori € 9 — 1]
i max{ [5/(2BT)17WH(a(i))} fori € [mg]/[mg 1
nB. — nu(a(i,j)) fori € [m9),j € [mF]

0 for i € [m?]/[m9],j € [m?]/[mf].

K3

Otherwise,

_ nx(a(i)) fori € [mY] B nx(a(i,j)) fori e [m9),j € [mF]
[16/(281] forie mé/ms] |0 fori € [m9)/[m9 — 1], j € [m¥]/[m?].

(2

%

We note that n?’s and nfj ’s are defined only if they exist.’
We provide m9 such that R™ (8" (H) < anlg(ﬂ " in the following lemma.
Lemma A.9. Under E;, when m9 = [QHBTQ/?’], we have

Rﬂ'l(ﬁf) (H) g R;LEBT)

7 nlg and nfi are not defined for i € [0] or j € [0].
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Proof. From Lemma A.8, with § = ﬁTI/S we have

J

g B 4
Do\ X i =i 2 A
i€[m9] je(m?]
S (81 m1(87)
which implies that R™ ") (H) < R_'5" . O

From the result of Lemma A.9, we set m9 = [2H ﬁTz/S]. For getting a bound for E[R;léﬂ T)], we provide bounds
for E[RY] and E[Rf ;] in the following lemma.

Lemma A.10. Under E; and policy m(B"), for any i € [m9) and j € [m¥), we have

- ) 52 1
g _ o ., -
E[Ri]—0<g2/3+ . +Q1/3>,

and

~ ) 52
B _

Proof. First we provide a bound for Rig using an upper bound of nzg Recall that a(7) is the sampled arm for the

i-th good arm. We have

- ' =a(t ;
A2 (ai), 1) — Biny(a()) = fu(a(i)) + pt et el@DU@s = alD) gr o)

 lofi)
< ufa(iy) + B EL gt oy
. ng(a(i)) — 1

= fufa(i)) - 5"

Since, under E1,

fn(ali)) = (8 /2)(ne(a(i)) = 1) < fue(a(@)) + /101og(H) /ne(a(i)) — (B /2)(ne(a(i)) — 1)
< 1+ /10log(H)/ny(a(i)) — (87/2)(ni(ali)) — 1),

for i € [mY], from the policy 7, we need to get n such that

i
1—%(n—1)+2\/1010g(H)/n<1—(5, (29)

in which 72+ 1 is an upper bound for nY. Letn; = 2(8 4—ﬂfl/3)/ﬂT +landny =C 1og(H)/6Jf2/3 with some large
enough constant C' > 0. Then n = ny + ny satisfies (29) because 1 — B (ny — 1)/2 4+ 2,/101log(H)/ns < 1 — 6.
Therefore, for all i € 9] we have n¢ = O((6 + BT"/%)/B"). Then with the fact that n¢ = [6/(28")] for
i € [m9]/[m9] if they exist and 3T = ©(p), for any i € [m9] we have

1/3

nf =0((5+5"7)/8") = O((6+ 0/ 0).
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Then for any i € [m9] we have

[\

nd(nd —
Emﬂ<EPMMWﬁ+Z(1D4

(9 [8/2 54 ,1/3 54 ol/3\ 2
0 (/ te T+ ( aal > odx
d Jo 0 0

-/ 6 52 1
:Oﬁw+@+w0’

where the first equality is obtained from the fact that A;(a(7))’s are i.i.d. random variables with uniform distribution
on [0,5/2] and nY = O((6 + 0/3)/0).

Now we provide an upper bound of nfj to get a bound of Rf ; fori € [m9],j € [mP)]. Let a(i, j) be a sampled
arm for j-th bad arm in the i-th episode. When §/2 < A;(a(i,j)) < § + 0'/3, as in the case of the good arm,
n =2+ ﬁ"l/:g)/ﬁT +14+C4 log(H)/BT2/3 for some large enough constant C; > 0, satisfies (29) so that
nP; = O0((6 + 0"/%)/ o) foralli € [m], j € [MP]. When § + 0'/% < Ay(a(i, ) < 1, since under Ey

(a(i, j))1(as = a(i, j))

ii?(ali, 1)) = BTne(a(i, §)) = fu(ali, ) + 87 2omt M — Bln(ali, 7))

" nleli,))
< julaGi. ) + 5 "IV gt i)
iy grlati) =1
= fulati, ) - AN

< ju(a(i,5)) + V/10log(H) /ni(a(i, j)) — (B /2)(n(a(i, j)) — 1)
I

from the policy m we need to get n > 1 such that

+

w1 (a(i,j)) — 52 (n—1)+2+/10log(H)/n <1 -9, (30)

B

in which n + 1 is an upper bound of nf; fori € [/n], j € [/m}’]. From a sufficient condition for (30) to hold such

that

p(a(i, j)) +24/10log(H)/n <1 =4,
we can find that n = Cy log(H) /(A1 (a(i, j)) — 6)? for some large constant Cy > 0 satisfies (30). Therefore, when
§+ 03 < Ay(a(i,j)) < 1,foralli € [im],j € [nP] we have nfj = O(1/(A1(a(i, §)) — 8)?). Then with the
fact that nf’:j = 0fori € [m9]/[mY], j € [mPB]/[mB] if they exist, for any i € [m9] and j € [m?], we have

B _ O((6 + 0'3)/0) if §/2 < Ay(a(i,5)) <6+ o'/3
O 0a/(AL(ali, §) - 6)2) I8+ 03 < Ai(ali,f)) < 1
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Then for any i € [m¥], j € [m¥F], we have

IN

B
EIRE) -

- 1 LA SPAVE 5+ 0/3\? 1 1 1
=0 —— / T+ () odr + / T+ le‘))
<1 —6/2 ( 5/2 0 4 S401/3 (x — )2 (x —0)*

~ ) 52

E [Al(a(i,j))nfj + WJ)Q]

O

m (81 g . 2/3
Recall that R7'S") = S (RS + 32,5 RE;). With 81 = ©(0), 6 = ©(¢'/%), and m9 = [2Hp1""],
from Lemmas A.9 and A.10, and the fact that m? ’s are i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution with
E[m?] = 2/6 — 1, we have

JE[mMB

=0 (Ho'?). 31)

Now we consider the case when o = O(1/H?3/?). We have set 3T as the smallest element in B that exceeds
max{p, 1/H>/?}; hence we have 3T = ©(1/H?/?). For getting R::ng(w), here we define how the policy 7 (47)
works after H time steps such that it pulls H times a good arm and zero a bad arm. For the last arm a over the
horizon H, it pulls the arm up to H times if @ is a good arm. With slight abuse of notation, for i € [m¥] and

ES [m? ], let nzg and nf ; be the number of pulls of the good arm in the ¢-th episode and the j-th bad arm in the i-th
g

episode by the policy, respectively. Here we define n;’s and nf ;s as follows:

If @ is a good arm, then

ng(a(i)) foric [m9 —1] ng(a(i,j)) foric [m9],j € [mF]

Tng = 7”1‘8,]‘ =
H fori € [m9]/[m¢ — 1] 0 fori € [m9]/[m9],j € [m7]/[m].
Otherwise,
9 nx(a(i)) fori € [mY] B _ nx(a(i,j)) forie€ [m9),j € [mF]
" \m fori € [m9)/[m9  ~  |o fori € [m9)/[m? — 1], € [mP]/[mPB.

From Lemma A.8, we observe that ny > min{5/(23"), H} for i € [m9]. Then under E;, if m9 = C3 for some
'3 and Bt = ©(1/H?/?), we have

> ni=H,

i€[m9]

large enough constant C3 > 0, then with § = '
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which implies R”l(ﬂT)(H ) < R:ng(ﬁ ", Therefore, we set m9 = (3. For getting a bound for E[R:@léﬁ T)], we provide
bounds for E[RY] and E[RF] in the following lemma.

Lemma A.11. Under E; and policy m(B"), for any i € [m9) and j € [mF), we have
E[R{] = O (6H + H?p)
and

E[RE,] =0 (H52 +VHS + 1) .

Proof. First we provide a bound for ng using an upper bound of nZg With the definition of n? = H for
i € [m9]/[m9], for any i € [m9] we have
nzg < H.

Recall that (i) is the sampled arm for the i-th good arm. Then, for any i € [m9], we have

E[RY] < E |Ay(a(i))nd + nf(nf —1)

5 4

=0 (6H + H?p) ,

where the first equality is obtained from the fact that Aq(a(¢))’s are i.i.d. random variables with uniform distribution
on [0,6/2] and ny < H.

Now we provide an upper bound of nf; to get a bound of RY;

arm for j-th bad arm in the i-th episode. When 6/2 < A;(a(i,5)) < § + 1/v/H, as in the case of the good arm,
nP, < Hforalli € [m],j € [mP]. When 6 + 1/vVH < Ay(a(i,j)) < 1, from the policy 71 (37) under E1, we
need to get n > 1 such that

for i € [m9],j € [mP]. Let a(i, j) be a sampled

i
,ul(a(Lj))—%(n—1)+2\/1010g(H)/n< 1-9, (32)

in which n + 1 is an upper bound of nf; fori € [/}, j € [/m}’]. From a sufficient condition for (32) to hold such

that
p(ali5)) +2y/10log(H) /n < 1 -,

we can find that n = Cylog(H)/(A1(a(i, j)) — &) for some large constant Cy > 0 satisfies (32). Therefore, when
5+1/VH < Ay(a(i, §)) < 1 foralli € [], j € [mP] wehave n?; = O(1/(A1(a(i, j))—6)?). Then with the fact
that nP; = 0 fori € [m9)/[m9], j € [mP]/[m¥F], forany i € [m9], j € [mP),if §/2 < Ay(a(i,j)) <6+ 1/VH,

K2

we have

and if 6 + 1/vH < Aq(a(i, 7)) < 1, we have
np; = 0(1/(Ax(ali, ) — 6)%).

34



For any i € [mY], j € [m?], we obtain

B
E[R;;] <E

8,8, 1)
Aq(a(i, j))n?:j + %Q

1 /HINHH + H?pd +/1 ! + ! d
—_— x odx T odx
1-0/2 5/2 5+1/vVH (x —0)? (x —0)*

:O(H52+\/I76+1).

Il
O

O
It follows that, with § = ©(1/ vVH ) and mY = Cs, we have
E[R™D(H)) = O(ER)
=0 (E| > [RI+ > RE
i€[m9] jE[mE
=0 <(6H + H?0) + % (H52 +VHS+ 1))
=O(VH), (33)
where the third equality is obtained from Lemma A.11 and E[m?] = 2/6 — 1.
Finally, we can conclude the proof by noting that from (31) and (33), for ¢ = o(1), we have
E[R™ ") (H)] = O(max{H o'/ VH}).
Therefore, by summing regrets from [7'/H | number of blocks, we have shown that
E[RT(T)] = O((T/H) max{Ho"* VH}) = O(max{To"*, T/VH}). (34)

Upper bounding E[R](T')] We observe that the EXP3 is run for [T//H| decision rounds and the number of
policies (i.e. m;(8) for 5 € B) is B. Denote the maximum absolute sum of rewards of any block with length H by a

random variable Q’. We first provide a bound for Q" using concentration inequalities. For any block 7, we have

- HAT - HAT - HAT
Yoo mla)+m <[ D0 mla)|+| D ml|. (35)
t=(i—1)H+1 t=(i—1)H+1 t=(i—1)H+1

Denote by 7; the set of time steps in the i-th block. We define the event Fo (i) = {|f:(a)—ft(a)| < /8log(T")/ni(a), forall t €
Ti,a € A(i)} and Ey = (), gy E2(i). From Lemma A.2, with H = VT we have

2H3 2
P(ES) < — < —.
CIENDIIE
i€[[T/H)

By assuming that E5 holds true, we can get a lower bound for 14 (a¢ ), which may be a negative value from rotting,

for getting an upper bound for | Zijf_Tl) 41 Ht(ag)]. Let Brax denote the maximum value in . From the policy
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7 with H = /T, when w1 (a) = 0 for some arm a, since

g (a(iy j)) — one(a(i, j)) + m
< fu(a(i, 1) — (0/2)(ne(a(i, 7)) = 1) + 4(10?1(3;’;)

o (el ) — o (ali P — 4log(T) 8log(T)
_Mt( (7.7)) (9/2)( t( (7])) 1)+\/ ( (Z,j)) +\/’/lf(a(l,j))

SM@—@MWM@M—U+¢4MQ)+¢M%@)

nela(ig)) | melati )
4log(T) 8log(T)
S¢mwwﬂY+¢MWMﬁV

we need to find an positive integer n such that

\/410g )/n+ \/810g )/n<1 —Brln/ai,

in which n is an upper bound for the number of pulls of arm a. From Bél/dgx = 1/2, we can observe that the condition

holds with n = [C'log(T")] for some large enough C. From this fact, we can find that for any sampled arm a
from 7, we have p(a) > —(Clog(T) + 1)o. Then under E2, with u:(a) < 1, for any ¢ € [[T/H]] we have
| i el < max{(Clog(T) + 1)oH, H}.

Next we provide a bound for | Zt (i 1)H+1 1:|. We define the event Es (i) = {| 30 HlATl H41 el <24/ Hlog(T)}
and E3 = (;¢(rr/#7) £3(4). From Lemma A2, for any i € [[T//H ], we have

2

P (E3(i)°) < T

Then, under E5 N E3, with (35), we have
Q' <max{CH log(T)o, H} + 2/ H log(T) < 93H log(T) + 2/ H log(T),

which implies 1/2 + Z;jf:)H ri/(2CHlogT + 4/HlogT) € [0, 1]. With the rescaling and translation of

rewards in Algorithm 2, from Corollary 3.2. in [3], we have

E[R}(T)|E2 N Es] = O ((CH log T + 2+/H log T)\/BT/H) =0 ( HBT) . (36)

Note that the expected regret from EXP3 is trivially bounded by o(H*(T/H)) = o(TH) and B = O(log(T)).
Then, with (36), we have

E[R3 (T)]

E[R3(T)|E2 N E5]P(E> N E3) + E[RF(T)|E5 U E5]P(E3 U Ex)

= O (VHT) +o(TH) (4/T%)

=0 (x/ﬁ) 37)
Finally, from (28), (34), and (37), with H = v/T', we have
E[R™(T)] = O (max{T%",0'/*T}),

which concludes the proof.
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