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Abstract

We present a bandit algorithrBAO (Stochastic and Adversarial Optimal), whose regret isgress
tially, optimal both for adversarial rewards and for stostiarewards. SpecificallfGAO combines the
O(y/n) worst-case regret of Exp3 [Auer et al., 2002b] for adveedaewards and the (poly)logarithmic
regret of UCB1I[Auer et all, 2002a] for stochastic rewarddvérsarial rewards and stochastic rewards
are the two main settings in the literature on (non-Bay@siaulti-armed bandits. Prior work on multi-
armed bandits treats them separately, and does not atterjgntly optimize for both. Our result falls
into a general theme of achieving good worst-case perfocmamile also taking advantage of “nice”
problem instances, an important issue in the design of dlfgos with partially known inputs.

Keywords: machine learning, multi-armed bandits, regret, stocbastvards, adversarial rewards.

1 Introduction

Multi-armed bandits (henceforth, MAB) is a simple model$equential decision making under uncertainty
that captures the crucial tradeoff betwesxtploration (acquiring new information) anexploitation (opti-
mizing based on the information that is currently availablatroduced in early 1950—ie@i 52],
it has been studied intensively since then in Operationg#&tehl, Electrical Engineering, Economics, and
Computer Science.

The “basic” MAB framework can be formulated as a game betwkenplayer (i.e., the algorithm)
and the adversary (i.e., the environment). The player sebsttions (“arms”) sequentially from a fixed,
finite set of possible options, and receives rewards thaespond to the selected actions. For simplicity,
it is customary to assume that the rewards are boundé@ in. In the adversarial model one makes no
other restrictions on the sequence of rewards, while in thehastic model we assume that the rewards
of a given arm is an i.i.d sequence of random variables. Thi®npeance criterion is the so-called regret,
which compares the rewards received by the player to therdsveecumulated by a hypothetical benchmark
algorithm. A typical, standard benchmark is the best siagie. See Figurg]1 for a precise description of
this framework.

Adversarial rewards and stochastic rewards are the two reaiard models in the MAB literature. Both
are now very well understood, in particular thanks to theisahpapers|[Lai and Robbins, 1985, Auer et al.,

] In particular, thExp3 algorithm from [Auer et all, 2002b] attains a regret growasy) (y/n) in
the adversarial model, wherss the number of rounds, andB1 algorithm from [Auer et dll, 2002a] attains
O(log n) in the stochastic model. Both results are essentially agtithis worth noting thatCB1 andExp3
have influenced, and to some extent inspired, a number offallp papers on richer MAB settings.
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Known parametersi( arms;n rounds(n > K > 2).
Unknown parameters (stochastic model):
K probability distributions/, . .., vx on [0, 1] with resp. meang, ..., uxk.

Foreachround=1,2,...,n;
(1) algorithm choose$ € {1,..., K}, possibly using external randomization;

(2) adversary simultaneously selects rewagds (g1, - -, gr.¢) € [0,1]%.
- in the stochastic model, each rewagid ~ v; is drawn independently.

(3) the forecaster receives (and observes) the reward
He does not observe the rewards from the other arms.

Goal: Minimize the regret, defined in the adversarial model by:

n n
Rn = max § 9it — E 9I,ts
i€f{l,...K} P}

t=1

and in the stochastic model by:

.....

Figure 1: The MAB framework: adversarial rewards and stettbaewards.

However, it is easy to see tha€B1 incurs a trivial2(n) regret in the adversarial model, wher&as3
has)(y/n) regret even in the stochastic moHeThis raises a natural question that we aim to resolve in this
paper:can we achieve the best of both worldszhere a bandit algorithm which matches the performance
of Exp3 in the adversarial model, and attains the performandst if the rewards are in fact stochastic?
A more specific (and slightly milder) formulation is as falls:

Is there a bandit algorithm that h@%/n) regret in the adversarial model apdlylog(n) regret
in the stochastic model?

We are not aware of any prior work on this question. Intultiveve introduce a new tradeoff: a bandit
algorithm has to balance betweatiackingthe weak adversary (stochastic rewards) datendingitself
from a more devious adversary that targets algorithm’s wesdes, such as being too aggressive if the
reward sequence is seemingly stochastic. In particulailewhe basic exploration-exploitation tradeoff
inducesO(log n) regret in the stochastic model, a@d/n) regret in the adversarial model, it is not clear a
priori what are the optimal regret guarantees for this agack-defensé&radeoff.

We answer the above question affirmatively, with a new algoricalledSAO (Stochastic and Adver-
sarial Optimal). To formulate our result, we need to introelisome notation. In the stochastic model,
let u; be the expected single-round reward from armA crucial parameter is theninimal gap A =
ming. <, 1 — pi, Wherep™ = max; 1, With this notationUCB1 attains regreﬂ(g log n) in the stochas-
tic model, whereK is the number of arms. We are looking for the following: redeéR,] = O(vV/Kn)

This is clearly true for the original version @kp3 with a mixing parameter. However, this mixing is unnecegsayainst
oblivious adversariel05]. The regret of theiltésg algorithm in the stochastic model is unknown.



in the adversarial model and regfefR,,] = O(%) in the stochastic model, whe€(-) hidespolylog(n)
factors. Our main result is as follows.

Theorem 1.1. There exists an algorithrBAOfor the MAB problem (Algorithrial 1 on pa§€el13) such that:
(a) in the adversarial modeBAOachieves regref[R,] < O(v/nK log®?(n) log K).
(b) in the stochastic modeBAOachieves regreE[R,,] < O(& log?(n) log K).

Moreover, with very little extra work we can obtain the capending high-probability versions (see Theo-
rem[4.] for a precise statement).

It is easier, and more instructive, to explain the main idwathe special case of two arms and oblivious
adversarﬂ This special case (with a simplified algorithm) is presente8ection 8. The general case is
then fleshed out in Sectidn 4.

Discussion. The question raised in this paper touches upon an impotientd in Machine Learning, and
more generally in the design of algorithms with partiallyolm inputs: how to achieve a good worst-case
performanceand also take advantage of “nice” problem instances. In theestrdf MAB it is natural to
focus on the distinction between stochastic and advetsanaards, especially given the prominence of
the two models in the MAB literature. Then our “best-of-b@tbrlds” question is the first-order specific
guestion that one needs to resolve. Also, we provide thediralysis of the same MAB algorithm under
both adversarial and stochastic rewards.

Once the “best-of-both-worlds” question is settled, saviailow-up questions emerge. Most immedi-
ately, it is not clear whether the polylog factors can be inpd to match the optimal guarantees for each
respective model; a lower bound would indicate that theatittdefence” tradeoff is fundamentally different
from the familiar explore-exploit tradeoffs. A natural elition for further work is rewards that are adversar-
ial on a few short time intervals, but stochastic most of theet Moreover, it is desirable to adapt not only
to the binary distinction between the stochastic and adviatgewards, but also to some form of continuous
tradeoff between the two reward models.

Finally, we acknowledge that our solution is no more (andess) than a theoretical proof of concept.
More work, theoretical and experimental, and perhaps neasidr even new algorithms, are needed for a
practical solution. In particular, a practical algorithimosild probably go beyond what we accomplish in
this paper, along the lines of the two possible extensionstiomed above.

Related work. The general theme of combining worst-case and optimistifopaance bounds have re-
ceived considerable attention in prior work on online l@agn A natural incarnation of this theme in the
context of MAB concerns proving upper bounds on regret thatlme written in terms of some complexity
measure of the rewards, and match the optimal worst-cagedbodo this end, a version &@kp3 achieves
regretO(/KG?), whereG? < n is the maximal cumulative reward of a single arm, and theespond-
ing high probability result was recently proved in Audibenid Bubedk![2010]. Ih_Hﬁzan_and_ldall_e_LZbOQ]
the authors obtain regré(,/KV;), whereV* < n is the maximal “temporal variation” of the rewards.
Similar results have been obtained for the full-feeback&ts”) version ir_Cesa-Bianchi et dL_LZ£|)07]
|Ab_e|:n_e_th;Lel_dl.|_L20_(b8]. Also, the regret bound tB1 depends on the gafd, and matches the optimal
worst-case bound for the stochastic model (up to logaritHagtors). Moreover, adaptivity to “nice” prob-
lem instances is a crucial theme in the work on bandits inimspaces [Kleinberg et al., 2008, Bubeck et al.,

2An oblivious adversary fixes the rewargls; for all round¢ without observing the algorithm’s choices.

3The result in Hazan and Kale [2009] does not shed light on ttestipn in the present paper, because the “temporal \anfati
concerns actual rewards rather than expected rewardsrtloyar, temporal variation is minimal when the actual aew of each
arm is constant over time, and (essentially) maximal in thetastic model with 0-1 rewards.




IZQﬂ,LS_LhLKmBLZQJJl], an MAB setting in which some inforimaton similarity between arms is a priori
available to an algorithm.

The distinction betweepolylog(n) andQ2(y/n) regret has been crucial in other MAB settings: bandits
with linear rewards| [Dani et all, 2008], bandits in metriases |[Kleinber livkins, 2010], and an
extension of MAB to auctions [Babaioff etlal., 2009, Devaand Kakade EL_B_atLaJQﬁ_eJJdL._ZblO]
Interestingly, here we have four different MAB settingsc{uding the one in this paper) in which this
distinction occurs for four different reasons, with no ajgpé connections.

A proper survey of the literature on multi-armed banditségdnd the scope of this paper; a reader is
encouraged to refer Lo_C_e§ﬁ_B_|anghLand_Lﬂg|Q_s|_Lb006] foktpaound. An important high-level distinction
is between Bayesian and non-Bayesian MAB formulations.hBeatve a rich literature; this paper focuses
on the latter. The “basic” MAB version defined in this papes baen extended in various papers to include
additional information and/or assumptions about rewards.

Most relevant to this paper are algorithires1 [Auer et al.| 2002a] angxp3 [Auer et al.| 2002b]ucB1

has a slightly more refined regret bound than the one thatted earlier:R, = O(}_,. < ulog" ) with

high probability. A matching lower bound (up to the consatiems of the variance and constant factors)

is proved in Lai and Robbins [1985]. Several recent papetgfAnd Ortner, 2010, Honda and Takernura,
2010,/ Audibert et all, 2009, Audibert and Bubeck, 2010, Medland Mundsl, 2011, Garivier and Cappé,
IZQﬂLBQLQhﬂ_and_RjggiléL_ZSbll] improve ovéB1, obtaining algorithms with regret bounds that are even
closer to the lower bound.

The regret bound foExp3 is E[R,] = O(v/nKlog K), and a version ofExp3 achieves this with
high probability [Auer et dl., 2002b]. There is a nearly nhig lower bound of2(vEn). Recently
Audibert and Bube¢k [2010] have shaved off the K factor, achieving an algorithm with regré v/ K n)
in the adversarial model against an oblivious adversary.

High-level ideas. For clarity, let us consider the simplified algorithm for thgecial case of two arms
and oblivious adversary. The algorithm starts with the agdion that the stochastic model is true, and
then proceeds in three phases: “exploration”, “expl@tdti and the “adversarial phase”. In the exploration
phase, we alternate the two arms until one of them (say, ampdgars significantly better than the other.
When and if that happens, we move to the exploitation phasgewe focus on arm 1, but re-sample arm
2 with small probability. After each round we check severaisistency conditions which should hold with
high probability if the rewards are stochastic. When andhé of these conditions fails, we declare that we
are not in the case of stochastic rewards, and switch tomgranbandit algorithm for the adversarial model
(a version of=Zxp3).

Here we have an incarnation of the “attack-defense” trddaefitioned earlier in this section: the con-
sistency conditions should be (a) strong enough to jussifiygithe stochastic model as an operating assump-
tion while the conditions hold, and (b) weak enough so thatame check them despite the low sampling
probability of arm2. The fact that (a) and (b) are not mutually exclusive is dsipg and unexpected.

More precisely, the consistency conditions should be gtemough to insure us from losing too much
in the first two phases even if we are in the adversarial modlel.use a specific re-sampling schedule for
arm 1 which is rare enough so that we do not accumulate much rdgtesiis indeed a bad arm, and yet
sufficient to check the consistency conditions.

To extend to the<-arm case, we “interleave” exploration and exploitatictieédctivating” arms one by
one as they turn out to be suboptimal. The sampling prolpabilia given arm increases while the arm stays
active, and then decreases after it is deactivated, witha@#ntransition between the two phases. This
complicated behavior (and the fact that we handle generadradries) in turn necessitate a more delicate
analysis.



2 Preliminaries

We consider randomized algorithms, in the sensefhdhe arm chosen at timg is drawn from a probabil-
ity distributionp; on{1, ..., K'}. We denote by; ; the probability tha; = 4. For brevity, letl; ; = 17,
Given such a randomized algorithm, it is a well-known trickuseg; , = gpt—ltt as an unbiased estimate of
the rewardy; ;. Now for arm: and timet we introduce:

o Gy = 22:1 Gis (fixed-arm cumulative rewarftom arms up to timet),

° ém = 2221 Gi.s (estimated cumulative rewafdom arm: up to timet),

° @M = 2221 9is Ii s (algorithm’s cumulative rewarérom arms up to timet),
e T;(t)=3"_,Ls (thesampling timeof armi up to timet).

e The corresponding averageli ; = + G, Hiy = L Giy, andH, , = Gy 0/ T;(t).

G+ is the cumulative reward of a “fixed-arm algorithm” that ajwalays arm. Recall that our bench-
marks aremax; G; t for the adversarial model, andax; E[G; ;] for the stochastic model.

Note thatHZ s H” (andGl £ GZ +) are observed by an algorithm wherdds, (andGZ ¢) is not. Infor-
mally, Hzt andHZt are estimates for the expected rewardn the stochastic model, arfe]lt is an estimate
for the benchmark rewartf; ; in the adversarial model.

In the stochastic model we define thap of armi asA; = (maxi<j<x pj) — i, and theminimal gap
A= minz-: A; >0 Az

Following the literature, we measure algorithm’s perfonecein terms ofegret R, and R,, as defined
in Figure[1. The two notions of regret are somewhat differémtparticular the “stochastic regrek,,
is not exactly equal to the expected “adversarial regref. However, in the stochastic model they are

approximately equﬂ E[R,] < E[R,] < E[R,] + ,/% nlog K.

3 A simplified SAO algorithm for K = 2 arms

We will derive a (slightly weaker version of) the main redoltthe special case df = 2 arms and oblivious
adversary, using a simplified algorithm. This version cmstanost of the ideas from the general case, but
can be presented in a more lucid fashion.

We are looking for the “best-of-both-worlds” featur@(/n) regret in the adversarial model, a@cﬂ%)
regret in the stochastic model, whete= |11 — uo| is the gap. Our goal in this section is to obtain this
feature in the simplest way possible. In particular, we Witle the constants under tii¥) notation, and
will not attempt to optimize the polyldg ) factors; also, we will assume oblivious adversary. We witiye
the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. Consider a MAB problem with two arms. There exists an alforisuch that:
(a) against an oblivious adversary, its expected regr@[iR,,] < O( /n log?n).
(b) in the stochastic model, its expected regret satidigs,] < O(% log®n).

Both regret bounds also hold with probability at ledst %

Note that in the stochastic model, regret trivially cannetdrger thamn, so part (b) trivially implies
regretE[R,] < O(y/n).

“This fact is well-known and easy to prove, e.g. see Propws# i Audibert and Bubeck [2010].




Our analysis proceeds via high-probability arguments arettly obtains the high-probability guaran-
tees. The high-probability arguments tend to make the aisatyeaner; we suspect it cannot be made much
simpler if we only seek bounds on expected regret.

3.1 A simplified SAO (Stochastic and Adversarial Optimal) Aborithm

The algorithm proceeds in three phases: exploration, éaptm, and adversarial phase. In the exploration
phase, we alternate the two arms until one of them appearsisatly better than the other. In exploitation
phase, we focus on the better arm, but re-sample the othewdhsmall probability. We check several
consistency conditions which should hold with high probghbif the rewards are stochastic. When and if
one of these conditions fails, we declare that we are noteéncise of stochastic rewards, and switch to
running a bandit algorithm for the adversarial model, ngnaégorithmExp3.P ﬂAu_eLe_t_aﬂ.]_ZD_de].

The algorithm is parameterized I8y, = O(logn) which we will chose later in Sectidn 3.2. The
formal description of the three phases is as follows.

(Exploration phase) In each round, pick an arm at randony; ; = pa; = % Go to the next phase as soon
ast > Q(C?2,,) and the following condition fails:

crn

|Hyy — Hoy| < 24 Cern/ V't 1)

Let . be the duration of this phase. Without loss of generalityuasefllm > }7277*. This means,
informally, that arml is selected for exploitation.

(Exploitation phase) In each roundt > 7., pick arm 2 with probabilityp; ; = %, and arml with the
remaining probabilityp; ; = 1 — ;.

After the round, check the followingonsistency conditions

8Ccrn/\/ﬁ § ﬁll,t - ﬁ2,t S 40 Ccrn/\/'r—* (2)

{’ﬁl,t - ]E\Il,t’ S 6(jcrn/\/i

- ~ 3)
’HQ,t - HZ,t’ S 6Ccrn/\/7T*-

If one of these conditions fails, go to the next phase.

(Adversarial phase) Run algorithmExp3.P from[Au_QLel_a|.[LZD_QZb].

Discussion. The exploration phase is simple: Conditidh (1) is choserhabdnce it fails then (assuming
stochastic rewards) the seemingly better arm is indeededsiedom with high probability.

In the exploitation phase, we define the re-sampling scleddularm2 and a collection of “consistency
conditions”. The re-sampling schedule should be suffigienatre to avoid accumulating much regret if arm
2 isindeed a bad arm. The consistency conditions should fieisafly strong to justify using the stochastic
model as an operating assumption while they hold. Namelgdwmersary constrained by these conditions
should not be able to inflict too much regret on our algoritimthie first two phases. Yet, the consistency
conditions should be weak enough so that they hold with ppigipability in the stochastic model, despite
the low sampling probability of arr. N

It is essential that we use boﬂAiii,t and H; ; in the consistency conditions: the interplay of these two
estimators allows us to bound regret in the adversarial in@tber than that, the conditions that we use are
fairly natural (the surprising part is that they work). Cdimh (2) checks whether the relation between the
two arms is consistent with the outcome of the exploratioasghi.e. whether armstill seems better than
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arm2, but nottoo muchbetter. Condition[{3) checks whether for each arthe estimatd?i,t is close to the

averagel?li,t. In the stochastic model, both estimate the expected gaiso we expect them to be not too
far apart. However, our definition of “too far” should be cimtsnt with how often a given arm is sampled.

3.2 Concentration inequalities

The “probabilistic” aspect of the analysis is confined toving that several properties of estimates and
sampling times hold with high probability. The rest of thelysis can proceeds if these properties hold
with probability 1. In particular, we have made our core argument essentiatigrohinistic, which greatly
simplifies presentation.

All high-probability results are obtained using an eleragnttoncentration inequality loosely known as
Chernoff BoundsFor the sake of simplicity, we use a slightly weaker forntioka below (see Appendix]A
for a proof), which uses just one inequality for all cases.

Theorem 3.2(Chernoff Bounds) Let X;, ¢ € [n] be a independent random variables such thate [0, 1]
for eacht. LetX = ;' | X; be their sum, and let = E[X]. Then

Pr(|X — p| > C max(1, /)] < 2¢~/3, foranyC > 1. (4)

We will often need to apply Chernoff Bounds to sums whose sanms depend on some events in
the execution of the algorithms and therefore are not miytiradlependent. However, in all cases these
issues are but a minor technical obstacle which can be tg@ead using a slightly more careful seEJp.
In particular, we sometimes find it useful to work in the prioitisy space obtained by conditioning on
the outcome of the exploration phase. Specifically,dbst-exploration probability spads the probability
space obtained by conditioning on the following eventst tiva exploration phase ends, that it has a specific
durationr,, and that arn is chosen for exploitation.

Throughout the analysis, we will obtain concentration tsuthat hold with probability at leadt —
2n~%. We will often take a Union Bound over all roundswhich will imply success probability at least
1—2n~3. To simplify presentation, we will allow a slight abuse otation: we will saywith high probability
(abbreviatedv.h.p), which will mean mean with probability at lealst- 2~ or at least —2n~*, depending
on the context.

To parameterize the algorithm, let us fix sofig,, = 12 In(n) such that Theorein 3.2 with = C.,,
ensures success probability at least 2 n 4.

3.3 Analysis: adversarial model

We need to analyze our algorithm in two different reward ni&d@/e start with the adversarial model, so
that we can re-use some of the claims proved here to analgztdbhastic model.

Recall thatr, denotes the duration of the exploration phase (which in igeng a random variable).
Following the convention from Sectidn 8.1 that wheneverekploration phase ends, the arm chosen for
exploitation is arml. (Note that we do not assume that arns the best arm.)

We start the analysis by showing that the re-sampling sdbeduhe exploitation phase does not result
in playing arm2 too often.

Claim 3.3. During the exploitation phase, artnis played at mosO (7, log n) times w.h.p..

*However, the independence issues appear prohibitivéfor 2 arms or if we consider a non-oblivious adversary. So for the
general case we resorted to a more complicated analysisariéngale inequalities.



Proof. We will work in the post-exploration probability spac We need to bound from above the sum
>+ I»+, wheret ranges over the exploitation phase. However, Chernoff Bswo not immediately apply
since the number of summands itself is a random variablegh&uiif we condition on a specific duration of
exploitation then we break independence between summaelsidestep this issue by considering an al-
ternative algorithm in which exploitation lasts indefityté.e., without the stopping conditions), and which
uses the same randomness as the original algorithm. ltesifficbound from above the number of times
that arm 2 is played during the exploitation phase in thisratitive algorithm; denote this number by
Letting .J; be the arm selected in roumaf the alternative algorithm, we have thsit=>"" | Ty,

is a sum of 0-1 random variables, andSrithese variables are independent. Moreove§ ihholds that

E[N] = Z?:T*—‘rl P2t = Tx Z?:T*H % = O(1ilogn).
Therefore, the claim follows from Chernoff Bounds. O

Now we connect the estimated cumulative rewa(ﬁ;l,§ with the benchmarks; ;. More specifically, we
will bound from above several expressions of the fdﬂia,t — H;,|. Naturally, the upper bound for arin
will be stronger since this arm is played more often duringl@xation. To ensure that the bound for arm
2 is strong enough we need to play this arm “sufficiently oftdoting exploitation. (Whereas Claim 3.3
ensures that we do not play it “too often”.) Here and elsewleithis analysis, we find it more elegant to
express some of the claims in terms of the average cumulativards (such a#; ;, etc.)

Claim 3.4. N
(a) With high probability,|H; ., — H; r,| < 2 Ccrn//7 for each arm.
(b) For any roundt in the exploitation phase, with high probability it holdsath

{|ﬁ11,t — Hyy| < 3Cem/ VA,

~ 5
‘HZ,t - H2,t‘ < 3Ccrn/\/ﬁ- ( )
Proof. For part (a), we are interested in the sOf)_. g, I;;. As in the proof of Claini 313, Chernoff
Bounds do not immediately apply since the number of summanigsa random variable (and conditioning
on a particular value of, tampers with independence between summands). So let ugeoas alternative
algorithm in which the exploration phase proceeds indéfipitwithout the stopping condition, and uses
the same randomness as the original algorﬁhlxet J; be the arm selected in rourtcdbf this alternative
algorithm, and defined;; = 22:1 gi.t 1{5,—ip- Then (when run on the same problem instance) both

algorithms coincide for any < 7, SO in particular@vt = 2A;;. Now, A;; is the sum of bounded
independent random variables with expectation /2. Therefore by Chernoff Bounds w.h.p. it holds that
|Ai+ — Git/2| < CernV/t for eacht, which implies the claim.

For part (b), we will analyze the exploitation phase segdyatLet us work in the post-exploration
probability spaceS. We will consider the alternative algorithm from the prodf@aim [3:3 (in which
exploitation continues indefinitely). This way we do not deeorry that we implicitly condition on the
event that a particular rountd> 7, belongs to the exploitation phase. Clearly, it suffices avei(3) for this
alternative algorithm. To facilitate the notation, defihe time intervalINT = {m« +1,...,t}, and denote
Gimr = ZseINT git andG; iyy = Esgm Gist-

To handle arml, note that inS, G; vr is @ sum of independent random variables, with expectation
G wr. Sincepy; > % for anyt € INT, the summandg;; are bounded by 2. Therefore by Chernoff
Bounds with high probability it holds that

‘él,INT — Gimr| <2CcnVt — T

®Note that this is not the same “alternative algorithm” asdhe in the proof of Clairfi3]3.
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From this and part (a) it follows that w.h.p.

|él,t - Gl,t| < 2Ccrn(\/ﬁ + V t— T*) < 3Ccrn\/g>

which implies the claim for arm.
Handling arm2 requires a little more work since the summaigds may be large (since they have a
small probabilityp ; in the denominator). For ea¢he INT,

~ 2s 2t S 2t
Gomr = ZSEINT — 92,5 Lo s = — ZSEINT 7 92,5 Ios = — ZSEINT X
Ty Ty t Ty

where X, = $ g2, I, € [0,1]. In S, random variables(, s € INT are mutually independent, and the
expectation of their sum is

pEE [ZSEINT XS] =5 E [GZINT} =5 Gomr < 5 t_tn'

Noting thatGs vy < ¢ — 7. and lettinga: = %+, we obtainy < %-(1 — a). By Chernoff Bounds w.h.p. it
holds that

|ZSEINT —p] < CernV/ 7 (1 — )

Going back toGs, 1yr andGy, 1y, e obtain:

‘62,INT - G(2,INT’ < Ccrn V T* 1 - a crn 1—oa.
ﬁ
From part (a), we have th@i,u -G | < Clopn 2 f «. Therefore,
Gyt — Gay| < C ﬁ(\/a+\/1—a)<c Stog
2.t 2.t crn \/E crn \/E

Combining Claini3.4(b) and Conditiohl(2), we obtain:

Corollary 3.5. In the exploitation phase, for any rourdexcept possibly the very last round in the phase)
it holds w.h.p. thatzy ; > G2 ;.

By CorollaryBE regret accumulated by rounid the exploitation phase is, with high probability, equal
to G — Glt — G2t The following claim upper-bounds this quantity 8)+/¢ log? n). The proof of this
claim contains our main regret computation.

Claim 3.6. For any roundt in the exploitation phase it holds w.h.p. that
él,t + é2,t — G14 > —O(Vt log?n).

Proof. Throughout this proof, let us assume that the high-proltgvents in Claini 313 and Claim_3.4(b)
actually hold; we will omit “with high probability” from hex on.
Lett be some (but not the last) round in the exploitation phagst,Fi

ﬁl,t —Hy; = [ﬁl,t - Hl,t] + [ﬁl,t - ﬁl,t} > —O(Cen/V1). (6)

We have upper-bounded the two square brackefs in (6) ugsgectively, Clairh 314(b) and Conditidd (3).
We proved that algorithm’s average for aing/Z; ;) is not too small compared to the corresponding bench-
mark averaged; ¢, and we used the estimaté ; as an intermediary in the proof.

9



Similarly, using Condition[{2), Condition}3), and Clain#gh) to upper-bound the three square brackets
in the next equation, we obtain that

I‘Afzt —Hi; = [ﬁllt - ﬁl,t} + [ﬁb,t - ﬁ2,t} + [ﬁl,t - Hl,t] > —O(Cern/\/T)- (7)

Here we have proved that the algorithm did not do too badlyiptaarm2, even though this arm was
supposed to be suboptimal. Specifically, we establish tigatithm’s average for arm (H2 +) IS not too
small compared to the benchmark averbmyearm 1(H; ;). Again, the estlmateyl ¢ andH2 .+ served us as
intermediaries in the proof.

Finally, let us go from bounds on average rewards to boundsuonulative rewards (and prove the
claim). Combining[(6),[{[7) and Claim 3.3, we have:

él,t + é2,t -Gt = Zi:m T;(t) [ﬁzt — Hl,t]

> ~O(Com) | TUH)/VE+ Ta()/ V7 |
2 _O(C’crn)(\/E + \/T—*IOg TL)
—O(Vt log?n). O
Now we are ready for the final computations. We will need toster three cases, depending on which
phase the algorithm is in when it halts (i.e., reaches the tiorizon).

First, if the exploration phase never ends then by Claima3.4(h.p. it holds thatﬁivn - H;,| <
2 Cern/+/n for each armi, and the exit condition {1) never fails. This implies theirdlad regret bound

R, < O(y/nlogn).
From here on let us assume that the exploration phase endmats < n. Define regret on the time
interval[a, b] as

R, . = ; b .
ab] = g{%}x 1 Git = ey Gt

Let ¢ be the last round in the exploitation phase. By Corollarya$8 Clain{ 3.6 we have
Ry =Gt — Gy — Gay < O(v/n log?n).

If t =n (i.e., the algorithm halts during exploitation) then we dome.
Thlrd if the algorithm enters the adversarial phase thenamause the regret bound fexp3.P in/Auer et al.
] which states that w.h. g, ,; < O(y/n). Therefore

Ry < Rppyq) + Ry < O(Vn log”n).

This completes the proof of Theorém13.1(a).

3.4 Analysis: stochastic model

We start with a simple claim that w.h.p. each arm is playeficgently often during exploration, and arm
1 is played sufficiently often during exploitation. This ctacomplements Claim 3.3 (which we will also
re-use) which states that afns not played too often during exploitation.

Claim 3.7. With high probability it holds that:
(a) during the exploration phase, each arm is played at least times.
(b) during the exploitation phas&} (t) > t/4 for each time.

10



Proof. Both parts follow from Chernoff Bounds. The only subtletyasensure that we do not condition the
summands (in the sum that we apply the Chernoff Bounds to)marticular value ofr, or on the fact that
arm1 is chosen for exploitation.

For part (a), without loss of generality assume théair coins are tossed in advance, so that intttie
round of exploration we use theth coin toss to decide which arm is chosen. Then by Chernadinéls for
eacht w.h.p. it holds that among the firstoin tosses there are at leag2 — C.rn+/1/2 heads and at least
this many tails. We take the Union Bound over{also in particular this holds far= r,. Therefore w.h.p.
we have:

Tz(T*) > 7_>»</2_C’crn V 7_*/2- (8)

The claim follows from[(B) because we force exploration &t far at least)(C?,,,) rounds.

For part (b), let us analyze the exploitation phase sedgraWe are interested in the subn, I, g,
wheres ranges over all rounds in the exploitation phase. We willknarthe post-exploration probability
space. The indicator variablés, for all roundss during exploitation, are mutually independent. Therefore
Chernoff Bounds apply, and w.h.p.

Tl(t) — Tl(T*) Z (t — T*)/2 — Ccrn\/t — Tx.
Using [8), it follows thatl} (£) > ¢/2 — Cern (/T + VT — 72) > /2 — CernV/t > t/4. O

Recall that Claini_3J4(b) connects algorithm’s estimé;jq and the benchmark averagg ; (we will
re-use this claim later in the proofs). In the stochastic ehtliese two quantities, as well as the algorithm’s
averageH; ;, are close to the respective expected rewatdThe following lemma makes this connection
precise.

Claim 3.8. Assume the stochastic model. Then during the exploitatiasefor each arni and each time
t the following holds with high probability:

’Hi,t - Nz’ S Ccrn/\/%;
|H1,t - ﬂ1| < 2Ccrn/\/ga
|H2,t - ﬂ2| < 2Ccrn/\/ﬁ'

Proof. All three inequalities follow from Chernoff Bounds. The fitsequality follows immediately. To
obtain the other two inequalities, we claim that w.h.p. iidsahat

|H; ¢ — i) < Corn/V/Ti(1). 9)

Indeed, note that without loss of generalityindependent samples from the reward distribution of arm
are drawn in advance, and then the reward fromvttteplay of armi is the/-th sample. Then by Chernoff
Bounds the bound9) holds w.h.p. for edElit) = [, and then one can take the Union Bound over &dl
obtain [9). Claim proved.

Finally, we use[(P) and plug in the lower boundsB(¢) from Claim3.T(ab). O

Now that we have all the groundwork, let us argue that in thetgtstic model the consistency condition
in the algorithm are satisfied with high probability.

Corollary 3.9. Assume the stochastic model. Then in each raunfithe exploitation phase, with high
probability the following holds:

16 Ccrn/\/?* < H1 — M2 < 32 Ccrn/\/T_*- (10)

Moreover, conditiond {P13) are satisfied.
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Proof. Condition [3) follows simply by combining Claifn3.4(b) anda®n[3.3.
To obtain [(ID), we note that by Claim 8.4(b) and Claim 3.8 pv.it.holds that

|ﬁ1,t — |+ |f~f2,t — p2] < 8Cern/\/Tx. (11)
Recall that Condition[{1) holds at timte= 7, — 1, and fails att = 7,. This in conjunction with[{111) (for
t = 7,) implies [10). In turn,[(Z0) with[(1) imply Conditiof(2). O

To complete the proof of Theordm 8.1(b), assume we are irtdceastic model with gap = |1 — pal.
In the rest of the argument, we omit “with high probabilityf.the exploration phase never ends, it is easy
to see that\ < O(1/4/n), and we are done since trivialt, < An < O(x). Else, by Corollary319 it
holds that armi is optimal, 7, = ©(C..,/A)? and moreover that the exploitation phase never ends. Now,
by Claim[3:3 in the exploitation phase the suboptimal ansplayed at mos(r. log n) times. Therefore
R, < O(% log®n).

4 The SAOalgorithm for the general case

In this section we treat the general cadé:arms and adaptive adversary. The proposed algorEad
(Stochastic and Adversarial Optimal), is described pedgim Algorithm[d (see page 13). On a high-level,
SAOproceeds similarly to the simplified version in Secfidn 3,there are a few key differences.

First, the exploration and exploitation phases are nowlgdeed. IndeedsAOstarts with all arms being
“active”, and then it successively “deactivates” them asytturn out to be suboptimal. Thus, the algorithm
evolves from pure exploration (when all arms activated)umepexploitation (when all arms but the optimal
one are deactivated).

Second, in order to make the above evolution smooth we adopire complicated (re)sampling sched-
ule that the one we used in Sectidn 3. Namely, the probabilisglecting a given arm continuously increases
while this arm stays active, and then continuously deceeagen it gets deactivated, and the transition be-
tween the two phases is also continuous. For the precisei@gusee Equatioi (16) in Algorithm 1.

Third, this more subtle behavior of the (re)sampling praliigs p; ; in turn necessitates more com-
plicated consistency conditions (e.g. see Condition (b8)mared to Conditior{{3)), and a more intricate
analysis. The key in the analysis is to obtain the good cdration properties of the different estima-
tors, which we accomplish by exhibiting martingale seqesnand resorting to Bernstein’s inequality for
martingales (Theorefn 4.3).

Recall that the crucial parameter for the stochastic madiéminimal gapA = min;. Ao,~0 A;, where
A; = (maxi<j<k it;) — i IS thegapof armi. Our main result is formulated as follows:

Theorem 4.1. SAOwith 3 = n* satisfies

R, < O(&etiori) in the stochastic model
E[R,] < O log(K)log?’/z(n)\/nK) in the adversarial model

More precisely, for any € (0, 1), with probability at leastl — §, SAOwith 3 = 10K n3§~! satisfies in the

stochastic model:

2
. < 200K(1 —HOAg K)log®(5)

and in the adversarial model:

R, <60(1 +1log K)(1 + log n)\/nK log(B) + 5K21log?(B) + 200K 2 log?(B).
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Algorithm 1 The SAOstrategy with parametet > 1

1. A« {l,...,K} > A is the set of active arms
2: fori=1,...,K do > Initialization
3: T 1 > 7; IS the time when armis deactivated
4 pi +— 1/K > p; IS the probability of selecting arm
5. end for
6: fort=1,...,ndo > Main loop
7 Play I; at random fronmp > Selection of the arm to play
8: fori=1,...,K do > Test of four properties for arm
9 if > Test if armi should be deactivated
2
1 € A, and max ﬁjt —H;; > 6\/4K log(8) +5 (Klog(5)> (12)
jEA ’ ’ t t
10: then A < A\ {i}, 7, + t andg; + p; > Deactivation of arm
11: end if > ¢; denotes the probability of arinat the moment when it was de-activated
12: if one of the three following properties is satisfied
13: then Start Exp3.P with the parameters described in [Theoren@k mb]]
14: > Test if stochastic model still valid for arin
15: > First, test if the two estimates @f; ; are consistent; lef = min(r;, ).
L 21og(B) Ktf  t—tf K log(B) )’
H;;, — H; 4 ! L)1 — . 13
‘ y > \/ 0 + 2 + o og(B) +5 i (13)
16: > Second, test if the estimated suboptimality of @rdad not increase too much
- . 4K | K1 2
id A, andmaxHjt—Hit>10\/ Og(5)+5< Og(5)> . (14)
jed P ’ T —1 i —1
17: > Third, test if arm: still seems significantly suboptimal
. . 4K 1 K1 2
i¢ A, andmax H;, — H;, < 2\/ €d) | 5 ( Og(ﬁ)> . (15)
JjEA T; Ti
18: end if
19: end for > End of testing
20: fori=1,...,K do > Update of the probability of selecting arim
qi Ti 1 4 T
P ety 2oy A (16)
JEA
21: end for
22: end for
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We divide the proof into three parts. In Sectionl4.1 we prep®veral concentration inequalities for the
different quantities involved in the algorithm. Then we makdeterministic argument conditional on the
event that all these concentration inequalities hold tRiest, in Sectiom 4]2, we analyze stochastic rewards,
and Sectio 4]3 concerns the adversarial rewards.

Let us discuss some notation. Recall that we denotg; byhe probability that the algorithm selects
arm: at timet; this probability is denoted by; in the description of the algorithm. As in Algorithimh 4,
will denote the probability of arm at the moment when this arm was deactivated. Agtlenote the set
of active arms at the end of time stepWe also introducey as the last time step before we stexp3.P,
with a convention thaty = n if we never starExp3.P. Moreover note that with this notation, 4 < 7
then we havey; = p; . We generalize this notation and gt= p; min(-, -,)- FOr sake of notation, in the
following 7; denotes the minimum between the time when aisdeactivated and the last time before we
startExp3.P, that is7; < min(;, 79).

4.1 Concentration inequalities

We start with two standard concentration inequalities fartimgale sequences.

Theorem 4.2(Hoeffding-Azuma’s inequality for martingales, Hoeffdif1963]).
Let 7, C --- C F, be afiltration, andX7, ..., X,, real random variables such that, is F;-measurable,

E(X¢Fi—1) = 0 and X; € [A4, Ay + ¢] where A, is a random variableF;_;-measurable and; is a
positive constant. Then, for any> 0, we have

- 2e2
P X xp | ——=—= 1, 17
S ) o

t=

or equivalently for any > 0, with probability at leastl — §, we have

- log(6—1) -~
X, < | —=—= 2. 18

Theorem 4.3(Bernstein’s inequality for martingaléﬁ._Er_e_e_dHan_LiQ.?S]
Let 7, C --- C F, be afiltration, andX7, ..., X,, real random variables such that; is F;-measurable,

E(X¢|Fi—1) = 0, | X¢| < b for someb > 0 and letV,, = 7 | E(X?|F—1). Then, for any > 0, we have

n 62

P X > dv, <V) < —_— ], 19
(; t 2 eandby < )—exp< 2V+2b5/3> (19)

and for anys > 0, with probability at leastl — ¢, we have eithe¥,, > V or

= blog(d~!
ZXt < /2Vlog(6-1) + %. (20)
t=1

Next we derive a version of Bernstein’s inequality thatsoitir needs.

Lemma 4.4. Let F; C --- C F, be afiltration, andX;, ..., X,, real random variables such thaX; is

F-measurableE(X;|F;,—1) = 0 and|X;| < b for someb > 0. LetV,, = > 1 | E(X?|F—1) andd > 0.
Then with probability at least — 6,

ZXt < \/4Vn log(nd—1) + 5b2 log?(nd—1).
=1
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Proof. The proof follows from Theorerm 4.3 along with an union boumdte events/,, € [z,z + b],
x e {0,0%,20%,...,(n —1)b?}. ltalso uses/a + vb < \/2(a + b). O

Now let us use this martingale inequality to derive the catregion bound for (average) estimated
cumulative reward:H” Recall thatHZt is an estimator of7; ;, so we want to upper-bound the difference
|H” H; |, and in the stochastic modé]m is an estimator of the true expected rewafdso we want to
upper-bound the differendél; ; — yu;|.

Lemma 4.5. For any armi € {1,..., K} and any time& € {1,...,n}, in the stochastic model we have
with probability at leastl — ¢, if t < g,

< \/4 (Kmin(”’t) . max(t —;,-,0)) log(2t26-1) + 5 (%ﬂé;l)y

‘I_}Lt — M

12 qiTi min(7;, ¢

Moreover in the adversarial model we have with probabilityeast1 — 0, if ¢ < 7y,

< \/4 (Kmin(”’t) + max(t —:,0)) log(2t26—1) + 5 (M)%

12 qiTi min(7;, ¢

‘Hi,t — H;

Proof. The proof of the two concentration inequalities is similsw, we restrict our attention to the ad-
versarial model. Le{F;) be the filtration associated to the historic of the strate@ye introduce the
following sequence of independent random variables:1fof i < K, 1 < s < n andp € [0,1], let
Z!(p) ~ Bernoulli(p). Then fort < 75 we have,

t .
=Y Zi(p; S i (0T
Gl7t = gi’s < 8(].9Z7S) ]lsSTi + q Z; <q7:5’ Z) ]ls>7i> ‘
s=1

i,s iTi
ForT € {1,...,n}, let

. Z(p; s . ;T
XYT) = <M - 1> 9isls<r<r + < Z, <ql > - 1> Gisls>T>r;
Dis q;" T s

We have, fort < 7,

t
éi,t -Gt = ZXé(Tz)
s=1
Now remark that X (T'))1<s< is a martingale difference sequences such tha{7)| < K max (%,1)
(sincep; s > 1/K whens < 7;) and

t min(7;,t)

Y E((XUT)Fer) < Y

s=1 s=1

Thus, using Lemmia4.4, we obtain that with probability astéa— d,

1 tmax(t—1T7,0)
JR— + - 7.
Di,s T

min(7;,t)

¢ 2
E XNT)< |4 g p—% + tmaX(t_—TT’O) log(t0—1) + 5K? max ((%) , 1) log?(t6—1).
s=1 LS

—1 di

Then, using an union bound ovér we obtain the claimed inequality by takifig= ; (with another union
bound to get the two-sided inequality). O
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Next, we analyze the (average) cumulative re\/\lglfg collected by the algorithm. Again, in the stochas-

tic modelf[i,t can be used as an estimate of the true expected rewaatd it is not hard to see that it is a
reasonably sharp estimate.

Lemma 4.6. For any armi € {1,..., K}, in the stochastic model we have with probability at lelst ¢,
forany timet € {1,...,n},if T;(¢) > 1,

2log(2nd—1)

Hiy — il <
‘ Z,t )u’l = E(t)

Proof. This follows via an union bound over the valueBf¢) and a standard Hoeffding's inequality for
independent random variables, see Thedrein 4.2. O

Next we show that, essentially; (t) < O(q;7; + /GiT;)-

Lemma4.7. Foranyi € {1,...,K},t € {1,...,n}, with probability at leastl — J, if ¢t < 79,

T;(t) < ¢mi(1 + logt) + \/4qm(1 + log t) log(td—1) + 5log?(ts—1).

Proof. Using the notation of the proof of Lemrha 1.5, we havetfer 7,

qiT;
s

t
E(t) = Z Zé(p’i78)]18§7] + Z; ( ) ]15>7_i'
s=1

Let

) ) ) o .
X; = (Z;(pLS) _pi,s)]lsgfri + (Z; (q;z) — q;z) ]]‘5>7'z"

Then (X!) is a martingale difference sequence such thgf < 1 and, sincep; s is increasing ins for
s < ;, it follows that

t

t

, .
ZE((X§)2|IS—1) < qTi+ Z q; L < qimi(1+ logt).
s=1 SZTi+1

Thus using Lemm@a_4l.4 we obtain that with probability at ldastJ:

t
ZXé(T) < \/4Qi7'i(1 + log t) log(t6—1) + 5log?(t5—1).
s=1

It implies that

t
S 2o Losr + 7 (B0) Lnr, < qimi(1 +1og ) + \/4gi7i(1 + logt) og(t971) + 5log? (151,

s=1

which is the claimed inequality. O

The next lemma restates regret guarante@£pB.P in terms of our setting. Instead of using the original
guarantee from Auer etlal. |2(2(b2b], we take an improved bdord[Bubeck ] (namely, Theorem 2.4

in[Bubeck [20107).
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Lemma 4.8. In the adversarial model, with probability at least- §, we have

n n
~ max Z Git — Z g+ < 5.15y/(n — 10) K log(K§—1).
Efl, K} t=10+1 t=10+1

Let 3 = 10Kn35~!. Putting together the results of Lemial4.5] £.6] 4.7[andwieSpbtain that with
probability at leastl — ¢, the following inequalities hold true for any arine {1,..., K} and any time
te{l,...,mo}:

In the stochastic model,

_ \/4 <Kmin(7-,-,t) |, max(t - n,O)) log(8) + 5 <M>2. (21)

‘ﬁi,t — M

t2 4Tt min(7;, t)
In the adversarial model,

_ \/4 <Kmin(7-,-,t) , max(t = r,-,o)> log(6) + 5 <&g(ﬁ)>2. 22)

t2 q;iTit min(7;,t)

H;;— H;;

In the stochastic model,

, 4 2log(B)
Hz,t_;uz < Tz(t) .

In both models,

Ti(t) < qim(1 + log 1) + \/4g;7(1 + log ) log(8) + 510g2(8). (24)
In the adversarial model,

(23)

max Z Git — Z g1, < 5.15\/(71 —19)K log(B). (25)

ZE{l,...,K} t=70+1 t=710+1

We will now make a deterministic reasoning on the event thebove inequalities are indeed true.

4.2 Analysis in the stochastic model

First note that by equations (21) andl(23), test (13) is nsatsfied.
Leti* € argmax; ;. Remark that by equatioh (R1), telst{12) is never satisfied*feince ifi, i* € A;

then
2
Hiy— Hpy < =0+ 2\/4K l(zg(ﬂ) +5 <Klog(ﬁ)> .

t

Thus we have* € A;, Vt. Moreover ifi ¢ Ay, then it means that; < ¢ and test[(IR) was satisfied at time
stepr; (and not satisfied at timg — 1). Thus, using[(21), we see thatiifZ A; then it implies:

Ai+2\/4Klog(ﬁ) +5<Klog(ﬁ)>2 >6\/4Klog(6) +5<Klog(ﬁ)>27

Ti Ti Ti Ti

and (since* € Ay)

Ai_z\/ﬁlKlog(ﬁ) +5<mog<m>2§6¢w+5<m>? 26)

Ti—l Ti—l Ti—l Ti—l
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Thus test[(TK) is never satisfied since:

2 2
max Hj, — Hiy < A +2¢M+5<M> S10\/4Klog<5>+5<Klog<ﬁ>> |

JEAL T; T; 7 —1 7 —1
Moreover [I5) is also never satisfied, indeed siifce A; we have:
4K | Kl 2 4K 1 Kl 2
maXHJt—HH>A —2\/ﬂ+5< og(ﬁ)) >2\/ Og(ﬁ)+5< 0g(5)> '
JeA Ti T; Ti Ti

In conclusion we proved that Exp3 is never started in thehstsiic model, that is; = n. Thus, using
(24), we obtain:

=

R, = > ATi(n)
i=1
K
> (1 + Jogn) + 11+ Tog ) og(5) + 510¢*(9) )
=1

Now remark that for any armwith A; > 0, one can see thdt (26) implies:

K log(B) Klog(B)

A2 AZ

IN

7i < 259 +1 <260

Indeed ifr; > 259K12g( ) 4 1, then

K3

4K log(pB) Klog(B)\? 4A2  5Al
A o8F) 5 (Llosl) L 02,
8\/ o1 P\ ) SV s T s

which contradicts[(26).
The proof is concluded with straightforward computationd by showing that

K

S <1+ logK. (27)
i=1

Denote byr(;) < ... < 7k, the ordered random variables, . . ., 7x. Then we clearly have;) < « z+1'
which proves[(27).

4.3 Analysis in the adversarial model

Let:* € argmax;,<x Gir—1. First we show thai* € A, ;. LetI* € argmax;ec _,Gir-1and
i ¢ A;,—1,then we have, by; < 7o — 1, (22) and since (15) is not satisfied at time— 1:

Gre -1 — Giro—1
=Grqr0-1— Greqo-1 + Grerg—1 — Giro—1 + Girg—1 — Girg—1

o (e g o (K2 D ()

2
L wmolg(ﬁ) s <Klog<5>>2
< i

T T

0—1—7i>10g(ﬁ)+5<w>2+\/4Klog(5> +5<Klog<5)>27

Ti Ti Ti

K

> —4/4
7'0—1 qiTZ’(T(]—l)
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where the last inequality follows from > 1/K and

T +7’0—1—Ti 1
(o—1)2  m(ro—1) — 7

This provesi* € A,,_1. Thus we get, using the fact that (13) ahd](14) are not satisfi¢imer, — 1, as
well as [22), and the fact thdf{|12) is not satisfied for actives at timery — 1,

K
Ry—1 = Gipo—1 — Z Giro—1
=1
K ~
= ZTZ-(TO - 1) (Hi*;ro—l - Hi,To—1>
=1
K B _ - -
- ZTZ'(TO — 1) (Hi*ﬂ'o—l - Hi*ﬂ'o—l + Hi*,To—l - Hiﬂ'o—l + HivTO_l o HiﬁO_l)
i=1

K 2
< - (1D (Y, [
i=1

Then, using[(Z4) and (25) we get, thanks o> 2,

K
R, < 1+6.6y/nKlog(8)+12> gi(1+logn)y/16KT;log(B) + 20(K log(8))2
i=1

S 2
* 12ZJ (4:7:(1 + log m) log(8) + 5log” (5)) (‘“%giﬁ) 5 (M) )
1=1 2

< 60(1 +1log K)(1 + log n)\/nK log () + K2log?(B) + 200K *log*(83),

where the last inequality follows frorh (R7) and straightfard computations.

Acknowledgements. We thank Peter Auer for insightful discussions.
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A Concentration inequalities

Recall that the analysis in Sectibh 3 relies on Chernoff Bisuas stated in Theorelm B.2. Let us derive
Theoreni 3.2 from a version of Chernoff Bounds that can beddnihe literature.

Theorem A.1(Chernoff Bounds: Theorem 2.3 hn_M_QDia.th_Lw%D‘onsidem i.i.d. random variables
Xi...X,on[0,1]. LetX = 1 3% X, be their average, and lgt = E[X]. Then for any: > 0 the
following two properties hold:

6_52”/3, e<1

__
(@) Pr[X > (1+¢e)ul < eXp( 2(1+e/3)) < {e—w/i”, otherwise

(b) Pr[X < (1 —e)pu] < e=="n/2,
Corollary A.2. In the setting of Theorem'A.1, for afy> 0 we have:
Pr(|X — | > B max(8, /)] < 2e /3. (28)

We obtain Theorefn 3.2 by takitg= /C, noting that3 max(3, \/a) < C max(1,/n) for C > 1.

Proof. Fix 8 > 0 and consider two caseg:> 5% andu < (2.
If > 3% then we can take = 3/,/z < 1 in Theoren{All(ab) and obtain

Pr(|X — | > By/a) = Pr[|X — | > ep] < 26745 = 27713,
Now assume: < 32. We can still take: = B//1 in TheoreniA.lL(b) to obtain
Pr[X —pu < —ﬁz] <PriX —p<-8yp < e SH2 — o=B%/2,
Then let us take = 5%/u > 1in TheorenAlL(a) to obtain
Pr[X —pu> B2 =Pr[X — pu > ep) < e /3 = e /3,

It follows thatPr[| X — u| > 8%] < 2¢~7°/3, completing the proof. O
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