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Abstract

In this study, we consider the infinitely many-armed bandit problems in a rested rotting setting, where the mean
reward of an arm may decrease with each pull, while otherwise, it remains unchanged. We explore two scenarios
regarding the rotting of rewards: one in which the cumulative amount of rotting is bounded by Vr, referred to
as the slow-rotting case, and the other in which the cumulative number of rotting instances is bounded by S,
referred to as the abrupt-rotting case. To address the challenge posed by rotting rewards, we introduce an algorithm
that utilizes UCB with an adaptive sliding window, designed to manage the bias and variance trade-off arising due
to rotting rewards. Our proposed algorithm achieves tight regret bounds for both slow and abrupt rotting scenarios.

Lastly, we demonstrate the performance of our algorithm using numerical experiments.

1 Introduction

We consider multi-armed bandit problems (Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020), which are fundamental sequential
learning problems where an agent plays an arm at each time and receives a corresponding reward. The core challenge
lies in balancing the exploration-exploitation trade-off. Bandit problems have significant implications across diverse
real-world applications, such as recommendation systems (Li et al., 2010) and clinical trials (Villar et al., 2015). In
a recommendation system, each arm could represent an item, and the objective is to maximize the click-through rate

by making effective recommendations.

In practice, the mean rewards associated with arms may decrease over repeated plays. For instance, in content
recommendation systems, the click rates for each item (arm) may diminish due to user boredom with repeated
exposure to the same content. Another example is evident in clinical trials, where the efficacy of a medication can
decline over time due to drug tolerance induced by repeated administration. The decline in mean rewards resulting
from playing arms, referred to as (rested) rotting bandits, has been studied by Levine et al. (2017); Seznec et al.
(2019, 2020). The previous work focuses on finite /' arms, in which Seznec et al. (2019) proposed algorithms
achieving O(v/KT) regret. This suggests that rotting bandits with a finite number of arms are no harder than the

stationary case.

However, in real-world scenarios like recommendation systems, where the content items such as movies or articles



are numerous, prior methods encounter limitations as the parameter KX becomes large, resulting in trivial regret.
This emphasizes the necessity of studying rotting scenarios with infinitely many arms, particularly when there is a
lack of information about the features of each item. The consideration of infinitely many arms for rested rotting
bandits fundamentally distinguishes these problems from those with a finite number of arms, as we will explain

later.

The study of multi-armed bandit problems with an infinite number of arms has been extensively conducted in the
context of stationary rewards (Berry et al., 1997; Wang et al., 2008; Bonald and Proutiere, 2013; Carpentier and
Valko, 2015; Bayati et al., 2020), where the agent has no chance to play all the arms at least once until horizon time
T Initially, the distribution of the mean rewards for the arms was assumed to be uniform over the interval [0, 1]
(Berry et al., 1997; Bonald and Proutiere, 2013). This assumption was expanded to include a much wider range of
distributions satisfying P(u(a) > p* —2) = ©(2?), for a parameter 3 > 0, where y(a) represents the mean reward
of arm a and p* is the mean reward of the best-performing arm (Wang et al., 2008; Carpentier and Valko, 2015;
Bayati et al., 2020). Additionally, feature information for each arm is not required for multi-armed bandit problems
with infinitely many arms, which differs from linear bandits (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011) or continuum-armed
bandits (Auer et al., 2007; Kleinberg, 2004), where feature information for each arm, either for the Lipschitz or
linear structure, is involved. While Kim et al. (2022), as the closest work, explores the concept of diminishing
rewards in the context of bandits with infinitely many arms, their focus is restricted to the case of the maximum
rotting rate constraint, where the amount of rotting at each time step is bounded by p (= o(1)). This naturally directs
focus towards regret regarding the maximum rotting rate rather than the total rotting rate over the time horizon.

Furthermore, their focus is limited to the case where the initial mean rewards are uniformly distributed (3 = 1).

In our study, we explore rotting bandits with infinitely many arms, subject to generalized initial mean reward
distribution with 8 > 0 and, importantly, generalized constraints on the rate at which the mean reward of an
arm declines. Our investigation into diminishing, or ‘rotting,” rewards encompasses two scenarios: one with the
total amount of rotting bounded by Vr, and the other with the total number of rotting instances bounded by St.
This allows us to capture characteristics of entire rotting rates over the time horizon. Similar constraints of V- or
St regarding nonstationarity have been explored in the context of nonstationary finite K -armed bandit problems
(Besbes et al., 2014; Auer et al., 2019; Russac et al., 2019), where the reward distribution changes over time
independently of the agent. Following established terminology for nonstationary bandits, we denote the environment
with a bounded total amount of rotting as the slow rotting (V) case and the one with a bounded total number of

rotting instances as the abrupt rotting (St) case.

Here we discuss why (rested) rotting bandits for infinitely many arms are fundamentally different from those for
finite arms. In the case of finite arms, rested rotting is known to be no harder than stationary case (Seznec et al., 2019,
2020). This result arises from the confinement of mean rewards of optimal arms and played arms within confidence
bounds, even under rested rotting (as demonstrated in Lemma 1 of Seznec et al. (2019, 2020)). However, in the case
of infinite arms under distribution for initial mean reward that allows for an infinite number of near-optimal arms,
there always exist near-optimal arms outside of explored arms. Therefore, the mean reward gap may not be confined
within confidence bounds. This fundamental difference from finite-armed rotting bandits introduces additional

challenges. In our setting of infinite arms, there exists an additional cost for exploring new (unexplored) arms to



Table 1: Summary of our regret bounds.

Type Regret upper bounds Regret upper bounds Regret lower bounds
forg>1 for0< <1 for3 >0
) Theorem 3.1: Theorem 3.1: Theorem 4.1:
Slow rotting (Vr) O(max{VTﬁT%,TﬁﬁT}> O(InaX{VéT%,\/T}) Q(maX{VTﬁT%7T%})
) Theorem 3.3: Theorem 3.3: Theorem 4.2:
APPOE D 6 ({57 7)) | O(max {VEIT ) | (max {s7TTHT 7))

find near-optimal arms while eliminating explored suboptimal arms. If the total rotting effect on explored arms is
significant, then the frequency at which new near-optimal arms must be sought increases substantially, resulting in
a large regret. This is why the rested rotting significantly affects the exploration cost regarding Vi or St in our

setting, which differs from the case of finite arms.

To solve our problem, we introduce algorithms that employ an adaptive sliding window mechanism, effectively
managing the tradeoff between bias and variance stemming from rotting rewards. Notably, to the best of our
knowledge, this is the first work to consider slow and abrupt rotting scenarios, in the context of infinitely many-
armed bandits. Furthermore, it is the first work to consider the generalized initial mean reward distribution for

rotting bandits with infinitely many arms.

Summary of our Contributions. The key contributions of this study are summarized in the following points.

Please refer to Table 1 for a summary of our regret bounds.

o To address the slow and abrupt rotting scenarios, we propose a UCB-based algorithm using an adaptive sliding
window and a threshold parameter. This algorithm allows for effectively managing the bias and variance trade-off

arising from rotting rewards.

o In the context of slow rotting (V) or abrupt rotting (S7), for any 8 > 0, we present regret upper bounds achieved
by our algorithm with an appropriately tuned threshold parameter. It is noteworthy that Vi, S, and g are being

considered for the first time in the context of rotting bandits with infinitely many arms.

e We establish regret lower bounds for both slow rotting and abrupt rotting scenarios. These regret lower bounds
imply the tightness of our upper bounds when 5 > 1. In the other case, when 0 < 8 < 1, there is a gap between
our upper bounds and the corresponding lower bounds, similar to what can be found in related literature, which is

discussed in the paper.

o Lastly, we demonstrate the performance of our algorithm through numerical experiments on synthetic datasets,
validating our theoretical results.

2 Problem Statement

We consider rotting bandits with infinitely many arms where the mean reward of an arm may decrease when the

agent pulls the arm. Let A be the set of infinitely many arms and let y;(a) denote the unknown mean reward of arm



a € A at time ¢t. At each time ¢, an agent pulls arm a] € A according to policy 7 and observes stochastic reward r;
given by r, = p(al) + 1, where 7, is a noise term following a 1-sub-Gaussian distribution. To simplify, we use
ay for aT when there is no confusion about the policy. We assume that initial mean rewards {1 (a) }4c 4 are i.i.d.
random variables on [0, 1], a widely accepted assumption in the context of infinitely many-armed bandits (Bonald
and Proutiere, 2013; Berry et al., 1997; Wang et al., 2008; Carpentier and Valko, 2015; Bayati et al., 2020; Kim
etal., 2022).

As in Wang et al. (2008); Carpentier and Valko (2015); Bayati et al. (2020), we consider, to our best knowledge, the
most general condition on the distribution of the initial mean reward of an arm, satisfying the following condition:

there exists a constant 3 > 0 such that for every a € A and all z € [0, 1],
P(pi(a) > 1 —2) = P(Ai(a) < z) = O(c”), M

where Aq(a) =1 — pq(a) is the initial sub-optimality gap. As noted in Wang et al. (2008); Carpentier and Valko
(2015); Bayati et al. (2020), Eq.(1) is a non-trivial condition only when « approaches 0, as for any constant z € (0, 1],
it becomes P(A; (a) < x) = ©(1), which may accommodate a wide range of distributions. It is noteworthy that the
larger the value of 3, the smaller the probability of sampling a good arm. Furthermore, the uniform distribution is
a special case when 8 = 1. Importantly, our work allows for a wider range of distributions satisfying (1) for any
constant 5 > 0 than the uniform distribution (8 = 1) considered in Kim et al. (2022). Additional discussion is

deferred to Appendix A.2.

The rotting of arms is defined as follows. At each time ¢ > 1, the mean rewards of arms are updated as

pe+1(a) = pe(a) — oi(a),

where p:(a:) > 0 for the pulled arm a; and p;(a) = 0 for every a € A/{a:}, which implies that the rotting
may occur only for the pulled arm at each time. Note that, for every @ € A and ¢ > 2, it holds u:(a) =
w1 (a) — Zi;ll 0s(a), allowing i (a) to take negative values. For notation simplicity, in what follows, we write
pt for p(a;) when there is no confusion. We refer to pi, pa,... as rotting rates. We also use the notation

[m] :={1,...,m}, for any integer m > 1.

We consider two cases for rotting rates: (a) slow rotting case where, for given Vi > 0, the cumulative amount of
rotting is required to satisfy the slow rotting constraint ZtT:_ll pt < Vp, and (b) abrupt rotting case where, for given
St € [T}, the cumulative number of rotting instances (plus one) is required to satisfy the abrupt rotting constraint
1+ Zfz_ll 1(p; # 0) < St. The values of rotting rates of pulled arms, {p; };e[7—1), are assumed to be determined

by an adversary, described as follows.

Assumption 2.1 (Adaptive Adversary). At each time t € [T, the value of the rotting rate p; > 0 is arbitrarily
determined immediately after the agent pulls as, subject to the constraint of either slow rotting for a given Vp or

abrupt rotting for a given St.

Remark 2.2. The adaptive adversary under the slow rotting constraint (V) is more general than that in Kim et al.
(2022), in which the adversary is under a maximum rotting rate constraint; that is, for given p = o(1), p; < p for

all t € [T — 1]. This is because our adversary is under a weaker constraint bounding the total sum of the rotting



rates rather than each individual rotting rate. Additionally, the abrupt rotting constraint (St) is fundamentally
different from the maximum rotting constraint (Kim et al., 2022) because the adversary for abrupt rotting is under a

constraint on the total number of rotting instances rather than the magnitude of rotting rates.

Our problem’s objective is to find a policy that minimizes the expected cumulative regret over a time horizon of T’
time steps. For a given policy 7, the regret is defined as E[R™(T")] = E[Zle(l — pe(aT))]. The use of 1 in the
regret definition for the optimal mean reward is justified because among the infinite arms with initial mean rewards

following the distribution specified in (1), there always exists an arm whose mean reward is sufficiently close to 1.!

We note that while we have S < T because the number of rotting instances is at most 7' — 1, the upper bound
for V7 may not exist due to the lack of a constraint on the values of p;’s. Here we discuss an assumption for the
cumulative amount of rotting. In the case of th:ll p+ > T, the problem becomes trivial as shown in the following

proposition.

Proposition 2.3. In the case of ZtT;ll pe > T, a simple policy that samples a new arm every round achieves the

optimal regret of ©(T).
Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.3 [

From the above proposition, when Z;T:_ll p: > T, the regret lower bound of this problem is ©(7"), which can be

achieved by a simple policy. Therefore, we consider the following assumption for the region of non-trivial problems.
Assumption 2.4. 23;11 pr < T.

Notably, from the above assumption, we consider V7 < T for the slow rotting case. We also note that the assumption
is not strong, as it frequently arises in real-world scenarios and is more general than the assumption made in prior

work, as described in the following remarks.

Remark 2.5. The assumption of Zthzl pr < T is satisfied if mean rewards are under the constraint of 0 <
ui(ay) < 1forallt € [T), because this condition implies p; < 1 for all t € [T]. Such a scenario is frequently
encountered in real-world applications, where reward is represented by metrics like click rates or (normalized)

ratings in content recommendation systems.

Remark 2.6. Our rotting scenario with Z;F:_ll p+ < T is more general in scope than the one with the maximum
rotting rate constraint where p; < p = o(1) for all t € [T — 1], which was explored in Kim et al. (2022). This
is because for our setting, p; is not necessarily bounded by o(1), and under the maximum rotting constraint, the

condition ZtT;ll pt < T is always satisfied.

3 Algorithms and Regret Analysis

We propose an algorithm (Algorithm 1) utilizing an adaptive sliding window for delicately controlling bias and
variance tradeoff of the mean reward estimator from rotting rewards, drawing on insights from Auer et al. (2019);

Seznec et al. (2020). This is why our algorithm can adapt to varying rotting rates p; and achieve tight regret bounds

! This assertion follows from the fact that for any € > 0, there exists an arm a in A excluding rotted arms such that A1 (a) < e with probability
1,aslimp—o0(1 — P(A1(a) > €)") =1.



with respect to Vi or even Sp. Furthermore, our algorithm accommodates the general mean reward distribution

with 8 > 0 by employing a carefully optimized threshold parameter.

Algorithm 1 UCB-Threshold with Adaptive Sliding Window
Input: 7,0, A; Initialize: A’ + A

Select a new arm a € A’; Pull arm a and get reward 1

t(a) «+ 1

fort=2,...,Tdo

if mingc7, () WUCB(a,s,t —1,T) <1~ ¢ then
A — A /{a}
Select a new arm a € A’; Pull arm ¢ and get reward r,
t(a) «+t
else
| Pull arm a and get reward 7

Here we describe our proposed algorithm in detail. We define fif;, ¢,)(a) = Z?":tl rel(ar = a)/ngy, 1,(a)
where n, 4,1(a) = Z?:tl 1(a¢ = a) for t; < t. Then for window-UCB index of the algorithm, we define
WUCB(a,t1,t2,T) = [ift, 1,1(a) + /1210g(T) /nys, 1,1(a). In what follows, ‘selecting an arm’ means that a

policy chooses an arm before pulling it. In Algorithm 1, we first select an arbitrary new arm a € A’ without
prior knowledge regarding the arms in A’, denoting the corresponding time as ¢(a). We define T;(a) as the set of
starting times for sliding windows of doubling lengths, defined as T;(a) = {s € [T] : t(a) < s <t—land s =
t — 2= for some i € N}. Then the algorithm pulls the arm consecutively until the following threshold condition is
satisfied: minge, (o) WUCB(a, s,t—1,T) < 10, in which the sliding window having minimized window-UCB
is utilized for adapting nonstationarity. If the threshold condition holds, then the algorithm considers the arm to be a

sub-optimal (bad) arm and withdraws the arm. Then it selects a new arm and repeats this procedure.

Utilizing the adaptive sliding window having minimized window UCB index enhances the algorithm’s ability to
dynamically identify poorly-performing arms across varying rotting rates. This adaptability is achieved by managing
the tradeoff between bias and variance. The concept is depicted in Figure 1 (left), where an arm a undergoes
multiple rotting events. WUCB with a smaller window exhibits minimal bias with the arm’s most recent mean
reward but introduces higher variance. Conversely, WUCB with a larger window displays increased bias but reduced
variance. In this visual representation, the value of WUCB with a small window reaches a minimum, enabling the
algorithm to compare this value with 1 — § to identify the suboptimal arm. Moreover, as illustrated in Figure 1
(right), by taking into account the constraint of s = ¢ — 2¢~! for the size of the adaptive windows, we can reduce the
computation time for determining the appropriate window and reduce the required memory from O(¢) to O(logt),

respectively, for each time ¢.

Having introduced our algorithm, we compare it with the previously proposed algorithm UCB-TP (Kim et al.,
2022), which is tailored for the maximum rotting rate constraint p; < p (= o(1)) for all ¢ > 0 and the uniform
initial mean reward distribution (8 = 1). The mean reward estimator in UCB—TP considers the worst-case scenario

with the maximum rotting rate p as fif(a) — pn:(a) where fi{ is an estimator for the initial mean reward, n(a) is
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Figure 1: Illustrations for the adaptive sliding window: (left) the effect of the sliding window length on the mean

reward estimation, (right) sliding window candidates with doubling lengths.

the number of times arm « is pulled until time ¢ — 1, and pn.(a) is for reducing the bias from the worst-case rotting,
which leads to achieving a regret bound of O(max{ p'/3T,\/T}). This estimator is not appropriate for dealing with
our generalized rotting constraints because it aims to attain the regret bound regarding the maximum rotting rate p
without adequately addressing individual p; values. Our algorithm resolves this by using an adaptive sliding window
estimator, which can handle rotting rates carefully. Furthermore, it can accommodate any constant 5 > 0 by using a
carefully optimized §, as shown below.

Slow Rotting (V7).  Here we consider the case of slow rotting, where, recall, the adaptive adversary is constrained
such that the total amount of rotting is bounded by V. We analyze the regret of Algorithm 1 with tuned 9 using 3 and
V. We define v (3) = max{(Vp/T)"/(B+2) 1T/ (B+1} when 8 > 1 and oy (8) = max{(Vy/T)"/3,1/VT}
when 0 < 8 < 1. The algorithm with dy () achieves a regret bound in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. The policy 7 of Algorithm I with 6 = §y (8) achieves:

- _1_ B+1 B8
O(max{V,/ ¥ T5= TF})  for f>1,

E[R™(T)] = q _ 1,
O(max{V2T5,VT})  for 0<pB<1.

We observe that when [ increases above 1, the regret bound becomes worse because the likelihood of sampling a
good arm decreases. However, when 3 decreases below 1, the regret bound remains the same due to the inability
to avoid a certain level of regret arising from estimating the mean reward. Further discussion will be provided
later. Also, we observe that when Vi = O(max{1/T*/(#+1) 1/y/T}) where the problem becomes near-stationary,
the regret bound in Theorem 3.1 matches the previously known regret bound for stationary infinitely many-armed
bandits, O(max{T?/(+1) \/T}), as shown in Wang et al. (2008); Bayati et al. (2020).

Proof sketch. The full proof is provided in Appendix A.4. Here we outline the main ideas of the proof. There are
several technical challenges involved in regret analysis, such as dealing with varying p; individually with respect to
the total rotting budget of Vi, adaptive estimation in our algorithm, and the generalized distributions of initial mean

rewards of arms with parameter 3 > 0, none of which appear in Kim et al. (2022).

We separate the regret into two components: one associated with pulling initially good arms and another with pulling
initially bad arms. An arm a is said to be good if u1(a) > 1 — 2§ and, otherwise, it is said to be bad. The reason

why the separation is required is that our adaptive algorithm has different behaviors depending on the category of



arms. Good arms may be pulled repeatedly when rotting rates are sufficiently small but bad arms are not. We write
R™(T) = RY(T) + RB(T), where RY(T) is the regret from good arms and R®(T') is the regret from bad arms.

We first provide a bound for E[RY(T")]. For analyzing regret from good arms, we analyze the cumulative amount
of rotting while pulling a selected good arm before withdrawing the arm by the algorithm. Let A% be a set of
distinct good arms selected until 7T, ¢1(a) be the initial time step at which arm a is pulled, and ¢5(a) be the final
time step at which the arm is pulled by the algorithm so that the threshold condition holds when ¢ = ¢5(a) + 1. For
simplicity, we use ¢; and t5 for ¢1(a) and t2(a), when there is no confusion. For any time steps n < m, we define

Vinmy(@) = 220, pe(a) and By, 1 (@) = Vip ) (@) /1 m)(a). We show that the regret is decomposed as

to
RIT) =Y (Al(a)n[tl,m @+ D Vi (a)), @)
(lEAg t=t;1+1
which consists of regret from the initial mean reward and the cumulative amount of rotting for each arm. For the
first term of 3_ 4o A1(a)n, 1,)(a) in (2), since Aj(a) = O(8) from the definition of good arms a € A%, we
T
have E[ZGGA% Aq(a)ny, +,)(a)] = O(ST).

The main difficulty in (2) lies in dealing with the second term, 3, ¢ 49 St Vie—1y(a) . where we need to
analyze the amount of cumulative rotting until the arm is eliminated by using the adaptive threshold condition. A
careful analysis of the adaptive threshold policy is required to limit the total variation of rotting. By examining the
estimation errors arising from variance and bias due to the adaptive threshold condition, we can establish an upper

bound for the cumulative amount of rotting as

to
Yo D Vinenle)= O(T5+VT + ) V{tl,t2—2](a)%“[tl,trﬂ(a)%)- 3

a€Af t=t1+1 a€Af,
Therefore, from § = dy (), Vi < T, and Egs. (2) and (3), using Holder’s inequality, we have

-~ _1
O(max{V7>TF2 TF})  for B> 1,

E[RY(T)] = )

O(max{V T3 ,VT}) for 0<fB<1.
Next, we provide a bound for E[R®(T")]. We employ episodic regret analysis, defining an episode as the time
steps between consecutively selected distinct good arms by the algorithm. By analyzing bad arms within each
episode, we can derive an upper bound for the overall regret arising from bad arms. We define the regret from bad
arms over m¥ episodes as RS ;. We first consider the case of Vy = w(max{1/v/T,1/T"#+D}). In this case,
by setting m9 = [2V/§], we can show that R®(T) < RB, with a high probability. By analyzing R ; with
the episodic analysis, we can show that E[RP(T")] < E[R5 ;] = O(max{T% VTﬁ T3 VT% }). As in the similar

manner, when Vy = O(max{1/v/T,1/T"/(#+1}), by setting m9 = Cj for some constant C3 > 0, we can show
that E[RP(T)] < E[RB ;] = O(max{T 7, /T}). From the above two inequalities, we have

- 1
O(max{VTB”Tg%,Tﬁ%}) for B>1,

E[RE(T)] = { 1,
O(max{V2T3,VT}) for 0< B <1.

&)

Finally, from (4) and (5), we can conclude the proof from E[R™(T')] = E[RY(T)] + E[RB(T)]. O



Remark 3.2. We compare our result in Theorem 3.1 with that in Kim et al. (2022), which, recall, is under the
maximum rotting rate constraint p; < p = o(1) for all t and uniform distribution of initial mean rewards (§ = 1).
For a fair comparison, we consider an oblivious adversary for rotting rates where the values of p;’s are determined
before an algorithm is run, which may imply Vpr = ZtT:_ll pt and p = max;eir_1] pr- Then with B = 1, from
Vr < Tp, we can observe that the regret bound of Algorithm 1 is tighter than that of UCB—TP (Kim et al.,
2022) as O(maX{VT%T% VTY}) < O(max{p3T, VT}), where the latter is the regret bound of UCB~-TP. We will

demonstrate this in our numerical results.

Abrupt Rotting (S7). Here we consider abruptly rotting reward distribution under the constraint of S. We
consider Algorithm 1 with § newly tuned by S and 3. We define d5(3) = (Sr/T)Y#+Y) for B > 1 and
6s(8) = (Sp/T)/? for 0 < B < 1. We also define Vi = ZtT;ll E[p:]. In the following theorem, we present a
regret upper bound for Algorithm 1 with ds ().

Theorem 3.3. The policy w of Algorithm I with 6 = §g(8) achieves:

O(maX{SFT%,VT}) for B>1,

E[R™(T)] =1 _ _
O(max{/StT,Vr}) for 0<pB <1

As in the slow rotting case, for the abrupt rotting case (St), we observe that when (3 increases above 1, the regret
bound in the above theorem worsens as the likelihood of sampling a good arm decreases. When /3 decreases below
1, the regret bound remains the same because we cannot avoid a certain level of regret arising from estimating
the mean reward of an arm. Additionally, we observe that the regret bound is linearly bounded by V7, which is
attributed to the algorithm’s necessity to pull a rotted arm at least once to determine its status as bad. Later, in the
analysis of regret lower bounds, we will establish the impossibility of avoiding V7 regret in the worst-case. Notably,
in the typical cases where p; < 1 for all ¢ > 0, as discussed in Remark 2.5, V7 is negligible in the regret bound
from Vir < Sp < T'. Furthermore, we observe that for the case of S; = 1, where the problem becomes stationary

(implying Vi = 0), the regret bound matches the previously known regret bound of O (max{7%/(8+1) \/T'}) for
the stationary infinitely many-armed bandits (Wang et al., 2008; Bayati et al., 2020).

Proof sketch. The full proof is provided in Appendix A.5. Here we provide a proof outline. We follow the proof
framework of Theorem 3.1 but the main difference lies in carefully dealing with substantially rotted arms. For
the ease of presentation, we consider each arm that experiences abrupt rotting as if it were newly selected by the
algorithm, treating the arm before and after abrupt rotting as distinct arms. The definition of a good arm and a bad
arm is based on the mean reward at the time when it is newly selected. Then we divide the regret into regret from

good and bad arms as R™(T) = RY(T) + RB(T). From the definition of good arms, we can easily show that

O(SFTT#1) for B> 1,

E[RY(T)] = O(6s(B)T) = { _
O(STT) for 0<B<1.

For dealing with R®(T'), we partition the regret into two scenarios: one where the bad arm is initially bad

sampled from the distribution of (1) and another where it becomes bad after rotting. This can be expressed as
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Figure 2: Adaptive sliding window for abrupt rotting.

RB(T) = RBY(T) + RB2(T). Then for the former regret, R%!(T'), as in the proof of Theorem 3.1, by using the

episodic analysis with m9 = S, we can show that

~ 1 B

O(S T3 ) for B>1,

E[R®Y(T)] < E[R7s] = N( ! :
OWSrT) for 0<pB<1.

For the regret from rotted bad arms, R%-2(T), it is critical to analyze significant rotting instances to obtain a tight
bound with respect to St, a factor not addressed in the regret analysis of slow rotting (V1) in Theorem 3.1. We
analyze that when there exists significant rotting, then the algorithm can efficiently detect it as a bad arm and

eliminate it by pulling it at once. From this analysis, we have

~ B _
O(max{SETT7,Vp}) for B>1,
O(max{\/S7T,Vp}) for 0<pB<1.

Putting all the results together with E[R™(T")] = E[RY(T)] + E[RBY(T)] + E[R®2(T)] and Sy < T, we can
conclude the proof. O

E[R®(T)] =

Remarkably, our proposed method, utilizing an adaptive sliding window, yields a tight bound (lower bounds will be
presented later) not only for slow rotting but also for abrupt rotting (S7) scenarios characterized by a limited number
of rotting instances. The rationale behind the effectiveness of the adaptive sliding window in controlling the bias and
variance tradeoff with respect to abrupt rotting is as follows. It can be observed that the adaptive threshold condition
of minger; (o) WUCB(a,s,t —1,T) < 1— 0 is equivalent to the condition of WUCB(a, s,t —1,T) < 1 — ¢ for
some s such that t1(a) < s < ¢ — 1 (ignoring the computational reduction trick). The latter expression represents
the threshold condition tested for every time step before ¢, encompassing the time step immediately following
an abrupt rotting event. Consequently, as illustrated in Figure 2, this adaptive threshold condition can identify
substantially rotted arms by mitigating bias and variance using the window starting from the time step following the

occurrence of rotting.

Remark 3.4. Under the constraints of St and V7, in cases where abrupt rotting occasionally occurs with
St = O(min{Viﬁﬁﬂ)/(ﬁH)Tl/(B”), V;/BTI/?’}), we can observe that Algorithm 1 with () achieves a tighter
regret bound compared to the one with 8y () from Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 as follows. For simplicity, when 3 = 1, we
have O(max{~/57T, Vr}) < O(max{V,/*T2/3 \/T}) with the fact that Vi < Vip(< T). We will demonstrate

this later by our numerical results.

Slow rotting (V) and abrupt rotting (S7). In what follows, we study the case of rotting under both slow

rotting and abrupt rotting constraints. We note that Vi < Vi from the constraint of V. Then, Algorithm 1 with
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d = min{dy(B),ds(8)} can achieve a tighter regret bound as noted in the following corollary, which can be

obtained from Theorems 3.1 and 3.3.

Corollary 3.5. Let Ry and Rg be defined as

1 1
Ry = max{VFPTH2, T77) for f> 1, and Rs := max{STTTT, Ve for 21,
v = g =
max{V%/STZ/S, VT} for 0<pB<1 max{v/StT,Vr} for 0 < B < 1.

The policy 7 of Algorithm 1 with § = min{dy (B), ds(8)} achieves a regret bound of

E[R™(T)] = O (min{Ry, Rs}).

Case without Prior Knowledge of V-, S, and 8. Here, under the constraints of V- and S, we study the case
when the algorithm does not have prior information about the values of Vi, St, and 5. These parameters play a
crucial role in determining the optimal threshold parameter § in Algorithm 1. We propose an algorithm based on
estimating the optimal threshold parameter ¢ directly (Algorithm 2), rather than estimating each unknown parameter

separately, employing the Bandit-over-Bandit (BoB) approach (Cheung et al., 2019).

Algorithm 2 Adaptive UCB-Threshold with Adaptive Sliding Window
Input: T, H, B, A, «, C ; Initialize: A’ + A, w(§’) + 1ford’ € B

fori=1,2,...,[T/H] do
Select anew arm a € A’

Pull arm a and get reward 7(;_1) 741
tla)+ (i—1)H+1
p(6) « (1— a)% +atford €B
Select & € B according to probability p(¢’) for 6’ € B
fort=(i—1)H+2,...,i- HAT do
if min,e7, o) WUCB(a,s,t —1,H) < 1— ¢ then
A — A {a}
Select anew arm a € A’
Pull arm a and get reward 7
t(a) «+t

else
ull arm a and get reward 7,
Pull dg d

Zi-H/\T r
o 1 t=(i—1)H °
w(d) + w(d) exp (Bp(5) (2 T CHlog(H)+4\/HlogT>>

In Algorithm 2, the algorithm consists of a master and several base algorithms with B. For the master, we use EXP 3
(Auer et al., 2002) to find a nearly best base in . Each base represents Algorithm 1 with a candidate threshold ¢’ € B.
The algorithm divides the time horizon into several blocks of length H. At each block, the algorithm samples a base
in B from the EXP 3 strategy and runs the base over the time steps of the block. Using the feedback from the block,

the algorithm updates EXP 3 and samples a new base for the next block. By block time passes, the master is likely

11



to find an optimized § in B. Let B = |B|. Then for Algorithm 2, we set « = min{1, /Blog B/((e — 1)[T/H])}

and C' > 0 to be a large enough constant.

We define
81, = max{(Vp/T)"/ B2 (vp/T)V/3 1/ HY PV 1/V/H} and

5% = max{(S7/T)"/ ¢+, (S7/T)V/2, 1/HY/ D, 1)),

Then the optimized threshold parameter is 51/ g = min{ég, 5‘T/} The optimized threshold parameter can be derived
from the theoretical analysis in Appendix A.6. The target of the master is to find the parameter. From the above, we
can observe that 1/v/H < 63/ 5 < 1. Therefore, we set B = {1/2,...,1/2!°e: VHY which is the candidate values

for unknown (ﬂ/ g

The regret is composed of two factors from the master and bases. To ensure that the regret bound from each base
concerning Vr and St remains guaranteed irrespective of the bases chosen, we consider a constrained adaptive
adversary. For the following, we consider that g; for all ¢ > 0 are arbitrarily determined before an algorithm is run,
under the constraints of Vi and St such that ZtT;ll ot < Vrand 1+ 23:11 1(o+ # 0) < Sp. Then under g, for

all £ > 0, we consider the following adversary for rotting rates.

Assumption 3.6 (Constrained Adaptive Adversary). At each time t > 0, the value of rotting rate p; is determined

arbitrarily immediately after the agent pulls an arm a; under the constraint of 0 < p; < o4 for given g;.

Remark 3.7. Assumption 3.6 is still more general than the maximum rotting rate constraint in Kim et al. (2022)
where o; = p for all t > 0. However, the constraint for the adaptive adversary in Assumption 3.6 is less general
than that in Assumption 2.1. Additionally, we note that a special case of constraint p, = g, for allt > 0 in

Assumption 3.6 represents an oblivious adversary because o; values are determined before an algorithm is run.

With a time block size of H (where H = [+/T')), the algorithm operates over [T/ H| blocks. Denote by 7; the set
of time steps in the ¢-th block containing time steps of (i — 1)H + 1 < ¢t < iH AT. It is possible to encounter large
rotting for some ¢ block, potentially resulting in an arm’s mean reward having a significantly low negative value,
leading to suboptimal behavior by the master incurring large regret from the master. To address this, we introduce

the assumption of equally distributed cumulative rotting for blocks, stated as follows:
Assumption 3.8. >, - p, < H foralli € [[T/H]]

Remark 3.9. As similarly highlighted in Remark 2.5, this assumption is satisfied when mean rewards are under
the constraint of 0 < py(ar) < 1 forall t € [T, which is frequently encountered in real-world applications where

reward is represented by metrics like click rates or (normalized) ratings in content recommendation systems.

Remark 3.10. Our rotting scenario with)_,.r pr < H for all i € [[T/H] is more general in scope than the
one with a maximum rotting rate constraint where py < p = o(1) for all t € [T — 1|, which was explored in Kim
et al. (2022). This is because for our setting, p; is not necessarily bounded by o(1), and for the maximum rotting
constraint setting with p; < p = o(1), the condition of 3, pr < H for alli € [[T/H]] is always satisfied. It is

noteworthy that Assumption 3.8 implies Assumption 2.4.

We provide a regret bound of Algorithm 2 under Assumption 3.6 and Assumption 3.8 in the following.
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Theorem 3.11. Ler R}, and R’y be defined as

e o BEL 2841 e B 2841
R VPP TER + T2 for B> 1, IR max{S; " TF + T25+2 Vot for f>1,
V= i an =
VETS + T4 for 0<pB<1 max{y/S;T +T%,Ve}  for 0<B<1.

Then, the policy 7 of Algorithm 2 with H = [\/T | achieves the following regret bound:

E[R™(T)] = O(min{Ry,, Rs})
Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.6. O

We can observe that there is an additional regret cost of 7'(2#+1)/(26+2) for 5 > 1 or T3/4 for 0 < 8 < 1 compared
to Corollary 3.5 for Algorithm 1. This additional cost originates from the additional procedure to learn the optimal
value of § in Algorithm 2, which is negligible when V7 and St are large enough. We also note that the well-known
black-box framework proposed for addressing nonstationarity Wei and Luo (2021) is not applicable to this problem
because the UCB of the chosen arm in this context does not consistently surpass the optimal mean reward, violating

the necessary assumption for the framework.

4 Regret Lower Bounds

In this section, we present regret lower bounds for our problem under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.4 to provide guidance
on the tightness of our regret upper bounds. For the regret lower bounds, we consider worst-case instances of rotting
rates. In the following theorems, we provide regret lower bounds for slow rotting (V1) and abrupt rotting (St),

respectively.

Theorem 4.1. For the slow rotting case with the constraint Vi and 3 > 0, for any policy =, there always exists a
rotting rate adversary such that the regret of 7 satisfies
1
E[R™(T)] = Q(max {VTB“ T, 77 })
Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.7. O

Theorem 4.2. For the abrupt rotting case with the constraint St and 3 > 0, for any policy T, there always exists a

rotting rate adversary such that the regret of T satisfies
1 _
E[R™(T)] = Q(max {s;“ T5, VT}).
Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.8. O

For the abrupt rotting (St) case, it is unavoidable to incur a Q(V7) regret because an arm may only be rotted
once and any algorithm pulls this rotted arm at least once in the worst case. From Table 1, we can observe that
Algorithm 1 achieves near-optimal regret when 5 > 1. The optimality proven only for 8 > 1 has also been observed
for stationary infinitely many-armed bandits (Bayati et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2008). We believe that our regret
upper bounds are near-optimal across the entire range of 3. Achieving tighter regret lower bounds when 5 < 1 is

left for future research; see Appendix A.1 for further discussion.
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Figure 3: Performance comparison of regrets achieved by different algorithms: (left) our Algorithms I and 2,

UCB-TP and SSUCB, and (right) our Algorithm 1 for different settings of parameter 4.

In this section, we present numerical results validating some claims of our theoretical analysis. We use randomly

generated datasets under a uniform distribution for initial mean rewards (3 = 1).

We first compare the performance of our Algorithms 1 and 2 with UCB—-TP (Kim et al., 2022), the state-of-the-art
algorithm for the rotting setting, and SSUCB (Bayati et al., 2020), a near-optimal algorithm for stationary infinitely
many-armed bandits. For comparison with UCB-TP, recall our discussion in Remark 3.2. We set the rotting rates
such that p, = 1/(tlog(T)) for all ¢, for which p = p; = 1/1log(T") = o(1) and Vr = O(1). In Figure 3 (left),
we can observe that Algorithms 1 and 2 perform better than UCB-TP and SSUCB (and Algorithm 1 outperforms
Algorithm 2), which is in agreement with our theoretical analysis for the case § = 1. In this case, the regret bounds
for Algorithms 1 and 2 are O(T%/3) and O(T3/*) from Theorems 3.1 and 3.11, respectively, which are tighter than
the regret bound of O(T'/ log(T')'/?) for UCB-TP.

We next compare the performance of our Algorithm 1 with different settings of the threshold parameter § to support
the claims made in Remark 3.4. Let (s) be the time when the s-th abrupt rotting occurs. We set Sz = T''/* and
pu(s) = T2 for all s € [Sr], which implies Vi = Zfil pu(s) = T%/*. We assume that S rotting instances are
evenly distributed over the time horizon. In Figure 3 (right), we can observe that Algorithm 1 with § = d5(5) has
better performance than with § = dy (), which is consistent with the insight from our regret analysis, in which
the regret bound of Algorithm 1 with §5(3), O(T3/*), is tighter than that of one with §y-(3), O(T''/'?). The

experiment for the opposite case, where using dy () is more beneficial than d5(3), is provided in Appendix A.9.
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A Appendix

A.1 Limitations & Discussion

As we summarize our results in Table 1, Algorithm 1 achieves near-optimal regret only when 3 > 1. Here, we
discuss the discrepancies between lower and upper bounds when 0 < 8 < 1. From (1), we can observe that as 3
decreases below 1, the probability of sampling good arms may increase, which appears to be beneficial with respect
to regret. However, the regret upper bounds for 0 < 5 < 1 in Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 remain the same as the case
when $ = 1 while the regret lower bounds in Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 decrease as 3 decreases, resulting in a gap
between the regret upper and lower bounds. The phenomenon that the regret upper bound remains the same when
decreases has also been observed in previous literature on infinitely many-armed bandits (Bayati et al., 2020; Wang
et al., 2008; Carpentier and Valko, 2015). As mentioned in Carpentier and Valko (2015), although there are likely to
be many good arms when {3 is small, it is not possible to avoid a certain amount of regret from estimating mean
rewards to distinguish arms under sub-Gaussian reward noise. Therefore, we believe that our regret upper bounds
are near-optimal across the entire range of 3, and achieving tighter regret lower bounds when 8 < 1 is left for future
research. Notably, the optimality proven only for 5 > 1 has also been observed for stationary infinitely many-armed
bandits (Bayati et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2008).

A.2 Additional Explanations for Eq. (1)

P(Ai(a) < x)

N\

N /
p=1 1 B>1 B<1
(Uniform distribution)  (Good arm ) (Good arm T)

Figure 4: P(A;(a) < ) = 2 for different values of /3.

To discuss the effect of 5 on the distribution of A4 (a) and the probability of sampling a good arm (having small
Aj(a)), we consider the case when P(A;(a) < x) = ”, which is shown in Figure 4 for some values of 3. It is
noteworthy that the uniform distribution is a special case when 5 = 1. Importantly, the larger the value of 3, the

smaller the probability of sampling a good arm.

A.3 Proof of Proposition 2.3

Recall Aq(a) 1 — pa1(a). We first show that E[u;(a)] = ©(1). For any randomly sampled ¢ € A, we
have E[u1(a)] > yP(ui(a) > y) = yP(A1(a) < 1 —y) for y € [0,1]. With y = 1/2, we have E[u;(a)] >
(1/2)P(A1(a) < (1/2)) = O(1) from constant S > 0 and (1). Then with E[Ml( )] < 1, we can conclude
E[u1(a)] = ©O(1) (Especially when P(A(a) < x) = z”, we have E[A fo (Ar(a) > z)dr = 1 —

v
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fol P(Ai(a) < x)dz =1-— fol 2Pdr =1— ﬁ, which implies E[u1(a)] = ©(1) with constant 3 > 0). We then
think of a policy 7’ that randomly samples a new arm and pulls it only once every round. Since E[u1(a)] = O(1)
for any randomly sampled a, we have E[R™ (T')] = ©(T).

Next we show that the policy 7’ is optimal for the worst case of ZtT:_ll p¢ > T. We think of any policy " except
7. For any policy 7"/, there always exists an arm a such that the policy must pull arm a at least twice. Let ¢’ and
t" be the rounds when the policy pulls arm a. If we consider pi > 0 and p, = 0 for ¢t € [T' — 1]/{t'} such that
pr = ZtT;ll pt then such policy has Q(Zz:ll pt) regret bound. Since Zf;ll p¢ > T, for any algorithm 7"/ except
7/, there always exist a rotting rate adversary such that E[R™ (T")] = Q( tT;ll Elp:]) = Q(T). Therefore we can

conclude that 7’ is the optimal algorithm for achieving the optimal regret of © (7).

A.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1: Regret Upper Bound of Algorithm 1 for Slow Rotting with V-

Let A¢(a) = 1 — p¢(a). Using a threshold parameter d, we classify an arm a as good if Aq(a) < 6/2, near-good
if /2 < Ay(a) < 206, and otherwise, we classify a as 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]. Without loss of generality, we assume that the
policy samples arms, which are pulled at least once, according to the sequence of @y, as, . .., . Let Ar be the set of
sampled arms over the horizon of 7" time steps, which satisfies | A7p| < T'. Let Ag be a set of good or near good

arms in Ap. WLOG, the following proofs proceed under the given A, since the proofs hold for any A7.

Let fiy, s,1(a) = it mi(a)/ngs, s, (a) for the time steps 0 < 51 < so. We define event By = {|fi[s, s,)(a) —
Tifsy 50 (@) < 1/1210g(T) /nis, ) (a) forall 1 < sy < sy < T,a € Ar}. By following the proof of Lemma 35 in
Dylan J. Foster (2022), from Lemma A.23 we have

R B 12logT
P }Nm 52]\8) = Hsy,55]\4 } “\ nroa (@
( fs1,521(@) = s, 0] (@) N[s; 5] (@)

T n

yop ( %ZX,» < «/12log(T)/n>
n2:1 =1

ﬁ7

IN

IA

(6)

where X; = r,, — -, (a) and 7; is the i-th time that the policy pulls arm a starting from s;. We note that even
though X;’s seem to depend on each other from 7;’s, each value of X is independent of each other. Then using
union bound for s1, s2, and a € Ar, we have P(Ef) < 2/ T2. From the cumulative amount of rotting V7, we note
that A;(a) = O(Vr + 1) for any a and ¢, which implies E[R™(T')|Ef] = o(T?) from Vi < T For the case where
E; does not hold, the regret is E[R™(T")| E5]P(EY) = O(1), which is negligible compared to the regret when F;

holds, which we show later. Therefore, for the rest of the proof, we assume that £'; holds.

For regret analysis, we divide R™(T') into two parts, RY (T) and R®(T) corresponding to regret of good or near-
good arms, and bad arms over time 7, respectively, such that R™(T) = RY(T) + RB(T). We first provide a bound
of RY(T) in the following lemma.
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Lemma A.1. Under F and policy w, we have
E[RY(T)] = O (Ts + T27vp/*).

Proof. Here we consider arms a € AZ. Let Vi nj(a) = Y12, pi(a) and by, (@) = 3210, pi(a)/njn,m) (@) for
time steps n < m. For ease of presentation, for time steps r > ¢, we define V|, ;(a) = n, 4(a) = Py, 4 (a) =

>4 x(t) =0forz(t) € Rand 1/0 = oo. Then, for any s such that n < s < m, under E; we have

Hpsm)(a) < ﬂ[s,m](a)+\/1210g(T)/n[s,m](a)
m—1

< pm(@)+ Y (e = a) +/1210(T) /nfs ) (a)
l=s

m—1 m—1

= Zl)z]laz—a +sz]1@l—a +\/1210g )/ Ns,m) (@)

l=n

< n(0) = Vinm—1)(@) + B 1) ()01 ) (@) + /12108 (T) /gy ().

Therefore, from g, (a) < 1 we obtain

Hs,m)(@) + \/12 log(T') /ns,m) (@)

< 1= Vinm—1)(a) + Pps,m—1)(@)1)s,m) (@) + 2\/12 log(T) /n(s,m)(a)- (7

Let ¢1 (a) be the initial time when the arm « is sampled and pulled and ¢5(a) be the final time when the policy pulls
the arm. For simplicity, we use ¢; and ¢» instead of ¢;(a) and ¢2(a), respectively, when there is no confusion. We
define A as a set of arms a € A%, such that t5(a) = ¢, (a) and define A" as a set of arms a € A7, such that ¢5(a) =
t1(a)+1. We also define a set of arms Xri = {a € A7 /{AUA"} : nyy, 4, —11(a) > [(og T3 /pyy, 1, —o(a)?/3T}.
Let w(a) = [(log T)"* /s, +,—2)(a)*/*]. For simplicity, we use w for w(a) when there is no confusion. Then
with the fact that p;(a) = p, (a) — Zi;;(a) pi(a) = pe, (@) = Vigy 1—1)(a) for ty(a) <t < ta(a), we have

t2 (a)

E[R (1)) = E Z S (1 ula
_aGAgt ti(a)

ta(a)

=E Z Al(a)n[thtﬂ(a) + Z V[tl,t—l] (a)

lacAS t=t1(a)+1
[ tg(a)
<E|27T6 + Z Pti(a) T Z Z V[tl,t—l](a)
i ac Al aEAg/{jiUAOUAl} t=t1(a)+1
ti(a)+w(a) ta(a)
+ Z Z Vit t—11(a) + Z Vit 1-1(a) )
ang t=t1(a)+1 t=t1(a)+w(a)+1

®)
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where the first inequality comes from A;(a) < 26 for any a € A% For the second term in the right hand side of the
last inequality (8),

> ptia) < Vi )
ac Al
For the third term in (8), from the fact that n, 41 ,,)(a) = np, +,—11(a) < w(a) for any a € A%/XC} from the

definition of Zi, we have

to (a)

Z Z Vv[tl,tfl] (a)

aGAg/{ZiUAOUAl} t=t1(a)+1

< Z n[tlﬂ,b](a)v[tl,tg—z] (a) + Pta(a)-1
a€AY. /{AZUAOUA}
—o|vp+ > w(a)Vi, 1,—2)(a)
a€Ag /{ATUACUAL}
= O Vr + Z N[ty ty—2] (a‘)2/3‘/[t1,t2*2] (a)1/3
a€AG/{ALUAUAL}

(10)

Now, we focus on the fourth term in (8). From ¢;(a) + w(a) + 1 < t3(a) fora € ﬂi from the definition of Zi
and (10), we first have

ti(a)+w(a) t1(a)+w(a) t—
ST Ve@=Y Y Yo
aeA] t=ti(a)+1 acAd t=ti(a)+1 s=h

ti(a)4+w(a) ta(a)—2

DD S S

aéAi t=t1(a)+1 s=t1(a)

> w(a)Vi, 1,-2(a)

aEZi

IN

IN

= O Z n[t1,t272] (a)2/3‘/[t1,t272](a/)1/3 . (11)

aeji
fQ((L)
t= tl
in the algorithm with (7), forany t; <t <ty andanyt; < s<t—1st s=1¢— 2!=1 for ] € Z*, we have

Now we focuson 3 i > @)tw(a)+1 Vitnt—1] (a) in (8). From the definition of 5 and the threshold condition

1= Vit t—21(a) +nps i11(a)Pps 1oy (@) + 2\/1210g(T)/n[s,t71] (a) 216 (12)

For t > t; + w(a) + 1, there always exists t; < s(t) <t — 1 such that w(a)/2 < npy)—17(a) < w(a) and
s(t) =t — 2= forl € Z*. Then from (12) with s = s(t), we have

Vityi—2)(a) = O (5 + Prst),1—2(@) /Ppt, 45—9 (a)?® + Plt1,ta—2] (@)1/3) . (13)
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Using the facts that n«) s—91(a) > npse),—11(a)/2 > w(a)/4 and t — s5(t) < w(a) from nyy —1y(a) < w(a),

we can obtain that

ta(a) ta(a) 1}2—2 ( )pk
— =t—w(a
Z Pls(t),t—2] (a) < Z m
t=t1(a)+1+w(a) t=t1(a)+14w(a) [s(t),t—2]
T @
< _wape
t_t%ﬂ Ns(t),t—21(@)
tg(a)72
<4 > (14)
t:tl(a)

where the second inequality is obtained from the fact that the number of times that p; is duplicated for each
t € [t1(a) + 1,t2(a) — 2] in the expression 2:2:(:1)(&)-&-1-&-11;((1) Zz;i_w(a) P is at most w(a). Then with (13) and
(14), using the fact that

ta (a)

Z Plt1,t2—2] (a)'/? < Nty 122 ()P, 15— 2] (a)'/? = Oty 1,2 (G)Q/Sv[tl,trz] (a)'/?),
t1(a)+14+w(a)

we have

ta(a)
Z Z Vity t—1 (a)

aezi t=t1(a)+1+w(a)

t2(a)

< Z Z Vity t—21(@) + Pry(a)-1

aejg t=t1(a)+14+w(a)

t2(a) ta(a)
=0 |0T+Vr+ Z Z Pls(t),t—2] (a)/ﬁ[tl,tz—z] (a)2/3 + Z Z Pltr ta—2] (a)l/3
ac AL t=t1(a)+1+w(a) ac Al t=t1(a)+14w(a)
B tz(a)
=0T+ Vr+ Z Z Pls(t),t—2] (a)/ﬁ[tl,tz—z] (0)2/3 =+ Z Nty t5—2] (a)2/3V[t17t2,2] (a)1/3
we A t=t: (@)1 +u(a) e
B tg(a)72
=0 | 6T+Ve+ D> > pt/Pis 2@+ D nppyta—2(@)*Vip, 1a—(@)'?
ac Ay t=ti(a) acAs
=0 [T + Vr + Z Nty t2—2] (a)2/3‘/[t1,t2—2] (G)1/3 . (15)

aeii
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Then putting the results from (8),(10),(11), and (15) altogether, we have

E[RY(T)]
t2(a)
<E Z Ag(a)ng, 1,)(a) + Vie, t—1(a)
aeA% t=t1(a)+1
= O T6 + VT + E Z V[tl,tz—Q](Q)l/gn[tl,tz—Q] (a)2/3
a€Af /{AUAL}

—0 <T5+VT1/3T2/3), (16)

where the last equality comes from Holder’s inequality and V- < T'. This concludes the proof. O

Now, we provide a bound for RB(T). We note that the initially bad arms can be defined only when 2§ < 1.
Otherwise when 20 > 1, we have R(T') = RY(T'), which completes the proof. Therefore, for the regret from bad
arms, we consider the case of 20 < 1. We adopt the episodic approach in Kim et al. (2022) for the remaining regret
analysis. The episodic approach is reformulated using the cumulative amount of rotting instead of the maximum

rotting rate. In the following, we define some notation.

Given a policy sampling arms in the sequence order, let m¥ be the number of samples of distinct good arms and m”?
be the number of consecutive samples of distinct bad arms between the ¢ — 1-st and i-th sample of a good arm among

m9 good arms. We refer to the period starting from sampling the i — 1-st good arm before sampling the i-th good
B

mo are i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution with

arm as the i-th episode. Observe that m{g RN ()
parameter 24, given a fixed value of m9. Therefore, for non-negative integer k we have P(m? = k) = (1 — 24)*24,
fori =1,...,mY. Define mr to be the number of episodes from the policy 7 over the horizon T, m% to be the
total number of samples of a good arm by the policy 7 over the horizon T such that m% = mr or ﬁz% =m—1,

and me to be the number of samples of a bad arm in the i-th episode by the policy 7 over the horizon T'.

Under a policy 7, let Rfj be the regret (summation of mean reward gaps) contributed by pulling the j-th bad arm in
the i-th episode. Then let R5 ; = Z?fl >

of m¥ episodes.

jemb] Rf ;» which is the regret from initially bad arms over the period

Let a(i) be a good arm in the i-th episode and a(i, j) be a j-th bad arm in the i-th episode. We define V(a) =
ZZ;I pt1(a; = a). Then excluding the last episode mr over T, we provide lower bounds of the total rotting

variation over T for a(%), denoted by Vir(a(%)), in the following lemma.

Lemma A.2. Under E;, given iy, for any i € [m$]/{mr} we have

Vr(a(i)) = 6/2.

22



Proof. Suppose that Vr(a(i)) < §/2, then we have

min {A[s t2(a(i))) (ali )+\/1210g(T)/n[8,t2(a(i))](a(i))}

t1(a(i))<s<ta(a(i))
t1(a(1))<é<t2(a(1)){’u[s (@)}

> Lty (a(i)) (a(i))
> pa(a(i)) — Vr(a(i))

>1-9,

where the first inequality is obtained from F1, and the last inequality is from Vi (a(i)) < §/2 and pq (a(7)) > 1-6/2.
Therefore, from the threshold condition, policy 7 must pull arm a(%) until its total rotting amount is greater than (or

equal to) §/2, which implies Vr(a(i)) > 6/2. O

In the following, we consider two different cases with respect to V; large and small V.
Case 1: We consider V7 = w(max{1/v/T, 1/T"/(P+1}) in the following.

In this case, we have § = 8y (3) = max{(Vy/T)"/#+2) (Vi /T)'/3}. Here, we define the policy 7 after time T
such that it pulls a good arm until its total rotting variation is equal to or greater than §/2 and does not pull a sampled
bad arm. We note that defining how 7 works after 7" is only for the proof to get a regret bound over time horizon
T. For the last arm & over the horizon T, it pulls the arm until its total variation becomes max{d/2, Vir(a)} if a is
a good arm. For i € [m9], j € [m?] let Vg and VB be the total rotting variation of pulling the good arm in i-th

episode and j-th bad arm in ¢-th episode from the policy, respectively. Here we define Vig’s and Viﬁ-’s as follows:

If @ is a good arm,

Vo Vr(a(i)) fori € [m — 1] VB Vr(a(i,j)) forie [mf],j € [mfy]
" | max{6/2, Vr(a(i)} forie [m9)/ g —1 |0 for i € [m9)/[mS)],j € [m?)].
Otherwise,
o [V wrie@§l [Vl forie gl e )
i » Vg
/2 fori € [m9)/[m§)] 0 fori € [m9]/[m§ — 1], 4 € [mP]/[mP].
Fori € [m9], j € [m?] let n ; be the number of pulling the j-th bad arm in i-th episode from the policy. We define

np(a) be the total amount of pulllng arm a over T. Here we define n? ;s as follows:

5 Jnrlai,g) fori€ [mf]j € [mfy]

0 fori € [m9]/[mg),j € [mF].

Then we provide mY such that RP(T') < R5 ; in the following lemma.
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Lemma A.3. Under Ey, when m9 = [2Vr /8] we have
RE(T) < Ry

Proof. From Lemma A.2, we have

Z ‘flg > mgg > VTa
i€[m9]

which implies that R5(T) < RE ;. O
From the result of Lemma A.3, we set mY = [2Vr/§]. We analyze R ; for obtaining a bound for R5(T) in the
following.

Lemma A.4. Under E and policy w, we have

E[R,¢] =0 (max{T(ﬁﬂ)/(ﬂJr?)VTl/(ﬁ+2)’ T2/3VT1/3}> .

Proof. Let a(i, j) be a sampled arm for j-th bad arm in the i-th episode and /7 be the number of episodes from the

policy 7 over the horizon T'. Suppose that the algorithm samples arm a(i, j) at time ¢1 (a(%, j)). Then the algorithm

stops pulling arm a(%, j) at time to(a (i, 7)) + 1 if fifs, 1, (a(i,j))] (@) + /12108(T) /05 15 (a(i,5))) (@) < 1—6 for some
s such that t; (a(i, §)) < s < ta(a(i,5)) and s = to(a(i,j)) + 1 — 2! for | € Z*. For simplicity, we use ¢, and
to instead of ¢1(a(4, 7)) and t2(a(4,j)) when there is no confusion. We first consider the case where the algorithm
stops pulling arm a(i, j) because the threshold condition is satisfied. For the regret analysis, we consider that for

t > to, arm a is virtually pulled. We note that under £, we have
Al 12)(0(5,9)) + 1/ 12108(T) /140 1,1 (a(i, 1)) < Ty (alis 1)) + 24/ 12108(T) /g 1) (0l )

< i (ali, 1)) + 2/ 12108(T) /nfs 1, (0l ).

Then we assume that t}(z to) is the smallest time that there exists t; < s < fowiths =iy +1—2"forl e Z+

such that the following threshold condition is met:

i (ali, j)) +2/12108(T) g, 1,)(a(i,§) < 1= 6. (17)
From the definition of 5, we observe that for given {5, the time step s = s’ which satisfying (17) equals to ¢, (i.e.
s = t1). Then, we can observe that n(, 7,1(a(4, 7)) = 1y, 7,(a(i, 5)) = [Calog(T)/ (A, (ali, 5)) —8)?] for some

mr],j € [m 1T]
€ [mf

/[y,

constant C > 0, which satisfies (17). Then from ny, .j(a(é, ) < ny, z,(a(é, 7)), foralli € |
we have n = O(1/(A1(a(i,5)) — 6)?). Then with the facts that nfj = 0fori € [m9]/[m$], j
we have, for any i € [m9] and j € [m5],

= 0(1/(Av, (a(i, 5)) = 6)%).
For 2§ < x < 1,let b(x) = P(A(a) = z|a is a bad arm). Then we have

b()

P(A1(a) = z|A1(a) > 20)
P(A1(a) = z)/P(A1(a) > 2§)
P(A1(a) = 2)/(1 - C(24)").



We note that 20 < Ay, (a(i, §)) = Ai(a(i, §)) < 1. Since n?; = O(1/(Ay, (a(i, ) — 6)?) = O(1/52), we have
ta(a(i,f)) ta(a(i,j))—1

E[Rfj] =E Z Atl( ( )) + Z Z Ps
t=t1(a(i,5)) t=t1(a(i,j)) s=t1(a(i,j))
E[A:(a(i, §))ng; + ViEnE)]

%] 1»]

E[Al(a(iv]))ni,j +Vi5(1/6%)]

</1 #xb(x)dx + E[V-B-(1/62)]) . (18)
25 (¢ —0)? "

Recall that we consider 2§ < 1 for regret from bad arms. We adopt some techniques introduced in Appendix D of

IN

IN

Il
(@}

Bayati et al. (2020) to deal with the generalized mean reward distribution with 3. Let K = (1 — 2§)/0, a; = 7 2,

f(]+1)5

and p; = b(t 4 6)dt. Then for obtaining a bound of the last equality in (18) we have

o (arpons= [ (i) pos o

K (j+1)8 1 5
= — 4+ —= | b(t+9)dt
Z/J_ (t+t2)(+>

K
=> a;p;. (19)

We note that Zgzl pi < Cp(j6)P forall j € [K] for some constant Cy > 0. Then for getting a bound of the last
equality in (19), we have

K-1
Za]p] = Z |~ Qj+1) <ZP1> +ak ZP:
j=1
K-1
< (CLj — aj+1)00(j5)ﬂ + CLKCO(K(S)ﬂ

1

.
Il

= a1—|—ZC’0 —(j —1)P)6a;

K
1 1 . )
-0 ((5) 7+ Y (55) @0 - - 1)5)‘3))
j=2
_0(551+Z( 5P 1) & —(j—1)5)). (20)
Now we analyze the term in the last equality in (20) according to the criteria for 8. For 5 = 1, we can obtain

(55 1+Z< 5~ 1> T —(j—1)5)) =0(1). (21)
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For 3 > 1, we have 57 — (j — 1)# < 85”~! using the mean value theorem. Therefore, we obtain the following.

(56 1+Z( 56~ 1) 5 _(j_l)ﬁ)) 0 (é (;56—1)jﬁ—1)

K
=0 (Z 55—1j,@—2)
=2

=0 (5[3161—1 (K+1)P71 = 1))

=0(1). (22)

For 3 < 1, when j > 1 we have j# — (j —1)? < B(j — 1)?~! using the mean value theorem. Therefore, we obtain

(5ﬂ 1+Z< ) (7 (jl)")) (56 1+Z< 70 1)51>

K
=0 (551 +Y 60— 1)“)

=o<5ﬁ ! ;21511((K+1) 1))

-0 (5@—1 Les1lo ((11—5;/@‘3‘1) — 0(5° ). (23)

From (19),(20),(21),(22), and (23), we have

/5 ((15>> b(z)dw = O(max{1,5""1}).

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

E[RF;] < E[A(ali, j))n?; + VEnP)]

2 2]

= O (max{1,6° '} + E[V5]/6?). (24)

Recall that RE ;, = Z:i > jeim®) RE,. With § = max{(Vy/T)"/ 2 (Vp/T)'/3} and m9 = [2V7p/4], from

the fact that m?’s are i.i.d. random Varlables with geometric distribution with E[m%] = 1/(20)” — 1, we have

oz )

i=1 je[mF]
((VT/(S) max{1, 6%~ 1}+VT/62)

= O (max{TH D/ EY O /iy ) (25)
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From R™(T) = RY(T) + R3(T) and Lemmas A.1, A.3, A4, with § = max{(Vy/T)YP+2 (Vp/T)'/3} we

have

E[R™(T)] = O (max{T(ﬂ“)/ (B+2)y 1/ 5+ p2/3y1/ 3}) . (26)

Case 2: Now we consider Vy = O(max{1/v/T,1/T*/(#+11) in the following. In this case, we have § =
max{1/T 6%1, 1/+/T}. For getting RB ., here we define the policy 7 after time 7" such that it pulls V;» amount of
rotting variation for a good arm and O for a bad arm. We note that defining how 7 works after 7" is only for the
proof to get a regret bound over time horizon 7'. For the last arm @ over the horizon 7, it pulls the arm up to Vi
amount of rotting variation if @ is a good arm. For i € [m9], j € [m%] let V¢ and V;5 be the amount of rotting
variation from pulling the good arm in ¢-th episode and j-th bad arm in ¢-th episode from the policy, respectively.

Here we define V,%’s and Vig’s as follows:
If a is a good arm,

Vr(a(i)) fori € [m$ —1] Vr(a(i,j)) forie [mf],j € [mby]

Vg = V-B- _
7 Vi
Vi fori € [m9)/[mg — 1] 0 for i € [m9)/[mg)],j € [mb).
Otherwise,
o _ JVrla(@) forie [m] u_ Vetatg) forie (gl g € ()
ol e o fori € (mO)/ [ — 11,5 € (B} .

Fori € [m¥], j € [mP] let nf; be the number of pulling the j-th bad arm in i-th episode from the policy. We define

ny(a) be the total amount of pulling arm a over T'. Here we define nf ;s as follows:

s Jnrtaiq) forie (). e (i)
1,7

0 for i € [m]/[m],j € [m¥].

Then we provide mY such that RP(T') < R5 ; in the following lemma.

Lemma A.5. Under E,, when m9 = Cs for some large enough constant C3 > 0, we have
RE(T) < Rps.

Proof. From Lemma A.2, under E; we can find that V¢ > min{5/2, V} for i € [m9]. Then if m9 = C3 with
some large enough constant Cs > 0, then with § = ©(max{1/T"/B+1) 1/T1/2}) and V = O(max{1/TYP+D 1/V/T}),
we have

> V&> Csmin{s/2,Vr} > Vr,

i€[m9]

which implies R8(T) < R5 ;.
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We analyze R5 ; for obtaining a bound for R®(T') in the following.

Lemma A.6. Under F and policy w, we have

E[REs] =0 (max{Tﬁ/wH), ﬁ}) :

Proof. From (24), for any i € [m9], j € [m¥], we have

5] < E [Ala(i, j))n; + VEnE)]

1,J7%,3

=0 (max{l, 5571} + E[Vz,BJ]/(SQ) :

Recall that RB ;, = fol 2 je[m®) RP ;. With § = max{(1/T)"/ B+ 1/T1/2} and m9 = C3, from the fact that
B

mP’s are i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution with E[m?] = 1/(28)” — 1, we have

mg
ERE]=0(E|Y. Y RE

i=1 je[m?]
=0 <51ﬁ max{1,5° 71} + VT/52)

=0 (maX{Tﬁ/(BH), ﬁ}) :

O
From Lemma A.1, with 6 = max{l/Tﬁ, 1/V/T} we have
E[RS(T)] = O (max{Tﬁ/ (B+1), ﬁ}) .
From R™(T) = RY(T) + RB(T) and Lemmas A.1, A.5, A.6 with § = max{l/Tﬁ, 1/V/T} we have
E[R™(T)] = O (max{Tﬂ/ (B+1), ﬁ}) . 27)

Conclusion:  Overall, from (26) and (27), we have

E[R™(T)] = O (maX{VTl/(ﬁ“)T(ﬁH)/<5+2>, VAATR/3 /(B \/T}) )

A.5 Proof of Theorem 3.3: Regret Upper Bound of Algorithm 1 for Abrupt Rotting (S7)

Using the threshold parameter § in the algorithm, we define an arm a as a good arm if A;(a) < 0/2, a near-good
arm if §/2 < A¢(a) < 24, and otherwise, a is a bad arm at time ¢. For analysis, we consider abrupt change as
sampling a new arm. In other words, if a sudden change occurs to an arm a by pulling the arm a, then the arm is
considered to be two different arms; before and after the change. The type of abruptly rotted arms (good, near-good,
or bad) after the change is determined by the current value of rotted mean reward. Without loss of generality, we

assume that the policy samples arms, which are pulled at least once, in the sequence of a1, as, . .., . Let A be the
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set of sampled arms, which are pulled at least once, over the horizon of T' time steps, which satisfies | Ar| < T.
We also define Ag as a set of arms that have been rotted and pulled at least once, which satisfies |Ag| < Sp. To
better understand the definitions, we provide an example. If an arm a suffers abrupt rotting at first, then the arm a is
considered to be a different arm a’ after the rotting. If the arm «’ again suffers abrupt rotting, then it is considered
to be a’ after the rotting. If arms a, a’, " are pulled at least once, then {a,a’,a”} € Ar and {a’,a”} € Ag but

a ¢ Ag. If arm a” is not pulled at least once but a and o’ are pulled at least once, then {a,a’} € Ar and o’ € Ag
buta” ¢ Asg.

WLOG, the following proofs proceed under the given Ar, since the proofs hold for any Ar. Let Hity ta] (a) =
Z?:tl pe(a)l(a; = a)/ny, 1,1(a). We define the event

By = {|fi}s,,s5)(a) = Tps, 551 (@)] < \/1210g(T)/n[81132](a) forall1 <s; < sy <T,a€ Ap}.

By following the proof of Lemma 35 in Dylan J. Foster (2022), from Lemma A.23 we have
Vi (’ﬁ[sl,SQ] (a’) - ﬁ[sl,sz] (a) ) <

T 1 n
§21P EEXZ-

<2
_ﬁa

12log T )

n[sl,sz](a)

<+/12 log(T)/n>
(28)

where X; = 7., — i, (a) and 7; is the i-th time that the policy pulls arm a starting from s;. We note that even
though X;’s seem to depend on each other from 7;’s, each value of X is independent of each other. Then using

union bound for s1, s5, and a € A7, we have
P(Ef) < 2/T>.

Let t(s) be the time when s-th abrupt rotting occurs with py(,y for s € [Sr]. Then we have As(a) = O(1 +
Zfil pi(sy) = O(1 + V) for any a and ¢, which implies E[R™(T')|Ef] = O(T + T'Vr). For the case that /; does
not hold, the regret is E[R™ (T')| E|P(EY) = O((1 + V) /T'), which is negligible comparing with the regret when
E holds true which we show later. Therefore, in the rest of the proof we assume that £; holds true.

Recall that R™(T) = Zthl(l — p¢(ar)). For regret analysis, we divide R™(T') into two parts, RY(T) and
RB(T) corresponding to regret of good or near-good arms, and bad arms over time T, respectively, such that

R™(T) = RY(T) + R5(T). Recall that we consider abrupt change as sampling a new arm in this analysis. Then,

from A (a) < 26 for any good or near-good arms a at time ¢, we can easily obtain that
E[RY(T)] = O(5T) = O(max{S}/ PTITA/(3+1) /S, T}). (29)

Now we analyze R5(T'). We divide regret R®(T') into two regret from bad arms in Az /Ag, denoted by R (T),
and regret from bad arms in Ag, denoted by R%2(T) such that R5(T) = RBY(T) + RB2(T). We denote bad

arms in Ag by Ag. We first analyze R5'!(T') in the following. For regret analysis, we adopt the episodic approach

suggested in Kim et al. (2022). The main difference lies in analyzing our adaptive window UCB and a more
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generalized mean-reward distribution with 3. In the following, we introduce some notation. Here we only consider
arms in Ap/Ag so that the following notation is defined without considering (rotted) arms in .Ag. We note that
from the definition of .47, arms a before having undergone rotting are contained in .47/ Ag. Here we consider the

case of 205(8) < 1 since otherwise when 2d5(/3) > 1, bad arms are not defined in A7/ Ag.

Given a policy sampling arms in the sequence order, let m9 be the number of samples of distinct good arms and mf
be the number of consecutive samples of distinct bad arms between the 7 — 1-st and ¢-th sample of a good arm among
m¥ good arms. We refer to the period starting from sampling the i — 1-st good arm before sampling the i-th good
arm as the i-th episode. Observe that m%, . .. ,mfI g are i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution with
parameter 24, given a fixed value of m9. Therefore, for non-negative integer k we have P(m? = k) = (1 — 24)*24,
fori=1,...,m9Y.

Define m% to be the total number of samples of a good arm by the policy 7 over the horizon 7" and rth to be the
number of samples of a bad arm in the ¢-th episode by the policy 7 over the horizon T'. For 7 € [m%] J € [me],
let ﬁg be the number of pulls of the good arm in the ¢-th episode and ﬁf ; be the number of pulls of the j-th bad arm

in the ¢-th episode by the policy 7 over the horizon T'. Let a be the last sampled arm over time horizon 7" by 7.

With a slight abuse of notation, we use 7 for a modified strategy after 7. Under a policy 7, let Rfj be the

regret (summation of mean reward gaps) contributed by pulling the j-th bad arm in the ¢-th episode. Then let
g

Ri g =2 je[mP] Rfj, which is the regret from initially bad arms over the period of m9 episodes. For

B

q» here we define the policy 7 after 7" such that it pulls 7" amounts for a good arm and zero for a bad arm.

getting R

After T' we can assume that there are no abrupt changes. For the last arm @ over the horizon 7', it pulls the arm up to

T amounts if @ is a good arm and 79 o <T.Foric[m9),jec [mf-g ] let nf and nf - be the number of pulling the
mo »J

good arm in i-th episode and j-th bad arm in i-th episode under 7, respectively. Here we define nf’s and nf ;s as

follows:

If @ is a good arm,

iy fori € [mf —1]

-B . ~G1 B
n;; fori e [m7l], j € [myr]
n{ =37 fori=mf mg=q 61 < 1 Bl /e B
‘ . 0 for i € [m9]/[m7],j € [m} 1/[mi 7]
0 forie [m9]/[mF]
Otherwise,
7y fori € [m)
. 5 ﬁfj fori € [n$],7 € [me]
n; =47 fori:mg—&-l YTy 5 =

ori € [m9)/[mé — 1], € [mB]/[mB.].
0 fori e [mIY/[md + 1] 0  forie [m?]/[mz —1],j € [m7]/[mi7]

Using the above notation and newly defined 7 after 7', we show that if m9 = Sy 4+ 1, then R®(T) < Rflg in the
following.
Lemma A.7. Under E1, when m9 = St we have

RB,I(T) S RB

m9 -
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Proof. There are S — 1 number of abrupt changes over 7. We consider two cases; there are Sp abrupt changes
before sampling S7-th good arm or there are not. For the former case, if 7 samples the S7-th good arm and there
are ST — 1 number of abrupt changes before sampling the good arm, then it continues to pull the good arm until 7.

This is because when the algorithm samples a good arm a at time ¢/, from E; and the stationary period, we have

i (a) + \/12108(T) /iy g (@) > pur(@) > 1= 0.

This implies that from the threshold condition, the algorithm does not stop pulling the good arm a. After T', from
g

the definition of 7 for the case when a is a good arm, 7 ; = T'. Therefore, the algorithm pulls the good arm for 7'
T

rounds.

Now we consider the latter case, such that 7 samples the Sp-th good arm before the S — 1-st abrupt change over
T'. Before sampling the Sp-th good arm, there must exist two consecutive good arms such that there is no abrupt
change between the two sampled good arms. This is a contraction because 7 must pull the first good arm among the

two up to T under E; and S — 1-st abrupt change must occur after 7.

Therefore, it is enough to consider the former case. When mY = S, we have

which implies R5!(T) < R5 ;. O

From the above lemma, we set m9 = Sp. We analyze Rfflg to get a bound for R%!(T) in the following lemma.

Lemma A.8. Under F and policy w, we have
E [RE] = O (max( ¥ PHVT9/(4), /5,7y

Proof. Recall that we consider arms in Arp/Ag. Let a(i,j) be a sampled arm for j-th bad arm in the i-th
episode and m¢ be the number of episodes from the policy 7 over the horizon 7. Suppose that the algorithm
samples arm a(i, 7) at time t1(a(,5)). Then the algorithm stops pulling arm a(4, j) at time t2(a(é, j)) + 1 if
s ,ta(a(i,))] (@) + /12108(T) /5,45 (a(i,j)) (@) < 1 — & for some s such that ¢1(a(i,j)) < s < ta(a(i, 7)) and
s =ta(a(i,j)) + 1 — 2=t for [ € Z*. For simplicity, we use ¢; and ¢, instead of ¢ (a(i, j)) and t2(a(i, 7)) when

there is no confusion. For the regret analysis, we consider that for ¢ > t5, arm a is virtually pulled. With E;, we
assume that fg(z to) is the smallest time that there exists t; < s < to with s = t5 + 1 — 271 for [ € Z* such that

the following condition is met:

i (a(i, ) +2/12108(T) /1,1 (a(3,§)) < 1= 6. (30)

From the definition of 5, we observe that for given to, the time step s = s’ satisfying (30) equals to ¢ (i.e. s’ = t1).
Then, we can observe that n( 7,1(a(i, 7)) = ny, 7,1(a(i, j)) = [Calog(T)/(As, (a(i, j)) — §)?] for some constant
C> > 0, which satisfies (30). Then from n, +,1(a(i, 7)) < ny, z,(a(i, j)), forall i € [mr],j € [Thfﬂ we have
nf ;= O(1/(Ay, (a(i,§)) — 6)?). We note that this bound for the number of pulling an arm holds for not only the

case where the arm stops being pulled from the threshold condition but also the case where the arm stops being
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pulled from meeting an abrupt change (recall that abrupt changes are considered as sampling a new arm) or 7'. Then

with the facts that nf; = 0 fori € [m9]/[mr], j € [miB]/[me], we have, for any i € [m9] and j € [m5],
0= 0(1/(Ay (a(i, 5)) = 8)%).
nz7] to\al?, ]

For 26 < = < 1, let b(x) = P(A¢,(a) = z|aisabad arm). Then we have P(A, (a) = x|ais abad arm) =
P(Ay (a) = 2|Ay(a) > 20) = P(Ay(a) = 2)/P(A1(a) > 20) = P(Ay(a) = 2)/(1 - C(20)°) =
O(P(A¢, (a) = )), where the last equality comes from small § with Sz = o(T). For any i € [m¥], j € [m?], we

have

E[RP)] < E [A4, (agiy (ali, ))nb,]

_6 ( /2 ; (m_l(syxb(z)da:) | G31)

From the above results in (31),(19),(20),(21),(22),(23), for 5 > 0 we have

Recall that RE, = Zg’fl > em®) RE,. With § = max{(Sr/T)"/ ¥+ (57/T)'/?} and m9 = Sy, from
Lemma A.7 and the fact that m?’s are i.i.d. random variables following geometric distribution with E[m?] =
1/(26)? — 1, we have

mg
E[RE;]=0 | E Z Z RP,

=1 je[m7]
ol(s imax{l s~
T5B Y

O (max{S;/(ﬁH)Tﬁ/(ﬂH), \/STT}> .

From Lemma A.8, we have E[R5(T)] = E[RE,;] = O (max{S:lF/(’BH)Tﬁ/(ﬁ‘“)7 \/STT}> .

Now we analyze R%2(T) in the following lemma. Here, we consider arms in .45, which is allowed to have negative

mean rewards.

Lemma A.9. Under E and policy w, we have
E [RB’2(T)] = O (maX{ST/cS, VT}) .

Proof. Recall that we consider arms a € A% so that A, (a) > 26 from definition. Suppose that the arm a is
sampled and pulled for the first time at time ¢1(a). Then the algorithm stops pulling arm a at time ¢5(a) + 1 if

~

Lis b2 (a)) (@) + 1/1210g(T) /(s 1 (ay (@) < 1 — & for some s such that s < t5(a) and s = t2(a) + 1 — 2!~ for

| € Z**. For simplicity, we use ¢1 and ¢5 instead of ¢ (a) and ¢2(a) when there is no confusion. For regret analysis,
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we consider that for ¢ > t5, arm a is virtually pulled. With E;, we assume that 52(2 t9) is the smallest time that

there exists t1 < s < {5 with s = {5 + 1 — 2!=1 for [ € Z* such that the following condition is met:

w, (a) + 2\/12 log(T) /s 7,1 (a) <1 —0. (32)

From the definition of ¢5, we observe that for given t, the time step s, which satisfies (32), equals to ¢;. Then,
we can observe that ny, ;1(a) = max{[Cylog(T)/(Ay, (a) — 6)*],1} for some constant Cy > 0, which satisfies
(32). From the above, for any a € A% satifying A, (a) > /C2log(T) + 6, we have N4, 5,](@) = 1. This implies
that after pulling the arm a once, the arm is eliminated and after that, the arm is not pulled anymore. Therefore, for
any arm a’ which was rotted to a, we have A, (o) (a) < \/C’ng(T) + 6. This is because otherwise such that
Ay ay(a@’) > \/Calog(T) + 6, the arm o’ is eliminated and a cannot be pulled which means a ¢ A%, which is a
contradiction. Then for any arm a € A%, we have Ay, (a) < \/Co1og(T) + & + py, (a)—1- Recall that we consider
abrupt rotting of an arm as sampling a new arm. Let ¢(s) be the time step when the s-th abrupt rotting occurs. Then

we note that p;, (;)—1 = py(s) When arm a is a sampled arm from s-th abrupt rotting for s € [S].

From nyy, 1,(a) < ny, z,(a), we have ny, 1,1(a) = O(max{1/(Ay, (a) — 6),1}). We note that this bound for
number of pulling an arm holds for not only the case where the arm stops to be pulled from the threshold condition,
but also the case where the arm stops to be pulled from meeting an abrupt change (recall that abrupt changes are
considered as sampling a new arm) or 7". From the definition of bad arms, we have A;, (a) > 24. Then the regret
from arm a, denoted by R(a), is bounded as follows: R(a) = Ay, (a)ny, 1,)(a) = O(max{Ay, (a)/(Ay, (a) —
8)2, Ay, (a)}). Since z/(x — §)? < 2/6 for any x > 25, we have R(a) = O(max{1/5, Ay, (a)}). Therefore, with

the fact that Ay, (a) < /Calog(T') + & + py(s) for the corresponding s € [St] such that p;, (4)—1 = py(s), We have

E Z R(a)| = O | max{ Sr/6,E Z Ay, (a)
acAf ac A8
St
= O(max{Sr/5,S1 + > _Elpi(s)]})

s=1
St

O(maX{ST/67 Z E[pt(s)]})

s=1

= O(max{Sr /s, Vr}),

where the second last equality comes from S7/d > Srp. O

Finally, from R™(T) = RY(T) + RB(T), (29), and Lemmas A.8, A.9, we have

E[R™(T)] = 0) (maX{S;/([#l)T’B/(ﬁ"'l)7 \/ StT, VT}) .

A.6 Proof of Theorem 3.11: Regret Upper Bound of Algorithm 2

In the following, we deal with the cases of (a) 6;& < 6g so that 63/5 = (ﬂ/ and (b) 63, > 6; so that (5{&5 =6l

separately.
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A.6.1 Caseof 6], < 4},

Let ; (&) for 8’ € B denote the base policy for time steps between (¢ — 1)H + 1 and ¢ - H AT in Algorithm 2 using
1 — &’ as a threshold. Denote by a; (%) the pulled arm at time step ¢ by policy 7;(¢’). Then, for 6 € B, which is

set later for a near-optimal policy, we have

[T/H]  -HAT

E[R™(T)] =E Zl— Yo > wmla])| =E[R{(T)] +E[R5(T)]. (33)

=1 t=(i—1)H+1

where
T [T/H] i-HAT 5t
m=>1-3> > ma)
t=1 i=1 t=(i—1)H+1
and
[T/H]  iHAT [T/H] i-HAT
T 7r16 P
o)=Y > w@ - > wm.
i=1 t:(¢71)H+1 i=1 t=(i—-1)H+1

Note that R7T (T') accounts for the regret caused by the near-optimal base algorithm 7;(61)’s against the optimal
mean reward and R} (T) accounts for the regret caused by the master algorithm by selecting a base with § € B
at every block against the base with §7. 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 3.1. Then we provide
an upper bound for E[R3(T)]. We set H = [T'/?] and §' to be a smallest value in B which is larger than
81, = max{(Vp/T)V/B+2) (Vp/T)V/3 1/ HY (B+D) 1/ HY/?Y,

Remark A.10. One might wonder whether RT (T), regret from the near-optimal base of &', satisfies the constraint
of Vi and St even though the master may not select the near-optimal base in the algorithm for each block. From
Assumption 3.6, we can guarantee the constraints of Vi and St for rotting rates from each base regardless of the
selected bases from the master for each block because the rotting upper bound o;’s are determined before staring
the game regardless of the behavior of the master. Therefore, we can utilize Vi and St for bounding RT(T'), which

is the regret from the near-optimal base of 6'.

Upper Bounding E[RT (T)]. We refer to the period starting from time step (¢ — 1)H + 1 to time step ¢ - H AT as
the i-th block. For any i € [(T/H) — 1], policy ;(6") 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 Zil 1 — py(ag’ ((ﬂ)). We define
an arm a as a good arm if A(a) < 61/2, a near-good arm if 61 /2 < A(a) < 267, and otherwise, a is a bad arm. In
A, letay,as, ..., be asequence of arms, which have i.i.d. mean rewards following (1). Without loss of generality,

we assume that the policy samples arms in the sequence of a1, as, ... ,.

Denote by A(7) the set of selected (explored) arms in the i-th block, which satisfies |.A(:)| < H. WLOG, we con-
sider the case of given .A(i) for the following because the proof can be applied to any given A(i). Let fiy,, 4,)(a) =

Sy, (@) /np, 1) (a). We define the event By = {|fijs, 5, (a a)=Tis, 5,1 (@)| < \/1210g(H) /15, s,)(a) forall 1 <
s1 < sy < H,a € A(i)}. As in (6), we have

P(EY) < 2/H?.
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We denote by Vi ; = Zteﬂ p¢ the cumulative amount of rotting in the time steps in the ¢-th block. From the
cumulative amount of rotting, we note that A;(a) = O(Vy; + 1) for any a and ¢ in i-th block, which implies
E[R™(T)|ES] = O(H?) from Vy; < H under Assumption 3.8. For the case where E; does not hold, the regret is
E[R™(T)|ES]P(EY) = O(1), which is negligible compared to the regret when E; holds, which we show later. For
the case that 4 does not hold, the regret is E[R™ (H )| ES]P(E$) = O(1), which is negligible compared with the

regret when F'; holds true which we show later. Therefore, in the rest of the proof we assume that £; holds true.
In the following, we first provide a regret bound over the first block.

For regret analysis, we divide R”l(‘sf)(H ) into two parts, RY (H) and RB(H) corresponding to regret of good or
near-good arms, and bad arms over time H, respectively, such that R™ (0 " (H) = RS(H) + RB(H). We denote by
Vi ; the cumulative amount of rotting in the time steps in the i-th block. We first provide a bound of RY(H)) in the

following lemma.

Lemma A.11. Under E, and policy m, we have
E[RI(H)] = O (H(ST + H2/3E[V,§{f]) .
Proof. We can easily prove the theorem by following the proof steps in Lemma A. 1 O

Now, we provide a regret bound for RZ(H). We note that the initially bad arms can be defined only when 257 < 1.
Otherwise when 26t > 1, we have R(T) = Rg(T), which completes the proof. Therefore, for the regret from bad
arms, we consider the case of 267 < 1. For the proof, we adopt the episodic approach in Kim et al. (2022) for regret

analysis.

Given a policy sampling arms in the sequence order, let m9 be the number of samples of distinct good arms
and m? be the number of consecutive samples of distinct bad arms between the ¢ — 1-st and ¢-th sample of a
good arm among mY good arms. We refer to the period starting from sampling the i — 1-st good arm before
sampling the i-th good arm as the i-th episode. Observe that m5, ... ,mflg are i.i.d. random variables with
geometric distribution with parameter 26, given a fixed value of m9. Therefore, for non-negative integer k we have
P(mP = k) = (1 — 26")k25T, fori = 1,...,mY. Define 1y to be the number of episodes from the policy 7 over
the horizon H, Th% to be the total number of samples of a good arm by the policy 7 over the horizon H such that
g

My = My or ﬁz% =m —1,and ﬁzf’: 7 to be the number of samples of a bad arm in the i-th episode by the policy

71 (1) over the horizon H.

Under a policy 7; (61), let RE ; be the regret (summation of mean reward gaps) contributed by pulling the j-th bad
g
arm in the i-th episode. Then let Rff1 g=Dm je[mB] Rfj, which is the regret from initially bad arms over the

period of m¥ episodes.

For obtaining a regret bound, we first focus on finding a required number of episodes, m9, such that R5(T) < RfZ G-
Then we provide regret bounds for each bad arm and good arm in an episode. Lastly, we obtain a regret bound for

E[RB(T)] using the episodic regret bound.
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Let a(7) be a good arm in the i-th episode and a(%, j) be a j-th bad arm in the i-th episode. We define Vi (a) =
Zf: 1 pt1(a; = a). Then excluding the last episode m g over H, we provide lower bounds of the total rotting

variation over H for a(i), denoted by Vi (a(7)), in the following lemma.

Lemma A.12. Under Ey, given iy, for any i € [1n%]/{mu} we have
Vi (a(i)) > 67/2.
Proof. We can easily prove the theorem by following the proof steps in Lemma A.2 O

We first consider the case where Vi = w(max{T/H?/? T/HP+2)/(B+1)1) In this case, we have §T =
O(max{(Vy/T)Y/B+2) (Vy/T)/3}). Here, we define the policy 7 after time H such that it pulls a good arm
until its total rotting variation is equal to or greater than 61 /2 and does not pull a sampled bad arm. We note that
defining how 7 works after H is only for the proof to get a regret bound over time horizon H. For the last arm a
over the horizon H, it pulls the arm until its total variation becomes max{d'/2, Vi (@)} if @ is a good arm. For
i € [m9], j € [mP]let V¥ and V2 be the total rotting variation of pulling the good arm in i-th episode and j-th

bad arm in ¢-th episode from the policy, respectively. Here we define Vig’s and ij ’s as follows:

If @ is a good arm,

o _ Vi (a(i)) fori € [m$, — 1] o Vir(a(i, j)) fori € [mf)],j € [mBy]
" | max{6t/2, Vir(a(i))} forie me/mg -1 " |o for i € [m9]/[RG],j € [m].
Otherwise,
yo _ ) Vala(@) forie A vE - Vig(ali,j)) forie [mf],j € [mPy]
ot/2 forie[md)/mg] |0 for i € [m9]/[m, — 11,5 € [mB]/[mL ).

Fori € [m9), j € [m¥] let n? ; be the number of pulling the good arm in i-th episode and j-th bad arm in i-th

episode from the policy, respectively. We define ny (a) be the total amount of pulling arm « over H. Here we define

B

n; ;s as follows:

o _ [rtaied)) o € (.5 < ()
0 fori € [m9]/[m%],j € [mB].
Then we provide m9 such that R®(H) < RB ; in the following lemma.
Lemma A.13. Under E1, when m¢ = [2Vy1/61] we have
RB(H) < RB,.
Proof. We can easily show the theorem by following the proof steps of Lemma A.3 O
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From the result of Lemma A.13, we set m9 = [2V 1/61]. In the following, we anlayze Ri ¢ for obtaining a regret
bound for RB(H).

Lemma A.14. Under E, and policy m, we have

E[REs] =0 (maX{VHJ(T/VT)(B+1)/(B+2) + (T V)P B vy (T Vr)? 3 + (T/VT)l/g}) :

Proof. We can easily prove the theorem by following proof steps in Lemma A.4. From (24), for any i € [m9Y],
j € [mP], we have

E[Rf,]<E[A(a(z nf; +VEnE

] Z]

O (max{1, ((5T)ﬁ "+ EV] V(éT) )

Recall that RB, = Y, Dy 5) RE,. With 67 = max{(Vp/T)"/#+2 (Vy/T)/3} and m9 = [2Vy 1 /611,

from the fact that m?’s are i.i.d. random Variables with geometric distribution with E[m%] = 1/(26")# — 1, we have

E[RSs] =0 | E i 3 RS
=1 je[mf]
( (Vira] /ot +1)(5T) max{1,(5f)51}+E[VH,1]/(5T)2)
V 1 E[V ,1] 1 1
(oo { Gt St |+ )

(maX{E VH 1 T/VT) (B+1)/(B+2) + (T/VT)ﬁ/ (B+2) E[VHJKT/VT)Q/?) + (T/VT)1/3}> )

jE[mM

Il
(@}

O

From R™ ") (H) = RY(H)+RB(H) and Lemmas A.11, A.13, A.14, with 6T = max{(Vy/T)/(53+2) (Vi /T)1/3}

we have

E[R™ ) (H)]

=0 (maX {E[VHJ](T JVp) B/ B2 4 F (Vi )TV B+ 4 (T V) B15+2),
EVia(T/Ve)** + H(Ve/T)* + (T/Ve)* ) + BPEVT)
The above regret bound is for the first block. Therefore, by summing regrets from [T/ H | number of blocks, from

Vi = w(max{T/HP+2/G+D) 7/H3/2}) H = [T'/2] and the fact that E[>"," p:] < Vo, using Holder’s

inequality we have shown that
- T
ER(T)] = O (max{TC+D/ VYO T2V 4 D (TVi) 5, (Vi) )
=0 (maX{T(ﬁ-&-l)/([3-&-2)Vz{/(ﬁJFQ)7 T2/3VT{/3} + max{T(F+1/(26+2) T3/4}) ) (34)
Now, we consider the case where Vy = O(max{T/H?3/?, T/H#+2/(B+1)}), In this case, we have §f =

O(max{1/vH, l/Hﬁ}) From the result of Lemma A.13, by setting m9 = [2V 1/67] we have RB(H) <
RB

m9 -
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Lemma A.15. Under E; and policy 7, we have
EREs] = O (max{Vra (T/Vr) /2 (T V) O iy (T Ve + (T Vi) V%))

Proof. We can easily prove the theorem by following proof steps in Lemma A.4. From (24), for any i € [m9Y],
j € [mP], we have

5] < E [Aali, j))nf; + VEnE)]

2 Z]

-0 (max{1,5ﬁ—1} +E[Vi51/8%) -

Recall that R® 5 = Zzgl > jem®] RE.. With 6" = max{1/H'/2 1/H"/#*} and m9 = [2V},1/6'], from the

fact that m?’s are i.i.d. random Varlables with geometric distribution with E[m?] = 1/(267)? — 1, we have

E[REc]=0 | E f: 3 RE

i=1 je[mf)
= 0 ((E[Vina /8" + 1) w1, (7)) + ElVin, 67
(e { e )+ {1 )

— (E (Vi1 ) H + max{HP/ D), H1/2})

I
el

O

From R™ @) (H) = R9(H) + RB(H) and Lemmas A.11, A.13, A.15, with 6T = ©(max{1/H"/2,1/H/(B+D})

we have

E[R™O(H)] =0 (max{Hﬁ/ G+D {2} HPPEWV] + E[VH,l]H) .

Therefore, by summing regrets from [7'/ H '] number of blocks and from Vi = O(max{T/H3/2 T /HB+2)/(5+1)1),
H = [T"/?], and the fact that length of time steps in each block is bounded by H, we have
[T/H] [T/H]

[T
E[R](T)] = O | g max{HY/ W0 V2, 4 37 HPE]Y, W]+ Z E[Vi|H

i=1

9] (H max{H?/F+1 g2} 4 723y Ly H)
~0 (max{T/Hl/(ﬁH), T/H1/2}>

19) (maX{T(25+1)/(2B+2),T3/4}> , (35)

where the second equality comes from Holder’s inequality.

From (34) and (35), we have

E[RT(T)] = O(maX{T(/B+1)/(5+2)VTl/(ﬁ+2) + T(25+1)/(25+2),T2/3VT1/3 + T3/4}). (36)
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Upper Bounding E[R} (T")]. We observe that the EXP3 is run for [7'/H| decision rounds and the number of
policies (i.e. m;(8") for &’ € B) is B. Denote the maximum absolute sum of rewards of any block with length H by

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

i-HAT i-HAT i-HAT
Z p(af) +m| < Z pne(ai)| + Z Mt - (37)
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 F2(i) = {|fi[s,,s,)(a) — Tifs, s,)(a@)] <
V14log(H)/ns, o, (a), forall s1,s0 € T, 51 < s2,a € A(i)} and Ey = Nie(rrym) £2(i). From Lemma A.23,
with H = [\/T] we have

. 2H3 2
P(Ez)gl > Se <
i€[[T/HT]
By assuming that E» holds true, we can get a lower bound for y;(aT ), which may be a negative value from rotting,

for getting an upper bound for | Ziﬁfi) 41 He(af)|. We can observe that Zifg\i) m41 M(af) < H. Therefore

the remaining part is to get a lower bound for Ziif;) 41 Ht(af). For the proof simplicity, we consider that when

an arm is rotted, then the arm is considered as a different arm after rotting. For instance, when arm a is rotted at
time s, then arm a is considered as a different arm a’ after s. Therefore, each arm can be considered to be stationary.
The set of arms is denoted by £. We denote by L the set of arms having p;(a) > 0 for a € L. We first focus on

the arms in £/L7.

Let 6,05 denote the maximum value in B so that d,,,,, = 1/2. With Ey and @ € £/L7F, we assume that £5(> t5) is
the smallest time that there exists ¢; < s < f5 with s = £5 + 1 — 2/=! for | € Z7 such that the following condition

is met:

w, (a) + \/12 log(H)/n[s,gﬂ(a) + \/1410g(H)/n[37t~2}(a) <1 — dmax- (38)

From the definition of >, we observe that for given {5, the time step s, which satisfies (38), equals to ¢;. Then, we can
observe that ny;, 7, (a) = max{[Cylog(H)/(At, (@) — dmax)*], 1} for some constant Cy > 0, which satisfies (38).
From nyg, ,1(a) < ny, 7,1(a), we have ny, 1,)(a) < max{C3log(H)/(Ay, (a) — dmax)®, 1} for some constant
Cs > 0. Then the regret from arm a, denoted by R(a), is bounded as follows: R(a) = Ay, (a)ny, 1,1(a) <
max{C3log(H)A, (a)/(A¢, (@) — dmax)?, Ay, (a)}. Since /(2 — dmax)? < 1/(1 — Smax)? = 4 forany = > 1,
we have Ay, (a)/(A¢, (@) — dmax)? < 4. Then we have R(a) < max{Cylog(H), Ay, (a)} for some constant
Cy > 0. Then from L[| < H, we have 3 /o4y 1(a) < max{CyH log(H), H + Vi }.

Since ) ..+ R(a) < H,wehave ) . R(a) < H + max{CyH log(H), H + Vp ;}. Therefore from R(a) =

t2(a)
t=t1

(a)(l — pe(a)), we have

{HAT
Z pe(ay) > —max{CysHlog(H),H + Vu},
t=(i—1)H+1

which implies that from Vy ; < H under Assumption 3.8, for some C's > 0, we have

i HAT
> mla])| < max{CyHlog(H), H + Viy;} < CsHlog(H).
t=(i—1)H+1
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Next we provide a bound for | ZZ H:\Tl 41 7¢|- We define the event E3(i) = {] Zl HZATl 1Ml < 24/Hlog(T)}
and B3 = (;¢(rr/#r7) £3(4). From Lemma A.23, for any i € [[T'/H ], we have

P(E(0)") < 75

Then, under F» N Es3, with (37), we have

Q' <max{CsHlog H,H} + 2/ Hlog(T) < CsH log H + 2/ H log(T),

which implies 1/2 + El HAT y7t/(CsHlog H+ 4\/HlogT) € [0, 1] or some large enough C' > 0. With the

rescaling and translation of rewards in Algorithm 2, from Corollary 3.2. in Auer et al. (2002), we have

E[RS(T)|Es N Es] = O ((O5H log H + 2y/Hlog T) \/BT/H) -0 (\/HBT) . (39)

Remark A.16. Regarding the utilization of the regret analysis of Corollary 3.2 (EXP3) in Auer et al. (2002), we
note that the reward for each base can be defined independently of the actual master’s action. One might wonder
whether the regret analysis for EXP3 can be utilized, considering the fact that the reward from a selected base may
depend on the master’s action due to the adaptive rotting rates. However, we highlight that the critical aspect of
applying EXP3 analysis is whether the rewards from each base are defined independently of the actual action of
the master, rather than whether the received (observed) reward from the selected base depends on the master’s
action. We can construct rewards for each base 6 € B at time t when a block starts, denoted as x.(9), as the reward
obtained when the master selects base § (even though base § is not actually selected from the algorithm). Then, we
can define x(0) for each ¢ regardless of the master’s actual action. In other words, irrespective of the actually
selected base, we define x4(9) for all 6 € B as the reward that the master can obtain by selecting 6. In such a case,
whatever the selected base by the master is at time t, x¢(8)’s remain the same, respectively. This construction is
feasible because it’s solely for analytical purposes and not necessary for the algorithm’s functioning. With this

construction of reward for each base, we can utilize EXP3 analysis to obtain a regret bound regarding the master
(R3(T)).

Note that the expected regret from EXP3 is trivially bounded by o( H*(T/H)) = o(TH) and B = O(log(T)).
Then, with (39), we have

E[R;(T)] = E[R3 (T)|E2 N E5]P(E2 N Es) + E[R5 (T)|E5 U E5]P(E3 U EX)

O (VHT) +0(TH) (4/T%)

( ) (40)

Finally, from (33), (36), and (40), with H = T"/2, we have

E[R™(T)] = O (max{v;“T?ié LT3R VAT +T4})

which concludes the proof.
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A.62 Caseof s, > oL,

Let ; (&) for 8’ € B denote the base policy for time steps between (¢ — 1)H + 1 and ¢ - H AT in Algorithm 2 using
1 — ¢’ as a threshold. Denote by afi’(é/) the pulled arm at time step ¢ by policy 7;(8’). Then, for §T € B, which is

set later for a near-optimal policy, we have

T [T/H] - HAT
E[R™(T)] =E |> 1- pe(ay) | = E[RT(T)] + E[R3 (T)]. (41)
t=1 i=1 t=(i—1)H+1
where
T [T/H] i-HAT :
T i (6
T =>1- ST m(a®))
t=1 i=1 t=(i—1)H+1
and
[T/H]  &HAT 5t [T/H] i-HAT
RIT) = > > me®) =3 3 jua]).
i=1 t=(i—1)H+1 i=1 t=(i—1)H+1

Note that R} (T) accounts for the regret caused by the near-optimal base algorithm 7;(§T)’s against the op-
timal mean reward and R} (7T) accounts for the regret caused by the master algorithm by selecting a base
with § € B at every block against the base with 67. In what follows, we provide upper bounds for each re-
gret component. We first provide an upper bound for E[RT(T")] by following the proof steps in Theorem 3.3.
Then we provide an upper bound for E[R3 (T)]. We set 61 to be a smallest value in B which is larger than
8L = max{(Sp/T)Y/B+D) 1/HY B+ (S /T)V/2 1/ H'/2} such that we have

6 = @(max{(ST/T)l/(ﬁ+l)7 1/H1/(6+1)7 (ST/T)1/27 1/H1/2}).

Upper Bounding E[R7 (T)]. We refer to the period starting from time step (¢ — 1)H + 1 to time step ¢ - H A T as
the i-th block. For any i € [T/H — 1], policy 7;(6") 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 Zil 1 — pe(a;’ (5T)). We define
an arm a as a good arm if A;(a) < 61/2, a near-good arm if 67 /2 < A(a) < 267, and otherwise, a is a bad arm at
time ¢. In A, let a1, as, .. ., be a sequence of arms, which have i.i.d. mean rewards following (1). For analysis, we
consider abrupt change as sampling a new arm. In other words, if a sudden change occurs to an arm a by pulling
the arm a, then the arm is considered to be two different arms; before and after the change. The type of abruptly
rotted arms (good, near-good, or bad) after the change is determined by the rotted mean reward. Without loss of

generality, we assume that the policy samples arms, which are pulled at least once, in the sequence of a1, ao, ..., .

Denote by A(i) the set of sampled arms, which are pulled at least once, in the i-th block, which satisfies
|A(7)|] < H. We also define Ag(7) as a set of arms that have been rotted and pulled at least once in the
i-th block, which satisfies |Ag(i)] < S;, where S; is defined as the number of abrupt changes in the i-th
block. Let fiy, 4,1(a) = Ziitl pe(a)/ng, i, (a). We define the event By = {[fifs, s,)(a) — T, 5,1(a)] <
\/1210g(H)/n[51,82](a) forall 1 < s; < sy < H,a € A(i)}. From Lemma A.23, as in (6), we have

P(EY) < 2/H?.
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For the case that E; does not hold, the regret is E[R™(H)|E$]P(E{) = O(1), which is negligible comparing with

the regret when E'; holds true which we show later. Therefore, in the rest of the proof we assume that £ holds true.

In the following, we first provide a regret bound over the first block.

;
For regret analysis, we divide R;”((s )(H ) into two parts, RY (H) and RB(H) corresponding to regret of good or

near-good arms, and bad arms over time T', respectively, such that RT (H) = RY(H) + RB(H). We can easily
obtain that

E[RS(H)] = O(6'H), (42)
from A(a) < 267 for any good or near-good arms a.

Now we analyze RB(H). We divide regret R®(H) into two regret from bad arms in A(1)/Ag(1), denoted by
RB:'(H), and regret from bad arms in .Ag (1), denoted by R%-2(H) such that R (H) = RB*(H) + RB2(H). We
first analyze R%!(H) in the following. We consider arms in .4(1)/.As(1). For the proof, we adopt the episodic
approach in Kim et al. (2022) for regret analysis. In the following, we introduce some notation. Here we only
consider arms in A(1)/As(1) so that the following notation is defined without considering (rotted) arms in Ag(1).
Given a policy sampling arms in the sequence order, let m¥ be the number of samples of distinct good arms and
m¥ be the number of consecutive samples of distinct bad arms between the i — 1-st and i-th sample of a good arm

among m¥ good arms. We refer to the period starting from sampling the i — 1-st good arm before sampling the i-th

good arm as the i-th episode. Observe that m”, . .. ,mflg ’s are i.i.d. random variables with geometric distribution
with parameter 267, conditional on the value of m9. Therefore, P(m? = k) = (1 — 267)k267, fori = 1,...,m9.

Define m% to be the total number of samples of a good arm by the policy 71 (d') over the horizon H and mf i
to be the number of selections of a bad arm in the ¢-th episode by the policy 7 over the horizon H. For i € [mg ),
j € [m? ), let ﬁ? be the number of pulls of the good arm in the i-th episode and ﬁf ; be the number of pulls of the
j-th bad arm in the i-th episode by the policy 1 (§7) over the horizon H. Let @ be the last sampled arm over time
horizon H by 71 (6T).

With a slight abuse of notation, we use 71 (61) for a modified strategy after . Under a policy 71 (61), let Rf f
be the regret (summation of mean reward gaps) contributed by pulling the j-th bad arm in the ¢-th episode. Then
g
let an o= Zj €[m?] Rfj, which is the regret from initially bad arms over the period of m9 episodes. For
B

- o» here we define the policy 7 (d T after H such that it pulls H amounts for a good arm and zero for a

getting R
bad arm. After H we can assume that there are no abrupt changes. For the last arm a over the horizon H, it pulls
the arm up to H amounts if @ is a good arm and ﬁ?ﬁ% < H.Fori € [m9], j € [mP] let ny and n¥; be the number
of pulling the good arm in i-th episode and j-th bad arm in ¢-th episode under 7, respectively. Here we define nZg s

and niBj’s as follows:

If a is a good arm,

7 fori € [m¥ —1]
i H - . ~G1 ~ B
G L fori € [my],j € [mZH]

=qH fori=m y 5 =
" "o fori e [m9)/[mG), j € [mB)/mb ).

<Q

0 fori € [m9)/[m%]
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Otherwise,

7y fori € [in%] ~ e (w91 i e [mB
5 np;  fori € [m%],j € [my gl

=qH fori=mf +1 Mg =
0 forie [m9)/[ms —1,j € [mP]/[mB,].
O ,

<Q

for i € [m9)/[m¥ + 1]
With a slight abuse of notation, we define \S; to be the number of abrupt changes in i-th block. Then, we show that if
m9 = Sy, then R®1(H) < RE .

Lemma A.17. Under E;, when m9 = Sy we have
RBY(H) < RB,.

Proof. There are at most S; — 1 number of abrupt changes over the first block H. We consider two cases; there are
S; — 1 abrupt changes before sampling S;-th good arm or not. For the first case, if 71 (61) samples the S;-th good
arm and there are S; — 1 number of abrupt changes before sampling the good arm, then it continues to pull the good

arm for H rounds from F; and the definition of 7y (§7) after H.

Now we consider the second case. If 71 (67) samples the S;-th good arm before 7" and there is at least one abrupt
change after sampling the arm, then before sampling the S;-th good arm, there must exist two consecutive good
arms such that there is no abrupt change between sampling the two good arms. This is a contraction because 71 (67)

must pull the first good arm up to H under F; and S; — 1-st abrupt change must occur after H.

Therefore, considering the first case, when mY = S; + 1, we have

which implies RP(H) < RB O

m9*

From the above lemma, we set m9 = S; and analyze Rng to get a bound for R5:1(H) in the following lemma.

Lemma A.18. Under E, and policy 71(5T), we have
E[R7¢] = O (E[S1 max{1/(6")",1/5"}]) .

Proof. We can show this theorem by following the proof steps in Lemma A.8.

O

Now we analyze R52(H) in the following lemma. We denote by V; a cumulative amount of rotting rates in the
first block.

Lemma A.19. Under E1 and policy 7, we have

E[RP2(H)| =0 (E

S1
max{Sl/éT, Z pt(s)}] ) .
s=1
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Proof. We can show this theorem by following the proof steps in Lemma A.9. O

From Lemmas A.17, A.18, A.19, we have

E[R®(H)] = E[R®'(H)] + E[RP?*(H)] = O <E

S1
Simax{1/(67)%,1/6T} + pt(s)] ) (43)

s=1

From RT(H) = RY(H) + RB(H), (42), and (43), we have

m9

E[R™)) =0 (Hd* +E

S1
Sy max{1/(6")%,1/61) + Z,%)D .
s=1

The above regret is for the first block. Therefore, by summing regrets over [T/ H | number of blocks, we have

shown that

St
E[RT(T)] = O(T6" + (T/H + Sr) max{1/(")7,1/5"} + > " Elpys))). (44)
s=1

Upper bounding E[R] (T')]. By following the proof steps in Theorem 3.11, we have

E[R3 ()] = O (VHT). (45)

Finally, from (41), (44), and (45), with the fact that Zfil Elpi(s)) < Vr, H=T"?, and
0" = O(max{(Sp/T)V/ P+, 1/ HY P (57/T) /2, 1/H'?Y),

we have

St
E[R™(T)] = O | T6" + (T/H + St) max{1/(6")",1/6"} + VAT + E[pt@})

St
75t + max{T/H, St} maX{l/(éT)ﬁ, 1/5T} +VHT + Z E[pt(s)]>

s=1

0

Il
(@]
/N 7N 7 N

St
276" + VHT + ) E[pt(s)])
s=1

=0

/N

max{SY PHOTA/(B+1) | pB+D/(26+2) | /g T | 3/4 VT}) 7
which concludes the proof.

A.7 Proof of Theorem 4.1: Regret Lower Bound for Slowly Rotting Rewards

We first consider the case when Vp = O(T'). Recall that Aj(a) = 1 — pq(a). Then for any randomly sampled
a € A, we have E[u1(a)] > yP(p1(a) > y) = yP(A1(a) <1 —y) fory € [0,1]. Then with y = 1/2, we have
E[pi(a)] > (1/2)P(A1(a) < (1/2)) = ©(1) from constant 5 > 0 and (1). Then with E[u;(a)] < 1, we have
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E[p1(a)] = ©(1). We then think of a policy 7’ that randomly samples a new arm and pulls it once every round.
Since E[1(a)] = ©(1) for any randomly sampled a, we have E[R™ (T')] = ©(T). Next, we think of any policy 7"
except '. Then any policy 7’/ must pull an arm «a at least twice. Let ¢’ and ¢ be the rounds when the policy pulls
arm a. If we consider p = Vi then such policy has Q(Vr) regret bound. Since Vi = ©(T), any algorithm has
Q(T) in the worst case. Therefore we can conclude that any algorithm including 7’ has a regret bound of Q(7T') in

the worst case, which concludes the proof for Vi = ©(T).

Now we think of the case where Vi = o(T'). For the lower bound, we adopt the proof methodology of Theorem 1 in
Kim et al. (2022) by making necessary adjustments to accommodate Vi and 3. We note that since higher 3 implies
a reduced chance of sampling a near-optimal arm, the criteria for defining the mean rewards of near-optimal arms
becomes less stringent for higher 3, which does not appear in the previous work. We first categorize arms as either
bad or good according to their initial mean reward values. For the categorization, we utilize two thresholds in the
proof as follows. Consider 0 < v < ¢ < 1 for -y, which will be specified, and a constant c. Then the value of 1 —
represents a threshold value for identifying good arms, while 1 — ¢ serves as the threshold for identifying bad arms.
We refer to arms a satisfying 1 (a) < 1 — cas ‘bad” arms and arms « satisfying 1 (a) > 1 —+ as ‘good” arms. We
also consider a sequence of arms in .4 denoted by aq, as, . ... Given a policy m, without loss of generality, we can
assume that 7 selects arms according to the order of a1, as, . . .. For the rotting rates, we define o = Vp /(T — 1).

Then we consider p; = g for all ¢ € [T' — 1] so that 23:11 pr = Vr.

Case of Vp = O(1/TY(3+1)): When V = O(1/T*/(+1), the lower bound of order T# for the stationary
case, from Theorem 3 in Wang et al. (2008), is tight enough for the non-stationary case. From Theorem 3 in Wang

et al. (2008), we have
E[R™(T)] = Q(T7+). (46)

We note that even though the mean rewards are rotting in our setting, Theorem 3 in Wang et al. (2008) remains
applicable without requiring any alterations in the proofs providing a tight regret bound for the near-stationary case.
For the sake of completeness, we provide the proof of the theorem in the following. Let K; denote the number of
bad arms a that satisfy u1(a) < 1 — ¢ before sampling the first good arm, which satisfies p1(a) > 1 — =, in the
sequence of arms a1, as, . . . . Let iz be the initial mean reward of the best arm among the sampled arms by 7 over

time horizon 7". Then for some x > 0, we have

RI(T)=R"(NL(r<1-7)+R(T)L(r>1-"7)
>Tyl(p<1—7)+ Kicl(p>1-7)
>Tyl(E <1—79)+kcl(fp>1—7,K > k). (47)

By taking expectations on the both sides in (47) and setting k = Ty/c, we have
E[R"(T)] > TyP(E <1—7)+kre(P(k >1—7) —P(Ky < k) = ckP(K1 > k).

We observe that K follows a geometric distribution with success probability P(u1(a) > 1 — v)/p(pi(a) ¢
(1—c,1—7]) =7 < C17? /(1 + Cay? — C3¢P) for some constants Cy, Cy, C3 > 0 from (1), in which the success

probability is the probability of sampling a good arm given that the arm is either a good or bad arm. Here we set a
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constant 0 < ¢ < 1 satisfying 1 — C3¢® > 0. Then by setting v = 1/ T# with k = T /¢, for some constant
C > 0 we have

5 P /e 8
E[R™(T)] > ck(1—7)" =Q (Tail(l — oy /°> = Q(T7),

where the last equality is obtained from logz > 1 — 1/ for all > 0.

Case of Vp = w(1/TY(#+V)) and Vi = o(T): When V = w(1/T/(#+1)), however, the lower bound of the
stationary case is not tight enough. Here we provide the proof for the lower bound of Vj}/ B (B+1)/(B+2) for
the case of Vi = w(1/T"/(B+D). Let K,, denote the number of “bad" arms a that satisfy 1, (a) < 1 — ¢ before
sampling m-th “good" arm, which satisfies 11 (a) > 1 — ~, in the sequence of arms ay, az, . ... Let Nr be the

number of sampled good arms a such that (@) > 1 — ~y until T'.

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

R™(T) = R™(T)1(Ny < m) + R™(T)1(Ng > m). (48)

We set m = ((1/2)T1/('B+2)VT(ﬁH)/(ﬁH)} and v = (Vp/T)Y(B+2) with Vp = o(T). For the first term in (48),
R™(T)1(Nt < m), we consider the fact that the minimal regret is obtained from the situation where there are
m — 1 arms whose mean rewards are 1. In such a case, the optimal policy must sample the best m — 1 arms until
their mean rewards become below the threshold 1 — v (step 1) and then samples the best arm at each time for the
remaining time steps (step 2). The number of times each arm needs to be pulled for the best m — 1 arms until their
mean reward falls below 1 — v is bounded from above by v/0 + 1 = v((T' — 1)/Vr) + 1. Therefore, the regret
from step 2 is R = Q((T — m~(T/Vy))y) = QTE+D/ B+ FF2)y 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(Nr < m) = Q(R1(Np < m)) = QT G/ G2y /B2 (N < m)), (49)

For getting a lower bound of the second term in (48), R™(T)1(Ng > m), we use the minimum number of sampled
arms o that satisfy uq(a) < 1 — ¢. When Ny > m and K,,, > k, the policy samples at least £ number of distinct

arms q satisfying 11 (a) < 1 — c until T'. Therefore, we have
R™(T)1(Nyr > m) > ckl(Np > m, K,;, > k). (50)

We have ¥ = O(7”) from (1) with constant 3 > 0. By setting x = m/5 — m — /m/¥, with Vo = o(T) and

constant 5 > 0, we have
K = G(T(B+1)/('B+2)V%/(B+2)) (51)
Then from (49), (50), and (51), we have

E[RW(T)] _ Q(T(ﬂ+1)/(5+2)V%/(B+2)P(NT < m) + T(ﬂ+1)/(5+2)v%/(ﬁ+2)P(NT > m, K,, > Ii))
> Q(T(ﬁ+1)/(ﬂ+2)V%/(ﬂJrQ)P(Km > /*6)) (52)
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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 —7)/P(p1(a) ¢ (1 — ¢, 1 —v]) =7, in which the success
probability is the probability of sampling 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.20. Forany 1/2+75/m < a <1,

P(Ky > am(1/5) —m) > 1 —exp(—(1/3)(1 - 1/a)*(am - 7)).

Proof. Let X; for ¢ > 0 be i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with success probability 7. From Section 2 in Brown

(2011), we have
1
P (Km < {amJ —m) =P
Y

From (53) and Lemma A.22, for any 1/2 +7/m < a < 1 we have
1 1
PIK,<am=—-m|=P(K,,<|am=| —m
Y Y

[om2]

am=
i=1

ot

[om2]

ami
Y o Xizm|. (53)
=1

3 7
1—1/a)?
<o (- @m 7).
in which the first inequality comes from Lemma A.22, which concludes the proof. O

From Lemma A.20 with « = 1 — 1/y/m and large enough T', we have
1

mmmste (‘é(m‘ V=) (ml))

>1-exp (—ém—m(ﬁl_l)g)

1o ()

> 1 —exp(—1/6). (54)

Therefore, from (52) and (54), we have

Finally, from (46) and (55), we conclude that for any policy 7, we have

E[R™(T)] = Q (max {T<ﬂ+1>/ By L/ (B+D) gt }) .
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A.8 Proof of Theorem 4.2: Regret Lower Bound for Abruptly Rotting Rewards

First, we deal with the case when Sp = 1 or S = ©(T'). When St = 1 (implying Vi = 0), from the definition,
the problem becomes stationary without rotting instances, which implies E[R™(T)] = Q(+/T) from Theorem
3 in Wang et al. (2008). When S = O(T), we consider that rotting occurs for the first S — 1 rounds with
pt = 1forall t € [Sp — 1]. Then it is always beneficial to pull new arms every round until St — 1 rounds
because the mean rewards of rotted arms are below 0 and those of non-rotted arms lie in [0, 1]. This means that
any ideal policy samples a new arm and pulls it every round until S7 — 1. Then for any randomly sampled
a € A, we have E[uy(a)] > yP(u1(a) > y) = yP(A1(a) < 1 —y) fory € [0,1]. Then with y = 1/2, we
have E[u1(a)] > (1/2)P(A1(a) < (1/2)) = O(1) from constant 3 > 0 and (1). Then with E[u4(a)] < 1,
we have E[u;(a)] = O(1). Since E[u1(a)] = ©(1) for any randomly sampled a € .A, any ideal policy has
E[R™(T)] > ZST E[p1(a)] = Q(St) = Q(T), which concludes the proof for S = ©(T).

Now we consider the case of St = o(T') and S > 2. We initially provide a regret bound with respect to the
cumulative rotting amount of V. We first think of a policy 7 that randomly samples a new arm and pulls it once
every round. Then for any randomly sampled a € A, we have E[ul( )] = ©(1). Then from constant 8 > 0,
E[R™(T)] = Q(T). Then there always exists p;’s satisfying Zt . pt = T, which implies E[R™(T)] = Q(T) =
Q(Vp).

Now we think of any nontrivial algorithm which must pull an arm ¢ at least twice. Let ¢’ and ¢ be the rounds when
the policy pulls arm a (¢’ < t"). If we consider py > 0 and p, = 0 for¢ € [T'— 1]/{¢'} in which py = ZtT;ll Dt
and 1 + Zt 1 pe1(ps # 0) < Sp, then such policy has R™(T') = Q(Zzﬂz_ll pt) regret bound because, at time ¢”,
it pulls the arm a rotted by p; . Therefore, for any policy 7, there always exist a rotting rate adversary satisfying the

following expected regret bound of

E[R™(T)] = Q(Vr). (56)

Next, for the regret bound with respect to S, we follow the proof steps in Theorem 4.1. However, the regret bound
of St does not depend on the magnitude of rotting rates but on the number of rotting instances. To address this,
we need to design a new worst-case in which an adversary makes near-optimal arms rotted to be sub-optimal arms
abruptly rather than gradually. We first categorize arms as either bad or good according to their initial mean reward
values. For the categorization, we utilize two thresholds in the proof as follows. Consider 0 < v < ¢ < 1 for 7,
which will be specified, and a constant c. Then the value of 1 —  represents a threshold value for identifying good
arms, while 1 — ¢ serves as the threshold for identifying bad arms. We refer to arms « satisfying p;(a) <1 — cas
‘bad’ arms and arms a satisfying p1(a) > 1 — «y as ‘good’ arms. We also consider a sequence of arms in A denoted
by aj,as,.... Given a policy 7, without loss of generality, we can assume that 7 selects arms according to the

order of ay,as,. ...

Let K, denote the number of bad arms « that satisfy 1 (a) < 1 — ¢ before sampling m-th good arm, which satisfies
u1(a) > 1 — ~, in the sequence of arms ay, as, . ... Let N be the number of sampled good arms a such that

p1(a) > 1 —~until T.
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We can decompose R™(T') into two parts as follows:

R™(T) = R™(T)1(Np < m) + R™(T)1(Np > m). (57)

We set m = Sy and y = (Sp/T)"/#+1) with Sp = o(T). For getting a lower bound for the first term in (57),
R™(T)1(Nt < m), we consider the fact that the minimal regret is obtained from the situation where there are
m — 1 arms whose mean rewards are 1. In such a case, the optimal policy must sample the best m — 1 arms until
their mean rewards become equal to or below the threshold value of 1 — « (step 1) and then samples the best arm at
each time for the remaining time steps (step 2). In step 1, when the optimal policy pulls an optimal arm, we can think
of the case when the mean reward of the arm is abruptly rotted to the value of 1 — . This implies that the required
number of rounds for step 1 is m — 1. The regret from step 2 is R = Q((T — m + 1)y) = Q(S4/ P 78/(5+1)),
in which the optimal policy pulls arms which mean rewards are below or equal to 1 — ~ for the remaining time after

step 1. Therefore, we have
R™(T)1(Ny < m) = Q(RL(Ny < m)) = Q(53/ PTG 1 (N < m)). (58)

For getting the above, we note that there always exists p;’s satisfying Z;T:_ll pt = O(ym) = o(T), which implies

Z;’F:_ll p+ < T'. Such p;’s can be considered for the below. For getting a lower bound of the second term in (57),

R™(T)1(Nt > m), we use the minimum number of sampled arms « that satisfy p1(a) < 1 — c. When Ny > m
and K,,, > &, the policy samples at least x number of distinct arms a satisfying p1(a) < 1 — ¢ until T'. Therefore,

we have
R™(T)1(Nr > m) > ckl(Np > m, K, > K). (59)

We set ¥ = P(u1(a) > 1 —7)/p(p1(a) ¢ (1 —c,1 —+]). Then we have ¥ = ©(y”) from (1) with constant 3 > 0.
By setting k = m/¥ — m — m/(Fv'm + 3), with S7 = o(T') and constant 8 > 0, we have

K= @(S;/(B-H)Tﬁ/(ﬁJrl))' (60)
Then from (58), (59), and (60), we have

E[R™(T)] = Sy PTITH/BHOP(Np < m) 4 S5/ PHITH/BHIP(Np > m, K,y > K))
> QS PHITA/BHIP(K,, > k). 61)
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 —7)/P(p1(a) ¢ (1 — ¢, 1 —v]) =7, in which the success

probability is the probability of sampling a good arm given that the arm is either a good or bad arm. We recall

Lemma A.20 for a concentration inequality for K, in the following.

Lemma A.21. Forany 1/2+75/m < a <1,

P(Ky > am(1/5) —m) > 1 —exp(—(1/3)(1 — 1/a)*(am — 7).
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From Lemma A.21 with « = 1 — 1/4/m + 3 and large enough T, we have
1 m 1 2
P(Ky,>k)>1-— ——(m—-———-7) | ==
( ZK) 2 exp( 3(m m+3 ’Y)< m+3—1>>

Zl—exp<—é(m_\/mm+3)(\/m_|_13—1>2>
1o ()

6m+3vm+3-1
> 1—exp(—1/24), (62)

where the last inequality comes from m/(m + 3) = (St)/(Sr +3) > 1/4and vm +3/(vm+3 —1) > 1.
Therefore, from (61) and (62), we have

E[R™(T)] = QSN P8/ (B+1)y, (63)
Overall from (56) and (63), for any ., there exist p;’s such that E[R™(T')] = Q(max{S;/ PV TA/(B+1) v,

A.9 Further Experiments

1le6

——=- Algorithm 1 with 6y
| —— Algorithm 1 with 65

Figure 5: Performance of Algorithm 1 with oy (8) and dg(0).

Here, we provide a case where Algorithm 1 with dy (3) outperforms that with dg(/3), which is the opposite case
in Remark 3.4. We set Sy = T°/¢ and p,(5) = 1/(tlog(T)) for all s € [Sy], which implies V(= Vi) =
Zfil pi(s) = O(1). We consider that the S abrupt rotting events are equally distributed over T'. In Figure 5, we
can observe that Algorithm 1 with dy () has better performance than Algorithm 1 with dg(3), which observation
is consistent with the insight from our regret analysis for the case 8 = 1, in which the regret bound of Algorithm 1

with 0y, (), O(T?/3), is tighter than that of one with d5(3), O(T/12).
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A.10 Lemmas for Concentration Inequalities

Lemma A.22 (Theorem 6.2.35 in Tsun (2020)). Let X1,..., X, be identical independent Bernoulli random
variables. Then, for 0 < v < 1, we have
- ZENT X
ZXJ) < exp <—V [Z:;:l ]) :
i=1

P <ZXi > (1+v)E
i=1
Lemma A.23 (Corollary 1.7 in Rigollet and Hiitter (2015)). Let X, ..., X,, be independent random variables with

o-sub-Gaussian distributions. Then, for any a = (a1, ...,a,)' € R andt > 0, we have
P a; X; >t | <exp <—> and P a; X; < —t] <exp (—)
(Z o ) 207 all 2 o 202l
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