arXiv:1604.05257v3 [csLG] 14 Aug 2017

Risk-Averse Multi-Armed Bandit Problems under

Mean-Variance Measure

Sattar Vakili, Qing Zhao
School of Electrical and Computer Engineering,
Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14850
{sv388, qz16} @cornell.edu

Abstract

The multi-armed bandit problems have been studied mainly under the measure of expected total
reward accrued over a horizon of length 7. In this paper, we address the issue of risk in multi-armed
bandit problems and develop parallel results under the measure of mean-variance, a commonly adopted
risk measure in economics and mathematical finance. We show that the model-specific regret and the
model-independent regret in terms of the mean-variance of the reward process are lower bounded by
Q(log T) and Q(T?/?), respectively. We then show that variations of the UCB policy and the DSEE

policy developed for the classic risk-neutral MAB achieve these lower bounds.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Risk-Neutral MAB

Multi-armed bandit (MAB) is a class of online learning and sequential decision-making
problems under unknown models. An abstraction of this class of problems involves a slot machine
with K independent arms and a single player. At each time, the player chooses one arm to play
and obtains a random reward drawn i.i.d. over time from an unknown distribution specific to the

chosen arm. The design objective is a sequential arm selection policy that maximizes the total
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expected reward over a horizon of length 7" by striking a balance between earning immediate
reward (exploitation) and learning the unknown reward models of all arms (exploration). The
performance of an arm selection policy is measured by regret defined as the expected cumulative
reward loss over the entire time horizon against an omniscient player who knows the reward
models and always plays the best arm [1I]. In their seminal work [1]], Lai and Robbins showed
that the minimum regret achievable by any consistent policy is 2(log 7). Several online learning
policies exist in the literature that achieve the optimal regret order under various assumptions
on the reward models (see [[1]-[3]]).

The above results were obtained under the so-called model-specific setting which focuses on
the class of consistent (i.e., uniformly good) policies and characterizes their regret performance
specific to the given set of reward distributions. The model-specific regret thus typically depend
on certain statistics of the model such as the Kullback-Leiber (KL) divergence between the
reward distributions and the gap in mean value from a suboptimal arm to the optimal arm.
Subsequent studies also considered the model-independent setting in which the performance of
a learning policy is measured against the worst-case assignment of the reward distributions. An
Q(V/T) lower bound on the model-independent regret can be concluded from the lower bound
results in [6] and also from the lower bound results on the non-stochastic MAB problem studied
in [7]. A modification of the UCB policy was shown to achieve the optimal model-independent
regret order [5]. A summary of the main results on risk-neutral MAB problems is given in the

first column of Table [l Readers are also referred to the comprehensive survey in [8]].

B. Risk-Averse MAB

The classic MAB formulation targets at maximizing the expected return of an online learning
policy. In many applications, especially in economics and finance, a player may be more inter-
ested in reducing the uncertainty (i.e., risk) in the outcome, rather than achieving the highest
ensemble average. The focus of this paper is to develop results on risk-averse MAB, parallel to
those on the classic risk-neutral MAB problems as summarized in the first column of Table [l

The notions of risk and uncertainty have been widely studied, especially in economics and
mathematical finance. A commonly adopted risk measure is mean-variance [9]]. Introduced by

Markowits in 1952, mean-variance is particularly favored for portfolio selection in finance [[10].



Specifically, the mean-variance £(X) of a random variable X is given by

§(X) = o*(X) = p u(X), (1)
where 02(X) and p(X) are, respectively, the variance and the mean of X, the coefficient p > 0
is the risk tolerance factor that balances the two objectives of high return and low risk. The
definition of mean-variance can be interpreted as the Lagrangian relaxation of the constrained
optimization problem of minimizing the risk (measured by the variance) for a given expected
return or maximizing the expected return for a given level of risk.

In [[11]], a risk-averse MAB formulation based on the metric of mean-variance of observations
was studied. Specifically, let 7(¢) (t = 1,2,...,T), denote the arm played by a policy 7 and
X (t) the observed reward at time ¢. The cumulative mean-variance of the observed reward
process is given byf!

6 (1) = B Y[t (8) = 7 3 Xeto (0 = 0] @

t=1

where the first term inside the expectation corresponds to the cumulative empirical variance
and the second term the cumulative empirical mean. The objective is a learning policy that
minimizes &, (7). In this risk-averse model, the time variations in the observed reward process
are considered as risk (see Sec. [.( for motivating applications for this metric). Similar to risk-
neutral MAB, regret is defined as the performance loss with respect to the optimal policy under
a known model.

While conceptually similar, regret in terms of mean-variance of observations differs from
that in total expected reward in several major aspects that complicate the analysis of the lower
bounds and algorithm performance. First, under the measure of expected reward, the optimal
policy under a known model is to play the arm with the highest mean value over the entire
horizon. Under the measure of mean-variance, however, the optimal policy in the known model
case is not necessarily a single-arm policy (as shown in Sec. [II) and is in general intractable.
Second, under the measure of mean-variance, regret can no longer be written as the sum of
certain properly defined immediate performance loss at each time instant. More specifically,

under the measure of mean-variance of observations, the contribution from playing a suboptimal

"Notice that the cumulative mean-variance of the observed reward process is considered in contrast to a normalized version

divided by T as considered in [11]]. This definition facilitates the comparison with the risk-neutral MAB results given in Table [l



arm at a given time ¢ to the overall regret cannot be determined without knowing the entire
sequence of decisions and observations. Third, regret in mean-variance involves higher order
statistics of the random time spent on each arm. These fundamental differences in the behavior
of regret are what render the problem difficult and call for different techniques from that used
in risk-neutral MAB problems.

The focus of was on developing learning policies. Specifically, two learning policies were
developed and analyzed. The first one is a variation of the UCB policy (referred to as MV-UCB),
and the second a variation of the DSEE policy (referred to as MV-DSEE) originally developed
in and for risk-neutral MAB. It was shoer that the model-specific regret growth rate of
MV-UCB was O(v/T) and the model-independent regret growth rate of MV-DSEE was O(T2/3).

Major questions that remain open are whether the v/T' model-specific regret order and the
T?/3 model-independent regret order are the best one can hope for and whether the significant
gaps in regret growth rate between risk-neutral MAB and risk-averse MAB (from log T to
VT in model-specific regret and from /T to T%/% in model-independent regret) are inherent
to the risk measure of mean-variance of observations. As shown in this paper, the answer to
these questions is negative in terms of model-specific regret and positive in terms of model-
independent regret. Specifically, for model-specific regret, we establish an Q(log T") lower bound
on the regret growth rate and provide a finer analysis of MV-UCB showing its O(logT) regret
performance (in contrast to the O(y/T') result given in [I1]]). In other words, the best achievable
model-specific regret order remains to be logarithmic as in the risk-neutral MAB. In terms of
model-independent regret, we show that the minimum regret growth rate is Q(T2/ 3). Thus, the
analysis of MV-DSEE given in is tight. We thus complete in this paper parallel results

on risk-averse MAB under the measure of mean-variance of observations as summarized in the

2 In [[I1]], regret was defined comparing to the optimal single-arm policy that as we show in this paper is not necessarily the
optimal policy under a known model. However, we show that the difference between regret with regard to the optimal single-arm
policy and the one with regard to the optimal policy is sufficiently small that preserves the order of the results (See Sec. [II).
Also, in , a weaker regret definition, referred to as the pseudo regret, was considered. It was shown that the pseudo regret of
MV-UCB was O(log?(T')). However, since the gap between pseudo regret and the strict regret is in the order of O(v/T) (see
Lemma 1 in [1]), the analysis in [11] only showed an O(\/T) regret order of MV-UCB. We also point out that the two types
of regret (model-specific vs. model-independent) were not distinguished in [11]]. From their analysis, however, it is clear that
the result on MV-UCB was in terms of model-specific regret while the result on MV-DSEE was in terms of model-independent

regret.



Risk-neutral MAB | Risk-averse MAB
Lower Bounds QlogT) QlogT)
Model- [
Specific
Order-Optimal (T[4 MV-UCB
Policies
Lower Bounds Q) Q(T?/3)
Model- e,
Independent
Order-Optimal 1] MV-DSEE
Policies [

TABLE I: Summary of results on risk-neutral and risk-averse MAB.

second column of Table [l

C. Motivating Applications

Mean-variance is a well accepted risk measure whose quadratic scaling captures the natural
inclination toward less risky options when the stakes are high. Studies have confirmed such
risk-averse behaviors in investors (e.g. see [12]]).

In the classic application of mean-variance to portfolio selection, the objective is a joint
optimization of risk and return for a portfolio over a particular period of time. This guarantees
a high expected return and a low variation in the outcome. A similar approach is also taken
for intertemporal returns of assets. Specifically, the objective is to guarantee high average return
and low variations over time [13]]. Such intertemporal variations are commonly referred to as
volatility in finance literature and measured by the sample variance of the return process. The
metric of mean-variance of the reward process studied in this paper as well as in and

precisely captures the objective of low volatility and high expected return. Another motivating



application is clinical trial, where, besides obtaining high average return, it is desirable to avoid
high variations in the treatment outcomes for different patients [11].

Another formulation of risk-averse MAB is to consider the mean-variance of the total return
at the end of the time horizon where the objective is to minimize the ensemble variations of the
total return. These two measures of mean-variance of the reward process and mean-variance of
the total reward are suitable for different applications. For example, in the return of a financial
security, the fluctuations over time are to be avoided as “risk for financial security” [15], while
in a retirement investment, one might be more interested in the variation of the final return and
less sensitive to the fluctuations in the intermediate returns. Some initial results on MAB under

mean-variance of the total reward can be found in our preliminary study reported in [16].

D. Related Work

There is a large body of work on risk-neutral MAB problems under different variations and for
various applications, including clinical trials, internet advertising, web search, and communication
networks (see [17]-[24]] and references therein). MAB has also been applied to a variety of
scenarios in finance and economics (see, for example, a comprehensive survey in [23]).

There are relatively few studies on risk-averse MAB. In an initial work on this topic, a se-
quential risk-averse problem using the measure of mean-variance of observations was formulated
in [14]. Different from this paper and [[11]] that consider a stochastic formulation, [14]] adopted the
so-called non-stochastic full-information framework and established a negative result showing
the infeasibility of sublinear regret.

There are a couple of results on risk-averse MAB under different risk measures. In [26], the
quality of an arm was measured by a general function of the mean and the variance of the
random variable. This study, however, is closer to the risk-neutral MAB problems than to the
problem studied in this paper. The reason is that under the model of [26], regret remains to be
the sum of the immediate performance loss at each time instant. As discussed earlier, regret in
mean-variance of observations is no longer summable over time.

In [16], [27], MAB under the measure of value at risk, which defines the minimum value of
a random variable at a given confidence level, was studied. In [27], learning policies using the
measure of conditional value at risk were developed. However, the performance guarantees were

still within the risk-neutral MAB framework (in terms of the loss in the expected total reward)



under the assumption that the best arm in terms of the mean value is also the best arm in terms of
the conditional value at risk. In our recent work [[16], we considered risk-averse MAB under the
measure of value at risk of the total reward and developed learning policies that offer poly-log
regret performance. Another risk measure for MAB problems was considered in [28] in which
the logarithm of moment generating function was used as a risk measure and high probability
bounds on regret were obtained.

There are also a couple of studies, while not directly addressing risk-averse MAB, offering
relevant results from different perspectives. In [29]], the sample complexity of both mean-variance
and value at risk for single-period and multi-period decision making was studied. In [30], the
problem of identifying the best arm in terms of different risk measures assuming the existence
of an efficient risk estimator was considered. Identifying the best arm is, however, different from
an MAB formulation due to the absence of the tradeoff between exploration and exploitation
which is at the heart of online learning problems. Readers are also encouraged to read the work

by Audibert et al. on the deviation of regret from its expected value.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

Consider a K-armed bandit and a single player. At each time ¢, the player chooses one arm to
play. Playing arm ¢ yields a random reward X;(¢) drawn i.i.d. from an unknown distribution f;.
Let F = (f1, -+, fx) denote the set of the unknown distributions. An arm selection policy 7
specifies a function at each time ¢ that maps from the player’s observation and decision history
to the arm to play at time ¢. Let { X, (¢)}/_, denote the random reward sequence under policy
7. The cumulative mean-variance &, (7T') of the reward sequence is given in ().

The performance of policy 7 is measured by regret R, (7") defined as the increase in cumulative
mean-variance over a given horizon of length 7" as compared to the optimal policy 7* under a

known model. (See Sec. [Tl for a detailed discussion on 7*)

Re(T) = &(T) = &-(T). 3)

A. Notations

Throughout the paper, * is used to indicate the arm that has the smallest mean-variance. If

there are more than one arm with the smallest mean-variance value, one of them is chosen



as x. Let I ; = p; — p; and A; = & — &, denote, respectively, the difference between the
mean values of arm ¢ and j, and the difference between the mean-variance of arm ¢ and the
arm with the smallest mean-variance. Let A = min, ., A;, I' = max; |I; |, 0max = max; o; and
Hmax = MaxX; .

The following notations are used for the sample mean, the sample variance, and the sample
mean-variance of the random reward sequence from arm ¢ under a given policy 7:

1 Ti (t)

mi(t) = '(t)ZXi(ti(S))a

3

o
() = Ti}t) S (Xiltils)) - ()

§(t) = Fi(t)_pﬁi(t)a

s=1

where t;(s) denotes the time instant corresponding to the s’th observation from arm ¢ and 7;(%)
denotes the number of times arm ¢ has been played up to time ¢. Note that these quantities
depend on the policy 7, which is omitted for simplicity. The time argument may also be omitted
when it is clear from the context. The use of the biased estimator for the variance is for the
simplicity of the expression. The results presented in this work remain the same with the use of
the unbiased estimator with 7;(¢) replaced by 7;(t) — 1 in the expression of o2 ().

The KL-divergence between two distributions f and g is given by

f(X)
9(X)

where [E; denotes the expectation operator with respect to f.

I(f,9) = Eyllog ], “4)

In the proofs, the notation E[X, £] for a random variable X and an event £ is equivalent to

E[XI¢], where I is the indicator function.

B. Concentration of the Sample Mean-Variance

We assume that (X; — ;) — 0? (i = 1,...,K) for all arms have a sub-Gaussian distri-

bution. Recall that a real-valued random variable X is called sub-Gaussian if it satisfies the

following [32]],
E[e"¥] < e%ov’/2 )

for some constant (y > 0.



We establish in Lemma 1 a concentration result on the sample mean-variance, which plays
an important role in regret analysis. This result is similar to the Chernoff-Hoeffding bound on
the concentration of the sample mean for sub-Gaussian random variables [33]] and locally sub-
Gaussian random variables (i.e., light-tailed random variables with zero mean) that satisfy (@)
only locally for |u| < wug for some positive ug [34]. The Chernoff-Hoeffding bound provides an
upper bound on the probability of a given deviation of the sample mean from the true mean as
follows. Let 1z, be the sample mean of a random variable X obtained from s i.i.d. observations.
Let 1 = E[X] and assume that (X — ) has a sub-Gaussian distribution. We have, for all
a € (0, ﬁ],

Pl, — u < ~0] < exp(—asd?), ©
Pla, —u >0 < exp(—asd?),
where ( is given in (@). For locally sub-Gaussian random variables, (@) holds locally for § <
Eoug [34]]. For § > &£yug, we have the following concentration inequalities for locally sub-Gaussian

random variables [34]:

59

]P)[ﬁs —p< _5] S exp(_UOQS )7
P, — > 6] < exp(—s2),

(7

S

In the following lemma, we extend the Chernoff-Hoeffding bound to the sample mean-variance.
Similar concentration inequalities for mean-variance were given in [11]] and [29] for random

variables with bounded support.

Lemma 1. Let &, be the sample mean-variance of a random variable X obtained from s i.i.d.
observations. Let i1 = E[X], 0? = E[(X —u)?], and assume that (X —u)?—o? has a sub-Gaussian

distribution, i.e.,

E[e“((x—#)2—02)] < 6C1u2/2

for some constant (; > 0. As a result X — p has a sub-Gaussian distribution, i.e.,

E[e“(x_“)] < eS0u?/2,

Let ( = max{(p, (1}. We have, for all constants a € (0, 2—14] and 6 > 0,

P, — £(X) >8] < 2exp(—q22,), (8)

(1+p)?
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and for all a € (0, 55| and § € (0,2 + p,

P[E, — §(X) < —6] < 2exp(—£L;). )

(2+p)?

Proof: See Appendix A.
In this paper, we focus on sub-Gaussian reward distributions. The main results hold for locally

sub-Gaussian distributions with minor modifications similar to and as commented in the

paper.

III. THE KNOWN MODEL CASE

In this section, we study the case where all arm distributions are known. This defines the
benchmark performance in the regret definition given in (3). We first show through a counter
example that playing the arm x that has the smallest mean-variance may not be optimal. This
presents a major difficulty in regret analysis given that explicit characterizations of the optimal
policy 7* for the known model case are in general intractable. Our approach is to bound the
performance gap between 7* and the optimal single-arm policy 7* (i.e., playing arm x all
through), which allows us to analyze the order of the regret defined with respect to 7* by
analyzing 7*.

To see that 7* may not be optimal, the key is to notice that the variance term (i.e., the first
term on the right-hand side of (2))) in the cumulative mean-variance is with respect to the sample
mean calculated from rewards obtained from all arms. When the remaining time horizon is short
and the current sample mean is sufficiently close to the mean value of a suboptimal arm j # %,
it may be more rewarding (in terms of minimizing the mean-variance) to play arm j rather than
arm *. Consider a concrete example with two Gaussian-distributed arms with parameters p; = 0,
po=1,0=1,02=21.Let p=1and T = 2. It is easy to see that &, = 1 and & = 1.1, and
the optimal single-arm policy 7* is to always play arm 1, yielding a cumulative mean-variance
of &-(t) = 1. Consider a policy 7 with 7(1) = 1 and 7(2) = Ix, 1)<0.5 + 2Lx,(1)>0.5. It can be
shown that &,(7") < 0.7, demonstrating the sub-optimality of 7.

The above example also gives a glimpse of the complexity in finding 7* for a general problem.

To circumvent this difficulty, our approach is to show that 7* is a good proxy of 7* with a
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performance loss upper bounded by a constant for large 7". We can then obtain regret bounds
through 7*.

Recall that regret R, (7) in (@) is defined with respect to 7*. Using 7* as the benchmark, we
define a proxy regret EW(T) as

R (T) = &(T) — &-(T). (10)

Our objective is to bound the difference between R, (T') and R, (T). To do this, we first derive
in Lemma [ a closed-form expression of R, (T) as a function of the number of times {7;}%,
each arm is played over the entire horizon of length 7. This lemma is the cornerstone of the
regret analysis in subsequent sections. The proof of Lemma [2| employs some techniques used in
expanding the variance term in Appendix A of [11l]. However, we point out that [11]] did not
provide an exact expression of EW(T); rather, the results were obtained using an approximate

of EW(T) (referred to as pseudo-regret in [11]]).

Lemma 2. The regret of a policy T with respect to the optimal single-arm policy T under the

measure of mean-variance of observations can be written as

K K
~ 1 _
Bo(T) = SOER(DIA + D BRI, = B (1) (T) - ) + 02 (1)
i=1 i=1 i=1
Proof: See Appendix B.
Recall that the regret in terms of the total expected reward can be written as a weighted sum

of the expected value of 7;(7"). Specifically, based on Wald identity, the regret is given by

Z E[7i (T)] (bmax — 1)

The regret in terms of mean-variance of observations is, however, a much more complex function
of 7;(T) as given in Lemma 2] It depends on not only the expected value of 7;(7"), but also the
second moment of 7;(7") and the cross correlation between 7;(7") and 7;(7").

Based on Lemma 2, we show in Theorem [ that for A > 0 and T sufficiently large, the
difference between R (T') and R, (T) is bounded by a constant independent of 7.

Theorem 1. For any policy m, we have
2

. r?, K
0 < Re(T) = Ry (T) < min{o,, (> A1), —logT}. (12)

1% L
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Proof: Since the performance of the optimal policy cannot be worse than the optimal single-
arm policy, we can immediately see that EW(T) < R.(T). For the upper bound, we write
R+(T)— Ry(T) = —R,-(T) and use the regret expression given in Lemma 2 to establish lower
bounds on - (T'). We first show that for A > 0 and large 7, }A%ﬂ*(T) is lower bounded by a
constant. For the cases with small A, we show that, based on Lemma [3] (proved in Appendix
C), the difference between the second and the third terms on the RHS of (L) is bounded by an
order of logT" term. For a detailed proof, see Appendix D.

Lemma 3. Let {X(t)}L, be an i.i.d. random process with mean y = E[X(t)] that satisfies
Lemma [l with constant a. Let 7 < T be an stopping time for this random process and let Ti

Z§:1 X(s)

denote the sample mean from T samples: |1 = . We have the following inequality

L log T+ 2). (13)

E[T(ﬁ_ﬂ)z] < P

IV. MODEL-SPECIFIC REGRET

In this section, we consider the model-specific setting. We establish lower bounds on model-
specific regret feasible among all consistent policies and the order optimality of MV-UCB and

MV-DSEE.

A. Lower Bounds on Model-Specific Regret

To avoid trivial lower bounds on regret caused by policies that heavily bias toward certain
distribution models (e.g., a policy that always plays arm 1), the model-specific setting focuses
on the so-called consistent policies. The model-specific lower bounds for risk-neutral MAB
(Theorems 1 and 2 in [1]]) are given for the set of policies that play suboptimal arms only o(7®)
times for all a € (0,1). We relax this assumption and focus on a—consistent policies defined
as follows.

Definition. A policy 7 is a-consistent (0 < a < 1) if for all reward distributions and for all
j#
E[r;(T)] < T° (14)

We establish a lower bound on the model-specific regret feasible among the class of a-

consistent policies for all @ € (0,1). Similar to the results by Lai and Robbins in [I]] for
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risk-neutral MAB, we consider the family of one-parameter distribution models. Specifically,
we assume that the distribution of arm ¢ is given by f(.;6;) and the distribution model F =
(f(:;01),..., f(:;0Kk)) can be represented by © = (04, ..., 0 ). The parameters 6; are taking value
from a set U satisfying the following regularity condition (similar to that in [1]]).

Assumption 1. For any 0, \, and \' € U, and for any ¢ > 0, there exists a 6 > 0 such that
0 < &N) —&(A) <& implies [I(f(;0), f(;A) = I(f(:;0), f(: X)) <e

The lower bound in [1]] is asymptotic (I' — o0). In addition to establishing the corresponding
asymptotic lower bound for risk-averse MAB, we also provide in Theorem [2] a finite-time lower
bound when the following assumption holds.

Assumption 2. For all # and A\ € U, let X be a sub-Gaussian random variable with distribution

f(.;0). The random variable Y = f(X; \) is sub—GaussiarH.

Theorem 2. Consider the MAB problem under the measure of mean-variance of observations.
Let m be an a—consistent policy and © C U be the distribution model. Under Assumption I,

the model-specific regret satisfies, for any constant ¢, < 1 — a,

. . RN(T) "t (&1 2
1 f > A +T7). 15
e Tog T = ;I(f,-,f*)( L) (1)
Furthermore, under Assumption 2, for Ty € N,
5 cieylogT
R(T) > S 92 (A T2, —ep),  forall T>T, (16)

where er, can be arbitrary small when 17 is large enough and 0 < co < 1 is independent of T

and F.
Proof: The proof is based on the following lemma.

Lemma 4. Let © be the given distribution model, and let i # * denote the index of a suboptimal
arm under ©. Let m be an av—consistent policy. Under Assumption 1, the number 7;(T') of times
arm 1 is played under 7 satisfies, for any constant c; < 1 — q,

cilogT

lim Pr[r(T) > | =1, (17)

Note that Y is a function of X: for each X = 2 generated according to f(z;6), we have Y = f(x;\).
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Furthermore, under Assumption 2, there exists Ty € N such that

cilogT
A 2 1 )

where constant 0 < co < 1 is independent of T' and F.

| >cy,  forall T >Ty, (18)

To prove this lemma, we construct a new distribution model F* where arm i # * is the
optimal arm. The log likelihood ratio -y between the two probability measures F and F° is a key
statistic to prove the lemma. Specifically, we show that it is unlikely that 7; is smaller than the
logarithmic term under two different cases of v < ¢5logT and v > ¢5logT'. The former is shown
by a change of measure argument and using the consistency assumption. The latter is shown by
Chernoff bound when Assumption 2 is satisfied and by law of large numbers otherwise. For a
detailed proof see Appendix E.

To prove Theorem 2l we establish lower bounds on the first three terms of regret given in
Lemma 2l Lemma @ provides a lower bound on E[r;]. By showing a lower bound on the sum
of the second and third terms we arrive at the theorem. For a detailed proof see Appendix F. W

In comparison with Lai and Robbins lower bound for risk-neutral MAB [1l], Theorem
considers a larger class of policies (by allowing a policy to be consistent with respect to a specific
« rather than for all o € (0, 1)) and also provides a finite-time lower bound under Assumption
2. Note that the constant ¢; in Theorem [2] approaches one for policies that satisfy (I4) for all

a € (0,1), leading to a bound corresponding to that in [1].

B. Risk-Averse Learning Policies

The performance of MV-UCB was first analyzed in [L1]], which showed that the model-specific
regret of MV-UCB was upper bounded by O(+/T’). Theorem [3 below gives a tighter analysis on
the performance of MV-UCB, showing a log T’ regret order. This result, together with the lower
bound given in Theorem 2] establishes the order optimality of the MV-UCB policy for the case
of A > 0.

MV-UCB assigns an index 7)(t) to each arm and plays the arm with the smallest index at time ¢
(after playing every arm once). The index depends on the sample mean-variance calculated from

past observations and the number of times that the arm has been played up to time ¢. Specifically,
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the index of arm ¢ at time ¢ is given byEI

logt
7i(t)’

where b is a policy parameter whose value depends on the risk measure (see Theorem [3 below).

ni(t) =&(t) —b (19)

Theorem 3. Assume A > 0. The regret offered by the MV-UCB policy with b > % under

the measure of mean-variance of observations is upper bounded by

4b* log T
<
Ryv-ves(T) < g(min{AZ?A(Q%—p)Z}

+5)(A; +T2,) + o}

2
S

I'2 K
HM@MZA+MZMH (20)

1% v
Proof: From the regret expression given in (II)), we need to first bound E[r;] for i # .

This is established in the following lemma with proof given in Appendix G.

Lemma 5. Set b > %. The expected number of times a sub-optimal arm i # x with A; > 0

is played is upper bounded by

4b? log T
(T <
S S Az

+ 5. 21)

The third term in the regret expression in (L) is negative. Thus, we arrive at an upper bound
on ﬁMV_UCB(T ) that translates to an upper bound on Ry v_ycp(T) by applying Theorem [
See Appendix H for a detailed proof. [ ]

The model-specific regret of MV-UCB is linear in 7" when A = 0 as discussed in [11]. An
alternative policy in this case is MV-DSEE, a variation of the DSEE policy developed in [4] for
risk-neutral MAB. In the MV-DSEE policy, time is partitioned into two interleaving sequences:
an exploration sequence denoted by £(¢) and an exploitation sequence. In the former, the player
plays all arms in a round-robin fashion. In the latter, the player plays the arm with the smallest
sample mean-variance.

With the cardinality of the exploration sequence set to [ f(7")logT"| where f(.) is a positive

increasing diverging sequence with an arbitrarily slow rate, MV-DSEE offers an asymptotic regret

*The index and the analysis of the MV-UCB can be modified for locally sub-Gaussian distributions following similar lines

as in [34].
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order of O(f(T)logT) (which can be arbitrarily close to the optimal logarithmic order) over a

fixed distribution model without the assumption of A > 0.

Theorem 4. The regret of MV-DSEE policy under the measure of mean-variance of observations

is upper bounded by
Ryv-psee(T) = O(f(T)logT), (22)

where f(T) is a positive increasing diverging sequence with an arbitrarily slow rate.

Proof: Following similar steps as in the performance analysis of DSEE given in [4], we

can show that for ¢ # x,
Elr] = O(f(T)logT). (23)

Also similar to the proof of Theorem [, we have

T2
Rurv— T) < E[r(T)(A; +T? in{o?
mv-psee(T) < Z#Z* (7 ()] (A + z,*)—i_mln{gmax(#z* A

By substituting the bound on E[7;| given in (23), we arrive at the theorem.

1

K
+1), —logT}.
a

V. MODEL-INDEPENDENT REGRET

In this section, we consider the model-independent setting, in which the performance of a
policy is measured against the worst-case reward model specific to the policy and the horizon
length T'. Specifically, let R, (T"; F) denote the expected total performance loss of policy 7 over
a horizon of length 7" for a reward model /. The model-independent regret is given by, for each

T,
Ro(T) = sup R (T F), (24)
f

and we are interested in the order (in terms of 7°) of a thus defined R, (7). It is easy to see that for
any MAB problem, the model-independent regret order cannot be lower than the model-specific
regret order.

We establish an (7%/3) lower bound on the model-independent regret of any policy. Specif-
ically, in the following theorem we show that there is distribution model such that the regret

grows with Q(72/3).
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Theorem 5. Consider the MAB problem under the measure of mean-variance of observations.

The model-independent regret of any policy 7 satisfies, for some constants c3 > 0 and T, € N,
RAT) > T3, forall T > To. (25)

Proof: The proof is based on a coupling argument between two bandit problems with K = 2
and under distribution models F and F’, respectively. The optimal arm is switched under these
two models while the difference A between the mean-variances of the optimal and the suboptimal
arm is kept the same. First, it is shown that under at least one of these two distribution models,
for some constants ¢, > 0 and 1, € N,

cylogT
A2 7

Under both F and F’, a normal distribution is assigned to arm one. Two different Bernolli

R.(T) > forall T >T,. (26)

distributions are assigned to arm two such that arm two is the sub-optimal arm under F and the
optimal arm under F’. Through a coupling argument we show that for the specific distribution

assignments designed here,
Prr(t) = 2] + Prn(t) = 1] > exp(—Ex[r(T)]doA?) (27)

for some constant dy > 0. A lower bound on regret can be derived from (7)), which increases
as Ex[7o(T)] decreases. On the other hand, a higher Ex[7,(T")] indicates a higher regret under
distribution assignment F. We show that, for any value of Ex[m»(7)], the maximum of these
two lower bounds on regret is no smaller than the desired lower bound given in (26). A proper
assignment of A = dGT_ﬁ, for some constant dg, gives the lower bound on model-independent
regret in (23). For a detailed proof, see Appendix I. [ ]

MV-DSEE policy was also considered in [I1] and was shown to achieve O(T?%3) model-
independent regret performance with the cardinality of the exploration sequence set to |E(T)| =
[T%/3]. The lower bound given in Theorem [3 shows that MV-DSEE is order optimal under the

model-independent setting.

VI. SIMULATIONS

In this section, we provide numerical examples on the performance of MV-UCB. We first study

the effect of risk tolerance factor p on the rewards obtained by a risk-averse policy. In Fig. [II
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Fig. 1: The sample observations of MV-UCB under different risk-tolerance factor p (K = 4,
with normal reward distributions of parameters iy =0, o =1, us =2, py =3, 0y =1, 09 = 1,

0’3:2, 0'4:2).

two sample returns of MV-UCB are shown. By decreasing p the variation in the observation
decreases, although it is at a price of a lower average return.

Fig. 2 shows the regret performance of MV-UCB for different values of A. The simulation
shows that for a fixed value of I', the regret offered by MV-UCB increases as A decreases. A

linear regret order is expected as A approaches 0.

VII. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We studied risk-averse MAB problems under the risk measure of mean-variance of observa-
tions. We fully characterized the regret growth rate in both the model-specific and the model-
independent settings by establishing lower bounds and developing order-optimal online learning
policies.

The risk-averse MAB model reduces to the classic risk-neutral MAB when p — oo. Specif-
ically, when p — oo, the mean-variance approaches to the negative of the mean multiplied
by p. Thus, the mean-variance measure degenerates to a scaled mean value measure. With A;
replaced by —pI’; , and Fi* negligible against the term —pl’; ., the model-specific bounds given in
Theorems [2] and 3| reproduce the bounds on risk-neutral regret. Regarding the model-independent
regret, however, as it is shown in this paper, the regret growth rate is different from the risk-

neutral MAB. This difference is expected due to the reason that the worst-case assignment of
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Fig. 2: The performance of MV-UCB (p = 1, K = 2 with normal reward distributions of

parameters pi; = 0, pp = 0.5, 03 = 1).

the distributions takes into account the value of p. Thus, even for a large value of p, a proper
choice of the distributions with a sufficiently small difference I'; . in the mean values results in
a case where the difference in variance is comparable with —pI'; . and cannot be ignored.
Another scenario in which the risk-averse MAB under mean-variance approaches the risk-
neutral MAB is when all arms have the same mean (i.e., I' — 0). Specifically, the time variations
in the reward process have two sources: the randomness of the observed reward from each arm
and the switching across arms with different expected values. The latter diminishes when I' — 0.
Consequently, when I' — 0, the regret in mean-variance of observations becomes summable over
time and is given by a weighted sum of the expected number of times that each suboptimal arm
is played with the weights given by the difference in the variance of a suboptimal arm from the
optimal arm. It is thus similar to the risk-neutral regret with the difference in mean replaced by
the difference in variance. Thus, as expected, the model-specific bounds given in Theorems
and [3] degenerate to the bounds on risk-neutral regret, except that A, is the difference in the
variance rather than the mean. Under the model-independent setting, the value of I' is chosen
for the worst-case assignment of the distribution model and cannot be forced to zero. The above

connection through I' — 0 between the regret in mean-variance and the regret in mean is thus
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absent in the model-independent setting.

The model-specific regret lower bound obtained in Theorem 2l applies to only single-parameter
distribution models, the same assumption as used in the lower bound obtained by Lai and Robbins
in for risk-neutral MAB. Under the measure of mean-variance of observations, the mean and
the mean-variance of each arm are dependent through the single parameter 6; of the distribution.
Thus, the values of A; and I';, cannot be set independently. As a result, the Q(Tg) regret
lower bound in the model-independent setting (where the worst-case values of A; and I'; , can
be chosen independently) cannot be deduced from Theorem [2l The regret performance of MV-
UCB and MV-DSEE as given in Theorem 3 and Theorem 4, however, does not require the
assumption of single-parameter distribution models. It is thus perhaps reasonable to expect that
the logarithmic order in the lower bound holds for general distribution models.

Our regret lower bounds that hold for all 7" > T for some constant 7; € N should be
interpreted as finite-time results since one can always find a leading constant large enough (in
the case of upper bounds) or small enough (in the case of lower bounds) to accommodate the
first 7 terms. Indeed, how large or small the leading constant needs to be to have results hold
for all 7" can be obtained in our proof procedure. However, such a practice is tedious and leads
to an overly complicated expression.

For the risk-neutral MAB, an improved version of the UCB policy developed in [3] was
shown to achieve the optimal regret order under both the model-specific and model-independent
settings. We have shown in this paper that MV-DSEE approaches both the model-specific and
model-independent regret lower bounds, but requiring different values for the cardinality of the
exploration sequence. Whether a single policy without any change in its parameter values can
achieve the optimal regret order under both settings remains an open question. A satisfactory

answer to this question is involved and requires a separate investigation.
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Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 1

Let 7z, be the sample mean obtained from s i.i.d. observations. By Chernoff-Hoeffding bound [33]],
1
[34], for all a € (0, %],

and, for all a € (0, 7],

PlI5 2201 (X (1) — u(X))? — 0*(X)| < —02] < exp(—asd3),
P[I5 3201 (X (1) = (X)) = o*(X)] > 6] < exp(—asd}),

where X (t) is the tth observation of the random variable X. The mean-variance deviation term

can be written as

E-6X) = (X0~ — o~ EY)
_ %th) — (X)) + (u(X) — 7,
b 23X - wXO)(X) ~ 1)~ o, — €(X)

= % DX () = p(X))? = 0P (X) = ((X) = 1,)* = plir, — (X)) (28)

Notice that the second term on the right hand side of (28)) is always negative. For §; = %p and

a < 2—14, substituting £, — £(X) from (28))

_ 1 -
PlE. —&(X) >9] < P[- D (X)) = ul(X))? = 0 (X) > 6] + P, — p(X) < —61]
t=1
< exp(—asd?) + exp(—asd?)
asd?

2 —). 29
exp( i+ p)2) (29)

To prove @) let 6; = ﬁ. Notice that, 6; < 1 when 6 <2+ p and (u(X) —7i,) < §; implies
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(1(X) = 71,)* < &1. For a < g, substituting &, — £(X) from 28)

PE, — 6(X) < 3] < Bl- S (X(0) — p(X))? ~ 0%(X) < ~61] + B, — p(X) >

< exp(—asd;) + exp(—asd;)
asd?

= 2 exp(—m

) (30)

Appendix B: Proof of Lemma 2

Let i, = 7 Zt L Xr@(t) and pr = E[fz,]. In order to show the expression of regret given

in @), we expand the cumulative variance term.

T K 7i(T)
ED (Xe() — )] = Z Z fi.)’]
K 7i(T)
= Z Z — Hi + i — ﬁw)2]
K 7:i(T)
= Z Z — i)* A+ (s — Tip)?
+ 2(Xi(s) — pa) (i — i) (31

The first term on the RHS of (31)) equals to, by Wald identity,

K 7(T K
E[) Z — )’ =Y Erol. (32)
i=1 s=1 1=1

The second term can be written as
K

E[ZTi(Mi_ﬁw)2] = E|

1=1

]~

73 (s — o + pe — i)
1

.
Il

™)~

= B[ 7i((i — pn)® + (i — Fp)® 4 205 — pix) (i — )]

Il
—_

E[Ti(ﬂi - /~L7r)2] + E[T(NW - ﬁw)2]

M

=1

+2B)) 7l — ) (i — 1)) (33)

i=1
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The third term can be written as

Z 27, (1 ~T)] = Z (7 — pta) + (T — ) (1 — T2y
— Z 7 (1 — Jig)]- (34)

From (@2), (33) and (34), we have

E[Z(Xﬂ(t)(t)_ﬂn)z] = ZETZU —G—ZET, i = Hr) ]_I_E[T(:uﬂ_ﬁn)z]

t=1

Ti(i — ) (pr — )] + QE[Z il — i) (pr — T )]

+ 2F]

'MN

2

— ZETZU +ZE Ti( i — o) ]+E[T(Mn—ﬁw)2]

- 21@[2 7o — pie) (pn — T,
= ZEW + ZE 7i(pi — pe)?] + BT (e — 11)%] — 2E[T (1 — Ti)?] (35)

= ZEW +ZET, i — pn)?] — E[T(jir — 7,.)%. (36)

To arrive at 33), .1, 7:(T) = T'and S | 7(T)7;(T) = T, are used. Similarly, Y% | 7,(T); =
T'11, and it can be shown that



Sl - =

DL

i=1

_E I, Z Erl, ) % > E[nH() Erli;+Enli.)’]

;2 Z’TZ ZET] *] %ZE[TZ(ZET]FZ’j_I_ (T

ik Jj=1 i7E* JF#*

1 K
O S S R

j=1 iF£%

1
—+ ﬁ ZE[TZ<TF2,* + ZETJ'F*J)z]
i JF#*

1 & 1 -
QBT — =5 ) Em(Y_Enl.,)’)

=1 i j=1

24

=Y Er)li)’]

i

D R L M AN RE DN 3

i i e Tz

ZETZ ZETJ *J

1%

(37)
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For the third term on the RHS of (36), we have

E[T(:uﬂ - ﬁw)2]
= %E[(Z Z Xi(ti(s)) — Z Eripui)?]
— ; ZZ +Z(Ti —E7) )]
= %E[(Z z (Xi(ti(s)) — pa))?] + TE[(Z( E7i)pi)7]
+ 2RI S (lt(s) — 1) (Y7 — Eryo)
= B~ ) B BT
+ 2B i, — ) (3 — BT (9)
- %E[(Z 71, — )]+ %E[gnnm - %(Z ErT,.)?
+ 2B 7 — ) (Y0 AT (39)

Equation (38) follows from S5 (7, —=E7;)u; = (7. —Er )+ (i —En)pi = =3, (1i—
Eri)ps + i (ti — Emi)pi = 32, (1i — E7;)I' .. We know that for any random variable X,
o*(X) = E[X?|~E[X]?. To arrive at (39), set X = >_1* | 7,T'; . also notice that 2E[(3°F | 7(7, —
1) (i, Enilie)] = 0.

Thus, from @6), (37) and (B9), we have

T K
E[;(Xﬂ(t)(t)_ﬂn)2] = ZETZU +§E7—z _T ;TZ(M _%E ZTZ i)
2 K
T ZT, ZT,F
i=1 1=1
K
— ZETZO’ +ZE F 7{ ZTz(ﬂi—M*))Q]- (40)

1% =1
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Now we can show the expression for EW(T) for any policy 7 that plays arm ¢ for 7; times

R(T) = 5( ) = &=(T)
K

= ZET,& + ZETZ 1 Z (1

275* =1

K
- ZET,-A,- + ZETiF?’* _1g E(Y (7,

i=1 i=1 i=1

as desired.

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma

1

2
+a*

In order to prove (I3]), we write the expected value of 7(7i— u)? divided by log T as integrating

the tail probability. For the tail probability we have, for a real number x >

Plr(fi — p)* > xlog T

Now, we can write
E[T(ﬁ - :U’)Z]
log T’

IN

2
< Plmax sz, — p)° > wlogT]
= Plmax vs[f, —ul > valogT]

xlogT
ZPIMS ul > ]

<

< ZQeXp(—axlogT)
s=1

= o7,

(7 — p)?
log T

fac)

> x]dx

r

L r(E— p)?
- 1 S
a_l—/; [ og T > xldx
1 OO —ax+1
-+ 2T dx
a 1

1 T—a:c—i—l 1
—4+2 5o

a * alogT|

1 2

—(1 .

a( i logT)

*For the locally sub-Gaussian distributions, a similar bound on P[7 (77 — 1)® > zlog® T| can be proven which results in an

O(log®T) term on the RHS of (I3). Consequently, the second term on the RHS of (I2) becomes O(log? T'), which does not

affect the results on regret order developed in subsequent sections.
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Thus, multiplying by log 7', we have

Elr(7 — 1)*) < ~(log T +2).

S

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem [I]

Since &+ < &+, it is straightforward to see that

Ra(T) = Re(T) = &x(T) = & (T) = (&(T) = &-(T)) > 0. 1)
For the upper bound, we have

Ro(T) = Br(T) = &+(T) — & (T)

= —R..(T). (42)
From Lemma 2] we have
K K 1 K
ErA; + ETZ'F?* — =K T (1; — s N4+ af, 43
; ; T [(; (72; — )7 (43)

where 7; are the number of times arm ¢ is played by 7*. We have, by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

K 1 K

ZE( (- 1)) = TE[(Z%(E—ui))z]+%E[(ZﬁFi,*)2]

=1 i=1

IA
—_
=
a
=
+
Nl
E
A

;2 > Ero?, |E[() 7l (44)
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To arrive at @), we also use E[(3.1, 7:(75; — 11:))?] = Yo E7,07 as a result of Wald’s second
identity. For the second term on the RHS we have, by applying again Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

1 K 1 K K
TE[(ZTiFi,*)z] < fE[(ZTi)(ZTiF?,*)]
i=1 =1 i=1
K
= Y ErI?. (45)
=1

For a set of positive real numbers h;, we have /Y, h; < >_.+/h;. We can apply this inequality
to the third term on the RHS of @4) and from (@4), @3) and %Zfil Erio? < o2, (where

Omax = INax; o;) , we have
K

K
fE[(Z 7i(fi; — 1s))?] < maX—FZETZF 7*+20maX; Erl2,. (46)

i=1

Thus we can write

2
max

K K K
R (T) > Z EnA; + Z Er,I?, — Z ErT?, — 20ax

2 ZETZ ) 20maxz V ETZ|FZ* ~ Omax
> Z mggl(szi — 20 max|Lis|T) — 02,

o max z *
- max

1%
This gives a lower bound on R,.(T') which translates to an upper bound on R, (T) — R.(T)
by @2). Although this lower bound is a constant independent of T, it grows unboundedly when
A approaches 0. We next drive another lower bound on EW*(T) that is independent of A.
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R(T) = ZETZA + Y Bn?, — 2B il — p))] + o

iz i=1
> ZETZA +Y Enl?, ZETZ 1) (47)
i
= ZETZA +) Enl?, ZE[Ti(ﬁi — i + i)
- i
= ZET,A ZE 73 — )%
> ;EnAi— %logT (48)
> Kigr

Inequality (d7) holds as a result of Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (similar to (43])) and (48] holds
by Lemma 3

Appendix E: Proof of Lemma

For k # x, construct F*, by only changing the distribution of arm k to f; such that arm k
is the optimal arm (—§ < & — &, < 0) and |I(fx, fi) — I(fx, f1)| < € for arbitrary small €. The
possibility of such a model is a result of Assumption 1. Let v denote the log-likelihood ratio

k. Jre (X (81 (1)) 1o (X (1 (78))) it 3 ;
between the F and F": v = log X e ()T (R (o () We show that it is unlikely to have
under two different scenarios for +.

cilogT

First, consider v > c5logT' for a constant c5 > ¢;. We have

T <

c1logT c1log T = Ji(Xi(s))
Prlr, < ————=,7v>c5logT| = P log =———— > c5logT
S TG 1D slogT] A%< T Zl X)) ~ T
(s ) cslog T ,
< max Zlog I(fr, £1)]
,;gf;jiT) po ) " T £}
(s ) c
< Prl max, gar Zlog S)) > (i )]
=107 e fy) s=
By strong law of large numbers 1 ZS , log ;’f ﬁ’“gz — I(fx, fi) a.s. as t — oo. Notice that

E [log fk X’“ ] = I(fg, fi.). Thus,
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MaX, _ ¢ log T cllogT Zs 1 log?ﬁﬁi‘“gg; — I(fr, fr) a.s. as T"— oco. We thus have

I f) T f7)

Pr| max
]:[ cplogT C1

ST 17 e fy) s=

(5)) _ s ,
g Zlog 5» > (i )] = 0, as T — oo,

For v > c5log T, by strong law of large numbers, we have
c1logT
I(fx, f7)
Also, when Assumption 2 is satisfied, log f7.(X) and log f;(X) have sub-Gaussian distributions.

Thus, ! ’cg; has sub-Gaussian distribution and using Chernoff-Hoeffding bound we can prove

Prlmy < —~,7 > cslogT] - 0, as T — oc. (49)

an upper bound for Px[7, < Ic(l J}:gjf) ,7 > ¢ log T, for finite T'. Specifically,
2

Tk

cilogT c1logT Xk (5))
Prlmy < ————=,7 > cslogT] = Pgr log > c5logT
™ < T 1) ] ™ < TG 0 22 X)) ]
< Pr[ max Zlog Xi(s)) > ¢5log T
t< Ic(lfl"ng) = Xi(s))
cqlog T
T 75)
Ii( Xk s)) 1 1 1
< Z Pr[- Zlog o) e log T > 765 logT — e log T
cylogT
I(f1.I7) t
1 Jr(Xk(s)) oo L 1
< Prl- ) loge—F—r—=—1 —cslogT — —c1logT] (50
< ; J—'[t SZ:; og T Xn(s)) (fr, ) > S C510g S c1log ] (50)
cqlog T
I(f).17)
< Z exp(—ay(cs — ¢1)?log? T'/t) (51)
t=1

3 Cllijle—alf(fkvﬂc)@.
I(fku fk)

Inequality (30) holds since I( fy, f}) < 1¢1log T and (BI) holds according to Chernoff-Hoeffding

(52)

boundfi. We point out that the Chernoff-Hoeffding bound constant a; is different from the constant
specified in (@) since we have a different random variable here.

Next, we consider v < ¢5logT'. By Markov inequality, we have

For the locally sub-Gaussian distributions, a similar upper bound can be obtained based on (7). Specifically, (52) will be

f(lflogf,T)T’”(CS’cl) where a2 > 0 is a constant independent of 7. The lemma can then be similarly proved.
Wk

replaced by
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c1logT c1logT
Prelm < <] = Pr|T —1 2T — —2~
<ot = P T
E]:k[T—Tk]
S o gl (53)
I(fr:f7,)

We can change the probability measure from F to F* as follows. Let S(T') be the set of all

observations over a time horizon with length 7' that satisfy a particular event. We have

Pr[S(T)] = Erllsa)]

K K
= [ T At [T T dosteto)
S(T) =1 s=1 i=1 s=1
K T; Tk K
fr(@i(ti(s)))
= filai(ti(s))) | | felita(s)) 7355 da;(ti(s))
o ILII Lo 1L
fu(@i(ti(s)))
= Em[lsr)llt ]
S HEAB))
= ]E]:k [HS(T)GW].
Using (33)) and a change of probability measure from F to F* we have
c1logT B
PF[Tk < ma v < ¢slog T] - EF[H{T’K;(lfLO,ng) ~y<cs logT}]
N
< Enll, i <es log T)© )
s THEn [H{Tk< fﬁfl"iz yYses 1°gT}]
c1logT
< T9Prrlmp < ———~
TCSE]:k [T — Tk]
— _ c1logT
KTesto
S a7 (54)
T & log T

where to arrive at the last inequality we use the a—consistency assumption. Form (@9), (34) and

the fact that |I(fi, f.) — I(fx, f)| can be arbitrarily small, we conclude that, for ¢ < 1 — «

log T
P;[Tk<&]—>0, as T — 0.

Equivalently,

log T
P;:[Tkzﬁ]—)l, as T — oo.
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Form (32) and (34), we conclude that, for ¢5 < 1 — o, when Assumption 2 is satisfied

/1 (e —c 2 cs+a
Prlr < ]Cl logT] < a logTT—all(fk,fk)(f’cll) N KT

(e £ = T £7) T - gl
Thus, there is a Ty € N such that for 17" > Ty,
c1logT
Prlm, > ———] > ca.
[ I(fk7 f*)] ?

for some constant ¢, > 0 independent of 7" and /. We emphasize that the constant ¢; and c5

are chosen to satisfy ¢; < c; <1 — a.

Appendix F: Proof of Theorem

Since R,(T) > R,(T) we can establish a lower bound on R (T). From Lemma [2J we have

K K K
~ 1
R.(T) = ErA; + Y Enl?, — —E (Tl — p))?] + o2, 55
(T) ; ; 7 T[(;(u fx))”] (55)
A lower bound on E[r;] is a straightforward consequence of Lemma [l By Markov inequality
we have
cilogT . cilogT
So we can write
. Elr] . ¢y logT 1
lim —— lim P[r; >
e S (AU

Similarly, by Markov inequality we have, when Assumption 2 is satisfied, there is a 7j € N
such that for all T" > Tj,

cicologT
El[r] > ———. 57
R TS oD

For the third term on the RHS of regret expression (33), following the similar steps as in (46),

we have

K K
1 _ 2 2 1 2 >
fE[(Z Tl(luz - :u*)) ] S O max + TE[(; Tiri7*) ] + 2Umax Z ETiFi,*' (58)

i=1 1=1
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14a

Define the event £ as follows. £ : for all k # x, 7, < T =z .
For Zi:l Er,T; ik IE[(ZZ L Tili)?], we have

K 1 K K 1 K
2 2 . 2 2
;Enri,* — ?E[(; 1) = ;E[Tiri’* — T(Z 7:0;)7] (59)
K
> ZETZFZ En )% E (60)
= Y E[n(I? ZTJPMFJ*
1% ];é*
> 2 = . 2mita
> D E[n(IE, T(K D7), €]
1%
= D E[n(I%, — (K- 1)IT~ ). (61)

Notice that (60) holds because the argument inside the expectation in (39) is always positive

(similar to (3)) by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality).

We also have

Plr, > EE}ngS’E] Plr, > %} _Plr; < %,2}
> Plrz 55— P
> Pl > Cl}ig*T ;PTZ>T“O‘
> P2 -3 0
> Pl > fé}ong)] —(K-1)T3" (62)

Thus, by Markov inequality
R N ARLTIA
> Fin> i - - 0T
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As a result of Lemma [4 we have
. E[Tl,g] C1 lOgT C1
lim lim P
T—o0 lOgT T—o00 [ (fm f*)] I(f“ f*)
_l-a
— lim Cl(K — I)T

&1

Similarly, we have, when Assumption 2 is satisfied, there is a 7y € N such that for all 7' > Ty,

v

1a ) log T

cicologT
Elr, E] > ——— .
[ € A

= I(fi f)
Substituting (38) and (&) in regret expression we have

(K - 1T~

(63)

RA(T) > ZETZA + 3 Eln, E)(I2, — (K — )27~ 2%)
z;é*

_20maxz ETZIQ — Orax

K
2Umax‘ri*| 02
— E . Az o s _ Ymax
Z mil Er; Er, )

+ 3 En, )12, — (K — )77,
Substituting the lower bounds on E[7;] and E[7;, £] in the above bound we arrive at

~

lim inf it
T—00 logT

) 2
Z ] fl’ * AZ _'_ Fi7*). (64)

Also, when Assumption 2 is satisfied, for 7" > T 0
2

o 1 T 2maxri*
Rur) > Y aclsly 2wl Oue )

loa T cicologT
i (.fz> .f ) C}E;L_f}%) I(fisfs)

cicologT - _la € log T
NP Ty A R L (VWAL

(2, — (K —1)r27r=3%),

We can rewrite the above lower bound such that for all 7" > 17,

~ cicologT 9
Rﬂ'(T) Z Z 7(A2 + FL* - €T1>7 (65)

where €7, can be arbitrary small when 7} is large enough. However, precise characterization of

er, 1s tedious and depends on all of the diminishing terms above.
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Appendix G: Proof of Lemma [

4b% log T'

Let ¢ # * be a suboptimal arm and b; = [m]

n(T) = ZH[?T(t):

t=1
T
= b+ > () =i,7(t) > b]
t=b;+1
T
< b+ > T t) <0,7:(t) > b,] (66)
t=b;i+1
We can write
- logt
(1) —n.(t) = E(t)—D (¢
ni(t) — n.(t) &i(t) 0 s (t)
= @0 0[5 e~ (1) )
- 7 Tz(t) 7 7]* *
logt
oG b2y D), (67)
i(t)
For 7;(t) > b;, the last term in (67)) is positive, thus continuing from (66)
d logt
(1) < b 3 — =& < 0,7(t) = b;
A(T) S bt 3 IEW by — &S 0m) 2 b
t:bl—l—l
T
+ > Ina(t) —& > 0]
t=b;+1
Applying Lemma [I]
T T
ab®logt ab®logt
E[n(T)] < b;+2 texp(— )+ 2 texp(——)
2o 2 2 e
4b*log T o
< 1+4 | ¢ %dt
< i i
4b*1log T
— 14+ 4p7 1t
min{a7 421y T
4b*log T
< o8 +5. (68)

min{A7, 4(2 + )7}
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Appendix H: Proof of Theorem

Considering the regret expression in Lemma
K K 1 K
D _ 2 — 2 2
Ryv_ves(T) = Z EnA; + Z Er,l?, — TIE[(; Ti(fi; — p))’] + o

< ZETZ (A; +F2 f
iF£%

4% log T , )
;(min{Af, 12 ey BT e

From Theorem [Il we have

40 log T , 2, K
RMV—UCB<T> < E <II11I1{A2 4<2 n p)2} + 5)(A2 + Fi*) + Uf + mln{afnax( E A, + 1) — log T}
i# v itx

Appendix I: Proof of Theorem [3]

The following lemma is used in the proof of the theorem.

Lemma 6 ( [6]). Let vy, vy be two probability measures supported on some set X, with v,

absolutely continuous with respect to vy. Then, for any measurable function ¢ : X — {0, 1},
1
P, [o(X)=0]+P,[6(X)=1] > 5 exp(—1(vo, 111)). (69)
To prove Theorem [3 two different sets of distributions are assigned to a two-armed bandit.
Then it is shown that under at least one of these two sets of distributions (26]) holds. Consider
a two-armed bandit. Let f; ~ N (u1,07), a normal distribution with mean y; = 2 and variance
o7 = & —4A% Also, let f, ~ B(p), a Bernolli distribution with p = 1/4 + 2A and f} ~ B(q)
with ¢ = 1/4 — 2A. Denote F = (f1, fo) and F’' = (f1, f5). For the simplicity of presentation
let us assume p = 0. Note that for the difference between the variance of above distributions we
2 2 _

have 02 — 02 = A and 02 — 02 = A. Since R.(T) < R.(T) we can establish a lower bound

on R,(T) that is also a lower bound on R,(T). From Lemma

K K 1 K
ETZ‘AZ‘ + E’Tzl—‘?* — —E Ti _i — Uy 2 +O'f
; ; . [(; (75 — 1))

Following the similar lines as the proof of {S]) we show

2
~ 2

i=1
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Using Lemma [6] through a coupling argument we establish a lower bound on the regret under

one of the two systems.

Let us use the notations R,(7;F) and R,(7T;F’) to distinguish between the regrets under

distribution assignments F and F’, respectively. Also, let f®)

of the reward process up to time ¢ under F and F’, respectively. Spcifically,

FO@L),2(2), e 2(8)) = Moy () 2y ol (5))
and f') is defined similarly under F'.
max(R,(T; F), R.(T; F'))
> SBT3 F)) + Bel F)
> %;aw(t) = 9]+ Prr(t) = 1]) ~ (05T +2)
> %;@f[w(t) = 9]+ Prr(t) = 1]) ~ (05T +2)
> 23 eI, 1) ~ 2logT + 2).

The KL-divergence between f) and f'® equals to

gH{sw 2}f2( m(s) (8))
Mser(e)=2) f3(Xan(s) (5))

]

— EF[Z(plogg—l-(l— )1og1 ];)]

s=1
p 1 -
= Eﬂz(t)(plogg +(1—p)log—

S E]:’TQ (t)d0A2

for some constant dy. Substituting (72) in (Z1)

max (R (T; F), Re(T: F"))

> %Texp(—E;TQ(T)dOA2) — %(lOgT + 2)

and f'® denote the distribution

(70)

(71)

(72)

(73)



Following the similar lines as the proof of (4], we show that

2 2 2

~ 1

R.(T) > E ETZ-AZ-+E ETZ-F?,*—TE[(E 7ilin)’]
=1 =1 =1

2
1
2
= Omax — 20max fE[(; Tiri7*)2]'

We can write

N 1 !
Ro(TiF) 2 Ernd+Ernl® = ZEAnT — 0f — 20| EF (73T

1
= E]:TQA + TE]:[TlTQ]Fz — 0'2 < 20max E]:[T ]I‘2

ma:

For the first term on the right hand side of (Z4)), we have, for a constant 0 < d3 < 1

1 T —dsT
SEF[n(T)n(T)] > TgEf[Tz,Tz < dsT]

T
ET—dgT
- 2 T
= d4E]:[7'2],

Er (7]

where d, = %. To arrive at (73)), notice that we have

Er[r, 7 > dsT] < Eg[m, ™ < d3T],
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(74)

(75)

(76)

(77)

otherwise Ex[m] is linear with time and we arrive at the theorem. We show that Ex[1, 70 >

dgT] < E}'[TQ,TQ < dgT] translates to E]:[TQ,’TQ < dgT] > %E[TQ]
E]:[TQ] — E[TQ, Ty > dgT]

= E]:[’TQ,’TQ < dgT] —I—E]:[TQ,TQ > dgT] —E]:[’TQ,’TQ > dgT]

v

1
= §(E}'[7_2>72 < d3T) + Ex|ro, 79 > dsT])

1
= §E]:[7'2].

By (Z4) and ([Z6]), we can write

max(R.(T; F), R.(T: F))

~

R (T; F)

v

> E]:TQA + d4E]:’7'2P2 — 0'2

—_— max

1 1
E]:[TQ,TQ < dgT] -+ E]:[TQ,TQ > dgT] — iEf[TQ,TQ > dgT] — iE]-'[TQ,TQ < dgT]

_20max E]:[TQ]P2.

(78)
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For brevity of notation, let £ Ex7,. From (Z3) and (Z8) (by taking average over two lower

bounds) we have, for 7" > T for some large enough 7y € N

1. TA 2
max(R,(T; F), R.(T; F")) > —{— exp(— E;T2d0A2) - a(logT +2) + ErnA

+ diBrrl? — 0h . — 20max VEFI2}
1 . TA
> m>1{)1 2{— exp(—xdgA?) + dyzT?}
+ min —{xA — 20max V2I'?}
>0 2
1 1
(logT +2)— iamax
doI? TdyA?
= 1 1
deN( %8 g0z T
F2 1 1
_ Tmax” logT +2) — = 7
S G logT‘
Z T2
Substituting A with dg7~'/3 in ([79) for a constant dg that satisfies 1 do 192 > 1, we have, for
some constant c3 > 0,
RA(T) > csT%3. (80)

In this proof, for the purpose of presentation, it is assumed p = 0. For p # 0 the same proof
holds with modified assignment of distributions. The assignment of distributions are as follows.
Forp# 3, letp=1+2,qg=1%1—2, 11 =3 and of = & —46°+ 5. For p =3, let p = £ + 30,
q=13%—30, uy = 2 and o7 = 1T — 9%
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