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Abstract

Most contextual bandit algorithms minimize regret to the best fixed policy—a ques-
tionable benchmark for non-stationary environments ubiquitous in applications.
In this work, we obtain efficient contextual bandit algorithms with strong guar-
antees for alternate notions of regret suited to these non-stationary environments.
Two of our algorithms equip existing methods for i.i.d problems with sophisti-
cated statistical tests, dynamically adapting to a change in distribution. The third
approach uses a recent technique for combining multiple bandit algorithms, with
each copy starting at a different round so as to learn over different data segments.
We analyze several notions of regret for these methods, including the first results
on dynamic regret for efficient contextual bandit algorithms.

1 Introduction

Algorithms for the contextual bandit problem have been developed for adversarial [4], stochas-
tic [|I|, @] and hybrid [@, @] environments. Despite the specific setting, however, almost all these
works minimize the classical notion of regret that compares the reward of the algorithm to the best
fixed policy in hindsight. This is a natural benchmark when the data generating mechanism is essen-
tially stationary, so that a fixed policy can attain a large reward. However, in many applications of
contextual bandits, we are faced with an extremely non-stationary world. For instance, the pool of
available news stories or blog articles rapidly evolves in content personalization domains, and peo-
ple’s preferences typically exhibit trends on daily, weekly and seasonal scales. In such cases, one
wants to compete with an appropriately adaptive sequence of benchmark policies, for the baseline
to be meaningful.

Prior works in a context-free setting (that is, the multi-armed bandit problem) have studied regret
to a sequence of actions, whenever that sequence is slowly changing under some appropriate mea-
sure (see e.g. [4-6,[15, 21])). A natural generalization to the contextual setting would be to compete
with a sequence of policies, all chosen from some policy class, when the sequence of policies is
slowly changing. Extension of the prior context-free works to the contextual setting indeed yields
algorithms with such guarantees, as we show with a baseline example (Exp4.S). However, the com-
putation and storage of the resulting algorithms are both linear in the cardinality of the policy class,
making tractable implementation impossible except for very small policy classes.

To overcome the computational obstacle, all previous works on efficient contextual bandits assume
access to an optimization oracle which can find the policy with the largest reward on any dataset
containing context-reward pairs , , , ]. Given such an oracle, however, it is known that no
efficient low-regret algorithms exist in the fully adversarial setting [[12, Theorem 25], even without
any challenges of non-stationarity. Consequently all previous works explicitly rely on assumptions
such as i.i.d. contexts, or even i.i.d. context-reward pairs. On the other hand, most prior works in
the non-stationary setting adapt algorithms for the adversarial environment (such as Exp3 [4]) to
deal with a changing comparator sequence (for example [3,d]). This creates a fundamental point of
departure in contextual bandits from previous works for non-stationary settings. To obtain compu-
tationally efficient algorithms, we need to adapt algorithms which were developed under some i.i.d.
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Table 1: Comparisons of different results presented in this work. Interval, switching and dynamic
regret are explained in text. 7' is the total number of rounds, L is an algorithm parameter for the
longest interval on which regret is measured, S is the number of switches of the competing policy
sequence, and A (shorthand for Ar) is the total variation defined in Section[2] These parameters
are assumed to be known for all results in this table except for the last row. See discussions in
Sections 3] and @ for more results when parameters are unknown. Dependence on other parameters
(such as number of actions and policies) are omitted. Results with % assume data is (approximately)
ii.d. on intervals where the competitor remains the same. Results with { assume a transductive
setting.

Algorithm Oracle-Efficient? Interval Regret Switching Regret Dynamic Regret
Exp4.S (baseline) N VL VTS T3As +T
ADA-GREEDY Y L3 * T5S5  « TiAT + T3

ADA-ILTCB Y VL VTS N/A
Corralling BISTRO+ Y T% T%S TEAS 471 ¢

assumptions and study appropriate generalizations of regret from i.i.d. to non-stationary environ-
ments.

We begin by modifying the simplest contextual bandit algorithm, EPOCH-GREEDY [[16], to work in
non-stationary settings ] We further adapt the statistically and computationally optimal approach of
Agarwal et al. [[1]] to this setting as well. Both of our modifications, ADA-GREEDY and ADA-ILTCB,
probe for the longest period in the past over which the data distribution looks approximately i.i.d.,
and compute a distribution over policies based on that period. The exact test is algorithm-specific
and based on verifying certain concentration inequalities which the algorithm relies upon, but the
general idea might be applicable to extending other contextual bandit algorithms as well.

In addition, we also propose a very different approach by combining different copies of the
BISTRO+ algorithm ], each of which starts at a different time. This can be seen as a natu-
ral generalization of the approach of Hazan and Seshadhri [13], which works in the full information
setting. However, there are additional challenges with partial feedback, and we build on recent result
of Agarwal et al. [2], which can adaptively pick amongst multiple bandit algorithms and compete
with the best of them. Unlike our first two algorithms, BISTRO+ requires no statistical assumption
on the rewards and we inherit this robustness in a non-stationary setting, while maintaining compu-
tational efficiency. We can also replace BISTRO+ with other contextual bandit algorithms (e.g. the

one in ]).

We present strong theoretical guarantees for the algorithms discussed above, in terms of interval
regret, switching regret and dynamic regret (defined in Section2). A high-level outcome of our
analysis is that the algorithms enjoy a regret bound on any time interval that is sufficiently stationary
(called interval regret), compared with the best fixed policy for that interval. The precise notion of
sufficiently stationary is algorithm-specific and formalized in Section[3l This general result has im-
portant corollaries, discussed in Sectiondl For example, if the data-generating process is typically
1.1.d., except there are hard switches in the data distribution every so often, then our algorithms per-
form as if they knew the change points in advance, up to a small penalty in regret (called switching
regret). More generally, if the data distribution is slowly drifting, we can still provide meaningful
regret bounds (called dynamic regret) when competing to the best policy at each time (instead of a
fixed one over all rounds). Importantly, the dynamic regret bound of ADA-GREEDY holds under a
fully adversarial setting, same as the inefficient baseline Exp4.S[ As far as we know, this is the first
result on adversarial and efficient contextual bandits. Our results are summarized in Table[Tl

Related work. The idea of testing for an approximately i.i.d. period was studied in [8] and [3]
for a very different purpose, and in [13] for a two-armed bandit problem in non-stationary environ-

"For simplicity, we look at the e-greedy variant of the algorithm which is qualitatively similar.
2Note that this does not contradict with the hardness results in [12] since the bound is data-dependent and
could be linear in 7" in the worst case.



mentsH all without context. The closest bounds to those in Table [Tl are in the non-contextual set-
ting [@.—B, ] as mentioned earlier. Chakrabarti et al. [IQ] study a context-free setup where action set
changes. To the best our knowledge, oracle-efficient contextual bandit algorithms for non-stationary
environments were only studied before in [19], where a reduction from competing with a switching
policy sequence to competing with a fixed policy was proposed. However, the reduction cannot be
applied to the i.i.d methods [1,[16], and it heavily relies on knowing the number of switches in ad-
vance. Additionally, this approach gives no guarantees on interval regret or dynamic regret, unlike
our results.

2 Preliminaries

The contextual bandits problem is defined as follows. Let X be an arbitrary context space and K be
the number of actions. Let [n] denote the set {1,...,n} for any integer n. A mapping 7 : X — [K]|
is called a policy and the learner is given a fixed set of policies II. For simplicity, we assume
IT is a finite set but with a large cardinality N = |II|. Ahead of time, the environment decides
T distributions D1, ...,Dr on X x [0,1]%, and draws T' context-reward pairs (z,7;) ~ D; for
t=1,...,T independentlyﬂ Then at each round t = 1,..., T, the environment reveals x; to the
learner, the learner picks an action a; € [K] and observes its reward 7 (a¢). The regret of the learner
with respect to a policy 7 at round ¢ is r¢ (w(2;)) — 7 (a; ). Most existing results on contextual bandits

focus on minimizing cumulative regret against any fixed policy = € II: Zil re(m(xe)) — re(ar).

To better deal with non-stationary environments, we consider several related notions of regret. The
first one is cumulative regret with respect to a fixed policy on a time interval Z, which we call interval
regret on . Specifically, we use the notation Z = [s, s'] for s < s’ and s,s" € [T] to denote the
set {s,s+ 1,...,s'} and call it a time interval (starting from round s to round s’). The regret with
respect to a fixed 7 € II on a time interval Z is then defined as ) _, . 7+ (7(x¢)) —7¢(a¢). Thus, alow
interval regret for a class of intervals implies competition with the best fixed policy on each interval
in the class with the freedom to pick different benchmark policies on different intervals when the
environment changes. This notion is similar to adaptive and strongly adaptive regret [[13,[10]. We
use the term interval regret without any specific interval when the choice is clear from context.

As an example, consider a sequence of benchmark policies 71, . .., wp € II, that switches at most .S
times, that is, Zthz 1{ms # m_1} < S. This is a natural baseline if the distribution of contexts and
rewards changes S times over 7" rounds (e.g., each time new content is added in a personalization
application). Regret against this baseline is called switching regret in previous works [19]. Low
interval regret implies low switching regret, as we can consider the S + 1 intervals defined by the
switches, where the baseline ; stays fixed. Results on switching regret are discussed in Section .1l

Alternatively, the distributions over contexts and rewards might slowly drift, due to underlying trends.
The optimal policy might change slightly very often, but the total change might still be controlled
in some appropriate measure. We capture these scenarios by generalizing dynamic regret [3] to the
contextual setting. Specifically, let R¢(7) = E(; y~p,7(7(7)) be the expected reward of policy
mand w7 = argmax_ . R¢(7) be the optimal policy at round ¢. Then dynamic regret is defined
as Zil ri(mf(z¢)) — re(a¢). It is well-known that in general no sub-linear dynamic regret is
achievable. We therefore generalize the notion of the variation of reward distributions in [5] and

define Ap = Zthz maxyer |[Re(m) — Ri—1(m)|. We aim to derive dynamic regret that depends on
Ar and is meaningful whenever A is reasonably small.

All algorithms we consider construct a distribution p; over actions at round ¢ and then sample a; ~
pi. The importance weighted reward estimator is defined as 7;(a) = %1{(1 = a}, Ya € [K].

For an interval Z, we use Rz (7) and Rz () to denote the average expected and empirical rewards
of 7 over Z respectively, that is, Rz(7) = 77 3,c7 Re(m) and Rz (m) = 177 3,7 Fe(m(ay)). The

3That work focuses on adapting to unknown parameters, and the regret bound there has a large independence
in 7", making the results incomparable.
“That is, the data generating process is oblivious to the algorithm.
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Algorithm 1: ADA-GREEDY

Input: largest allowed interval length L and variation «, allowed failure probability ¢

Define 11 = min{%,L‘é« /%} B(t) =2 /1n(41;;N/5) n 1n(4TI;N/5) forany £ > 0

Play uniformly at random for the first two rounds
fort=3,...,T do
k=2
while & < min{L,t} do
T[t—k,t—1] = ArgMaXyern Rip—k,t—1](T)
for 0 =k/2,k/4,...,2do
L if R[t,gﬂt,” (%[t,g_’t,”) — R[t,g_’t,” (%[tfk,tfl]) > 4B(£) + 2 then goto Line 11
T = M[t—k,e—1]s k < 2k
Set pi(a) = p+ (1 — Kp)la =m(2)}, Va € [K]
| Play a; ~ p; and receive ri(ay)

variation on Z = [s, s'| is defined as

’
S

A1 = Z meal%dRT(w) — Rr—1(m)]. (1)

L
T=s5+1

We use DtX to denote the marginal distribution of D; over X, and [, to denote the conditional expec-
tation given everything before round ¢. Finally, we are interested in efficient algorithms assuming
access to an optimization oracle , ]:

Definition 1. The argmax oracle (AMO) is an algorithm which takes any set S of context and reward
vector pairs (x,r) € X x R¥ as inputs and outputs any policy in argmax > (emes T(m(@)).

An algorithm is oracle-efficient if its total running time and the number of oracle calls are both
polynomial in 7', K and In N, excluding the running time of the oracle itself.

3 Interval Regret

In this section we present several algorithms with interval regret guarantees. As a starter and a
baseline, we first point out that a generalization of the Exp3.S algorithm [4] and Fixed-Share [14]
to the contextual bandit setting, which we call Exp4.S, already provides a strong interval regret
guarantee as shown by the following theorem. We include the algorithm and the proof in Appendix[Bl
Crucially, Exp4.S requires maintaining weights for each policy and is thus inefficient.

Theorem 1. Exp4.S with parameter L ensures that for any time interval T such that |Z| < L, we
have B [3°, .7 ri(m(ze)) — re(ar)] < O(/ LK In(NL)) for any 7 € 11, where the expectation is

with respect to the randomness of both the algorithm and the environment.

Note that in bandit settings, it is impossible to achieve regret O(1/|Z|) for any interval Z simulta-
neously, as shown in [[1(]. Therefore in some sense the above guarantee is the best one can hope
for, and in the following subsections we prove similar statements with different oracle-efficient al-
gorithms.

3.1 ADA-GREEDY

The simplest oracle-efficient contextual bandit algorithm is the EPOCH-GREEDY method [[16] which
assumes an i.i.d. distribution of contexts and rewards. In this section, we will extend the related e-
GREEDY algorithm to enjoy a small interval regret on any interval with a small variation.

e-GREEDY plays uniformly at random with a small probability € and otherwise plays according

to the empirically best policy argmax, R; ¢—1)(7). Instead of finding the best policy using data
from all previous rounds, which is counterintuitive in a non-stationary environment, the key idea of



ADA-GREEDY is to search for the largest recent interval with length k& < min{L, ¢}, in a doubling
manner, such that the data collected on this interval is stationary enough, and then play according to

the optimal policy on this interval: argmax, ﬁ[t, k,t—1)(m) (see Line 6 to 11).

Specifically, it suffices to check whether the empirically optimal policy on [t — k, ¢ — 1] has similar
performance on subintervals [t — ¢,t — 1] forall £ = k/2, ..., 2 compared to the empirically optimal
policies on these subintervals (Line 9). The intuition is that these checks will succeed with high
probability if the data on [t — k,t — 1] is actually (close to) i.i.d, but even if the data is not i.i.d
on this interval and the checks succeed, it would not affect the performance of the algorithm. This
intuition is formalized in the proof of Theorem[2]

Oracle-Efficiency. Note that for each new candidate k, we compute 7j;_, ;1) using one call of
the AMO oracle (all 7T(;_g ;1) for £ = k /2,...,2 were computed previously). Since we only check
O(In L) different k’s, each round the algorithm makes at most O(In L) calls of the oracle.

We prove the following result for ADA-GREEDY, recalling the notation Az in Eq. (I). Note that
when a = O(L_%), the rate of the regret below matches the ordinary regret bound of EPOCH-
GREEDY, which is of order O(T'?/3) (the standard i.i.d. setting is a special case of o = 0).

Theorem 2. With probability at least 1 — 6, for any time interval T such that |Z| < L and Az < «,
ADA-GREEDY with parameters L, o and & guarantees for any 7 € I1,[

3 re(w(@) — relar) < O (La + L3 /K I(N/d) + Kln(N/&)) .

tel

Proof. Recall 7i(a) = 248 1{a = a;} < 1/pand By[Fy (m(2))] = Re(), Bo[Fu(m(21))?] < 1/,

By Freedman’s inequality (included in Appendix[Al) and a union bound, we have with probability at
least 1 — /2, for any policy 7 and any time interval Z’,

Rz (r) — R (m)| < B(TZ')). ©)

The rest of the proof conditions on this event. We will also use the fact (proven in Lemma [3] of
Appendix[C) that by the condition Az < «a, we have for any 71,7, C Z and 7 € 11,

Rz, (m) = R, (m)] < (€)

Now let s be the first round of Z. Consider any fixed round ¢ € Z with ¢ > s + 2, and let k; be such
that my = %[t_ k;,t—1] Where 7, is the one used in Line 11. We first point out that k; is large enough

in the sense that k, > k; == gllogz(t=5)] 5o that 7, is computed with enough approximately i.i.d.
data. This fact is proven in Lemmad of Appendix[Cl and the high level idea is that the statistical
check we perform in LineQlis designed to fail when data is approximately i.i.d. and concentration
holds.

Therefore, for any 7 € II, we have

Ri(m) < Rpp—p, p—1)(m) +a < ﬁ[tfkt,tfl] (m) + o+ B(ky) (by @) and @)
< ﬁ[tfkt,tfl] (Tit—kp,t—1)) + o+ B(ky) (by optimality of 7(; 4 ;1))
< 7%[,5_;%,5_1] (m¢) + 3+ 5B(ky) (by Line 9 and k; < k})
< Rit—ky,i—1)(m) + 3+ 6B(k;) < Ry(my) + 4o+ 6B(ky). (by @) and (3))

Put together, the sum of conditional expected regrets >, E¢[r(m(x¢)) — 7¢(at)] is bounded by

o (La +LEp+Y B(kt)> =0 (La + LKu+

tel

LIn(N/a) n In(N/6)
1t 1t '

Finally, applying Hoeffding-Azuma inequality and plugging our choice of p finishes the proof. [
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Algorithm 2: ADA-ILTCB
Input: largest allowed interval length L, allowed failure probability &

Definefi; = min {% W} C1=4,Cy = 2.4 x 10°,C5 = 41, Cy = 600

Play uniformly at random for the first 2 rounds
fort=3,...,T do

k=2

while & < min{L,t} do

for ( =k/2,k/4,...,2do

if max e (l{e;g[t_“_l] (m) — Cll@[t_m_u (w)) > C2LEL then goto Line 14

if max e (l@[t_k7t_1] (m) — Cll@[t_gjt_ll (w)) > C2LEL then goto Line 14

Lgt @ be a solution to (OP) with data from [t — k, ¢ — 1] and minimum probability
for 0 =k/2,k/4,...,2do

if max,ecp (\A/[t_“_l} (Q,m) — C’gﬁt_k7t_1] (Q, w)) > % then goto Line 14
| Pt — Q“('|l’t), k + 2k

| Play a; ~ p; and receive ri(ay)

3.2 ADA-ILTCB

Although being fairly simple, ADA-GREEDY is suboptimal just as EPOCH-GREEDY is suboptimal
for stationary environments. In this section we propose ADA-ILTCB, a variant of ILOVETOCON:-
BANDITS [1], which achieves the optimal regret rate while also being oracle-efficient. The idea is
similar to ADA-GREEDY, but the statistical checks are more involved. For simplicity, we focus on
intervals within which the data is 1.i.d., that is, D; remains the same.

For a policy 7 and an interval Z, we denote the expected and empirical regret of 7 by Reg/(7) =
max. e Rz(n') — Rz(m) and lie\gz(ﬂ') = max, en Rz (7') — Rz () respectively. For a context
 and a distribution over the policies @ € A = {Q € RY : 3 _;Q(7) = 1}, the projected
distribution over the actions is denoted by Q(*|x) such that Q(alz) = >°. , _, Q(T), Va € [K].
The smoothed projected distribution with a minimum probability p is defined as Q*(-|z) = ul +

(1 — Kp)Q(-]) where 1 is the all-one vector. Like [[1I], we keep track of the variance of the reward
estimates and define for a policy 7, an interval Z and a distribution @ € A

_ 1 1 1 !
V@ =7 2 Tt e = Tt )

teT

As in ADA-GREEDY, at each round we search for the largest recent interval where the environment is
stationary enough. There are two steps in checking an interval [t — k, ¢ — 1]. At the first step (Lines 8
and 9), we check for all = whether the empirical regret of 7 on [t — k,¢ — 1] and all subintervals
[t—¢,t—1] (¢ =k/2,...)are close. If so, we proceed to the second step (Line 10 to 12), where we
solve the optimization problem (OP) defined in [1I] (and included in Appendix D)) using data from

[t —k,t— 1], to obtain a sparse distribution Q. We then check whether the variances Vi, ;—1)(Q, )

are bounded in terms of ﬂt,kﬂt,l] (Q,m) (¢ =k/2,...) for all wr. If this is also true, we move on to
check the interval [t — 2k, ¢t — 1]. Otherwise we play according to the previous solution of (OP).

Oracle-Efficiency. Note that Lines 8, 9 and 12 can all be implemented by one call of the
AMO oracle each, given that for each new k& we first use an extra oracle call to compute
max, e Ri—k,—1 (7). Specifically, let S = {(zi, —+73) bicpr—e.0—1) U {(@i, S73) Vicpe—kot—1)s
then the left hand side of the inequality in Line 8 can be rewritten as maxx », )es7(m(2)) +

SWe use notation O to suppress dependence on logarithmic factors in L, T, K and In(N/§).
®These loose constants are partially inherited from [1I] and we did not make an effort to tighten them.



maxyrern Rig—¢,—1](7") — C1 maxz e Ry—p,¢—1)(7’), where clearly the first term can be com-
puted by one oracle call and the rests are precomputed already. Similarly, Line 12 can be computed
by feeding the oracle with examples {(x;, %m)}ié[t—“—ﬂ U {(a, —% m)}ie[t—k,t—l]-
Moreover, as shown in [[1]], the optimization problem (OP) can be solved by O(1/K L/ In(N/3)) or-
acle calls and the solution has only O(+/K L/In(N/4)) non-zero coordinates. Since we only check
In L different ks, in total ADA-ILTCB makes O(y/K L/ In(N/3)) oracle calls per round.

We next present the interval regret guarantee of ADA-ILTCB, which improves from (5(L%) to
O(V'L) compared to ADA-GREEDY (see Appendix [Dlfor the proof).

Theorem 3. With probability at least 1 — 6, for any interval T such that |Z| < L and Dy is identical
forallt € T, ADA-ILTCB with parameters L and § guarantees for any w € 11,

S ri(m(@e)) —rilar) <O (\/LKln(N/é)) .

teT

3.3 Corralling BISTRO+

One drawback of the results in the previous two subsections is that D; has to be (almost) identical for
all ¢ € Z. In this section, we allow the distributions to be arbitrary, but only require a transductive
setting where the contexts x1, ...,z are all revealed to the learner ahead of time. We propose
another oracle-efficient algorithm in this setting with similar interval regret guarantees. The high
level idea is to combine several copies of the BISTRO+ algorithm [20], which achieves (’)(T%)
regret on the whole interval [1, 7] in the transductive setting

The idea of using an expert algorithm to combine different copies of a base algorithm to achieve in-
terval regret is well-studied in the full information setting and can be achieved in a black-box manner
without losing rates in the regret [|E, 17, m]. However, in the bandit setting, it is much harder to do
this without hurting the performance due to the lack of feedback to supply to each algorithm which
potentially suggests different actions. In a recent work [2], an algorithm called CORRAL was pro-
posed to combine bandit algorithms in a black-box manner and shown to provide better guarantees
than previous works under certain mild conditions. We thus propose to use CORRAL with different
copies of BISTRO+, each of which starts at a different time, and show that it achieves the following
guarantee (the actual algorithm and the proof are deferred to Appendix[Eldue to space constraints):

1

Theorem 4. In the transductive setting, CORRAL with TiK~2(InN)~i copies of
BISTRO+ as base algorithms guarantees that for any policy © and interval I, we have

E[Y,crre(m(z)) —ri(a)] < O(TIK2(InN)%).

4 Implications

In this section we discuss the implications of interval regret guarantees on switching regret and dy-
namic regret, both of which are meaningful performance measures for non-stationary environments.

4.1 Switching Regret

The implication on switching regret is pretty straightforward. We take Exp4.S as an example and
state the results below (see Appendix [Bl for the proof), but one can easily generalize the results to
the other three algorithms we have presented with different conditions and regret rates (see Table[T)).

Corollary 1. Exp4.S with parameter L ensures that for any 71, . . . ,wp € Il such that Zthz 1{m #

m—1} < S, we have E [Zle ri(me(xe)) — rt(at)} < 10) ((% + S\/E) \/m)

If S is known, then one can set L = T/ and obtain regret bound O(vTSK In N). Otherwise
setting L with different values leads to different bounds that are incomparable. For example, setting

L = T leads to O(Sv/TK In N) while setting L = v/T leads to O((T'? + ST%)vKInN).

7 As in [20], our results also hold if D;* s are known ahead of time (instead of z¢’s).



4.2 Dynamic Regret

All results with efficient algorithms presented so far require some additional conditions to obtain
meaningful bounds. We now drop any of these assumptions and move on to bounding dynamic

regret in terms of the variation Ap = Zthz maxqern |Re(m) — Re—1(m)|. We first point out that
previous works [6, 22] have studied a reduction from dynamic regret to interval regret , restated
below:

Lemma 1. Let {Z; = [s;,1;]};c[n) be time intervals that partition [1,T]. We have

T n
D el (@) = ralen)] £ 37 D e (el (w0)) = rular))] + 247 max [Ty
t=1

i=1teZ;

We include the proof in Appendix [H for completeness. Partitioning [1, 7] into intervals with length
L’ < L, applying this lemma and Theorem[dldirectly lead to the following result for Exp4.S.

Corollary 2. Exp4.S with parameter L ensures that E [23:1 re(mf(ze)) — rt(at)} <
6 (minOSL/SL %\/ LKInN + L/AT).

Again, if a bound A on Ar is known, one can tune L optimally to get a bound 6(T% (AKInN)3 +

VTK In N), which is similar to the optimal dynamic regret in multi-armed bandits [§]. When
A is unknown, different values of L gives different and in general incomparable bounds.

For example, setting L = T3 leads to O(T3vAr(KInN)i + T3VKInN) (with L/ =
min{7T?/3, T?/3(K1In N)'/*/\/A7} in this case).
Note that the exact same argument above does not apply to ADA-GREEDY directly since its interval

regret guarantee requires Az < «. It turns out, however, one can simply set « = B(L) and partition
[1,T]in a more careful way to obtain the following result that holds in a complete adversarial setting.

Corollary 3. With probability at least 1 — §, ADA-GREEDY with parameter L, 6 and o« = B(L)
ensures that[l

> e (x0) = re(ar) < O ((Ll + LAT> K1n(N/5)> .

t=1

Specifically, if Ar is known, setting L = min{(T/Ar)i, T} gives O((T1 A% + T3)K In(N/6));
otherwise, setting L = T3 gives O(T'% (Ar + 1)K In(N/6)).

Proof. The proof of Theorem[2]shows that with probability at least 1 — /2, ADA-GREEDY ensures
that for any interval Z such that |Z| < L and Az < B(L), wehave ), . Ey[ry (7] (1)) — 74 (ar)] <
o (L§ VK In(N/6) + Kln(N/&)). We can thus first partition [1, 7] evenly into T'/L intervals,
then within each interval, further partition it sequentially into several largest subintervals so that
for each of them the variation is at most B(L). Since the total variation is Ay, it is clear that this

results in at most 7'/ L+ Ar/ B(L) subintervals, each of which satisfies the conditions of Theorem[2l
Applying Lemma[Jland Hoeffding-Azuma inequality then lead to the claimed bound. |

It is not surprising that the dynamic regret of ADA-GREEDY is again worse than the one of Exp4.S.
It is not clear though whether (variants) of ADA-ILTCB could achieve similar results as Exp4.S. It
appears that not only the variation of R;(7), but also the variation of E, px [m] matters in

this case. We leave this problem as a future direction.
Similarly one can also obtain dynamic regret bounds for CORRAL with BISTRO+. Unfortunately

the bound is weaker and also requires a transductive setting. We include the result in Table [I] and
the proof in Appendix[El for completeness.

8For simplicity, in this bound the dependence on the term K In(N§) is slightly loose and could be tightened.



5 Conclusions

In this work we propose several efficient algorithms for contextual bandits in non-stationary envi-
ronments, under different notions of regret suited to these environments. Our algorithms come from
two high-level recipes for robustness in such settings. The first tests for approximately i.i.d periods,
while the second combines multiple copies of an algorithm started at various times. The first ap-
proach transforms i.i.d. assumption based methods and is particularly attractive, since the bulk of
the algorithmic development for contextual bandits has happened in the stochastic setting. While
our tests are algorithm-specific, we anticipate that the framework also extends to other approaches
such as Thompson sampling and LinUCB-style algorithms.

We defer two main questions to future work. The first is an empirical study evaluating various
methods. The second is whether it is possible to obtain the exact same dynamic regret as Exp4.S
using an oracle-efficient algorithm under a fully adversarial setting, without using more restrictive
notions of variation that appears to be necessary for ADA-ILTCB.
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A Freedman’s Inequality

Lemma 2 ([|j|]). Let X1,..., X, € R be a sequence of random variables such that X; < R and
E[X;|X;-1,...,X1] =0 foralli € [n]. Then for any § € (0,1) and X € [0,1/R), with probability
at least 1 — 6, we have

ZX < (e— 2V + (1/5)

where V.= 3" | E[X?2|X;_1,...,X1]. Specifically, picking A = min {\/ M, %}, we have
S X <2¢/VIn(1/6) + RIn(1/9).

B Exp4.S Algorithm and Proofs

Algorithm 3: Exp4.S
Input: largest interval length of interest L

Define n = /In(NL)/LKk and pp = 1/NL

Initialize P, € A™ to be the uniform distribution over policies.
fort=1,...,Tdo
see x4, play a; ~ py where py(a) =32, ., _, Pi(m), Va € [K]
receive r,(a;) and construct ¢;(a) = l;r—(ta(;l)l{a =a.}, Va € [K]
set Pyy1(m) o< Pi(m )exp(—nce(m(zt))), Vr €11
set Pt+1(ﬂ-) = (1 — N/L)PtJrl( ) + u, Vrell

The Exp4.S algorithm is presented in Algorithm Bl which is a direct generalization of Exp3.S [4].
Note that we use loss estimates ¢; instead of reward estimate 7 in the multiplicative update, and
naturally we define ¢; = 1 — ry.

Proof of Theorem[Il Using the facte™¥ < 1—y+y?foranyy > 0, In(1+y) < yand c¢;(a) € [0, 1],
we have

(Z Py(n") exp(—ney (' (z4))) ) <In <Z Py(n") (1 = mee(r' (z t))+7725t(ﬂl($t))2>

7/ eIl 7' ell
= In (1 = near) + n°elar)ee(ar)) < —neelar) +n°éi(ar).
On the other hand, we have for any fixed m,

(Z Py (") exp( nEt(ﬂ-’(a;t)))> —In (Pt(ﬂ") eXE’(‘ﬁ@(”(%))))

1Tl Pt+1(7T)

—ln (M) — ()

>1In(l— Np) +In ( > = ney(m(@e))

1

> —2Nu+In [
H (Pt+1 ) 77t

where the last step is by the fact Ny < § and thus In(—— ) In( ) <In(1+2Np) <
2N . Combining the above two dlsplayed equations, summmg over t 6 I telescopmg and rear-

ranging gives
~ 1/p) +2LN
> alar) —am() < In1/p) +2LNy +0)_ alar).

tel N tel
Taking the expectation on both sides, using the fact E,, ~p, [¢;(a;)] < K, and plugging c¢,(a) =
1 —ri(a), n and p finish the proof. O
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Proof of Corollary[ll We first partition [1, 7] evenly into 7'/ L intervals, then within each interval,
further partition it into several subintervals so that 7, remains the same on each subinterval. Since
the number of switches is at most S, this process results in at most 7'/ L 4+ S subintervals, each with
length at most L. We can now apply Theorem[I] to each subinterval and sum up the regrets to get
the claim bounds. O

C Technical Lemmas for Theorem

Lemma 3. For any interval T such that A7 < «, we have for any sub-intervals T, ,T> C T and any
e ll
IRz, (7) = R, (m)] < .

Proof. The proof involves noticing for that any two rounds s, ¢ € Z and 7w € I, |R4(m) — Ry ()| <
o This is easily seen using triangle inequality, since assuming s < t,

t

[Ro(m) = Re(m| < Y [Re(m) =Rrca(m)] < Y IR (m) = Rra(m)] <

T=s+1 TEL

The lemma is now immediate, since

1
IRz, (7) — R, ()| < I_I_ > Rlw (m)] < a.
se€ly tels

O

Lemma 4. Recalling the notation from the proof of Theorem[2l we have k; < k.

Proof. Forany k < k;and ¢ € {k/2,...,2}, we have

7€[t—é,t—l] (Tr—e,0-1)) < Rpp—e,e—1)(T—e,6-1)) + BX) (by Eq. @)
S Ri—kp—1)(Tp—e,e-1)) + Bl) + (by Eq. @)
< ﬁ[t—k,t—l} (Tj—e,4—1)) +2B(¢) + o (by Eq. @) and B(k) < B(())
< ﬁ[t—k,t—l} (Tt—k,e-17) +2B(f) + (by optimality of 7, ;1))
< R[t—k,t—l] (%[t k,t—l]) + 3B(€) + « (by Eq (IZ) and B(k) < B(ﬁ))
S Rip—t,t—1)(Tpp—k,t—17) +3B(€) + 2 (by Eq. @)
S Rit—t,t—1)(Tpp—k,t—17) +4B(€) + 2a. (by Eq. @)
Therefore the condition in Line 9 is never satisfied for k < k; and thus k; > k. O

D Omitted Details for ADA-ILTCB

The optimization problem (OP) needed for ADA-ILTCB is included in Figure[dl It is almost identi-
cal to the one proposed in [1]] except: 1) Instead of returning a sub-distribution, our version returns
an exact distribution. However, as discussed in [l] this makes no real difference since given a sub-
distribution which satisfies Eq. @) and Eq. (3), one can always put all the remaining weight on
the empirical best policy argmax RI( ) to obtain a distribution that still satisfies those two con-
straints. 2) The constant B used in [1] is 100. Tt is also clear from the proof of [1] that the value of
this constant does not affect the feasibility of (OP) nor the efficiency of finding the solution.

12



Optimization Problem (OP)

Given a time interval Z and minimum probability p, find Q € A such that for constant
B =5 x10°:

> Q(r m)Reg, () < 2BKp 4)
mell
Vrell: ?I(Q,W)QKJFR‘%(”) )
o

Figure 1: A subroutine for ADA-ILTCB, adapted from [1]]

Notation. Letd = In(872N?/6)In(L). Without loss of generality, below we assume L > 4Kd
so that p = min{%, %} = %. Indeed, if L < 4Kd, then the bound in Theorem [3 holds
trivially since L < 2v/LKd. The fact d/p = LI i will be used frequently. We use V; as a shorthand
for Vi3, thatis, Vi(Q, ) = E, . px [m} , and we denote by Q; the distribution from which
p¢ (in Line[T4)) is induced.

We first state two lemmas on the concentration of empirical reward and empirical variance.

Lemma 5. With probability at least 1 —6 /4, ADA-ILTCB ensures that for all distributions Q € AY,
all m € 11, all intervals I, and constants D1 = 6.4 and D> = 80,

DyLK

DyLK
izl '

VI(Qa 7T) S Dl‘/}I(Qa 7T) + |I|

Vz(Q,m) < DiVz(Q, ) +

(6)

Proof. This is a consequence of the contexts being drawn independently. A similar argument of [,
Lemma 10] shows that with probability at least 1 — §/4, the differences Vz(Q, ) — D1Vz(Q, )
and Vz(Q, m) — D1Vz(Q, ) are both bounded by

5In(N) | 63W(8T°N?/5) _ TSLK  63d _T5LK  63LKu _ 80LK

< + = + = 5
1|7l ulz| VARV NN Y IZ| IZ|

which completes the proof. O
Lemma 6. With probability at least 1 — §/4, ADA-ILTCB ensures that for all = € 11 and all
intervals T,

~ LK,u

|Rz(m) — Rz (m) Vi(Qr, ) - (7

< F@ P> iR

Proof. By [, Lemma 11], for any choice of X € [0, 1], we have with probability at least 1 — §/4,
for all 7 € 1I and all intervals Z,
1 (8T?N/5)

R <
[Rz(m) = Ra(m)] mZVtQt, T

tel

Picking A\ = y/In(L) and using the fact In(87?N/§)In(L) < d and d/;u = LK pu complete the
proof. |

We now let € be the event that both Eq. (@) and (7)) hold for all = € II, all intervals Z and all Q € AL
which happens with probability at least 1 — §/2. Next we prove the following key lemma on the
concentration of empirical regrets.

Lemma 7. Conditioning on the event &, for any w € 11, any interval T such that Dy is identical for
all t € T (that is, data is i.i.d on T), and constant D3 = 8 x 10*, we have

DsLK p
Izl

D3LK
|Z|

Reg, () < 2Regy(m) + Regz(7) < 2Regz(m) + ®)
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Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on the length of Z. For the base case |Z| = 1, the bounds

hold trivially since both Reg;(7) and Reg; () are bounded by 1/p = LK /d < DsLK 1. Now
assuming that the statement holds for any Z’ such that |Z'| < L' < L, we prove below it holds for
any Z such that |Z| = L' + 1 too.

Let s be the first round of Z. We first show that for all ¢t € Z, we have for D, = 9500 and all 7 € 1I,

Reg () D,LK
21 t—s+1

Vi(Qe,m) < ©)

Again, for t < s + 2, the bound above holds trivially since V;(Q¢,7) < 1/u < D4LK/2. For
t > s+2, define k; = 2°82(!=5)] and let k] be such that (; is computed with data from [t —k}, t—1].
Similar to the proof of Theorem[2] we show k, > k; so that Q; is computed with enough i.i.d. data.
We will do so by invoking the inequalities maintained by the algorithm, in addition to the inductive
assumption to appropriately chosen intervals Z'. Indeed, for any ¢, k € {2, ..., k;} such that £ < k,
the following bounds hold for all 7 and all Q € A!! (where the inductive assumption is used with
eitherZ =t —(,t—1]CZorZ =[t —k,t—1] CT),

l@[t_g)t_ll (m) < 2Regp;_p;_q)(m) + % (by inductive assumption)
< 2Regy_y,_1y(7) + D?’]ZKH (by i.i.d. assumption)
< 41@[# 1) () + 2D3£Ku + DgLéKu (by inductive assumption)
< Olﬁ-e\g[t—k,t—l] () + %7 (by C1 = 4and 3D3 < C»)
lfe\g[tfk_’tfl] (m) < 2Regp;_j,—1y(7) + w (by inductive assumption)
< 2Regy_y,—qy(m) + @ (by i.i.d. assumption)
< 4l€e\g[t47t7” (m) + 2D35K,u + D?’iKu (by inductive assumption)
< CiRegyy_ g, 1 (m) + C2L€K K, (by Cy = 4and 3D5 < Cy)
‘7[15—@,1&—1] (Q,m) < D1Vi—p1—1(Q, ) + DQfK (by Eq. (@)
<DV (@, ) + DQl{/K (by i.i.d. assumption)
DTy sy D | DL oy
< CsVippr1(Q, ) + C‘*fK. (by D? < Cs and (Dy + 1)Dy < Cy)

14



Put together, this implies that the “goto” commands in Lines [8 [0 and [[2] are never executed for
k < k;. Therefore we have k, > k; and Eq. (9) holds because V;(Q, 7) is bounded by

~ Dy LK
DiVi e (@um) + = (by Eq. @)
~ LK . /
< C3D1Vt,k/_,t71] (Qi,m) + (CyD1 + Do) — A (by Line[[@and k; < k)
t
C D LK
< ; ! Reo Reg[t k) t— 1]( ) (203D1 + C4D1 + Dg)k— (by Eq (]3) and L Z kt)
t
C1C3D CyCs3D LK .
< ﬁReg[t ot 1]( ) =+ 23l +2C03D1 +CyD1+ Dy | — (by Llnelﬂ)
B,[L t B kt
- 2C1C3D4 C1C3D1D3 + CoC3 D4 LK

Bi Reg_y, 1—1)(m) + ( B + 203Dy + Cy D1 + Dz) Ty

(by inductive assumption)

Reg /() . DyLK
24 t—s+1

IN

(by i.i.d.assumption, plugging constants and ¢t — s + 1 < 2k;)

Finally, let 7% = argmax_ Rz(n) and Tz = argmax Rz(7). We will now establish the inductive
hypothesis. For any 7, Reg;(m) — Regz(7) is bounded by

(Rz(my) — Rz(m)) — (7%1(7@) — 7%1(77)) (by optimality of 77)
4 . 2LKp

< =7

= (@) ; (Ve(Qe, m) + Vi(Qr, 7)) + 7] (by Lemmalg))
1 2D4LK 2LK

< — . ) =

< SRegz(m) + ( 2/ (L Z f—s+ 1) Z] (by Eq- € and Regz (r7) = 0
1 4D 2 LK

Rearranging and noticing (8 D4 + 4) < D3 proves the first statement of Eq. (8). Similarly, we can
bound Reg(m) — Reg, () as follows:

(Rz(7z) — Rz(m)) — (Rz(Fz) — Rz () (by optimality of 77)
H ~ 2LK
< ZIn(L) tGZI (Vi(Qt, m) + Vi(Q+,71)) + 7] (by Lemma[@)
1 - 2D, LK OLK
= pRegz(m) + Rees(f) + < |Z| In(L Z t—s+ 1) |Z| (by Eq. @)
< %Regz(w) L Ds/24 4%1 + 2>LKu,

where the last step is by applying the first statement of Eq. (8) (which has been proven above) to

7z and using the fact Reg;(7z) = 0. Rearranging and noticing D3/2 + 4D, + 2 < D3 proves the
second statement of Eq. (8), which completes the induction. |

We can now prove Theorem 3
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Proof of Theorem[3] With notation s, k; and k; from the proof of Lemma/[7l for any ¢ € Z and
t > s+ 2, we have

DsLK
>~ Qum)Regz(m) <2 Y Qulm)Regy_y, ) (m) + = (by Lemmall)
m€Ell rell t
LK .
<201 Y Qum)Regy_yy oy (m) + (2C2 + D3) =~ (by Line[)
mell t
LK
< 4BCiKp+ (2Cs + D3)—-1 (by Eq. @)
t
LKu
= —F ). >k, > (t—
O<t—s+1) (L>k>(t—s+1)/2)

Therefore, the sum of conditional expected regrets 3, ., E¢[r:(m(z¢)) — 7¢(at)] is bounded by

LEp+(1-Ep) > Y QumRegs(n) = O(LEKw) = (5( LKln(N/(S)) .

teZ mell

The theorem now follows by an application of the Hoeffding-Azuma inequality. |

E Omitted Details for Corralling BISTRO+

Algorithm 4: Corralling BISTRO+
1 Input: Contexts z1, ..., z7.
2 Define M = [Ti K~ 2(InN)"3]|,y=1/T,8 =ewr,n=1/(KV/TInN)
3 Initialize m = 1, 71 (i) = n, p1(i) = 2M foralli € [M], wy = w1 = 77, q1 € AM st g1 (1) =1
4 Initialize 551, a new copy of BISTRO+
s fort =1to1 do

6 Receive suggested action a! from base algorithm B; for each i € [m)]

7 Sample iz ~ ¢, play a; = ay', receive reward 7+ (az)

8 | Construct estimated losses £;(i) = - qr(t“at) 1{i =i} + (1 —re(ar))1{i > m}, Vi € [M]

9 Send feedback ¢;(7) to BB; for each i€ [ ]

10 | Compute w1 € AM st m = wt(l) +n¢(2) (¢4 (i) — \) where X is a normalization factor
11 Set thrl = (1 — )thrl + ’YI\I

12 fori=1to M do

13 L if 5=y > pu(i) thenset pry (i) = 524, M (1) = B (i)
14 else set pii1() = pi (i), meg1(8) = me(d)

15 if ¢ is a multiple of [T'/M] then

16 Update m <+ m + 1
17 Initialize B,,,, a new copy of BISTRO+

18 | Setqu(i) = % Vi € [m]

We describe the idea of using CORRAL with BISTRO+ as base algorithms (see Algorithm [] for
the pseudocode). Conceptually we always maintain M base algorithms, and use CORRAL almost
in a black-box manner as in [2]. However, crucially the i-th copy of the base algorithm only starts
after the end of round (i — 1)[T/M], in order to provide regret guarantee starting from that round
(or close to that round). Therefore, the extra work here is to make sure CORRAL does not pick
algorithms that have not started, and also to come up with “virtual rewards” for algorithms before
they start.

More concretely, at each time we maintain m < M copies of the base algorithm and a distribution ¢,
over them (note that although g; is in the simplex AM := {g € RM : "M (i) = 1}, the algorithm
always ensure q;(i) = 0, Vi > m). First we receive suggested actions a} from each base algorithm
B;. Then we sample a base algorithm 7; ~ ¢; and play according to its action, that is, a; = ai‘. After
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receiving its reward 7+ (a:) (or equivalently its cost 1 — 7¢(at)), we construct estimated loss for each
of the M algorithms: for algorithms that have started, this is simply the importance weighted loss;
for algorithms that have not started, this is the actual loss of the picked action (see Line[8)). Next,
we send the estimated losses to the m algorithms that have started, and update several variables that
CORRAL itself maintains, including the distributions w; and w; and the thresholds p; (Line[IQlto[14).
Finally, we re-normalize the weights w;4; over the started algorithms (including possibly a newly
started one) to obtain ¢;41 and proceed to the next round.

We next prove Theorem 4l

Proof of TheoremH For any time interval Z = [s,¢], if |Z| < T'/M then the regret bound holds
trivially. Otherwise, there must be a round s’ € Z such that s’ — s < T'/M, and there is a new copy
of BISTRO+ added to the pool at round s’. Denote this new copy by B;«. The interval regret on Z
is then clearly bounded by T'/M plus the interval regret on [s’, ¢].

Let ¢;(a) =1 —1¢(a), Va € [K] and m, be the value of m at round 7 before Line[I3 Then for any
policy m, we rewrite the interval regret on [s', ¢] as:

E|> re(n(z) —rr(a:)| =8 ZcT(aT)—KT(z’*)—l—ZT(i*)—cT(w(xT))]

T=s' LT=s’

=E|) crlar) = L(*)| +E ZCT(af)—cT(w(xT))]

B[S 0 i) ~ £:(0%) | +E Zcxar)_&(ﬁ(xf))]
L7=1i=1 S
rt M t

=B | D wr(i)le(i) — (i) +E Zcxaf)—@(w(m)]
LT=1 i=1 =g’

(%)

ok

where the second equality uses the fact ¢ (a,;) = ¢.(i*) for 7 < ¢ and E;_~,. [(-(i*)] = cr(ak)
for 7 > &', and the last equality holds because

M mor mor M mor mae
> e (i) (i) = (Z wTu)) > ar (i) (i) + ( 3 wm‘)) D ar (i) () = qr(i)-().
=1 =1 1=1 i=m,+1 1=1 1=1

Here the first equality follows since ¢, (%) (ZT:H W (j)) = w,(i) for i < m, and £;(i) =

Z;.n:*l qr(j)¢-(j) for i > m, by definitions. Now we can bound the two terms in () using
Lemma 12 and 15 of [2] respectively, and then proceed similarly as the proof of Theorem 6 of [2] to
obtain

t

Z rr(m(z7)) — rr(ar)

T=s5'

E

~ (M PT,i 1/3 2 1
< — — d ) : E
_O<n +Tn> ELOnlnT} +]E{pT)l}(TK)%(1nN)%

<O (M +T77+TK\/771nN) .
n

Finally, adding back the extra 7'/M term discussed above, and plugging in the value of 7 and M
complete the proof. |

We finally include the dynamic regret guarantee for this algorithm.

Theorem 5. In the transductive setting, CORRAL with T5 K~z (In N)~% copies of BISTRO+ as
base algorithms guarantees

T
E | ro(ni (@) - rilar) :6(T%A;K%(1DN)%+T%K%(1DN)%).
t=1
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Proof. Forany L < T, by partitioning [1, T'| evenly into 7'/ L intervals and applying Theorem[]and
LemmalIl we have

T
~ (T
Z c(mr () —ri(ag)| = O (f ~T%K%(1n]\])i —i—LAT) .
Setting L = min{T, T= A, e (In N)5 } completes the proof. O

F Proof of Lemma I

Proof. It suffices to show that for any i € [n],
ZEt Tt 7Tt ((Et —Tt at ZEt Tt )—Tt(at)] —|—2|.IZ-Z|AI7L
teT; teT;

The theorem follows by summing up the regrets over all intervals, and realizing > I Az, < D.

i€[n

Indeed, one can rewrite the regret as follows:

ZIEt ri(mf(2e)) — re(at)) ZEt re(m wt )) —re( at + ZEt e (7 (1)) — o7, (xt))]

teT; tel; teT;
= ZEt re(my, (w4)) = relar)] + Z Re(my) = Re(m?,)) -
teT; teT;

The last term can be further decomposed as:

Z(RSi(W?)—RSi(W;)Jr Y Re(m) = Reoalm)) + Y (RT1(7T;)—RT(7T§J)>

teZ; T=s;+1 T=s;+1

where R, (7)) < Ry, (},) by definition and the rest is bounded by 2Az,. This finishes the proof.
O
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