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Abstract

We study a sequential resource allocation problem between a fixed number of arms. On each iteration
the algorithm distributes a resource among the arms in order to maximize the expected success rate.
Allocating more of the resource to a given arm increases the probability that it succeeds, yet with a cut-
off. We follow [Lattimore et al.[(2014) and assume that the probability increases linearly until it equals
one, after which allocating more of the resource is wasteful. These cut-off values are fixed and unknown
to the learner. We present an algorithm for this problem and prove a regret upper bound of O(logn)
improving over the best known bound of O(log2 n). Lower bounds we prove show that our upper bound
is tight. Simulations demonstrate the superiority of our algorithm.

1 Introduction

We study a sequential resource allocation problem for a fixed number of arms (or processes). On each
iteration ¢, the learning algorithm distributes a fixed amount of unit resource between K arms, and pulls all
the arms. The probability of each arm to succeed is proportional to the amount of resource assigned to it
(or 1, if enough resource was assigned), with slope that depends on the arm, and unknown to the learner.
The learner observes the result of all arms, and repeats the process. Her goal is to maximize the cumulative
number of successes over all K arms and all n iterations.

Formally, on time ¢ the learner assigns My, ; > 0 resource for arm k = 1... K, such that Zszl My, <
1. The outcome of the allocation processes is Xj; = 1 if arm k succeeded and X, = 0 if it fails. The
probability of arm & to succeed given My ; is Pr[Xy, = 1| My, = min{l, M} ,/v}} for some fixed
unknown values v . .. vi. The goal of the learner is to maximize » ot Xt

The problem was first suggested by |Lattimore et al. (2014), who proposed an algorithm and a corre-
sponding regret bound inspired by the upper confidence interval (UCB) algorithm of |Auer et al.| (2002) for
the stochastic multi-armed bandit problem. The algorithm of |Lattimore et al.| (2014) maintains high prob-
ability lower bound estimates on the parameters vy, ..., Vk. On every iteration ¢, the arms are prioritized
by these bounds, from the lowest to the highest, each arm getting an amount of resources which equals
its lower bound, until no resource is left. Using this technique, the best arms get almost all the resource
they require, hence, their probability of success is close to 1, and their outcomes have a low variance. This
enables the authors to estimate v with an expected error of © (%) after ¢ allocations. Yet, the proof requires
the constructed lower bound estimates to hold throughout all the n iterations, which implies that their failure
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probability has to be low. This high confidence requirement weakens the tightness of this estimate: it is far
by ©(log n/t) from the estimated parameter, yielding a regret of O(log® n).

We propose a new algorithm that utilizes both probabilistic lower bounds and deterministic lower bound
estimates, utilizing the fact that the error is one-sided: if arm & is allocated with M resources and terminates
in failure, we know that v, > M with probability 1. We analyze this algorithm and prove a regret of
O(logn). Besides having a lower regret bound than Lattimore et al. (2014)), our algorithm does not have to
know the horizon n in advance (without using a doubling trick). Simulations we performed demonstrate the
superiority of our algorithm (by a considerable gap), and a matching 2(log n) lower bound is obtained.

This problem is a special case of stochastic partial monitoring problems, first studied by Rajeev et al.
(1989). These are exploration vs. exploitation problems, where the user performs actions and obtains a
stochastic reward based on them, and on an additional hidden parameter. [Lattimore et al.| (2014) surveyed
relevant literature on this topic, including the work by |Broder and Rusmevichientong| (2012). The model
discussed in our paper was generalized by [Lattimore et al.| (2015), to enable multiple resource types. They
discuss the relation to stochastic linear bandits (Abbasi- Yadkori et al.,[2011; |/Agrawal and Goyall, 2013) and
online combinatorial optimization (Kveton et al.} 2015).

2 Single Arm Problem

We start our discussion in a setting with only a single arm. On each iteration 1 < ¢ < n an algorithm assigns
some amount M; > 0 of a resource to the arm and pulls that arm. It then obtains an indication of success
(denoted by X; = 1) or failure (X; = 0). The arm is associated with a threshold parameter v such that the
probability of success given an allocation of M; equals min(1, M;/v), as in the multi-armed setting. Each
allocation incurs a cost of M, and the total reward on iteration ¢ equals Xy — M;.

Fig. [I] illustrates the expected reward as a function of the allocated amount: it is a piecewise linear
function, maximized at M; = v, with a reward of 1 — v. The regret of the algorithm on iteration ¢ is defined
as the difference between the maximal expected reward, and the actual reward,

thl—lj—(Xt—Mt),

and the total regret equals R(") = Yoy Re.

Fig.[2|summarizes our algorithm for the single-arm resource allocation problem, that invokes the arm for
n rounds, when n (and of course v) are unknown in advance. The algorithm maintains a guaranteed lower
bound on v. On each iteration it allocates a slightly higher amount of resource than the lower bound. If the
machine fails, the amount of resource which was allocated is insufficient, and the lower bound is increased.
Its new value is set as the amount of resource allocated just before failure.

Specifically, the lower bound is initialized to vy < 0. On iteration ¢ = 1... the algorithm allocates
My v, 1+ % After pulling the arm and observing X the algorithm increases the current lower bound
and sets v, < M, after failure (X; = 0) and does not modify the lower bound after a success (X; = 1), that
IS, vy < vy_q.

The algorithm suffers a regret of 4(logn + 1):

Theorem 1. Assume the alg. of Fig.[2|is invoked for n iterations, and interacts with some arm with param-
eter 0 < v < 1. Then
ER™ < 4(logn + 1)



o4 \ 2. forallt € {1,2,...} do
0.3 \\ 30 M v+ %
\ 4 Grant the arm with M; resources
0.2 \\ 5: X < success status of the arm
\\ 6: if Xt = 1 then
01 \ 7 Yy <V
\ 8: else
\\\ 9 Vy < M,
0 10:  end if
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 11: end for
Figure 1: Reward as a function of the resource for v = 0.6 Figure 2: Single Arm Algorithm

The proof appears in App.[A] It consists of two parts: first, we show that the algorithm does not waste
many resources compared to allocating v on every iteration:

n n n 2
ZMt—l/ Z<Ut1+—u>§zt§2(log+1).
t=1

t=1 t=1

Secondly, we bound the expected error E[v — v,] of the lower bound estimate on iteration ¢, using the simple
recursive inequality: E[v —v,] < E[v—v,_ ] (1 — 2) + 4. One obtains that E[v — v,] = O(1/t), which, in
tern, implies a low number of failures: E [> ") | (1 — X;)] < 2(logn+1). A bound on the regret is obtained
by combining these two bounds. The proof holds for a more general and adversarial setting, as discussed in

Remark [l

Remark 1. The algorithm of Fig. [2|and the analysis in Thm. [\ hold for the following gemeral setting where
the success probability of the arm has two restrictions: (1) if My > v, then X; = 1 with probability 1, and (2)
foranyvalues of t, My, ..., Myand X1, ..., X;_1 for which My < v, we have, Pr [ X; =0 | My --- M X -
v — M. The second restriction ensures that the optimal allocation is always M; = v.

3 Multi-Arm Problem

We address the following problem presented by |Lattimore et al.|(2014)), as we describe briefly. There are K
arms denoted by 1,2,..., K. On each iteration ¢ an algorithm divides a resource between the arms, such
that arm k receives M}, ; > 0 of it. We assume that the total amount of resource is bounded, » 5, M}, ¢ < 1.
The success probability of each arm given M)}, ; is min(1, M}, ;/vy), where vy, is a fixed unknown parameter
associated with arm k. If the amount allocated M} ; is greater than this threshold vy, then the arm will
succeed with probability 1. Otherwise, it will succeed with probability proportional to the amount allocated:
My, +/vy. Finally, define v = (v1,...,vk), and assume that v; < --- < vk (the algorithm does not know
this ordering). Denote the success indicator by X} ; and set X, ; = 1 if the arm succeeds and 0 if it fails.
The goal of the algorithm is to maximize the number of success pulls after n iterations, called the reward

and given by 37 STF | Xy,

Lattimore et al.|(2014) described an algorithm to find the optimal allocation when the thresholds v, . . ., vk

are known. This allocation is obtained by prioritizing the arms according to the amount of resource they
require (vy). First, the arm with the lowest requirement is allocated with the minimal amount required to

. Xt—l] >



succeed with probability 1, that is M| = v, then the second lowest, and so on, until either there is no
resource left, or all arms receive the amount they require. Formally, this optimal allocation is defined re-
cursively, and arm k is allocated with, M}} = min (Vk, Zk ' M *) . Let ¢ be the number of arms k for
which M7 = vy. It holds that forall 1 < k < ¢, M = v;. If £ < K then 0 < M ; < vy and define
S* = M, . The expected reward from this optimal allocation is E [}, Xi] = £ + 1ycx > S , where 1 4
denotes an indicator for A.

Assuming the executed algorithms do not know the parameters of v1, . . . , v neither their ordering, they
are expected to obtain less reward than the optimal allocation. We call the difference between an algorithm’s
actual reward and the optimal expected reward (over all randomizations) by regret given by,

R (4, ZRt—n<€+1e<K> ZZXM,

1%
=1 &+l =1 k=1

where A denotes the algorithm. The goal of any algorithm is to minimize the expected regret.

Our Contribution: ~ We describe in Fig. [3] an algorithm that receives a parameter ¢ > 2 as input, and
operates in the above setting, with a regret O(logn), and constants depending on the threshold parameters
v. This improves over the previous bound of O(log® n) of [Lattimore et al. (2014). We also present a lower
bound showing that the dependence in n cannot be improved. It is impossible to get a polylogarithmic regret
independently on the problem parameters as shown by |Lattimore et al.| (2014).

Besides having a lower regret bound compared to the algorithm of |Lattimore et al.[(2014), our algorithm
does not have to know the value n in advance (without having to rely on a doubling trick), and has a lower
initialization cost. Also, whenever KX < ¢ + 1, our algorithm shows a great superiority in the simulations,
and it performs considerably better in general. In the next theorem we state an upper bound on the regret of
the presented algorithm (Fig. [3).

Theorem 2. Fix some ¢ > 2, and let A. denote the algorithm of Fig.|3|invoked with the parameter c. Fix an
integer K > 0, and a vector v € ]Rff and an integer n > 1. Then,

ER™ (A.,v) < Cllogn + Cylogn + Cy,

where C' > 0 is a constant that depends only on c, and

K
Vot1
R e R e
Vo1 — ¢ Vk: — Vi1

={+
1
Cy=C- <(€+ 1) max(1, log y—) —|—KlogK> .
1

The bound has better dependence in n and the constants are compared with the bound of [Lattimore et al.
(2014) with regret of the form, £1log® n + logn ZkK:e 12 Vk_l’iﬁul, plus some terms independent on 7.

Next, we present a lower bound of 2(¢n) on the regret. The proof appears in Sec. [C| and a different
lower bound is presented and proved in Sec. [D]
Theorem 3. Fix an integer r > 0 and define K = 2r. Let D be the following probability space over vectors
v e RE: v,... v, are picked uniformly and independently from [2%, ﬂ and Vpy1 = -+ = Vgp = %
Then, for v ~ D and H(n) = ", , any algorithm A satisfies,

ER™(A,v) > — (H(n —1) - “2> .



Here is an intuition for the proof. For any ¢ > 1, the total variation distance between the first ¢ successes
(Xk,1 -+ - Xg ) of an arm with paramter v and the successes of an arm with parameter V' isatmost O (t|1/v—
1/v'|). Hence, t = Q(1/|1/v — /1/]) rounds are required to distinguish between v and v/. This roughly
implies that under the distribution D in Thm. 3] one can estimate v, . . ., v, with an additive error not lower
than Q(1/(rt)), hence the regret incurred at round ¢ by misallocating any arm k& is €(1/¢). Summing over
arms 1 < k < r and over all rounds 1 < ¢ < n, one obtains a regret of (r logn).

4 Algorithm

In this section, we present the algorithm and an intuition to its construction. Recall the optimal allocation
algorithm which knows the parameters v, - - - v and allocates resource to the arms in an escending order
of v;: arms 1 to ¢ are fully allocated, arm ¢ + 1 receives the remaining resource and the rest of the arms
receive no resource (ussuming wlog that v; < --- < vg). The algorithm of [Lattimore et al.| (2014) uses the
same algorithm, replacing the real parameter v by a lower bound estimate v, ,_; obtained on iteration ¢:
the arms receive resource in an escending order of the lower bound estimate, each arm k receiving vy ;4
resource, until no resource is left. Their estimates vy, ,_; converges to v, which implies that the allocations
in their algorithm converge to the optimal allocation.

One would suggest using the scheme of |Lattimore et al.[| (2014} while replacing their lower bound esti-
mate with the one suggested in Sec. |2} however, there are some obstacles which enforce the solution to be
more involved. Recall that in Sec. [2|the arm was allocated with M; = v, ;| + ¢/t resources where ¢ = 2
(in the multi armed algorithm we allow c to be any constant greater than 2). Since there are multiple arms,
this solution would be wasteful: one would possibly allocate a redundant amount of ¢/t per arm. Similarly
to Thm. (I} one can show that an allocation of M}, ; = v,_; + cvy/t is sufficient. Since vy, is unknown, it is
replaced with its lower bound estimate, denoted Hg,tq-

Here is another issue: one cannot allocate E%,tq + vge/t resources on any iteration due to two reasons.

First, one replaces v with Eg,tfl’ a bound which may be inaccurate, at least on the beginning. Secondly,
due to a lack of resources, it may happen that one, for instance, would allocate an amount higher than
v, and lower than v{l ,_, + 1}, ¢/t. Due to this issue, the solution of allocating v}, _, + v, ¢/t
would not work. The value vic/t is replaced with an amount which depends on all previous allocations:

one sets s¢, = 3., max{0, My ; — v/3 Z._land Tht = cVY, | exp (—sg 1/ (cgg t_1>>, and allocates
My = gg +_1 T Tk, if there are sufficients resources. This definition makes sense: the sequence a1, as, . . .

defined by a1 = cvy and a; = cvy, exp (— Zf;} a;/ (cuk)> satisfies a; =~ cvy,/t. Hence, have the two issues
described in the beginning of this paragraph not existed, the new allocation scheme would have allocated an
amount similar to 22,t—1 + ey /t.

An algorithm based only on g‘g’t would not achieve the desired regret. A tipical situation is that the
algorithm allocates any arm k € {1,...,¢} with an amount similar to v, and only a small amount of
resource remains for the next arm, an amount insufficient for improving the estimate: one can improve
g}it over g,cl .1 only when My, ; > g‘,i +_1- Without being able to improve the estimates on the remaining
arﬁls, one cannot accurately decide which arm should get the remaining resource. For that reason, we create
another estimate, inspired by the estimate of [Lattimore et al.[(2014) and by the UCB algorithm of|Auer et al.
(2002). It is denoted by gr,;t, as it is probabilistic, while g}it is a deterministic bound. This bound relies on
the fact that E [ X}, ; | M}, 4] = My, /vy, whenever My, < v, It estimates 1/Zz,t ~ (O Xki) /(O M)

"This sum does not include the initialization rounds defined below.



where the sum is over all 7 < ¢ such that M, ; < gg ;1. for these values of 7 it is guaranteed that My, ; < vy.
The actual estimate is slightly lower as one requires that Zi,t < v, with high probability. See Fig. [3|a full

definition of v}, ,. The resource is allocated to the arms in an ascending order of max (g‘,; o t).

One gets into the following dilema: what happens if, at some point, the remaining resources is higher
than gg .1 and lower than gﬂ +—1 + Tkt where k is the next arm to be allocated. Here are two unsuccessful
solutions:

o Allocating all the remaining resources to arm k: as a result, the estimate g‘g , may improve over g‘,i i1
however, not as good as the improvement when allocating M}, ; = g% +—1 T Tkt Additionally, the
estimate gg , cannot improve after allocating more than gg ,_ resource, hence it does not improve.

This slow improvement of max(v{ ,, v} ) could imply that the arm will get a priority it does not
deserve for many rounds, taking resources which could better be utilized by other arms.

e Allocating gﬁ .1 resources: as a result, the estimate g}; , will improve over g}z +_1» however gﬁt will

not. Since only g}i ,_ Tesources are allocated rather than all remaining resources, arm k£ may get
)

stuck, receiving the same amount of resources on every iteration, while the remaining resources are

given to inferior arms.

One can solve this problem by making sure that both v} , and th are improved with constant probability,
tossing an unbiased coin to decide between allocating all the remaining resources to arm k& and allocating
g‘,itfl resources.

Due to the definition of 744, our allocation scheme requires gg , to be positive. In order to obtain an
initial positive estimate g(,i ;» a different allocation scheme is performed, similarly to the initialization phase

of Lattimore et al.| (2014): each arm  is allocated with 2~(*~1) / K resources on every iteration ¢ until it fails
(Xk,t = 0). Then, g}it is set as the amount M, ; allocated at failure, and the normal allocation scheme is
used from then.

The algorithm appears in Fig.|3| As one may notice, it may be implemented using O(K) memory and
O(K log K) time per iteratiorﬂ The authors did not find a simple way to implement such an efficient algo-
rithm using existing tools. For instance, one may suggest discretizing the space of all possible allocations,
and learning an allocation from this space using a standard multi armed bandit (Auer et al.,2002). However,
in order to achieve a polylogarithmic regret, Q(n)K different arms are required, which is high even for the
setting with ' = 1. Another suggestion it to estimate vy, ..., Vx using a maximum likelihood estimator,
calculating

argma)O(Pr (Xi1 - XeelveMpq - Myy) = arg max (1 — Xj ¢ — min {Mj /vy, 1}) (1)
V> vp>0 -

=1
for any arm k. However, it seems that any simple implementation requires that M}, ;/v;, < 1, a solution
offered by [Lattimore et al. (2014 which suffers a higher regret. Otherwise, the authors think that there is

no simple way to calculate this estimate for all ¢ without storing M}, ; and X}, ; in memory for all ¢ < ¢.

2The algorithm contains sums over i = 1, ..., t, however, one can calculate this sum given the sum up to ¢ — 1
SLattimore et al. (2014) used confidence intervals instead of a maximum likelihood estimator.
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Figure 3: Resource-allocation algorithm for the multi-armed problem.



5 Proof Outline of Theorem 2

In this section the outline of Thm. 2]is presented together with the main lemmas, where ¢ > 2 is the constant
parameter given as an input to the algorithm. Recall cases A, B, C and I from the algorithm in Fig. 3] We

start by splitting the iterations into two types. Let v}, = max (yk P t) and let T" be the set of “good

iterations”, for which 0 < v, < vy for all k. The core of the proof relates to iterations ¢ € T', while the
number of iterations ¢t ¢ T' can be bounded: first, by observing case I of the algorithm, one can show that
after a short number of iterations, forall 1 < k < K, Hg,t > 0. Secondly, it always holds that gg,t < .
Lastly, the estimate gijt is constructed such that Zi,t < vy, with high probability.

Lemma 1. The expected number of iterations t ¢ T is bounded by C max (log 7117 1), for some constant
C > 0, depending only on c.

From now focus on iterations ¢ € 7. Note that on any iteration ¢ € T, no arm is allocated according
to case L. Let A} be the set of all arms processed in the loop over the arms in line [5|of Fig. [3|on iteration ¢
before encountering an arm & which is not allocated according to case A. Let k; be the first arm processed
not according to case A. If the arm % is allocated according to case B then set B; = {k;},C; = ) and if
according to case C then C] = {k;}, B, = . If k] is undefined then B, = C| = (). Define the sets A, B;
and C} as the sets of all arms of A}, By and C} (respectively) which are among the first £ + 1 arms processed
on iteration ¢. If B; # (), define by r;} the difference between the amount of resource left for &} and g&v 1
Note that if B; # () then arm k; is of case B, hence it will either be allocated with M, Kt = gi; 41 OF
with My, = g‘,i,” .1 + 7, each with probability 1/2. The sets Ay, B; and C are defined this way only for
iterations ¢ € T, and they are defined at emptysets for ¢ ¢ 7.

Define by Z; the random variable which contains all the history up to the point where all My 441, ..., Mg 11
are defined and just before observing X1 ¢41 - - - X441 (it contains the values { X}, ; }1<k<x i<; and the ran-

dom coins tossed in case B of the algorithm up to and including iteration ¢ + 1). The expected regret on
iteration ¢ given Z;_; equals

K

S*

BIRy | Zoa] = £+ Lo — S B [Xpy | Zia] = (
L2 = Vi1

The next lemma bounds E[R; | Z;_1], and decomposes it in terms of A;, B; and Cy.

Lemma 2. Lett € T. It holds that

o My
E[R; | Zi—] < Z (1 - mln( o ,1>> 2

keA:
!
T
Y Y 3)
keA, ¥ ,—1 keB; —kit—1

N Z {mmu‘gt M) (X vepr — 1/vg) (A =4 @

reooe, \min(d o My )(Lve—1/w) - Al <€
The proof of Lem. 2] matches between the allocations by the optimal allocation, and those by the algo-
rithm. The amount in line (2)) relates to the difference between the reward of arms 1, . .., | A;| in the optimal



allocation, and the reward of the members of A; in the algorithm. The amount in line (3) relates to possibly
allocating } 0, 4. Tk,¢+7; resource to the wrong arms. Line (4) stands for the regret incurred from allocating
min(g‘,i,” i1 ng,t) resources to arms in B; U C}, instead of allocating it either to arm £ or to arm £ + 1.
One can bound the total regret of the algorithm by summing the bound obtained in Lem. [2Jover ¢t € T" and
changing the order of summation:

ER™ =) ER =3 ER,+) ER =) E[E[R|Z ] +) ER
t=1

teT t¢T teT t¢T
K
M,
<> 3 Efr-min(E0) )
k=1 t: keA, Yk
K i Tkt " T‘llf
RN D e D (©)
k=1 _t! k‘EAt 7k7t_1 t: k‘EBt 7k,t_1
Kk [ :
n ZE Z mln(ﬂg,t—p M) (1 vepr = 1/ve) A =4 %)
k=1 |t: kEBUCy min(zg,tfl’ Mk,t)(l/yﬁ - 1/7/]9) |At| <t

+(n—E|T))(£+1), ®)

where the term in line (8) is obtained from Et¢T ER; by the fact that the reward of the optimal allocation
is at most £ + 1, hence the regret on any iteration is at most £ + 1. The regret is decomposed into four parts,
appearing in lines (3)), (6], (7) and (8)), each bounded separately, where the amount in line (8] is bounded by
Lem. [T}

First, we bound the amount in line (3).

Lemma 3. There exists a constant C' > 0, depending only on ¢, such that for every arm k:

E| Y (1—min(1,My/v))| < C(logn +log K).
t:k‘GAt

To give an intuition, recall that whenever k& € A, there is a sufficient amount of resource for arm k, and
one allocates My, ; = g‘g 1 T Tk Note that whenever k € Ay,

d
M — M, Vi — Vi 4
1—min( ’“721) — max <M70> < B Tkl

Vg Vg Vi

Similarly to the corresponding claim in the single armed problem, one can roughly show, by a potential
function calculation, that after m iterations when k € A, it holds that E (yk — Uy ) /v = O(1/m).

Hence, one can roughly bound the amount in line (3)) corresponding to any arm k£ by » ", O(1/m) =
O(logn). The actual proof is inductively by a potential function.
Next, we bound the amount in line (), which corresponds to the redundant resource given to the arms.

Lemma 4. There exists some constant C > 0, depending only on ¢, such that for every arm k:

I

t:ked, Yhi-1 ¢ ke, Yhi-1

< C(logn + log K).



We give an intuition for the proof. Note that if & € A; then max (0, My — gg t_1> =1, and if & €

B then k is of case B, hence max (0, My — gg’t_1> = r}, with probability 1/2 and max (0 My — v i 1) =
0 with probability 0. Therefore, one can bound

E| Y ree+ Y, ri| <2E

t: ke A, t: keB;

z": max (0, M.+ — V%Vt_l)] . )]

t=1

Note that by the definition of the algorithm,

t—1
> i max (0 My, — Hk,i—i)
d
Vi1

—hy

Zt imax(O My — V]“ 1)

< cvpexp | — o ,

max (O, My — gﬁ’t,J <rpg = gﬁ’tflcexp — (10)

—a/z

where the last inequality follows from the fact that g}i +—1 < v}, and the fact that ze 1S monotonic non-

decreasing in x for > O and = > ﬂ One can show that this implies that ) ;" ; max (0, My — v t_1> <

> iy at, where a1 = cvy and a¢ = cvy exp (— Zf;i ai/(cuk)) for all ¢ > 1. It holds that a; =~ ciy/t,

which implies that ) ;" ; a; = O(vy logn). Combining the last inequalities one obtains a bound of v logn
on the left hand side of Eq. (9). This concludes the proof since I/k 1= = Q(v) for most values of ¢.
Lastly, we bound on the amount in line (7)), inspired by Lattimore et al. (2014) and |Auer et al.| (2002).

Lemma 5. There exists some constant C' > 0, depending only on ¢, such that for every arm k:

- C—*—logn k>(+1
. Z {mm(l/k’t_pMk,t)(l/VHl_1/V’€) |A¢| =€ - Ck e+1

] < logn k=/0+4+1.
min(vl,y M) (1= 1/m) 4 <] 7 ) oo

teT: ke B;UCy k</l+1

We give an intuition for the proof, ignoring the dependency on v, - - - v for simplicity. Recall that
1/ g‘,; .1 is estimated roughly by the number of successes divided by the total resource, (>, Xy;) />, My ;
over iterations i < ¢ — 1 for which My ; < v{. |. For a single i in the sum, expectation of Xy, ;/Mj; is
indeed 1/vy, and a relative Chernoff bound can show that if > My ; is sufficiently large then this estimate
is close to 1 /1, with high probability. Fix some k > ¢+ 1 and if ), M}, ; = Q(log n) for a sufficiently large
constant, then ZZ,H > vypyq. If t € T this implies that g};t_l > Vg4l > Vyg o155 Y4141 and k is not
one of the first £+ 1 arms processed on iteration ¢. Hence, k is not in B; U C} from that point onwards, which
implies that E ), M+ = O(log n), where the sum is over iterations 1 < ¢ < n such that M}, ; < l/k i1
and k£ € Bt U C. Since B; and C; contain arms of cases B and C respectively, whenever k € C} it holds that
M, < gm_l and whenever k£ € B; then M}, ; < Zk,t—i with probability 1/2. In particular, this implies

*Note the sum in the right hand side of line (T0) is over all i < ¢ — 1. While the definition of 7 ; requires the sum to be over
all i« <t — 1 such that Zi,ifl > 0, we ignore this requirement, for simplicity of presentation.
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that

: d : d
E E min(vy, q, Mi) | <2E g min(vy, 1, Mi;)| = 2E E M4
t: ke BiUC t: ke BiUC} t: ke BiUC}
Mk,tSZi,tA Mk»tgzi,tfl

The last term is O(log n), which concludes the lemma for any arm k£ > ¢ 4+ 1. One can similarly bound
the amount corresponding to k& = £ + 1, while the amount corresponding to £ < £ is non-positive since
1/vg—1/v <0.

6 Simulations

‘We conducted simulations to evaluate the merits of our methods, each for 100 executions. First, we followed
the choice of [Lattimore et al.|(2014) and used a problem with K = 2 and v; = 0.4, v5 = 0.6 as a problem
where the regret contains only a term of the form ¢log? n, and indeed found out that the regret behaves as
451og?n. We remind the reader that the main improvement of our algorithm is by replacing the ¢log?n
term with £logn. This term corresponds to the regret obtained from the fact the algorithm does not know
the exact requirements () of the top £ arms. We experimented with logon = 1,2,...,18, and ¢ = 2.5,
and the regret behaves as 3.5 log n with high confidence. For n = 2!8 this is an improvement from 7053 to
43.

While our main improvement in the regret corresponds to reducing the term £ log? n to £log n, the other
main term, logn Zszg 4o Vk_”%, which corresponds to arms k£ > ¢ 4 1, appears in both papers. Hence,
one expects that the greatest difference between the algorithms would be in situations where K/¢ is low.
Indeed, this is the case, as shown in our simulations.

We also performed experiments where the arm parameters vy, are uniformly spanned. One execution
was performed with K =50, and I/k:% for k=1,...,50. That is, 11 =2/252, v50=100/25%=4/25, and
¢=24. The regret vs n is plotted in Fig.|4] In each of the 100 executions, we ran one copy of our algorithm
as it is any-time, yet multiple-copies of the algorithm of [Lattimore et al.|(2014): one for each value of the
horizon n. For n=2'* our algorithm suffers a regret of 721 compared to 27, 681 by their algorithm.

Similar trends were observed with other choices of the parameters. For example, with K = 100, and

2k for k = 1,...,100. Here £ = 99, therefore only the term £ log n takes part, and for n = 2'8 our

Yk = 1002

11
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Figure 5: Regret of the algorithm in Fig. as a function of log, n

algorithm suffers a regret of 1167 compared to 352, 173 by their. Another example is when we set K = 50
and v, = 2% for k = 1,...,50 (therefore £ = 9). For a horizon of n = 2'8 our algorithm suffers a regret
of 1,544 compared to the 21, 665 by the benchmark. The regret of our algorithm in these two experiments
as function of n is drawn in Fig. [5| where the x-axis is in logarithmic scale and the y axis is in a normal
scale. One can see that in the first experiment, the regret is a linear function of logn, while in the second

experiment, the regret is a linear function of log n for any value n > 2! (we executed up to n = 229).

7 Summary

We described an algorithm for the multi-resource allocation problem and proved both upper and lower
regret bounds of ©(logn), an improvement compared to the regret of O(log2 n) of the previous algorithm
by |Lattimore et al.|(2014). Additionally, we discussed a related settings, where there is only a single-arm.
Simulations we performed showed the supervisory of our algorithm. Future directions are extending our
results to the multi-resource problem (Lattimore et al.,2015)), to the contextual case where algorithms receive
instance dependent side information, and to the case where the parameters or total amount of resource drifts
in time. Lastly, we believe that the algorithm can be modified to handle non linear bandits, similarly to the
generalization of the one arm problem in Remark|[I]
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A Proof of Theorem [1]

The proof is for the general setting discribed in Remark [1]
Assume that the allocation rule of the algorithm is My < v, ; + § for some ¢ > 1 (2 is replaced by c),

and bound the expected regret by % (logn + 1). Fix some arm, and let v be its resource requirement.
We divide the expected regret into two parts:

ER™ =&

n(l—v)— Z (X¢ — Mt)]

t=1
> - Xt)] : (11

t=1

n

> (M —v)

t=1

=K +E

We start by bounding the first term of (TT). Since the lower bound v, is always correct, namely, v, < v,

it holds that: . . .
S (M; - v) :Z(%Jrgt,l—u) <> <cllogn+1). (12)

t=1 t=1 t=1

Next, we bound the second term of (II). Define &, = v — v,. This is a random variable, since v, is also
a random variable. We will start by bounding E[e].

Lemma 6. Forany 0 <t <n,

2
c 1
E < —_—
el = 9
Proof. We start by bounding the conditional expectation E[e;|e;_1], forany 1 < ¢ < n. Fixsomel <t <mn
and 0 < e < 1, and assume that ;1 = €. The problem definition assumes that the probability that X; = 0
is at least . . .

V_Mt:V_thl_g:Et—1_¥:€_¥~
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Denote p = Pr[X = O|e;—1 = €|. As we have just showed, p > € — . By the definition of the algorithm,
with probability p, v, = M;. At that case,

c c c
egg=v—vy,=v—My=v—v, {——=€_1—-=¢€— —.
¢ =t ¢ e R t

With probability 1 — p, v, = v,_;. At that case,

Therefore,
Eledder1 = d = ple— &)+ (1-p) C e (-9t S
_1=¢€|=ple — - —ple=e—p-<e—(e—-)-=€—€e— + —.
tlSe-1 PR3 P Py = t't t e
Writing it differently, this means that E[e;|e; 1] < &;1(1 — §) + f—;
We conclude the lemma by inductionon 0 < ¢ < n. Fort =0,
2 2
c c 1
E =Elv - =r<1<cec<L = .
[50] [V ZO} V> _C_C—l c—1t+1
Forl <t <mn,
Ele] = E[E[et|et—1]]
2
c c
=Ele;—1(1 — = —
[ee-1(1 = 2) + 5]
2 2
c c c
< 1—- —
Seomit TP e
2 2
= t 1
PR Py A Gl
_ 2 t—1
C(e—1) 2
< 2 1
“(e—=1t+1
where the last inequality follows since (¢ — 1)(t + 1) =t — 1 < ¢2, O
The algorithm implies that v, = v,_; + %(1 — Xy), forall 1 <t < n. Therefore,

- =W-y ) -WV-y)=y -y =1-X).

(&
t
This implies

El-X,]=E |:t(€t—1 — Et):| _ t(Ee;—1 — Eey)

C C

Summing over 1 <t < n,

n n

ZE[l _ Xt] _ Z t(EEtfl — EEt)

C
t=1 t=1
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c c c
t=1
nflEEt
S -
c
t=0
n—1 2
1 C
< Z
_Z;c(c—l)(t-i-l)
n
c 1
c—12¥
t=1
c
< 1 1). 13
< c—q(logn+1) (13)

Equations (T1)), and conclude that:

n

ER™ = [Z(Mt —v)

t=1

n

Z(l — Xt)] < c(logn+1)+

t=1

Cc C2

1 1) =
c—l(Ogn+ ) c—1

+E (logn +1).

This is minimized at ¢ = 2, with a value of 4(logn + 1).

B Proof of Theorem

This is section contains a proof for the lemmas appearing in the proof outline in Section[5} Sec.[B.I|contains
a list of all definitions, Sec. presents the proof of Lemma |2} Sec. presents the proof of Lemma
Sec.[B.4]presents the proof of Lemma] Sec. presents the proof of Lemmal[I] and Sec. [B.6 presents the
proof of Lemma [5]

B.1 Table of definitions

Below is the table of all definitions.

e Z;: contains everything the algorithm has seen up to and including iteration ¢. It includes the values
of Xj; forall 1 <k < K and 1 <t < n. The only difference between Zj and Z, is that Z, contains
the result of the random coin tossed by the algorithm on iteration ¢ + 1, while Z, does not.

® To: MaXi<p<k Tko- Lhe firstiteration where all arms have positive lower bound.
e /(-): equals min(1, ).

e n: number of iterations the arms are invoked.

e K: number of arms.

e 11, ...,Vk: these parameters determine the success probability of the arms. Given a resource of M,
arm k succeeds with probability min (1 M )

7%

e (: the number of arms that are fully allocated under the optimal allocation. The highest number of
7 > 0 such that 23:1 v; < 1.
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M, ;- the amount of resource allocated to arm k on iteration ¢.

X}, ¢+ the indicator of the success of arm & on iteration ?.

gg’t: the deterministic lower bound of v, calculated by the algorithm at the end of iteration ¢.
Zg,# the probabilistic lower bound of v, calculated by the algorithm at the end of iteration ¢.
Vit max(ﬂg,tvﬂg,t)'

c: a parameter given to the algorithm, that has to get a positive value greater than 2. It takes part in
the calculation of 7y, ;.

(+)+: equals max(0, -).

d . 4
Skt equals Zigt: v 1.>0(Mk,% Zk7z‘—1)+-

d
Skt

d
czkyt_

Tkt equals cgg /1 €Xp (— > Equals My, ; — uk i1 if there are sufficient resources for arm £

on iteration ¢.
p .

St equals 2199: Myi<u, M, ;.
p .

Ty 4t equals Z1gigt: Mii<rd X i-

T': the set of “good” iterations. Equals {1 <t <n:0 <y, ; <Vl <k < K}
. c—2

p: equals 5=

kit,...,kKks: thearms 1,..., K, by the order which they were iterated on the loop over the arms in
line [5] of the algorithm, on iteration .

ly: the highest value of ¢ such that for all 1 < 5 <4, M I/k i1 + 7

]t7 ]ta

At: {kl,t? k?,ta ceey kmin(ft,f—‘rl),t'

|A¢| <min({+1,K) AND1 -3, M’ft>yk’t L

{kt
otherwise
{{kt

| Al <min({+1,K) AND 1 -3 4 My < Z%;,t—1

otherwise

/.
Kk ag 41,6

d:{l—zkeAth heo BiAO
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B.2

Zy:the random variable that contains everything the algorithm has seen up to and just before the point
it gets to see the success statuses of the arms on iteration ¢ + 1. It contains all the success statuses
X} i forany arm 1 < k£ < K and any iteration 1 < 7 < ¢, in addition to all the randomness of the
algorithm up to and including iteration ¢ 4 1.

R;: the regret on iteration t.
R<">:ZZZ:1 R;.
Tk,0:the lowest value of ¢ for which gg , > 0.

. kak(;iﬁt
€k t- T

Tk,1: the lowest value of ¢ such that e, ; < p.

h . (Mk,tfz(]i’tfl)ﬁ’
kt- Thit .

Zj: contains everything the algorithm has seen up to and including iteration ¢. It includes the values
of Xj;forall 1 <k < K and 1 <t < n. The only difference between Zj and Z, is that Z; contains
the result of the random coin tossed by the algorithm on iteration ¢ + 1, while Z; does not.

To: MaxXi<p<k Tk,o- Lhe first iteration where all arms have positive lower bound.

B(-): equals min(1, -).

Proof of Lemma

Here is a result which appears in the original work of [Lattimore et al.| (2014).

Lemma 7. Fixt € T, and1 < j < K. Then, Vg ot—1 < Vi namely, the arm with priority j on iteration t
has a lower bound of at most v;.

Proof. For any arm k < j, it holds that Vi1 S Vg S V5, where the first inequality is due to the fact that
t € T, and the second inequality follows from our assumption that vy < --- < vg. This implies that the list

Vi4_1s---,Vf 1 hasatleast j values lower or equal to v;. Therefore, if we sort the list vy 4_q,..., Vg, 4
in an increasing order, the value on place j (counting from the start) is at most v;. This value is exactly
Yy, , 41, by definition of k. O

It holds that E [ Xy ; | Zi—1] = B (Mg/vk), forall 1 < k < K. If |A;| = min(¢ + 1, K), then

K

B[R | Zia) <L+ 1xop— > B (Mpy/vi)
k=1

K
< A - Zﬁ (Mt /vie)
k=1

< | A — Z B (Mt /vr)

keAq

= 37 (1— B (Mye/ma)).

keA:
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Therefore, the proof follows for this case.

Assume next that |A;| < min(¢+ 1, K). Let h: [0,00) — R be a function such that forall 1 < k < K,
h(z) = 1/, in the range = € [ ¥, 52 1), and h(z) = 0 forall z > S°K  v;. It holds that h(z)
is monotonic non-increasing, and its integral function H(z) = f?fzo h(y)dy satisfies that H (1) is the award
achieved by the optimal policy in round ¢. Therefore,

K
E[Ry | Zi-1] )= > B (Myy/v). (14)
k=1

|At

Leta = ‘kit‘l v and b = 1Yk + D pea, Tkt + 1. Using equality (122),

B[Ry | Ze—a) < | H(a) = Y B (My/vi) (15)
k‘EAt
+ (H(b) — H(a)) (16)

+ (H(l) —H®b) - B (%)) . 17)

We will bound each of these three terms separately.
The right hand side in (123)) is bounded by

| Ae|

Z”k = B(Migfvi) = Y (1= B(Myy/wi)). (18)

keA; ke Ay

We proceed to bounding the quantity in (124)). Lemmaimplies thatany k € AyU{ki} = {1, Kja, 116}
satisfies g(,i -1 S VA +1- Therefore,

H(b) — H(a) < /b !
a V|A+1
. ZkEAt Tkt + Tzlf
B V|At|+l
E DL (19)
ke Ay kt 1 fk't 1

Lastly, bound the quantity in (125). Lemma [24]implies that

| At |A¢|
d
2 vher = 2 Vi1 S0
ke Ay ] 1
This implies that
|A¢|

> Mpg= > (Vi1 +7he) <Zuk+2m. (20)
keAs k€A k€A
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We will show that
b > 1 —min(My 4, vy 4)- (21)

First, assume that B; = (). Inequality (I28)) implies that

: d
b Z Z Mk,t =1- ng,t =1- mln(Mké,t,gk“_l).
keA;

If By # 0, thenry =1—37, 4 My — Vk/ +—1-and

b> ZMkt—i—rt—l Vk/ o =1- mln(uk/t 1 My 1),
keAs

which concludes the proof of Equation (I29). This implies that

H() — H(b) = / )

< (1-b)h(D)
< min(ugy oy, My )h(D). (22)
If |[A¢| = ¢, then b > Zizl vg. Therefore, h(b) < 1
that
(1) = H() < min(oy 1. M) — (23)

If [A;| < £, then, we know that vy ;1 < v|4,)11 < g, which implies, together with equation (T29) that

: d d
b>1-— mln(gk£7t_1, Mkéﬂf) >1-— Vi -1 >1— .

Therefore, )
Bb) < A1 — ) < ~
v
This implies, together with Equation (T30)), that
1
cod
H(l) - H (b) < mln(ZkLt,la ng,t);ﬁ (24)
Additionally,
B (Mg o/viy) = B (min(l o1, Mig ) /vig ) = min(ufy,_y, My 1) /vy (25)

Equations (137)), (132) and (133) imply that

min(vjy g, Mygo)(1/vees = 1/vy) A = ¢

min(v¢ M (1 vy — 1/vy) |Ay <€ (20)
Ly p—10 kit {4 k! t

H(1) = H(b) = B (Mg /viy) < {

Equations (123), (126)), (127) and (134) conclude the proof.

19



B.3 Proof of Lemma

We present the lemmas required for the proof, together with an intuition for the proof. Define the error

_d
of arm k on iteration ¢ by €,; = %Vif’” We would like to bound the convergence rate of € ; to 0.

The rate is in terms of the number of iterations: how many iterations it takes for € ; to get below some
threshold? Optimally, when there are sufficient resources, arm k is allocated with v , | + 7y resources.

However, if there are insufficient resources and one allocates My, ; < g%t_l, then one knows that gg’t
will not improve, namely, ggt = Zg,t—l' Hence, one should not count iterations when M} ; < gg’t_l
while estimating the number of iterations it takes for gg’t to get below some threshold. One might ask: if
iterations where My, ; = Zg,t—l + 71, are counted as 1 and iterations where M}, ; < Z%,t—l are counted
as 0, how should iterations where gg’t_l < Mg, < gg’t_l + 71,+ be counted? The answer is that these

iterations are counted as (M kit — gg t71> /7. Combining everything together, every iteration ¢ is counted

(Mk,tfﬂg t—l)+
as hk’,t = Tt’

as 1, every iteration that k is case B is counted as some positive number less than 1, and iterations that k is
case C are counted as 0.
Define 7 ¢ as the lowest value of ¢ for which gg . > 0 (equivalently, the last iteration that £ is allocated

, where (-)1 = max(0, -). In particular, every iteration that k is case A is counted

according to case I), and define p = % We start by bounding the number of iterations (weighted by hy, ;)
that pass from 7 ¢ up to the point that the error € ; is at most p (equivalently, from the first iteration that

v§t, > 0 to the first iteration that v}, > (1 — p)uy). This number is bounded by O <log Ap)vy > which

7k Tk,0
implies that the estimate ggyt grows exponentially fast in the beginning.

Lemma 8. Fix 1 < k < K. Fixy < (1 — p)vg. Let T be the first iteration t that Z(Ii,t > . Then

Y
E Z Py t|Tk0, g(]iﬂ_k’o <C <log ) ,
k? Tk 0 +

Tr,0<t<T
where C' > 0 is some constant, depending only on c.

In order to give an 1ntu1t1ve reason to this exponential growth, recall the definition of 7 ; in Fig. E} Fix
some ¢ and assume that th 1 < (I =p)vgand ry; /v, < p/2forall i < t. Then, forall i <t,

d
My, ; Vi1 T Tk
E[l — Xpi| My > 1— ki >1-— Zhizt TR > p/2.
Vg Vg
This implies that
-1 t—1 B '
Zkt—1 Zngngi _22 i—1 Zi:Tk’O (Mkz sz 1>+ (1 Xk,z)
E sd - t—1 =E 1 h > p/2.
kit—1 Zi:‘rk,o (Mk i Vk; i— 1>+ Zi:Tk,O (.Z\fk72 — Zk‘7’i—1)+
Hence,
k S% 1
3 t o cexp | — ét_ =Q(1)
Ek,t—l czk,t—l



with high probability, which implies that

d
d Vi, +(1—th)(Mkt vy )
v kit—1 ; Ypt—1 h
o kt] & ! 1B = X 2 g (1)
Vit—1 Ypt—1 Uht—1

This implies that gg , 18 indeed growing exponentially fast (with respect to /vy, ¢), however, recall we assumed
that 7y, ; /vy, < p/2 forall i < ¢. This assumption was made in order to ensure that E [1 — X}, ;] is sufficiently
large, so that X}, ; = O sufficiently often. However, one does not need this assumption: if X ; = 1 for a
sufficiently large constant number of times, 7 ; shrinks and gets below p/2. The formal claim is proved
inductively using a potential function.

Define by 74 ;1 the first iteration that g%t > (1 — p)wg, or, equivalently, the first iteration that €kt < P.
The next lemma bound the number of iterations that pass from 7, ; until €, < 7 by O(1/n) plus another

term which depends on s% r,,,» forany n > 0.

Lemma 9. Fix an integer k, 1 < k < K. Fix some number 0 < n < 1. Let T be the first iteration t such
that €, < 1. Then, there exists a numerical constant C > 0 depending only on c, such that

T 25, 1
E h d <C LI - .
Z R\ ThD Sk | = <exp <cuk(1 —p) " n

t:Tk,1+1

One would expect the term O(1/7), since the estimate th behaves as the estimante v, in the single
armed problem, which requires roughly O(1/n) iterations to bet below 7. However, since the algorithm for
the multi armed setting involves some complications not existant in the single armed algorithm, the proof is
obtained by induction using a potential function.

We add two comments. Firstly, one may ask why the sum in Lem. @ begins with 74, 1 + 1 instead of
Tk, or 1. Since the construction of ry ; uses th | to approximate Vk, one requires this approximation to

be accurate in order for the lemma to hold. Secondly, note the term s¢ ke, , in the bound in Lem. E If this
term is very large, 11 ; would be small, and the estimate g‘,i , would not be able to improve fast. However,
one can bound this term. As explained in the intuition for Lem. 8| 7./ g% , 1s expected not to be low in the

beginning, which implies that s%t is not high. We present the lemma which bounds this term. The formal
proof is by induction using a potential function, and requires some case analysis.

Lemma 10. Fix some arm 0 < k < K. Then, for some constant C > 0 depending only on c,

d
E |ex 728k’7k’1
P cvp(1 —p)

Sec. and Sec. present auxiliary lemmas, Sec. presents the proof of Lem. [8] Sec.
presents the proof of Lem. [0} Sec.[B.3.5|presents the proof of Lem. [I0]and Sec. B.3.6|concludes the proof.

<C.

B.3.1 Lemmalldl

This lemma bounds the number of iterations before gg , > 0, for any arm k.
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Lemma 11. Forany 1 < k < K,

E [log2 de] < max(2,log, (v K)) + 1.

Zkﬂ'k,o

Additionally
1
E[7To] < max (1, {logQ —+ B—D .
v
Fixk,1 <k < K.Lett = max UlogQ (ﬁ) + 1} ,O). At iteration ¢’ it holds that

1 1
K201 = Koo, (1/(Km)

= V.
Therefore, for any ¢ > t/, assuming that g%vt_l = 0 it holds that
Privf, >0 |vf, 1 =0 =Pr[Xp, =0 vf, =0 =1—B(Ms/vi)

1 1
L >1/2.

K2t=1y, — 2 K2t —ly, —

Therefore, for any iteration t > ¢/, Pr[Ty o =t | Tk > t — 1] > 1/2. Therefore, given that 74,9 > ¢/,
E[71,0]—t" equals at most the expectancy of a geometric random variable with parameter 1/2, which implies
that

1
ElTk0] < t' +2 < max <log2 <> + 2,0) + 2.

KVk
We calculate the expected value of log, —2-—. It holds that
Zk,7k70
E |log, dyk =E [log, (v K27 )] = E [logy(vk K) + Tro — 1]
=k, Tk,0

1
< logy (v K') + max(logs Ton +2,0) + 1 = max(2,logy(vpK)) + 1.
k

Lastly, let # = max (0, |logy - + 2| ). For any ¢ > #' it holds that
27

1 < 1 R
K271 = poplogy oo+l 2K
This implies that forany 1 < k& < K, forany ¢t > t/, it holds that whenever Zg,t—l =0, My, = # < 5.

Therefore, it holds that X}, ; > 0 with probability at most —=* < ﬁ Therefore, given that ¢ > ¢’ and that
To > t — 1, the probability that there exists 1 < k£ < K such that g% +—1 = 0and Xy ; > 0, is at most
>k v, =0 % < 1/2. This implies that for any ¢ > ¢/, given that ¢ > t —1, it holds that with probability
at least 1/2, 79 = t. This implies that conditioned on 7 > ¢’ — 1, it holds that 79 — (¢' — 1) is bounded by
a geometric random variable with parameter 2. Therefore,

My,
Vg

E[To—(t/—l)‘T0>t/—1] < 2.

Thus,
E[ro) <t/ —1+2=t+1.
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B.3.2 Lemmall2l

Lemma 12. There exist constants C,C' > 0, depending only on c, such that forany k, 1 < k < K,

Tk,1 d
’ My — v,
E|l Y (Mt = Vioa1)+ <ClogK +C'. 27)
t=Th0+1 Thit
k,0

Start by assuming that v, < ﬁ. From Lemma it holds that there exist a constants ¢1, ¢} > 0, such
that for any values of 74, o and g‘g Tho’
Tk,1 d
Z (M — iy 1)+

Tkt

1—pg
Tk,05 H%,Tkyo < clog (di) +c. (28)

|4
7k77—k,0

E

t:Tky()-Fl

From Lemmal|[IT] there exists a constant co such that

v 1
Elog, dik < (logy K +1ogy vk)+ + 2 < logy K + log 1 +ca. (29)

—-p

|4
7]677-1&‘,0

Together, Equalities (28)) and (29) conclude the proof for the case vy < 1%17.

Next, assume that v, > ﬁ. Let 7 be the first iteration ¢ such that vl , = 1. Forany ¢, 1 < t < n, if

(Mk,t_zgyt)+
Tkt

g%Fl =1, then = 0. This, together with Lemma imply that

%f (Mt — Zg,t—l)-i-

d
E r TEk,0, Kk;,‘rk’o
t=Tr0+1 it
T d
(Mt = Vo 1)+ 4
=E Z " TkO> Ykrpo
t:Tk’o-‘rl k’t
1 /
< ¢ log 3 + . 30)
Ekﬂ'k,o

Lemma [IT)implies that

E

1
log — ] =K [log de ] —log v, <log K + log vy + ca — logr,, = log K + ca. 3D

14 14
=k, Tk, 0 =k,Tk,0

Equations (30) and (31)) suffice to complete the proof.

B.3.3 Proof of Lemmal§

Fix some integer k, 1 < k < K. Given any t > T}, o, define

d
Skt
wy = exp | — )
Vi€

23




We will prove by induction on m > 0 that for all ¢ > 7, o, whenever g% +—1 < 27, it holds that

(Mp; — 22 1)+
. Zi| < ¢(Hg7t71>wt—1)a

El D

t<i<t+m: x_1<7vy rk’i
where
2y
d(u,w) =w+apln " + az(c2 —w)4,
and
2c
1= —,
p
co =c1 + 2,
24 1
c3 = max(4clog(2c¢),2¢a,12/p, eXp(L)),

o — 6/p+cloges +1
' Tlog(1 + ¢/es)

Oz2=2.

For the base of induction, assume that m = 0. Since we assumed that g% +—1 < 27, the potential function
is non-negative.
For the step of induction, assume that 7 > 0. Fix some ¢ > 7, o, and fix Z;_1. Assume that g% 1 <

otherwise the bound is trivially correct. Denote shortly u = g‘g i_1» 8= s‘,i 1 and w = w;_1. Let h be the

value such that
heu

My — V) =hrp,=—.
(Mt Zk,tfl)-&- Tkt w
Let ¢ = Pr[Xy; = 0| Z;—1]. It holds that

d d hcu
Skt = Sgp—1 +hree=s+ >

and

Ykt = :
T Mg =u+ 2 X =0

Let u(?) and u(!) be the corresponding values of gg,t given the value of X}, ;, namely

0):u+@, ut) = .

Let w(® and w()) be defined similarly, and denote s = s(1) = s It remains to prove the following
inequality:
qd(u®, w®) + (1 = Qo , wV) + h < ¢(u, w). (32)

We use the following shorthand definitions:
0 =6, w®),6M = (), W), o(u,w) = 6.

We proceed by proving some inequalities which will be required in the proof.
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Proposition 1. Forall a > 1, and all y > 2alog a, it holds that y > alogy.

Proof. Start by setting y = 2aloga, and b + 1 = log a. It holds that
y = 2aloga = a(log a+b+1) > a(log a+log(b+1)+1) = a(log a+loglog a+1) = alog(2aloga) = alogy,

using the inequality > log(x + 1) for all x € R. Next, note that the function y — alogy monotonic
increasing in y for all y > a, therefore the inequality indeed holds for all y > 2alog a. O

Lemma 13. Let u, s, w be defined as above. The following inequalities hold:
1. If w < cs, then
—(s/u+1)(ag — 1) + ag log(l + ¢/e3) > 6/p.
2. Ifw > c3, then
w > ¢+ s/u.

4
4. Iwac;;,then%Z%—l—l.
Proof. Note that clogw = 2. Start with proving item Whenever w < c3, it holds that

—(s/u+1)(ag — 1)+ ajlog(l 4+ c/c3) = —(clogw + 1) + aq log(1 + ¢/c3)
> —(cloges+1)+6/p+ 3cloges
=6/p.

Next, we prove item [2| It is clear that w/2 > ¢3/2 > co. Proposition |I|implies that for all w > ¢z >
2(2¢) log(2c) it holds that w > 2clogw = 2s/u by substituting a = 2¢. Therefore,
w=w/2+w/2>cr+ s/u
as required.
Items and trivially follow from the definition of c3, and the equality clogw = 2. 0

u

Lemma 14. Let w, w(o), w(l), s, w and h be defined as above. Then
o w® <w< w,
o w+h<wl <w+2h.

w— (s/u—1)h < w® < max <w/2,w - m> .

Proof. The upper bound for w(!) is as follows:

cu

(1) s+ hcu
w = ec® = exp W) = weh® < w1+ 2h/w) = w + 2h, (33)
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using the inequality exp(y) < 1 4 2y for all 0 < y < 1. The lower bound is calculated similarly:
w = we" > w(l + h/w) = w+h, (34)

using the inequality e¥ > 1 + y forall y € R.
Next, we calculate the inequalities regarding w(®):

(0)
(0) S
0o (20}

B s+ chu/w

- (cu—i—cghu/w)
B /(cu) + h/w
-ow (R SR )

/(cu) + (s/u)(h/w) — (s/u —1)(h/w)
- ( 1+ch/w >
_ < _(s/u— 1)(h/w)>
1+ ch/w

B (s/u—1)(h/w)

wexp( o)
> wexp (=(s/u—1)(h/w))
> w(l = (s/u—1)(h/w)) (35)
>w — (s/u—1)h,

where (33)) follows from the inequality e¥ > 1+ y, forall y € R.
Before calculating the upper bound on w©), we first show that s > u, by proving that s% ;> g% ;» for all

t > Tpo. Fort = 7} 0, it holds that s%t = th = My, 4. Fort > T, ¢ it holds that

Z%,t - Zg,t—1 = (Mk,t - Zg,t—l)-l—(l - Xk,t) < (Mg — Zg,t—1)+ = Sg,t - 32,:&—1-

Next, we proceed to bounding w©.

W wexp( (s/u—1)(hjw) >

1+ ch/w
-0
< wmax (1/2, 1- (3/7“(‘1 - C/};/)w > (36)

where (36) follow from the inequality e=* < 1 —x/2 whenever 0 < z < 1 and e™* < 1/2 whenever z > 1.
(s/u=1)(h/w)

It cannot happen that “~—=— Jo < 0 since, as we explained s > w, and this confirms that w(®) < w. [
Lemma 15. Ifw < c3 then
¢(1) ¢ > %
P
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Proof. We start with an inequality:

1 1 ©) h
log — —log — = log - log ut heufw =log (1 + hc/w) > hlog(1+ c/w) > hlog(l+c/c3),
u@) u(0) u®) u
(37)
using the inequality log(1 + ax) > alog(l + z), forz > 0and 0 < o < 1.
Next, we prove
(c2 —w )y — (g —wM)y < w —w®, (38)
Lemma |14] states that w®) > w(©), Whenever w(!) < ¢y it holds
(c2 —w )y — (cg —wM)y = w — .
And whenever w) > ¢, it holds
(c2 = w®)y = (e2 —wM) g = (ca =)y <™ —0®,
which confirms the validity of inequality (38).
Thus,
(1) _ 40 — M 0 (0) 1 1
o — %V =w' +ag(eg —w' )y —wY —ag(ea — w'Y )y +ag | log —= — log —
u® u(0)
> (w® — wM) (g — 1) + hay log(1 + ¢/c3) (39)
> —(s/u+ 1)h(ag — 1) + haqg log(1 + ¢/c3) (40)
> 1)
p
where line (39) follows from inequalities (37) and (38), line (@0) follows from Lemma [T4] and line (1)
follows from Lemma [13/] O

We start by proving inequality (32) for the case w < ¢;. From Lemma w® <w+2<c¢1+2=coy,
which implies that (c; — w()) = ¢5 — w(Y). Therefore,

¢ =0 — (1= )¢V —h =6~ —h+q(s!) — ¢
>¢— oM —h (42)
= w4+ as(cs —w)y —w —ag(cy —wM), —h
=w+ az(cy —w) —w — ag(c; —wV) = h
= (" —w)(ag—1)—h
> h(og — 1) — h (43)
>0

)

where inequality (#2)) follows from Lemma [T5] and the fact that w < ¢; < ¢3, and inequality (43) follows
from Lemma [14]

Whenever w > ¢y, the following inequality holds:

My,
Vg

g>1-—
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_u+heu/w

>1
Vi

>1—(1-p)(1+hc/w) (44)

>p—c/w

> p/2, (45)

where inequality (#4) follows from the fact thatu = v, | <~ < (1 — p)v.
Next, we prove (32) for the case ¢; < w < ¢3. Therefore

¢ = g0 — (1 =)o —h =0 =0 —h+q(s!V — ")
6h

>¢— ¢l —h+a() (46)
>¢— ¢ —h+3n 47)
zw—w(l) —h+3h

>0 (43)

where inequality (@6) follows from Lemma [T3] inequality #7) follows from inequality @3], and inequal-
ity (@8) follows from Lemma (T4).
Lastly, we prove inequality (32)) for w > c3. The bounds on w©® and w®, and Lemma imply that

w® >w > w® >w— (s/u—1)h > ca. (49)
Thus,
¢ — a0 — (1 — )¢V —h>w—qu® — (1 - g)w™ — (50)
_ P _ (1 _PY, @ _
> w— L (1 2)w h (51)
p (s/u—1)h p
>w— 2 2w — U (P 2h) — 2
> w 2max(w/,w 21+ ofw) < 2>(w+ h) —h (52)

p (s/u—1)h p
>w—2max<w/2,w—4)—(1—2>w—2h—h (53)

(54)

where inequality (50) follows from inequality (@9), line (5I)) follows from @3], line (52) follows from
Lemma|[14] line (53)) follows from the fact that w > ¢; > ¢, and line (54) follows from Lemma [T3]3}4]

B.3.4 Proof of Lemma |9

Fix aninteger k, 1 < k < n.Foranyt, 1 <t <mn,let

d
Skt
Wyt = exXp -
CV ¢

28




We will prove by induction on m > 0 that for any ¢ > 7 1,

min(t+m—1,7) d
(Mp,; — Zk,i_1)

+
E Z o Zip—1| < O(Whi—1, €ki—1), (55)
i—t .
where
cow?e+cy (L —w), +c (2—7) e>1
d(w,e) =14 ° 1 (2 Jotes (i >
0 e<3g
and
co=1
A(l—p)+7
C3 = —F—~ o
c(l—p)—2
Cl1 = C3 -+ 2

cy =1+ 62(263 + 2)
cs = cqcq(log ey + 3).

The proof is by induction on m. If m = 0 then inequality (35) holds since ¢(w,e) > 0. Assume
therefore that m > 0. Fix some values of ¢ > 71, and fix Z;_1. If €31 < 7, then 7 < ¢, and
inequality (55) holds since ¢(w, €) > 0. Assume therefore that €k,t—1 > 1. Denote w = wy 1, € = €41
and u = gg,t_l. Let wq be the value that wy, ; gets if X}, ; = 0, and let wy be its value if X}, ; = 1. Similarly

(Mk,t*ﬂ(li,tfl)

define €, €1, ug and up. Denote h = o T Letg = Pr[Xy: = 0] Z;—1]. To complete the proof,

it is sufficient to prove that
d(w,€) > h+ (1 —q)p(wi, €1) + qgp(wo, €). (56)
We can replace €; with ¢, since they are equal.

Lemma 16. The following hold:

1. 12
w+h§w1 §w+h+?-
2. -
wo = (wy) <.
3.

wy < w < wiy.

Proof. Start by proving item[I} It holds that

d d d d
Skt Spi—1 T hry Sgi—1 T hﬂkﬂg_lc/wt—l hjw
wy=exp| — | =exp | —— | =exp = wel’v,
cu cvd cvd
! =k,t—1 Zht—1

Since 0 < % < 1, applying the inequality 1 + = < exp(xz) < 1+z+ 22 which holds whenever 0 < z < 1,
suffices to complete the proof of item 1]
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We proceed to proving item |2l The value of s%t is defined by Z;_1, and does not depend on Xy ;.

Therefore,
ul

d d ug e
Sk,t Skyt " Ei—elguk

wg=exp| — | =exp | —= = (wy) G0k |
Cugp Cuq

which completes the proof of item [2]
Item [3]is proved in Lemma 14}

Proposition 2. The function ¢(w, €) is monotonic non-decreasing in e.
Proof. Follows immediately from the fact that c5 > cjc4.

Lemma 17. It holds that
1 1

P(wo, €0) — p(w1, €0) < caci(loger + 2) ( — > .

€ €

Proof. If ¢y > 1n/2 then ¢(wq, €9) — ¢(w1, €g) = 0. Otherwise, since wy < wy,

d(wo, €0) — d(w1, €0) = caeo ((wo)* — (w1)?) + ca ((e1/e0 — wo) 4 — (c1/€0 — wi)+)

< cs((er/e0 —wo)+ — (c1/€0 —w1)4).

We will show that .
< cy(ci/eg —c1/€) + ca(ci/e — (c1/e)T=<0).
If wy > c¢1/€p then this inequality holds since = 0. If wy < ¢1/€e < w then

B7) = cac1/e0 — cawo

= C4(Cl/€0 — 61/6) + C4(Cl/€ — ’LU())

= ca(er/eo — c1/e) + caler/e —wy )
< calerfeo — e1/€) + ealer /e — (crfe) ),

where inequality (59) follows from Lemma
If wy < c¢;1/ethen

B7) = ca(wr — wo)

1—e
l1—e¢g
=C | w1 —w

<cy <C1/6 —(c1/e) 11::0) )

(57)

(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

where equality follows from Lemma|[I6] and inequality (61]) follows from the fact that the function = —
x® is monotonic increasing in x, assuming a fixed 0 < a < 1. This completes the proof of inequality (38).

To conclude the proof, it is sufficient to show that

(erfe — (e1/€)T0) < (1/en — 1/e)er (log(er) + 1).

30
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Let v = €/¢y — 1. Bounding
1— (cl/e)(lfe)/(lfeo)fl 1 (Cl/e)(eofe)/(peo)
— 1 — elos(er/€)(co—e)/(1—e0)
— 1 — ¢~ log(er/€)veo/(1—€0)
< 1 — e logler/e0)yeo/(1—c0)

—1—e" log(c1)veo/(1—eo)—log(1/eo)yeo/(1—¢€0)

< 1 — e~ logler)y=37/(1—<0) (63)
< 1 — ¢ (ogler)+1)y (64)

where inequality (63) follows from the fact that eg < p < % therefore 15050 < 1, and from the fact that
€o log % < 3, for any €y > 0; inequality (64) follows from the fact that eg < p < 3; and inequality (63)
follows from the inequality e™* > 1 — x which holds for all z € R.

Thus, we conclude the proof of inequality (62)) and the proof of this lemma:

erfe—(arfe 5 = 2 (1- (2) )

€ €
c
< ~(log(er) + 1)y (66)
= (1/e0 — 1/€)c1(log(cr) + 1).
where inequality (66) follows from inequality (63). O

We start by proving (56), assuming that we < c3. Let A = w; — w. Lemma[I6]states that h < A < 2h.
Therefore,
wie<cg+2=c. 67)

This implies that

P(w,€) — ¢p(wr, €) = ca(w? — wi)e + ca(er/e — w) — ca(cr/e —wy)
= coe(—2wA — A?) + 4 A

> —co(2e3A + 2A) + 4 A (68)
= A(—c2(2c3+2) + c4)

=A (69)
> h, (70)

where (68)) follows from the assumption ew < cg and the inequality A < 2; and (69) follows from the
definition of c¢4.
If €9 < 1/2, then

p(w,€) —h — (1 = q)p(wi, €) — gp(wo, €0)
= (¢(w,€) — p(wy,€)) —h — q(d(w1, €0) — d(w1,€)) — q(d(wo, €0) — P(w1, €0))
> h—h—q(é(wr,e0) — p(wi,€)) — q(dp(wo, €0) — d(w1, €0)) (71)
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v

—q(o(wo, €0) — P(w1, €0)) (72)
o, (73)

where inequality follows from inequality (70)), inequality follows from Proposition 2] and inequal-
ity (71)) follows from the fact that ¢y < 7/2.
If g > n/2, then

P(w1, €0) — d(wi, €) < cafer/eo — wilt + ¢5[2/n — 1/€0]+ — caler/eo — wi]+ — es[2/n — 1/ €0+
= ca(c1/e0 —w1) +¢5(2/n — 1/e0) — caler/e —w1) — e5(2/n — 1/€) (74)
= (cac1 —¢5)(1/e0 — 1/€) (75)

where inequality (74) follows from inequality (67) and the fact that €g > 2. Thus,

Pp(w,€) —h — (1 = q)p(wi,€) — qp(wo, €0)

= (d(w,€) — p(w1,€)) — h — q(p(wi, €0) — d(w1, €)) — q(d(wo, €9) — P(w1, €0)) (76)
>h—h+(c; —cac1)(1/eg — 1/€) — (1/eg — 1/€)ciea(log(cr) + 2)

= (¢5 — caci(log(er) +3))(1/eg — 1/e)

= 07

where inequality (76) follows from inequalities (70) and (73), and Lemma([T7] This concludes the proof of
inequality (56) for the case ew < c3.
Next, assume that we > c3. Therefore,

(w1, €) — o(w, €) < cowie — cow’e

= c2(2wA + A?)e
< e(2w(h + h? Jw) + (2h)?)e
= co(2wh + 6h)e, (77)
using Lemma T6]
Since ew > cg > c, it holds that
h h
uk—Mk,t:yk—u—w:yk(e—c“)zuke(l—c)>o. (78)
w W we
Therefore, ug = My s = u + hwﬂ This implies that
h h
=1 M0y wtlchw/w _  chu (79)
Vi Vg VLW

Since t > T}, 1, it holds that u > (1 — p)vy, therefore, inequality (79) implies that

60:6_@§6_M‘ (80)
Vpw w
Additionally,
S <L F T O SRR B 81)
VW w WeE c3 2 2



This implies that

d(wi,€) — p(wi, €0) = cowi(e — €9) + ca((c1/e —w1)y — (c1/e0 —w1)y) + cs5(1/e0 — 1/€)
> cow?(e — €9) + ca(c1/e — c1/e0) + c5(1/eg — 1/€)
> 02whc(1 - p) + (05 — C4Cl)(1/60 — 1/6). (82)

where inequality (82) follows from inequality (80).
Additionally, inequality (78)) and inequality (8T) imply that

q:eo>e<1—c>. (83)

To complete the proof:

(;5(71), 6) —h— (1 - Q)¢(w17 6) - Q¢(w07 60)
= (d(w, €) — d(wi,€)) — h+ q(Pp(w1,€) — P(w1, €0)) + q(P(w1, €0) — P(wo, €0))

1 1 1 1
> —co(2wh + 6h)e — h + ¢ <02whc(1 —p) + (c5 — cacq) < - e)) — qgeqer (logeg + 2) < - >

€0 € €
(84)
= —c2(2wh + 6h)e — h + q (cowhe(1 — p))
> —co(2wh 4 6h)e — h + € <1 - CC> (cawhe(1 — p)) (85)
3

:weh<—2—g—£€+<1—;>c(1—p)>

Zweh<—2—;+c(1_p)_02(1p)>

> weh <c(1 —p)—2— i(7+cz(1 —p)))
=0,

where inequality (84) follows from inequality (77), inequality (82), and Lemma and inequality (83)
follows from inequality (83).

B.3.5 Proof of Lemma/[I(

Fix some integer k, 1 < k < K. Define the values

d = 2
c(l—pvy’
g (L=P/4\1-p
=1lo
v=log |\ ) 5
1
Sp = max (cuk log (2¢/p) , vgcln > ,
Y
d" =4 /p.

Let 7 be the first iteration ¢ such that 32 + = S0
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Proposition 3. Fixt > 7, let v = (M}, — gg +—1)+ It holds that:

1.

exp(cz) < (1 -p/4)/(1 - p/2).
Proof. First, we prove item I}

VEp
@ <y =g exp(—spg—1/ (v, 1)) < cvpexp(—so/(vkc)) = vy exp(—log(2¢/p)) = o

Next, we prove item[2] Start by bounding x:
x < ey exp(—so/(vge)) < cvgexp(logy) = cvgy.

To complete the proof, we estimate

2 1—p/4\ 1-p 1—p/4
'x) < — = el = .
o) < o 2 enton (1203 ) 157 ) = 100
O
We prove by induction on m > 0, that for any 7 < ¢ < 73,7 it holds that
E |:eXp (Cl (Slccl,min(t—i-m,Tk’l) - sg,t)) ‘Z%t} < exp (C”(Vk - Zg,t)) . (86)

The base of induction is clear: whenever m = 0 the left-hand side equals 1, and the right-hand side is at
least 1. If £ = 731 then, from the same reason the inequality holds.
For the induction step, assume that m > 0, and take some 7 <t < 7g,1. Proposition@implies that

Pvg
Mygi1 < (Mpgq1 — v )4 + 1, < - t vp(1—p) = (1 —p/2)vg

Therefore,
M,
Pr[Xp 1 =0]=1-2 (’;]:“) >1-(1-p/2)=p/2.
Let
T = (My41 — 22,t)+-
It holds that

d _
vl = Vi1 T¢ Xpip1 =0
A .
* H(li,t Xk,t =1

Therefore, by induction hypothesis, it holds that

d d
B Lo (¢ (fmncrmen) — ko) koo

1
=3Pl =B [exp (¢ (shaitesmen) — 5E1) ) | Xises =0
b=0
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1

Pr[Xkﬂf-i-l =bE [exp(c/x) exp (C/ (Sg,min(t—i-m,fk,l) - S%,t—f—l)) ‘Z(l:cl,tv T, Xp 1 = b}
0

r[Xj1+1 = 0] exp(d'z) exp (c"(l/k — Zg,t — 9U)> + Pr[Xj, 141 = 1] exp(c'z) exp <C”(Vk — g%ﬂ)
exp (c//(yk - Z(ki:,t —z)+ c/x) +(1— g) exp (c"(yk - gg,t) + c’a:) .
We would like to show that

gexp (c”(uk — g%t — )+ c’x) +(1- g) exp (c”(uk — g‘,it) + c'ac) < exp (c”(uk — g%ﬂ) ,
which is equivalent to showing that the function

o(y) = g +(1- g) exp ("y) —exp ((" = )y) , (87)

satisfies ¢(x) < 0. It trivially holds that ¢(0) = 0, and we will show that %(y) < 0forall0 <y < x. This
will imply that ¢(x) < 0. Indeed,
d¢ _ ! /" /" / ! /
W =a —p/2)c" exp(yc”) — (¢ — ) exp((¢” — ¢)y)
= exp(cy) (1 — p/2)c" — (" — ) exp(—C'y
< exp(c'y) (1 - p/2)¢" = (¢" = ) exp(—cw

~

)
) (88)

where inequality (88) follows from Proposition [3]2]
This proves that

d d d d
E [GXP (C’ (Sk7min(t+m,7'k,1) - Sk,t>) ’Zk,v fﬂ} < exp (C"(Vk - Zkﬂ) ’

and this inequality holds for every possible value of x, therefore the proof of inequality (86)) is concluded.
To conclude the proof, note that

4c
d d d
Sk’,‘r = Sk:,T—]. + (Mk‘,T — 2]{:,T—1)+ S S0 + 7‘]4;77- S S0 + CVE é CI/k;(lOg %)

Thus,
E [exp(c/sgﬂ_l)] =F [exp(c/sgﬂ.) exp(c’sgﬂ.1 - 527,.)]

4
< exp(cev(log —))E [exp(c'sf ,, — 51|
p ’ ’

< ( 2 ) 4c (")
ex — exXplc v,
=P =) )

<o (25) e (G0 -)
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B.3.6 Concluding the proof

Fix an arm k, 1 < k < n. It holds that:

S A-BMgm) < S (1= B(Miy/n))

teT: ke As t>Tg o keA;
= > (1~ B(Mye/ ) (89)
t: T o<t<Ty1, kEAL
+ S (1= B(Myy/wr)). (90)

t: t>‘l’k’1, keAt

We will start by bounding the amount in the equation line marked and proceed in bounding the amount
in (90).

. ) My —v,
For any iteration ¢ where k € Ay, MotV 1)+

* = 1. Therefore,

Tkt
> =BM /)< > 1
Teo<t<Tg1: Tro0<t<Tg1:
ke Ay k€A

d
i Z (Mk‘ﬂf T Zlc,z‘,71)+
T
Tro<t<Tg1: kit
keA,

< CilogK + Cf, 91)

for some constants C, C] > 0 depending only on ¢, where the last inequality follows from Lemma
14 —l/d
We proceed by bounding the amount in (90). Denote ¢, ; = — V;’“’t. For any value of 0 < 1 < 1, let
T, , be the first iteration ¢ that € ; < 7. LemmaH implies that there is a constant, Co > 0, depending only

on ¢, such that

T (M — v 25
kit~ V1) + ) Sk 1
El D ’ 7. | <c TRy )
Thb Sr | =22\ OPA  (T =) o

.
t=Tg1+1 kit

d

2s
Lemma|10/bounds the expected value of E [exp (w:(lfﬁ;)ﬂ by another constant, C3 > 0, depending only

on c¢. Combining these two results, we get that

T;wr M, d
kt — Vg C
E Z ( it k.t 1)+ < 4, (92)
Tkt n
t:Tk71+1 ’

for some constant Cy > 0 depending only on c.
Let wy, ,, be the number of iterations ¢, 751 < t < 7';{ - for which k € A;. Equation (92) implies that

Ewy, = E > 1

t:Th <1€§‘r§w77 keA:
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(M — v, )
b Yki—1)+
=E E :
; Tkt
t: Tk71<t§7-k,n7 keA:

T;f,n M _.d
(Mt Zk,t—1)+

<E )

t=1p1+1 Tkt
=)
n
Therefore,
S A-BMum) < S (1AW /m)
t>11+1: k€At t>1p 1+1: k€At

= g €kt—1

t>1,1+1: k€A

n
= E €pt—1+ § €kt—1

m=1 t>7p1+1: t>7g1+1:
k€A keAs
prearig | <€p—1<E Gk,tqéﬁﬂ
n
1 1
DD D DD
m n+1
m=1 t>7p1+1: t>Tp1+1:
keAy ke Ay
1 1 1
T <€kt-155; €ht—1<777

n

E:Htt>7hhT%Mn<t§7bﬂmHyk€A&‘

IN

1
< > (Wra/me1) — wk,1/m)E +1

m=1
n—1 1 1

< —Wg,1 + mZka’l/m (777,1 — m) + j’wk’n +1
n—1 k)

<2 AL
> s
m=2

Inequality (93)) implies that
n—1 1 n—1 m

B.4 Proof of Lemma/d

1

m

_l’_

93)

n
n—+1

(94)

Define 7" =T N{1po+1,- - , 71}, and 7" =T N {11+ 1,--- ,n}. We will divide the sum that we

have to bound into two summands: one over 7” and one over 7"

37



Start with 7".

Bl Y e 3o

v v
teT’: ke A, —kt—1  teT’: keB, —kit—1

d
Tkt (Mgt — Vi 1)+
=E ’ 2 ! 5
Dot Y ”: 95)
teT’: ke A, —k,t—1 teT’: keBy =kit—1
S . _
- (Mit — Vi 1)+
< 2E ’ .
< > i
_t:Tk,O+1 71€,t—1 |
S . -
i My, —v
<2E Z ( k.t 7k,t71)+
t=71 Tk’t
- - k’0+1 -
< Cylog K +Cy. (96)

for some constants C, C] > 0, depending only on c. Inequality (93)) follows from the fact that conditioned
on k € By, k is allocated according to case B, hence My, equals either ¢, | or v$, | + r}, each with
probability 1/2; inequality follows from Lemma 7 7

Next, bound the sum that relates to 7. Similarly to the calculation in Equality (©93)):

/
Tkt T
E| > g+ > g
14 1%
teT”: k€A, —kit—1  teT/: keB, —kit—1

My, — v9
<9E Z( k.t —k,t—1)+

teT! Zk,t—l

Z (Mk,t - Z(ki:,t—l)-‘r

S (—pw

<2E

2
< ———E E (Mt — Eg,tfl)-i-
(1 —p)v «
1<t<n: Zk,t—1>0

- o]

To conclude the proof, we prove by induction on £, 1 < ¢t < n, that sgt < ey H(t — 1), where

H(t) =Y, 2 is the harmonic sum. Trivially s§ ; = 0 = H(0). Assume that this statement holds for ¢

and prove for ¢t 4 1.

d d d
Skl S Sy T Uy Th 41

st
t
= sy + Vi exp | ——3

sd
d kit
< Sp T evpexp | ———

VL
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H(t-1
< cypH(t — 1) + cvgexp (—Cl}k()>

CUVL

o7

<cyH(t—1)+ cype lost (98)
= CVkH(t).

where Inequality follows from induction hypothesis, and from the fact that the function z + « exp (— %)
is monotonic non-decreasing in z, for x > 0 and a > 0, and Inequality follows from the fact that
H(t—1) > logt, forall t > 1.

B.5 Proof of Lemmalll

We use the following variant of Azuma’s inequality.

Lemma 18. Let Y1,Y5,... be an infinite sequence of random random variables, and let X1, X3, ... be
random variables getting values from {0, 1}. Assume that X is a function of Y1, ..., Y; foralli > 1. For any
i > 1, let P; be a random variable which is a function of Y1, ...,Y;—1 and equals Pr[X; = 1| Y1,...,Y;_1].
The following statements hold:

1. Fix a number r, and let T, be the random variable denoting the last number i such that Zé’:l P; <.
Assume that there exists some constant m such that it always holds that T, < m. Then, for any

H<5< |,
<exp [
J— 3 .

2. Fix a number r, and let T, be the random variable denoting the first number i such that 22:1 P; >
Assume that there exists some constant m such that it always holds that T, < m. Then, for any

0<d6<1,
Pr iX'<(1—5)r <e —(SQ—T
2 i < exp 5 )

This is a martingale version of the following bound on the relative error of independent random variables
by [Chernoff] (1952).

S Xi> 1+
=1

Pr

Lemma19. Let X1, . .., X,, be independent random variable getting values from {0,1}. Let X = > | X;.
Then, for all 0 < § < 1,

1.
2
PriX > (1+6)EX] < exp (—5 I§X>
2. )
PriX < (1-90)EX] <exp <—5 EX) .

First note that we can assume in Lemma that 2;1 P; = r. Then, the proof is almost identical to
the proof of Lemma inductively bounding E exp (¢t >°77; X;) < exp (r(e! — 1)). Lemma is proved
similarly.
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Before proving the following lemmas, extend the values of My ;, Xy 4, s}gt and xgt fort > n, by
defining, for all ¢ > n,
M.+ = min(vy, 1),

] 1 with probability My /vy,
"7 )0 with probability 1 — My /v,

Spit = Shi1 + Mg, (99)

and
P _ .p X
Tpy = Tpyq T Xkt

Here is an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 20. Fix somearmk, 1 < k < K. Then,
2

T
Bl[{o<tsnidg > nfl] < g

Proof. Fix some arm k. Fix some s, { > 0. Regard the inequality

14 \/ 14

for all positive x and v. This is a quadratic inequality in the parameter \/g , which holds if and only if

1 ¢ ¢ =
V:§¢%+v%+s

In particular, whenever = > % — 4 /25@“ , it holds that

)
/ / x
1/2( %—i— 22—1—(9) . (100)
Define for any ¢ > 0 and ¢ > 0,
¢ AR
= \WERTYER ) ke m 0

0 SZtZO

Note that gg vt =Uh s
For any integer ' > 0, let 7y be the first iteration ¢ that s} , > s'v;. From the way we extended the
values of sit to t > n in equation (99), it holds that for any s’, 74 is bounded by a constant. For all ¢ > 0,

Pr [gf;t > uk} =Pr [th,k,t > I/k}

< Pr [Ei > 0080, < tug, 124, > v

40



< Z Pr|3i > 0: s’y < SZ’Z» < (8" + D, ZEtJﬁi > l/k]

=T

_ Gt Gt Lhi
_ZPr i > 0: syk<sk 5—|—11/k, —+ 4 + 5
251 25ki Sk

—2
< P >
*Z ! S+1 \/ S+1 ( —i—l)l/k Yk

N 1
<3 pPr|ab < % - 2(SJ;)V’“Q (101)
s k k

<Seelug,, <o (1- i )]
< Zexp (—s (W ;)2) (102)

<ZeXp( \/f)

<texp (—Ct + 2Ct)
= texp (—In(1/e;))
=t 2K

where inequality (TOT)) follows from (T00) by substituting s = (s’ + 1)vg, v = v, @ = x) .  and ¢ = (;;

p P
and inequality (T02)) follows from Lemma by substituting X; = J:I,;i — xiﬂ._l, Y, = Z;, P = ZhiCkizt

Vg
r=sand = /2¢/s — L.

This implies that

n n (o]
1 1 2
P p _
E H{O <t<niy,> yk}H < ;1 Prlv}, > ] < ;1 - < ;1 KOk

O]

To conclude the proof, note the following: the expected number of iterations ¢ that there exists k& such
that vy = 0, is at most the expected number of iterations that there exists k& such that gg’t = 0. This
quantity is bounded by E[r] = O(max(1,log -- -)), by Lemma

The expected number of iterations ¢ such that there exists k that v, , > vy, is bounded by the expected
number of iterations that there exists & that Vk > Vs which is bounded by a constant, from Lemma .
This concludes the proof.

B.6 Proof of Lemma

We begin with a lemma:
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Lemma 21. Fix an integer k and real numbers a and v such that1 < k < K, 0 < a < 1, and 1
Then,

I/— v

1029¢,
Bl X twe, M <o (M5,

t: gkytilgy

Proof. Assume that szt and xi’t are defined also for ¢t > n, as defined in equation (99). Let oo = (%)2, and
let

=1+ ag,].
First, for any s > s/, and for any z < s + 1/3slog n, it holds that

2 2
C" Cn r _ S Cn Cn X
<¢ﬂy4)+¢m&4y+&4>‘x—1<%h+V%+s>
S Cn [3logn
= s—1 \/7 7+1 s

2

s Cn
< —+1
T s—1 28+ +

s [Gn [ Sn [Sn
< = =41 =
“s—1 28+\/ 23+ + s
<

2
s Gn 1 G 1 [Gn
sl<\/;+2\/;+2\/j+l> (199
(1) (10192
s—1
< <1+1> <1+15\/T>
(0% (67

1+, (104)

where inequality (I03) follows from the fact that /1 + x < 1+ 5 for x > 0.
For any integer s > s, let 7 be the last ¢ such that 311315 < sv, and A; be the event

2

k:Ts >1.
5—1 5—1 s—l) v

s
1+4a

Substituting xz = x,“_ and s = in inequality (TI04), we obtain that whenever xk_r < 24

\/ 3144 log n, Ag does not hold.
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P _ P
Applying Lemma (18 with X; = af, —a}, |, Y; = Z;, P, = S = 3

v
/20RO i ponds that

Pr[Ag] < Pr |z} _ > —— + /3 —logn| <e o 1

s = 144 = 3(1ta)) '

O 508 P\ 30+a0)) " n

This suffices to complete the proof:

E ) Ly, et Miy
1<t<n: —2 1
- Vg1 TV
- E Z 1Mk,t§z2yt,1Mk’t + E Z 1Mk,t§£2,t,1Mkvt
. 1 1 : 1 1
1<t<min(n,7 +1): Vriot > min(n, T +1)<t<n: Vriol >
n—1
/
<vs +E E 1MktSZ%t_11 1 Zleﬂg
’ , Vi,t—1 "V
s=s'+1 t:

(sfl)uk<si,t71§suk

n—1
/
B SN e, M
s=s'+1 t:

(s—l)yk<s£7t_1ﬁsyk

O]

Lemmaimplies that forany j,1 < j < K,and forany ¢t € T, if H%,tq > v; then there are at least j
arms ¢ for which v, < v; <wy ;. Therefore,

3 min(vfl, ;, Myo)(1/vesr = 1/v) A = ¢
min(vf, , Mye)(1/ve —1/ve) A < ¢

< Y min g, Mi)(1/ves — 1/w)
teT: k€ BtUCk
Zit,lélle-u

+ > min(, oy M) (/v —1/w). (105)
teT: ke BiUCY
Z(Ii,tflgye

teT: ke BiUCy
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Take some k' < k. Let a = min <1, l’j—; - 1). Then

.o d
E > min(yg, , Miy) (106)
teT: ke BsUC:
Zk,t—lgl’k’

d
=E| > vhea|tE| D Ly ce Mg

teT: kEB; teT: keCy
Vi t—1 SVt Vi t—1 SVt

=2B | > Ly, Viea| +E| D Ly, <ot Mi (107)

fot—1"
teT: keB; teT: keCy
LWk, t—1 Vg Vi t—1 <V

=2E Z 1Mk,t§22’t_1Mk7t +E Z 1Mk,t§2(;i’t_1Mk7t (108)

teT: keB, teT: keCy
[ Yk t—1 Vgt Vi t—1SVpt

<2E Z le,tSZ%t,levt

t: 1<t<n
[k t—1SVpr

1029¢,
S 2Vk’( a2C ), (109)

where inequality follows from the fact that if k& € B; then k is allocated according to case B, and
the probability that My, ; = g%kl conditioned on k € B, is 1/2, independently on H%,tq; follows
from the fact that whenever k € By, it never holds that M}, ; < gg7t71; and inequality follows from
Lemma 2]l

If a < 1 this implies that

E| S min(l,y, M) (/v — 1/m) gwmghww_um

teT: ke BiUC:
v Su

< () (s — 1)

2058(,,

a
2058(,,

I/k-/ljk/ — 1
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If a = 1, then

. 2058
Bl mind, M) (1o — 1/m)| < o (o) (1 /iy — 1/
teT: ke BtUC:
Zg,t71§l’k’
= 2058¢,(1 — &)
Vi
< 2058(,,.
Therefore, for any value of a,
. 2058
E Z mln(g%jt_l, M) (/v —1/vg) | < _20586n _ + 2058¢,
teT': ke B,UC v/ — 1
t t
l/%t 1<Vk’
= 2058¢,,———.
Vi — Vyr

This, together with inequality (T03]), conclude the proof.

C Proof of Theorem

Take an algorithm A, and we can assume that it is deterministic, since we are bounding an expected regret
over all inputs. Notice that the optimal allocation strategy is to fully allocate all the arms 1,...,r, and
additionally allocate some of the arms r + 1, ..., 2r. Therefore, the expected regret on iteration ¢ satisfies

r T
E[R; | Ml,t'-‘MK,t] > Z |Mk,t — Vk|§ + Z g — Mkt| ( _ 2)

k<r: Mk,t>Vk‘ k<r: Mk,t<”k

.
,
> 50 vk = M, (110)

where the sum over Mj,; > v, corresponds to over-allocation of arms k£ < r, and the sum over My, ; > v,
corresponds to under-allocation of these arms.

The idea of the proof is to show that on any iteration ¢, and for any arm k£ < r, the algorithm cannot
estimate the value of v, with an error lower than (1/(rt)), therefore, the expected value of |vj, — M 4|
will be 2(1/(rt)), and (TI0) will imply that the regret on iteration ¢ will be Q(r/t).

We start by giving a definition of a distance between two distributions. Let {2 be a finite sample space,
and p1, po be distribution measures over §2. The total variation distance between 1 and ps is defined as

d(p1, pi2) Z\m (W)l = max |1 (S) = pa(5)]

wGQ

This distance is subadditive in terms of a Cartesian product, as stated in the following lemma.
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Lemma 22. Let )y, ...,8; be sample spaces, and let Q) = 2 X - -+ X Q. Let  and 1 be measures over (,
and let p; and n; be the Q;-marginals of v and n respectively, for all 1 < i < t. Fix an € > 0. Assume that
forany 1 <i <t, and foranyw, € Q,...,wi—1 € Qi—1, (pi|wi, ... ,wi—1) and (n;lw1, ..., w;—1) have a
distance of at most €, where (p;|w1, . . .,w;—1) is p; conditioned on wy, . . .,w;—1, and (n;|wi, ..., wi—1) is
defined similarly. Then, d(u,n) < te.

Additionally, if f: Q — R is a function, and f1, 2 are measures over {2, we can bound E,,, f — E,, f
in terms of d(p1, 12), as described in the following lemma:

Lemma 23. Let Q) be a sample space, let a > 0, let f: Q — [0, a] and let j11, 12 be measures over w. Then

Boompn f(@) = Eupy f(w) < ad(pa, pi2).

Proof. It holds that

Ep f(@) =B f(@) = ) (@) —pa@)f@) < > (mw) = p2(w))a < ad(p, p2).

wef w: pa(w)Zp2(w)
O

Fix 0 <t <mn,k <r,andlet Q2 = {0, 1}tK be a sample space that contains vectors (T ;)1<k<K, 1<i<t-

Given two values % <a<b< %, let 1+ be a distribution over (2, which equals the distribution over

(Xk,i)1<k<k, 1<i<¢t when v is drawn from (D | v, = a). Formally, for any = € 2,

pu(x) = PrD[Xk,i:a:k,iforalll <i<t,1<k< K|y =a (111)
U~

Similarly, let  be the corresponding distribution conditioned on v, = b. We can apply Lemma [22| by
substituting t = ¢, ¢ = (1 — ¢), and substituting €2; with the marginal of {2 on the coordinates {(k,4): 1 <
k < K}, forall 1 <4 < t. The lemma implies that d(p, 1) < t (1 — %), and this quantity is at most
2tr(b — a). Note that for any x € €, the value of M}, ;; is deterministically defined given that « occurs.
Therefore, we can define a function f: Q — [0,b — a] by

0 if My, ;41 < agivenx
flx) =<« if My 141 =a+ a givenz, forsome 0 <o <b—a.
b—a if M1 > bgivenx

Lemma 23]implies that

Eul| Mg g1 — vil] + Eyl[ My t11 — vil] = Eul|[ Mg e11 — al] + Ey[| My 141 — b]]
Epmpf (@) + ((b — a) — Ezop f())
(b—a)— (b—a)d(p,n)

(b—

a)(1 — 2tr(b— a)).

(VAR VARV,

Therefore, for any ¢ > 1,

2E, (| Mt +1 — vi]

1

=2 2r/ ) E,p[|Mpt+1 — vk| | v = alda
a=l

2r
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> 27‘/ <Eu~DHMl€,t+1 — vl | v =a]l + Eyop [\Mk,tﬂ — v
. 4rt

Tat ] 2rt
227’/ 4t(l—T)da
a=L 4rt 4rt

8rt 16rt2
Combining with inequality (110), this implies that

1
uk:a—i—])da

D Regret Lower Bound with respect to the parameters v, - - - v

Theorem 4. Fix integers K and { such that K > {41, and fix numbers v1, . . . , vy, such that vi+- - -+vp < 1.
Let B be the set of all vectors v = (v1,...,Vk) € RE, such that: (1) For all k < ¢, it holds that vj, = vy,
and (2) For all ¢ < k < K, it holds that vy, > 1. For any v € B, define v* = minyi<y<x Vk. Additionally,
define D(p||q) = plog%J + (1 —p)log %. Assume an anytime algorithm A, such that for all v € B, and
forall a > 0, lim,, oo ER™ (A, v)/n® = 0. Define C(a) = max <4(41(i;2;)12)j_1, _410§(11a,1)). Then, for
allv € B,
ER™ (A, v) /v —1/y vk,
liminf —————~ > — > " . 112
minf === ) e 2000 > s A1)

k: +1<k<K, vp>v* k: +1<k<K, vp#v*

The proof follows the same steps taken in the proof of Theorem 2 in the paper by [Lai and Robbins|(1985)),
yet it is simpler to rewrite it instead of stating all the differences. All asymptotic notations correspond only
to n, and consider the other parameters of the problem as constants.

For any k > ¢ + 1, and any integer n, let T,,(k) be the random variable which equals » ;" | My ;. It
holds

ERM(A,v) > Y ET,(k) (1 - 1). (113)

*
k: v >v* v Yk
Fix some & such that v, > v*, and we will prove that

bt BB 1
e logn = D(1/vk||1/v7)’

(114)

and this, together with inequality (113 completes the proof of the left inequality (112)). Let 6, = Vik, and
let * = L. Fix any 6 > 0. Fix some A such that 6* < X and |D(6||\) — D(0;||6*)| < §D(6]|6*). Let
v € RE be a vector defined as
Yi = . .
vi i1#k

(1 =9¢)logn
D(0k||A)

Fix a, 0 < a < ¢. It holds that
(n — O(logn))P, [Tn(k) < } < Ey(n —Tn(k)) = o(n®). (115)
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Given a value of ¢, and an integer ¢, let Zp; be the random variable which equals M, ;0 if X} ; = 1 and
1 — M40 otherwise. Namely, Zy; is the probability that X ; had to get its value given M}, ; and the

parameter of arm k. Let
n

Zo, t
t=1 )

Let
Cp = {Tn(k:) < m, L,<(1-a) logn}.

It follows from (113)) that

P;r(Cn) =o(n"1). (116)

Note that for any » > 0,

Pr (1 = = Z
[T (k) =7, L, < (1—a)logn] = / At dpP,
2l

(Tn(k)=r,Ln<(1—a)logn) ;| Zek,t
> exp(—(1 —a)logn)Pr [T, (k) =r,L, < (1 —a)logn]. (117)

Since C), is a disjoint union of events of the form {7}, (k) =r,L, < (1 —a)logn}, with r < (1 —
d)logn/D(0k||N), it follows from (I16) and (T17) that

lim Pr(C,) < lim n'~*Pr(C,) = 0. (118)

n—o0o0 v —00 ol

Let 7 be the first ¢ such that T;(k) > (11)—(?%. The inequality D(ep|leq) < eD(pl||q) for all 0 <

p,q,€ < 1,implies that EL, < logn + O(1). Therefore, using standard concentration bounds, it holds that

li_)m Pridi<T, L; > (1—a)logn] =0. (119)
From (118) and (T19) we see that
. (1—20)logn ) (1—0)logn
lim Pr T, (k < lim Pr|T,(k) < ~—=— | =0,
A P Tu(k) < T 5D, 60| S B | T < 55

from which follows. This concludes the proof of the left inequality (T12).

Next, we prove the right inequality (112). Fix 0 < p < ¢ < 1, and let € be a number such that
q = (1 + €)p. Assume that ¢ < 1. Estimating the Taylor sum of D(p||p(1 + €)) around € = 0, we get that
there exists 0 < ¢ < € such that

&*D(pl|(1+ €)p)
Oe?

D(pllq) =




This implies that,

q—p 2 _ 8(1—g)? 41-¢q? 14e 401 —-g)? 1/p

> — = .
D(pllq) ~ 6(1+ﬁ) e(d(l—g)?+1) “4(1-¢?+1 ¢  41-g?2+11/p—1/q
(120)

Next, assume that € > 1. It holds that

1 —
D <(1-p)l <l .
(pllg) < (1 —p)log 1— i
Therefore,
2
— 1
9—p q > q q _ q /P (121)
D(pllg) — 4(¢—p)D(pllg) — —4log(l —q)qg—p —4log(l—q)1/p—1/q
Inequalities (120)) and (121)) conclude the proof of the right inequality (T12)), replacing p = i and ¢ = WlH .

Here is a result which appears in the original work of |Lattimore et al.| (2014).

Lemma24. Fixt €T, and1 < j < K. Then, Vhy -1 < vj, namely, the arm with priority j on iteration t
has a lower bound of at most v;.

Proof. For any arm k < j, it holds that Vi1 < Vg S Vg, where the first inequality is due to the fact that
t € T, and the second inequality follows from our assumption that vy < --- < vg. This implies that the list

Vi4_1s---,Vf 1 hasatleast j values lower or equal to v;. Therefore, if we sort the list vy 4_q,..., Vg, 4
in an increasing order, the value on place j (counting from the start) is at most v;. This value is exactly
Yy, , 41, by definition of k. O

It holds that E [ X}, ; | Zi—1] = B (My+/vg), forall 1 <k < K. If |A;| = min(¢ + 1, K), then

K

ER; | Zi—1] <€+ 1gsp— Zﬁ (M /vi)
k=1

K

< |A¢| — Zﬁ (Mpy¢/vi)
k=1

< |Ai - Z B (Mpt/vi)
keA:

= > (1= B(My/m)) -

keAs

Therefore, the proof follows for this case.

Assume next that |A;| < min(¢/+ 1, K). Let h: [0,00) — R be a function such that forall 1 < k < K,
h(z) = 1/, in the range = € [S ¥ v;, 5% 1), and h(z) = 0 forall z > S°K  v;. It holds that h(z)
is monotonic non-increasing, and its integral function H(z) = fyx o P (y)dy satisfies that H(1) is the award
achieved by the optimal policy in round ¢. Therefore,

Mx

[Rt | Ly 1 B Mkt/l/k (122)

k=1
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Leta = Z‘ Al and b = 1Yk + D pea, Tkt + 1. Using equality (122),

E[R; | Zia] < | H(a) = ) B(Mps/i) (123)
keA:
+ (H(b) — H(a)) (124)

+ (H(l) —H(b) -8 (ﬂi’?t» . (125)

We will bound each of these three terms separately.
The right hand side in (123)) is bounded by

| Az

ZVk =3 B(Migfrr) =Y (1= B(Myy/wr)). (126)

keA; kEA:

We proceed to bounding the quantity in (124)). Lemmaimplies thatany k € AU{ki} = {1, a1}
satisfies g% -1 S VA +1- Therefore,

b
1
H(b) — H(a) < /
a VlAtH-l
VA +1

/
’I"k7t T
< T+ (127)
keA D=1 Frjio

Lastly, bound the quantity in (125). Lemma [24]implies that

| Ae| |A¢|
d
2 Vit = 2 et < 2
kEA:
This implies that
|A¢|
ZMk,t:Z Vi1 + i) <2Vk+z7‘kt (128)
keA; keAy k€A
We will show that
b > 1 —min(My 4, Vi, )- (129)

First, assume that B; = (). Inequality (128]) implies that

. d
b> Z My =1—My,=1- mm(Mk;,taZk;,t—l)‘
k‘eAt

If By # 0, thenry =1— 37, 4 My — Vk't 1> and

— : d
b> Z My +r,=1— I/k/ o =1- mln(ﬂk;,tfl’Mké,t%
keA:
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which concludes the proof of Equation (I29). This implies that

H(1)—-H(b) = / h(x)dz

—b
< (1 —=Db)h(b)
< min(vgy oy, Mig)h(D). (130)
If |Ay| = ¢, then b > Zi=1 vg. Therefore, h(b) < WIH, which implies, together with Equation (130),
that )
H(1) — H(b) < min(v, , |, My ;) —. (131)
v R AN

If [A;| < £, then, we know that vy ;1 < v|4,)11 < v, which implies, together with equation (T29) that

: d d
b>1— mln(gk£7t_1, Mkévt) >1-— Vi -1 >1— .

Therefore, .
Bb) < h(1— 1) < -
7
This implies, together with Equation (T30), that
1
cod
H(1)-H () < mln(g%tfl, M"?ivt),jz' (132)
Additionally,
B (Mg o/viy) = B (win(l o1y Mig ) /vig ) = min(ufy,_y, My 1) /vy (133)

Equations (137])), (132) and (133) imply that

min(vjy g, Myge)(1/ves — 1/vy) Al = ¢

ok : (134)
min (v, g, My ) (1/ve = 1/vyy) A <4

Hmﬂ@ﬁ@@ﬂm)g{

Equations (123), (126)), (127) and (134) conclude the proof.
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