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Abstract

Originally motivated by default risk management applications, this
paper investigates a novel problem, referred to as the profitable bandit
problem here. At each step, an agent chooses a subset of the K > 1 possible
actions. For each action chosen, she then receives the sum of a random
number of rewards. Her objective is to maximize her cumulated earnings.
We adapt and study three well-known strategies in this purpose, that were
proved to be most efficient in other settings: KL-UCB, BAYES-UCB and
THOMPSON SAMPLING. For each of them, we prove a finite time regret
bound which, together with a lower bound we obtain as well, establishes
asymptotic optimality. Our goal is also to compare these three strategies
from a theoretical and empirical perspective both at the same time. We
give simple, self-contained proofs that emphasize their similarities, as well
as their differences. While both Bayesian strategies are automatically
adapted to the geometry of information, the numerical experiments carried
out show a slight advantage for THOMPSON SAMPLING in practice.

1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

A general and well-known problem for lenders and investors is to choose which
prospective clients they should grant loans to, so as to manage credit risk and
maximize their profit. A classical supervised learning approach, referred to as
credit risk scoring consists in ranking all the possible profiles of potential clients,
viewed through a collection of socio-economic features Z by means of a (real
valued) scoring rule s(Z): ideally, the higher the score s(Z), the higher the default
probability. A wide variety of learning algorithms have been proposed to build,
from a historical database, a scoring function optimizing ranking performance
measures such as the ROC curve or its summary, the AUC criterion, see e.g.
[6], [13], [, [I7] or [4]: the credit risk screening process then consists in
selecting the prospects whose score is below a certain threshold. However, this
approach has a serious drawback in general, insofar as new scoring rules are
often constructed from truncated information only, namely historical data (the
input features X and the observed debt payment behavior) corresponding to



past clients, eligible prospects who have been selected by means of a previous
scoring rule, jeopardizing thus the screening procedure when applied to prospects
who would have been previously non eligible for credit. Hence, the credit risk
problem leads to an exploration vs exploitation dilemma there is no way around
for: should clients be used for improving the credit risk estimates, or should they
be treated according to the level of risk estimated when they arrive? Lenders
thus need sequential strategies able to solve this dilemma.

For simplicity, here we consider the very stylized situation, where each cat-
egory applies for a loan of the same amount in expectation, and is proposed
the same interest rate. Extension of the general ideas developed in this paper
to more realistic situations will be the subject of further research. In this ar-
ticle, we propose a mathematical model that addresses this issue. We propose
several strategies, prove their optimality (by giving a lower bound on the ineffi-
ciency of any strategy) and empirically compare their performance in numerical
experiments.

1.2 Model

We assume that the population (of credit applicants) is stratified according
to K > 2 categories a € {1,...,K}. For each category a, the credit risk is
modelled by a probability distribution v,. The amount of the loan for category
a is assumed to be equal in expectation to 7,. We assume that at each step
t € {1,...,T}, where T denotes the total number of time steps (or time horizon),
the agent is presented C,(t) > 1 clients of each category a. She must choose a
subset A; C {1,..., K} of categories to which they grant the loans. We denote
by Xa,ct — Lt the profit brought by the client number c of category a at
step t. In addition, we assume that all loans L, . for the same category a
have the same known expectation 7,. We assume that the variables {X, ..}
are independent, and that X, . has distribution v, and expectation p,. We
further assume that for any category a € {1,..., K}, all random variables in
the collection {C Xac t}1<t<T 1<e<Cy (1) AT€ pairwise independent and that

the Cy(t)’s are lower bounded by ¢, > 1 and upper bounded by ¢ < 400. We
denote by ¢ € [c;, ¢/] an upper bound on {E[C,(1)], ..., E[C.(T)]}.

Here and throughout, a sequential strategy is a set of mappings specifying
for each ¢t which categories to choose at time ¢ given the past observations only.
In other words, denoting by I; = (Xa,c s, Ca(5))1<s<t,aca, 1<e<c,(s) the vector
of variables observed up to time ¢ > 1, a strategy specifies a sequence (A¢)¢>1 of
random subsets such that, for each ¢t > 2, A; is o(I;—1)-measurable.

It is the goal pursued in this work to define a strategy maximizing the
expected cumulated profit given by

Ca(t)

Sr=E Zzﬂ{aeAt} Z Xact = Lacs

t=1a=1



This is equivalent to minimizing the expected regret

Rp= > A.Co(T) - Sr

acA*
= 3 A (Cul) ~EING(D) + 3 |AG EINL(T)],
a€A* ag A*

where Co(T) = E [ZtT:l Ca(t)} is the expected total number of clients from

category a over the T rounds, E[N,(t)] = E [22:1 Cu(s){a € At}] is the
expected number of observations from category a up to time ¢t > 1, A, = pig — 7o

is the (unknown) expected profit provided by a client of category a and A* =
{a € {1,...,K},A, > 0} is the set of profitable categories.

1.3 Applicative example

Let us consider the credit risk problem in which a bank wants to identify
categories of the population they should accept to loan. It may be naturally
formulated as a bandit problem with K arms representing the K categories
of the population considered. The bank pays 7, when loaning to any member
of some category a € {1,...,K}. Each client ¢ € {1,...,C,(¢)}, belonging to
category a, who received a loan from the bank at time step ¢ is characterized by
her capacity to reimburse it, namely the Bernoulli r.v. B, . ~ B(pa):

e B, .+ = 01in case of credit default, occurs with probability 1 — p,: the
bank gets no refunding,

e B, .+ =1 otherwise, occurs with probability p,: the bank gets refunded
(1 + pg)7a With p, the interest rate.

All individuals from the same category are considered as independent i.e. the
By 4’s are i.i.d. realizations of B(p,). Hence the refunding X, . received by
the bank writes as follows: X, .1 = (1 + po)7aBa,c,t- Hence the bank should
accept to loan to people belonging to all categories a € {1,..., K} such that
E[X41,1] > 74 This condition rewrites:

(1)

> .
P 150,
Hence the role of the bank is to sequentially identify categories verifying Eq.
in order to maximize its cumulative profits over the T rounds.

1.4 State of the art

In the multi-armed bandit (MAB) problem, a learner has to sequentially explore
and exploit different sources in order to maximize the cumulative gain. In
the stochastic setting, each source (or arm) is associated with a distribution
generating random rewards. The optimal strategy in hindsight then consists



in always pulling the arm with highest expectation. Many approaches have
been proposed for solving this problem such as the UCB1 algorithm ([I]) for
bounded rewards, the THOMPSON SAMPLING heuristic first proposed in [14].
More recently many algorithms have been proven to be asymptotically optimal,
particularly in the case of exponential family distributions, such as KL.-UCB
(B]), BayEs-UCB ([7]) and THOMPSON SAMPLING ([8], [9]). In this paper
we consider a variation of the MAB problem, where, at each time step, the
learner may pull several arms simultaneously or no arm at all. To each arm
is associated a known threshold and the goal is to maximize the cumulative
profit which sums, for each arm pulled by the learner, the difference between
the mean reward and the corresponding threshold. This threshold is typically
the price to pay for observing a reward from a given arm, e.g. a coin that has
to be inserted in a slot machine. Here the optimal strategy consists in always
pulling the arms whose expectations are above their respective thresholds. A
very similar problem has been tackled in [I2] in a best arm identification setting
with fixed time horizon and for a unique threshold. Nevertheless we believe that
our profit maximization framework can be more relevant in many applications
(e.g. bank loan management, see Section , where the learner wants to learn
while making profit.

In this paper we mainly focus on deriving (almost) optimal algorithms in
the case of one-dimensional exponential family distributions. Section [2] contains
an asymptotic lower bound for the profitable bandit problem for any uniformly
efficient policy. The three following sections (respectively and @ are devoted
to the adaptation of three celebrated MAB strategies (respectively KL-UCB,
BAYES-UCB and THOMPSON SAMPLING) to the present problem. We provide
in each case a finite-time regret analysis. Asymptotical optimality properties
of these algorithms are discussed in Section [7} The final Section [8| contains an
empirical comparison of the three strategies through numerical experiments.

2 Lower Bound

The goal of this section is to give an asymptotic lower bound on the regret of
any uniformly efficient strategy. In this purpose, we adapt the argument of [10],
rewritten by [6], on asymptotic lower bounds for the regret in MAB problems.
First we define a model D = D; x - - - X Dg where, for a any arm a € {1,..., K},
D, is the set of candidates for distribution-threshold pairs (v, 7,). Then, we
introduce the class of uniformy efficient policies that we focus on.

Definition 1 A strategy is uniformly efficient if for any profitable bandit problem
(Va» Ta)1<a<k € D, it satisfies for all arms a € {1,..., K} and for all « €]0,1],
E[N(T)] = o(Co(T)%) if o < 7o or Co(T) —E[NG(T)] = o(Co(T)%) if tta > Ta-

In other words, such policies are not significantly under-performing. Now we
can state our lower bound which applies to these reasonable strategies.



Theorem 2 For all models D, for all uniformly efficient strategies, for all
profitable bandit problems (Vq,Ta)1<a<i € D, for all non-profitable arms a such
that Ma < Ta,

lim inf E[N(T)] > ! )

T—oo logT Kint(Va, Ta)
with King(Va, 7a) defined by

Kint(Va, Ta) = inf{ KL(va,V.), (Vo). Ta) € Da, ity > 70},

where K L(v,,v),) denotes the Kullback-Leibler divergence between distributions
Ve and vl and p!, is the expectation of distribution v/,.

In the remainder of the article, we mainly focus on proposing asymptotically
optimal strategies inspired by classical algorithms for MAB, namely kL.-UCB
([B] and [3]), BAYES-UCB ([7]) and THOMPSON SAMPLING ([8] and [9]). For
each policy, we prove a corresponding upper bound on its regret which will be
hopefully tight with respect to the lower bound stated above.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 One-dimensional Exponential Family

We consider arms with distributions belonging to a one-dimensional exponential
family. It should be noted that the KL-UCB-4P algorithm presented next, as
KL-UCB, can be shown to apply to the non-parametric setting of bounded
distributions, although the resulting approach has weaker optimality properties
(see Section |4.3)).
Definition and properties. A one-dimensional canonical exponential family
is a set of probability distributions P = {1y, 0 € ©} indexed by a real parameter
6 living in the parameter space © =]0~,07[C R and where for all § € O, vy has
a density fp(z) = A(z) exp(G ()0 — F(0)) with respect to a reference measure &.
A(z) and the sufficient statistic G(x) are fixed functions that characterize the
exponential family and F(6) = log [ A(z) exp(G(x)8)d&(x) is the normalization
function. For notational simplicity, we only consider families with G(z) = =z,
which includes many usual distributions (e.g. Gaussian, Bernoulli, Gamma
among others) but not heavy-tailed distributions such as Pareto or Weibull.
Nevertheless generalizing all the results proved in this paper to a general sufficient
statistic G(x) is straightforward and boils down to considering empirical sufficient
statistics g(n) = (1/n) Y. o_, G(X;) instead of empirical means. We additionally
assume that F' is twice differentiable with a continuous second derivative (classic
assumption, see e.g. [15]) which implies that u : 6 — Ey[X] is strictly increasing
and thus one-to-one in 6.

The Kullback-Leibler divergence between two distributions vy and vy in
the same exponential family admits the following closed form expression as a
function of the natural parameters 6 and 6':

K(0,0) := KL(vg,vp) = F(0') — [F(0) + F'(6)(6' — 0)].



We also introduce the KL-divergence between two distributions v,-1(,) and

Vi=t(y):

d(z,y) : = K(u™'(z), 1" (y) (2)
= sgp{)\x —logE,,—1(y) [exp(AX)]}, (3)

where the last equality comes from the proof of Lemma 3 in [0]. This last
expression of d allows to build a confidence interval on z based on a fixed number
s of i.i.d. samples from v,-1(,) by applying the Cramér-Chernoff method (see
e.g. [2)).

We mainly investigate the profitable bandit problem in the parametric setting,
where all distributions {vg, }1<a<x belong to a known one-dimensional canonical
exponential family P as defined above. Examples of such distributions are
provided in the Supplementary Material.

3.2 Index Policies

All bandit strategies considered in this paper are index policies: they are fully
characterized by an index w,(t) which is computed at each round ¢ > 1 for each
arm separately; only arms with an index larger than the threshold 7, are chosen.
Index policies are formally described in Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Generic index policy

Require: time horizon 7', thresholds (74)aeq1,.... k3
1: Pull all arms: A; = {1,..., K}
2: fort=1toT —1do
3:  Compute uy(t) for all arms a € {1,..., K}
4: Choose Aip1 — {ae{l,.... K}, uq(t) > 7.}
5: end for

4 The klI-UCB-4P Algorithm

We introduce the KL-UCB-4P algorithm as a variant of the UCB1 [I] algorithm
and more precisely of its improvement KL-UCB [5]. It is defined by the index

Uqg(t) = Sup{q > fia(t) + Na(t)d(fla(t),q) < 10gt+clog10gt} ;

where d is the divergence induced by the Kullback-Leibler divergence defined in
Equation , and where c is a positive constant typically smaller than 3. Due
to its special importance for bounded rewards, we name KL-BERNOULLI-UCB-
4P the case d = dpern : (2,y) = zlog(z/y) + (1 — x)log((1 — x)/(1 — y)) and
KL-GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P the choice d = dgauss : (7,9) — 2(x — y)2.



4.1 Analysis for one-dimensional exponential family

We show for the KL-UCB-4P algorithm a finite-time regret bound that proves
its asymptotic optimality up to a multiplicative constant ¢ /c, (see Section
for further discussion). To this purpose, we upper-bound the expected number of
times non-profitable arms are pulled and profitable ones are not. The analysis is
sketched below, while detailed proofs are deferred to the Supplementary Material.

Theorem 3 The KL-UCB-4P algorithm satisfies the following properties:
(i). For any non-profitable arm a € {1,..., K} \ A* and all € > 0,

¢t (logT + cloglogT)
Ca d(,LLa, Ta)

E[N,(T)] < (1+¢) va {14 (e/170),

where Hy(e) and B1(€) are positive functions of € depending on ¢, , jiq and 7,.
(i1). For any profitable arm a € A*, if T > max(3,¢}) and ¢ > 3, we have:

Co(T) — E[Ny(T)] < &/ {e(2c+ 3)loglog T + ¢ + 3}.

4.2 Sketch of proof

The analysis goes as follows:

(i). For a non-profitable arm a € {1,..., K} \ A*, we must upper bound
E[N,(T)]. At first, a sub-optimal arm is drawn because its confidence bonus is
large. But after some Kp = klog(T") draws (where x is the information constant
given in the theorem), the index u,(¢) can be large only when the empirical mean
of the observations deviates from its expectation, which has small probability.
Thus, we write

E[No(T)] < & {K7 + > P(a € Ay, Nu(t) > Kr)]} .
t>1

One obtains that Kp gives the main term in the regret. The contribution of the
remaining sum is negligible: we observe that

(CI, € At+1) = (ua(t) > Ta)
C (f1a(t) < Ta, d(fia(t), Ta) < d(j1a(t), ua(t)))

As a deviation from the mean, the last event proved to have small probability
when N, (t) > K. Summing over these probabilities produce a term negligible
compared to K.

(ii). For a profitable arm a € A*, we must upper bound C,(T) — E[N,(T)].
We write

~

-1
Co(T) —E[No(T)) <5 Y Pla g Apy1) ,

t=1



and we control the defavorable events by noting that

(a ¢ Apy1) = (ua(t) < 7a) C (wa(t) < pra)

where the probability of the last event can be upper bounded by means of a
self-normalized deviation inequality such as in Lemma 10 in [3].

4.3 Extension to General Bounded Rewards

In this subsection, rewards bounded in [0, 1] are considered and we build confi-
dence intervals u,(t) with Bernoulli and Gaussian KL divergence, i.e. d = dgern
or d = dgauss}, which respectively define KL-BERNOULLI-UCB-4P and KL-
GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P algorithms. Then ,with the same proof as in the one-
dimensional exponential family setting, we obtain similar guarantees as in
Theorem [3] except that the divergence d is either dpem Or dGauss- By Pinsker’s
inequality, dgern > dGauss, Which implies that KL-BERNOULLI-UCB-4P performs
always better than KL-GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P. However, this upper bound is not
tight w.r.t. the lower bound stated in Theorem [2| obtained for general bounded
distributions. Hence, none of these two approaches is asymptotically optimal.

5 The Bayes-UCB-4P algorithm

5.1 Analysis

We now propose a Bayesian index policy which derived from BAYES-UCB
([7]). For all arms a € {1,..., K}, a prior is chosen on the mean p,. At each
round ¢ > 1, we compute the posterior distribution 74 = 74N, (1), 5. (1) US-
ing the previous observations from arm a. We compute the quantile g,(t) =
Q(1 —1/(t(logt)€); ma(t)), where Q(a, ) denotes the quantile of order « of the
distribution 7. The BAYES-UCB-4P is the index policy defined by u,(t) = o (t).
In other words, arm « is pulled whenever the quantile of the posterior is larger
than the threshold 7,. The following results, proven in the Supplementary Mate-
rial, show that BAYES-UCB-4P is asymptotically optimal up to a multiplicative
constant & /c; (see Section [7)).

Theorem 4 When running the BAYES-UCB-4P algorithm the following asser-
tions hold.

(i). For any non-profitable arm a € {1,..., K} \ A* and for all € > 0 there exists
a problem-dependent constant N,(€) such that for all T > Ny(e),

ot
E[N,(T)] < (1 + e) el (log_T + cloglogT)
1—ce€ Cq d(/J/umTa)

H
+€:j{1+H2+ 3(6)},

TB2(€)

where Hy, Hs(e) and B2(€) are respectively a constant and two positive function
of € depending on cg , fiy , fta aNd Tq.
(ii). For any profitable arm a € A*, if T > t, and ¢ > 5,

—2)+4)

Co(T) — E[No(T)) < & {6@(0 - loglogT+ta+1}>



where t, = max(e/A,3, A, ¢, Act) and A is a constant depending on the chosen
prior distribution.

5.2 Sketch of proof

We present the main steps of the proof of Theorem |4 (see the Supplementary
Material for the complete version). The idea is to capitalise on the analysis of
KL-UCB-4P, and to relate the quantiles of the posterior distributions to the
Kullback-Leibler upper-confidence bounds.

(i). For a non-profitable arm a € {1,..., K} \ A*, we want to upper bound
E[N,(T)]. Again, we use the following decomposition:

E[No(T)] < & {K7 + > P(a € Ay, Na(t) > K1)},

t>1

where K1 =~ klog(T) of the same order of magnitude as the asymptotic lower
bound derived in Theorem [2| This cut-off K1 is expected to be the dominant
term in our upper bound, since the contribution of the remaining sum is negligible
compared to Kr: when N,(t) > K, we first observe that

1

(0 € Ava) = (@(t) 2 7) = (ol 17D 2 30 52): 4

where the 7, is the posterior distribution on p, at round t and g, (t) is, under
Ta,t, the quantile of order 1 — m. The key ingredient here is Lemma 4 from

[7], which relates a quantile of the posterior to an upper confidence bound on
the empirical mean:

7ra,t([Tan“-i_D SV Na(t)e_Nu(t)d(ﬁu(t)’Ta)~

This permits to conclude as for KL-UCB-4P. ~
(ii). For a profitable arm a € A*, we must upper bound C,(T") — E[N,(T)].

We write
T-1

CalT) — EINo(T) < & 3 Pla ¢ Ausa).

t=1
Then we note that for all t > 1,

1

(@ ¢ Api1) = (Gu(t) < 7a) = (Tae([Tar 7)) < t(logt)e

).
Using again the bridge between posterior quantiles and upper-confidence bounds

of Lemma 4 in [7]:

efNa(t)d(ﬂa(t)fTu)

ﬂ-a,t([Tahu’+D Z Na(t) )

we can again argue as for KL-UCB-4P.



6 The TS-4P Algorithm

6.1 Analysis

The TS-4P algorithm described in this section is inspired from the variant of
THOMPSON SAMPLING detailed in [9]. Although the analysis of BAYES-UCB in
Section [f] is valid for any prior distribution the Bayesian approach proposed in
this section will be analyzed only for Jeffreys priors (see [9] for more details).
Following the notations in [9], 7,0 will refer to the prior distribution on 6, and
Ta,t to the posterior at the end of round ¢ (or, equivalently, at the beginning
of round ¢ + 1). At each round ¢ > 1 the posterior distribution 7, (¢) on the
parameter 6, is updated and we sample 6,(t) ~ m,(t), and define the TS-4P
algorithm (see Algorithm |1)) which pulls arm a if uq(t) = p(6q,) is larger or
equal to 7.

Theorem 5 When running the TS-4P algorithm the following assertions hold.
(i). For any non-profitable arm a € {1,..., K} \ A* and for all € €]0,1],

1+e) éhlogT L
45

1—¢€) cad(pra,a)

B[N, (T)] < (

where Hy is a problem dependent constant.
(i1). For any profitable arm a € A*,

Cu(T) — E[N,(T)] < Hs,

with Hs a problem dependent constant.

6.2 Sketch of proof

Here we give the main steps of the proof of Theorem [5| (see the Supplementary
Material for complete proof).

(i). For a non-profitable arm a € {1,..., K} \ A*, we must upper bound
E[N,(T)]. We first write:

E[No(T)] S EH{Kr + > Pla € Ay, Ba(t), Na(t) > K1)},

t>1

where K1 = log(T) is, as in the proofs of KL-UCB-4P and BAYES-UCB-4P,
a cut-off corresponding to the main term in our bound as suggested by the
asymptotic lower bound in Theorem [2| and E,(t) is a high probability event
ensuring that the current empirical mean at times ¢, namely fi,(t), is well
concentrated around the true mean p,. It remains to prove that the sum of
defavorable events (for N,(t) > K and under F,(t)) is negligible compared to
K. Observe that the following holds:

P(a € Ay, Bu(t), Na(t) > K7) < P(u(0a(t)) = 70, Balt), Na(t) > K7), ()

10



where 6, (t) is sampled from the posterior distribution. Then we upper bound the
right-hand side expression in Eq. [b| thanks to the deviation inequality stated in
Theorem 4 in [9] and that we recall in Lemma [§]in the Supplementary Material.
Summing over these probabilities produce a term negligible compared to K.

(ii). For a profitable arm a € A*, we must upper bound C,(T) — E[N,(T)],
whic we decompose as follows:

T-1

CulT) ~EINJ(T)) < &8 3 Pla ¢ Avp):

t=1
Then, we control the defavorable events: for all t > 1,

T-1

+o00 400
P(a §é At-‘rl) 5 ZP(/L(Ga(t)) < Ta, Ea(t)|Na(t) > tb) + ZPOa
t=1 t=1 t=1

where the first series is proved to converge thanks to Lemma [§ and the second
too by Lemma [J] provided in the Supplementary. We point out that our proof of
Lemma [9] which is a much simplified version of the proof of Proposition 5 in
[9]. This simplification relies on the fact that the objective of profitable bandit
presents between the different categories contrary to the classical multi-armed
bandit problem where all arms are compared and the goal is to find the best one.

7 Asymptotic Optimality

A direct consequence of theorems [3] [] and [f is the following asymptotic upper
bound on the regret of KL-UCB-4P (with ¢ > 3), Bayes-UCB-4P (with ¢ > 5)

and TS-4P: ~
Z C;L 1A, |

ll,,ua<7'a Ca_d(uaa Ta) .

P T <

Observe that this asymptotic upper bound on the regret is tight with the

asymptotic lower bound in Section When ¢i = ¢, for all non-profitable arms

a€{l,...,K}\ A*, which is achieved when the corresponding {Cy(¢)}1<t<T

are constant. In this particular case these three algorithms are asymptotically
optimal.

8 Numerical Experiments

We perform three series of numerical experiments for three different one-dimensional
exponential families: Bernoulli, Poisson and Exponential. In each scenario, we
consider five arms (K = 5) whose associated distributions belong to the same one-
dimensional exponential family and among which two are profitable (|.4*| = 2).
We always choose the C,(t) such that (C,(t) — 1) follows a Poisson distribution
P(Aa) where the respective values for the A\, of each category are (3,4,5,6,7).
Moreover, the time horizon is chosen equal to T"= 10000 and the regret curves

11



result from empirically averaging over 10000 independent trajectories. Our ex-
periments also include algorithms, all index policies, whose theoretical properties
have not been discussed in this article, namely:

e KL-UCB™: introduced in [7] and defined by the index
Uq(t) = sup {q > fia(t) : Na(t)d(jia(t), q) < log(t(log t)C/Na(t))}'

e KL-EmMP-UCB: empirical KL-UCB introduced in [3] and using the em-
pirical likelihood principle.

8.1 Scenario 1: Bernoulli

In the first scenario, the K = 5 arms have Bernoulli distributions B(p,) with re-
spective parameters (0.1, 0.3,0.5,0.5,0.7) and thresholds 7, in (0.2,0.2,0.4, 0.6, 0.8).
Hence the profitable arms are the second and third ones. Notice that although
arms 3 and 4 have the same distribution, namely B(0.5), their thresholds are
different and arm 4 is non-profitable contrary to arm 4.

250+

KL-UCB-4P
BAaves-UCB-4P

200 _ TS-4P

KL-UCB+-4P
KL-Emp-UCB-4P
KL-GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P
UCBV-4P

150+

Regret

L AL L L L
10° 101 102 103 104
Time (log scale)

Figure 1: Regret of the various algorithms as a function of time in the Bernoulli
scenario.
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All curves seem linear which means that the regret is regret logarithmically
as a function of the time. We observe that KL-GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P has larger
regret than other policies and that its slope seems larger too, which confirms the
observation resulting from Theorem [3] followed by the application of Pinsker’s
inequality that KL-GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P performs worse than KL.-BERNOULLI-
UCB-4P. All other strategies have similar behavior and regret curves.

8.2 Scenario 2: Poisson

In the second scenario, the five categories a € {1,...,5} have Poisson distri-
butions P(f,) with respective mean parameters 6, as follows: (1,2,3,4,5) and
thresholds 7,: in (2, 1,4, 3,6). In order to use KL-EMP-UCB, the Poisson rewards
are truncated at a maximal value chosen equal to 100. Hence the profitable arms
are 2 and 4.

20000

KL-UCB-4P
BAYES-UCB-4P

TS-4P

15000 - KL-UCB+-4P
KL-Emp-UCB-4P
KL-BERNOULLI-UCB-4P
KL-BERNOULLI-UCB+-4P

10000 - UCBV-4P

Regret

5000

O_ e =

T O
Time (log scale)

Figure 2: Regret of the various algorithms as a function of time in the Poisson
scenario.

Then we only run strategies performing the best which coincide with al-
gorithms knowing in advance that the rewards follow Poisson distributions,
through a well-suited prior distribution for Bayesian policies or Kullback-Leibler
divergence for UCB-like approaches. The distributions are kept the same but

13



the problem is made harder with sharper thresholds 7,: (1.1,1.9,3.1,3.9,5.1).

e K1-UCB-4P
BAYEsS-UCB-4P
e TS-4P

KL-UCB+-4P

1500

1000

Regret

500+

10° 10! 102 103 104
Time (log scale)

Figure 3: Regret of the best performing policies in the Poisson scenario.

8.3 Interpretation

In both scenarios, all curves are linear i.e. the regret always grows logartihmically
as a function of time. We observe that the policies yielding smallest regret are
those that know in advance the parametric family where the distributions are
living (Poisson in the second scenario). Indeed, KL-UCB-4P, BAYEs-UCB-
4P, TS-4P and KL-UCB™-4P all use the correct Kullback-Leibler divergence
depending on the parametric family actually involved. By contrast, the strate-
gies achieving worse behavior are KL-GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P, which always uses
the Gaussian Kullback-Leibler divergence, both KL-BERNOULLI-UCB-4P and
KL-BERNOULLI-UCB™-4P that always use the Kullback-Leibler divergence be-
tween Bernoulli distributions and EMP-KL-UCB-4P which do only assume that
the rewards are bounded. Hence we see that prior knowledge on the reward
distributions is critical in the efficiency of those algorithms.
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9 Conclusion

Motivated by credit risk evaluation of different populations in a sequential context,
this paper introduces the profitable bandit problem, evaluates its difficulty by
giving an asymptotic lower bound on the expected regret and proposes and
theoretically analyzes three algorithms, KL-UCB-4P, BAYES-UCB-4P and T'S-
4P, by giving finite-time upper bounds on their expected regret for reward
distributions belonging to a one-dimensional exponential family. All three
algorithms are proven to be asymptotically optimal in the particular setting
where for each catefory, a same number of clients is presented to the loaner
at each time step. An extension to general bounded distributions is proposed
through two algorithms KL-BERNOULLI-UCB-4P and KL-GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P
coming with finite-time analysis directly derived from the analysis of KL-UCB-
4P. We finally compare all these strategies empirically and also against other
policies inspired from other multi-armed bandits algorithms. BAYES-UCB-4P
and TS-4P perform the best in our numerical experiments and we observe that
policies having prior information on the distributions, through appropriate prior
distribution for BAYES-UCB-4P and TS-4P or Kullback-Leibler divergence
for KL-UCB-4P, perform much better than non-adaptive strategies like KL-
BERNOULLI-UCB-4P and KL-GAUSSIAN-UCB-4P.
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A Appendix
A.1 Proof of Theorem 2|

We use the inequality (F) in Section 2 in [6], a consequence of the contraction of
entropy property, which straightforwardly extends from the classical multi-armed
bandit setting to ours where several arms can be pulled at each round ¢t and a
number Cy(t) > 1 of observations are observed simultaneously for each pulled
arm a. Then we have

K
Y ENo(T)KL(va, v,) 2 KI(E, [Z], B, [2]), (6)

where Z is any o(Ir)-measurable random variable with values in [0, 1]. Consider
a thresholding bandit problem (v, 7) € D with at least one non-profitable arm
a€{l,...,K}, we define a modified problem (¢, 7) such that v} = v, for all
k # a and v/, € D, verifies yi, > 7,. Then, considering Z = N,(T)/C,(T), Eq.
rewrites as follows:

E, [Na(T)KL(va, v5) = KUE, [No(T)]/Ca(T), By [Na(T)]/Ca(T))

]
E, [N (7)) Cu(D)
(1 AT >1°g (@(T) —MM(T)]) sl

where we used for the last inequality that for all (p,q) € [0,1]?,

kl(p,q) = (1 —p)log <1i(1> — log(2).

Then, by uniform efficiency it holds: E,[N,(T)] = o(C,(T)

I ) and Co(T) —
E,/ [No(T)] = o(Co(T)®) for all a € (0, 1]. Hence for all o € (0, 1],

1 1 T
liminf ——E, [N, (T)]KL(v,, v,) > lim inf log a( ) =1-oq.
T—oo logT T—oo logT Co(T)>

Taking the limit v — 0 in the right-hand side and taking the infimum over all
distributions v, € D, such that u, > 7, in the left-hand side conclude the proof.

A.2 Proof of Theorem [3

For any arm a € {1,...,K}, the average reward at time ¢ is denoted by

fla(t) = Sa(t)/Na(t) where Sq(t) = S 5% X, . I{a € A} and Ny(t) =
22:1 Cu(s)I{a € As}. For every positive integer s, we also denote by fi, s =
(Xa1 4+ Xos)/s with X 1,..., X, s the first s samples pulled from arm a
(with arbitrary choice when some of these random variables are pulled together),
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so that fi;(a) = fiq,n,t)- The upper confidence bound for i, appearing in
7-KL-UCB is then given by:

Ua(t) = sup {q > fia(t) : Na(t)d(fia(t), q) <logt+ cloglogt}.
For x,y € [0,1], define d* (z,y) = d(z,y)[{z < y}.

(i). Let a € {1,..., K} \ A* be a non-profitable arm i.e. such that u, < 7,.
Given € €]0, 1], we upper bound the expectation of N,(T) as follows,

)

E[N.(T)] = E

<c¢'E liﬂ{a € A}

t=1

> Ca(t){a € Ay}

where ¢ = maxi<;<7{E[Cq(t)]}. Now observe for ¢t > 1 that a € A;y; implies
ua(t) > 7, and hence,

0 (a0 72) < (1) (1) = 2 COELE!

Then,

Zﬂ{a € A}

T-1 t
:1+ZH{(IEAH_1}Z Z I<ac m A,;,a¢ U Al

§=11<41 <+ <is <t i€{i1,..is} P€{1,... .t P\ {i1,.. s }

x I {(Ca(il) +ooee Ca(is))d+(/la,Ca(i1)+---+C'a(is)7Ta) < IOgt + CIOg IOgt} :
(7)

Given € €]0, 1[, we upper bound the last indicator function appearing in Eq.
by

et

I{s < Kr}+ Y 1{s > Kp,kd"(fia.r,7a) <logT + cloglog T}

k=cg s

S

(8)

cts
<Hs< Kr}+ Z I {S > KTad+(ﬂa,kaTa) <

k=cg s

d(ta; Ta)
1+e¢ ’

where K = [(1 + e)%-‘. The last expression in Eq. 15) is not using

the indices t,41, . ..,is which allows us to exchange the sums over ¢ and s in Eq.

18



and to obtain

T
> Hae Al
t=1
T cts d
<14 Y (< mrb+ Y 1{sz Rrod g < e
s=1 k=cy s
T-1
xZH{aEAt+1} Z I<ac n
t=1

AZ',(L ¢ U Az
i€ {1, N\ i1, is}

1<i1 < <1<t i€{i1,...,is}

+‘3
AL PN d(fta,Ta)
<Kt S 1 ) < W) |

1+e€
s=Kr k=cy s

where the last inequality is implied by

T-1
ZH{GEAt+1} Z [<ac ﬂ Ai7a¢ U Al <1.
t=1 1<y < <is <t i€{it,mris} i€{1, .t \{i1,e.ris}

Hence,

+oo  +oo
BN < ol Krt 3 3 B (o) < )

1+e€
s=Kr k=cg s

H1 (6)
T [

comes from Lemma [6] with Hi(e) and B;(e) positive functions of e.

- +c,
Ca d(ﬂa, Ta)

ctlogT loglog T
o R BT eRT o f,

(ii). Now consider a € A* i.e. verifying p, > 7. It follows,

Ca(T) - E[Na(T)] =E

T-1

<> P (ualt) < pa) -

t=1

S Cut){a ¢ A}
t=2

Let t € {1,...,7 — 1} and observe that (u.(t) < pa) C (d¥(fia(t), a) >
d(fia(t),uq(t))). Hence for ¢ > 3 and t > max(3,¢/),

P (ua(t) < pta)

<P (Na(t)d (a(t), pa) > 6:) < (8¢ log(ctt) + 1) exp(—d; + 1)
e((logt)? + clog(t) loglog(t) + log(c)) log(t) + clog(c)) loglog(t) + 1)

t(logt)e
< e(2¢+3) ,
tlogt
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where §; = logt + cloglogt > 1 and the second inequality results from the
self-normalized concentration inequality stated in Lemma 10 in [3]. Then by
summing over t,

T—1
Co(T) — E[NL(T)] < & {2+Ci +e(2e+3) Y tljgt}
t=3

< &fH{e(2c+3)loglog T + ¢ + 3}.

A.3 Lemma

Lemma 6 Leta € {1,...,K}\ A* a non-profitable arm (i.e. puq, < 75), € €]0,1]
and Ky = [f(e)%—‘ with f a function such that f(€') > 1 for all
€' €]0,1[. Then there exist H(e) > 0 and B(€) > 0 such that

XX . d(ta, Ta H(e
> P(d*(ua,k,n) < (’“}(6) )) <9

s=K7 g=c7 s

where H(e) and (€) are positive functions of € depeding on g, Ts and ¢ .

Proof Observe that d* (fig.k,Ta) < d(fta,7a)/f(€) if and only if g > r(e)
where r(€) €]pq, 74] verifies d(r(e), 7a) = d(tta, 7a)/ f(€). Thus,

d as 'a N _
P <d+(ﬂa,k,Ta) < M) =P (g >1(e)) <e kd(r(€),pa)

f(e)
and
T ci’s d(/.L - ) 400 +oo ( ) )
P(d" (fian, Ta) < ——2 ) < e kd(r(e).pa
I I (AP
S=KT k=cy s S=RT k=c, s
1 S (r(€).pta)
_ —c, sd(r(€),ta
- 1— efd(r(e),,ua) Z €
S=KT

efc;d(r(e),ua)KT
(1 — e=d(r()na)) (1 _ e—cgdwe),ua))

H(e)
— TB8(e)’

where H(e) = (1 — =) (1 — e dC(0) | and B(e) = F()dlr(e). 1o) /(o o).
|
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A.4 Proof of Theorem [

(i). Let a € {1,..., K} \ A* be a non-profitable arm (i.e. u, < 7,). We upper
bound the expectation of N,(T') as follows:

T T—1
E[N.(T)|=E Z Co(t){a € A:}| < Ej E|1+E Z I{q.(t) > Ta}H
t=1 t=1
T—1 1
= Ez' E |1+ ; I {Wa,Na(t),ua(t)([Ta7M+[) > m, ac At+1}
T—1 1
< E;fIE 1+ ; I {,Ua(t) < Ta»Wa,Na(t),ﬁa,(t)([Ta7N+[) > Wﬂ € A
(10)
T—1
+ > Hfialt) > Tara € Ay} (11)
t=1

Using Lemma 4 in [7], the first sum in is upper bounded by

T—1
1{ By/Ny(t)e Ne®d (fa(0)7e) > I e A
— t(logt)e
T—1 t
= H{GGAtH}Z Z Iac ﬂ Ai,a ¢ U A;
t=1 s=11<i3 < <ig<t i€ i1, ris} i€ {1, t\{i1,.ris}
) ) _ 1
I{ B\/C,(i et O, (i —(Ca(i1)+4Ca(is))d¥ (fla,0q(i1) 4 +Calis)Ta) >
X { VCa(in) + -+ Calis)e ' ~ t(logt)e |’
(12)

where B is a constant depending on pg , pg and on prior densities. Then we
upper bound the last indicator function appearing in Eq. by

+
Cq S

1
{s < Kr}+ Z ]I{s > Kr, kd™ (i, Ta) < logT + cloglog T + 2logk+1ogB}

k=cg s

C+S

. 1
<I{s< Kr}+ Z H{3>KT,kd+(ﬂa,k,Ta)<10gT+cloglogT+210gk+10gB}

k=cg s
+ ]I{/la.,k < Ma}
(13)
We are now able to upper bound the right-hand side expression in Eq. by
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injecting Eq. and switching the sums on indices ¢ and s, which leads to

T-1
_ 1
; I {Ma(t) < TaaWa,Na(t),ﬁa(t)([Ta7M+D > mﬁ € At+1}

T cFs
d 1
<Kp—1+) > H{5>KT,kd+(ﬂa,k,Ta)<1ogT+clog10gT+21ogk+1og3}

s=1p=crs

=+ H{ﬂa,k < /"LO_}’
(14)

where we used the same argument as in Eq. @D to get rid of the sum over t.
Given € €]0, 1] we define Kp = {ﬁw—‘ and denote by N, (¢) the

1—e ca d(ftasTa)

constant such that T' > N, (e) implies:

(;log(c;KT) —|—10g(B)) < 7o), (15)

3
Kr > {—‘ and —

Ca Ca AT
where the first inequality ensures that for all k¥ > ¢, Kr, the function k —
log(z)/x decreases. Hence, the first indicator function appearing in the right-

hand side in Eq. is upper bounded by

1—¢
1+e

I {5 > KT7 d+(ﬂa,ka Ta) < d(uaaTa)} . (16)

By combining equations , and we obtain

T cfs .
E[N,(T)] < a;;{KT +Y Y P <d+(ﬂa’k,7'a) < Ld(ﬂa,mﬂ

s=K =cg S
o (17)
T cfs T—1
+3 0 Pk <pp)+ D P(Ha(t) > 7,0 € At+1)},
s=1 fp—cT s t=1

where the first sum can be upper bounded by Hz(e)T~72(¢) with Hs(e) > 0 and
B2(€) > 0 thanks to Lemma @ We upper bound the second sum in Eq. [17| with
Chernoff inequality:

T ¢gs +o00 +oo
SN Plaak <pg) <30 Y e hdluo )
s=1 k=cq s s=1 k=cg s

e—ca dlug ha)

B (1 — e_d(ﬂavﬂa)) (1 — e—c;d(uo’,ua)) '
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Finally, we upper bound the third sum in Eq. by

T—1
E lz H{ﬂa,s Z Ta, @ € At+1}

t=1

<E iH{GEAtH}i Z I<ac ﬂ Ai,a ¢ U A;

s=11<iy < <is<t i€ {in,is} i€ {1, N\ {i1,..is}

X T{fla,Cu (ir) 4t Ca i) = Ta}]

n
a8 e_c(: d("—avﬂu)

(1 _ efd(Ta’lLa)) (]_ — efC;d(Ta»#a)) ’

T
<D
s=1y

]P(ﬂa,k > Ta) <
=c, S
(18)
where we respectively used Eq. @ and Chernoff inequality in the two last
inequalities.
(ii). Now consider a € A*. We have,

Co(T) — E[N,

T-1
ZIE” ) < Ta)
t=1

T-1 T—1
<&k {to —1+ > P (f1a(t) < 7o, Na(t) > (logt)?) + > P (Ga(t) < 7a, Na(t) < (1ogt)2)} ,

Z C ]I{a ¢ At+1}

t=to t=1

(19)
where to = max(t1,t2) with ¢; the smallest integer verifying C%t(log )% > 1,
which implies for all ¢ > #; that ,(¢) < Gu(t), and to = [exp(2/d(7q, pta))] to
ensure that d(7,, pe)(logt)? > 2logt for all t > t,. To upper bound the first
sum in Eq. we write for ¢ > tg,

t “+oo

P (ﬂa(t) < Tay No(t) > (IOgt)2) < Z P(fia,s < 7a) < Z e sdTaste)
s=[(logt)?] s=[(logt)?]
< odrana)(ogn? o 1
< <

To upper bound the second sum in Eq. use again Lemma 4 in [7],

P (Ga(t) < 7a, Na(t) < (logt)?) =P (wayNa(t),Hny(t)([Tm,ﬁ[) < m,m( ) < (logt) )
p ( Ae—zva(ﬂd(ua(t),m 1 N.(®) < (log) )
Na(t) = Hlog )’
At(logt)© <

=P (Nalt)d (0070 > 1o () N (1) < (1og?)
< P(No(t)d* (fia(t), 7a) > log(At) + (¢ — 2) loglog ),
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where A is a constant depending on ua“ and on prior densities. Then for
¢ > 5, using the self-normalized deviation inequality stated in Lemma 10 in [3],
we have,

P(Na(t)d* (fia(t), 7a) > log(At) + (c — 2)loglogt) < (3¢ log(c,t) + 1) exp(—d; + 1)

_ e((log(t))? + (c — 2) log(t) loglog(t) + log(AcS) log(t) + (¢ — 2)log(c) loglog(t) + log(A) log(c}) + 1)
At(log(t))e2

< e(2(c—2)+4)
Atlog(t)

where we assumed t > t, = max(e/A,3, A, ¢}, Ac}) to ensure the last inequality

and that 0, = log(At) + (¢ — 2)loglog(¢) > 1. Then by summing over ¢,

CulT) ~ENu(T)) < & {ta IR S }

A — tlogt
<é&fH{e(2(c—2)+4)loglog T +t, + 1}.

A.5 Proof of Theorem [5l
We first introduce some notations. Let L(0) = (1/2) min(1, sup, p(x|d)) and for

any d, > 0,
<s)

is an event where there is at least one ’likely’ observation of arm a (namely X, s )
and such that the empirical sufficient statistic is close to its true mean. We also
define Eq(t) = Eq N, (1)-

S
Zu:l,u#s’ Xaau

s—1 — Ha

E,s = (38' e{1,...,s},p(Xq,s0a) > L(6,),

Remark 7 In the definition of E, s, the likely’ observation X, s is only needed
for technical reasons when the Jeffreys prior wa o is improper (see Remark 8 in
[9] for more details).

We now recall the Theorem 4 in [9], an important result on the posterior
concentration under the event E,(t).

Lemma 8 There erists problem-dependent constants Cy o, and Ny o and a func-

tion A — Cy o(A) such that for §, €]0,1[ and A > 0 verifying 1 —6,C2,4(A) > 0,

it holds whenever Ng(t) > Ny 4:

P(11(0(t)) > /Ja""AvEa(t)‘(Xms)lgsSNa(t)) < Cl)aNa(t)e_(Na(t)_l)(1_5ac2,a(A))d(/"av#a+A)

and

P(u(04(t)) < ,Ua*AvEa(t)‘(Xa,S)lgsgNa(t)) < Cl,aNa(067(Na(t)71)(175(102"1(A))d(ua’#aiA)-
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Thanks to these concentration inequalities we can derive bounds on the
expected number of pulls of any arm.

For all arms a € {1,...,K} and ¢t > 2, 6,(t) is a r.v. sampled from the
posterior distribution m,(¢) on 6, obtained after N,(t — 1) observations. For
all s > 1, we also denote by 6, s a r.v. sampled from the posterior distribution
resulting from the first s observations pulled from arm a (with arbitrary choice
when some of these random variables are pulled together), so that 6,(t) =
Oa, N, (1—1)-

We now prove Theorem [5}

(i). Let a € {1,...,K} \ A* be a non-profitable arm (i.e. p, < 7,). We
upper bound the expectation of N,(T") as follows:

E[N.(T)] = E

T
Ca(t)> Ta € A}

T
<ét {1 +) P(a€ A, Eqa(t) +P(ac At,Ea(t)C)}.

t=2
(20)
First observe that the first sum in the right-hand side in Eq. is equal to

T t—1
ElZH{aeAt}Z > Idac () Aia¢ U A;

5=11<i1 < <ig<t—1 i€{i1,.ia} i€{1 . t— 1\ {i,nnria}

x 1 {M(ea,ca(il)+...+ca(is)) > Ta>Ea,Ca,(i1)+'-‘+Ca(is)}

Then, given € €]0, 1], by choosing ¢, < €/Cs,4(|A4]), defining Ky = Hfi %-‘

and observing that I{1(6q,c, (i1)4-+Ca (i) = Tar Ba,Co(in)++Catin) ) < I{s <
+
Kr}+ ZZ":SC,S I{s > K, u(0a k) > 7o, Eq 1}, we obtain

T T chs
ZP(G € AtaEa(t)) < KT -2+ Z Z ]P)(M(ea,k:) > TaaEa,k)
t=2 s=Kr k=c, s

T cfs

< Kp—2+ Z Z Oy gke~ (=1 (1=e)d(1a,7a)
s=Kr k=cg s

< 1+e _ log T’ + ChaT (e Kp)2e(ca Kr=)(1=e)d(pa,m)
1—€c, d(ﬂaaTa) '
1+e IOgT (1—€)d(pa,Ta) (le_KT)Q

+ Cl,ae Te ’

T 1l-e ng(ﬂaaTa)
where we used in the first inequality Eq. @D In the second and third in-
equalities we assumed T larger than N,(e) verifying T > N,(¢) = Kpr >
max(N1,q/c, , Na,o) with Ny , defined in Lemma |8 and Ny, such that the

1—e)

function u +— u2e™(¢a ¥=D(1=€)d(1a;Te) §5 decreasing for u > Ny ,.
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In order to upper bound the second sum in the right-hand side in Eq.
we first introduce the following events:

Bas= (Vs' € {1,...,s},p(Xa.s]0a) < L(6,))

a>5a>.

Then observing that E,(t)¢ C Ba n,t) U Da,n, ) and it holds

and

ZZ:l,u;ﬁs’ Xaau B
s—1

D, s = (Els e{l,...,s},

Nk

P(a € A, E,(t)°)

t=2
ZH{GEAt}Z Z I<ac ﬂ A a ¢ U A;
s=1 1< < <ig<t—1 i€{i1,enis} i€{1, e b= 1\ {i1,0ris }
CjS
X Y I{Bax}+I{Dar}
k=cg s
T cfs
<> P (Bax) +P(Da)
s=1p=crs

—+oo
<D P((Xal6a) < LBa)* + (e 5)3 (e Co s Dla=buie) o (eaaDlnet0une)) < oo,

where we used Eq. @[) in the second inequality.
(ii). Now consider a € A* i.e. verifying p, > 7,. We have

T T
ColT) —E[No(T)] =E | > Cat){a & A} | <5 > P(u(ba(t) < 7a)
. t=2 . t=2 o
<y {ZP(M(Ga(t)) < Tay Ba(O)INa(t) > 1°) + D P(Ea(t)[Na(t) > ) + Y P(Na(t) < tb)} :
=2 t=2 E;ll)

By applying Lemma |8} the first sum in Eq. is upper bounded by

l/b+ Z C1atbe™ (t*=1)(1-82C2,0(|Aa]))d(pta, ) < 4o,

t= {N&{f’]

where Ng , = max(Ny 4, N3 o) with N3 , such that the function u — we~ (U= (A=8.C2.a(|Aa])d(1a;7a)
is decreasing for u > N3 ,.
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By applying Chernoff inequality we upper bound the second sum in Eq.

T T t c:'s
S PEIN() > ) <D0 S YT P(Bak) +P(Dag)
t=2 1=2 s=[tv /et k=ca s

Finally we upper bound the third sum in Eq. with the following result,
inspired from Proposition 5 in [9]. In our case its proof is simpler as there are
no dependencies between arms in the profitable bandit problem.

Lemma 9 For any profitable arm a € A* and any b €]0,1[, there exists a
problem-dependent constant Cy, < +00 such that

ZIP’ t) < t) < Cy.

Then, by using the Bernstein-Von-Mises theorem telling us that
limjs 4 oo P(16(04(75)) < 7o) = 0, we deduce that there exists a constant C' €]0, 1]
such that for all j > 0, P(u(6,(7;)) < 7,) < C. Hence,

S PN (1) < 1Y) < Z P+ 10T < oo

A.6 Proof of [0

In all this proof we consider a fixed profitable arm a € A*. We follow the lines
of the proof of Proposition 5 in [9] : let t; be the occurence of the j-th play of
the arm a (with o = 0 by convention). Let &; = t;j11 —t; — 1, it corresponds
to the number of time btepb between the j-th and the (j + 1)-th play of arm a.
Hence, t — N, (t) < ZN“ &; and we have

P(N,(t) < t*) <P(3j € {0,...,[t"],& > !0 —1})
1]
<Y PG =)
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