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ABSTRACT

Assistive multi-armed bandit problems can be used to model team
situations between a human and an autonomous system like a do-
mestic service robot. To account for human biases such as the risk-
aversion described in the Cumulative Prospect Theory, the setting
is expanded to using observable rewards. When robots leverage
knowledge about the risk-averse human model they eliminate the
bias and make more rational choices. We present an algorithm that
increases the utility value of such human-robot teams. A brief eval-
uation indicates that arbitrary reward functions can be handled.

CCS CONCEPTS

« Mathematics of computing — Probabilistic inference prob-
lems; - Computing methodologies — Cognitive robotics.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Humans frequently find themselves playing multi-armed bandit
(MAB) games. In such settings, an actor repeatedly chooses an
action (or pulls an arm) without complete knowledge about the
associated reward distribution of each action. During an episode,
there is a trade-off between choosing what previously yielded the
best results (exploitation) and choosing other actions to improve
the estimate of the mean reward (exploration). The goal for the
autonomous system is to improve the return for a human by esti-
mating the true expected return of each action by monitoring the
human’s behavior as implicit feedback [6, 10], e.g., when choosing
music or repeatedly commanding a robot. We might interact with
domestic robots in situations, where the human partner is not quite
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sure what the robot understands as it learns about the different out-
comes. Examples include under-specified commands such as “Set
the table” or “Fetch me some food for lunch.”.

This paper focuses on MAB scenarios that model these decision
situations. When humans make choices, however, it is known that
systematic biases occur, which lead to sub-optimal behavior. One
such bias, which occurs in risky uncertain situations, is modeled
by the Cumulative Prospect Theory (CPT) [4, 11]. Humans tend to
prefer small gains with small variance to large gains with large
variance, but are willing to take more risk to avoid big losses. This
bias was applied to a human-robot interaction (HRI) [5], where
an episode consisted of a single choice, but was not explored in
repeated games. On the other hand, human-robot teams in MAB
settings have been studied in [2, 8], but their human models were
either (noisy) rational, greedy or inconsistent. The solutions would
only learn to replicate a bias as proposed by CPT.

The risk-averse biased human MAB policy used in this work
is also distinct from MAB policies that explicitly minimize a risk
factor [1, 3, 7, 12]. The biased policy’s only goal is to maximize
return, but has a biased perception of the estimated means during
play, which leads to suboptimal behavior. In this paper we (1) de-
fine the assistive MAB with observable reward classes, (2) explore
the behavior of a risk-averse biased MAB policy, and (3) present
an assistive algorithm for a human-robot team that eliminates the
bias of the human and improves the overall return for the team.

2 MULTI-ARMED BANDIT FORMULATION

The MAB is a simplified reinforcement learning problem, where
an actor repeatedly picks one of N available actions. In this work,
each action is associated with a separate distribution over M differ-
ent rewards, from which rewards are sampled. The agent thereby
weighs exploration and exploitation to finally settle on choosing
the best arm. The formalism is presented for discrete random re-
ward variable distributions. Continuous distributions are handled
by dividing the continuous reward range into discrete classes.

In the Inverse Multi-Armed Bandit with Observable Re-
ward Classes problem, a passive agent estimates the mean re-
ward of the different actions by observing the MAB choices of
another agent. The observer is only allowed to observe the cho-
sen action and the reward class, i.e., no numeric utility, but only
a class label. The Assistive Multi-Armed Bandit with Observ-
able Reward Classes is a version of the inverse MAB, where
the observer additionally intercepts the action of the other agent
and can choose the same action or another to be played in each
round. The Upper Confidence Bound (UCB) family of MAB al-
gorithms balance exploration and exploitation by maintaining a
statistic about the rewards per available action and calculate an
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exploration bonus per action. The Risk-Averse Biased Upper
Confidence Bound (RAB UCB) MAB algorithm models human
behavior by incorporating the risk-averse bias described by the
CPT. This model transforms observed rewards and probabilities,
which results in a biased mean shift that changes the choice be-
havior of the agent: Concerning rewards, losses are weighted more
strongly than gains. Additionally, differences between two large
values are perceived as smaller than the same difference between
two small values. Concerning probabilities, small probabilities are
overweighted and large probabilities are underweighted.

3 ALGORITHM

The proposed methods works as follows. Without a training phase,
after MAB M is instantiated with a given horizon T, the human
policy H is instantiated with a set of parameters for the CPT trans-
formations «, f, A, y, § [11], and the rationality coefficient 6 for
the final noisy rational choice. The robot policy R is instantiated
with a model of the human, ie., it has an assumption about the
human behavior and an initial value for the estimated rewards ry.
H has a descriptive statistic of previous rewards and their proba-
bilities per arm, on which the CPT transformation is performed,
and an arm pull counter for the exploration bonus. R keeps a his-
tory of human choices, robot choices, and reward class per time
step H = [(af[, af, ¢t),...]. Choosing an arm at time step ¢ is de-
scribed in Alg. 1. The main idea is that for each previous time step
the probability distributions P; of the reward classes per arm are
known as well as the actual human choice a? . Next, the probability
distributions are transformed via CPT and in an optimization step
(using an implementation of Powell’s conjugate direction method
[9]), reward values are fitted to the reward classes to explain the
human action each time step. Finally, the inverse reward transfor-
mation is performed on these biased estimated reward values. The
risk-averse bias is thus eliminated from the estimated reward val-
ues, which allows a more rational decision in the current time step.

Algorithm 1 Robot policy in H o R Team

1: procedure CHOOSE ARM(t)
2 create probability statistic P fori € [1,...,t — 1] from H
3 perform probability bias on all P;, initialize R with ro
4 minimize Zf;ll argmax,¢ # PiR # a?
inverse reward transformation on R
choose af = argmath_lﬁ

observe human choice altq

H and R observe reward r; after af, update H

4 EXPERIMENTS

The experiments seek to answer the following research questions:
R1 risky-better: Can the H-R team improve the performance of a
risk-averse biased human policy in scenarios, where the risky op-
tion has a higher expected return? RZ2 safe-better: Will the H-R
team’s performance deteriorate below the performance of the ra-
tional UCB policy when the lower variance option yields the higher
expected return?
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Table 1: Results for the comparison of two MABs (N = 300,
T =300) for three different agents.

MAB Agent avg. return std.

risky-better UCB 100.44 11.89
RABUCB 81.98 8.80
HR Team  84.12 10.13

safe-better ~ UCB 155.94 10.68
RABUCB 161.41 10.89
HR Team  159.18 11.35

The experiments use a horizon T = 300 MAB averaged over N =
300 trials and compare a baseline UCB policy, a RAB UCB human
policy, and a human-robot team. The human policy is instantiated
withf =1,a = f =0.5,1 =2,y = § = 0.5 and the robot policy
has knowledge of these parameters. For each trial, the policies are
exposed to the same MAB by fixing the order that rewards per arm
are sampled for all three actors. We fix two representative MABs
with N = 2 arms and M = 3 different rewards for comparison: In
risky-better MAB, a higher return can be achieved, when the arm
with the more unsure and risky events is preferred. In the safe-
better MAB, the opposite is true.

Table 1 shows the returns of the two MAB settings for each
agent. As expected, the H-R team moves the RAB UCB average
return closer to the UCB agent. This means that in the risky-better
MARB, the return improves, whereas the return deteriorates for the
safe-better MAB. Both changes have approximately the same mag-
nitude. Closing the gap to the UCB agent, who acts (and explores)
rationally, is a positive property of the human-robot team. It is un-
clear if there is a way to keep the overly optimistic behavior when
an actor finds itself in an environment where risk-aversion is in-
deed rewarded.

Performing a one-way ANOVA for the 3 agent types in the risky-
better MAB reveals a significant difference: F = 284.29, p = 0.0. A
Tukey HSD post-hoc comparison shows that pprcp is significantly
higher than prapucp, p = 0.001 and pgrr, p = 0.001. However,
UHRT > HRABUCB, P = 0.058, was not significantly higher, there-
fore our assumption that the H-R team improves the performance
(R1 risky-better) is not fully supported by the data. Performing a
one-way ANOVA for the three agent types in the safe-better MAB
revealed a significant difference F = 18.73, p = 0.0. A Tukey HSD
post-hoc comparison shows that prapycp outperformed pycs,
p = 0.033 and pggr, p = 0.012. However, there was no difference
between pgrr and pycp, p = 0.90, which supports research ques-
tion R2 safe-better.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper we motivated the Assistive Multi-Armed Bandit with
Observable Reward Classes. This formulation allows a direct obser-
vation of the variance of each arm in a MAB. The problem is trans-
formed from a preference learning problem of arm choices to a
preference learning of different discrete rewards. This setting is a
stepping stone to explore more complex human policies. Future
work will include testing algorithms with a supervised training
phase before the test phase in the expanded setting and reducing
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the error induced by the altered exploration behavior in the human
policy.
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