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Abstract

We study a distributed multi-armed bandit setting among a population of n memory-
constrained nodes in the gossip model: at each round, every node locally adopts one of m
arms, observes a reward drawn from the arm’s (adversarially chosen) distribution, and then
communicates with a randomly sampled neighbor, exchanging information to determine its policy
in the next round. We introduce and analyze several families of dynamics for this task that
are decentralized: each node’s decision is entirely local and depends only on its most recently
obtained reward and that of the neighbor it sampled. We show a connection between the global
evolution of these decentralized dynamics with a certain class of “zero-sum” multiplicative weights
update algorithms, and we develop a general framework for analyzing the population-level regret
of these natural protocols. Using this framework, we derive sublinear regret bounds under a
wide range of parameter regimes (i.e., the size of the population and number of arms) for both
the stationary reward setting (where the mean of each arm’s distribution is fixed over time)
and the adversarial reward setting (where means can vary over time). Further, we show that
these protocols can approximately optimize convex functions over the simplex when the reward
distributions are generated from a stochastic gradient oracle.

1 Introduction

Multi-armed bandits are a powerful abstraction in online learning [BCB™12, S1i19, LS20]; distributed,
multi-player variants, in which multiple agents can sample in parallel and coordinate under limited
communication have been introduced more than a decade ago [LJP08, LZ10, AMTS11|, and have
been studied under various constraints on the degree of coordination between agents, e.g. [HKK™*13,

SBFH'13, AM14, LSL16, KJG18, BP19, MRKR19, BB20].

One model that has received much less attention is what we call the decentralized setting, e.g. [LZZT17],
in which individual nodes have limited memory, lack a global view of the set of arms, and can
only exchange information via random, direct exchanges. In this context, the goal of the system
is to collectively limit its regret at the population level by ensuring that larger fractions of nodes
consistently choose better arms at each round. This model is well-motivated by distributed settings
in which it is impractical for a single node to obtain global information about the system in every
round. For concreteness, and to distinguish from other models, we begin by introducing the exact
setting and objective in more detail:

Problem Setting (Decentralized Bandit Model). Consider a population of n nodes distributed
over a complete communication graph. The n nodes interact with an m-armed bandit instance over
a sequence of T rounds, each of which is structured as follows:



(i) Arm Adoption: At the start of each round ¢, each node u € [n] must adopt one of the m
arms.

(il) Reward Generation and Observation: Then, each arm j generates a single stochastic

reward g§ ~ 1/5, where l/;f is a distribution supported on [—o, o] with mean ,u§ € [-1,1], for

some o > 1. Every node adopting arm j subsequently observes the reward gjt~.

(iii) Communication: Then, each node simultaneously samples a neighbor to receive information
from, uniformly at random. Each node subsequently uses this interaction to inform its adoption
strategy at round ¢ + 1, following a fixed local (randomized) protocol.

Let pt := (pt,...,pl,) € A,, denote the distribution! specifying the fraction of the population

adopting each arm j at round ¢, and define g’ := (g¢, ..., g%) to be the reward vector and p' :=
(uh,...,ut,) as the means vector. The objective of the population is to minimize its expected
population-level regret
R(T) == max > uf — 3 E[p’.g")]. (1)
J€lm] 1 te[T]

When R(T)/T = o(1), we say the regret of the process {p’} is sublinear. In this decentralized setting,
we wish R(T')/T to be vanishing with respect to both 7" and n. We make some important remarks
about this setting:

e From a local perspective, the setting is an (adversarial) m-armed bandit instance. However,
from a global perspective, the full reward vector g’ is distributed across the population each
round. Thus, globally, this is an instance of prediction with expert advice [AHK12|, as reflected
in the regret objective.

e Other than two standard boundedness conditions?, the setting makes no assumptions on how
the rewards g§ are generated: in particular, the means pu! may be adversarially dependent on
p’, and on the local (randomized) protocol used to determine a node’s decision in round ¢+1.
For this, we distinguish between a general, adversarial reward setting, where each pu! can
change over rounds, and a stationary reward setting, where u! = p for all t. In both cases,
we assume o is fixed.

e At round t = 0, we assume every node is deterministically given some initial adoption choice
Jj € [m], and we assume that communication occurs according to the standard synchronous
gossip model with uniform neighbor sampling [BGPS06, S*09].

Comparison With Related Models The problem setting described above is similar to related
models studied in recent work of Celis et al. [CKV17], Su et al. [SZL19], and Sankararaman et
al. [SGS19]. However, each of those works consider only a stationary setting where rewards come
from fixed-mean Bernoulli distributions. Additionally, the dynamics of each work assume that (a) at
any round, a node can choose to not adopt an arm, and that either (b) a node can alternate between
strategies each round, and, e.g., choose an arm uniformly at random with some small probability
[CKV17, SZL19]|, (c¢) that node communication is implicitly performed through some centralized
coordination to account for nodes that made no adoption choice at the current round [CKV17], or
that (d) a node can remember its adoption history from multiple prior rounds [SGS19].

"We write A, := {p € R™ : ||p|j1 = 1} to denote the probability simplex over m coordinates.

2In particular, we assume that o is an absolute constant, which is needed to derive meaningful regret bounds (as
otherwise the noise could eliminate any signal from the means). For simplicty, we assume throughout that o < 10,
although our techniques extend to larger value at the expense of worse constants in our regret bounds.



In contrast, the focus in the present work is to design and analyze extremely simple, memory-
constrained dynamics with the following desired properties: (i) each node can only store its most
recent arm choice and reward observation, and that of the neighbor it communicated with; (i) each
node runs an identical protocol that applies the same decision rule at every round; and (7i) nodes
do not have enough local memory to maintain reward history over the entire set of arms. In other
words, we seek dynamics that are fully decentralized, and that are also robust to general adversarial
rewards. In particular, note that the three desired properties preclude us from considering a dynamics
comprised of simply running a (centralized) bandit algorithm like UCB at every node locally, which
requires each node to maintain a distribution over the full set of m arms at every round. Moreover,
these desired properties prevent us from considering dynamics that require expensive, gradient-based
local computation (e.g., as in [HTT*19]).

1.1 Owur Contributions

We introduce and analyze families of local dynamics satisfying properties (i), (ii), and (iii) above, for
which we prove vanishing average population regret R(T")/T, in both the stationary and adversarial
reward settings. Specifically, our analysis provides bounds highlighting the varying effects of the
arm size, population size, and number of rounds on regret:

Adversarial Reward Setting (Theorem 2.8) For general adversarial rewards, our dynamics

achieve average regret
R(T) logm ~(om
— < 2
T = O< T ) + O< o> > , (2)

for n sufficiently large, but in particular for 7" at most (3 — €) logs n rounds, for any € € (0, 5). Here

and throughout, the O(+) notation suppresses lower-order logarithmic dependencies on n and m.

We observe that this bound is naturally decomposed into two terms: the first is an approzximation
error, where we bound the regret of a “smoother” version of the {p’}, and an estimation error, which
is incurred by the approximation. In the bound above, the approximation error matches that of
the known optimal regret in the (centralized) prediction with expert advice setting [AHK12|. The
estimation error can be interpreted as a cost of decentralization: in order to achieve vanishing average
regret, the population size n must grow sufficiently large with respect to the number of arms m. In
the adversarial setting, this estimation error decays at a rate of roughly m/nc.

In Appendix F, we also show in the adversarial setting that, in the decentralized model, regret can
grow linearly with 7" if the number of rounds is larger than logarithmic in the population size n. For
this reason, our result constrains 7' = O(logn).

Stationary Reward Setting (Theorem 2.9) In the benign stationary setting, when the mean
reward vector is fixed over time, our dynamics provide sharper regret and can tolerate larger time
horizons T'. In particular, for n sufficiently large, for any e € (0, %), and for T' = (% — €) logs n rounds,
our dynamics obtain average regret

s of ) o )
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Moreover, for any € € (0, i], for longer sequences of 7' = n’ rounds for any b > 4¢, our dynamics

obtain average regret
R(T) ~(1 1
— <Ol —=+——] . 4
(ne + nb—4e> ( )

Thus, in the stationary setting, we obtain asympotically sharper regret over time horizons logarithmic
in n (as in the bound of (2)). For arbitrarily larger time horizons polynomial in n, our dynamics
continue to achieve sublinear regret.

Overall, our results highlight for the first time the power of large populations in decentralized learning:
we show that, for a wide range of natural dynamics, increasing the population size yields diminishing
regret for both adversarial and stationary reward settings, even though the dynamics are entirely
local.

Summary of Techniques Roughly speaking, we obtain these bounds by analyzing the evolution
of the sequences {p‘} induced by our families of dynamics. Surprisingly, we show for each dynamics
that the adoption mass p§~ evolves (in conditional expectation) by multiplicative factors of the
form (1 + F;(p', g")) for each arm j, and where each F} is a function depending on p’ and g’ that
collectively satisfy the key “zero-sum” property of > j€m] pg» - F;(p',g") =0.

We more generally relate processes of this form to a class of (centralized) zero-sum multiplicative
weights update (MWU) algorithms, and we derive bounds on their regret that may be of independent
interest. This connection is then leveraged to establish a general analysis framework for bounding the
regret of the original process {p'}. In this sense, our technique adds to a growing body of work that
analyzes other distributed or gossip dynamics by relating their evolution to centralized optimization
algorithms [EBBT, MMM18|.

Convex Optimization Application Finally, using the known connections between (online) convex
optimization and the standard, centralized MWU algorithm (and related processes like mirror descent
and the exponentiated gradient method) [H'16, AHK12, KW97|, we use our dynamics and analysis
framework to obtain expected error rates for optimizing a convex function f : A,;, — R by assuming
the reward sequence {g'} is generated by a stochastic gradient oracle. For this, we give an error rate
at the average iterate p := % Zte[T] p? induced by our protocols that matches (up to some constant
factors) the regret bound from the adversarial reward setting above. This result is given formally in
Theorem 2.10.

We now proceed to give a technical overview of our dynamics and results. In Section 3, we also
provide several sets of simulations that validate our results experimentally. We defer a detailed
technical comparison with related works to Section 4, and we conclude with some discussion and by
mentioning several open questions.

2 Technical Overview

Notation and Other Preliminaries Throughout, we deal with multiple sequences of vectors
indexed over rounds t € [T, for which we use the short hand notation {p‘} := p°, p!,...,pt. We
often compute expectation (resp., probabilities) conditioned on two sequences {p‘} and {g’} (or
{q'} and {g'}) simultaneously, and we denote this double conditioning by E;[-]. When we wish to
condition just on a single vector p’, we will write Ept[-]. Given p = (p1,...,pm), we write E[p] to



denote the vector (E[p1],...,E[pn]). Throughout, we use the fact that for a non-negative random
variable z, if z < o w.p. at least 1 — v, then E[z] < a+ 7. We assume all logarithms are natural
unless otherwise specified, and we use 1 to denote the vector of all ones.

2.1 Families of Local Dynamics

We begin by introducing two simple families of local dynamics for the decentralized bandit setting.
We call the first family adoption dynamics, defined from the perspective of any node u at round ¢:

Adoption Dynamics: given a non-decreasing adoption function f:R — [0, 1], for each u € [n]:
(i) At round t, assume: node u adopted arm j; u sampled node v; and v adopted arm k € [m].

(ii) At round t + 1: node u adopts arm k with probability f(gi) and arm j otherwise.
We call the second family comparison dynamics, again defined from the perspective of any node u:

Comparison Dynamics: given a non-decreasing score function h : R — R, for each u € [n]:
(i) At round t, assume: node u adopted arm j; u sampled node v; and v adopted arm k € [m].
(ii) At round t + 1: define

- h(g}) +h(gp)
Then node u adopts arm j with probability p; and arm £k with probability py.

Remarks and Examples In both families of dynamics, notice that each node’s local adoption
choice at round ¢ + 1 is either its own adoption choice from round ¢, or that of its randomly sampled
neighbor. Thus in both families, each node builds a local probability distribution over these two
arms and makes its adoption choice according to this distribution.

In every adoption dynamics, each node’s local distribution for round ¢ + 1 depends only on the
reward ¢! obtained by its randomly sampled neighbor in round ¢. The probability of adopting the
neighbor’s choice in the next round is exactly f (g,tﬁ) (while the probability of a node repeating its own
choice is 1 — f(g)), where f is the non-decreasing adoption function. This family can be viewed as
generalization of the sample and adopt dynamics of Celis et al. [CKV17|. As examples, we consider
the following instantiated versions under different choices of f:

e [-adopt is the adoption dynamics using the function f5(g) := 89-(1—3)'~9 for some 3 € (0.5, 1),
and assuming binary rewards (i.e., all gt € {0,1}™).

1

I+exp(—f-g) for

e [-sigmoid-adopt is the adoption dynamics using the sigmoid function fz(g) :=
B € [0,1], and for general rewards g’ € [—a, 0]™.

In contrast, in comparison dynamics, each node’s local distribution for round ¢ + 1 is now a function
of both the reward g,’; obtained by its randomly sampled neigbor in round ¢, and also its own reward
g§ from round ¢ (in particular, the distribution over arms j and k is simply proportional to the
scores of these rewards under the function h). At a high-level, this strategy shares similarities
to the power-of-two choices principle, [Mit01], as well as to pariwise comparison strategies from
evolutionary game theory [AN14, SCS19]. As an example, we consider the following instantiaion:



e [-softmax-compare is the comparison dynamics using the score function hg(g) := exp(5 - g) for
some 3 € [0,1], and for general rewards gt € [—o, o]™.

Evolution in Conditional Expectation Consider the sequence of distributions {p’} induced
by running any adoption or comparison dynamics with reward sequence {g'}. A natural first
step in bounding the population-level regret of {p’} is to analyze the coordinate-wise evolution of
p!. Interestingly, for both families of dynamics, we show in conditional expectation that each pz
evolves multiplicatively by a factor roughly proportional to some relative difference between g§. and
a weighted average of all coordinates of g'. For example, for adoption dynamics, we obtain the
following proposition (proved in Appendix A):

Proposition 2.1. Let {p'} be the sequence induced by running any adoption dynamics with adoption
function f and reward sequence {g'}. Then

Edfpi™ = pf - (1+ f(g)) — (", f(g"))
for every t and j € [m], where f(g') € [0,1]™ denotes the coordinate-wise application of f on g'.

Similarly, for comparison dynamics, we obtain a related multiplicative update form. For this, we use
quantities p; and py as given in the definition of comparison dynamics. Then we have the following
proposition (also proved in Appendix A):

Proposition 2.2. Let {p'} be the sequence induced by running any comparison dynamics with
score function h and reward seqeunce {g'}. Furthermore, for any g € R™ and j € [m], let
H(g,j) € [=1,1]™ be the m-dimensional vector whose k’th coordinate is given by p; — py. Then

Et[p§+1] =pt- (1+ (p',H(g",4))) for everyt € [T] and j € [m].

Thus in adoption dynamics with adoption function f, at each round ¢, each coordinate j grows
according to the strength of f (gﬁ) relative to the weighted average over all f(g}). Similarly, in
comparison dynamics with score function A, the j’'th coordinate grows proportionally to the weighted
average of differences h(gj») — h(gL) over all other coordinates k.

Letting psr1 := E¢[p‘*!], notice that Propositions 2.1 and 2.2 both describe multiplicative updates
that can be captured in the following, more general form:

ﬁthrl — Et[p?l] — pt- (14 F(p',g") (5)

where the set of m functions {F };":1 satisfy the zero-sum condition ) jetm Py Fi (p,g) =0 for all
p € A, and g € R™. For adoption dynamics with function f, Proposition 2.1 shows that each
F;(p,g) = f(gj) — (p, f(g)). For comparison dynamics with score function h, Proposition 2.2 shows
Fj(p,g) = (p, H(p, j))-

Now while the coordinates of the distribution E;[p‘*!] are updated multiplicatively as in (5),
the sequence {E;[p’™!]} is not neceessarily smooth: these updates are applied w.r.t. the realized
distribution p?, and not E;_1[pf]. However, to bound the regret of {p’}, we leverage properties of
the process {q'} whose coordinates do evolve by composing this update at every iteration, using the
the same family {F;}. We proceed to more formally define such zero-sum MWU processes.



2.2 Zero-Sum MWU Processes

Consider sequences of distributions {q'} that evolve according to the following definition:

Definition 2.3 (Zero-Sum MWU). Let F = {F};} be a family of m potential functions F} :
A, x R™ — [—1, 1] satistying the zero-sum condition

Zje[m] g; - Fj(a,8) =0 (6)

for all q € A,, and g € R™. Then initialized from q° € A,, and given T, we say the sequence {q’}
is a zero-sum MWU process with reward sequence {g'} if for all ¢ € [T] and j € [m]:

¢ = ¢ - (1+F(d.g)) . (7)

Compared to the standard (linear) versions of multiplicative weights update methods [AHK12], the
zero-sum condition (6) always ensures the set of updated weights in (7) remains a distribution, without
an additional renormalization step (i.e., the simplex A, is invariant to {q'}). We remark that zero-
sum updates of this form are commonly known as replicator dynamics in the continuous time setting,
where one considers systems of the form (dq§~ /dt) = (u(gj) —{(q!, u(gé))) for some utility function wu,
usually in the context of evolutionary dynamics and game theory [Cab00, SS83, HST98, PP16].

On the other hand, discrete-time MWU processes with update factors satisfying the zero-sum
condition in (6) have not been as well-studied, particularly in the context of the prediction with
expert advice or multi-armed bandit settings, where one wishes to bound regret with respect to
{g'} directly (and not with respect to some function of g'). In our analysis framework below, we
develop such regret bounds for these processes with respect to {g’}, where the bounds depend on
some quality measure of the family F in distinguishing higher-mean and lower-mean rewards.

2.3 Analysis Framework for Bounding R(T)

We now introduce a general analysis framework for bounding the regret of the sequence {p’} induced
by any dynamics with conditionally expected updates as in expression (5). As previously alluded to,
our strategy relies on introducing a true zero-sum MWU process {q'} that starts at the same initial
distribution as {p’}, runs on the same reward sequence, and uses the same family F as follows:

Definition 2.4 (Coupled Trajectories). Let F = {F};} be a family of zero-sum functions as in

Definition 2.3. Then given a reward sequence {g'}, consider the sequences of distributions {p’},
{p'}, and {q'}, each initialized at p° := 1/m € A,,, such that for all j € [m]:

¢ = ¢ (1+ Fy(d,g") (8)

Pt =Epi = ph - (14 Fi(p' ) (9)

and where pﬁ- is the average of n i.i.d. indicator random variables, each with conditional mean ﬁ;

Given this coupling definition, a straightforward calculation shows that we can over-approximate the
regret R(T) of the sequence {p’} by the quantity

R(T) = max S uh= > Eld, g+ D o-Elp' — || . (10)
}

te[T te[T] te[T]



In Appendix E, we formally establish that R(7T") < ]?B(T ), and thus this over-approximation allows
us to decompose R(T) into (a) the regret of the zero-sum MWU process {q'} (the difference of
the first two terms) and (b) the error of the coupling (the final term). This can be roughly viewed
as an approximation error and an estimation error, respectively. Thus we proceed to describe our
techniques to control each of these individual quantities.

Regret Bounds for Zero-Sum MWU Processes To bound the regret of a zero-sum MWU
process using the family F, the key step is to relate the function value Fj(q,g) in conditional
expectation to the quantity u; — (q, '), which is the relative difference of the j’th arm’s mean to
the globally-weighted average. To this end we make the following assumptions on F:

Assumption 1. Let F = {F}} be a family of potential functions satisfying the zero-sum condition
from Definition 2.3, and let {g’} be a sequence of rewards. For any q € A™, let m;l.’t = Eq[Fj(q,8")].
Then we assume there exist 0 < oy < ag < 1/4, § € [0,1], and L > 0 such that for all j and g’:

(i) for all q € Ay
Gl — (@, n) = 0] < ]| < ¢ [uf — (g, 1) + 9]
(i) for all p,q € Ay:

|Fi(a,g") — Fi(p.g")| < L-|p—dl -

Intuitively, condition (i) of Assumption 1 specifies a two-sided multiplicative correlation between
Eq[Fj(q,g")] and s —{(a, ut), while also allowing for some additive slack &, and condition (ii) ensures
that each Fj is L-Lipschitz. Under this assumption, we prove (in Appendix B) the following bound
on the expected regret of a zero-sum MWU process, which is parameterized with respect to ai, ao,
and d:

Theorem 2.5. Consider a T > 1 round zero-sum MWU process {q'} from Definition 2.5 with
reward sequence {g'} and using a family F that satisfies Assumption 1 with parameters ay, s and
0. Assume that q]Q > p >0, and define

E(TJ) = Zte[T] M; - Zte[T} E[(d", g")] -

Then for every j € [m]:

~ . 3log(1 a2 as—a da
R(T,])Sig( /p)+2<2+2 1+2>T.
(05} aq a1 a7

Here, the sharpness of the regret depends on the tightness of the parameters in Assumption 1.
In particular, if a3 = as = a and § = 0, and supposing that q? = 1/m deterministically, then
the right hand side in the theorem recovers the standard (and optimal) MWU regret bounds
[AHK12|. Therefore, we generally desire the family F to satisfy condition (i) of the assumption with
a1 = ag, and 0 = O(ay), where o has some dependence on a free, tunable parameter. For the
examples of dynamics introduced earlier, we show this is exactly the case. For example, we derive
for B-softmax-compare the following:



Lemma 2.6. Let F be the zero-sum family induced by the B-softmax-compare dynamics. Then for a
reward sequence {g'} with each g € [—o,a]™, the family F satisfies Assumption 1 with parameters
o = Qg = %B, 0 =4po, and L =2, for any 0 < 5 < 1/(40).

We prove this lemma in Appendix C and also present analogous results for the -sigmoid-adopt and
(B-adopt dynamics, whose resulting parameter values similarly share the desired properties.

Controlling The Coupling Error The second step in our framework is to bound the estimation
error term Y, E[[p’ — @'[|1 from expression (10). For this, observe for any ¢ that we can write

Ei1lla’ — p'lli < Eii[lld” — D'l + [P — PIl1] .

which follows by the triangle inequality. In the first term, recall that each p’ follows a zero-sum
MWU step from p?~!, and that q’ and p* both depend on the randomness of g!~!. Thus intuitively,
if p!~! and q'~! are close, and assuming that the potential function F; is smooth (in the sense of
condition (ii) in Assumption 1), then we also expect p' and q' to be close after each process is
updated under the same family F with the same reward gf~!.

For the latter term E;_1||p' — p’||1, recall that E;[p’] = p’ by definition. Therefore, this distance
is simply the deviation of p! from its (conditional) mean, which we can control using standard
concentration bounds. Applying this intuition over all T rounds leads to the following bound (proved
in Appendix D):

Lemma 2.7. Consider the sequences {p}, {p'}, and {q'} from Definition 2./ with a reward sequence
{g'} and using a family F that satisfies Assumption 1 with parameter L. Let k := (3 + L), and
assume n > 3clogn for some ¢ > 1. Then for any T > 1:

~(m-kT m-T
> wla - pilh < O+ LY.
te[T]

T-Step Regret and Epoch Framework As a consequence of the bounds in Theorem 2.5 and
Lemma 2.7, and using the decomposition of R(T') in expression (10), we obtain the following T-step
regret bound for the process {p‘} from Definition 2.4:

logm ~ (omrT  omT
<
R(T) < O( - —i—aT)—i—O( T + e >,

where the bound holds for any ¢ > 1 and n sufficiently large, and where for simplicity we assume
in the above that the family F satisfies Assumption 1 with a := a3 = ag, 6 = O(a), and L, where
k:= 34 L. As mentioned, we interpret the first term of this bound as an approximation error (from
the regret of the zero-sum MWU process), and the second term as an estimation error (introduced
by the coupling).

Notice that for large T' (with respect to n), the estimation error term has an exponential dependence
on 7. Thus in Appendix E, we show how to tighten the bound by using multiple epochs of the
analysis (similar in spirit to the technique of Celis et al. [CKV17]). For this, we assume the sequence
{p'} evolves over T' = D7 rounds unaltered, but every 7 rounds, the process {q'} is reinitialized
from the most recent distribution p’. The full details of this epoch-based setup and resulting bounds
are given in Appendix E.



2.4 Regret Bounds for Local Dynamics
We now formally present the regret bounds obtained by the dynamics from Section 2.1.
2.4.1 Adversarial Rewards

We start by presenting our regret bound for the general, adversarial reward setting obtained using
the [-softmax-compare and [-sigmoid-adopt dynamics (proved in Appendix F):

Theorem 2.8. Consider the sequence {p'} induced by running the (-softmax-compare or (-
sigmoid-adopt dynamics on an (adversarial) reward sequence intialized from p° = 1/m. Let
T < (0.5 —€)loggn for any € € (0,0.5). Then for appropriate settings of (3, for any ¢ > 1,
and n sufficiently large:

1 logm ~(om om
— . < .
T R(T)_O( T >+O<n€+nc>

Remarks We make several important remarks on intepreting this result:

e First, observe that the bound holds only for T' < (0.5 — €) logs n rounds, for some € € (0,0.5).
In general, if the number of rounds can grow faster than logarithmically in n, then R(T)
can grow linearly in T: for {p'} induced by our dynamics, once any pz. goes to 0 (which
occurs with non-zero probability in each round), this mass remains 0 for all subsequent rounds.
Adversarially setting all /L;- to be maximal would then result in constant regret per round.
Thus we show in Appendix F that enforcing T' to be at most logarithmic in n ensures every
arm’s adoption mass is at least 1/n with high probability over all T rounds (i.e., at least one
node remains adopting each arm j over all rounds). Thus our constraint on 7" in this bound
corresponds (asymptotically) to the longest time-horizon for which meaningful regret bounds
can be given in this adversarial setting.

e As described in Section 2.3, by virtue of our analysis framework, the regret bound is decomposed
into an approximation error (first term) and estimation error (second term). Here, the
approximation error matches the optimal y/(logm)/T regret in the (centralized) prediction
with expert advice setting [AHK12]. Meanwhile, the estimation error can be interpreted as
a cost of decentralization. In particular, the quantity m/n® stems from the additive noise
incurred by the random neighbor sampling that determines the adoption mass of each of the m
coordinates over the at most 7' = (0.5 — €) log n rounds. This noise can be controlled at each
round with probability at least 1 — m/n®, which yields the second quantity in this error term.
Note also that larger values of ¢ > 1 correspond to requiring sufficiently larger n > 3clogn.

Ultimately this means the estimation error is vanishing with respect to n at a rate of roughly
m/n¢, for € € (0,0.5). To obtain a sharper rate, one can increase € at the expense of slightly
decreasing the constraint on 7' = (0.5 — ¢€) logs n rounds. In general, this reveals that in the
decentralized setting, regret can be sharpened with larger population sizes, and the regret
bound can be viewed as a sample complexity constraint on the size of the population: ensuring
that the average regret is at most some small constant p correpsonds to requiring the population
size n to be sufficiently large as a function of p.
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2.4.2 Stationary Rewards

We now present our regret bounds for the stationary reward setting, where p! = p := (u1,. .., fm)
for all rounds ¢, and where we assume without loss of generality that p1 > ps >« -+ > . In this
setting, we can leverage the additional, fixed structure in the reward vector to obtain better regret
guarantees as compared with the general, adversarial setting. In particular, we obtain the following
bounds (proved in Appendix G):

Theorem 2.9. Consider the sequence {p'} induced by running the [-softmax-compare or (-
sigmoid-adopt protocol in the stationary reward setting initialized from p® = 1/m. Then there
exist settings of B such that, for any ¢ > 1 and n sufficiently large, the following bounds hold:

(i) For any € € (0,0.5) and T = (0.5 — €) logs n:

R(T) logm ~ om om
— < 0 O| ——— :
T ( T )" ne.2v10g5n+ ne
(ii) For any e € (0,0.25], and T = n® for any b > 4e:

R(T) ~( 1 1 om
— < — .
T — O<nb—4e + ne + ne >

Moreover, when all gt € {0,1}™, the same bounds hold for the 3-adopt protocol.

Remarks We again make several important remarks on this result and its comparison with
Theorem 2.8.

e First, in part (i) of the theorem, we consider the same constraint on 7' (logarithmic in n) as in
the adversarial regeret bound of Theorem 2.8. Again, the O(y/log m/T) approximation error
in this bound matches the optimal regret in centralized prediction with expert advice settings,
and in this stationary setting, we can now improve the estimation error by a factor of roughly

27\/logn.

At a high level, this improvement is obtained by establishing a sequence of lower bounds on
the adoption mass of the optimal arm that hold simultaneously with high probability, and by
then using the epoch-based framework described in Section 2.3 to ensure the coupling error
remains small over time.

e In part (ii) of the theorem, we then show that our dynamics can also obtain sublinear regret
when the number of rounds 7" is now (an arbitrarily large) polynomial in n. Roughly speaking,
this is obtained by using settings of S that correspond to a zero-sum MWU learning rate
of roughly a = 1/n?%¢ (for o as in Assumption 1), for any € € (0,0.25]. Then, using similar
techniques as to the proof of part (i), we can establish that after n*¢ rounds, the adoption
mass of the optimal arm will remain above 1 — O(1/n¢) for every subsequent round with high
probability. This naturally bounds the per-round regret of the process by O(1/n¢) for every
remaining round.

However, with this setting of «, the cumulative regret over the initial n*¢ rounds can grow
linearly. Thus in order to ensure the overall cumulative regret over the 7' = n® rounds is
sublinear, we need b > 4e. To highlight this tradeoff, the bound in (4) is expressed solely as a
vanishing function of n (and not of T').
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Ultimately, given the random, pairwise communication mechanism in this decentralized model, we
suspect that the average regret of any dynamics in either reward setting is at least Q(m/y/n), and
likely even larger in the general, adversarial setting. Establishing lower bounds and optimal rates on
average regret in both reward settings is left as future work.

2.5 Application: Convex Optimization Over the Simplex

As an application of our local dynamics and analysis framework (in particular, the regret bounds of
Theorem 2.8 for the adversarial setting), we show how our dynamics can approximately optimize
convex functions f : A, — R over the simplex when the reward sequence {g!} is generated using a
(stochastic) gradient oracle. In particular we assume:

Assumption 2. Given a convex function f : A,, — R, we assume that:
(i) f has gradients bounded by ||V f(q)||c < G for all q € A,,, for some G > 0.

(i) At every round t € [T, the reward vector g’ is of the form: g’ := —(V f(p?)/G) + b?, where
each b! € [—0,0]™.

Observe that condition (ii) ensures that the coordinates of the vector g satisfy the reward distribution
conditions of our bandit setting (in particular, with [—o, o]-bounded support, and [—1, 1]-bounded
means) and thus our regret bounds from Section 2.4 can be applied. To this end, by adapting
standard reductions between MWU algorithms and (online) convex optimization [AHK12, KW97],
we can use the more general adversarial regret bound of Theorem 2.8 to derive the following result,
proved in Appendix H:

Theorem 2.10. Given a conver function f : A, — R, consider the sequence {p'} induced by
running the [3-softmax-compare or (3-sigmoid-adopt protocol on a reward sequence {g'} generated
as in Assumption 2 with gradient bound G. Let T < (0.5 — €)logsn for any € € (0,0.5), and let
p:= %Zte[T] p’. Define err(p) := E[f(P)] — minpea,, f(p). Then for appropriate settings of j3,
any ¢ > 1, and n sufficiently large:

[G?logm ~ om  om
p) < O\ ——— O|G .
err(p) < ( T + Y + e
Note that this error rate is equivalent to the regret bound from Theorem 2.8 up to the factor G, which
is a standard dependence. Also, the optimization error here is defined implicitly: the function f is
minimized with respect to the distribution p? induced by the local dynamics. This is in contrast to
other settings of gossip-based, decentralized optimization (e.g., [KSJ19, SBB*17, TGZ118]), where

each node i € [n] has first-order gradient access to an individual local function f;, and the population
seeks to perform empirical risk minimization over the n functions.

3 Experimental Validation
In this section, we present several sets of simulations that validate our results experimentally.
3.1 Regret in the Stationary Reward Setting

To begin, we examine the regret of each of the S-softmax-compare, -sigmoid-adopt, and [S-adopt
protocols in a stationary reward setting. For simplicity, and to evaluate all three protocols on the
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same reward sequence, we consider rewards drawn from Bernoulli distributions with fixed means.

For this, we started by fixing the population size n = 16000 and tracking the average regret of each
protocol over an increasing number of arms m € {4, 8,16}, and over an increasing number of rounds
T. For each combination of protocol, arm size, and number of rounds 7', we simulated 15 iterations
of the protocol, and considered the average regret over these iterations (here, the randomness is both
in the reward generation and in the neighbor sampling).

For the m = 4 setting, we fixed the Bernoulli means in evenly-spaced intervals between 0.85 and
0.25; for the m = 8 setting, in evenly-spaced intervals between 0.85 and 0.15; and for the m = 16
setting, in evenly-spaced intervals between 0.85 and 0.1. For each protocol, we made no rigorous
attempt at optimizing the setting of the free 8 parameter: we set 5 to be absolute constants of 2,
1, and 0.75 for the S-sigmoid-adopt, 5-softmax-compare, and [-adopt protocols, respectively, but we
observed similar experimental trends with other settings of 3.

Figure 1 shows the results of this first set of simulations. In particular, we observe that for each
m and protocol variant, the cumulative regret grows sublinearly over rounds, and, in general, the
regret increases for larger m. Recall that this aligns with our bounds from Theorem 2.9, which have
increasing dependencies on m when n is fixed.

m=4 m=8 m=16
74
64
54
o —— softmax-compare
% 4+ —— sigmoid-adopt
& N —— beta-adopt
24
14
3 9 15 21 27 33 39 45 3 9 15 21 27 33 39 45 3 9 15 21 27 33 39 45
Rounds Rounds Rounds

Figure 1: In the stationary setting with fixed-mean Bernoulli rewards: average regrets over T rounds on
populations of n = 16000 and increasing arm sizes m, for the three protocols. Each regret value is averaged
over 15 random iterations, and the error bars show the first and third quartiles over these iterations. The
regret, of each protocol grows sublinearly in 7', but it increases with m. Each protocol was initialized from
p=1/m.

We also examined the opposite scenario, where m = 4 is fixed, but where the population size n
increases (n € {400, 4000,40000}). For this, we again considered a set of fixed-mean Bernoulli reward
distributions, with means evenly-spaced between 0.85 and 0.25. For each protocol, we used the same
parameter settings as above, and again considered average regrets over the 15 iterations of each
combination of protocol, population size, and rounds 7. The results of these simulations are shown
in Figure 2.

Similar to Figure 1, in Figure 2 we observe in general that the average regret of each protocol grows
sublinearly over rounds at every population size. Although more subtle, we notice a slight downward
trend in regret as the population size increases, which reinforces our intuition from Theorem 2.9.
However, note from the theorem that for larger n, the (average) regret will be dominated by the
\/(logm)/T approzimation error term. Thus further increases to n may lead to only negligible
decreases in the overall regret if the estimation error is already small.

13



n=400 n=4000 n=40000
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Figure 2: In the stationary setting with fixed-mean Bernoulli rewards: average regrets over T rounds for
increasing population sizes n with a fixed arm size m = 4. Each regret value is averaged over 15 random
iterations, and the error bars show the first and third quartiles over these iterations. Again, the regrets
grows sublinearly in T, and we notice a slight dampening with larger n. Each protocol was initialized from
p=1/m.

3.2 “Last Iterate Convergence” in the Stationary Reward Setting

We also experimentally examined the last iterate convergence properties of our protocols in the
stationary setting, which refers to a protocol inducing an arm adoption sequence {p’} that converges
(almost surely) to a point mass on the coordinate corresponding to the highest-mean arm. This
would imply that the regret of every subsequent round is 0. In the bandit literature this behavior is
sometimes referred to as best-arm identification [LS20].

In Figure 3, we examined this by tracking the evolution of the adoption distributions in one random
run of each of the three protocols on a fixed reward sequence. For this, we considered the same
set of m = 8 fixed-mean Bernoulli distributions and the same (8 parameters for the protocols as
described above. For each protocol, we observe that the adoption mass of arm 1 (the highest-mean
arm) tends toward 1 after sufficiently many rounds, and thus our dynamics seem to exhibit such
last-iterate convergence behavior in this reward setting.

We remark that the prior work of Su et al. [SZL19| showed (in a slightly different model) that a similar
dynamics results in such best-arm-identification with high probability when taking 7" — oo. However,
given the behavior shown in Figure 3, investigating the conditions (i.e., the exact reward distribution
structure) that lead to finite-time convergence of this form (and establishing the corresponding rates)
would be an interesting line of future work.

3.3 Convex Optimization Error in the Adversarial Reward Setting

To evaluate our dynamics in an adversarial reward setting, we simulated both the B-softmax-compare
and (-sigmoid-adopt protocols for a convex optimization task using the reward generation setup
of Assumption 2 from Section 2.5. For this, we considered minimizing a three-dimensional convex
function f : As — R given by

fp) = 2pi+3p3—2pi+ s+ 2, (11)

for p € Ag. It is straightforward to verify that f has gradients bounded by 1 over the simplex, and that
p* := (3, §, 2) minimizes f. We thus considered reward distributions of the form g’ = —V f(p’) + b,

where each b? has i.i.d. zero-mean Gaussian coordinates with variance o2, and clipped in the range

[—10, 10].
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Figure 3: In the stationary setting with fixed-mean Bernoulli rewards: the evolution of the arm adoption
distribution for each protocol on one random run with n = 1600 and an arm set of size m = 8. For each
protocol, the adoption mass of the highest-mean reward (arm 1) appproaches 1 after around 30 rounds, which
highlights a “last iterate convergence” phenomenon induced by our dynamics in the stationary setting. Each
protocol was initialized from p = 1/m.
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0.125 A
0.100 A
5 00751 1 1 —— softmax-compare
5 —— sigmoid-adopt
0.050
0.025 A
0.000 A
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Rounds Rounds Rounds

Figure 4: In the adversarial setting with reward distributions generated via a stochastic gradient oracle:
optimization error of the function f : Az — R (expression (11)) induced by the S-softmax-compare and
B-sigmoid-adopt dynamics on a population of n = 3000, initialized from the distribution p = 1/3, and for
increasingly noisy gradient oracles (larger o). The error of both protocols after T' rounds is averaged over
15 iterations, and the error bars show the first and third quartiles. We notice that the optimization error
approaches 0 for both protocols after enough rounds, but this convergence is slower with larger o.

In Figure 4, we show the function error between p* and the average iterate p = % Zte[T} p! induced
by the S-softmax-compare and (-sigmoid-adopt protocols for this optimization task over increasing
magnitudes of o, and on a population of size n = 3000. Similar to the previous plots, at each
combination of protocol, o, and T', we take the average error over 15 iterations of the process, and
the error bars show the range of the first and third quartiles over these iterations.

Notice in each subplot that the error of both protocols goes to 0 with the number of rounds, which
highlights the robustness of our dynamics to reward sequences whose means vary over time. However,
as expected, this error tends to increase for larger o (given that this corresponds to noisier stochastic
gradients). This aligns with the inutition from the expected error rate of Theorem 2.10 in this
setting.

4 Related Work

In this section, we provide a more detailed comparison with several related works: specifically, the
works of Celis et al. [CKV17], Su et al. [SZL19]|, and Sankararaman et al. [SGS19]. We also mention
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some connections with other distributed consensus, opinion, and evolutionary game dynamics.
4.1 Comparison with Celis et al. [CKV17]

As mentioned in Section 1, Celis et al. considered a related distributed bandit model: they assume
of population of n nodes and an m-armed bandit instance, where the rewards are generated from
fixed-mean Bernoulli distributions, and where nodes utilize a two-step uniform neighbor sampling
and arm adoption process in each round. Specifically, they assume the following steps:

(i) At round ¢, each node either (a) with probability (1 — ) samples a uniformly random neighbor
and observes its most recent adoption choice and reward, or (b) with probability u > 0 selects
an arm uniformly at random and observes its most recently generated reward.

(i) Given the reward g% observed by a node in the previous step, that node adopts arm ¢ € [m] in
the subsequent round with probability 593 (11— ﬂ)lfgé, and otherwise makes no adoption.

We make several remarks on this process and how it relates to our own model and dynamics. First,
note that by definition of this process, at any given round a node will make no adoption with some
non-zero probability. On the other hand, the authors assume that each arm-adoption distribution p‘
is computed by normalizing with respect to the set of nodes that do make an adoption in round .

However, their analysis relies on the assumption that in step (i.a) above, a node samples a neighbor
that previously adopted arm j with probability pg.. Note that this implies that the uniform neighbor
sampling (with probability 1 — p) is only uniform over the set of neighbors in the population that
made an adoption decision in the previous round. This could be implemented, for example, by a
central coordinator that can generate samples from this subset of the population, but it cannot
be performed in a purely distributed fashion by letting each node select any neighbor uniformly at
random. Thus the exact model considered by Celis et al. differs from the one described in Section 1,
and this precludes a direct comparison of their results with ours.

On the other hand, we remark that the adoption probability expression in step (ii) above is
reminiscent of the Sg-adopt protocol from Section 2, and is what inspired that specific adoption
dynamics instantiation. However, the dynamics of Celis et al. include the additional component in
step (i) of allowing each node with probability © > 0 to, rather than receiving information from a
random neighbor, observe the most recent reward of an arm selected uniformly at random. In their
analysis, this small non-negative probability is used to establish an adoption mass lower bound for
the optimal arm in the stationary, Bernoulli reward setting.

We note that this uniform arm sampling can be advantageous in reducing the likelihood that the
entire adoption mass converges to a “fixed-point” sub-optimal arm decision. However, this same
mechanism can thus also slow down convergence (or slightly increase regret) when a sufficiently large
majority of the population mass is already accumulated the coordinate of the highest-mean arm.

Thus, an interesting line of future work would be to better quantify the exact tradeoffs between
dynamics that use such uniform arm-sampling mechanisms (as in the work Celis et al.), and dynamics
that do not (as in the present work).
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4.2 Comparisons with Su et al. [SZL19] and Sankararaman et al. [SGS19]

We also make some comparisons with the works of Su et al. [SZL19] and Sankararaman et al. [SGS19],
although the exact settings in those are less similar than that of Celis et al. to the present paper.

The key similarity with our work is that communication between nodes occurs in a pairwise
manner, but both works consider a related asynchronous gossip model [BGPS06]|, where individual
communications occur according to the arrivals of a Poisson clock with rate n. Note in expectation
that n total communications occur per time unit in this model, and thus it can be viewed as the
natural, continuous time analog of the discrete-time, synchronous model in the present work.

However, besides from the similarity in pairwise node communication, the bandit settings and
problem objective of both works vary from ours. Su et al. consider fixed-mean Bernoulli reward
distributions and are concerned mainly with the best arm identification task, which asks whether
every node will eventually adopt the highest-mean arm in perpetuity (note that the authors refer to
this in their work as learnability). The dynamics proposed by Su et al. can be viewed similarly to
an instantiation of an adoption dynamics, but their main result quantifies the probability that the
population eventually identifies the highest-mean arm, rather than deriving a quantitative bound on
the population-level regret achieved by their protocol.

On the other hand, the results of Su et al. apply to more general, non-complete communication
graphs (that are sufficiently well-connected). Their results thus motivate the question of whether
the dynamics and regret bounds of the present paper also transfer to non-complete graph topologies.

Similar to Su et al., Sankararaman et al. also consider Bernoulli reward distributions with fixed
means, and they also assume that nodes generate independent samples from arm distributions upon
each adoption. In this sense, the total number of independent arm pulls across the population per
time unit can be as large as n in expectation. This model difference is also reflected in their regret
objective, which is to minimize the individual cumulative regrets aggregated across all nodes in the
population. In contrast, our results consider a population-level regret defined with respect to the
global arm adoption distributions. The authors also assume that nodes have the ability to remember
their full history of previous adoption choices and observed rewards, and this allows for designing
local protocols that adapt classic UCB approaches from centralized bandit settings [L.S20, BCBT12].

However, a key constraint in the dynamics proposed by Sankararaman et al. is that upon node
communications, nodes can exchange only the index of an arm (rather than any recently observed
rewards from that arm) and in general, the authors are concerned with limiting the total number of
per-node communications over rounds. This motivates the question of whether the dynamics of the
present paper can be adapted to only consider arm index information, and to study the resulting
impact on regret. This could be of interest in systems where nodes can only communicate a limited
number of bits, and thus communicating previously observed rewards to full precision is infeasible.

As mentioned in the introduction, we remark that multi-node bandit algorithms have been studied
in other distributed settings, including those rely on gossip-style communication, e.g., [SBFHT 13,
HKK'13, KJG18, MRKR19|. However, as the exact problem setting constraints and objectives in
each of these works vary significantly from ours, exact comparisons cannot be made.
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4.3 Relation to Consensus and Opinion Dynamics and Evolutionary Game
Dynamics

We remark that our families of dynamics (particularly for the stationary reward setting) are more
generally related to distributed consensus and opinion dynamics, which have been studied extensively
in both synchronous and asynchronous gossip-based models [DGM*11, GL18, BOCN*14b, BCN*14a,
BCN20, AABT23]. In these settings, the goal of the population is to eventually agree on one of m
opinions, and local interaction rules that involve a node adopting (or refraining from adopting) the
opinion of its randomly sampled neighbor (i.e., similar in spirit to our adoption and comparison
dynamics) are usually at the foundation of such protocols [BCN*t14a, AABT23].

Our dynamics are also related to evolutionary game dynamics on graphs [AN14, CGK'15, SCS19).
In these settings, one usually considers m strategies, and each node maintains one such strategy
in each time step. Interactions between nodes then correspond to two-player games, where each
node plays according to its current strategy and receives some reward according to a fixed payoff
matrix. In general, dynamics in this setting allow better strategies to reproduce (more nodes adopt
these strategies), and for less-optimal strategies to become eztinct. Here, the focus is usually on
characterizing various properties of the equilibria of such processes. Our adoption and comparison
dynamics from the present work can be viewed as similar evolutionary game processes, especially
given the earlier-mentioned similarity between zero-sum MWU processes and the classical replicator
dynamics [SS83, Cab00].

Establishing a more rigorous and quantitative relationship between our dynamics for the bandit
setting and previously studied consensus and evolutionary game dynamics in related gossip models
is thus left as future work.

5 Conclusion

To conclude, we introduced several families of dynamics for the decentralized bandit problem, whose
regret in both stationary and adversarial reward settings we show grows sublinearly over rounds. In
particular, relative to prior related work [CKV17, SZL19, SGS19], these are the first such dynamics
that can tolerate rewards whose means are non-stationary. As an application, we showed how these
dynamics can approximately optimize convex functions over the simplex at a population level. We
also presented simulations that validate our results experimentally.

Finally, we mention several additional directions for future work: first, it remains open to establish
optimal regret bounds in both the stationary and adversarial settings (specifcally, deriving lower
bounds on the “cost of decentralization,” which we expect to be larger in adversarial settings).
Second, it would be interesting to investigate whether our dynamics exhibit a stronger “last-iterate-
convergence” behavior in the stationary setting (i.e., where p’ converges to a point mass at the
coordinate of the highest-mean arm). This type of result was shown asymptotically by Su et
al. [SZL19] in a related model, but obtaining quantitative rates for this phenomenon in the present
setting is open. Finally, analyzing these dynamics over a non-complete communication graph (in
particular, understanding how mixing properties of the graph affect regret) is left as future work.
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A Details on Evolution of Local Dynamics

In this appendix, we derive the conditionally expected evolution of the adoption dynamics (Ap-
pendix A.1) and comparison dynamics (Appendix A.2) that were introduced in Section 2. Then, in
Appendix A.3, we also introduce a third family of two-neighbor comparison dynamics that generalizes
comparison dynamics to a setting in which each node samples two neighbors at every round. We show
this family also yields a similar form of zero-sum multiplicative updates in conditional expectation.

A.1 Evolution of Adoption Dyanmics

For adoption dynamics, we provide the proof of Proposition 2.1, which is restated for convenience:

Proposition 2.1. Let {p'} be the sequence induced by running any adoption dynamics with adoption
function f and reward sequence {g'}. Then

Edlpi] = pl - (1+ f(g5) — (P, f(g")
for every t and j € [m], where f(g!) € [0,1]™ denotes the coordinate-wise application of f on g'.

Proof. First, letting ci;*! € [m] denote the arm adopted by node u € [n] in round ¢ + 1, observe that

1 .
Epi™] = - > Pt =],
]

u€ln

which follows from the fact that p?-“ is the average of the n indicators 1{c™! = j}. By the local
symmetry of the dynamics, P;[ciT! = j] is equal for all nodes u. However, this value is dependent on
!, (i.e., the adoption decision of u at the previous round t).

Thus using the law of total probability, for any node u we can write
Pilegt! =] = e, = j} Bl = jle, = J]
+ 3 e =k} B =l = K]
k#j€[ml
Now fix node u, and let v € [n] denote the node the u samples in round ¢. Now recall from the
definition of the dynamics that if ¢, = k # j, then c/*! = j with probability f(gg) only if node v

adopted arm j in round ¢, i.e., ¢/, = j. On the other hand, if ¢!, = j, then ¢! = j either if ¢/ = j,
or if ¢}, = k # j and node u rejects adopting arm k with probability 1 — f(gt).

Thus we have

Py =jlel, =41 = pi+ > ph- (1= flgh)
k#j€[m]
and Py[cTh =j|ct = k] = pl- fg}) fork#j.

Combining these cases, noting also that %Zue[v] 1{c!, = k} = pl, for any k € [m], and using the fact
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that 3 pcrm ph =1, we can then write

Efp] = ph- i+ > ph- (L= Fh) + Y. ph- (0 Flgh)

k#je[m] k#j€lm]
=1+ X ph (9D - Flah)
k#j€[m]
= 9} (1+£(e) — (0. 1))
which concludes the proof. O

Importantly, we also verify that such multiplicative updates in every coordinate j still lead to a
proper distribution: for this, it is easy to check that

SRR = > w1+ £g) - (0 £(8)))
Jj€[m] Jj€[m]

= Y i+ fg)) - (P flegh)) = 1,

JE€[m]

which holds since p! is a distribution.

Finally, recall from Section 2.1 that when the adoption function f is a sigmoid function with
parameter 8 we call the resulting protocol S-sigmoid-adopt. Stated formally:

Local Protocol 1 ((-sigmoid-adoption). Let S-sigmoid-adopt be the adoption dynamics protocol
instantiated by the adoption function fz(g) := m for 5 €[0,1] and any g € R.

Similarly, in the case when all rewards g! are binary, and we have the following 3-adopt protococol:
Local Protocol 2 (S-adoption). Let S-adopt be the adoption dynamics protocol instantiated by
the adoption function fz(g) := 89 (1 — B)19 for B € (0.5,1) and g € {0,1}™.

A.2 Evolution of Comparison Dynamics

For comparison dynamics, we develop the proof of Proposition 2.2, which is restated here:

Proposition 2.2. Let {p'} be the sequence induced by running any comparison dynamics with
score function h and reward seqeunce {g'}. Furthermore, for any g € R™ and j € [m], let
H(g,j) € [—1,1]™ be the m-dimensional vector whose k’th coordinate is given by p; — py. Then
Epit'] = pl - (1+ (p', H(g', j))) for every t € [T] and j € [m].

Proof. Fix j € [m] and ¢ € [T]. Again let ¢! € [m] denote the arm adopted by node i € [n] at round
t. Then observe that we can write

1 1
5] - LRI ] - LY (a0 =) w1
i€[n]

i€[n]

+ Z l{cgzk‘}-Pt[cﬁﬂzﬂcg:k]) .

k#j€[m]
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In the case that i = j, note that ct1 = j with probability 1 if node i samples a neighbor u that
also pulled arm j in round ¢. Otherwise, if u pulled some arm k # j, then node ¢ adopts j with
probability 1 — h(g )/(h(gj) + h(g})). Together, this means that

h(gk)
LDy p'“(l_ (gj)+h(g}i))

B e == ]

k#j€[m]
h(g},)
=1- § Pl (12)
im0 TG

In the other case when ¢! = k # j, then ¢! = j only when node i samples a neighbor that pulled
arm j in round ¢, and thus

h(gt
Pt[t+1—]’0 _k] — 2t (g])

P g + (gl (13)

Now observe that for any k € [m)], %Zie[n} 1{c! = k} = pl by definition. Then together with
expression (12) and (13), we have

o at) o hlg)
E[pit] = <1— > k- ) +h(t)>+ > pk'%‘m

k#j€[m] Ik k#j€[m]
— h(g})
t k
=p;- |1+ E Ph 7 A T
h
ke lm) ) +hig)
which concludes the proof. O

Again, we also verify that for any p € A, and g € [0, 1], the family of functions {(p, H(g, 7))} jem]
satisfies the zero-sum property > jem Pi - (p,H(g,j)) = 0. To see this, observe that

Y opi-(pHE@) = D pi- Y, pk-h')(
Jj€m] j

Finally, recall that when the score function h is an exponential with parameter 3, we call the resulting
protocol B-softmax-compare. Defined formally:

Local Protocol 3 (/-softmax-comparison). Let -softmax-compare denote the comparison dynamics
protocol instantiated with the score function hg(g) := exp(8 - g) for some 3 € [0,1].
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A.3 Two-Neighbor Comparison Dynamics

We now introduce a third family of dynamics that assumes a slight generalization on the model
specified in Section 1. In particular, we now suppose in step (ii) of the model that each node u can
receive information from two randomly sampled neighbors. Node u can then incorporate the most
recent adoption choice and reward of both neighbors to determine its own decision in the next round.

With this model variation, we state a family of natural two-neighbor comparison dynamics. For
this, let h : R — R>( be a non-decreasing score function applied to a reward g € R. Given h, these
dynamics (stated from the perspective of any fixed node u € [n] at round ¢ + 1 of the process)
proceed as follows:

Two-Neighbor Comparison Dynamics:

Given a non-decreasing score function i : R — Rxg, for each u € [n]:

(i) At round t, assume: node u adopted arm j; u sampled nodes v € [n] and w € [n]; and node v
adopted arm k € [m], and node w adopted arm ¢ € [m].
(i1) At round t + 1: for c € {j, k, ¢}, define p. = %.
e )
VELS

Then node u adopts arm ¢ € {j, k, £} with probability p..

In other words, these dynamics simply extend the logic of (single-neighbor) comparison dynamics to
the case when each node samples information from two neighbors.?

Similarly to the adoption and comparison protocols from above, we again show that under these
dynamics, the coordinate-wise evolution of the distribution p’ takes on a “zero-sum” form in
conditional expectation:

Lemma A.1. Let {p'} be the sequence induced by running any two-neighbor comparison dynamics
with score function h and reward sequence {g'}. Furthermore, for any g € R™ and each j € [m], let
H;(g) € R™*™ be the symmetric matriz whose entries are specified by:

H;(g)j; = 0
H;(g)ke = zlgf(béjgilr_zzgzi) for k # j € [m]
Hy(g)x = o) MOD o fm)

 2h(g;) + h(gk)

_ h(g;) — (hlgr) + hige)) ,
and H;(g)re = 1(g;) + h(ge)(ge) fork #0#j€[m].

Then for all t € [T:
o] = pf- (1+ (0" Hy(g") p)) -

3For simplicity, we assume these samples are independent and with replacement, and recall from Section 1 that we
assume the communication graph contains self-loops.
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Proof. The proof of the lemma follows similarly to those of Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2, but with more
cases to handle the two-neighbor sampling. Again, we write ¢!, € [m] to denote the arm adopted by
a node u € [n] at round ¢ € [T], and again our strategy is to compute P;[c}™! = j] in two cases: (i)
when ¢! = j, and when ¢! =k # j.

For the first case, when ¢! = j, consider the following combinations of neighbor sampling outcomes
(at round t) and adoption probabilities that could result in node i € [n] (re)adopting arm j:
1. Node 7 samples two nodes that both adopted arm j in round ¢, which occurs with probability
(p§)2. Then node 7 subsequently adopts arm 5 in round ¢ + 1 with probability 1.

2. Node i samples two neighbors that both adopted arm k # j € [m], which occurs with probability
(p})?. Then node i subsequently adopts arm j with probabiltiy 1 — h(g;.)/(h(g5) + 2h(g}.))-

3. Node ¢ samples one neighbor that adopted arm j, and one that adopted arm k # j, which
occurs with probability 2p pk Then node ¢ subsequently adopts arm j with probability

1= h(gp)/ (2h(g5) + hlgp))-

4. Node i samples two neighbors that adopted arms k # j and ¢ # k # j respectively, which occurs
with probability p};pz. Then node ¢ subsequently adopts arm j with probability 1 — (h(g,tc) +
h(gp))/ (h(g}) + h(g},) + h(gp))-

Then combining each of these three cases means that

. . 2h(gL)
Pyt = jlct = j] = (p8)% + ) (1 - s
e 2 0 O gy ap)

h(g};.)
+ 2 Wi ( 2h(g;)fh(g,g)>

k#j€[m]

h(gp) + h(gy)
+ > 2kl (1 : ).
(k )5k £ €[m] ( h(g5) + higp) + h(gg))

Now we consider a similar decomposition in the case when ¢t = k # j:

1. Node ¢ samples two nodes that both adopted arm j in round ¢ with probability (p§)2, and node
i subsequently readopts arm j with probability 2h(g§-) / (2h(g§f) + h(gh)).

2. Node ¢ samples one neighbor that adopted arm j, and another neighbor that adopted arm k&
with probability Qpka Then node 7 subsequently adopts arm j with probability h(g;?) / (h(gﬁ) +

2h(gL)).

3. Node i samples one neighbor that adopted arm j and one neighbor that adopted arm ¢ #
k # j € [m] with probability 2p . Then node i subsequently adopts arm j with probability

h(g5)/(h(g) + h(g},) + h(gp))-
Using these scenarios, we can then compute for each k # j € [m]:

2h(g%) ot h(g5)

Pt = jld =k = (0)? e 4 20k
el = gl = K = G5 gy e+ Wik s

‘. h(gt)
MR LT R ARRT

.
(ke lm] 9i) + higp)
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Then in the multplying by p] in the first case, and summing over pl - P¢[c; il — = j|ct = k] for each
k # j € [m] in the second case (which converts the conditional probabilities into joint expectations),
and adding the two expressions and simplifying gives

it =i = ((S0) '+ S oot (g

ke[m] k#j€[m]

hg] —2hgk>

+kg€:[m] k) < h(gt) + 2h(g})
. [ h(gh) = (h(gh) + h(g)))
v 2 Wl < A(g?) + gl + hlg) >> |

(k,0);k#LF#j€lm]

2
where we used the binomial theorem to simplify and extract the the term (Zke[m} p’}g) , which is

equal to 1 given that p’ is a distribution. Then using the summation form of a symmetric quadratic
form, and using the definition of the entries of H;(g) from the lemma statement, we can further
simplify to write

P =] = ph (1+ (0" H(2)p")) .

which concludes the proof. O

B Details on Zero-Sum Multiplicative Weights Update

In this section, we prove the regret bound on the zero-sum MWU process from Theorem 2.5, restated
here:

Theorem 2.5. Consider a T > 1 round zero-sum MWU process {q'} from Definition 2.5 with
reward sequence {g'} and using a family F that satisfies Assumption 1 with parameters ay, s and
0. Assume that qJO- > p >0, and define

E(TJ) = Zte[T] M; - Zte[T} E[{d’,g")] .

Then for every j € [m]:

> log(1 2 _
R(Taj)égoga(/p)—l—2<%—|—w+m>zﬂ‘
1

For convenience, we also restate Assumption 1:

Assumption 1. Let F = {F}} be a family of potential functions satisfying the zero-sum condition
from Definition 2.3, and let {g’} be a sequence of rewards. For any q € A™, let m?-’t = Eq[Fj(q,8")].
Then we assume there exist 0 < oy < ag < 1/4, § € [0,1], and L > 0 such that for all j and g’:

(i) for all q € A,

Guf — (') = 0] < [mf'| < B |uf — (1) + ]
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(ii) for all p,q € Ay:
|Fj(q,g") — Fi(p,g")| <L-|p—qli .

Roughly speaking, condition (i) of the assumption allows us to relate each Fj(q,g) to g; in (con-
ditional) expectation. From there, we can leverage standard approaches to proving MWU regret
bounds (i.e., in the spirit of Arora et al. [AHK12]), but with some additional bookkeeping to account
for the ay, a9, and § parameters. We also allow for a probabilistic lower bound on the initial mass
at the j’th coordinate, which is useful for deriving the epoch-based regret bounds from Section 2.4.

Proof (of Theorem 2.5). Fix j € [m] and t € [T]. Recall that in round ¢, both g’ and g! are random
variables, where q’ depends on the randomness in both {q’~!} and {g‘~!}. Then conditioning on
both of these sequences (which is captured in the notation E;_;[-]), we can use the definition of the
update rule in expression (7) to write

Eialdf] = Eea[qj- (14 Fi(d'g") ]
= ¢\ B [1+ Fi(dhg)] = ¢t (1+E1[F(d,g")]) -

Here, the second equality comes from the fact that g’ is a constant when conditioning on {q'~!}
and {g'~'}, and thus E;—1[¢}] = ¢} Now for readability, let us define

m} = B [Fi(q',g")]

and that m} is deterministic (meaning E[m’] = m}), since the only remaining randomness after the

conditioning is with respect to g’. Thus using the law of iterated expectation, we can ultimately
write

Blgt) = B[Ea[f"]] = Bl (1+mS).
By repeating the preceding argument for each of E[qﬁfl], . ,]E[qjl], and setting T =t + 1, we find

that
Elg] = ¢} ]] (L+mj). (14)
te[T—1]
From here, we roughly follow a standard multiplicative weights analysis: first, define the sets M j+

and M j_ as

+ .

M ={te[l-1 :m
and M; = {te[l'-1] : m; <0},

where clearly M ]Jr UM, = [T]. Then we can rewrite expression (14) as

Blg) = g+ [T (t+m)- JT (14+m)).

+ -
tGMj tGM].

Now for each ¢, define A; = ,ug- —{(qt, p*) € [-2,2]. Using this notation, observe that Assumption 1
implies

an
mézg-(Az'—é) Whenm§20
and m?Z%-(A?—(S) when mf < 0.
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Note that when mé < 0, the latter inequality implies that A; — 0 < 0. On the other hand, when
mé > 0, the first inequality provides no further information on the sign of A;- — 9. Thus we define

the additional two sets Gj and Gj_ as

Gy = {te[l-1] : A} -6>0}

and G = {te[T—1] : Al-5§<0}.

Combining the pieces above, it follows that

) 2 T (1) T (1)
tEMj tGMj_
=i T (om0 TL (e ®52) T (14ea5).
teM; NGy teM; NGy ey

Observe also that each |A§ — 4] € [-3, 3] by the definition of AE. and by the assumption that § € [0, 1].
Thus we can then use the facts that (1 +az) > (14 «)® for z € [0,1], and that (1 +az) > (1—a)™"
for z € [—1,0], which allows us to further simplify and write

T 0 (A}é) (A}é) (A§-76>
Elg/] > q¢)- [ Q+e) 5 - J[ Q-a) 5 - JJ](Q-ax) =

+ At +Aa— -
teMj ﬂGj teMj ﬂGj teMj

Now using the fact that qu < 1, taking logarithms, and multiplying through by 3, we find

0 > 3logq) + Z log(1 + a1)(A} —6)

teM]*mG.+
— > log(l— a1)( — ) log(l— ag)(Af - 6). (15)
teMj.*mGj teM;

By definition, recall that ((5; — J) is non-negative for t € M ]+ N G;r, and negative for t € M j+ NGy
and ¢t € M. Thus using the identities log(1 + z) > z — 2?2 and —log(1 — z) < = + 22, which both
hold for all z € [0, 3], we can further bound expression (15) and rearrange to find

3log(1/q?)
> > (m—aD)Al -0+ D (a+aD)(A-8)+ > (a2 +ad)(Al -0
teMFnGT teM NGy teM;
= Z A;O&l - Z A;-a% — Z §(aq — a?)
teM;rmGj+ teM;rmGj+ teM].*mGj+
+ Z A§a1 + Z A;-oz% - Z §(o1 + af)
teM;nG; teM;nG; teM NGy
+ > Aoy + Y Alfag—ar) + Y Alad = Y d(az+a3). (16)
teM; teM; teM; teM;
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Now in expression (16), there are seven summations which we collect into four groups, bound, and
simplify as follows:

O > Alag+ DY Alag + > Alag = ag Y A}

teM; NG teM; NGy teM; te[T]
(11) — Z Atal + Z Atal + Z AtOéQ 2 —a2 Z ’Az‘
teMnGF teMFnG; teM; telT]
(i) + Y Alfay—a1) > —(ag—on) Y |A}]
teM; te[T]
(iv) — Y, dar—ai) = Y dar+ai) - Y Sazta3) > —205 ) 6.
teM; NG teM; NG5 teM; te[T]

In the above, we use the fact that a; < as = af < a3 (for (i) and (iv)) and that A} > —|A%| for
any t (for (ii), (iii), and (iv)).

Substituting these groups back into expression (16), we ultimately find that

3log(1/¢f) = a1 Y AL = ((ad+(ax— 1) D A% +202 Y )
te([T) te[T] te[T]
> o Z A; — ((a% + (ag — 011)) +(5a2) 2T,
te|T)

where the final inequality comes from the fact that |A§| < 2 and the assumption that § < 1. Thus
using the definition At- = ,ug- —{q*, p'), we can rearrange to write

aq Z uh) < 3log(1/q?) +2(a3 + (g — ay) +dag) - T .
te[T]

Finally, observe for each ¢ € [T] that (q', u') = (¢, E[g']) = Eq[(d’,g")] , and recall also by
assumption that q? > p > 0, for every j, with probability at least 1 — . Thus with this same
probability:

3log(1 al ap—a; o
> b= Byl §M+2<2+2+2>-T.
o1 aq a1 aq
te[T] te(T)
Then taking expectations on both sides and using the law of iterated expectation, we find
3log(1/p a2 as—a;  day
S - X sl <« 2By oo o)
te[T) te(T) ! ! ! 1

which concludes the proof. O

C Details on (a,d, L) Parameters for Local Dynamics
In this section, we derive estimates of the parameter values o, as, §, and L for our local dynamics

[-softmax-compare and [-sigmoid-adopt that are needed to satisfy Assumption 1. Recall that this
assumption says the following:
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Assumption 1. Let 7 = {F}} be a family of potential functions satisfying the zero-sum condition
from Definition 2.3, and let {g’} be a sequence of rewards. For any q € A™, let mg’t :=Eq[Fj(a,8")].
Then we assume there exist 0 < a3 < ag < 1/4, 6 € [0,1], and L > 0 such that for all j and g’:

(i) for all q € Ay
0 — ) — 3] < ) < %k — (o +
(i) for all p,q € Ay:
|Fj(a.8") — Fi(p.g")| < L-[p -l

We derive such satisfying constants for S-softmax-compare and S-sigmoid-adopt in Sections C.1 and
C.2 respectively.

C.1 Parameters for [-softmax-compare

Recall B-softmax-compare (Local Protocol 3) is the instatiation of the comparison dynamics where h
is the following exponential function:

hg(g) = exp(f-g) forall g € R,

for some 8 € (0,1]. Then for each j € [m], we can define (for a given 3):

Bg; _ B9k
eP9i —e
Fi(a.g) = Y a- <m> - (17)

ke[m)|

We will now develop the proof of Lemma C.1, which was stated in Section 2.3. For convenience, we
restate the lemma here:

Lemma C.1. Let F be the zero-sum family induced by the (B-softmax-compare dynamics. Then for
a reward sequence {g'} with each g € [—o, o)™, the family F satisfies Assumption 1 with parameters
o] = g = %B, 0 =4po, and L =2, for any 0 < < 1/(40).

To start, we will first develop the proof the the following lemma, which gives the a1, ag, and §
estimates for $-softmax-compare. Note that throughout, the function F} refers specfically to the one
induced by the S-softmax-compare dynamics from expression (17).

Lemma C.2. For any q € Ay, and g € [—o,0]™, where E[g] = p and o € [1,10], it holds for all
B € (0,3 that

B |y — (@) — 40| < [Eq[Fi(a.g)]| <

5 |y — (a, 1) +4B0] .

| ™

Note that in the above, and as mentioned in the problem setting from Section 1, we assume o € [1, 10]
for simplicity (and given that the means p are all bounded in [—1,1]). Our technique yields similar
bounds for larger o at the expense of worse constants, and we omit the details.

The key step in proving Lemma C.2 is to first derive almost sure bounds on each term in Fj.
Specifically, we first prove the following proposition, which “linearizes” the exponential differences.
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Proposition C.3. For any 8 < % and for all g, gi, € [—10,10]:

1 eB9i — B9k 1
i gy — < | 7 | < ZB.lg: —
(2 2,6’)5 195 =9kl = | g | = 3P 19—kl

In the proof, we leverage concavity (and convexity) properties of the exponential differences to derive
linear approximations that have the appropriate upper or lower bound property.

Proof. We begin by proving the upper bound (right hand inequality). For readability, let = = g;,

Y = g, and define
BT _ By
O(z,y) =

Our goal is to show that |®(z,y)| < 38|z—y|, and by symmetry, it suffices to prove ®(z,y) < $8(z—y)
for all x > y when z € [-10, 10].

ebr 4 ey

Fixing y, we reduce this task to a one-dimensional argument in z. Differentiating, we find

P 23ePEty) q 20 —2p2ePlEty) (BT _ By
dr (ePr + eBy)2 an or2 (eBr + eby)3

Now observe that for z > y, this second derivative is always non-positive, meaning that ®(z,y) is
concave as a function of x. Then by concavity, the tangent line (with respect to z) through =z = y is
an upper bound on ® for all z > y. To define this tangent line, we can evaluate 0®/0z at = = y,
which gives a slope of /2. Passing the line théough the point (y, ®(y,y)) = (y,0) gives an intercept

at —(8/2)y. Together, this implies the line §(x — y) is an upper bound on ®(z,y) for all > y.

Since this bound holds uniformly for any fixed y, it holds in general for all pairs = > .

We now prove the lower bound (left hand inequality) from the lemma statement. For this, we start
with the case when ®(z,y) > 0 (meaning x > y) and again fix some y € [—10, 10]. Then recall from
the proof of the right hand inequality above that ®(z,y) is concave with respect to z in this domain.
Thus when x > y, it follows by concavity that any secant line (with respect to z) passing through
(y,0) and (z,®(z,y)) (for z > y) is a lower bound on P.

Now consider the line f(z,y) = ((1/2) — 28) - B(z — y), which is one such secant through (y,0).
To show that f(z,y) is a lower bound on ®(z,y) when —10 <y < z < 10, it suffices to show that
®(10,y) > f(10,y) for any 5 > 0, as this would imply (by concavity) that the intersection of f(x,y)

and ®(z,y) occurs at some x > 10. For this, we can take the difference
®(10,y) — f(10,y) = A0 By (5 —28)-B(10—y)

and differentiate with respect to 8 to find that for any —10 < y < x, this difference is increasing for
all 0 < 8 < 1/4. Moreover, we observe that for all y, setting 8 = 0 yields ®(10,y) — f(10,y) = 0.
Together, this implies that the difference is non-negative for all =10 <y <z <10and 0 < 3 < 1/4,
and the bound holds uniformly over all such x and y.

Now in the case that ®(z,y) is negative (meaning z < y), our goal is to show ®(x,y) < ((1/2) —
28) - B(y — x). This can be accomplished by an identical argument as in the non-negative case,
but instead leveraging the convexity (rather than concavity) of ®(x,y) with respect to x in the
domain z < y. We thus omit these repeated steps. Combining both cases, we conclude that

1(z, y)| > (% - 25) B-]z —y| for all z,y € [10,10]. O
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Using the bounds in Proposition C.3, we can now prove Lemma C.2.

Proof (of Lemma C.2). We begin with the upper bound (right-hand side inequality). For this, fix
Q€ A, g€ [—0,0|™ j€[m], and B < 1/4, and again define

BT _ By

q)(l',y) = m .

To start, assume Fj(q,g) > 0 and define the sets

Ct = {kem] : ®(g5,9x) > 0}
C™ = {ke[m] : ®(gj,9x) <O0}.

Then we can write

Filag) = > a-2gigr) = > ar-2(g5.06) — Y @ Lok g5) -

ke[m] keCt keC—

Now recall by definition that for any x,y € R, ® > 0 iff x > y. Then using the bounds on ® from
Proposition C.3 (which hold for |g;,|gx| < o < 10), observe that

(95 — 9k) for k e CT
(1—48)(gx — g;) forkeC™ .

q)(.gj7gk) < g
and  ®(gy,g;) > 5

It follows that we can bound F} and rearrange to find

Fiag) < Y an-50g—a)— Y a- 51 —48)(gr — gj)

keC+ keC—
= gj( Soas+ > Qk§(1—45)> —( S argr- 5+ Y qk9k§(1—45)>
keC+ keC— keC+ keC—
< 0.9, -2(1-4B)(a,8).

where in the final inequality we use the fact that 1 — 48 < 1. Then simplifying further and using
Holder’s inequality gives

B
Fiag) < 5 (05— () +48-glx) .
which holds (almost surely) for g € [—o,0]|™ for o € [1,10]. Then taking expectation conditioned on
q, we conclude

Eq[Fj(q,8)] < g (uj —(q, p) +4ﬁ0) :

In the case where Fjj(q,g) is negative, we can apply the same argument to —Fj(q,g), which then
proves the right-hand (upper bound) inequality of the lemma statement.

35



To prove the left-hand (lower bound) inequality of the lemma, a similar strategy as above will find
(almost surely) that

N | ™

Fi(q,8) > = (95— {(a,8) —48-|g;|) when Fj(q,g) >0

B
and Fj(q,g) < —5-(gj—<q,g>—4ﬁ-lgjl) when Fj(q,g) <0,

for all j € [m] under the assumptions on g and (3 from the lemma statement. Then taking expectation
conditioned on q and noting that all |g;| < o yields the desired left-hand bound. O

With Proposition C.2 in hand, we can now prove Lemma C.1:

Proof (of Lemma C.1). Let F = {F}};c[m) be the family induced by the S-softmax-compare dynam-
ics, where each Fj is as defined in expression (17). Then using Lemma C.2, we can factor out a 3 to
find that condition (i) of Assumption 1 is satisfied with oy = ap = (3/2)3, and 6 = 403. We assume
that § <1/6 and < 1/(40), which ensures that both ay = g < 1/4, and that 6 < 1.

For part (ii) of the assumption, observe that the range of each exponential difference, as defined in
expression (17), is bounded in [-2,2|, and thus |Fj(q,8) — Fj(p,g)| < 2||q — p||1 for any q,p € A,
and each j € [m]. Thus setting L = 2 allows the assumption to be satisfied. O

C.2 Parameters for [-sigmoid-adopt

Recall that -sigmoid-adopt (Local Protocol 1) is the instantiation of an adoption dynamics with the
following sigmoid adoption function fz(g) = m, where 5 € (0,1]. Then for each j € [m], we
have from Proposition 2.1 that

1 1
Fila.g) = z[:]qk. <1 + e=B9; 1 —i—e—ﬁ'gk) : (18)
kelm

Then the following lemma establishes the parameter values under which 5-sigmoid-adopt satisfies
Assumption 1.

Lemma C.4. Let F = {Fj}jcim be the zero-sum family induced by the 3-sigmoid-adopt protocol.
Then for a reward sequence {g'} with each gt € [—o, o)™, the family F satisfies Assumption 1 with
parameters ay = g 1= %5, 6:=4p0c, and L := 2, for any B < min{ﬁ,% .

We start by deriving the parameters a1, as and d. For this, in the following proposition, we establish
(almost surely) two-sided bounds on the sigmoid function that are linear in g; (analogous to the
linear bounds on the softmax differences from Proposition C.3).

Proposition C.5. For any 3 € (0, 1]:

1 3
1 B 2 1
§+<Z_5).x<17 %<2+4.m 107“1'6[0,10]

1
1 B8 2 1
7+<7—ﬁ>-a}>7.>7—|—

s

-z for x €[-10,0) .
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Proof. The proof technique is similar to that of Proposition C.3. We will verify the bounds for
x € [0, 10] as the bounds for z € [-10,0) will follow by symmetry.

Thus consider z € [0,10]. For the upper bound, it suffices to show that

1 >0

AT e 2

X

D=
@

for all g € (0, i] Observe that the difference is exactly 0 when 8 = 0, and by differentiating with
respect to 8, one can verify that the difference is increasing for § < % when z > 0. This establishes
the upper bound.

For the lower bound, we apply the same reasoning to the difference

for all 5 € (0, %], when 0 < z < 10. Again observe that the difference is 0 when 5 = 0, and we can
differentiate with respect to 8 to find that the difference is increasing for all § < i when x < 10. O

Using Proposition C.5, we can then state the following inequalities with respect to |Eq[F}(q, g)]|:

Lemma C.6. Consider the family F = {Fj} c[m), where each Fj is defined as in expression (18)
with parameter 3. Then for any q € Ay, and g € [—o,0]™, where E[g] = p and o € [1,10], it holds
for all B € (0,%] that

%\M_@,m—wa\ < |Eq[Fj(a,8)]] <

>

|ps = (q, m) + 4B0] .

The key step in the proof is to observe that for fixed 8 any —o < g; < g, < 0:

1 1 38 )
_ < Z(g. —
1+e P9  14eBo = 91—+ 50
1 1

> é(gj —gr) — B0,

and 1+e B9 1+ e B 4

which follows (almost surely) from Proposition C.5. From here, we use an identical strategy as in
Lemma C.2 to account for the positive and negative terms in the summation in F}, and then take
conditional expectations to derive the final bounds. As the remainder of the proof follows identically
to that of Lemma C.2, we omit these details.

With Lemma C.6 in hand, the proof of Lemma C.4 follows identically to that of Lemma C.1:

Proof (of Lemma C.4). First, we use the inequalities of Lemma C.6 and factor out a 3 to establish
the a; = ay and § parameters. Then, we again use the observation that the range of each sigmoid
difference is bounded in [—2,2], and thus setting L = 2 suffices to satify condition (ii) of the
assumption. [l
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C.3 Parameters for $-adopt

We now consider the -adopt protocol, which is the instantiation of an adoption dynamics with
adoption function fs(g) = B9(1 — B)179 for some 3 € (3,1), and where g € {0,1}. Recall that
running this protocol induces the family F = {F}} c[n where (by Proposition 2.1)

Fi(p.g) = Y v (fs(95) — f5(9n)) (19)

j€lm]
for each j € [m]. We show that (-adopt satisfies Assumption 1 as follows:

Lemma C.7. Let F = {F}} be the zero-sum family induced by the -adopt protocol. Then for a
reward sequence {g!} where each gt € {0,1}™, the family F satisfies Assumption 1 with parameters
a1 =ay:=3(28—-1),0:=0, and L :=2, for any 1/2 < 5 < 7/8.

Proof. To derive the oy, ag and 4 settings, observe that for a binary reward g with mean pu:

Eplfs(9)] = ufs(1) + (1 —p)fs(0) = u(fs(1) — £5(0)) + f5(0) .

Then applying this to every term of F}j as in expression (19), we find for any p € A,,, g € {0,1}™
and all j € [m] that

Ep[Fj(p,g)] = (fp(1) — f5(0)) - (115 — (P, 1)) ,

where E[g] = p. For fz(g) = 89(1—B)'79, it follows that fz(1) — f5(0) = 28 — 1. After factoring out
a 3, this establishes that ay = ag = 3(26 — 1) and 0 = 0 allows F to satisfy part (i) of Assumption 1
(so long as 1/2 < 8 < 7/8 to ensure that ay < 1/4).

Also, notice that |f3(g;) — fa(gr)| < 2 for any g, gr € {0,1}, and thus a similar argument as to
the proofs of Lemmas C.1 and C.4 shows setting L = 2 is sufficient to satisfy condition (ii) of the
assumption. O

D Details on Coupling Error Analysis

In this appendix, we develop the proof of Lemma 2.7 (restated below) which bounds the error on
the coupling from Definition 2.4:

Lemma 2.7. Consider the sequences {p'}, {p'}, and {q'} from Definition 2./ with a reward sequence
{g'} and using a family F that satisfies Assumption 1 with parameter L. Let r := (3 + L), and
assume n > 3clogn for some ¢ > 1. Then for any T > 1:

~(m-kT m-T
Y Eld —p'lh < O( Tt >
te(T]

We start by sketching an overview of the argument. First, recall by the law of iterated expectation
that for each t € [T7:
EHthrl o pt+1”1 — E[ EthtJrl o pt+1”1 ] )
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Then by the triangle inequality and linearity of expectation, it follows that

ZEHth ply < [ ZEthtH By 4+ BBt — t+1||1}
te(T) te(T)

_ |: Z E, ||qt+1 At+1”1 + ”AtJrl t+1||1] ) (20)
te(T]

Here, the final equality is due to the fact that both p‘*! and p’*! are functions of {p’} and {g'},
which means E;||p'*! — p/™!||; = ||[pt™! — pi*!||; for each t.

Thus in expression (20), we have decomposed the error (in conditional expectation) at each round
t+1 as the sum of the distances between g'*! and p‘*! and p**! and p**!. For the former, recall that
qit! and thrl are related under the randomness of g! and the same zero-sum family F = {Fj}je[m}
Thus if q* and p! are close, we intuitively expect qt! and p'™! to also be close. For the latter,
oberseve that this distance is simply the deviation of p‘*! from its (conditional) mean p**!, which
can be controlled using a Chernoff bound. We make this intuition precise via the following two
propositions:

Proposition D.1. For every t > 1: Ei||p'™ —q'*!||, < (24 L)-E.1|p" —d',-

Proposition D.2. For any ¢ > 1 and n > 3clogn, it holds for every t € [T simultaneously that

3clogn

t ot
Ip" =D, < m "

2mT

Granting both propositions true for now, we can then prove the main lemma:

Proof (of Lemma 2.7). Fix ¢ > 1 and assume n > 3clogn. By substituting the bound of Proposi-
tion D.2 into expression (20), we find that

Bla ™ - s < Bt -5+ - b

N my/3clogn
< Bflgttt - i, + TR

. Then substituting the bound of

(21)

for all t € [T] simultaneously with probability at least 1 — (TH)

Proposition D.1 into expression (21), for each ¢ we find

m~/3clogn

E g™ — p™ly < 2+ L) -Eiqt — p!
Y Elat = < 24 L) -Eialla' =l + 7

te[T)
simultaneously with probability at least 1 — (TH) . Now recall by definition that p° = q°, which
implies Eg[q!] = E¢[p']. Then unrolling the recurrence yields

m~/3clogn

E t+1 _ _t+1 < (3 Lt'
tlla P £ (3+1L) N
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for each ¢ € [T], again with probability at least 1 — AT+ Reindexing and summing over all ¢ yields

nC
with probability at least 1 — i—{:

_ v3clogn may/3clogn
B llo’ — p'l < Lyttt IVECOBT g pyT VIO 0BT
Y Eealld’ -p'h < Y B+1) g S 6+D T

te[T) te(T)

Finally, taking expectations, we conclude

V3clogn  2mT
E|q' — pt|i < nr. " .
> Eld'-p'li < 3+1L) Tt e

te[T]

Hiding the leading constants and logarithmic dependence on n in the 5() expression completes the
proof of the lemma. O

It now remains to prove Propositions D.1 and D.2, which we do in the following subsections.
D.1 Proof of Proposition D.1

For convenience, we restate the proposition:

Proposition D.1. For every t > 1: E;||p‘*! — qt“Hl < (2+L)-Eia||pt — thl.

Proof. Recall by definition that

g = ¢ (1+Fd.g")
and i = pf- (1+ Fj(p'.g"))

for all j € [m]. For readability we will write p’, p’, q for p‘*1, p*1 q'*! and p, q, g for p’, ¢', g,
respectively. It follows that

BB —d|, = Y Eelp; — g+ Fi(p,g) — ;- Fj(a,8)|

J€[m]

< Y Eilpj — aj| + Eel(pj — 45) - Fi(p, 8)| + Eilg; - (Fj(p, ) — Fy(a,g))|
J€lm]

< Eillp —all + Y Eelps — ¢l + ¢ (L - Eellp — all1)

J€[m]
= (2+L) -Elp—dl1-

Here, the first line follows from two applications of the triangle inequality, and the second line comes
from applying the boundedness and L-Lipschitz property of each F; from Definition 2.3 and part (ii)
of Assumption 1.

Finally, because p! = p and q' = q are functions only of {p‘~!} and {g!~!}, it follows that
Ei(p — ally = Et—1[|p — ql|. Thus we conclude that E(|p’ — q'[|1 < (24 L) - Ee—1][p — ql|1- O
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D.2 Proof of Proposition D.2

For convenience, we restate the proposition:

Proposition D.2. For any ¢ > 1 and n > 3clogn, it holds for every t € [T] simultaneously that

~ 3cl
ot -, < moy/ 28"

Proof. Using a standard multiplicative Chernoff bound [MUO05, Corollary 4.6], we have for each
j € [m] and t € [T] that

2mT
ne¢ -

with probability at least 1 —

Pt—l( ‘ Pz' - Et—l[pﬁ‘] > Et—l[pj‘] : 5) < 2-exp < - g 'Et—l[pé'] : 52) )

for any 0 < § < 1. Fix ¢ > 1, and consider the case when \/301% < Et—1[p§-] < 1. Then setting

_ 1 . 3clogn . .
0= E 1] \/ > < 1 implies

_ 2
IP’t—l( ‘ Pl — Ee1[p}] ‘ > 3612“) < 2-exp (Eillo[i?}) <=
J

On the other hand, when 0 < Et_l[pé] < y/3ck8n getting § = 1 implies

n

P
Ptq(‘pﬁ—EH[pﬁ-]’Z\/?’“%) < 2~eXp<—%'v3cnlogn) <=

where the final inequality holds for all n > 3clogn.

Summing over all m coordinates, T" rounds, and taking a union bound concludes the proof. O

Note that as a useful corollary, we can state Proposition D.2 just with respect to a single coordinate
Jj € [m], and decrease the error distance and probability both by a factor of m:

Corollary D.3. Fiz j € [m] and any T > 1. For any ¢ > 1 and n > 3clogn, it holds for every

t € [T simultaneously that
3clogn
i =Bl <\

E Details on Analysis Framework

with probability at least 1 — 2L

ne *

In this section, we provide more details on the analysis framework from Section 2.3.
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E.1 Decomposition of R(T)

To start, we show how to approximate the regret R(7T) in the context of the coupling from Defini-
tion 2.4. For convenenience, we first restate this coupling definition:

Definition 2.4 (Coupled Trajectories). Let F = {F};} be a family of zero-sum functions as in
Definition 2.3. Then given a reward sequence {g’}, consider the sequences of distributions {p’},
{p'}, and {q'}, each initialized at p° := 1/m € A,,, such that for all j € [m]:

¢ = ¢ (1+ Fi(d,g") (8)
Pt =R = bl (1+ Fi(p'8Y) (9)

and where p} is the average of n i.i.d. indicator random variables, each with conditional mean ]35

Now recall from expressions (1) and (10) that we define

R(T) = maXZuj ZE p’, g’

JE€m|

te[T) te[T)
and R(T) := max Z Mj Z (q,g"] + Z o-Elp' —d[1,
Sl te[T) te[T]

where we assume {p‘} and {q'} are specified by the coupling from Definition 2.4. Here, we show
that R(T) < R(T), which was stated without proof in Section 2.3.

~

Proposition E.1. Consider any sequences {pt} and {q'} as in Definition 2./. Then R(T) < R(T)
with respect to any reward sequence {g'} where each gt € [—o,0]™

Proof. First, observe that for every ¢ € [T], we can write

E[(p’,g")] = E[(d",g")] —E[(d' — p,g")] .

Now recall from the definition of the problem setting that the randomness of g’ is independent from
that of both q' and p’. Thus together with Hélder’s inequality, it follows that

R(T) = max Y b= > E[{d,g"+ Y Eld - p',g"]

te([T) te[T] te[T]
< max Y pb = S E[(d )]+ > E[ld" — bl - g’ ] -
3€lm] te[T) te[T) te[T]

Now by the assumption that for each ¢ € [T, every coordinate gj- of gl is drawn from a distribution
whose support is bounded in [—a, o], we have ||g!||oc < o. Thus we conclude

_maxZuj > E[d',gh]+ > o Elld’ - p'll = R(T),

j€m ] te[T) te[T)

which conludes the proof. O

42



E.2 T-Step Regret Bound

Recall from Section 2.3 that for a sequence {p’} as defined in the coupling of Definition 2.4, we can
use the zero-sum MWU regret bound of Theorem 2.5 and the coupling error bound of Lemma 2.7 to
derive an overall T-round regret bound. We state this bound more formally, which leverages the fact
(expression (10) and Proposition E.1) that R(T) < R(T):

Proposition E.2. Consider the sequence {p'} as defined in the coupling of Definition 2./ and
using a family F that satisfies Assumption 1 with parameters aq, s, d, and L. Let kK :=2+ L, and
moreover assume that « = ag = a, that 6 = O(«), and that the reward sequence {g'} is such that
each gt € [—o,0]™. Then intialized from p° = 1/m, for any T > 1:

logm ~(omr”T  omT
T) < T .
i) < o™ 1 ar) 1 o on)

The proof of the proposition follows directly from applying the zero-sum MWU regret bound of
Theorem 2.5 and the coupling error bound of Lemma 2.7 to expression (10). We also make the
following remarks:

Remark E.3. In the statement of the proposition, the dependence on o comes from the regret
decomposition in expression (10), and that the 5() notation hides only a \/logn in the first term,
and a +/logm dependence in the second term, both of which we assume are dominated by their
respective denominators. Additionally, while we assume the (o, d) parameters of F have certain “nice”
properties (which are satisfied by the corresponding families induced by our local dynamics), one
can derive similar T-round regret bounds using this framework for any zero-sum family F, but with
different (larger) dependencies on a1, aq, and 6. Thus given some family F, if one can establish
tighter two-sided bounds on the magnitude of each Eq[Fj(q,g)] with respect to p; — (q, ) (i.e.,
showing as —aq = 0 and that 0 is small), then tighter regret bounds can be obtained.

Remark E.4 (Applying the Bound to j’th Arm Regret). We remark that the T-round regret bound in
Proposition E.2 (as well as the zero-sum MWU regret bound of Theorem 2.5) can also be stated more
generally with respect to any arm j that initially satisfies the requisite mass lower bound constraint
(i.e., p§~ > 1/p). To see this, observe that the only dependence on j in the decomposition of E(T)
(i.e., from Proposition E.1) comes from the zero-sum MWU bound on {q'}, which requires a lower
bound p on the initial mass q?. Thus if p is a (probabilistic) uniform lower bound on the mass of
every coordinate j at round 0, then it follows that the bound in Proposition E.2 also applies more

generally to the “j’th-arm regret” of Zte[T] ,ug- — Zte[T] E[(p', g')].
E.3 Epoch-Based Regret Bound

As mentioned in Section 2.3, given that the T-step regret bound in Proposition E.2 has an exponential
dpendence on T, we can tighten the overall regret for larger T' by repeating the coupling from
Definition 2.4 over a sequence of D epochs. With this approach, we obtain the following epoch-based
regret bound, the proof of which we will develop further below:

Lemma E.5 (Epoch-Based Regret). Let {p'} be a sequence as in Definition 2./ with rewards
{g'}, and using a family F satisfying Assumption 1 with parameters a; = ag = a, 6 = O(a),
and L. Consider a series of D epochs, each consisting of T rounds, and set T = D - 7. Let
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J 1= arg maXpcpn] Xte[r) 1, let p7¢ be the initial distribution of epoch d € [D], and assume each
p}d > 0. Then letting Kk = 3+ L, for any ¢ > 1 and n > 3clogn, the regret of {p'} is at most:

1 d ~(omk™-D om-T
< . 1T .
R(T) < O(a dg[D]log (1/pj )+aT> —i—O( NG + o >

Structure of Epochs: We now describe the D-epoch structure, which follows somewhat similarly
to the approach used by Celis et al. [CKV17|. Specifically, we assume each epoch d € [D] consists of
7 rounds with the following properties:

(i) For each d € [D], let the d’th epoch &; be the set of rounds &; := {dr,...,(d+ 1)7 — 1}.
(i)
)
)

(iii
(iv) Then in each epoch, run the coupling as in Definition 2.4 for 7 rounds.

0 _ 0 _ 1
Setp’=q" =1-_.
For d > 1, set q%" = p?".

In other words, at the start of each epoch, the trajectory of g’ is initialized at the most recent point
p! from the end of the previous epoch. This allows for a tighter coupling of {q'} and {p'} over all
T rounds, as we can guarantee that the trajectories stay closer when the number of rounds 7 is
smaller than T'. Using the machinery of the analysis framework (in particular, the T-step bound
from Proposition E.2), we can bound the overall regret R(T') by the sum of (upper bounds on) the
regret of each epoch. Concretely, we note the following:

Proposition E.6. Let j := arg maxXye(m) Xte7) (. For each epoch d € [D] consisting of rounds &q,

define R
R(E) = > wh=> Eld,g"]+ > _ oE|q" —pl: .

te€Ey te€y te€Ey

Then R(T) < R(T) = >de(D] R(E,), where R(T) is as defined in expression (10).
Proof. The proof follows directly from expression (10) and Proposition E.1. O

Thus for each epoch d € [D] that starts from an initial distribution p?", we will use Proposition E.2
to bound R(€q), and we will subsequently obtain an overall bound on R(T') after summing over all
R(&y):

Pro/gf (of Lemma E.5). By the single-epoch regret bound in Proposition E.2 and using the definition
of R(&y) from Proposition E.6, we have for each epoch d € [D] of 7 rounds that

~ 10g(1/p§lT) ~(omr™ omT
<ol ———72 4. gmr L2
R(gd) S O( o + « T>—|—O< \/ﬁ + ne >

Then summing over all D epochs yields:

Z R(&) < O(i Z

~ T.-D om-Dt
1 1 dT D omek
}og(/p])—i- T@)—FO( N + -

de[D] de[D
B 1 Z dr ~(omk™-D om-T
- O(%ambg W )+aT> +O< Vi e ) ’
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where in the second inequality we use the fact that T = D -7 by definition. Applying Proposition E.6
then yields the statement of the lemma. O

F Details on Regret Bounds for Adversarial Rewards

In this section, we develop the proof of Theorem 2.8 (restated below), which gives a regret bound for
the B-softmax-compare and (-sigmoid-adopt dynamics in the general, adversarial reward setting:

Theorem 2.8. Consider the sequence {p'} induced by running the [-softmax-compare or (-
sigmoid-adopt dynamics on an (adversarial) reward sequence intialized from p° = 1/m. Let
T < (0.5 —€)logsn for any € € (0,0.5). Then for appropriate settings of B, for any ¢ > 1,
and n sufficiently large:

1 logm ~/om om
— . < .
T R(T)_O( T >+O(n€+nc>

For the proof of the theorem, we simply apply the T-step, single-epoch bound of Proposition E.2
using the constraint on 7" from the theorm statement, and we then tune the free parameter of our
protocols accordingly:

Proof (of Theorem 2.8). We use the T round regret bound from Proposition E.2. Recall from
Appendix C that the protocols S-softmax-compare and [-sigmoid-adopt both induce families F that
satisfy Assumption 1 with parameters a; = ag = O(8), d = O(S) and L = 2.

Thus applying the bound from Proposition E.2 with a = O() and dividing by T" shows that
logm ~(omkT  omT
-R(T) < O 0]
) < o( 75 +9) +0( T + %)

logm ~(om omT
< .
_O<T-5+B>+O<n6+ e >

Here, the final line comes from the assumption that 7 < ((1/2) — €) log, n for some € € (0, 3) and
for kK =3+ L = 5, and thus x7 /(T/n) < O(1/n). Finally setting 3 := +/(logm)/T, dividing by T,
and simplifying yields

l'R(T) < O< logm>+6<am+0mT>’

T ne ne
which concludes the proof. O

We reiterate that the theorem restricts T' to be at most logarithmic in n. As discussed in Section 2.4,
this constraint on the growth of 1" corresponds asymptotically to the longest time-horizon for which
the adoption mass of every arm remains non-zero with high probability, and thus for which any
meaningful regret bound can be given in this general reward setting. We demonstrate this argument
more rigorously below:

45



Worst Case Mass Decay for any Arm Unlike the stationary mean setting, when we have
no additional assumptions about how the reward sequence is generated, we can only make a very
pessimistic estimate about the size of the adoption mass of any arm j. In particular, even for the
arm ¢ maximizing max;eiy,) Zte[T} ;L;-, the weight pL™ can be maximally decreasing with respect
to p! at any given round. Thus in the following lemma, we quantify this worst-case decay at any

coordinate after ¢ iterations.

Proposition F.1. Consider the trajectory {p'} from Definition 2. with an arbitrary reward sequence
{g'} running with a family F = {Fj}jeim) that satisfies Assumption 1 with parameters oy, aa, and
5. Then for any t > 1 and ¢ > 1 it holds for any j € [m] that

3\" 4 3clogn
t+1 0
P, = pj- <4> 3V,
¢

with probability at least 1 — % when n > 3clogn.

Proof. Fix j € [m]. We use the update rule of E, [pz*l

write

and take expectation with respect to gt to
] p P g

Epelp™) = vl (1+Ep[Fi(0'8")]) = 0+ (1= 1 — (pom) +9]) .

where the inequality follows from the (worst-case) assumption that EL[F;(pf, g")] < 0 and applying
the bound from Assumption 1. Now under the assumptions that | u§| <1 and ¢ <1, it follows that
|5 — (p*, ") + 8] < 3 for any p’ and g’. Together with the fact that ap < 1 by assumption, we can
write

3
Epe 05 > pf- (1—a2> > 105

and by a Chernoff bound argument (i.e., applying the argument of Proposition D.2 at a single
coordinate), we find that

p§+1 Z 3C log n

3ot
4p] n

with probability at least 1 — % for any ¢ > 1 when n > 3clogn. Then starting from the vector p°
at round ¢t = 0, we can repeat this argument ¢ times to find

3\’ 3clogn 3\ 3\" 4 3clogn
iz (3) - '(Z@ = (5) -3V

1€[t]

with probability at least 1 — %, where the second inequality follows by underestimating the negative

term by an infinite geometric series. O

Using this worst-case decay, we can derive a (pessismistic) upper bound on the number of rounds T
for which, with high probability, p? > % (i.e., at least one node adopts every arm):

Proposition F.2. Consider the trajectory {p'} from Definition 2./ with an arbitrary reward sequence
{g'} running with a family F = {F}} cim] that satisfies Assumption 1 with parameters oy, g, and 9.

Assume that p¥ = %1 with probability 1. Then for any T < 0.5 - log< it holds for every

3
192cmg logn) ’
j €[m] and t € [T)] that p§+1 > L with probability at least 1 — 2m - for any ¢ > 1 and n > 3clogn.

nc 7
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Proof. Using Proposition F.1, we have for any j € [m] that

1 3\" 4 3clogn
1 s = (2) 2 22
Py = (4) 3 n (22)
2t

with probability at least 1 — 2t. Now suppose that we have t, n, and m satisfying

ne’
4 [3clogn 1 3\’
Y < = (2). 23
3 n - 2m (4) (23)
Then it follows from expression (22) that pﬁ-‘H > % with probability at least 1 — % as long as

t <log (5%)/log(4/3) =: T,. Now checking the constraint induced by (23), we find that

p< on T,
—log | =——F— ) =
=598\ 192em2 logn b

is sufficient to ensure this inequality holds. Thus observing that T, < T, for all n, m,c > 1, it follows
that constraining ¢ < T}, is sufficient to ensure that p?rl > L1 with probability at least 1 — (2t/n¢).
Taking a union bound over all m coordinates then yields the statement of the lemma. O

G Details on Regret Bounds for Stationary Rewards

In this section, we develop the proof of Theorem 2.9, which gives regret bounds for the -
softmax-compare, [-sigmoid-adopt, and [-adopt protocols in the stationary reward setting. We
restate the theorem here:

Theorem 2.9. Consider the sequence {p'} induced by running the [B3-softmax-compare or j3-
sigmoid-adopt protocol in the stationary reward setting initialized from p® = 1/m. Then there
exist settings of B such that, for any ¢ > 1 and n sufficiently large, the following bounds hold:

(i) For any € € (0,0.5) and T' = (0.5 — €) logs n:

R(T) < log m) ~ om om

—~2 <0 + 0| ——+ :
ro- T ne . oVlogsn — nf

(ii) For any e € (0,0.25], and T = n® for any b > 4e:

RT) _ 5( ! +1+0m>.

T — nb—4e ne ne

Moreover, when all g € {0,1}™, the same bounds hold for the 3-adopt protocol.

We develop the proof of each part of theorem separately: in Appendix G.1 for the smaller T in part
(i), and in Appendix G.2 for the larger T in part (ii). For convenience and readability, we establish
the setting required by both theorems in the following assumption:

Assumption 3. Consider the sequence {p'} from Definition 2.4 with a zero-sum family F and
a reward sequence {g'} generated by a stationary mean reward vector g := (u1,..., i), and
where (without loss of generality) p; > pa > -++ > py,. Moreover, assume the family F satisfies
Assumption 1 with parameters oy, ag,d, and L, such that (i) a1 = s = « for some « € (0, i); (ii)
d < a -« for some constant a > 0; and (iii) L = 2.
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Remark G.1. We remark that each of that 3-softmax-compare, 5-sigmoid-adopt and S-adopt dynam-
ics can be made to satisfy properties (i), (ii), and (iii) of Assumption 3. In particular, summarizing
Lemmas C.1, C./, and C.7, the families F induced by these protocols yield the following parameters:
- For [-softmax-compare, a; = ag = %ﬂ, 6 =480c, and L = 2.
- For B-sigmoid-adopt, a1 = as = %B, 6 =480, and L = 2.
- For -adopt (assuming binary rewards), oy = ag = a =3(26—-1), 6 =0, and L = 2.
Thus for convenience, in the development of the proof of Theorem 2.9, we consider explicit settings
of a, L and a. However, for each of the three local dynamics mentioned, the correpsonding setting of

B can be inferred from the list above, and each dynamics also satsifies the assumption that L = 2
and 6 < ac.

G.1 Bounds for Small T

We start by proving part (i) of Theorem 2.9, which considers T' logarithmic in n. For clarity, we
reformulate the claim of part (i) in the following, separate theorem, which simply assumes the setting
of Assumption 3.

Theorem G.2. Consider the setting of Assumption 3. Fiz any e € (0, 3), and let T := (5 — €) logs n.
Then setting a := \/lm%, it holds for any ¢ > 1 and sufficiently large n that

R(T) ( logm> ~ om om
— < 0 + 0| ————+ .
r - T ne . oVlogsn - nf

Compared to the regret bound of Theorem 2.8 for general adversarial rewards, the approximation
error term in Theorem (.2 improves asymptotically by a multiplicative factor of 27 V185,
The first step in the proof is to establish a sequence of lower bounds on the adoption mass of the

optimal arm over an initial set of rounds. For this, we first present the following proposition, which
controls the growth of the p{ under the setting of 7' and a

Proposition G.3. Consider the settings of Assumption 3. For any € € (0, %), let b:= % —e€. Set
T :=blogsn and a := \/l“%. Define Ty := \/bllgginf -log (%”). Then for any ¢ > 1 and sufficiently

large n, the following two statements hold simultaneously with probability at least 1 — QnTCl :

. T 8
(i) p;t < 9

¢
(ii) pitt > L. (1 + %Eﬁ) for all t € [T1],

where p > 0 is some absolute constant.

Proof. We start by proving statement (i). For this, note that by Assumption 1 and Assumption 3,
we have in conditional expectation that

Epelpi™] < pl(1+ $lu — (P, p) +9)) .
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Using the assumption that f1q1 > -+ > py,, that all || < 1, and that § < aa, we can further simplify

and write
t+1 t ac®

Ep[pi™] < pi(1+a) +—.

2Ty
n

Now by L simultaneously for all ¢ € [T7] that

piﬂ < Ep [ptl'H] + 4/ SCIOgn , and thus

2
ao 3clogn
pt1+1<p1(1—|-a)—|—?+ ALY
n
Using the setting of o := 4/ long =/ blﬁ)gg :)nn, observe that
3clogn < a logm 3clogn < 27a‘ logm (24)
3 blogsn n 3 blogsn

for n sufficiently large, where the constraint on n grows larger for greater values of the constant c. It

follows that 5 1
< 1 <a logm '
P1 pl( +a) * 3 blogsn

o1s . 2a log m
Now for readability, we set ® := % Plog, 7i°
recurrence, we find

Then starting from p) = 1/m and unrolling the

t—1

A< (14a) (Z_: (1+a) ) (25)
- Lrarre (02D (26)
<;(1+a)t+¢-<W) :(1+a)t-<;+§>, (27)

where in the second line we used the formula for the sum of a finite geometric series. By the settings
of a and @, we have

® 22 logm /blogsn  2a logm < 2

a 3 blogsn logm 3 blogsn — m

for n sufficiently large. Thus we can further write

1 o 2 14 logm !
o= blogy n

Then using the fact that 1 + = < e*, we have that
T 2 logm \ ™ 2 logm
Pl < (14 < Zexp T <
m blogsn m blogsn
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blogs n
logm

so long as 11 < - log (%”), which is sufficient to prove claim (i) of the proposition.

To prove claim (ii), we follow similarly to start, but work in the other direction. For this, we again
use Assumptions 1 and 3 to write

— a(l — pt aa’
Epe[pi'] > pi(1+ §lm — (p' ) —6]) > p’i<1+(M1 “2)3( p1)>+3, (28)

where we used the fact that pp — (p’, ) > (1 — p2)(1 — pt) by the ordering of the coordinates
of p. Then again using Corollary D.3, we have with the same simultaneous probability as in the

roof of claim (i) that ptt1 > E . [pi™!] — sclogn g all ¢ € [T1]. Combined with the bound in
b 'p1 L1 n
expression (24), we can then write

s p§<1+ (Ml—ﬂz)‘a(l—p§)> 2a  logm

P1 3 3 blogsn
— . 2a  logm
> ot (1 — p2) - <a
- p1< + 27 * 3 blogsn

— logm 2a  logm
_ L4 —p) [ dog L 20 logm
27 blogy n 3 blogsn

Here, the second inequality comes from claim (i) of the proposition, where we showed that p} < 8/9
during the first T} rounds under the same probability, and the final equality comes from the setting
of . Now again for readability we define

A= (1 — pi2) . log m and @ := 27a. log m .
27 blogsn 3 blogsn

Then starting from p{ = 1/m and using a similar calculation as in expressions (25) through (27), we
find

1 )
iz aen (%)

m

Now by the settings of A and ¢, observe that

1 ¢ 1 18a v/blogsn < 1
m A m (u—p2) ogm T 2m
: :  (m—p2)
for n sufficiently large. Then setting p : 57— yields
P> 1<1+ P'vlong)t
L= 2m Vblogsn )’
which concludes the proof of claim (ii). O

We are now ready to prove Theorem G.2.

Proof (of Theorem G.2). Let b:= % — €. Our strategy proceeds as follows:
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(1) First, we consider a phase of 77 = bll(;)ggz% " . log (%”) rounds. By Proposition G.3, we can

control the growth of p! during this sequence of rounds, which allows us to obtain a cumulative
regret bound using the epoch-based framework of Lemma E.5 using short epoch lengths.

blogs n
logm

(2) Then, we consider a final phase of To =T — T < blogsn — rounds, and apply the

cumulative regret bound of Proposition E.2.

Summing up the cumulative regrets of both phases and dividing by 7" will then yield the statement
of the theorem.

We start with the bound for the first phase in step (1). For this, consider a sequence of D epochs
of length 7, where D - 7 = T}. Then applying Proposition G.3, we have with probability at least
1 — 2L simultaneously for all epochs d € [D] that

rd 5 1 1+P'\/b10g5n )
Pro= 9, Viogm '

Then with this same probability, we have

> log (1{1) < Z} log(2m) — log <1 + /"b\{\/%) (rd) 20)

de[D] 1 de|D
/1
< Dlog(2m) — D? - 7log <1 + pogm) . (30)
v/blogsn
Setting D := bllggim" and 7 := log (%") (so that DT = T1), one can verify that the right hand side

of expression (30) is at most O(logm) for sufficiently large n, with a leading constant depending on
b and p, (which we also assume are absolute constants). Let R(P;) denote the cumulative regret
over the first T1 rounds. Then applying the epoch-based cumulative regret bound from Lemma E.5
for these first 77 rounds, this means

1 1 ~(omb™-D oml}
< — . i .
R(Py) < O<a g log (pTd>+oz T1)+O( NG + e >

1

logm ~ (om omT}
< . — .
_O< +a T1>+O<\/ﬁ+ g ) (31)

In the final line, we applied the aforementioned bound on expression (30) in the first term and hide
the lower-order logarithmic dependencies in the second term that arise from the settings of D and 7.

We now bound the regret of the second phase, which consists of the next T5 =T — T3 rounds. Let
R(P3) denote the cumulative regret of this second phase of rounds. Now observe that the claim
(ii) of Proposition G.3 implies that p! is non-decreasing for each of the first T} rounds with high
probability. Thus it follows at the first round ¢t = Ty + 1 of this second phase that p' > 1/m with
this same probability. Then applying the (single-epoch) bound from Proposition E.2; we have

~ Ty .
R(Py) < O(logm+a-T2> +O<0m5 + 2 TQ) .
« Vn ne
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Now observe that T, =1 — T < blogsn — bll;)ggff and b = % — ¢, and thus

512 5T . 5(—T1) n%—e . 5—«/(blog5 n)/logm 1
°_ < < <
\/ﬁ \/’ﬁ \/ﬁ ne . 5\/(blog5 n)/logm

Then it follows that we can write

1 ~ - T
R(Py) < O<Ogm+a-Tz>+O o p a2
o ne - 5\/(b10g5n)/logm ne¢

Then summing the cumulative regrets over both phases yields

1 ~ -T
R(P1) + R(Py) < O(Ogm+a-T>+o oy ikl +
(0} \/ﬁ ne - 5\/(blog5n)/10gm ne

IN

1 ~ -T
O(Ogm+a-T>+O om 4 om ‘
(0} ne - 5\/(b10g5n)/10gm nc

Finally, susbtituting the setting of « := /logm/T and dividing by T' > 1 shows

R(T 1 ~
(T) §O< ogm>+0 om L am
T T ne - 5\/(blog5 n)/logm ne
logm ~ om om
< 0 O ———
N ( T >+ (ne.Q\/10g5n+ nc) ’
where we use the fact that 5~V (blogsn)/logm — 0(2* Vlogs ") which completes the proof. O

G.2 Bounds for Large T

We now consider the case when T' is polynomial in n, and prove part (ii) of Theorem 2.9. Again, we
restate this as a separate theorem under the setting of Assumption 3.

Theorem G.4. Consider the setting of Assumption 3. Fiz any € € (0,0.25], and let set o := nl%.

Then consider any T = n®, for any b > 4e. Then for any ¢ > 1 and sufficiently large n:

L{CH 5< ! +1+0m>.

T nb*4€ ne ne

Similar to the proof of Theorem G.2, we start by proving the following proposition, which, analogously
to Proposition G.3 for the small T" regime, establishes the growth of p} under the setting of o from
the theorem statement.

Proposition G.5. Consider the settings of Assumption 3. Fiz any € € (0,0.25], and set o := n125.

Define
p-my/3clogn
V=,
n
where p > 0 is some absolute constant, and let Ty = 2n?*log(2m(1 —~)). Consider any total

number of rounds T > T1. Then for any ¢ > 1 and sufficiently large n, the following statements hold

- - ” 2T |
simultaneously with probability at least 1 — =%
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(i) pit' > min{p!,1 -~} for all t € [T).

(ii) pytt > 1 -7,

Proof. The start of the proof follows similarly as to that of claim (ii) in Proposition G.3. There, in
equation (28), we showed that, under the settings of Assumptions 1 and 3, in conditional expectation:

_ 1 —pt 2
B 2 s+ Gl — (0 —a)) 2 pf (14 VLTI 0 )
Together with the Chernoff bound from Corollary D.3, we have with probability at least 1 — 377:
simultaneously for all ¢ € [T] that pi™ > E¢[pi™!] — /2<%8% and thus
p1 — po) - a(l —pt aa? 3clogn

We start by proving claim (i) of the proposition. For this, note that expression (33) is concave
and increasing in p! € [0,1] under the constraints of the parameters and sufficiently large n. Thus
suppose p! = 1 — and the right hand side of (33) is no less than 1 —~ (and therefore p'i“ >1—7).
Then this also implies that p’i“ > 1—~ when p} > 1 —+. So to prove claim (ii), it suffices to check
that pit > pt for 1/m < pl <1 —1.
For this, it is sufficient to establish that
(1 —po) - a-pi(1—pf) _ aa® 3clogn
> — 4+ .
3 -3 n

(34)

Now by the setting of a = 1/n?¢ and the constraint p! < 1 — v, observe that the left hand side of
expression (34) is at least

(1 = p2) - a(1=ph) (m;uz).< 6)(/} m\/m>

3 - ne
_ (i —p2) (p-my3clogn
3 n2€
4-m~/3clogn
= T2 (35)

where in the last line we set p := 12/(u1 — p2). Moreover, again using the setting of a = 1/n%¢ and
the fact that e € (0,0.25], we can bound the right hand side of (34) by

@4_ /3clogn < g‘ ISClogn SClogn (36)
3 n 3

for n sufficiently large. Then combining these two bounds, we have that equation (34) is satisfied for
any m > 2, which concludes the proof of claim (i).

Now to prove claim (ii) of the proposition we again assume in the worst case that p{ <1 —+ for all
t € [Ty]. Otherwise, by claim (i), p!’ > 1 — ~ for all subsequent # > t and claim (ii) trivially holds.
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Thus in the case that p{ <1 —+, we can combine expressions (33), (35), and (36) to write

4-m~/3clogn 2¢/3clogn
pﬁ“ > pi <1 + 26> - T3 - (37)
n n
For readability, we let
4 - m+/3clogn 2¢/3clogn
A= ————— and @ == ————,
n2€ n2e
which means we can rewrite equation (37) as
pitt > P+ A -2, (38)

and recall that this bound holds with probability at least 1 — % simultaneously for all t € [T7].

Then starting at p) = 1/m and using a similar calculation as in expressions (25) through (27) in the
proof of Proposition G.3, we unroll the recurrence to find that

1 (14 N) 1 @
> (14N -0 [ —2 ) = 014+N - ([ =———). 39
By definition, it follows that % = ﬁ and \ > TVOoCOER Vfﬁiog", and thus we can further simplify

expression (39) by

1 1 m+/3clogn t 1 1Y)’
[ IS LS ( TV =R IS | .
i = 2m ( + ) ~ 2m + n2e ~ 2m +7126

Now using this lower bound on the growth of p{, we show that piﬁ“ is at least 1 — . For this,

recall the identity that e*/2 < 1+ x for all z € (0,1). Then we can estimate

T
1 1 ! 1 T
T+l > = (14— > . it .
P ~ 2m < + n2€> = om P (27126

Thus to prove claim (ii), it is sufficient to check that

! Ty oy
— .exp | — — .
2m P on2 ) — "

Rearranging and taking logarithms, observe this constraint is satisfied so long as
Ti > 2n*log(2m(1 - 7)),

which holds by the setting of 77 from the statement of the proposition. This completes the proof. [
We are now ready to prove Theorem G.4.

Proof (of Theorem G.4). Recall from the statement of the theorem that we fix € € (0,0.25] and set

1 p-my/3clogn
a=— and 7y:i= — _ —,
n n

and recall that T := n® for any b > 4e. Our strategy in bounding R(T)/T then proceeds in three
phases:
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(1)

(3)

First, we consider a phase of T7 = 2n2¢log(2m(1 — )) rounds. We use the epoch-based bound
from Lemma E.5 with small epoch lengths to bound the cumulative regret during this phase of
steps. By Proposition G.5, we can establish that after 77 steps, ptl'H > 1 —~ for all susbequent
Ty <t < T with high probability. Thus while the average regret over the first T3 steps is not
sublinear, a straightforward calculation then shows that the per-round regret p; — E[(pf, g*)]
is at most y for every subsequent round with high probability. We will denote the cumulative
regret over the first 77 steps by R(P1).

Thus, we consider a second phase of Th = n* — T} rounds, where by the guarantees mentioned
above, the average regret over this next phase of steps is at most v. We will denote the
cumulative regret over the next Ty steps by R(Ps).

Finally, we consider a final phase of the T3 =T — T7 — T5 steps, and again we establish that
the average regret over this final phase of steps is at most v. We denote the cumulative regret
over the final T3 steps by R(Ps3).

Summing up R(Pi1) + R(P2) + R(Ps) and dividing by 7" will then yield the statement of the theorem.
We thus start by bounding R(P;). For this, we take 7 = O(1) and D = O(n*¢log(2m)) such that

Dt = Ty. Observe that Proposition G.5 implies p{ > 1/m with probability at least 1—

2Ty >1— 2mT

ne nec -

Then by the epoch-based regret bound of Lemma E.5, it follows that

D1 ~ T
R(P)) < O< ng+a-T1>+o<"¢”g+"”:lc 1)
2e - .
< O<n4élog2m+n 10%(2m)> +O<0m+0m Tl)
n2e Vn ne
<

~ om om-Tj
O de e
(n + \/ﬁ + e ) )

where in the second line we plugged in the settings of «, 77 and D.

Now in the stationary reward setting, note by definition that we can write the cumulative regret
R(P3) as

T

R(Py) = To-pu— > El(ptp)].
t=T1+1

By the ordering of coordinates of u, it follows for any round ¢ that

(P ) = D Py > Pl + (L= pDpm = (1 — pn)PS + i -
j€[m]

By Proposition G.5, we have with probability at least 1 — 27'/n¢ simultaneously over all T} <t < T
that p{ > 1 —~, and thus it follows that

R(Py) < Ty (1 — (11 — pn)P} + pm)) + %f

2T
= To (p1 — pn) (1 = pY) + —

< O(Tz-’YJriZ) < 5(n36+2T>,

nC
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where in the final line we used the fact that Tp = n* — T} < n* and the setting of y = O(1/n¢).

For the third phase of T35 =T — 17 — T5 < T rounds, an identical argument to that of the second
phase yields

~ T
In total, we then have
R(T) = R(P1) + R(P2) + R(P3)

~ - T ~ 2T ~ T
< 0<n4€+am+am 1>+0(n35+>+O<T-7+>
vn ne ne n

~ .T
< O<n4f+T-fy+Um )

nC

Then dividing by T = n® and recalling that vy = 6(#), we find

T ~ 1 1
@ S O<nb_45++0m>,

T ne n¢

which concludes the proof. O

H Details on Convex Optimization Application

Here, we develop the proof of Theorem 2.10, which gives an error rate on the regret obtained using our
comparison and adoption dynamics to approximately optimize a convex function f: A,, — R when
the reward sequence {g'} is generated using a stochastic gradient oracle as specified in Assumption 2.
For convenience, we restate the theorem here:

Theorem 2.10. Given a conver function f : A, — R, consider the sequence {p'} induced by
running the [(3-softmax-compare or (3-sigmoid-adopt protocol on a reward sequence {g'} generated
as in Assumption 2 with gradient bound G. Let T < (0.5 — €)logsn for any € € (0,0.5), and let
p:= %Zte[T] p'. Define err(p) := E[f(P)] — minpea,, f(p). Then for appropriate settings of j3,
any ¢ > 1, and n sufficiently large:

~ [G?%logm ~ om om
err(p) < O( T> +O<G< > + e >> .
First, we note that this error rate is equivalent to our regret bound from the adversarial setting
up to the factor G, which is a standard dependence. Note also that the optimization error is
defined implicitly: the function f is being minimized with respect to the distribution p? induced by
the local dynamics. This is contrast to other settings of gossip-based, decentralized optimization
(e.g., [KSJ19, SBB*17, TGZ'18]), where each node i € [n] has first-order gradient access to an

individual local function f;, and the population seeks to perform empirical risk minimization over
the n functions.

Now in order to prove the theorem, we first require relating the regret of the trajectory {p’} to the
expected primal gap E[f(p!) — f(p*)] where p* € A,, is a function minimizer of f. For this, we give
the following lemma, which follows similarly to that of Arora et al. [AHK12, Theorem 3.11], but is
adapted to handle stochastic rewards.
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Lemma H.1. Let {p'} be a sequence of distributions, and let {g'} be a sequence of rewards generated
as in Assumption 2 with respect to a convex function f and gradient bound G. Then for any T > 1,

letting ﬁ = % ZtE[T] pt and p* := arg HlaXpeAmf(p);

EfB)] - ) < &S w5 (30 i S Elpeh))

j€lm] te[T] te[T)
Proof. First, recall by the first-order definition of of convexity that for any p’ € A,,:

fP*) = f") +(Vf(P).p" - p").
Rearranging and summing over all ¢ gives
> foh) - < > (V)P -p7).
te[T) te[T)

Now taking expectations on both sides, we can write

YOEF®) -] £ Y E[(VE).p' - pY)]

te(T) te[T]
= Y EE. (VD). p' —p")]]

te[T]
= > E[(En[ViE")] P —p)]

te(T)

where we applied the law of iterated expectation. Now recall that under Assumption 2, each reward
gl if of the form: gt = —(Vf(p!)/G) + b', where b! is a zero-mean random vector. Thus for every ¢,
it follows that Ep[V f(p')] = —G - E[g]. This allows us to further simplify and write

S EfP) - fpY)] < > -G-E[(g",p’ - p]

te[T) te[T]
= G E[p*-p’g)) = GD E[(p-g") - > E[p’e")]. (40)
te[T)] te[T] te[T]

Given that p* is fixed, observe for every ¢ that E[(p*, g')] = (p*, ut) = Zje[m} p}*-,ug, and substituting
this back into (40) gives

STEFE) - £ < G (D men) - Y Elp'gY)]
te[T] te[T] j€[m] te[T]
ZGZ]?;'(ZM] Y E pvgt>])- (41)

j€lm] te[T] te[T]

Here, the last line follows from the fact that ;¢ pj = 1 and that E[(p’, g')] has no dependence

on j. Now on the other hand, given that f is convex, observe also by Jensen’s inequality that
1 )
SWEN OO RN
te([T] te(t]

57



which holds given that p is a convex combination of points. Thus taking expectation, we have

E[f(B)] - f(P) < = Y Elf(p")] - f(p") . (42)

te[T]

Finally, multiplying expression (41) by % and combining it with expression (42) yields the statement
of the lemma. O

Proof of Theorem 2.10

Given the sequence {p’}, observe that Lemma H.1 allows us to upper bound the minimization
error at the point p by a convex combination of the “arm-j regret,” i.e., the quantity Zte[T] ,uE- -
> telT] E[(p’, g')]. Now recall from the points made in Remark E.4 that if we have an initial uniform
lower bound on the adoption mass p? at every arm j, then the regret bound from Proposition E.2
can also be used to bound the quantity » .7y ph — 2 telr] E[(pt, g")] for each j.

Note that in the context of Assumption 2, we assume that the reward generation sequence {g'} is
adversarial in the sense that the means p! will vary with time. For this reason, we require the same
set of constraints on 7" as in Theorem 2.8 for the general, adversarial reward setting (i.e., 7' can grow
at most logarithmically in n). Then we can similarly apply the regret bound from Proposition E.2
with T constrained as in Theorem 2.8, and starting from the uniform distribution p® = 1/m.

Thus using a similar calculation as in Theorem 2.8, using the arguments above from Remark E.4,
and subject to the constraints on 7', we have for each j € [m]:

1 ‘ P logm ~(om omT
— . . — < .
T tEE[T] w; —E[(p",g")] < O< T +0 oy + Y

where {p'} is the sequence induced using the S-softmax-compare or S-sigmoid-adopt protocols with
appropriately tuned  (in particular, the same settings as in Theorem 2.8).

Now because the right hand side of this expression is uniform over all j € [m], taking a convex
combination of this inequality with respect to p*, multiplying both sides by G, and applying the
reduction from Lemma H.1 yields the statement of Theorem 2.8.
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