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Abstract

In this paper we consider the adversarial contextual bandit problem in metric
spaces. The paper “Nearest neighbour with bandit feedback" tackled this problem
but when there are many contexts near the decision boundary of the comparator
policy it suffers from a high regret. In this paper we eradicate this problem,
designing an algorithm in which we can hold out any set of contexts when
computing our regret term. Our algorithm builds on that of “Nearest neighbour
with bandit feedback" and hence inherits its extreme computational efficiency.

1 Introduction

We consider the contextual bandit problem in metric spaces. In this problem we
have some (potentially unknown) metric space of bounded diameter. We assume that
we have access to an oracle for computing distances. On each trial ¢ we are given a
context z; and must choose an action a; before observing the loss/reward generated
by that action. In this paper the contexts are considered implicit and we define A ;
to be the distance between x, and x;.

This problem has been well-studied in the stochastic case (see e.g. [11], [10], [9]
and references therein). In this paper we consider the fully adversarial problem in
which no assumptions are made at all about the metric space, context sequence, or loss
sequence. As far as we are aware the first non-trivial result for the fully adversarial
problem was given by the recent paper [7] which bounds the regret with respect to any
policy. This regret bound is fantastic when the contexts partition into well separated
clusters and the policy is constant on each cluster. However, the bound is poor when



there exist many contexts lying close to the decision boundary of the policy. In order
to (partially) rectify this [7] proposed using binning as a preprocessing step. We
note that the optimal bin radius can be implicitly learnt via a type of doubling trick,
although this was not discussed in [7]. The problem with this is that for different
parts of the metric space the optimal bin radii will be different. But [7] can only learn
a constant bin radius - leading to poor performance. In this paper we fully rectify this
problem, designing a new (but related) algorithm HNN in which, in the loss bound,
we can hold out any set of contexts (which we call a margin - i.e. points near the
decision boundary) when computing the regret term. In Section [2| we give an example
of how we improve over [7]. We note, however, that in cases where the contexts
partition into well separated clusters and the policy is constant on each cluster it may
be advantageous to use simple nearest neighbour as in [7].

To achieve this improvement we will utilise the meta-algorithm CBNN of [7] which
receives, on each trial ¢t > 1, only some p, € [t — 1] (we note that in [7] the notation
n(t) was used instead). [7] analysed the case for when p, is chosen such that x,, is an
approximate nearest neighbour of z; in the set {z;s|s € [t — 1]}. In this paper we use
a different choice of p; which we call an approximate hierarchical nearest neighbour.
In approximate hierarchical nearest neighbour we will construct, online, a partition of
of the trials seen so far into different levels. On each trial ¢ the algorithm then uses
approximate nearest neighbour on each level. p; will then be chosen, in a specific way,
from one of these approximate nearest neighbours. We note that since our algorithm
HNN is based on CBNN it inherits its extreme computational efficiency - having a
per trial time complexity polylogarithmic in both the number of trials and number of
actions when our dataset has an aspect ratio polynomial in the number of trials (which
can be enforced by binning) and our metric space has bounded doubling dimension.

We note that, when using exact nearest neighbour, the process of inserting a given
trial into our data-structure is essentially the same as the process of constructing a
new bin in [II]. However, the objectives of the data-structures are very different and
they are analysed in very different ways (our analysis being far more involved than
that of [I1]). Nevertheless, we cite [II] as an inspiration for this paper.

We also note that the CBNN algorithm, upon which HNN is based, was inspired
by the papers [2], [1], [6], [8], [3] and [4].

2 The Issue with Nearest Neighbour

We now give an example of the issue with the algorithm (using binning with nearest
neighbour) proposed by [7]. We will call this algorithm (when implicitly learning the
optimal bin radius via a form of doubling trick) NN. For simplicity let’s assume that
the parameter p, of NN and HNN, is set equal to a constant, although the argument
easily extends to tuned parameter values as well. Consider two disjoint balls B, B’ in
R? with radii equal to 1 and r < 1 respectively. Assume that each ball has T' contexts
distributed uniformly over it. Suppose we have two actions and a comparator policy
such that the decision boundary (of the policy) on each ball is a straight line going
through the ball’s centre. This is depicted in Figure 1.

First let’s analyse NN when working on each ball as a seperate problem. Given a



Figure 1: An example of when NN performs poorly. The colour of a context represents
the action assigned to it by the comparator policy.

binning radius of €, the regret of NN on B is O(v/T /e 4 €T') and the regret of NN on
B’ is O(r\/T /e + €T'/r). For both these problems the optimal value of € leads to a
regret of O(T3/4).

However, things change when NN is working on both balls at the same time. In
this case, given a binning radius of €, the regret of NN is:

@ ((\/f/eJreT) + (r\/f/eJreT/r)) =0 (\/T/eJreT/r)

i.e. the sum of the regrets on both balls. This means that the optimal value of €
leads to a regret of @(T3/ 41/ 2) which can be dramatically higher than if the balls
were learnt separately. In fact, when < T—'/2 this bound is vacuous - meaning that
binning is not helping at all. Our algorithm HNN, however, has a regret of @(T3/ 4
whenever 1/r is polynomial in 7" - the same as if the balls were learnt seperately.
When working in R” for D > 2, the improvement of HNN over NN is even
stronger. To see this note that the regret of NN when working on both balls is:

) ((\/T/ED_l + eT) + (\/T(r/e)D_l + ET/T)) =0 (\/T/ED_l + eT/r)

so that the optimal value of € gives us a regret of O (r_(D_l)/DT(QD_l)/(zD)) which
becomes vacuous at r < T-1/2D=2) HNN, on the other hand, achieves a regret of
O(TP=1/2D)) whenever 1/r is polynomial in T - the same as if the balls were learnt

seperately.

3 Problem Description

We consider the following game between Nature and Learner. We have T trials
and K actions. Nature first chooses a matrix A € [0, 1]7%7T satisfying the following
conditions:



e For all s,t € [T] we have Ay = Ay ;.
e For all t € [T] we have A, = 0.

e For all s,¢ € [T] we have A, ; > 0. For simplicity we will assume, without loss
of generality, that for all s,t € [T] with s # ¢ we have A, ; > 0. This is without
loss of generality since if A;; = 0 then the trials s and ¢ are equivalent. Dealing
with equivalent trials is straightforward in the CBNN algorithm of [7] upon
which our algorithm HNN is based. Trials equivalent to any proceeding trials
will be ignored in the data-structure that we construct so have no effect on the
computational complexity.

e For all r,s,t € [T] we have A,; < A, s + A, ;. This property is called the
triangle inequality.

We note that A is a metric over [T]. Intuitively, every trial ¢ € [T] is implicitly
associated with a context x; and for all s,¢ € [T] we have that A, , is a measure of
how similar z, is to 2; (a smaller value of A;; means a greater similarity). For all
trials ¢ € [T] and actions a € [K] Nature chooses a probability distribution £, , over
[0,1] and a loss ¢, is then drawn from th)a. We note that Learner has knowledge
of only T and K (although the requirement of knowledge of T' can be removed by a
simple doubling trick). The game then proceeds in T trials. On trial ¢ the following
happens:

1. For all s € [t] Nature reveals A, ; to Learner.
2. Learner chooses an action a; € [K].
3. Nature reveals the loss ¢; ,, to Learner.

The aim of Learner is to minimise the cumulative loss:

Z gt,at

te[T]

Note that, since Nature has complete control over each distribution gt,a , our problem
generalises the fully adversarial problem (which is the special case in which each
distribution /; , is a delta function). We are considering this generalised problem in
order for our bound to be better when there is an element of stochasticity in Nature’s
choices.

4 The Algorithm

We now describe our algorithm HNN. The algorithm takes parameters ¢ > 1 and
p > 0. We define f := 1/2. Given a non-empty set H C [T] and a trial ¢t € [T], a
c-nearest neighbour of t in the set H is any trial s € ‘H in which:

Agt <cmin{A,;|r € H}



We utilise the algorithm CBNN [7] with parameter p as a subroutine. During the
algorithm we will associate each trial ¢ € [T'] with a number d; € NU{0} and initialise
by setting d; <— 0. On each trial ¢t > 1 we do the following:

1. h < max{ds|s €[t —1]}

2. Forall d € [h] set Hy <+ {s€ [t —1]|ds =d}

3. For all d € [h] let s4 be a c-nearest neighbour of ¢ in Hy

4. Let § be the maximum value of d € [h] such that A, , < f¢
5. di+0+1

6. pr < S5

7. Input p; into CBNN

8. Select a; equal to the output of CBNN

9. Receive ¥y q,

10. Update CBNN with ¢, 4,

We note that when ¢ > 0 we can maintain, for each d € [h], a navigating net [5]
over the set H4 in order to rapidly find s4.

5 Performance

We now bound the expected cumulative loss of HNN. We first define the various
constants used in this section. Let ¢ be any value in (0, 1). We note that the algorithm
has no knowledge of ¢. We define:

f=12 B:=2/¢
A=(e8+A+8)/NH/BA=0) 5  z:=0=[)f/(2(1+5))

We define the aspect ratio of our dataset as:
A:=min{A,|s,t € [T] N s#1t}

A policy is any vector y € [K]T. A margin is any subset M C [T]. Suppose we have
a policy y € [K]T and a margin M C [T] such that there exists s,t € [T] \ M with
ys # y¢. Note that the algorithm has no knowledge of either y or M. For all ¢ € [T]
we define:

e r=min{Ag;|s € [T]\ M A ys # yt}

We define:
Q= min{y; |t € [T]}



and define ¥ as the maximum cardinality of any set S C [T] in which for all s,t € S
with s # t we have:
As,t >z min(’)/sa ’Yt)

For all ¢t € [T] define:
0, :=min{A,;|s € [T]\ M}

and define:
Vi ={ys|s€[T) AN Ayt < N0} ; pe = max{E[l; ,]|a € Vi }

noting that for all ¢ € [T] \ M we have 6; = 0 so that p; = E[¢; ,,]. HNN achieves
the following performance:

Theorem 5.1. The expected cumulative loss of HNN is bounded by:

Z]wt,at] <> wm+0 (qf In(1/Q)% + <p - ‘I’lnfol/m) Jﬁ)

te[T te[T]

The running time of HNN is in O(T) and, when ¢ > 1 and A has bounded doubling
dimension, is also in O(In(T/A)?In(K)). HNN requires only O(T'In(K)) space.

We now point out the effect of the choice of the margin M on our bound. Note
that increasing M increases v, and 6, (for some trials ¢ € [T]). The increase in
(for some t) can decrease the value ¥ which helps us. However, the increase in 6;
(for some t) can cause ); to grow - potentially increasing p; which hurts us. Hence,
there will be a sweet-spot - the optimal margin M. Trials in the optimal margin will
correspond to contexts that are close to the decision boundary of the policy (but just
how close will depend on the location of the context and the density of contexts in its
vicinity).

We note that we can use binning to enforce that 1/A is polynomial in T - hence
ensuring polylogarithmic time per trial when A has bounded doubling dimension
and ¢ > 1. To do this we choose some € with 1/e polynomial in T" and, on any trial
t € [T] such that there exists s € [t — 1] with A, ; < € we treat ¢ as equivalent to s (in
CBNN) and ignore ¢ in our data-structure. We note, however, that this process can
have an effect on the loss bound.

6 When in Euclidean Space

In order to give insight into Theorem we now analyse it in the case that the
(implicit) contexts lie in the euclidean space R¢ (for some constant d € N) and our
metric is the euclidean metric, giving a relatively simple loss bound. We note, however,
that we do not use the full power of Theorem [5.1] here - for instance, we crudely bound
p by 1 when t € M.

We make the following definitions. For all 2 € R? let ||z|| be the euclidean norm
of z. Given x € R? and 7 > 0 we define the ball:

Bla,r) = {¢' € R| o — 2’| <1}



Here we assume that there exists a sequence of contexts (x|t € [T]) C B(0,1/2) such
that for all s,¢t € [T] we have A, ; = ||zs — x;||. An extended policy is any function
g : B(0,1/2) — [K]. Consider any such extended policy §. We define the decision
boundary as:

D:={x e B(0,1/2)|Ve >0, Iz’ € B(w,e¢) : g(z') # y(x)}
Theorem [5.1] then gives us the following.

Theorem 6.1. Choose any constants C > 0 and & > 1. Suppose we have some N € N
and any sequence ((v;,r;)|i € [N]) C R% x Ry with:

) D g UiG[N] B(vi,ri)
e min{r;|i € [N]} >T-¢

We define M to be the set of allt € [T] in which there exists i € [N] with x, € B(v;, &r;).
The expected cumulative loss of HNN (with any constant ¢) is then bounded by:

Z]th] < Y Ell ]+ M+ 0O ((p _ JD Jﬁ)

te[T te[T\M

In Figure 2 we give an example of the objects appearing in Theorem [6.1}

7 Proof of Theorem 5.1

We now prove Theorem We will often use the fact that, for all ¢ € [T], we have
dp, = di — 1 and Ay, < f*~1 in this analysis.

Definition 7.1. Consider the rooted tree with vertex set [T] such that, for all t €
[T]\ {1}, we have that p; is the parent of t. Let L be the set of leaves of this tree.
Given t € [T] we then define Dy to be the set of all descendants of t and define Ay to
be the set of all ancestors of t.

Lemma 7.2. For all r,t € [T] with r #t and d, = d; we have that A,; > f /c.

Proof. Suppose, for contradiction, the converse: that A, ; < fér /c. Without loss of
generality assume r < t. Let h := max{d,|s € [t — 1]} and for all d € [h] let s4 be as
created by the algorithm on trial ¢. Let q := s4.. Since ¢ is a c-nearest neighbour of ¢ in
the set {s € [t—1]|ds = d,} (which contains r) we must have that A, ; < cA,; < fdr.
But from the algorithm we have that d; — 1 is the maximum value of d € [h] such that
Ag,t < f% so since dy — 1 = d, — 1 < d, we have a contradiction. O

Definition 7.3. Define U to be the set of all trials t € [T in which for allr, s € [T]\M
with A,y < B and Agy < B we have y, = ys.

Lemma 7.4. Given s,t € [T] with s € U and t € Dy we have t € U.



Figure 2: An example with K = 2 and d = 2. Here we have N = 5. The black
curve is the decision boundary D. The purple balls are those in {B(v;,r;)|i € [N]}
and the green balls are those in {B(v;,&r;)|é € [N]}. The grey contexts are those in
{z¢ |t € M}, the red contexts are those in {x; |t € [T]\ M A g(z;) = 1}, and the blue
contexts are those in {z; |t € [T]\ M A g(z;) = 2}. Note that the purple balls cover
the decision boundary and the grey contexts are those covered by the green balls.

Proof. Noting that d; > ds we fix s and prove by induction on d;. When d; = ds we
have t = s so the result is immediate. Now suppose, for some d > d, , that the inductive
hypothesis holds for all ¢ with d; = d. Now take ¢t with d; = d + 1. Since t € D and
t # s we have p; € Ds. So since d,, = d we have, by the inductive hypothesis, that
pt € U. Now take any ¢,r € [T]\ M with A, < Bf% and A, < Bf%. From the
algorithm we have that A;,, < f%=1 and hence, by the triangle inequality, we have:

Arpy A4 Ay, < BFH 4+ fH = (Bf+ 1) fHT < gft?

Similarly we have A, ,, < Bfd=1. So since dp, = dy — 1 and p; € U we must have
that y, = y,. Hence, we must have that ¢t € U/ so the result holds by induction. [

Definition 7.5. Let V be the set of allt € [T] such that either:
etcl andps ¢U
etcLandt¢U

Definition 7.6. Let W be the set of allt € V such that there does not exist s € V
with dg > dy and Agy < (f% — f4)/(2¢)

Definition 7.7. For anyt € W let Q; be equal to the set of all s € V\ W in which
Agy < fo/(2¢)



Lemma 7.8. Given s € V\W and d € N we either have that there exists t € W with
s € Q; or that there exists some r € V\ W with d, > d and A, s < (f — f&)/(2¢)

Proof. If there exists t € W with s € Q; then we're done so assume otherwise. We
prove by induction on d. We immediately have the result for d = 0 by choosing r := s.
Now suppose, for some d’ € NU {0}, that the inductive hypothesis holds when d = d’
and consider the case that d = d’ + 1. By the inductive hypothesis choose ¢ € V \ W
with d; > d’ and A, s < (f% — fda)/(2¢). Since ¢ € V\ W we have, by definition of
W, that there exists u € V with d,, > d, and A, , < (f% — f9)/(2c). By the triangle
inequality we then have:

Aus € Bug+ Bgs < (F% = F9)/(2¢) + (F% = £4)/(20) = (% = £")/(2)

If it was the case that u € W we would have, from this inequality, that s € Q,, which
is a contradiction. Hence, we have v € V \ W. Since d,, > dg and dg > d’ we have
d, > d + 1= d. By the above inequality we then have the result by choosing r := u.
This completes the inductive proof. O

Lemma 7.9. Given s € V\ W there exists t € W with s € Q.

Proof. Suppose, for contradiction, the converse. By Lemma we then have, for all
d € N, that there exists some r € V\ W with d,, > d. By choosing d := T + 1 we then
have that there exists r € [T] with d, > T + 1 which is impossible. O

Lemma 7.10. For allt € W and s € Q; we have ds < dy.

Proof. Suppose, for contradiction, that there exists ¢ € W and s € Q; with d; > d;.
Then by definition of Q; we have s € V and A,; < f%/(2¢). Since d; < ds — 1 we
then have:

(ff% = f4)/(2e) = (F471 = F9)/(2¢) = 1/ f = 1) f*/(2c) = (1/f = 1A

So since f = 1/2 we have A;; < (f% — fd=)/(2c) which, since ds > d; and s € V,
contradicts the fact that t € W. O

Lemma 7.11. For allt € W we have |Qy| < d; + 1.

Proof. By Lemmal[7.10]all we need to prove is that if ¢, € Q; are such that g # r then
dq # d,. We now prove this by considering the converse: that d; = d,. By definition
of Q; we have Ay, < f%/(2c) and A, < fé /(2c) so by the triangle inequality we
have:

Dgr < D+ Apy < f/(20) + [0 /(2¢) = [ /e
which, since d, = d,, contradicts Lemma [7.2} O

Lemma 7.12. For allt € V we have f% > ~,f/(1 + B)



Proof. By definition of ¥ we immediately have that either ¢ ¢ U or p; ¢ U. By Lemma
we then have that p, ¢ U. Hence, by definition of ¢ and since dp, = d; — 1, we
can choose 7, s € [T]\ M with y, # ys and A, < Bf% L and A, ,, < Bf%~1. Since
Yr # Ys we can, without loss of generality, assume that ys # y; which means, since
s & M, that Ag; > ~;. By the triangle inequality and the fact that A, ,, < f%~1 we
then have:

Ve S As’t S AS’Pt + A;Dt,t S det_l + fdt_l = (]- + ﬁ)fdt/f
Rearranging then gives us the desired result. O
Lemma 7.13. For all s,t € W with s # t we have Ag; > zmin(vys, ;).

Proof. Without loss of generality assume dg > d;. If dg = d; then we have, from
Lemma that Ag, > fdt/c. On the other hand, if ds; > d; then we have, from
definition of W and the fact that s € V, that:

A > (f% = f9)/(2¢) 2 (f% = f4H)/(20) = (1 = f) f*/(20)

In either case we have that Ay, > (1 — f)f%/(2c). From Lemma we then have
that:

Age > (1= f)f%/(20) 2 (1 = f)f/(2e(1+ B)) = 27 < 2min(vs,7)

O
Lemma 7.14. We have |[W| < ¥
Proof. Immediate from Lemma [7.13 and the definition of . O
Lemma 7.15. For allt € V we have d; € O(In(1/9))
Proof. By Lemma and definition of €2 we have:
fU > f/(1+8) > Qf /(1+6)
Taking logarithms gives us the result. O

Lemma 7.16. We have |V| € O(¥1In(1/Q))
Proof. By Lemma [7.9 we have:

v=wulJ %
tew
so that:
VI< W+ )12
tew

By lemmas and we have |Q;| € O(In(1/Q)) for all ¢ € W. Substituting into
the above inequality gives us [V| < O(JW|In(1/€2)). Lemma then gives us the
result. O

10



Lemma 7.17. Suppose we have some t € [T] such that for all s € Ay we have s ¢ V.
Thent ¢ U.

Proof. We prove by induction on d;. If d; = 0 then we have ¢ = 1 so that we
immediately have ¢ ¢ U (since there exists r, s € [T] \ M with y, # ys). Given some
d € N suppose that the inductive hypothesis holds for all ¢ with d; = d. Now consider
any t with d; = d + 1. Note that for all s € A, we have s € A; so that s ¢ V. Since
dp, = dy — 1 = d we then have, by the inductive hypothesis, that p, ¢ U. If it was the
case that t € U we would then have, by definition of V, that ¢t € V. But since t € Ay
this would be a contradiction. Hence, t ¢ U. This completes the inductive proof. [

Lemma 7.18. For all t € [T] there exists an s € V such that t € Dy U As,.

Proof. Assume, for contradiction, the converse: that there exists no s € V with
t € Dy U Ag. This means that for all s € D; U A; we have s ¢ V. So choose some
r € DyN L. Since A, C D; U A; we have, for all s € A, , that s ¢ V. By Lemma [7.17]
we hence have that r ¢ Y. But since r € £ this would mean that r € V which, since
te D, UA,, is a contradiction. O

Definition 7.19. Define the policy § € [K]T inductively fromt =1 tot = T such
that:

o Ift ¢ U and there does not exist some s € U with t = p, then §; := Gy, (o7 is
arbitrary when t =1).

o Ift ¢ U and there exists some s € U with t = ps then choose §; such that there
exists v € [T] \ M with A, < Bf% and §; = y,. Note that by definition of U
such an r does indeed exist (but §; is not unique - we choose any valid §y ).

e Ift €U and there does not exist s € [T]\ M with As ¢ < Bf%, we have §; = Gy, -
Since 1 ¢ U this is defined.

o Ift €U and there exists s € [T)\ M with Ay, < Bfd then §; = ys. Note that
by definition of U we have that g is uniquely defined.

Lemma 7.20. Given t € [T] with §; # §,, there exists s € V with t € As.

Proof. By Lemmal7.18|choose s € V such that ¢t € DyUA,. Assume, for contradiction,
that ¢ ¢ As. Then we must have ¢ € D, \ {s}. This means that s ¢ £ and hence, by
definition of V, we have that s € U. So since we have both ¢t € D, and p; € Ds we
have, by Lemma @, that both ¢t € ¢ and p; € U. Since §; # §p, we must then have,
by definition of 4, that there exists ¢ € [T]\ M with A, ; < Bf%. Since A, < fo !
we have, by the triangle inequality, that:

Agp S Qg+ Ay, < B+ fhmt = (Bf + 1) fht < gt

so since d,, = dy — 1 and ¢ ¢ M we have, by definition of ¢ and since p; € U, that
Up, = Yq- We also have, by definition of § and since both A, ; < Bf% and t € U, that
Ut = Yq- But this means that §; = 7,, which is a contradiction. We have hence shown
that t € As,. O

11



Lemma 7.21. Given t € [T] with §; # §p, we have that t € V or that there exists
q €V such that p, =t.

Proof. Assume, for contradiction, that ¢ ¢ V and there does not exist ¢ € V such that
pg =t. By Lemma we have that there exists s € V with t € A,. Since t ¢ V we
have t # s so since t € A, we have t € A, . If s ¢ L then, by definition of V, we have
ps ¢ U and if s € L we have, again by definition of V, that s ¢ U. In either case there
exists r € Dy with r ¢ U. By Lemma this means that ¢ ¢ U. So since §; # §p, we
have, from definition of ¢, that there exists some ¢ € U with p, = ¢. But since ¢t ¢ U
this would imply that ¢ € V which is a contradiction. O

Definition 7.22. Let & be the set of allt € [T] such that §: # y: and t ¢ U.
Lemma 7.23. For allt € £ there exists s € V such that t € Aj.

Proof. By Lemma choose s € V with t € D, U A,. Assume, for contradiction,
that ¢t ¢ As. Then t € D, \ {s} so s ¢ L. By definition of V this means that s € U.
By Lemma [7.4] we then have ¢t € U which is a contradiction. O

Lemma 7.24. We have €] € O(¥In(1/Q)?)

Proof. Given t € V we have, by Lemma that d; € O(In(1/€2)) and hence that
|A:| € O(In(1/9)). By lemmas and we then have that:

€| <

U.At

tey

<Y Al € O(]VIIn(1/9)) € O(¥ In(1/9)?)

tey

as required. ]
Lemma 7.25. For all s,t € [T] with s € Dy we have Ay < ¢pBfd

Proof. We hold s fixed and prove by reverse induction on d; (i.e. from dg to 0). When
dy = ds we have s =t and hence A, ; = 0 so the result holds trivially. Now suppose,
for some d € [ds], it holds when d; = d. We now show that it holds when d; =d — 1
which will complete the inductive proof. So take ¢t with d; = d — 1. Let r be such that
s € D, and p, =t. Note that we have d,, = d so by the inductive hypothesis we have
As, < Bf4. Since A, < f%~1 we then have, by the triangle inequality, that:

Agt <A+ A=Ay p + Ay, < OB+ [171 = (0B8F + 1)1 = 9pf" !
O

Lemma 7.26. For allt € M NU we have 3§ € V.

Proof. Let S be the set of all » € [T] such that there exists ¢ € [T] \ M with
Ay < Bf. Define:

si=argming.c 4, ny dr 3 V= argmax,c 4, s dr

noting that these both exist since t € A N U and 1 € A; N S. Since 1 ¢ U (which
comes directly from the fact that there exists g, € [T] \ M with y, # y,) we have
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that s # 1 and hence p; exists so let d := d,,. Since p; € A; with d,, < ds, we have
ps & U so by definition of U there exists r € [T]\ M with A,.,,, < 8f¢. This means
that ps € S and hence that v € D,,,. Define:

w = argminge i\ pmq Ag

so that Ay = ;.
We have two cases:

e First consider the case that v = ¢. In this case we have t € S so that there exists
q € [T]\ M such that A, ; < Bf%. By definition of w we have that A, ; < A,
s0 Ay < Bf4 and hence, by definition of § and since t € U, we have §; = y.,.
Since Ay, ¢ < A, we have, by definition of Yy, that y,, € ;. Hence, §; € )V as
required.

e Next consider the case that v # t. Choose u € [T as follows:

— If v = ps then since s € U and ps ¢ U we can, by definition of ¢, choose
u € [T]\ M such that A, , < Bf? and §,, = y,. Since v = p, we have
Ayy < ﬂfd” and 7, = Y.

— If v # ps then, since v € D), , we have v € D, so, since s € U, we have,
by Lemma [7.4] that v € U. So v € U NS and so, by definition of § and S,
choose u € [T]\ M such that A, , < Bf% and , = Y.

In either case we have u ¢ M, A,, < Bf% and §, = y,. Since v € A; \ {t}
let ¢ € A; be such that p, = v. We have, by Lemma and the triangle
inequality, that:

Aw,q S Aw,t + At,q S ot + ¢6qu

Since ¢ € A; and dg > d, we must have, by definition of v, that ¢ ¢ S so since
w ¢ M we also have:
Ayyg > Bfa

Substituting this inequality into the previous and rearranging gives us:

0 > Bf% — pBf% = B(1—¢)f%
so that:
[l <6:/(B(1=9))
Since d, =d, — 1 and A, , < f% (as v = p,) we then have, from the triangle
inequality and Lemma [7.25] that:
Avu < Argt By + By < GBFY + 4 + B

= (@B +(L+B)/f)f"
< (¢8+ (L+8)/1)0:/(B(1 - ¢))
= )6,
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So that y, € ). Since g, = ¥y, , all that is left to do now is to prove that
9+ = §,. To prove this we need only show that for all r € (D, \ {v}) N A; we
have ¢, = §,,. To show this take any such r € (D, \ {v}) N A;. Since v € D,
we must have 7 € D, and hence, by Lemma [7.4] and the fact that s € U, we
have r € U. Since d, > d,, and r € A; we have, by definition of v, that r ¢ S.
So r € U \ S and hence, by definition of g and S, we have §, = ¢, as required.

O

Lemma 7.27. We have:
ST Bl < 3 o+ OWIn(1/2)2)

te(T] te(T]

Proof. Note first that given ¢t € [T']\ € with §; # y: we must have ¢t € U so by definition
of g, we have t € M and hence t € M NU. This means that:

Yolbg S D gt D gt b,

te[T] te[TI\(MNU) temMnu teg

Given t € M NU we have, by Lemma and definition of y;, that E[¢; 4,] < ;.
Substituting into the above inequality (after taking expectations) gives us:

Z E[zt@t] < Z ft,yf Z et + |g| < Z M+ |g|
te([T] te[TI\(MNU) temMnu te[T]
Applying Lemma [7.24] then gives us the result. O
Lemma 7.28. We have:
Uin(1/Q
S Ella) <Y g +O (( n(/)) \/KT)
te(T] te[T] P
Proof. By Lemma [7.21] we have:
> [0 # ] <21V
te(T)
so by Lemma we have:
>[5 # 9p] € O(¥In(1/9))
te[T]
The regret bound of CBNN then implies the result. O

Combining lemmas [7.27] and [7.2§] gives us the loss bound in Theorem [5.1] The
time complexity comes from the fact that:

e When A has bounded doubling dimension and ¢ > 1 we have that the per-trial
time complexity of adaptive c-nearest neighbour search (when using a navigating

net) is in O(In(1/A)).
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e For all ¢t € [T] we have that d, € O(In(1/A)) and hence only O(In(1/A))
approximate nearest neighbour searches need to be performed per trial.

e The per-trial time complexity of CBNN is only O(In(T")? In(K)).

8 Proof of Theorem [6.1]

We will now analyse Theorem when choosing our margin M as given in the
statement of Theorem and choosing our policy y such that for all ¢ € [T'] we have

Y = g(z¢).

Definition 8.1. For allt € [T let ¢; be the minimiser of Agy out of all s € [T\ M
with ys # ye. Since §(xt) # §(xq,) choose by € D such that by lies on the straight line
from zy to xg,. Since by € D choose i, € [N] such that by € B(v;,,r:,).

Definition 8.2. Define J := Clogy(T'). For allt € [T] define ji as the minimum
number in [J] U {0} such that x; € B(v;,,27¢¢r;,). Note that since r;, > T~ this is
defined.

Lemma 8.3. Given t € [T] with j; > 0 we have v, > 27t71(& — 1),

Proof. By definition of j; we have that z; ¢ B(v;,, 27t ~1¢r;,) so since by € B(vy,,74,)
we have, by the triangle inequality, that:

th - bt” 2 ||‘/Et - vit” - ||bt - UitH > 2jt_1grit — T > 2jt_1(£ - 1)rit

Since b; is on the straight line from z; to x,, we have ||z; — zq,| > ||z — b:]|. By
definition of ¢; we have ||z; — 4, || = A¢q, = ¢ Putting together gives us:

M= ||x75 - thH 2 ||'rt - bt” 2> th_l(f - 1)rit
as required. O
Lemma 8.4. For all t € [T] with j, = 0 we have v, > 27t71(& — 1)r;,

Proof. Since q; ¢ M we have q; ¢ B(v;,,&r;,) so since by € B(v;,,r;,) we have, by the
triangle inequality, that:

”th - th > ||th - vit” - ||bt - vit” > grit —Tiy = (5 - 1)Tit

Since b, is on the straight line from x; to x4, we have |z, — x4, || > ||zq, — b:l. By
definition of ¢; we have ||z, — x4, || = Ayq, = V¢ Putting together gives us:

"= ||‘Tt - th” > ||th - th > (5 - 1)Tit > 2jt_1(§ - 1)rit
as required. O
Definition 8.5. Let S be a subset of [T] of maximum cardinality subject to the
condition that for all s,t € S with s # t we have Ay > zmin(vys,v;).
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Definition 8.6. For alli € [N] and j € [J]U {0} define:
Sij={teSlip=1 N ji=j}
Lemma 8.7. For all i € [N] and j € [J)U {0} we have |S, ;| € O(1)

Proof. Let v’ :=27¢r; and w := 2(£ — 1)/2¢. By lemmas andwe have, for all
te Si,j; that: ) ]

e > 2N E =Dy, =207 HE =Dy = w2
so, by definition of S, we have, for all s,t € S; ; with s # ¢, that [|xs — x| > wr’.
Also, for all t € S; ; we have, by definition of j;, that:

zy € Blv;,, 29¢r;,) = B(vi, 27€r;) = Blvg, ')

So all the elements of S; ; are contained in a ball of radius v’ and are all of distance
at least wr’ apart. Since w is a positive constant and the dimensionality is a constant
we have the result. O

Lemma 8.8. We have ¥ € O(N In(T)).

Proof. We have:
s=U U sy
i€[N] je[J]u{o}

so that by Lemma we have |S| € O(NJ). Since C is a constant we have J €
O(In(T')) and hence |S| € O(N In(T')). By definition of ¥ and S we have that ¥ = |S|
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 8.9. We have:

Z e = Z gt’y xt) + M|

te[T] te[T\M

Proof. For all t € [T]\ M we have, by definition of y;, that p; = E[l; ,,] = E[l; j(z,)]-
For all t € M we immediately have that u: < 1. So for all ¢ € [T] we have:

pe < [t ¢ MIE[ o] + [t € M]
Summing over all ¢ € [T] gives us the result. O

Lemma 8.10. We have In(1/Q2) € O(In(T))

Proof. Let t be the element of [T] that minimises ; so that 2 = ;. By lemmas
and R4 we have

Q= V2 2jt71(£ - ]‘)T'L.t > rit(g - 1)/2 € O(Tit)
so since 7;, > T~ (where C is a constant) we have the result. O

Since the desired bound is vacuous when N > T we can assume otherwise so that
by lemmas [8:8 and [810] we have:

¥in(1/Q)* € O(NIn(T)?*) € O(VNT) € O((p — N/p)VT)

Substituting this and lemmas [8.8] [8:9] and into Theorem [5.1] then gives us the
result. |
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