
ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

03
21

9v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 5

 M
ar

 2
02

4

LC-Tsalis-INF: Generalized Best-of-Both-Worlds Linear Contextual

Bandits

Masahiro Kato1 and Shinji Ito2

1Mizuho-DL Financial Technology Co., Ltd., masahiro-kato@fintec.co.jp
2NEC Corporation and RIKEN AIP, i-shinji@nec.com

Abstract

This study considers the linear contextual bandit
problem with independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) contexts. In this problem, existing stud-
ies have proposed Best-of-Both-Worlds (BoBW) algo-
rithms whose regrets satisfy O(log2(T )) for the number
of rounds T in a stochastic regime with a suboptimality
gap lower-bounded by a positive constant, while satis-
fying O(

√
T ) in an adversarial regime. However, the

dependency on T has room for improvement, and the
suboptimality-gap assumption can be relaxed. For this
issue, this study proposes an algorithm whose regret
satisfies O(log(T )) in the setting when the suboptimal-
ity gap is lower-bounded. Furthermore, we introduce a
margin condition, a milder assumption on the subopti-
mality gap. That condition characterizes the problem
difficulty linked to the suboptimality gap using a pa-
rameter β ∈ (0,∞]. We then show that the algorithm’s

regret satisfies O
(
{log(T )}

1+β

2+β T
1

2+β

)
. Here, β = ∞

corresponds to the case in the existing studies where a
lower bound exists in the suboptimality gap, and our
regret satisfies O(log(T )) in that case. Our proposed al-
gorithm is based on the Follow-The-Regularized-Leader
with the Tsallis entropy and referred to as the α-Linear-
Contextual (LC)-Tsallis-INF.

1 Introduction

This study considers the linear contextual bandit
problem with adversarial corruption and proposes a
best-of-both-worlds (BoBW) algorithm whose regret
upper bound tightly depends on the number of rounds
T .

In each round of our bandit trial, (i) a decision-
maker observes independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) contexts, (ii) selects an arm based on the con-
text and past observations up to that round, and (iii)
incurs a loss corresponding to the selected arm. The
decision-maker’s objective is to minimize the cumula-
tive loss incurred throughout the trial.

The contextual bandit problem has been widely
studied in fields such as sequential treatment allocation
(Tewari & Murphy, 2017), personalized recommenda-
tions (Beygelzimer et al., 2011), and online advertising
(Li et al., 2010). This study assumes linear models be-
tween the loss and contexts, known as the linear con-
textual bandit problem (Abe & Long, 1999). This field
encompasses numerous related work (Chen et al., 2020;
Li et al., 2021; Ding et al., 2022).

The data-generating process (DGP) of a loss in
each round is categorized into stochastic or adversar-
ial regimes. Optimal algorithms typically differ be-
tween the stochastic and adversarial regimes. However,
there exist BoBW algorithms that are effective in both
regimes (Bubeck & Slivkins, 2012; Seldin & Slivkins,
2014; Auer & Chiang, 2016; Seldin & Lugosi, 2017;
Zimmert & Seldin, 2021; Lee et al., 2021).

Kato & Ito (2023) and Kuroki et al. (2023) indepen-
dently propose BoBW algorithms for linear contextual
bandits. They both employ a Follow-The-Regularized-
Leader (FTRL) algorithm with the Shannon entropy
and an entropy-adaptive update rule for learning rates
(Ito et al., 2022). Their algorithms’ regrets satisfy
O(log2(T )) regarding T . Furthermore, Kuroki et al.
(2023) develops an algorithm with O(log(T )) regret up-
per bound using the reduction framework proposed by
Dann et al. (2023a). Although this approach gives a
tighter upper bound regarding T , it is known to have
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Table 1: Comparison of regrets. We categorize regret upper bounds based on the regimes and the assumption on G.
We make X in the “

√
C” column if algorithms’ upper bounds depend on the corruption level C ≥ 0 tightly under

the adversarial corruption represented by the corruption parameter C. The “Assumption on G” column denotes
which one, full information is accessible, or O (poly(T )) samples are drawn from G, to compute Σ−1

t . Note that
Liu et al. (2023) does not assume the access to G, by incurring some computation costs.

Regret √
C Assumption on G

Stochastic Adversarial
1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF

O

(
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

∆∗
log(T )

)
O
(√√

K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
T
)

X Full information.
(Ours)

A margin condition with β. O

({
1+β
β∆∗

} β

2+β
{
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
log(T )

} 1+β

2+β

T
1

2+β

)
- - Full information.

where β ∈ (0,∞].

O

(
L
√
K
(
d+ log(T )

λmin

)

∆∗
log(T )

)
O
(√√

K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
T
)

X O (poly(T )) samples.

O

({
1+β
β∆∗

} β

2+β
{
L
√
K
(
d+ log(T )

λmin

)
log(T )

} 1+β

2+β

T
1

2+β

)
- - O (poly(T )) samples.

where β ∈ (0,∞].

BoBW-RealFTRL O
(

D
∆∗

)
O
(√

log(KT )TD
)

X Full information.

(Kato & Ito, 2023) where D = log(T )
(

1
λmin

+ d log(K)
)
log(KT ).

(Kuroki et al., 2023) O
(

D′

∆∗

)
O
(√

log(KT )TD
)

X O (poly(T )) samples.

where D′ = log(T )
(

log(T )
λmin

+ d log(K)
)
log(KT ).

BoBW reduction with
O

(
K2

∆∗

(
d+ 1

λmin

)2
log(K) log(T )

)
O

(√
TK2

(
d+ 1

λmin

)2
log(K)

)
X Full informationa base algorithm of RealLinExp3

(Proposition 8, Kuroki et al., 2023)
Logdet-FTRL

- O
(
d2
√
T log(T )

)
- No access

(poly(K, d, T ) in computation)
Linear EXP4

- O
(
d
√
T log(T )

)
- No access

(T d in computation)
(Liu et al., 2023)

OFUL O (d log(1/δ)/∆) with probability 1− δ - - N/A
(Abbasi-yadkori et al., 2011) O (d log(T )/∆) with probability 1− 1/T - - N/A

RealLinExp3
- O

(
log(T )

√
d log(K)T

)
- O (poly(T )) samples

.
(Neu & Olkhovskaya, 2020)

some limitations. For example, Kuroki et al. (2023) re-
ports that it is feasible only when we know the inverse
of the covariance matrix, and it may not be practical
due to the difficulty in implementation. To overcome
this issue, Kuroki et al. (2023) proposes their FTRL-
based algorithm.

This study aims to improve the dependency on
T . The O(log2(T )) regret is caused by the use of
the Shannon entropy in the FTRL. Therefore, to im-
prove upper bounds, we apply the Tsallis entropy in-
stead of the Shannon entropy (Zimmert & Seldin, 2021;
Masoudian & Seldin, 2021), which allows us to obtain
O(log(T )) regret.

Furthermore, Kato & Ito (2023) and Kuroki et al.
(2023) only discuss a case where there exists a posi-
tive lower bound for a suboptimality gap, which is con-
sidered to be restrictive in linear contextual bandits.
This study introduces a milder assumption on the sub-
optimality gap, called a margin condition, and charac-
terizes the problem difficulty using a parameter β ∈
(0,+∞]. We then show that our proposed algorithm’s

regret satisfies O
(
{log(T )}

1+β
2+β T

1
2+β

)
. The condition

assumed in Kato & Ito (2023) and Kuroki et al. (2023)
corresponds to a margin condition with β = ∞, and in
that case, the regret upper bound becomes O(log(T )).

Since our proposed algorithm is based on the FTRL
with the Tsallis entropy, we refer to it as the α-Linear-
Contextual (LC)-Tsallis-INF. We explain the details
below.

1.1 Organization and Main Contribution

Section 2 formulates the linear contextual bandit
problem. We assume that Xt is generated from a
known distribution G and induces a d-dimensional fea-
ture vector φ(a,Xt) ∈ R

d for each arm a ∈ [K] (See
Assumption 2.1).

This study considers a case where there is a mapping
from an arm-independent context to an arm-dependent
context, called a feature. Our setting is standard
in linear contextual bandits (Abbasi-yadkori et al.,
2011; Li et al., 2021) but differs from the setting in
Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020), Kato & Ito (2023), and
Kuroki et al. (2023), which assume linear models be-
tween a loss and an arm-independent context. We also
develop upper bounds of the BoBW-RealFTRL algo-
rithm by Kato & Ito (2023) and Kuroki et al. (2023)
under this setting in Appendix D.

In Section 4, we define three regimes for the
loss DGP: an adversarial regime (Neu & Olkhovskaya,
2020), a stochastic regime with a margin condition
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(Li et al., 2021), and a linear contextual adversarial
regime with a self-bounding constraint. In an adversar-
ial regime, the nature chooses the loss in each round
based on past observations up to that round. A mar-
gin condition is an assumption on the suboptimality
gap, the difference between the expected losses of the
best and suboptimal arms. Specifically, the margin con-

dition is given as P (∆(X0) ≤ h) ≤ 1
2

(
h
∆∗

)β
, where

β ∈ (0,∞] is a margin condition parameter, ∆(X0)
is the suboptimality gap given context X0 generated
from G, d is the dimension of features, ∆∗ > 0 is a uni-
versal constant, and h satisfies 0 ≤ h ≤ ∆∗. When
β = ∞, it implies a constant gap ∆∗ for any con-
text X0. The detailed definition is provided in Def-
inition 4.1. A linear contextual adversarial regime
with a self-bounding constraint assumes the existence
of constants ∆∗ > 0 and C > 0 such that RT ≥
∆∗E

[∑T
t=1

∑
a∈[K] πt(a | Xt)

]
− C, where K is the

number of arms, πt(a | Xt) is the probability of select-
ing arm a in round t given context Xt. The detailed
definition is provided in Definition 4.2.

Section 5 presents our algorithm, the α-Linear-
Contextual-Tsallis-INF (α-LC-Tsallis-INF), which is
an FTRL-based approach with an α-Tsallis-entropy
regularization.

A key component of our algorithm is the inverse
of the covariance matrix of a (arm-dependent) feature
multiplied by a policy πt in each round t ∈ [T ], which
is denoted by Σt in Section 2.2. While the true inverse
of Σt is given under the full information about G, we
need to approximate it when only finite samples are ob-
tainable from G. We develop two regret upper bounds
for two cases where full information about G is known
and only O(poly(T )) samples are obtainable from G. In
the latter, we approximate Σt by employing the Matrix
Geometric Resampling (MGR) algorithm.

In Section 6, we derive regret upper bounds of the
1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF (α-LC-Tsallis-INF with α = 1/2)
for each regime, depending on the knowledge about
G, which affects the availability of the inverse of
Σt. When we have full information about G, the
regret upper bound in an adversarial regime for

our proposed algorithm is O
(√√

K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
T
)
,

where λmin is the smallest eigenvalue of a fea-
ture covariance matrix induced by an exploratory
policy (See Assumption 2.3). In a stochastic
regime with a margin condition, the regret satisfies

O

({
1+β
β∆∗

} β

2+β
{
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
log(T )

} 1+β

2+β

T
1

2+β

)
,

where L is the lowest probability of con-
texts (See Assumption 2.2). In an adver-
sarial regime with a self-bounding constraint,

the regret satisfies O
(

L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

∆∗
log(T ) +

√
CL

√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

∆∗

√
log+

(
∆∗T
C

))
, where log+(x) :=

max{1, log(x)} and recall that β is a parameter
of a margin condition. When C = 0, we define
log+

(
∆∗T
C

)
= 1. When Σ−1

t is approximated by the
MGR algorithm, we multiply each regret upper bound
by log(T ) in a stochastic regime and by

√
log(T ) in

an adversarial regime.

Our derived upper bound demonstrates a tighter
dependence on T compared to the existing FTRL-
based algorithms proposed by Kato & Ito (2023) and
Kuroki et al. (2023). Furthermore, their results con-
sider only the case with β = ∞ in a stochastic regime,
while our study addresses more general cases depend-
ing on the margin condition with various parameters β.
Additionally, compared to the reduction approach with
O(log(T )) regret by Kuroki et al. (2023), our algorithm
is easy to implement and has a tighter dependence on
K. A more detailed comparison is provided in Sec-
tion 1.2. In Appendix D, we derive an upper bound of
their algorithm under a margin condition, depending
on β.

In summary, our contributions lie in the proposition
of an algorithm whose upper bound tightly depends
on T and the analysis under a margin condition and
the arm-dependent feature setting. Our results corre-
spond to the refinement and generalization of the re-
sults by Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020), Kato & Ito (2023),
and Kuroki et al. (2023).

1.2 Related Work

In Table 1, we compare our algorithm’s regrets with
those in existing work Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020) pro-
pose the RealLinExp3 for adversarial linear contextual
bandits. In a stochastic regime, the regret upper bound
is significantly affected by a margin condition, an as-
sumption on the suboptimality gap given a context.
We refer to regret upper bounds with the assumption
of a margin condition as problem-dependent, while we
refer to regret upper bounds without assuming specific
assumptions on data distribution, such as a margin
condition, as problem-independent. Dani et al. (2008)
propose the ConfidenceBall, and Abbasi-yadkori et al.
(2011) propose OFUL. Both present upper bounds
in both problem-dependent and problem-independent
analyses. In their problem-dependent analyses, they
assume the existence of ∆∗ for a lower bound of the
suboptimality gap, corresponding to a margin condi-
tion with β = ∞. Goldenshluger & Zeevi (2013),
Wang et al. (2018), and Bastani & Bayati (2020) pro-
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pose algorithms in a case with β = 1. Furthermore,
Li et al. (2021) propose the ℓ1-ConfidenceBall based al-
gorithm whose upper bound tightly depends on β.

By extending the RealLinEXP3 of
Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020), Kato & Ito (2023)
and Kuroki et al. (2023) independently propose
FTRL-based algorithms that work in both adversarial
and stochastic regimes using the Shannon entropy
regularization. Kato & Ito (2023) proposes the BoBW-
RealFTRL algorithm whose regret upper bound is

O
(
min

{
D
∆∗

+
√

CD
∆∗

,
√
log(KT )TD

})
in a linear

contextual adversarial regime with a self-bounding
constraint when only finite samples are available from

G, where D = K log(T )
(

log(T )
λmin

+ d log(K)
)
log(KT ).

They also show that in an adversarial regime, the

upper bound is O

(√
TK

(
d+ log(T )

λmin

)
log(T ) log(K)

)
.

Kuroki et al. (2023) also develops an algorithm
called the FTRL-LC and derives its upper bound when
the true inverse of Σt is given, in addition to those when
the inverse is approximated using finite samples from G.
If Σ−1

t is known, the above regret upper bounds are di-
vided by log(T ) in a stochastic regime and by

√
log(T )

in an adversarial regime. Note that the algorithms pro-
posed by Kato & Ito (2023) and Kuroki et al. (2023)
are almost the same, and we follow the terminology
and formulations of Kato & Ito (2023).

Furthermore, Kuroki et al. (2023) develops another
BoBW algorithm in linear contextual bandits using the
reduction approach by Dann et al. (2023a). The regret
achieves O(log(T )), but the algorithm may not be prac-
tical in implementation and requires the full informa-
tion about G.

Several other studies relate to linear con-
textual bandits with adversarial corruption.
Lykouris & Vassilvtiskii (2018), Gupta et al. (2019),
and Zhao et al. (2021) consider other corruption

frameworks characterized by a constant C̃ ∈ [0, T ],
which is different but related to our linear contextual
adversarial regime with a self-bounding constraint.
He et al. (2022) uses another constant C̃† ∈ [0, T ],

closely related to C̃. For details, also see Remark 2 in
Kato & Ito (2023).

As well as Kato & Ito (2023) and Kuroki et al.
(2023), we employ the self-bounding tech-
nique (Zimmert & Seldin, 2021; Wei & Luo, 2018;
Masoudian & Seldin, 2021) and an entropy-adaptive
update rule for learning rates, which have been
proven effective in providing BoBW guarantees for
online learning in feedback graph contexts (Ito et al.,
2022), multi-armed bandits (MAB) (Jin et al., 2023),
partial monitoring (Tsuchiya et al., 2023a), linear

bandits (Kong et al., 2023), episodic Markov Decision
Processes (MDPs) (Dann et al., 2023b), and sparse
bandits (Tsuchiya et al., 2023b).

However, under existing studies employing the Shan-
non entropy, regrets usually do not satisfy O(log(T )),
as Kato & Ito (2023) and Kuroki et al. (2023) show
O(log2(T )) regret. In contrast, Zimmert & Seldin
(2021) shows that under the Tsallis entropy, we can
design an algorithm whose regret satisfies O(log(T ))
in MAB. As well as Zimmert & Seldin (2021),
Rouyer & Seldin (2020), and Masoudian & Seldin
(2021), we also employ the Tsallis entropy to tighten
the dependence on T in linear contextual bandits.
Compared to the algorithm with the reduction ap-
proach by Kuroki et al. (2023), our algorithm is easy
to implement and has a tighter dependence regarding
K.

2 Problem Setting

Suppose that there are T rounds and K arms.
We denote the sets of rounds and arms by [T ] :=
{1, 2, . . . , T } and [K] := {1, 2, . . . ,K}, respectively.

In each round t ∈ [T ], a decision-maker observes a
context Xt ∈ X , where X is an arbitrary context space,
and chooses an arm At ∈ [K] based on the context Xt

and past observations. Each arm a ∈ [K] is linked
to a loss ℓt(a,Xt), which depends on Xt ∈ X , arm
a ∈ [K], and round t ∈ [T ]. After choosing arm At in
round t, the decision-maker incurs the corresponding
loss ℓt(At, Xt). Our goal is to minimize the cumulative

loss
∑T

t=1 ℓt(At, Xt). We introduce the setting in more
detail in the following subsection.

Notation. Let 〈·, ·〉 denote inner products in Eu-
clidean space and let ‖ · ‖2 denote the ℓ2 norm. Let
‖ · ‖op denote the operator norm of a symmetric posi-
tive semidefinite matrix.

2.1 Procedure in a Trial

This section describes the decision-making proce-
dure. We refer to a function that the decision-maker
follows in arm selection as a policy. Let Π be the

set of all possible policies π : X → PK :=
{
u =

(u1 u2 . . . uK)⊤ ∈ [0, 1]K |
∑K

k=1 uk = 1
}

with its

a-th element π(a | x).
Specifically, we consider sequential decision-making

with the following steps in each round t ∈ [T ]:
1. The nature decides

{
ℓt(a, x)

}
a∈[K],x∈X based on

Ft−1.

2. The decision-maker observes a context Xt ∈ X , gen-
erated from a known distribution G.
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3. Based on the observed context Xt, the decision-
maker selects a policy πt(Xt) ∈ PK .

4. The decision-maker chooses action At ∈ [K] with
probability πt(At | Xt).

5. The decision-maker incurs a loss ℓt(At, Xt).
The goal of the decision-maker is to select actions in

a way that minimizes the total loss
∑T

t=1 ℓt(At, Xt).

2.2 Definition and Assumptions about Contexts

We assume that Xt is an i.i.d. random variable gen-
erated from a context distribution G over the support
X , which is assumed to be known to the decision-maker.
Because the randomness of Xt is independent of t, we
use X0 to denote an i.i.d. random variable from the
context distribution G.

We define Xt as a context that is independent of
an arm. This setting of contexts follows the approach
used in Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020). However, it differs
from the approach in several other related studies on
linear contextual bandits, including Li et al. (2010) and
Liu et al. (2023), which utilize arm-dependent contexts.
We refer to such contexts as features to differentiate it
from arm-independent contexts.

To obtain features, we define a feature map that
transforms a context x ∈ X into a feature φ(a, x) ∈
Z ⊆ R

d, where Z is a d-dimensional feature space. We
assume that the feature map is known to the decision-
maker, as well as G.

In our analysis, the inverse of the covariance matrix

Σ(E) := EXt∼G,At∼EXt

[
φ(At, Xt)φ

⊤(At, Xt)
]
.

plays an important role, where E := {Ex}x∈X is a
set of conditional distributions Ex of a given x, and
recall that X0 is a sample from the context distri-
bution G independent of past observations Ft−1 ={(
Xs, As, ℓs(As, Xs)

)}t−1

s=1
.

We summarize the assumptions about contexts be-
low.

Assumption 2.1 (Contextual distribution). We as-
sume the following for context Xt and φ(·, ·):
• Context Xt ∈ X is an i.i.d. random variable from
a known context distribution G, where X is some
arbitrary support.

• There is a known feature map φ : [K] × X → Z,
which maps x ∈ X to feature φ(a, x) ∈ Z ⊂ R

d

When considering a stochastic regime with an ad-
versarial corruption with the Tsallis entropy, we addi-
tionally use the following assumption on a context Xt.

Assumption 2.2 (Context distribution with finite sup-
port). We assume the following for context distribu-
tion:
• A context space X is X := {x1, x2, . . . , xS} for S ∈ N.

• For any x ∈ X , PX0∼G
(
X0 = x

)
≥ 1/L given a

universal constant L ≥ S.

In regret analysis, Σt plays an important role. To
analyze Σt, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 2.3 (Eigenvalue condition for Σ(E)).
For any x ∈ X , there exist an exploration policy
e∗(x) ∈ PK whose distribution is E∗

x and a univer-
sal constant λmin > 0 such that for E∗ = {E∗

x}x∈X ,
the matrix Σ(E∗) is positive definite and its smallest
eigenvalue is larger than λmin.

Our definition includes a setting of
Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020), which assumes that
the covariance of arm-independent contexts has its
smallest eigenvalue λ̃min > 0.

If |X | = 1, the setting boils down to non-contextual
linear bandits. In this case, we can take e∗ by
using the G-optimal design. See Chapter 21 in
Lattimore & Szepesvári (2020).

2.3 Linear Contextual Bandits

This study assumes linear models between ℓt(a, x)
and x.

Assumption 2.4 (Linear models). For all a ∈ [K] and
any x ∈ X , the following holds:

ℓt(a, x) =
〈
φ(a, x), θt

〉
+ εt(a),

where θt ∈ Θ is a d-dimensional parameter with a pa-
rameter space Θ ⊂ R

d, and εt(a) is an error term such
that E [εt(a) | Xt,Ft−1] = 0.

For the linear models and related variables, we make
the following assumptions.

Assumption 2.5 (Bounded variables). The following
hold:
1. There exists a universal constant CZ > 0 such that

for any z ∈ Z, ‖z‖2 ≤ CZ holds.

2. There exists a universal constant CΘ > 0 such that
for each θ ∈ Θ, ‖θ‖2 ≤ CΘ holds.

3. There exists a universal constant CE > 0 such that
for all a ∈ [K], |εt(a)| ≤ CE holds.

Under this assumption, there exists Cℓ :=
C(CZ , CΘ, CE) such that for all ℓt(a,Xt), each a ∈ [K],
and any x ∈ X . |ℓt(a, x)| =

∣∣〈φ(a, x), θt
〉
+ εt(a)

∣∣ ≤ Cℓ

holds.
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The parameter θt is generated in different ways ac-
cording to the regimes of the DGP. We defined them
in Section 4.

3 Regret

This section defines the (pseudo) regret, a relative
measure of the cumulative loss, to evaluate the perfor-
mance of the decision-maker’s policy. Let R be the set
of all possible ρ : X → [K]. The quality of a decision
by the decision-maker is measured by its total expected
regret, defined as

RT := max
ρ∈R

E

[
T∑

t=1

{
ℓt(At, Xt)− ℓt(ρ(Xt), Xt)

}]
,

where the expectation is taken over the randomness
of policies of the decision-maker, as well as the se-
quence of random contexts, {Xt}t∈[T ], and losses,
{ℓt(·, Xt)}t∈[T ].

Here, we also define an optimal policy a∗T as

a∗T = argmin
ρ∈R

E

[
T∑

t=1

〈
φ(ρ(Xt), Xt), θt)

〉]
.

Then, the regret is equal to RT =

E

[∑T
t=1

〈
φ(At, Xt)− φ(a∗T (Xt), Xt), θt

〉]
.

Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020) refers to a function ρ as
a linear-classifier policy, while πt is called stochastic
policies. In our study, decision-makers compare their
stochastic policies πt to the optimal linear-classifier pol-
icy a∗T using the regret.

4 Data-Generating Process

In each t ∈ [T ], the nature chooses
{
ℓt(·, x)

}
x∈X

based on the past observationsFt−1. We consider three
regimes for the DGP of losses {ℓt}t∈[T ]: an adversarial
regime, a stochastic regime with a margin condition,
and a linear contextual adversarial regime with a self-
bounding constraint.

4.1 Adversarial Regime

First, we introduce the adversarial regime, where we
do not make any assumptions about the behavior of the
nature. In this case, it is known that the lower bound
is O(

√
T ) when there is no context (Auer et al., 2002).

Note that adversarial linear contextual bandits
can be defined in various ways. For example,
some studies consider contextual bandits with ad-
versarial contexts and fixed losses (Chu et al., 2011;

Abbasi-yadkori et al., 2011). Meanwhile, other stud-
ies address contextual bandits with adversarial con-
texts and adversarial losses (Kanade & Steinke, 2014;
Hazan et al., 2016). This study focuses exclusively on
contextual bandits with i.i.d. contexts and adversarial
losses, as studied by Rakhlin & Sridharan (2016) and
Syrgkanis et al. (2016). This study follows the setting
of Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020), Kato & Ito (2023), and
Kuroki et al. (2023).

4.2 Stochastic Regime with a Margin Condition

Next, we define a margin condition, which is often
assumed in linear contextual bandits to characterize
the difficulty of the problem instance (Li et al., 2021).

Since this section focuses on a stochastic regime, re-
gression coefficients are fixed, and we denote them by
θ0; that is, θ1 = · · · = θt = θ0. Note that under a
stochastic regime,

RT = E




T∑

t=1

∑

a∈[K]

∆(a | Xt)πt(a | Xt)




≥ E




T∑

t=1

∆(Xt)
∑

a 6=a∗
T
(Xt)

πt(a | Xt)




= E

[
T∑

t=1

∆(Xt)
(
1− πt(a

∗
T (Xt) | Xt)

)
]
, (1)

where ∆(a | x) =
〈
φ(a, x)− φ(a∗T (x), x), θ0

〉
, and

∆(x) = min
a 6=a∗

T
(x)

{〈
φ(a, x), θ0

〉
−
〈
φ(a∗T (x), x), θ0

〉}
.

Recall that πt is our defined policy in round t (Sec-
tion 2.1).

Regarding this suboptimality gap ∆(X), we define
a stochastic regime with a margin condition as follows.

Definition 4.1 (Stochastic regime with a margin con-
dition). Consider a stochastic regime with fixed re-
gression coefficient θ0 ∈ Θ, where for all t ∈ [T ], all
a ∈ [K] and any x ∈ X , the loss is generated as
ℓt(a, x) =

〈
φ(a, x), θ0

〉
+ εt(a). Furthermore, there ex-

ists a universal constant ∆∗ > 0, independent of T ,
and β ∈ (0,+∞], such that for any h ∈ [0,∆∗], it holds
that

P (∆(Xt) ≤ h) ≤ 1

2

(
h

∆∗

)β

.

The margin condition plays a crucial role in regret
analysis, as discussed in (1).

Note that when β = ∞, ∆(x) ≥ ∆∗ holds for any
x ∈ X and all t ∈ [T ], which is discussed in the follow-
ing section.
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A margin condition in Li et al. (2021) restricts the
range of h as [D

√
log(d)/T ,∆∗] for some universal con-

stantD > 0, and they derive matching lower and upper
bounds.

4.3 Adversarial Regime with a SelfBounding
Constraint

This section defines a regime with an adversarial
corruption. Let ∆∗ > 0 be a universal constant, as
used in Definition 4.1. If ∆(x) ≥ ∆∗ holds for any
x ∈ X in a stochastic regime, then the regret can be

lower bounded as RT ≥ ∆∗E
[∑T

t=1

(
1− πt

(
a∗T (Xt)

)]
.

Based on this intuition, we define a linear contex-
tual adversarial regime with a self-bounding constraint
below, as well as introduced by Kato & Ito (2023).

Definition 4.2 (Linear contextual adversarial regime
with a self-bounding constraint). We say that the
DGP is in a (∆∗, C, T )-adversarial regime with a self-
bounding constraint for some ∆∗, C > 0 if the regret
RT is lower bounded as

RT ≥ E




T∑

t=1

∑

a 6=a∗
t (Xt)

∆t(a | Xt)πt(a | Xt)


 − C,

where ∆t(a | x) =
{〈
φ(a, x), θt

〉
−
〈
φ(a∗t (x), x), θt

〉}
,

and for all a ∈ [K] and any x ∈ X , ∆t(a | x) ≥ ∆∗
holds.

A linear contextual adversarial regime with a self-
bounding constraint encompasses several important
settings. For examples, see examples in Kato & Ito
(2023). Note that in an adversarial regime, there exists

a ∈ [K] and x ∈ X such that ∆t(x) :=
〈
φ(a, x), θt

〉
−

〈
φ(a∗T (x), x), θt

〉
< 0. This is because ∆(a | x) and

∆s(a | x) can take a different value for some a ∈ [K]
and x ∈ X if t 6= s.

5 Algorithm

In this section, we propose an algorithm for lin-
ear contextual bandits with adversarial corruption.
We refer to our proposed algorithm as the α-Linear-
Contextual (LC)-Tsallis-INF because it modifies the
Tsallis-INF (Zimmert & Seldin, 2021), which is an
FTRL-based algorithm with the Tsallis entropy regu-
larization wihout contexts. Here, α ∈ (0, 1) is a param-
eter of the Tsallis-entropy. While we provide our algo-
rithm for general α, we show the regret upper bound
only for 1/2. The pseudo-code is shown in Algorithm 1.

5.1 Proposed Algorithm: αLCTsallisINF

This section provides a BoBW algorithm for linear
contextual bandits. We first define an estimator of θt
and then develop an FTRL-based algorithm using this
estimator.

For simplicity, when selecting an arm a with prob-
ability πt(a | x) given x ∈ X , we denote Σ(E) by Σt,
where E is defined corresponding to πt. Note that Σt

is equal to

Σt = EXt∼G


 ∑

a∈[K]

πt(a | Xt)φ(a,Xt)φ
⊤(a,Xt)


 .

Regression coefficient estimator. We define an es-
timator of the regression parameter θt as

θ̂t := θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
:= Σ̃†

tφ
(
At, Xt

)
ℓt(At, Xt),

where Σ̃†
t is defined as

Σ̃†
t =

{
Σ−1

t if the full information about G is given

Σ̂†
t if only finite samples are given from G

,

and Σ̂†
t is an approximation of Σ−1

t by the MGR algo-
rithm defined in Definition 2.

When Σ̃†
t = Σ−1

t holds, this estimator

is unbiased for θt from E

[
θ̂t(Σt) | Ft−1

]
=

E
[
Σ−1

t φ
(
At, Xt

)
ℓt(At, Xt) | Ft−1

]
= Σ−1

t Σtθt = θt.

FTRL with the α-Tsallis entropy and θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
.

By using the regression coefficient estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
,

we define our proposed algorithm, the α-LC-Tsallis-
INF.

In each round t ∈ [T ], the α-LC-Tsallis-INF selects
an arm with the following policy:

πt(Xt) := (1− γt)qt(Xt) + γte
∗(Xt), (2)

where recall that e∗ is an exploration policy defined in
Assumption 2.3, and

qt(x) := argmin
q∈PK

{
t−1∑

s=1

〈
ℓ̂s(x), q

〉
+

1

ηt
ψ
(
q
)
}
, (3)

q1(x) := (1/K 1/K · · · 1/K)⊤,

ψ(q(x)) :=
1

α


1−

∑

a∈[K]

qα(a | x)


 .

Here, the regularizer ψ(q(x)) is referred to as the α-
Tsallis entropy (Zimmert & Seldin, 2021). We have not
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yet specified ηt and γt. These parameters are defined in
the following sections, depending on two cases: when
the true Σ−1

t is given, and it is approximated using
finite samples from G with the MGR algorithm, respec-
tively.

5.2 The αLCTsallisINF with Σ−1
t

First, we consider a case where Σ−1
t is available un-

der the full information about G. To define the remain-
ing parameters, we introduce the following notations:
for each t ∈ [T ],

a†t(x) := argmax
a∈[K]

qt(a | x),

ωt := sup
x∈X

min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | x)

}
= sup

x∈X

{
1− qt

(
a†t(x)

)}
.

Then, we specify the parameters as γt = min
{
1, γ̃t

}
,

ηt := c†

√√√√
√
K

t
(
d+ 1

λmin

) , γ̃t :=
8C2

ZCℓ

λmin
ηt
√
ωt,

where c† > 0 is some universal constant.

5.3 The αLCTsallisINF with Σ̂−1
t

Next, we consider a case where Σ−1
t is approximated

with finite samples from G by the MGR algorithm. In
this case, our remaining task is to estimate Σ−1

t . The
difficulty of this task stems from the dependency on
At, which varies across rounds. To address this issue,
we employ the MGR proposed by Neu & Olkhovskaya
(2020).

The MGR algorithm assumes that we have access
to the distribution G of Xt and estimates Σ−1

t by
using simulations with finite samples generated from
G. We show the MGR algorithm in Algorithm 2.
Note that the we slightly modified the MGR algo-
rithm in Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020) to estimate Σ−1

t ,
while Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020) estimates Σ−1

t (a) :=
E
−1
[
1[At = a]φ(a,X0)φ

⊤(a,X0)
]
in their setting with

arm-independent contexts.
In Algorithm 2, we define U (k,j) for which E[U (k,j) |

Ft−1] = Σt holds. Here, we also have E[V k | Ft−1] =

E

[∏k
j=1

(
I − δU (k,j)

)
| Ft−1

]
= (I − δΣt)

k. Therefore,

Σ̂†
t works as a good estimator of Σ−1

t on expectations

when Mt = ∞ because we have E

[
Σ̂†

t | Ft−1

]
= δI +

δ
∑∞

k=1(I − δΣt)
k = E

[
Σ̂†

t | Ft−1

]
= δI + δ

∑∞
k=1(I −

δΣt)
k = δ

∑∞
k=0(I − δΣt)

k = δ(δΣ−1
t )−1 = Σ−1

t .

Algorithm 1 α-LC-Tsallis-INF.

Parameter: Learning rate η1, η2, . . . , ηT > 0.
for t = 1, . . . , T do
Observe Xt.
Draw At ∈ [K] following the policy πt(Xt) := (1−
γt)qt(Xt) + γte

∗(Xt) defined in (2).
Observe the loss ℓt(At, Xt).

Compute θ̂t.
end for

Algorithm 2 (Modified) MGR (Neu & Olkhovskaya,
2020).

Input: Context distribution G and policy πt.
for k = 1, . . . ,Mt do
for j = 1, . . . , k do
Draw X(k,j) ∼ G.
Compute U (k,j) =∑

a∈[K] πt(a | X(k,j))φ
(
a,X(k,j)

)
φ⊤
(
a,X(k,j)

)
.

end for
Compute V (k) =

∏k
j=1(I − δU (k,j)).

end for
Return: Σ̂†

t = δI + δ
∑Mt

k=1 V
(k).

If Mt is finite, we analyze an approximation error of
Σ−1

t and discuss the influence on regret upper bounds.
In such a case, we set the parameters as

ηt := c†

√√√√
√
K

t
(
d+ log(T )

λmin

) , γt := min
{
1, γ̃t

}
,

γ̃t :=
8C2

ZCℓ log(T )

λmin
ηt
√
ωt, Mt :=

1

8ηt
√
ωt

− 1,

and δ :=
1

C2
ZCℓ

,

where c† > 0 is some universal constant.

The MGR algorithm requires contextual distribu-
tion G and policy πt in simulation. Several studies
attempt to relax this assumption, such as Luo et al.
(2021) and Liu et al. (2023), by incurring some compu-
tational costs (Table 1).

6 Regret Analysis for the 1/2-LC-

Tsallis-INF

We provide upper bounds for the regret of the α-LC-
Tsallis-INF algorithm when α = 1/2 (1/2-LC-Tsallis-
INF).

For the 1/2-Tsallis-INF with a regression coefficient
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estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
, let us define

ξTsallis
(
Σ̃†

t

)
:=





√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
if Σ̃†

t = Σ−1
t√

K
(
d+ log(T )

λmin

)
if Σ̃†

t = Σ̂−1
t

.

This is one of the leading factors in our upper bounds.
Then, we show the following upper bound, from

which we derive upper bounds in adversarial and
stochastic regimes. We show the proof in Appendix A.1
and A.4.

Theorem 6.1 (General regret bounds). Consider the

1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. As-

sumptions 2.1 and 2.3–2.5 hold. Then, the regret sat-
isfies

RT = O


E




T∑

t=1

√
ξTsallis

(
Σ̃†

t

)
ωt

√
t





 .

Because ωt ≤ 1, by replacing ωt with 1 in Theo-
rem 6.1, we can directly obtain a regret upper bound
in the adversarial regime in the following theorem.

Theorem 6.2 (Regret upper bound in an adversar-
ial regime). Consider the 1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF with the

estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. Assume that the loss is generated

under an adversarial regime. Suppose that Assump-
tions 2.1 and 2.3–2.5 hold. Then, the regret satisfies

RT = O

(√
ξTsallis

(
Σ̃†

t

)
T

)
.

Note that this result does not require Assump-
tions 2.2, which restricts the context support to be
finite.

Next, we show a regret upper bound in a stochastic
regime with a margin condition, which depends on the
parameter β ∈ (0,∞]. Recall that β decides the behav-
ior of ∆(x). The proof is shown in Appendix A.5.

Theorem 6.3 (Regret upper bound in a stochastic
regime with a margin condition). Consider the 1/2-

LC-Tsallis-INF with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. Assume

that the loss is generated under a stochastic regime with
a margin condition (Definition 4.1). Suppose that As-
sumption 2.1–2.5 hold. Then, the regret satisfies RT =

O

({
1 + β

β∆∗

} β

2+β {
LξTsallis

(
Σ̃†

t

)
log(T )

} 1+β
2+β

T
1

2+β

)
.

For example, when β = ∞, then the regret is upper

bounded as RT = O
(

1
∆∗
LξTsallis

(
Σ̃†

t

)
log(T )

)
. When

β = 1, then the regret is upper bounded by RT =

O

({
1
∆∗

} 1
3
{
LξTsallis

(
Σ̃†

t

)
log(T )

} 2
3

T
1
3

)
.

Lastly, we derive a regret upper bound in a linear
contextual adversarial regime with a self-bounding con-
straint, which is a generalization of the stochastic and
adversarial regimes under β = ∞ in a margin condition.
We provide the proof in Appendix A.6.

Theorem 6.4 (Regret upper bound in a linear con-
textual adversarial regime with a self-bounding con-
straint). Consider the 1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF with the es-

timator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. Assume that the loss is generated un-

der a linear contextual adversarial regime with a self-
bounding constraint (Definition 4.2). Suppose that As-
sumption 2.1–2.5 hold. Then,

RT = O



LξTsallis

(
Σ̃†

t

)

∆∗
log(T )


+ C.

holds. Moreover, for K−1
∆∗

(
log
(

T∆2
∗

K−1

)
+ 1
)

≤ C ≤
∆∗T , the regret satisfies

RT = O




√√√√CLξTsallis
(
Σ̃†

t

)

∆∗

√
log

(
∆∗T

C

)

 .

Theorem 6.4 implies that the regret satisfies RT =

O

(
LξTsallis

(
Σ̃†

t

)

∆∗
log(T )+

√√√√CLξTsallis
(
Σ̃†

t

)

∆∗

√
log+

(
∆∗T

C

))
,

tightly depending on T . Recall log+(x) =
max{1, log(x)}.

7 Conclusion

We presented a BoBW algorithm for linear con-
textual bandits whose regret upper bounds tightly
depend on T . By extending the existing FTRL-
based approach provided by Kato & Ito (2023) and
Kuroki et al. (2023), we developed an FTRL-based al-
gorithm employing the Tsallis-entropy. Our proposed
algorithm, the 1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF, exhibits tighter de-
pendence on T compared to the algorithm proposed
by Kato & Ito (2023) and Kuroki et al. (2023) in the
stochastic regime. Compared to the reduction ap-
proach by Kuroki et al. (2023), our algorithm is easy
to implement and its regret has a tighter dependency
regarding T . Furthermore, we derived a regret up-
per bound dependent on a margin condition. Specif-
ically, when we know the full information about G, in a
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stochastic regime with a margin condition, we derived
a regret upper bound

O

({
1 + β

β∆∗

} β

2+β
{
L
√
K

(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

} 1+β

2+β

T
1

2+β

)
,

where β is a parameter of the margin condition. In
the linear contextual bandit with a self-bounding con-
straint, we derived a regret upper bound

O

(
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

∆∗
log(T )

+

√
CL

√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

∆∗

√
log+

(
∆∗T

C

))
,

where C is a parameter of an adversarial corruption.
Additionally, in the adversarial regime, our algorithm

has O
(√

L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
T
)
regret upper bound. The

important remaining problem is to improve the depen-
dence on T when β ∈ (0,∞) in a stochastic regime.

Broader Impact

This paper presents work whose goal is to advance
the field of the theory of the multi-armed bandit prob-
lem. There are many potential societal consequences
of our work, none of which we feel must be specifically
highlighted here.
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A Proof of Theorems 6.1 and 6.4

This section provides the proofs for Theorem 6.1. In Appendix A.1, we provide preliminary results for the proof.
Then, in Appendix A.2, we decompose the regret into the stability and penalty terms. In Appendix A.3, we upper
bound those terms. Lastly, in Appendix A.4, we prove Theorem 6.1.

A.1 Preliminaries for the Proof of Theorem 6.1

Let X0 be a sample from the context distribution G independent of FT . Let D(p, q) denote a Bregman divergence
between p.q ∈ Π with respect to ψt; that is,

D(p, q) := ψ(p)− ψ(q) −
〈
∇ψ(q), p− q

〉
.

In our proof, the following proposition plays an essential role.

Proposition A.1 (From Lemma 4.4 in Kato & Ito (2023)). Consider the 1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF with our defined
parameters. Then, the regret satisfies

RT ≤ E

[
T∑

t=1

{
Cℓγt +

〈
ℓ̂t(X0), qt(X0)− qt+1(X0)

〉
− 1

ηt
D
(
qt+1(X0), qt(X0)

)
−
(

1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)
H
(
qt(X0)

)
]

+ 2
T∑

t=1

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E
[
〈Xt, θt(a)− θ̂t(a)〉

]∣∣∣
︸ ︷︷ ︸

= bias term

,

where

H
(
q(x)

)
:= 2


−

∑

a∈[K]

√
q(x | x+ 1




For the completeness, we show the proof below.

Proof. Let us define π∗ ∈ Π as π∗(a∗T (x) | x) = 1 and π∗(a | x) = 0 for all a ∈ [K]\{a∗T (x)} for any x ∈ X .
Recall that in (3), we defined qt as

qt(x) := argmin
q∈PK

{
t−1∑

s=1

〈
ℓ̂s(x), q

〉
+

1

ηt
ψ
(
q
)
}

for t ≥ 2.
From the definition of our algorithm, we have

RT = E

[
T∑

t=1

{
ℓt(At, Xt)− ℓt(a

∗
T (Xt), Xt)

}]

= E

[
T∑

t=1

〈ℓt(Xt), πt(Xt)− π∗(Xt)〉
]

= E

[
T∑

t=1

〈ℓt(Xt), qt(Xt)− π∗(Xt)〉+
T∑

t=1

γt 〈ℓt(Xt), e
∗(Xt)− qt(Xt)〉

]

≤ E

[
T∑

t=1

〈
ℓt(Xt), qt(Xt)− π∗(Xt)

〉
+ Cℓ

T∑

t=1

γt

]

= E

[
T∑

t=1

〈
ℓt(X0), qt(X0)− π∗(X0)

〉
+ Cℓ

T∑

t=1

γt

]

13



= E

[
T∑

t=1

〈
ℓ̂t(X0), qt(X0)− π∗(X0)

〉
+ Cℓ

T∑

t=1

γt

]
+ E

[
T∑

t=1

〈
ℓt(X0)− ℓ̂t(X0), qt(X0)− π∗(X0)

〉]

≤ E

[
T∑

t=1

〈
ℓ̂t(X0), qt(X0)− π∗(X0)

〉
+ Cℓ

T∑

t=1

γt

]
+ 2

T∑

t=1

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E
[〈
X0, θt(a)− θ̂t(a)

〉]∣∣∣ . (4)

We show that for any x ∈ X and any p∗ ∈ PK , we have

T∑

t=1

〈
ℓ̂t(x), qt(x)− p∗(x)

〉
≤

T∑

t=1

{〈
ℓ̂t(x), qt(x) − qt+1(x)

〉
− 1

ηt
D
(
qt+1(x), qt(x)

)
−
(

1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)
H
(
qt(x)

)}
. (5)

This result follows from the definition of qt; that is,
〈

T∑

t=1

ℓ̂t(x), p
∗(x)

〉
+

1

ηT
ψ
(
p∗(x)

)

≥
〈

T∑

t=1

ℓ̂t(x), qT+1(x)

〉
+

1

ηT
ψ
(
qT+1(x)

)

≥
〈

T−1∑

t=1

ℓ̂t(x), qT+1(x)

〉
+
〈
ℓ̂T (x), qT+1(x)

〉
+

1

ηT
ψ
(
qT+1(x)

)

≥
〈

T−1∑

t=1

ℓ̂t(x), qT (x)

〉
+
〈
ℓ̂T (x), qT+1(x)

〉
+

1

ηT
ψ
(
qT (x)

)
+

1

ηT
D
(
qT+1, qT

)

≥
T∑

t=1

{〈
ℓ̂t(x), qt+1(x)

〉
+

(
1

ηt−1
− 1

ηt

)
ψ
(
qt(x)

)
+

1

ηt
D
(
qt+1, qt

)}
.

Combining (5) with (4) yields the statement.

Facts on the Tsallis entropy. The Bregman divergence associated with the α-Tsallis entropy

ψ(q(x)) = − 1

α


 ∑

a∈[K]

qαt (a | x) + 1




is given as the following lemma.

Lemma A.2. For any x ∈ X , α ∈ (0, 1), the α-Tsallis entropy ψ(q(x)) = − 1
α

(∑
a∈[K] q

α
t (a | x) + 1

)
and

p(x), q(x) ∈ PK(K), the Bregman divergence is given as

D
(
p(x), q(x)

)
=

1

α

∑

a∈[K]

(
qα(a | x) + α

(
p(a | x)− q(a | x)

)
qα−1(a | x)− pα(a | x)

)
=
∑

a∈[K]

d
(
p(a | x), q(a | x)

)
,

where for p, q ∈ (0, 1), we define

d
(
p, q
)
:=

1

α
qα + (p− q)qα−1 − 1

α
pα ≤ 1− α

2

(
min{p, q}

)α−2(
p− q

)2
.

Estimation error of Σ−1
t . When estimating Σ−1

t , we incur its estimation error. To measure the estimation

error, we focus on bias of θ̂t(Σ̂
†
t ) cased from the estimation error, which is upper bounded as follows:

Lemma A.3. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1–2.5 hold. Then, under the MGR with γt :=
8C2

ZCℓ log(T )
δλmin

ηt
√
ωt,

Mt =
1

8ηt
√
ωt

− 1 and δ = 1
C2

ZCℓ
, we have

∣∣∣E
[
〈Xt, θt − θ̂t(Σ̂

†
t )〉
]∣∣∣ ≤ CZCΘ

T
.
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Proof. As well as the proof of Lemma 5 in Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020), we have

∣∣∣E
[
〈φ(a,Xt), θt − θ̂t〉

]∣∣∣ ≤ CZCΘ exp (−γtδλminMt) .

Then, we have

exp (−γtδλminMt) = exp

(
−8C2

ZCℓ log(T )

λmin
ηt
√
ωt · δλminMt

)

≤ exp (−8 log(T )ηt
√
ωt ·Mt)

≤ exp

(
−8 log(T )ηt

√
ωt ·

{
1

8ηt
√
ωt

− 1

})
≤ exp (− log(T )) =

1

T
,

where recall that we defined Mt =
1

8ηt
√
ωt

− 1

Upper bound of the estimator of x⊤Σ̃−1
t z for x, z ∈ X . In our analysis, we are requred to upper bound

x⊤Σ̃−1
t Xt for any x ∈ X . This section provides an upper bound of x⊤Σ̂−1

t z for x, z ∈ X , which also gives an upper

bound for E
[
πt(a | X0)ℓ̂

2
t (a | X0) | Ft−1

]
.

Lemma A.4. When Σ̃−1
t = Σ̂−1

t , we consider the MGR with Mt = 1
8ηt

√
ωt

− 1 and δ = 1
C2

Z
Cℓ

. Suppose that

Assumptions 2.1, 2.3, and 2.5 hold. Then, for any x, z ∈ Z, it holds that

x⊤Σ̃−1
t z ≤ 1

Cℓ

1

8ηt
√
ωt

for Σ̃−1
t ∈

{
Σ−1

t , Σ̂−1
t

}
.

Proof. When Σ̃−1
t = Σ̂−1

t , the result follows from

∣∣∣x⊤Σ̃−1
t z

∣∣∣ ≤ C2
Z
∥∥Σ̂−1

t

∥∥
op

≤ C2
Zδ

(
1 +

M∑

m=1

∥∥V k
∥∥
op

)
≤ C2

Zδ(M + 1) = (M + 1)/Cℓ. (6)

When Σ̃−1
t = Σ−1

t , we obtain the result from Assumption 2.5 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

This lemma directly yields the following lemma.

Lemma A.5. When Σ̃−1
t = Σ̂−1

t , we consider the MGR with Mt = 1
4ηt

√
ωt

− 1 and δ = 1
C2

ZCℓ
. Suppose that

Assumptions 2.1–2.5 hold. Then, for any x, z ∈ Z, from (6), it holds that

∣∣∣ℓ̂t(a, x)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣x⊤(a)Σ̃†
tφ

⊤(a,Xt)ℓt(a,Xt)
∣∣∣ ≤

{
C2

Zδ(M + 1)
}
· Cℓ ≤

1

8ηt
√
ωt

for Σ̃−1
t ∈

{
Σ−1

t , Σ̂−1
t

}
.

Proof. When Σ̃−1
t = Σ̂−1

t , from Lemma A.4, the result follows from

∣∣∣ℓ̃t(a, x)
∣∣∣ ≤ Cℓ

1

Cℓ

1

8ηt
√
ωt

=
1

8ηt
√
ωt
.

When Σ̃−1
t = Σ−1

t , the result follows from
∣∣∣ℓ̂t(a, x)

∣∣∣ ≤ Cℓ

∣∣∣x⊤(a)Σ̃†
tφ

⊤(a,Xt)
∣∣∣ ≤ Cℓ

1
Cℓ

1
8ηt

√
ωt
.
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Margin condition. To utilize a margin condition for deriving a regret upper bound, we show the following
lemma. The proof is shown in Appendix B.

Lemma A.6. Let U ∈ [0, 1] and V ∈ R be some random variables. Let ∆∗ > 0 be some universal constant. For
β ∈ (0,∞], if the random variable U has a mean E[U ] = µ and the random variable V satisfies

F (h) := P
(
V ≤ h

)
≤ 1

2

(
h

∆∗

)β

for any h ∈ [0,∆∗], and µ ∈
[
0, 12
]
holds, then

E
[
UV

]
≥ ∆∗β

2(1 + β)
(2µ)

1+β

β

holds.

A.2 Stability and Penalty Decomposition

Following the standard analysis of FTRL methods, we decompose the regret into stability and penalty terms.
Based on the result in Lemma A.1, let us define rT (x) as

rT (x) := E

[
T∑

t=1

{
Cℓγt +

〈
ℓ̂t(X0), qt(X0)− qt+1(X0)

〉
− 1

ηt
D(qt+1(X0), qt(X0))−

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)
H
(
qt(X0)

)
| X0 = x

]
.

This function rT (x) bounds RT as

RT ≤ E
[
rT (X0)

]
+ 2

T∑

t=1

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E
[
〈Xt, θt(a)− θ̂t(a)〉

]∣∣∣
︸ ︷︷ ︸

= bias term

.

The standard FTRL analysis breaks the pseudo-regret into penalty and stability terms. Following this approach,
we decompose the pointwise regret upper bound rT (x) as follows:

rT (x) = E

[
T∑

t=1

{
Cℓγt +

〈
ℓ̂t(X0), qt(X0)− qt+1(X0)

〉
− 1

ηt
D(qt+1(X0), qt(X0)) | X0 = x

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
= stability term

− E

[
T∑

t=1

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)
H
(
qt(X0)

)
| X0 = x

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
= penalty term

. (7)

where L̂t(x) =
∑t

s=1 ℓ̂s(x).
We show upper bounds by upper bounding the stabioity, penalty, and bias terms.

A.3 Upper Bounds for the Stability, Penalty, and Bias Terms

In this section, for any x ∈ X , we derive upper bounds for the following terms separately:

stabilityt(x) := Cℓγt +
〈
ℓ̂t(x), qt(x) − qt+1(x)

〉
− 1

ηt
D(qt+1(x), qt(x)), (8)

penaltyt(x) := −
(

1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)
H
(
qt(X0)

)
, (9)

bias :=

T∑

t=1

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E
[
〈Xt, θt(a)− θ̂t(a)〉

]∣∣∣ . (10)
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(I) Bounding the stability term. To bound the stability term, we obtain the following lemma. Recall that
for any x ∈ X and q(x) ∈ PK , we defined a†(x) ∈ argmaxa∈[K] q(a | x).

Lemma A.7. Consider the 1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. Assumptions 2.1, and 2.3–2.5 hold.

If

|ℓt(a | x)| ≤ 1− α

4
min

{
q(a†(x) | x), 1 − q(a†(x) | x)

}α−1

holds for all a ∈ [K]\a†, the we have

〈
ℓ̂t(x), q(x) − p(x)

〉
− 1

ηt
D(p(x), q(x))

≤ 4

1− α




∑

a 6=a†(x)

q2−α(a | x)ℓ2t (a | x) + min
{
q(a†(x) | x), 1− q(a†(x) | x)

}2−α
ℓ2t (a

†(x), x)


 .

The proof is shown in Appendix C.1. By using this lemma, we show the following upper bound for the stability
term.

Lemma A.8 (Upper bound for the stability term). Consider the 1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
.

Assumptions 2.1, and 2.3–2.5 hold. Consider T0 ∈ [T ] such that

T0 ≥





4
(

8C2
ZCℓ

λmin
c†
)2 √

K(
d+ 1

λmin

) if Σ̃−1
t = Σ−1

t

4
(

8C2
ZCℓ log(T )
λmin

c†
)2 √

K(
d+ log(T )

λmin

) if Σ̃−1
t = Σ̂−1

t

. (11)

If mina ηtℓ̂t(a, x) = mina ηtφ
⊤(a, x

)
Σ̃†

tφ
(
a,Xt

)
ℓt(a,Xt) ≥ −1 holds, then for all t ≥ T0

stabilityt(x) ≤ 2ηt
√
ωt

∑

a∈[K]

ℓ̂2t (a | x)πt(a | x)

holds, where recall that the stability term stabilityt(x) is defined in (8).

Note that the condition “t ≥ T0” is introduced to specify a range of t, where γt ≤ 1/2 holds from the definitions
of γt, γ̃t, and ηt. When Σ−1

t is given, recall that we have γt = min{1, γt},

ηt = c†

√√√√
√
K

t
(
d+ 1

λmin

) , and γ̃t =
8C2

ZCℓ

λmin
ηt
√
ωt.

Here. we have

γ̃t ≤
8C2

ZCℓ

λmin
c†

√√√√
√
K

t
(
d+ 1

λmin

) .

Then, we have

γt ≤
8C2

ZCℓ

λmin
c†

√√√√
√
K

t
(
d+ 1

λmin

) .

Therefore, γt ≤ 1/2 holds for t > T0 such that

T0 ≥ 4

(
8C2

ZCℓ

λmin
c†
)2 √

K(
d+ 1

λmin

) . (12)
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Similarly, when Σ̃−1
t = Σ̂−1

t , γt ≤ 1/2 holds for t > T0 such that

T0 ≥ 4

(
8C2

ZCℓ log(T )

λmin
c†
)2 √

K(
d+ log(T )

λmin

) . (13)

Proof of Lemma A.8. We first check the condition of Lemma A.7. From Lemma A.5, we have

ηt

∣∣∣ℓ̂t(a, x)
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

8
√
ωt
.

Additionally, we have

ωt ≥ qt
(
a | x

)
∀a ∈ [K], ∀x ∈ X ,

ωt ≥
(
1− qt

(
a | x

))
∀a ∈ [K], ∀x ∈ X ,

which yields

1√
ωt

≤ 1

min
{
qt
(
a | x

)
,
(
1− qt

(
a | x

))}1/2
.

Therefore,

ηt

∣∣∣ℓ̂t(a, x)
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

8

1

min
{
qt
(
a | x

)
,
(
1− qt

(
a | x

))}1/2
.

holds.

Then, by using this results, from Lemma A.7, for any x ∈ X , we obtain

〈
ℓ̂t(x), qt(x) − qt+1(x)

〉
− 1

ηt
D(qt+1(x), qt(x))

=
1

ηt

{〈
ηtℓ̂t(x), qt(x) − qt+1(x)

〉
−D(qt+1(x), qt(x))

}

≤ ηt





∑

a 6=a†
t (x)

ℓ̂2t
(
a | x

)
q
3/2
t

(
a | x

)
+ ℓ̂2t

(
a†t (x) | x

)
min

{
qt
(
a†t (x) | x

)
, 1− qt

(
a†t(x) | x

)}3/2





≤ ηt





∑

a 6=a†
t (x)

ℓ̂2t
(
a | x

)
qt
(
a | x

)√
ωt + ℓ̂2t

(
a†t (x) | x

)
qt
(
a†t(x)

(
1− qt

(
a†t (x) | x

))1/2




≤ √
ωtηt

∑

a∈[K]

ℓ̂2t (a | x)qt(a | x) ≤ 2
√
ωtηt

∑

a∈[K]

ℓ̂2t (a | x)πt(a | x),

Here, we used

min
{
qt
(
a†t (x) | x

)
, 1− qt

(
a†t(x) | x

)}3/2

= min
{
qt
(
a†t (x) | x

)
, 1− qt

(
a†t(x) | x

)}
min

{
qt
(
a†t (x) | x

)
, 1− qt

(
a†t (x) | x

)}1/2

≤ qt
(
a†t(x) | x

){
1− qt

(
a†t(x)

}1/2

∀x ∈ X ,

from the definition of a†(x) | x) and ωt. We also used πt ≥ (1− γt)qt ≥ qt/2.

This completes the proof.
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(II) Bounding the penalty term. Next, we bound penaltyt(x).

Lemma A.9 (Upper bound of the penalty term). For any α ∈ [0, 1], the penalty term of α-LC-Tsallis-INF satisfies

penaltyt(x) = −
(

1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)
H
(
qt(x)

)
≤ 2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt,

where recall that the penalty term penaltyt(x) is defined in (9).

Proof. The statement directly follows from the following inequality: for any x ∈ X ,

−H(qt(x)) = 2


∑

a∈[K]

√
qt(a | x)− 1


 ≤ 2

∑

a 6=a†(x)

√
qt(a | x)

≤ 2

√
(K − 1)

∑

a 6=a†(x)

qt(a | x) = 2

√
(K − 1)(1− qt(a

†
t(x) | x)) ≤ 2

√
Kωt.

(iii) Bounding the bias term. Lastly, we upper bound the bias term, which appears from the estimation error
of Σ−1

t .

Corollary A.10. If Σ̃†
t = Σ−1

t , then we have

bias = 0.

If Σ̃†
t = Σ−1

t , suppose that Assumptions 2.1–2.5 hold. Then, under the MGR with γt :=
8C2

ZCℓ log(T )
δλmin

ηt
√
ωt, Mt =

1
8ηt

√
ωt

− 1 and δ = 1
C2

Z
Cℓ

, we have

bias ≤ 2CZCΘ.

Recall that the bias term bias is defined in (10).

Proof. If Σ̃†
t = Σ−1

t , then bias = 0 holds from the definition of the bias term bias.

If Σ̃†
t = Σ−1

t , and the conditions hold, then Lemma A.3 directly yields Lemma A.10.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 6.1

Then, we prove Theorem 6.1 as follows.

Proof. We prove the regret upper bound only when the true Σ−1
t is given. We omit the proof of regret upper

bound where Σ−1
t is approximated by the MGR algorithm because we can show it similarly.

From Lemma A.8, for

T0 ≥





4
(

8C2
ZCℓ

λmin
c†
)2 √

K(
d+ 1

λmin

) if Σ̃−1
t = Σ−1

t

4
(

8C2
ZCℓ log(T )
λmin

c†
)2 √

K(
d+ log(T )

λmin

) if Σ̃−1
t = Σ̂−1

t

,

we have

stabilityt(x) ≤ 2ηt
√
ωt

∑

a∈[K]

ℓ̂2t (a | x)πt(a | x).

for all t ≥ T0.
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From Lemma A.9, we have

penaltyt(x) ≤ 2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt.

Therefore, for t ≥ T0, we can bound the pointwise regret as

rt(x) ≤ 2
√
ωtηt

∑

a∈[K]

ℓ̂2t (a | x)πt(a | x) + 2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt + Cℓγt.

From the regret decomposition using the stability, penalty, and bias terms in (7), we have

RT ≤ E [stabilityt(X0)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
-

E [penaltyt(X0)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
= penalty term

+bias

≤ 2T0Cℓ +
T∑

t=T0+1

E


√ωtηt

∑

a∈[K]

ℓ̂2t (a | X0)πt(a | X0) + 2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt + Cℓγt


+ bias

≤ 2T0Cℓ +
T∑

t=1

E


√ωtηt

∑

a∈[K]

ℓ̂2t (a | X0)πt(a | X0) + 2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt + γt


+ bias

= 2T0Cℓ +

T∑

t=1

E


√ωtηtθ̂

⊤
t


 ∑

a∈[K]

πt(a | X0)φ(a,X0)φ
⊤(a,X0)


 + 2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt + Cℓγt


+ bias

= 2T0Cℓ +

T∑

t=1

E

[√
ωtηtθ̂

⊤
t Σt + 2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt + Cℓγt

]
+ bias.

When the true Σ−1
t is given, we have

RT ≤ 2T0Cℓ +O

(
T∑

t=1

E

[√
ωtηtφ

⊤(a,Xt)Σ
−1
t ΣtΣ

−1
t φ(At, Xt) + 2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt + γt

])

≤ 2T0Cℓ +O

(
T∑

t=1

E

[√
ωtηtd+ ηt2

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
Kωt + γt

])

= O

(
E

[
T∑

t=1

(
ηt

(
d+

1

λmin

)
+

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt−1

)√
K

)√
ωt

])
,

where we used bias = 0. Because we defined ηt = c†
√ √

K

t
(
d+ 1

λmin

) , we have

RT = O


E




T∑

t=1

√√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
ωt

√
t




 .

When Σ−1
t is approximated by the MGR algorithm, we have

RT ≤ 2T0Cℓ +O

(
T∑

t=1

E

[√
ωtη

⊤
φ (a,Xt)Σ

−1
t ΣtΣ

−1
t φ(At, Xt) + 2

√
Kωt + γt + bias

])

≤ 2T0Cℓ +O

(
T∑

t=1

E

[√
ωtηtd+ ηt2

√
Kωt + γt + bias

])
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= O

( √
K log(T )

λmin(d/ log(T ) + 1)
+ E

[
T∑

t=1

(
ηt

(
d+

log(T )

λmin

)
+

(
1

ηt
− 1

ηt

)√
K

)√
ωt

])
,

where we used Tbias = CZCΘ from Lemma A.3. Because we defined ηt = c†
√ √

K

t
(
d+ log(T )

λmin

) , we have

RT = O




√
K log(T )

λmin(d/ log(T ) + 1)
+ E




T∑

t=1

√√
K
(
d+ log(T )

λmin

)
ωt

√
t




 .

A.5 Proof of Theorem 6.3

As we discussed in the proof of Lemma A.8, from the definitions of γt, γ̃t, and ηt, there exists T0 > 0 such that
for all t > T0, γt ≤ 1/2 holds. Since

RT ≥ E




T∑

t=1

∆(Xt)
∑

a 6=a∗
T
(Xt)

πt(a | Xt)




holds, by using a†T , the regret is lower bounded as

RT ≥ E




T∑

t=1

∆(Xt)
∑

a 6=a∗
T
(Xt)

πt(a | Xt)


 ≥ 1

2
E




T∑

t=T0+1

∆(Xt)
∑

a 6=a∗
T
(Xt)

qt(a | Xt)




≥ 1

2
E

[
T∑

t=T0+1

∆(Xt)
(
1− qt(a

∗
T (Xt) | Xt)

)
]
≥ 1

2
E

[
T∑

t=T0+1

∆(Xt)
(
1− qt(a

†
T (Xt) | Xt)

)
]
.

where we used πt(a | x) ≥ (1− γt)qt(a | x) ≥ qt(a | x)/2 for any a ∈ [K] and x ∈ X .

Proof of Theorem 6.4. We use the statement in Theorem 6.1 and results in its proof. From the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and the Jensen inequality, we have

RT = 2T0Cℓ +O


E




T∑

t=T0+1

√√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
ωt

√
t






= 2T0Cℓ +O



√
√
K

(
d+

1

λmin

)√√√√
T∑

t=T0+1

1

t

√√√√
T∑

t=1

E [ωt]




= 2T0Cℓ +O



√
√
K

(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√
T∑

t=T0+1

E [ωt]


 .

Let c be a universal constant such that 0 < c < 1. Let ẼX
t be expectation of X over X̃t. Let X̃t be a subset of

X defined as follows:

X̃t :=
{
x ∈ X : min

a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | x)

}
≥ cωt

}
,

where recall that ωt = maxx∈X

(
1− qt

(
a†t(x)

))
. We use

Ẽ
X
t

[
min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}
| Ft−1

]
=
∑

s∈X̃t

min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | s)

}
PX0∼G(X0 = s).
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Note that argmaxx∈X mina∈[K]

{
1 − qt(a | x)

}
∈ X̃t by definition, where ωt = supx∈X mina∈[K]

{
1 − qt(a | x)

}
=

maxx∈X mina∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | x)

}
holds.

Then we have

ωt

ẼX
t

[
mina∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}
| Ft−1

] ≤ cL.

Therefore, we have

RT = 2T0Cℓ +O



√√

K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√
T∑

t=T0+1

E [ωt]




= 2T0Cℓ +O



√√

K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√
T∑

t=T0+1

E

[
ωtẼ

X
t

[
mina∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}
| Ft−1

]

ẼX
t

[
mina∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}
| Ft−1

]
]


= 2T0Cℓ +O



√√

K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√
T∑

t=T0+1

E

[
cLẼX

t

[
min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}
| Ft−1

]]


= 2T0Cℓ +O



√√

K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√L

T∑

t=T0+1

E

[
ẼX
t

[
min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}
| Ft−1

]]
 .

Note that for any x ∈ X , it holds that

min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | x)

}
≤ 1

2
.

Therefore, from Lemma A.6, we have

E

[
∆(X0) min

a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}]
≥ ∆∗

β

1 + β

(
E

[
min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}]) 1+β

β

,

which yields

E

[
min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}]
≤
(
1 + β

β∆∗
E

[
∆(X0) min

a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}]) β

1+β

.

From the definition of ẼX
t , we also have

E

[
Ẽ
X
t

[
min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}
| Ft−1

]]
≤ E

[
min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}]

Therefore, we obtain

RT = 2T0Cℓ +O



√
L
√
K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√
T∑

t=T0+1

E

[
ẼX
t

[
min
a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}
| Ft−1

]]


= O



√
L
√
K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√
T∑

t=1

(
1 + β

β∆∗
E

[
∆(X0) min

a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}]) β

1+β




= O




√
L
√
K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√√T
1

1+β

(
1 + β

β∆∗

T∑

t=1

E

[
∆(X0) min

a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}]
) β

1+β


 .
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From the definition of the regret, as discussed in (1),

RT ≥
T∑

t=1

E
[
∆(Xt)

(
1− πt(a

†(Xt) | Xt)
)]

≥ 1

2

T∑

t=1

E

[
∆(X0) min

a∈[K]

{
1− qt(a | X0)

}]

holds. Therefore, we obtain

RT = O



√
L
√
K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

√√√√
T

1
1+β

(
1 + β

β∆∗

) β

1+β

R
β

2(1+β)


 .

Finally, we obtain

RT = O

({
1 + β

β∆∗

} β

2+β
{
L
√
K
(
d+

1

λmin

)
log(T )

} 1+β

2+β

T
1

2+β

)
.

A.6 Proof of Theorem 6.4

Proof of Theorem 6.4. We prove the regret upper bound only when the true Σ−1
t is given. We omit the proof of

regret upper bound where Σ−1
t is approximated by the MGR algorithm because we can show it similarly.

Recall that from the definitions of γt, γ̃t, and ηt, for all t ≥ T0 such that

T0 ≥ 4

(
8C2

ZCℓ

λmin
c†
)2 √

K(
d+ 1

λmin

) ,

we have γt ≤ 1/2.
From the Jensen inequality, we have

RT = O


E




T∑

t=1

√√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)
ωt

√
t






= O


T0 +

√
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

K − 1

T∑

t=T0+1

∑

a 6=a∗

√
E
[
minb∈[K]

{
1− qt(b | X0)

}]

t




= O


T0 +

√
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

K − 1

T∑

t=1

∑

a 6=a∗

√
ut
t


 ,

where a∗ ∈ [K] is an arbitrary arm just put for using the result of Theorem 4 in Masoudian & Seldin (2021), and

ut =

{
E
[
minb∈[K]

{
1− qt(b | X0)

}]
if t ≥ T0

0 if t < T0
.

Note that the sum
∑

a 6=a∗ is introduced just for satisfying the conditions of Theorem 4 in Masoudian & Seldin
(2021), although it apparently looks a bit meaningless.

Recall that from Definition 4.2, we have

RT ≥ E




T∑

t=1

∑

a 6=a∗
t (Xt)

∆t(a | Xt)πt(a | Xt)


− C.
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Therefore, we have

RT ≥ 1

2
E




T∑

t=T0+1

∑

a 6=a∗
t (Xt)

∆t(a | Xt)qt(a | Xt)


− C

≥ 1

2
∆∗E




T∑

t=T0+1

∑

a 6=a∗
t (Xt)

qt(a | Xt)


− C

≥ 1

2
∆∗E

[
T∑

t=T0+1

min
b∈[K]

{
1− qt(b | X0)

}
]
− C

=
1

2

T∑

t=T0+1

∑

a 6=a∗

∆∗
K − 1

E

[
min
b∈[K]

{
1− qt(b | X0)

}]
− C

=
1

2

T∑

t=1

∑

a 6=a∗

∆∗
K − 1

ut − C,

where recall that in Definition 4.2, we assumed that there exists ∆∗ > 0 such that for all a ∈ [K] and any x ∈ X ,
∆t(a | x) > ∆∗ holds.

From Theorem 4 in Masoudian & Seldin (2021), we obtain

RT = O


T0 +




√
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

K − 1




2

(K − 1)2

∆∗

T∑

t=1



log(T ) + 3− 2 log




√
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

K − 1








+ C

= O


T0 +

L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

∆∗

T∑

t=1



log(T ) + 3− 2 log




√
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

K − 1








+ C.

Moreover for K−1
∆∗

(
log
(

T∆2
∗

K−1

)
+ 1
)
≤ C ≤ ∆∗T ≤ C ≤ ∆∗T , we have

RT = O


T0 +

√
CL

√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

∆∗

T∑

t=1

{√
log+

(
∆∗T

C

)
+ 2

}
+W,

where

W :=
L
√
K
(
d+ 1

λmin

)

∆∗

(
log+

(
∆∗T

C

)
+

√
2 log+

(
∆∗T

C

)
+ 2

)
.

By substituting T0 = 4
(
8C2

ZCℓ

λmin
c†
)2 √

K(
d+ 1

λmin

) , we obtain the statement.

B Proof of Lemma A.6

Proof. For simplicity, let us assume that V has a density function. This assumption implies that the cumulative
density function of V is a continuous and monotonically increasing function. Then, Z := F (V ) follows the uniform
distribution Unif[0, 1] over the support [0, 1].

Let us define
g(z) := E[U | Z = z].

Then, we have g(z) ∈ [0, 1], and the expected values of U and UV are given as follows:

E
[
U
]
= E

W∼Unif[0,1]
[g(W )] =

∫ 1

0

g(W )dw = µ, (14)
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E
[
UV

]
= E

W∼Unif[0,1]
[g(W )F−1(W )] =

∫ 1

0

g(w)F−1(w)dw, (15)

where EW∼J denotes an expectation operator for a random variable W under a probability distribution J .
Here, note that F−1 is a monotonically decreasing function. Therefore, for g(w) ∈ [0, 1], under (14), a function

g∗ minimizes (15) if g∗(w) := 1[w ≤ µ].
In conclusion, we obtain

E[UV ] ≥
∫ 1

0

g∗(w)F−1(w)dz =

∫ µ

0

F−1(w)dw. (16)

Furthermore, because we assumed F (h) ≤ 1
2

(
h
∆∗

)β
for any h ∈ [D,∆∗], we have F−1(w) ≥ ∆∗(2w)

1
β for w ∈

[F (D), F (∆∗)] =
[
1
2

D
∆∗
, 12

]
, which implies

∫ µ

0

F−1(w)dw ≥
∫ µ

0

∆∗(2w)
1
β dw ≥

∫ µ

1
2

D
∆∗

∆∗(2w)
1
β dw =

∆∗
2(1 + β)

(2µ)
1+β

β , (17)

where we used 0 ≤ µ ≤ 1
2 . From (16) and (17), we obtain the statement.

C Proof of Lemma A.7

To show Lemma A.7, we show the following lemmas.

Lemma C.1. For p, q ∈ [0, 1] and ℓ ≥ − 1−α
2 qα−1, we have

ℓ ·
(
q − p

)
− d
(
p, q
)
≤ 2q2−αℓ2

1− α
. (18)

The proof is shown in Appendix C.

Lemma C.2. Given x ∈ X , fix arbitrary a†(x) ∈ [K] and q ∈ PK . If ℓt(a | x) ≥ − 1−α
4 qα−1(a | x) for all a ∈ [K].

then we have

〈
ℓt(x), q(x) − p(x)

〉
−D(p, q) ≤ 4

1− α



∑

a∈[K]

q2−α(a | x)ℓ2t (a | x)


 (19)

for any p ∈ PK.
If ℓt(a

†(x) | x) ≤ − 1−α
4 qα−1(a†(x) | x) for all a ∈ [K]\{a†(x)}. then we have

〈
ℓt(x), q(x) − p(x)

〉
−D(p, q) ≤ 4

1− α




∑

a 6=a†(x)

q2−α(a | x)ℓ2t (a | x) +
(
1− q(a†(x) | x)

)2−α
ℓ2t (a

†(x) | x)


 (20)

for any p ∈ PK.

The proof is shown in Appendix C.2.
Then, we prove Lemma A.7 as follows.

Proof of Lemma A.7. By definition of a†(x), for all a ∈ [K]\{a†(x)}, we have

q
(
a | x

)
≤ q
(
a†(x)

)
and q

(
a | x

)
≤ 1− q

(
a†(x)

)
.

Then, for all a ∈ [K]\{a†(x)}, from
∣∣ℓt(a | x)

∣∣ ≤ 1−α
4 min

{
q
(
a†(x) | x

)
, 1− q

(
a†(x), x

)}α−1
, we have

∣∣ℓt(a | x)
∣∣ ≤ 1− α

4
min

{
q
(
a†(x) | x

)
, 1− q

(
a†(x), x

)}α−1 ≤ 1− α

4
qα−1(a | x)
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If q
(
a†(x | x)

)
≤ 1− q

(
a†(x | x)

)
, from (19) in Lemma C.2, we have

〈
ℓ̂t(x), q(x) − p(x)

〉
−D(p(x), q(x))

≤ 4

1− α


 ∑

a∈[K]

q2−α(a | x)ℓ2t (a | x)




≤ 4

1− α


 ∑

a 6=a†(x)

q2−α(a | x)ℓ2t (a | x) + min
{
q(a†(x) | x), 1− q(a†(x) | x)

}2−α
ℓ2t (a

†(x), x)


 .

If q
(
a†(x | x)

)
> 1− q

(
a†(x | x)

)
, from (20) in Lemma C.2, we have

〈
ℓ̂t(x), q(x) − p(x)

〉
−D(p(x), q(x))

≤ 4

1− α




∑

a 6=a†(x)

q2−α(a | x)ℓ2t (a | x) +
(
1− q(a†(x) | x)

)2−α
ℓ2t (a

†(x), x)




≤ 4

1− α




∑

a 6=a†(x)

q2−α(a | x)ℓ2t (a | x) + min
{
q(a†(x) | x), 1− q(a†(x) | x)

}2−α
ℓ2t (a

†(x), x)


 .

C.1 Proof of Lemma C.1

Proof. For any given q and ℓ, the LHS of (18) is concave in p. Hence, this is maximized when

d

dp

{
ℓ ·
(
q − p

)
− d
(
p, q
)}

= −ℓ− qα−1 + pα−1 = 0. (21)

We then have

p =
(
qα−1 + ℓ

) 1
α−1 ≤

(
qα−1 − 1− α

2
qα−1

) 1
α−1

= q

(
1− 1− α

2

) 1
α−1

≤ 2q, (22)

where the first equality follows from (21) and the first inequality follows from the assumption of ℓ ≥ − 1−α
2 qα−1.

Furthermore, from the intermediate value theorem and the fact that pα−2 is monotone decreasing in p, we have

∣∣ℓ
∣∣ =

∣∣pα−1 − qα−1
∣∣

≥ min
{∣∣(α− 1)pα−2

∣∣,
∣∣(α− 1)qα−2

∣∣
}∣∣p− q

∣∣

= (1− α)max
{
p, q
}α−2∣∣p− q

∣∣,

where the first inequality follows from (21) and the second inequality follows from the intermediate value theorem.
This implies

∣∣p− q
∣∣ ≤ 1

1− α
·max

{
p, q
}2−α∣∣ℓ

∣∣. (23)

We then have

ℓ · (p− q)− d(p, q) ≤
∣∣ℓ
∣∣∣∣q − p

∣∣ ≤ ℓ2

1− α
max

{
p, q
}2−α ≤ 4ℓ2

1− α
q2−α,

where the second inequality follows from (23) and the last inequality follows from (22).
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C.2 Proof of Lemma C.2

Proof. We have

〈
ℓt(x), q(x) − p(x)

〉
−D(p, q)

=
1

2

∑

a 6=a†(x)

{
2ℓt(a | x) ·

(
q(a | x)− p(a | x)

)
− d
(
p(a | x), q(a | x)

)}

+
1

2


2ℓt(a

†(x) | x) ·
(
q(a†(x) | x) − p(a†(x) | x)

)
− d
(
p(a†(x) | x), q(a†(x) | x)

)
−

∑

a 6=a†(x)

d
(
p(a | x), q(a | x)

)



≤ 1

2

∑

a 6=a†(x)

{
2ℓt(a | x) ·

(
q(a | x)− p(a | x)

)
− d
(
p(a | x), q(a | x)

)}

+
1

2
min

(
2ℓt(a

†(x) | x) ·
(
q(a†(x) | x)− p(a†(x) | x)

)
− d
(
p(a†(x) | x), q(a†(x) | x)

)
,

2ℓt(a
†(x) ·

(
q(a†(x) | x) − p(a†(x) | x)

)
−

∑

a 6=a†(x)

d
(
p(a | x), q(a | x)

)
)
.

From Lemma C.1, if ℓt(a | x) ≥ − 1−α
2 qα−1(a | x), we have

2ℓt(a
†(x) ·

(
q(a†(x) | x)− p(a†(x) | x)

)
−

∑

a 6=a†(x)

d
(
p(a | x), q(a | x)

)
≤ 8q2−α(a | x)ℓ2t (a | x)

1− α
.

Furthermore, we have

(
q(a†(x) | x)− p(a†(x) | x)

)
=
(
1− p(a†(x)

)
−
(
1− q(a†(x) | x)

)
=

∑

a 6=a†(x)

(
p(a | x)− q(a | x)

)
.

As we have
(
1 − q(a†(x) | x)

)α−1 ≤ qα−1(a | x) for any a ∈ [K]\{a†(x)}, if ℓt(a†(x) | x) ≤ 1−α
4

(
1 − q(a†(x) |

x)
)α−1

, we then have

−ℓt(a†(x) | x) ≥ −1− α

4
qα−1(a | x)

for any a ∈ [K]\{a†(x)}. Hence, Lemma C.1 implies

2ℓt(a
†(x) | x) ·

(
q(a†(x) | x)− p(a†(x) | x)

)
−

∑

a 6=a†(x)

d
(
p(a | x), q(a | x)

)

=
∑

a 6=a†(x)

{
− 2ℓt(a

†(x) | x) ·
(
q(a | x)− p(a | x)

)
− d
(
p(a | x), q(a | x)

)}

≤ 2

1− α

∑

a 6=a†(x)

(
2ℓt(a

†(x) | x)
)2
q2−α(a†(x) | x)

≤ 8

1− α

∑

a 6=a†(x)

ℓ2t (a
†(x) | x)


 ∑

a 6=a†(x)

q(a | x)




2−α

=
8

1− α

(
1− q(a†(x) | x)

)2−α
ℓ2t (a

†(x) | x).
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D The BoBW-RealFTRL with the Feature Map

In Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020), Kato & Ito (2023), and Kuroki et al. (2023), the focus is on arm-independent
contexts, and linear models are considered, defined as ℓt(a, x) =

〈
x, θt(a)

〉
+ εt(a), where x ∈ R

d represents a
d-dimensional (arm-independent) context, and θt(a) is a d-dimensional arm-dependent regression coefficient. This
paper modifies the BoBW-RealFTRL proposed by Kato & Ito (2023), which is almost the same as the FTRL-LC
independently proposed by Kuroki et al. (2023), and its regret upper bound for the arm-dependent feature setting.
These algorithms employ the Shannon-entropy, instead of the Tsallis-entropy, in the FTRL.

D.1 The BoBWRealFTRL

Then, we define our policy, called the BoBW-RealFTRL, as

πt(Xt) := (1 − γt)qt(Xt) + γte
∗(Xt), (24)

where

qt(x) ∈ argmin
q∈PK

{
t−1∑

s=1

〈
ℓ̂s(x), q

〉
+

1

ηt
ψ(q)

}
for t ≥ 2,

q1(x) := (1/K 1/K · · · 1/K)⊤,

ψ(q(x)) := −
∑

a∈[K]

q(a | x) log
(

1

q(a | x)

)
,

1

ηt+1
:=

1

ηt
+

1

η1

1√
1 +

(
log(K)

)−1∑t
s=1H

(
qs(Xs)

) .

Let ψt(q(x)) :=
1
ηt
ψ(q(x)).

Then, as well as the α-LC-Tsallis-INF, we consider two cases where the true Σ−1
t is given, and it is approximated

by using finite samples generated from G. For each case, we specify the remaining parameters in the FTRL-based
algorithm.

The BoBW-RealFTRL with Σ−1
t . First, we consider a case where the true Σ−1

t is given. In this case, we
specify the remaining parameters as follows:

1

η1
:= ζ

√
log(T )

(
1

δλmin log(K)
+ d

)
, quadand γt :=

ηt
2λmin

.

The BoBW-RealFTRL with an approximated Σ−1
t . Next, we consider a case where Σ−1

t is approximated
by using the MGR algorithm defined in Algorithm 2. In this case, we set the parameters as follows:

1

η1
:= ζ

√
log(T )

(
log(T )

δλmin log(K)
+ d

)
,

γt :=
ηt

2λmin
log(T ),

Mt :=
2

ηt
− 1, and δ :=

1

C2
ZCℓ

.
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Algorithm 3 BoBW-RealFTRL.

Parameter: Learning rate η1, η2, . . . , ηT > 0.
Initialization: Set θ0 = 0.
for t = 1, . . . , T do
Observe Xt.
Draw At ∈ [K] following the policy πt(Xt) := (1− γt)qt(Xt) + γte

∗(Xt) defined in (24).
Observe the loss ℓt(At, Xt).

Compute θ̂t.
end for

D.2 Regret Analysis

This section provides upper bounds for the regret of our proposed BoBW-RealFTRL algorithm.
To derive upper bounds, we define the following quantities:

Q(a∗T | x) =
T∑

t=1

{
1− qt

(
a∗T (x) | x

)}
,

Q(a∗T ) = E [Q(a∗T | X0)] .

As well as ξTsallis
(
Σ̃†

t

)
, for the BoBW-RealFTRL with a regression coefficient estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
, let us define

ξShannon
(
Σ̃†

t

)
:=




log(K)

(
1

λmin
+ d
)

if Σ̃†
t = Σ−1

t

log(K)
(

log(T )
λmin

+ d
)

if Σ̃†
t = Σ̂−1

t

.

Then, we show the following upper bound, which holds for general cases such as adversarial and stochastic
regimes. We show the proof in Sections E.1 and E.2.

Theorem D.1 (General regret bounds). Consider the BoBW-RealFTRL with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. Assump-

tions 2.1–2.5 hold. Then, the decision-maker incurs the following regret:

RT = O




η1log(T )

ξShannon
(
Σ̃†

t

)

log(K)
+

1

η1

√
log(K)


√log(KT )max

{
Q

1/2
(a∗T ), 1

}

 .

For each situation, we derive a specific upper bound. The proof is shown in Appendix E.
First, from Q(a∗T ) ≤ T , the following regret bound holds without any assumptions on the loss; that is, it holds

in an adversarial regime.

Theorem D.2 (Regret upper bound in an adversarial regime). Consider the BoBW-RealFTRL with the estimator

θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. Assume that the loss is generated under an adversarial regime. Suppose that Assumption 2.1 and 2.3

hold. Then, the regret satisfies

RT = O

(
log(KT )

√
T log(T )ξShannon

(
Σ̃†

t

))
.

Next, we derive a regret upper bound in a stochastic regime with a margin condition.

Theorem D.3 (Regret upper bound in a stochastic regime with a margin condition). Consider the BoBW-

RealFTRL with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. Assume that the loss is generated under a stochastic regime with a margin

condition (Definition 4.1). Suppose that Assumption 2.1, 2.3–2.5 hold. Then, the regret satisfies

RT = O



{
1 + β

β∆∗

} β

2+β

{
log(KT )

√
log(T )ξShannon

(
Σ̃†

t

)} 1+β

2+β

T
1

2+β


 .
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We omit the proof because it is almost the same as that for Theorem 6.3 for the 1/2-LC-Tsallis-INF
Furthermore, we derive a regret bound under the linear contextual adversarial regime with a self-bounding

constraint. The proof is provided in Appendix E.3

Theorem D.4 (Regret bounds under the linear contextual adversarial regime with a self-bounding constraint).

Consider the BoBW-RealFTRL with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
. Assume that the loss is generated under a linear

contextual adversarial regime with a self-bounding constraint (Definition 4.2). Suppose that Assumption 2.1, 2.3–
2.5 hold. Then, the regret satisfies

RT = O

(
D

∆∗
+

√
CD

∆∗

)
,

where D = log(T )ξShannon
(
Σ̃†

t

)
log(KT ).

Note that the BoBW-RealFTRL does not require Assumption 2.2 in stochastic regimes.

E Proof of Theorems D.1 and D.4

E.1 Preliminaries for the Proof of Theorem D.1

Let X0 be a sample from the context distribution G independent of FT . Let Dt(p, q) denote the Bregman
divergence of p.q ∈ Π with respect to ψt; that is,

Dt(p, q) = ψt(p)− ψt(q)−
〈
∇ψt(q), p− q

〉
.

Let us define π∗ ∈ Π as π∗(a∗(x) | x) = 1 and π∗(a | x) = 0 for all a ∈ [K]\{a∗(x)}.
From Lemma 4.4 in Kato & Ito (2023) (our Proposition A.1), we have the following stability and penalty terms

decomposition:

RT ≤ E

[
T∑

t=1

{
γt +

〈
ℓ̂t(X0), qt(X0)− qt+1(X0)

〉
−Dt(qt+1(X0), qt(X0))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
= stability term

+ ψt(qt+1(X0))− ψt+1(qt+1(X0))
}
+ ψT+1(π

∗(X0))− ψ1(q1(X0))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

= penalty term

]

+ 2

T∑

t=1

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E
[
〈Xt, θt(a)− θ̂t(a)〉

]∣∣∣
︸ ︷︷ ︸

= bias term

.

We can bound the bias term by using Corollary A.10 derived for Theorem E.3. Therefore, we consider bounding
stability and penalty terms.

Bounding the stability term. For the stability term
〈
ℓ̂t(X0), qt(X0)− qt+1(X0)

〉
−Dt(qt+1(X0), qt(X0)), we

use the following proposition from Ito et al. (2022).

Proposition E.1 (From Lemma 8 in Ito et al. (2022)). Consider the BoBW-RealFTRL with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
.

For any ℓ : X → R
K and p, q ∈ Π, we have

〈
ℓt(x), p(x) − q(x)

〉
−Dt(q(x), p(x)) ≤

1

ηt

∑

a∈[K]

p(a | x)ξ
(
ηtℓt(a, x)

)
.

for any x ∈ X , where ξ(x) := exp(−x) + x− 1.
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If ηtℓ̂(a, x) ≥ −1 holds, then Proposition E.1 implies

〈
ℓ̂t(x), qt(x)− qt+1(x)

〉
−Dt(qt+1(x), qt(x)) ≤ ηt

∑

a∈[K]

πt(a | x)ℓ̂2t (a, x).

For the RHS, we apply the following proposition from Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020).

Proposition E.2 (From Lemma 6 in Neu & Olkhovskaya (2020)). For each t ∈ [T ], our strategy satisfies

E



∑

a∈[K]

πt(a | X0)ℓ̂
2
t (a,X0) | Ft−1


 ≤ 3d.

E.2 Proof of Theorem D.1

Then, we obtain the following lemma, as well as Lemma 4.9 in Kato & Ito (2023).

Lemma E.3. The regret for the BoBW-RealFTRL with Σ̂†
t,a satisfies

RT ≤ E

[
T∑

t=1

{
γt + 3ηtd+

(
1

ηt+1
− 1

ηt

)
ψ(qt+1(X0))

}]
+

1

η1
log(K) + 2CZCΘ.

Proof of Lemma E.3. From Lemma A.1, we have

RT ≤ E

[
T∑

t=1

(
γt +

〈
ℓ̂t(X0, d), πt(X0)− qt+1(X0)

〉
−Dt(qt+1(X0), πt(X0))

+ ψt(qt+1(X0))− ψt+1(qt+1(X0))
)
+ ψT+1(π

∗(X0))− ψ1(q1(x))

]

+ 2
T∑

t=1

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E
[
〈Xt, θt,a − θ̂t,a〉

]∣∣∣ .

First, we show

E

[〈
ℓ̂t(X0), πt(X0)− qt+1(X0)

〉
−Dt(qt+1(X0), πt(X0))

]
≤ 3ηtd. (25)

To show this, we confirm ηtℓ̂t(a, x) ≥ −1, which is necessary to derive an upper bound from Proposition E.1.
We have

ηt ·
〈
X0, θ̂t(a)

〉
= ηt ·X⊤

0 Σ̂†
t,aXt

〈
Xt, θt,a

〉
1[At = a] ≥ −ηtCℓ ·

∣∣∣X⊤
0 Σ̂†

t,aXt

∣∣∣

≥ −ηtC2
ZCℓ

∥∥∥Σ̂†
t,a

∥∥∥
op

≥ −ηtC2
ZCℓδ

(
1 +

Mt∑

k=1

‖Vk,a‖op
)

= −ηt
2
(Mt + 1),

where we used that δ = 1
C2

ZCℓ
. Here, recall that we defined Mt as 2

1
ηt

− 1. Therefore, ηtℓ̂t(a, x) = −1 holds. Then,

we have
〈
ℓ̂t(x), πt(x) − qt+1(x)

〉
−Dt(qt+1(x), πt(x))

≤ 1

ηt

∑

a∈[K]

πt(a | x)ξ
(
ηtℓ̂t(a, x)

)
≤ ηt

∑

a∈[K]

πt(a | x)ℓ̂2t (a, x).

Then, from Proposition E.2, we have (25).
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From ψt(q(x)) = − 1
ηt
ψ(q(x)), we have

T∑

t=1

(ψt(qt+1(x)) − ψt+1(qt+1(x))) + ψT+1(π
∗(x))− ψ1(q1(x))

≤
T∑

t=1

(
1

ηt+1
− 1

ηt

)
ψ(qt+1(x)) +

1

η1
log(K).

From Lemma A.3, we have

T∑

t=1

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E
[
〈Xt, θt,a − θ̂t,a〉

]∣∣∣ ≤
T∑

t=1

CZCΘ/T = CZCΘ.

From this result, we obtain the following lemma. We omit the proof.

Lemma E.4. Assume the conditions in Theorem E.3. Consider the BoBW-RealFTRL with the estimator θ̂t

(
Σ̃†

t

)
.

Then, we have

RT ≤ c

√√√√
E

[
T∑

t=1

ψ(qt(X0))

]
+ 2CZCΘ,

where c = O
(
η1log(T )

(
log(T )

λmin log(K) + d
)
+ 1

η1

√
log(K)

)
.

Next, we consider bounding
∑T

t=1 ψ(qt(x)) by Q(a∗T | x) as shown in the following proposition.

Proposition E.5 (From Lemma 4 in Ito et al. (2022)). For any a∗ : X → [K], the following holds:

T∑

t=1

ψ(qt(x)) ≤ Q(a∗T | x) log
(

eKT

Q(a∗T | x)

)
,

where e is Napier’s constant.

By using the above lemmas and propositions, we prove Theorem 6.1.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. From Lemma E.5, if Q(a∗T | x) ≤ e, we have
∑T

t=1 ψ(qt(x)) ≤ e log(KT ) and otherwise, we

have
∑T

t=1 ψ(qt(x)) ≤ Q(a∗T | x) log(KT ). Hence, we have
∑T

t=1 ψ(qt(x)) ≤ log(KT )max{e,Q(a∗T | x)}. From
Lemma E.4, we have

RT ≤ c

√√√√
T∑

t=1

E [ψ(qt(X0))] + 2CZCΘ

= O

((
η1log(T )

(
log(T )

λmin log(K)
+ d

)
+

1

η1

√
log(K)

)√
log(KT )max

{
Q

1/2
, 1
})

.

E.3 Proof of Theorem D.4

Proof of Theorem D.4. From the definition of the contextual adversarial regime with a self-bounding constraint,
we have

RT ≥ ∆∗ · E
[

T∑

t=1

(
1− πt(a

∗(X0) | X0)
)]

− C = ∆∗ ·Q(a∗T )− C.
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Therefore, from Lemma E.4, for any λ > 0, we have

RT = (1 + λ)RT − λRT

= (1 + λ)O


c
√
log(KT )

√√√√
T∑

t=1

E [ψ(qt(X0))]


− λRT

≤ (1 + λ)O


c
√
log(KT )

√√√√
T∑

t=1

E [ψ(qt(X0))]


− λ∆∗ ·Q(a∗T ) + λC,

where

c =

(
η1log(T )

(
log(T )

λmin log(K)
+ d

)
+

1

η1

√
log(K)

)
.

Here, as well as the proof of Theorem 6.1, from Lemma E.5, if Q(a∗T | x) ≤ e, we have
∑T

t=1 ψ(qt(x)) ≤
e log(KT ) and otherwise, we have

∑T
t=1 ψ(qt(x)) ≤ Q(a∗T | x) log(KT ). Hence, we have

∑T
t=1 ψ(qt(x)) ≤

log(KT )max{e,Q(a∗T | x)}. Here, to upper bound RT , it is enough to only consider a case with Q(a∗T | x) ≥ e,
and we obtain

RT ≤ (1 + λ)O

(
c
√
log(KT )

√
Q(a∗T ) log(KT )

)
− λ∆∗ ·Q(a∗T ) + λC ≤

O

({
(1 + λ)c

}2√
log(KT )

)

2λ∆∗
+ λ∆∗.

where the second inequality follows from a
√
b− c

2b ≤ a2

c2 holds for any a, b, c > 0. By choosing

λ =

√
c2 log(KT )

∆∗

/(c2 log(KT )
∆∗

+ 2C

)
.

Then, we obtain RT = O

(
c2 log(KT )/∆∗ +

√
Cc2 log(KT )/∆∗

)
.
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