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Abstract

In this research note, we revisit the bandits with expert advice problem. Under a restricted
feedback model, we prove a lower bound of order /KT In(N/K) for the worst-case regret,
where K is the number of actions, N > K the number of experts, and 7" the time horizon.
This matches a previously known upper bound of the same order and improves upon the
best available lower bound of /KT (In N)/(In K). For the standard feedback model, we
prove a new instance-based upper bound that depends on the agreement between the
experts and provides a logarithmic improvement compared to prior results.

1. Introduction

The problem of bandits with expert advice provides a simple and general framework for
incorporating contextual information into the non-stochastic multi-armed bandit problem.
In this framework, the learner receives in every round a recommendation, in the form of a
probability distribution over the actions, from each expert in a given set. This set of experts
can be seen as a set of strategies each mapping an unobserved context to a (randomized)
action choice. The goal of the learner is to minimize their expected regret with respect to
the best expert in hindsight; that is, the difference between their expected cumulative loss
and that of the best expert. This problem was formulated by Auer, Cesa-Bianchi, Freund,
and Schapire (2002), who proposed the EXP4 algorithm as a solution strategy that has since
become an important baseline or building block for addressing many related problems; for
example, sleeping bandits (Kleinberg, Niculescu-Mizil, & Sharma, 2010), online multi-class
classification (Daniely & Helbertal, 2013), online non-parametric learning (Cesa-Bianchi,
Gaillard, Gentile, & Gerchinovitz, 2017), and non-stationary bandits (Luo, Wei, Agarwal,
& Langford, 2018). Auer et al. (2002) proved a bound of order vV KT In N on the expected
regret incurred by the EXP4 strategy, where T denotes the number of rounds, K the
number of actions, and N the number of experts. This result is of a worst-case nature, in
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that it holds for any sequence of losses assigned to the actions and any sequence of expert
recommendations.

The appealing feature of the bound of Auer et al. (2002) is that it exhibits only a log-
arithmic dependence on the number of experts, in addition to the v/K dependence on
the number of actions known to be unavoidable in the classical bandit problem, where
the learner competes with the best fixed action. While the minimax regret! in the latter
problem has been shown to be of order v/ KT (Audibert & Bubeck, 2009), a similar exact
characterization remains missing for the expert advice problem. Kale (2014) studied a gen-
eralized version of the bandits with expert advice problem—originally proposed by Seldin,
Crammer, and Bartlett (2013)—where the learner is only allowed to query the advice of
M < N experts. When M = N, the results of Kale (2014) imply an upper bound of order
v/min{K, N}T(1 + In(N/min{K, N})) on the minimax regret, improving upon the bound
of Auer et al. (2002). Unlike the latter, the logarithmic factor in Kale’s (2014) bound
diminishes as K increases with respect to N, leading to a bound of order v/ NT when
N < K, which is tight in general as the experts in that case can be made to emulate an
N-armed bandit problem. This improved bound was achieved via the PolyINF algorithm
(Audibert & Bubeck, 2009, 2010) played on the expert set utilizing the importance-weighted
loss estimators of EXP4. Later, Seldin and Lugosi (2016) proved a lower bound of order
vV/KT(InN)/(InK) for N > K.

As these upper and lower bounds still do not match, the correct minimax rate remains
unclear. In this work, we take a step towards resolving this issue by showing that the upper
bound is not improvable in general under a restricted feedback model in which the impor-
tance weighted loss estimators used by EXP4 or PolyINF remain implementable. In this
restricted model, without observing the experts’ recommendations, the learner picks an ex-
pert (possibly at random) at the beginning of each round, and the environment subsequently
samples the action to be executed from the chosen expert’s distribution. Afterwards, the
learner only observes the distributions of the experts that had assigned positive probabil-
ity to the chosen action. Via a reduction from the problem of multi-armed bandits with
feedback graphs, we use the recent results of Chen, He, and Zhang (2024) to obtain a lower

bound of order /KT In(N/K) for N > K.

Departing from the worst-case results discussed thus far, a few works have obtained instance-
dependent bounds for this problem. The dependence on the instance can be in terms of the
assigned sequence of losses through small loss bounds (see Allen-Zhu, Bubeck, & Li, 2018),
or in terms of the sequence of expert recommendations through bounds that reflect the
similarity between the recommended expert distributions (see McMahan & Streeter, 2009;
Lattimore & Szepesvari, 2020, Theorem 18.3; Eldowa, Cesa-Bianchi, Metelli, & Restelli,
2024). Our focus here is on the latter case, where to the best of our knowledge the state

of the art is a bound of order «/ZtT CiIn N, shown in the recent work of Eldowa et al.
(2024) for the EXP4 algorithm. Here, C; is the (chi-squared) capacity of the recommended
distributions at round ¢. This quantity measures the dissimilarity between the experts’
recommendations and satisfies 0 < C; < min{K, N} — 1. Improving upon this result, we

1. The best achievable worst-case regret guarantee.
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illustrate that it is possible to achieve a bound of order \/Z;‘F Ci(1 + In(N/max{Cr, 1})),

where Cp = Z;‘F Ci/T is the average capacity. This bound combines the best of the bound
of Eldowa et al. (2024) (its dependence on the agreement between the experts) and that of
Kale (2014) (its improved log factor), simultaneously outperforming both.

Road map. We formalize the problem setting in the next section. In Section 3, as a pre-
liminary building block, we present Algorithm 1, an instance of the follow-the-regularized-
leader (FTRL) algorithm with the (negative) ¢-Tsallis entropy as the regularizer. This
algorithm is essentially equivalent to the PolyINF algorithm (see Audibert, Bubeck, & Lu-
gosi, 2011; Abernethy, Lee, & Tewari, 2015), which was used by Kale (2014) to achieve
the best known worst-case upper bound. We then show in Section 4 that combining this
algorithm with a doubling trick allows us to achieve the improved instance-based bound
mentioned above. The lower bound for the restricted feedback setting is presented in Sec-
tion 5. Finally, we provide some concluding remarks in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

Notation. For a positive integer n, [n] denotes the set {1,...,n}. For z,y € R, let
x vy =max{r,y} and z A y := min{x, y}. Moreover, we define x, =z v 0.

Problem setting. Let V = [N] be a set of N experts and A = [K] be a set of K
actions. We consider a sequential decision-making problem where a learner interacts with
an unknown environment for 7" rounds. The environment is characterized by a fixed and
unknown sequence of loss vectors (£;)[7), where £; € [0, 1]% is the assignment of losses
for the actions at round ¢, and a fixed and unknown sequence of expert advice (0)ev, e[,
where 0! € Ak is the distribution over actions recommended by expert i at round .2 At
the beginning of each round ¢ € [T'], the expert recommendations (6?);cy are revealed to the
learner, who then selects (possibly at random) an action A; € A and subsequently suffers
and observes the loss ¢;(A4;). For an expert i € V, we define y;(i) = >, 4 0(a)li(a) as its
loss in round ¢. The goal is to minimize the expected regret with respect to the best expert
in hindsight:

T T
R =B 3 4| —min )

where the expectation is taken with respect to the randomization of the learner.

3. ¢-FTRL for Bandits with Expert Advice

The EXP4 algorithm can be seen as an instance of the FTRL framework (see, e.g., Orabona,
2023, Chapter 7) where a distribution p; over the experts is maintained at each round ¢ and

2. For a positive integer d, we let A4 denote the probability simplex in R¢ defined as {u € R% : Z?zl u(j) =

land u(j) = 0Vj € [d]}.
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Algorithm 1 ¢-FTRL for bandits with expert advice
input: ¢ (0,1), >0
initialization: p;(i) < 1/N forallie V
fort=1,...,7 do
receive expert advice (6})cy
draw expert I; ~ p; and action A; ~ Oft

construct J; € RY where 7;(i) = %Et(/@ forallieV
let pyy1 < argmingen N30 _1 s, 2 + Vq(p)
end for

updated as follows

P41 < argminy <Z Jsr D > > p(i)Inp(i),

PEAN 5%

where 1 > 0 is the learning rate, the second term is the negative Shannon entropy of p, and
Ys(i) is an importance-weighted estimate of y,(i). The action A4; is drawn from the mixture
distribution Y.\, p(i)0:(-). Consider a more general algorithm (outlined in Algorithm 1)
where the negative Shannon entropy is replaced with the negative ¢-Tsallis entropy, which
for ¢ € (0,1) is given by

Pe(z) = b (1 - Z CB(i)q) VeeAy.

1_q eV

In the limit when ¢ — 1, the negative Shannon entropy is recovered. The following theorem
provides a regret bound for the algorithm. This result is not novel, a similar bound is
implied by Theorem 2 in Kale (2014) for a closely related algorithm in a more general
setting. We provide a concise proof of the result for completeness. As mentioned before,
when N < K, this bound is trivially tight in general. While when N > K, we prove an
order-wise matching minimax lower bound in Section 5 under additional restrictions on the
received feedback.

Theorem 3.1. Algorithm 1 run with

2qN1-4

In(N/(K A N)) €[1/2,1) and n= \/T(l —q)(K A N)1

q=1 1+
\/IH(N/(K/\ N) +4+2

satisfies

1 < 2y/e(] A N)T(2+In(N/(K A N))) .

Proof. Let i* € argminiey Y, 0), and note that Ry — EXIL, ((l) — 5(i*)) as
E /4 (A;) = Ey(L;). For round t € [T], let F; := o(I1, Ay,..., I, Ar) denote the o-algebra
generated by the random events up to the end of round ¢, and let E¢[-] := E[- | F;—1] with
Fo being the trivial o-algebra. For action a € A, let ¢i(a) = Y.y pi(i)0i(a) and note
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that conditioned on F;_1, A; is distributed according to ¢;. As p; is F;_i-measurable, it
is then easy to verify that E;y; = 1. Hence, Lemma 2 in Eldowa, Esposito, Cesari, and
Cesa-Bianchi (2023) implies that

1—q T
RT<(1N_q 217; [Zpt )27 (i) ] (1)

eV

For fixed t € [T'] and i € V, we have that

% 2 I a
w245 < 5] - 5 -

where the inequality holds because ¢;(A;) € [0,1] and the final equality holds because
E:I{a = At} = P(a = A; | Fi—1) = ¢¢(a). Hence, it holds that
(

2 q Zzevpt Z)2 q@( )
| S| - 3 B
)

t

iV acA )
= anAZZevpt(;xa) O o
N i r N\ 24
< ;4 (Zievp;il()j;(a)) %%/x9i(a)q

where the second inequality follows from the superadd1t1v1ty of 279 for x > 0 and ¢ € (0, 1),
the third inequality follows from the concavity of x¢ for ¢ € (0,1) because of Jensen’s in-
equality, and the last inequality holds since max;ey 0} (a) < min{1, >, 0;(a)}. Substituting
back into (1) yields that

Ni—4

+ —(K A N)IT.

(1—q)n  2q
For brevity, let £ :== (K A N). In a similar manner to the proof of Theorem 1 in Eldowa
et al. (2023), substituting the specified values of 7 and ¢ allows us to conclude the proof:

Rr <

N |

(
+ %m(gN) _ %m (N/g)) (2 + 4/ (N/6)? + 4>

- \/2Texp(1 42 In(¢N) — %«/m (N/€)* + 4> (2 +4/In (N/)* + 4)
(

= \/2e€T (2 +4/In (N/€)? + 4) < 2\/e§T«/ln (N/€)? +4

< 24/e€T (2 + In(N/€)) . O
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4. An Improved Instance-Based Regret Bound

We now obtain a more refined regret bound whose form is analogous to the bound of
Theorem 3.1 except that it depends on the similarity between the experts’ recommendations
at each round, replacing K A N with an effective number of experts. Before discussing the
algorithm, we introduce some relevant quantities from Eldowa et al. (2024). For any round
t € [T] and 7 € Ay, define

. . - o1(i % a 2
Qr) = Y 0 Sy r i) = 3 Zav T

eV aceA LijeV T(J)eg(a)

2 . .
where x*(p[q) = Y,c19(a)(p(a)/ala) —1)" = ¥, ap(a)*/q(a) — 1 is the chi-squared
divergence between distributions p,q € Ag. Additionally, let

T
- 1
Ci:= sup Qu(7) and Cr = T Z Ce
t=1

TEAN

be the chi-squared capacity of the recommended distributions at round ¢ and its average
over the T rounds. As remarked before, C; is never larger than (K A N) — 1 and can
be arbitrarily smaller depending on the agreement between the experts at round ¢. In
particular, it vanishes when all recommendations are identical.

The idea of Algorithm 2 is to tune Algorithm 1 as done in Theorem 3.1 but with Cr replac-
ing K A N. However, to avoid requiring prior knowledge of C7, we rely on a doubling trick
to adapt to its value. In a given round ¢, we maintain a running instance of Algorithm 1
tuned with an estimate for C7. Let m; be the round when the present execution of Algo-
rithm 1 had started. If the current estimate is found to be smaller than % Zizmt Qs(ps),
the algorithm is restarted and the estimate is (at least) doubled. This quantity we test
against is a simple lower bound for C7/2 that can be constructed without computing the
capacity at any round. As the value of Cr can be arbitrarily close to zero, the initial
guess (which ideally should be a lower bound) is left as a user-specified parameter for the
algorithm, and appears in the first (and more general) bound of Theorem 4.1. The sec-
ond statement of the theorem shows that choosing In(e?N)/T as the initial guess suffices

to obtain a bound of order \/ZtT Ct(1 + In(N/max{Cr,1})), up to an additive In N term.
This simultaneously outperforms the q/Z? C:In N bound of Eldowa et al. (2024) and the
V(K A N)T(1+In(N/(K A N))) bound of Kale (2014).

The proof combines elements from the proof of Theorem 1 of Eldowa et al. (2024) and the
proof of Theorem 3 of Eldowa et al. (2023), who adopt a similar algorithm to address online
learning with time-varying feedback graphs. Compared to the latter work, we require a
more refined analysis to account for the case when C7 < 1. This refinement is achieved in
part via the use of Lemma A.1, which also allows adapting the analysis of Eldowa et al.
(2024) to account for the fact that we use the ¢-Tsallis entropy as a regularizer in place of
the Shannon entropy.
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Algorithm 2 ¢-FTRL with the doubling trick for bandits with expert advice
1. input: J € (0, N]
2: initialization: r « [logy J| — 1, my < 1, p1(i) « 1/N for alli € V
3: define: For each integer r € (—o0,logy N,

1 <1 . In(N/2") )

T3 In(N/27)2 + 4 + 2

2
. gr(N1=ar — 1) qr ( QT*1>
= ]_ — 2—qr
r mln{\/eT(l—qr)(Qr)qr "1—gq e2-q

4: fort=1,...,7T do

5 receive expert advice (6})cy

6: draw expert I; ~ p; and action A; ~ Otlf

7 construct J; € RN where (i) i= —24A) g (A,) for allie V
e RT where (i) = &% Grortan (A

8  if £ Qs(ps) > 2" then

9: pr+1(i) < 1/N for all i e V

10: Tip1 — [log2(% Zi:mt Qs(ps))] —1,mp —t+1

11: else

12: pt+1 <~ a’rg mianAN 777“t<22=mt ﬂ57p> + QZ)QTt (p)

13: Ti41 < Tty M1 < My

14: end if

15: end for

Theorem 4.1. Assuming that T > In(e?N), Algorithm 2 run with input J € (0, N] satisfies

_ e2N Cr
Ry <38 C J)TIn|=——] +1 —
, e\/uv) 2(5 ) rem (7).

5 2
+ 18e logy (4 ((JT v CTJT} A Infe N))> In(e?N) + 1.
+

5

In particular, setting J = In(e2N)/T yields that

< T1 — 1 —_— 46el N 1.
Ry 386\/CT n (CT y 1) + log, <ln(62N))+ +46eln(e’N) +

Proof. For brevity, we define U := Cp v J. Let s := [logg J] —1land n = [logz U] — 1, the
latter of which is the largest value that r; can take, since for any round ¢,

1 < <1T <1TC<2n+1
T Z Qs(ps)\Tngs(ps)\T; s < .

s=mg

Without loss of generality, we assume that for any (integer) r € {s,...,n}, there are at least
two rounds in which r; = r, and we use T, to refer to the index of the first such round.
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Additionally, we define T,+1 := T + 2. Note that for any r in this range, ¢, € [1/2,1).
Let ¢* € argmin,., ZtT:1 y¢(i). We start by decomposing the regret over the intervals
corresponding to fixed values of r, € {s,...,n} and bounding the instantaneous regret at
the last step of each but the last interval by 1:

- T
Rr=E Z ye(Ly) — ye(i ))}

rn Trp1—2

Z Z ye (1) —yt(i*))]+”_5

Lr=s t=T,

N
&=

rn Trp1—2

Z Z (ye(Iy) — yt(i*))] +1logy(U/J) + 1. (3)

Lr=s t=T,

N
=

Let e;x € RY be the indicator vector for i* and define §; € RY where §;(i) := (i) — £;(A)
for every i € V. Similar to the proof of Theorem 3 in Eldowa et al. (2023), we note that for
each r € {s,...,n},

Try1—2 d 1 :
E Z (yt(It) — yt(Z*))] = E[Z H{Tt =" T Z

t=T,

Qs(Ps) < 2rt}(yt(lt) - yt(l*))]

~
Il
—_

M=

1 o .
re=r, f :Zm Qs(ps) < 2Tt}<pt - ei*vyt>]

S
2
=
| ——
o~
I
kR

Qs(ps) < 2Tt}<Pt - ei*,ﬂt>]

Il
fu

IS
&=
o~
Nl
=
) f-/ﬁ\"\ —A—
Il
=
Nl
Il
agls

~

Il
&=
| —
S
AT
L0=
o)
2
S
NS
e —

3

where (a) follows since E¢[y: ()] = ey pe(4)ye (i), B[] = v, and the indicator at round ¢
is measurable with respect to F;—; (where F;_; and E; are defined in the same way as in
the proof of Theorem 3.1); and (b) follows since p;, e+ € Ayx and yi (i) — 9(i) = £e(Ay) is
identical for all ¢ € V. Similarly to the last argument, the fact that <ij — Ys, P — q> =0
holds for any p,q € Ay at any round s implies that p;11 can be equivalently defined
as arg ming,ea 77”<Zi:mt Us,p)y + Vg, (p). Hence, using that (i) > —1, we can invoke
Lemma A.1 (with b =1 and ¢ = €) to obtain that

TT+1 -2 _q r+1 -2
Z (pe — ez*vyt>\ T N Z Zpt 2 g
t=T, ( qr 77r qr t=T, i€V
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For any round ¢ € [T] and action a € A, recall the definition ¢¢(a) = X..i pt(i)0i(a).
Similar to (2) in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we have that

- 6i(Ar) — e(Ar)”
By [yt(l)2] =By gt(At)z( t th(At)tZ t )
(6i(Ar) — ¢1(A0)°
= ¢t(At)2
2
_y = Y o) ( o 1) — 201 60).
aceA aceA
Hence, for any round t and any r € {s,...,n}, it holds that

Ey [Z Pt(i)quﬂt(i)2] < Zpt(i)%%f(% | é¢)

eV eV

2 pt 9 H ¢t) ( )l—qr

eV
1—gr
(Z P (i 9 H o) (z))
eV
1—gr
= Qu(pe)™ (Z ()X (0 | ¢t)>
eV
)2 - 1—gr
(D S 50 - S
eV acA eV

1—gr
_ (Z Zzeth ) t(a) _Zpt(i)2>

aceA Z]e\/ Pt (])eg (CL) eV

o (3 Spioor- o)

acAieV eV

where the second inequality follows from the definition of Q;(p;) and the fact that !9 is
concave in x > 0, and the third inequality uses the superadditivity of x? for non-negative
real numbers and the non-negativity of the quantity in brackets. Let T}, 11 == Tpp1 =T, — 1,
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it then holds that
Trp1—2 r T 1 ¢
PRI IO ]=E Zﬂ{nﬂaT 2 @s<ps><2”}2pt<z’>2qn@tu')?]
t=T, i€V L
E| )] Qt(]?t)qr]

- 1 Try1—2 qr
<E T’I"ZT‘+1< Z Qt(pt)> ]

[ T qr
<E|Trpi1 (T 12r+1> } <27 (2",
L rir+

N

where the second inequality uses the concavity of 2% in x > 0 and the third inequality uses
that (1/7) T“ 2 Q (pt) < 2"F! since the algorithm is not reset in the interval [T}, T} 1 —
2]. Overall, We have shown that

Try1—2 1—

. N~ —1 en, ‘

E L) — e (i* <—+ 2Mr T,
[ tgr (yt( t) yt( ))] (1 — QT)nT Pa ( )

qT(Nl_qr_l) T
I\ erigmer S 1oa

r—1
<1 — eg—7>, then substituting the values of 7, and ¢, gives that

N e 2¢ RS

(1 - QT)nr qr 1 - QT
[N1=¢- —1 |eN1=ar (27)0 T
Ni=a QT 1 - QT
Nl-a
< 2ev2 7\/? 2+ In(N2—"))T

< 26\@( m;;g_) A 1) V2 (24 In(N2—") T

= 26\/5\/% In(e2N (2" A 1))T,

where the first inequality holds via the same arguments laid in the last passage of the proof
of Theorem 3.1, and the second inequality holds since

Ni=ar —1
N = 1 —exp (—In(N'79))

< (1 _QT)IHN

1wy Y
2 (1 V/In(N/2r)2 + 4 + 2) A
In N

= W (2 -I-IH(N/QT) — ln(N/2T)2 -1-4) < lrl(l?\f]/vQT)’

10
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qT(Nl_(IT—]_)
eT(1—qr)(27)I"

T

where the inequality follows from the fact that 1 —e™* < x. Otherwise, if >

r—1
I (1 — eg_—%,)’ then 7, takes the latter value and we obtain that

17(17‘
2
Ni—o —1 Nt —1 Ni—o —1 1—
- % (27")% T < 4 0y q;71
(1 — %‘)777“ qr (1 - Qr‘)nr (1 — QT) qr (1 _ 62—q7.>
Ni=e —1
=2
qr (1 - 62_‘")
18(N1-ar —1
_ 8 )
5QT<1 - QT)
18 (2r)—Qr (leqr o 1) (QT‘)qr
5(]7"(1 - QT)
1
< % @) In(EN(©27" A 1))
18e 9 .
< ?(1 % \/27)1n(e N2 A1),

where the last inequality holds since ¢, > 1/2, and the second inequality holds since

el l-¢ 1(1-¢ 2 3—qr 5 2 _
1—e2-a > - = = 1— > —(1— 1 N2 A1),
o 2—qr 2 (2_Qr 2(2—(]7")2( ar) 9( ar) n(e ( A ))

where the first step uses that e=* < 1 — 2 + 22/2 for z > 0, and the last step uses again
that ¢, > 1/2. Hence, the results above yield that

Try1—2
E[ Z (yt(It) - yt(l*>)] < max{2e\/§\/2TTln(e2N(27" A 1)),

t=T),

v vEmEneT A o

Let M = In(e?N)/T and m := logy, M, and note that m < 0 (and M < 1) by the assumption
that T > In(e?N). In the case when n < 0, we have that

n Tr-%—l*2
E [Z Z (ye(Ie) — yt(i*))]
r=s t=Ty,
< %((n Am]) — s+ 1)+1n(e2N) + 2eV/2 i ]1/2TT1I1(€2N)

r=na[m

< % logy (4(U A M)/J), In(e?N) + 8e4/2UT In(e2N)

where the second inequality uses that

(V)T 1 2
V2—-1  42-1

S (V2 = (v2)* S (va) = (va) (V3)" < 4T

r=a

11
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with a := n A [m]. Otherwise, if n > 0, then

n Try1—2
Z Z (yt(ft)—yt(i*))]

r=s t=T,

n Try1-2
< %logz (4M/J), In(e*N) + 86\/m+ E [ Z Z (ye(Ze) = yt(z*))]

r=s4+ t=T,

< ﬁ logy (4M/J), In(e?N) + 86m+ 5 Z \/QT In(e2N 27
) BTN 2 TR

S%logQ (4M/J), In(e’N) + 38e4/UT In(e2N/U),

where the first inequality follows from the analysis of the first case with n = 0, the second
inequality uses that 7 > 0 and the assumption that T' > In(e?N), the third inequality uses
Lemma 4 in Eldowa et al. (2023), and the fourth uses that xIn(e2N/x) is increasing in
[0,eN] and that U > 2 in this case. The theorem then follows by combining the bounds
provided for the two cases with (3). O

5. A Lower Bound for Restricted Advice via Feedback Graphs

In this section, we provide a novel lower bound on the minimax regret for a slightly harder
formulation of the multi-armed bandit problem with expert advice. We consider a setting
where the learner picks an expert I; (possibly at random) at the beginning of each round
t € [T] without observing any of the experts’ recommendations beforehand. The action
A; to be executed is subsequently drawn by the environment from the chosen expert’s
distribution, i.e., A; ~ GtI‘. Afterwards, the learner observes Ay, the incurred loss f;(A¢),
and the advice 6§ only of experts i € V that have the drawn action A; in their support,
i.e., 0i(A;) > 0. For experts outside this set, the learner can only infer that, by definition,
0i(A;) = 0. We will refer to this variation of the problem as the multi-armed bandit
with restricted expert advice (note that this differs from the limited expert advice model
studied by Kale, 2014). Observe that Algorithm 1 is still implementable in this scenario and
guarantees a regret upper bound of order /¢T (1 + In(N/€)) for € :== K A N, as previously
analyzed. Here we show that the regret of Algorithm 1 is the best regret we can hope for,
up to constant factors, for any number K of actions and any number N of experts. While
a Q(v/NT) regret lower bound in the case N < K is immediate (as mentioned before), the
following theorem provides an Q (/KT In(N/K)) lower bound when N > K, improving
upon the Q(y/KT(InN)/(In K)) lower bound of Seldin and Lugosi (2016).

In what follows, we fix N > K > 2. We derive the lower bound relying on a reduction from
the multi-armed bandit problem with feedback graphs (Mannor & Shamir, 2011; Alon et al.,
2013, 2015, 2017). In this variant of the bandit problem, we assume there exists a graph
G = (V, E) over a finite set V' = [N] of actions from which the learner selects one action
Jy € V at each round ¢ € [T']. Then, the learner observes the losses of the neighbours of J;

12
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in G. For the construction of the lower bound, it suffices to assume that G is undirected
and contains all self-loops, i.e., (i,7) € E for each i € V. Consequently, the learner always
observes the loss of the selected action and the graph G is strongly observable—see Alon
et al. (2015) for a classification of feedback graphs. We particularly focus on a specific family
of graphs (also considered in the recent work of Chen et al., 2024) where the N vertices
are partitioned into disjoint cliques with self-loops. Precisely, we let M := |K /2| > 1 be
the number of disjoint cliques in G. For any k € [M], let C) be the set of vertices of the
k-th clique in G. Since each Cy is a clique with all self-loops, we have that (i,j) € E if and
only if i,j € Cf for some k € [M], and thus E = Uk;e[M](Ck x Ck). Additionally, for our
purposes, we only consider the partition into cliques Cj = {z € [N]:i=k mod M } of
roughly the same size |C| = |[N/M| > [2N/K| > N/K.

Hence, we will focus on the class of instances, denoted by =g, of the multi-armed bandit
problem with feedback graphs where the graph assumes the particular structure described
above. In particular, any instance Z € Epg is defined as a tuple Z := (T, G, L) containing the
number 7" of rounds, the feedback graph G = (V, E) over V' = [N] composed of the disjoint
cliques C1, ..., Cy as defined above, and the sequence L = ({¢)[7) of binary loss functions
l:V — {0,1} over V. On the other hand, we let Zggs be the class of instances for the
multi-armed bandit problem with restricted expert advice, with N experts and K actions.
An instance Z € =gy is a tuple Z = (T, V, A0, ﬁ) containing the number 7" of rounds, the
set V = [N] of experts, the set A = [K] of actions, the sequence © := (6;);cvc[r] of expert
advice where 0; € Ay, and the sequence L := (¢;),e[r) of loss functions ¢;: A — {0, 1} over
A. The sought result is established by showing that the worst-case regret of any algorithm
against a particular subset of instances in Zgga is order-wise at least as large as the minimax
regret on Zpg, combined with a lower bound on the latter quantity by Chen et al. (2024).

Theorem 5.1. Let B be any possibly randomized algorithm for the multi-armed bandit
problem with restricted expert advice for any number K = 2 of actions A = [K]| and any
number N > K of experts V. = [N]. Then, for a sufficiently large T, there exist a sequence
O, ..., 0p: A — {0,1} of binary loss functions and a sequence (0§)iev7te[T] of expert advice

such that the expected regret of B is Q(y/KTIn(N/K)).

Proof. We first describe a reduction from the multi-armed bandit problem with feedback
graphs to the multi-armed bandit problem with restricted expert advice. We accomplish
this by providing a mapping p: =pg — Zgga from the considered instance class Zpg of the
former problem to the instance class Zgga of the latter.

Consider any instance Z := (T,G,L) € Zpg and recall that G = (V,E) is a union of
M = |K/2| disjoint cliques Cy,...,Cy over V. = [N]. The mapped instance p(Z) :=
(T,V,A,0,L") € Zgga is defined over the same number of rounds T and an experts set
corresponding to the actions V' in the original instance Z, whose sequence of recommen-
dations is provided by © = (Gg)iewem. We first observe that the cardinality of the new
action set A = [K] does relate to the number of cliques M. In particular, considering the
partition of experts given by the cliques in G, we also partition the actions (in the expert
advice instance p(Z)) by associating 2 actions to each clique. Precisely, for any k € [M],
we associate actions Ay := {2k — 1,2k} to Cy. If K is even, this partitions the entire set
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of actions A, while it leaves out action K otherwise. We can ignore the latter case and
assume K is even without loss of generality, since we can otherwise leave action K outside
of the support of any expert advice 6! € Ak in the following construction (thus becoming
a spurious action).

Second, we focus on the construction of the loss sequence £ := (¢,...,¢/). For any t € [T],

we define £ € {0,1}4 as
2k —1):=0 and 0 (2k) =1 Vk e [M]

Finally, we define the sequence of expert advice (9§)ievvt€[T] depending on the sequence of

losses L of the starting instance Z. For any ¢ € [T'], any k € [M], and any i € C, we define
0i € Ak as

i Ook—1 if 4 (i) =0

U b i) =1

where ¢; € A is the Dirac delta at j € A. This ensures that the loss of expert ¢ at round
t, given by y (i) = Y., 4 0(a)l;(a) coincides with ¢ (i), the loss of action ¢ in the original
feedback graphs instance at the same round. Moreover, the knowledge of ¢;(i) suffices to
infer 6.

At this point, given our instance mapping p and our algorithm B, we design an algorithm
B, for the class Epg. Consider any instance 7 € Epg. Over the interaction period, the
algorithm B,, without requiring prior knowledge of Z, maintains a running realization of
B on instance p(Z). At any round ¢ € [T], let I; be the expert selected by algorithm B in
p(Z), and let k; € [M] be the index of the clique I; belongs to, i.e., I; € Cf,. Algorithm
B,, interacting with the instance Z, executes action J; = I; provided by B and observes
the losses (€¢(i))iec;,- Then, thanks to the design of the mapping p, B, can construct
and provide B the feedback it requires and which complies with instance p(Z). Namely, it
determines that A, = 2k, — 1 if £,(J;) = 0 or else that A; = 2k;, then passes Ay, its loss
0;(Ay) (trivially determined), and the restricted advice (‘%)ieckt to B. The last of which is a
super-set of the recommended distributions having positive support on A; since A; is never
picked by experts outside C}, by construction.

Now, let

T T T
R@) - £ |3 - 3 3 o) - 2| L
t=1 t=1

t=1acA

T
—min 3 Y 6i(a)6i(0)

t=1acA

be the expected regret of algorithm B on some instance Z' = (T, V, A, (9}:)i€V’te[T], (e;)tem) €
ZBEA. Similarly, let

T T
RP(I) =E [Z gt(Jt)] - I}églz £(3)
t=1 t=1

be the expected regret of algorithm B, on some instance Z = (T, G, (Et)te[T]) € Zrq. Since
J¢ = I, we have that y;(I;) = ¢;(J;) via the properties of p laid out before. Hence, we can
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conclude that RB(p(Z)) = RP(I) for any instance Z € Zpg. Define p(Zpg) = {p(Z) : T €
EFG} C =pga as the subclass of instances in =gga obtained from Zpg via p. Then, it holds
that

sup RB(Z) = sup RE(Z)= sup RB(p(Z)) = sup RP ().

IEEBEA IEp(EFg) ZEEFG IEEFG

On the other hand, Lemma E.1 in Chen et al. (2024) implies that

sup R?P(I):Q( Ty 1n(1+\0ky)> — Q(v/KTIn(N/K))

Ie=rg k‘G[M]
for sufficiently large T' since Xy In(l + [Ck|) = M In(N/M) > KIn(2N/K)/4, thus
concluding the proof. O

6. Conclusion

As the lower bound of Theorem 5.1 was proved for a harder formulation of the problem,
it remains to be shown whether the same impossibility result holds for the more standard
setup. We conjecture it should be possible to prove such a lower bound. If it indeed holds,
this would imply that the minimax regret in the two variants is of the same order; that
is, as far as we are only concerned with the worst-case regret, the standard feedback setup
would be shown to be essentially as hard as the restricted one.
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Appendix A. Auxiliary Results

Lemma A.1. Let g€ (0,1), b >0, ¢ > 1, and (yt)thl be a sequence of non-negative loss
vectors in RN satisfying yi(i) = —b for allt € [T] andi € [N]. Let (p;)]_;' be the predictions
of FTRL with decision set Ay and the q-Tsallis reqularizer 14 over this sequence of losses;
that is, p1 = argminyca  q(p), and for t e [T7],

t
pri1 = argming > {ys, p) + 1q(p) ,

pEAN s=1

-1
assuming the learning rate n satisfies 0 < n < (1_%)13 (1 — chQ) Then for any u € An,

pe —u,yt) < ——— + 5 pe(@)™ Ty (4)”
=1 A=an 2055
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Proof. Let p, , = arg minpeRévo@, Yty + Dy, (p,pt), where Dy, (-,-) denotes the Bregman
divergence based on ¢,. Via Lemma 7.14 in (Orabona, 2023) we have that

g (u) — g (pl)

T g L&
;@t —u, Y < ; 27q Z Z 20(1)* " (i)

t=1i=1
N'-1-1 g ¢ 2 2
+ — 2¢(1) "y ()
o 2q;12_21 o(0)° 7 i (4)

where z; lies on the line segment between p; and p, ;. A simple derivation shows that

1

v o1(3) = pe(i : h
Py () p()<1+nquyt(i)z?t(i)l_q> |

for each ¢ € [N]. On the other hand, it holds that

1—gq 1—¢q Nl
Y (§)p(8)' 71 = *nprt(l)l I > *nTb >c2a -1,

n

where the first inequality uses that yt(z) > —b (and that p.(i),n > 0), the second uses that

1
pt(i) < 1, and the third uses that n < T q) (1 e Q> This entails that p}, (i) < cZ=ap(1),

1
which implies that z;(i) < ¢2=ap.(i) concluding the proof. O
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