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Abstract—Modern decision-making scenarios often involve
data that is both high-dimensional and rich in higher-order
contextual information, where existing bandits algorithms fail
to generate effective policies. In response, we propose in this
paper a generalized linear tensor bandits algorithm designed to
tackle these challenges by incorporating low-dimensional tensor
structures, and further derive a unified analytical framework of
the proposed algorithm. Specifically, our framework introduces
a convex optimization approach with the weakly decomposable
regularizers, enabling it to not only achieve better results based
on the tensor low-rankness structure assumption but also extend
to cases involving other low-dimensional structures such as slice
sparsity and low-rankness. The theoretical analysis shows that,
compared to existing low-rankness tensor result, our framework
not only provides better bounds but also has a broader appli-
cability. Notably, in the special case of degenerating to low-rank
matrices, our bounds still offer advantages in certain scenarios.

I. INTRODUCTION

Contextual bandits (CB) is a sequential decision-making
problem where, in each round, the agent leverages available
contextual information to guide its choices—deciding whether
to explore new, unexplored arms or exploit previously selected
arms in order to maximize cumulative reward. Due to its
ability to make better decisions in complex and dynamic
environments, CB have gained increasing attention. They have
been widely applied in various domains, including recommen-
dation systems [} 2], dynamic pricing [3l 4], personalized
healthcare [5, |6l], and other areas [7, [8]. However, it is worth
noting that the rewards are not necessarily continuous variables
in the aforementioned sequential decision-making problems.
For example, binary rewards in recommendation systems and
count-based rewards in ad searches. This highlights the need
for more flexible generalized linear models.

Meanwhile, with the rapid advancement of modern informa-
tion technology, the quantity and diversity of available feature
information have increased significantly. This shift implies
that, to improve the accuracy of decision making, more com-
plex interaction factors must be considered. At the same time,
the dimensions of these factors have expanded rapidly, leading
to the emergence of high-order, high-dimensional problems.
We illustrate the existence of this phenomenon through specific
application cases. For example, traditional personalized health-
care schemes focus primarily on simple interactions between
diseases and drugs. However, with the adoption of targeted
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therapies, complex associations between drugs, targets, and
diseases have become central to research, involving thousands
or even tens of thousands of features related to diseases and
drugs [9}[10]. Similarly, to improve click-through rates, online
recommendation platforms need to process high-dimensional
data, including user and product features [L1], while also
addressing complex interactions between users, products and
time. In these scenarios, assumptions based on low-order and
moderately sized features [12, [13] are no longer applicable,
necessitating a shift in research focus towards high-order, high-
dimensional problems.

In this paper, we propose a unified regularization approach
to handle high-dimensional tensor bandits problems under gen-
eralized linear reward relationships, incorporating various low-
dimensional structures. Specifically, considering that tensors
have complex algebraic structures, certain low-dimensional
structures (i.e., sparsity [14, [15] and low-rankness [16} [17])
may appear at the entry level, fiber level, or slice level, rather
than being confined to the whole tensor. As such, the goal of
this work is to leverage low-dimensional knowledge to facil-
itate bandit learning and computation. Our key contributions
are summarized as follows:

o We propose a unified algorithmic framework, that is,
G-ELTC, for high-dimensional generalized tensor ban-
dits problems. This framework accommodates various
low-dimensional structural constraints, such as slice
sparsity and low-rankness, while providing a structure-
independent regret analysis for the algorithm.

o Considering the flexibility and expressiveness of Tucker
decomposition in handling high-order tensors [18], we
derive improved bounds on dimensionality and rank un-
der low multi-linear rank tensors and demonstrate the
superiority and effectiveness of our framework in high-
dimensional and high-order scenarios.

e Our theoretical results not only encompass the relevant
findings of low-rank matrix bandits under linear models
but also extend them to generalized linear relationships,
thereby broadening their applicability to a wider range of
decision-making scenarios.

o To control the parameter estimation error and further
derive the regret analysis for the generalized linear tensor



settings, we innovatively introduce the generic chain-
ing technique from stochastic processes, which funda-
mentally differs from the concentration inequality-based
methods in the literature [[19]], thus providing a new theo-
retical perspective and solution approach to this problem.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATIONS

To enhance readability, this section provides explanations
of the symbols and related definitions involved.

We summarize the notations used in this paper as
follows. Scalars, vectors, matrices, tensors, and sets are
represented by the symbols a, a, A, A, and A, re-
spectively. In particular, for the N-order tensor A €
RledQXdeN, Ail;i2,"',i1\f denotes the (’L'l,ig,“' ,ZN)-th

element. A;, iy iy, ini1,- iy 1S the mode-n fiber, where
n € [N] = {1,2,--- ,N}. (ny,ng, -+ ,ny,)-slice is
Ai17i27“',inl—lv‘-,inl-f-lf"7iw,2—1"7in,2+17“'7inn—17"inn+17"'7iN'

The representation of the object of this paper is in the
form of tensors, and therefore, it will involve some operations
related to them [18]], as detailed below.

Definition 1 (Tensor inner product): For the tensor A, B €
R xd2 X xdn " their inner product is defined as

=2 2 ) A

i1€[d1] iz€ld2]  in€E[dN]

11 yi2,0 0 5IN

Definition 2 (Tensor Frobenius norm): The Frobenius norm
of A is defined as ||A||p := /(A A).

Definition 3 (Tensor mode product): For matrix
B € R%Xdn and tensor A € R *d2xXdn the mode-n
(matrix) product A x, B is defined as an N-th order
tensor with dimensions (di,--- AN,
and its (i1, L in—1, 00/ dnp1, element is
Zine dn] Bin/-,inAil,'“ Vi AN

De]&nition 4 (Tucker decomposition): For the N-order tensor
A, let 7, and U, be the rank and left singular matrix of
M., (A), respectively. Then corresponding Tucker decompo-
sition is given by

A:gxlUl X2U2><3---

where G € R"*m2X X'~ jg called the core tensor, and
(r1,---,ry) is referred to as the multi-linear rank of the
tensor A.

Our general theory will involve some widely accepted
concepts from the high-dimensional statistics literature. To this
end, we provide the following relevant definitions [19].

Definition 5 (Weak decomposability of norm): For a given
pair of linear subspaces (A,B), where B C A. If the norm
R(-) satisfies the condition

VAc A+, BeB, R(A+B)> R(A)+crR(B),

where At = {A € AM(A,C)=0,YC €A} and0 < cg <1,

then this norm is called a weakly decomposable norm.
Definition 6 (Compatibility constant): For a subspace A C

R x-Xdn  the compatibility constant ¢ is defined as

R?(A)

1A%

adn—la dn/? dn+17 tet
iN)-th

XN Un =G Xnein) Un,

¢ = sup

AecA\{0}

Definition 7 (Gaussian width): For a set A, the Gaussian
width w(A) is defined as

w(t) = (sup(4.0))

AcA

~ N(0,1).

where G is an N-th order tensor and vec (G)

III. PROBLEM SETTING

This work considers the following tensor bandits prob-
lems. At each decision step ¢t € [T, the agent can access
the arm context set X;, where the elements are tensors of
dimensions (dy,ds, - ,dn). The agent then selects a cor-
responding action from the action set based on the context
and will receive a corresponding reward of p (y; | Xy, ©%) =

exp (%(Xt,@*); (X,©™)) + C(yhﬁb))’ and E(yt | X, C")*) —
V (X, ©%)) == p((Xs, ©%)), where ©* € Rdixd2x-xdn g
an unknown parameters, p(-) is the inverse link function. The
above equation can be rewritten as

Yt =p (<Xt7@*>) + &,

where ¢; is an independent R-sub-Gaussian noise.

The agent’s goal is to minimize the expected cu-
mulative regret relative to the optimal action a; :=
argmaxy, ex, (Xa,, ©) over the total number of rounds 7'

E(Rr) :=E

> u((X.07)

te[T]

— p (X, 07))

To facilitate this study, we have established a set of widely
adopted assumptions regarding the distribution of context,
bounded norms, and the generalized linear model. These
assumptions form the fundamental basis for our subsequent
theoretical analysis. Additionally, these assumptions are com-
mon in the relevant literature [20-22], are not overly strict,
and have broad applicability.

Assumption 1 (Context distribution): Let x; = vec (X;) €
Rd1d2-dn e  the vectorized covariate derived from the i-
th context tensor. Then x; is independent and follows the
k-sub- Gaussmn dlstrlbutlon with covarlance matrix Y, where
)\mln(z) > Cg m k= ﬁ

Assumption 2 (Bounded norm): The true parameter and
context tensors have bounded norms, specifically ||©*||p <1
and ||X||p < 1,VX € X,.

Remark 1: It should be clarified that Assumption [I] and
Assumption E] can hold simultaneously, for instance, when the
context tensor is generated uniformly from the unit sphere.

Assumption 3 (Inverse link functions): The inverse link
function g(-) has the first bounded derivative, which satisfies
0 < [ (x)| < ki, V]a| < 1.

Remark 2: The bounded constants in Assumption [3]are com-
monly present in the distributions of generalized linear models.

For example, in the binary logistic model, u(x) = 14-%’
where k, = %; in the Poisson model, u(z) = e®, where
k, =e.



Algorithm 1 Generalized Explore Low-dimensional structure
Then Commit (G-ELTC)

Input: parameters A\, T, R(09), c.
1: for t =1 to T} = copw?(©) do

2: Observe K contexts, Xy, X, -+, Xk.

3: Choose action a; uniformly randomly, and receive
reward ;.

4: end for

5: Compute the estimator éTl by minimizing the problem
as stated in (T).
6: fort=1to 15 =T —T; do
Take actions 4, = arg max; [ ((XZ, ©T1>).
8: end for

IV. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we will propose a tensor algorithm for high-
dimensional settings that addresses general low-dimensional
structures and discuss its regret bounds.

A. The Unified Algorithm

Before designing the specific algorithm, it is important to
clarify that a key issue in the decision-making strategy is
that the true parameters are unknown during the decision
process. Therefore, we first address the task of estimating
unknown parameters in the decision process, which forms the
foundation for our learning strategy. To this end, we provide
parameter estimation results under a generalized linear model
with general low-dimensional structure constraints.

Based on the generalized linear relationship, we consider
that O is obtained by minimizing the regularization problem
with norm penalty:

= 3 (%, ©)) ~ . ©)) + ArR©) L. ()

te[T]

where Ar is a tuning parameter with theoretical guidance. The
regularization term R(©) here adopts different weakly sepa-
rable norms tailored to the specific low-dimensional structures
involved.

Next, we present a general error bound for the above
parameter estimation problem, which is an extension of the
results by [19].

Theorem 1 (Error for parameter estimation): If Ap >
aR (% > teqr] €6+ ), and Assumption hold, then for any

T > cow?(O©) such that with probability at least 1 — 6,

)

07 — OF

nax?{ ||Op — ©* 2,
. T

_36(1+ cr)?p)?

- (3+CR)26l2kg ’
where @ = 443, @ = {O|R(©) < 1}, and | - |7 =

+ ierm (s X;)? is the empirical norm.
Remark 3: Compared to the results in [19], our paper
differs in its problem setup by extending the linear model

to a generalized linear model and expanding the distribution
of X from Gaussian to sub-Gaussian. Consequently, although
the basic proof framework remains the same, the specific
concentration inequalities employed are significantly different
and more complex.

We now propose an algorithm for the tensor bandits
problems in high-dimensional setting, called the Generalized
Explore Low-dimensional structure Then Commit (G-ELTC)
algorithm. The algorithm consists of two stages: the first stage
involves randomly exploring the arms, and the second stage
focuses on selecting and submitting the best arm. Algorithm
[T] provides a detailed description of this process.

The reason for adopting the aforementioned Explore-then-
Commit framework is that, in the case of sparse vectors,
[23] proposed the "Explore-the-Sparsity-Then-Commit" algo-
rithm based on this framework, specifically targeting data-poor
regions (including high-dimensional settings). Subsequently,
[24] further improved this algorithm and derived a regret
bound with the optimal order, where the order with respect
to T is 2/3. Additionally, related research [23] has applied
this framework in the case of low-rank matrices, achieving a
lower bound in terms of the dimensions. In high-dimensional
settings, the ideal theoretical result is to obtain the improved
bound with respect to the dimension, even if some sacrifice in
the order of the number of rounds is necessary. Therefore, we
also adopt this framework in the high-dimensional setting of
tensors.

Compared to similar algorithms in recent papers, our algo-
rithm has the following advantages:

« It is applicable to high-order high-dimensional settings,
whereas previous studies either addressed low-order high-
dimensional problems or only involved high-order exten-
sions.

« It provides a theoretical guide for the number of rounds in
random exploration, which is related to the corresponding
low-dimensional structure, and unifies the measurement
through Gaussian width and compatibility constant.

o It can be applied to a broader range of low-dimensional
structural problems, with low-dimensional structures pre-
viously considered in high-dimensional settings included
in this study. Furthermore, we also explore other novel
low-dimensional structures, such as slice-wise sparsity
and low-rankness.

B. Regret Analysis

In this section, we present the cumulative regret bounds
of our general framework, along with results for specific
low-dimensional tensor structures. For these examples, we
first clarify all unspecified symbols in the framework, such
as the parameters of weakly decomposable norms and the
compatibility constants. We then provide a lemma to guide
the appropriate selection of the regularization parameter Ar,,
leading to the final regret bounds for the corresponding algo-
rithms.



Theorem 2 (Structure Independent Regret): If Ay, >
aR* (T% > teT) GtXt), and Assumption hold, then the
expected cumulative regret of Algorithm

(1+cr)VoAr
E(Rp) <2k, Ty + 12k, T———""—"—
( T) = ptl + iz (3 +CR)Clku, ’

1S

with probability at least 1 — 4.

1) Tensor-Wise Low-Rankness: In scenarios like precision
medicine recommendation, doctors select the best treatment
for patients with specific diseases. The arms involved are drug
x target x disease. In this application, the drug’s therapeutic
effect is typically reflected in how it interacts with the target
to address the disease. In this case, tensor-wise low-rankness
is the most reasonable choice because it captures the global
relationship between drugs, targets, and diseases, enhancing
the efficiency of recommendation.

Based on this, we discuss the theory to the low-rank tensor
bandits problem. In this case, we adopt the low-rankness
based on Tucker decomposition, where the rank of ©* is
(ri,72,+++,rn), and let max{ry,re, -+ ,rn} = r. Conse-
quently, the regularization norm is specified as R(©) = ||O||..
Note that in this case, cg = 1/2 and ¢ = 2r. The following
lemma provides a good choice of A, for the low-rank tensor
bandits problem.

Lemma 1: For any § € (0,1), letd = max{dy,ds, -+ ,dn},
cr+3

let a = o > use
aRN 4T'N 2N(d+dN-1)
A, = 21 1
T \/CZTl 0og 5 0g (S

in Algorithm [1] with R(©) = ||©||., then with probability at
least 1 — 4, we have Ay, > aR* (%1 Ztem] etXt)
Given the above lemma, applying Theorem 2] we can derive

the regret bound in the low-rank tensor setting.
Corollary 1: Under Assumption let Ap,

Oi/RTi:[\/ 2log 4T§N log QN(ngdel), then the expected cumu-
lative regret of the Algorithm [T]in the low multi-linear rank

tensor bandits problem is upper bounded by

E(Ry) = O (d%r%T%).

To better illustrate the advantages of our work in the case of
high-dimensional tensors with low multi-linear rank, we com-
pared with the existing high-order tensor bandit method [26]
which is O (d2TN _QT%), our results show significant advan-
tages in d and r, although they are slightly higher in order for
T. In certain high-dimensional scenarios where = O(1) and
N < 5, with d > T, our bound remains competitive. More-
over, our work extends to generalized linear models, offering
broader applicability. Secondly, compared to the matricization
methods G-ESTT with regret 10) (M 3457 T%T%> [27] and

LPA-ETC with regret O (dN *%T%) [25], our algorithm
still performs significantly better in terms of the orders of
d and r. This advantage demonstrates that our algorithm has
stronger competitiveness in many high-dimensional scenarios
and further highlights the crucial role of tensor representation.

2) Slice-Wise Sparsity and Low-Rankness: In applications
like social media analysis, the platform pushes topics to
specific user groups at certain times. The involved arms are
time X user group X topic, where the data shows that users
only participate in topic discussions at specific time points,
and these users exhibit group characteristics. Therefore, slice-
wise sparsity and low-rankness can more effectively capture
the sparsity of users across time and reveal the potential
relationships between user groups and topics.

Next, we discuss the regret of tensor bandits problem, where
the sparsity and low-rankness are at the slice level. In this
scenario, take (1,2)-slices of third-order tensor as an illustra-
tion. That is, it refers to the s nonzero slices ©F, , k € [ds]
are rank-r matrices, so we choose the R(©) = ||O]|(1,2),« =
>_kelds) |©-k ||+ In this case, cg =1 and ¢ = 2r. Similarly,
the theoretical guidance for adjusting the parameter is provided
by the following lemma.

Lemma 2: For any 6 € (0,1), let d = max{ds,da,ds}, and

o= C§+3, use
CR

_caR o 4T1d10 47d
VP A T

in Algorithm [T with R(©) = [|©]|(1,2),.. then with probability
at least 1 — 9, we have Ay, > aR* (% Zte[Tl] etXt).
Similarly, we can derive the regret bound in the slice-wise

sparse and low-rank tensor setting.

Corollary 2: Under Assumption [I}3] let Ay, =
AT

A1y

caR d 4d :
il log =5* log <, the expected cumulative regret of the

Algorithm [T]in the tensor bandits with slice-wise sparsity and
low-rankness is upper bounded by

E(Ry) = O (dr%T%) .

This structurally constrained bandits problem has not been
addressed in previous work. To demonstrate the superiority
of our results, we compare them with the results related to
tensor matricization. In [27]], the bound is M 2drT'/2 (Note
that this bound involves M, which is related to the dimension
d), while our work improves the dependence on dimensionality
and rank, although they are slightly higher in order for 7. In
certain scenarios, our bound remains competitive. Compared
with [23]], which provides a bound O d?riT3 ), our work
further reduces the order of dimension from 2 to 1 and the
order of rank from 2/3 to 1/3. These further illustrate how
the process of matricization disrupts the original structure of
tensors, underscoring the significance of studying slice-wise
sparsity and low-rankness within tensors.

3) Extension to Other Low-Dimensional Structures: In
some application scenarios, sparsity may occur at the element
level and the fiber level. For example, in intelligent question-
answering systems, the platform matches users’ questions
with corresponding answers. The involved arms are user X
question x answer, where only a few of the users’ ques-
tions have matching answers. Therefore, entry-wise sparsity is
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Fig. 1. Experimental results of tensor bandits under low multi-linear rankness
with different dimensional settings. (a) displays the curve of cumulative regret
over time, while (b) shows the variation of the ratio of cumulative regret to
the theoretical bound B over time.
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Fig. 2. Experimental results of tensor bandits under slice sparse and low
rank structure with different dimensional settings. (a) displays the curve of
cumulative regret over time, while (b) shows the variation of the ratio of
cumulative regret to the theoretical bound B7 over time.

more appropriate, as it allows optimization for specific user-
question-answer pairs without assuming a global question-
answer association pattern. Similarly, in mobile network re-
source allocation, base stations allocate resources to users at
specific time periods, where only a few active users require
prioritized resource allocation. Therefore, fiber-wise sparsity is
more suitable for handling the sparsity of users across specific
time and base station. Based on the above practical scenarios,
we extend the relevant results of this paper to other low-
dimensional structures, such as entry-wise sparsity and fiber-
wise sparsity. The detailed theoretical results and proof of this
part can be found in the the Appendix.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we validate the effectiveness of our theoret-
ical results through experiments. Specifically, the true param-
eter tensor with low multi-linear rankness ©* € R%1xdz2xds
is generated as follows: we first generate the tensor with
dimensions d; X do X d3, with its elements drawn from a
standard normal distribution. We then project it into a low
multi-linear rank space. While for the true parameter tensor
with slice sparsity and low-rankness, it is generated as follows:
first, we randomly select the indices of the non-zero slices,
then the non-zero slices are randomly generated as low-rank
matrices. The elements of the contextual tensor are sampled
from a standard normal distribution. We construct a binary
reward model, that is y; ~ Bernoulli(u ({X}, ©%))), where

x

p(z) = 5= For each setting in each problem, we run the

algorithm 10 independent times to compute the average results
with one standard deviation error bar.

For the two aforementioned low-dimensional structures, we
conducted experiments from two main perspectives. First, we
verified that under these structures, the upper bound of the
cumulative regret grows sublinearly. To demonstrate this, we
plotted the curve of the cumulative regret upper bound against
the number of decision rounds under different dimensions
(as shown in Figure [I(a)] and Figure [2(a)). These figures
show that in all three settings, the upper bound of cumulative
regret increases with the number of random explorations and
flattens with the growth of exploitation rounds, ultimately
demonstrating ideal sublinear growth. Second, we confirmed
that the algorithm achieves the theoretical regret bound under
these structures. To demonstrate this, we plotted the ratio of
the cumulative regret upper bound to the theoretical bound
against the number of decision rounds (for Figure |I(b)l
Bp = dr'/3T?/3; for Figure Br = dr/3T2/3). As
shown in Figure [I(b)] and Figure 2(b)] in each setting, the
ratio stabilizes around a constant less than 1 as the number
of rounds increases, indicating that our algorithm achieves the
theoretical bound.

VI. CONCLUTION

This study, driven by the need for flexible decision-
making strategies in high-dimensional and high-order sce-
narios of real-world applications, delves into the high-
dimensional generalized tensor bandits problems, encompass-
ing low-dimensional structural constraints. We employ weakly
decomposable norms as convex regularizers to describe the
related structures and propose a unified algorithm, along with
a theoretical analysis of its cumulative regret bounds. Specifi-
cally, for tensor low-rankness structure, we achieve improved
bounds in terms of both dimension and rank, effectively
addressing the challenges posed by high-dimensional prob-
lems in high-order settings while extending the algorithm’s
applicability. Additionally, we consider the presence of several
popular low-dimensional structures, such as sparsity and low-
rankness, at different levels of the tensor and demonstrate how
these results can be presented using different specific norms,
further highlighting the flexibility and wide applicability of the
proposed method.
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APPENDIX A
RELATED WORKS

The improvement in decision-making performance of con-
textual bandits stems from the effective utilization of feature
information in the decision process. Linear bandits [13| 28],
as one of the classic approaches, model the reward as the
inner product of the feature vector and unknown parameters
to characterize the problem. However, considering the com-
plexity of rewards in real-world decision-making scenarios,
researchers [29] 30] have further extended this approach to
generalized linear models to better capture the diversity of
reward behaviors. However, these methods still struggle to
effectively address the increasing complexity of decision-
making scenarios, particularly as the number of interrelated
factors that need to be considered grows.

To tackle this challenge, previous studies have extended
the bandit problem to higher-order settings. Specifically, low-
rank matrix contextual bandit models [20, 27, 31} [32] have
been proposed to handle more complex structures. However,
these studies have limited applicability in high-dimensional
environments, as their cumulative regret bounds depend on
higher-order of dimensions. To resolve this issue, [25] pro-
posed a lower bound regarding the dimension using the ETC
framework. Compared to these studies, the results in this paper
are based on the low multi-linear rank assumption, which
not only encompasses the existing works but also extends
to higher-order settings. Furthermore, although this paper
shares similarities with the study by [16], the low-dimensional
structures involved in this paper are more complex.

In higher-order scenarios, the low-rank tensor contextual
bandits problem arises. Unlike low-rank matrices, tensor de-
composition is not unique, and the rank of a tensor can
be defined in various ways. For Tucker decomposition, [33]
was the first to focus on this issue, but it lacked theoret-
ical guarantees. Subsequently, [26] further focused on the
effective utilization of low-dimensional subspaces, introducing
the OFUL algorithm based on a linear parameter model and
providing an upper bound on cumulative regret. For other
common decomposition methods, namely CP and T-SVD, [34]]
and [22] derived relevant results, respectively. However, it
is noteworthy that these studies did not address the high-
dimensional challenges faced by low-rank tensor contextual
bandits. Compared to T-SVD and CP, Tucker decomposition
offers greater flexibility and expressive power when handling
high-order data [18]]. Therefore, this paper adopts Tucker
decomposition while considering low-rank tensor structures
and achieves lower-order regret bounds concerning the di-
mension for low-rank tensors, effectively addressing the high-
dimensional challenges in higher-order settings. Additionally,
this paper also considers other low-dimensional structural
constraints in tensors, such as slice sparsity and low-rankness.

APPENDIX B
AUXILIARY LEMMAS

Before proceeding with the formal proof, we need first to
state the lemmas that will be used.

Lemma 3 (Theorem D [35]] ): There exist absolute constants
c1,c2,c3 for which the following holds. Let (2, u) be a
probability space, set F be a subset of the unit sphere of
Lo(p), ie, F C Sp, = {fllfllz, =1}, and assume that
diam (F, || - |l¢,) < k. Then, for any § > 0 and n > 1
satisfying

C1R7Y2 (F’ H ’ ||1112) < 0\/5’

with probability at least 1 — exp (—c26?n/k?),

1
sup |— () —E(f7)] <0
n
fer i€[n]
Further, if ' is symmetric, then
1 Yo (F [ - lle,)
E |sup|— E 2 () —E (|| < ez 227
fer nie[n] ( ) ( ) ’ \/ﬁ

Lemma 4 (Talagrand’s majorizing measure theorem [36)]):
Let {X;}icT be a mean zero Gaussian process on a set T.
Consider the canonical metric defined on T, i.e. d(t,s) =
IX: — X5z, Then

Y2 (Tv d) < w(T) S 072 (Tv d) .

Lemma 5 (Tail bound [36]]): Let {X,},ex be a random
process on a subset X C RY. If || X, — Xy |ly, < Lllz — yll2,
then for every v > 0 we have

sup | X,| < CL (w(X) + urad(X)),
zeX

%), where rad(X

with probability at least 1 — 2exp (—u )
= B (sup,ex(®,9)),9 ~

sup,cx [|zl2 is the radius, w(X)
N(0,1) is the Gaussian width.

Lemma 6 (Operations on sub-Gaussian variables [37]):
Suppose that z; and x5 are zero- mean and sub-Gaussian with
parameters o1 and o9, respectively.

o If 1 and x5 are independent, then the random variable
T1 + T3 is sub-Gaussian with parameter /0% + o3.

o In general (without assuming independence), the random
variable x1 + x2 is sub-Gaussian with parameter at most
V2y/0? + 02.

Lemma 7 (Norm Inequalities): For = € R?, we have

], < [l if 1 <q<p,

lll, < dv~flell, if1<p<q.

Proof 1: For 1 < q < p,

)l = fai il )
i€[d]
<Y ml Y [P 3)
i€[d] 1€[d]
=Nzl > () )
i€[d] i€[d]

<Y il | D il 5)

i€[d]



Sl

= D l=l”] (6)

1€[d]

that is |||/, < ||x|lq- For 1 <p <gq,

]l =" [ai? (7)

1€[d]
% (I;P
<| X (=i | | X ®)
ie[d] i€[d]
= D fal? ", ®)
i€[d]
that is ||z, < d» 4 ||z|,.
APPENDIX C

PROOF OF THEOREMI]

ProoAf 2: Let L(©) = T% ey (X ©)) — (X, ©)],
A = © — ©*. According to the optimal problem and Tay-
lor’s expansion about b(-), we have L(©) + Ap, R (@) <
L(©) + A, R(©%) and b((X,0)) = b((X,0%)) +
(%, ©7))(%,, A) + FURGIRD (3, A))2.

By rearranging and organizing the above results, we have

— Z (X, ©" + nA)) (X, A))? (10)
te[Tl]
1 . R
<g 2 alX )+, (R -r(6)]. A
tE[Tl]

1 .
<R*| — *) —
S 3 X | R(A)+ A, [R(@) R(@)],

te[Th]
(12)
Z e Xy | [R(AA) + R(A41)]
tG[Tl
+ /\Tl [—CRR (A.Al) + R(AA)] 5 (13)
1
=R (= > aXi| —crdn | R(A4)
L tE[Tl] 1
+ R = D aXi | + A | R(A), (14)
1 tG[Tl] ]
2
< LR (A + 3+3CRAT1 R(Ax), (15)
+cr
3+30R
R(A 1
= 3+ )\Tl ( A)v ( 6)

where the second inequality comes from the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, and the third inequality comes from the definition of
the separable norm and the norm triangle inequality. According

to Assumption 3, to prove the above equation, it is sufficient
to show that

k 3+ 3c
a7y 2 (X A0 < A R (M) (a7
te[Th]
3+ 3c 3+ 3¢
< VolAalle < SR VO AR, (18)

. 2 6(1+ .
that is A7, < 2525 A V3 Al p = 31, | Al . Noting
that our goal is to prove an upper bound for ||Allg, we
need to utilize the relationship between ||Al|r and ||All7,.

Specifically, we classify the cases into three settings:

o the first case is {||Alln, > ||Allr};

« the second case is {||Allr, < |AllF, |Allr <dn ks

o the third case is {||A|lr, < ||AllF, [|AllF > 61, }-

For the first two  cases, we can  obtain
max{||A|r,, |Allr} < op, through simple calculations.
However, in the third case, we need to further apply
concentration inequalities for the analysis.

We claim that it suffices to prove that there exists 1 > a > 0
such that

P (s 1418, > alal})
A€cA
holds with high probability, where
dy X---xd 3
A:{AeRl N|R(AAL)§R(AA)}.
CR
We consider the following class of functions

(-,A) ~ A

\/VecT(A)E vec(A) 1AlLF
. 9 E(x;,A)° .
Since || f]|7, = e () meE) 1, then F is a subset of the
unit sphere, i.e., F C Sy,. Further,
diam (F, || - [ly,) = sup |[f1 = fally, (19)
f1,f2€F
1 -
S*SHPH<XZ',A1> — <X1,A2>‘ (20)
G X )2
~ 2k
< [|vee(;)|ly, sup |A1 — Al p < o 2D
A

Then, from Lemma 3] it follows that with probability at least
crkya (B lllpy)

1 —exp (—c20*T' ¢} /k*), for 6 > . we have
sup | — Z A, (£?) (22)
JEF L €Ty ]
A
= sup ”~ HTl — — 1/ <90, (23)
Acik | vecT (A)X vec(A)

where E (fz) = Hf||%2 =1,

- {E g R xdv | R (EAL) < %R (EA) Al = 1} .



Next, based on Lemma [4] we have

k k ~
Yo (F, | - [lys) < o F - 1lz,) < ac4w(A)- (24)
Therefore, we set 6 = Clc“’i/% A) . As a result, we have
A3,
176<sup — < 1+46. (25)
x vecT (A)Svec(A)
yielding
Amin(E)[|A[F(1 = 0) < sup [|AF, < Anax (D) A[[7(1+6).
A
~ (26)
Then let 1 > ¢?||A[|%(1 — 6) > 0, that is
2,214, 2( X
T > cicik il) (A)’

G

we can get supg [|A[3, > c}[|A||%. It is equivalent to
sup ||AH2T1 > 012||AHF Note that w(A) < w (]| - [|[r < 1) <
Vow (R() < 1), & < ||Z]|r < E||X |2 < 1. Therefore, we
1A]|F} < 22,

= ¢

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM

Proof 3: We adjust the scale of the instantaneous regret in
the ¢-th round according to the different stages of the algo-
rithm. In stage 1, i.e., t € [T}], according to the Fundamental
Theorem of Calculus and bounded norm assumption, we have
|1 ((Xa;, ©7)) = (X, 0)] < Ky [(Xay = X, 07)[ <
Ky || Xar — X|| 107 < 2k, For the second stage, consid-

ering the selection of arms, we have ( Xyr — A%, éT1> < 0.
Therefore, the following inequality holds:

| ((Xa ©7)) = 1 (%, 07)] 27)

<k | (X = 2,07~ Or,)| 28)

<k || % = i) |0 = Om]| (29)

<2k, He* ~6r,, (30)

We can further obtain the bound on cumulative regret as
follows:

E(Rr) =E | > p((Xar, 0%)) — p((X:,0%)) 31)
te[T]
=B Y n((X;,0%) —p((X,07))
te[Tl]
+E( > n ({0 0")) = 0 (X 40,07)
te[T—T1]
(32)
< 2k, Ty + 26,7 0"~ O, i (33)
< 2%, Ty + 12kuTm (34)

(3+cr)crky

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF LEMMA[I]

Now we consider a specific low-dimensional structure.
Specifically, we adopt low-rankness based on Tucker de-

composition, where the rank of ©* ¢ R&xd2xxdy
is (ri,r9, - ,rn), and let max{ry,re,---,ry} = 1,
max{dy,ds, - ,dy} = d. Note that in this case, the regu-
larization norm is R(©) = [|O]. = & > jern) M;(©). Then

R*(©) = [|8]] = N maxen {[|M;(O)], 5 € [N]}.

Proof 4: In this case, the condition that Ay, must satisfy is

cr+3 .1
P ’;C R | & > ek | <A (35)
R 1 te[T1]
3
_p c’;j Nm Z e ||| <2 | G6)
R Je t€[T1
QCR/\T T1
>1- > P|M; | D et ]|z —2=] 6D
JE[N] te[Th] (CR + 3)N
ZCR)\T T1
=1—= D P[> M;(ad)||> —— (38)
JE[N] te[T) (CR * 3)N
>1-6. (39)

We claim that it suffices to prove the inequality

2CR)\T1 T1 < i

P Z Mj (GtXt) > m = N

te[T1)

Then we define the event & {max;e(p) | < v},
and by the definition of sub-Gaussian random vari-
ables, let v = R\/2log(4T1N/o), we have P(£°) =
P (max;ery & > v) < > tery P (lee] > v) < 6/2N. Un-
der the event £, we have the following bounds

[M; (e X)|| < [[My (e X))l = llee Xl (40)
< max lec] || Xl < v, 41)
HE( (e Xe) M (e0X)) | (42)
<E|[|M; (e,X) M (%) || (43)
<E | M; ()|l < 0. (44)

Similarly, we can obtain HE (/\/1;r (e0) M (e:X,)) H < 02,
Therefore, applying the matrix Bernstein inequality, we have

2CR/\T1T1
(cr+ 3)]\77
—(2CR/\T1T1)2/2(CR + 3)2N2 )

T1v2 + 2cpAn, Thv/3(cr + 3)N
(46)

P ZM (e:%)|| >

te[Th]

< (d + dN_l) exp (

& (45)




If we take Ay, = R(cp+3)N \/2 log 4T§N log 2N (d+dN-1)

2c T o ’
then VT
QCR/\T T1
P> M(aX)| > —— (47)
te (D] (CR + 3)N
QCR/\T T1
<P (e X £ P(E°) (48
= Z M] (6t t) el (CR"‘?))N’ + ( ) ( )
tE[Tl]
) ) )
<— 4+ — < —,
—2N + 2N — N (49)
APPENDIX F
PROOF OF COROLLARY[]]
Proof 5:
(1 + CR)\/a)\Tl
E(Ry) <2k, T; 12k, T—4——= 50
(Rr) <2k, T + 12k, B+ cr)ciky (50)
(1+cr)vV Rlcg+3)N
=2k, T; 12k, T
pot + H (3 + CR)Clku 2CR\/T1
4TI N N N-1
\/210g 1:; log2 (d+d ) 51
=2k, Ty + 12Tw
2creV/Th
4TV N 2N (d+ dN-1
\/ 2log 1 log (d+d"7) (52)
1 N2
=2k, T + 12TM
2creV/T1
N—1
\/2 log 41:;N log 2N(d+d77) (53)
=0 (e *riT?) (54)
-0 (d%r%T%) . (55)

APPENDIX G
PROOF OF LEMMA [2]

When considering slices that exhibit both sparsity and
low-rankness, we again take the (1,2)-slice as an exam-
ple. In this case, the true parameters consist of only s
nonzero slices ©*,,k € [ds], all of which are low-rank
matrices. The corresponding parameter space is given by
{© € Rdi1xdexds | > _keldg) anKk(O..) < r}. Therefore, we
choose R(©) = [|O]/(1,2)« = X pe(ay) 1Okl In this case,

R*(©) = maxpe(4,) [|©..x]]-

Proof 6: At this point, the adjustment parameters need to

satisfy the following inequality:

P cr+3 .,

1 te[Th]

1
=P cr+3 max || | — Z € X
te[Th]

QCR ke [dg] Tl

21* ZP ZetXt

kelds] te[T]

1
203 R T Z ftXt S )\T1

(56)
< An (57)
-~k
2CR)\T1T1
> v s
cnt3 (58)

>1—0. (39

We claim that it suffices to prove the inequality
2¢rAr, T 5
P(|[Sema] | = 202") < 2
define the event & := {maxyc(r,)e| <v}. We take
2log(4T1d3/0), then P (€°) < §/2d3. Under the

event £, we can get

Here we

e i) gl < lllexe] gl p < maxec| [[Xe] 4l < v,

HE ([QXt]..k [etXt].—.rk) H <E H[Gtxt]..k [etXt]TkH (60)
<Elllad] 47 <v®. (6D

Similarly, we can obtain ‘Eﬂ ([etXt]Tk [etXt]“k)H < 2.
Then according to the matrix Bernstein inequality, we have

ZCR)\T T1
P t;{;][qxt}“k zﬁ,g (62)

—(QCR)\TIT]_)Q/Q(CR + 3)2
< .
< (di +da) exp <T1v2 + 2cpA, T1v/3(cr + 3) (63)

CR

If we take Az, — R(c};‘%’)) \/log ALy 1o 2d3(d51+d2)’ then

P Y ek > QCCLL? (64)
telT) " f
2cp AT, T
<P || Y leti], | = 2202 e ) £ P(E)  (65)
cr+3
te[Ty]
0
<—.
SR (66)
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Proof 7:
(1+cr)VoAr
E(Ry) <2k, T; 12k, T ~——— > -1 67
(Fr) <2k Ti + 12k, (3+ cr)cik ©7)
(1+cr)Vo R(cr+3)
=2k, T; 12k, T
W S ek, envTh
47T 2
\/ log ;d?’ log di”(dg’ da) (68)
=2k, T1 + 12Tw
CRCZ\/Tl
\/1og 4T§d3 log 2d3(d3 + dy) ©9)
=2k, T} + 12Tw
creV 11
47T 2
\/log 1d3 log d3(dy + d2) (70)
) 1)
~ _2
=0 (cl BT%T%> (71)
-0 (dr%T% . (72)



APPENDIX I
EXTENSION TO ENTRY-WISE SPARSITY

A. Results

We consider the problem of entry-wise sparse tensor ban-
dits, assuming that the unknown tensor parameter ©* is entry-
wise sparse, meaning it has only s non-zero elements, with
s much smaller than dydsds. This naturally leads to using
R(©) =[O = Zie[dl], Zje[dz] Zke[d3] Ok | regulariza-
tion. In this case, we can clarify the corresponding quantities,
ie,cp=1, ¢ =s.

The following lemma provides theoretical guidance for Ap,
in this specific tensor bandits problem.

Lemma 8: For any § € (0,1), let a = ‘35;3, use
caRk
)\T1 = \/ﬂ 10g(2d1d2d3/5)

in Algorithm [I| with R(©) = ||©||;, then with probability at
least 1 — 9, we have Ay, > aR* (T Zte etXt>

Given the above lemma, it is easy to apply Theorem 2] to
obtain a specific regret bound in the entry-wise sparsity tensor
bandits.

Corollary 3: Under Assumption let A\p, =
CaRk log(2d1d2ds/9), then the expected cumulatlve regret
of Algorlthm [I) with the entry-wise sparsity is upper bounded
by

E(Rr) = O (31/3T2/3 1og1/3(d1d2d3)) .

In this case, it can degenerate into the Lasso ban-
dits problem. Therefore, we compare it with the related
Lasso bandits results obtained after vectorization. Specifi-
cally, whether compared with the bound established by [23]]
of O(C2/3s2/3T2/3) or the bound established by [24] of
O(H. f/g 2/?’T2/3), considering that Cp,;,, and H, are related
to the dimension in certain cases, both of these bounds exhibit
polynomial dependence on the dimension. In contrast, the
bound in this paper achieves a logarithmic order on the
dimension, which provides a significant advantage in high-
dimensional settings. Furthermore, it is important to emphasize
that the problem setting in this paper is broader than the
aforementioned studies, as it encompasses generalized linear
models, including their linear case.

B. Proof

1) Proof of Lemma [§f In the entry-wise sparse tensor
bandits problem, the true parameter ©* has only s nonzero
elements, with s being much smaller than d;d2ds. Therefore,
using R(©) = [|O[l1 = > ic(4,) 2ojelda) 2okelas] |Oiskl as the
regularization term is a natural choice. Furthermore, we have
R*(©) = ||O]loc = maxie(d,],je[ds] kelds] [Oijnl-

Proof 8: In this case, the adjustment of parameters needs to
satisfy the following inequality:

CR+3R*

Pl = Z X | < ap (73)
R tE[T1]
cr+3
=P ’;CR nax T1 o aXi| <A (74)
te Tl ijk
2epAn, T
S-S P Y an| |2 LT; (75)
ijk te[T1) ijk R+
>1—4. (76)

The following proof shows that € [X;];;; is an indepen-
dently kg-sub-exponential variable with respect to ¢. Note
that {vec (X;),t € [T1]} are independent k-sub-Gaussian vec-

{J [Xt];50 0t € [Tl]} are independent k-
sub-Gaussian variables. Also note that each ¢; is R-sub-
Gaussian, we have get RAPRAS [Tl]} are independent Rk-
sub-exponential random variables. Therefore we can use Bern-
stein’s inequality and get

tors, then we have

2crT1 A
P EtXt Z M (77)
cp+3
telT] ijk
ART2N  2epTiAr
<2 - i 2 9 - ? 78
<2exp < cmm{(CR 3T (o + B)ka }) (78)
where ko = Rk. If we take Ap, = % log %,
then we conclude that '
cr+3 ., [1
P I;C R | = S ek | < (79)
R te[T]
é
>1 — >1-9. 80
- Z didads (50)
ijk
2) Proof of Corollary 3}
Proof 9:
(1+ cr)VPAr
E(Rt) <2k, T; 12k, T ~——"2"——1 81
(Fr) 2k, T + 12k, (3+ cr)crka 81
1
—9k, T\ + 12k, T (14 cr)V¢ Rk(cr +3)
(3 + CR)Clku QCCR\/ T1
2d1dod
1og% (82)
1 k 2d1dod
ok, 7y + 127U CRBRVO i 2didads o)
2ccrevV I 0
ZQkMTl 4 6T(1 + CR)R]{\/; log 2d1d2d3 (84)
ccreV/ T 1)
_2 2d1dad
=0 (kgcl "s3TH logh T 3) (85)
1 2d1dod
=0 (sSTS log3 1523> (86)



-0 (s%T§) . (87)

APPENDIX J
EXTENSION TO FIBER-WISE SPARSITY

A. Results

We focus on the fiber-wise sparse tensor bandits problem.
In this case, taking mode-1 fibers as an example, i.e., O* €
S(©7) = {- € [di] | ©F # 0}, and [S(O7)] = s < di.
Then we use the regularlzatlon norm R(©) = ||O]1, =

1

Zje[d2] Zke[ds] [Zie[dl] |®ijk|q} *, ¢ > 1. Then, at this
point, cg = 1 and ¢ = 7n? (dl, T %) s, where 1 (-,m) =
max {1,-"}. Likewise, we present the following lemma to
identify a suitable choice for the parameter A7, in this tensor
bandit.

Lemma 9: For any ¢ € (0,1), let o« = Cgc';?’, use

caRk(\/dy + \/m)

A, =

VTi
4T, 1 1
210%(%)77 (dh 37 q)

in Algorithm [1] with R(©) = ||©||1,4, then with probability at
least 1 — 9, we have Ay, > aR* (T Zfe etXt)
Based on the above lemma, we can s1m11ar1y derive the

regret bounds for this low-dimensional structure.
Corollary 4: Under Assumption [T}3] let

caRk(+/dy + y/log 4424z

Ay =

VT
4T dod 1 1
210%(%)77 (dla 5 - q> )

then the expected cumulative regret of the Algorithm [I] in
the tensor bandits problem with fiber-wise sparsity is upper

bounded by
) max {dl, log

The above scenario can degenerate into the group-
sparse matrix bandits problem, which characterizes the low-
dimensional structure of group sparsity. In particular, when
g = 2, R(©) corresponds to group Lasso regularization.
In this case, compared to the latest group Lasso bandits
results applied after matricization, the regret bound of [16]

is O (max{dl,1og(d2d3)}%s%T%>, while the bound in this

paper is O &max {d1, IOg(dgdg)}% s3T3
emphasize that the theoretical results in this paper have a
smaller dependence on the dimension, providing a greater
advantage in high-dimensional settings.

Adyds ) ?
5

). It is important to

B. Proof

1) Proof of Lemma [9} When considering a specific low-
dimensional structure, specifically fiber-wise sparsity, we
take the mode-1 fibers as an example. In this case, we
have ©* € S(©*) = {- € [di] | ©F, # 0}, and
|S(©*)] = s <« dy. We then use the regularization norm

1
RO) = 10l = ¥jera) Lreias) |Sietan [€istl?] "
where ¢ > 1. Correspondingly, we have R*(0) = ||O||s0,p =
1
maX;e(dy],ke(ds] [Zié[dl] |@Z]k|p:| p’ where % + % =1.
Proof 10: In this setup, the requirement for the adjusting
parameters is that the following inequality must be satisfied:

cr+3 1
P R — Xl <A 88
Sen leﬁtt_n (88)
te[Th]
3
=P R+ max Z €+ Xs <An (89)
QCR 7k
tG[Tl] -k »
2CR)\T T1
>1— P X, > =L - 90
=z Z Z €rety = T h+3 (90)
Jjk te Tl] -k
P
>1—46. ©n

We claim that it suffices to prove the inequality

QCRAT T1 5
P X > ! < .
Z et - CR+3 - d2d3
te[T1] ik
Jrp
Here we define the event & {max,e(p,) &] < v},
and by the definition of sub-Gaussian random variables,
if we take v = Ry/2log(4T1d2d3/5), then P(E°) =
P (maxiery)le] > v) < Y Pllel >v) < 6/2dads.
Under the event £, we can get

2cpA, T
P Y ek, > Lﬁg{g (92)
te[Ty] ik ort
L i D
2 T
<P Z x, 2epAr 1 ©93)
= v(cr +3)
1 ~jk‘ p
Let ‘ 2term) [Xt]vij = SUPjjqf, <1 <Ete[m [Xt}-jk"‘> =

SUp| g, <1 X,, then X, is a random process defined on the
subset A = {a € R¥|||al|, < 1}, and

P Z Xt QCR)\T1 T1 (94)
sl ~ v(cg +3)
1 kil
=P sup X,> 2erAn T (95)
lallg<1 v(cr +3)



203)\T1T1> (96)

=P | sup |X,| >
<|a|qg| | v(cr +3)

The following proves that .5, [Ai] ;, is a sub-Gaussian
vector. Note that vec (X;) is the sub-Gaussian vector, then
[Xt];5 is the sub-Gaussian variable with sub-Gaussian norm
k. According to Lemma @ we have 3, [ i
the sub-Gaussian variable with sub-Gaussian norm k+/17.
For any fixed z € S%“~!, according to the definition of
the sub-Gaussian vector, we have (3 ,cip[Xi] 5.2) =
2 icldy) 2otery [Xtlijx 2 is the sub-Gaussian variable with
sub-Gaussian norm ck+/T7. Thus,

”Xal - Xaz ”'JJz o7
=10 1) pran) = (D (X a2) [l (98)
te[T1] te[T1]
=D (A a1 — az) g, (99)
tE[Tl]
<> Xy s lar — aslla = eVTk[la — as|lo. (100)
tE[Tl]

Next, we will calculate rad(A) and w(A) separately. Let g ~
N (0, 1), according to Lemma |7} we have

wl#) = (supta.g) ) =Bl (o)
<max{1,d,/""*}E]|g]5 (102)
<max{1,d;/?"/?*}\/E||g|I2 (103)
=max{1,d}/""*}\/d; (104)
=max{d\/?, d}/"} = max{d\/?, di 1}, (105)

rad(A) = sup ||al|2 < max{1, d}/%l/q} sup ||lall, (106)

a€h a€h
<max{1,d}/* 1/} (107)
Let u = /log %Tdi‘, according to Lemma we have
P (Slelg | Xa| > Ck\/f(max{diﬂ, d}_l/q}
+umax{1,d}/2*1/‘J})) < 2exp (—u?) . (108)
Let a = s, A1, =
ca ddpdy _
Rk(\/ﬁ\-&/-ﬁbg +2) /2 10g(4T1§2d3)max{1,d1/2 1/q}’
then

> ZCF&’,)\Tl T1

109
e (109)

| te[T1] 1w

cr+3

1kl

]P(
<IE”( Y ok > ZRARTL o ey (110
5

<

. 111
dods (111

2) Proof of Corollary @}
Proof 11:

(1 + CR)\/a)\Tl
(3 + CR)Clk'u

(1+cr)Vo 1/2-1/q
=2k, T 12k, 17— 1,d
pl1+ Iz (3+CR)Clku ma’x{ » 91 }

caRk(/d; + \/@) o1 <4T1d2d3)
ogl————

E(Rr) <2k, Ty + 12k, T (112)

VT 5
(113)

1 _

=2k, T} + oLt ervo max{1,d./* "1/}
2CRCl
cRE(/d1 + |/log 4422 AT, dyds
2log(——22) (114)
VTi 5

=2k, Ty + 6T

(1+cR)ch\/§n2<d 1 ;)

L—-— 3
cravV It q

(ddl + \/log 4d§d3> \/Qlog(‘m??di”) (115)
- 11 4 g
=0 (77é (dl, - - > max{dhlog dzd?’}
q 2 )
k%cl‘gs%T%) (116)
- 11 4 3
= (ng (dl, - — > max{dhlog dzdg}
q 2 )
1 2
53T§> (117)

APPENDIX K
ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

A. Tensor-Wise Low-Rankness

— (dy,dz,d3) =(10,10,10),r=2
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(a) Cumulative Regret Rp (b) The ratio Ry /Bt

Fig. 3. Experimental results of tensor bandits under low multi-linear rankness
with different rank settings. (a) displays the curve of cumulative regret over
time, while (b) shows the variation of the ratio of cumulative regret to the
theoretical bound B over time.

In the case of tensors with low multi-linear rankness, we
first generate the true parameters ©* € R%1*d2xds  yith its
elements drawn from a standard normal distribution. We then
project it into a low multi-linear rank space. Next, we continue
to validate the effectiveness of the algorithm from the two
previously mentioned perspectives. First, we check whether
the algorithm can achieve a sublinear cumulative regret upper
bound. In three different different ranks (as shown in Figure



[3(@)), the upper bound of cumulative regret exhibits stability
as the number of decision rounds increases, demonstrating
ideal sublinear growth. Additionally, the curves in the figures
indicate that cumulative regret also rises with increasing
rank, which is consistent with the theoretical results. Second,
we verify whether the algorithm can achieve the theoretical
cumulative regret upper bound, specifically by examining the
ratio of cumulative regret to the theoretical bound. As shown
in Figure [3(b)} this ratio gradually stabilizes at a constant less
than 1 as the number of rounds increases, indicating that our
algorithm can achieve the theoretical cumulative regret upper
bound.

B. Slice-Wise Sparsity and Low-Rankness

— (dy,dz,d3) = (10, 10,10),r=2
b === (dy,d,d3) =(10,10,10),r=4
(dy, dz, d3) = (10,10, 10),r=6
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(a) Cumulative Regret R (b) The ratio Rp/Br

Fig. 4. Experimental results of tensor bandits under slice sparse and low
rank structure with different rank settings. (a) displays the curve of cumulative
regret over time, while (b) shows the variation of the ratio of cumulative regret
to the theoretical bound B7 over time.

For low-dimensional structures considering slice sparsity
and low-rankness, the relevant experimental results at different
dimensions have been presented in the experimental section of
the main text. This section will focus on the cumulative regret
bounds at different rankness. We analyze the effectiveness of
the algorithm from two perspectives. First, at three different
levels of low-rankness, the upper bound of cumulative regret
increases with the number of random explorations and stabi-
lizes as the number of exploitation rounds grows, ultimately
demonstrating ideal sublinear growth. Additionally, theoretical
results indicate that cumulative regret also rises with increasing
levels of low dimensionality, which is validated in the relevant
Figure [(a)l Second, as shown in Figure @(b)] the ratio of
cumulative regret to the theoretical bound stabilizes around
a constant less than 1 as the number of rounds increases,
indicating that our algorithm is consistent with the theoretical
bound.

C. Comparative Experiments under Lasso Bandits

Considering that the algorithm proposed in this paper can
degenerate into the Lasso bandits, to highlight the advantages
of our algorithmic framework, we compare it with doubly-
robust (DR) Lasso bandits [14]]. The experimental setup is
consistent with that in Section 5 of [[14], where the number of
arms K = 100, the dimension d = 100, 200, and the sparsity
s = 5,10. We conduct 10 replications for each case. The
generation method of synthetic data is as follows:

1200
1000 = 400

800 300

Rr
Rr

200
400
100 —— G-ELTC

200 |4 —— G-ELTC
4 -- DRLasso

-- DRLasso

0 0
0 200 400 600 800 1000 0 200 400 600 800 1000
Number of Iterations Number of Iterations

(@) p=0.3,d=100,s =5 (b) p=0.7,d = 100,s = 5

400
350
300

250 =
- =
= 400
= 200 e «
150

100
s |/ —— G-ELTC 100
-- DRLasso

0 0
0 200 400 600 800 1000 0 200 400 600 800 1000
Number of Iterations Number of Iterations

—— G-ELTC
-- DRLasso

() p=0.7,d=200,5s=5 (d) p=0.7,d = 100, s = 10

Fig. 5. Comparison of the cumulative regret bounds between the proposed
algorithm and DR Lasso under the degenerate Lasso Bandit setting for
different p, d, and s configurations.

o The contexts of arms: X € RExd

N(0g,V), V(i,i) = 1 for every i and V(i,j) = p?
for every i # j. We experiment two cases for pZ,
either p? = 0.3 (weak correlation) or p? = 0.7 (strong
correlation).

o Real parameter: For the sparse true parameters, we first
randomly select s non-zero indices, and then let these
non-zero elements independently follow a uniform distri-
bution on [0, 1].

o Reward: y; ~ N({x,0%), R?), where R = 0.05.

In the case of degenerating to the Lasso bandit, we demon-
strate the superiority of the framework proposed in this paper
by comparing it with another algorithm, DR Lasso. There are
two reasons for choosing DR Lasso for comparison: first, the
settings of the algorithm are essentially the same as those
in this paper, i.e., different arms share the same parameters;
second, the two algorithms have their respective advantages
and disadvantages in terms of theoretical bounds. Specifically,
both algorithms achieve a logarithmic order bound for dimen-
sionality, with DR Lasso having an advantage in the order of
rounds, while it is inferior to the algorithm proposed in this
paper in terms of sparsity. To ensure the credibility of the
experimental results, the experimental settings strictly follow
those described in the original DR Lasso paper. As shown in
Figure [5] in four different settings, the algorithm proposed in
this paper achieves faster sublinear convergence in cumulative
regret and obtains a lower cumulative regret. Furthermore, our
algorithm is less sensitive to the correlation parameters.

, where X ~
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