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This paper studies the stochastic linear bandit problem, where a decision-maker chooses actions from possibly time-
dependent sets of vectors in R? and receives noisy rewards. The objective is to minimize regret, the difference between
the cumulative expected reward of the decision-maker and that of an oracle with access to the expected reward of each
action, over a sequence of 7" decisions. Linear Thompson Sampling (LinTS) is a popular Bayesian heuristic, supported by
theoretical analysis that shows its Bayesian regret is bounded by o (dﬁ ), matching minimax lower bounds. However,
previous studies demonstrate that the frequentist regret bound for LinTS is o (d\/dT), which requires posterior variance
inflation and is by a factor of v/d worse than the best optimism-based algorithms. We prove that this inflation is fundamental
and that the frequentist bound of o (d\/diT ) is the best possible, by demonstrating a randomization bias phenomenon in
LinTS that can cause linear regret without inflation. We propose a data-driven version of LinTS that adjusts posterior
inflation using observed data, which can achieve minimax optimal frequentist regret, under additional conditions. Our

analysis provides new insights into LinTS and settles an open problem in the field.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, an increasing number of organizations across diverse domains, including but not limited to
e-commerce and digital advertising, are embracing the use of online experiments to optimize their decision-
making process. However, conducting such experiments involves an opportunity cost, also known as regret,
caused by exposing some customers to potentially inferior experiences. To reduce this opportunity cost, a
growing number of enterprises are turning to multi-armed bandit (MAB) experiments (Scott 2010, 2015,
Johari et al. 2017). The MAB approach works by adaptively utilizing the experiment’s partially available
results and favoring decisions with higher predicted value, or reward, thus reducing their regret. The practical
motivations for MAB problems, combined with their mathematical richness, have made them the subject of
intense study in computer science, economics, operations research, and statistics (Bubeck et al. 2012, Russo

et al. 2018, Lattimore and Szepesvari 2019, Slivkins 2019).

This paper aims to answer an open question about one of the key algorithms used in MAB problems,
which dates back to Thompson (1933), in a general setting known as the stochastic linear bandit problem

with changing action sets. This class includes the standard k-armed bandit problem, as well as the k-armed



contextual bandit problem as special cases. In this setting, a decision-maker sequentially selects actions
from given action sets and observes the corresponding rewards. The actions, which are vectors in R?, can
also be thought of as features or context that influence the rewards. The rewards are stochastic and their
expectations depend on the actions through a fixed linear function, with an unknown parameter ©* € R?. As
more decisions are made and their rewards are observed, the reward function can be estimated. The main
objective of the decision-maker is to maximize the cumulative expected reward over a sequence of decision
epochs. Alternatively, one can measure the expected regret or simply regret, which is the difference between
the best achievable cumulative expected reward, obtained by an oracle with access to the true expectation of

the reward function, and the cumulative expected reward obtained by the decision-maker.

Regret can be measured in either a Bayesian or frequentist fashion. Bayesian regret is used when the
unknown parameter ©* is random, and the expectations are taken with respect to three sources: (1) the
randomness in the reward functions, (2) the unknown parameter ©*, and (3) possible randomness introduced
by the decision-maker. On the other hand, frequentist regret (also referred to as worst-case regret) is used

when the parameter ©* is deterministic, and the expectation is only with respect to the (1) and (3).

The main challenge faced by decision-makers is overcoming the curse of underestimation, where the
reward of the optimal action is underestimated, leading to its permanent discarding. To address this challenge,
two approaches have gained considerable attention. The first approach, proposed by Dani et al. (2008),
Rusmevichientong and Tsitsiklis (2010) and improved by Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011), utilizes optimism in
the face of uncertainty (based on the Upper Confidence Bound technique due to Lai and Robbins (1985)), and
obtains policies with frequentist regret bounds of 5(d\/T) ! As shown by Dani et al. (2008), this approach
is minimax optimal up to logarithmic factors. The second approach, introduced by Thompson (1933), arises
from a Bayesian heuristic which suggests sampling from the posterior distribution of the reward function,
given past observations, and choosing the best action as if this sample were the true reward function. This
approach is known as Thompson sampling (TS) or posterior sampling, and although it is Bayesian in nature,
it can be applied in the frequentist setting as well. TS is popular in practice due to its simplicity and good

empirical performance, as reported by Scott (2010, 2015), Russo et al. (2018).

TS has been extensively studied from a theoretical perspective. For the stochastic linear bandit problem,
where the TS heuristic is referred to as LinTS, Russo and Van Roy (2014) established a connection between
LinTS and optimistic policies and obtained a Bayesian regret bound of O (d\/T ), which is minimax optimal.
However, in the frequentist setting, Agrawal and Goyal (2013b) and Abeille et al. (2017) have derived regret
bounds of O (d\/ﬁ ) for a variant of LinTS (referred to as frequentist LinTS) that samples from a posterior

distribution with an inflated variance of a factor (5(d) When d is not a constant, which is often the case in

! The notation O (.) is defined in Section 2.



modern applications with a large number of customer-specific data that allows personalizing the decisions,
this bound is far from optimal, being worse by a factor of v/d. While it is known in the literature that
frequentist LinTS has poor empirical performance due to its conservative over-exploration, it has remained
an open question as to whether the inflation is necessary and whether the extra factor for the frequentist
regret can be eliminated, see, for instance, (Russo et al. 2018, §8.1.2). Our main contribution in this paper is
to answer this question negatively. In particular, we construct two families of examples to show that LinTS
without inflation suffers from a randomization bias phenomenon and can incur linear regret when d grows at
least logarithmically in T (d = Q(log T')) and at least one of the noise distribution or the prior distribution

does not match the one that LinTS assumes.

While the primary focus of this paper is theoretical, the examples we provide offer valuable insights
into the inner workings of TS that could prove beneficial for practitioners. In practice, the prior and noise
distributions are often unknown or difficult to sample from, necessitating the estimation or approximation
of the posterior distribution. However, we demonstrate that even minor discrepancies between the true
distributions and their estimates can significantly degrade the performance of TS, a problem that persists

even when with noiseless reward function.

This shortcoming of TS can make certain applications vulnerable to adversarial attacks. Specifically,
a commonly used assumption in posterior computation, that the set of actions is independent of the true
reward function given past observations, can be violated if an adversary with partial knowledge of the true
reward function can manipulate the action sets. For instance, consider an established marketplace platform
P1 with extensive data that is competing with a new platform P, that has limited access to data. P, may use
MAB experiments to expedite its learning and decision-making, but P, with superior knowledge of the true
reward function, could participate maliciously in P,’s marketplace via intermediary agents and diminish
‘P->’s experimental performance. As we will show in Section 3, this malicious participation need not entail

active monitoring of P, and can be passively planned in advance, making it a plausible concern.

It is worth highlighting that optimism-based algorithms, such as the OFUL algorithm proposed by Abbasi-
Yadkori et al. (2011), do not suffer from the aforementioned randomization bias issue. Building on this
insight, we aim to delve into the root cause of the problem with LinTS and present a solution in the form
of the TS-AI algorithm. Like LinTS, TS-AI samples from the posterior distribution; however, it adapts
the posterior variance based on the observed data, hence the acronym TS-Al, and only inflates it when
additional exploration is necessary. This makes TS-AlI less prone to over-exploration, while also eliminating
the randomization bias that plagues LinTS. We establish that under additional assumptions, TS-AI achieves
the frequentist minimax optimal regret. We also present numerical simulations that illustrate the limitations
of LinTS, and how TS-AI addresses them. These simulations confirm the advantages of TS-AI and how it

retains the benefits of LinTS while overcoming its limitations.



1.1. Other related literature

In the special case of standard MAB problem, TS has been extensively studied, and several research works
have established regret bounds for TS that match the minimax lower bounds up to logarithmic factors.
Agrawal and Goyal (2012) and Agrawal and Goyal (2013a) provide frequentist regret bounds for TS, while
Bubeck and Liu (2013) demonstrate that TS attains optimal Bayesian regret up to constants. Recently, Jin et al.
(2020) proposed a modified version of TS that achieves minimax-optimal frequentist regret up to constant
terms. In this domain, Phan et al. (2019) and Nie et al. (2018) revealed interesting observations about TS that
are related to our work. The former noted that sampling from an approximation of the posterior distribution
with constant a-divergence approximation error could result in linear regret. The latter demonstrated that
the estimates for the mean rewards have a downward bias when a wide range of bandit algorithms collect
the samples. Additionally, the recent work of Bastani et al. (2019) provides a positive result for TS with

misspecified prior in a dynamic pricing setting with a large number of parallel bandit problems.

1.2. Organization

We begin by introducing the notations and problem formulation in Section 2. In Section 3, we present two
families of examples that demonstrate how LinTS without inflation can incur linear regret. Next, we propose
our TS-AI algorithm and provide its theoretical analysis in Sections 4 and 6, and by empirical simulations in

Section 5. Finally, we conclude in Section 7, and relegate the proofs to the appendices.

2. Setting and Notation

We begin by introducing the notations that will be used throughout the paper. For any positive integer n, we
denote the set 1,2,--- ,n as [n]. Let X be a positive semi-definite n by n matrix, and let A be any vector
in R™. We define the notation ||A||s for vV ATX A. For a matrix M with singular values oy > --- > 0, we

define its operator norm as || M||,;, := 01, and its trace norm (or nuclear norm) as || M|l :=3_,,, 0:. To

i€[n
represent asymptotic upper and lower bounds, we use the standard notations O(-) and (), respectively.
When logarithmic terms are suppressed, we use the notations (5() and ﬁ(), and defer a formal definition to
Cormen et al. (2001). Lastly, we denote the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the standard normal

distribution by ®(-), and the n-dimensional identity matrix by I,.

Let (A;)L_, be a sequence of T' random compact subsets of R? where T' € N is the time horizon. We further
assume that || A]|, < a for all A € A, almost surely. A policy 7 sequentially interacts with the environment in
T rounds. At time t € [T, it receives action set .A; and chooses an action ﬁt € A, and receives a stochastic

reward Y; = <@*, Et> + €; where ¢; is the reward noise and ©* is an unknown (and potentially random)



vector of parameters. By A} € A, we denote the arm with maximum expected reward. We denote the history

of observations up to time ¢ by F;. More precisely, we define
ft = (Alvfz(l?}/lv e 7At—17gt—17}/t—17~/4t) .

In this model, a policy 7 is formally defined as a (stochastic) function that maps JF; to an element of A;.

We compare policies through their cumulative Bayesian regret defined as

Regret(T, ) := ZE[sup <@*,A> — <@*,Et> .

=1 Ac Ay

Recall that the expectation is taken with respect to the entire three sources of randomness in our model, includ-
ing the prior distribution on ©*. The frequentist regret bounds also follow by taking the prior distribution to

be the measure that puts all the mass on a single deterministic vector.

3. Bayesian analyses are brittle

In this section, we demonstrate that LinTS may incur linear regret when the assumptions are slightly violated.
Our analysis reveals that when LinTS employs an inaccurate prior or noise distribution, the Bayesian regret
(and frequentist regret) can exhibit a linear growth rate. 2. To be more specific, we establish that a linear
regret can occur, when the dimensionality of the problem satisfies d = Q(log T'). We begin by offering an
intuitive explanation of these examples in Section 3.1, after which we present the examples in Sections 3.2

and 3.3. The former employs action sets that vary over time, while the latter employs fixed action sets.

3.1. Intuition

Here we construct a vanilla example where an adaptive adversary causes LinTS to fail by adaptively choosing
bad action sets. But, this example is chiefly intended to develop the intuition behind our main examples,
where the action sets are selected independently from the history. Rigorous proofs are provided for the

examples in the next subsection.

Next, somewhat counter-intuitively, we first state a positive result, a sufficient condition that leads to a
sub-linear regret bound for LinTS. Therefore, a counter-example in which LinTS would fail must violate
that sufficient condition which gives us intuition on how to construct counter-examples. We also note that,
this result is for the slightly more general version of LinTS where the posterior distribution is inflated by a
positive parameter ¢ (Algorithm 1). We will prove a more general version of this theorem in Section B.

2 This does not contradict the minimax optimal bound obtained by Russo and Van Roy (2014). Their analysis assumes that LinTS has
access to the true prior and noise distributions, which is a stronger assumption than the one made here.



Algorithm 1 Linear Thompson sampling (LinTS)

Require: Inflation parameter ¢.
1: Initialize 3 < Al and ©; 0
2: fort=1,2,--- do
3:  Observe A,
4:  Sample 0, ~ N((:)t, 1*3,)
50 A< arg max ¢ 4, (A, ét>
6:  Observe reward Y,
7. B e AA]
8 O, S (2;1@ + Zm)

9: end for

Theorem 3.1 If Algorithm [ satisfies

P<sup (4,8,) > sup (4,6°)
Ac Ay Ac Ay

@*7]:15) Z P,
whenever H@t — C"')*Hzt—l < p, we then have

Regret (T, 7 TS) < (5('0;\/d >

Recall that the optimal action at time ¢ is denoted by A}. We can now write
sup (A, 0,) — sup (4,0%) > (A;,0, — 0).
AeA; Ae Ay

Therefore, a sufficient condition for Eq. (3.1) is that
P((4;,6,-07) >0 \ 0", F,) > p,

whenever ||©, — @*||2;1 < p. Next notice that

(AF,0,— O%) = (A7,0,—0O,) + (A7, 0, — O%).

(3.1)

(3.2)

(3.3)

34

Looking at the above decomposition, we call E;, := ©* — ét the error vector and C; := ét — @t the

compensator vector. The latter name is motivated by the observation that, using Eq. (3.3) and Eq. (3.4), when

(Ar,Cy) > (A}, E;) holds then

sup (A,0,) > sup (4,0%)
AcAg Ac Ay

holds as well. Thus, C; should compensate for the underestimation of (A}, ©*) caused by E;. While this

inequality is only a sufficient condition to obtain Eq. (3.1), we demonstrate how it can be used to deceive

LinTS.



An adversary that knows (:)t and O~ (thereby, F;) can exploit LinTS by showing an action set of the form
{0, A} where A satisfies

1 ~
§<Aa Et> ~ _<A7 @t> ~ <A7 @*> > O = <O7 @*> .
Therefore, A would be the optimal action (i.e., A = AY). In this case, LinTS would choose A if and only if

(A, ét> > (0, which would then be approximately equivalent to
1
(A,Cy) > §<A,Et>.

But A can be chosen to be align with (A, E;) which would make it much larger than (A, C;) because C,
is an independent random vector, conditioned on the history. This would allow A to be chosen so that
(A, Ey) =~ ||A|l2|| Et||2, whereas (A, Cy) ~ ﬁHAHQHC}HQ with high probability. Therefore, LinTS will select
A, =0 with a high probability while it is not the optimal arm. Moreover, A, = 0 reveals no more information
about the true parameters. Hence, even if the same action set is shown in the next rounds, LinTS will fail to

detect the optimal arm. In the remaining, we will make this intuition more formal.

3.2. Example 1: Noise reduction and changing action sets

In the previous section, we discussed how aligning the arm selection with the error vector can impact the
performance. However, when the distributions used to compute the posterior distribution in LinTS do not
match the actual distributions, a marginal bias can occur in the error vector E;. This can have a negative
impact on the performance of LinTS when the action set is appropriately chosen. Remarkably, this bias can
even occur when the data quality is improved by reducing the noise variance. Importantly, the action sets can
be constructed ahead of time without knowledge of the algorithm decisions. In this subsection, we describe
our strategy for proving these results. First, we construct small problem instances in which O, is marginally
biased. We then demonstrate that by combining independent copies of these biased instances, LinTS can

incur linear Bayesian regret.

Remark 3.1 We study LinTS as shown in Algorithm 1 with . = 1 and \ = 1. This means we study LinTS that
does not inflate posterior variance and assumes the noise variance and prior variance are equal to 1. In the
example that will be constructed below, the true noise and prior variance will be 7% and o2, respectively.
Then, the main result of the section will show that when T # o, LinTS achieves linear regret. But note that
T # 0 means at least one of T or o is not equal to 1, which means at least one of noise or prior variance

does not match the one that LinTS assumes.



Bias-introducing action sets. In this section, we construct an example in which 0, is marginally biased,
provided that either the prior distribution or the noise distribution mismatches the one that LinTS uses. Fix
o?,72 >0 and let ©* ~ N (0, 02I,) be the vector of unobserved parameters. At time ¢ € {1,2,3}, we reveal
the following action sets to the policy:

{61} ift= 1,

Ay =< {ea} ift=2,
{61762} lft:g,

where e, and e, are standard basis vectors in R?. For ¢ < 2, LinTS has only one choice e; and thus ﬁt =ée;.
Assume that reward Y; = O} + ¢, is revealed to the algorithm where &, ~ A (0,7%). At time ¢ = 3 for the
first time, LinTS has two choices. Let i in [2] be such that As = e;. Then, Y = OF + 3 is provided to the

algorithm where 5 ~ N (0, 72). The following key lemma proves that (:)4 is marginally biased when 7 # o.

Lemma 3.1 Let V =e; + es. For any o,7 > 0, we have

(=78

V,E[O,])= ——2F
< ’ [ 4}> 602 +72+2

(3.5)

where (3 :=E[max{A, B}] > 0 with A and B being two independent standard normal random variables.

Furthermore, for a positive constant C, @4 satisfies
E [exp (5<V, @4 — E[@d >>] < exp [082(0' + 7+ \/5)2] , (3.6)

forall s eR.

This finding illuminates that a bias emerges in the posterior mean estimate yielded by the LinTS algorithm
due to a combination of two factors: distribution mismatch and randomization bias. The former refers to the
discrepancy between LinTS’s assumption on the true prior variance and the true noise variance, which is
shown in Remark 3.1 to be equivalent to o2 — 72 # (. The latter stems from the randomization inherent in

LinTS, resulting in the introduction of a positive term [3.

We present a proof of Lemma 3.1 in Section A. However, we shall here provide a brief sketch of the
proof. Firstly, we demonstrate that (V,©,) can be expressed as a linear combination of (V, ©5), Or —¢;, and
e3. The first and third terms are unbiased, with a mean of zero, thus our attention is focused on E[©} — &;].
Subsequently, we establish that E[©?] and E[e;] are equal to a shared constant, multiplied by o> ]E[éSz] and
72 E[égl] respectively. Because the expected value of ég’i is proportional to (3, it is now evident to trace

back the origin of both (62 — 72) and 3 in Eq. (3.5) to the distribution mismatch and randomization bias.



Stacking biased blocks. By combining independent copies of the above example, we prove that LinTS
can choose an incorrect action for at least exp(£2(d)) rounds. Let d be a positive integer and define ©* ~
Po+ =N (0,0%I,,). We will construct a 2d-dimensional linear bandit setting where in the first 3d rounds, the
action sets of the type introduced above for each pairs (©3;_,,03,) for i € [d] are presented to the algorithm.

Namely, define

{e:} if t <2d,
Ay =< {ea_oa)_1, €000y} if2d+1<t<3d, (3.7)
{0, A} otherwise,

where A := (sgn(72 —02)/V/d) - 322¢, e;. Note that, due to the term sgn(72 — 02), A is in the opposite
direction of the marginal bias of @3d+1. Therefore, LinTS will be less likely to select A, and this will be
an incorrect decision. Formally, the following key lemma, proved in Section A, states that with constant

probability, A is the optimal action, while LinTS perceives it as suboptimal, with an enormous gap.

lo%—72|8

64/ 02+72+2’
Cl (07 7—)\/;1>
2

Lemma 3.2 For positive constants py = (1 — ®(1)) and C (0, 7) := the following holds

IP’<<®*,A> >V20 and <@3d+1,A> < - >po-

We denote the event in the above Lemma by B. Conditional on this event, for all ¢ > 3d, the optimal arm
is A, and the regret incurred by choosing the action 0 is at least /2. Moreover, let ¢ be the probability of
choosing A att =3d + 1. As we will see, when T # o, this probability is exponentially small as a function
of d. The probability of selecting A in the next round remains unchanged, whenever A is not chosen. This
observation holds up to the first time that A is picked, which can, in turn, take an exponentially long time. By

making this argument rigorous, we can state the following proposition which is proved in Section A.

Proposition 3.1 In Example 1, when o # 7 and T < exp(€(d)), we have Regret(T, 7“"T5) > Q(T).

An immediately corollary of this result is that when d is comparable to log 7", which can naturally occur in

practice, LinTS incurs a linear regret.

Corollary 3.1 In Example 1, when d = Q(logT') and o # T, we have

Regret (T, 7 TS) > Q(T).

Drawing upon Remark 3.1, the aforementioned result underscores that a discrepancy between the actual
noise or prior distribution and those which LinTS presumes, leads to linear regret. Interestingly, a specific
instance of this circumstance arises when 7 = 0, thereby highlighting a scenario in which LinTS falters

despite being provided with superior-quality data than it assumes.
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3.3. Example 2: Mean shift and fixed action sets

In this subsection, we construct an example in which LinTS incurs linear Bayes regret while the action set is
fixed over time. Like the previous example, we assume LinTS does not inflate posterior variance and assumes
the noise and prior distribution are both standard normal. Let i, o, 7 > 0 be fixed, and for d € N, set the prior
distribution to be Pg+ := N (1134, 0°134). We now reveal the action set A, := {0, A’, A} to LinTS for all
t € [T'] where

(3.8)

The next proposition, proved in Section A, highlights the key observations about why LinTS fails in this

simple setting.

Proposition 3.2 For fixed p,o > 0, and for sufficiently large d, we have

(O AN < —%,u\/& < %/m/[l < (©*, A), with probability at least L.

2. A, = A with probability i.

3. Conditional on El =A, <é2, A> and <é2, A’> are less than —%,u\/g, with probability at least 1—2.
4. Conditional on A, = A’, Ay # 0 with probability at most exp(—Q(d)).

5. Forall T < exp(92(d)), Regret(T, 74" TS) > Q(TV/d).

—

Remark 3.2 One can slightly modify the proof to obtain a similar result for P+ := N (0,02I34 + plsgly,).
It is easy to see that for any arbitrary constant p, the same rate as in Eq. (A.12) is achievable. Also, for

p=d~* where a < 1, one can still get non-trivial results.

An immediate implication of Proposition 3.2 and Remark 3.2 is that if there exists a mismatch between
LinTS and the true prior at the mean or variance level in Example 2 with a fixed action set, then LinTS incurs

linear regret for an extended exponential period. Similar to Example 1, we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 3.2 In Example 2, when d = Q(log T') and the true prior Pex is either N (134, 02134) or Pex =
N (0,034 + plsgls,), we have

Regret (T, 7)) > Q(T).

In summary, we have presented a simple setting in which LinTS incurs linear Bayes regret even when the

action set is fixed over time.
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Remark 3.3 It is worth noting that the design of the action sets in Example 1 (or Example 2) necessitates
solely the understanding of the sign of 7> — o (or sign of ). In the context of a competition between two
competiting platforms Py and P, from Section 1, Py only needs to be aware of the direction of inconsistency

between the true reward distribution and the one which is presumed by Ps.

4. Thompson Sampling with Adaptive Inflation

In this section, we present an alternative approach to improve the inflation parameter in LinTS and enhance
its performance, subject to additional assumptions. To facilitate a better understanding of our proposed
method, we first provide the intuition behind the development of the conditions. These intuitions follow the
discussion in Section 3.1, with a focus on exploring the mechanisms that enable LinTS to succeed, rather than
those that may cause it to fail. Building on these insights, we introduce Thompson Sampling with Adaptive
Inflation (TS-AI), an algorithm that adaptively adjusts its inflation parameter to meet the aforementioned

conditions. Finally, we state our informal regret bound for TS-AI and defer its formal proof to Section B.

Note that at any time in LinTS, the posterior mean O, is the ridge estimator for the parameter ©*, given
the actions and their observed rewards in prior rounds. Additionally, we define C; as the confidence set
centered around (:)t, which is constructed as part of the OFUL algorithm and contains O, and ©* with high
probability. More information on the construction and properties of these confidence sets can be found in

(Abbasi-Yadkori et al. 2011).

Assume that d = Q(logT"). As in Section 3.1, and for the sake of building intuition, we first restrict our
attention to action sets of the form { A}, 0} where A} is the optimal arm, i.e., (©*, A7) > 0. LinTS chooses

Aj only if

(6, A7) > 0. 4.1)

Compensation inequality. By decomposing the left-hand side of Eq. (4.1) as we did in Eq. (3.4), a
sufficient condition for Eq. (4.1) to hold is

(0, —6,,A7) > (0" —0,, A7), 4.2)

which is also equivalent to (C, AY) > (F, A}) with C and E defined in Section 3.1 and illustrated in Figure 1.

OFUL explicitly seeks @t € C, that maximizes the left-hand side of Eq. (4.2), and as ©* € C; with high
probability, the desired “compensation inequality” holds, and A} is selected with high probability. LinTS, on
the other hand, follows a stochastic approach and resorts to a randomly sampled ét, that with high probability

resides in C;, to solve Eq. (4.2). Since (:)t is the ridge estimator for the collected data thus far, in a fixed
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(a) Actual confidence set (b) Translated confidence set

Figure 1 A typical setting for A}, ©%, ©,, and ©,. The compensation vector C' = O, — ©, and the error vector £ = ©* — O,

are defined in Section 3.1, and O denotes the origin.

design setting (which is not true in our bandit problem with adaptively collected data) the error vector £ will

be pointing in a random direction. Therefore, provided that A} is independent of F, we have

1
(B, 47)] %O(ﬂllEllz'llAillz). (4.3)

The same expression also holds for [{C, A})

; therefore, the compensation inequality holds with constant
probability. To summarize our observation, Eq. (4.3) holds if the error vector F is distributed in a random
direction that is independent of the optimal action A;. The crucial point in the analysis of LinTS in the
Bayesian setting is that the error vector is in a random direction whenever LinTS has access to the true prior
and noise distribution. In Section 3, nonetheless, we have shown that this condition is violated if LinTS uses
an incorrect prior or noise distribution in computing the posterior. Agrawal and Goyal (2013b), Abeille et al.
(2017) take a conservative approach and propose to inflate the posterior distribution by a factor of O (\/&)
that inflates C' by the same factor to ensure (C, A7) > (E, A;) holds with constant probability. We present an
alternative approach that leverages the randomness of the optimal action to reduce the need for exploration.
The following assumption requires the optimal arm (rather than the error vector) to be distributed in a random

direction.
Assumption 4.1 Assuming that for any V € R? with ||V ||, = 1, the inequality
* v *
(AL V) < = ll4il (4.4)
holds with a probability of at least 1 — 25, where v is a fixed parameter.

T2

Unfortunately, this condition alone does not suffice to reduce the inflation rate of the posterior distribution.

To see this, consider a case in which the largest eigenvalue of 32, is much larger than the other eigenvalues of
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3;; thereby, || 2,0, =~ ||2:||. and E points to the longest direction of the confidence set. Figure 2 illustrates
this situation. In this case, we have
Bl - 114712
Vd
~ V[ Zillop - [|A7]l2
Vd
=/ 1Zellop - 147 [l2 -

(B, 47)

The second approximation utilizes two observations. First, it exploits the fact that || E'||; ~ HEHz;l N Ells,
which is justified by the alignment of ' with the longest direction of 35;. Second, it relies on the high
probability event that E is contained in C;, implying that || E ||Et_1 is of the order v/d.

Figure 2 A thin confidence set.

However, it follows from the definition of LinTS that <ét -0, A7)y ~N(0,02|| Af||%, ) - Assuming that
E[A; A; 7] ~ 14, we realize that E[|| A7 [|%, ] ~ [|:||.. This suggests || A s, is proportional to

VIIZdl/d [l AT]2-

Now, we can see that Assumption 4.1 is not sufficient for ensuring Eq. (4.2) as we have

[13:]
d

(B, AD | =\ 1Bellop - 147 12> (14712 = [(C, AT)-

This observation implies the necessity of the inflation rate of O (\/&) when the eigenvalues of 3, differ in

magnitude significantly. To make this notion precise, we define the thinness coefficient of a positive definite

d- X ep
vE = e

The following assumption requires A; to be distributed in a way that benefits from low thinness.

matrix X to be

Assumption 4.2 For V,w > 0, we have

%]
d

for any positive semi-definite matrix X with (%) < W.

1Al > w

A2, (4.5)

1
T2

with probability at least 1 —
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Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 are sufficient for reducing the inflation parameter, whenever ¢ (%,) < U. In the
following theorem, we state our regret bound informally. The formal version of this result (Theorem B.1)

and its proof can be found in Section B.

Theorem 4.1 (Informal) Assume that (A,©*) € [—1,1] for all A € A, almost surely. Then, under Assump-

tions 4.1 and 4.2, we have

> (A71,07) — (A, 07) <OWVT) +2) _I($(:) > V),

t=1

with probability at least 1 — %, provided that the inflation prameter v of LinTS satisfies . > % N0) (1).

In Section 5, for a concrete example from (Russo and Van Roy 2014), we empirically show that ¢)(3;) < ¥
holds for a small value of ¥ with high probability in our simulations. However, this condition is not a mere
property of the environment and depends on the interactions of LinTS with the environment. Nonetheless,
notice that 1)(X;) is observable, and the policy can intervene if ¢)(3;) > ¥ for many rounds. This is the main
idea behind our TS-AlI algorithm presented in Algorithm 2. Note that the parameter p;, formally defined in
Eq. (5.1), plays the role of the factor v/d inflation as in (Agrawal and Goyal 2013b) and (Abeille et al. 2017).
However, in TS-AI, such inflation is only performed when the adaptively calculated thinness parameter

¥(3;) is too large. Otherwise, a constant inflation parameter ¢ is used.

For the same example from (Russo and Van Roy 2014), in Section 6, we will theoretically prove that

Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 hold.

Remark 4.1 (OFUL with smaller confidence intervals) Our proof in Section B reveals that, under
Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2, it is possible to improve the performance of the OFUL algorithm by running it with
smaller confidence sets that are reduced by a factor of order \/d. It is worth noting that while the reduced
confidence sets only impact the constants in the regret bound, but they may lead to improved empirical

performance of the OFUL algorithm.

Remark 4.2 (Towards relaxing Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2) It is noteworthy that the Assumptions 4.1
and 4.2 primarily serve to facilitate the theoretical analysis. From the proof of Lemma B.1, one requires the
inflation parameter . to satisfy

ArV Xillo
L> sup ( t >P* 13l p’
Vesd-1 A,

(4.6)

with a probability of at least 1 — T2, where S*~! denotes the d-dimensional unit sphere. Hence, for problems
where Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 may not hold, a data-driven approach to setting the inflation parameter is to
follow Eq. (4.6), provided that the structure of the problem allows to bound the supremum on the right-hand
side of Eq. (4.6).
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Algorithm 2 Thompson Sampling with Adaptive Inflation (TS-AI)

Require: Inflation parameter ¢ and thinness threshold W.
I: Initialize 3 ¢+ Al and ©; + 0
2: fort=1,2,--- do
3:  Observe A,
4: ify(X;) > ¥ then

5: Sample o, NN(@t, p?3,) where p; is defined in Eq. (5.1)
6: else

7: Sample o, NN((:)t, 1*3)

8:  end if

9 A+ arg maerAt<A, ét>
10:  Observe reward Y;
n: L S+ AAT
ETR= P > (2;1@ n Zty;)

13: end for

5. Simulations

In this section, we first, in Section 5.1, provide a numerical validation for the examples in Section 3 that
demonstrate two scenarios under which LinTS fails to choose the best action for an exponentially long time
horizon. Then, in Section 5.2, we compare the performance of our TS-AI with Bayesian and frequentist

LinTS in different settings.

5.1. Average failure time of LinTS

We provide two sets of simulations to validate the theoretical predictions of the two examples in Section 3.

Noise reduction example. In this simulation, for each d € {2,2%,23 ... 218} we generate ©* ~ N (0, 1,4)
and execute LinTS for 3d rounds using the action sets in Eq. (3.7). The reward for choosing an action A, €A,
is simply given by Y; = (©*, Et> Therefore, no noise is added to the reward (i.e., 7 = 0). After executing
LinTS for 3d rounds and obtaining @3d+1, we compute the probability that (@3d+1, A) > 0. Note that we
can calculate this probability given that @3d+1 is Gaussian and A is a multiple of 1,,4. Also, recall from
Section 3.2 that, the complement of this event is when LinTS incorrectly chooses action 0, and under that
scenario, the probability of selecting A in the next round stays the same. Hence, LinTS would be expected
to chose 0 for 1/p time periods. Since 0 is suboptimal with probability 1/2, this means LinTS would be
expected to choose the suboptimal arm 1/(2p) time periods. We repeat this procedure 100 times to obtain 100

values for p, denoted by (p;);29, and present a boxplot for the values (1/(2p;));2 in Figure 3(a), indicating
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Figure 3  Boxplots of 1/p;’s in Examples 1 and 2.

the expected number of failures of LinTS versus d. It is evident that, as predicted in Section 3.2, LinTS

selects the suboptimal action for at least exp(£2(d)) rounds.

Fixed action set example. For given d and p, we sample ©* ~ N (134, 134). Then, we reveal the action

set A, = {0, A, A’} as defined in Eq. (3.8). Then, conditional on A, = A, we compute the probability p

that the next arm is not 0. Also, recall from Section 3.3 that, under complement of this event, when LinTS

incorrectly chooses action 0, this probability does not change in the next round. Hence, LinTS would be

100

expected to fail for 1/p time periods. We repeat this process 100 times to get (p;);2],

and as before, we show
a boxplot for each value of the varying variable. Figure 3(b) shows the boxplots of 1/p; for = 0.1 when d
varies between 1 to 2'®, and Figure 3(c) illustrates 1/p; for d = 1000 and p varying between 0 and 1. The

results validate the theoretical analysis of Section 3.
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5.2. Thinness over time and TS-Al

In this subsection, we present two sets of simulations. Firstly, we investigate the variation of the thinness
parameter over time in Section 4 and then compare the performance of TS-AI with both the Bayesian and
frequentist versions of LinTS in two different scenarios. The first scenario is a “well-behaved” setting where
the Bayesian LinTS does not fail. The second scenario, known as Examples 1 and 2 in Section 3, are the

brittle settings where Bayesian LinTS fails.

Scenario I. We consider a setting similar to the simulations section of (Russo and Van Roy 2014). Specifi-
cally, for d = 50, we generate the parameter vector ©* from the standard normal distribution A/(0, 10I,). At
each time step t, we generate k£ = 100 independent vectors from the uniform distribution on the hypercube
[—1/+/d,1/+/d)?, which form the action set. We compare the following policies:

1. TS-Bayes: Algorithm 1 with no inflation (¢ = 1).

2. TS-Freq: Algorithm 1 with ¢ = p; at time ¢. This is the version considered by Agrawal and Goyal
(2013b) and Abeille et al. (2017).

3. TS-AI: Algorithm 2 with ¢ =5 and ¥ = 2.0.

Note that for both TS-Freq and TS-AI, we use

det(2; )% det(0.11,)~ 3
o= 210g< et(%, ) det(0.11,) 2>+¢&. (5.1)

0.0001

Each policy chooses Zf for m € {TS-Bayes, TS-Freq, TS-AlI}, and receives feedback Y, = <@*, gf> +e7

1.84

—— TS-Bayes 200001 —— TS-Bayes
174 TS-Freq TS-Freq
' — TS-Al 175001 — TS-Al

161 15000 1

1.5+

1.4+

Thinness

1.31 7500 A

Cumulative Regret
[T
o N
o (%
o o
o o

121 5000 |
1.1 2500 K///
1.0 0]
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
Time Time
(a) Thinness over time (b) Cumulative regret

Figure 4 Scenario I: Thinness and cumulative regret of TS-AI versus Bayesian and Frequentist versions of LinTS in a well-

behaved setting.
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where €] are i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables. Next, we compute the thinness parameter for
X7 =1/10+ Z;Zl /T;“g;ﬁ We repeat this procedure 20 times. Figure 4(a) displays the thinness of these
policies in our experiments. This in particular shows that the thinness stays close to 1 for larger values
of ¢. In other words, the term Zthl I(¢(X;) > ) as it appears in Theorem 4.1 (and its formal version,
Theorem B.1) is zero for ¥ < 2 with high probability. Figure 4(b) shows the cumulative regrets of these
policies. Notice that, while TS-AI may inflate the posterior variance by p;, its performance is closer to

TS-Bayes than TS-Freq given that the decision to inflate is performed in a more data-driven fashion.

Scenario II. Here, we consider the settings of Examples 1 and 2 from Section 3. For Example 1, we choose
d = 90 and the only difference is that we select o2 = 1 while 72 = 2. For Example 2, we choose d = 30,
there is no variance mismatch (0 = 72 = 2), but there is mean mismatch (prior mean is 10 while LinTS
assumes prior mean is 0). In each case, we repeat the simulation 100 times and show the average regrets,
with shaded error bars representing two standard errors, in Figure 5. In both cases, TS-Bayes, as predicted

performs poorly but TS-AlI nearly ties or outperforms TS-Freq, benefiting from the adaptive inflation.

700

—— TS-Bayes 140000 | —— TS-Bayes
600 TS-Freq TS-Freq
—— TSAl 120000 | 15l
= 500 -
@ B 100000
H 2
& 400 &
* ~ 80000
= 2
E 300 S 60000
o} 3
g g
3 200 3 40000
100 20000
0 0
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
Time Time

(a) Example 1 (b) Example 2

Figure 5 Scenario II: Thinness and cumulative regret of TS-Al versus Bayesian and Frequentist version of LinTS in the setting

of Examples 1 and 2 from Section 3.

6. Justifying Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 in a Concrete Example

In this section, we prove that parameters v and w in Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 are constants, in the specific

example from Russo and Van Roy (2014) that was empirically studied in Section 5.2.
Proofs of Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2 are given in Section C.

Let k be the number of actions at each round. We first start by verifying Assumption 4.2.



19

Lemma 6.1 Let A be sampled from Unif([—1/v/d,1/\/d|?%). Then, for any positive definite ¥ with 1)(3X) <

WU, we have that
1 1 cd
P’A2——2*<—E*<2 _c
(118 - 5120 < g1 ) <2en (55

where c is an absolute constant.

The following corollary is a direct consequence of the above lemma combined with the union bound.

Corollary 6.1 Let A} be the optimal action at time t. Then, for any positive definite ¥ with (%) < ¥, we

1 cd
< — <%k ).
< 6d||EH*> <2k exp< \I/2>

1 1
P(I4i13<g o 141> ) <2k exp(-aa). 6.1

have that

N 1
(141 - 5511

Specifically, by setting 3 := 1,4, we get that

and hence

* 1 *
P11 > g =l 14718 ) < ak-exp(~ca), ©2)

Our next lemma asserts that each action satisfies Assumption 4.1 with a constant parameter v.

Lemma 6.2 Let A be chosen according to Unif([—1/v/d,1/v/d]?). Then, for any V € R and p € (0,1),

we have

IP’((A,V> > 210g((11/p)> <p

Furthermore, using Eq. (6.1), we get that

121og(1
P<<A, v)>y 2RBUE) ||A||2> < p 2k exp(—ed)
By applying the union bound, we can obtain the following result for the optimal arm. This corollary directly

follows from the previous lemma and the application of the union bound.

Corollary 6.2 Let A} be the optimal arm at time t. Then, for any V € RY, we have that

N 1210g(2/{7T2) N 1
]P)<<Atvv>> d'||At||2> gﬁ—f-zl{:-exp(*cd) .

This means, if d is larger than ¥?log(8kT?)/c, Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 are satisfied with

1
v:i=+/12log(2kT? and w:=—.
v/ 12log(2kT?) 7
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7. Conclusion and Discussion

This paper focuses on the stochastic linear bandit problem and investigates the Linear Thompson Sampling
(LinTS) algorithm. Our goal is to determine if the factor d inflation in the posterior variance of LinTS,
necessary to achieve the best-known frequentist regret bound, is essential. By settling an open problem, we
show that the factor d inflation is indeed necessary and that the frequentist regret bound of (5(d\/ﬁ ) is
optimal. Additionally, we demonstrate that more data-driven versions of LinTS, which use the observed data

to adjust the posterior inflation, can achieve frequentist minimax optimal regret under additional conditions.

While our main results are theoretical, our paper provides insights into the performance of LinTS and
identifies potential sources of degradation that may be of interest for practitioners. Our analysis highlights that
a even a small mismatch between the prior and true distributions can lead to suboptimal performance, which
supports prior literature and emphasizes the importance of careful prior distribution selection. Furthermore,
we find that the randomization bias arising from inherent “sampling” nature of the algorithm can be a
potential source of degradation in the performance of LinTS. Further understanding the impact of this bias is
an intriguing topic for future research, and we hope that our findings will encourage further exploration in

this area.

Appendix A: Proofs of Section 3

Prior to commencing the proof, we shall present several fundamental definitions and properties concerning
Gaussian and sub-Gaussian random variables. A more thorough discussion on this topic can be found in

(Vershynin 2018).

The sub-Gaussian norm of a random variable X by
2
1X[ly, =inf {¢>0: E[e(¥)] <2} .

For every sub-Gaussian random variable X, there exist positive constants Cy,;; and Cl,f, such that

Crir t*
P(X > [t]) <2 exp (— ). (A1)

1 X113,
Elexp (s(X —E[X])] < exp (Cungr *[| X ||3,), forall seR, (A.2)

and the Gaussian distribution satisfies
IN(0,02) [, <20, (A.3)
IP’(/\/’(O o2) > \t|) < L % (—i) (A4)
T =)= 1 TPV 202 '

We also need the following proposition that is proved in Section C.
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Proposition A.1 (Bias decomposition) Let (X;)_, be a sequence of independent random variables where
X; ~N(0,02). By Y, we denote their sum and let Z be any independent random variable. Then, for any

function g : R x R — R, we have

0.2

s E[Y (Y, 2)].

E[X;-g(Y,Z2)] = ST 52

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Recall that, as stated in Remark 3.1, for notation simplicity, A = 1. It follows from

the definition of @3 that

é _1 }/1 _1 (“)I+€1
2T o Ya| T 2 |O5+es]|”

Next, at t = 3, the ¢-th entry is updated according to
A Y+ Y-
94,i = 3 5
i 2@:( + E; + E3
B 3
@: +&; @: —&; E3
T3 7§ T3
~ @: —&; €3

3t 5 +3

Moreover, the other entry remains unchanged. In other words,
@4,371‘ = @3,34 .
Therefore, setting V' = e; + e5, we have

(8.1} - (8,7

433 (A.5)

and in particular

(E[6,],V)=F [@6_8] . (A.6)

We can now compute this expression in terms of the randomization bias coefficient given by

B :=E[max{A, B}] >0,

where A and B are two independent standard normal random variables. Our main tool in this calculation is

the bias decomposition, stated in Proposition A.1. Recall that

i =argmax O ;.
JelL,2]
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By definition,

O, ~N<0, <02+f+2> ]12) .

ofou] T s

On the other hand, it follows from the symmetry that

Therefore, we have

E [(?)371} —9E [(?)3,1 (i = 1)}

- 2]E [6371 . H(ég,l Z 6372):| . (A7)
Combining Proposition A.1 for the sequence
@* ~ ~ 1
X1 = 71, X2 = i, and X3 12931—831NN O,* y
2 2 ' ’ 2
and Z = @)3,2, with Eq. (A.7), we infer that
@* ~ ~ 0'2 ég 1 ~ ~
E|-L-1(0;,>06 = = . 1(03,>0
5 (©31>063,) 0217210 5 (©3,1>03,)
B o? o2 +7242 5
0247242 4
_ B
RN

Consequently, we can write

E[©;] = 2E 6] -1(6s1 > 6.)]

07 _ ~ ~
=4E [21 103, > @3,2)}
2
___ 9B (A.8)
Volirie
Similarly, we can conclude that
2
Efe]= — 5 (A.9)
02+7242

Combining Eq. (A.6) with Eq. (A.8) and Eq. (A.9), we obtain

5.1 vy (°—T)8
oY) =S orrrrs

This equality implies that é4 is directionally biased whenever 0% # 72, Finally, Eq. (A.3) and Eq. (A.5) give

_ S < =
(@1 V)|, = 1851482+ ==+ 2|,
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A ~ . 1
<[|©sa]l,, +1©s2]],,, + H9 HW slilly, + 3l
<0 F A2+ |l0il,, + lledl,, + 5
2 3
Noting that, and using Eq. (A.3) again,
131, = lle:lll,, < lieil+1es1ll,, <2[lieill,, < 4o

and similarly for €; we can show ||g; " < 47 which means that

|(8u V), <2VoPF T4 S (o4 7)+

<4(o+T+V2).

Therefore, we have

164, V) —E[(®0 V)][l,, < [(®0 V)I,,, + [E[S V)],
<8(c+T7+v?2).

This and A.2 imply that the m.g.f. of @4 —-E [(:)4} satisfies

E {exp (s(V, 0,-F [@)4] >)} < exp [64Cmgf s*(o 41+ \@)2] , forall s €R.

O
Proof of Lemma 3.2. Since all the d blocks are decoupled, it follows from Eq. (3.5) that
E [<é3d+1, A>} — C\(o,7)Vd (A.10)
where
2_ 2|,
Cl(O',T):—‘O- |8 .
6vo2+1242

Assuming o2 # 72, we observe that C, (o, 7) > 0. Moreover, Eq. (3.6) implies that
E [exp <s <<(:)3d+1, A> + C (o, ’7’)\/&))} <exp [032(0 +74+v2)?|, forall seR.
which means, for a constant C’,

<C'(o+T+V2).

H<é3d+1714> + 01(077)\/‘3 o

Using this inequality in combination with Eq. (A.1), and Eq. (A.10), we assert the following concentration

inequality

P(<@3d+17‘4> < _W> :P<<é3d+1,z4> +C1(O,T)\/g§ W)
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C’1 (07 T)zd
4C72 (0 4T +/2)2 .

>1—2exp |:_Ctail
Next, note that (©*, A) ~ N'(0,20?), and thus, we have
IP’((@*,A> > \/ﬁa) —1-3(1),

and for sufficiently large values of d,

Ci(o,7)%d } 1
2 —Cli < (1-9(1)),
exp [ 14C/Q(U+T+\/§)2 2( ( ))
and hence
P<<9*,A> Z \/50' and <é3d+1,A> S —W) Zpo .

O

Proof of Proposition 3.1. First, note that the regret for each block is of order 1 because each of the two
actions is equally likely to be selected. Therefore, the regret during the first 3d periods is of order d. This
means, unless d = o(T"), the regret would already be linear in 7. Therefore, in the remaining we assume

d=o(T).

For t > 3d, let Z, be given by

7. 1 if action A is never selected up to time ¢,
! 0 otherwise.

We now have the following lower bound for the regret of Algorithm 1:

V20 - ET: 7,

Regret(T, 79" Pgs) > P(B) - E B
t=3d-+1
T
> V200p, - Z E[Z, | B]
t=3d+1
T
= \/§Up0' Z P(Z,|B).
t=3d-+1

Define ¢ :=P(1 — Z34.1 | B). We get that

P(Z, | B) =P(Z,|B,Z;-1) P(Z,-1 | B)

(1-q)-P(Z1|B)
=(1-q ™.

because Z; | B, Z,_; has the same distribution as Z3,, 1 | B since choosing action 0 will not change LinTS’s

posterior estimate.
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Furthermore, it follows from the definition of ¢ and Eq. (A.4) that

Cl(U,T)\/&)

l—g=> P<<é3d+1 — Osa11, A) < 5

(o, T)\/&)

2P<MmJ)§ 5

>1—exp (_CQ(O_,T)d> ,

for a positive constant C (o, 7). By combining the above, we have that

T _
Regret(T, 7“TS P ) > v/20p, Z [1 — exp (— Cy(o, T)d)} o

t=3d+1

1-— [1 —exp (— Cy (o, T)d)} o
exp ( — Csy(o, T)d)

T_Bdexp (—Cg(a,r)d>> ,

= \/iapo

zv@de—3@<1—

where the last step uses inequality 1 — (1 — a)” > a1 — (n — 1)«/2] for any integer n > 2 and o € (0, 1).
This immediately follows that, whenever T' < exp (CE (o, T)d),

\/50100
2

Regret(T, 7" ™S Pg.) > (T'—3d)>T).

In other words, the regret of LinTS grows linearly up to time exp (CQ(J, T)d) . 0

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Notice that
(0%, A" NN(—,LL\/E, 02) and (©* A) NN(M\/g, 302).

Therefore, for a positive constant C, (©*, A) > 1 p/d and (0%, A') < -1 uv/d simultaneously with prob-
ability at least 1 — 2 exp (—C’ %) This thus implies that A is the optimal arm with high probability. For

sufficiently large d, this probability exceeds g.

On the other hand, at ¢ = 1, LinTS (Algorithm 1) will choose A’ with probability 1. This holds true as A’

is chosen if and only if
(0,A)>0 and (©,,A-A')<0.

The claim follows from the fact these two random variables are two centered and independent normal random

variables. In this case, we have

22 — (]Igd + A,AIT)il
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1
= I[3d — §A/AIT and

~ 1
@22514,)/1
1
= A0 A) te).

Next, we provide an upper bound for the probability that LinTS chooses arm 0 at ¢ = 2. This happens if and

only if
<é2, A/> <0 and <62,A> < 0.
Note that
~ , Y 1 ~ Y, 5
(©5,A") ~/\/<21,2> and (©,,A4) ~/\/<21,2>. (A.11)

For sufficiently large d, we have

1 1
- <.
P(el > 4u\/g> <16

From Y; = (©*, A’) + ¢, and the union bound it follows that P(5’) > 1/16 where B’ is defined by
/ * 1 * Al 1 A ’ 1
B = {<@ LAY > 5M\/&, (O, A" < _5“‘/&’ A=A, and Y < —4u\/&} .
From Eq. (A.11), we can deduce that, if ¢ := P(KQ #0 ‘ B’),

1—q::IF’<22=O‘B')
—P((62,4') <0 and (8,,4)<0|8)

>1—2exp (—C;fd) ,

for a positive constant d for a positive constant C'. Applying the same argument as in proof of Proposition 3.1,
we get that
. d T
Regret(T, 7415 Pg. ) > “?:gT 1 exp(~Cyd) (A.12)

where (5 is a constant that only depends on p, o, and 7 (but not on d). Therefore, for 7' < exp(—Csd), the

regret is linear in 7T'.



27

Appendix B: A Formal Regret Bound for LinTSand Proofs of Section 4

This section is dedicated to our formal analysis of LinTS under our proposed conditions. This also allows us
to show that the confidence set in OFUL can also be shrunk significantly under similar conditions. To do so,
we adopt the framework in Hamidi and Bayati (2020) to state our results, however we make small changes
compared to them. We start by explicitly stating the conditions that we introduced in Section 4. We say that

the problem is in a well-posed condition at time ¢ if

w(zt)g‘yv
AT
14 s, = w20, ®.1)
(45,8 - %) < =141l 6, — &7,

Vd
and by W, we denote the indicator function of the above event. Now, by a worth function we mean a

(stochastic) function |\~/It (+) that, given the history F;, assigns a real number to each action in the action set

A, with the additional condition that whenever W, =1

P( [Mi(4) — (4,6,)

sup <p
AcA, |A]ls,

1
ft,At> >1- T2 (B.2)

for some fixed p > 1. We also say that (:)t is in a typical condition with respect to O* if

P<Sup (4,69~ (4,80 _ .

ft,At> >1-— S (B.3)

AcA, 1A, 1

for some p* > 1 whenever W, = 1. We also let T be the indicator function for this event. Intuitively, p*
determines the width of the confidence interval around each (©,, A) so that it contains (©*, A) for all A € A,
simultaneously with high probability. Next, we say that the worth function l\~/lt() is optimistic for given
realizations F; and A, if

IP’( sup |\~/It(A) > sup (A4,0%)
Ac Ay A€Ay

Ftht> >p

for p > 0 whenever W, =1 and T} = 1. This notion of optimism cannot hold almost surely as, for instance,

0 — (:)t can be arbitrarily large.

Using these notations, we introduce a modified version of Randomized OFUL (ROFUL), introduced in
Hamidi and Bayati (2020), that we analyze in this paper. The pseudo-code for this meta algorithm is presented
in Algorithm 3. Whenever ¢/(X,) > ¥, ROFUL is allowed to select any arbitrary action. A natural choice is
to choose the action that decreases 1)(3;) the most. An alternative is to define A, argmax 4 4, M, (A) as
in Line 4. In this case, if one sets I\N/It(A) =(A,0,) or I\N/It(A) = (4, @f> + p||Al|s,, ROFUL becomes LinTS
or OFUL respectively. Because, for OFUL, such I\~/It(A) satisfiy Eq. (B.2), by definition. For LinTS, noting
that (A,0,) = (A,0,) + ¢||A|,N(0,1), from A.4 follows that Eq. (B.2) holds as long as /¢ = 2(/Iog T).
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Algorithm 3 Randomized OFUL (ROFUL)

Require: Worth functions (M,)Z_,
1: fort=1,2,--- do
2:  Observe A,
3 if¢(%,) < U then

4: A, + arg max, 4, M, (A)
5:  else

6: Choose any A} c A,

7 end if

8:  Observe reward Y;

9: end for

The next two lemmas assert that the optimism holds for LinTS and OFUL. But we first recall the definition
of p from Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011).

p:=30\/dlog (1+\Ta?) +\""/%0, (B.4)

where @ is an upper bound for ||©*||, and a is defined in Section 2. Therefore, p = O(+/d). Also, Theorem 1
of Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011) gives

. A 1
]P)(H@ _@tHz;l §P) Zl_Ti' (B.5)

3

Let T, be the binary indicator for the event in Eq. (B.5). Note that by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality one can
easily see that if p* > p, then T} > T,. In fact, in the rest of this section, one can harmlessly assume p* = p

and only work with T;. We only use separate notation to allow the possibility of p* < p.

Lemma B.1 (Optimism of LinTS) Set the inflation parameter of LinTS to be

v¥U  p
L= — =
w  \d
and let |\~/|t(A) = (A, ét> Whenever W, =1, T, =1, and T} = 1, we have
P(sup M,(A) > sup (A, @*>']—},At) > P(—1). (B.6)
A€ A Ac Ay

Lemma B.2 (Optimism of OFUL) Set ¢ as in Lemma B.1 and M,(A) := (A,0,) + L||Alls,. Whenever
W,=1T,=1, and T} =1, we have

]P’(sup M, (A) > sup (A,07) ‘ ]-"t,At) =1. (B.7)

Ac Ay Ac Ay

We establish the proof of Lemma B.1, noting that the proof of Lemma B.2 would be almost identical and

marginally simpler.
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Proof of Lemma B.1. We have

(0, A7) — (0%, A1) = (0, — 0, A7) — (0" — 0, A7)

z<ét—ét7A:>—%uA:u2~H@t—@*HQ
. AN .
> (8,0, A7) —wpy 120w 4,

where we used the third equation in Eq. (B.1) first and then Eq. (B.5), combined with [[V]|s <

||V\|)3t—1 |2:]|op for any vector V.
Now, since <C:)t — (:)t,A;> ~ N(0, 2| A*|1%, ), we have

~ -~ > .
P((8 A7) = (07, 47)) 2P<<et—@t,A:>zup Zill 4 !2>
_ S G
A,
1Z¢llo *
>¢(up oz |47l
o/ 1= A
- - vp . d”EtHOP
wvd | 1Bl
Z(p(_l)a
where we used the second and third equation in Eq. (B.1). This completes the proof. U

We are now ready to state our main result.

Theorem B.1 Let l\7|t() be optimistic with parameter p whenever T, =1, Ty =1, and W; = 1. When
Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 hold, and (A,©*) € [—1,1], for all A € A,, almost surely. Then, we have that

S (6, A1)~ (0, 4,) < 4" +PVT <\/dlog <1+ M;"z) + logT> +2) (W (2) > ¥),

P t=1

with probability at least 1 — %

Before describing the proof, we state a direct corollary of Theorem B.1 and Lemma B.1.

Corollary B.1 (LinTS with smaller inflation) Consider LinTS with inflation parameter . satisfying

vl p p
= — = =Q(y/logT). B.
L= i and ; (v/logT) (B.8)
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Then, when Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 hold, the regret is at most

W <\/dlog <1+/\1;2> + logT> +2§H(¢(2t) > V),

with probability at least 1 — %

The implication of Corollary B.1 is that, under Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2, one can circumvent the need for the
V/d inflation factor in the posterior of the LinTS algorithm, as the parameter ¢ grows only logarithmically

with respect to 7T'.

By utilizing both Theorem B.1 and Lemma B.2, we can derive a similar corollary for OFUL.

Corollary B.2 (OFUL with smaller confidence intervals) Consider a version of OFUL which is an
instance of ROFUL with worth function |\~/It(A) = (A, (:)t> + p||Alls, such that p satisfies

-~ v¥ p
P=" NZA
Then, when Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 hold, the regret is at most

A(p* +p)VT <\/dlog (1 + M;la2> + logT) +2) I((B) > W),

t=1

with probability at least 1 — %

Corollary B.2 demonstrates that, under Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2, it is possible to improve the performance of
the OFUL algorithm by running it with smaller confidence sets that are reduced by a factor of v/d, given
that p only logarithmically depends on 7'. It is worth noting that while the reduced confidence sets do not
result in better upper bounds due to p* remaining of order O (v/d), they may lead to improved empirical

performance of the OFUL algorithm.

Proof of Theorem B.1. First, let (O;).cr) be the adapted sequence of Bernoulli random variables such

that O, =1 whenever T, =1, Ty =1, W, =1, and

sup M,(A4) > sup (4, 0*)

AeA, A€ A,
simultaneously. It follows from the definition of optimism that P(O; = 1| F;,.A;) > p. Let t € [T] be fixed
and assume that T, =1, T; =1, W, =1, and O; = 1. Then, we
(07,47) = (07, A) <My(4) — (07, A)
< ((BnA) +71Adz,) — ((BnA) — ' A5,
< (p*+ )| A, -
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Furthermore, since (©*, A;) — (07, ﬁt> <2and p* + p > 2, we have
(0°,47) ~ 0, A1) < 2min (L7 L1l 1) < o+ i (1A 1)
and,
E[Z, | Fi, A] <0, (B.9)

almost surely, where Z, is defined as

(PO, o+
zt;:qrtqr;wt{<@*,A;>—<e*,At>—(p[f“‘mm(uAt\zﬂl)}-

p+?ﬁ

It follows from Eq. (B.9) that 3 .—, Zy is a super-martingale, and noting that |Z,| < , it follows from

Azuma’s inequality that

4(p* + p)V/TlogT
<z Z, > > ) ot (B.10)

Next, by applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Lemma 11 in Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011), we deduce
that

S (z-1mwi(er 4 - i) > - :mz (EAEREY

t=1 t=1

T
*+ . e
_(ppm T E mln(HAt”tavl)

t=1
* T 2
Z_(p;_m\/Qleog <1+Ada )

By combining the above inequality with Eq. (B.10), we obtain

<qurwt<@* Ar—A) > p+m\/><\/dlog<1+/\1;la2) logT>) % (B.11)

t=1

v

We now turn to bounding (1 — T, T;W,){(©*, A} — Et> Notice that

(1-T,T:W,)(0*, AF — A,) <2(1 — T, T;W,)

2(1 = T,TIW)I(4(2¢) < ) +2(1 = T, TIW,)I(9(5) > )
<2(1 = TyTIWI( () < W) + 20((S,) > ©).

Also, it follows from Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 that for any ¢ € [T]

2

B(TT;W, =0 and () < ¥)<
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which in combination with the union bound leads to

T
> (1-T,T;W,)(0%, A; — A, <2Z]1 ) > U)
t=1

t=1

with probability at least 1 — % Finally, this together with Eq. (B.11) yield

Z@* A A <2 PVE 4(p* +ﬁ7\f <\/dlg<1+)\1:l>+ logT>+2ZH ) >0,

t=1

with probability at least 1 — 2. O

Appendix C: Auxiliary Proofs

Proof of Proposition A.1. 1Tt is straightforward to see that X;|Y follows Gaussian distribution with mean

-Y. We thus get

117,

E[X; - g(Y, 2)] = E[E[X, (Y. 2) | Y. Z]]

=E[E[X;|Y,Z]-g(Y,Z)]
- ZZ(Z - E[Y - (Y, 2)].

Proof of Lemma 6.1. First of all, it follows from the definition of A that

1
E[I413,] = 55 TH (S0 = 5151

It then follows from the Hanson-Wright inequality (e.g., Theorem 6.2.1 in Vershynin (2018)) that

N
(141 - ggl=l| < ggli=i. ) < ex (—emin {21,
> =02 15y

for some constant ¢ > 0. Noting that

12 ellop 1 Zell = (122 1%,

we can simplify the above tail bound to get

P( Il - 5

IS cd
—_ < ).
”2”> p< U8/ SO\ w2
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Proof of Lemma 6.2. Note that for all s > 0 we have that

d

Elexp (s(A,V))] = HE[BXP (sA;V3)]

=1

It thus follows from the Chernoff bound that
2log(1
IP<<A,V> > Ogc(l /p)> <p,

which is the desired result. U
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