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Abstract

We consider Thompson sampling for linear bandit problems with finitely many independent
arms, where rewards are sampled from normal distributions that are linearly dependent on un-
known parameter vectors and with unknown variance. Specifically, with a Bayesian formulation we
consider multivariate normal-gamma priors to represent environment uncertainty for all involved
parameters. We show that our chosen sampling prior is a conjugate prior to the reward model and
derive a Bayesian regret bound for Thompson sampling under the condition that the 5/2-moment
of the variance distribution exist.

1 Introduction

We consider a learner or an agent that is given a set of actions. Upon executing an action the agent
observes a reward drawn randomly from some associated probability distribution for that action.
Given uncertainty about the nature of the reward system, the agent must sequentially select actions,
observe rewards and learn how to maximize the total payoff in expectation. Thus, the agent must
strike a balance between exploring less understood actions and exploiting posterior knowledge for
greater gain. In this regard, a common performance measure is for agent algorithms to be judged
by the Bayesian regret or Bayesian risk. For a finite time horizon the measure is defined to be the
expectation of accumulated differences in gain between optimal actions and chosen actions, when
viewed to incorporate both uncertainty in environments, randomness in outcomes and randomness in
agent policies.

Numerous studies such as by Auer (2002) are focused on algorithms that explicitly utilize the
principle of optimism in the face of uncertainty. The core idea is to provide an estimation of the
upper confidence bound of the expected reward for each arm, and then always choose the action which
maximizes the bound. However another approach, which we study in this paper, is Thompson sampling
(TS). The sampling procedure draws estimations of expected rewards from the posterior distribution
over parameters conditioned on observed rewards and a modeled prior distribution. It then selects the
best action according to the sampled set of estimations. Hence TS maintains an uncertainty of the
current environment with growing confidence of optimality as more rewards are observed and digested
by the prior. Moreover by an argument of confidence bounds, D. Russo and Van Roy (2014) showed
that TS preserves the core principle without an explicitly designed optimism.

Even if the sampling procedure was first proposed in Thompson (1933), it took until recent times
for it to attain strong provable guarantees, in particular its asymptotical convergence to optimality
(see for example May et al. (2012)). It should also be noted that convergence, in its strictest sense,
requires that every action is sampled infinitely often. This is not always the case when a TS algorithm
uses a prior belief that is misspecified against the true underlying Bayesian prior of environment
uncertainty. Moreover, even in the case of convergence, misspecification may also lead to an excess
of explorative actions or to the agent being biased towards non-optimal actions. In both cases the
learning performance suffers (see for example D. J. Russo et al., 2018).

In this paper we study a correctly specified TS algorithm for a generalized class of problems called
contextual bandits, where conventional TS algorithms are almost surely misspecified. Specifically, we
look at stochastic linear bandits with finitely many independent arms introduced by Abe and Long
(1999), where rewards are assumed to be normally distributed and linearly dependent on unknown
parameters. Conventional models here assume a Gaussian Bayesian prior for the parameters, but
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with fixed noise variance. Given a normal-gamma Bayesian prior, we further extend this model by
considering bandits with uncertainty on both parameters and noise variance, i.e., we consider normal-
gamma linear bandits. We show that our chosen TS prior is a conjugate prior to the reward model,
which leads to well-defined updates for the posterior sampling distribution.

Our main contribution is a Bayesian regret bound for TS on normal-gamma bandits. For a fi-
nite action set of size K and arbitrary priors over bounded reward distributions, D. Russo and Van
Roy (2014) showed that TS for a finite time horizon T attains a regret bound of order

√
KT log T .

With unbounded rewards and sufficiently well-behaved variance distributions, we attain a similar but
sharper regret bound of order

√
KTW0(T/Kξ), ξ ∈ (0, 1), where W0 is Lambert’s principal W -function

satisfying W0(T ) = o(log T ).

1.1 Related Work

Scott (2010) and Chapelle and Li (2011) provided strong empirical evidence for the ease-of-use and
competitiveness of Thompson Sampling for contextual bandits. However, general finite-time horizon
bounds for the Bayesian regret remained limited and the development of further bounds was raised
as an open question. This was remedied by D. Russo and Van Roy (2014), who provided the general
TS Bayesian regret bound of order

√
KT log T (see also Slivkins et al. (2019)). The result assumes

arbitrary Bayesian priors on bounded rewards. In contrast, our work with a fixed Bayesian prior
considers unbounded rewards and unbounded parameter sets.

Further progress can be made given rewards that are contained in [0, 1] and bandits defined by
mean reward vectors. Bubeck and Liu (2013) remove the extraneous logarithmic factor and attains a
TS Bayesian regret bound of order

√
KT for arbitrary bounded priors. For the same class of bandits

but with a fixed Gaussian TS prior, Agrawal and Goyal (2017) provides near optimal bounds of order√
KT logK regardless of reward distributions. In contrast, our work assumes linear bandits under

normal-gamma Bayesian priors with unbounded rewards.
Only recently have initial steps been taken towards the study of bandits that incorporate risk.

Audibert et al. (2009) study algorithms that use variance estimates for upper confidence bounds and
show that such algorithms may have an advantage over non-estimating alternatives. Vakili and Zhao
(2015) study risk-aware learning policies with strong theoretical results for the non-Bayesian regret.
Zhu and Tan (2020) consider for the first time Thompson sampling in the context of mean-variance
optimization for bandits defined by Gaussian reward distributions. In their work they model normal-
gamma TS priors for univariate mean rewards and risk, and provide non-Bayesian regret bounds
expressed in terms of fixed environment parameters. In contrast, our work considers linear bandits
with environment uncertainty under a Bayesian prior. Moreover, we provide an additional analysis on
the corresponding Bayesian regret.

1.2 Organization

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In § 2 we make a formal introduction to TS and the
normal-gamma bandit. In § 3 we present our main contribution with a Bayesian regret bound and the
main lemma used to prove the result. In § 4 we then explicitly derive formulas for TS posterior updates
given a normal-gamma prior belief and present the corresponding TS algorithm. We then conclude the
section by presenting an empirical study of the effects of misspecification with a comparison of normal-
gamma TS versus a Gaussian TS method. To aid with analysis, we look at implied distributions for
TS prior parameters in § 5, and present asymptotical bounds for random variables related to model
parameters under the Bayesian prior. In § 6 we prove our main result providing a Bayesian regret
bound under the normal-gamma environment uncertainty. We conclude with some final remarks and
future work in § 7.

2 Problem Formulation

2.1 Stochastic Linear Bandits

Using the framework of Lattimore and Szepesvári (2020), we consider contextual linear bandits. For
each time step t ∈ N, a learner has access to a finite decision set At ⊂ Rd from which a d-dimensional
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context vector At = a ∈ At is chosen. The learner then observes a random reward

Xt = aTθ + η(t), (1)

where θ ∈ Rd is some unknown vector of model parameters and η(t) is 1-sub-Gaussian noise.
In the case when for all t, At = A and η(t) = η, we have a static linear bandit, which is a restriction

placed on the bandits in this paper. Expanding these notions further, the model parameters θ and the
noise variable η may not be the same for each action (Slivkins et al. (2019)). Hence if we let K := |A|
and put [K] := { 1, 2, . . . ,K }. Then we may identify each action by ak, k ∈ [K], and expand the
reward definition by

X
(k)
t = aTkθk + ηk, (2)

where the noise variables (ηk)
K
k=1 are assumed to be independent. Thus, model parameters here

contains the K × d-dimensional parameter Vec ([θ1, θ2, . . . , θK ]). We note that the formulation of (2)
can be seen as a restriction of (1) since we can always embed each context ak in a larger space with
padded zeros. In many cases η is modeled by a fixed noise distribution, e.g., N (0, σ2). However,
in the following treatment we will assume that the distribution of ηk is parameterized but possibly
unknown, and in that case we let the corresponding parameters be included in the total vector θ of
model parameters.

With a Bayesian formulation, we may put an uncertainty on θ over some subset Θ of real vectors.
The distribution of θ is called the Bayesian prior and encapsulates the agent’s inability to beforehand
know the true nature of the system, i.e., in this formulation each realized θ corresponds to a possible
problem instance E(θ). Let nk(t) be the random variable which after t steps counts the number of

times action ak was selected. For each action we let µk := E
[
X

(k)
1

∣∣∣ θ] denote the expected mean

reward. An optimal action A∗ conditioned on θ is then any action indexed in arg maxk∈[K] µk with the
corresponding optimal mean reward µ∗, and any deviation from an optimal action yields an immediate
regret ∆k := µ∗ − µk.

A common measure of an agent’s performance is then the random variable

Regret(T, θ) := E

[
T∑
t=1

∆At

∣∣∣∣∣ θ
]

= E

 ∑
k∈[K]

nk(T )∆k

∣∣∣∣∣∣ θ
 , (3)

which benchmarks the expected cumulative sum of immediate regrets for a finite time horizon T . Since
there is uncertainty in θ we therefore have the Bayesian regret or the Bayesian risk

Regret(T ) = E [Regret(T, θ)] = E

 ∑
k∈[K]

nk(T )∆k

 , (4)

which is taken as the expected regret over all problem instances. Hence minimization of (4), in the
context of Bayesian bandits, is a common goal for algorithms.

2.2 Thompson Sampling

First proposed by Thompson (1933), Thompson sampling is an algorithm that involves a learner
that initially chooses a prior P0 over possible bandit environments. In each round the algorithm
samples an environment from the maintained posterior distribution Pt−1 given an observed history
A1, X1, . . . , At−1, Xt−1 of actions and outcomes. It then acts according to the optimal action At for
the environment, observes an outcome Xt and updates the posterior by Bayes’ rule. Formally for
environments indexed by a parameter set Θ we have the following algorithm:

Algorithm 1 Thompson Sampling

Require: Action set A, distribution P0 over Θ
for t = 1, 2, . . . T do

Sample θ̃ ∼ Pt−1

Choose At ∈ arg maxa∈A µa(θ̃)
Observe Xt

Update Pt ← P (· | A1, X1, . . . , At, Xt)
end for
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Figure 1: Densities of Gam(ξ, ξ − 1) (left) and InvGam(ξ, ξ − 1) (right) for ξ = 3, 4, . . . , 10, where the
expectation of the inverse in each case is 1.

Thompson sampling is known to be asymptotically close to optimal in a variety of settings (Lattimore
and Szepesvári (2020)). The learner may explore efficiently by the randomization procedure, given
that the prior displays a large enough spread of initial concentration. As data is gathered, the posterior
then concentrates around the true parameter-point and the exploration rate decreases. However, the
choice of prior can have a significant effect on performance (Lattimore and Szepesvári (2020)). If the
prior is sufficiently misspecified there is a possibility that the algorithm catastrophically underestimates
the optimal arm and never plays it. Whereas distributions that are chosen to be coherent, i.e., of the
same form as the true distribution of environments, removes this issue along with superior learning
performance versus misspecification (D. J. Russo et al. (2018)).

2.3 Normal-Gamma Linear Bandits

Consider a linear bandit problem where the indexing set of actions is [K] := { 1, 2, . . . ,K }. We recall
that the agent for each time step t has access to a decision set A = { a1, a2, . . . , aK } ⊂ Rd for some
dimension d. If the reward for each arm is given by (2), with the assumption of ηk ∼ N (0, σ2) for all
arms. Then we have a Gaussian linear bandit where the reward for action ak is distributed as

X
(k)
t ∼ N (aTkθ, σ

2). (5)

Models found in literature, often take θk = θ to be the same set of parameters for all k and uncertainty
is modeled by θ ∼ Nd (θ0,Σ0) for some mean θ0 and covariance Σ0 (see Agrawal and Goyal (2013a),
Hao et al. (2021), and D. Russo and Van Roy (2018)).

As stated in § 2.1, we may assume distinct action parameters, with a different linear function and
noise variance for each arm. We may further assume that the Gaussian noise variance is unknown, i.e.,
part of the unknown parameter vector θ. Thus, we now proceed to present the normal-gamma linear
bandit studied in this paper, where σ2 in (5) is assumed to be unknown, distinct for each arm and in
the form of a precision value τ .

Explicitly, we let the model be defined by parameters (θk, τk) ∈ Rd×R+, k ∈ [K], where the reward

X
(k)
t for choosing ak ∈ A is distributed as

X
(k)
t ∼ N

(
aTkθk, (τk)

−1
)
. (6)

We recall that ak can be seen as a context of d features for the kth action, which when deriving the
reward distribution is subjected to the linear map 〈·, θk〉 : Rd → R with added Gaussian noise involving
some unknown precision τk. Further, let the Bayesian prior of (θ, τ) for any arm be defined as follows.
Given some real vector θ∗ ∈ Rd, a positive definite d × d matrix Λ∗, and scalars α∗, β∗ ∈ R+, we
assume that

τ ∼ Gam(α∗, β∗),

θ | τ ∼ Nd
(
θ∗, (τΛ∗)

−1
)
.

(7)

Thus, a realized environment can be seen as a sampled sequence of parameters ((θk, τk))
K
k=1, which

are independent and drawn from normal-gamma distributions (NormalGam(θ∗k,Λ
∗
k, α
∗
k, β
∗
k))

K
k=1. In the

case when θ∗k = 0, α∗k = α∗ and β∗k = β∗ for all k ∈ [K], we obtain iid precision sequences τ1, τ2, . . . , τK
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drawn from Gam(α∗, β∗). In addition, the reward centers µk := aTkθk are then conditionally distributed
as

µk | τk ∼ N
(
0, 1/(λ∗kτk)−1

)
,

where λ∗k :=
(
aTk (Λ∗k)

−1
ak

)−1

is fixed and defined by the context ak and the hyperparameter Λ∗k.

It follows that the immediate regret ∆k conditioned on drawn precisions can be seen as the random
variable maxi µi − µk comprised of conditional Gaussian variables. So given these remarks we will
restrict our analysis to arm-independent Bayesian priors

NormalGam (0,Λ∗k, α
∗, β∗) , k ∈ [K],

where the precision distribution Gam(α∗, β∗) is the same for each k ∈ [K] and where θ∗k = 0 such that
µk is centered around 0. Moreover, for a more well-behaved inverse distribution, we will assume that
the shape parameter satisfies α∗ > 5/2 where both the mean and variance of the inverse exist (see
Figure 1).

3 Main Result

We now present the main result of this paper, which is a TS-regret bound for the normal-gamma
linear bandits presented in § 2.3 under the assumption of finitely many independent arms with
NormalGam (0,Λ∗k, α

∗, β∗) Bayesian priors for each arm.

Theorem 3.1 (Regret Bound). Let contexts a1, a2, . . . , aK ∈ Rd be normalized. If model parameters

θ = (θk, τk)
K
k=1 consists of independently drawn (θk, τk) from distributions

NormalGam (0,Λ∗k, α
∗, β∗) ,

α∗ > 5/2, for each arm k ∈ [K]. Then for sufficiently a large time horizon T the Bayesian regret for
TS is

O

(√
KTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

))
,

where 1/α∗ < ε < 2/5 and W0(x) is Lambert’s principal W-function satisfying W0(x) < log x for
x > e.

It should be noted that the Bayesian regret in Theorem 3.1 holds for reward and parameter distribu-
tions with unbounded support. Moreover, compared to the well-known general TS-bound

√
KT log T

from (D. Russo and Van Roy (2014) and Slivkins et al. (2019)), dependence on log T is replaced by
the slower growing Lambert function W0(x).

3.1 Statement of the Main Lemma

The main result is a consequence of the following definition and lemma conditional on a sampled
environment with parameters θ = (θk, τk)

K
k=1.

Definition 3.1. For a sampled set of model precisions (τk)
K
k=1, put τ0 := mink τk. We then define

τ0-dependent quantities C,D as follows

C(τ0) :=
2

τ0

√
τ0
2

+ log 2 +
1

τ0
(2 log 2 + 1) + 3,

D(τ0) :=
8

τ0

1 +

√
τ0
(
2C(τ0) + 1

4

)
2

2

.

Main Lemma (Action Regret). Given model parameters θ = (θk, τk)
K
k=1, put τ0 := mink τk and let

D = D(τ0). Let nk(T ) be defined as the random variable which after T steps counts the number of
times ak was selected. Then for all T ≥ 2,

E [nk(T ) | θ] ∆k <
7D

2

(
∆k +

1

∆k

)
+ 2D

(
logD∆k +

1

∆k
log

(
D

∆2
k

))
+ 9∆k.
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The Main Lemma shows a bound for the conditional regret of each arm in terms of the parameter
dependent value D(τ0) and the immediate regret ∆k. An initial starting point for its derivation is
by considering expectations of probabilities for high and low probability threshold events. The value
of D(τ0) is then an artifact from a procedure that bounds these expectations in terms of a common
quantity. The bound can ultimately be viewed as a sum of two parts; one part containing potentially
unbounded non-reciprocal values ∆k and one part containing potentially unbounded reciprocal values
1/∆k log(1/∆2

k). Theorem 3.1 then follows from analyzing the expectations of each part under the
Bayesian prior.

4 Thompson Sampling with the Normal-Gamma Prior

We now proceed to describe the Thompson sampling updates for the normal-gamma linear bandit.
Focusing on a single arm, we let (θ, τ) := (θk, τk), put a := ak and set prior normal-gamma parameters
(u,Λ, α, β) for our uncertainty about (θ, τ).

By (6) we have the likelihood

L (x | θ, τ) =
τ

1
2

√
2π

exp
(
−τ

2

(
x− aTθ

)2)
. (8)

Moreover, by (7) we have the (θ, τ)-density

f (θ, τ | u,Λ, α, β) := f (θ | τ, u,Λ) f (τ | α, β)

=

√
|Λ|βατα−1+ d

2

(2π)
d
2 Gam(α)

exp
(
−τ

2
(θ − u)

T
Λ (θ − u)− βτ

)
.

(9)

The posterior now follows from the fact that it is proportional to L (x | θ, τ) f (θ, τ | u,Λ, α, β) and the
fact that f (θ, τ | u,Λ, α, β) is a conjugate prior to L (x | θ, τ). Explicitly we have the following result.

Lemma 4.1. The parameters of the posterior NormalGam(u′,Λ′, α′, β′) given an observation x and
prior NormalGam(u,Λ, α, β) can be stated as

u′ =
(
Λ + aaT

)−1
(xa+ Λu) ,

Λ′ = Λ + aaT,

α′ = α+
1

2
,

β′ = β +
1

2

(
x2 + uTΛu− u′TΛ′u′

)
.

Proof. With a conjugate prior ansatz and the added information of x we assume that

f (θ, τ | x, u′,Λ′, α′, β′) ∝ L (x | θ, τ) f (θ, τ | u,Λ, α, β) ,

up to normalization. Thus, by (8) and (9) we find the negative-log equality

−
(
α′ − 1 +

d

2

)
log τ +

τ

2
(θ − u′)T Λ′ (θ − u′) + β′τ

= −1

2
log τ +

τ

2

(
x− aTθ

)2 − (α− 1 +
d

2

)
log τ +

τ

2
(θ − u)

T
Λ (θ − u) + βτ + (constant term)

in indeterminates θ and τ . By expanding and comparing terms we see that(
α′ − 1 +

d

2

)
log τ =

(
α− 1

2
+
d

2

)
log τ,

τ

2
θTΛ′θ =

τ

2
θT
(
Λ + aaT

)
θ.

Thus, α′ and Λ′ are found to be x-independent with updates

α′ = α+
1

2
, Λ′ = Λ + aaT

6



as required. Moreover, from
τ

2
θTΛ′u′ =

τ

2
θT (xa+ Λu)

we find the implication Λ′u′ = xa+ Λu. So from the preceding relation for Λ′ we obtain

u′ = Λ′−1 (xa+ Λu) =
(
Λ + aaT

)−1
(xa+ Λu) .

Finally, a comparison of remaining τ -exclusive terms yields(
β′ +

1

2
u′TΛ′u′

)
τ =

(
1

2

(
x2 + uTΛu

)
+ β

)
τ,

where we extract

β′ = β +
1

2

(
x2 + uTΛu− u′TΛ′u′

)
.

This completes the proof.

We note that Lemma 4.1 is given in the form of recurrence relations. The following result shows
that under certain assumptions we may choose an initial prior that generates particular simple formulas
for iterated parameter values after n ≥ 1 observations.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that the context a ∈ Rd is normalized. Let x1 be an initial observation. If we
put un, Λn, αn, βn as prior parameters after n ≥ 1 observations with initial values u1 = x1a, Λ1 = Id,
α1 = 1

2 . Then given observations x1, x2, . . . , xn we find that

Λn = Id + (n− 1)aaT,

un = nµ̂nΛ−1
n a,

αn =
n

2
,

βn = β1 +
1

2

n∑
i=1

(xi − µ̂n)
2
,

where µ̂n := 1
n

∑n
i=1 xi is the sample mean. In particular, aTun = µ̂n and aTΛ−1

n a = 1/n.

Proof. By Lemma 4.1 we have for n ≥ 2 the following relations:

Λn = Λn−1 + aaT,

un = Λ−1
n (xna+ Λn−1un−1) ,

αn = αn−1 +
1

2
,

βn = βn−1 +
1

2

(
x2
n + uTn−1Λn−1un−1 − uTnΛnun

)
.

With initial conditions Λ1 = Id and α1 = 1
2 we clearly have

Λn = Id + (n− 1)aaT,

αn =
n

2
,

for n ≥ 1 as required. Note that
u1 = x1a = µ̂1I

−1
d a.

So for any n > 1, we propose the hypothesis un−1 = (n− 1)µ̂n−1Λ−1
n−1a. This implies

un = Λ−1
n (xna+ Λn−1un−1) = Λ−1

n (xna+ (n− 1)µ̂n−1a) = nµ̂nΛ−1
n a.

Thus by induction un = nµ̂nΛ−1
n a for n ≥ 1. Finally we proceed with the required statement for βn.

Put
w := Λ−1

n a =
(
Id + (n− 1)aaT

)−1
a

7



and recall that aTa = 1. Then
(
Id + (n− 1)aaT

)
w = a hence naTw = 1 and therefore aTΛ−1

n a = 1/n.
So using the preceding facts we note

uTnΛnun = n2µ̂2
na

TΛ−1
n ΛnΛ−1

n a = n2µ̂2
na

TΛ−1
n a = nµ̂2

n.

Thus by telescoping we find

βn = βn−1 +
1

2

(
x2
n + uTn−1Λn−1un−1 − uTnΛnun

)
= β1 +

n∑
i=2

1

2

(
x2
i + uTi−1Λi−1ui−1 − uTi Λiui

)
= β1 +

1

2

((
n∑
i=2

x2
i

)
+ uT1 Λ1u1 − uTnΛnun

)

= β1 +
1

2

((
n∑
i=1

x2
i

)
− nµ̂2

n

)
= β1 +

1

2

n∑
i=1

(xi − µ̂n)
2
.

This concludes the proof.

4.1 Algorithm with Normal-Gamma Priors

We note that since the arms are independent, the updates of Algorithm 1 can be separated and
simplified. That is, for each action k we maintain a coherent prior NormalGam(u(k),Λ(k), α(k), β(k))
to represent our uncertainty of (θk, τk) ∈ Rd × R+. Explicitly we have the following algorithm:

Algorithm 2 Normal-Gamma Linear Bandit TS

Require: Action set A, distributions NormalGam(u(k),Λ(k), α(k), β(k)), k ∈ [K]
for t = 1, 2, . . . T do

For each k ∈ [K], sample τ̃k ∼ Gam(α(k), β(k))

For each k ∈ [K], sample θ̃k ∼ Nd
(
u(k),

(
τ̃kΛ(k)

)−1
)

Choose At ∈ arg maxk∈[K] a
T
k θ̃k

Observe Xt

For k = At, update NormalGam(u(k),Λ(k), α(k), β(k)) with Xt and Proposition 4.1
end for

Figure 2 shows examples of the degraded performance which may occur if the TS-algorithm is mis-
specified in its choice of prior. In the experiments a set of 30 normalized contexts in R5 are chosen
uniformly in [−1/

√
5, 1/
√

5]5. The underlying Bayesian prior then dictates that environments should
be sampled as (θ∗k, τ

∗
k ) ∼ NormalGam(0, I5, α

∗, β∗), k ∈ [30]. Rewards for each environment and arm
is then sampled via N (aTkθ

∗
k, 1/τ

∗
k ). The Bayesian regret is estimated by sampling 10 000 bandits per

experiment and averaging accumulated regret up to 5 000 rounds. For comparison, a Gaussian linear
TS-algorithm is included which assumes fixed precisions τ∗k = 1, i.e., a fixed variance of σ2 = 1 for
all rewards. Incidentally, with Gaussian TS-priors N5(uk,Λk), this corresponds precisely to using the
TS-updates of u′ and Λ′ in Lemma 4.1.

In Figure 2a environments are sampled with (α∗, β∗) = (3, 2), which implies that the Gaussian
algorithm (LinGauss) is correctly specified in expectation since E [1/τk] = β∗/(α∗ − 1) = 1, although
we almost surely have a misspecified algorithm in realization which degrades the performance. This
means that in most environments the covariance will either converge to 0 too quickly, which implies
too little explorative actions, or go to 0 too slowly, which leads to an excess of explorative actions. This
is further evident in Figure 2b and Figure 2c, where we have also have a shift in expectation of 1/τk
with (α∗, β∗) = (3, 1) and (α∗, β∗) = (3, 3) respectively. This implies that on average the Gaussian
algorithm should perform excessive exploration in the first case (σ2 = 0.5) or display a tendency to
get stuck on non-optimal arms in the latter case (σ2 = 1.5). This issue is removed by the choice of a
proper prior, which in this case is the normal-gamma prior (LinNG).
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Figure 2: Estimations of the Bayesian regret given 30 normalized contexts in R5 and identical priors
NormalGam(0, I5, α

∗, β∗) for each arm. Values are computed by averaging simulated regret of 10 000
bandits over 5 000 rounds. In (a) the linear Gaussian TS-algorithm (LinGauss), with assumed fixed
variance σ2 = 1, is correctly specified in expectation since β∗/(α∗−1) = 1, but almost surely misspec-
ified in each realized case. The degraded performance versus the normal-gamma algorithm (LinNG)
is further evident in (b) and (c), where the Gaussian algorithm is also misspecified in expectation
(σ2 = 0.5 and σ2 = 1.5 respectively).

5 Distributions and Bounds

In this section we present results concerning distributions of parameters and upper bounds that will
be utilized in later analysis. Particularly important is the distribution of the sample mean given a
fixed environment and the asymptotic behavior of the expectation of random variables involving the
immediate regret and model precisions.

It is clear that there are only two random quantities in Lemma 4.2 with respect to random observed
outcomes and environment uncertainty, namely un and βn. However, conditioned on model parameters
their respective distributions follow immediately by their update formulae.

Lemma 5.1. Let an arm of an instance E be defined by parameters (a, θ, τ) such that observed rewards
are drawn iid from N

(
aTθ, (τ)−1

)
. If the context a ∈ Rd is normalized and prior parameters un, βn

are updated according to Lemma 4.2. Then the following statements hold for a given E:

(i) aTun = µ̂n ∼ N
(
aTθ, (nτ)

−1
)

for n ≥ 1,

(ii) βn ∼ β1 + 1
2τ χ

2
n−1 for n ≥ 2,

(iii) aTun and βn are conditionally independent for n ≥ 2.

Proof. From Lemma 4.2 we recall that aTΛ−1
n a = 1/n. Hence, the first statement is an immediate

consequence of
aTun = nµ̂na

TΛ−1
n a = µ̂n

and

µ̂n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Xi =

n∑
i=1

Xi

n
,

where we have Xi/n ∼ N
(
aTθ/n, 1/(τn2)

)
. Thus, by the linear combination of Gaussian variables we

obtain

aTun ∼ N

(
n∑
i=1

aTθ

n
,

n∑
i=1

1

n2τ

)
= N

(
aTθ,

1

nτ

)
as required.

The last two statements follow from well-known statistical facts concerning iid samples (Xi)
n
i=1

drawn from a normal distribution of mean µ and variance σ2. If we let X = 1
n

∑n
i=1Xi, then the

characteristic function of
(
X,Xi −X

)
obeys

ϕX,Xi−X(s, t) = ϕX(s)ϕXi−X(t),

9



where we have used the fact that (Xi)
n
i=1 are Gaussian and independent. Hence X is independent

of Xi − X, i = 1, 2, . . . , n, and therefore of
∑n
i=1

(
Xi −X

)2
. This implies that aTun = µ̂n and

βn = β1 + 1
2

∑n
i=1(xi − µ̂n)2 are independent. Moreover, we have

∑n
i=1

(
Xi −X

)2 ∼ σ2χ2
n−1 (see for

example Cochran (1934)), so with σ2 = 1/τ we obtain

βn ∼ β1 +
1

2τ
χ2
n−1

as required.

We recall from § 2.1 that the immediate regret ∆k = µ∗ − µk measures the difference between the
optimal mean reward and the mean reward for arm k. If we apply uncertainty under the Bayesian
prior, then it is defined by conditional Gaussian variables. It follows that functional values involving
∆k may be unbounded in range but not in expectation. Specifically, if T0 is the smallest sampled
precision for an environment, then our next result bounds the expectations of ∆k/T

`
0 for non-negative

integers ` under certain conditions on the prior.

Lemma 5.2. Let (X1, T1), (X2, T2), . . . , (XK , TK) be a mutually independent sequence drawn from

NormalGam(0, λ∗k, α
∗, β∗), k = 1, 2, . . . ,K,

such that for each k,

Xk | Tk ∼ N (0, 1/(λ∗kTk)) ,

Tk ∼ Gam(α∗, β∗).

Put λ0 := mink λk and T0 := mink Tk. If we let ∆k := maxiXi −Xk, then

E
[
∆k/T

`
0

]
<

√
2 logK

λ0
E

[
1

T
`+1/2
0

]

for nonnegative integers `.

Proof. Let T := σ (T1, T2, . . . , Tk) be the σ-algebra generated by (Tk)
K
k=1. If Xmax := maxiXi, then

E [∆k | T] = E [Xmax | T] .

So by Jensen’s inequality, given any γ > 0, we obtain

exp (γE [∆k | T]) ≤ E [exp (γXmax) | T] <

K∑
i=1

E [exp (γXi) | T]

=

K∑
i=1

exp

(
γ2

2λiTi

)
≤ K exp

(
γ2

2λ0T0

)
.

Hence,

E [∆k | T] <
logK

γ
+

γ

2λ0T0
(γ > 0),

where the right hand side is minimized by γ =
√

2λ0T0 logK. It follows that

E [∆k | T] < 2

√
logK

2λ0T0
=

√
2 logK

λ0T0
.

Thus we obtain

E
[
∆k/T

`
0

]
= E

[
E
[
∆k/T

`
0

∣∣ T]] < E

[√
2 logK

λ0

1

T
`+1/2
0

]

as required. This concludes the proof.
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We are left with an expectation E
[
1/T

`+1/2
0

]
in Lemma 5.2, and in our analysis we will be concerned

about the asymptotic behavior of this expression as the number of arms K grows larger. We note
that 1/T0 can also be seen as the maximum statistic of an iid sequence of inverse gamma variables
1/T1, 1/T2, . . . , 1/TK . It turns out that finding bounds on the expectation of powers of this statistic
is relatively straight forward by Jensen’s inequality. Explicitly we have the following result.

Lemma 5.3. Let X1, X2, . . . , XK be an iid sequence of InvGam(α, β) random variables with α > 1.
Put X(K) := maxkXk. If a fixed γ satisfies 1 < γ < α, then

E
[
Xp

(K)

]
= O

(
Kp/γ

)
for any p < γ.

Proof. Recall that for X ∼ InvGam(α, β) we have

E [Xγ ] =
βγΓ(α− γ)

Γ(α)
<∞

whenever γ < α. Further, note that if 1 < γ < α and p < γ then the function φ(x) := xγ/p defined on
the positive reals is convex and strictly increasing. Thus by Jensen’s inequality we obtain

E
[
Xp

(K)

]γ/p
= φ

(
E
[
Xp

(K)

])
≤ E

[
φ
(
Xp

(K)

)]
= E

[
Xγ

(K)

]
≤ E

[
K∑
k=1

Xγ
k

]
= K

βγΓ(α− γ)

Γ(α)
,

hence E
[
Xp

(K)

]
= O

(
Kp/γ

)
as required.

We conclude this section with a useful concentration bound, which concerns βn in Lemma 4.2.
Namely, for any χ2-distribution we have the following (see Laurent and Massart (2000, §4.1, Lemma 1)).

Lemma 5.4. Let U be a χ2 statistic with D degrees of freedom. Then for any positive x,

Pr
(
U −D ≥ 2

√
Dx+ 2x

)
≤ exp(−x).

6 Regret Analysis

In this section we will try to bound the regret of Algorithm 2 under the assumptions of Lemma 4.2
and ultimately prove the Main Lemma and Theorem 3.1. The technique in the analysis amounts to
putting a bound on the random variable Regret(T, θ) =

∑
k∈K E [nk(T ) | θ] ∆k in (3) and from there

derive a more general bound for the Bayesian regret.
We can summarize the overall strategy of this section as follows. For a fixed arm and environment

we first derive a bound on E [nk(T ) | θ] expressed as two sums of expectations using probabilities pk
and qk for specific threshold events (Lemma 6.5). We then further bound these sums with the aid of
a common quantity ρk ∈ (0, 1) (Lemma 6.8). By studying the properties of derived quantities and
observing an increasing sequence in T we may thus put an upper bound on the expected sample count
in terms of the immediate regret ∆k which holds for all T ≥ 2 (§ 6.3). This result is stated in the
Main Lemma. Further study of environment specific constants under the Bayesian prior yields our
main result in § 6.4.

6.1 Definitions and Prior Assumptions

To save notation we assume that all probabilities and expectations until the last subsection are con-
ditional on model parameters, whereas more specific conditionals, such as those on sampled precision
values or events, will be explicitly stated. Moreover, in the analysis, we assume for each bandit a unique
optimal arm since the presence of more will only decrease regret. We further assume, in accordance
with the initial values of Lemma 4.2, that each arm has been sampled once before the first iteration.
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Let the normal-gamma bandit environment E be defined by true model parameters (θk, τk)Kk=1.
We recall from § 2.1 that conditioned on model parameters we have ∆k := µ∗ − µk as the expected
immediate regret of choosing action ak over the optimal action. Without loss of generality, put the
optimal action index as k = 1, with mean reward µ1 = µ∗. Let nk(t) be the random variable for the
number of updates of the kth arm at the start of episode t = 1, 2, . . . , where we note that for all k,
nk(1) = 1 by the initial sampling procedure.

Without an explicitly defined notation, we assume that each arm k with action context a maintains

a distinct set of normal-gamma prior parameters (u
(k)
n ,Λ

(k)
n , α

(k)
n , β

(k)
n ) for n = nk(t). By the initial

sampling procedure and a starting sample x for each arm, we assume initial values

(u1,Λ1, α1, β1) =

(
xa, I,

1

2
, 1

)
,

such that subsequent updates follow Lemma 4.2.

6.1.1 Q-values

In view of Algorithm 2, we can see that for each round and arm k, the learner samples environment
parameters (θ̃k, τ̃k) and then makes a decision on the value Qk := aTk θ̃k, i.e., an estimated Q-value of
choosing action ak. Thus, going forward we will use the following property of Qk.

Lemma 6.1. Let n := nk(t) ≥ 1 be the number of observed samples at the start of round t for action ak.
Put µ̂k as the observed sample mean. Given a sample (θ̃k, τ̃k) from the prior, if we let Qk(t) := aTk θ̃k,
then Qk(t) is conditionally Gaussian and distributed as

Qk(t) ∼ N
(
µ̂k, (nτ̃k)

−1
)
.

Proof. Since (θ̃k, τ̃k) ∼ NormalGam(un,Λn, αn, βn) we have θ̃k | τ̃k ∼ Nd
(
un, (τ̃kΛn)

−1
)

. Thus by

Lemma 4.2 and well-known properties for weighted sums of multivariate normal components, we obtain

Qk(t) ∼ N
(
aTkun, a

T
k (τ̃kΛn)

−1
ak

)
= N

(
µ̂k, (nτ̃k)

−1
)

as required.

6.1.2 Joint Observation Events

We now proceed by considering high and low probability events. Put β
(k)
n as the prior beta parameter of

the kth arm after n updates, and let µ̂k be the corresponding sample mean. Important for us will be to

bound probabilities of joint events such as { µ̂1 > µ1 − ε, β(1)
n ≤ nM

2 } and { µ̂k > µk + ε, β
(k)
n ≤ nM

2 },
given some carefully chosen positive values for ε and M . To do this we first define governing equations
over k that are fundamental to the overall analysis.

Let g(x) := x+
√
C log

(
1 + x2

M

)
for arbitrary positive constants C and M . Then g(x) is continuous

and increasing on the positive reals with g(0) = 0. Hence for every value D > 0 the equation g(x) = D
admits a unique solution x ∈ (0, D). Formally, we make the following explicit definition.

Definition 6.1. Put τ0 := mink τk. Then for any Mk > 0 we define ζk to be the unique positive root
of the equation

ζ +

√
1

τ0
log

(
1 +

ζ2

Mk

)
=

∆k

2
.

Thus, if εk :=

√
1
τ0

log
(

1 +
ζ2k
Mk

)
then ζk + εk = ∆k

2 and

ρk := exp

(
−τ0ε

2
k

2

)
=

(
1 +

ζ2
k

Mk

)− 1
2

.
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We recall from Definition 3.1 the environment dependent values τ0 := mink τk and

C(τ0) :=
2

τ0

√
τ0
2

+ log 2 +
1

τ0
(2 log 2 + 1) + 3.

By a derivation of the particular form for C(τ0), we show the existence of values for Mk which by

Lemma 5.4 induces bounds on the tail end concentrations of β
(1)
n , β

(k)
n in terms of ρk.

Lemma 6.2. Let C := C(τ0). If

Mk :=

{
C∆2

k, ∆k > 1,
C ∆k,≤ 1,

then for integers n ≥ 1 the corresponding induced ρk yields

Pr

(
β(1)
n >

nMk

2

)
≤ 1

2
ρnk ,

Pr

(
β(k)
n >

nMk

2

)
≤ 1

2
ρnk .

Proof. We recall the initial value β
(k)
1 = 1 for all k. Moreover, C > 3 so the result trivially holds for

the case n = 1.
For the case n ≥ 2, from Lemma 5.1 we know that β

(k)
n = 1 + 1

2τk
U , where U ∼ χ2

n−1. Put

g(x) := 2
√

(n− 1)x+ 2x+ (n− 1)

and recall that ρk = exp
(
− τ0ε

2
k

2

)
by Definition 6.1. Then by Lemma 5.4,

Pr

(
2τk

(
β(k)
n − 1

)
≥ g

(
nτ0ε

2
k

2
+ log 2

))
≤ 1

2
exp

(
−nτ0ε

2
k

2

)
=

1

2
ρnk ,

or equivalently

Pr

(
β(k)
n ≥ 1 +

1

2τk

(
2

√
(n− 1)

(
nτ0ε2

k

2
+ log 2

)
+ 2

(
nτ0ε

2
k

2
+ log 2

)
+ (n− 1)

))
≤ 1

2
ρnk .

Note that since εk ∈ (0,∆k/2) and τ0 ≤ τk we have

1

2τk

(
2

√
(n− 1)

(
nτ0ε2

k

2
+ log 2

)
+ 2

(
nτ0ε

2
k

2
+ log 2

)
+ (n− 1)

)

<
1

2τ0

(
2

√
n

(
nτ0∆2

k

2
+ log 2

)
+ 2

(
nτ0∆2

k

2
+ log 2

)
+ n

)

=
n

2

(
2

τ0

√
τ0∆2

k

2
+

log 2

n
+

2

τ0

(
τ0∆2

k

2
+

log 2

n

)
+

1

τ0

)

≤ n

2

(
∆2
k +

2

τ0∆2
k

√
τ0
2

+ log 2 +
2

τ0
log 2 +

1

τ0

)
.

Thus

Pr

(
β(k)
n >

n

2

(
∆2
k +

2

τ0

√
τ0∆2

k

2
+ log 2 +

2

τ0
log 2 +

1

τ0
+ 2

))
≤ 1

2
ρnk . (10)

So we let

C :=
2

τ0

√
τ0
2

+ log 2 +
1

τ0
(2 log 2 + 1) + 3.
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From (10) it is then clear that if ∆k > 1 then

∆2
k +

2

τ0

√
τ0∆2

k

2
+ log 2 +

2

τ0
log 2 +

1

τ0
+ 2

<
2

τ0

√
τ0∆4

k

2
+ log 2∆4

k + ∆2
k

(
2

τ0
log 2 +

1

τ0
+ 3

)
= C∆2

k = Mk.

Conversely if ∆k ≤ 1 then

∆2
k +

2

τ0

√
τ0∆2

k

2
+ log 2 +

2

τ0
log 2 +

1

τ0
+ 2 ≤ C = Mk.

Thus in either case we obtain

Pr

(
β(k)
n >

nMk

2

)
≤ 1

2
ρnk

as required. We note that the same derivation holds for β
(1)
n by the fact that τ0 ≤ τ1. This concludes

the proof.

Combining Lemma 6.2 with the conditional Gaussian properties of sample means we may thus
derive the following bounds.

Lemma 6.3. If Mk is defined by Lemma 6.2, then for integers n ≥ 1,

Pr

(
µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, β(1)

n ≤ nMk

2

)
≥ 1− ρnk ,

Pr

(
{ µ̂k > µk + εk } ∪ {β(k)

n >
nMk

2
}
)
≤ ρnk .

Proof. From the first statement of Lemma 5.1 we know that µ̂k ∼ N (µk, 1/(nτk)) after n observed
samples. Thus using Lemma A.1 and the fact that τ0 = min { τ1, τk } we have

Pr (µ̂1 > µ1 − εk) = Pr

(
µ̂1 > µ1 −

1
√
nτ1

√
nτ1εk

)
≥ 1− 1

2
exp

(
nτ1ε

2
k

2

)
≥ 1− 1

2
exp

(
nτ0ε

2
k

2

)
= 1− 1

2
ρnk .

Similarly,

Pr (µ̂k > µk + εk) = Q (
√
nτkεk) ≤ 1

2
exp

(
nτkε

2
k

2

)
≤ 1

2
exp

(
nτ0ε

2
k

2

)
=

1

2
ρnk .

Thus for the case n = 1, the result holds trivially since Pr
(
β

(1)
1 ≤ Mk

2

)
= 1 and Pr

(
β

(k)
1 > Mk

2

)
= 0.

Moreover for n ≥ 2, by Lemma 5.1 we also know that µ̂k and β
(k)
n are conditionally independent.

So with implicit conditional probability of model parameters together with Lemma 6.2, we obtain

Pr

(
µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, β(1)

n ≤ nMk

2

)
= Pr (µ̂k > µk + εk) Pr

(
β(1)
n ≤ nMk

2

)
≥
(

1− 1

2
ρnk

)2

≥ 1− ρnk .

In the same vein,

Pr

(
{ µ̂k > µk + εk } ∪ {β(k)

n >
nMk

2
}
)
≤ 1

2
ρnk +

1

2
ρnk = ρnk .

This completes the proof.
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6.1.3 Threshold Events

Fix for non-optimal actions the midway thresholds

bk := µk +
∆k

2
= µ∗ − ∆k

2
, (11)

satisfying µk < bk < µ∗, k = 2, . . . ,K. To simplify notation, we put Bk(t) : Qk(t) ≤ bk as the event of
arm k sampling a Q-value less than or equal to bk at time t.

Definition 6.2. Given an episode time t = 1, 2, . . . we define

pk(t) := Pr (Q1(t) > bk) ,

qk(t) := Pr (Qk(t) > bk) = Pr
(
B{
k(t)

)
as the probabilities of the optimal arm and arm k sampling higher than bk. Note that pk(t) > 0 since
regardless of history Q1(t) has a continuous distribution.

A useful result regarding Bk(t) is by Agrawal and Goyal (2013b), which we reformulate and reprove
here for clarity.

Lemma 6.4. At any given time step t ≥ 1 we have the inequality

Pr (At = k,Bk(t)) ≤ (1− pk(t))

pk(t)
Pr (At = 1, Bk(t)) .

Proof. We recall that Bk(t) is the event Qk(t) ≤ bk. So given Bk := Bk(t), variables Qk := Qk(t) and
the mutual independence of arms we find

Pr (At = k | Bk) = Pr (∀i Qi ≤ Qk | Bk)

≤ Pr (∀i Qi ≤ bk | Bk)

= Pr (Q1 ≤ bk | ∀i ≥ 2 Qi ≤ bk, Bk) Pr (∀i ≥ 2 Qi ≤ bk | Bk)

= Pr (Q1 ≤ bk)D

= (1− pk(t))D,

where D := Pr (∀i ≥ 2 Qi(t) ≤ bk | Bk). Moreover,

Pr (At = 1 | Bk) = Pr (∀i Qi ≤ Q1 | Bk)

≥ Pr (Q1 > bk, ∀i ≥ 2 Qi ≤ bk | Bk)

= Pr (Q1 > bk | ∀i ≥ 2 Qi ≤ bk, Bk) Pr (∀i ≥ 2 Qi ≤ bk | Bk)

= Pr (Q1 > bk)D

= pk(t)D,

which implies D ≤ Pr (At = 1 | Bk) /pk(t). Thus

Pr (At = k | Bk) ≤ (1− pk(t))

pk(t)
Pr (At = 1 | Bk) .

So by the definition of conditional probability we obtain

Pr (At = k,Bk(t)) ≤ (1− pk(t))

pk(t)
Pr (At = 1, Bk(t))

as required.
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6.2 Expected Sample Counts

We know that the expected regret in (3) can be formulated as a sum of expected regret over arms,
where each term is the product of the expected sample count after T rounds and the immediate regret.
So given a fixed environment, we thus have terms of the form E [nk(T )] ∆k. Our overall goal will be
to find a bound on E [nk(T )] expressed as a function of ∆k. An important step to achieve this goal
will be to use the model dependent constant ρk in Lemma 6.2 and then find a function f such that
E [nk(T )] < f(ρk). Further analysis of both ρk and the function will then produce the desired result.
Thus going forward we will assume that the values of ρk is induced by the Mk values in Lemma 6.2.
Our starting point is the following result, which puts a bound on E [nk(T )] in terms of threshold events
pk and qk.

Lemma 6.5. If we let sm, rm denote respective random times for which the optimal arm and arm k
is sampled for the mth time. Then the expected count E [nk(T )] for the kth arm after T ≥ 2 episodes
is bounded by

E [nk(T )] ≤ 1 +

T∑
m=2

E
[

(1− pk(sm))

pk(sm)

]
+

T∑
m=2

E [qk(rm)] .

Proof. With initial sampling we know that nk(1) = 1 for all k such that

E [nk(T )] = 1 +

T∑
t=2

Pr (At = k) .

Moreover, by Lemma 6.4 we find

T∑
t=2

Pr (At = k) =

T∑
t=2

Pr (At = k,Bk(t)) + Pr
(
At = k,Bk(t){

)
≤

T∑
t=2

(1− pk(t))

pk(t)
Pr (At = 1) +

T∑
t=2

Pr
(
At = k,Bk(t){

)
=

T∑
t=2

(1− pk(t))

pk(t)
E [1At=1] +

T∑
t=2

E
[
1At=k · 1Bk(t){

]
≤ E

[
sT∑
t=2

(1− pk(t))

pk(t)
1At=1

]
+ E

[
rT∑
t=2

1At=k · 1Bk(t){

]

=

T∑
m=2

E
[

(1− pk(sm))

pk(sm)

]
+

T∑
m=2

E [qk(rm)] .

which proves the result.

Our next two results involves bounds on the individual terms E
[

(1−pk(sm))
pk(sm)

]
and E [qk(rm)] in

Lemma 6.5. Specifically we aim to express these bounds using the environment dependent quantity
ρk of Definition 6.1, with values induced by Lemma 6.2.

Lemma 6.6. If m is an integer greater than or equal to 2 and n = m− 1, then

E
[

(1− pk(sm))

pk(sm)

]
< ρnk

(
2

1− ρnk
− 1

2− ρnk

)
.

Proof. By definition we have n = m−1 samples digested by the prior NormalGam
(
u

(1)
n ,Λ

(1)
n , α

(1)
n , β

(1)
n

)
of arm 1 at time sm. Put αn := α

(1)
n and βn := β

(1)
n . We recall from Definition 6.2 that

pk(t) = Pr (Q1(t) > bk) ,

where bk is the threshold in (11). In addition, by Lemma 6.1, if (θ̃, τ̃) is sampled from the prior then

Q1(sm) ∼ N
(
µ̂1, (nτ̃)

−1
)
.
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Since ρk is induced by Lemma 6.2 we have quantities Mk, ζk and εk, where

ζk + εk =
∆k

2
,

ρk =

(
1 +

ζ2
k

Mk

)−1/2

.

Moreover, by Lemma 6.3 we also have

Pr

(
µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤

nMk

2

)
≥ 1− ρnk (12)

for the high probability event { µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤ nMk

2 }.
Assume now that { µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤ nMk

2 } holds. Then we find that

µ̂1 − ζk > µ1 − ζk − εk = µ1 −
∆k

2
= bk,

i.e., bk is upper bounded by µ̂1 − ζk. So by using the Gaussian properties in Lemma A.1, we can put
a lower bound on the conditional probability Pr

(
Q1(sm) > bk

∣∣ τ̃ , µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤ nMk

2

)
by

Pr

(
Q1(sm) > bk

∣∣∣∣ τ̃ , µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)
> Pr

(
Q1(τn) > µ̂1 −

√
nτ̃ζk√
nτ̃

∣∣∣∣∣ τ̃ , µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)

≥ 1− 1

2
exp

(
−ζ

2
knτ̃

2

)
.

Since αn = n
2 is deterministic by Lemma 4.2 and βn ≤ nMk

2 by the conditional event, we may
marginalize out τ̃ and obtain a bound in ρk:

Pr

(
Q1(sm) > bk

∣∣∣∣ µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)
>

βαn
n

Γ(αn)

∫ ∞
0

(
1− 1

2
exp

(
−ζ

2
knτ̃

2

))
τ̃αn−1 exp(−βnτ̃) dτ̃

= 1− 1

2

βαn
n

Γ(αn)

∫ ∞
0

τ̃αn−1 exp

(
−
(
βn +

ζ2
kn

2

)
τ̃

)
dτ̃ = 1− 1

2

(
1 +

ζ2
kn

2βn

)−αn

≥ 1− 1

2

(
1 +

ζ2
kn

2nMk

2

)−n
2

= 1− 1

2

(
1 +

ζ2
k

Mk

)−n
2

= 1− 1

2
ρnk .

Combined with (12) this implies that we can lower bound pk(sm) with

pk(sm) = Pr (Q1(sm) > bk)

≥ Pr

(
Q1(sm) > bk

∣∣∣∣ µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)
Pr

(
µ̂1 > µ1 − εk, βn ≤

nMk

2

)
>

(
1− 1

2
ρnk

)
(1− ρnk ) .

Therefore we have

E
[

1− pk(sm)

pk(sm)

]
= E

[
1

pk(sm)
− 1

]
<

2

(2− ρnk ) (1− ρnk )
− 1 = ρnk

(
2

1− ρnk
− 1

2− ρnk

)
as required.

Lemma 6.7. If m is an integer greater than or equal to 2 and n = m− 1, then

E [qk(rm)] <
3

2
ρnk .
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Proof. We proceed much in the same way as in the proof of Lemma 6.6. We have n = m− 1 samples

digested by the prior NormalGam
(
u

(k)
n ,Λ

(k)
n , α

(k)
n , β

(k)
n

)
of arm k at time rm. We put αn := α

(k)
n ,

βn := β
(k)
n and recall from Definition 6.2 that qk(t) = Pr (Qk(t) > bk). In addition, by Lemma 6.1, if

(θ̃, τ̃) is sampled from the prior then Qk(rm) is N
(
µ̂k, (nτ̃)

−1
)

-distributed. Since ρk is induced by

Lemma 6.2 we have quantities Mk, ζk and εk, where

ζk + εk =
∆k

2
,

ρk =

(
1 +

ζ2
k

Mk

)−1/2

.

Finally, by Lemma 6.3 we also have

Pr

(
{ µ̂k > µk + εk } ∪ {β(k)

n >
nMk

2
}
)
≤ ρnk . (13)

However, assume instead that the event { µ̂k ≤ µk + εk, βn ≤ nMk

2 } holds. Then

µ̂k + ζk ≤ µk + εk + ζk = µk +
∆k

2
= bk,

i.e., bk is lower bounded by µ̂k + ζk. So by Lemma A.1 we obtain the bound

Pr

(
Qk(rm) > bk

∣∣∣∣ τ̃ , µ̂k ≤ µk + εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)
≤ Pr

(
Qk(rm) > µ̂k +

ζk
√
nτ̃√
nτ̃

∣∣∣∣∣ τ̃ , µ̂k ≤ µk + εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)

= Q(ζk
√
nτ̃) ≤ 1

2
exp

(
−ζ

2
knτ̃

2

)
.

We recall that αn = n
2 is deterministic and that βn is upper bounded by nMk

2 given the conditional
event. So by the same marginalization as in Lemma 6.6 this implies

Pr

(
Qk(rm) > bk

∣∣∣∣ µ̂k ≤ µk + εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)
≤ 1

2

(
1 +

ζ2
kn

2βn

)−αn

≤ 1

2

(
1 +

ζ2

Mk

)−n
2

=
1

2
ρnk . (14)

Thus, with (13) and (14) we may extract an upper bound on qk(rm) by

Pr (Qk(rm) > bk)

= Pr

(
Qk(rm) > bk

∣∣∣∣ { µ̂k > µk + εk } ∪ {βn >
nMk

2
}
)

Pr

(
{ µ̂k > µk + εk } ∪ {βn >

nMk

2
}
)

+ Pr

(
Qk(rm) > bk

∣∣∣∣ µ̂k ≤ µk + εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)
Pr

(
µ̂k ≤ µk + εk, βn ≤

nMk

2

)
< Pr

(
{ µ̂k > µk + εk } ∪ {βn >

nMk

2
}
)

+ Pr

(
Qk(rm) > bk

∣∣∣∣ µ̂k ≤ µk + εk, βn ≤
nMk

2

)
≤ 1

2
ρnk + ρnk =

3

2
ρnk .

This completes the proof.

Armed with the bounds of Lemma 6.6 and Lemma 6.7 on the individual terms E
[

(1−pk(sm))
pk(sm)

]
and

E [qk(rm)] of Lemma 6.5, we may now put an upper bound on the expected count E [nk(T )] in terms
of the quantity ρk induced by Lemma 6.2. Specifically, we have the following result.
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Lemma 6.8. The expected sample count is bounded as

E [nk(T )] < 1 + ρk

(
2

1− ρk
− 1

2− ρk

)
+

1

log(1/ρk)
log

(
(2− ρk)(1− ρT−1

k )2

(1− ρk)2(2− ρT−1
k )

)
+

3ρk(1− ρT−1
k )

2(1− ρk)

for T ≥ 2.

Proof. We recall from Lemma 6.5 that

E [nk(T )] ≤ 1 +

T∑
m=2

E
[

(1− pk(sm))

pk(sm)

]
+

T∑
m=2

E [qk(rm)] .

Moreover, by Lemma 6.6 and Lemma 6.7 we have

E
[

(1− pk(sm))

pk(sm)

]
< ρnk

(
2

1− ρnk
− 1

2− ρnk

)
,

E [qk(rm)] <
3

2
ρnk ,

where n = m− 1 is the number of observed samples at decision time sm. Thus

T∑
m=2

E
[

(1− pk(sm))

pk(sm)

]
+

T∑
m=2

E [qk(rm)] <

T−1∑
n=1

ρnk

(
2

1− ρnk
− 1

2− ρnk

)
+

T−1∑
n=1

3

2
ρnk . (15)

We note that

ρxk

(
2

1− ρxk
− 1

2− ρxk

)
,

when seen as a function of x, is strictly decreasing and positive on R+. Hence

T−1∑
n=1

ρnk

(
2

1− ρnk
− 1

2− ρnk

)
≤ ρk

(
2

1− ρk
− 1

2− ρk

)
+

T−1∑
n=2

∫ n

n−1

ρxk

(
2

1− ρxk
− 1

2− ρxk

)
dx

= ρk

(
2

1− ρk
− 1

2− ρk

)
+

∫ T−1

1

ρxk

(
2

1− ρxk
− 1

2− ρxk

)
dx

= ρk

(
2

1− ρk
− 1

2− ρk

)
+

1

log(1/ρk)

∫ ρk

ρT−1
k

2

1− w
− 1

2− w
dw

= ρk

(
2

1− ρk
− 1

2− ρk

)
+

1

log(1/ρk)
log

(
(2− ρk)(1− ρT−1

k )2

(1− ρk)2(2− ρT−1
k )

)
. (16)

With (16) and the fact that
T−1∑
n=1

3

2
ρnk =

3ρk(1− ρT−1
k )

2(1− ρk)
,

we can thus further bound the right hand side in (15). It follows that

E [nk(T )] < 1 + ρk

(
2

1− ρk
− 1

2− ρk

)
+

1

log(1/ρk)
log

(
(2− ρk)(1− ρT−1

k )2

(1− ρk)2(2− ρT−1
k )

)
+

3ρk(1− ρT−1
k )

2(1− ρk)
,

which is our required inequality. This completes the proof.

Thus, Lemma 6.8 yields an environment dependent bound on the expected sample count for each
arm as a function of an opaque value ρk. However, by the governing equation in Definition 6.1 and
the logarithmic properties in Lemma A.2, we may under the assumptions of Lemma 6.2 restrict the
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functional values of ρk in terms of model properties ∆k and τ0. Recall from Definition 3.1 that
τ0 := mink τk and

C(τ0) :=
2

τ0

√
τ0
2

+ log 2 +
1

τ0
(2 log 2 + 1) + 3,

D(τ0) :=
8

τ0

1 +

√
τ0
(
2C(τ0) + 1

4

)
2

2

.

Then explicitly we have the following result.

Lemma 6.9. If D := D(τ0) then the following inequalities hold:

ρk
1− ρk

≤ 1

log
(

1
ρk

) < { D, ∆k > 1,
D/∆2

k, ∆k ≤ 1.

Proof. We recall from Definition 6.1 and Lemma 6.2 the definition

ρk := exp

(
−τ0ε

2
k

2

)
=

(
1 +

ζ2
k

Mk

)− 1
2

,

where εk :=

√
1
τ0

log
(

1 +
ζ2k
Mk

)
, ζk + εk = ∆k/2, and where

Mk :=

{
C∆2

k, ∆k > 1,
C ∆k,≤ 1,

for C(τ0). We can thus rewrite the governing equation ζk + εk = ∆k

2 as

ζk +

√
2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)
=

∆k

2
.

So by Lemma A.2 and the fact that ζk ∈ (0,∆k/2) we obtain

2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)
=

1

τ0
log

(
1 +

ζ2
k

Mk

)
≥ 2

τ0

ζ2
k

2Mk + ζ2
k

>
2

τ0

ζ2
k

2Mk +
∆2

k

4

,

hence

ζk <

√√√√τ0

(
2Mk +

∆2
k

4

)
2

√
2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)
.

From the governing equation we arrive at

∆k

2
<

1 +

√√√√τ0

(
2Mk +

∆2
k

4

)
2


√

2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)
. (17)

We now complete this proof by considering the different cases concerning the immediate regret ∆k.

(Case ∆k > 1) If ∆k > 1 then Mk = C∆2
k. Thus by (17) we find

∆k

2
<

∆k +

√√√√τ0

(
2C∆2

k +
∆2

k

4

)
2


√

2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)

=
∆k

2
2

1 +

√
τ0
(
2C + 1

4

)
2

√ 2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)

=
∆k

2
2

√
τ0D

8

√
2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)
.
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Hence
1

log
(

1
ρk

) < D

as required. Therefore, by Lemma A.2 this implies

ρk
1− ρk

≤ 1

log
(

1
ρk

) < D.

(Case ∆k ≤ 1) If ∆k ≤ 1 then Mk = C. Thus by (17) we find

∆k

2
<

1 +

√
τ0
(
2C + 1

4

)
2

√ 2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)
=

√
τ0D

8

√
2

τ0
log

(
1

ρk

)
.

Hence
1

log
(

1
ρk

) < D

∆2
k

and similarly to the previous case we therefore obtain

ρk
1− ρk

<
D

∆2
k

.

This concludes the proof.

6.3 Proof of the Main Lemma

Thus given the bound in Lemma 6.8 and the inequalities of Lemma 6.9, we may now fully bound the
expected count for all time horizons T ≥ 2 and thereby prove the Main Lemma, which states that the
regret for each arm is upper bounded by

7D

2

(
∆k +

1

∆k

)
+ 2D

(
logD∆k +

1

∆k
log

(
D

∆2
k

))
+ 9∆k.

Proof. We note that the bounding expression

ρk

(
2

1− ρk
− 1

2− ρk

)
+

1

log(1/ρk)
log

(
(2− ρk)(1− ρT−1

k )2

(1− ρk)2(2− ρT−1
k )

)
+

3ρk(1− ρT−1
k )

2(1− ρk)
+ 1

in Lemma 6.8 is an increasing function in T . Hence for all T ≥ 2 we have

E [nk(T )] <
2ρk

1− ρk
− ρk

2− ρk
+

3ρk
2(1− ρk)

+
1

log(1/ρk)
log

(
2− ρk

2(1− ρk)2

)
+ 1

<
7

2

ρk
(1− ρk)

+
2

log(1/ρk)
log

(
1

1− ρk

)
+ 1.

Note that

2

log(1/ρk)
log

(
1

1− ρk

)
=

2

log(1/ρk)

(
log

(
ρk

1− ρk

)
+ log

(
1

ρk

))
=

2

log(1/ρk)
log

(
ρk

1− ρk

)
+ 2,

hence

E [nk(T )] <
7

2

ρk
(1− ρk)

+
2

log(1/ρk)
log

(
ρk

1− ρk

)
+ 3.

We recall from Lemma 6.9 the inequalities

ρk
1− ρk

≤ 1

log (1/ρk)
<

{
D, ∆k > 1,

D/∆2
k, ∆k ≤ 1.
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Thus,

E [nk(T )] <

{
7D/2 + 2D logD + 3, ∆k > 1,

7D/(2∆2
k) + 2D/∆2

k log
(
D/∆2

k

)
+ 3, ∆k ≤ 1.

and therefore

E [nk(T )] <
7D

2

(
1 +

1

∆2
k

)
+ 2D

(
logD +

1

∆2
k

log
(
D/∆2

k

))
+ 9,

which proves the result given an additional multiplication by ∆k. This completes the proof.

6.4 Proof of the Main Result

In this section we prove our estimation of the Bayesian regret given certain conditions on the prior.
To do this we first need two lemmas that divides the Main Lemma into two parts and bounds them
separately. We then conclude this section with a proof of Theorem 3.1.

Thus, we now leave the confines of the single environment view and start to regard both the
immediate regret ∆k = µ∗ − µk and any derived quantities as random variables under the Bayesian
prior. Recall from the Main Lemma that for T ≥ 2 we have the arm specific regret bound

E [nk(T ) | θ] ∆k <
7D

2

(
∆k +

1

∆k

)
+ 2D

(
logD∆k +

1

∆k
log

(
D

∆2
k

))
+ 9∆k.

Dividing the bound into a sum of a non-reciprocal part

hu(∆k) :=
7D

2
∆k + 2D logD∆k + 9∆k, (18)

and a reciprocal part

hl(∆k) :=

(
7D

2
+ 2D logD

)
1

∆k
+ 2D

1

∆k
log

(
1

∆2
k

)
, (19)

implies the following bound on the Bayesian regret in (4):

E

 ∑
k∈[K]

nk(t)∆k

 < E

 ∑
k∈[K]

hu(∆k)

+ E

 ∑
k∈[K]

hl(∆k)

 . (20)

We also recall that the Bayesian prior dictates that model parameters (θk, τk)
K
k=1 are independently

drawn from NormalGam (0,Λ∗k, α
∗, β∗), α∗ > 5/2, k ∈ [K]. So for any normalized context ak ∈ Rd we

have

λ∗k :=
(
aTk (Λ∗k)

−1
ak

)−1

,

µk ∼ N
(
0, (λ∗kτk)−1

)
,

τk ∼ Gam (α∗, β∗) ,

such that (µk, τk) ∼ NormalGam (0, λ∗k, α
∗, β∗). Moreover, by Definition 3.1 we have τ0 := mink τk and

C(τ0) :=
2

τ0

√
τ0
2

+ log 2 +
1

τ0
(2 log 2 + 1) + 3,

D(τ0) :=
8

τ0

1 +

√
τ0
(
2C(τ0) + 1

4

)
2

2

.

It is not hard to see that D(τ0) > 1. In addition, if τ0 > 1 then D = O(1), and if τ0 ≤ 1 then
D = O(1/τ0). Hence, D = O(1 + 1/τ0) and D2 = O

(
1 + 1/τ2

0

)
.

Thus by the premises of the Bayesian prior and by analyzing (18) we obtain the following result.
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Lemma 6.10. Suppose that γ satisfies 5/2 < γ < α∗. If we let ε := 1/γ then

E

 ∑
k∈[K]

hu(∆k)

 = O
(
K1+5ε/2

√
logK

)
.

Proof. We have

hu(∆k) :=
7D

2
∆k + 2D logD∆k + 9∆k.

In view of Lemma 5.2, Lemma 5.3 and the fact that D = O(1 + 1/τ0) and D2 = O
(
1 + 1/τ2

0

)
, we

obtain

E [∆k] = O(E
[
1/τ

1/2
0

]√
logK) = O

(
Kε/2

√
logK

)
,

E [D∆k] = O(E
[
1/τ

3/2
0

]√
logK) = O

(
K3ε/2

√
logK

)
,

E [D logD∆k] < E
[
D2∆k

]
= O(E

[
1/τ

5/2
0

]√
logK) = O

(
K5ε/2

√
logK

)
.

It now follows that

E

 ∑
k∈[K]

hu(∆k)

 =
∑
k∈[K]

E
[

7D

2
∆k + 2D logD∆k + 9∆k

]
= O

(
K1+5ε/2

√
logK

)
as required. This concludes the proof.

We now turn our attention to the reciprocal expression in (19). By bounding the combined total of
all arms for a specific environment we may in turn achieve a bound on the Bayesian regret. Explicitly
we have the following result.

Lemma 6.11. Suppose that γ satisfies 5/2 < γ < α∗. If we let ε := 1/γ then for T ≥ 2,

E

 ∑
k∈[K]

hl(∆k)

 = O

K3ε

√√√√√ KT

W0

(
T

K1−2ε

) +

√
KTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

) ,

where W0(x) is Lambert’s principal W -function.

Proof. We recall from (19) that we have

hl(∆k) :=

(
7D

2
+ 2D logD

)
1

∆k
+ 2D

1

∆k
log

(
1

∆2
k

)
. (21)

Note that Lambert’s principal W -function W0 satisfies

x = W0(x) exp (W0(x)) (x > 0)

such that exp (−W0(x)) = W0(x)/x.

Let us fix an environment and put δ := exp

(
−W0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
/2

)
. This implies the identity

1

δ2
log

(
1

δ2

)
= W0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
exp

(
W0

(
T

K1−2ε

))
=

T

K1−2ε
. (22)

It follows that if we consider arms where ∆k ≤ δ we have δT as the maximum possible combined regret

contribution from all such arms. Moreover, since δ =

√
K1−2εW0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
/T we may express this

as

δT =

√√√√√K1−2εW0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
T

T =

√
K1−2εTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
. (23)
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On the other hand, if ∆k > δ then 1
∆k

< 1
δ . Hence in view of (21) and (22) we have the total

contribution from these arms bounded by

K∑
k=1

(
7D

2
+ 2D logD

)
1

∆k
+ 2D

1

∆k
log

(
1

∆2
k

)
<

(
7D

2
+ 2D logD

)
K

δ
+ 2DKδ

1

δ2
log

(
1

δ2

)

=

(
7D

2
+ 2D logD

)
K

√√√√√ T

K1−2εW0

(
T

K1−2ε

) + 2DδT

=

(
7D

2
+ 2D logD

)√√√√√ K1+2εT

W0

(
T

K1−2ε

) + 2D

√
K1−2εTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
. (24)

So by combining (23) and (24) for a fixed environment we obtain the bound

∑
k∈[K]

hl(∆k) <

(
7D

2
+ 2D logD

)√√√√√ K1+2εT

W0

(
T

K1−2ε

) + (2D + 1)

√
K1−2εTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
(25)

in terms of the random variable D.
We recall the fact that D = O(1 + 1/τ0) and D2 = O

(
1 + 1/τ2

0

)
. So in view of Lemma 5.3 we

obtain
E [D] = O(E [1/τ0]) = O(Kε),

E [D logD] < E
[
D2
]

= O(E
[
1/τ2

0

]
) = O(K2ε).

Thus by taking the expectation of (25) we obtain

E

 ∑
k∈[K]

hl(∆k)

 < E


(

7D

2
+ 2D logD

)√√√√√ K1+2εT

W0

(
T

K1−2ε

) + (2D + 1)

√
K1−2εTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

)

= O

K3ε

√√√√√ KT

W0

(
T

K1−2ε

) +

√
KTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
as required. This completes the proof.

We now have everything we need to prove the main result in Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. With summation of the corresponding bounds of Lemma 6.10 and Lemma 6.11
for the constituent parts of (20) we can conclude that the Bayesian regret is bounded as

O

K3ε

√√√√√ KT

W0

(
T

K1−2ε

) +

√
KTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
+K1+5ε/2

√
logK

 . (26)

It is not hard to see that if x > e, then W0(x) > 1 and W0(x) < log x. So in particular for sufficiently
large T > eK1−2ε the regret bound in (26) is

O

(√
KTW0

(
T

K1−2ε

))
,

where W0

(
T

K1−2ε

)
< log

(
T

K1−2ε

)
.
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7 Discussion

We analyzed the Thompson sampling algorithm for a class of stochastic linear bandits with finitely
many independent arms, where the reward for each arm can be seen as a normal random variable
that depends linearly on an unknown parameter vector in Rd and with unknown variance. We showed
that with normal-gamma priors on environment uncertainty one may attain near-optimal Bayesian
regret bounds that are similar to, but sharper than the well-known result of order

√
KT log T for TS-

algorithms over bounded rewards. It should be noted that the argument used to prove Lemma 6.11
only takes into account prior information about model precisions. Thus, future work readily extends
to further analysis of conditional expectations involving the reciprocal immediate regret.
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Lattimore, T., & Szepesvári, C. (2020). Bandit algorithms. Cambridge University Press.
Laurent, B., & Massart, P. (2000). Adaptive estimation of a quadratic functional by model selection.

Annals of Statistics, 1302–1338.
May, B. C., Korda, N., Lee, A., & Leslie, D. S. (2012). Optimistic bayesian sampling in contextual-

bandit problems. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 13, 2069–2106.
Russo, D., & Van Roy, B. (2014). Learning to optimize via posterior sampling. Mathematics of Oper-

ations Research, 39 (4), 1221–1243.
Russo, D., & Van Roy, B. (2018). Learning to optimize via information-directed sampling. Operations

Research, 66 (1), 230–252.
Russo, D. J., Van Roy, B., Kazerouni, A., Osband, I., Wen, Z., et al. (2018). A tutorial on thompson

sampling. Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning, 11 (1), 1–96.
Scott, S. L. (2010). A modern bayesian look at the multi-armed bandit. Applied Stochastic Models in

Business and Industry, 26 (6), 639–658.
Slivkins, A. et al. (2019). Introduction to multi-armed bandits. Foundations and Trends® in Machine

Learning, 12 (1-2), 1–286.
Thompson, W. R. (1933). On the likelihood that one unknown probability exceeds another in view of

the evidence of two samples. Biometrika, 25 (3-4), 285–294.
Vakili, S., & Zhao, Q. (2015). Mean-variance and value at risk in multi-armed bandit problems. 2015

53rd Annual Allerton Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing (Allerton),
1330–1335.

25

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v31/agrawal13a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v31/agrawal13a.html


Zhu, Q., & Tan, V. (2020). Thompson sampling algorithms for mean-variance bandits. International
Conference on Machine Learning, 11599–11608.

A Additional Facts and Inequalities

In the analysis we utilize high and low probability events to bound the expected regret of Algorithm 2.
One such event is to pose the question if the sample mean of a Gaussian variable lies sufficiently above
a fixed limit around the mean.

Let ϕ and Φ denote the density and cdf of the standard normal distribution. Put

Q(x) := 1− Φ(x) = Φ(−x)

as the complementary cdf. Then for clarity we recall some well-known facts concerning Gaussian
distributions.

Lemma A.1. Let X ∼ N (µ, σ2) and let c ≥ 0. Then we have

(i) Pr (X > µ− cσ) = Φ(c),

(ii) Pr (X > µ+ cσ) = Q(c),

(iii) Q(c) ≤ 1
2 exp

(
− c

2

2

)
.

In particular, Pr (X > µ− cσ) is lower bounded by 1− 1
2 exp

(
− c

2

2

)
.

Proof. The first two statements follow immediately from the fact that the cdf of X is given by Φ
(
x−µ
σ

)
.

Hence

Pr (X > µ− cσ) = 1− Φ (−c) = Φ(c),

Pr (X > µ+ cσ) = 1− Φ (c) = Q(c).

For the third statement we define the continuous function

f(c) :=
1

2
exp

(
−c

2

2

)
−Q(c) =

1

2
exp

(
−c

2

2

)
+ Φ(c)− 1.

Then f(0) = f(∞) = 0 at the boundaries. Moreover, the equation

f ′(c) = − c
2

exp

(
−c

2

2

)
+ ϕ(c)

= exp

(
−c

2

2

)(
− c

2
+

1√
2π

)
= 0

yields a single critical point at c0 =
√

2
π , where

f(c0) =
1

2
exp

(
− 1

π

)
+ Φ

(√
2

π

)
− 1 > 0.

So f(c0) > 0 combined with the boundary conditions implies f(c) > 0 for all c ∈ (0,∞). Hence

Q(c) ≤ 1
2 exp

(
− c

2

2

)
for all non-negative c.

The lower bound now follows from

Pr (X > µ− cσ) = Φ(c) = 1−Q(c) ≥ 1− 1

2
exp

(
−c

2

2

)
.

This completes the proof.

Moreover, in the analysis we will also need some fairly straight forward inequalities concerning the
natural logarithm.
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Lemma A.2. For any x ≥ 0,

log(1 + x) ≥ 2x

2 + x
.

In addition, if 0 < x < 1 then
1

log
(

1
x

) ≥ x

1− x
.

Proof. We have

log(1 + x) =

∫ x

0

1

1 + t
dt,

where we note that the derivative f(t) = 1
1+t is convex on (0, x). Hence, f(t) is bounded below by its

corresponding linearization L(t; t0) at t0 = x/2. Explicitly,

L(t; t0) = f(t0) + f ′(t0)(t− t0) =
1

1 + t0
− t− t0

(1 + t0)2
=

1 + 2t0 − t
(1 + t0)2

.

Thus

log(1 + x) ≥
∫ x

0

L(t; t0) dt =
2x

2 + x

as required.
For the last statement, put w := 1/ log (1/x) such that 1/x = e

1
w . Note that for any positive y we

have ey − 1 ≥ y. Thus
1

x
− 1 = e

1
w − 1 ≥ 1

w

or equivalently
1

log
(

1
x

) = w ≥ x

1− x
.

This completes the proof.
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