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A. Proof of Theorems 1

The aim of this section is to bound the deviation of the estimator fi; from the true mean p;. For this purpose, we first begin
by defining the favorable event, that is, the event for which all confidence intervals hold for all arms at all time steps. We
then prove with Hoeffding’s inequality that this event occurs with high probability. And finally, we derive the desired results
by bounding the bias incurred by fi; and leveraging the properties of this favorable event.

Step 1: the favorable event. First let us define the following quantities (for i < K and u < T;(T)):

t;(u) =inf{t > 0: Z 1{I, =i} = u},

u<t
6i,u = Cfl (u)?

Here ¢;(u) is the time where we pulled arm ¢ for the u-th time, Cl us Di ., are respectively the corresponding reward and
delay. Note that

T (t)

ZXut u]-{Iu —Z} = Z Cz u]-{t )+Ez,u St} (7
We define the event £ as follows;

= {Vi e{l,.. K} vte{l,.. T} Vsc{l,.. Tt)}:

Note that for fixed i € {1, ..., K},t € {1,...,T},s € {1, ..., T;(¢)}, we have that
(Z [Cid{Ei(w) + Diu <t} = 7ilt ti(u))pl}>
u<v v<s

is a martingale adapted to the filtration (o(@i,v, Em,fi(v))) . And since the martingale increments [ﬁi,ul{fi (u) +

v<s

Di,u < t} —T; (t —tz(u))uz] belong to [—1, 1] by assumption, it holds by Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality that with probability
< \/7 2 1

og —S.
= g 65

P(¢) > 1 — KT?. (8)

larger than 1 — §
> [@’ul{@(u) + Djy <t} —i(t — fi(ﬂ))uz}
u<s

Since T;(t) < ¢, it holds by a union bound that

Step 2: Bound on the |fi;(t) — p;| on (. By Equation 7, it holds that

2log
Ti(t)
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since 0 < p; < 1 and since by Assumption 1 it holds that |7;(m) — 1| < (m Vv 1)~®. And since 22:1 {1, =i} =T;(¢),
we have

t 1 Ti(t)
— (t— {1, = Ti(t < 1
] g 2o it~ wpd{h =} = Tt | < 5 30V )
1 Ti(t)
< R0 2+/ v % |, (10)
v 1

whenever o < 1/2:

- Til(t) [2 1 i UM 1]}
- Til(t) {_ 12—aa 1iaT(t)1_a}
: Til( jemo']

Now for o > 1/2:

Note that we have
t

1
Tl(t ZTIS u,uz]-{]u*z}+ Z Tt— u,uil{]’u*l} ,u“L

u=1

t
Z t—u,ui]-{lu = Z} — |-

~

|1i (t) — sl = | (t

1
- T(t) uX::l Tt—u,ui]-{lu

Now from the definition of the favorable event ¢ in Equation (9) and from the bound of the bias in Equation (10), it holds on
¢ that:

2
() — i < <210g)5) AT (1) /2, an

B. Proof of Theorems 2 and 3

The proof of these theorems relies on the results obtained in Appendix A. Indeed, we will use the deviation results obtained
on the event ¢ to bound the number of pulls of sub-optimal arms in order to derive the upper bounds on the regret.
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Step 1: upper bound on the number of pulls of sub-optimal arms. Let’s assume that at some given time t + 1 > K
the algorithm pulls a sub-optimal arm ¢ (such that p; < p*). According to the algorithm’s rules, we have: UCB;(t 4+ 1) >
UC By~ (t + 1). And so on &, we have because of Equation (11)

910 2\ /2
p* <UCBy-(t+1) <UCB(t+1) < p; + 2( T?(i)&) AT (1) "ON2,
Rearranging the terms, we have on ¢:
2log 2\ /*
Aj = p" — §2< Té)g) + AT ()2,
7

which implies that on

() < 2618(2/9) ( 8 )_%VQvL

- A? A
and so on &, we have for any sub-optimal arm ¢
161log(2/6) 8\ V2
T,(T) < 28219, (7) V. 12

Step 2: Conclusion. Consider a sub-optimal arm ¢ (such that p; < *). Combining Equation(12) with Equation (8), and
since T;(T') < T we have

E(T(T)] < 20108(2/0) (3) L KT

= A2 A;
1610g(2KT3) 7 8 \%V2
<= Jv (= V141,
v (3)

for § £ (KT3)~'. Let us now consider some value A > (. We have by definition of the regret and with this § £ (KT3)~!
as above:

161 2KT3 8\ V2
< ¥ 4 [ Og )y (—) V1t 1} +A S ET(T)). (13)
A _
A >A A <A
Taking A = 0 and recalling that K < T', we obtain the result of Theorem 2, namely

By < Z [641c§52T) y (%) =
i8>0

vl
}—FZK.

: 1va
Now not that since the function A; {%@KTJ) vV (%) V14 1} increases when A; decreases, we have for any A > 0
- 161log(2KT?) 8\ ="Vl
RTSK[i\/(—) }+AT+2K
A A
64\ = V1
< K log(2T) (K) + AT + 2K.
1-a g\ anl/2
And so for A = (%) , we have
_ anl/2
Rr < 2 x 64(-)V1/2pl-an1/2 (Klog(QT)) +2K,

which concludes the proof of Theorem 3.
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C. Proof of Theorem 4

In order to prove this result, we need to show that there exists a bandit problem in the family described in Section 2 such that
the regret at T'is (7). To do so, we construct two problems in that family and show that for at least one of them, the
regret is larger than the desired quantity.

First, for ease of notation, define
D

4—2p

p=T"% and ¢= (14)

We construct two alternative problems with two arms, K = 2. In both cases, we fix arm 1 such that the distribution of the
rewards v is 5(1/2) and the distribution of the delays D; is ¢ (i.e. a Dirac mass in 0, no delays).

e Problem A: l/éA) is B(1/2 — q) and DéA) is do.
e Problem B: l/éB) is B(1/2 + ¢) and DéB) is (1 — p)do + por.

In Problem A, arm 1 is the best with gap A = ¢ and there are no delays. In Problem B, arm 2 is the best, with gap A = ¢
too, but delays are sending a proportion p of the rewards to ¢ > T so they cannot be used for learning. Thus, the conditional
distribution of X ,,|I; = 2 is in fact B((1/2 + ¢)(1 — p)). Note that

1 1 p 1 P p p2 1 P 1
— 1— :7—(7— ):7— - — = - — = — —q.
<2+q>( P)=5-(g-a+pm) =3 (2 12 Td-2p) T2 1-92p 2 ¢

So the effective mean of arm 2 is 1/2 — ¢, meaning that arm 2 has the same distribution in both problems. This implies in
particular that

EAT»(T) =ETx(T),
where E,, is the expectation in problem a € {4, B}.

And so if we write Egﬁl ) for the regret in scenario a € {A, B}:

Hﬁl};}ﬁg) > qmax(T — EpTa(T),EAT(T)) = qT/2.
acl,

This concludes the proof as ¢ = p/(4 — 2p) > p/4 =T~*/4.

D. Proof of Theorem 5

The proof of this theorem relies on the same tools as for Theorem 4 above, but uses a slightly different reasoning. Namely,
we now fix o > 0 and we restrict the family of algorithms to those that have a regret smaller than 71~ /8 for any stochastic
bandit problem satisfying Assumption 1 for o. We denote this family A,

We want to prove that there exists a bandit problem satisfying Assumption 1 for some o’ > « such that any algorithm in A,,
has regret at least 71~ /8 > T1~ /8. This proves that any algorithm minimax optimal for « is suboptimal for o/ > a.

Similarly to the previous section, fix p = T and ¢ = p/(4 — 2p) as in Eq. (14), and consider the two problems,

e Problem A: z/éA) is B(1/2 — q) and DéA) is .

e Problem B: l/éB) is B(1/2 4+ ¢) and D;B) is (1 — p)do + por.

Note that, Problem B satisfies Assumption 1 for «, while Problem A satisfies it for any o’ > 0 so in particular for o/ > a.
So for any algorithm in A, ¢qEp[Ti(t)] < 3T'~%/16. But, as we proved above, because of the delays, the algorithm
cannot distinguish both problems and we have EoTy(T) = EgTy(T), i.e. the average number of pulls of arm 1 is the same
in both problems. Thus,

EAT(T) = Eg[Ty(t)] < ¢ *T' /8.
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Using that ¢ > p/4 as before,

—

a T
max Re) > (T — EAT1(T)) >

T—-T'%/8 =T'%/8.
ac{A,B} / /

E. Proof of Theorem 6

We start by stating the full version of the theorem that guarantees the performance of Adapt-PatientBandits.

Theorem 7. LetT > K > 1 and o, a, c, it > 0, such that Assumption 2 holds. The regret of Adapt-PatientBandits is
bounded as

o 1 4 2 4(anl/2)/a
RT<817(CM> <C> log(27)"3/°T (K /T)*"(1/2).

Before proving Thereom 6, we first provide the following proposition that bounds the error on our estimator of .
Proposition 1. Let § € (0, 1). There exists an event of probability larger than 1 — 2KT?§ such that for any t < T,

log;(23((2)(m\1/2)/g + B)) 1 (@)
an1j2— S <@ <anljpy—1 7,
log(T:) log T

where B 2 Bs £ \/210g(2/6).

Proof of Proposition 1. For a lighter notation we set i, = pz,- Similarly to the analysis of the subset of § in Equation 9, we
can prove that the event

21og(2/9)

2log(2/6
o {W<T7 71,0, — 7, (D2)] < oDy < Og(/>}
- t

> |my,q, — 17, (d —
M,a, — By, (di)] < T(t — dy)

has probability larger than 1 — 2K T26. Let us set

B £ B; £ \/2log(2/9).

Since d; < Dy, by Assumption 2 we have that on &/,

cfiyd; ® = i, Dy — ———— < p

We now chose d; = {(%) l/thJ , for which we have that cfi,d; * — 1, Dy * > $7i,d; “ and therefore on &',

C_ @ 2B _ _ —a 2B
iﬂtdt — ———= <T,p, — 4, < ydy © + —F—e-

T(t — D) T(t — Dy)

Here we have that D; = |T;/2], and since T; > 2, we obtain
T, " < Dy~ < 2%T,“.

. 1 .
Moreover, since we chose d; = {( ) / thJ , we infer that

4
2

—« —« « 2 a/gffa
T, <dy* <23 (C) T, .

Therefore, since T'(t — D;) < Ty < 2T(t — D;), we have that on ¢/,

(an1/2)/a
C_ ——a ) __1/2 o 3(a 2 =—anl/2 =—anl/2
ST, " —2BT, < Tp, — Mg, < <23< “/2><C> +23/2B)Tt SR

where we use the fact that the y, are in [, 1].
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. . . T — —1/2
First case — small o«  First, consider the case where i T, « > 23/ QBTt / . Then we have that on event £’
C_——a —=—aAnl/2

Z“Tt <my,p, — M, < CT, ;

which implies that on £’,
cll . .
— log(f) + alog(Ty) > —log(My,p, — Mya,) > —10g(Co) + (a A 1/2)log(T).

Therefore, on &',

log(<£ M. p, — M
o loe(F) > _ log(my,p, —Mi.a,) S anl/2— log(Ca)
log(T') log(T') log(T')
from which we finally get that on &',
log(+ 1
anl/2+ (ﬁ‘)zatza/\l/wa. (15)
log(T%) log(T%)

Note that while the left hand side of the above inequality only true under the assumption of the first case that demands

%ﬁf: ¢ > 93/ BT, 1/2, the right hand side is also true when this assumption does not hold since we did not use it.

Second case — large @ Now consider the case where $iiT, ~ < 2%/2BT, "2 n this case it holds that

—=a—1/2 A

a1
Ty =97/2B b=,
which means that
1
a—1/2> _ log(h)
log T';
and therefore,
log(b
antj2>1/2— 80,
log T,
Now by definition of @;, we have
log(b
G <1/2<ant)2t o8®)
log T,

Taking only the right hand side of the first case in Equation 15, which does not use the assumption of the first case, unlike
the left hand side (cf. the remark under Equation 15), we have that on &,

log(Cy)

at 2 Oé/\]./2— —
log(1')

combining the two sides of the bound, we get that on &,

7/2
: g(2 cﬁB) ~ log(Ca)
anNl/2+ — >ar>anl/2— —
log T'; log(T';)
Notice that this inequality holds also in the first case (small o) since 4/(cz) < 270/%. The final result follows immediately
since we have that C,, < 23 ((%) (anl/2)/e | B). O

Now leveraging these concentration bounds obtained on the error of the estimation of « as well as the theoretical results
from Theorem 3 we prove the main result.
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Proof of Theorem 6. Recall that, from Proposition 1 with probability larger than 1 — 2KT?§ we have that,

log(27c/;B> 1Og(23((%>(w\1/2)/g +B))
anl2+ — T L >H >anl/2- _ ,
log T, log(T%)

where B £ B; = /21log(2/6).
Let Lo £ 10g<%) + log (23 ((%)(a/\lm/g + 1)) With probability larger than 1 — 2K T2,

log(Z22) +10g(2°(2) "2+ B)) 1 1 10a()
log(T';) = log(T')

U, &

is a high probability lower deviation on the lower bound @; on «.. Note that T is the number of pulls of the most pulled arm
at time t and therefore T'; > ¢/ K. Furthermore, note that after the initialisation phase, we have guaranteed that t > 2K
from which we get
U, < 2Lo + 2log(B)
log(t)

Moreover, by Theorem 3, we have that conditionally on the event £ from Proposition 1, the expected regret coming from the
samples pulled after round ¢ can be bounded as

128+/1og(2T)T(K/T)*"(/2=Ur L 9K

The above bound implies that conditional on the event £’ from Proposition 1, the expected regret due to the samples obtained
after round t = T/ can be bounded as

128+/1og(2T) T (K /T)"(1/2)~4(Latlog B)/log T | 9 ¢
Now setting § = (KT3)~! in the algorithm - where & is used to define the event ¢’ in Proposition 1 - we have on ¢’ that,
ET < T1/2 + 128 log(ZT)T(K/T)a/\(1/2)—4(La+\/§10g(2 log(QKTB)))/ log T + 4K,

where the additional regret 7/ comes from the first 7'/ samples to the bound computed above, and where the additional
regret 2K comes from the case when the event £’ from Proposition 1 does not hold - leading to a supplementary term
bounded by P((¢')°)T < 2K.

Notice that in the expression in the regret bound above,

4 4(anl/2)/a
T4(La+\/§10g(210g(2KT3)))/logT < €4LO’ (810g(2T))4\/§ < 812 (CL) (i) 1Og(2T)6

and therefore we can simplify our guarantee to finally obtain

- 12 |, qi6( 1 o\ Hen/le 13/2 an(1/2)
Rr<TY2 18 ) (= log(2T)3/2T (K /T) 1 AK.
ci c



