arXiv:2304.03056v1 [math.PR] 6 Apr 2023

Sharp Deviations Bounds for Dirichlet Weighted Sums with Application to analysis of Bayesian algorithms

Denis Belomestny, Pierre Ménard, Alexey Naumov, Daniil Tiapkin, Michal Valko

January 2023

Abstract In this work, we derive sharp non-asymptotic deviation bounds for weighted sums of Dirichlet random variables. These bounds are based on a novel integral representation of the density of a weighted Dirichlet sum. This representation allows us to obtain a Gaussian-like approximation for the sum distribution using geometry and complex analysis methods. Our results generalize similar bounds for the Beta distribution obtained in the seminal paper Alfers and Dinges [1984]. Additionally, our results can be considered a sharp non-asymptotic version of the inverse of Sanov’s theorem studied by Ganesh and O’Connell [1999] in the Bayesian setting. Based on these results, we derive new deviation bounds for the Dirichlet process posterior means with application to Bayesian bootstrap. Finally, we apply our estimates to the analysis of the Multinomial Thompson Sampling (TS) algorithm in multi-armed bandits and significantly sharpen the existing regret bounds by making them independent of the size of the arms distribution support.

1 Introduction

One of the main multivariate distributions, the Dirichlet distribution is constrained to the simplex of a multidimensional space. This distribution has a lot of applications. The modeling of compositional data [Hijazi and Jernigan, 2009], parametric and non-parametric Bayesian statistics [Congdon, 2014, Ghosal and Van der Vaart, 2017], topic modelling [Blei et al., 2003, Teh et al., 2006], reinforcement learning [Osband et al., 2013, Osband and Van Roy, 2017], statistical genetics [Lange, 1995], reliability [Somerville et al., 1997], probabilistic constrained programming models [Dentcheva, 2006] are just a few examples where it can be found. It possesses a variety of probabilistic characterization properties, including conditional distributions, zero regression, and independence features. Among these characteristics, we would like to draw attention to the fact that the Dirichlet distribution is a conjugate prior of the parameters of the multinomial distribution in Bayesian statistics.

In this work, we are concerned with deviation bounds for weighted sums of Dirichlet random variables. Such weighted sums naturally appear in the analysis of Bayesian bootstrap methods [Rubin, 1981] as an approximation of the posterior mean. We aim to derive tight bounds on the crossing probabilities for such weighted sums, which optimally depend on the dimension of the underlying Dirichlet distribution, the number of summands. Generally, the computation of probabilities in multidimensional spaces, typically described by multiple integrals, is a particularly challenging topic in probability. The dimensional effect, sometimes known as the “curse” of dimensionality, is one of these problems defining characteristics that adds to its complexity. It states that each increase in dimension results in significant computational challenges. Given this phenomenon, any straightforward representation of and bound on multivariate probabilities can provide insightful data for theoretical research and real-world applications.

The contribution of this paper is three-fold. First, we derive a novel integral representation for the density of a weighted sum of Dirichlet distributed random variables. This representation generalizes and sharpens the available representations; see Section 2 in Ng et al. [2011]. Second, based on this representation, we obtained a two-sided Gaussian-type bound for the deviations from a mean featuring the optimal dependence on the sum of Dirichlet parameters

(“sample size”) and the dimension of the Dirichlet distribution. If this dimension equals 2, then we arrive at the Beta distribution. In this respect, our results generalize the non-asymptotic bounds of Alfers and Dinges [1984] to the case of Dirichlet distribution. Note that the bounds in Alfers and Dinges [1984] are much more precise than those obtained from CLT-based approximations; see Zubkov and Serov [2013] for a comparative study. Applying our results to the Bayesian inference for measures on finite support, we obtain the non-asymptotic version of the so-called inverse of Sanov’s theorem of Ganesh and O’Connell [1999]. Third, we apply the derived estimates to analyze the Multinomial Thompson Sampling algorithm in bandits. The resulting instance-dependent regret bounds are much tighter than all previously known results in the literature; see Riou and Honda [2020]. In particular, they feature an optimal leading term and a remaining term independent of the state space dimension.

The existing results on crossing probabilities (probabilities of the fixed size deviations from the mean) for weighted Dirichlet sums could be more extensive in the literature. Let us first mention the exact formula for crossing probabilities in Cho and Cho [2001] for the case of Dirichlet distributions with equal parameters. Unfortunately, this formula is not very informative, and it seems complicated to derive proper bounds based on this result. In Baudry et al. [2021], some bounds on the Dirichlet crossing probabilities were obtained. Note that the lower bound (Corollary C.5.1) contains an additional exponential (in dimension) factor making this bound rough for large dimensions. This additional exponential factor comes from a productlike estimate for the density of the Dirichlet random vector. Applying the known probabilistic results (e.g., large deviation bounds or concentration inequalities) does not lead to the desired bound for several reasons. First, the components of the Dirichlet distribution are strongly dependent, making all probabilistic bounds for the sums of iid random variables inapplicable. Second, the known bounds for dependent random variables are rare in the literature and can not be used to obtain the sharp probabilistic boundary-crossing bounds we need. For example, in Marchal and Arbel [2017] subgaussianity of the Dirichlet distribution was proved. However, the proxy variance in the corresponding subgaussian bound depends on the maximum of parameters of the underlying Dirichlet distribution leading to a rough estimate for the crossing probabilities.

Notations Let (X, X ) be a measurable space and P(X) be the set of all probability measures on this space. For p ∈ P(X) we denote by E p the expectation w.r.t. p. For random variable ξ : X → R notation ξ ∼ p means Law(ξ) = p. We also write E_{ξ∼p} instead of E p . For independent (resp. i.i.d.) random variables ξ_ℓ^{ind}∼ p_ℓ (resp. ξ_ℓ^{i.i.d}∼ p), ℓ = 1, . . . , d, we will write E_{ξℓ ind∼ pℓ} (resp. E_{ξℓ i.i.d∼ p}), to denote expectation w.r.t. product measure on (X^d, X^{⊗d}). For any p, q ∈ P(X) the Kullback-Leibler divergence KL(p, q) is given by

KL(p, q) = { E p [log^{dp}_{dq} ], p ≪ q, +∞, otherwise.

For any p ∈ P(X) and f : X → R, pf = E p [f]. In particular, for any p ∈ Δ_d and f : {0, . . . , d} → R, pf = ∑_d ℓ=0 f(ℓ)p(ℓ). Define Varp(f) = E_s′_{∼p} [ (f(s^′) − pf)^2 ] = p[f^2] − (pf)^2.

For d ∈ N++ , for any α = (α0, . . . , α_d) ∈ R^{d+1}_{++} we denote by Dir(α) the Dirichlet distribution over the simplex Δ_d defined by density of the first d components pα(x0, . . . , x_{d−1}) = ∏_d i=0 x^{αi−1}_i with a convention x_d = 1 − ∑_{d−1} i=0 xi. In particular for d = 1 the Dirichlet random vector has a form (ξ, 1 − ξ) for ξ follows Beta distribution denoted by Beta(α0, α1).

2 Main Results

Let P[0, b] be the space of all probability measures supported on the segment [0, b]. Then we define the minimal Kullback-Leibler divergence for a measure ν ∈ P[0, b] and a real number μ ∈ [0, b], K_{inf}(ν, μ) = inf{KL(ν, η) : η ∈ P[0, b], E X∼η [X] ≥ μ} . (1)

This quantity can be interpreted as a distance from (projection of) the measure ν to the set of all measures with expectation at least μ where the distance is measured by the KLdivergence. The measure η solving the optimization problem (1) is called moment projection (M-projection) or reversed information projection (rI-projection), see e.g. [Csiszar and Matus, 2003, Bishop and Nasrabadi, 2006] and [Murphy, 2022]. Since KL-divergence is not symmetric, it is natural to compare this type of projection to a more common information projection (Iprojection) I(ν, μ) = inf{KL(η, ν) : η ∈ P[0, b], E X∼η [X] ≥ μ} , that appears, for example, in Sanov-type deviation bounds [Sanov, 1961]. The I-projections have an excellent geometric interpretation because KL-divergence can be viewed as a Bregman divergence. The M-projections are not Bregman divergences and lack geometric interpretation. However, they are deeply connected to the maximum likelihood estimation when the measure ν is the empirical measure [Csiszár and Shields, 2004, Lemma 3.1] of a sample. Additionally, M-projections naturally appear as a rate function for a large deviation principle in a Bayesian framework [Ganesh and O’Connell, 1999], and also in lower bounds for the multi-armed bandit, see [Lai and Robbins, 1985, Burnetas and Katehakis, 1996]. For an additional exposition on the multi-armed bandit, see Section 4.

To simplify notation in the sequel, we define the version of the minimal Kullback-Leibler distance for a finite support measures. Let us fix a function f : {0, . . . , m} → [0, b] and define for p ∈ Δm and μ ∈ R, K_{inf}(p, μ, f) = inf{KL(p, q) : q ∈ Δm, qf ≥ μ} . Next we present our main results on crossing probabilities. These results are summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. For any α = (α0, α1, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_{++} define p ∈ Δm with p(ℓ) = α_ℓ/α, ℓ = 0, . . . , m, and α = ∑_m j=0 αj . Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and assume that α0,m = min(α0, αm) ≥ c0 · ε^{−2} for an absolute constant c0 > 0 defined in (7). Let f : {0, . . . , m} → [0, b] be any mapping such that f(0) = 0, f(m) = b.

Lower Bound Define α^+ = (α0, α1, . . . , αm−1 , αm + 1), then for any μ ∈ (pf, b), it holds P_{w∼Dir(α}+_)(wf ≥ μ) ≥ (1 − ε)P_{ζ∼N (0,1)} ( ζ ≥ √ 2α K_{inf}(p, μ, f) ) . (2)

Upper Bound Set α^− = (α0 + 1, α1, . . . , αm−1, αm), then for any μ ∈ (pf, b), it holds P_{w∼Dir(α}−_)(wf ≥ μ) ≤ (1 + ε)P_{ζ∼N (0,1)} ( ζ ≥ √ 2α K_{inf}(p, μ, f) ) . (3)

Note that the theorem above holds only for μ ∈ (pf, b). We can extend this theorem to any μ ∈ (0, b) by introducing an additional definition that is similar to one used by Alfers and Dinges [1984] in the case of beta distribution. First, we define the quantity K^⋆_{inf}(p, μ, f) = inf{KL(p, q) : q ∈ Δm, qf = μ} that measures the reversed KL-transportation cost of moving a measure p to a set of measures with expectation μ. In fact, for μ ≥ pf, we have K^⋆_{inf}(p, μ, f) = K_{inf}(p, μ, f) and K^⋆_{inf}(p, μ, f) = K_{inf}(p, b − μ, b − f) for μ < pf. Then we define A(p, μ, f) = sgn(μ − pf) · √ 2 K^⋆_{inf}(p, μ, f). This function is a bijection between a segment [0, b] and R for any non-degenerate p ∈ Δm.

Corollary 1. For any α = (α0, α1, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_{++} define p ∈ Δm with p(ℓ) = α_ℓ/α, ℓ = 0, . . . , m, and α = ∑_m j=0 αj . Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and assume that α0,m = min(α0, αm) ≥ c0 · ε^{−2} for an absolute constant c0 > 0 defined in (7). Let f : {0, . . . , m} → [0, b] be any mapping such that f(0) = 0, f(m) = b.

Lower Bound Define α^+ = (α0, α1, . . . , αm−1 , αm + 1), then for any μ ∈ (0, b), it holds P_{w∼Dir(α}+_)(wf ≥ μ) ≥ (1 − ε)P_{ζ∼N (0,1)} ( ζ ≥ √ α · A(p, μ, f) ) . (4)

Upper Bound Set α^− = (α0 + 1, α1, . . . , αm−1, αm), then for any μ ∈ (0, b) it holds

P_{w∼Dir(α}−_)(wf ≥ μ) ≤ (1 + ε)P_{ζ∼N (0,1)} ( ζ ≥ √ α · A(p, μ, f) ) . (5)

Corollary 2. For any α = (α0, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_{++} define α = ∑_m i=0 αi and two distributions p^+ ∈ Δm, p^− ∈ Δm with

p^+(ℓ) = α_ℓ/(α − 1), ℓ < m, p^+(m) = (αm − 1)/(α − 1), p^−(ℓ) = α_ℓ/(α − 1), ℓ > 0, p^−(0) = (α0 − 1)/(α − 1).

Assume that α0,m = min(α0, αm) ≥ c0 · ε^{−2} + 1 for an absolute constant c0 > 0. Then the following two-sided bound holds for any μ ∈ (0, b) (1 − ε)P ( ζ ≥ √ α − 1 · A(p^+, μ, f) ) ≤ P(wf ≥ μ) ≤ (1 + ε)P ( ζ ≥ √ α − 1 · A(p^−, μ, f) ) , where w ∼ Dir(α) and ζ ∼ N (0, 1).

Discussion Let us discuss conditions of the theorem.

• The condition on α0,m is needed to bound remainder terms in the asymptotic expansion for the integral representation for the density of wf, see Section A.2. In the Bayesian setting, this condition could be automatically satisfied by taking large enough uniform prior.

• The condition on the weight function f can be achieved by an appropriate shifting of u and f by the same constant;

• The usage of α^+ and α^− is equivalent to the shifts in parameters that were used by Alfers and Dinges [1984]. In Corollary 2 we have that the upper and lower bound are close to each other as α → +∞ since ‖p^+ − p^−‖1 = 2/α and Theorem 7 by Honda and Takemura [2010] holds.

Let us compare the bounds of Theorem 1 to the existing bounds in the literature. First, note that the components of the Dirichlet vector ξ ∼ Dir(α) are strongly dependent. In particular, Cov[ξi, ξj ] = − αiαj α^2(1 + α) < 0, i ≠ j. This implies for the variance of ξf,

Var(ξf) = ∑ i≠j fifj αiαj α^2(1 + α) + ∑ i (α − αi)αif^2_i α^2(1 + α) . If the components of ξ were independent we could apply Gaussian approximation results (see e.g. Fang and Koike [2021] and references therein) to (ξf − pf)/ √ Var(ξf) and get bounds for P_{ξ∼Dir(α)}(ξf ≥ μ) = P_{ξ∼Dir(α)} ( (ξf − pf)/ √ Var(ξf) ≥ (μ − pf)/ √ Var(ξf) ) . However, even in the independent case, obtaining two-sided bounds of multiplicative form involving K_{inf} as a deviation measure remains unclear. Another possibility to get bounds of the form (2) and (3) is to use large deviations techniques (Sanov-type bounds). Apart from the fact that there are only a few results in the literature for dependent case, this technique leads to asymptotic results and hence can not be directly used to obtain the nonasymptotic bounds we need. For example, the so-called inversed Sanov-type large deviation principle was established by Ganesh and O’Connell [1999]. The authors in Ganesh and O’Connell [1999] consider a problem of Bayesian inference for a finite-support distribution p ∈ Δm over a space of size m+1. Taking a prior distribution ρ^0 to be a Dirichlet distribution Dir(α^0), the posterior distribution ρ^n is also Dirichlet distribution Dir(α^n) with ∑_m j=0 α^n_j → ∞. Therefore, Theorem 1 in Ganesh and O’Connell [1999] implies that for sets B of the form B = {w : wf ≥ μ} with μ ≥ pf, the following asymptotic bound holds lim_{n→∞} 1 n log Pw∼ρn [wf ≥ μ] = inf_{q:qf ≥μ} KL(p, q) = K_{inf}(p, μ, f). Therefore, we see that our Theorem 1 can be viewed as a non-asymptotic version of this largedeviation principle for a Bayesian inference under mild conditions on the prior distribution. Finally, let us mention a connection to the literature on deviations bounds for a weighted bootstrap procedure, see e.g. Broniatowski [2017] and references therein. These works provide Sanov-type large deviation results for the bootstrapped empirical measure of the points x1, . . . , xn, P^W_n = n∑ i=1 W^n_i δx_i , W^n_i = Yi ∑_n i=1 Yi where Y1, . . . , Yn denotes a sequence of nonnegative independent real-valued random variables with expectation 1. If we chose Gamma distribution for Y, then the weights become Dirichlet distributed. The main problem with this approach is that only asymptotic results can be obtained in this way with remainder terms that are difficult to quantify.

3 Application: Deviations for the Dirichlet process posterior

Consider a space X and its σ-algebra X , and define ν as a finite non-null measure on (X, X ). The stochastic process G, indexed by elements B of X , is a Dirichlet Process with parameter ν (G ∼ DP(ν)) if G(B1), . . . , G(B_d) ∼ Dir(ν(B1), . . . , ν(B_d)), for any measurable partition (B1, . . . , B_d) of X, see Ferguson [1973]. Let ^Pn = n^{−1} ∑_n i=1 δZ_i be the empirical measure of an i.i.d. sample Z1, . . . , Zn from a distribution P on (X, X ), and given Z1, . . . , Zn let ~Pn be drawn from the Dirichlet process with a base measure ν + n ^Pn. Here ν is a finite (not necessarily probability) measure on the sample space and ~Pn|Z1, . . . , Zn ∼ DP(ν + n ^Pn) for all n, which is the posterior distribution obtained when equipping the distribution of the observations Z1, Z2, . . . , Zn with a Dirichlet process prior with the base measure ν. For full definitions and properties, see the review in Chapter 4 of Ghosal and Van der Vaart [2017].

We will be interested in deviations bounds for the process ~Png for some bounded function g on X. Notably, the following representation holds

~P_ng = V_nQg + (1 − V_n) ∑_n i=1 Wig(Zi) ∑_n i=1 Wi (6) with Vn ∼ Beta(|ν|, n), Q ∼ DP(ν), and W1, W2, . . . are iid exponential variables with mean 1. All variables Vn, Q, W1, W2, . . . are independent. For a proof, see, e.g. Theorem 14.37 of Ghosal and Van der Vaart [2017] with σ = 0. Some deviation bounds of asymptotic form (large deviation principle) can be found in Ganesh and O’Connell [2000].

Let g be a bounded function with values in [0, 1] and assume that we know x0, x1 such that g(x0) = 0 and g(x1) = 1. In particular, it could be guaranteed by adding these two points to the set X. Then introduce the base measure νγ = γδx_0 + γδx_1 where γ > 0 is a fixed number. Then Q ∼ DP(νγ ) corresponds to the Dirichlet distribution supported on x0 and x1:

Q = w0 · δx_0 + w1 · δx_1 , (w0, w1) ∼ Dir(γ, γ), and, in particular, the posterior mean of g is given by

~P_ng =^{n+1} ∑ i=0 wi · g(Zi), w ∼ Dir(γ, 1, . . . , 1, γ), where Z0 = x0 and Zn+1 = x1 by convention. Notably, we see that the Dirichlet process with a finite-support base measure as a prior leads to the Bayesian bootstrap [Rubin, 1981]. By Corollary 2, we have that for any ε > 0, under the choice γ = c0 ·ε^{−2} +1 the following deviation inequality holds for any t ∈ (0, 1 − P g) conditionally on Z = (Z1, . . . , Zn), P( ~Png − ^Png ≥ t|Z) ≤ (1 + ε)P ( ζ ≥ √ 2(n + 2γ − 1) K_{inf} ( νn,g , ^Png + t ) ) , where νn,g is a posterior measure over [0, 1] defined as νn,g = γ − 1 n + 2γ − 1 δ0 + 1 n + 2γ − 1 n∑ i=1 δ_{g(Zi)} + γ n + 2γ − 1 δ1, and we treat K_{inf} as the minimal Kullback-Leibler divergence over all measures supported on [0, 1]. By Lemma 11 of Garivier et al. [2022], we have

K_{inf} ( νn,g , ^Png + t ) ≥ 2 ( 2γ − 1 n + 2γ − 1 [ ^P_ng − γ 2γ − 1 ] + t )_2 + and this implies a Hoeffding-type inequality for the posterior Dirichlet process.

Proposition 1 (Hoeffding-type inequality for Dirichlet process). Let Z1, . . . , Zn be sample from a distribution P on some measurable space (X, X ) and let g : X → [0, 1] be a function satisfying g(x0) = 0, g(x1) = 1 for some x0, x1 ∈ X. Furthermore, let ~Pn be drawn from the posterior distribution DP(νγ + n ^Pn) with a base measure νγ = γδx_0 + γδx_1 . Then for any δ ∈ (0, 1), γ ≥ c0ε^{−2} + 1 and a fixed ε ∈ (0, 1), we have P ( ~P_ng − ^P_ng ≥ √ log((1 + ε)/δ) 2(n + 2γ − 1) + γ n + 2γ − 1 | | | | Z ) ≤ δ. Moreover, using a slightly more involved technique, we can obtain a Bernstein-type inequality.

Proposition 2 (Bernstein-type inequality for Dirichlet process). Let ~Pn be drawn from the posterior distribution DP(νγ + n ^Pn) for a base measure νγ = γδx_0 + γδx_1 . Then for any δ ∈ (0, 1), γ ≥ c0ε^{−2} + 1 and a fixed ε ∈ (0, 1), we have

P ~P_ng − ^P_ng ≥ √ 4Var_{^Pn} [g] · log((1 + ε)/δ) n + 2γ − 1 + 4 log((1 + ε)/δ) + 5γ n + 2γ − 1 | | | | Z ≤ δ ,

where Var_{^Pn} [g] = ^Pn[g^2] − [ ^Png]^2 is the variance of the empirical measure ^Pn.

Proof. By continuity of K_{inf}(νn,g , μ) in the second argument, we have that for any δ ∈ (0, 1), there is μ_δ such that K_{inf}(νn,g , μ_δ ) = log((1 + ε)/δ)

n + 2γ − 1 . Let η be a measure such that K_{inf}(νn,g , μ_δ ) = KL(νn,g , η). By Lemma 9 of Honda and Takemura [2010], this measure has a finite support, that coincides with the one of measure νn,g since νn,g {1} > 0. Therefore Corollary 11 of Talebi and Maillard [2018] is applicable and we get E X∼η [X] − E X∼ν_{n,g} [X] ≤ √ 2VarX∼η [X] KL(νn,g , η).

By a change of variance argument (see e.g. Lemma E.3 and Lemma E.4 by Tiapkin et al. [2022]), VarX∼η [X] ≤ 2VarX∼_{νn,g} [X] + 4 KL(νn,g , η) ≤ 2Var_{^Pn} [g] + 3(2γ − 1) n + 2γ − 1 + 4 KL(νn,g , η) we derive E X∼η [X] ≤ ^Pn + √ 4VarX∼_{νn,g} [X] · log((1 + ε)/δ) n + 2γ − 1 + ( √ 8 + 1) log((1 + ε)/δ) + 4γ n + 2γ − 1 , and, as a result

P ~P_ng − ^P_ng ≥ √ 4Var_{^Pn} [g] · log((1 + ε)/δ) n + 2γ − 1 + 4 log((1 + ε)/δ) + 4γ n + 2γ − 1 | | | Z ≤ δ.

Let us stress that our bound could also be used in a similar manner to directly estimate the difference between the corresponding posterior mean and the real mean.

4 Application: Refined analysis of Multinomial Thompson Sampling

In this section, we will apply Theorem 1 to analyze an algorithm for the stochastic K-armed bandit problem. In this sequential problem, an agent, samples one arm (or distribution) out of the K independent arms at each round and receives the corresponding sample as a reward for an horizon of T rounds. The regret, which measures the difference between the cumulative reward collected by an oracle that knows the mean of each arm in advance and the cumulative reward collected by the agent, is one of the most studied performance criteria for this problem.

In their seminal work, Lai and Robbins [1985] provides an asymptotic problem-dependent lower bound for the parametric bandit, where the arms belong to the same parametric family of distributions. This lower bound states that any good algorithm should suffer a regret of at least κ log(T ) as T grows to infinity and where κ is some informational complexity measure of the problem. Since then, many algorithms have been shown to be asymptotically optimal, matching the lower bound by Lai and Robbins [1985]. Notably, the famous upper confidence bound (kl-UCB) algorithm [Agrawal, 1995, Auer et al., 2002] is asymptotically optimal for a wide range of exponential families distribution [Agrawal, 1995, Burnetas and Katehakis, 1996, Garivier and Cappé, 2011]. Additionally, the Thompson sampling (TS, Thompson, 1933) algorithm, which exhibits good empirical performance [Chapelle and Li, 2011], is also proven to be asymptotically optimal [Korda et al., 2013, Agrawal and Goyal, 2013].

In this paper, we study the more challenging setting of non-parametric stochastic bandit where we only assume that the arms are supported on the unit interval, i.e that the rewards are bounded. This setting was first considered by Honda and Takemura [2010]. In particular, they show that the DMED algorithm matches the asymptotic problem-dependent lower bound by Lai and Robbins [1985] generalized by Burnetas and Katehakis [1996] to the non-parametric setting of bounded rewards (see also Honda and Takemura [2015]). Later Cappé et al. [2013], Garivier et al. [2022], leveraging the empirical likelihood method, proposed an extension of the

kl-UCB algorithm, namely KL-UCB, for bandit with bounded rewards that is also asymptotically

optimal.

In their recent work, Riou and Honda [2020] proposed an extension of TS for bounded rewards, called non-parametric Thompson sampling (NPTS). This algorithm computes an average of the observed reward with random weights for all arms at each round, and selects the arm with the highest average. See Baudry et al. [2021] for an extension of this algorithm beyond the bounded reward setting. While NPTS does not rely on the posterior sampling mechanism a priori, Riou and Honda [2020] claim that NPTS is still a randomized algorithm, but not a

TS algorithm in the strict sense. However, the representation (6) for Dirichlet process with

X = [0, 1] and g(x) = x shows that NPTS is indeed a TS-type algorithm with a Bayesian model with prior a Dirichlet Process DP(δ1) of base measure a Dirac distribution.

Nevertheless, dealing with the non-parametric setting comes at the cost of considerable time and space complexity. Indeed all the presented algorithms require storing all the observed rewards and for NPTS sample weights for all the history or for KL-UCB and DMED solve a convex program at each round, ending in a space complexity of at least O(t) and time-complexity O(t) at round t. This fact contrasts sharply with the parametric setting where the time complexity is of order O(1) and space complexity is of order O(K) at all rounds.

Interestingly the paper Riou and Honda [2020] also considers the multinomial reward setting where the support of the arms is the same finite set of size m. We can think of this setting as lying at the boundary between non-parametric and parametric bandit problems. Note that this setting was previously considered by Cappé et al. [2013]. For this setting, Riou and Honda [2020] propose the Multinomial Thompson Sampling (MTS) algorithm that turns out to be a TS algorithm with a Dirichlet prior/posterior over the arms.

The current paper derives a refined instance-dependent regret bound for MTS. Notably, our bound is independent of the size of the finite support of the arms. This property is in striking contrast with the previous regret bound for MTS, which grows exponentially with the support size. Furthermore, this improvement shows that an extension of MTS based on a randomized rounding technique is optimal. However, more importantly, this extension enjoys a space complexity of order O(K log(T )) and a per-round time-complexity of order O(log(T )).

Let us start from the description of the setting. We consider a bandit ν̄ = (ν1, . . . , νK ) with K arms where the arms belong to some set V of probability distributions ν_k ∈ V, ∀k ∈ [K]. At each round t ∈ [T ], the agent selects one of the arms A^t ∈ [K] and receives a random reward Yt drawn independently at random from the distribution ν_At . A typical performance criterion for the agent is the expected regret.

R^T = E [_T ∑ t=1 (μ^⋆ − μ_At ) ] = K∑ a=1 (μ^⋆ − μa)E[N^t_a ], where μa = E Y ∼ν_a [Y ] is the mean reward of arm a, μ^⋆ = max_{a∈[K]} μa is the mean reward of an optimal arm and N^t_a = ∑_t s=1 1{A^s = a} the number of draws of arm a at the end of round t. For the sake of simplicity we assume that there is a unique optimal arm a^⋆ : μ^⋆ = μa⋆ .

We now describe the problem-dependent lower bound by Lai and Robbins [1985], see also Burnetas and Katehakis [1996] and Garivier et al. [2018]. A key quantity in this lower bound is the so-called minimal Kullback-Leibler divergence introduced in Section 2; for arm a, and μ ∈ R K_{inf}^V (νa, μ) = inf{KL(ν, η) : η ∈ V, E X∼η [X] ≥ μ} . Then for any ”reasonable” agent^1, for any bandit problem ν̄, it holds

lim inf T →∞ R^T log T ≥ ∑ a:Δa>0 Δa K_{inf}^V (νa, μ^⋆)

where Δa = μ^⋆ − μa is the sub-optimality gap of arm a. In the sequel, we are interested in problem-dependent optimal algorithms for which the reverse inequality holds with a lim sup instead of a lim inf. We focus on two particular settings: the multinomial reward setting where each arm has a distribution with finite support and the bounded reward setting.

4.1 Multinomial reward

In this section we assume that the arm are supported on the set {0, 1/m, . . . , 1} for a fixed m. In particular, we have V = P({0, 1/m, . . . , 1}) and denote the minimal Kullback divergence by

1See Garivier et al. [2018] for a formal definition.

K_{inf}^{(m)}(νa, μ) = K_{inf}^V (νa, μ) = K_{inf}(pa, μ, f) where pa ∈ Δm is defined as pa(i) = νa{i/m} for i ∈ {0, . . . , m}, and f(x) = x/m. We now describe the MTS algorithm introduced by Riou and Honda [2020] but we first need to present the associated Bayesian model. As the rewards are sampled from a multinomial distribution, it is appropriate to use a Dirichlet distribution as the prior, as it is a conjugate prior to the multinomial distribution. Thus, let ρ^0_a = Dir(α^0_a) be a Dirichlet prior distribution with parameter α^0_a ∈ R^{m+1}_+ over the simplex Δm for arm a. The posterior after t rounds is then a Dirichlet distribution, denoted by ρ^t_a = Dir(α^t_a), with parameter α^t_a(i) = α^0_a(i)+ ∑_t s=1 1{As = a, Ys = i/m} for all categories i = 0, . . . , m. At round t, MTS generates posterior samples w^t_a ∼ ρ^{t−1}_a for all arms a ∈ [K] and selects the arm A^t = arg max_{a∈[K]} w^t_af with the highest posterior sample mean, see Algorithm 1 in Appendix C for a full description.

Riou and Honda [2020] showed that this algorithm has optimal problem-dependent regret for large enough T . However, their analysis is, in fact, very asymptotic since the second-order terms of the regret bound depends exponentially on the size of the support m. This implies that T should be of order e^{em} to get the correct (non-asymptotic) dependence on T . Using Theorem 1 with a careful choice of the prior distribution, we prove the following theorem in Appendix D that features a much sharper dependence on m.

Theorem 2. For MTS with Dirichlet prior parameter given by α^0 = α^0_m = 4c0 + 1, where c0 is a constant defined in Theorem 1 and α^0_i = 1/(m − 2) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , m − 1}, for any sub-optimal arm a

E[N^T_a ] ≤ log T K_{inf}^{(m)}(νa, μ^⋆) + O ( log^{9/10}(T ) )

and consequently

R^T ≤ ∑ a:Δa>0 Δa log(T ) K_{inf}^{(m)}(νa, μ^⋆) + O ( log^{9/10}(T ) ) . In particular, the regret bound does not depend on the size of support m.

Note that the previous analysis by Riou and Honda [2020] (see also Baudry et al., 2023) relies on a deviation inequality for weighted sum of Dirichlet random variables of the form P(w^t_af ≥ μ) ≳ n^{−m} exp(−n K_{inf}^{(m)}(ν^n_a , μ)) for μ > μ^n_a where n = N^t_a is the number of pulls of arm a, μ^n_a is the mean of the empirical distribution ν^n_a of the n rewards collected from arm a at time t. The exponential dependency on the size of the support m directly translates in a regret bound that is exponential in m. On the contrary, by using Theorem 1, we obtain a sharper deviation inequality of the form P(w^t_af ≥ μ) ≳ n^{−1/2} exp(−n K_{inf}^{(m)}(ν^n_a , μ)) which allows us to obtain a regret bound independent of the size of the support. Remark also that our deviation inequality is very close to the one provided by Tiapkin et al. [2022]. However let us point out to two major differences. First, in order to prove their inequality, the authors in Tiapkin et al. [2022] need an extra prior Dirichlet parameter α^0_{2m} for an artificial reward of size 2. Furthermore, this parameter has to be of order O(log(T )) instead of a constant as in our current setting. The latter improvement is essential for deriving the bounds of Theorem 2.

4.2 Bounded reward

In this section, we assume that V = P[0, 1] is the space of all finite probability measures supported on the segment [0, 1]. Note that for this setting K_{inf}^V (νa, μ) = K_{inf}(νa, μ) is defined in Section 2 for b = 1. Next, we extend the MTS algorithm to the bounded reward setting by randomized rounding as discussed by Riou and Honda [2020], see also Agrawal and Goyal [2013]. We fix a size m and consider the finite grid {0, 1/m, . . . , 1}. If Y ∈ [i/m, (i + 1)/m) for some i ∈ {0, . . . , m − 1}, we sample a new reward ~Y = (i + B)/m with B ∼ Ber(mY − i) that has the same expectation as Y and follows multinomial distribution. Then we can just feed the transformed reward ~Y to the MTS algorithm. We call this algorithm rounded multinomial Thompson sampling (RMTS) and provide a complete description in Algorithm 2 of Appendix C.

We denote by ν^{(m)}a the distribution of the transformed reward ~Y from the arm a. Thanks to the Lemma 6 by Riou and Honda [2020], we can quantify the effect of the rounding procedure on the minimal Kullback-Leibler divergence

K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆) − 1 m(1 − μ^⋆) − 1

≤ K_{inf}^{(m)}(ν^{(m)}_a , μ^⋆) ≤ K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆) .

Thus, if we choose a grid-size of order m = O(log T ), by combining the previous inequality and the regret bound for MTS, we prove that RMTS is problem-dependent optimal for the case of bounded rewards. Let us stress that such a result can be obtained only if one has a regret bound for MTS that does not depend on the size of the support m.

Theorem 3. For RMTS, with the same prior as in Theorem 2, it holds for all sub-optimal arms a, E[N^T_a ] ≤ log T K_{inf} (νa, μ^⋆) + O ( log^{9/10} (T ) )

and consequently

R^T ≤ ∑ a:Δa>0 Δa log(T ) K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆) + O ( log^{9/10}(T ) ) . Interestingly RMTS only requires a space-complexity of order O(K log(T )) and has per-round time-complexity of order O(K log(T )). Compared to the space-complexity of order O(T ) and time-complexity of order O(T ) for NPTS, we observe a significant improvement while preserving the problem-dependent optimality.

Remark 1. The RMTS algorithm assumes that the time horizon T is known in advance. However, in cases where T is unknown, we can use a doubling trick with the same time complexity. The modified algorithm works as follows: we keep track of all the rewards obtained from the real model, but after reaching 2^k episodes, we increase the size of the support from k to k + 1 by applying the rounding procedure again to each of the 2^k samples. The total cost of the rounding procedure after T episodes will be no greater than ∑_{⌊log2 T ⌋} k=0 2^k ≤ 2T . This means that the amortized per-round time complexity of the rerounding step is just O(1). Although this modification increases the space complexity to O(T ), it still preserves the original time complexity of O(K log(T )) in the case of an unknown T .

5 Proof of the main results

In this section we present proofs of our main results on deviation bounds for Dirichlet projections: Theorem 1 and Corollary 1.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 1

First based on the integral representation for the density of weighted Dirichlet sums (Proposition 3) and its nonasymptotic expansion (Proposition 4), we prove the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Consider a function f : {0, . . . , m} → [0, b] such that f(0) = 0 and f(m) = b, and a fixed positive vector α = (α0, α1, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_+ . Define p ∈ Δm such that p(ℓ) = α_ℓ/α for α = ∑_m j=0 αj . Let ε > 0 and assume that α0,m = min{α0, αn} ≥ c0 · ε^{−2}, where

c0 = 2 π ( 8 + 49 √ 6 9 )_2

. (7)

• Let w^+ ∼ Dir(α^+) for α^+ = (α0, α1, . . . , αm−1 , αm + 1). Then for any u ∈ (pf, b), the density of the random variable Z^+ = w^+f could be lower-bounded as follows

p_Z+ (u) ≥ (1 − ε) √ α 2π(1 − λ^⋆(b − u))^2σ^2 · exp(−α K_{inf} (p, u, f)).

• Let w^− ∼ Dir(α^−) for α^− = (α0 + 1, α1, . . . , αm−1, αm). Then for any u ∈ (pf, b) the density of a random variable Z^− = w^−f could be upper-bounded as follows

p_Z− (u) ≤ (1 + ε) √ α 2π(1 + λ^⋆u)^2σ^2 · exp(−α K_{inf}(p, u, f)).

Proof. We start the proof from the combination of Proposition 3 and Proposition 4 for ℓ = m

p_Z+ (u) ≥ α √ 2π ( 1 − c1 · e^{−cκα0,m} √ 2πα0,m − c2 √ 2πα0,m − c3 · e^{−cκα0,m} √ 2π ) exp(−α K_{inf}(p, u, f)) (1 − λ^⋆(b − u)) √ α · σ^2 . The goal is to find a lower bound for α0,m such that the following inequality will be guaranteed. c1 · exp(−cκα0,m ) √ 2πcκα0,m + c2 √ 2πα0,m + c3 · exp(−cκα0,m) √ 2π ≤ ε. (8) Notice that the second term is the most dominant for large α0,m. First, we have to guarantee that c_2 √ 2πα0,m ≤ ε/2, which satisfied for α0,m ≥^{4c2}_{2πε2} . To satisfy (8) it is enough to guarantee that ( c1 2c2 √ cκ · ε + c3 √ 2π ) exp(−cκα0,m ) ≤ ε/2 ⇐⇒ α0,m ≥ 1 cκ log ( c1 c2 √ cκ + 2c3 √ 2π · 1 ε ) . Next, we notice that for any ε ∈ (0, 1) the following inequality holds due to the specific choice of c1, c2, c3, cκ 2c^2 πε^2 ≥ 1 cκ log ( c1 c2 √ cκ + 2c3 √ 2π · 1 ε ) . Therefore we have that for α0,m ≥ 2c^2 /(πε^2) the first statement of Lemma 1 holds. For the second statement is is enough to apply the same combination of Proposition 3 and Proposition 4 but for ℓ = 0.

Before proceeding with the final proof, we derive one important technical result.

Lemma 2. For any u ∈ (pf, b) it holds 1 2 (λ^⋆)^2σ^2 ( 1 − λ^⋆(b − u) )_2 ≤ K_{inf}(p, u, f) ≤ 1 2 (λ^⋆)^2σ^2 ( 1 + λ^⋆u

)_2 . Proof. Define the function φu(λ) = E[log ( 1 − λ(f(X) − u) ) ] and λu = λ^⋆. Remark that σ^2 = −φ^{′′}_u(λu). Thanks to the Taylor expansion of φu and the definition of λu it holds

0 = φu(0) = φu(λu) + 0 + λ^2_u 2 φ^{′′}_u(yλu) ⇐⇒ φu(λu) = λ^2_u 2 (−φ^{′′}_u(yλu)) for some y ∈ (0, 1). We will bound the negative second derivative that appears above from both sides. First, note that −φ^{′′}_u(yλu) = E [ (f(X) − u)^2 ( 1 − λu(f(X) − u) )_2 ( 1 − λu(f(X) − u) 1 − yλu(f(X) − u) )_2] . Let us consider two cases.

1) f(X) ≤ u. Using the fact that y ∈ (0, 1) we can derive the following bounds 1 + λuu ≥ 1 − λu(f(X) − u) 1 − yλu(f(X) − u) ≥ 1 ≥ 1 − λu(b − u) .

2) f(X) ≥ u. By the symmetric argument 1 + λuu ≥ 1 ≥ 1 − λu(f(X) − u) 1 − yλu(f(X) − u) ≥ 1 − λu(b − u) . In particular, using the definition of φ^{′′}(λu) = −σ^2, it entails that

σ^2 ( 1 − λu(b − u) )_2 ≤ −φ^{′′}_u(yλu) ≤ σ^2 ( 1 + λuu )_2 . Plugging this inequality in the integral representation of φu allows us to conclude the statement.

Using this lemma we may proceed with the proof of our final results.

Proof of Theorem 1. Define Z^+ = wf for w ∼ Dir(α^+). By Lemma 1,

P_{w∼Dir(α}+_)[wf ≥ μ] = ∫_b μ p_Z+ (u)du ≥ (1 − ε) √ α 2π · ∫_b μ exp(−α K_{inf}(p, u, f)) √ σ^2(1 − λ^⋆(b − u))^2 du. By Theorem 6 by Honda and Takemura [2010], ∂ ∂u K_{inf}(p, u, f) = λ^⋆. Thus, we can define a change of variables t^2/2 = K_{inf}(p, u, f), tdt = λ^⋆du and write P [ Z^+ ≥ μ ] ≥ (1 − ε) ∫_{+∞} √_{2 Kinf(p,μ,f )} D^+(u) √ α 2π exp(−αt^2/2)dt, where D^+(u) is defined as follows

D^+(u) = √ 2 K_{inf}(p, u, f) (λ^⋆)^2σ^2(1 − λ^⋆(b − u))^2 . By Lemma 2, D^+(u) ≥ 1 and hence for g ∼ N (0, 1) P [ Z^+ ≥ μ ] ≥ (1 − ε) ∫_{+∞} √_{2 Kinf(p,μ,f )} √ α 2π e^{−αt2/2}dt = (1 − ε)P ( g ≥ √ 2α K_{inf}(p, μ, f) ) . For the second part of the statement let us define Z^− = wf for w ∼ Dir(α^−). By Lemma 1,

P_{w∼Dir(α}−_)[wf ≥ μ] = ∫_b μ p_Z− (u)du ≤ (1 + ε) √ α 2π · ∫_b μ exp(−α K_{inf}(p, u, f)) √ σ^2(1 + λ^⋆u)^2 du. By a change of variables t^2/2 = K_{inf}(p, u, f), tdt = λ^⋆du P [ Z^− ≥ μ ] ≤ (1 + ε) ∫_{+∞} √_{2 Kinf(p,μ,f )} D^−(u) √ α 2π exp(−αt^2/2)dt, where D^−(u) is defined as follows

D^−(u) = √ 2 K_{inf}(p, u, f) (λ^⋆)^2σ^2(1 + λ^⋆u)^2 . By Lemma 2, D^−(u) ≤ 1 and hence P [ Z^− ≥ μ ] ≤ (1 + ε)P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2α K_{inf}(p, μ, f) ] .

5.2 Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. By Theorem 1 both statements holds for μ ≥ pf. Thus, we may assume that μ < pf and therefore A(p, μ, f) = − √ 2 K_{inf}(p, b − μ, b − f). Let us start from the lower bound. We have for w ∼ Dir(α^+) P(wf ≥ μ) = 1 − P(wf ≤ μ) = 1 − P(w(b − f) ≥ b − μ). (9) Notice that for a function b − f the role of 0 and m atoms has changed: (b − f)(0) = b and (b − f)(m) = 0. To obtain the upper bound on the probability in the right-hand side, we can simply apply upper bound from Theorem 1.

For any vector x ∈ R^{m+1}_+ let us define the reversing operation rev(x) such that y = rev(x) ⇐⇒ yi = xm−i for any i ∈ {0, . . . , m}. Then we define a vector β = rev(α) and for this vector we may define β^− and β^+ by increasing values of β0 and βm by 1 correspondingly. Additionally, let us define a measure q̄ ∈ Δm such that q̄ = rev(p) and a function g = rev(f). For w ∼ Dir(α^+) we have w^′ = rev(w) has distribution Dir(β^−) and, moreover, w^′(b − g) = w(b − f) and q̄(b − g) ≤ b − μ, therefore Theorem 1 applicable

P_w′_{∼Dir(β}−_)[w^′(b − g) ≥ b − μ] ≤ (1 + ε)P [ ζ ≥ √ 2α K_{inf}(q̄, b − g, b − μ) ]

for ζ ∼ N (0, 1). By noticing that K_{inf}(q̄, b − g, b − μ) = K_{inf}(p, b − f, b − μ) we obtain the following upper bound P(w(b − f) ≥ b − μ) ≤ (1 + ε)P [ ζ ≥ − √ α · A(p, μ, f) ] . Therefore, we have since A(p, μ, f) < 0 and ζ is symmetric P(wf ≥ μ) ≥ 1 − (1 + ε)P [ ζ ≥ − √ α · A(p, μ, f) ] ≥ (1 − ε)P [ ζ ≥ √ α · A(p, μ, f) ] . The same holds for the upper bound, starting from representation (9) and using a lower bound on probability of P[w(b − f) ≥ b − μ] for a reversed model.

Appendix

Table of Contents

A Proof of Lemma 1 15 A.1 Density of weighted sum of the Dirichlet distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 A.2 Method of Saddle Point . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

B Elements of Linear Algebra 25

C MTS algorithm 26

D Proof of regret bounds 27 D.1 Proof of Theorem 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 D.2 Proof of Theorem 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 D.3 Proof of Proposition 5-7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

E Technical Lemmas 33

A Proof of Lemma 1

Throughout this section we will often use the following notations. Let Fm(b) = {f : {0, . . . , m} → [0, b] | f(0) = 0, f(m) = b}. For any α = (α0, α1, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_{++} define p = p(α) ∈ Δm such that p(ℓ) = α_ℓ/α, ℓ = 0, . . . , m, where α = ∑_m j=0 αj . A.1 Density of weighted sum of the Dirichlet distribution In this section we compute the density of a random variable Z = wf, where w ∼ Dir(α) and f ∈ Fm(b). Proposition 3. Let f ∈ Fm(b) and α = (α0, α1, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_+ such that α = ∑_m j=0 αj > 1. Assume that Z is not degenerate. Then for any 0 ≤ u < b pZ (u) = α − 1 2π ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + i(f(j) − u)s)^{−αj} ds. Proof of Proposition 3 will be given at the end of this paragraph.

A function g : R^{m+1} → R is called a positive homogeneous on a cone A ⊆ R^{m+1} of degree t if for any γ > 0 and x ∈ A we have g(γx) = γ^tg(x). Define ~Δm = Conv(0, Δm) = {w ∈ R^{m+1}_+ : ∑_m j=0 wj ≤ 1} as a pyramid with a base Δm and apex at 0. For r > 0 we write Δm(r) = {w ∈ R^{m+1}_+ : ∑_m ℓ=0 w_ℓ = r}. Then, clearly Δm = Δm(1). For any a ∈ R^{m+1} define Ha = {w ∈ R^{m+1} : ⟨a, w⟩ = 0}. Also, for any matrix M ∈ R^{m+1×k} define HM = {w ∈ R^{m+1} : Mw = 0}. For any measurable set A ⊆ R^{m+1} of dimension n < m + 1 and any function g : R^{m+1} → R define In(g, A) = ∫ A g(w)H^n(dw), where H^n is an n-dimensional Hausdorff measure (see Evans and Garzepy, 2018, for definition). If A = L(Y ) for a linear map L : R^n → R^{m+1} and Y ⊆ R^n , then we can write In(g, L(Y )) = [L] · ∫ Y g(L(y))λn(dy), where λn is an n-dimensional Lebesgue measure on Y and [L] is a Jacobian of the map L that could be computed as [L] = √ det(LL^T). Let us define an affine map L^t_a : R^m → R^{m+1} that transforms R^m to H^t_a by mapping x1, . . . , xm to w1, . . . , wm and w0 =^{t−} ∑m j=1 aj xj a0 for a0 > 0 (without loss of generality). The linear part of this map has a Jacobian that is equal to [L^t_a] =^{‖a‖2}_{a0} (see Lemma 6). Additionally, define La = L^0_a. Define LM as a maps onto HM for a matrix M, for a definition see Appendix B. For two vectors a, b ∈ R^{m+1} we define H^{t1 ,t2}_{[a,b]} = {x ∈ R^{m+1} : ⟨a, x⟩ = t1, ⟨b, x⟩ = t2} and a corresponding canonical map onto this set as L^{t1,t2}_{[a,b]} . Notice that this map depends only on the space span(a, b) and not vectors itself.

Lemma 3. Let g be a positively homogeneous function of degree t > −m on R^{m+1}_{++} and assume that a0 ≠ a1. Then we have Im(g, ~Δm ∩ Ha) = ‖a‖2 |a0 − a1| · [L_{[a,1]}] Im−1(g, Δm ∩ Ha) m + t . Proof. First, we apply the change of variables formula [Evans and Garzepy, 2018, 3.3.3] by using a map La Im(g, ~Δm ∩ Ha) = [La] ∫ La(x)≥0, 1TLa(x)≤1 g(La(x))λ^m(dx).

We can define a map that acts as a scalar product with L^T_a1 and apply the coarea formula [Evans and Garzepy, 2018, 3.4.3] Im(g, ~Δm ∩ Ha) = [La] [L^T_a1]

∫_1 0 dt ∫ La(x)≥0, 1TLa(x)=t g(La(x))H^{m−1}(dx). Next we have to compute the inner integral. To do it, we define a map L^t_{LTa1} that maps R^m to a set {x : 1^TLa(x) = t}. Notice that the Jacobian of this map does not depend on the parameter t. Therefore by the change of variables formula we have ∫ La(x)≥0, 1TLa(x)=t g(La(x))H^{m−1}(dx) = [L_LT_{a1}] ∫ L0,t[a,1](y)≥0 g(L^{0,t}_{[a,1]}(y))λ^{m−1}(dy)

= [L_LT_{a1}] [L_{[a,1]}] Im−1(g, Δm(t) ∩ Ha). where we used Lemma 7 to simplify the map La ∘ L^t_{La1} = L^{0,t}_{[a,1]}. Using definition of a positive homogeneous function and properties of the Hausdorff measure H^{m−1}, we derive Im(g, ~Δm ∩ Ha) = [La][L_LT_{a 1}] [L_{[a,1]}][L^T_a1]

∫_1 0 Im−1(g, Δm(t) ∩ Ha)dt = [La][L_LT_{a 1}] [L_{[a,1]}][L^T_a1] Im−1(g, Δm ∩ Ha) m + t . Next we simplify the expression by exact formulas for Jacobian of maps to hyperplanes (Lemma 6)

[La][L_LT_{a 1}]

[L^T_a1] = ‖a‖2 ‖L^T_a1‖2 |a0| · |(L^T_a1)0| · ‖L^T_a1‖2 = ‖a‖2 |(L^T_a1)0| · |a0| where without loss of generality we assume that (L^T_a1)0 ≠ 0 and a0 ≠ 0. To finally simplify the expression, it is enough to notice that (L^T_a1)0 = (a0 − a1)/a0.

Next we provide another representation of the integral Im(g, ~Δm ∩ Ha). We follow Lasserre [2020] and use the same technique based on the Laplace transform.

Lemma 4. Let g be a positively homogeneous function of degree t on R^{m+1}_{++} such that t > −(1 + m) and ∫_~ Δm |g(w)|dw < ∞. Then

Im(g, ~Δm ∩ Ha) = 1 Γ(1 + m + t) ∫ Rm+1 + ∩Ha g(w) exp ( − m∑ ℓ=0 w_ℓ ) H^m(dw).

Proof. Consider h(y) = ∫ w≥0,⟨1,w⟩≤y,⟨a,w⟩=0 g(w)H m(dw). Clearly, h(1) = Im(g, ~Δm ∩ Ha).

Since g is positively homogeneous function we get h(y) = y^{m+t}h(1). This implies that the Laplace transform of h is equal to L(λ) = ∫_∞ 0 h(y)e^{−λy}dy = h(1)^{Γ(m+t+1)}_{λm+t+1} . On the other hide, the Laplace transform L(λ) may be calculated via a linear parametrization of the subspace

⟨a, w⟩ = 0 using the map La and the Fubini theorem L(λ) = ∫_∞ 0 e^{−λy} [∫ w∈Rm+1 + ,⟨1,w⟩≤y,⟨a,w⟩=0 g(w)H^m(dw) ] dy

= [La] ∫ La(x)≥0 dx · g(La(x)) · [∫ ⟨1,La(x)⟩≤y e^{−λy}dy ]

= [La] λ ∫ La(x)≥0 g(La(x)) exp(−λ⟨1, La(x)⟩)dx = [La] λ^{m+t+1} ∫ La(x)≥0 g(La(x)) exp(−⟨1, La(x)⟩)dx

= 1 λ^{m+t+1} ∫ Rm+1 + ∩Ha g(w) exp ( − m∑ ℓ=0 w_ℓ ) H^m(dw). Identifying two ways of computation of the Laplace transform, we finish the proof.

We now compute the integral in the r.h.s. of Lemma 4. We shall use the Fourier transform method and follow the approach of Dirksen [2015]. Lemma 5. Let g(w) = w^{α0−1}_0 · . . . · w^{αm −1}_m . Then we have ∫ Rm+1 + ∩Ha g(w) exp ( − m∑ i=0 wi ) H^m(dw) = ‖a‖2 · ∏_m j=0 Γ(αj ) 2π ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + iaj τ )^{−αj} dτ. Proof. Denote for any t ∈ R G(t) = ∫ ∀j:⟨a,w⟩=t,wj ≥0 g(w) exp ( − m∑ ℓ=0 w_ℓ ) H^m (dw). Next we write down the Fourier transform of G for τ ∈ R

F[G](τ ) = 1 √ 2π ∫ R e^{−itτ} dt ∫ ⟨a,w⟩=t,w≥0 g(w) exp ( − m∑ ℓ=0 w_ℓ ) H^m (dw). Let us move e^{−itτ} under the sign of the second integral and replace t with ⟨a, w⟩. Notice that it is correct since the functions g(w) exp ( − ∑_m ℓ=0 w_ℓ ) e^{−itτ} and g(w) exp ( − ∑_m ℓ=0 w_ℓ ) e^{−iτ ⟨a,w⟩} are almost surely equal to each other on the set ⟨a, w⟩ = t. Thus, we have

F[G](τ ) = 1 √ 2π ∫ R dt [∫ ⟨a,w⟩=t g(w)1{w ≥ 0} exp(−⟨w, 1 + iaτ ⟩)H^m(dw) ]

Now we may apply a coarea formula for the map defined by a scalar product with a. We have

F[G](τ ) = [a] √ 2π ∫ Rm+1 g(w)1{w ≥ 0} exp(−⟨w, 1 + iaτ ⟩)λ^{m+1}(dw). We arrive at the product of m characteristic functions of independent Γ(α_ℓ, 1)-distributed random variables F[G](τ ) = [a] √ 2π · m∏ j=0 Γ(αj ) · 1 (1 + iaj τ )^{αj} , where A^{(j)} is j-th column of matrix A. Finally, by the inverse Fourier transform and noticing that [a] = ‖a‖2

G(0) = ‖a‖2 √ 2π ∫ R F[G](τ )dτ = ‖a‖2 · ∏_m j=0 Γ(αj ) 2π ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + iaj τ )^{−αj} dτ.

Remark 2. Notice that the value of the integral is the right-hand side is real because the function under integral has even real part and odd imaginary one. Corollary 3. Let g(w) = Γ(α) ∏_m j=0 w^{αj −1}_j /Γ(αj ), where α > 1 and a ∈ R^{m+1} such that a0 ≠ a1. Then Im−1(g, Δm ∩ Ha) = (α − 1) · [L_{[a,1]}] · |a0 − a1| · 1 2π ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + iaj s)^{−αj} ds. Proof. Notice that g is positively homogeneous function of degree α − (m + 1) > −m on R^{m+1}_{++} . Hence, we may apply Lemma 3 and Lemma 4. We obtain Im−1(g, Δm ∩ Ha) = (α − 1) · [L_{[a,1]}] · |a0 − a1| ‖a‖2 · Im(g, ~Δm ∩ Ha) = (α − 1) · [L_{[a,1]}] · |a0 − a1| ‖a‖2 · Γ(α) ∫ Rm+1 + ∩Ha g(w) exp ( − m∑ ℓ=0 w_ℓ ) H^m(dw). The last integral could be computed by Lemma 5. We have Im−1(g, Δm ∩ Ha) = (α − 1) · [L_{[a,1]}] · |a0 − a1| · 1 2π ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + iaj s)^{−αj} ds.

Now we are ready to prove Proposition 3.

Proof of Proposition 3. First, we give a formula for pZ in terms of Im−1. We start from rewriting the probability in terms of a usual integral P_{w∼Dir(α)}[wf ≤ μ] = ∫ w≥0, ∑m i=1 wi ≤1,wf ≤μ g ( 1 − m∑ i=1 wi, w1, . . . , wm ) dw1, . . . , dwm where g(w) = Γ(α) ∏_m j=0 w^{αj −1}_j /Γ(αj ) is the density of the Dirichlet distribution. We note that this transform exactly defines a map L^1. Then we apply changing of variables formula [Evans and Garzepy, 2018, 3.4.3] using as a map a scalar product with a vector c = (L^1)^Tf P_{w∼Dir(α)}[wf ≤ μ] = 1 [c] ∫_μ 0 [∫ L1(x)≥0,f TL1(w)=u g(L^1(x))H^m(dx) ] du Then we apply changing of variables formula [Evans and Garzepy, 2018, 3.3.3] to the inner integral using parametrization through map L^u_c P_{w∼Dir(α)}[wf ≤ μ] = 1 [c] ∫_μ 0 [ [L^u_c ] ∫ L1(Luc w)≥0 g(L^1(L^u_c (z)))dz ] du We note that a Jacobian of L^u_c does not depend on the shift parameter u, therefore it could be moved from the integral sign. Next we apply changing of variables formula for a map L^1 ∘ L^u_c

P_{w∼Dir(α)}[wf ≤ μ] = [Lc] [c][L1 ∘ Lc] ∫_μ 0 [∫ Δm,wf =u g(w)H^{m−1}(dw) ] du. By the expression of c = L^T_1f we can apply Lemma 7. As a result, pZ can be represented as the following integral pZ (u) = [L_LT_{1f} ] [L^T_1f][L_{[1,f ]}] Im−1(g, Δm ∩ H^u_f ), where H^u_f = {w ∈ R^{m+1} : wf = u}. Unfortunately, we cannot apply the previous result directly because the hyperplane H^u_f does not intersect 0 in general. To overcome this issue, define the following vector a(u)j = f(j) − u. Note that ⟨w, a(u)⟩ = 0 iff ⟨w, f − u1⟩ = wf − u = 0, where we used ⟨w, 1⟩ = 1. Hence H^u_f ∩ Δm = H_{a(u)} ∩ Δm. We can apply Corollary 3 to the subspace H_{a(u)} Im−1(g, Δm ∩ H^u_f ) = α − 1 2π [L_{[a(u),1]}] · |a0 − a1| · ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + ia(u)j s)^{−αj} ds

= α − 1 2π [L_{[f,1]}] · |a0 − a1| · ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + i(f(j) − u)s)^{−αj} ds, where we used that the matrices [a(u), 1] and [f, 1] are equivalent by an elementary transformations. Overall, we have the following expression for the density pZ (u) = [L_LT_{1f} ]|f(0) − f(1)| [L^T_1f] · α − 1 2π ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + i(f(j) − u)s)^{−αj} ds. Finally, by Lemma 6 we have pZ (u) = |f(0) − f(1)| |(L^T_1f)0| · α − 1 2π ∫ R m∏ j=0 (1 + i(f(j) − u)s)^{−αj} ds.

By a direct computation we have |(L^T_1f)0| = |f(0) − f(1)| and we conclude the statement.

A.2 Method of Saddle Point We start from the asymptotic decomposition of the integral that appears in the expression for density of weighted sum of Dirichlet distribution.

Proposition 4. Let f ∈ Fm(b) and let α = (α0, α1, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_{>0} be a fixed positive vector with α0,m ≜ min{α0 , αm} ≥ 2, α = ∑_m i=0 αi. Then for any u ∈ (pf, b) and any fixed ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , m} ∫ R ∏_m j=0(1 + i(f(j) − u)s)^{−αj} (1 + i(f(ℓ) − u)s) ds = √ 2π α (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u))^2 σ^2 · exp(−α K_{inf}(p, u, f)) + (R2(α) − R1(α)) exp(−α K_{inf}(p, u, f)) + R3(α),

where σ^2 = E X∼p [( f(X) − u 1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u) )_2] , |R1(α)| ≤ c1 (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u)) √ α σ^2 · exp(−cκα0,m) (cκα0,m)^{1/2} , |R2(α)| ≤ c2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u)) √ α σ^2 · 1 √ α0,m , |R3(α)| ≤ exp(−α K_{inf}(p, u, f)) 1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u) · c3 √ α σ^2 exp(−cκα0,m). with c1 = 2 √ 2, c2 = ( 8 +^{49√6}_9 ) , c3 = √ 5eπ, cκ = 1/2 · log(5/4) and λ^⋆ being a solution to the optimization problem

λ^⋆(p, u, f) = arg max λ∈[0,1/(b−u)] E X∼p [log(1 − λ(f(X) − u))].

Proof. Let us first rewrite the integral in the form I = ∫ R ∏_m j=0(1 + i(f(j) − u)s)^{−αj} 1 + i(f(ℓ) − u)s ds

= ∫ R exp ( −α ∑_m j=0 p_j log(1 + i(f(j) − u)s) ) 1 + i(f(ℓ) − u)s ds = ∫ R exp(−α E X∼p [log(1 + i(f(X) − u)s)]) 1 + i(f(ℓ) − u)s ds, (10)

where we choose the principle branch of the complex logarithmic function. Denote S(z) = E X∼_p [log(1 + i(f(X) − u)z)]. In the sequel we shall write for simplicity E instead of E X∼_p .

Since f(X) ≤ b, this function is holomorphic for | Im z| < 1/(b − u) and Re z ∈ R. The last integral representation (10) allows to use the method of saddle point Olver [1997]. Next, we are going to compute the saddle points of the function S. To do it, compute the derivative of the function S at complex point z = x + iy

S^′(z) = iE [ f(X) − u 1 + i(f(X) − u)z ] = E [ x(f(X) − u)^2 + i(f(X) − u)(1 − y(f(X) − u)) (1 − y(f(X) − u))^2 + x^2(f(X) − u)^2 ] = 0.

Notice that the real part of the expression above is zero if and only if x = 0. Therefore the saddle points could be only on the imaginary line iR. They can be found from the equation

S^′(iy) = iE [ f(X) − u 1 − y(f(X) − u) ] = 0.

Note that for y ≥ 0, this equation coincides with the optimality condition for λ^⋆ in the definition of K_{inf}(p, u, f). Since pf < u < b, the function y → S(iy) = E[log(1 − y(f(X) − u))] is strictly concave in y and, therefore, equation S^′(iy) = 0 has a unique solution y = λ^⋆. Thus the unique saddle point of S is equal to z0 = iλ^⋆. Next, let us change the integration contour to γ^⋆ = R+iλ^⋆ . To prove that this contour is suitable, let us show that the real part of S achieves a minimum at z0 over all z ∈ γ^⋆

Re S(x + iλ^⋆) = 1 2 E [ log ( (1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u))^2 + x^2(f(X) − u)^2 )] . The minimum of Re S(x + iλ^⋆) is achieved for x = 0, therefore the contour γ^⋆ is suitable. Hence, we can apply the Laplace method after a simple change of coordinates I = ∫ R exp(−α E[log(1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u) + is(f(X) − u))]) 1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u) + i(f(ℓ) − u)s ds Denote

T (s) = E[log(1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u) + is(f(X) − u))], P (s) = 1 1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u) + is(f(ℓ) − u) . Fix a cut-off parameter K > 0 and define κ1 = T (−K) − T (0), κ2 = T (K) − T (0). Next, similarly to Chapter 4 (Section 6) by Olver [1997], we define the change of variables v1 = T (−s) − T (0), v2 = T (s) − T (0) and the implicit functions q1(v1) =^{P (−s)}_{T ′ (−s)} , q2(v2) =^{P (s)}_{T ′ (s)} . Using the first order Taylor expansion, we can write q1(v1) =^{P (0)}√_{2T ′′ (0)·v1} + r1(v1), q2(v2) =

P (0)

√_{2T ′′ (0)·v2} + r_2(v_2). Then we have the following decomposition

I = ∫_∞ −∞ P (s) exp(−α T (s)) ds = ( P (0) · √ 2π α T^{′′}(0) − R1(α) + R2(α) ) exp(−α T (0))+R3(α), where

R1(α) = ( Γ ( 1 2 , κ1 α ) + Γ ( 1 2 , κ2 α )) P (0) √ 2T^{′′}(0) α , R2(α) = ∫_{κ1} 0 e^{−αv1} r1(v1) dv1 + ∫_{κ2} 0 e^{−αv2} r2(v2) dv2, R3(α) = ∫ R\[−K,K] P (s) exp(−α T (s)) ds, where Γ(α, x) is an upper incomplete gamma function and integration w.r.t. v1, v2 is performed

over the straight lines connecting the points 0 and κ1, κ2, respectively. Define σ^2 = T^{′′}(0).

Term R2 We will start from upper bounding on remainder terms in Taylor-like expansions r2(v) |r2(v)| = | | | | P (s) T^′(s) − P (0) √ 2T^{′′}(0)(T (s) − T (0)) | | | |

≤ P (0) | | | | | 1 T^′(s) − 1 √ 2T^{′′}(0)(T (s) − T (0)) | | | | | + |P (s) − P (0)| |T^′(s)| = P (0) · r̄2(v) + r̃2(v).

Upper bound for r̄2(v).

By Taylor expansion

T (s) = T (0) + T^′(0) · s +

T^{′′}(0) 2 s^2 + T^{′′′}(ξ1) 6 s^3, ξ1 ∈ (0, s)

T^′(s) = T^′(0) + T^{′′}(0)s + T^{′′′}(ξ2) 2 s^2, ξ2 ∈ (0, s). Notice that T^′(0) = 0, thus |r̄2(v)| = | | | | 1 T^′(s) − 1 √ 2T^{′′}(0)(T (s) − T (0)) | | | |

= | | | | | √ T^{′′}(0)^2s^2 + T^{′′}(0)^{T ′′′ (ξ1 )}_3 s^3 − T^{′′}(0)s −^{T ′′′ (ξ2 )}_2 s^2

[T^{′′}(0)s +^{T ′′′ (ξ2 )}_2 s^2] · √ T^{′′}(0)^2s^2 + T^{′′}(0)^{T ′′′ (ξ1 )}_2 s^3

| | | | |

= | | | | |T^{′′}(0) √ 1 +^{T ′′′ (ξ1 )} 3T ′′ (0) s − 1 − T ′′′ (ξ2) 2T ′′ (0) s s · [T^{′′}(0) +^{T ′′′ (ξ2 )}_2 s] · √ T^{′′}(0)^2 + T^{′′}(0)^{T ′′′ (ξ1 )}_3 s

| | | | |.

Next by applying the Taylor expansion for square root √ 1 + x−1 =^x_2 −^{x2}_{8(1+ξ3 )3/2} for |ξ3| < x,

|r̄2(v)| = | | | | | T^{′′}(0) T ′′′ (ξ1 ) 6T ′′ (0) − T ′′′ (ξ2 ) 2T ′′ (0) − s · (T ′′′ (ξ1 )/T ′′ (0))2 8·9·(1+ξ3 )3/2

[T^{′′}(0) +^{T ′′′ (ξ2 )}_2 s] · √ T^{′′}(0)^2 + T^{′′}(0)^{T ′′′ (ξ1)}_3 s

| | | | |

= | | | | | T ′′′ (ξ1 ) 6 −^{T ′′′ (ξ2 )}_2 − s ·^{(T ′′′ (ξ1 ))2} 8·9·(1+ξ3 )3/2·T ′′ (0) [T^{′′}(0) +^{T ′′′ (ξ2 )}_2 s] · √ T^{′′}(0)^2 + T^{′′}(0)^{T ′′′ (ξ1 )}_3 s

| | | | |

≤ 2 3 sup_{u∈(0,s)} |T^{′′′}(u)| + s ·^{supu∈(0,s) |T ′′′ (u)|2} 72·|T ′′ (0)| |T^{′′}(0) +^{T ′′′ (ξ2 )}_2 s| · √ |T^{′′}(0)^2 + T^{′′}(0)^{T ′′′ (ξ1 )}_3 s| .

Let us analyze the second and third derivatives of T T^{′′}(s) = E [( f(X) − u 1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u) + is(f(X) − u) )_2] ,

T^{′′′}(s) = −2iE [( f(X) − u 1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u) + is(f(X) − u) )_3] . Define a random variable Ys =^{f (X)−u} 1−λ⋆(f (X)−u)+is(f (X)−u) , then T ′′(s) = E[Y^2_s ], T^{′′′}(s) = −2iE[Y^3_s ]. Let us compute an upper bound on the absolute value of T^{′′′}(s) |T^{′′′}(s)| ≤ 2E [ |f(X) − u|^3 ((1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u))^2 + s^2(f(X) − u)^2)^{3/2} ] ≤ 2E[|Y0 |^3]. By choosing 1/(2K) = max {_{b−u} 1−λ⋆(b−u) , u 1+λ⋆u } , we ensure that E[Y^2_0 ] − sE[|Y0 |^3] ≥^1_2 E[Y^2_0 ] for all 0 ≤ s < K, since

E[|Y0 |^3] ≤ max j∈{0,...,m} |f(j) − u| 1 − λ^⋆(f(j) − u) E[Y^2_0 ] ≤ max { b − u 1 − λ^⋆(b − u) , u 1 + λ^⋆u } E[Y^2_0 ] ≤ 1 2K E[Y^2_0 ].

Hence |r̄2(v)| ≤ 4 3 E[|Y0 |^3] + s^{E[|Y0 |3]2}

18·E[Y 20 ]

(E[Y^2_0 ] − E[|Y0 |^3]s) · √ E[Y^2_0 ] · √ E[Y^2_0 ] − E[|Y0 |^3]^{2s}_3 ≤ 4/3 + 1/36 1/2 · √ 2/3 · E[|Y0 |^3] E[Y^2_0 ]^2 ≤ 49 √ 6 36E[Y^2_0 ]

· max { b − u 1 − λ^⋆(b − u) , u 1 + λ^⋆u } . Next, using the bound

E[Y^2_0 ] = m∑ j=0 αj α ( f(j) − u 1 − λ^⋆(f(j) − u) )_2 ≥ α0,m α ( max { b − u 1 − λ^⋆(b − u) , u 1 + λ^⋆u })_2 , we obtain |r̄2(v)| ≤ 49 √ 6 36 √ σ^2 · √ α α0,m . Upper bound for r̃2(v) Our next goal is to analyze the second term r̃2(v). We apply Taylor expansions of the form T^′(s) = T^{′′}(0)s + T^{′′′}(ξ2)s^2/2 and P (s) = P (0) + P^′(η)s to derive

r̃2(v) = | | | | P (s) − P (0)

T^′(s) | | | | = |P^′(η) · s| |T^{′′}(0)s + T^{′′′}(ξ2)s^2/2| ≤ sup_{η∈(0,s)} |P^′(η)| |T^{′′}(0) + T^{′′′}(ξ2)s/2| · First note that |P^′(η)| maximizes at η = 0, since |P^′(η)| = |f(ℓ) − u| (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u))^2 + η^2(f(ℓ) − u)^2 . Next by defining a random variable Ys =^{f (X)−u}

1−λ⋆(f (X)−u)+is(f (X)−u) and due to our choice of K

we conclude that

|T^{′′}(0) + T^{′′′}(ξ2)s/2| ≥ E[Y^2_0 ] − sE[|Y0 |^3] ≥ E[Y^2_0 ]/2 = σ^2/2.

It yields

r̃2(v) ≤ 2|f(ℓ) − u| (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u))^2σ^2 = 2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u)) √ σ^2 (^{f (ℓ)−u)2} (1−λ⋆(f (ℓ)−u))2 E[Y^2_0 ] .

By a bound

E[Y^2_0 ] ≥ α0,m α ( max { b − u 1 − λ^⋆(b − u) , u 1 + λ^⋆u })_2 ≥ α0,m α (f(ℓ) − u)^2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u))^2

we obtain r̃2(v) ≤ 2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u)) √ σ^2 √ α α0,m . Unifying bounds on r̄2 and r̃2 we obtain |r2(v)| ≤ 1 (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u)) √ σ^2 √ α α0,m ( 2 + 49 √ 6 36 ) . A similar bound also holds for r1(v) by symmetry. Set c^′_2 = 2 +^{49√6}_{36} , then |R2(α)| ≤ c^′_2 √ (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u))^2σ^2 · √ α α0,m · | | | ∫_{κ2} 0 e^{−αv} dv + ∫_{κ1} 0 e^{−αv} dv | | |

≤ 2c^′_2 √ α(1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u))^2σ^2 · 1 + exp(−ακ) √ α0,m , where κ = min{Re κ1, Re κ2}. Using the identity

Re κ1 = Re κ2 = 1 2 E [ log ( (1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u))^2 + K^2(f(X) − u)^2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u))^2 )] = 1 2 E [ log ( 1 + K^2Y^2_0 )]

and the inequality E [ log ( 1 + K^2Y^2_0 )] = m∑ j=0 αj α log ( 1 + K^2 · ( f(j) − u 1 − λ^⋆(f(j) − u) )_2)

≥ α0,m α log ( 1 + K^2 · ( max { b − u 1 − λ^⋆(b − u) , u 1 + λ^⋆u })_2) ≥ α0,m α log(5/4)

we have κ = Re κ2 = Re κ1 ≥ cκ ·^{α0,m}_α with cκ = 1/2 · log(5/4). Since α0,m > 0, we also have exp(−cκα0,m ) ≤ 1. Finally setting c2 = 4 · c^′_2 = 8 +^{49√6}_9 , we derive the following bound on R2 |R2(α)| ≤ c2 √ α(1 − λ^⋆(b − u))σ^2 · 1 √ α0,m .

Term R1 By Theorem 2.4 of Borwein and Chan [2007] we have the following bound on complex gamma function for any complex z with Re z > 0 | | |Γ ( 1 2 , z )| | ≤ 2e^{− Re z} |z|^{1/2} . Therefore, |R1(α)| ≤ 4 √ 2T^{′′}(0)|κ| · exp(−α κ) α . Notice that T^{′′}(0) = σ^2, thus |R1(α)| ≤ 2 √ 2 √ σ^2 · α · exp(−cκα0,m) (cκα0,m)^{1/2} .

Term R3 We start from the bound | | | | ∫_∞ K P (s) exp(−αT (s)) ds | | | | ≤ exp(−αT (0)) · exp(−α(T (K) − T (0))) · sup_{s∈R} |P (s)| · ∫_∞ K exp(−α Re[T (s) − T (K)]) ds.

Let us start from the analysis of an additional multiplier connected to P (s)

sup_{s∈R} |P (s)| = sup_s √ 1 (1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u))^2 + s^2(f(ℓ) − u) = 1 1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u) Our goal is to bound the last integral. Let us analyze the function under exponent after the change of variables s → t + K

q(t) ≜ Re[T (t + K) − T (K)] = 1 2 E [ log ( (1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u))^2 + (t + K)^2(f(X) − u)^2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u))^2 + K^2(f(X) − u)^2 )]

= 1 2 E [ log ( 1 + (t^2 + 2T K)(f(X) − u)^2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(X) − u))^2 + K^2(f(X) − u)^2 )]

Define a function g(j) =^{(f (j)−u)2} (1−λ⋆(f (j)−u))2+K2(f (j)−u) ≥ 0. Then exp(−αq(t)) = m∏ j=0 ( 1 1 + (2tK + t^2)g(j) )_{αi/2} ≤ m∏ j=0 ( 1 1 + t^2g(j) )_{αi/2} . (11)

Take a sequence qi ∈ R+ such that ∑_m i=0 q^{−1}_i = 1. Following ideas of Götze et al. [2019], apply the generalized Hölder inequlaity ∫_∞ K exp(−α Re[T (s) − T (K)]) ds = ∫_∞ 0 exp(−αq(t))dt

≤ ∫_∞ 0 m∏ j=0 ( 1 1 + t^2g(j) )_{αj /2} dt ≤ m∏ j=0 (∫_∞ 0 ( 1 1 + t^2g(j) )_{αj qj /2} dt )_{1/qj} . Next we compute integrals exactly and obtain ∫_∞ 0 ( 1 1 + t^2g(j) )_{αj qj /2} dt ≤ √ πΓ((αj qj − 1)/2) 2Γ(αj qj /2) · 1 √ g(j) By Theorem 2 of Guo et al. [2007] and assumption αj qj > 1 we have Γ((αj qj − 1)/2) Γ(αj qj /2) ≤ √ 2e √ αj qj − 1 . Finally, we obtain ∫_∞ 0 exp(−αq(t))dt ≤ √ 2eπ 2 m∏ j=0 ( 1 √ g(j)(αj qj − 1) )_{1/qj} .

Now we fix qj such that g(j)(αj qj −1) = τ , where the constant τ is determined by ∑_m j=0 q^{−1}_j = 1.

Thus 1 qj = αj g(j) τ + g(j) , m∑ j=0 αj g(j) τ + g(j) = 1.

In particular, from the second equality it follows that τ ≤ ∑_m j=0 αj g(j) and τ + max_k g(k) ≥ ∑_m j=0 αj g(j). We notice that since α0,m ≥ 2 we have τ ≥^1_2 ∑_m j=0 αj g(j). Next we have to guarantee that αj qj > 1 but it is trivially true for our choice of τ since αj qj = (τ +g(j))/g(j) > 1. Thus we have ∫_∞ K exp(−α Re[T (s) − T (K)]) ds ≤ √ eπ αE[g(X)] . Next we want to relate E[g(X)] and σ^2. By definition E[g(X)] = E [ (f(X) − u)^2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(X)) − u))^2 + K^2(f(X) − u)^2) ]

By the choice 1/(2K) = max{^{b−u}_{1−λ⋆(b−u)} ,^u_{1+λ⋆u} } and, as a consequence K^2 · (f(j) − u)^2 ≤ (1 − λ^⋆(f(j) − u))^2/4 for any j ∈ {0, . . . , m}. Thus E[g(X)] ≥ E [ (f(X) − u)^2 (1 − λ^⋆(f(X)) − u))^2 + (1 − λ^⋆(f(X)) − u))^2/4 ] ≥ 4 5 · σ^2. Finally, we obtain the following bound for the remainder term by symmetry |R3(α)| ≤ exp(−α K_{inf}(p, u, f)) 1 − λ^⋆(f(ℓ) − u) · √ 5eπ ασ^2 exp(−cκα0,m).

B Elements of Linear Algebra

In this section we provide some useful lemmas that simplify computation of Jacobians. First, recall that each full-rank matrix A ∈ R^{k×n} for k < n has the following decomposition A = C [ I_k Â ] P, (12)

where C ∈ R^{k×k} is non-degenerate matrix, Â ∈ R^{k×(n−k)} is a matrix of coefficients in front of free variables, and P ∈ R^{n×n} is permutation matrix. This decomposition follows directly from the Gauss–Jordan elimination, central matrix in this decomposition corresponds to reduced row echelon form. It is well-known that the central matrix of this decomposition is unique. In this case we may define the matrix LA ∈ R^{n×(n−k)} that maps R^{n−k} to HA = {x ∈ R^n : Ax = 0} as follows LA = P^T [ −Â I_{n−k} ] (13)

that corresponds to a canonical way to compute basis of HA by reduced matrix. Indeed, one may check ALA = C [ I_k Â ] P P^T [ −Â I_{n−k} ] = 0 and LA is full-rank, therefore, it is a proper map to HA. Notice that LA depends only on reduced form of matrix A and does not change under any row operation performed on matrix A. Next we show several properties of these matrices.

Lemma 6 (Jacobian of a linear parametrization). For any non-zero vector v ∈ R^n such that v0 ≠ 0 and t ∈ R a Jacobian of map L^t_v is equal to ‖v‖2/|v0 |.

Proof. Note that the gradient vector does not depend on constant shifts. Thus the gradient matrix is equal to a linear map Lv . Define a vector ṽ = [v1 , . . . , vn], then the square Jacobian is equal to

[Lv ]^2 = det(L^T_vLv ) = det ( [ ṽ/v0 In−1 ] [ ṽ^T/v0 In−1 ]) = det ( ṽṽ^T v^2_0 + In−1 ) . This matrix is a rank-one matrix plus identity. Its eigenvalues are equal to ‖ṽ‖^2 /v^2_0 + 1 and n − 2 ones. Thus [Lv ]^2 = ‖ṽ‖^2 /v^2_0 + 1 = ‖v‖^2 /v^2_0 .

Lemma 7. Let A ∈ R^{k×n} , c ∈ R^n and Ac = [ A c^T ] ∈ R^{(k+1)×n} for k < n. Then

LAL_cT_{LA} = LA_c . (14)

Proof. First, we compute LA_c in terms of matrices A and vector c. Without loss of generality we may assume that C = I and P = I. Let us divide vector c on two parts c^T = [ c^T_{(1)} c^T_{(2)} ] , where c_{(1)} ∈ R^k and c_{(2)} ∈ R^{n−k} . Then we can obtain row-elimination procedure of Ac as follows [ A c^T ] → [ I_k Â c^T_{(1)} c^T_{(2)} ] → [ I_k Â 0_k c^T_{(2)} − c^T_{(1)}Â ] . Define ĉ = c_{(2)} − Â^Tc_{(1)}. Without loss of generality we may assume that the first coordinate ĉ1 ≠ 0, therefore we may decompose ĉ = ĉ1 [ 1 c̃ ] , where c̃ is a rest of coordinates of of ĉ rescaled by ĉ1. Next, we convert upper-triangular form to reduced as follows [ I_k Â 0_k ĉ^T ] → [ I_k Â^{(1)} Â^{(2:)} 0_k 1 c̃^T ] → [ I_k 0_{n−k} Â^{(2:)} − Â^{(1)}c̃^T 0_k 1 c̃^T ] , where Â^{(1)} is a first column of matrix Â and Â^{(2:)} is a rest of the matrix Â except the first column. Since we reduce the matrix to reduced form, we obtain

LA_c = Â^{(1)}c̃^T − Â^{(2:)} −c̃^T I_{n−k−1} .

Next we are going to show that the left-hand side of the equation (14) is equal to obtain expression of LA_c . First, we notice that

L^T_Ac = [ −Â^T I_{n−k} ] [ c_{(1)} c_{(2)} ] = c_{(2)} − Â^Tc_{(1)} = ĉ.

Next, we have by explicit row-reduction for a system with one equation

L_cT_{LA} = [ −c̃^T I_{n−k−1} ] , therefore LAL_cT_{LA} = −Â^{(1)} −Â^{(2:)} 1 0_{n−k−1} 0_{n−k−1} I_{n−k−1} [ −c̃^T I_{n−k−1} ] = Â^{(1)}c̃^T − Â^{(2:)} −c̃^T I_{n−k−1} .

C MTS algorithm

In this section we give a detailed description of the MTS algorithm in Algorithm 1. We also depicts in Algorithm 2 the RMTS introduced in Section 4.

Algorithm 1 MTS 1: Input: Prior distribution ρ^0_a for all arms a ∈ [K]. 2: for t ∈ [T ] do 3: Generate posterior sample w^t_a ∼ ρ^{t−1}_a for all arms a ∈ [K]. 4: Sample arm At ∈ arg max_{a∈[K]} ∑_m i=0 w^t_a^i_m 5: Get reward Yt and update posterior distributions. 6: end for

Algorithm 2 RMTS 1: Input: Grid-size m. Prior distribution ρ^0_a over the grid {0, 1/m, . . . , 1} for all arms a ∈ [K].

2: for t ∈ [T ] do 3: Generate posterior sample w^t_a ∼ ρ^{t−1}_a for all arms a ∈ [K]. 4: Sample arm At ∈ arg max_{a∈[K]} ∑_m i=0 w^t_a^i_m 5: Get reward Yt and category it = ⌊mYt⌋.

6: Sample virtual reward ~Yt = (it + bt)/m where bt ∼ Ber(mYt − it). 7: Update posterior distributions with ~Yt. 8: end for

D Proof of regret bounds

In this section we provide proofs of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3.

D.1 Proof of Theorem 2 For α ∈ R^{M+1}_+ we define p(α) ∈ ΔM as a probability distribution defined as p(α)i = αi/( ∑_m j=0 αj ). Additionally, define two following probability distributions p^−(α) = p(α0 − 1, α1 . . . , αm−1 , αm), p^+(α) = p(α0, α1, . . . , αm−1, αm − 1). Let ε > 0 be an value that will be specified later. Let a^⋆ be a unique optimal arm. Define the following events

E^{conc,1} ε (t, a) = { (N^t_a + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^−(α^t_a), μ^⋆ − ε, f) ≥ N^t_a K_{inf}(pa, μ^⋆ − ε, f) − ~ε(N^t_a) } ; E^{conc,2} ε (t) = { (N^t_a⋆ + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^−(α^t_a⋆ ), 1 − μ^⋆ + ε, 1 − f) ≥ N^t_a⋆ K_{inf}(pa⋆ , 1 − μ^⋆ + ε, 1 − f) − ~ε(N^t_a⋆ ) } ; E^{conc,3} ε (t) = { (N^t_a⋆ + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^+(α^t_a⋆ ), μ^⋆, f) ≤ 3 log(2N^t_a + 1) + (α^0 − 1) log ( 1 1 − μ^⋆ )} ; E^{conc}_ε (t, a) = E^{conc,1}_ε (t, a) ∩ E^{conc,2}_ε (t) ∩ E^{conc,3}_ε (t),

where N^t_a is a number of pulls of arm a till the moment t, α^0 is a weight of a prior distribution, and ~ε(n) = √ 4 log(n)γ n + 3(α^0 − 1) n log ( n + α^0 − 1 1 − μ^⋆ + ε )

for γ = 1 √ 1 − μ^⋆ + ε ( 16e^{−2} + log^2 ( 1 1 − μ^⋆ + ε )) .

Let us define the following decomposition for any suboptimal arm a ≠ a^⋆

E[N^T_a ] = E [_T ∑ t=1 1{A^t = a, w^t_af ≥ μ^⋆ − ε, E^{conc}_ε (t − 1, a)} ]

PostCV(ε) + E [_T ∑ t=1 1{A^t = a, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε, E^{conc}_ε (t − 1, a)} ]

PreCV(ε) + E [_T ∑ t=1 1{A^t = a, ¬E^{conc}_ε (t − 1, a)} ]

Conc(ε) .

Next we have the following three propositions that described the dependence in T, ε and M. Proposition 5. For multinomial TS we have for any ε > 0 and any suboptimal arm a

Conc(ε) = O(1).

Proposition 6. For multinomial TS we have for any ε > 0 and any suboptimal arm a

PostCV(ε) ≤ log T K_{inf}(pa, μ^⋆, f) + O ( ε · log T + √ log(T ) · log log(T ) ) . In particular, this term does not depend on M.

Proposition 7. For multinomial TS we have for any ε > 0 and any suboptimal arm a

PreCV(ε) = O ( ε^{−9} ) . The proof of these three propositions heavily utilizes Theorem 1 and it is postponed to the end of the section. They implies

E[N^T_a ] ≤ log T K_{inf}(pa, μ^⋆, f) + O ( ε · log T + √ log(T ) · log log(T ) + ε^{−9} ) . Taking ε = O(log^{−1/10}(T )) we conclude the statement.

D.2 Proof of Theorem 3 Lemma 6 by Riou and Honda [2020] implies for any m > 1/(1 − μ^⋆) the following holds

K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆) − 1 m(1 − μ^⋆) − 1

≤ K_{inf}^{(m)}(ν^{(m)}_a , μ^⋆) ≤ K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆).

Additionally, Theorem 2 implies that for RMTS with any m > max_{a≠a}⋆^{1+Kinf(νa,μ⋆)}_{(1−μ⋆)·Kinf(νa,μ⋆)}

E[N^T_a ] ≤ log T K_{inf}^{(m)}(ν^{(m)}a , μ^⋆) + O ( log^{9/10}(T ) )

≤ log T K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆) · 1 1 − [K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆) · (m(1 − μ^⋆) − 1)]^{−1}) + O ( log^{9/10} (T ) ) . Finally, for x ∈ (0, 1/2) we have 1/(1 − x) ≤ 1 + 2x, thus for m > max_{a≠a}⋆^{2+Kinf(νa,μ⋆)}_{(1−μ⋆)·Kinf(νa ,μ⋆)}

E[N^T_a ] ≤ log T K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆) + 2 log T (K_{inf}(νa, μ^⋆))^2 · 1 m · (1 − μ^⋆) − 1 + O ( log^{9/10}(T ) ) . Taking m ≥ log(T ) for T large enough we conclude the statement. Notably, for T large enough all conditions on m are satisfied.

D.3 Proof of Proposition 5-7 In this section we gather the proofs of Proposition 5, Proposition 6 and Proposition 7.

D.3.1 Proof of Propositions 5

By union bound we have

Conc(ε) ≤ T∑ t=1 P[¬E^{conc,1} ε (t − 1, a)] + T∑ t=1 P[¬E^{conc,2} ε (t − 1)] + T∑ t=1 P[¬E^{conc,3} ε (t − 1)]. Let us start from the bound on the first term. First, we notice that the distribution of α^t_a depend only on N^t(a) and the distribution pa. Thus, if we fix N^t(a) = n for an arm a, we fix the distribution of α^t_a for any arm under this condition. We will call the corresponding random variable as α^{[n]}a . By a union bound we have T∑ t=1 P[¬E^{conc,1} ε (t − 1, a)] ≤ 1 + T∑ n=1 E [_{T −1} ∑ t=0 1{¬ ~E^{conc}_ε (N^t_a, a), N^t_a = n} ] , where ~ E^{conc,1} ε (n, a) = { (n + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^−(α^{[n]}_a ), μ^⋆ − ε, f) ≥ n(K_{inf}(pa, μ^⋆ − ε, f) − ~ε(n)) } . By Lemma 10 for our choice of ~ε(n) we have T∑ t=1 P[¬E^{conc,1} ε (t − 1, a)] ≤ 1 + T∑ n=1 P[¬ ~ E^{conc,1} ε (n, a)] ≤ 1 + T∑ n=1 1 n^2

≤ 1 + π^2 6 . For the second term we have exactly the same argument and we omit it. For the third term we use exactly the same trick for changing summation over t to summation over n T∑ t=1 P[¬E^{conc,3} ε (t − 1)] ≤ 1 + T∑ n=1 P[¬ ~ E^{conc,3} ε (n)], where ~ E^{conc,3} ε (n) = { (n + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^+(α^{[n]}_a⋆ ), μ^⋆, f) ≤ 3 log(2n + 1) + (α^0 − 1) log ( 1 1 − μ^⋆ )} . Applying Lemma 11 we obtain T∑ t=1 P[¬E^{conc,3} ε (t − 1)] ≤ 1 + e T∑ n=1 1 (2n + 1)^2

≤ 1 + eπ^2 8 .

D.3.2 Proof of Proposition 6

Proof. Define a constant n0 that will be specified later. Then we have the following

PostCV(ε) ≤ n0 + E [_T ∑ t=1 1{A^t = a, w^t_af ≥ μ^⋆ − ε, E^{conc,1}_ε (t − 1, a), N^{t−1}_a ≥ n0} ]

≤ n0 + T −1∑

t=0 T∑ n=n0 P [ w^{t+1}_a f ≥ μ^⋆ − ε, N^t_a = n, E^{conc,1}_ε (t, a) ] , Next we notice that N^t_a and 1{E^{conc,1}_ε (t, a)} are functions of α^t_a, thus, by the tower property of conditional expectation P [ w^{t+1}_a f ≥ μ^⋆ − ε, N^t_a = n, E^{conc,1}_ε (t, a) ] = E [ P[w^{t+1}_a f ≥ μ^⋆ − ε|α^t_a]1{N^t_a = n, E^{conc,1}_ε (t, a)} ] , where we can assume that α^t_a satisfied the definition of E^{conc,1}_ε (t, a) and N^t_a = n.

Next we notice that P[w^{t+1}_a f ≥ μ^⋆ − ε|α^t_a] = P_{w∼Dir(α}t_{a)}[wf ≥ μ^⋆ − ε]. and we automatically have α = n + α^0. Next, we notice that if p^{(−)}(α^t_a)f > μ^⋆ − ε, then the required probability is bounded by 1. Otherwise we can apply Theorem 1 P_{w∼Dir(α}t_{a)}[wf ≥ μ^⋆ − ε] ≤ 2P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2(n + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^−(α^t_a), μ^⋆ − ε, f) ] . Since K_{inf} is non-negative, this upper bound also holds if p^{(−)}(α^t_a)f > μ^⋆ − ε. Thus, on event E^{conc,1} ε (t, a) for N^t_a = n we have P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2(n + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^−(α^t_a), μ^⋆ − ε, f) ]

≤ P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2n(K_{inf}(pa, μ^⋆ − ε, f) − ~ε(n)) ] . Overall, we obtain for any t = 0, . . . , T − 1 P [ w^{t+1}_a u ≥ μ^⋆ − ε|α^t_a ] 1{N^t_a = n, E^{conc,1}_ε (t, a)} ≤ 2P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2n(K_{inf}(p(a), μ^⋆ − ε, f) − ~ε(n)) ] 1{N^t_a = n}. The right-hand side of the probability strictly increasing in n since n = Ω(1) we can guarantee K_{inf}(p(a), μ^⋆ − ε, f) − ~ε(n) ≥ 1/2 K_{inf}(p(a), μ^⋆ − ε, f). Therefore we can obtain a uniform upper bound for all n ≥ n0 that implies

PostCV(ε) ≤ n0 + 2T · P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2n0(K_{inf}(p, μ^⋆ − ε, f) − ~ε(n0)) ] . Next, we can use the following upper bound on tails of a normal law, for any x > 0 it holds (see e.g. Vershynin [2018]) P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2x ] ≤ exp(−x) 2 √ πx . Thus, taking n0 = (1 + ε^′) log T / K_{inf}(p, μ^⋆ − ε, u) for any ε^′ > 0 we have

PostCV(ε) ≤

(1 + ε^′) log T K_{inf}(pa, μ^⋆ − ε, f) + 2T · exp ( −(1 + ε^′) log T + O (√ log log(T ) · log(T ) )) √ 2π(1 + ε^′) log(T )

In particular, we can take ε^′ = log log(T )/ √ log(T ) to make the last term vanishing for T large enough. Finally, by using Lemma 11 by Garivier et al. [2022] we have

PostCV(ε) ≤ log T K_{inf}(pa, μ^⋆, f) + O ( ε · log T + √ log(T ) · log log(T ) ) .

D.3.3 Proof of Proposition 7

Proof. We denote by F^t the information available at the end of round t. First notice, introducing the sub-optimal arm with the largest index ~A^t = max_a′_{≠a}⋆ w^t_a′ f, it holds by independence of the posterior samples P[A^t = a^⋆, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] ≥ P[ ~A^t = a, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε, w^t_a⋆ f > μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] = ( 1 − P[w^t_a⋆ f > μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] ) P[ ~A^t = a, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] and P[A^t = a, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] ≤ P[ ~A^t = a, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε, w^t_a⋆ f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] = P[ ~A^t = a, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|Ft−1]P[w^t_a⋆ f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] . From these two inequalities we deduce that P[A^t = a, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] ≤ P[w^t_a⋆ f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] 1 − P[w^t_a⋆ f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|Ft−1] P[A^t = a^⋆, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] . By conditioning on F^{t−1} and using the previous inequality, then switching from global time to counts we obtain

PreCV(ε) = E [_T ∑ t=1 1{A^t = a, w^t_af ≤ μ^⋆ − ε, E^{conc}_ε (t − 1, a)} ]

≤ E [_T ∑ t=1 P[w^t_a⋆ f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|F^{t−1}] 1 − P[w^t_a⋆ f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε|Ft−1] 1{A^t = a^⋆, E^{conc,2}_ε (t − 1) ∩ E^{conc,3}_ε (t − 1)} ]

≤ E T −1∑

n=0 P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf ≤ μ^⋆ − ε] 1 − P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf ≤ μ^⋆ − ε] 1{ ~ E^{conc,2} ε (n) ∩ ~E^{conc,3}ε (n)}

where α^{(n)}_a⋆ is the parameter of the the posterior of the optimal arm after n observations and the events ~E^{conc,2}ε (n), ~E^{conc,3}ε (n) defined in the proof of Proposition 5 are such that

{E^{conc,2} ε (τn) ∩ E^{conc,3}_ε (τn)} = { ~E^{conc,2}ε (n) ∩ ~E^{conc,3}ε (n)}, with τn the first instant such that N^{τn}_a⋆ = n.

To work with this expectation properly, we separate it into two cases

(A) = T∑ n=0 E P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf ≤ μ^⋆ − ε] P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf > μ^⋆ − ε] · 1{ ~ E^{conc,3} ε (n), p(α^{(n)}_a⋆ ) · f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε} ,

and (B) = T∑ n=0 E P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf ≤ μ^⋆ − ε] P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf > μ^⋆ − ε] · 1{ ~ E^{conc,2} ε (n), p(α^{(n)}_a⋆ ) · f > μ^⋆ − ε} .

Our goal is to bound these two terms separately.

Term (A) For this term we have P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf ≤ μ^⋆ − ε] ≤ 1 and by Theorem 1, P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf > μ^⋆ − ε}] ≥ 1 2 P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2(n + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^+(α^{(n)}_a⋆ ), μ^⋆ − ε, f) ]

≥ 1 2 P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2(n + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^+(α^{(n)}_a⋆ ), μ^⋆, f) ] . By the definition of event ~E^{conc,3}ε (n) we have

(n + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^+(α^{(n)}_a⋆ ), μ^⋆, f) ≤ 3 log(2n + 1) + (α^0 − 1) log ( 1 1 − μ^⋆ ) .

Notice that for n ≥ 1 we have 3 log(2n + 1) ≥ 1, thus the lower bound on Gaussian tails implies P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf > μ^⋆ − ε}] ≥ (2n + 1)^{−3} · (1 − μ^⋆)^{α0−1} 4 √ 2 √ 3 log(2n + 1) + (α^0 − 1) log

(_1 1−μ⋆ ) .

Therefore, we obtain the following bound

(A) ≤ T∑ n=0 O(n^3 log^{1/2}(n))E [ 1{p(α^{(n)}_a⋆ ) · f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε} ]

≤ T∑ n=0 O(n^3 log^{1/2}(n))P_{α∼Mult(n,pa⋆ )} [ p(α + α^0) · f ≤ μ^⋆ − ε ] . To upper bound other probability we use Hoeffding inequality P_{α∼Mult(n,pa⋆ )} [ p(α + α^0) · u ≤ μ^⋆ − ε ] ≤ P_{α∼Mult(n,pa⋆ )} [ |⟨α, u⟩ − nμ^⋆| ≥ nε − α^0(μ^⋆ − ⟨α^0, u⟩ − ε) ]

≤ exp ( −2n ( ε − α^0 n (μ^⋆ − ⟨α^0, u⟩ − ε) )_2) . Define a truncation point n^′_0 = 4α^0μ^⋆/ε. For n ≥ n^′_0 we have P_{α∼Mult(n,pa⋆ )} [ p(α + α^0) · u ≤ μ^⋆ − ε ] ≤ exp ( −nε^2 2 ) . And for n ≤ n^′_0 we have a trivial upper bound by 1. Therefore we obtain

(A) ≤ O ( log^{1/2}(1/ε) ε^4 ) + O T∑ n=n′0 n^3 log^{1/2}(n)e^{−nε2 /2} .

Next, we want to choose next truncation n^{′′}_0 such that

(n^{′′}_0 )^{3.5} ≤ exp(n^{′′}_0 ε^2/4) ⇐⇒ 14 log(n^{′′}_0 ) ≤ n^{′′}_0 · ε^2.

By inequality log(x) ≤ β · x^{1/β} for any x > 0 and β > 0 we can obtain the value of n^{′′}_0 that indeed satisfy the inequality above n^{′′}_0 = (14β)^{β/(β−1)} · ε^{−2β/(β−1)} for any constant β > 0. Thus, we have

(A) ≤ O ( log^{1/2}(1/ε) ε^4 ) + O ( ε^{−4β/(β−1)} log^{1/2}(ε) ) + O T∑ n=n′′0 e^{−nε2 /4} .

Taking β = 17/9 we can see that the second term is dominating in ε and, moreover, using an inequality log^{1/2}(1/ε) ≤ 2ε^{1/2} we have

(A) = O ( ε^{−9} ) . Term (B) For analysis of this term we again start from the probabilities under expectation. First, we have by Theorem 1, P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf > μ^⋆ − ε] ≥ P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ ))} [ wf > p^+(α^τ ) · f ] ≥ 1 2 and additionally we have still by Theorem 1

P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf ≤ μ^⋆ − ε] = P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[w(1 − f) ≥ 1 − μ^⋆ + ε] ≤ 3 2 P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2(n + α^0 − 1) K_{inf}(p^−(α^{(n)}_a⋆ )), 1 − μ^⋆ + ε, 1 − f) ] .

By definition of event ~E^{conc,2}ε (n) and Lemma 11 by Garivier et al. [2022] we have P_{w∼Dir(α}(n)_{a⋆ )}[wf ≤ μ^⋆ − ε] ≤ 3 2 P_{g∼N (0,1)} [ g ≥ √ 2n(2ε^2 − ~ε(n)) ] . Define truncation point ñ0 such that ε^2 ≥ ~ε(ñ0) that is automatically satisfied by choosing n0 = O(ε^{−5}). Thus by an upper bound for tails of normal distribution we obtain

(B) ≤ O(ε^{−5}) + T∑ n=ñ0 exp(−nε^2) √ nε^2 = O ( ε^{−5} ) . Overall, we obtain PreCV(ε) = O ( ε^{−9} ) .

E Technical Lemmas

First we start from proving an auxiliary result similar to Lemma D.14 of Tiapkin et al. [2022]

Lemma 8. Let f : {0, . . . , m} → [0, b] be a function such that f(0) = 0 and f(m) = b. Let (α0, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_+ be a vector such that αm > 0 and define α = ∑_m i=0 αi. Define a distribution p ∈ Δm such that p(i) = αi/α and consider a real number μ ∈ (pf, b) Then 1 − λ^⋆(p, μ, f) · (b − μ) ≥ p(m), where λ^⋆(p, μ, f) is defined as an optimal dual variables to the variational formula

λ^⋆(p, μ, f) = arg max λ∈[0,1/(b−μ)] E X∼p [log(1 + λ · (f(X) − μ))]. Proof. Under the conditions pf < μ < b, and p(m) > 0 the value λ^⋆ = λ^⋆(p, μ, f) satisfies the following equation E [ f(X) − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (f(X) − μ) ] = p(m) b − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (b − μ) + m−1∑ j=0 p(j) f(j) − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (f(j) − μ) = 0. (15)

Define a distribution ~p with ~p(i) = p(i)/(1 − p(m)) for i ∈ {0, . . . , m − 1} and ~p(m) = 0. Then the expectation in (15) can be written as p(m) b − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (b − μ) + (1 − p(m))E_{X∼~p} [ f(X) − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (f(X) − μ) ] = 0.

Define a function w(x, u) =^{x−u}_{1−λ⋆·(x−u)} , which is convex in x. By the Jensen inequality, E_{X∼~p} [ f(X) − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (f(X) − μ) ] ≥ ~pf − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (~pf − μ) . Hence p(m) b − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (b − μ) ≤ −(1 − p(m)) ~pf − μ 1 − λ^⋆ · (~pf − μ) = (1 − p(m)) μ − ~pf 1 + λ^⋆ · (μ − ~pf) .

Notice that μ ≥ p_nf ≥ ~pnf, therefore we can rearrange terms as follows 1 p(m) ( 1 b − μ − λ^⋆ ) ≥ 1 1 − p(m) ( 1 μ − ~pf + λ^⋆ )

= 1 1 − p(m) ( 1 μ − ~pf + 1 b − μ ) − 1 1 − p(m) ( 1 b − μ − λ^⋆ ) . As a result, ( 1 b − μ − λ^⋆ ) ≥ p(m) · b − ^pf (b − μ)(μ − ^pf) ≥ p(m) 1 b − μ .

Next we analyze how K_{inf} changes with small changes in the first argument (distribution). For any non-negative vector s ∈ R^{m+1}_+ , we define p_s as p_s(i) = si/( ∑_m i=0 si). Lemma 9. Let f : {0, . . . , m} → [0, b] be a function such that f(0) = 0 and f(m) = b. Let α = (α0, . . . , αm) ∈ R^{m+1}_+ and β = (β0, . . . , βm) ∈ R^{m+1}_+ be non-negative vectors such that βm + αm ≥ 1. Set α = ∑_m i=0 αi and β = ∑_m i=0 βi, then the following bounds hold for any μ ∈ (0, b),

K_{inf}(p_α, μ, f) − 3β α log ( b(α + β) b − μ ) ≤ K_{inf} (p_{α+β} , μ, f) ≤ α · K_{inf}(p_α, μ, f) + β · log (_b b−μ ) α + β . Proof. We start from the lower bound. Let q^⋆ be a probability measure that attains in the definition of K_{inf}(p_{α+β} , μ, f), that is,

q^⋆ = arg min q∈Δm {KL(p_{α+β} , q) : qf ≥ μ}. Then we have

K_{inf}(p_{α+β} , μ, f) = KL(p_{α+β} , q^⋆) = ∑ i:pα+β (i)>0 (p_{α+β} (i) − p_α(i)) log ( p_{α+β} (i) q^⋆(i) )

(A) + ∑ i:pα+β (i)>0 p_α(i) log ( p_{α+β} (i) q^⋆(i) )

(B) .

Term (A) Let an analyze the first sum. Since p_{α+β} (m + 1) > 0, there is a formula for the optimal q^⋆ that follows from the dual representation of K_{inf}

q^⋆(i) = p_{α+β} (i) 1 − λ^⋆ · (f(i) − μ) , where λ^⋆ ∈ [0, 1/(b − μ)) is a solution to the variational problem for K_{inf}(p_{α+β} , μ, f). Thus, we have ∑ i:pα+β (i)>0 (p_{α+β} (i) − p_α(i)) log ( p_{α+β} (i) q^⋆(i) ) ≥ −‖p_{α+β} − p_α‖1 · ‖log(1 − λ^⋆ · (f − μ))‖∞.

For the first multiplier we have the following bound ‖p_{α+β} − p_α‖1 = ‖ ‖ ‖ α α + β p_α + 1 α + β β − p_α ‖ ‖ ‖_1 = 1 α + β ‖ β − β · p_α ‖ 1 ≤ 2β α + β .

To analyze the second multiplier, we notice that the maximum could be attained only for i = 0 or i = m since logarithm is a monotone function and λ^⋆ is fixed. Thus max i∈{0,...,m} |log(1 − λ^⋆ · (f(i) − μ))| = max { log(1 + λ^⋆μ), log ( 1 1 − λ^⋆(b − μ) )} . By applying Lemma 8, we get max { log(1 + λ^⋆μ), log ( 1 1 − λ^⋆(b − μ) )} ≤ max { log ( b b − μ ) , log ( 1 p_{α+β} (m) )} . Therefore since αm + βm ≥ 1, we have p_n(m) ≥ 1/(α + β) and thus

(A) ≥ − 2β α + β · max { log ( b b − μ ) , log(α + β) } ≥ − 2β α + β log ( b · (α + β) b − μ ) .

Term (B) Next we analyze the second sum. Since supp(p_α) ⊆ supp(p_{α+β} ) = supp(q^⋆), we have ∑ i:pα+β (i)>0 p_α(i) log ( p_{α+β} (i) q^⋆(i) ) = ∑ i:pα(i)>0 p_α(i) log ( p_α(i) q^⋆(i) ) + ∑ i:pα(i)>0 p_α(i) log ( p_{α+β} (i) p_α(i) )

The first term is equal to KL(p_α, q^⋆) and could be lower-bounded by K_{inf}(p_α, μ, f) since q^⋆f ≥ μ. For the second term we analyze the logarithm under condition p_α(i) > 0 ⇐⇒ αi > 0. It holds log ( p_{α+β} (i) p_α(i) ) = log ( αi + βi αi ) + log ( α α + β ) ≥ − log ( 1 + β α ) ≥ − β α , and hence (B) ≥ K_{inf}(p_α, μ, f) − β α . Finally, we have

K_{inf}(p_{α+β} , μ, f) ≥ K_{inf}(p_α, μ, f) − 3β α log · ( b · (α + β) b − μ ) . For the upper bound we use the variational formula for K_{inf} and uniform upper bound (see Honda and Takemura [2010]) to obtain

(α + β) K_{inf}(p_{α+β} , μ, f) = max_{λ∈[0,1/(b−μ)]} m∑ i=0 (αi + βi) log(1 − λ · (f(i) − μ))

≤ max λ∈[0,1/(b−μ)] m∑ i=0 αi log(1 − λ · (f(i) − μ))

+ max λ∈[0,1/(b−μ)] m∑ i=0 βi log(1 − λ · (f(i) − μ)) ≤ α K_{inf}(p_α, μ, f) + β log ( b b − μ ) .

Let X1, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. samples from categorical distribution p ∈ Δm. We denote by νj the frequency of a value j : νj = ∑_n i=1 1{Xi = j} and denote by ^pn an empirical probability distribution defined as ^pn(j) = νj /n for all j ∈ {0, . . . , m}. Additionally, let us define α^0 ∈ R^{m+1} as a prior counters such that ∑_m j=0 α^0_j = n0. Then we define a shifted empirical probability distribution as p_n(j) = α^n_j /(n + n0), where α^n_j = α^0_j + νj . In this setup we provide technical results on deviations and concentration for shifted distribution.

Lemma 10. Let f : {0, . . . , m} → [0, b] be a function such that f(0) = 0 and f(m) = b. Consider a real number μ ∈ (p_nf, b) and define γ = √ b b − μ ( 16e^2 + log^2 ( b b − μ )) . Assume that α^0_m ≥ 1. Then we have for any 0 < δ < γ/2 we have P [ n K_{inf}(p_n, μ, f) ≤ n(K_{inf}(p, μ, f) − δ) − 3n0 log ( b · (n + n0) b − μ )] ≤ exp(−nδ^2/(2γ)). Proof. Notice that ^pn is equal to p_ν in terms of Lemma 9 and p_n is equal to p_{ν+α}0 . Therefore, we may combine Lemma 9 and Proposition 16 by Garivier et al. [2022] to conclude the statement.

Additionally, we state the required deviation result for shifted empirical distributions.

Lemma 11. For any u ≥ 0 we have P [ (n + n0) K_{inf}(p_n, pf, f) ≥ nu + n0 log ( b b − μ )] ≤ e(2n + 1)e^{−nu}.

Proof. By Lemma 9

(n + n0) K_{inf}(p_n, μ, f) ≤ n K_{inf}(^pn, μ, f) + n0 log ( b b − μ )

and then we may apply Proposition 14 by Garivier et al. [2022] to K_{inf}(^pn, μ, f).

References

R. Agrawal. Sample mean based index policies with o(log n) regret for the multi-armed bandit problem. Advances in Applied Probability, 27(4):1054–1078, 1995.

Shipra Agrawal and Navin Goyal. Further optimal regret bounds for thompson sampling. In Carlos M. Carvalho and Pradeep Ravikumar, editors, Proceedings of the Sixteenth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 31 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 99–107, Scottsdale, Arizona, USA, 29 Apr–01 May 2013. PMLR. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v31/agrawal13a.html.

Duncan Alfers and Hermann Dinges. A normal approximation for beta and gamma tail probabilities. Zeitschrift für Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie und Verwandte Gebiete, 65:399–420, 1984. URL https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/BF00533744.pdf.

P. Auer, N. Cesa-Bianchi, Y. Freund, and R.E. Schapire. The nonstochastic multiarmed bandit problem. SIAM Journal on Computing, 32(1):48–77, 2002.

Dorian Baudry, Patrick Saux, and Odalric-Ambrym Maillard. From optimality to robustness:

Adaptive re-sampling strategies in stochastic bandits. In M. Ranzato, A. Beygelzimer, Y. Dauphin, P.S. Liang, and J. Wortman Vaughan, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 34, pages 14029–14041. Curran Associates, Inc., 2021. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2021/file/75429d136f65d2d6168b9b6c5f6ec951-Paper.pdf.

Dorian Baudry, Kazuya Suzuki, and Junya Honda. A general recipe for the analysis of randomized multi-armed bandit algorithms, 2023.

Christopher M Bishop and Nasser M Nasrabadi. Pattern recognition and machine learning, volume 4. Springer, 2006.

David M Blei, Andrew Y Ng, and Michael I Jordan. Latent dirichlet allocation. Journal of machine Learning research, 3(Jan):993–1022, 2003.

Jonathan (Jon) Borwein and O-Yeat Chan. Uniform bounds for the complementary incomplete gamma function. Mathematical Inequalities and Applications, 12, 01 2007. doi: 10.7153/ mia-12-10.

Michel Broniatowski. A weighted bootstrap procedure for divergence minimization problems. In Analytical Methods in Statistics: AMISTAT, Prague, November 2015, pages 1–22. Springer, 2017.

A.N. Burnetas and M.N. Katehakis. Optimal adaptive policies for sequential allocation problems. Advances in Applied Mathematics, 17(2):122–142, 1996.

Olivier Cappé, Aurélien Garivier, Odalric-Ambrym Maillard, Rémi Munos, and Gilles Stoltz.

Kullback–leibler upper confidence bounds for optimal sequential allocation. Ann. Statist., 41(3):1516–1541, 2013. ISSN 0090-5364. doi: 10.1214/13-AOS1119.

Olivier Chapelle and Lihong Li. An empirical evaluation of thompson sampling. In J. Shawe- Taylor, R. Zemel, P. Bartlett, F. Pereira, and K.Q. Weinberger, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 24. Curran Associates, Inc., 2011. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2011/file/e53a0a2978c28872a4505bdb51db06dc-Paper.pdf.

Yunhi Cho and Eungchun Cho. The volume of simplices clipped by a half space. Applied mathematics letters, 14(6):731–735, 2001.

Peter Congdon. Applied bayesian modelling. John Wiley & Sons, 2014.

I. Csiszar and F. Matus. Information projections revisited. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 49(6):1474–1490, 2003. doi: 10.1109/TIT.2003.810633.

I. Csiszár and P.C. Shields. Information theory and statistics: A tutorial. Foundations and Trends® in Communications and Information Theory, 1(4):417–528, 2004. ISSN 1567-2190. doi: 10.1561/0100000004. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/0100000004.

Darinka Dentcheva. Optimization Models with Probabilistic Constraints, pages 49–97. Springer London, London, 2006. ISBN 978-1-84628-095-5. doi: 10.1007/1-84628-095-8\ 2. URL

https://doi.org/10.1007/1-84628-095-8_2.

Hauke Carl-Erwin Dirksen. Sections of simplices and cylinders: Volume formulas and estimates. PhD thesis, 2015. URL

https://macau.uni-kiel.de/receive/diss_mods_00018308.

Lawrence C Evans and Ronald F Garzepy. Measure theory and fine properties of functions.

Routledge, 2018.

Xiao Fang and Yuta Koike. High-dimensional central limit theorems by stein’s method. The Annals of Applied Probability, 31(4):1660–1686, 2021.

Thomas S Ferguson. A bayesian analysis of some nonparametric problems. The annals of statistics, pages 209–230, 1973.

Ayalvadi Ganesh and Neil O’Connell. An inverse of sanov’s theorem. Statistics & Probability Letters, 42(2):201–206, 1999. ISSN 0167-7152. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-7152(98)00215-6. URL

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0167715298002156.

Ayalvadi J. Ganesh and Neil O’Connell. A large-deviation principle for Dirichlet posteriors.

Bernoulli, 6(6):1021 – 1034, 2000.

A. Garivier, P. Ménard, and G. Stoltz. Explore first, exploit next: The true shape of regret in bandit problems. Mathematics of Operations Research, 2018. To appear; meanwhile, see arXiv preprint arXiv:1602.07182.

Aurélien Garivier and Olivier Cappé. The kl-ucb algorithm for bounded stochastic bandits and beyond. In Proceedings of the 24th annual conference on learning theory, pages 359–376, 2011.

Aurélien Garivier, Hédi Hadiji, Pierre Ménard, and Gilles Stoltz. Kl-ucb-switch: Optimal regret bounds for stochastic bandits from both a distribution-dependent and a distribution-free viewpoints. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 23(179):1–66, 2022. URL http://jmlr.org/papers/v23/20-717.html.

Subhashis Ghosal and Aad Van der Vaart. Fundamentals of nonparametric Bayesian inference, volume 44. Cambridge University Press, 2017.

Friedrich Götze, Alexey Naumov, Vladimir Spokoiny, and Vladimir Ulyanov. Large ball probabilities, Gaussian comparison and anti-concentration. Bernoulli, 25(4A):2538 – 2563, 2019. doi: 10.3150/18-BEJ1062. URL https://doi.org/10.3150/18-BEJ1062.

Senlin Guo, Feng Qi, and Hari Srivastava. Necessary and sufficient conditions for two classes of functions to be logarithmically completely monotonic. Integral Transforms and Special Functions, 18:819–826, 11 2007. doi: 10.1080/10652460701528933.

Rafiq Hijazi and Robert Jernigan. Modelling compositional data using dirichlet regression models. Journal of Applied Probability and Statistics, 4:77–91, 01 2009.

Junya Honda and Akimichi Takemura. An asymptotically optimal bandit algorithm for bounded support models. In Adam Tauman Kalai and Mehryar Mohri, editors, COLT, pages 67–79. Omnipress, 2010. ISBN 978-0-9822529-2-5. URL

http://dblp.uni-trier.de/db/conf/colt/colt2010.html#HondaT10.

Junya Honda and Akimichi Takemura. Non-asymptotic analysis of a new bandit algorithm for semi-bounded rewards. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 16(113):3721–3756, 2015. URL http://jmlr.org/papers/v16/honda15a.html.

N. Korda, E. Kaufmann, and R. Munos. Thompson sampling for 1–dimensional exponential family bandits. In Proceedings of the 26th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS’13, pages 1448–1456, 2013.

T.L. Lai and H. Robbins. Asymptotically efficient adaptive allocation rules. Advances in Applied Mathematics, 6:4–22, 1985.

K Lange. Applications of the dirichlet distribution to forensic match probabilities. Genetica, 96(1-2):107–117, 1995.

Jean-Bernard Lasserre. Simple formula for integration of polynomials on a simplex. BIT Numerical Mathematics, 61, 08 2020. doi: 10.1007/s10543-020-00828-x.

Olivier Marchal and Julyan Arbel. On the sub-gaussianity of the beta and dirichlet distributions. Electronic Communications in Probability, 22(paper no. 54):1–14, 2017.

Kevin P. Murphy. Probabilistic Machine Learning: An introduction. MIT Press, 2022. URL

probml.ai.

K.W. Ng, G.L. Tian, and M.L. Tang. Dirichlet and Related Distributions: Theory, Methods and Applications. Wiley Series in Probability and Statistics. Wiley, 2011. ISBN 9781119998419. URL https://books.google.ru/books?id=k8GS868oyo4C.

Frank W. J. Olver. Asymptotics and special functions. AKP Classics. A K Peters, Ltd., Wellesley, MA, 1997. ISBN 1-56881-069-5. Reprint of the 1974 original [Academic Press, New York; MR0435697 (55 #8655)].

Ian Osband and Benjamin Van Roy. Why is posterior sampling better than optimism for reinforcement learning? In Doina Precup and Yee Whye Teh, editors, Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 70 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2701–2710. PMLR, 06–11 Aug 2017. URL

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v70/osband17a.html.

Ian Osband, Daniel Russo, and Benjamin Van Roy. (more) efficient reinforcement learning via posterior sampling. In C.J. Burges, L. Bottou, M. Welling, Z. Ghahramani, and K.Q. Weinberger, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 26. Curran Associates, Inc., 2013. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2013/file/6a5889bb0190d0211a991f47bb19a777-Paper.pdf.

Charles Riou and Junya Honda. Bandit algorithms based on thompson sampling for bounded reward distributions. In Aryeh Kontorovich and Gergely Neu, editors, Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on Algorithmic Learning Theory, volume 117 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 777–826. PMLR, 08 Feb–11 Feb 2020. URL

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v117/riou20a.html.

Donald B Rubin. The bayesian bootstrap. The annals of statistics, pages 130–134, 1981.

Ivan Nicolaevich Sanov. On the probability of large deviations of random variables. Selected Translations in Mathematical Statistics and Probability, 1:213–244, 1961.

Ian F. Somerville, Duane L. Dietrich, and Thomas A. Mazzuchi. Bayesian reliability analysis using the dirichlet prior distribution with emphasis on accelerated life testing run in random order. Nonlinear Analysis: Theory, Methods & Applications, 30(7):4415– 4423, 1997. ISSN 0362-546X. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0362-546X(96)00120-4. URL

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0362546X96001204. Proceedings

of the Second World Congress of Nonlinear Analysts.

Mohammad Sadegh Talebi and Odalric-Ambrym Maillard. Variance-aware regret bounds for undiscounted reinforcement learning in mdps. In Algorithmic Learning Theory, pages 770– 805, 2018.

Yee Whye Teh, Michael I Jordan, Matthew J Beal, and David M Blei. Hierarchical dirichlet processes. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 101(476):1566–1581, 2006. doi: 10.1198/016214506000000302. URL https://doi.org/10.1198/016214506000000302.

William R Thompson. On the likelihood that one unknown probability exceeds another in view of the evidence of two samples. Biometrika, 25(3-4):285–294, 12 1933. ISSN 0006-3444. doi: 10.1093/biomet/25.3-4.285. URL https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/25.3-4.285.

Daniil Tiapkin, Denis Belomestny, Eric Moulines, Alexey Naumov, Sergey Samsonov, Yunhao Tang, Michal Valko, and Pierre Menard. From Dirichlet to rubin: Optimistic exploration in RL without bonuses. In Kamalika Chaudhuri, Stefanie Jegelka, Le Song, Csaba Szepesvari, Gang Niu, and Sivan Sabato, editors, Proceedings of the 39th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 21380–21431. PMLR, 17–23 Jul 2022. URL

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v162/tiapkin22a.html.

Roman Vershynin. High-Dimensional Probability: An Introduction with Applications in Data Science. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2018. doi: 10.1017/9781108231596.

Andre M Zubkov and Aleksandr A Serov. A complete proof of universal inequalities for the distribution function of the binomial law. Theory of Probability & Its Applications, 57(3): 539–544, 2013.