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Abstract

We model a Markov decision process, parametrized by an unknown parameter, and study the
asymptotic behavior of a sampling-based algorithm, called Thompson sampling. The standard
definition of regret is not always suitable to evaluate a policy, especially when the underlying
chain structure is general. We show that the standard (expected) regret can grow (super-)linearly
and fails to capture the notion of learning in realistic settings with non-trivial state evolution.
By decomposing the standard (expected) regret, we develop a new metric, called the expected
residual regret, which forgets the immutable consequences of past actions. Instead, it measures
regret against the optimal reward moving forward from the current period. We show that the
expected residual regret of the Thompson sampling algorithm is upper bounded by a term which
converges exponentially fast to 0. We present conditions under which the posterior sampling
error of Thompson sampling converges to 0 almost surely. We then introduce the probabilistic
version of the expected residual regret and present conditions under which it converges to 0
almost surely. Thus, we provide a viable concept of learning for sampling algorithms which will

serve useful in broader settings than had been considered previously.
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1 Introduction

We consider a control problem in which a decision-maker (DM) interacts with an environment with-
out knowing the value of a parameter encoded into this environment. This environment is modeled
by a discrete-time Markov decision process (MDP). The DM applies a control and, in return, the
system moves to the next state and generates a reward. Neither of the outputs are determinis-
tic; they are contingent on the current state, control and value of the unknown parameter. Using
the state transition and reward information, the DM picks a control which yields the subsequent
transition and reward.

Our model is mainly shaped by the stochastic adaptive control literature and, in particular, com-
plements Kim (2017). Numerous prominent papers parametrize MDP’s by an unknown parameter
and estimate this parameter using different methods. We investigate the asymptotic performance of
a popular parameter estimation algorithm, Thompson sampling (TS), first described by Thompson
(1933). Aiming to maximize the total reward, yet not knowing the underlying parameter that de-
termines the rewards and state transitions, the DM faces a trade-off between choosing controls tied
to unexplored parameter candidates and choosing controls which are likely to yield high rewards.
This exploration vs. exploitation trade-off is often addressed in online decision-making problems by
TS. After estimating the unknown parameter by TS, the DM selects a control while assuming the
estimate is the true parameter.

Despite the logarithmic expected regret guarantees in bandit settings (Agrawal and Goyal 2012),
we document through examples that the expected regret no longer has logarithmic guarantees when
the chain structure underneath the MDP is generic. In particular, we document how the expected
regret can grow (super-)linearly. This means that the standard notion of expected regret used in
the literature, i.e., the gap between the cumulative reward of the DM and the cumulative reward
of an omniscient agent, is not fully informative when the underlying chain is general. The expected
regret is unable to discern that learning is taking place, even though it is. These kinds of examples
may be implicitly known to researchers who work in this area, yet they have not been documented
in the literature to the best of our knowledge.

We provide the first theoretical results that capture a different notion of (expected) regret of the
TS algorithm. In particular, we extend a result of [{im (2017) (on the convergence of the expected
posterior error) to discounted-reward MDP’s and to general state and control spaces. We assume

Borel state-control spaces, allowing the spaces to be infinite. Thus, our work allows questions of



regret and sampling algorithms to be addressed in broader settings in which they have not been
addressed before. Extending the performance guarantees of the new notion of regret to MDP’s with
a general chain structure is an important potential avenue of study.

The literature on parametrized MDP’s almost always considers the long-run average regret per
period. In contrast, we study guarantees when the performance criterion is the expected infinite-
horizon discounted reward. Since problems of economic significance are often most properly formu-
lated with discounting, having the objective function formulated as an infinite-horizon discounted
reward problem would allow the ideas of learning through sampling to be applied in these settings.

We develop a general canonical probability space for adaptive learning algorithms based on
sampling, of which TS is a special case. Kim (2017) and Banjevi¢ and Kim (2019) construct a
similar probability space for TS, but do not include the sampled parameters in the sample space.
We are not aware of other work which incorporates this canonical formulation. Having the sampling
algorithms posed in a coherent framework allows for it to be understood and studied rigorously.
For example, the formulation makes evident that the underlying process is history-dependent, i.e.,
not Markovian. To make this clear, we will refer to the adaptive version of the process with an
unknown parameter as §-MDP instead of MDP.

We offer a novel decomposition of the standard notion of expected regret. Our notion of expected
regret can be computed at any finite period n, from the vantage point of a DM in period 0. We
identify three distinct components of the expected regret, only one of which is always suitable for
learning problems. The first component is the expected regret associated with the past, i.e., from
period 0 up to period n. This quantifies the difference between the expected reward received by the
DM and the expected reward of the policy which knows the true parameter. The second component
is the expected regret that emanates from the policy’s state in period n, which is inextricably
tied to the past decisions. It captures the expected infinite-horizon (future) consequences of being
in a suboptimal state in period n. The third and final component captures the DM’s ability to
implement what is optimal moving forward, conditional on the period-n state. This component is
the only component that is “controllable” by the DM, once they have arrived at the period-n state.
It reflects how the best opportunities available to the DM from period n onward compare to how
the system will evolve under the sampling policy. Our analysis focuses on this concept which we call
expected residual regret. The expected residual regret forgets both the past and the future “sunk”
portions of the total regret.

Decomposing the standard expected regret is a novel approach to view and quantify the per-



formance of a policy. Through this decomposition, we connect the notion of expected regret to
a concept called asymptotic discount optimality (ADO) (Schil 1987, Hernandez-Lerma 2012). We
demonstrate how the ADO concept relates to expected residual regret. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this concept has not been used within the sampling context before and has not been connected
to the notion of (expected) regret.

We show that the posterior belief on the true parameter converges to 1 when TS is implemented;
this behavior is called complete learning. Complete learning is a stronger result than learning in
expectation, i.e., expected posterior belief, because it gives assurance about the individual sample
paths. To the best of our knowledge, most results are on the expected-valued version of posterior
belief. The notion of complete learning has been studied frequently in bandit contexts, including the
prominent work of Freedman (1963), yet to our knowledge it has not been applied to Borel state-
control spaces and has not been analyzed under the discounted reward criterion. In the adaptive
learning literature, there is an alternative to TS, known as the minimum contrast estimator, which
is shown to achieve complete learning (Hernandez-Lerma 2012). However, complete learning has
not been connected to the concept of ADO, and there is no notion of probabilistic ADO.

Building on expected residual regret, we define its sample-path version, called probabilistic resid-
ual regret or residual regret. Similar to expected residual regret, it captures the DM’s ability to im-
plement what is optimal moving forward, but starting from the random state of the MC in period n.
It quantifies the difference in optimal rewards and TS-driven rewards. Therefore, the probabilistic
residual regret is a random quantity whose expected value is the expected residual regret. Concep-
tually, probabilistic residual regret is similar to complete learning as they are both concerned with
individual sample paths.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide additional literature review. Then we
motivate the need to modify the definition of expected regret since the standard notion of expected
regret can grow linearly in non-trivial settings. In Section 3, we model the sampling algorithm and
formulate the canonical probability space which involves the sampled parameters. In Section 4, we
characterize TS by defining the posterior update and control selection mechanisms. In Section 5, we
decompose the standard notion of expected regret into components and interpret each component,
highlighting expected residual regret as the only “actionable” component. In Section 6, we provide
an asymptotic analysis of the expected residual regret. In Section 7, we show that TS exhibits
complete learning, i.e., the posterior sampling error converges to 0 almost surely. We also show that

probabilistic residual regret converges to 0 almost surely.



2 Literature Review and Motivation

Here, we highlight papers of similar setup and provide an example where the standard expected

regret fails to discern learning.

2.1 Literature Review

TS has proved not only successful for multi-armed bandit problems (MAB) (a degenerate case of
MDP); but also for parametrized MDP’s, i.e., 6-MDP’s, which need not be Markovian. The work on
0-MDP’s typically requires assumptions on the underlying chain to give performance guarantees on
the expected regret. For example, [<im (2017) shows that TS achieves asymptotically optimal ex-
pected regret when the Markov chain under the optimal policy, which knows the true parameter, is
ergodic.! Another example is Gopalan and Mannor (2015), which provides a probabilistic logarith-
mic upper bound on the expected regret of TS, assuming that the starting state is recurrent under
the optimal policy generated by any of the possible parameters. Although Kearns and Singh (2002)
and Leike et al. (2016) assume a more general chain setting, they study decision processes over finite
state-control spaces. In contrast to the finite state-control spaces or the expected average-reward
criterion of these works, we assume a general state-control space, under the discounted-reward cri-
terion, similar to Schil (1987). We impose additional assumptions on the underlying chain to be
able to extend the work of [Kim (2017) into our more general setting.

[Kim (2017) shows that the expected posterior sampling error decays exponentially. We extend
this result to a broader framework. We also show that the probabilistic version of the posterior
sampling error decays exponentially, which we believe has not been explored yet.

Our work mostly complements Kim (2017) and Banjevi¢ and Kim (2019). Both works show
good performance guarantees for Thompson sampling under parameter uncertainty, yet our work
has a stronger connection with the former since we also assume a finite parameter space. The latter
adopts a continuous parameter space, similar to Hernandez-Lerma (2012), which results in a setting
that is harder to analyze.

The stream of work that analyzes the behavior of T'S do not usually consider infinite-horizon, and
are most often in the MAB setting, with history-independent samples to the best of our knowledge.
Kalkanli and Ozgur (2020) analyze the asymptotic behavior of TS with history-dependence, but in

the context of the MAB problem. Although we utilize different methodologies than theirs, our work

1A Markov chain is ergodic if the transition matrix corresponding to every deterministic stationary policy consists

of a single recurrent class (Puterman 2014).



carries this analysis into the under-explored context of the §-MDP.

2.2 DMotivation

TS has been shown to have good performance in the MAB setting. The MAB problem is equivalent
to a 8-MDP with no state, or alternatively, a one-step 8-MDP. In each decision period ¢, the DM
samples a parameter from the posterior distribution. By treating the sample as the true parameter,
the DM chooses a control, i.e., plays one of the constantly-many arms, and immediately observes a
reward. The reward of each arm is generated according to some fixed (unknown) distribution and
the objective is to maximize the total expected reward. Arms’ rewards are generated independently
of each other. Let u; denote the (unknown) expected reward of arm 4 and i(¢) be the arm played
in period t. The expected finite-time regret is the expected total difference between the optimal
strategy of pulling the arm with the highest mean and the strategy followed by the DM, i.e.,

> (wr - m(n)] -

t=1

E[Regret(n)] = E

where p* := max; p;. In the pioneering Lai and Robbins (1985), the (expected) regret of any bandit

algorithm is lower bounded, in the limit, by

ElRegret(n [ZDMIIM o)

where D denotes the Kullback—Leibler divergence and A; := p* — p;. The bound in (1) shows that

In(n), (1)

the best achievable expected regret is of order In(n). Complementing the logarithmic lower bound
for any bandit algorithm, Agrawal and Goyal (2012) upper bounds the expected regret of the TS
algorithm by

E[Regret(n <Z A2> In(n

Since the order of the upper bound on the expected regret of T'S matches the logarithmic lower
bound for any algorithm in (1), the expected regret of TS grows logarithmically. We underline that
these results are valid for the MAB setting. These results can also apply to the 8-MDP setting
with a trivial state process, such that the stochastic process is driven by an iid state process®. In
addition, they assume no discounting of the rewards. Our setting is fundamentally different, i.e.,
the states evolve based on the controls and are not identically distributed, hence these results do

not apply in general. Example 2.1 illustrates a simple yet non-trivial state process.

2 The states evolve independently of the controls and have the same probability distribution.



Example 2.1 (Expected regret grows linearly). Consider the three-state process shown in Figure
1. In period t = 0, the DM lies in zy and can choose either control A or B, with an immediate
reward of 0. Control A leads to the state x4, and from then onward only control A can be chosen;
the DM is “stuck”. Control B leads to the state xp, and similarly, only control B can be chosen
from then onward. The true parameter can either be A or B. We represent the one-step reward
generating function by R4(-) when A is the true parameter, and RP(-) otherwise. We assume that

the prior belief on the true parameter is not degenerate, i.e., not equal to 1.

Figure 1: Constant reward depending only on the first control, picked at t=0.

In Example 2.1 if the first guess is right, the DM receives a reward of 1 forever and otherwise
receives no reward at all. Thus, unlike in the setting of Agrawal and Goyal (2012), in broader
settings the expected finite-horizon regret does not necessarily grow logarithmically.

Consider Example 2.1 with an alternative setup such that when the guess at ¢ = 0 is correct,
the reward generated in the corresponding state is equal to the number of periods the policy has
spent in that state. If the DM makes a wrong guess they are stuck with 0 reward forever, while
the oracle earns a sequence of increasing rewards. Here, the expected (undiscounted) regret grows
super-linearly. While the standard expected regret grows linearly or super-linearly, nonetheless
learning still happens. If the DM receives a reward of 1 in the next period, then they immediately
learn whether A or B drives the reward process. This example shows the motivation to construct
an alternative, more “lenient”, notion of expected regret that forgets the immutable consequences

of past actions.



3 Model Setup

We study a discounted-reward stochastic control problem over an infinite horizon. The underlying
MDP is indexed by some parameter 6. In Section 3.1, we formulate the MDP when the DM knows
6, building on the mathematical framework of Hernandez-Lerma (2012). In the subsequent sections,
we assume the DM solves the 8-MDP using estimates of 4, i.e., without knowing the value of 8. We

construct the probability space in Section 3.2. This lays the groundwork for TS.

3.1 Markov Decision Process for Known 0

Consider a discrete-time MDP, (X, U, {U(z),z € X}, f%,¢%). In our setting, the reward and state
transition densities depend on the parameter # € P, which is a single point in the finite parameter
space P. Later, when 6 is assumed to be unknown, we will represent the random sample drawn in
period t by ©; and its realization by ;. We reserve upper-case letters to denote random variables,
lower-case letters to realizations of random variables, script letters to spaces and sometimes sets,
and bold upper-case letters to elements of o-algebras to be defined. Let R denote the set of real

numbers, and B(-) the Borel o-algebra of a topological space.

The tuple (X, U, {U(z),z € X}, f,¢°) consists of:

1. State space X, a Borel space. We denote the system state in period ¢ € {0,1,2,...} by X; € X.
2. Control space U, a Borel space. The control applied in period t is Uy € U.

3. Set of admissible controls U(x), which is a compact subset of U for every x € X. Let U =

Uzex U(x). The set of admissible state-control pairs,
K={(z,u) [z € X, uel(z)}

is assumed to be a measurable subset of the product space X x U.

4. Given x4 and wu; in period %, the system generates random reward R; € #Z,. C R, where %, is
compact and measurable according to a conditional distribution F?(- | x4, u;). The conditional
distribution FY(- | ,u) admits a measurable, continuous, one-step reward density”® f? : Z. — R,

with respect to a o-finite measure \ on (%, B(Z%.)), such that

FOR | 2,u) = / PO | 2= o = ) dA(r), VR € B(A,), (z,u) € K.
R

3 Radon-Nikodym derivative of F? with respect to A.



The expected reward in period t is
(2, up) = / rfOr | apu)dN(r), V(@ u) € K. (2)

5. Given x; and w; in period t, the system transitions into random state X;y; according to a
conditional distribution QY(- | ¢, u¢). The conditional distribution Q?(- | ,u) admits a one-step

transition density? ¢? : K — & with respect to a o-finite measure 7 on (X, B(X)) such that
QX w0) = [ 'y = . = widn(y). VX € B(X).
X
Similarly, given x; and u; in period t,

QY(X | z,u) == Prob(X¢y1 € X | 2p = z,us = u), VX € B(X).

Remark. Since f(- | 24, u;) is continuous on compact set Z,, it attains its minimum and maximum
in %.. Thus, there exists a constant M > 0 such that |[rf(z,us)| < M V(xy,us) € K. To see why

this holds, note that

i @y ur)] < / £ | ey ug) [dA(r) < / max({r f(r | e, ue) )JAA(r)
R R
= max |77 (r | x4, us) [N Ze) < 00,
reR.

where the first inequality follows by (2) and Jensen’s inequality, and the equality holds since

max(|rfO(r | x4, us)|) is constant in r. Then, mz%x|rf9(r | z¢,uz)| is finite because fO(- | x4, uy)
reE%e

is continuous on a compact set, and A(Z,) is finite since Z. C Ry is compact and \ is a o-finite

measure.

The DM aims to maximize the infinite-horizon expected total discounted reward. The optimal
value function 1/9(.%') represents the maximum such reward starting from state z, and it depends on
the true parameter 6. It is known from Hernandez-Lerma and Lasserre (2012) that this problem is
solved by the Bellman equation in (3).

V(x) = sup {re(az,u) + B/ V0 (1)dQ° (dy | x,u)} , VzeX 0eP, (3)

u€eU(x) yeX
where 8 € [0,1) is the discounting factor. If 1¥(z) is a solution to (3), let u? denote the corre-
sponding optimal policy for parameter §. Under sufficient technical conditions, u? is a stationary,
deterministic, and Markovian policy. As showing these conditions holds in this setting are outside

of our scope, we make the following assumption:

4 Radon-Nikodym derivative of QY with respect to 7



Assumption 0. For all § € P, there exists a unique solution to (3) such that the supremum is

attained, and there exists an optimal policy p? that is stationary, deterministic, and Markovian.

Remark. The condition in Assumption 0 is necessary for all of the main results of the paper.

Therefore, we will not specifically refer to it in the Lemma, Proposition and Theorem statements.

In this section, we formulated an MDP parametrized by a known parameter 6. In Section 3.2,

we define the optimal policy in the adaptive setting, i.e., where € is an unknown (fixed) parameter.

3.2 Adaptive Learning with Sampling

From this point forward we take 6 to be an unknown and fixed parameter. A control problem
parametrized by an unknown parameter is called an adaptive control problem, we refer the reader
to Hernandez-Lerma (2012) for a comprehensive definition. As defined in Section 3.1, the reward
density and transition density are parametrized by the (finitely-many) parameter values. Since we
reserve § for the true parameter, f7(- | x,u) and ¢7(- | z,u) represent the reward and transition
density of an arbitrary parameter v € P. Since 6 is the underlying true parameter, fO(- | ,u) and
¢’ (- | z,u) represent the reward and transition density which drive the actual (observed) process,
i.e., the observed reward and the observed next state.

Next, we estimate the unknown parameter 6 using a generic sampling algorithm.

3.2.1 Overview of Sampling Algorithm.

Had 6 been known to the DM, the DM would have maximized the objective function by solving the
optimization problem in (3) for known 6, under Assumption 0. Given the parameter uncertainty,
the problem evolves into a learning problem, where the DM needs to choose suitable controls while
gathering information on 6. To specify how the DM chooses controls in each period t, we first
define the data available at the beginning of each period t, i.e., the history. We will use history and
admissible history interchangeably. In contrast to the setting with known parameter 6, when 6 is
unknown the learning procedure makes use of the entire history, i.e., is not Markovian.

Figure 2 illustrates the random variables which drive the learning process, ordered in the se-
quence of occurrence. The DM observes the history information from period 0 up to period ¢,
denoted by H;. The history vector contains all information up to and including X;, i.e., the state
in period t. Provided by the system designer, the function m:(- | H;) takes H; as input and returns

the distribution on the period-t sample ©;. Although (- | Hy) is a deterministic function of Hy,
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me(- | Hy) O XuU) (| Xe, Uy)

e ||

w

Figure 2: Evolution of the stochastic process, in the case when 6 is not known.

it is random due to random H;. Next, the DM draws a sample O, from the parameter pool, with
probability equal to 7(©; | Hy). The randomness of ©; arises from two sources: due to its depen-
dence on random H; through m,(- | H¢), and the random nature of sampling. Given the history, the
DM solves an optimization problem yielding the “optimal” control U; € U(X;), assuming the true
0 equals 0y, the realized sample. The history includes only admissible controls, defined in Section
3.1. The state-control pair (X, Uy) gives rise to a random reward R, which depends on . R; is
drawn from the reward density fO(- | X3, U;). Finally, given the transition density ¢’(- | X;, U;) and
the current state-control pair, the system transitions into a random next state Xy, 1.

The collection of Hy, O, Uy, Ry and X;y1 constitutes Hyyi1. The system designer provides
f7( | z,u) and (- | z,u) for all candidate values v € P, which are utilized to update the belief
vector, to be defined in Section 4. Nevertheless, the evolution of the process depends only on 6, i.e.,
nature acts according to fU(- | z,u) and ¢?(- | z,u). After observing the rewards and transitions
in period t, the DM updates their belief vector 711 (- | Hyy1) in period t + 1. Conditional on the

state-control pair, the reward and transitions are mutually independent.’

3.2.2 Canonical Formulation.

The space of admissible histories up to period t is denoted by H;. For t = 0, we have Hy = X, i.e.,

Hy = Xgy. For t > 1, the space of admissible histories has product form,
Hy = (X XPXUXRB) XX =Hi_1 xP xUX R x X.

The history spaces Ho and H; (¢t = 1,2,...) are endowed with their product Borel o-algebras
B(X), B(P), B(U(x)) and B(Z,.). The history random variable follows the recursion

Ht = (X07 @07 U07 R07 cee 7Xt—17 ®t—17 Ut—17 Rt—17 Xt)7 (4)

5 Yet, there can be alternative settings where an exogenous random variable impacts both R; and X1, resulting in

dependence between the reward and the next state.
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with (X3, U;) € K, where t € N>g denotes the period. The history vector’s realization is denoted by
hi = (20,00, 10,70, - - - Tt—1, 01—1, Ut—1, Tt—1, Tt),
similarly, with (x4, u;) € K. In addition, Ho := Ho = X, and for t > 1, H; is a subspace of
Hi = (X XPXUXR) XX =Hi_ 1 XPXUX R xX.
The infinite sequence of four-tuples Hoo is the sample space, denoted by €,
Q=Hoo = (XXPXUXRB) =X XPXUXRXXXPXUXR,...

Q) is the space of histories H; = (Xg,Oq, U, Ry, X1,01,U1, Ry,...) with X; € X, ©; € P,
U e U, Ry € %, for t > 0. The state, parameter, control and reward variables are defined as
projections from 2 to sets X, P, U and Z., respectively.

A typical element of the sample space, w € €, is an infinite sequence of the form below:
w= (l‘o,90,U0,7‘0,:E1,91,’LL1,T’1,. . ) where x; € X, 0, € P, uy €U, 1t € X, VE>0.

Definition. The posterior distribution (m (- | Hy) : P | Hy — R4) is a belief distribution over

O; € P. It is a function of the random and time-dependent history H;.

Definition. A randomized policy p = {u:} is a sequence of stochastic kernels pu; on U given H;

and P, satisfying

/Lt(Z/[(JEt) | ht,Ht) =1 for all hy € H¢, 0; € P, and t > 0.

where p; is an element of the set of admissible control policies, denoted by M.

B(£2) is the corresponding product o-algebra of 2. The final element of the probability space
is the probability measure PQ‘(’)G : B(2) — [0,1]. It represents the probability measure when policy
€ M is used, the initial state is Xg = zg, and the true parameter is . The expectation
operator with respect to ng is Egg)e. Whenever this expectation is taken, we take the random
variables (X,,,©y, Uy, R, )v, as generated by ]P’éé(’)@. We have a collection of sample paths that are
parametrized by p, 6 and xg. The operands of these operators are specified by the underlying
state process induced by u, € and xg. We emphasize that the space of admissible histories, H;,
is contained in Q = Ho, and therefore, the (admissible) history random variable H; is defined on

(2, B(Q), PL).
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A randomized, history-dependent policy p induces a probability measure ng on (2, B(2)).
By the Ionescu-Tulcea Theorem, proved in Proposition 7.28 of Shreve (1978), for any given policy
w={u} € M, any initial state Xo = z and true parameter 6 € P, there exists a unique probability

measure P&Y on (€, B(Q)), satisfying:

(a) P (Hoo) =1,

(b) Phy(Xo = z0) =1,

(c) PL2(©, = 6, | hy) = m(6; | hy) for all 6, € P given hy € Hy and t > 0,

(d) PeP(U; € U | hy,0;) = pe(U | he,8y) for all U € B(U) given by € Hy, 6, € P, and ¢ > 0,

(e) PLP(R, € R | hy, 0y, uy) = Jo f2(r | @, up)dA(r) for all R € B(Z.) given hy € Hy, 6; € P,
up € U(zy), and t > 0. When conditioned on x; and w;, Ry is independent of 6; and hy \ {z:}.
(f) PO Xyp1 € X | hy, Oy, ug, 1) = Jx @ | z¢,u)dn(y) for all X € B(X) given hy € Hy, 0; € P,

up € U(xy), 1y € He, and t > 0. When conditioned on z; and u;, Xy41 is independent of 6, ry
and hy \ {x¢}.

The probability measure ng induced by the policy u satisfies all (a)-(f), where

(a) is by the definition of probability measure.
(b) is by construction, it implies the initial state of the process is z¢ with probability 1.
(c¢) shows the history-dependent posterior distribution, from which the sample 6, is generated.

(d) is the decision rule, i.e., the collection of policies. In each period ¢, the DM selects controls
not only by the current state x;, but by the entire history vector h;. The decision rule also

depends on the sample 6;. Since h; ends with z;, we add 6; as a condition.

(e) characterizes the random reward drawn from the distribution which knows the noisy version
of . Given z; and wuy, the random reward Ry, generated from density fO(- | X3, Uy), does
not depend on the sample 6;. Since 6; does not give any additional information, it can be

dropped. If not conditioned on z; and wu, then R; depends on hy, 0, and uy.

(f) is the state transition law. Set X represents the states that are accessible from z;. Given
and u;, the random next state X;11, generated from density qe(- | 2¢,ut), is independent of
0 and r;. Since 6; and r; are superfluous, they can be dropped. If not conditioned on z; and

ut, then Xyy1 depends on hy, 0y, uy and ry.
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When the expectation is over one step instead of the entire process, we use a different notations,
i.e., different than Eﬁ(’f. If the expectation is taken with respect to the random reward, we denote
it by Eo [ | «,u], where density f? is with respect to o-finite measure \. If the expectation is with
respect to the random next state, the operator is E [ | ,u], where density ¢ is with respect to
the o-finite measure 7. If it is with respect to both the random reward and the random next state,
then we use Efeqe[- | ,u]. Whenever there is a - in these expectation operators, the - implies a

random variable.

3.2.3 Objective Function (Performance Criteria).

Given the initial state z¢ and the discount factor 5 € (0,1), the expected discounted reward over

the infinite-horizon of implementing a policy p from period ¢t = 0 onward is

lege(o) = Efé()@ [Z B'R,|, YueM, zgeX. (5)
t=0

When the rewards from period 0 up until n — 1 are dismissed and the discounting starts from

period n onward, we have
o

VO () = B [Z BR,

t=n

(6)

As in (5), the DM implements policy u, starting from (known) state xg in period 0. However,
the rewards in (6) are accumulated only from period ¢ = n onward, when the (random) system
state is X,. We will use the notation n when we fix a specific time period and ¢t when we take
summations.

For a given policy, the DM should know the value of 6 to compute (5) and (6). Alternatively,
the DM can statistically estimate these quantities if they have access to the reward density and
transition density of the oracle to simulate the policy.

Recall from (3) that the optimal value function of the standard MDP problem is v(x), with
optimal policy /. In the adaptive setting, when the DM is assumed to know 6, the optimal policy

is u?. Hence, without loss of generality, we define v?(xq) in (7) with respect to Egg)e, ie.,

V¥ (20) = sup V&O(0) = sup ELO |57 BR, | =EL0 ST AR, |, Wag € A, (7)
HeM HEM t=0 t=0

where 1/%(z¢) is equal to v¥(z) in (3) when x = z¢, Vo € X.
The process starts from state zq in period 0. We call ¢ the §-optimal policy. Under Assumption

0, this policy is stationary, deterministic, and Markovian.
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4 Thompson Sampling

Given the formulation of the adaptive control problem, there is flexibility in how the evolution
of the stochastic process can be “customized”. The specification arises two-fold: by the posterior
update and the control selection. Until now, we denoted a general admissible policy by u = {u:}
and the belief update rule by (- | h¢). From here onward, we adopt a particular policy, Thompson
sampling (TS). We define the TS policy by specifying the decision rule p and the function (- | h¢)
to update the belief vector. While the DM chooses p, the system designer determines m;. We use
TS, TS algorithm, T'S decision rule, and TS policy interchangeably throughout the paper. Also, we
denote TS by 7, which we will formally define later in this section. The probability measure induced

by TS and its corresponding expectation operator are denoted by ]P’;’Oe and E;’Oe, respectively.

4.1 Posterior Update

The TS algorithm generates an estimate 6; in each period, by using the “synthetic” belief update
function (6, | Hy). Initially, the DM holds the prior belief 7o(6p | ho) > 0 on the true parameter
6. That is, the unknown 6 is modeled by the |P|-valued random variable ©;, with initial prior

distribution

70(60 | ho) =PL (O =0y | ho), V6o € P.

At the beginning of period ¢, the DM updates her belief over the parameter candidates, by

computing the (random) posterior distribution
w0y | Hy) = P00, = 0, | Hy), Vb€ P. (8)
The expected value of 7(6; | Hy),
m(0;) == B3 [m (6 | Hy)l,

is deterministic, and its dependence on (zg, 7, 6) is implicit. We employ Bayes’ Theorem to conduct

the update,
L (Hy)mo(bo | ho)
0, | Hy) == =t , 9
m O L) = S e oo Tho) )
yEP

where L] (H;) : Hy — R is the (history-dependent) likelihood function. For any v € P,

t
ﬁz(Ht) = Hfﬂy(Rs—l ‘ XS—17 Us—l)qw(Xs ‘ Xs—l7 Us—l)-

s=1
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The joint density f7(- | z,u)q”(- | ,u) specifies a joint probability measure on [0, 1] x X,

P1u(RX) = /R (| 2 u)dA(r) /X 'y | 2, w)dn(y),

for R C B(Z.), X C B(X). Then, for any parameter value v € P, the ratio of the Radon-Nikodym

derivative is
dpg:u _ fe( | x)“)qe(' | ZE,’LL)
dpiw  fIC T 2u)Q (- | w,u)

Definition. The relative entropy of pg,u with respect to pg y is

K:(pfv,u | p;,u) = Ejf‘gq‘9

given pg,u is absolutely continuous with respect to pa .

Note that the expectation operator E's g0 [ | 2, u] was defined earlier in Section 3.2, such that we
integrate over the random reward and next state, for one step only. Next, we specify the decision

rule to characterize the TS policy.

4.2 Decision Rule

Definition. The Thompson sampling policy 7 = {7;} is a sequence of stochastic kernels 7 on U
given h; and 6;, satisfying
Tt(’ ‘ ht,Ht) = ,uet(- ’ .’L't).

Under Assumption 0, pf is a stationary, deterministic, and Markovian policy. Since uf only
depends on z;, (by definition) the 7 policy depends on x, instead of h;. In each period ¢, the
TS decision rule samples §; and employs u’, i.e., it picks the control that maximizes the expected
infinite-horizon discounted reward by treating 6; as the true value of the unknown parameter 6.
The TS decision rule is deterministic, given ;. However, until the (random and history-dependent)
sample O is drawn from the posterior distribution (6 | Hy), it is a randomized decision rule.

Recall the evolution of the stochastic process from Section 3.2.1. Based on the state-control pair,
the DM observes a noisy reward generated by f?(- | ¢, u;), and thus, cannot immediately identify
the true value . Then, through the transition density ¢?(- | ¢, u), the current state transitions
into the next state. After observing the reward and the transition, the DM updates the posterior
on every v € P using (9). Afterwards, a new parameter estimate ;1 is sampled from the updated

distribution, leading to the next control wsyq.
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We underline that the history vector includes the sample, i.e., H; := (Xo, ©g, Uo, Rp, . ..) con-
tains the period-t sample 6;, which renders the TS policy well defined on the probability space
(€, B(Q),PLY), defined in Section 3.2.

Lemma 4.1 (Degenerate prior). TS is equivalent to the 8-optimal policy when the prior distribution

is degenerate, i.e., mo(6 | ho) = 1.

We defer the proof of Lemma 4.1 to Appendix A.

5 Decomposition of Expected Regret

The objective of this section is to decompose the standard regret into interpretable components and
illustrate how the third component, i.e., residual regret, decays to 0 through a numerical example.
Because we are in an infinite-horizon setting, we can consider expected regret in any given fixed
period n in the future, as assessed in period 0. In what follows, we decompose this “expected
regret process” into three different components, two of which that cannot be changed from period
n onward and a third which can be influenced. The first component is the traditional notion of

expected finite-horizon regret.

5.1 Standard Notion of Expected Regret

One would naturally quantify the expected regret of an admissible policy by taking the difference
between the optimal value function and the TS policy’s value function. By the definitions in (5)

and (7), this difference is equal to

E[Regret®(0,00)] == 1 (z0) — V7%(0)

xo
o0 o0

— gH0 BtR,| —ET? B'R 10

0 Z t 0 Z t| ( )
t=0 t=0

where (0, 00) represents the starting and ending periods, inclusive. The expected infinite-horizon
regret F/ [Regrete (0,00)] is a function of two different expectation operators, so the expectation “E”
represents a label rather than a formal mathematical expression. We emphasize that even though
Ry appears in both terms of (10), one of them is driven by the process generated by 1, while the
other one is driven by 7.

By construction, E[Regret?(0,00)] can be partitioned into two components; a finite component
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that tallies rewards up until some period n — 1, and the remainder that goes into infinity, i.e.,
E[Regret? (0, 00)] := E[Regret’(0,n — 1)] + E[Regret’ (n, 00)]. (11)

When g € [0,1), the difference in (10) is the expected value of the regret felt by the DM
discounted back to period 0, i.e., in period-0 “dollars”. To express the regret of the 6-MDP in
period-n dollars, we multiply (10) with =™, to obtain

E[Regret}(0,00)] = (1 (x0) — V;;7(0))57" (12)

= B4 1D B'R| —ERP D BR| | BT (13)
t=0 t=0
) n—1 n—1

= |ELO 1D B R —ERY | SR || BT (14)
t=0 t=0

+ [ELO 1SN BR | — BT [ZBth Ea (15)

t=n t=n

The subscript n in E[Regret? (0, 00)] corresponds to the period at which the money is evaluated.

This shows that the decomposition (11) also applies to the regret expressed in any period-n dollars.
E[Regret? (0,00)] := E[Regret? (0,n — 1)] + E[Regret! (n, 00)].

When § = 1, there is no difference between (10) and (13). We decompose (13) into two compo-
nents, namely (14) and (15). In particular, (14) represents the expected finite-horizon regret, and
by dividing it by 5" we convert it to period-n dollars. We denote it by E[Regret? (0,n — 1)]. Recall
that u? is an optimal policy for the infinite-horizon discounted reward maximization problem, with
value 19 (z9). When 8 = 1, E[Regret? (0,n — 1)] becomes the traditional expected regret over a fi-
nite horizon. We observe from Example 2.1 that the non-discounted version of E[Regret? (0,1 —1)]
violates the order of In(n). The expected regret component (15) can be interpreted as the expected
infinite-horizon regret, starting in period n, in period-n dollars. Distributing 5~ inside, (15) can

alternatively be written as

[e.e] [ee)
t=n t=n

By the first remark in Section 3.1, the infinite geometric series property, and assuming g8 € [0,1),
(16) is upper bounded by %, which is a constant independent of n. When 8 = 1, (16) may grow

to infinity in n.
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We revisit Example 2.1, which was introduced in Section 2.2. The value of the 7 policy V{O’g (0)
is equal to the probability that the initial sample is equal to the true parameter 6 times the infinite-
horizon reward of having the first guess right. In the case of sampling the true parameter at ¢t = 0,
the DM earns a reward of 1 in all periods, except for the first period (¢ = 0). In this case, the total

1

discounted reward accrued starting at ¢ = 1 is —5. By the definition of VxT(;e(O), we convert the

total reward into period-0 dollars by multiplying ﬁ with 8. Therefore,

B
_B’

The value of the #-optimal policy in period-0 dollars is

V20(0) = mo(6 | ho)

Aao) = 725

1-p

Hence, by (13) the expected infinite-horizon regret of the 7 policy is

E[Regret? (0, 00)] == (12 (xo) — V;O’G(O))ﬁ <(1 —mo(8 | ho))l f 5) g

We now inspect the limiting behavior of this metric (as n — oo0). When the discount factor

0 < B <1, we have

lim E[Regret’ (0,00)] = lim ((1 — mo(0 | h@)%) T = oo. (17)
The expected finite-horizon regret (14) of the 7 policy is
n—1
_ EQOG [Z Bth

)
= (Zﬂt—m 0 | ho) Zﬁt>5 "
(Zﬁt 1—7T09|h0))> (18)

E[Regret? (0,n — 1)] (E“G b [Z B Ry

1— 3" 1\ p— 1-n _ 1
= PP 1w o)) = S 1= w0 o))
Similar to (17), we inspect the limiting behavior of the expected finite-time regret, which yields
ﬁl—n

lim E[Regret’ (0,n —1)] = lim

n—o00 n—00 - B

(1 —mo(0 | ho)) =

When =1 (18) is equal to (n — 1)(1 — m(8 | ho)), thus the expected finite-time regret grows

linearly, not logarithmically as in Agrawal and Goyal (2012).
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5.2 Components of Expected Regret

We now propose an alternative decomposition of E[Regret? (0,00)]. By construction, the second
term in (16) is equal to the value function of the 7 policy, i.e., Vdee(n). Moreover, the first term in

(16) is equal to the expectation of the optimal value function with respect to the #-optimal policy,

ie.,
] 2] 2 o 2] o —n
B O (X)) =B B Y1) BR)| | = B [Zﬂt R, (19)
t=0 t=n

In (19), X, is generated by running the pf policy starting in period t = 0 from state .
Conditional on the random “starting” state X,,, { R, R, ... } is the random reward process generated
by the optimal policy ©f. When unconditioned on X,,, R, ~ R;,, given starting state zo. Adding

and subtracting E;f [1?(X,,)], and regrouping yields the following decomposition.

E[Regret? (0, 00)]

= (1" (o) = V7(0)B7"

= E[Regret? (0,n — 1)] (Expected finite-time regret) (20)
007, 6 7,07, 0
+ EL TV (Xn)] — EL) [ (Xn)] (Expected state regret) (21)
7,07, 0 7,0 .
+EL I (Xn)] = Vi (n) (Expected residual regret). (22)

Notice that (20) is the same quantity as (14). Next, we discuss (21) and (22).

5.2.1 Expected State Regret.

The expected state regret (21) captures the unavoidable future consequences of landing in a subop-

timal state after implementing T'S for n periods, which we formally define below.

Definition. The expected state regret,
T. 0 T
Sxée(n) = Egoﬂ[Ve(Xn)] - E:c;)e [VG(XH)L

is the expected forward-looking regret under an optimal policy from period n onward. It quantifies
the difference between landing in a random state X,, when the 7 policy is started in period 0 versus a
potentially different random state X,,, had an optimal policy been followed instead from the starting

period.

Although it tallies the difference in rewards starting from period n into the infinite future, we

only denote the starting period n inside the parenthesis.
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Sample path under policy ¢ Sample path under policy 7

To K A Zo
Same starting state
X1 K A X1
Potentially different
X, X )é)( Oracle reveals 6
Potentially different U
EL, [V (X)) E/ [/ (X,)]
Keep running After time n,
policy ® adopt policy p’

Figure 3: Illustration of two different sample paths giving rise to the expected state regret.

The random state X, in Egz’e[ue(Xn)] is induced by running the pf policy for n periods, whereas
the random X, in E5[1?(X,,)] arises under the 7 policy. Starting from the respective random states
X,,, both sample paths follow the #-optimal policy. Figure 3 illustrates two representative sample
paths. If there is no state process or if the state process is iid, then these two terms would be equal.
Since our problem involves a nontrivial state process, the DM who implements the 7 policy may
end up in a “bad” part of the state space, leading to an unavoidable, positive penalty. Recall that
v?(+) is the optimal value function of the DM who knows the true 6. After period n, the DM cannot

do any better than u’.

Example 5.1 (Absorption into an unfavorable set of states). Consider Figure 4. Similar to Example
2.1, in period n = 0, the DM can choose either A or B with an immediate reward of 0. After being
absorbed into one of x4 or g, the DM can pick either control 1 or 2 and receives a deterministic
reward, as a function of the control and true parameter. Suppose the true parameter 6 is B, which

is unknown to the DM who performs TS.

If (A | z9) =~ 1, then the DM would initially sample A, and consequently would stay in

x4 forever. The 7 policy may then pick control 1 (generating a reward of 0) or pick control 2
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B _ A _
R”(za,1)=0 RA(24,2) = RB(zp,1) =1 R%(zp,2)=0.1

RB(24,2) =05 R*z,1)=0

Figure 4: Deterministic reward depending on the control, where true parameter is B.

(generating a reward of 0.5). Recall that the system designer provides the transition and reward
densities, i.e., the reward structures R4(-) and RP(-) are both known to the DM. Since the rewards
are deterministic and have different values, regardless of the control picked at n = 1, the 7 policy
will immediately learn that € = B. Hence, 7 will always pick control 2 from n = 2 onward, incurring
a reward of 0.5. The #-optimal policy will pick parameter B in period n = 0, receiving a reward of
1 forever. Then, by (21), the undiscounted expected total regret of being in state x4, as opposed
to zp, increases linearly, by 1 — 0.5 = 0.5 in each period. In contrast, the final term (22) equals 0
when n > 2. Once landing in state x4, after 1 period both TS and an optimal policy will choose
the same control, i.e., control 2, forever. However, (22) does not always converge to 0 as rapidly.
In the next section, we illustrate that when the rewards are not deterministic, the 7 policy learns

more slowly.

5.2.2 Expected Residual Regret.

Now, we will formally introduce the third component of the expected infinite-horizon expected

regret, i.e., (22), and study its asymptotic behavior.

Definition. The expected residual regret, i.e., R;’Oe(n), is the expected forward-looking regret from
period n onward into the infinite future. This regret is between a policy which implements 7 until

it switches to the optimal policy u? in period n as opposed to continuing with 7. Formally,
0 . ,01,,0 0
Riy (n) = EL7 7 (Xn)] = Vi (n). (23)

Similar to the expected state regret, we only denote the starting period n inside the parenthesis.
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Consider the first term of (23),

ER/ (X)) = B0 | sup VE2(0)| =K/ | sup B! [Z B'R,
HEM HEM =0

The #-optimal policy starts from a random state X,, which is driven by running the 7 policy
for n periods, starting at xg. Recall Sections 3.2.2 and 4 for details. The expectation is taken over
all paths leading to all possible X,,. Hence, E;’Oe [?(X,)] is a deterministic quantity. Consider the
second term of (23), V{O’g (n), which is equal to (6) by substituting the 7 policy,

oo

Vid(n) = B3 [Z Ry

t=n

The expectation operator is induced by 7, the starting state xg and the true parameter 6. Hence,
similar to the first term, V,;”(n) does not forget the past; periods 0 to (n — 1) impact the state
wherein the process finds itself in period n. Both EL/[1?(X,)] and Vii’(n) discard the rewards
generated during the first n periods; however, they are not independent of the past, since the
random state X,, is driven by the tuple (zg,7,6). In summary, we decompose the standard regret

into three components, i.e.
E[Regret? (0, 00)] = E[Regret? (0,n — 1)] + S;(’)e(n) + R;f(n). (24)

Notice that in (24) S5’ (n) and RE (n) tally the difference in rewards starting from n into infinity,
while E[Regret?(0,00)] and E[Regret? (0,n — 1)] specify both the starting and ending periods inside
the parenthesis. E[Regret? (0, — 1)] is the accumulation of the past losses, before period n. This
component of the expected regret is sunk, in the sense that the DM cannot change it starting from
period n. Similarly, the expected state regret S;(’)G(n) is the accumulation of the future losses, as a
result of irrevocably being in a given state in period n, thus is also sunk. E[Regret? (0,n —1)] and
S;(’)e(n) measure the past and future consequences, respectively, of adopting TS from period 0 up
until period n. From the perspective of a DM who is already in period n, neither can be influenced.
In contrast, we regard the expected residual regret R;’Oe(n) as “controllable” because, starting in
period n, a DM can choose a policy other than TS from that period onward. Therefore, amongst
the three components, only expected residual regret represents the efficacy of continuing with 7 into
the future.

Next, we illustrate how the expected residual regret quantifies the effectiveness of future decisions
through an example. If the DM picks the best control(s) from period n onward, no matter how

unfavorable the state X, is, the expected residual regret starting in that period is 0.
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5.2.3 Illustration of Expected Residual Regret.

To illustrate how learning occurs in a setting with stochastic rewards, consider a single-state -MDP

example. We show how the expected residual regret is driven down to 0 as a result of 7 learning

10k

R4 (x0,1) ~ N(0.5,0.1) RA(x0,2) ~ N(0.4,0.1)
RB(20,1) ~ N(0.3,0.1) RB(20,2) ~ N(0.8,0.1)

over time.

Figure 5: Stochastic rewards depending on the control, where the true parameter is B.

Example 5.2 (Expected residual regret converges to 0). Consider the single-state -MDP in Figure
5. The underlying reward structure is illustrated on the arcs, which represent the controls. The
rewards are stochastic. Based on the true parameter (which we assume is B) and the control picked
at every step, the reward is generated from a normal distribution with known mean and variance.
Not knowing the current state, the DM draws a sample from the posterior distribution in each
period and obtains either ©; = A or ©; = B. The initial prior belief on A is 0.5. In each step of
the process, if the sample drawn is A, then the DM picks control 1. This is because control 1 has
an expected reward of 0.5 when sampling A, while control 2 has an expected reward of 0.4. On the
other hand, if the DM samples B, then they pick control 2 since the corresponding expected reward

is higher.

Figure Ga illustrates the evolution of the expected belief on the “wrong” parameter Eg;°[r, (A)],
i.e., the expected posterior sampling error, averaged over 100 runs of TS policy. We observe that the
DM learns the true parameter B not immediately, but after approximately 40 iterations. Beyond
that point, the DM always picks control 2, in order to maximize the infinite-horizon expected total
reward. Figure 6b illustrates the decline in the expected residual regret for the same example.

Consider a hybrid policy that switches from 7 to uf after running 7 for n periods. Since the
true parameter is B, the reward distributions follow N (0.3,0.1) and N(0.8,0.1) when control 1 or 2
is selected, respectively, i.e., the realizations of R®(z¢,1) and R®(zg,2) are the rewards associated

with control 1 and 2, respectively. Therefore, the expected reward of control 2 is greater than the
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expected reward of control 1 and the u? policy always picks control 2, i.e.,

/TfB(a:O,2) dr =0.8 > /rfB(a:O, 1)dr =0.3.

From period n onward, a hybrid policy gains total expected reward of
o
> B'R
t=0

= ZﬂtO.S = % = B ().
=0

We emphasize that n corresponds to a fixed time period, while ¢ is used when summing over

7,B1. B _ wn,B B B
EL (v (Xn)] = EL7 By

the rewards. Consider the pp policy that always picks control 1. Had the DM implemented such a

policy, the expected residual regret would have been

,B . ,Br,,B ,B
Riy” (n) =By Z = (Xn)] = Vi7" (n)

0.8 >
-2 Egl,B Bt—nR
1- 53 0 ; t
=> p08-) p"0.3=) p05= 10—5
t=0 t—n =0 —-B

Thus, % is an upper bound on the expected residual regret for all n. After some number
of periods, the rate at which the policy 7 picks control 1 becomes negligible. Once the policy no
longer picks control 1, the DM has figured out the true parameter is B. If we call this period 71, the

expected residual regret becomes

RyE(n) =ELPP(X,)] - VpPn) =Y p08—) B7"0.8=0, Vn>i.

t=0 t=n

Starting from n = 0 and using Example 5.2 assumptions, the expected residual regret can be

computed as

o0

T,B _ - 7,B 0.3 7,B 0.8
R ) = 32508 — (B2 (A5 + B (D) ).

Figure 6b shows the evolution of R;’OB for § = 0.9. When a different 5 € [0,1) is chosen, the

trajectory remains the same, but the expected residual regret values are different for small n.

6 Analysis of Expected Residual Regret for Thompson Sampling

The goal of this section is to show that the expected residual regret of T'S vanishes (i.e., converges

to 0) in an exponential rate. To do so, we first relate the concept of ADO (Hernandez-Lerma 2012)
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(b) Evolution of expected residual regret
Figure 6: Evolution of expected posterior and expected residual regret in Example 5.2 when first

sample is wrong

to the expected residual regret, showing that they are equivalent in our setting. This allows us to

combine the machinery of Hernandez-Lerma (2012) with Kim (2017) to obtain our result.

6.1 ADO and Expected Residual Regret

To study adaptive control problems in the discounted case, Schil (1987) introduced an asymptotic
definition of optimality, asymptotic discount optimality. Hernandez-Lerma (2012) describes the
idea behind it as “to allow the system to run during a learning period of n stages” and defines an

asymptotically discount optimal (ADO) policy as follows:
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Definition (ADO). A policy p is called asymptotically discount optimal (ADO) if,
Vx‘f)’e(n) - Eg‘(’)e[ue(Xn)] —0asn— o0, Vagel,
where 1#(X,,) is defined by (7) and V% (n) by (6).

We label an ADO policy as 8-ADO to emphasize the dependence on the underlying parameter
6. Traditionally, expected regret is formulated without the absolute value (Lai and Robbins 1985).

It follows that the expected residual regret is equivalent to the -ADO expression, i.e.,
Riy (n) = EL0 (X)) = Vil (n) = [V (n) — B 0 (X0)]- (25)
Showing (25) will be instrumental in bounding the expected residual regret.

Lemma 6.1. The absolute value in the 8-ADO expression can be omitted in our setting, i.e.,
Vil (n) = EZ200(Xn)]| = BRIV (X)) = Vi (n).

The statement in Lemma 6.1 is self-evidently true, but because the notation is cumbersome in
this setting, we defer the proof to Appendix A.

Rather than calling policies -ADO, we say that they have “vanishing expected residual regret”.

Definition. A policy p has vanishing expected residual regret if,

lim RE(n) = lim [Eg;g’[y@(xn)] - v;gf’(n)] =0, Vo€ X,

n—oo n—oo
where 6 is the true parameter and X,, is the random period-n state, which is obtained by running

an admissible policy p for n periods.

If TS has vanishing expected residual regret, then eventually its expected performance converges

to that of an optimal policy.

6.2 Temporal Difference Error

To bound the expected residual regret, we first establish a connection to the temporal-difference
error function (Sutton and Barto 2018). This will later allow us to provide a bound for the former by
bounding the latter. This function, which is parametrized by 6, quantifies the discrepancy between

the reward-to-go of choosing the optimal control instead of an arbitrary control in a given state.
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Definition (Hernandez-Lerma, 2012). We denote the temporal-difference error function by ¢? :

K — R, where
¢ (z,u) = r(z, u) + B / A)Q (dy | 7,u) — ().

The first two terms of ¢’(x,u) constitute the reward-to-go of choosing (an arbitrary) control

u € U(x) in state z, while 1¥(z) is the reward-to-go of choosing the optimal control in z.

Lemma 6.2 (Temporal-difference error). For every initial state xo € X, a policy p has vanishing

expected residual regret, i.e.,

n—oo

lim [ng (X)) = V)| =0, Vg e X,
if and only if ¢%( Xy, Uy) — 0 in pr’obability-IPg(’)e for every xg € X.

We defer the proof of Lemma 6.2 to Appendix A, which has been adapted from Hernandez-Lerma
(2012) to our setting. The proof establishes a connection between the expected residual regret and

the expected value of ¢. In particular, for a policy s,

oo

Rif(n) == BB (X0, Up). (26)
t=n
6.3 Expected Residual Regret Bounds
In this section, we provide convergence results for T'S. We will bound the expected residual regret
by bounding E5’[¢?(X;,Uy) | 6; # 0] and E5’[¢?(X;, Up)], respectively. The DM draws a sample
in each period t, represented by the random variable ©;. Recall from Section 4.1, given the true

parameter 6 € P,
7Tt(9 | Ht) = P;f(@t =0 | Ht) (27)

is the probability that the sample ©; is equal to 6, conditional on H;. Since the condition is not a

known hy, (27) is also a random variable. Similarly,
1—m(0 | Hy) =PL0 (0 # 0| Hy) (28)

is the (random) probability that the sample ©; is not equal to 6, given (random) Hy. Taking the
expectation of both sides of (28),

EZO1 — m(0 | Hy)] = EDY[PT0(O, # 0 | Hy)), (29)
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resolves the uncertainty of H;. By the law of iterated expectations, (29) simplifies into
L—m(0) = BL)(0: # 0), (30)

i.e., the posterior probability that the sample is not equal to the true parameter . Then, by the

law of total expectation, we partition the expectation of qSe, ie.,
E7Y[6° (X, Uy)] = PLY(O, # O)BL 6" (X,.U) | ©; # 0
+PL(0r = OEL [6°(X,,Uy) | ©; = 0],

where U, is the control that maximizes the reward-to-go by treating the sampled estimate ©; as the

true value of the unknown parameter 6. We can simply rewrite the probability terms to obtain,
B 107 (Xe, Un)] = (1 — m(0)ELY 197 (X4, Us) | © # 0]

m(0)EL (67 (Xe, Up) | ©f = 6]

But then, when ©; = 6, by the decision rule 7;(U; | ht, 0), the optimal control (of state z;) is

taken, and the temporal difference error ¢?(X;, U;) becomes 0, by definition. Hence, when ©; = 6,
EL[6°(Xe, Up)] = (1 = m(0))ELY [6°(Xe, Us) | ©4 # 6] (31)

Note that, although we express the 7 policy as a sequence of stochastic kernels, it is a deter-
ministic policy by Assumption 0, when conditioned on 6;. Before presenting the main result of this
section, we first bound the expectation of ¢?(X;,U;) in Lemma 6.3, then extend a result from Kim

(2017) into our setting by Lemma 6.4.

Lemma 6.3 (Lower bound on expected ¢?). The expected value of ¢?(Xy,Uy), conditional on

O # 0, is lower bounded by a non-positive constant, i..e,

L1 (XU | 00 £ 0] > 2 (1) (32)

where M > 0 is the upper bound on the absolute value of the expected reward, per Remark 3.1.

Proof of Lemma 6.3. In this proof, we slightly modify the U, notation to indicate its dependence
on the sample. Let Ut9 * denote the control picked when sample ©; is drawn from P, and let Uf

represent the control picked when knowing 6. Otherwise, we cannot distinguish the U; controls.
EL0[¢° (X, UPY) | ©1 # 0] =EL?[Ry(X,, UPY) + 5/V9(35t+1)q0(d1’t+1 | X, U ) dn | © # 0]

— B (Xy) | ©; # 0],
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which is equal to

5 [ RO, 0P) +5 [ Vo) e | XU | €0 0]
- (RO UD) + [ Vi) e | X, U0y €1 70].
We can rearrange the above expression to obtain
E7Y[Re(Xe, U") | O # 6] — ELJ[Re(Xe, UY) | ©4 # 6]
0 0 0 O
+EZ, [5/V (Tt41)q (dreyr | Xi, Ut ) dn | ©f # 9}
0 0 0 0
_E [5/y (@e)d (dzpsr | X0 UP)dy | ©, £ 9} .

Then, we introduce the function ¢? : X x P — R

¢ (2,0) = / ) (dy | =, U?) dn,

such that (34) is
BEZ (g% (X1, 04) | Oy # 0]
and (35) is
—BEL) 9" (X0, 6) | ©1 # 6],
By Remark 3.1 and the infinite series property, we have

M

— X.
5 Vo €

0]
By (36),
M M
0 0 0
0 ( <2 fdy |2, U dy < ——.
O I AL
Taking the conditional expectation yields the same upper and lower bounds, i.e.,

M
1-3

Bl (2,0) | ©1 4 0]| <

We lower bound (34)
—BM
1-p’

BEL[¢° (X, ©4) | O # 6] >

and upper bound (35)
70140 BM
BEZl9" (Xe,0) | €1 # 6] < 37—,
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to get a lower bound on their difference,

—98M
1-p

The difference between the first two reward terms, i.e., (33), can be no smaller than —2M, thus

BEZ (9% (X1, ©y) | Oy # 6] — BEL[97(X,,0) | © # 6] >

28M .
B 107 (X0 UP) | O # 6] 2 —2M + 16_—5 = —2M <%> .

Lemma 4 of Kim (2017) bounds the expected probability that € is not selected in period ¢. We
will now extend this result to the discounted infinite-horizon framework. However, for us to be able
to generalize the finite-dimensional state and control spaces that Kim (2017) deals with into Borel

(possibly infinite) spaces, we need to make the following assumption.

Assumption 1. We assume

inf v 0. v .
me)(,ulenu,re%cf (rlzu)>0, VyeP (37)

and

inf ¢ Wy € P. 38
xEX,ziIelu,yqu (y ‘ xju) - 07 Te P ( )

For any z € X, u € U, and any distinct parameter value, v # 6 € P, there exists a positive
constant €(x,u,6,7) > 0 such that

. 0 ,y
xe;g}geu/C(px,u | p22) > €(x,u,0,7). (39)

We underline that under finite state and control spaces, Assumption 1 simplifies into the pre-
requisites of [Kim (2017). As Kim (2017) explains, (39) in Assumption 1 ensures that given 6 # 7,
the probability measures pzm and p, ,, are distinguishable as measured by the relative entropy. In
Appendix B we illustrate the implications of Assumption 1 through Example 5.2. Example 2.1
violates this assumption.

We further emphasize that Assumption 1 implies that the exploration is passive; that is, the
DM learns everything about the environment regardless of their actions. We acknowledge that, in
contrast to active exploration, passive exploration is less efficient. Yet, without making additional
assumptions on the underlying Markov structure, i.e., making the paper less general, it does not
appear that we can extend the result in Kim (2017) to this broader framework.

The following lemma extends a result from Kim (2017) to our setting.
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Lemma 6.4 (Extension of Lemma 4 of Kim (2017)). Under Assumption 1, Lemma 4 of Kim (2017)
extends to our setting. That is to say, implementing TS and starting from any xg € X, there exists

constants ag, bg > 0 such that
By [1—m(0 | Hy)] < age™™", (40)
where ag and by are defined as in Kim (2017).

Because Lemma 6.4 is an adaptation of Lemma 4 of Kim (2017) into our setting, we defer it to

the Appendix. By the law of iterated expectations, (40) simplifies into
1 —m(0) < age %" (41)

We are now ready to introduce the main result of this section.

Proposition 6.5 (Upper bound on R;’Oe(n)). When Assumption 1 holds, the expected residual regret

converges to 0 exponentially fast.

R0 (n) = ERORO(X,)] — Vif(n) < 2M(1(1+_ﬁ)ﬂc;ge—b9n’

where ag and by are positive constants, defined in Lemma 4 of Kim (2017).
Proof of Proposition 6.5. Equations (31), (32) and (41) together yield

_2M(+ B)agebot
= 1 _ /8 .
By the proof of Lemma 6.2, ¢?(X;,U;) and REY (n) are related, see (26). Then, by (42), the

—EL[6°(X:, Uh)] (42)

right-hand side of (26) is upper bounded,

M(1 + B)agebet

(o] (o @] 2
SRR (X, U] < Y B -

t=n t=n

Since by > 0, we have e~%! < ¢=%" for all ¢ > n. Thus, the above equation becomes

LS BRI () < 3 o 2L Blage

t=n t=n 1-p5 )
By (26) and applying the infinite geometric series formula to (43), we obtain
0o
=Y BTER " (Xe, Un)] = B V0 (X)) = Vi (n)
t=n
—bgn
g DAL D
thus showing that the upper bound on the expected residual regret decays exponentially. |
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7 Complete Learning and Probabilistic Residual Regret

The goal of this section is to define a probabilistic version of the expected residual regret (the
expected value of the probabilistic version is the expected residual regret itself, i.e., R;f(n), and
show the conditions under which it converges ]P’;’Oe—almost surely to 0 in this framework. We show
that the posterior distribution of T'S converges ]P’;’Oe—almost surely to a point mass at 6. This behavior

is called complete learning.

7.1 Complete Learning

Kim (2017) has shown that the expected posterior sampling error of T'S converges to 0 exponentially
fast (see Lemma 6.4). Our result builds on this result by using the Dominated Convergence Theorem.

Formally,
Assumption 2 (Existence of the limit of m4(0 | H;)). Suppose that tli)m (0 | Hy) exists PL-a.s.

By imposing this assumption, we avoid the nonexistence of the limit due to oscillation. Under
Assumption 1, the expected posterior sampling error of TS vanishes. We will show that this, i.e.,

tlim Er?[m (6 | Hy)] = 1, and Assumption 2 together imply

—00
lim m(0 | Hy) =1, Pgbg—almost surely.
t—o00

The next lemma is the final piece to show the occurrence of complete learning.

Lemma 7.1. Suppose that TS does not exhibit complete learning, i.e., tlim (0| Hy) < 1, ng-a.s,
— 00

Then, there exists ann > 1 s.t.

1
ng (tliglo (0| Hy) <1— E) >0, Pgbg—almost surely.

The proof of Lemma 7.1 is in Appendix A.

Theorem 1 (TS learns 6 as t — o0). Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then,
lim 7.(0 | Hy) = 1, ]P’;’Oe—almost surely.
t—00

Proof of Theorem 1. By Lemma 6.4, Assumption 2, and the Dominated Convergence Theorem, it
follows that
1= tliglo E;f[m(e | Hy)| = E;’Oe Llig‘lo (6 | Ht)] , Pgb‘g—a.s.
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Then,
7,0 :
-
1 1
_mno | 1; : - 7,0 : -
— ¢ | i (0 1| { i (0 729 < 1= 2 22 (i o ) <1 1)
1 1
T,G : : > _ - T,G : > _
+ B nggom(e | Ht)‘ {tgn;lom(ﬁ | Hy) > 1 nH PrY (im0 | Hy) =1~
1 1
,0 ] ,0 ]
< (1 — 1/71)]?;0 <tll>r£oﬂ-t(9 ‘ Ht) <1- E) +1-— ]P);O <tll>lgoﬂ-t(9 ’ Ht) <1-— E)
1,/ 1 .
=1- EIP);;) <tlg£1o m(0 | Hy) <1— E> , Pul-as.
However, by Lemma 7.1, tlim (60 | Hy) < 1 implies
— 00
1= B3¢ [ lim (60 | Hy)|
1, 1 .
<1- EPQO (tliglo m(0| H) <1— E) <1, P -almost surely,
leading to contradiction. For all n > 1, it must be that
PTY ( lim m (0 | Hy) <1 — 1) 0, PTY-almost surel
o \ ;o5 t t n — Y 0 Y.

Thus, we must have tlim (0 | Hy) =1, ]P’;’Oe-almost surely. This completes the proof. |
—00

7.2 Vanishing Probabilistic Residual Regret

We define the residual regret as the “probabilistic” version of the expected residual regret, which
was defined in Section 5.2.2. In the remainder of this section, we use the terms probabilistic residual
regret and residual regret interchangeably. The residual regret almost mimics the definition in (23);
however, it is a random expectation, and is obtained by conditioning on the random history H,,,

generated by running TS from period 0 to n.

Definition. The residual regret R;’Oe(n) is a random expectation that represents the forward-looking
regret from period n onward into the infinite future. This regret is between a policy which imple-

ments 7 until it switches to the optimal policy u? in period n as opposed to continuing with 7.
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Formally,

R7Y(n) == 1%(X,) — ELY [Z BR, | Hn] (44)
t=n
= sup E&Y | " 8""R, | H,| — E}f [Z BR, | Hn] (45)
eM t=n t=n
=B ST B R | H | B S B7R, | H] : (46)
t=n t=n

where the conditioning on the random history vector is denoted explicitly.

The residual regret is constructed in a way such that its expected value is the expected residual

regret itself, i.e.,
REy (n) = E R (n). (47)

Recall the interpretation of the first term of (46); the stochastic process is driven by a “hybrid”
policy that follows the 7 policy for the first n periods, and then adopts the optimal policy u? in
period n after the oracle reveals 6. It is a random quantity due to the random starting state X,
in period n, induced by TS. The second term is the random expected infinite sum obtained by
implementing TS, starting from random state X,,, and omitting the rewards from period 0 to n — 1.

Next, we show that the residual regret converges to 0 in the limit ]P’;;)@—a.s., assuming it exists.
Assumption 3 (Existence of the limit of R%’(n)). Suppose that nh_)ngo R%?(n) exists P5-a.s.

From (44) observe that the residual regret is the difference of two terms. Consider the first term
v?(X,,). Under some technical conditions, if the limit of the state process {X,} exists, then the
limit of (X)) exists. However, since we do not impose any restrictions on the underlying chain
structure and the underlying stochastic process is history-dependent, we cannot guarantee that
nh_)ngo X, exists, and thus, there could be cases where nh_)ngo I/G(Xn) does not converge®. Therefore,
we directly assume that the limit of the residual regret exists. Similar to the expected residual

regret, the following corollary shows that under certain conditions the probabilistic residual regret

also vanishes in the limit.

Corollary 7.2. When the conditions of Proposition 6.5 and Assumption 3 hold, the residual regret
of TS vanishes, i.e.,

lim R7Y(n) =0, ]P’;f—almost surely.

5 We do not require aperiodicity; the chain could be periodic, leading to oscillating rewards.
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Proof of Corollary 7.2. Recall that the probabilistic residual regret converges ]P’;’Oe—a.s. to 0 if there
exists a null set A € B(Q) with PLY(A) = 0 such that the statement holds if w ¢ A. Given
Assumption 3, it suffices to show that ¥ ¢ > 0, # A € B(Q) with PL(A) = ¢ > 0 such that
nh_}ngo ]R;’Oo(n) # 0 Vw € A. We prove this by contradiction.

Suppose that 3 A € B(Q) with P5’(A) = ¢ > 0 for some ¢ > 0 such that Jim RLY(n) # 0
Vw € A. Since RLY(n) > 0 by construction, this limit is strictly positive, i.c., nh_)r{)lo R (n) > 0
Vwe A.

Then, for any § > 0, we define Ay as the largest measurable subset of A such that As C
{w e B(Q) : nh_r)glo R%?(n) > 6}. According to Assumption 3 and the supposition in the previous

paragraph, 3 & such that P5’(Ay) = ¢ > 0. Then, we can write

lim REY(n) = lim ELY[RE(n)] (48)
7 7,0 7,0 7,0 7,0
— lim / R74 (n) dPL0 () + / R74 () dPL () (49)
n—oo | JAy BQ)\Ay
= lim R7%(n) dPT9 (w) + / lim R%Y(n) dPT0 (w 50
/AMMO Szl [ B0 @) (60)
> ' >0, (51)

which contradicts Proposition 6.5. By construction, the first term in (49) converges to a number
strictly greater than 0, and the second term converges to some non-negative number. Because
R;f(n) exists by Assumption 3 and is finite” | by the Dominated Convergence Theorem, we can ex-
press (49) as (50), But then, (51) contradicts with Proposition 6.5. This implies that our supposition

cannot hold, and thus, the residual regret converges ]P’;’Oe-a.s. to 0. |

8 Concluding Remarks and Discussion

Fixing a finite period n, we decompose the expected infinite-horizon regret into three components.
Two of the components are not actionable by the DM. The first component is the expected regret
of the past. The second is the regret expected to be accrued in the future due to the random state
the 8-MDP is in period n, which is a consequence of implementing a possibly suboptimal policy and
cannot be revoked by the DM. The third component, which we called the expected residual regret,

captures what a rational DM would consider as expected regret. It determines whether the DM

7 Since the rewards are finite-valued, in any period, the difference in rewards of the first and second terms is bounded

by a constant. By the infinite geometric series property, and assuming 8 € [0, 1), ]R;’Og (n) is finite.

36



will do the best moving forward, given their state in period n. Hence, we evaluate TS by only this
third component, i.e., the expected residual regret.

We reiterate that our results hold for chain settings where ¢7(- | z,u) is strictly positive Vv € P,
which rules out chains with absorbing states. Yet, by construction, the expected residual regret is
a viable concept independent of the underlying chain structure; it is applicable to any structure.
Hence, deriving the performance of the residual regret in broader settings is a potential direction of
further research.

In our setting, we show that the expected residual regret of TS decays exponentially to 0 in
the worst case (Proposition 6.5). We explore the conditions under which the posterior sampling
error converges to 0 with almost sure probability (Theorem 1). At the crux of these theorems are
certain sufficient conditions, which we present in Assumption 2, which rule out oscillating functions
that would prevent complete learning. Finally, we show that a probabilistic version of the expected
residual regret vanishes (Corollary 7.2), similar to its expected-valued version. At the crux of this
corollary is the sufficiency condition that we present in Assumption 3. A future direction of research
is to study the implications of Assumptions 2 and 3 in specific problem contexts. In addition to
conditions on the underlying chain structure, complete learning may be a necessary but not sufficient
condition for Assumption 3 to hold.

To the best of our knowledge, the notion of an ADO policy from the adaptive learning literature
had not been connected to TS. By leveraging connections between these settings, we offer a novel
concept of learning. Under some mild assumptions, we provide guarantees of learning in both
expected and probabilistic senses in settings with general state and control spaces, using the infinite-
horizon discounted reward criterion. An interesting extension of the setup in this paper is to analyze
the performance of the novel concept of learning (i.e., expected residual regret) under broader

settings, e.g., under general chain structures.

Appendix

A  Proofs of Lemmas

Proof of Lemma 4.1. When the Bayesian update is conducted with a degenerate distribution, it

returns a degenerate distribution. We show this by induction. We have (6 | hp) = 1 and assume
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(0| Hy) = 1.

LO(Hp11)mo(6 | ho)
> ep LY (Hnp1)mo(y | ho)
£0(Hn+1)770(9 | hO) £0(Hn+1)

LY(Hp1)m0(0 | ho) + 3, 2pep £ (Hnt1)mo(y | ho)  L9(Hnt1)

Tny1(0 | Hpy1) =

Since the posterior distribution is degenerate, T'S always samples the true parameter 8 from the
parameter space. Therefore, the DM who runs the 7 policy ends up implementing the #-optimal

policy. |

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Consider the 8-ADO statement, [V (n) — E4[1?(X,)]|. It can be rewritten

V" (n) — B [V (X))l (52)

= E;?) B8R, — EXY V0 (X))
t=n

(o]
= |E7Y |ETY (Z BIR, | Xn) ~EPLP(X,) | Xn]”
t=n

= [EZ? |EL? (Z BIRy | Xn> — y(’(Xn)”

t=n

= E;,Oe ng (Z B RI(X,,UY) | Xn) — Suﬁt E%g [Z B'Re( Xy, Uy)
(- Me

t=0

‘ . (53)

t=n
The second equality is by the law of iterated expectations, and the fourth by substituting in the
definition of the optimal value function. Evidently, the first term of (53) is upper bounded by the

second term. Thus, (53) is equal to

Z B'Ry(X4, Uy)

t=0

7,0
EIO

~E7Y <Z BT Ry( Xy, Ur) | Xn)] ;

0
sup B’
HeEM t=n

for any initial state o € X. Rewriting the optimal value function in closed form, we obtain

7,0
Ex

V(X)) —EFY <Z BT Ry(X, Uy) | Xn)] ,

t=n

which is equal to

Ep) 0 (Xn)] =B | B Ry(X, Ur) | = BRY (X)) = Vil ().
t=n

38



Proof of Lemma 6.2. This proof is an adaptation of Theorem 3.6 of Hernandez-Lerma (2012). By

the definition in Section 6.1,
¢ (Xy,Up) = B [Ry( X1, Up) + BV (Xey1) = v7(X5) | Hy, U,

for any initial state xg € X, admissible policy u € M, true parameter value 6, t > 0. For any ¢ > 1,

history in period t is hy = (w0, 6o, ag, 70, *1,61,a1,71,- - ., 7). Multiplying by 5" yields
B (X, Up) = BB Ry(Xe, Up) + 870 (X)) — 87" (X5) | Hy, U
Taking the expectation of both sides and by the law of total expectation, we obtain
ELO18 60 (X, Up)] = ERVIB " Ry(Xy, Uy) + B0 (X)) — B0 (X))
Summing over all t > n gives

Zﬂt "EAY 160 (X, Uy ZE 18" Ry( X4, Uy)]

t=n
00

+ ng Z(ﬁt_n+1V6(Xt+1) _ 5t_n1/0(Xt))

t=n

The above simplifies into
Zﬁt "ELY 67 (Xe, Uy)] = VIS (n) — B2 [0 (X))
Recalling the result of Lemma 6.1 as,
= Zﬁt "B [07(Xe, Up)] = B[00 (X)) — VI (n).
In the limit, p has vanishing expected residual regret (is -ADO); that is, for every zo € X,
Tim (BE(X,)] — VA (n) = 0,

if and only if, for every xzg € X,

Tim — 7 5EL[60(X0, Un)] = 0.
t=n

This is equivalent to, for every xg € X,

Jim —EL[¢? (X, Uy)] = 0.
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Hence, a policy p has vanishing expected residual regret if and only if, for every zo € X,

lim EXf[¢?( X, Uy)] = 0.

t—o0

By Theorem 4.1.4 of Chung (2001), if E%?[¢?(X;, Uy)] converges to 0, then ¢?(X;, U;) converges
to 0 in probability—IP)gf, for every xg € X, proving the forward direction of Lemma 6.2. It remains
to show the reverse direction to complete the proof. By the same theorem of Chung (2001), for a
uniformly bounded sequence {(ﬁ@}, convergence in probability and £? (in expectation) are equivalent.
By the first remark in Section 3.1, it follows that {¢?} is bounded by some finite number. Hence,
¢ (X, Uy) — 0 in probability—]P’g(’)e implies Eg(’)e [0%(X:,Uy)] — 0ast — 0. [

Proof of Lemma 6.4. We walk the reader through the proof of [im (2017) while using our notation.
The proof initially defines the stochastic process, for any v # 6,

t
Z) = Z log A7,
s=0

where, using our notation,

AY =1

fG(Rs—l ’ XS—17 Us—l)qe(Xs ’ X8—17US—1)

A = ,
s fﬂY(Rs—l ’ XS—17 Us—l)qﬂy(Xs ‘ XS—17US—1)

for 0 < s <t. Next, Kim (2017) defines filtration (H; : t > 0) by H; = o(H;), where Hy is by the
definition in (4). Then, it follows that the stochastic process Z; is a submartingale with respect to
‘H: under probability measure ng. It is crucial that Z;' is a submartingale. Kim (2017) decomposes
it into an H; martingale under IP’;’OQ,

t
My =3 (log AT — E[log AT | H,-1]),
s=0

and a predictable process,
t
A7 = S EZllog AT | Hoon)
s=0

We explain how the proof extends to our setting through Assumption 1. The argument is
twofold. The first requirement is that the increments of M, are bounded above and below by some

d,ie.,

|log A7 — EZ[log AY | Hs_1]| < d, (54)
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for some d > 0. To see that (54) holds in our setting, note that by (37) and (38), i.e., f7(r | z,u) and
¢"(y | z,u) are bounded away from 0, we have that |log f7(r | z,u)| < co and |log ¢"(y | z,u)| < oc.
This satisfies (54), which is needed for Azuma’s inequality, a crucial step of Kim (2017)’s proof, to

hold. The second requirement of the adaptation of the proof is

t
ZE;f[log A;/ ‘ Hs—l] > et, (55)
s=0

i.e., (55) is an increasing predictable process. By (39), it follows that
ng[log A | Hs—1] > €(z,u,0,v) =¢, Vs<t, (56)

i.e., each increment of A} is strictly positive, which satisfies (55). The reader is referred to I<im

(2017) for the details of why (56) holds. |
Proof of Lemma 7.1. By the definition of almost-sure convergence, we have

P (tli)lgloﬂt(@ | Hy) < 1) =1

Therefore,
1:]P’T’9<lim7r(0\H)<1):]P’T’9 fj lim (6 | Hy) < 1— >
o \tSo00 t ¢ zo ~1 t—o0 ¢ t n
7,0 1
Z]P’ Jim (6| Hy) <1—— ).
where the inequality is by Boole’s inequality. Hence, Lemma 7.1 is verified. |

B Analysis of Assumption 1

Recall Assumption 1. Since Example 5.2 has a finite state space, (39) boils down to: For any
xr € X, u €U, and any two distinct parameter value, v # 6 € P, there exists a positive constant
e(x,u,0,v) > 0 such that

K(vg™ | ") > e(z,u,0,7).

The above condition holds if and only if (by definition)

dvy™" fe( | $7u)q6(' | x,u)
Eo40 [log <du—%“>} = Eyo,0 [log <f7 )} > e(z,u,0,7),

(' | ‘/Evu)qﬂy(' | x,u)

where F feqe[' | z,u] is defined in Section 3.2. For illustration purposes, we make the same assump-

tion we had in Example 5.2; the §-MDP has only one state. This implies the transition kernel,
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qe(' | x,u), is deterministic and we simplify the relative entropy expression. Due to the simpler
version of the relative entropy, we utilize the expectation operator Efe[' | x,u], also defined in
Section 3.2. It suffices to find a constant €(x,u,8,v) > 0, for any x4 (in this case X = {x¢} where

xg=1x4), any u € U (control 1 or 2), § = B and v = A, such that

We have,
1 (r—u?)?
it o |mu e (r=n’)? |z, u
Ef9 log ()2 = Ef9 log m
L7200 |z, u ’
V2m0.1 ’

= Eyo [log (e_(r_“g)u(r_‘”)2 ‘:L",uﬂ )

which can be simplified as
Ego[~(r—p*)? + (r = p)? | z,u].

Case 1: When the state is 4 and control 2 is picked by the TS policy, r ~ N(0.8,0.1), and

Ejo[—(r — 0.8)% + (r — 0.4)% | 2.4, 2]

= —Var[r|xa,2] + Epl(r — 0.4)2 | 24,2

=—0.1+ Eso[r? —0.8r +0.16 | 24, 2]

= —0.1+ Epo[r? | 24,2] — 0.8Eo[r | 24,2] + 0.16

=01+ Varlr|za,2] + (Ep[r| x4,2))? — 0.8Eo[r | x4,2] +0.16

=—0.1+4+0.1+0.64 —0.64 4+ 0.16 = 0.16.

Case 2: When the state is 4 and control 1 is picked by the TS policy, r ~ N(0.3,0.1), and

Ego[—(r —0.3)% + (r —0.5)% | 24, 1]
= —Varlr|xa, 1]+ Ep[(r — 0.5)2 | 24,1]
= —0.1+ Eo[r? =7 +0.25 | 24,1]
= =01+ Epo[r? | wa, 1] — Epolr | x4,1] 4 0.25
=01+ Varlr|za, 1]+ (Epolr | va, 1])? — Eolr | 2a,1] +0.25
=—0.1+0.1+0.09 —0.3+4 0.25 = 0.04.

As long as 0 < e(z,u,0,v) < 0.04, Assumption 1 holds for Example 5.2.
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