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Abstract

The safe linear bandit problem is a version of the classical stochastic linear bandit problem where the
learner’s actions must satisfy an uncertain constraint at all rounds. Due its applicability to many real-world
settings, this problem has received considerable attention in recent years. By leveraging a novel approach
that we call directional optimism, we find that it is possible to achieve improved regret guarantees for both
well-separated problem instances and action sets that are finite star convex sets. Furthermore, we propose a
novel algorithm for this setting that improves on existing algorithms in terms of empirical performance, while
enjoying matching regret guarantees. Lastly, we introduce a generalization of the safe linear bandit setting
where the constraints are convex and adapt our algorithms and analyses to this setting by leveraging a novel
convex-analysis based approach.

1 Introduction

The stochastic linear bandit setting |Dani et al.| (2008); Rusmevichientong and Tsitsiklis| (2010)); |/Abbasi-Yadkori
is a sequential decision-making problem where, at each round, a learner chooses a vector action and
subsequently receives a reward that, in expectation, is a linear function of the action. This problem has found
broad applications in fields ranging from online recommendation engines to ad placement systems, to clinical
trials. In the rich literature that has emerged, it is often assumed that any constraints on the learner’s actions are
known. In the real world, however, there are often constraints that are both uncertain and need to be met at
all rounds, such as toxicity limits in clinical trials or sensitive topics for recommendation engines. As a result,
linear bandit problems with uncertain and roundwise constraints have received considerable attention in recent
years from works such as|Amani et al.| (2019)), Khezeli and Bitar] (2020)), [Pacchiano et al.| (2021), Moradipari et al.|
(2021)) and [Varma et al. (2023)).

A natural formulation of the safe linear bandit problem, initially studied by Moradipari et al| (2021)), imposes a
linear constraint on every action z; of the form a ' x; < b where a is unknown, b is known and the learner gets noisy
feedback on a' ;. To address this problem, algorithms have been proposed with (’~)(d3/ 2T ) (]Moradipari et a1.|
(2021)) and O(dv/T) (Pacchiano et al. (2021); |Amani and Thrampoulidis| (2021)) regret. These algorithms operate
by choosing actions from a pessimistically safe set using versions of Thompson sampling or upper confidence bound
where the confidence set for the reward parameter is scaled by a fized constant in both cases. In this work, we
introduce an algorithm with matching @(d\/f ) regret that avoids the use of this fixed scaling by implementing
optimism with respect to directions, and find that, when compared to the above-mentioned approach, our algorithm
enjoys improved performance in problem instances with less restrictive constraints. Leveraging this intuition, we
then give algorithms that enjoy improved regret guarantees in terms of the problem dimension for well-separated
problem instances and settings with finite star convex action sets.

In fact, this approach is part of a broader perspective for the safe linear bandit problem in which we understand
this setting as fundamentally a problem of choosing directions (rather than actions). Since the set of feasible
actions is unknown in safe linear bandits, the uncertainty in the problem comes from both the uncertainty in the
reward and the uncertainty in the diameter of the feasible action set in each direction. Accordingly, any algorithm




Algorithm General Problem-dependent  Finite-star convex Linked convex con-

action set straint
Safe-LTS [1] O(d*/>\T) - - -
GenOP [2],[3] O(dVT) @ (dA—z + \/T) - O(dVT) Appendix D]
Appendix E
ROFUL (Alg. O(dVT) Theorem M O (%2 + \/T) - O(dVT) Appendix D]
Corollary [T]
Safe-PE (Alg. - - O(VdT) Theorem Bl O(VdT) Appendix D]

Table 1: Algorithms and regret bounds developed in existing works and this paper for the safe linear bandit
problem where T is horizon and d is problem dimension. Existing work is shown in gray, where the references are
[1] for Moradipari et al| (2021)), [2] for [Pacchiano et al. (2021) and [3] for |Amani and Thrampoulidis| (2021]). Due
to variations in problem settings in existing work, we use the name GenOP to refer to a generic upper confidence
bound-based algorithm that uses the expanded confidence set approach from [2], [3] (see Section for details).

for this setting should appropriately quantify both of these uncertainties to ensure low regret. This understanding
facilitates our contributions in both geometry-dependent regret guarantees and empirical performance.

Contributions Our contributions are summarized in Table |1If and in the following:

e We propose a novel UCB-based algorithm, ROFUL, which enjoys @) (d\/T) regret. We provide some intuition

and empirical evidence as to when ROFUL is preferred over existing approaches. (Section

e We introduce a notion of well-separated problem instance in safe linear bandits, and show that it is possible
to achieve O <% + \/T) regret in this setting. (Section

e We study the case when the action set is a finite star convex set and introduce a phased elimination-based
algorithm, Safe-PE, which is proven to enjoy O (\/ dr ) regret. (Section

e We introduce a generalization of the safe linear bandit problem, which we call linked convexr constraints,
where each action z; needs to satisfy Axz; € G for all ¢t € [T] where G is an arbitrary convex set. We extend
the ROFUL and Safe-PE algorithms and their analyses to this setting with a novel convex analysis-based
approach. (Section

e Simulation results provide validation for the theoretical guarantees and numerical comparison to existing
approaches. (Section [6)

Related Work Uncertain constraints have been considered in various learning and optimization problems,
often under the umbrella of “safe learning”. This includes constrained Markov decision processes (CMDP), where
the constraints take the form of limits on auxiliary cost functions (Achiam et al.| (2017)); [Wachi and Sui| (2020);
[Liu et al|(2021al); |[Amani et al.| (2021); Bura et al.| (2022); [Lindner et al (2023)). There have also been works
that study convex optimization with uncertain constraints that are linear (Usmanova et al|(2019); Fereydounian
et al.| (2020)), and safe bandit optimization with Gaussian process priors on the objective and constraints @
et al.| (2015, [2018))). Although the Gaussian process bandit framework is able to capture a wider class of reward
and constraint functions than linear bandits, safe Gaussian process bandit works typically make the stronger
assumption that the constraint is not tight on the optimal action. Some recent literature has also studied safe
exploration of bandits (Wang et al. (2022)) as well as best arm identification under safety constraints
let al| (2022)); |Lindner et al. (2022); |Camilleri et al| (2022])). These works consider objectives other than regret




minimization, i.e. accurate estimation of policy value or finding the best arm, and are therefore distinct from the
regret minimization setting that we study here.

For the bandit setting in particular, various types of constraints have been considered, including knapsacks,
cumulative constraints and conservatism constraints. In knapsack bandits, pulling each arm yields both a reward
and a resource consumption with the objective being to maximize the reward before the resource runs out
(Badanidiyuru et al.| (2013 2014)); Agrawal and Devanur| (2016); |Agrawal et al.| (2016); |Cayci et al|(2020)). There
are also works that consider various types of cumulative constraints on the actions, including ones with fairness
constraints (Joseph et al.| (2018); |Grazzi et al|(2022)), budget constraints (Combes et al.| (2015]); [Wu et al.| (2015]))
and general nonlinear constraints for which the running total is constrained (Liu et al.|(2021b))). Similarly, there
are works that bound the cumulative constraint violation in the multi-armed (Chen et al|(2022b))) and linear
(Chen et al. (2022al)) settings. Similar to us, Chen et al|(2022a) uses an optimistic action set, although their
algorithm does not ensure constraint satisfaction at each round and instead aims for sublinear constraint violation.
These types of cumulative constraints differ from the setting we study, where constraints are roundwise and must
hold at each round. In the conservative bandit literature, the running total of the reward needs to stay close to
the baseline reward (Wu et al. (2016); Kazerouni et al.| (2017)).

Various works have also studied linear bandits with roundwise constraints. In particular, Amani et al.| (2019)
studies a stochastic linear bandit setting with a linear constraint, where the constraint parameter is the linearly
transformed reward parameter and there is no feedback on the constraint value. Also, [Khezeli and Bitar| (2020])
and Moradipari et al.| (2020) study a conservative bandit setting where the reward at each round needs to stay
close to a baseline. [Pacchiano et al.| (2021)) studies a setting where the learner chooses a distribution over the
actions in each round and the constraint needs to be satisfied in expectation with respect to this distribution.
Although this is a slightly different type of constraint than we consider, their approach can be adapted to our
setting which we discuss further in Section 3.3

Most relevantly, several works have studied linear bandit problems with an auxiliary constraint function that
the learner observes noisy feedback of and needs to ensure is always below a threshold. Moradipari et al.| (2021)
studied such a setting with a linear constraint function and proposed the Safe-LTS algorithm. Also, [Amani and
[Thrampoulidis| (2021) studied a decentralized version of the same problem where the agents collaborate over a
communication network. Lastly, the recent work by [Varma et al.| (2023)) considers a safe linear bandit problem
where different constraints apply to different parts of the domain and the learner only receives feedback on a given
constraint when she selects an action from the applicable part of the domain. However, all of these works use
algorithms that choose actions from a pessimistic action set using either linear UCB or linear TS with a confidence
set that is scaled by a fixed constant, which significantly differs from our proposed algorithms as detailed in
Section |3.3] Also, they do not achieve improved regret guarantees for well-separated and finite star-convex settings
as we do.

2 Preliminaries

Notation We use O(-) to refer to big-O notation and @() for the same except ignoring log factors. To refer
to the p-norm ball and sphere of radius one, we use the notation B, and S, respectively, where B and S refers
to the 2-norm ball and sphere. For some n € N, we use [n] to refer to the set {1,2,...,n}. For a matrix M, its
transpose is denoted by M . For a positive definite matrix M and vector z, the notation for the weighted norm is
|z|lar = V& T Mz. For a real number z, the ceiling function is denoted by [x].

Problem Setup We study a stochastic linear bandit problem with a constraint that must be satisfied at all
rounds (at least with high probability). At each round ¢ € [T, the learner chooses an action x; from the closed set
X. She subsequently receives the reward vy, = 0 z; + ¢; and the noisy constraint observation z, = a' z; + 1, where
the reward vector # € R? and constraint vector a € R? are unknown, and €, and 7, are noise terms. Critically, the
learner must ensure that a' z; < b for all ¢t € [T], where b > 0 is known. We will refer to the feasible set of actions
asY:={reX:a'z<b}



In addition to guaranteeing constraint satisfaction, the learner also aims to minimize the pseudo-regret,
T
Ry = ZQT (e —x),
t=1

where 7, = arg max,y 67 is the optimal constraint-satisfying action. Going forward, we will use the term regret
to refer to pseudo-regret.
We use the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. The action set X is star-conver. Also, it holds that ||z|| < 1 for all x € X and that 6Tz, > 0.

Assumption 2. There exists positive real numbers S, and Sp such that ||a|| < S, and ||0|| < Sp. Let S :=
max(S,, Sy). Also, it holds that v := s% <1.

Remark 1. If v > 1, then it is known that the constraint is loose and therefore the problem can be treated as a
conventional linear bandit pmblemﬂ Therefore, our assumption that v < 1 avoids this trivial setting and allows for
cleaner presentation of results.

Technical Approach Our approach to this problem is based on the perspective that it is fundamentally a
problem of choosing directions rather than actions and therefore any solution approach should be focused on
choosing directions that will result in low regret. This perspective comes from the understanding that the only
viable solutions are actions that are in the maximally-scaled part of the feasible set (i.e. the set of x € J such that
Cx g forall ¢ > 1)E| Therefore, the challenge lies in identifying the optimal direction given that the maximum
scaling of this direction is the only viable solution in that direction. Unlike the conventional linear bandit setting,
however, the feasible set is unknown and therefore the uncertainty in the problem comes from both the uncertain
reward parameter and the uncertainty in the maximum scaling in each direction (i.e. { = max{a > 0: au € Y}
for each unit vector u € S). As such, our solutions to the problem will aim to explicitly characterize both these
uncertainties in order to choose directions that will result in low regret. This will be realized via both an upper
confidence bound-based algorithm (Section |3)) and a phased elimination-based algorithm (Section 4) which are
each suited for different action set geometries.

3 Restrained Optimism Algorithm

In this section, we first propose the algorithm Restrained Optimism in the Face of Uncertainty for Linear bandits
(ROFUL, Algorithm [1)) to address the stated problem, and then provide general and problem-dependent regret
analyses for ROFUL in Sections and respectively. Additionally, we provide a detailed comparison with
existing algorithms in Section (3.3

Optimistic Direction Selection The key idea behind the ROFUL algorithm is that it uses an optimistic
action set (Y?) to find which direction should be played to efficiently balance exploration and exploitation, while
using a pessimistic action set (JF) to find the scaling of this direction that will ensure constraint satisfaction. In
each round, the algorithm first finds the action Z; which maximizes the upper confidence bound over the optimistic
set (line 7 and then finds the largest scalar ; such that 4:Z; is known to be in the pessimistic set (line @ The
optimistic set overestimates the feasible set and the upper-confidence bound overestimates the reward, so Z; can
be viewed as the optimistic action with respect to both the reward and the constraint. As such, the algorithm
uses T; to determine which direction to play. However, the action Z; may not satisfy the constraints, so it needs to
be scaled down until it is within the pessimistic set and will therefore satisfy the constraints.

LIf v > 1, then for all z € X it holds that a '« < ||a||||z|| < Sev < b given that ||z]| <1 < v for allz € X.

2To see that the optimal action must be in the maximally scaled part of the set, suppose that it is not (i.e. that there exists ¢ > 1
such that ¢z, € ). It follows that the point (z. has larger reward than z., i.e. 87 ((zx) > 07 x4, and therefore x. cannot be the
optimal action (where we use 6" 2, > 0 from Assumption



Algorithm 1: Restrained OFUL (ROFUL)
Input: X,v,b,5;,0 € (0,1),A>1
1 fort=1to T do
2 Update a; := V; ! 22;11 Tz and 0, == v, 22;11 Yk, where V; = 22;11 Tpz) + Al
3 Update )Y := {x eX:alz+ ,Bt||x||v;1 < b} and V¢ = {x eX:a/x— BtHx”v,fl < b}.

4 Find a z; € arg max, ¢ yo (é;z + Bt”l’”v}—l).
~ min ( =%, 1) it ¢, # 0,
o | sers, = (o (R t7
1 else.
6 Set puy = max {p € [0,1] : uz; € Y} and v, = max (Bt,ut).

7 Play x; = :2; and observe y;, z;.

8 end

Confidence Sets for Unknown Parameters In order to construct the optimistic and pessimistic action sets
as well as the upper confidence bound for the reward, we use confidence sets for the unknown parameters 6, a. To
specify these confidence sets, we need to impose some structure on the noise terms. In particular, the following
assumption specifies that the noise terms €;, 7; are p-subgaussian conditioned on the history up to the point that
Yt, z¢ are observed.

Assumption 3. For all t € [T], it holds that Elet|x1, €1, ..., €t—1,2:] = 0 and Elexp(A\er)|z1, €1,y €21, 4] <
2 2
exp(’\T”),V/\ € R. The same holds replacing €, with ;.

The specific confidence set that we use is from |[Abbasi-Yadkori et al.| (2011)) and is given in the following.
Lemma 1 (Theorem 2 in [Abbasi-Yadkori et al.| (2011)). Let Assumptions and[3 hold. Also, let

By = p\/dlog (H(g/_zl)”) +VAS. (1)

Then with probability at least 1 — 8, it holds that both |x7 (6; — 0)| < 6tHI||V1—1 and |z (G — a)| < ﬂt”vafl for all
xeRY and all t > 1.

It follows from Lemma [1| that, with high probability, the optimistic and pessimistic action sets contain and are
contained by the true feasible set ), respectively. Since ROFUL only chooses actions from the pessimistic action
set (or those with norm less than v), the actions chosen by the algorithm satisfy the constraints at all rounds with
high probability.

3.1 General Analysis

The ROFUL algorithm (Algorithm [1]) is proven to enjoy sublinear regret and maintain constraint satisfaction in
the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions [1], [3 and [3 hold. Then, with probability at least 1 — &, the regret of ROFUL

(Algorithm 1) satisfies
T
Ry < QIGHZ—S‘IBT\/QdTlog (1—1—), (2)

Ad

and a'xzy < b for all t € [T).



Inspecting the bound in Theorem we can see that the regret is O (%d\/flog(T)), only considering T', d and

b. This matches the orderwise regret of other safe upper-confidence bound approaches, as discussed in Section [3.3
In the next section, we find that it is possible to achieve improved problem-dependent regret guarantees.

Remark 2. The ROFUL algorithm and Theorem (1| easily extend to the setting where the action set X and
constraint limit b are allowed to vary in each round.

3.2 Problem-dependent Analysis

We also study the case where the optimal reward is well-separated from the reward of any feasible action that is
not in the same direction as the optimal action. To make this concrete, let the reward gap be defined aaﬂ

A= inf 07 (z\ — ), (3)

z€Y: xF#ax, Ya>0

We study the case where A > 0. Note that the typical notion of a “reward gap” in linear bandits, such as that
used by the problem-dependent analysis in |[Dani et al.| (2008]) and |Abbasi-Yadkori et al.| (2011)), is not particularly
useful in the safe linear bandit setting because it relies on the optimal reward being separated from the reward of
any other action that the learner might play. This could occur in the conventional linear bandit setting either when
the feasible set is finite, which would not be a star convex set (except for the trivial case), or when the feasible set
has finite extrema, which will not ensure that the played actions are well-separated in safe linear bandits given
that the feasible set is unknown. Nonetheless, when the constraint is loose (i.e. v > 1), a well-separated problem
in our setting (A > 0) implies a well-separated problem in the conventional linear bandit setting.

Wrong Directions are Rarely Selected We find that when A > 0, we can establish a polylogarithmic bound
on the number of times that ROFUL chooses the wrong direction, which is denoted by

T
Br ::Z]l{ﬂa>0:xt:ax*}.

t=1
Specifically, the following theorem shows that ROFUL chooses O (ﬁd2 10g2(T)) wrong directions when A > 0.
Theorem 2. Let Assumptions and[3 hold. If A > 0, then the number of wrong directions chosen by ROFUL

(Algorithm 1)) satisfies
3252B2d T
< =2 T i
Br < A2 1og(1+)\d)
with probability at least 1 — 9.

Nearly Dimension-free Regret Leveraging Theorem [2] we can devise a version of ROFUL that achieves
improved regret guarantees when A > 0 and known. In particular, Theorem [2] implies that the optimal direction
can be identified in a polylogarithmic number of rounds. Once the optimal direction has been identified, the
problem becomes one-dimensional and therefore does not suffer any dimensional dependence.

Corollary 1. Let Assumptions @ and@ hold. If A > 0, consider the algorithm PD-ROFUL: E|

1. Play ROFUL until any single direction has been played more than B := 32;232%(1 log (1 + %) times. Let this

direction be denoted by u..

2. For the remaining rounds, play ROFUL (after restarting) for the 1-dimensional safe linear bandit problem of
choosing & € Ry and then playing &,

3Unlike the problem-dependent analysis in [Amani et al.| (2019)), our notion of a reward gap does not depend on how tight the
constraints are on the optimal action.
4Detailed pseudo-code of PD-ROFUL is given in Algorithm [2]in Appendix



Then, with probability at least 1 — 24,

45 - 2B+1\ 45 T
< — =
Ry < A ﬂzBH\/Qd(QB—l-l)log <1+ d > +3 BT\/ZTlog <1—|— )\d>

where BT is Br with d = 1.

Corollary [l indicates that when A > 0 and known, it is possible to achieve (’N)(% + %\/T ) regret. When T is
large and i is O(1), this improves on the general regret bound in Theorem |1| because the second term dominates.
Concretely, as T' goes to infinity, Ry /v/T log(T) goes to O(%) whereas in the general case (i.e. Theorem , it
goes to O(d3).

Remark 3. This problem-dependent analysis approach yields similar guarantees for existing safe linear bandit
algorithms as shown in Appendiz [E},

3.3 Comparison with Existing Algorithms

In this section, we discuss the key differences between ROFUL and existing safe linear bandit algorithms. Compared
to ROFUL, which uses an optimistic action set to identify low-regret actions, existing safe linear bandit algorithms
often choose actions directly from the pessimistic action set using either linear UCB (Pacchiano et al.| (2021));
Amani and Thrampoulidis| (2021))) or linear TS (Moradipari et al.| (2021))) where an expanded confidence set is
used in both cases. In our specific setting, the linear UCB version of the expanded confidence set approach can be
written as

x; € arg max (é:x + Hﬁt”ﬂ?”vfl) ) (4)

z€Yy ¢

with an appropriately chosen parameter x > 1. The specific choice of k ensures that optimism holds, i.e. that
0]z, + ﬁﬁtthHVta > 0" x,, which is critical to ensuring that the algorithm enjoys sublinear regret. We call this
generic algorithm GenOP (as in Generic Optimism-Pessimism) in reference to the concept of optimism-pessimism
that is often used in safe linear bandits (e.g. |Pacchiano et al.| (2021))). Note that the choice of k used in existing
UCB-based algorithms is not appropriate for our setting because such algorithms were developed for slightly
different settings (i.e. decentralized |Amani and Thrampoulidis (2021)), local constraints [Varma et al.| (2023)), or
constraints in expectation [Pacchiano et al| (2021)) so we show in Appendix that it is sufficient to choose

n:1+%,toget

Ry < (1+ H)BT\/2dTlog (1 + ATd) (5)

Note that because GenOP uses a fized x parameter that must be chosen ahead of time, it is necessarily defined
using worst-case quantities (such as Sp). Conversely, ROFUL uses the optimistic action set and safe scaling ~;
which are updated with empirical quantities in each round and therefore improve as more data is collected. This
suggests that ROFUL is preferable in “easier” problem instances in which worst-case quantities are loose on the
true empirical quantities.

We can gain additional insight into the respective benefits of either algorithm by comparing the regret bounds.
Specifically, it follows from and that ROFUL enjoys a tighter regret bound than GenOP when

So— 0]l > Su —b. (6)

The quantity on the left-hand side represents how loose the assumed bound on the reward parameter is on the
true value (given that Assumption |2| specifies that ||0|| < Sp), while the right-hand side represents how loose
the assumed bound on the constraint limit (b) is (given that Assumption 2] specifies that v = b/S, < 1 and
therefore that b < S,). Therefore, @ suggests that ROFUL is preferred over GenOP when the bound on the
reward parameter is loose and the bound on the constraint limit is tight. Our numerical experiments support this
intuition as ROFUL outperforms GenOP on average when b is large (and therefore S, is tighter on b), while the
two algorithms perform similarly in the settings when b is small (and therefore S, is looser on b).



4 Safe Phased Elimination Algorithm

In this section, we propose the algorithm Safe Phased Elimination (Safe-PE) for the case when the action set is a
finite star-convex set. We provide a high-level description of Safe-PE here and give the full algorithm in Appendix
[C] The assumption that the action set is a finite star-convex set means that it can be represented as

X = U {au; : a € [0,04]}, (7)

i€ (k]

where uq, ..., ux € S are unit vectors and oy, ..., € R4 are the maximum scalings for each unit vector. We find
that in such a setting, it is possible to reduce the dependence on the problem dimension when k < 2. The key
insight is that a confidence set at a single action applies to all scalings of that action without the need for a union
bound over a cover (or related technique). This insight allows us to leverage the reduced dimension dependence
offered by phased elimination algorithms in the safe linear bandit setting. Nonetheless, it also introduces additional
challenges due to the fact that the pessimistic action set varies from phase to phase.

Algorithm Description Our Safe-PE algorithm operates in phases j = 1,2,... that grow exponentially in
duration, and maintains a set of viable directions .4 and a pessimistic set of actions JP that are updated in each
round. In particular, each phase j proceeds as:

1. For 27=1 rounds, play the action with the largest confidence set width || - HVZI in each round.
2. Eliminate directions from A that have low estimated reward.
3. Update YP by scaling the directions in A as large as possible while still being verifiably safe.

This algorithm builds on existing phased elimination algorithms, including those from |Auer| (2002)), |Chu et al.
(2011)) and, specifically, |[Valko et al.| (2014) and Kocak et al.| (2020)). However, Safe-PE differs in that it eliminates
directions, instead of distinct actions, and maintains a set of safe actions to ensure constraint satisfaction.
Furthermore, it requires a looser criterion when eliminating directions to ensure that the optimal direction is not
eliminated.

Regret Analysis As is commonly used for phased elimination algorithms |Auer| (2002)); |IChu et al.| (2011));
Lattimore et al.| (2020), we assume that the noise terms are independent subgaussian random variables.

Assumption 4. The noise sequences (e;)1_; and (n:)L_, are sequences of independent p-subgaussian random
variables.

With this, we state the regret guarantees for the Safe-PE algorithm in Theorem [3]

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions [1} and hold. When the action set is a finite star-convex set, the regret of
Safe-PE (Algom'thm@ in Appendiz|C]) is O(b%\/ dT).

Theorem [3] shows that, for the case when the action set is a finite star convex set, the regret of Safe-PE is
O(VdT) in terms of d and T. Note that the regret only depends on the number of directions (k) in log factors
and therefore this improves on the regret of ROFUL in terms of d when k < 2¢. For example, if the directions are
the coordinate directions, i.e. u; = e;, then k = 2d and therefore the regret bound of Safe-PE is O(v/dT) since d
only appears in log factors. However, if the directions are the corners of the hypercube, then k& = 2¢ and the regret
bound of Safe-PE is @(d\/f) Also, note that the regret bound of Safe-PE depends on b%, whereas the regret
bound of ROFUL depends on %. As such, the regret bound of ROFUL is still tighter than that of Safe-PE in
some settings, e.g. when b is small and d = 1.



Figure 1: Graphical representation of the approach for lower bounding +; (in ROFUL) for the setting with linked
convex constraints.

5 Extension to Linked Convex Constraints

In this section, we generalize the design and analysis of the algorithms ROFUL, Safe-PE and GenOP to a novel
setting which we call linked convex constraints, where the output of the constraint function is multi-dimensional
and must lie in an arbitrary convex set. The key challenge in this setting is characterizing how far a point in the
optimistic action set is from the pessimistic action set. To address this, we leverage a theoretical tool from the
zero-order optimization literature. We only provide a description of key contributions in this section and leave the
details of the algorithms to Appendix

Problem Description The problem setting is specified as follows. At each round ¢ € [T], the learner observes
zy = Axy + g, where A € R™*4 is the unknown constraint matrix and 1 € R™ is a vector noise term. The learner
must ensure that Az, is in the known convex set G for all ¢ € [T]. The reward function and feedback mechanism
are the same as the original setting described in Section [2} We assume that there exists » > 0 such that rB C G.
Lastly, we assume that each element of 7, satisfies the assumptions on the noise used for ROFUL (Assumption
or Safe-PE (Assumption [4)).

Analysis Techniques Although the design of the algorithms trivially extends to this setting, the regret analysis
is more challenging. In particular, it is difficult to characterize the distance from any point in the optimistic
action set to the pessimistic action set. To address this, we use an analysis tool that is popular in the zero-order
optimization literature (e.g. [Flaxman et al.| (2005])). This tool, given in Fact |1}, allows us to consider a shrunk
version of the constraint set in order to bound the scaling that is required to take any point in J? to V¥, i.e. 7; in
ROFUL. We use a similar approach to bound the scaling required to take any point in Y to }? for GenOP and
Safe-PE.

Fact 1. Let D be a convex set such that rB C D for some r > 0. Then, for any o € [0,1] and x € oD, it holds
that x + (1 — a)rB C D.

With this in hand, we can then describe our approach for lower bounding ~;, which is illustrated in Figure
Recall the definition of Z; in ROFUL, where it is known that #; is in J?. Then, the overall objective is to find
some positive scaling « such that ai; is in ¥ and then it follows that v; > a. To do so, we define the uncertainty
set for the constraint function at point x as the box H(z) := a, = + ﬁtHx”v;lBoo and note that Y and )y are
precisely the set of z € X such that #H(x) has nonempty intersection with G and the set of x € X such that
H(zx) is contained in G, respectively. First, we consider a point u in the intersection of G and H(&;). Such a
point exists given that Z; is in ). Next, we scale u by some non-negative scalar «. Note that au is in H(«aZ;)
given that H is positive homogeneous, i.e. aH(z) = H(ax) for any z. In order to show that aiy is in V¥, we
need to show that H(aZ;) is contained in G. To do so, we first consider a set P, that is centered at au but has
twice the radius of H(aZ;) and therefore contains H(aZ;) (this is illustrated in Figure [I). We then use Fact
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Figure 2: Simulation results of our proposed algorithms (ROFUL, Safe-PE) and generic expanded confidence set
algorithm GenOP (see Section .

to reason that, because u is in G, the ball au + (1 — a)r1B is contained in G. Therefore, we choose a such that
(1-a)rB= 2(1\/%515“1}”‘471, where the \/n is necessary to bound an infinity-norm ball with a 2-norm ball. Some

simple algebra shows that v, > 1 — 2\/ﬁﬂt||xt||vft—1.

T

6 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we numerically validate the theoretical guarantees and assess the performance of the proposed
algorithms. Note that we only give a high-level description of the simulations in this section. The details of the
experimental settings and additional results are given in Appendix [F}

First, we consider a setting with a linear constraint. We study the case when b is large (Figure and when b
is small (Figure E| We simulate ROFUL and GenOP for 30 trials for each case, where b is uniformly sampled
in the interval [0.25, 1] for the first case and in the interval [0.05,0.25] for the second case. The action set is taken
to be a finite star-convex set with 10 directions that are randomly sampled in each trial. Furthermore, the reward
vector 6, constraint vector a, constraint limit b and noise realizations €;,7; are also randomly sampled in each
trial. The average and standard deviation of the regret normalized by v/t are shown in Figures [2al and These
plots suggest that, when b is large, ROFUL outperforms GenOP in the aggregate. When b is small, the average
performance of the two algorithms is similar, although GenOP enjoys a smaller standard deviation than ROFUL.

Next, we consider a setting with convex constraints. In particular, we study the case where the constraint set
is a ball, i.e. G = bB for scalar b. We simulated ROFUL for 30 trials in each setting, where constraint set radius
b, the reward vector 6, constraint vector a and noise realizations €, 7; are all randomly sampled. The average
and standard deviation of the regret normalized by /¢ is shown in Figure In this plot, ROFUL converges
to constant v/t regret. We provide additional results for the case when G is an infinity-norm ball in Figure
Appendix [E]

Lastly, we consider a star-convex multi-armed bandit with results shown in Figure In this setting, the
action set only includes the coordinate directions. We simulate both ROFUL and Safe-PE in this setting with
d = 10. The regret normalized by v/¢ is shown in Figure From this plot, it is clear that ROFUL outperforms
Safe-PE despite the fact that Safe-PE enjoys a tighter regret bound in terms of the problem dimension. In fact, it
is well known that UCB-based algorithms often empirically outperform elimination-based algorithms despite the
orderwise tighter regret bound, as discussed by |Valko et al|(2014) and |Chu et al.| (2011). Simulation results for
PD-ROFUL (specified in Corollary [1)) are given in Appendix

in

5The code used to generate these results is available at https://github.com/shutchl/Directional-Optimism-for-Safe-Linear-
Bandits.
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7 Conclusion

In this work, we take a novel approach to the safe linear bandit problem in which we view it as fundamentally a
problem of choosing directions rather than actions. We find that this approach leads to improvements in empirical
performance in certain problem instances as well as tighter geometry-dependent regret bounds. An interesting
direction for future work is to investigate if this approach yields similar gains when applied to related safe learning
problems, such as constrained MDPs or safe Gaussian process optimization.
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A Proof of Theorem [1

In this section, we prove the general regret bound given in Theorem |1} First, we introduce some notation. Let the
event that the confidence sets hold be defined as

Econt = {27 (6 — )| < Billaly 1,27 (& — )] < Billelly 1, Ve € RY, e > 1), (8)

and note that P(Eqong) > 1 — 0 by Lemma
We start by giving a key lemma that lower bounds ;.

Lemma 2. If Assumptions[1] and[3, and Econt holds, then

2
V¢ = max (1 - bﬁt”l‘tHthﬂ/)

for allt € [T7.

Proof. We will find lower bounds individually for u; (line E[) and b, (line |5 in the following.
Lower bound on pu;: Since uy = max{u € [0,1] : uz; € Y}, we find a lower bound on p; by finding an
a € {p€0,1] : uZs € YF}. Specifically, we will show that o can be chosen as

b
=
b+ 28|l

For this to be a valid choice for «, we need that (i) o € [0,1], (i) ad; € X and (iii) &, (ad;) + Bellaielly-1 < b.
Point (i) follows by definition. Point (ii) holds because Z; € X', X is star-convex and « € [0,1], so aZ; € X. Then,
to show point (iii), we have that

af (i) + Belladly, -+ = a(a) 4 + Bell@lly, )
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a(a) & — BellZelly—1 + 2B¢l|Zely,-1)
< a(b+ 26|24 y,-1)

I
SE

where the inequality uses the fact that 7, € )¢ and therefore a, 7; — Bt||a:t||v 1 < b, and the last equality uses the

choice of a. Therefore,
b

o= .
He = b+ 26t||$t||vt*1

Lower bound on b;: Recall that,

b = {mm (w&p1) it @ #o,

1 else.

We consider each case separately. If z; = 0, then bh=1>v given that v < 1 by Assumption [2| Alternatively, if
Z; # 0, then

b, = min (1/, 1) > min (v, 1) = v, (9)
[

where the inequality holds because Z; € X, and therefore, ||Z;|| < 1 by Assumption [1| which implies that i e T2V

The last equality holds because v < 1 by Assumption [2| Therefore, it holds that b; > v in either case.
Completing the proof: With the above, we have shown that

s () s (vt 10

b + 26)& th ||‘/t_1

In order to complete the proof, we need a bound on 7; that is in terms of thval instead of ||Z;[|;,~1. To get this,
t
first note that ;& = x; and v > 0, and therefore

W@l = el = lailly-s.

Using this, we can rearrange to get that

2
> = b+ 2 G >h = >1-= =
= b+ 28|l 210+ 2Billedlly = = b’Bt”zt”Vt (11)

Finally, combining and , we get that

2
Yt = max (1 - b5t|xt||vt—1v’/> )

completing the proof. O

Then, we turn our attention to the instantaneous regret. In particular, we will utilize the decomposition,

rei=0 (z, —x) =07 (2e — T4) + 0 (&4 — ).

Term I Term II

Term I can be understood as the regret due to the optimistic actions, while Term IT can be understood as the
cost incurred by maintaining constraint satisfaction. In the following two lemmas, we bound Term I and Term II
seperately.
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Lemma 3. Conditioned on Eqont, it holds that
Term [=6" 7)) < 2
erm 1 = (1'* — th) S ;/Btth”Vfl'
Proof. We condition on E.ons without further reference. First, it holds for all ¢ € [T that

07z, = max 0o < max (9 z+ Byl - ) < max (éja; v 5t||a:\|v,1) = 0] & + Bulllly1- (12)
x x t t t

Also, note that v, > v > 0 by Lemma [2] and therefore

Tt

1 1
= el < el (13)

Tl -1 =
Iy, T

Therefore, it holds that
Term I = QT.T* — eTi't S ét—r(it + Bt”‘%tHV[l — HTft
= (0] = 0)T & + Bel|Eelly
< 2615”575”‘/;1

2
< ;Bt”l"tHv;h

where the first inequality uses , the second inequality uses the definition of E.n¢ and the third inequality uses
(1) 0

Lemma 4. Let Assumption[]] hold. Then, conditioned on Econt, it holds that

2
Term 11 = 07 (2 — ) < 0 2y

for all t € [T).
Proof. Conditioned on E.qy¢, it holds that

Term IT = 0" (2 — ) = 07 (F — ye4)

= (1 =)0 &
< (1 _%)HQHH@H
< (X =)0
25
< o]l t||33tHV 1

where the second inequality uses the fact that Z; € X which implies that ||Z;|| < 1 by Assumption [I} and the third
inequality uses Lemma O

Finally, we turn our attention to the cumulative regret. To bound this, we will need the so-called elliptic
potential, which is standard in the stochastic linear bandit literature.

Lemma 5 (Lemma 11 in|Abbasi- Yadkori et al[(2011)). Consider a sequence (w)ren where wy € RY and ||wy| < 1
for all k e N. Let Wy, = A\ + Zg 1 wsw] for some X > 1. Then, it holds that

3 K
2
k§:1 el < 2d1log (1 + Ad)
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With this, we complete the proof of Theorem (1] in the following.

Theorem 4 (Duplicate of Theorem . Let Assumptions @ and@ hold. Then, with probability at least 1 — 6,
the regret of ROFUL (Algom'thm satisfies

(L1 r
< J—
Ry <2 ( b BT 2dTlog 1+ bV

Proof. We condition on &.,n¢ without further reference. We give the regret guarantee and then the safety guarantee
in the following.
Regret guarantee: Using Lemmas [3] and [ it holds that

re=0" (s — )
= GT (Jf* — jt) + HT (i‘t — J?t)
= Term I + Term II

[
< 2( b by ﬁtthHV 1.

We can then study the sum of the squared instantaneous regret,

irfsg ("’” ) B2kl
(15 1) Zﬁfnxtuvl

+ (15 ) 52 imv
(v

T
— 2 JR—
V) dptlog <1 + )\d>

where the second inequality uses the fact that §; is monotone in ¢ and the third inequality uses Lemma [b| Then,
by Cauchy-Schwarz, it holds that

and a"xy < b for allt € [T).

I
= o=

IN

IN

8

T

RT = Z’f‘t

t=1

T

2

TZ T
t=1

0 T
Mnbn 1) asmog (14 1)
0
Q(HbH )BT\/QdTlog (1—&—;)

Safety guarantee: In order to show that a'zy < b, we note that v, = max(l;t +) and therefore it holds that
either v = by or v¢ = py. If 3 = b, and #; # 0, then using the quantity v = b/S, as defined in Assumption [2} it
holds that

IN

IN

a'wy < lal|zell < Sallzell = Sallbede]| = Sabl|Z:| = Sa min (”~ I ) 2] < S, ||~ i [Z¢]] = Sav = b,
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where we use Assumption |2|in the second inequality. If Z; = 0, then I;t = 1 and therefore x; = Z; = 0 which
implies that o'z, = 0 < b.
Alternatively, if v+ = p, it holds that
=iy € Y C Y.

Therefore, it holds for both cases that a'x; < b for all t € [T. O

B Proof of Theorem 2

In this section, we prove the problem-dependent analysis given in Theorem [2 and then Corollary [I} In order to do
so, we first restate the definition of A as follows

GT(J:* - Z‘),

inf
z€Y: xF#ax, Ya>0
and then restate the definition of Br,
T
Br = Z]l{ﬂ a>0:x =ax.}.
t=1
Then, we give a lemma with some useful facts.

Lemma 6. Let Assumptions[]] and[9 hold, and let Econt hold. Also, let
¢t :=max{¢ >0: (% € V}, (14)
and vy = (4x¢. Then, it follows that:
1. G € [y, 1]
2. 07 (& — ) < B Bellally,
3. If there exists a > 0 such that Ty = ax, then vy = x,.
4. If there does not exists a > 0 such that x; = ax,, then HT(J:* — ) > A

Proof. We condition on E.qn throughout the proof without further reference. We will first give some useful facts.
In particular, it holds that, R
GtTi‘t + Bt”i‘tnvt—l > HTJ?* >0 (15)

where the first inequality is from and the second is Assumption [2| It follows from that &, # 0 and
therefore the set {¢ > 0 : (Z; € Y} is compact. Also, note that {¢ > 0: (Z; € Y} contains 0 and is therefore
nonempty, so (; is well-defined. Next, we prove each item individually in the following.

First, we show that ¢; < 1. If this were not the case, i.e. {; > 1, then there exists ' € {¢ > 0: (& € V}
such that ¢’ > 1. Then, from the definition of #; in line 4| and the fact that v = ('Z; is in Y C )¢,

07 &0+ Bill@illy, o = max (67 + Billally, ) 2 07w+ Bululy, . (16)
: : :
At the same time, it follows from that 0] &, + Bt”jt”v,—l is positive and therefore,

070+ Bl < ¢ (07 7o+ BullFelly ) = 07w+ Bellully-r. (17)

Since and cannot simultaneously be true, it must hold that ; < 1.
Then, we show that ¢; > ;. Since x; = & € Y, it holds that v € {¢ > 0: (&; € YV} and therefore {; > ;.
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Since, vy = (43¢ and ; € [y, 1], it follows from Lemma that
T/ Tx 25
0 (@ —ve) =0 20(1 = G) < S = C) < S0 =) < - Bellwelly -

First, we will show that (. = max{¢ > 0: {z,. € Y} = 1. If this were not the case, then either (., < 1 or
Cx > 1. The case (. < 1 would imply that x, is not in ), while the case that {, > 1 would imply the existence of
a point = (z, € Y with ¢ > 1 such that § "2 = (0T z,) > 0Tz, (where we use 6"z, > 0 from Assumption .
Either case contradicts the definition of z, and therefore cannot hold.

Now, we turn to the statement. If there exists a > 0 such that x; = ax,, then,

Ct:max{CZO:Ci‘tEy}:fytmax{g"ZO:C’xtey}:%max{éZO:éx*Ey}Z%,

where we use the mapping (' = %C in the first equality and Q: = a(’ in the second equality. Therefore, it follows

that
e Gt _ ae
V= Ty = T = —— T
Tt Tt
First, note that if there does not exist o > 0 such that z; = ax,, then there does not exist o’ > 0 such that

vy =o'z, as v = %mt. Then, since vy € ), it follows from the definition of A that,

= T..

A= inf 0T (z, —2) <O (2, —vy).
z€Y: xF#ax,. Ya>0

Then, we restate and prove Theorem 2]

Theorem 5 (Duplicate of Theorem . Let Assumptions @ and@ hold. If A > 0, then the number of wrong
directions chosen by ROFUL (Algorithm satisfies

32dﬁ% T
< —
BT_VZAQIOg 1+)\d

with probability at least 1 — 4.

Proof. In order to bound the number of times that the wrong action is chosen, we study the regret due to the

wrong choice of direction,
T

Ry = ZQT(:E* — ),

t=1

where v; = (4T with (; defined in . We will denote the instantaneous regret due to the wrong choice of
direction as 7y = 07 (z. — v;). It follows from Lemma |§| ( and that 7+ = 0 if there exists a > 0 such that
¢ = axy (1.e. x¢ is in the correct direction) and 7y > A otherwise. Therefore,

T T
Ry = th = thll{ﬂ a>0:z = ar,}
t=1 t=1

T
2AZ]1{§90¢>0:90,5:0¢33*}
t=1

— ABy.

Since Ry > ABz and A > 0, an upper bound on Ry implies an upper bound on Br.
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Then, we bound 7 in the following,

ft = QT.’E* - HTUt

S é;r.i't‘f'ﬁtH.’ftHVt—l —9Tvt (a)

= eTft + (ét — Q)T.’it + BtH.’f}tHVt—l — GTvt

S anft + Qﬁt”‘%t”V;l — gTvt (b)

= HT(.’ft — ’Ut) + Z/Bt”'i’t”‘/t*l
25 -

< = Bellzellyr + 28: )¢l (c)
28 2

< = Bellzellyr + —Bellelly, - (d)
45

= TﬁtthHv;lv

where () follows from the fact that Z; is optimistic (i.e. (12))), (b) is from the definition of the confidence set,

is from Lemmal [6] (#2)), and (d)) is due to (L3).

Since either 7, > A or 7; = 0, it holds that 7, < (7)?/A. Then, we have that

165282
< £y [
t=1

A
3252 32.d T
< 22 P00 (14 —
=T A Og( + Ad)

where the last inequality uses Lemma [5| Finally, we have that
Rr _ 3252p32d T
Br < — < ——2-1 1+— ).
TEA S A 2T
O

Now, we turn out attention to Corollary[I] To do so, we state PD-ROFUL more formally in Algorithm [2] Note
that in the second phase of the algorithm, we reduce the problem to a 1-dimensional safe linear bandit problem
which is defined formally in the following.

Definition 1 (Reduction to 1-dimensional problem). Given a direction u, € S, the safe linear bandit problem
(Section@) reduces to a 1-dimensional setting. For each round t of this setting, the learner chooses & € Ry and
then &u, is played in the original setting (Section @)

Using this, we give psuedo-code for PD-ROFUL.

Corollary 2 (Duplicate of Corollary . Let Assumptions @ and@ hold. With A > 0, the regret of PD-ROFUL
(Algorithm @ satisfies

45 _ 2B+1 45 - T
< —
Ry < N 523+1\/2d(23 +1)log (1 + d ) + o BT\/ZTlog <1 + Ad)

with probability at least 1 — 26, where BT is By with d = 1.
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Algorithm 2: Problem-Dependent ROFUL (PD-ROFUL)
Set A={}, N=0and t=1.
while N < B = 325452 10g (14 L) do

=

2

3 ROFUL plays z; and observes y;, z;.

4 | if z; #0 and uy = z¢/||z¢|| € A then

5 A=AU{us}.

6 N, =1.

7 else if z; # 0 and w; = z;/||z|| € A then
8 ‘ Ny, =N,, +1

9

Set N = maxyeq Ny.

10 Set t =t+ 1.

11 end

12 Set u, = argmax,c 4 NV, and 7 = 1.

13 For t € [t + 1,T], ROFUL is restarted and plays 1-dimensional setting (Definition |1 in direction wu, for
remaining rounds.

Proof. We condition on the confidence sets holding jointly for both the first and second phases, which occurs with
probability at least 1 — 26.

First, we argue that the optimal direction is correctly identified, i.e. u, = z./||x«||. Intuitively, this holds
because Theorem [2| says that wrong directions are chosen at most B times, so any single direction that is chosen
more than this must be the optimal direction. Concretely, Theorem [2] implies that for every single wrong direction
u € S,u # x./||x«], the actions chosen by ROFUL in the first 7 — 1 rounds will satisfy

T—1 T—1
Zﬂ{ut:u}SZﬂ{ﬂa>0xtzaﬂﬁ*}SBTSBv
t=1 t=1

where we use the notation u; = x;/||z¢|| for nonzero x; as specified in Algorithm [ Then, since w. is specified in
PD-ROFUL to be a direction that ROFUL plays more than B times in 7 — 1 rounds,

T—1

Zﬂ{ut =u,} > B,
t=1

and therefore u, cannot be a wrong direction or equivalently, w. = z./||z«]-

Then, we show the bound on the duration of the first phase 7 — 1 < 2B + 1. The intuition is that u, is played
at most B + 1 times and wrong directions are played at most B times, so the total duration of the first phase
must be less than 2B + 1. Concretely, it follows from the fact that w, = x./||z.||,

T—1 71

T—l:Z]l{EIa>0:xt:ax*}+Z]l{ﬂa>0:xtzcwc*}

t=1 t=1

T—1 T—1
:Z]l{ut:u*}+Z]l{§9a>0:xt:ax*}§2B+1,
t=1 t=1

<B+1 <B

where the bound on the first term holds because the first round ends when the correct direction is played more
than B times and the bound on the second term follows from Theorem [21
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Algorithm 3: Safe Phased Elimination (Safe-PE)
Input: X,S5,b,d,p,d € (0,1),A>1
1 Set Ay = [k], ;i1 = min(b/S, o) Vi € [k], VT = {Ciauitiepw, J = [logo(T +1)], t; = 2771
2 for j=1to J do
Vi, = M.
7; =min(t;41 — 1,T).
for t =1t; to 7; do
Play z; € argmax, cy» ||mHVt_1.
Vier=Vi + ‘Ttx:~
end
Set 9 = V ZS t; TsYs and a; = V ZS 1, TsZs where V; = Vrig1

© 0w N9 o O« A~ W

10 Find ; € arg max, ey <0j T — ﬁ||£lf\\‘—/;1)

) —— . QSﬁCi,jl\uillvfll
11 Update Aj+1 =4q1€ Aj : HJ (IZ?]‘ — Cmui) < B||IJ||‘7]—1 + 567]”’&1”‘7{1 + % .
12 Update f; j+1 := max {a €0,04] : (u;-'—dj + ﬁ||ui\|‘7_f1> < b} and ¢ j41 = max ({5, i j+1) for all
J
1€ .A]+1
13 Update V¥ 1 = {Cz,j+1uz}zeAJ+1

14 end

Finally, we study the regret. To do so, we decompose the regret due to the first and second phases respectively,

T—1 T
RT = Z Tt + Z Tt .
t=1 =
A e
RL RY

Then, we use Theorem [1| and the fact that 7 — 1 < 2B + 1 to bound RIT,

- 1S —1\ _ 48 _ 2B +1
IT:Z ST \/Qd(’r1)10g<1+7)\d)§bﬂ2B+1\/2d(2B+1)10g<1+ )\:lr )’

For the remainder of the rounds, play of the algorithm is ROFUL with d = 1. Also, the duration of the second
phase is less than the time horizon, i.e. T — (7 — 1) < T. Therefore, RI is less than that given in Theorem (1| with
d=1. O

C Details of Safe-PE Algorithm

In this section, we give the details of the Safe-PE algorithm (Algorithm |3) discussed in Section |4l This algorithm
relies on the action set being a finite star convex set, which we formally assume in the following.

Assumption 5. The action set satisfies
X = U {au; : a € [0, 04]},
i€[k]
where uy,...,ur €S are unit vectors and aq, ..., € Ry4 are the mazimum scalings for each unit vectors.

The Safe-PE algorithm builds on SpectralEliminator from [Valko et al.| (2014) and [Kocék et al.| (2020)). It differs
in that it eliminates directions in each phase rather than distinct actions and only plays actions from a verifiably
safe set.
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C.1 Operation of algorithm

The Safe-PE algorithm consists of phases j = 1,2, ..., which are each of duration 2~!. Throughout its operation,
the algorithm maintains a set of direction indexes 4; and safe actions y;” . The key parts of each phase are:

1. For 277! rounds, chooses the action in Y7 with the largest confidence set width || - ||V71 (line @

2. Eliminates directions from 4; with too low of estimated reward (line .
3. Updates yf with the maximum scaling of each direction that is verifiably safe (lines [12| and .

The algorithm relies on a confidence set to determine which directions should be eliminated and to ensure that the
constraints are not violated. Different from the confidence set in Lemma [I} the radius of the following confidence
set does not grow with d. We prove such a confidence set in the following lemma.

Lemma 7. Let Assumptions[4] and[5 hold and fix some § € (0,1). Then, for all x € X and all j € [J] it holds that

2T (0; — 0)] < Bllzl|g-1 and |z (4; — a)| < Bl|lz||;-1 where B = py/2log (L) + /XS with probability at least
J v J v ]
J J
1-4.

Proof. First, we find a confidence set that applies for a fixed v € {uy,...,ux}. To do so, we start as

u' (B, —0)=u" V[l Z xpyr — 0

t=t;

:’LLT ijlzwt(wje—i—et)—G

t=t;

=u' ‘/}715 xtm:—l 9+uTVj*1§ Ti€t

t=t; t=t;

Term I Term II
Using the notation V = thtj rer) | we study the first term,
|Term I| = ’uT (‘7[1‘7 - I) 9‘

o ()

=Alu"V, ') (a)

< M6V

= Aol fuT V1V

< VAS|ullg-1, (b)
where @ is due to the fact that V — ‘7] = —AI, and @ is due to the fact that V] > M and therefore

y "V y < |lyll*/A for any y € R™.
Now, we look at the second term, which can be written as

T

Term II = Z (uTVj*lxtet) .

t=t;
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Since the noise terms €, are independent and the actions z; within each phase (i.e. t € [t;, 7;]) are deterministic
given the history at the beginning of the phase, we can use standard concentration of subgaussian random variables
(e.g. as in equation 20.2 of [Lattimore and Szepesvari (2020))) to get that

2\ =, 1o
|Term II| < p, | 2log <5,) Z(UTVj_le)Q

t=t;

with probability at least 1 — ¢’ for some &’ € (0,1). Also, since V < Vi,

Tj 7i
ST = TV [ wal | Ve = TV < TV e = a2
t=t

J J
t=t;

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — ¢’, it holds that

A 2
lu"(0; — )| < |Term I| + |Term II| < <p1/210g (5’) + ﬁS) Hu||‘—,]71

Note that the same applies replacing # with a. Then, by taking
4kJ

it holds that |uT(éj —0)| < Bllullg-+ and |uT(a; — a)| < Bllully-1 for all w € {uy,...,u} and all j € [J] with
J J

probability at least 1 — §. Since all z € X' can be written as cu for some o > 0 and u € {uq, ..., ux}, it holds under

the same conditions that

|27 (6; = 0)] = alu’ (§; - 0)| < afllully-r = Bllzlly-1-

We define the event that this confidence set holds as
Econt = {127 (0~ O)] < llally—+ 8,12 (8 — )| < ally-+B Vo€ X Viel]},

which occurs with probability at least 1 — 4.

C.2 Regret analysis

Now, we will prove the regret bound for Safe-PE. In order to do so, we need some more notation. The true
maximum scaling for each direction is denoted by

(i :==max{a € [0,0,] : au a < b} . (18)

Also, let v; ; := (; ju; and v; 1= Ciu;. The index of the direction played at round ¢ and the optimal direction are
denoted by ; and i,, respectively. When 4; or i, are used in a subscript, the shorthand ¢ and * are used. With
this, we prove a bound on the safe scalings.

Lemma 8. Let Assumptions|[1], [4 and[5] hold and assume that Econg holds. For alli € [k] and j > 1, it holds that

@21—2

2 5!

|vi,j

|\7J:11B

and furthermore that
Gig 2
E >1- b*QSHUi,j*1||Vj—_115~

%
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Proof. We condition on E.qn¢ throughout the proof without further reference. We aim to find a v > 0 such that

v;,; = 70;. First, we show that uv; is in yf, where u = m. This holds because,
iy

(ar 1vl+5\|vz||v )
(70 + @]y — )"0 + Bl )
p(a” vz+2ﬂ|\vz||v )
< (b+28lillg ) =

where the first inequality is from the definition of E.qn¢ and the second inequality is due to the fact that v; satisfies
the constraints by definition. It follows that v > Then, using the fact that 7||17i\|‘—,_11 = |[villg-2 =
f -1

i)y (1) + Blluvilly-— = n

I
=

IN

2l || —1 Ftb
Hvi’jHV_ll’ we can rearrange this to get that
.

Gy 2|jvijllg— B
= =y21-—"—
Gi b

This is the first claim.

Also, we know from the definition of (; ;41 that

b
o 2 Gj+1 = Gj > G0 = min (S ai) ,

and therefore

7@;’]' < Qi = Qi = 1 < 1 = § (19)
Gij-1 ~ Go min(L,0;) pin (sb»1> ~min(3,1) b’
where we use % < 1 from Assumption [2| It follows that
Cioi 2|jvijlly-1 B 2(Gi,j/Cij—)llvij—1lly-1 B 28|vij-1lly-1 B
VAR I fut S At I bl S
G~ b b - b2 ’
giving the second claim. O

Next, we show that the optimal action is never eliminated with high probability.

Lemma 9. Let Assumptions @ and@ hold and suppose that Econt holds. It follows that i, is in A; for all
jelJ.

Proof. First note that, given Lemmal[8] it holds that
07 (2 —vaj) = 0T uul(C — o)
= C_*QTU*(l - C*J/C_*)
<GS =Gy/C) (20)
B 250 5llg— B
- b
Then, conditioning on Econt, we have for all j € [J] that
0] (25 —vey)=2](0; —0)+0"d; — 0 v, j+v],(0—6))
T0; —0)+07 (22 —vsj) + vw»(@ —0;)
250 jllg—1 B

< Bl +——

+ Blvwslly
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where the first inequality comes from the optimality of x,. (i.e. 9T£i'j < 60"x,) and the second inequality applies
the confidence set to the first and third terms and to the second term. Note that is exactly the condition
for directions to be retained by the algorithm in line Therefore, if i, is in A; for some j, then it will be in
Ajt1. Then, since i, € Aj, it holds that i, € A; for all j € [J] by induction. O

Next, we relate the actions in yg’ to the chosen actions.
Lemma 10. For all j € [J — 1], it holds that

tjt1—1

1
w; = max ||z||;-1 < ——— x —1. 22
=gl < g 3 (22)

Proof. This proof essentially follows from Lemma 39 in |[Kocdk et al. (2020) but we give it for completeness. Note
that for any ¢ € [t;,7;], it holds that V; =17, | z,@; + V; = V; = 0 and therefore that Hx||\7;1 < Hx||V;1 for
any . Also, since j < .J — 1, it holds that 7; = ¢;41 — 1. Tt follows for any = € 7 that

tj+1—1

(tj+1 = tj)llzlly -+ < D lally-

t=t;

tj+1—-1

> max [lzlly,

t=t; J

IN

tj41—1

S il

t=t;

O

Lastly, we put everything together and prove the complete regret bound for the Safe-PE in Theorem [6] which
shows that the regret is O(35\/dT log(T) log(klog(T))).

Theorem 6 (Complete version of Theorem . Let Assumptions @ and@ hold. Then, the regret of Safe-PE

(Algorithm[3) satisfies
2452 T
< —_—
Ry < 65—1—55( = + 10) \/QdTlog <1+ /\d>

Proof. Without further reference, we condition on E.opn throughout. We decompose the instantaneous regret for
t € [tj, ;] as

with probability at least 1 — 9.

T T T T T T T T
re=0 T, —0 ;=0 2, —0 vy j_1+0 Vi1 —0 v j1+0 v 1 —0 4

Term 1 Term II Term III
We study each of the terms individually in the following.
Term I: It follows from Lemma [§] that

Term I =07 — 0T w1 Fy < 2578
erm I =0 (2 —vsj-1) = GO us(1 = Gujmr/Ce) < =5 [[vwj—2llys-

Term II: We further decompose Term II as
Term II = HT’U*J_l — QTUtj_l

=0 0.1 — 0] o1 — Bllosj-1lly - + (6 = 0;-1) T 0s o1+ (0521 — 0)Tor ;1 + Bllosj-1lly-

Term II.A Term II.B
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Then, we have that

Term ILA = 0] 0. 51 = 0 yvns1 = Bllvj1lly—
AT 4 T A
§ 9j_1$j_1 - 0]-_11)15,]'_1 — ﬂ”l’j_lHV;:l

258
< 2Bllveg-allyy + == lves-allv,

2523
< 2Bllveg-ally-y + = llvei—2lly-y

where the first inequality follows from the definition of &; in line |10 of Algorithm |3| given that v. ;1 € y;’_h the
second inequality comes from the fact that i; € A; and therefore satisfied the criteria in line and the third
inequality comes from .

Also, we have that

Term ILB = (0 — ;1) "o jo1 + (0 = 0;-1) Toe o1 + Bllve j-ally—
< 2B|vxj-1lly-s + Bllve-1lly -2

where the inequality is from the definition of E.ons-
Putting everything together, we have that

2523
Term I < 3fjvej-1lly-y, + 2Blvej-1lly-y + =5 llves—2llv-

Term III: We have that
Term I = 0" (v; ;1 — 24)
=0T u(Ce o1 — )

< S1Gtj-1 = Grjl
= S(gt,j —Gtj-1) (a)
< S(,Ct =Gt j-1) . (b)
= SG(1—Cej-1/G)

28
< 2 P ons-ally ©

where @ is from the fact that (; ; > (; ;-1 since ¢; ; is monotone in j by definition (see line [12] D (]ED is due to the
fact that (¢ ; < Ct give that y” C Y (conditioned on Econt), and (¢ is from Lemma
Completing the proof: Usmg the bounds established for each of the terms, it holds that
= Term I + Term IT 4 Term III

S2B 45283

2
< 3Bllveg-1llyy +2B80vsjallvos + =5 o s 2lly-y + = llvei—2llvy

652
<5Bwj 1+ b2 B’u}] 2,

where we use the fact i, € A;_; C A;_9 (due to Lemma E[) and iy € A; € Aj_1 C Aj_» which implies
that vy j_1,v¢,-1 € y;’_l and vy j_2,Vt -2 € y;’_Q. Therefore Hvt,jﬂ”\’/j—jl < wj_y, ||v*,j,1||‘7j—711 < wj_g,
lve,j—2llp-1 < wj—2 and ||v, j—2||y-1 < wj_p (where w; is defined in (22))).
-2 j—2
Then, we study the regret within a single phase j > 3,

T" 652w, _
Z Tt S (Tj — t]‘ + 1) (g;UJ 2 + Bﬂwj1>

t=t;
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ti—1)wj—1

1

< (tj+1 —t5) (655%2 + 5Pw;— 1)

:%‘bﬁ(tﬂ tj—2)wj—2 + 105(t;

L A58 24525 Jiluxtuv L4108 tf [
t=tj_» t=tj 1

< 258 tj;jf||xt||2vtl £108, 41

t:tj72

tj—1

2
S el

t:tj71

245283
< 7z )
< \/thj 210g<1—|— )\d>+105\/2dtj110g<1+ /\d>

where (@) is due to the fact that 7; < t;;1 — 1, (B) is due to the fact that t; 1 —t; = 2(t; — t;_1), is due to

Lemma [10)] @ is Cauchy-Schwarz and @ is from Lemma
Finally, we can apply this to the total regret as

RT:ZZGT .= T

j=1t= tJ
<6S+ZZ
j=31t=
<65+ (
j=3
24,52
65+5(b +10) 2d10g<1+>2f

24,52 T
<65+5ﬁ( 5 +10> \/2dTlog<1+)\d)

where the last inequality uses Z'jjzl Vi = Z}I=1(\/§)j <5VT.

_mt

t
24
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D Proofs for linked convex constraints

9T
52 tio1
T 2dtj_2 log 1+ )\d + 108 2dtj_1 log 1+ d

In this section, we prove the regret guarantees for the setting with linked convex constraints. First, we give some
notation and specialize the assumptions from the original setting to this setting. We denote the vector formed
from the ith row of A as a; such that A = [a; ... an]T, and the ith element of z; as z; ;.

Assumption 6. There exists positive reals S4 and Sy such that ||a;|| < Sa for all i € [n] and ||6]] < Sp.
S :=max(Sa,Sp). Also, there exists positive real v such that rB C G. Lastly, it holds that v :=

61f v > 1, then for all z € X it holds that |Az|| < ||4||F|lz|| < v/nSv = r given that ||z|| <1 < v for all z € X.

28
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In the following subsections will first study ROFUL in this setting and then GenOP and Safe-PE.
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D.1 ROFUL under linked convex constraints

We first update the definitions of ROFUL to this setting, then will prove the regret bounds. We define the

estimator of the vector a; as
t—1

A~ —1
at; =V, § Tk 2k,
k=1

and At = [a¢1 - &t’n]—r. We then state the specific structural assumption on the noise terms.

Assumption 7. For all t € [T], it holds that Ele|z1,€1,...,€t—1,2¢] = 0 and Elexp(Aes)|z1, €1, vy €41, 2] <
exp(#),%\ € R. The same holds replacing €, with n; for each i € [n].

With this, we give a generalization of the confidence sets originally defined in Lemma
Lemma 11 (Theorem 2 in [Abbasi-Yadkori et al| (2011)). Let Assumptions[1], [6 and[7 hold. Also, let

By = p\/dlog (W) +VAS. (23)

Then, with probability at least 1 — 8, it holds that both |zT (6, — 0)| < @”xHV;l and (A, — A)z € ﬂt||a:HV;JBSOO for
all z € R and all t > 1.

We use Econt to refer to the event that the confidence sets in Lemma[T1] hold for all rounds. The optimistic
and pessimistic sets then become

VP ={z € X: A+ Bilzll,1Bo N G # 0} (24)

and .
YV={zeX: Aix+ ﬂthHV;lIBOO c g} (25)

The main challenge in this setting is characterizing the scaling required to take any point in V¢ in to Y, which
we lower bound in the following lemma.

Lemma 12. Let Assumption hold. Also, let x be any point in Y? and ¢ = max{p € [0,1] : uz € YF}. Then, for
all t, it holds that

r
¢> )
r—|—2\/ﬁﬁt||xHV;1
and, with T = Cx, that
2v/n _
c21- 2, ),

Proof. From the definition of ), we can choose a v € B, such that
w= A+ Bellzlly—veg.
For a € [0, 1], we know that
Aoz + Billaally1Bo € Aoz + fiflazlly s (2Bos +v)
= Ajar + 5t||ax||vt7w + QﬂtHaI”Vt—lIBoo

= a (A + Billzlly-10) + 28 ozl Bu
au+26t||ax||vt71Boo.
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From Fact [l and the fact that u is in G, we know that au + (1 — a)rB C G. We choose a = such

.
TF2/nB Il 1
t

— T —
that o = VA (1 — @) to get that

Aoz + Byl|az||y, 1B € au+ 28| azy, 1 Ba
Cau+ 2\/ﬁﬁt||ax||vt7118%
=au+r(l-a)BCg.
Since A,ax + Bellox]ly,~1Boe € G and ax is in X' due to the fact that it is star-convex, we know that ax € JJ'. It
t

follows that
(=max{p>0:pred}>a

)
- , 26
NI P (26)

which proves the first inequality in the statement of the lemma. Then, given that (z = Z and ¢ > 0, it holds that
Clizlly-1 = lIcally-+ = 12y

With this, we can rearrage to get that

2Vn

r

(r+2vnBill, - >r = (>1- Bellzlly-1,

which proves the second inequality in the statement of the lemma. O

The regret bound for ROFUL in this setting then follows from this.

Theorem 7. Let Assumptions[1} [f] and[7 hold. Then, the regret of ROFUL in the setting with linked convex
constraints satisfies

@ (So +Sa) 5T\/2dTlog (1 + )Z)

Rr <

with probability at least 1 — 4.

Proof. We condition on E.on¢ throughout the proof without further explicit reference to it. From Lemma [12] and
using the same reasoning as Lemma [2, we know that

2y/n
Yt = max <1 - fﬂtlxtvt171/> :

r
Then, we know that
0" (T —x) < Sp(1 =)

2./1Ss
T

< Bt“%“vfl
Also, it holds that
07 (w. — &) < 0] & + BillZully, -+ — 07 &
< 28|y
< Bullally
Then, the instantaneous regret satisfies
re =07 (z, — )

2
< 2 (S 4 84) By

The proof follows from the elliptic potential lemma (Lemma |5 as used in Theorem O
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D.2 GenOP under linked convex constraints

In this section, we prove regret guarantees of GenOP under linked convex constraints. Note that this also gives
regret bounds of GenOP in the original setting (i.e. given in in Section by taking n =1 and r = b. Before
giving the regret guarantees, we first give a corollary to Lemma [12] that bounds the scaling required to take any
point in Y in to J?.

Corollary 3. Assume the same as Lemma and let Econt hold. Let y be any point in Y and {; = max{u €
[0,1] : py € YP}. Then, for all t, it holds that

r
Cl Z )
N TN

and, with y = (1y, that

2./n
r

Proof. Conditioned on Econt, it holds that Y C V¢. Therefore, y is in Yy and we can apply Lemma [12| to get the

statement of the corollary. O

G >1-

Billglly,+.

With this, we prove the regret bound for GenOP in the following theorem.

. . . S, . . .
Theorem 8. Let Assumptions @ andB hold. Then, playing GenOP with Kk =1 + @ in the setting with
linked convex constraints satisfies

Ry <2 (1 + \/ﬁs") BT\/2dTlog (1 + ATd>
T

with probability at least 1 — 9.

Proof. Since x, is in )Y and using Corollary we know that oz, is in V¥, where o = W’W) Using
-

this, we show that the upper confidence bound of the actions played by GenOP is in fact larger than the optimal
reward.
Since z; is chosen by a maximization over J¥, we can reason that

07z + mBledlly - = o (07w + wBilally )

a <9Tsc* + (0 —0)" 2, + fiﬁt”x*”v;l)
> a (072 = Bl + bl )

_ 1 T 2./nSy
= 2VmBdle.l, 1 (9 Ty =Bl 2l
—+1

T

S
0T, + 2250 8|2 ||,
2
26y ||y + 1

Z 9T$*7

where the last inequality holds according to the reasoning that

T 2y/nSy
R L P

= *
2\/ﬁﬁt‘|x*”Vfl +1

T
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24/nSy

r

2/m

r

— 0Tz, +

2y/nSy
r

Bullzally—r 2 07, (
2/n

r

il +1)

>

Bullzallyr = 07w 228 o
= Sy >0"x,,
which holds by Assumption [1} Therefore, we know that
re =07 (z, —zy)
< é;xt + Kﬁt”ajt”V;l — 0" 2y
< (0r = 0) "y + KBil|welly,
< (1 +5)Bellzelly—

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz to the cumulative regret and then the elliptic potential lemma (Lemma [5)) as used in
Theorem [1f completes the proof.

D.3 Safe-PE under linked convex constraints

In this section, we give regret bounds for Safe-PE under linked convex constraints. Let the estimator of each a; in
phase j be a;; and let A; = [a;1 ... 4;,] . We then state the specific structural assumption on the noise terms.

Assumption 8. The noise sequences (€)1, and (n;,;)1_, are independent p-subgaussian random variables for all
i€ n).

With this, we can then define the confidence set for the parameters in this setting which follows immediately
from Lemma

Lemma 13. Then, for all z € X and all j € [J] it holds that |z (6; —6)| < |z]|y,—1 8 and (A, — A)x € ||z, -1 /Boo
J J

where B = py/2log (%) + V/AS with probability at least 1 — 6.

Then, the only change to the algorithm is the definition of the maximum safe scalings (i.e. line|7|in Algorithm
3)), which is

i j4+1 = max {a €0,04] : (u;r&j + ||ui||v_71ﬂjIB%oo) C g}.

We then apply Corollary [3] to bound the scaling of each direction in the pessimistic set as proven in the following
lemma. Recall the notation from Appendix [C|

Lemma 14 (Lemma [§| for linked convex constraints). Let Assumptions @ and@ hold. For alli € [k], it holds
that ¢; ;/¢ > 1— %H’U’i,j”\/,lﬁﬁ for all j > 1. Furthermore, (; ;/¢ > 1— M||vi7j_1||v,_:116.

’I‘2
Proof. Note the similarity between p; ; and the definition of ¢; in Corollary Therefore, we can follow the

reasoning of Corollary [3| to get that (¢; ;/¢;) > 1 — 2\755”71@]'”\/511 and then following the proof of Lemmagives
s
the claim.

With this, we can then give the regret bound for Safe-PE in the following theorem.
Theorem 9. Let Assumptions @ and@ hold. Then, the regret of Safe-PE (Algorithm@ satisfies

2452 T
Ry §65+5B< i"ﬂo) \/QdTlog (1+)

Ad

with probability at least 1 —§.
Proof. Following the proof of Theorem [3] using Lemma [T4] yields the result. O

32



E Problem-dependent analysis of GenOP

In this section, we show that the problem dependent analysis approach in Theorem [2| and Corollary [1] applies to
GenOP.

First, we give some useful facts in the following lemma, which is analogous to Lemmalf]in the problem-dependent
analysis of ROFUL.

Lemma 15. Let Assumptions and@ hold, and let Econt hold. Also, leﬂ
¢ :=max{( >0:(xy € Y}, (27)
and vy = (yxy. Then, it follows that:
1.1/G € [1= 2Bl
2. 0T (z; —vy) < %@thﬂvfl
3. If there exists a > 0 such that Ty = ax., then vy = x,.

4. If there does not exists a > 0 such that vy = ax., then 07 (z. —v;) > A.

Proof. We condition on E.ou throughout the proof without further reference. We will first give some useful facts.
In particular, it holds that, .
0) w1+ wBillelly, -+ > 67z >0 (28)

where the first inequality is due to optimism and the second is Assumption 2| It follows from that z; # 0
and therefore the set {¢ > 0: (z; € YV} is compact. Also, note that {{ > 0: (x; € Y} contains 0 and is therefore
nonempty, so (; is well-defined. Next, we prove each item individually in the following.

First, we argue that (; > 1. This holds because x; € yg’ C Y and therefore 1 isin {¢ > 0: (x: € Y}. It
follows that 1/¢; < 1.

Then, we show that 1/¢; > 1 — %5t||$t||vf—1~ In order to do this, we first show that 1/¢; > max{u € [0,1] :

pv; € YP}. Suppose, this was not the case, i.e. that there exists € {u € [0,1] : pvy € YP} such that p > 1/¢,.
Since, pv; € YF, this would imply that,

0 xi + KBillwe]ly = max (9;3? + ﬁ5t||93||v;1) > 0/ (poe) + £yl vl (29)

At the same time, given that v; = (e,

07 o+ bzl = (1/6)G (6] 00 + izl )
< pGe (étTSCt + HﬂtHfﬁtval)
= (0 e+ wBlerlly )
=0/ (uvr) + KBellpoelly -1,
X[Vhe]re the ine%uality uses . Since and cannot simultaneously hold, it follows that 1/{; > max{u €
0,1] : pvy € Y7}

Finally, using Corollary [3| by taking n = 1 and r = b (since the setting with linked convex constraints is a more
general case), we have that

2
1/¢; > max{p € [0,1] : pvy € YP} > 1 — gBtthHV;l.

"Note that this definition of ¢; differs from the one used for the problem-dependent analysis of ROFUL in Lomma@
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Since, v; = (¢ and 1/¢; € {1 - %Btth”vflv 1}, it holds that

25
07 (zp —v) =0T 0 (1/¢ — 1) < S[1/¢ — 1| =S(1—1/¢) < ?ﬂtH%HV;L
From Lemma @ we know that max{¢ > 0: {x, € Y} = 1. Then, if there exists & > 0 such that x; = a.,

Ct:max{CZO:CxtEy}:émax{ZZO:fx*Ey}:l

a b
where we use the mapping ¢ = a¢’. Therefore, it follows that
v = Gy = ATy = Ty

First, note that if there does not exist o > 0 such that z; = ax,, then there does not exist o/ > 0 such that
vy = &'z, as vy = (ixy. Then, since vy € Y, it follows from the definition of A that,

07 (z, —x) <O (0 — v4).

in
T€Y: x#ax, Ya>0
O]

Theorem 10. Let Assumptions([1, [3 and[3 hold. If A > 0, then the number of wrong directions chosen by GenOP
with k =1+ % (defined by ) satisfies

1 25\* , T
< — — _
BT_A28d(1+ b) ﬂTlog<1+>\d)

with probability at least 1 — 6.

Proof. We condition on &.qn¢ defined in without further mention. Consider the the instantaneous directional
regret,

ft = QT(LE* — Ut)

S étht + H,BtHl'tHVt—l — HTvt

= QTCCt + (0 - ét)TQSt + K;Btnl'tnvt—l — GTUt

<O (2 —ve) + (54 1)Be |2y,

25
< 5 Bellzelly-r + (5 + DBellelly,-
25

<21+ )y,
where the first inequality uses optimism (with xk = 1 + %)7 the second inequality uses the definition of the
confidence set, the third inequality uses Lemma ( Then, from Lemma ( , we know that either

7+ = 0 if there exists a > 0 such that z; = ax, or 74 > A otherwise. Then, using the bound Br < Rr/A and the
fact that 7, < 72 /A, we have that

~ T T 2 T 2
Ry 1 ~ 1 _\9 4 28 9 9 1 25 9 T
Bre o xR ns e o (14) Al = gna (145 shos (1453)
where the last inequality comes from Lemma [5 O

It then immediately follows that it is possible to achieve regret that only depends on d in O(polylog(T)) terms
with the same reasoning as Corollary [I]
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Corollary 4. Let Assumptions [, [4 and[3 hold. If A > 0, consider the algorithm.:

1. Play GenOP until any single direction has been played more than B := ﬁ&i (1 + %)2 32 log (1 + %) times.
Let this direction be denoted by ..

2. For the remaining rounds, play GenOP (after restarting) for the 1-dimensional safe linear bandit problem of
choosing & € Ry and then playing Eiu..

Then, with probability at least 1 — 29,

85 = 2B 45 T
< — 5 p— [ —_
Ry <~ 623\/dBlog <1+ Ad) +5 ﬁT\/ZTlog <1+ /\d)

where By is Br with d = 1.

F Details on numerical experiments

In this section, we give the details of the numerical experiments that were not included in the body of the paper
as well as details on the computing setup and additional results. The computing hardware specifications are given
in Section Then, the details on the simulation results for the settings with linear contraints, linked convex
constraints, and star convex multi-armed bandit are given in Sections [F.2] [F-3] and [F.4] respectively.

F.1 Computing hardware

All simulations were run on a Lenovo ThinkPad T470 with an Intel Core i7 processor and 16 GB of memory.

F.2 Linear constraints

In the first setting (results in Figure [2a)), we take d = 2 and T = 5 x 10%, and also take the action set to be
a finite star convex set X' = (J;cpg{aur : @ € [0,1]}. For each trial, we sample 6 ~ U(Bxo), ux ~ U(S) for all
k € [10] (where we resample {uy};, until it holds that 6Tz, > 0), b ~ U[0.25,1], a ~ U (B ). The learner is only
given the prior information on these parameters that ||0]| < v/2 and ||a|| < v/2. As such, the algorithm can take
S, = Sy = /2. The noise terms are sampled i.i.d as 1; ~ N (o) and ¢; ~ N (o), where o = 0.1. The learner is
given o. For the regularization parameter, we use A = 1 for all algorithms tested.

The second setting (results in Figure is the same except that T'=1 x 10° and b ~ [0.05,0.25].

To implement the algorithms in this setting, we enumerate over the directions in order to calculate the
algorithms’ updates. To show how this matches the specified update for GenOP, consider the update specified in
@),

arg max (ég—x—l—/{ﬂtHxHV_l) . (31)
P t

T€Y;

Since the pessimistic set can be defined as

Y= U {aui rae 0,1, a (d:ui +5tHUi||vt—1> < b} ,
1€[10]

and the objective is convex, we know that for each of the line segments, the maximum objective value is attained
at the origin or the maximum scaling in that direction. Therefore, we find a point in by optimizing over these
points, i.e.
Ty € arg max (é;r:r—i—ﬁﬂtﬂxﬂv_l) ,
z€{0,¢Tu1,....(pui0} ¢
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where

%

o {min(b/(&;'—ui + Billwilly-1), 1), i @ ws + Byllwilly >0
1 else.

The calculation used for ROFUL uses a similar idea. In particular, the optimistic action (line 4| of Algorithm
1) is calculated as

T € arg max (QTKE + 516”95”\/*1) ;
z€{0,(fu1,.-,Cfouto0} ‘

where

i —

o min(b/(a, u; — /BtHUiH‘/t—l), 1), ifa u;— ,Bt||uz‘||vt—1 >0
1 else.

Then, g from line [6]is calculated as

. {mm(b/(aja:«t + BullEdlly 1), 1), i & # 4 BellEll 0 >0
L=
1 else.

F.3 Linked convex constraints

In this (results Figure 7 d=2,n=2,X=B,and T = 10°. We take G = bB, where b ~ U/[0.25, 1] for each trial.
The constraint matrix and reward vector are randomly sampled, where each row of A is sampled as a; ~ U(B,) for
all i € [n] and @ ~ U(B). The learner is only given the prior information on these parameters that [0 < v/2 and
llai|]| < v/2 for all i € [n]. As such, the algorithms can take S = /2 and r; = 0.25. The noise terms are sampled
iidasn ~N(ol) and ¢ ~ N (o), where o = 0.1. The learner is given o. For the regularization parameter, we
use A = 1 for both algorithms. We simulate this setting for 30 trials, where different realizations of the problem
parameters are used for each trial. In Figure the mean of the regret at each round ¢ normalized by square-root
t is shown along with the plus-or-minus one standard deviation.

For this setting, we relax the optimistic and pessimistic sets such that they use the 2-norm ball instead of the
infinity-ball. In particular, we use the sets

Vo={zeX: Az+ \/ﬁﬁt”fU”V;lB NG # 0}

and )
Vi ={zcX: Aw+ Vnplz|, B CG}.

F.3.1 Additional Results

We also includes additional results (given in Figure [3]), where everything is the same except that G = bB., and
X = Uke[m]{o‘uk s« € [0, 1]} where ug ~ U(S) for all k € [10]. In Figure the mean of the regret at each round
t normalized by square-root ¢ is shown along with plus-or-minus one standard deviation.

F.4 Star convex multi-armed bandit

In this setting (results in Figure the action set only consists of the coordinate directions with scalings between
Oand 1. Weset # =a=[10...0]" and b = 0.5 and use i.i.d. Gaussian noise of standard deviation 0.1. In this
case, we only give the learner the knowledge that ||a||, ||0]] < S = 2 because if the learner was given the information
that |la|| < 1, it would be initially known that the optimal action satisfies the constraint. In this setting, we
simulate ROFUL and Safe-PE for 3 trials for d = 10.
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Figure 3: Simulation results for setting with linked convex constraints and box constraints.
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Figure 4: Simulation results for ROFUL and PD-ROFUL in problem with A > 0 and known.

F.4.1 Additional results

We also simulate PD-ROFUL (Algorithm [2)) and ROFUL in the same setting with, except with b = 0.9 and
S = 1.5. We make this modification to make the initial phase of duration less than 7" so that there is a difference
between ROFUL and PD-ROFUL. We simulate both algorithms for 5 trials with d = 10 and show the mean and
standard deviation of the regret in Figure [
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