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Abstract

We consider the discrete-time infinite-horizon average-reward restless bandit problem. We
propose a novel policy that maintains two dynamic subsets of arms: one subset of arms has
a nearly optimal state distribution and takes actions according to an Optimal Local Control
routine; the other subset of arms is driven towards the optimal state distribution and gradu-
ally merged into the first subset. We show that our policy is asymptotically optimal with an
O(exp(—CN)) optimality gap for an N-armed problem, under the mild assumptions of aperiodic-
unichain, non-degeneracy, and local stability. Our policy is the first to achieve exponential
asymptotic optimality under the above set of easy-to-verify assumptions, whereas prior work
either requires a strong Global Attractor assumption or only achieves an O(1/ VN ) optimality
gap. We further discuss the fundamental obstacles in significantly weakening our assumptions.
In particular, we prove a lower bound showing that local stability is fundamental for exponential
asymptotic optimality.

1 Introduction

Restless bandits (RBs) [Whi88| is a stochastic sequential decision-making problem consisting of
multiple arms coupled by a constraint. Each arm operates as a Markov decision process (MDP)
with two possible actions: activating or keeping passive. At each time step, the decision maker
observes the states of the arms and chooses a fixed fraction of arms to activate, aiming to maximize
the expected reward collected from the arms. The RB problem has a long history and diverse
applications. Readers can refer to the recent survey paper [NM23| for a comprehensive review of
the literature.

In this paper, we study the infinite-horizon RBs in discrete time, with the long-run average-
reward objective. Since computing the exact optimal policy for an RB problem is intractable as the
number of arms N is large [PT99], we focus on developing asymptotically optimal policies that can
be efficiently computed. Specifically, the optimality gap of a policy is the difference between the
average reward per arm and that of an optimal policy. A policy is considered to be asymptotically
optimal if the optimality gap is o(1) in the asymptotic limit of N — oo.!
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The asymptotic optimality of average-reward RB in the large N regime has been studied for
decades, starting with the seminal papers on the renowned Whittle index policy [Whi88, WW90].
Since then researchers have been weakening the assumptions for asymptotic optimality [Verl6,
HXCW23, HXCW24, Yan24| or improving the order of optimality gaps [GGY23a, GGY23b|. A
recent milestone is the exponential asymptotic optimality established in [GGY23a, GGY23b|, where
a class of policies called LP-Priority is proved to achieve an optimality gap O(exp(—CN)) for some
constant C', under some assumptions. Such an exponential gap has significant practical value, since
it implies that a policy has nearly-optimal performance even for RBs with small N. Moreover, an
exponential gap also “beats” the Central Limit Theorem (CLT), an intriguing theoretical property
that is not a priori obvious to be possible. In particular, on a high-level all asymptotic optimal-
ity results in the RB literature are based on the concentration of the empirical distribution of the
arms’ states around a certain optimal distribution. Therefore, an O(1/v/N) bound owing to CLT
was believed to be fundamental. An important observation made in [GGY23a, GGY23b]| is that if
the system has a certain notion of local linearity, the optimality gap only depends on the distance
between the optimal distribution and the ezpected empirical state distribution, allowing one to go
beyond CLT.

Despite the above intuition, it remains unclear what is the fundamental mechanism leading to
exponential asymptotic optimality. Although a simple assumption called non-degeneracy (or non-
singularity) suffices to ensure the local linearity property described above, non-degeneracy alone is
not enough to guarantee exponential optimality of the LP-Priority policies considered in [GGY23a,
GGY23b|. In particular, another crucial assumption is needed, namely the Uniform Global Attractor
Property (UGAP). Without UGAP, LP-Priority may even have a constant optimality gap; see
[WW90, GGY20, HXCW23] for concrete examples. Unfortunately, UGAP is hard to interpret and
verify, as it concerns the global convergence of a certain non-linear difference equation.

In light of the difficulty caused by UGAP, very recent work has studied new policies that are
asymptotically optimal without assuming UGAP [HXCW23, HXCW24, Yan24|. Different from LP-
Priority and Whittle index policies, these new policies actively control the empirical distribution
of the states of the arms, driving the distribution to globally converge towards a certain optimal
distribution, without relying on extraneous assumptions. However, while these results conclude that
UGAP is not needed for asymptotic optimality, it remains unclear whether UGAP is fundamental
for exponential asymptotic optimality — the best optimality gap proved in this line of work is
O(1/V/N).

Given these developments, it is natural to ask if removing UGAP necessarily results in a sacri-
fice in the optimality gap. Is it possible to efficiently find policies that achieve global exponential
asymptotic optimality, i.e., an O(exp(—CN)) optimality gap without assuming global attraction?

Our contributions. The primary contribution of the paper is to design the first policy, the Two-
Set Policy, that achieves exponential asymptotic optimality without UGAP. The Two-Set Policy
maintains two dynamic subsets of arms and applies two different subroutines to the subsets: one
subset of arms has a nearly optimal state distribution and takes actions according to a certain
Optimal Local Control; the other subset of arms is driven towards the optimal state distribution
and gradually merged into the first subset. Intuitively, the Optimal Local Control in the first subset
induces local linearity, while the second subset achieves global convergence. While the ideas in each
subroutine is not completely new, the Two-Set Policy leverages them in a novel way to achieve the
best of both worlds. The theoretical guarantees of the Two-Set Policy is informally summarized in
the theorem below.

Theorem (Informal version of Theorem 1). Suppose each arm is unichain, aperiodic, non-degenerate



and locally stable. Then we can efficiently compute a N-armed policy w such that
R — R(m, So) < O(exp(~CN)), (1)

where R™ is an (efficiently computable) upper bound on the optimal long-run average reward, and
R(m, Sy) is the long-run average reward under the policy ™ given the vector of initial states Sy.

We will make precise the definitions of non-degeneracy and local stability. We emphasize that
we only need aperiodic unichain under a particular policy rather than all policies. The assumptions
of Theorem 1 are a subset of, and hence strictly weaker than, the assumptions made in prior work
[GGY23a, GGY23b| for exponential asymptotic optimality. Moreover, all our assumptions pertain
to a linear program defined by problem primitives and are thus much easier to verify than UGAP.

The proof of the above theorem employs a novel multivariate Lyapunov function technique, which
generalizes the focus-set approach in [HXCW24]. This multivariate Lyapunov function enables us
to decouple the complex dynamics under the Two-Set Policy, where the states of the arms and the
two dynamic subsets are coupled and change simultaneously.

We next elucidate the roles of our assumptions for exponential optimality. The importance of
unichain, aperiodicity and non-degeneracy is well recognized; we complement the discussion with
concrete examples. We further establish the fundamental importance of local stability by proving
the following.

Theorem (Informal version of Theorem 2). For reqular unstable RBs, every policy  satisfies
R™ — R(n, Sp) > Q(1/VN). (2)

We will formally define the class of regular (locally) unstable RB and provide concrete examples.
Note that all known efficient policies rely on the upper bound R™. For these policies, Theorem 2
shows that local stability is crucial for achieving exponential asymptotic optimality for a natural
class of RB instances. The proof of Theorem 2 uses Lyapunov analysis to reveal an interesting
trade-off between two competing needs when local stability fails: to keep the states of the arms
near the optimal distribution, and to take the optimal actions when the states are near the optimal
distribution.

Other related work. Apart from the average-reward RBs, there are also a rich body of literature
on RBs with finite-horizon total-reward [HF17, ZCJW19, BS20, GNJT23, ZF21, GGY23b, GGY24]
or or the infinite-horizon discounted-reward criteria [ZF22, GNJT23]. The approaches in these
setting do not directly apply to the average-reward setting, as their computational complexities
scale with the (effective) time horizon. However, there are still a large intersection of ideas — in
particular, the first O(1/N) optimality gap result was established in the finite-horizon setting by
[ZF21].

2 Problem setup

Consider the discrete-time average-reward restless bandit problem with N homogeneous arms, re-
ferred to as the N-armed problem. Index the arms by [N] £ {1,2,...,N}. To avoid confusion
with the Whittle index, We refer to i as the ID of Arm i. Each arm is associated with a Markov
decision process (MDP) defined by (S, A, P,r), which is called the single-armed MDP. Here § is
a finite state space; A = {0,1} is the action space, where action 1 is activating/pulling the arm;
P :SxAxS — [0,1] is the transition kernel; r : S x A — R is the reward function. Let



T'max = MaXses qea |7(s, a)|. The RB problem has a budget constraint, given by a constant a € (0, 1),
which requires that « fraction of arms must be pulled at every time step. We assume that a/V is
an integer. We focus on the setting where all the model parameters, S, A, P, r, «, are known.

A policy 7 for the N-armed problem chooses the action for each of the /N arms in each time step.
The policy can be randomized and history-dependent. Under 7, the state vector ST £ (ST (i));e(n) €

SN represents the states of all arms at time ¢, and the action vector AT £ (A7(i));en) € AY
denotes the actions applied to each arm. For each policy 7, consider the following two quantities:
the limsup average reward RT(m, Sp) £ limsupy_, ., 7 Z?Z_OI + e E [r(S7(4), A7 ()] ; and the
liminf average reward R~ (m,Sp) £ liminfr o 7 ST + iev E[r(ST (@), A7 (i))].  When the
limsup and liminf coincide, the long-run average reward can be defined as follows:

R(wsoéhm—z > E[r(S7(i), AT (4))].

T—oo T
1€[N]

Note that R(m,Sp) is well-defined when 7 is Markovian w.r.t. the state S;, as S; is a finite-state
Markov chain under such 7 [Put05, Proposition 8.1.1|. Using a similar argument, one can show
that R(m, Sp) is well-defined if 7 is Markovian w.r.t. an augmented system state with a finite state
space.

Our goal is to solve the following optimization problem.

ma}lgimize R™(m, Sp) subject to E A7 (i) =aN, Vt>0. (RB)
policy 7
1€[N]

Let R*(N) be the optimal value of (RB), referred to as the optimal reward. Note that R*(N) =
sup R~ (7', Sy) = sup,y R (7', Sp) because (RB) is an MDP with finite state and action spaces
[Put05, Theorem 9.1.6]. For any policy 7, we define its optimality gap as R*(N) — R~ (m,Sp). A
policy is asymptotically optimal if its optimality gap vanishes as N — oo, i.e., R*(N)— R~ (w,Sp) =
o(1). This notion of asymptotic optimality is consistent with the literature [Ver16, Definition 4.11].

We remark that there always exists a stationary Markovian policy that achieves the optimal
reward [Put05, Theorem 9.1.8]. In later parts of the paper, although we will not restrict ourselves
to stationary Markovian policies, we focus on policies that induce finite-state Markov chains. Under
each of these policies, 7, the long-run average reward R(m, Sp) is well-defined. For simplicity, we will
refer to R(m, Sp) as the objective function of (RB) and write the optimality gap as R*(N)—R(m, Sp).

Scaled state-count vector. We introduce an alternative representation of the N-armed
system state, which will be used extensively throughout the paper. For each subset D C [N],
we define the scaled state-count vector on D as X[ (D) = (XJ(D,s))ses, where X[ (D,s) =
%+ > iep L{SF (i) = s} is the number of arms in D in state s scaled by 1/N. When D = [N] is
the set of all arms, we simply call X[ ([N]) the scaled state-count vector. Sometimes we view
X7 (D) as a vector-valued function of D C [N]. We refer to this function X; as the system
state at time t. Note that the system state X[ contains the same information as the state vec-
tor S7. We also define the scaled state-action-count vector as Y™ = (Y7 (s,a))sesacn, wWhere
Y/ (s,a) & %Zie[N] 1{ST (i) = s, A7 (i) = a} is the fraction of arms with state s and action a
at time ¢.

Additional notation. Let [0,1]y = {0,1/N,2/N,...,1}. For each subset D C [N], m(D) =
|D|/N denotes the fraction of arms contained in D, thus m(D) € [0,1]x. Let A(S) be probability
simplex on S. We treat each distribution v € A(S) as a row vector. Recall that 7 denotes a policy
for the N-armed problem. When the context is clear, we drop superscript 7 from Sf, AT, and X .



3 Two-Set Policy

In this section, we describe our Two-Set Policy. We first discuss a linear programming (LP) relax-
ation of (RB) in Section 3.1 and state assumptions. The optimal solution of the LP is then used
to define two subroutines, Exact Proportional Control in Section 3.2, and Optimal Local Control in
Section 3.3. We then use these two subroutines to construct the Two-Set Policy in Section 3.4. The
ideas in the two subroutines are not new; our novelty lies in how we build them into the Two-Set
Policy.

3.1 LP relaxation

We consider the linear programming (LP) relaxation of the N-armed problem (RB), which is crucial
for the design and analysis of RB policies.

maximize r(s,a)y(s,a LP
{y(s7a)}ses,a€A SGSZ,G:EA ( ) ( ) ( )
subject to Zy(s, 1) = a, (3)
seS
Sy ) P(sass) = S ylsia), Vs S yls,a) = 1; yls,a) 20, Vs,a. (4)
s'eS,acA a€h s€ES,acA

To see why (LP) is a relaxation of (RB), for any stationary Markovian policy , consider y™(s,a) =
limy_, o0 7 ZZ:OIE[% iy HST () = s, AT (i) = a}],Vs € S,a € A. It is not hard to see that
R(m,80) = 3 ses.0eaT(5,a)y™(s,a), and (y™ (s, a))ses aca satisfies the constraints (3)-(4). Therefore,
letting R™ be the optimal value of (LP), it can be shown that R™ > R*(N) (See Appendix A.1).
Note that the LP relaxation can be efficiently solved. We can bound the optimality gap of any
policy 7 using the inequality R*(N) — R~ (m, Sg) < R*™ — R~ (n, Sp). This bound has been widely
used in prior work [WW90, Ver16, GGY23a, GGY23b, HXCW23].

Optimal single-armed policy. For a fixed optimal solution to (LP), y* = {y*(s,a)}ses,aca,
we consider the conditional distribution 7* = (7*(al|s))scs,aca given by:

*(als) = {y*(s,a>/<y*<s,o> Y ED), HPE0HY D >0 e
1/2, if y*(s,0) +y*(s,1) =0
We call 7* the optimal single-armed policy, due to the fact that 7 can be viewed as the optimal
policy for the single-armed MDP (S, A, P,r) with a relaxed budget constraint [HXCW24].
Let Pz« be the transition matrix induced by the policy 7* on the single-armed MDP, i.e.,
Pre(s,s') = Y ,ca@(als)P(s,a,s’). Since Pr- is a stochastic matrix, its largest eigenvalue is
equal to 1. For the other eigenvalues of Pz+, we consider the following assumption.

Assumption 1 (Aperiodic unichain). The moduli of all eigenvalues of Py~ except the largest one
are strictly less than 1; that is, P+ defines an aperiodic unichain on S.

With Assumption 1, the transition matrix Pz« induces a unique stationary distribution, p* £
(*(s))ses, where p*(s) = y*(s,1) + y*(s,0), as one can verify using the definition of Pz-. We call
©* the optimal stationary distribution. We define S? 2 {s € S: y*(s,1) = y*(s,0) = 0}, the set of
transient states under policy 7*.

Our next assumption imposes a non-degenerate condition on the optimal solution to (LP).



Subroutine 1 Exact Proportional Control

Input: A set of arms with number of arms in each state (z(s))ses, optimal single-armed policy 7*

1. for s € S do
2: Compute p such that p [7*(1]s)z(s)]| + (1 —p) [7*(1]s)z(s)] = 7*(1]s)z(s).
3: With probability p and 1 — p, activate |7*(1]s)z(s)] or [7*(1]|s)z(s)| arms in state s.

Assumption 2 (Non-degenerate). For the fixed optimal solution to (LP), y*, there exists a unique
neutral state, i.e., a state § € S s.t. y*(§,1) > 0 and y*(5,0) > 0.

Note that Assumption 2 stipulates the existence of a neutral state § — one can always find an
optimal solution of (LP) such that there is at most one neutral state [GGY23b, Proposition 2|.

Assumption 3 (Local stability). Given the non-degenerate condition, define ® as a [S|-by-|S]
matrix:
&2 Pr — 1Ty — (en — al) T (PL(5) — Po(9)), (6)

where cz+ = (7*(1]s))ses and P,(5) 2 (P(3,a,s))ses are both row vectors; 1 is the all-one row

vector. We assume that the moduli of all eigenvalues of ® are strictly less than 1.

The implication of Assumption 3 will become clear after we introduce the subroutine Optimal
Local Control in Section 3.3, which is constructed from the optimal solution to (LP) and has dy-
namics given by the matrix ®. We note that [GGY23a| also assumes a version of local stability, in
addition to UGAP, to achieve exponential asymptotic optimality. Our local stability assumption is
substantially weaker, and it is implied by their version of local stability together with UGAP (see
Appendix C.4 of [GGY23a]). Importantly, we do not require a global assumption like UGAP.

Remark 1. Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 are easy to verify as they pertain to either the single-armed MDP
primitives (P,r,«) or a linear program define by these problem primitives. In contrast, verifying
UGAP is significantly harder due to the dependency on the non-linear N -armed dynamics.

Remark 2. Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 all depend on an optimal solution y* to the (LP). When we
state our results with more than one assumption among the three, we consider the same y*.

3.2 Subroutine 1: Exact Proportional Control

We now describe the Ezact Proportional Control, as presented in Subroutine 1. The subroutine
takes the optimal single-armed policy 7* defined in (5) and a subset of arms D from the RB system
as the input. The subroutine decides the actions for all arms in D to match with 7*. Specifically,
let the number of arms from D in state s € S be z(s). The subroutine aims to activate 7*(1|s)
fraction of the z(s) arms. To handle the integer effect, it activates |7*(1]s)z(s)] or [7*(1]s)z(s)]
arms with properly chosen probability (computed in Line 2) such that the expected proportion is
exactly 7*(1|s).

As shown in Lemma 4, if all N arms in the RB system follow Exact Proportional Control, then as
t — oo, the expected scaled state-count vector E [X;([N])] converges to p*; the expected fraction of
arms in state s taking action a converge to y*(s,a); the expected budget usage of the arms converges
to aN. Consequently, the average expected reward achieves the optimum R of (LP).

We remark that Subroutine 1 let the arms follow 7* in a way different from some prior work
[HXCW23, HXCW24], where the actions are sampled from 7* independently across the arms.



Subroutine 2 Optimal Local Control

Input: A set of arms with number of arms in each state (z(s))ses, budget B,
optimal single-armed policy 7*, neutral state s

. Assert Assumption 2 and conditions in (7)

: for s € S\{5} do

Compute p such that p [7*(1]s)z(s)]| + (1 —p) [7*(1]s)z(s)] = 7*(1]s)z(s).

With probability p and 1 — p, activate |7*(1]s)z(s)] or [7*(1]|s)z(s)| arms with state s.

: Activate the arms with state § using the remaining budget out of B.

3.3 Subroutine 2: Optimal Local Control

Next, we describe Subroutine 2, Optimal Local Control, another building block for constructing our
policy. The subroutine also takes the optimal single-armed policy 7* and a subset of arms D as
the input. One key difference from Subroutine 1 is that here Subroutine 2 requires a predetermined
budget B as an input, independent of the states of the arms. Specifically, for the input subset D
of n arms, the budget B is set as |an] or [an]| with suitable probability such that E[B] = an,
to handle an being non-integer. When D = [N], we set B = aN as the original budget on the
N-armed system. For each non-neutral state s € S\{5}, the policy also aims to activate 7*(1|s)
fraction of the z(s) arms from D that are in state s. To ensure this is feasible with the budget B
constraint, we consider the following conditions for the input subset D:

ZS# 7*(1]s)z(s) < an —|S% —1, and ZS# 75(0|s)z(s) < (1 —a)n—|S°| —1.  (7)

Recall that S? = {s € S: y*(s,1) = y*(s,0) = 0} is the set of transient states under 7*. By the defi-
nition of 7 in (5), it is not hard to see that under conditions in (7), there hold > - [7*(1]s)2(s)]| <
Lan] and z(8) + >_ s [7*(1]s)z(s)] = [an]. Therefore, the budget requested by non-neural states
S\{5} does not exceed B (Line 2-4 of Subroutine 2), and the neural state ensures exactly B unit of
budget is used (Line 5).

If all arms in the RB system follow Subroutine 2, the expected scaled state-count vector
E[X¢([N])] has a linear dynamics, as stated by following the lemma (proof provided in Appendix A).

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 2, suppose (7) holds for the N-armed system at time step t. We
have

E[Xi11([N]) — u* | Xy, all arms follow Subroutine 2] = (X;([N]) — u*)®, (8)
where ® is the |S|-by-|S| matriz defined in (6).

Thus under Assumption 3, Subroutine 2 induces locally stable dynamics. Specifically, if the the
RB system satisfies (7) for a sufficiently long time and we let all N arms follow Subroutine 2, then
the scaled state-count vector X;([N]) would converge to p*. Consequently, the expected fraction of
arms in state s taking action a would be close to y*(s,a) and the time-average of expected reward
would be close to the upper bound R™—hence the name “Optimal Local Control" for Subroutine 2.

3.4 Constructing the Two-Set Policy

We now present our Two-Set Policy for the N-armed system, whose pseudo-code is given in Algo-
rithm 1. On a high level, the Two-Set Policy works by picking out two disjoint subsets of arms



Algorithm 1 Two-Set Policy
Input: number of arms N, budget oV, an optimal solution of LP-relaxation y*, threshold 7,
initial system state Xy, initial state vector Sy, initial focus set D_1 = ()

Let DQL  be a set with largest cardinality such that DQY - C DOY | 6(X,, DQL ) > 0.

temp temp = temp

Let DP™ be a set with largest cardinality such that DPY D DL~ §(X;, DPL) > 0.

1

2

3 temp>

4 Let Df” bes.t. DF{\DP¥ C DF* C [IN\DP" and |Df"| = (|8(N — |DPY))| —1)™.
5: Set Ay (i) for i € DP using Subroutine 2 Optimal Local Control.

6 Set A;(i) for i € Df" using Subroutine 1 exact propotional policy.

7 Set Ay (i) for i ¢ DO U DI such that > i) At(i) = aN.

8 Apply A;(i) for i € [N] and observe the new state vector Siy;.

among the N arms in each time step, and letting them follow two subroutines, Optimal Local Con-
trol and Exact Proportional Control, respectively. When the two sets are picked properly, the policy
pushes the scaled state-count vector X;([/V]) of the N-armed system towards p*. Ultimately, the
system will stabilize in the region where all arms can follow Subroutine 2 Optimal Local Control.
Specifically, at time step ¢, the Two-Set Policy first picks a subset D, where the arms will follow
Optimal Local Control. The policy chooses DOV in two steps, specified in Line 2-3 of Algorithm 1.
Roughly speaking, it intends to let D?L have a large overlap with D?_Ll as well as a large cardinality,
subject the constraint 6(X;, DY) > 0, where §(,-) is a function called slack, defined as follows:

§(z, DO%) = nm(DOF) — ||a(DO%) — m(D") ||, » (9)

where 7 is an input parameter with suggested value [S|~*/2(min{y*(5,0),y*(3,1)} — (|S°| + 1)/N),
U is a matrix defined as U 2 322 ®%(®T)* and |jv||; = VoUvT for v € RS In particular, the
criteria that §(X¢, DY) > 0 ensures that arms in DPY satisfy a “closedness” property: they can
continue to follow Optimal Local Control almost infinitely while satisfying condition (7), until some
rare event happens due to stochastic transitions. We show this property in Lemma 7 and Lemma 11.

After choosing D?L, the Two-Set Policy picks a subset D that contains 8 = min(a, 1 — a)
fraction of the remaining arms, rounded to a certain nearby integer. The set D}  should be such
that Df" N DPY = () and D" D D"\ DPL.

With DPY and DJ" chosen, the Two-Set Policy let arms in DP" follow Subroutine 2 Optimal
Local Controland let the arms in DJ follow Subroutine 1 Exact Proportional Control, and chooses
the actions of remaining arms to meet the budget constraint. We will show that this is always
feasible in Lemma 7 in Appendix B.

4 Main results

In this section, we present our main results.

4.1 Optimality guarantee on the Two-Set Policy
Our first main theorem states an upper bound on the optimality gap of the Two-Set Policy.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption 1, 2 and 3 hold. Let m be the Two-Set Policy in Algorithm 1
with n = |S|_1/2(min{y*(§,0),y*(§, D} — (9% + 1)/N). Then for some C' > 0 independent of N:

R — R(xn,Sy) = O(exp(—CN)). (10)



Theorem 1 establishes the first exponential asymptotic optimality without UGAP. It implies
that even in an RB system with a small number of arms, Two-Set Policy is nearly optimal, under
three mild and easy-to-verify assumptions. In contrast, prior work either requires UGAP to achieve
exponential asymptotic optimality or only has O(1/v/N) optimality gap. We prove Theorem 1 in
Appendix B.

We discuss the relationship between our Two-Set Policy and the set-expansion policy from prior
work [HXCW24]. Set-expansion achieves an O(1/v/N) optimality gap under the aperiodic unichain
assumption (Assumption 1). It works by letting arms in a specific subset follow 7* and gradually
expanding the subset. Our Two-Set Policy refines this approach by maintaining two judiciously
chosen sets instead of one set. Furthermore, we argue that when Assumption 2 or 3 fails, a variant
of the Two-Set Policy can achieve O(1/v/N) optimality gap, since it becomes almost the same as the
set-expansion policy. To see this, note that when Assumption 2 (non-degeneracy) fails, it holds that
n = —0O(1/N); when Assumption 3 (local stability) fails, the matrix U becomes infinity. In either
case, DOV will become the maximal set such that z(DPY) = m(DPY)u* if we allow 6(X;, DPY) to
be slightly negative. Consequently, D?L equivalently follows the Exact Proportional Control and
can be combined with Df . Although the Two-Set Policy and the set-expansion policy differ in how
the arms follow 7* and the criteria for choosing the subset, we believe these differences are minor.
Using similar arguments as [HXCW24], one can prove an O(1/v/N) bound for the Two-Set Policy.

4.2 Discussion of the assumptions

In this subsection, we discuss the importance of the assumptions in Theorem 1. We will show that
there are scenarios where, for every policy 7 and certain initial states Sp, it holds that

R — R(n,Sp) > Q(\/Lﬁ) (11)

When Assumption 1 (aperiodic unichain) or Assumption 2 (non-degeneracy) is violated, it is
not hard to construct examples where (11) holds for every policy 7w and certain initial states Sp;
see Appendix C.1. In the non-unichain example, R*(N) may depend on the initial states Sy, in
which case the initial-state-independent upper bound R is loose. In the periodic and degenerate
examples, the upper bound R™ can only be achieved by a policy that satisfies the budget constraint
on average over time rather than every time step, again causing a large gap between R™ and R*(N).

We emphsize that although R™ is just an upper bound of R*(N), all existing bounds on the
optimality gap use R™ or its variants. Hence, the above examples reveal the limitations of existing
technology. Specifically, while the unichain assumption may be circumvented by a tighter upper
bound than R™, the aperiodic and non-degenerate assumptions appear more fundamental — they
are closely tied to the per-step constraint of RB problems. Therefore, relaxing the aperiodic and
non-degeneracy assumptions requires fundamentally new approaches.

4.2.1 A lower bound when Assumption 3 is violated

When local stability (Assumption 3) fails, instead of finding one counterexample, we take a step
further to establish the lower bound (11) for a large class of instances. To establish this lower bound,
we need a fundamental lemma that relates the gap R™ — R*(N) to our Subroutine 2.

Lemma 2. Suppose that the LP relazation (LP) has a unique optimal solution y*, and y*(s,1) +
y*(s,0) >0, Vs € S. Then

re : 1 =1 a0
R R(m,Sy) > € lim thzo E[dIC(Yt )]7 (12)

T—o0
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where €y s a positive constant; dic is a function of state-action distribution given by

dIC(y) = ZS€S+ y(S,O) + ZSGS* y(37 1)7
where ST ={s € S: y*(s,1) > 0,y(s,0) =0}, S~ ={s €S: y*(s,1) =0,y*(s,0) > 0}.

Note that dic(Y;) is zero if and only if Y} is generated by Subroutine 2 (Optimal Local Control).
Therefore, Lemma 2 shows that the gap R™ — R(m, Sy) is determined by how closely a policy
follows Subroutine 2. Lemma 2 is proved in Appendix C.2 using a primal-dual argument.

Because dic(Y;) > > ,cq+ X¢([IV],5) —a|, Lemma 2 implies that for an RB satisfying conditions
of the lemma, to achieve exponential asymptotic optimality, one must keep the long-run average of
1> sest+ Xi([V], s) — af exponentially small. Doing so could be hard when the RB is degenerate, as
there is no neutral state to absorb the randomness of X;([N]).

Lemma 2 can also be used to show a lower bound on R™ — R(7, Sy) for a class of RB instances
with an unstable ® matrix, which we call regular unstable RB, as defined below.

Definition 1 (Regular unstable RBs). For an RB instance satisfying Assumption 1 and Assump-
tion 2, we call it regular unstable if it has the following properties:
(a) (LP) has a unique optimal solution y*, and y*(s,1) + y*(s,0) > 0 for all s € S.

(b) The matrix ® defined in (6) has at least one eigenvalue whose modulus is strictly larger than
1, and the modulus of any eigenvalue of ® does not equal 1.

(c) For each ¢ € RISl with [|€]la = 1 and p*¢" = 0, for each large-enough N and each time step t,
Knoise
VN

where 7, Kypise > 0 are some constants; A; follows the Optimal Local Control (Subroutine 2),

which is always feasible if || X;([N]) — p*[|; < min{y*(5,0),y*(5,1)} — 1/N.

E[| (X1 ([N]) = o = (Xe(IN]) — ") ®)ET || Xi, Ar] > it | X, (V) — Il <

Our next main theorem is a lower bound for regular unstable RBs; it is proved in Appendix C.2.

Theorem 2. For every reqular unstable RB, every policy m and any initial state vector Sy, we have
1
R — R(r, Sp) > Q(—)
)= TR

Theorem 2 implies that an exponential optimality gap cannot be achieved for a significant
subset of RB instances violating local stability (Assumption 3). Therefore, in addition to the widely
accepted non-degenerate condition, local stability is also fundamental for exponential optimality.

We briefly comment on Property (c) of regular unstable RB: this property requires the state-
count vector to have sufficient randomness in most directions under the Optimal Local Control
when the system is near the optimal state distribution p*. In Appendix C.3, we provide an intuitive
sufficient condition for (c), and a weaker version of the condition under which Theorem 2 remains
valid.

The proof of Theorem 2 is based on the following idea: By Lemma 2, arms need to closely follow
the Optimal Local Control to maintain a small optimality gap; however, if Optimal Local Control is
locally unstable, the system will quickly drift away from the region of the state space where Optimal
Local Control is applicable. In the proof, we use Lyapunov functions to quantify how much the
system drifts away from p* in each step, based on how closely it follows the Optimal Local Control.

We prove the following in Appendix C.4 by giving a concrete example of regular unstable RB.

Corollary 1. There exists an RB satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2 and violating Assumption 3 such

that B™ — R(r, So) > Q(ﬁ)

10



5 Proof sketch of Theorem 1

The Two-Set Policy maintains two dynamics subsets, each running a different subroutine. The main
challenge of the proof lies in analyzing the complex dynamics of the two subsets. To tackle this
challenge, we use a novel multivariate Lyapunov function that takes not only the system state X;
but also the subsets DPY D" as variables.

Step 1. We first show that the optimality gap can be bounded as follows: R™ — R(w, S) <
O(1) - P[DQF # [N]], where the subscript oo indicates the steady-state distribution. The proof of
this bound is similar to those of Theorems 3 and 8 of [GGY23a| and is provided in Lemma 8.

Step 2. Next, by the definition of DPL, it is not hard to see that if || X;([N]) — u*||;; <, then
DPY = [N]. Therefore, it suffices to show that P [|| X ([N]) — p*||;; > 7] is exponentially small. To
bound the distance || X« ([N]) — 1*||l, an important step is to construct proper bivariate functions
that capture the dynamics of the arms in the subsets DPY and D . We define

hw (z, D) = [[&(D) = m(D)p* [l , b (2, D) = [l2(D) = m(D)p" ||y ,

where W is a [S|-by-|S| weight matrix and vy = VoWwoT for v € RS, The matrices W and
U are designed such that Pz« and ® are pseudo-contractions on A(S) with fixed point p* under
the U-weighted norm and the W-weighted norm, respectively (Lemma 6). The bivariate functions
hw and hy are referred to as subset Lyapunov functions, because they witness the convergence of
state distributions on a fixed subset of arms when that subset continues to follow either the Exact
Proportional Control or the Optimal Local Control (Lemma 10).

Step 3. We use subset Lyapunov functions hyy and hy as building block for constructing our
global Lyapunov function V (z, DOV, Dﬁ*), defined as

V(z, D%, D™") = hy(x, DOY) + hy (2, D™ ) + L(1 — m(D°L)),

where L is a constant ensuring that V(z, DO, D™) bounds hy(z, [N]) = || Xeo([N]) — p*|lz. We
show that V (X, D?L, D7) decreases by a large amount every time step with high probability, unless
V (X, DOV, D) = O(1/v/N), which implies that the Lyapunov function is small in steady-state.
A key idea in analyzing the changes of V (X4, D?L, DT") is to analyze those changes caused by
state transitions and those caused by set-updates separately, leading to the key inequality below:

V (X1, DPN, D) — V(Xy, DYV, DY)
< (hv(Xps1, DPY) — ho (X4, DPY)) + (hw (Xeg1, DT ) — hw (X, DY)

1
+ 42 4 AYP)m(DPM\ DOk + O(ﬁ)‘

To upper bound the RHS of this inequality, we prove two lemmas to show that m(D?L\Dg_Ll) is
small (Lemma 11) and that (hy (X1, DP%) — hy(Xy, DPY)) + (hw (Xeq1, DF ) — hw (X, DT ) s
sufficiently negative (Lemma 12). See Appendix B for the full details of the proof.
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A Preliminary lemmas and proofs

In this section, we state and prove several preliminary lemmas. In Appendix A.1, we show that
the linear program (LP) is a relaxation of the N-armed problem. In Appendix A.2, we prove
two lemmas about the transition dynamics under the two subroutines, Exact Proportional Control
(Subroutine 1) and Optimal Local Control (Subroutine 2). In Appendix A.3, we define two weight
matrices, W and U, and show the pseudo-contraction properties of Pz« and ® under the Ly norms
weighted by W and U, respectively.

A.1 Justifying the LP relaxtion

In this section, we show that linear program (LP) is indeed a relaxation of the N-armed problem,
ie, R > R*(N). While this fact is used throughout the literature, our paper assumes weaker
assumptions than most prior work, so for the sake of rigor, we prove it in our setting for completeness.

Lemma 3 (LP relaxation). Let R™ be the optimal value of the linear program (LP), and let R*(N)
be the optimal reward of the N-armed restless bandit problem (RB). Then we have

R™ > R*(N). (13)

Proof. For any stationary Markovian policy 7, define

y"(s,a) = hm —ZE{ Z ]l{SZT(i):s,A?(i):a}} VseS,a € A.

T—oo 1T’
1€[N]

We first show that R(m,S0) = > cq en 7(5,a)y" (s, a).

T 1

Z r(s,a)y"(s,a) = Z r(s,a) 11_13(1)0— ZE[% Z 1{ST (i) = s, AT (1) = a}}

s€S,acA s€S,acA t=0 1€[N]

:Th—I};oN—ZZE[ Z Sa)l{st()—S,A?(i):a}]

0 ie[N] s€S,ach

:Th_I};OﬁZZE r(S7 (i), A7 (9)]

t=0 i€[N]
= R(F,So).
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Next, we show that (y™(s,a))ses aca satisfies the constraints of (LP). We first consider (3):

T—1
iy _ : 1 1 (1 _ (s _
Sv(s ) =30 Jim 7S UE[G Y MST) =5 () =1}
s€ES sES t=0 1€[N]
1 T—1

= lim —— E[Z 1{SF (5) = s, AT (i) :1}]

e r; i€[N]  s€S
= lim 1 S N
B T—oo NT @
t=0
=a.
Next, we look at the constraint (4):
1 T-1
Z yW(S,,G)P(S,,a, S) = lim —— P(S y @y S)P [SZT(Z) = S/7A?(Z) = a]
T—oo NT .
s'eS,ach t=0 {€[N] s€S,acA
1 T-1
= fm g 2 2 PISEa0) =)
t=0 ¢€[N]
1 T
= fm yp 2 2 PIST) =]
t=1 4€[N]
= Z yﬂ—('s’ CL)
acA
1 T-1
> ysa) == SB[ D HST6) = s A7) =a}| = 1,
seS,achA t=0 i€[N] seS,acA

and it is obvious that D g e " (s,a) > 0.
Combining the above argument, (y”(s,a))sesaca is a feasibile solution to (LP), so R(m, Sy) =

ZSES,aGA T(S7 a)yﬂ(sv a’) S Rrel_

By standard results for MDP with finite state and action spaces, there always exists a station-
ary Markovian policy whose long-run average reward achieves the optimal reward [Put05, Theo-
rem 9.1.8]. Letting 7w be this optimal stationary Markovian policy, then R*(N) = R(m, Sy) <
Rrel, O

A.2 Transition dynamics under subroutines

The lemma below characterizes the dynamics of a N-armed RB system if all arms follow Exact
Proportional Control (Subroutine 1).

Lemma 4. For any time step t,
E [X+1([V]) | X¢, all arms follow Subroutine 1] = X ([N])Pz a.s., (14)

where expectation is taken entry-wise for the random vector X1 ([IN]); Pr+ is the transition matriz
induced by 7 on the single-armed MDP, i.e., Pr«(s,s") =3 o T (als)P(s,a,s") for s,s' €8S.
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Proof. By definition, if all N arms follow Exact Proportional Control at time ¢, the expected number
of arms in state s taking action a is equal to X;([/V], s)7*(als). Among these arms, the fraction of
arms transitioning to state s’ in the next time step equals P(s,a,s’). Since the state transition of
each arm is Markovian given the state and action, the expected number of arms going from state s
to state s’ and taking action a equals X;([N], s)7*(als)P(s,a,s’). Summing over s and a, we get

E [Xi+1([N], s') | X¢, all arms follow Subroutine 1]

= Z X([N],s)7*(a|s)P(s,a,s") Vs €S,
sES,acA

which completes the proof of the lemma. O

If all arms in the RB system follow Optimal Local Control (Subroutine 2), the expectation of
the scaled state-count vector X;([NN]) has a linear dynamics, as stated in the lemma below. The
lemma is basically a restatement of Lemma 2 in [GGY23a], although in [GGY23a|, the LP-Priority
policy was considered, and it was assumed that y*(s,1) + y*(s,0) > 0 for all s € S.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 2, suppose (7) holds for the N-armed system at time step t. We
have

E[Xi11([N]) — u* | Xy, all arms follow Subroutine 2] = (X;([N]) — u*)®, (8)
where ® is the |S|-by-|S| matriz defined in (6).
Proof. Throughout this proof, we use the shorthand x for 2([V]), and omit “A; ~ Optimal Local Control”
in the conditionings.
We fixed an arbitrary z and let X; = z. For any s # s and a € A, the expected number of
arms taking action a equals x(s)7*(a|s); for s = §, the expected number of arms taking action 1

equals v — > - 2(s)7"(1[s). and the expected number of arms taking action 0 equals 1 — a —
> 525 2(s)7"(0]s). Therefore, for any s’ € S such that s’ # 3,

E [Xt+1(8/) | Xy = x]
= > a(s)7*(als)P(s,a,5")

j(i Zx(s)y—r*(us))zﬂ(g, 1,8) + (1 —a- Z x(s)ﬁ*(0|s))P(§, 0,5)

3 x(s)::(s, s) + (a -3 x(s)w*(us))ﬂ(sﬁi’s) + (1 —a-3 x(s)ﬁ*(oys)>Po(§, §')

- Zm)ﬂ*(s, ) - <>P¢< ) . (15)
f(a - ;x(s)ﬂ*(l\s))ﬂ(i )+ (1-a- ; w(s)7 (0]3) ) Po(5, ).

Because Pr-(§,s') = 7*(1|8)P1(8,8") + 7*(0]5)Py(8, s'), we expand the second term in (15) and
rearrange the terms to get

E:LX}+1(S”’,X& ::x]
=3 a(s)Pre(s.8) + (a -3 x(s)ﬁ*(1|s)>P1(§, s) + (1 —a-Y" x(s)fr*(0|s)>P0(§, §)

seS s€eS seS
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= Zm(s)Pﬁ* (s,8) + (a — Zm(s)ﬁ*(l]s))Pl(E, s') — <a - 2:a;(s)fr*(l\s))Po(§7 s') (16)

seS s€eS SES
- Z x(s) <P7—T*(s, s') — 7‘1*(1|8)(P1(§, s') — Py (5, s'))) + a(Py(5,8") — Py(5,5)), (17)
seS

where (16) uses the facts that 7*(0]s) = 1 — 7*(1[s) and }_ g (s) = 1.
Next we calculate E [X;11(8) | X; = z]. Observe that E [X;(3)] =1 — 3", E[X:(s')], so

E[X11(3) | Xi = 7]

:1—ZE [X:(s)]

975
Z <1—ZP s,8 —I—Z s)(Pi(3,5") — Po(3,5") >—aZP138 — Py(3,5")
s€S s'#8 s'#8 s'#£8

=3 () (Pre(5,5) = 7 (1) (P1(5,5) = Po(5,9)) ) + a(P1(5,5) — o(5.5)). (18)

seS

Note that (18) has the same form as (17), with s’ replaced by §.
We rewrite (17) and (18) in matrix form to get

E (X1 | X, = 2] = 2(Pre = el (P3) = Po(3)) ) + a(P1(5) = Po(3)). (19)

Recall that we have let ® = Pre — 17 p* — (cz+ — al) T (P1(3) — Py(3)), we can verify that the RHS
of (19) is the same as (x — p*)® 4 p*. Specifically,
(x—p )P +p" = (x— ,u*)<P7—r* — 17" — (cze — al) T (Py(3) — P0(§))) + p*
— x<Pﬁ* — L (P — R(®)) +2( =17 = alT(P(E) - R(3)) )
(Pﬁ* i (P1(§) - P0(§))) o ( 1T —al T (Pi(3) - P0(§))> ot
<P—* — cp (P1(3) )) 1 — a(Pi(5) — Po(3))
—u* +a(P1(S) Py(5 )) + u*+ a(P1( ) — P0(§)) + u* (20)

= 2(Pr = e (PI(5) = Ro(3)) ) + (P (3) = Ro(3)).

where to get (20) we use the facts that 21" = p*17 =1 and p*cl. = a. Substituting the RHS of

(19) with (x — p*)® + p*, we have proved that under Optimal Local Control, E [ X411 | X; = 2] =
(x — p*)® 4 p*. This completes the proof of Lemma 1. O

A.3 Weighted L; norms for quantifying the convergence of distributions

As discussed in Section 3.2 and Section 3.3, if a set of arms follow Exact Proportional Control
or Optimal Local Control for a long time, the distribution of their states converge to the optimal
stationary distribution p*. In our analysis, it is convenient to define a proper metric to witness this
convergence in each time step and quantify the convergence rate. For this purpose, we introduce
two matrices, W and U, and study the W-weighted (U-weighted) Lo norm on S. Note that the
same matrix W and W-weighted norm have also been used in [HXCW24].

The definition of W and U are given as follows.
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Definition 2. Assume Assumption 1, 2 and 3. Let W and U be |S|-by-|S| matrices given by

W= S (P — 1Tt (P — 1)V (21)
k=0

U= #h@T) (22)
k=0

Next, we show that the matrices W and U are well-defined and positive definite, and lower
bound their eigenvalues by 1. Then if we let Ay and Ay denote maximal eigenvalues of W and U,
the eigenvalues of W and U are in the range [1, \yy] and [1, A\yy], respectively.

Lemma 5. Assume Assumption 1, 2 and 3, the matrices W and U given in Definition 2 are
well-defined. Moreover, their eigenvalues are lower bounded by 1.

Proof. The well-definedness and eigenvalue lower bound for W has been proved in [HXCW24]. The
main fact used in the proof is that all eigenvalues of Pz« — 1T 11* have moduli strictly less than 1
under Assumption 1. Since we have assumed the same things for ® in Assumption 3, the proof for
U is analogous with Pz« — 17 p* replaced by ®. O

With matrices W and U, we can define some weighted Ly norms. Let |-||;, denote the W-
weighted Ly norm, given by |lully, = VuWuT for any row vector u € RII; let ||-||,; denote the
U-weighted Lo norm, defined similarly.

Lemma 6 below shows that Pz+ and ® are pseudo-contractions on the probability simplex A(S),
under the W-weighted Ls norm and the U-weighted Lo norm, respectively.

Lemma 6 (Pseudo-contraction under the weighted Lo norms). Assume Assumption 1, 2 and 3.
For any distribution v € A(S), we have

[(v = ") Pre|lyyr < puw v — 1|y (23)
[(v = )@y < pullv— w1l - (24)

where |||y is the W -weighted Ly norm, i.e., |[uly = VuWuT for any row vector u € RISI; ||| is
the U-weighted Lo norm defined similarly; p, =1 —1/2Aw); pu =1 —1/(2\p).

Proof. The inequality (23) has been proved in [HXCW24]|. The proof of (24) is analogous. O

B Proving the exponential asymptotic optimality of Two-Set Policy
(Theorem 1)

In this section, we prove Theorem 1, which states that Two-Set Policy achieve exponential asymp-
totic optimality under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3. In Appendix B.1, we state all the lemmas needed
for proving Theorem 1. Then in Appendix B.2, we prove Theorem 1 using these lemmas. Finally,
we prove the lemmas. In Appendix B.3, we first prove the core lemmas that are closely related to
the properties of Two-Set Policy; then in Appendix B.4, we prove the rest of the lemmas, which are
technical and relatively routine.
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{ Lemma 8 } { Lemma 9 } { Lemma 10 }

[ Lemma 11 }

L Lemma 12 }

Theorem 1

Figure 1: The flowchart for the proof of Theorem 1. We omit Lemma 7 from the flowchart for
readability since it is used in the proofs of all other lemmas and the theorem.

B.1 Lemma statements

In this section, we state a sequence of lemmas to prepare for proving Theorem 1. The logical
relationship between the lemmas and the theorem is illustrated in the flowchart Figure 1.

We first introduce a few notational conventions. Note that the Two-Set Policy in Algorithm 1
induces a finite-state Markov chain whose state at time ¢ is (X, DPY, DF"). We use ¥; as a
shorthand for (X, D?L, Df ). We use Xoo, D(?OL, Df;rg, Yoo to represent variables following long-run
average distribution: For example, for any function f of ¥,

E[f(Zs)] £ lim —ZE

t—oo T

where the limit always exists because X; is a finite-state Markov chain, though it could depend on
initial state (Xo, DQ", DF").

Our first lemma, Lemma 7, shows that the arms in DO and D™ can indeed follow the intended
subroutine when 7 is small enough. This lemma is proved in Appendix B.3.

Lemma 7 (Subroutine conformity). Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Consider the Two-Set
Policy described in Algorithm 1 with n = [S|™Y/2(min{y*(5,0),y*(5,1)} — (|S°| + 1)/N): The steps
in Line 5-7 are well-defined. In other words, we can always let the arms in DP follow Optimal
Local Control, let the arms in DF  follow Ezact Proportional Control, and choose actions for the
arms not in DY U D" to satisfy the budget constraint > i) At(i) = aN.

Our next lemma, Lemma 8, relates the optimality gap with the probability of DQY # [N]. We
prove it in Appendix B.4 with a similar argument as the proofs of Theorem 3 and Theorem 8 in
[GGY23a|; however, we circumvent the use of UGAP in our proof.

Lemma 8. Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. The optimality gap under the Two-Set Policy
(Algorithm 1) is bounded as

R — R(r, So) < O(1) - P [D # [N]]. (25)
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Lemma 8 implies that it suffices to show that P [DSOL # [N ]] is exponentially small, which we
will prove via a Lyapunov argument, with the help of Lemma 9 below. Lemma 9 is proved in
Appendix B.4.

Lemma 9. Suppose there exists a function V(x, DO% D™ and constants Vipayx and 7 > 0 such that
for any t >0,

0< V(Et) < Vinax Q.8 (26)
E[V(Se1) = V(Z) [ 2] < = (27)
E[(V(Et-‘rl) —V(Z))" ‘ Et] = O(l/\/ﬁ); (28)
ifn/2<V(E) <7,

E[(V(Et—i-l) — V()" ! Et] < O(exp(—CN)); (29)
PV (S141) > 7/2| 2] < O(exp(—C'N)), (30)

where v, C,C" are positive constants. Then we have
P[V(Sw) > 7] = O(exp(—C"N)), (31)

where C" is another positive constant.

The remaining lemmas prepare for constructing the Lyapunov function V(z, DOL, Dﬁ*) satisfy-
ing the conditions in Lemma 9. We first define two classes of functions, hy = {hw (z, D)} pcin
and hy = {hy(z, D)} pciny: For any system state o and subset D C [N], define

hw (z, D) = |[z(D) —m(D)u ||y (32)
hy(z, D) = [|x(D) = m(D)u"|| - (33)
These two classes of functions quantify the convergence of state distributions for subsets of arms

that follow Exact Proportional Control or Optimal Local Control. Such functions are referred to
as subset Lyapunov functions and are used as building blocks in the Lyapunov analysis of the prior
work [HXCW24].

Next, we show several properties of hys and hy. They are proved in Appendix B.4 using
properties of the two weighted Lo norms.

Lemma 10 (Properties of hyy and hyr). Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 8 hold. For any time step t
and D C [N], let X[, be the system state at time t + 1 if the arms in D follow Exact Proportional
Control at time t, then we have

E[(hw(X{41,D) — puhw (Xe, D))" | Xi] <O(1/VN) as. (34)
Plhw (X{41, D) > pwhw (X, D) + 1| X;] < O(exp(—~CNr?)) a.s. Vr >0, (35)

where py, =1 —1/(2\w), and C is a positive constant. In addition, for any D, D’ C [N],

hw (x, D) > [ (D) — m(D)u*|| (36)
|l (2, D) — by (z, D')| < 2A(m(D'\D) + m(D\D")), (37)

The same inequalities hold for hy with Ezxact Proportional Control and W replaced by the Optimal
Local Control and U, which we omit here.
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Finally, we state two important lemmas characterizing the dynamics of the set DV, In Lemma 11,
we show that the arms in DOL are most likely to remain in D; +L1, so that DOL is almost non-shrinking
in the set-inclusive sense. In Lemma 12, we utilize the maximality of D?L to show that the frac-
tion of arms not in DPT is small when Xt(Df*) is close to m(DJ " )u* or when X;([N]) is close to
p*. These two lemmas imply that DOV tends to gradually expand and cover all arms as the two
subroutines drive the states of the arms in D" and D]~ to the optimal distribution. Both lemmas
are proved in Appendix B.3.

Lemma 11 (Almost non-shrinking). Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Under the Two-Set
Policy (Algorithm 1), for anyt >0,

E[ (D?L\Dtﬂ ‘Et}

< O(m(DPY) exp(~CNm(DPM)?))  a.s. (38)
P[m(DPM\Dph) > 0] %] <O

(exp(—CNm(DP%)?)) a.s., (39)

where C' is a positive constant.

Lemma 12 (Sufficient coverage). Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Consider the Two-Set
Policy (Algorithm 1) with n = |S|_1/2(min{y*(§, 0),5*(5, 1)} — (|S? + 1)/N). For any t >0,

A2 2
— m(D?L) S T,L/BhW(Xt,DZT ) + ,B—N a.s. (40)

m(DPY) =1 if ho(Xi, [N]) < n. (41)

B.2 Proof of Theorem 1
Proof. Define the Lyapunov function V(z, DY D™") as

V(z, D% D™) = hyy(x, D) + hy (x, D™") 4+ L(1 — m(D°")), (42)
where L = 2)\1/2 + 4)\1/2 2)\114//25. We claim that
P[V(Xoo, DS, DL,) > ] = O(exp(—CN)), (43)
for some positive constant C'. To see why (43) helps, note that by Lemma 10,
V (2, DO% D™) > hyr(x, DO%) 42X/ (1 = m(DOY)) > hy(x, [N]),
50 V(Xoo, DOV, DT < implies hyr(Xoo, [N]) < 1, which further implies DQ¥ = [N] by Lemma 12.

Therefore, suppose we can show (43), with Lemma 8 and the above argument, we have
R — R(m, 8y) < 0(1) IP’[DOL ]
O(1) - P[hy ) > ]
O(1) - P[V (X DOL D%) > 1]
(exp(=CN)),

I
Q

which will finish the proof.
In the rest of the proof, we will show (43) by invoking Lemma 9 with 77 = 7. First, V(z, DY, D™")
is non-negative and upper bounded by )\1/ 24 )\;I//z + L, so the condition (26) holds. To show the

other conditions, we first examine the dlﬁerence V(Zi41) — V(2¢). Consider the decomposition

V(Str1) = V() = (V(Xes1, D5, Dy) = V (X, DPY, DT)) (44)

20



+ (V(Xes1, DP2, DI) = VI(Xe, DYV, D). (45)

We call the difference term in RHS of (44) the set-update term, and the difference term in (45) the
state-transition term. We bound them separately.
For the set-update term in (44), we can derive a bound fully in terms of the sizes of sets, using
the Lipschitz continuity of hy (z, D) and hy (x, D) with respect to D given in (37) of Lemma 10:
V(Xis1, DO, DEf) = V(Xerr, D, DF)
= hU(Xt-l-lth—i-l) hU(Xt—i-lvD ) + hW(Xt-i-l’Dt-i-l) hW(Xt-i-lva
— L(m(DP5) — m(DP™))
1/2 1/2 T* ¥ ¥ ¥
<2/ / (m(DRE\DPY) +m(DPM\DRR)) +2X); / (m(DEA\DT) +m(DF\DE ) (46)
— L(m(DZ5\DP") — m(DPM\DRh). (47)

We can bound m( t+1\D7r ) and m/(D]" \Dt+1) in the last expression in terms of DR and DPL.

By definition, DI, D Df \DPk, and D} is disjoint from DY, so it is not hard to see that

*

)

DI\D[{y € DRR\DPY,  m(Df \Dfy) < m(DR5\DPY). (48)
Moreover, by definition m(DJ") > B(1 — m(DPY)) — £ and m(Df; ) < B(1 — m(DPY)), so

m(Dﬁl\Df*) = m(Df* \Dﬂl) + m(DZ_il) - m(Df*)

2
< m(DZH\DPY) = B(m(DRY) — m(DPY)) + N (49)
Plugging (48) and (49) into (46) and rearranging the terms, we get
OL py7* OL pyr* 1/2 | 41/2 OL 4>‘11/I//2
V(Xi1, D, D) = VI(Xeer, DPY,DTY) < AN + Ay )m(DPADER) + = (50)
where the terms related to m (D25 \DPY) have been canceled out.
For the state-transition term in (45), it follows directly from the definition of V' that
V(Xt-l—lv D?L’Df*) - V(Xtv D?Lv Df*)
< (ho(Xeg1, DY) — by (Xe, DPY)) + (hw (Xeg1, DF ) — hw (Xe, D)) (51)
Combine the above calculations, we get the following key inequality:
V(E1) = V(Z)
< (ho (X, DPY) = ho (Xe, DPY) + (hw (Xeg1, DF) = b (Xe, D)) (52)
4)\1/2
+ 40 + NP )m(DP\ DY) + T (53)
Next, we verify the drift condition (27) of Lemma 9, restated below: when V(X;) > 7,
E[V(Se1) = V(S) |2 < =y +O(1/VN) as., (54)

for a constant v > 0. We take expectation in the bound (52)-(53). Because E[hy(X;i1, DY) |54 <
puhU(Xtv DOL) + O(l/ﬁ)v E[hW(Xt-‘rlv Df*) | Et] < pwhW(Xt7 Df*) + O(l/\/ﬁ) (Lemma 10)7
Em(DPM\DPL) | %] = O(1/V/N) (Lemma 11), we get

E[V(Si41) = V(S0 | 2] < —((1 = pu)ho (Xe, DPY) + (1 = pw)hw (X4, DT ) + O(1/VN).  (55)
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To show (54), it remains to lower bound the term (1 — p,)hy (X¢, DPY) + (1 — py )b (X¢, DF) when
V(%) > n. We invoke Lemma 12 to get

1/2

s A —x 2
V(S0) < hor (X, DPY) + b (X, D)+ LS b (X, DT ) o )
= Kvn - (1 = pu)ho (Xe, DPY) + (1 — pu)hw (Xe, D)) + O(1/N), (56)

for some positive constant Kyj,. So B[V (Si11) =V (5y) | 5] < —n/Kyy, +O(1/VN) when V(5;) >
71, which implies (54).
Next, we verify the condition (28) of Lemma 9, restated below: when V(3;) > n,

E[(V(Z1) - V(E)T | 2] <O1/VN) as. (57)
Again, using the bound in (52)-(53), we have

E[(V(Si41) = V(S0) T | 2]
E[(hv(Xit1, DPY) — hy(Xy, DPM)) ™ | %] + E[(hw (Xe1, D) — hw (X4, D) )" | ]

1/2 . \1/2 oL 4)\1/2
AN+ NP E[m(DPN D) | 4] + =0

Each term on the RHS above is O(1/v/N): In particular, by Lemma 11. E [m(DP¥\DZH) | 5] =
O(m(DP")O(exp(~CNm(DPY)))) = O(1/VN).
Finally, we show that when V(2;) <,

P[V(St41) > ;1 V(Ze) + 7| 5] = O(exp(—CN)) a.s., (58)

where 7 = (1 — p1)n/2, p1 is a constant in (0,1) and C' is a positive constant. It is not hard to see
that (58) implies the conditions (29) and (30) of Lemma 9, We rearrange the bound in (52)-(53)
and apply (56) to get

V(Si) = (1= =)V

< (hy(Xes1, DPY) = puhvr(Xe, DP2)) + (hw (Xeg1, DY) — pwhw (Xe, DY)
+ AN+ NP)m(DEMDOR) + O(1/N).

For N larger than a certain constant threshold, the O(1/N) term in the last expression is less than
r/4. Using a union bound and invoking Lemma 10, we get
P[V(Z) > (1- %)V(Et) +r| ]
Vh
< Plhy(Xis1, DPY) > pyhy(Xy, DPY) +1/4 | 24
+Plhw (Xi1, Df ) > pwhw (Xe, Df) +7/4] 3]
+ PN + M) m(DON\DOK) > r/4| %] + 1{O(1/N) > r/4}
< O(exp(—CN)) + O(exp(—CNm(DPL))).

By Lemma 12, V(X;) < 7 implies m(DPY) = 1, so O(exp(—CNm(DPY))) = O(exp(—CN)).
Therefore, (58) holds with p; =1 —1/(Kyy). O
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B.3 Proofs of the core lemmas

Lemma 7 (Subroutine conformity). Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Consider the Two-Set
Policy described in Algorithm 1 with n = [S|7%/2(min{y*(5,0),y*(5,1)} — (|S°| + 1)/N): The steps
in Line 5-7 are well-defined. In other words, we can always let the arms in DP follow Optimal
Local Control, let the arms in DF  follow Ezact Proportional Control, and choose actions for the
arms not in DPY U D" to satisfy the budget constraint > i) Ae(i) = aN.

Proof. In this proof, we need to verify the condition of following the Optimal Local Control, (7),
for the arms in DPY. Then we need to show that A;(i) for i ¢ DPY U DF" can be chosen such
that Zie[N} As(i) = aN, if the arms in DPY and DF" follow Optimal Local Control and Exact
Proportional Control, respectively.

The condition (7) specialized to DP" are stated as follows.

> 7 (1) X(DPY,5) < am(DPY) = (IS°] + 1)/N, (59)
S#S5
> 7 (01s)X(DPY,5) < (1= a)ym(DPY) = (1S + 1)/N. (60)
S#£S

We first show (59). Observe that 3 g T (1[s)p"(s) = X sesaca ¥ (s,0) = @, so

m(DPY) = 3 7 (1s)Xo(DP%, 5) = y* (3, )m(DPY) = 3 7% (1]s) (m(DOY)u* (s) — X, (DY, )
s#S§ S#S
y*(5,1)m(DPY) — Z\m (DR " (s) — Xo(DP™, s)|
S#S

>y (3, )m(DP") — [|m(DPM)u — X(DP*, 5)],

> y*(8, 1)m(DPY) = [S]'? [|m(DPM)w* = X (DPY,5)]

where to get the last expression, we use the argument that U’s eigenvalues are at least 1, so
[oll; < IS|Y2||v]ly < IS[Y2 ||v|l; for any [S|-dim vector v. To bound |m(DPY)p* — X (DPE, )
recall that DPY is chosen such that §(X;, DY) > 0, so by definition, we have

|Xe(DPY) = m(DPV)* (|, < mm(DPY) < [8]72 (y"(3,1) = (|8°] + 1)/N)m(DP").

o

Therefore, combining the above calculations,
m(DPY) = &% (1]s) X, (DY, 5) > (1S7] + 1)/N,
SF#£§

which implies (59). (60) can be similarly proved.
It remains to show that } ;) A¢(i) = aN can be satisfied. If DO = [N], by definition we

have ), poL Ay(i) = aN. Thus we only need to consider the case when DO% C [N]. By definition,
> iepor Ae(i) € {1a|DPY|], [a| DPY|]}. Because Ay(i) € {0,1} for i € DI, we have

(DM < Y0 A6) < [of DY)+ IDF.

ieDP uDT”
Since Zi¢D9LUDf* A4(7) can be anything integer between 0 and N — |DPY| — | DI |, it suffices if

la|DPY|] + (N — [DPY| = |ID|) > aN  a.s.
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[a|DPY|] + D | < aN  a.s.

These two inequalities can be verified using the facts that D] | = (|8(N — |DPY))| — 1)+, aN €
{laN],[aNT} and DOY € [N]. 0

Lemma 11 (Almost non-shrinking). Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Under the Two-Set
Policy (Algorithm 1), for anyt >0,

E[m(DP"\DPR) | ]
P[m(DPM\DRH) > 0] %]

< O(m(DPY) exp(~CNm(DPM)?))  a.s. (38)
< O(exp(—=CNm(DPY)?))  a.s., (39)
where C' is a positive constant.

Proof. By the definition of Dg_Ll, it suffices to construct a set D C DPT based on the realization of
X¢+1 such that

0(X¢41,D) >0 a.s. (61)
E[(m(D?L\ﬁ) |2 < O(exp(—CNm(DPY)?))  a.s. (62)
P[m(DPM\D) > 0| ;] < O(exp(~CNm(DPY)?)  a.s. (63)

Consider taking D as:

— | DPYif §(Xpsa, DPY) >
D=4t (Kewr, gL)—O (64)
With D defined in (64), (61) is obviously true. To show (62) and (63), observe that

E[(m(D"\D))* | X, DY, DI | = m(DPY)P [6(Xi41, DPY) < 0]
P[m(DPM\D) > 0|S¢] = P [6(Xe1, DY) < 0] .

Therefore, it remains to bound P [§(X;11, DP¥) < 0]. By definition, d(z, D) = nm(D) — ||z(D) —
m(D)u*||ly = nm(D) — hy(z, D), so

P [0(Xy41, DY) < 0] =P [hy(Xeg1, DPY) > nm(DPY)]
Because 6(X;, DY) > 0, we have hy (X;, DPY) < nm(DPY). Therefore,

hy(Xe1, DY) < by (Xyg1, DPY) — puhor (Xe, DY) + punm(DPY)
P [hy(Xi41, DPY) > nm(DPY)] < P [hy (Xegr, DPY) — hu (X, DPY) > (1 — py)nm(DPV)]
= O(exp(—C'N(1 — pu)*n*m(DP")?)),

where the last inequality comes from Lemma 10 and C is a positive constant. Because (1— p,)?n? >

0 and is a constant, P [§(X;11, DY) < 0] = O(exp(—CNm(DP¥)?)) with C = C'(1 — p,)?n?. O

Lemma 12 (Sufficient coverage). Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Consider the Two-Set
Policy (Algorithm 1) with n = |S|~%2(min{y*(5,0),y*(5,1)} — (|S°| + 1)/N). For any t > 0,

1—m(DOL)<i/2h (X Dﬁ*)+l a.s (40)
CO T T TN T
m(DPY) =1 if hy(X, [N]) < 1. (41)
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Proof. First, we show that
hw (Xe, DF') > Ay Pam (D). (65)

If we can show (65), combined with the fact that m(Df ) = (|B(N — |DPY|)| — 1)+/N, we get
hw (X0, D) 2 Ay P n(BV — [DPY)) = 2)/N = A 0B (1 = m(DPY) — 235" n/N,

which implies (40).

To show (65), we only need to consider the case where m(D™ ) # 0. Suppose, to get a con-

tradiction, that hy (X;, DI ) < )\51/277m(Df*). Because ||v]|; < /\[1]/2 lv]ly < /\[1]/2 |lv]lyy for any

v e RSl
¥ =% * 1/2 ¥ ¥ * %
|Xe(DF") = m(DF e[|,y < M2 Xe(DF) = m(DF )y < (DY),
Combined with the triangular inequality and the definition of DY, we have

[Xe(DPF U DT) = m(DPY U DT )| < (| X (DPY) = m(DPM)p || + [|Xu(DF) = m(DF )|,
<anm(DPY) + nm(D[).

Consequently, DPY U DI is a strict superset of DO (thus also a superset of D%;lp) such that

§(X, DY U D) > 0. So the arms in Df" should have instead been taken into DT when the

algorithm chooses DPY to be the maximal set such that DPY D D%;lp and 6(X;, DPY) > 0, which

causes a contradiction. Therefore, (65) holds.

Finally, we show (41). When hy (X3, [N]) < 7, we have §(X;,[N]) > 0. Again, because DPV is

chosen as the largest-cardinality set containing D%an, we must have DOV = [N]. O

B.4 Proofs of the technical lemmas

Lemma 8. Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. The optimality gap under the Two-Set Policy
(Algorithm 1) is bounded as

R — R(m,8p) < O(1) - P [DQ # [N]] . (25)

Proof. We will first bound the norm of the long-run expectation of the X;([N]) — p* using P[DQF #
[N ]], and then derive the optimality gap bound.

Let Q = (I — ®)~!, which is well-defined because all eigenvalues of ® have moduli strictly less
than 1 (Assumption 3). By direct calculation, we have that for any v € A(S),

(v=p")Q — (v—p")PQ =v—p" (66)
We define the positive constant A\g as
Ao = mas { max (v =)@l max (v~ 1n*)2QY, |,

which must be finite because A(S) is a compact set.
Letting v = X([N]) and taking the expectation (for random vectors) in (66), we get

B[X([N]) — p*] = E[(Xi([N]) — n")Q — (Xe([N]) — 17) Q)]
= E[(Xe1([N]) — 17)Q — (X ([N]) — ") 2Q]
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—E[(Xer1([N]) = 1)Q — (X:([N]) — 1) Q]
Using the fact that

T-1

Jim L SB[ (V) — 1)@ — (Xu(N) ~ 1)Q) = 0,
t=0
we get
1 T-1 1 T-1
Jim 2> CE[X(IN]) - p] = lim S TE[(Xea (IN]) = 5@ — (Xu(IN]) = p5)@Q). (67)
t=0 =0

Theerefore, it remains to b_clund E[(Xe41([N]) — #*)Q — (X¢([N]) — p*)@Q)] for every time step ¢.
Let ¥ = (X¢, DPY, DF). We will bound E[(Xi1([N]) — p*)Q — (Xi([N] — p*)@Q | %] by
decomposing it into two terms:
E[(Xear (V) — 1)@ — (Xu([N]) — 1) 8Q | 53]
= E[(Xi11([N]) = #)Q — (Xu([N]) = p")@Q | 2] 1{DP" = [N]} (68)
+E[(Xe1([N]) = 1)Q — (Xe(IN]) — 1*)2Q [ S 1{DP" # [N]} . (69)

For the term in (68), note that by Lemma 1, E[X;y1([N]) — p* | 5] = (X¢([N]) — p*)® when
DPt = [N], so

E[(Xe+1([N]) = 1)Q [ 2] 1{DP" = [N]} = (Xe([N]) — n*)@QL{ D" = [N]},
which implies that the term in (68) is zero. For the term in (69), its L; norm can be bounded as
1)Q = (Xi(IN) — i) @Q | 2] || 1{DP" # [N]}
pHQ — (Xu(IN])) — Q| [ =] 1{DP" # [N]}
o

QI + GG (N) — 1)®Ql, | ] 1{DP" # [N]}
#[N]}, (70)

[E[(Xe41(IN]) —
<E[[[(X42([NV]

)~
<E[|(Xe1([N]) =
< 22L{DPN # |

where (70) follows from the definition of Ag and the fact that X;11([N]), X¢([N]) € A(S). Combining

the calculations of the two terms in (68) and (69), we have
[E[(Xer1([N]) = 19)Q — (X([N]) — ) 2Q] ||
—E| [E[(Xes1(IN]) = 19)Q = (X(IN]) = u")@Q| =][|, 1{ D" # [N} ]
< 2P [P £ N]]. )

Plugging (71) into (67), we get

[E[Xoe(IN]) = ], < lim — ZHE (X1 (IN]) = 1)@ — (X:(IN]) — 11)2Q] |
< 9P [P £ (V] (72)

where the expectations or probabilities of variables or events with subscript oo are shorthands for
the long-run time averages.
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Now we start to bound the optimality gap. We first rewrite the long-run average reward R(m, Sp)
in terms of an expectation with respect to the states:

R(m,S0) = E[1(Soo, Ass)] = [r’r(Xoo, DOL, ng;‘)} ,

where 7™ (2, DT, D™") is the expected reward at a given state under the Two-Set Policy:
r™(2, DO, D™) 2 E[r(Sy, Ay) | Xy = 2, DYV = DOV Df" = D™,

Note that the RHS of 77 (z, DOV, Dﬁ*)’s definition does not depend on t because the Two-Set Policy
is stationary and Markovian policy with state (X;, DO, DF").

Next, we examine the value of r™(z, D™, DO%) when DOV = [N] and D™ = (). Let Y;(s,a) be
the random variable representing the fraction of arms in state s taking action a at time t. Then

(X, [NL,O) = > r(s,a)E[Yi(s,a)| X, DP" = [N], D" =0].
SES,ach

By the definition of Optimal Local Control,

E[Yi(s,a)| X, D" = [N], D" = 0] = 7*(als)X;([N],s) s #3 (73)
E[Yi(3,1) | X;, DY = [N], D" = 0,] = a = 7*(1]s) X;([N], s) (74)
S#3
E[Yi(5,0)| X, DP* = [N, D] =0,] =1—a—>_ 7*(0|s)X([N], 5). (75)
S#S§

Therefore,

TW(Xta [NL@) = Z (T(Sva) - 7’(§, a’))ﬁ-*(a’S)Xt([N]?S)
s#§,a€A (76)

+ar(5,1) + (1 — a)r(s,0),
Let #(v) be the affine function on A(S) such that #(X([N])) = r™(X¢, 0, [N]):
Flv) £ Z (r(s,a) —r(3,a)) 7 (als)v(s) + ar(3,1) + (1 — a)r(3,0).

s#§,a€A

It is easy to see that 7#(v) is 4rmax-Lipschitz continuous with respect to Li-norm, and #(u*) = R
With the above definitions, we can lower bound R(m, Sp) as

R(m,80) = E[r"(Xoo, DY, DL )]
> E[#(Xoo([N])L{ DL = [N]} | = "maxP[ DY # [N]]
E[#(X. ([ )] = 2rmaxP[ DI # [N]]
( [ [ND]) = 2rmaxP[DS # [N]]
( [Xoo([V ]) = (") = 2rmaxP[ DL # [N]]
> Rrel —4rmaXHE[X 1|, = 2rmaxP[DS # [N]]
> R — 2 (40g + 1)P[D?L £ [N]].

Because 2rmax(4Ag + 1) = O(1), we have R™ — R(r, Sp) < O(1) - P[DPY # [N]]. O
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Lemma 9. Suppose there exists a function V (z, DOL, D’_T*) and constants Viax andn > 0 such that
foranyt >0,

0 <V (%) < Viax a.s:; (26)
E[V(Se1) = V(Z) [ 2] < — (27)
E[(V(Et-‘rl) —V(Z))" ‘ Et] = O(l/\/ﬁ); (28)
ifn/2<V(E) <,
E[(V(Et—i-l) — V()" ! Et] < O(exp(—CN)); (29)
if V(%) <7/2,
PV (341) > 7/2| 5] < O(exp(—C'N)), (30)

where v, C,C" are positive constants. Then we have
P[V(3) > 7] = O(exp(~C"N)), (31)
where C" is another positive constant.

Proof. Let f(a) = (a—7/2)". To obtain an bound on P [V (2+,) > 7], we will calculate E [f(V (3Z¢11))]—
E[f(V(3:))] for each time step ¢ and invoking the fact that

1 T-1

dim = 0 (E[f(V(S)] - E[f(V(S))]) = 0. (77)

We will bound E [f(V(2¢41))] — E[f(V(X4))] in three cases, V(X;) > 7, 71/2 < V(3;) <7, and
V(%) <7/2.
First, if V(%) > 7,

E[f(V(Si1)) | Ze] = F(V(Z0))
=E[(V(Z41) = V() H{V (Se31) > V(E0)} | =)
+E[(V(Si41) = V(E))1{7/2 < V(Sp1) S V(S0)} | 2]
+E[(M/2 - V(2) H{V (Se41) <7/2} | 5]
<E[(V(Si41) = V(E)) L{V (Se41) > VI(E0)} | 4]

+ %E[(V(Et+1) —V(E)H{V (Zer1) < V(E0)} | 2] (78)
= %E[(V(Etﬂ) —vE))*t | 2] + %E[V(Et—l—l) — V(5 | 2] (79)
< _%7 +O(1/VN). (80)

where the inequality in (78) follows uses the fact that when V' (3;) > 7, V(Z:41) > 0,

1

—(V(E) = V(E) — (M2 -V (Z) =

2 (V(Ze1) + V(20) —7/2 > 0;

DO =

the inequality in (80) applies the properties of V assumed in (27) and (28).
Next, consider the case of /2 < V(X;) < 7.

E[f(V(Si1)) | 3] — F(V(Z0))
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IN

E[(f(v(zt-i-l)) - f(V(Et))) HV(Z41) > V(Z0)} | Zt]
E[(V(Z1) — V(S) | 2]
< O(exp(—CN)), (81)

where (81) follows from (29).
Finally, consider the case of V' (3;) <77/2.

E[f(V(Zer1) | 2] = F(V(20))
=E[(V(S41) —7/2)" | 5]
< VinaP [V (Z441) — 7/2 | 5]
= O(exp(—C'N)), (82)

where (82) follows from (30).
Combining the above calculations,

E[(V(Z)] ~EFEE)] < (— 57+ 00/VE))BV(S) > 7] + Ofexp(~ min(C, ¢)N))

Rearranging the terms, we get

1

PV (%) > 7] < ~/2—0(1/vN)

(EL(V ()] ~ELF(V(Z0)]+Oexp(— min(C,C')N))). (83)

for any time step t. Plugging the bound (83) into (77), we get
P[V(Zx) > 7] = O(exp(— min(C, C')N)). O

Lemma 10 (Properties of hyy and hyr). Assume Assumptions 1, 2 and 8 hold. For any time step t
and D C [N], let X[, be the system state at time t + 1 if the arms in D follow Exact Proportional
Control at time t, then we have
E[(hw (X{11, D) = puhw (Xe, D)™ [ Xi] < O1/VN)  as. (34)
Plhw (X{41, D) > pwhw (X, D) + 1| Xi] < O(exp(—CNr?)) a.s. Vr >0, (35)

where py, =1 —1/(2A\w), and C is a positive constant. In addition, for any D, D’ C [N],

b (z, D) > ﬁ (D) = m(D)u |, (36)
| (2, D) — hy (z, D')| < 2017 (m(D'\D) + m(D\D')), (37)

The same inequalities hold for hy with Ezxact Proportional Control and W replaced by the Optimal
Local Control and U, which we omit here.

Proof. Proving (34) and (35) By the pseudo-contraction properties of W-weighted norms given
in Lemma 6,

pwhw (X, D) = py || Xt(D) — m(D)p||y,

> [(Xe(D) = m(D)p*) Pre |y
= || X¢(D)Prs — m(D)p* ||y -
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Consequently,
hw (Xi11, D) = pwhw (Xi, D) < || X{11 (D) = m(D)p* ||,y = 1 Xe(D) Pre — m(D)p* ||y

< HX,§+1 D) — X;(D) P

AN | X1 (D) = X4 (D) Pr-

1/2 |1X7.1(D) — Xu(D) P

Therefore, it suffices to show that

E[||Xi11(D) — Xu(D)P,
P [[| X741 (D) — Xi(D) Pre

| = O(1/V'N) a.s. (84)
> | X¢] = O(exp(—CAwN7%) a.s. Vr>0. (85)

To show (84) and (85), we examine the distribution of || X7 (D) — X;(D) Pz« 1 . Note

that by Lemma 4, E[X/ ,(D)|X;] = X;(D)Px-.

| Xi11(D) — X4 (D) P

L= X (D) = E [X{ (D) | X4 |
< || Xi41(D) = E [X{41(D) | Xy, (Ai(i))ien)] Hl (86)
+|[E [X{ 11 (D) | X, (Au(i))ien] —E [X[ (D) | Xe] ||, (87)

We first derive an expectation bound and a high-probability bound for (86). Note that for each
s €S,

1 .
Xi1(D,s) = N > 1{Si1 () = s},
ieD

where Sj_ (i) denote the state of arm ¢ at time ¢ + 1 if the arms in D follow Exact Proportional
Control at time t. Given X; and (A44(4))ien, 1{S;,1(i) = s} for i € D are independent Bernoulli
random variables, each with mean P(S.(i), A¢(7), s). By Cauchy-Schwartz,

E HX{H(D, s) —E[X;,1(D,s)| Xy, (At(z'))iep]( ‘ Xi, (A¢(4))ieD

1/2
} 2
At ZED:|)

< Var [X;H(D, s) ‘ Xi, (Ae(4))iep

(Z Var|1{S],1(3) = s}

€D

ZIH

<

ER

By Hoeffding inequality, for all » > 0,
B[ X7 (D, 5) = BIX[40(D, ) | X0, (A(@))ien]| > 7| X, (A(0))ien] < 2exp (= 2072).

Therefore, summing over all s € S and taking expectations over (A¢(7))icp, we get

B[00 (D,5) - BUX (D, 9) | X0 (iies]| [ 2] < T (55)
P[| Xt (D2 5) — BIXE 1 (D, ) | X (Au(i)ien] || > 7] Xe] < 21S]exp ( = %) (89)
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where (89) comes from applying a union bound.
Next, we bound the term in (87). For any s € S, we have

E [X{1(D,s)| Xe, (A()ien] = Y 7 (als)Xe(D,s)P(s', a, 5)
s'eS,ach
E[X,, 1 (D,s)]| X:] = Z Iy(s’,a)P(s,a,s),

s’'e€S,acA

where N - I'y(s,a) represents the number of arms in D with state s taking action a at time t. By
the definition of Exact Proportional Control (Subroutine 1),

Ly(s',1) € {[N7* (1) Xy(D, s")| /N, | N7*(1|s") X¢ (D, s') | /N,
and T'y(s,0) = Xi(D, s) — I'y(s,1). Consequently,

E [ X1 (D, s)| X, (A())iep] — E [X{ (D, s) | X¢] |
< Z |7‘T*(a|8)Xt(D, s —Ty(s, a)‘ P(s,a,s)

s'eS,ach

1 /
< i Z P(s',a,s) a.s. (90)
s’'e€S,acA

Summing over all s € S in (90), we get

28]

HE [Xé—l—l(Dv 3) ’Xh (At(z))ZED] —E [X1{+1(D7 S) ‘Xt] Hl < N a.s. (91)

Combining the above calculations, we get

E[ HX,{H(D) — Xt(D) P+ ||, \Xt]

<E[|Xi11(D) - E[X{1(D, 5) | X, (A(0))ien] ||, | X]
+E[||E [X711(D, )| X, (Ae(@)ien] — E [X{ (D) | Xe] | | Xe]

< 1 + @, (92)
VN N

which implies (84). We also have that for any r > 2|S|/N,

P [[|X}41 (D) — Xo(D) Pre

1>T|Xt]

< B[ | X741 (D) ~ E X} (D,9) | Ko, (Ali))ien] [, > 7 — 200 | X0

2N (r — 2|S|/N)?
§2,S,exp(_ ( \S\L |/ )>
Nr2 8
< 2’8’ exXp ( - W + N) (93)

where we use the fact that (r —2|S|/N)? > r2/2 — (2|S|/N)? in the (93). Note that the above upper
bound also holds for r < 2|S|/N because the term in (93) is greater than 1 for r < 2|S|/N. Because
exp(8/N) = O(1), we have proved (85):

P [[| X4 (D) = Xi(D)Pre

[>T | Xy = O(exp(—CAw N72)),
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where C' = 1/(Aw|S|?). This finishes the proof that

E[(hw(X{41,D) — puhw (X:, D))" | Xi] <O(1/VN) as. (34)
Plhw (X{,1, D) > pwhw (X¢, D) + 1| X] < O(exp(—CN1?)) a.s. Vr>0. (35)

Proving the analogs of (34) and (35) for hy. Now let X/ | denote the system at time ¢+ 1
given that the arms in D follow the Optimal Local Control at time ¢. The proof is almost verbatim:
We first show

S|

B [|[XE11(D.5) ~ BX 41 (D) | X (e | 0] < (94)

P[||X741(D.5) — EIX{ 11 (D, ) | Xe, (Ae()ien] | > 7| Xe] < 218l exp (- 2@7—'22) (95)
using identical arguments. Then we can show that
|E [Xi 1 (D, s)| Xy, (A(i)ien] —E [X{41(D,s) | X¢] ||, < @ a.s., (96)
using the fact that under Optimal Local Control (Subroutine 2), for all s’ € S and a € A,
|7*(als)X¢(D, s") = Ty(s',a)| < % a.s. Vs #3
|7‘T*(a|§)Xt(D,S/) — Ty (5, a)| < % a.s.
Finally, we combine (94), (95) and (96) to get that under hys,
E[(hw(X[41, D) — puhw(X:, D))" | Xi] <O(1/VN) as. (97)
Plhw (X{11, D) > pwhw (X4, D) + 1| X;] < O(exp(—CyNr?)) a.s. Vr>0, (98)

for some constant Cyy > 0.

The rest of the inequalities in this lemma. The other two inequalities, (36) and (37), and
their analogs for hy are relatively straightforward from the definitions of the weighted Ly norms, so
we skip them here. Similar calculations have also been done in [HXCW24]| for hy, so we refer the
readers to [HXCW24| for the detailed calculations. O

C Examples and proofs of violating assumptions

C.1 Examples of violating Assumptions 1-2

An aperiodic but non-unichain example. We first give an example of RBs where Pz« is
aperiodic but not unichain. Consider the RB problem whose single-armed MDP has two states, A
and B, with no transitions between these two states. The reward function is given by r(A4,1) =
r(B,0) = 1 and r(A,0) = r(B,1) = 0. Let a = 1/2 in the budget constraint. Since there is no
transition between these two states, the Markov chain induced by the optimal single-armed policy,
7*, Pz+, is not unichain. However, each of the recurrent classes {A} and {B} is aperiodic in this
Markov chain.

It is easy to verify that the optimal solution to the LP relaxation (LP) is y*(A,1) = y*(B,0) =
1/2 and y*(s,a) = 0 for the rest of s € S,a € A; the optimal value of (LP) is R™ = 1. Now consider
the N-armed problem where all arms are initialized in state A. In this case, the long-run average
reward of any policy is 1/2. Therefore, R* — R(w, Sg) > 1/2 = Q(1/v/N) for any 7.
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A unichain but periodic example. Next, we give an example of RBs where Pz« is unichain but
periodic, and R™ — R(m, Sg) = ©(1). This example was included in [HXCW24], and we paraphrase
it here for completeness.

Consider the RB problem whose single-armed MDP has two states, A and B. The state of the
single-armed MDP deterministically transitions to the other state in each time step, regardless of
the action applied. Let the reward function be r(A,0) = r(B,1) =1 and r(A4,1) = r(B,0) = 0; let
a = 1/2 in the budget constraint. Obviously, the Markov chain induced by any single-armed policy
is unichain and periodic with a period 2.

One can easily see the optimal solution to the LP relaxation (LP) is by y*(4,0) = y*(B,1) = 1/2
and y*(A,1) = y*(B,0) = 0; the optimal value of (LP) is R™ = 1. Now consider the N-armed
problem where all arms are initialized in state A. Then at any time ¢, either all arms are in state
A or all arms are in state B. In this case, under any policy 7, the long-run average R(m, Sp) is 1/2,
so R™ — R(m,8y) = 1/2 = Q(1/V/N).

An example satisfying Assumption 1 but not Assumption 2. Next, we give an example
of RB satisfying Assumption 1 but violating Assumption 2. Suppose each arm in the N-armed
problem has state Si(i) = Ber(1/2) i.i.d. across i and t. Let & = 1/2 in the budget constraint. The
reward function 7(s,1) = s and 7(s,0) = 0 for s = 0,1. Intuitively, the decision maker observes
the state of each arm, and pulls N/2 of them. Each arm pulled by the decision maker generates an
amount of reward equal to its state. The single-armed MDP is clearly aperiodic unichain under any
policy because its state is i.i.d.

The optimal solution of the LP relaxation (LP) is y*(1,1) = y*(0,0) = 1/2, and y*(s,a) = 0 for
other s € S,a € A; the optimal value R™ =1 /2. Intuitively, the optimal single-armed policy pulls
the arm if and only if it is in state 1.

In the N-armed problem, the optimal policy is obviously pulling N/2 arms with the largest
states. Then the optimal reward R*(NN) is given by

R*(N) = %E[min ( 'ZU:V] Si(t), g)},

for an arbitrary ¢. Since Si(i) = Ber(1/2) and are i.i.d. across i, it can be shown that R*(N) =
1/2 — ©(1/v/'N). Therefore, R™ — R*(N) = ©(1/V/N).

C.2 Proofs of Lemma 2 and Theorem 2

In this section, we prove our second main result, Theorem 2, which is a lower bound on Rrel—R(ﬂ, So)

for regular unstable RBs (Definition 1); meanwhile we will also prove Lemma 2 stated in Section 4.2

as one of the preliminary steps for proving Theorem 2. This section is organized linearly, with a

sequence of lemma statements and proofs; Theorem 2 will be proved at the end of this section.
We first restate and prove Lemma 2.

Lemma 2. Suppose that the LP relazation (LP) has a unique optimal solution y*, and y*(s,1) +
y*(s,0) >0, Vs € S. Then

1 T-1
rel > li -
R R(m,Sp) > € Him - E

o Eldic(Y)], (12)

where €y is a positive constant; dic is a function of state-action distribution given by

dioy) =Y o u(s0+Y  y(s),
where ST ={s € S: y*(s,1) > 0,y(s,0) =0}, S~ ={s €S: y*(s,1) = 0,y*(s,0) > 0}.
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Proof of Lemma 2. We first investigate the dual of (LP), whose properties help us prove the lemma:

minimize (Dual-LP)
A f(9)}ses

subject to r(s,a) + (o — L{a=1})A —pu+ ZP(s,a, sVf(s) < f(s) VseS,aeA (99)

8/

AN, f(s)eER VseS

Note that the primal problem (LP) is always feasible and bounded, so (Dual-LP) is also feasible and
bounded. By strong duality of linear programs, the optimal value of the dual problem is u* = R
Moreover, there always exists an optimal solution of the dual problem (\*, f*, u*) that satisfies
strict complementarity with the unique primal optimal solution y* [GT56]:

r(s,a) =N l{a=1} +N'a—pu+ ZP(s,a, SYF(s') = f(s)=0 iff y*(s,a)=0. (100)

S

Let 7\« (s,a) = r(s,a) — X*1{a = 1} + A*a. By (100) and the definition of ST and S, there exists
a constant ¢y > 0 such that

ra=(5,0) = R+ " P(5,0,8) f*(s) < f*(s) —e0 Vs S* (101)
rae(s,1) — R™ + ZP(S, 1,sf (s < f*(s)—e VseS™. (102)

Define the function Q*: S x A — R as

Q*(Sva) = 7")\*(8,(1) - Rrel + ZP(S,CL, S/)f*(s/)'

8/

Then (99) implies that f*(s) > Q*(s,a) for any s € S,a € A; (101) and (102) imply that Q*(s,1) —
Q*(s,0) is at least € for s € ST and at most —e for s € S™.
Now, we are ready to bound R™ — R(7, Sp): for any policy 7 and initial state vector S,

R — R(m, 8))

1 re
= = 0 B[R =y (Suc(i), Acc ()]
1€[N]
S B[R (S A () — 3 P(Sc(i), A (1)) ) + £ (S i)] (103
1€[N] s’'eS
= 3 B[ Q(Sli), Ao (i) + I (Sc0)]
1E€[N]
1 . . . _ .
> ie%:v] eoE[n{soo(z) € 5T, Ano(i) = 0} + 1{Su(i) € S, Ao (i) = 1}} (104)
- EoE[ 3 Vao(s,0) + 3 Yaels, 1)}. (105)
seSt s€S™
where to get (103), we use the fact that E[> g P(Sso(i), Aso (i), s') f(s")] = E[f(Sec(4))] for any
function f: S — R. U
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Next, we show Lemma 13, which implies that under any actions for the N-arms, one can find
a subset of arms (can be empty) such that these almost follow the Optimal Local Control; the size
of the subset is determined by dic(Y:). Essentially, this lemma shows that under any policy, if
dic(Yy) is small, the transition dynamics will be close to the transition dynamics under Optimal
Local Control.

Lemma 13. Consider an instance of reqular unstable RBs (Definition 1). Under any policy , at
any time t, there exists a set Dy C [N] depending on Xy and Ay with size m(Dy) > 1—2dic(Y1) /8 —
1/(BN), where B = min(«, 1 —«), such that if we resample actions for the arms in Dy using Optimal
Local Control, we get almost the same actions as Az up to at most 1 arm. For such Dy, we have

e The expectation of Xi11(Dy) satisfies

JE[Xea(D) — m(Dow* | Xo, Al — (X(Dy) — m(Du )2, < = (106)

o Let X[ (Dy) be the state distribution at time t + 1 when the actions for the arms in Dy are
resampled using Optimal Local Control, then there exists a coupling between X[ | and Xyy1 such

that 5
HXt/Jrl(Dt) - Xt+1(Dt)H1 < N s (107)

Proof of Lemma 13. We construct the subset D; by removing a suitable subset of arms from [N].
We first remove each arm i with state Sy(i) € ST and A(i) = 0 or Si(i) € S~ and A;(i) = 1.
After this step, we get a subset D’ with N(1 — djc(Y;)) arms. The budget usage of D’ equals
aN — N3} ¢ Yi(s,1). Then Dy is obtained by removing arms that take action 1 or action 0 from
D’ such that the budget usage of Dy equals |a|Dy|]. If aN — N3 o Yi(s,1) > «a|D’|, it is not
hard to show that the number of arms removed from D’ is bounded by

1 1
e (L GESth(s,n —alD||+1) < = (Vaie(¥) +1);

If aN - NY .o Yi(s,1) > a|D’|, it is not hard to show that the number of arms removed from
D’ is bounded by

1 1
D] = 1D < = (JaN = N ZS: Yi(s,1) = alD/|[ +1) < ~(Ndic(¥2) +1).
sEST
In both cases, we have

D= 11| < 5 (Naie(¥) + 1), (108)

where recall that f = min(a,1 — «). Now we get a subset D; such that m(D;) > 1 — dic(Yz) —
(dic(Yy) +1/N)/B > 1 —2d1c(Y)/B — 1/(BN). Moreover, for each i € Dy, Ai(i) = 1 if S(i) € ST;
Ai(i) = 0 if Si(i) € S7; the total budget usage of Dy equals [a|Dy].

Following similar calculations as the proof of Lemma 1, we can show that

E[Xir1(Dy) | Xy, Ag] = Xi(Dy) (PTT* —cpe (P1(8) — Po(g))) +m(Dy) La]f[\fj (P1(3) — Po(3)).
whereas by the definition of &,

(Xi(Dy) = m(Dou)® +m(Do)p = Xi(Dy) (Pre = e (Pi(3) = Po(3)) ) + m(Do)a(P1(3) — Po()).
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Comparing the above two equations, we get (106).

To show (107), note that if we resample the actions using the Optimal Local Control for the
arms in Dy, the actions of the arms in ST and S~ are unchanged; at most one arm with state §
gets a different action after resampling. Therefore, we can couple X, ; and X, such that for each
arm that gets the same actions after resampling, the next states of the arm are the same. In this
way, we get || X7, (Di) — Xes1(Dg) | < 2/NV. O

Next, we conduct Lyapunov analysis with the help of Lemma 13. To construct Lyapunov
functions, we first define two seminorms. Consider the Jordan decomposition of ®, & = VJV 1,
We split J into J = J+ + J_, where J; contains the Jordan blocks of J with eigenvalues’ moduli
greater than 1, and J_ contains the Jordan blocks of J with eigenvalues’ moduli smaller than 1.
Let I, be the diagonal matrix with 1 on the entries where J. is non-zero; let I_ be the identity
matrix subtracting ;. We define the matrices Uy and U_ via the infinite series:

U, =Y (viivhE(vaiv T (109)
k=1
U-=vIVv Y vIiv ) + 3 (vov i (vov T (110)
k=1

where the superscript  denotes pseudo-inverse.
In the next lemma, we show that U; and U_ are well-defined, and prove several useful facts
about the semi-norms weighted by U, and U_.

Lemma 14. For any regular unstable RBs (Definition 1), the matrices Uy and U— given in (109)
and (110) are well-defined and positive-semi-definite. Further, if we let [lvl|;;, = VoUsvT and

[vlly = VoU-vT for any v € RIS then

0@y, = (L+e)[lvlly, (111)
[0®@]ly, < (1 +e€2) [vlly, (112)
[v@lly. < (@ —es)llvlly_, (113)

where €1, €, €3 are positive constants. Moreover, there exists a positive constant Kyorm such that for
any v € RIS|,
[vll, + vy, = Knom [|v]l; - (114)

Proof of Lemma 14. To show the well-definedness U and U_, note that the moduli of all eigenvalues

of VJlV‘1 and V.J_V 1 are strictly less than 1, so their k-th powers must converge exponentially

as k — oo, implying the convergence of the series in (109) and (110). Moreover, since each term in

the two series is positive semi-definite, both series converge to positive semi-definite matrices.
Next, we show (111). Observe that

oU 0T =Y (vastv ) (vastvyT
k=1

= (vVasrv Yy (varv )+ S (vastv -y (vaafv T

= (vLv YLy )+ (v vy vty oyt



—(vLvhYWvLvh +u..
We claim that there exists a positive constant €} such that for any v € RISI,
(VI Y WLV )T > oty (115)

Without loss of generality, we only need to show (115) for v not being the zero vector. By normaliza-
tion, it suffices to show that the function v + vU;v " is bounded on the set {v: HU(VLFV_I) Hz =1}
Let V; be the linear subspace spanned by rows of V' corresponding to the non-zero entries on I’s
diagonal, and let V_ be the linear subspace spanned by rows of V' corresponding to the zero entries
on I’s diagonal. Observe that RISl can be represented as the direct sum V, @ V_, which implies
that any v € RISl can be decomposed as v = vl + v+, where v/l € V| and v+ € V_. Moreover, V_
is the kernel of VI,V ~! and VI,V ™! is the identity mapping when restricted to V. Therefore, if
[o(VI+ V1) ||l2 = 1, then |joll|| = 1. Observe that V_ is also the kernel of U_, so

wU v = @l + o ULl + 09T =ollu, (T,

Because {v € V;: [[v], = 1} is a compact set, vU;v " is bounded when |[vo(VILV ™) |2 = 1. After

getting (115), we have that
[v@lly, = \/v@UL L TuT

(1+€)oUsvT

>
=/ 1+elvly, -
Letting €; = /1 + €] — 1, we obtain (111).
Next, we prove (112). For any v € RBI, we have vU 0! > HUVJIV_IH; We claim that there
exists a positive constant e, such that

[0V IV, < v alvt,. (116)

To show (116), without loss of generality, it suffices to show that it suffices to show that the function
v+ ||V I, VL3 is bounded on the set {v: H’UVJI_V_1||2 = 1}. Consider the decomposition
RIS =V, @ V_. Because the kernel of VJ_JLV_I is V_, and VJ_J{J/'_1 is invertible when restricted

to V., the set {v: HUVJI_V_1||2 = 1} is the sum of V_ and a compact subset of V;. Because V_
is also the kernel of vV I, V1 HUVLFV_IH2 is bounded. This proves (116). Because ®U, ' =

(VILV-Y(VI,v—1)T + Uy, (116) implies that

[0®@]|;, <\ vPULPvT

o VLV (VI V1) 0T + Uy

< /(€)% + 1[vlly, -

Taking €3 = \/(€,)? + 1 — 1 finishes the proof.
Next, we show (113). Observe that

U@ =VJILV VIV Y Y (vastv ) (vastv T
k=1
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ST (vEVY (v T
k=1
U —vIvi(viv)T,

We claim that there exists a positive constant €; such that for any v € RISI
VIV YWV ) T > ol (117)

The argument for (117) is similar to the argument for (115), so we omit it here. Therefore,

lv@|,;, =1\/vPU_®TvT

<4/ (1 —é)oU_nvT

=y1-alvly -

Taking e3 = 1 — /1 — €}, we obtain (113).
To show (114), note that

vl +lolr, = [ovso™ | + v
> Hv(m +U_)UTH
— ol -

Since all norms in a finite-dimensional Euclidean space are equivalent, it suffices to show HHU+ U

is a norm, or equivalently, U, 4 U_ is positive definite. For any v € RIS, we have
o(Uy + U)o = o((vIv ) (valv ) T v v vy )T
=V (JIVVTTIL LV VT

By the definitions of J; and I_, it is not hard to see that we always have v(U; +U_)v" > 0, and
v is the zero vector whenever v(U, 4+ U_)v" = 0. Therefore, U, + U_ is positive definite, which
implies (114). O

Now we are ready to conduct the Lyapunov analysis. We define the Lyapunov functions h_ and
hy: for any system state z and D C [N], let

h—(z,D) = [la(D) —m(D)u*||y;_ (118)
hi(z, D) = [lz(D) —m(D)p |y, - (119)
Our next lemma gives a lower bound for the drift of h_(z, D) under any policy.

Lemma 15. Consider an instance of reqular unstable RBs (Definition 1). Let Ky be any positive
constant. Under any policy 7, for any time step t, we have

Ehi (Xer1, [N]) | | Xe, Ae] = hae (Xy, [N])

1/2
e Ky — (2 + €1+ Eg)Kl]l{gc} 6 1/2
> i LER § -8\ dic(Y;) a.s., (120)
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where the good event & is given by

K 2 Pdc(v) A2 dio (Y
o= {0 V) > T+ 0B 2 - ey < - 2STE Y,

B BN
and K1 )\1/2 noise/(2 + €+ 62)'

Proof of Lemma 15. Let Dy be the set given in Lemma 13. By the definition of Ay and the fact
that m(Dy) > 1 — 2dic(Y;) — 1/N, we have

E[hi (Xet1, [N]) | Xe, Ai] — hy (Xe, [N])

> E[hy (Xerr, D) | Xi, Af] — hy (X3, D) — N2 (1 = m(Dy)

(121)
> E[hy (Xi1, Di) | Xi, Ay] — hi (X, Dy) — 802 dic(Y2) /8 — 4XY2 /(BN).
Note that (121) uses the fact that |||/, < AL vl
We first consider the case with hy(X;, D;) > K;/v/N. We have
E[hy(Xes1, Do) | | Xz, At] = B[ Xe31(Dy) — m(D)p* ||y, | Xe, Al
> HE[Xt—i-l(Dt) — m(Dt),u* | Xt, At] HU+ (122)
* 1/2
> ||(X:(Dy) = m(Dp*) ||, — 221/ (BN), (123)
where (122) uses Jensen’s inequality; (123) invokes Lemma 13 and the fact that [[v][;, < )\1/2 llvll,
for any v € RISI. By Lemma 14, we have

[0@]lvy = (1+ e)l|vllo, -

Letting v = X¢(D;) — m(Dy)p*, combined with (123), we get

2)\1/2
E[hi(Xep1, Dy) | | X, Ad] > (1+ €2)hy (Xe, D) — —=

BN
1/2
ElKl 2)\_,’_
>
—h+(Xt7Dt)+ \/N BN 5

which implies that

ak, 6V a\ac(v)
E[hs (X1, [N]) | | Xoo Ae] — by (X, [N]) = lfl T = (124)
Next, we consider the case of hy (Xy, D;) < K1/VN:
[h+ Xt"rla Dt ‘ |Xt7 At]
[ Xi41(De) = m(De)p* |7, | Xe, Ad]

[
[ Xe41(De) = m(De)p* = (Xe(Dy) = m(De)p*) @7, | Xe, At] — [[(Xe(Dy) — m(Dy
[ Xe11(Dy) — m(Dy)p* = (X (Dy) —

E
=E
E
E

)/‘*)q)Hm
m(De)p )@y, | Xe, Ae] — (1 + e2)hy (Xe, D), (125)

where (125) uses the fact that [[v][¢p, o7 < (1 + €2)[Jv[ly, for allv € RIS, proved in Lemma 14. We
plan to invoke Property (c) of regular unstable RBs to bound the first term in (125). Let X/ ,(Dy)
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be the state distribution at time ¢ + 1 when the arms in D, follow Optimal Local Control. By
Lemma 13, there exists a coupling such that || X/, (Dy) — Xt+1(Dt)H1 < 2/N almost surely, so

E[ | Xi41(Dy) = m(Dy)p* — (Xe(Dy) = m(De)p*) @y, | Xe, Ad]

2)\1/2

N

E[ HXt/—i-l(Dt) — m(Dt),u* — (Xt(Dt) (Dt CPHU ‘ Xt, At] (126)

Let €7 be the right eigenvector of U, corresponding to the eigenvalue \;, with norm l€ll, = 1.
Because U, is positive semidefinite, Uy > A €€, so

olly, > \/AsveTeoT = A2 o],

for any v € RISI. Moreover, we argue that ¢ satisfies the conditions in Property (c) of regular
unstable RBs: the column space of Uy is a subspace of the column space of ®. Because pu*® = 0,
we have p*Uy = 0. Therefore, p*¢" = )\Il,u*U_i_fT = 0. Therefore, by Property (c) of regular
unstable RBs,

E[|| X711 (Dy) — m(De)p* — (X¢(Dy) — m(Dy)pe q>HU | X, Ay
> NPE[|(X71 (Do) = m(Du” = (Xu(Dy) = m(D)u)@)€ || X, A
> )\};_/2Knoise
- VN
Combining (125), (126) and (127), we get

I{ [| X¢(Dy) — m(Dy)p*|ly < m(De)n'}. (127)

E[hi(Xip1, Dy) | | Xi, A)] — hy (X0, Dy)

A2 K poise 27!/
WX (D) — m(D)pt |y < m(D)n'} — (2 + ea)ha (Xe, Dy) —

v

VN N
A2 (2 + €2) K, 2>\1/2
> + noise Y IX.(D)) — m(D * < m(D o —
=N { IX:(Dy) (De)p*lly < m(Dy)'} VN N
Therefore, when h (X, D;) < K1/V'N,
Elhy (Xer1, [N]) | | X, At] = hy (Xe, [N])
A2 2+e)k, 60/ 8)‘1/2dIC(Y%)
> + noise Y IX(D,) — D * < D N — . 12
=T UN { 1Xe(Dy) — m(De)p* ||y < m(Dy)n'} VN BN B (128)

Summarizing the bounds (124) and (128) and substituting K; = )\}1_/2Knoise/(2 + €1 + €2) in the
bounds, we get

e When h (X, Dy) > K1 /V/N or || X¢(Dy) — m(Dy)p*||; < m(Dy)n', we have

)\1/2 )\1/2d v
B[ (Ko, V) X, A — e (0, V) 2 L0 - B B A0 1
e When hy (X, D;) < K1/V/N and || X;(Dy) — m(Dy)p*|l, > m(Dy)n', we have
)\1/2 )\1/2d v,
Bl (e, V] || X0 A — 1Ot ) 2 - 252000 B B Gel g
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Note that the conditions separating the two cases above are in terms of X;(D;). To complete
the proof, we need to state the conditions in terms of X;([N]) instead, observe that

h (Xe, Dy) > hye(Xe, [N)) = A2 (1= m(Dy))
> hy (X, [N]) — 20 2dic(v2)/8 — A%/ (BN)
1Xe(Dy) = m(De)u|ly < [ Xe(IN]) = iy +2(1 — m(Dy)
< | X([N]) = iy + 4dic(Y2)/B + 2/(BN).

Therefore, hy(Xy, [N]) > K1/\/N—|- 2)\1_/2(110(5@)/5 + Ai/z/(ﬁN) implies hy (X3, Dy) > Kl/\/ﬁ;
| X ([N]) = p*[ly <0 —6dic(Yy)/B — 3/(BN) implies that

. 2d1c(Ys 1
|1 X¢(Dy) — m(Dy)p*||; <0 — % T BN <n — (1 —m(Dy)) <m(Dy)n
which implies the bounds in the lemma statement. O

In the next lemma, we upper bound the drift of h_(z, D) under any policy.

Lemma 16. Consider an instance of reqular unstable RBs (Definition 1). Under any policy =, for
any time step t, we have

A2s) .\ 1072 S| .\ A2 die(Y7)

E[h_(Xi41,[N]) ‘Xt,At] < (1—e3)h_(Xy, [N]) + NG B 3

a.s., (131)

where \_ 1is the largest eigenvalue of U_.

Proof of Lemma 16. Let D; be the set given in Lemma 13. Let X}, ,(D;) be the state distribution
at time t + 1 when the actions for the arms in D; are resampled using Optimal Local Control. By
Lemma 13, there exists a coupling such that HX{ +1(Dt) Xi41(Dy) Hl < 2/N almost surely. By
the definition of h_ and the fact that m(D;) > 1 — 2dic(Y:)/8 — 1/(BN), we have

E[h—(Xi11, [N]) | Xi, A¢] — (1 — e3)h—(Xy, [N])

E[h_ (X1, Di) | Xty Ad] — (1 — e3)h(Xy, Dy) + 42*(1 = m(Dy))

E[h_ (X1, Di) | X, Ar] — (1 — e3)h (X, D) + 8\ %dic(V2) /8 + 4%/ (BN)
E[h_(X{s1, Dy)| X0, A — (1 — ea)h_ (X1, D) + A 2dic (V) /8 + 6A2/(BN).  (132)

Because X; ; is obtained by letting arms in D; follows the Optimal Local Control, using similar
arguments as the proof of Lemma 10, we get

A2s) .\ a\2[s)
VN N
Plugging (133) into (132), we finish the proof. O

E[h—(X£+17Dt) | Xt, At] - (1 - 63)h_(Xt, Dt) S (133)

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. For any system state x and subset D C [N], define

hw(z, D) = Lyhy(z,D) — h_(z, D),
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where Ly, = 2)\1_/ 2|S| /€1. We will show that with an appropriate Ly, and for N larger than a
constant threshold, we have

b
VN

If we can prove (134), then taking the long-run average on two sides of the inequality implies

E (X1, [N])] = B [ (X0, IN)] 2 ©(—= ) = ©(1) - Eldic(¥)] ¥t =0,  (134)

1
VN
s0 E [dic(Yao)] = Q(1/V/N). Combined with Lemma 2, we get R™ — R(w, Sy) = Q(1/v/N), which

proves Theorem 2.

Now we prove (134) using the formulas of hy (X, [N]) and h_(Xy, [N])’s drifts given in Lemma 15
and Lemma 16.

0 = E [y (Xoo, [N])] = E [y (Xows IN])] = @ = ) = ©(1) - E [dio(Yac)]

E [ (Xer1, [N]) | X, Ad] — han (X5, [N])
I (E [y (Xes1, IN]) | X, Af] — by (X3, [N])) - (E [h— (X1, [N]) | X, Ae] — ho (X, [ND)

/2
e1 K1 — (2 + €1+ eg)Kl]l{gf} 6)\1 1/2 5—1
> _ _
> L o BB (1)
A2 1A
+esh_(X;,[N]) - ——— — = _8\"*B i (V]
€3 ( t [ ]) \/N ﬁN 5 IC( t)

_ C\1/2 1 CLntate)ki ..
_ <leelK1 AL \S\) vl (Egh_(Xt, [N]) = 11{@}) (135)

— 8L\ Y2 4 802 B e (V) — 0(%). (136)

Note that the coefficient of the 1/v/N in (135) equals )\1_/2|S|, which is positive.

Comparing (135)-(136) with our goal, (134), it remains to lower bound the second term in (135).
First, observe that given the event &, the second term of (135) is non-negative. So we only need to
consider the event £. By definition, £ implies that

J AV 2die(v) A2

~ VN B BN’
6dic (Y, 3

IX(N]) — ity > of — S

hy(Xy, [N])

) BN
By (114) in Lemma 14,

h (X4, [N]) + h (X, [N]) 2 Knorm | Xi([N]) — p*|; »
so given &f,

h— (X, [N]) = Knorm [| X¢([N]) = p*[ly = ha (Xo, [N])
< r 6d[c(Y2) 3 > _ K1 _ QAi_/2dlc(Y}) )\}i_/z

= 5 BN T UN 5 BN
= Koot — 2L (6K oo + 20Y2) 571 (Y)-O(i)
norm?’] \/N norm + IC\1¢ N/

42



Therefore, given £F, combining the above lower bound, if N > K12 (63—|—L1b(2—|—€1 +62))2/(Kn0rm77’63)2,
 Lp2+e+e)
VN

K1(63 +L1b(2+61 —I-EQ)) 1/2\ p—1 1
\/N — €3 (6Knorm + 2)\+ )ﬁ dIC(Y;) - O<_>7
1
> —e3(6Knom + 20Y%) 87 dic(¥) — O( 5 ). (137)

Substituting (137) back to the second term of (135), we get

esh_(Xy,[N]) sl 1{&}

> €3Knorm77/ -

E [hin(Xe41, [N]) | X, Ag] — Pun (Xe, [N])

_ A

1
— (6e3 K norm + 263A\Y% + 8LipAY? 4+ 80%) 3 i (V) — O<N>’

which implies (134) and finishes the proof. O

C.3 Remarks on Property (c) of regular unstable RBs (Definition 1)

In this section, we prove an intuitive sufficient condition for Property (c) of regular unstable RBs
and also provide a weaker version of this property.
We first state and prove the intuitive sufficient condition for Property (c):

Lemma 17. Consider an RB instance with the single-armed MDP (S, A, P,r), where P(s,a,s’) > 0
forall s € S,a € A, s" €S. Then this RB instance satisfies Property (c) in Definition 1.

Proof. Throughout this proof, we fix X; and A; and omit them in the conditioning when writing
expectations or probabilities.

Recalling the statement of Property (c), it suffices to show that for any ¢ € RISl with ||€]ls =1
and p*¢" = 0, there exists a constant Kpejse > 0 such that for any N larger than a constant and
any time step t, if the local optimal policy is applicable, we have

Knoise
VN’
where A; follows the Optimal Local Control. Note that in this case, the parameter 1’ in Property
(c) of Definition 1 could be any positive number such that || X;([N]) — p*||; < ' guarantees the

condition (7) for applying the Optimal Local Control.
We first show that for any ¢ € RIS! such that ||¢]|, = 1 and p*¢" =0,

gmax - émin > 1/\/@ (139)

where &pnax = maxses€(s) and pin = minges£(s). Observe that we must have either &pax >
1/3/1S] or &min > —1/4/]S|, because otherwise [|€], < 1. We first show (139) for the case with
€max > 1/4/[S|. In this case, we must have &min < 1/4/[S[, because otherwise [|€[, > 1. Let
Lecaled € R! be the whose entries are all 1/\/@ Then

”f - ]lscaled”oo < max (gmax - 1/ V ’8’7 1/ V ’S’ - gmin) < gmax - Smin-
On the other hand, because ||u*||; = 1 and p*1] 1/+/1S],

scaled —

||£ - ]lscaled”oo > M*]]‘;rcaled — M*g—r = 1/1/|S|

E[|(Xer1([N]) = p* = (X([N]) — ) @) T || X, A] > (138)
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Combining the last two inequalities yields (139). For the case with {min < —1/4/[S], (139) can be
proved in an analogous way.
To show (138), we invoke the Paley-Zygmund inequality to get

P [ (€T ~ B s (VDET)? > JvarXens()eT]|
Var [Xp 1 (IN)ET)? '
E | (X (INDET — EXea (NDET])]

>

(140)

] =

Next, we lower bound the second moment of X; 1 ([N])éT — E[X;,1([N])€T] in (140). For any
timestep t, given Xy, A;, we have

X (INDET = 3 Xosa (V] 9)E(s) (141)
SES
LSS uSe) = sl (142
SGS 1€[N]
= = Z £(Si (i) (143)
ze [N]

Note that conditioned on Xy, Ay, £(St41(7)) are independent across i. Therefore, the variance of
Xer1([N])ET is given by

Var [Xt—i-l([ } = Z Var[¢(Si+1(i))]-
1E€[N]

Because P(s,a,s’) > 0 for all s,s’ € S,a € A, the support of S;11(i) is the whole state space S.
Moreover, because Emax — Emin > 1/4/|S|, we have

Var[¢(S;41(7))] > mm P(s,a,s )((fmax —-E [f(St+1(i))])2 + (§min — E [f(St+1(i))])2>

SCLS

1
> — mln P(S a,s )(gmax - 5min)2

ming , o P(s,a,s’)

where ming , o is a shorthand for ming ¢es qca. Therefore,

ming , & P(s,a,s’)
2S|N

Var[ X (INDET] = < 3 Varle(Sua ()] > (144)

1E€[N]

Next, we upper bound the fourth moment of X; 1 ([N])¢" — E[X;1([N])¢T]. Using the fact
that X1 ([N))ET = 3icin) §(Se41 (i) /N, we get

E[(Xers (INET - E[Xm([zv])sﬁ)ﬂ

— i Z B[ ~EleSin@)'] +6 3 Varle(Si ()] Varlé(Sea (7))

1€[N] 1<i<j<N
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1 . N(N—1)
< m (N(émax - émin) + 6?

3(§max - 5min)4 )

(gmax - émin)4>

< Momae — (115)
Substituting the calculations in (144) and (145) back to (140), we get
o ming, ¢ P(s,a,s
P | (X (V€T - ELXa(VDET)* > )
4|S|N
. , / 9 2
> (mmsﬂ,s P(s,a,s )) N
2|S|N 12(£max - émin)4
_ ming 4 v P(s,a, s")? . (146)

- 47|S|2(£max - émin)4

Because under the Optimal Local Control, we have ||E[X;11([N]) | X, A¢] — E[X¢ 1 ([N]))ET | X4]|| <
2/N and E[X;4+1([N]) | Xi] = Xi([N])®, we can rewrite the bound (146) to get

P [|(Xt+1([N])§T — X(IN)@)ET| > min, , o P(s,a,s')!/? 2] min, . o P(s, a,s')?

_ | > .
2|S|1/2\/N N|— 47|S|2(£max - émin)4

Therefore,

.sas’P 77/1/2 2 .sas’P 77/2
B [| (N7~ X(0)eT] > (PR TR D). e FOGL

which implies (138) with K,uise being the coefficient of 1/v/N in the last expression. O
Next, we state the weaker version of Property (c) of regular unstable RBs.

Property 1 (Weaker version of Property (c) in Definition 1). There exists positive constants n’
and Kjoise with ' < min{y*(5,0),y*(5,1)} — 1/N, such that for any large-enough N and any time
step t, we have

1/2 _
E[||Xipa(IN]) — " = (Xu([N]) = )@, | X, Af] > %

where A, follow the Optimal Local Control (Subroutine 2), which is always feasible if || X;([N]) — p*[|; <

Intuitively, Property 1 assumes that when X;([N]) is close to u*, the state-count vector in
the next step, X;11([N]), has enough randomness; or precisely, X;y1([N]) — p* — E[X;41([N]) —
w* | X¢, A¢] has enough variances in the directions orthogonal to the kernel of Uy .

If Property (c) of regular unstbale RBs is replaced by Property 1, the whole proof of Theorem 2
goes through almost verbatim, except one change: In the proof of Lemma 15, in the argument below
(126), we apply Property 1 rather than Property (c).

if | X ([N]) — p"lly <

C.4 Proof of Corollary 1

Corollary 1. There exists an RB satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2 and violating Assumption 3 such

that B™ — R(r, So) > Q(ﬁ)
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Proof. We will verify that the example in Figure 1 of [HXCW23] is regular unstable.
In this example, the single-armed MDP (S, A, P, ) is defined as below: S = {1,2,3}; A = {0,1};
the transition kernel P is given by

[0.02232142  0.10229283  0.87538575 ]
P(-,0,-) = |0.03426605 0.17175704 0.79397691 | ,
10.52324756  0.45523298  0.02151947 |

[0.14874601  0.30435809  0.54689589]
P(-,1,-) = |0.56845754 0.41117331 0.02036915 | ;
10.25265570  0.27310439  0.4742399 |

The reward function r is defined as

r(-0) = [0 0 0],
r(-,1) = [0.37401552 0.11740814 0.07866135] .

Let a = 0.4 in the budget constraint. The optimal solution of the LP-relaxation (LP) is:

0 0.29943
y*(-,-) = 10.23768 0.10057 | ,
0.36232 0

where the first column corresponds to y*(s,0) and the second column corresponds to y*(s,1).

Since P(s,a,s’) > 0 for all s,a,s’, Pz+ is an aperiodic unichain, so Assumption 1 holds. Also,
from y*, we can see that the state 2 is the unique neutral state, implying Assumption 2. Moreover,
one can numerically verify that y* is the unique solution to (LP), so Property (a) of Definition 1 is
satisfied; the moduli of the eigenvalues of ® are {1.133,0,0.059}, so Property (b) of Definition 1 is
satisfied.

Finally, observe that in this example, P(s,a,s’) > 0 for any s,s" € S and a € A. Therefore, we
invoke the sufficient condition Lemma 17 proved in Appendix C.3 to conclude that this example
satisfies Property (c) of Definition 1. O
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