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Abstract

Flow scheduling tends to be one of the oldest and most stabtrablems in networking. It becomes more
crucial in the next generation network, due to fast chandinig states and tremendous cost to explore the
global structure. In such situation, distributed algorithoften dominate. In this paper, we design a distributed
virtual game to solve the flow scheduling problem and theregadize it to situations of unknown environment,
where online learning schemes are utilized. In the virtuahg, we use incentives to stimulate selfish users
to reach a Nash Equilibrium Point which is valid based on thelysis of the ‘Price of Anarchy’. In the
unknown-environment generalization, our ultimate goahis minimization of cost in the long run. In order to
achieve balance between exploration of routing cost andb#apon based on limited information, we model
this problem based on Multi-armed Bandit Scenario and castbhewly proposed DSEE with the virtual game
design. Armed with these powerful tools, we find a totallytrdlisited algorithm to ensure the logarithmic growing
of regret with time, which is optimum in classic Multi-arm&andit Problem. Theoretical proof and simulation
results both affirm this claim. To our knowledge, this is thstfresearch to combine multi-armed bandit with
distributed flow scheduling.

Keywords—Flow Scheduling, Price of Anarchy, Multi-Armeda®dit, Logarithmic Regret

. INTRODUCTION

We consider a network sharing optimization problem. All bé tusers would like to optimize their own
path selection without exchanging information with othéti®wever, congestion on the same edge introduces
increasing cost. We would like to figure out a distributedesnk for them to find a best solution.

We assume here that each user has a flow with unit capacityreetgnt but different source or destination.
However, generalization to multi-commaodity situation & difficult if we split flows into units and carry out the
algorithm for each unit flow. Cost on each edge is a randonabbidue to link state changes and environment
variances. As mentioned above, conflictions increase cestare assume the expectation of one such variable
grows when flows routed on it increase. In the front half of ih@per, we assume these expectations are known
and we focus on the virtual game designing to find the flow sgliregl scheme.

In the second half, we generalize our problem into unknowvirenment. That is, we do not know the
expectations of edge costs and we need moderate explordfnse the newly proposed DSEE Sequence[17]
to optimize the time for exploration. After exploration,ngales of edge costs are stored in routers and the
sample means are calculated to approximate the expedatidploration periods happen periodically in a
predetermined manner so routers know when to explore. Betviwo neighboring exploration periods is an
exploitation period. At the beginning of an exploitatiorripd, we use the distributed Bellman-Ford algorithm[16]
to calculate routing tables based on the sample means. &r tydsolve the confliction problem, we apply the
virtual game here. During the rest time of the exploitatienigd, we route flows according to the routing tables.
Obviously, exploration and Bellman Ford periods both idtroe extra cost, or reward loss. The ultimate object
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for us is to design a distributed algorithm to minimize lang total cost for the whole network. In the whole
paper, we assume that time is slotted and both exploratiodsaploitations need time.

A. Background of Flow Scheduling

Problems of flow scheduling in known scenario could still bephard to solve. There are increasing literatures
in this area with development of the widely-used MPLS nelkwdiere, we base our work on background of
flow scheduling instead of packet switching, wired or wisslein order to make it more practical and useful
nowadays.

The minimum interference routing [1]-[4] is a prospective direction in flow scheduling. Itsrpose can be
quite similar with ours. However, minimum interferenceting algorithms, like MIRA[2] and WSP[4], consider
more about load balancing to maintain the sustainabilitjutdre flow admitting , while we want to solve an
optimization problem right now. Extensions of our work apy of adaptive scheduling of newly admitted flow
but all routers should be informed beforehand that new floaxsehcome in.

Literatures in the Routing Games are more relevant to ounleno. Firstly, our modeling is very similar to
the modeling of theatomic routing in [5]. Secondly, at the Bellman Ford period users performraual game
and take turns to select their own optimized routing patteut considering congestion to others, which is the
same with routing games. However, there is still fundaniediteerence between our virtual game and atomic
routing. Firstly, we let distributed routers decide the tbeaths for the players, other than players select by
themselves. This is more reasonable since in real lifegreutecide paths for users. Secondly, our game is only
virtual, which is used finally to solve an optimization pretvl. However, it is well known that games won't
always converge to the optimum point. So we set the extraaasuser introduces to the whole network as the
revenue he pays (see part 11.B) to make this non-coopergéivee a situation when selfish optimization equals
social optimization. We prove the fast convergence to Naghilibrium Point in this routing game and use the
constant bound of the ‘Price of Anarchy’ to measure its w@itiMoreover, modeling of [5] does not consider
the generalization to unknown environment, so our work isengeneral.

B. Stochastic online learning based on MAB Problem

Second half of our paper focuses on the generalization taawk model. The nature of routing problem with
unknown edge cost calls for introduction of the Multi-arnigahdit (MAB) Problem. In the classic MAB, there
are N independent arms and one single player. Each arm, whgedp incurs a random cost with an unknown
distribution. The player should decide the sequence to gdehh arm to obtain the minimum cost. We notice that
the player should try to maintain the balance between eaptor and exploitation, which respectively means
to play a new arm and learn its cost distribution and to play dhm with minimum cost. A frequently used
criterion to judge the performance of an adopted sequeniteiso calledegret or cost of learning, defined as
the difference in total cost between the chosen sequencéhandptimum sequence when cost distribution is
known. The best regret, logarithmically growing with timie obtained in [10] by Lai and Robbins. In [11][12],
authors gave out index-type policies to achieve logarithragret.

Routing problems with unknown edge cost distributions camindeled as a variation of the classic MAB
problem if we view each path as an arm. However, performantesassic algorithms degrade severely here
since paths with shared edge cannot be viewed as indepemagh8], Liu and Zhao explore the dependence
of paths to obtain a logarithmic regret. In [14], Gai and Kriamachari made modifications to UCB1 [12] and
applied their algorithm LLC into shortest path problem. Hoer, none of them gave out distributed method
for path selection. In our work, we put this difficulty intoettdesign of a distributed virtual game and solve
it beforehand in known model. It's important to note that twacept Distributed Learning in [15] is different
from our concept of ‘distributed’. ‘Distributed’ in [15] naas that each user does not exchange information with
others and finds the best arm on his own. However, we furthermas that our algorithm should be carried out
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distributedly in each router by using the Bellman Ford Algon. Moreover, [12]-[15] did not consider network
sharing, so our work is more general.

In our paper, we explore an algorithm doing online learnimgrhulti-user situation in a distributed way. To
our knowledge, no previous work considered such comprélesguation. Based on our algorithm, the whole
network can also achieve logarithmic regret with time. Hegrein order to judge the virtual game at the same
time, we define regret slightly differently from the clasdigfinition.

Definition 1: We defineRegretas the number of time slots when the network is not in a NaslliBqum Point.

In Regret Analysis part, we analyze the equivalence betwleéinition 1 and the classic one. We prove that our
virtual game reaches a Nash Equilibrium Point in limitectleis, and regret grows logarithmically with time.
These claims ensure the effectiveness of the virtual game.

It is important to note that the Optimum Point is also a Nashillgium Point in our game. However, Nash
Equilibrium Point is not unique since strategy domain focteaser is discrete (different paths). Commonly,
only when we have continuous strategy domain, Nash EquifibrPoint is unique[5][6]. So analysis of the
Price of Anarchy is necessary.

I[l. SYSTEM MODEL
A. Cost Modeling

Consider a grapltz = (V, E) and K source-destination pairf&;y, t;), each with unit amounyf; = 1. For
each edge € F, define flow on the edge
fe=>Y_tw (1)
EEPK
in which thep, represents the path chosen by #ib flow. Since all flows have unit amount, the flow on each
edge f. will take discrete value fron{1,2,..., K'}. Define

C(F) ::jgj(%(j%) 2)
ecE

as the total cost in one time slot, in which therepresents the cost for edge At each time slot, for each
edgee and a certain flow amoung., c.(f.) is a random variable whose expectation value increases when
grows. For different time slots,. (f.) is an i.i.d. random proces$. denotes the whole flow distribution on the
network. In order to minimize the time average @fF'), we try to obtain the best flow distributioR" in a
distributed way to minimize the expectation@f F'). Henceforth we use a bar to represent the expectation. For
example,C'(F) denotes the expectation ¢f(F). The unit amount is the granularity of all flows. Obviously,
generalization to multi-commaodity scenario is trivial ifeveplit flows into flow units and treat each unit as an
independent flow.

B. Incentive

In the virtual game design, users are assumed selfish siegectiuld not exchange information. In order to
stimulate users to cooperate, we set revenues as incefdivdeem. Assume at some timethere are already
K, flows in the network and the whole flow distribution is curtgnk;. Then the whole cost of the network
equalsC(F;). For a certainkth flow, let F;(k) denote the flow distribution wheffy, is withdrawn from F;.
Then we define

C(F) — C(Fi(k)) 3
as the revenue for thith flow. We can easily see that when a user has the opportunithdoge its routing
path, he surely chooses the path that introduces the miniexima cost to the whole network. Then the total
cost decreases.
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l1l. ALGORITHM IN KNOWN MODEL
A. Virtual Game Design

In this part, we assume that routers know allf.) beforehand. Each user takes turns to hire routers to do
Bellman Ford Algorithm. The price for each edge is set as tiventive described in I1.B.

There will be N + K time slots reserved for one circle. So time reserved for esdr is N slots, and the
Bellman Ford Algorithm surely converges in such long periél$o, total cost decreases each time when a user
changes path, since the revenue for this user defined emrlegual to the extra cost to the whole network
introduced by him.

The complete algorithm is as follows:

1) Take out thekth flow from current flow distribution. If it is the first time fohts flow to do path optimization
and routers do not know yet the path to transmit this flow, ttieynot need to take it out.

2) Calculate price on each edge. The price is the extra cdbisifedge is chosen:

Pe(F) :Ee(fe)_ée(fe_fk) (4)

3) Start the Bellman Ford Algorithm and wait for N slots to eresits convergence. The source node;s
Find out the path with minimum price to transmit flow dp.

4) Add up fr on each edge chosen to transmit #ié flow.

5) Do the 1) again for thé& + 1th flow.

B. Nash Equilibrium Point

Theorem 1: If we do algorithm described in lll.A, then after finite cied, the whole network reaches a Nash
Equilibrium Point. Convergence time is bounded.

Proof: During one circle, one of two events below must occur:

a).At least one user changes his path.

b).No one changes his path.

If event ‘b’ happens, we know that no one could change his pailaterally. Obviously the network has
reached Nash Equilibrium Point.

However, if event ‘a’ happens, total cost decreases. Thisbie®n stated in II.B. Since there will be limited
paths for one flow to take, number of flow distribution is lied{ too. So ‘a’ won't happen all the time.

We can further figure out the upper bound of convergence toneadch a Nash Equilibrium Point. In fact,
we need[%} times of Bellman Ford circles. Th&,, denotes the maximum difference between cost of two
different flow distribution, andb,,, denotes the minimum. This is true because during each Belfoad circle,

the cost of the whole network will at least decreaseShyif ‘b’ does not happen

IV. PRICE OF ANARCHY

In this part we give out the analysis of the ‘Price of Anarchihis notion was originally defined in [8] to
measure the selfish performance of a simple game of N plagatscompete for M parallel links. In [9], the
authors analyzed the price of anarchy of an atomic routingegto polynomial edge cost with nonnegative
coefficient. They gave out results dP(¥) in which d represents the highest order of the polynomial edge cost
function. This result is considered by [5] to be a significganeralization of previous work.

In our paper, we still need analysis of the ‘Price of Anarcéipce our ultimate goal is to solve an optimization
problem. So far, we give out algorithm to make different ssgptimize their own price—the incentive—to reach
a Nash Equilibrium Point. So we need to figure out the diffeechetween a Nash Equilibrium Point and the
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optimum point.

Definition 2: We define thePrice of Anarchy as
C(Fn)/C(F7) ()

The Fy represents flow distribution of one Nash equilibrium poAwtd F'x represents flow distribution of the
optimum point, in which (2) is optimized.

We give out existence of constant price of anarchy for gdénmignomial edge cost. Then we give out concrete
value for polynomials with nonnegative coefficients. Here meed the functions to be convex but this is trivial
when congestion is concerned. The assumption of polynaedigi cost is common in previous work of Routing
Games[5][8][9]. Our modeling is different from routing germin Routing Games, the ‘total price’ in (6) is equal
to the expectation of total cost function defined in (2), wttthey are different in our virtual game. However,
polynomial functions are quite enough to model congestinrsur problem, so we still use this assumption.

A. General Polynomial Function: Existence

In this part we prove the existence of constant upper bourtleprice of anarchy for polynomial edge cost
function. In another word, this constant is independenteaifwork size and topology. In the proof we use the
following definition.

Definition 3: We defineTotal Price for distribution F' as
P(F):Z[Ee(fe)_ée(fe_fu)]’fe (6)
ecE
fu just means the unit flow amount.

We simply replacef,, with 1 in following parts, since we claim in section Il.A thatl flow has the same
unit amount. What is important is the reason we define (6) astthial price’. In fact, from (3)(4) we know
that the incentive pricing scheme asks for #té user a price of

Py(F) = Z[EE(fE)_EE(fe_l)] (7
eEpPk
We add up (7) for all users and we get

K
P(F) = Z Z[Ee(fe) —Ce(fe —1)] (8)

k=1 e€ps
Simply change the order of summation and we get (6).

Theorem 2: If the expectation of edge cost functi@(f.) is convex and grows polynomially witlf., there
exists a constant bound for the ‘Price of Anarchy’ indepenaé network size and flow amount.

We assume that edge cost functions are polynomials of mawimegreed. Here d is different from the
degree of barycentric spanner in proof dieorem 4.

d
Celfe) = acfd+ al) fo €)
=1
First we give out Lemma 1. This is the relationship betweeal toost and total price.
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Lemma 1: For a given network G=(V,E), there exist two constant nurabgr A,.. For any flow distribution
F, we have

These two numbers are independent of the network size.

The nature of Lemma 1 is very simple. For a polynonfigt. ), the numerator and the denominator of (10)
is of the same order of flow amourfif. So the fraction is certainly limited. We put detailed praofAppendix
A. Similarly, we could arrive at the following formula.

For a given G=(V,E), there exists a constant numbgr For any flow distribution and any edgeit satisfies

EE(fe + 1) - EE(fe)
) a1 = ah

Then we give out,emma 2. This is the ‘Variational Inequality Characterizatio[3vhich describes the
basic feature of a Nash Equilibrium Point. Prooflafmma 2 is also put in the appendix.

Lemma 2: For a given network G=(V,E) and a Nash Equilibrium poinbf K users, for any flow distribution
F’, we have

Z[Ee(fe) - Ee(fe - 1)] “fe < Ay Z[Ee(fe) - Ee(fe - 1)] ’ fe/ (12)

eeE eckE

Based on these two Lemmas, we can complete the prodhebrem 2 The proof is still very simple in
nature. We have proven that the total cost(2) and the toteg (@) grows with flow amount in the same order
(Lemma 1). Then we find the constant upper bound%%)) (Lemma 2). These two steps complete the proof.
The detailed proof is put in Appendix C.

B. Polynomial Function with Nonnegative Coefficients: Conde Value

For polynomial edge cost with nonnegative coefficients, e @ut concrete value of the upper bound.
Although we could derive a proof based on the same procedupar IV.A, we can take advantage of the
nonnegative coefficients to get a relatively simple proofiie Appendix. First we give out some definitions. If
(8) holds and coefficients are all nonnegative, we have foh eglge e

d
Colfot1) = Ce(fe) = acl(fe + 1) = £+ al[(fo+ 1) = £ (13)

i=1
Obviously, all terms in (13) have nonnegative coefficiele. assume

d
Colfe+ 1) = Ce(fe) = Y al) fo=! (14)
=0

in which &g) >0 and déo) = a.. Moreover,

7

d
W = c.(1) — 2.(0) (15)
=0
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We assume 4
se = min (a™)) (16)
al’>0
L= Teag[ée(l) — ¢ (0)] (17)

Theorem 3 For a given network G=(V,E), if all edge cost functions $gti®) and coefficients are nonnegative,
we could give out the concrete value of the constant uppendvaif the Price of Anarchy. The constant is
[(d+1)L maz L4 = do@,

ec ¢

V. ALGORITHM IN UNKNOWN MODEL

From this section, we give out generalization to unknown ehobh another word, we further assume that
the cost distribution of each edge is unknown at the beggnin order to get enough information about
the network, we adopt the newly proposed DSEE Sequenceithlgom [17] and cut time into interleaving
exploration and exploitation periods. A router sends evgtion flows to get samples of the cost and store them
in memory. Based on these samples, a router calculates sangan and view it as the expectation of edge
cost when doing Bellman-Ford Algorithm. Between the exgiion periods are the exploitation periods, at the
beginning of which the virtual game is applied. During thetréme of exploitation, users share the network
based on routing tables. In order not to route flows on edgts ligh price, each user consents to do enough
explorations. However, exploration periods and BellmandRgeriods cannot be too long since they introduce
extra cost to the network.

A. Exploration

One exploitation period lasts fav = |V| time slots. In one exploration period, only one source nege
starts exploration. K source nodes take turns to do exjdorat different exploration periods. At the beginning
of the first exploration periods; sends out a short flow of a random amo#éntto a random edge, related to
it to explore the value,, (k1). Then the other node of edge receives this flow and forward it in the next time
slot. This whole exploration period terminate ¥ = |V/| time slots. In the next exploration period, the source
node sy starts exploration instead @f. The constant numbe¥ = |V| is large enough to ensure a minimum
probability r = min.cg(r.) > 0, in which ther, is the probability of the edge being estimated.

B. Exploitation

At the beginning of this period, there will b « K time slots reserved for a Bellman Ford period. During
one period, we do one circle of the virtual game describedliA.l
However, we should replace (4) with

Pe(F) :ée(fe)_ée(fe_fk) (18)

in which ¢é.(f.) denotes the sample means stored in routers’ memory.

C. DSEE

Time is divided into interleaving sequence of Exploratiord &xploitation. At the beginning of each ex-
ploitation period, there igV x K time slots arranged for Bellman Ford period to do virtual ga@ne Bellman
Ford period terminates only when the total tifVex K is reached. Similarly, one Exploration period ends after
N time slots. However, the exploitation period ends when iime tslot t satisfies

card(t) < Glog(t) (19)

in which thecard(t) represents number of time slots used to do exploration upm® t Certainly, the whole
DSEE Sequence is determined beforehand once the paraméigs Been chosen.
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VI. REGRET ANALYSIS

We define regret as the number of time slots when all the flowsnat routed in Nash Equilibrium Point
(see the end of the Introduction part). In section Ill.B, vexd proved the inevitability for K users to reach the
Nash Equilibrium Point in limited circles of virtual game this part, we analyze the equivalence of definition
1 with classic one. Then we prove regret grows logarithmjcaith time.

A. Equivalence between Definition 1 and classic definition

Classic definition of regret is the difference in total costvieen the chosen strategy sequence and the
optimum strategy sequence when cost distribution is known.

In our algorithm, there exist two conditions that regretr@ases. The first one is exploration or Bellman Ford.
During these periods, no flows are transmitted. However,efdefine an extra constant cost for each of such
slot to get a classic definition, we can see that this two tegyew with time in the same order. The second
one is when flows are not routed in a Nash Equilibrium Pointrinegploitation period. But in one such slot,
extra cost cannot be larger th&h,. Therefore, even if we define a classic regret, it still grovith same order
of time.

The only difference is the distance from one Nash EquilitoriBoint to the Optimum Point. However, finding
the Optimum Point for different flows tends to be NP hard anchitnot be done in a distributed way. So we
choose to define regret based on a sub-optimal Nash EquitibFioint which cannot be further improved in a
distributed manner. Previous parts have shown the conRane of Anarchy’ bound, which convince of the
feasibility of our definition.

B. Regret Order

Theorem 4: If the chosen G in (19) satisfies
8d%|E|o?

>
G > max(3/r, 2

) (20)
then regret(T) increases with the forthlog(T)).

Here we give out some definitions in Theorem 4.

Definition 4: Let S be a d-dimensional vector space. A d¢t= {x1,x9,...,x4} C S is called a barycentric
spanner forS if every z in .S can be written as linear combination of elementgofvith coefficients in[—1, 1].

It is shown in [15] that ifS is a compact set, then it has a barycentric spanner. We kraivittté set of different
paths for a certain source-destination p@ait, di) is a compact vector space, thus it has a barycentric spanner
with dimensiond,. We assumel = maz di. o2 is the largest variance of all the edge cost under different

flow distributions.r is the minimum of the probability that a certain edge is cimodering explorationsc;, is
the minimum price difference between two paths for ke user under all different flow distributions. Since
number of flow distributions is limiteds;, surely exists. Then we can define- mmK ck. These parameters

are all related to the network topology and can be obtainddréleand. However, while choosing a G based
on (20) is doable, usually we can choose a smaller G. Here \yeconcern about the existence of a sufficient
condition.

Proof of Theorem 4 still can be found in the Appendix. Instead we give out theidakea of the proof. If G
is chosen big enough, sufficient times will be used for exgilon so that we have relatively accurate sample
means for the cost of each edge under different flow amoursie@an Bernstein's inequality, we can bound the
variance of sample means of path cost. When this variana@adl enough, we can bound the probability that
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we make mistakes in the virtual game circle. Mistake-fraéual game results in Nash Equilibrium. Although
proof of Theorem 4 seems lengthy, it relies on this simple idea.

VIl. SIMULATIONS
A. Price of Anarchy Simulation

In this part we give out simulation result for the ‘Price of &wohy’. Figure 1 shows the probability density
function of the ‘Price of Anarchy’ for different cost funoti orders. Large density near price 1 proves the
efficiency of our algorithm. Also, the relationship betwebe ‘Price of Anarchy’ and cost function order can
be observed: distribution with a higher order has a longir ta

15 T
Order =2

> ! | === Order =4
‘» 10} .
s /1 | mmm Order = 6
(@]
>
E
3
o b5 i
o

0 u.hﬁ.v- pa— o

10 10"

Price of Anarchy
Fig. 1: ‘Price of Anarchy’ distribution

B. Regret Simulation

In this part we give out the simulation results for regretavrdrigure 2 shows the growing behavior of regret
with time under different G selections. We choose thig as the basic G based on the condition shown in
Theorem 4. Actually, this condition is just an sufficient conditiorathleads to logarithmic growing of regret. In
real simulation, we have chosen a basic G smaller tharhgorem 4 but can still help the logarithmic growth
hold.

The second figure is the regret divided by log(T). It couldohed see more clearly how the regret converges
to a logarithmic order. Moreover, we see from simulationt fifi& is not large enough, the regret grows with
an order larger than log(T). So in real-life applicationg ghould make sure that G is large enough.

VIIl. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we considered the flow scheduling problem bwither known and unknown model. For the
known model, we proposed a virtual non-cooperative gamh witentive pricing to solve cost optimization
problem for users who do not exchange information with eablero To analyze this virtual game, we proved
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the fast convergence of the game into a Nash Equilibrium tRehich had a bounded price of anarchy. The
constant bound was proved to be independent of network sizél@v amount. Then we extended this algorithm
to situations when cost distributions were unknown befaneh We modeled this problem under multi-armed
bandit model and combined the virtual game with the newlyppsed DSEE Sequence which could achieve
best regret for all light-tail cost distributions. Sure agh, regret of our algorithm was proved to be growing
logarithmically with time if the DSEE parameters were chroggoperly, which is best in the classic online

learning scenario. Also, simulation results of the ‘Priédnarchy’ and the regret growing behavior were given
out to test the essential correctness of all our claims.

APPENDIXA
PROOF OFLEMMA 1

Based on (9) we have

d
[Ce(fe) = Celfe = 1)) - fo = acfd+ )b fa= (21)

i=1

Here aéi) and bg) are coefficients. We do not require them to be nonnegative, tert in Theorem 3 we
requireaﬁ’) to be nonnegative. Divide (21) witli and we get

3 B d
Ce(fe) —Ce(fe —1) — a, + Z bg)fe—i (22)
=1

d—1
e

For anye > 0, there exists &, . For anyf. > fe.,

Ee(fe) — Ee(fe B 1)

| p —ae| <€ (23)

So we have, for any, > f. .,

e — € < Ce(/fe) _ffgfe —1) < a.+e€ (24)

Since f. . is limited, there exists a closed sectién For any f, < f..,

Ee(fs) — EE(fe - 1)

-1 €L (25)

Since &lfe=Eele=l) g g ¢ I.. We choose < %, and denote/. = I, U [%, 22] and we have for any.,

fe
Ee(fe) - Ee(fe B 1)
-1 € Je (26)
Similarly, we divide (9) withf¢ and finally get
C"’}:}) e 27)

Here J, and.J, are both closed sections excluding zero. Then for any flowibiigion ', we have

P(F) ZeEE[CE(fG) _EE(fe -] f

C(F) ZEEE )
_ YeenlCelfe) = elfe — DI/ fE (28)
>eer Ce(fe)/ fE

From (26)(27) we know there exist two numbetg A,, for any flow distribution, (10) hold<Z
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APPENDIX B
PROOF OFLEMMA 2

For a certaink € {1,2,..., K}, the Nash Equilibrium PoinF’ satisfies

Z [Ee(fe) Ce fe - 1 Z Z Ce fe+ 1 _Ce(fe)] 'fp;C (29)

ecpy L€l eEPk

HereI', represents the set of all paths available to e user. Andf,, = 1 only when the pathp;, € Ty, is
chosen by the:th user. Otherwise it equals zero. Obviously, (29) can be ddriirectly from the definition
of Nash Equilibrium Point. For different path selection ectes,f,, varies. However, (29) always holds. For a
certain flow distribution F’, we add up (29) for all K users anet

P(FN) SZ[Ee(fe+1)_Ee(fe)]'fe, (30)
ecl
Since we have (11) already, we can get (IR).

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFTHEOREM 2

Let F represents a random Nash Equilibrium point &fddenotes the optimum point. For a certain edge e,
from (26), we have

[Ee(fe) _ Ee(fe _ 1)]/fed_l < Je(L)

[ee(f2) — ce(fe = DI/ (f)4=1 = B

The Je(L) and Je(R) are left and right border of.. And * represents the optimum point. From this inequality
we can derive directly and get

(31)

B ) J& i
[Ce(fe) —Ce(fe —1)] - f2 <(J(R Ji{lee(fe) = Ce(fe —1)] - fe} @ 32)
Alee(f2) = ee(f7 = 1) - £}
Based on thed s lder inequality, we get
(L d—1
Z[EE(fE)_EE(fe_l)]’f J Z{ Ce fe - e )]fe}T
ecE ecF
{[Ce(f ) = Ce(fl = 1)) f1}a
J(L -
{Z Ce fe e 1)] : fe}T (33)
ecE
{Z Co(f2) = Ce(f7 — 1)) f2}
ecE
B(L) 1 d—1 sy1 L
:(@)d A[P(E)] T - [POFT)]
Since (12) holds for every flow distributiof’, we could letF” = F* so
(L) 1 d—1 1
P(F) < Ay (Z)7 - [P(F) T - [P(F")] (34)
Je
It means )
P(F)/P(F*) < (A)"- 2 (35)

S

e
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And we have Lemma 1, so we finally get
S C(F) P(F) P(FY)
C(F)/C(F*) = : - =
A, I
N @
From previous Lemmas, we know absolutely that constante®might side of this inequality are independent

from network topology and flow distribution. Sindéy is a random flow distribution, we have provéteorem
2.0

(36)

APPENDIXD
PROOF OFTHEOREM 3

Conditions in this theorem also ensure the functions ar@earSo we have for any flow distribution
C(F) < P(F) (37)

From (15) we have, for any i and aryc F

0 <L (38)

Based onH dlder inequality, we have

d
Z[ée(fe'i‘l)_ée(fe)] f;k :Z &g)fed_i_l ;k

eclk 1=0 ecE
d

A3 ad (gt (39)

d i—1 1
I3 Lty Lamy
i=0 ecE ¢ ecE "¢

d L 1
<Lmazx = Z{C(F)}d;i {C(F*)}a
i=0

ecll S¢

SinceC(F*) < C(F), we have

1 _ d—1 _ — 1
> lee(fe+ 1) —celfo)l - f2 < (d+1)Lmag — {C(F)} T {C(F")}s (40)
eck ¢
For one random Nash equilibriui and the optimum point™, from (30)(37) we have
C(F) < P(F) <Y lec(fe+ 1) —clfe)] - f2 (41)
ecl

Combining (16)(17)(40)(41) we have

C(F)/C(F*) < [(d+ 1)L maz i]d = %@ (42)

And this constant is independent of network topology and fiistribution
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APPENDIXE
PROOF OFTHEOREM 4

Since the number of time slots used in exploration and BellfRard increases strictly witld(logt), we
could only focus on the number of slots that all flows are natrapng at the Nash equilibrium point. Define
the A; the event that all the flows are not operating at the Nash ibquiin point at time t. We give out the
upper bound ofP(A;).

Define B} as the event that last Bellman Ford just before time slot tthar kth flow goes wrong since
poor estimation of the path cost. Then

P(BF) = P{X*(t) > minyepX,(t)} (43)

The P denotes the set of paths that thth flow can choose from. Th&,(t) is the incentive price for
choosing pattp. This price is calculated by adding up all the extra edge custduced by thesth flow. That
iS

Xp(t) = Gl fe) — el fe = fi) (44)
ecl
The p* represents the real best path tah flow to choose if price expectation for each edge is knowacty
And the X*(¢) is the estimated price for choosing this path.

Let n.(k,t) be the number of times € E is observed when thé units of flow are put on it up to time
t during the exploration slots. Let.(k) represents the probability thatwith flow & on it is chosen to be
observed at a random time slot. Sincecan only take values fronfl,2, ..., K} and the number of edges is
limited, we can ensure the existencerot minr,.

eckl
Obviously,
E(ne(k,t)) = Gre(k)logt (45)
Var(ne(k,t)) < Gre(k)logt (46)

so, based on Bernstein’s inequality

P{ne(k,t) < %Grlogt} <P{ne(k,t) < %Gre(k)logt}

1 E?(ne(k,t)) 47
<eap( 2 %E(ne(k,t)) + Va?“(ne(kat))) 0

:t_%GTe(k) S t_l

Let M = %Grlogt and we can easily get
P{3ee€ E,k € {1,2,.... K},s.tne(k,t) < M} < Z P{n.(k,t) < M} < K|E|t™" 48)
c€B,1<k<K

We choose a barycentric spanner in the network and assunas difrelements{p, p2, ..., pg, }, then
- . 4 5o " c . 5 c
{X7(1) 2 minpepXp(t)} S{X" () = X*(1) > 3} Uy {Kult) = X)) < —5 - (49)
in which

Xi(t) = Y [ee(fe + fr) — Ce(fe)] (50)

eep;
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and X*(t) represents the real minimum expectation price of the pattitio flow.

Specifically for eaclp; we have
Xl(t) - Xl(t) = Z[ée(fe + fk) - ée(fe)] - Z[Ee(fe + fk) - Ee(fe)] (51)
ecp ecpr

When enough times are used to estimate each edge, the value wail have a high probability to be small.
Let L; denote the number of edgesn Then we have

PLX,(t) — X,(t) < —%yve € B ke{1,2,...K}n.(kt) > M)}
k

<P{X,(t) — X;(t)| > %\Ve € B ke (1,2, ... K} n(kt) > M
k

< ZP{|ée(fe) _Ee(fe)| >

ecp;

C
2dy Ly

Ve € E)k € {1,2,...,K},ne(k,t) > M}
+ 3" PlIé(fe + fi) = el fe + fi)l > o

s 2di Ly (52)
Ve € E)k € {1,2,...,K},ne(k,t) > M}

<2I 1 Gz )*
<21y + 2eap(—5 2R

Grlogt

1 (z75 )?
<d|Bleap(—5——)
Grlogt

<4|E|t™!

Similar upper bound oﬁ?*(t) can also be obtained. After that we get

P(BF) < A(|E| +|E)t ™t +t7! < 5|E)2t7! (53)

Each eventB} leads to the eventl; for somet > ¢. If we would like to make the whole K flows reach the
Nash Equilibrium point, we should ensure thatdoes not happen for a period long enough before time
fact, if B does not happen, we will nee{@%} circles of Bellman Ford period to do virtual game. This résil
based on Theorem 1. This is becaus&ifloes not happen, it tends to be the same situation that sokiemw
exactly the cost distribution of each edge.

The nature of DSEE Sequence makes the start point of eacbratiph period in an exponential sequence. We
present this fact in a heuristic way. For the start titpeof a exploration period, we have

card(t;) = Glogt, (54)
and for the start point, of the next exploration period we have
card(tz) = Glogts (55)
Sincecard(t1) + NK = card(tz), we have
122 NK

= = erp(—5) (56)
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Let {t1, 1o, ... sM]} denote the starting points of Iaﬁ% circles of Bellman Ford period before time And
let 1t(sM]Jrl denote the starting point of the following period after timaNe see obviously that

trs Su
(4] +1 NEK[g +1]
_ m 57
i = enp(—— ) (57)
For any Bellman Ford time slat betweent; andt(sM]_’_l it satisfies that
trs Su
t [SA]4+1 NK[3 41] (
I il " Pm 58)
- < » exp( e )

During these circles of Bellman Ford period, if B does notgep theA; does not happen either. So we have

P(A)< > PBf)< Y SEPE)”

t* k=12, K t* k=12, K

S NE[2% 4+ 1] (59)
<10K|E|2[%1exp($)t—l
In another word, the total regret to time horizon T can betemitas
T T
Y P(A4)=> 0@t (60)
t=1 t=1

and it isO(logT)d]
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