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Abstract

A stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit with linear payoff is a class of sequential learning problems, where
at each step a learning agent chooses a subset of ground items subject to some combinatorial constraints, then
observes noise-corrupted weights of all chosen items, and receives their sum as payoff. Based on the existing
bandit literature, it is relatively straightforward to propose a UCB-like algorithm for this class of problems,
which we refer to as CombUCB1. The key advantage of CombUCB1 is its computational efficiency, the method
is computationally efficient when the offline variant of the combinatorial optimization problem can be solved
efficiently. CombUCB1 has been applied to various problems and it is well established that its n-step regret is
O(K?L(1/A)logn), where L is the number of ground items, K is the maximum number of chosen items,
and A is the gap between the expected weights of the best and second best solutions. In this work, we derive
novel upper bounds on the n-step regret of CombUCB1, most notably a O(K L(1/A)logn) gap-dependent
upper bound and a O(v/K Lnlogn) gap-free upper bound. Both bounds are significant improvements over
the state of the art. Moreover, we prove that the O(K L(1/A) log n) upper bound is tight by showing that it
matches a lower bound up to a constant independent of K, L, A, and n; and that the O(v/K Ln log n) upper
bound is “almost tight” by showing that it matches a lower bound up to a factor of v/log n.

1. Introduction

We study a stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit with linear payoff (Gai et al., 2012), a class of sequential
learning problems where at each step a learning agent chooses a subset of ground items, subject to some com-
binatorial constraints, and then observes noise-corrupted weights of each chosen item, a form of a stochastic
semi-bandit feedback (Audibert et al., 2014). The reward of the agent is the sum of the observed weights. The
goal of the agent is to maximize its total expected reward over time, or equivalently to minimize its expected
cumulative regret. Stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits can be viewed as an online variant of combinatorial
optimization problems with a linear objective function and binary variables.

We consider a variant of the problem where we are given an offline optimization oracle that can find the
optimal solution for any given set of weights. We say that the problem is an (L, K, A) instance when L is the
cardinality of its ground set, K is the maximum number of items in any of its feasible solutions, and A > 0
is the gap between the expected rewards of the optimal and second best solutions. We say that the problem
is an (L, K) instance if it is an (L, K, A) instance for some A. Based on the existing bandit literature (Auer
et al., 2002a), it is relatively straightforward to propose a UCB-like algorithm for solving our problem (Gai



et al., 2012), and we refer to this algorithm as CombUCB1. At each step, CombUCB1 uses the offline oracle to
find the optimal solution with respect to the optimistic estimates of the expected weights of the items. The
best existing upper bound on the regret of CombUCB1 in (L, K, A) stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits is
O(K?L(1/A)logn) (Chen et al., 2013).

Our main contributions are O(K L(1/A)logn) and O(v/K Lnlogn) upper bounds on the n-step regret
of CombUCB1. Both bounds are significant improvements over the state-of-the-art results. We also derive a
Q(KL(1/A)logn) lower bound that matches the gap-dependent upper bound up to a constant factor, and a
Q (v K Ln) lower bound that matches the gap-free upper bound up to a factor of O(y/logn).! In summary,
we show that CombUCB1 achieves near-optimal regret on (L, K, A) stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits.
Note that CombUCB1 can be implemented efficiently when the offline optimization oracle is computationally
efficient (Gai et al., 2012). Therefore, we indirectly show that stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits can be
solved both computationally and sample efficiently. This problem is still open in the adversarial setting. For
example, it is known that online stochastic mirror descent (OSMD) (Audibert et al., 2014) achieves near-
optimal regret, but it is not known whether OSMD can be implemented computationally efficiently for all
combinatorial optimization problems that can be solved efficiently. Follow the perturbed leader (FPL) with
geometric resampling (Neu and Bartdk, 2013) fails to achieve the optimal regret of O(+/ K Ln) but is known
to be computationally efficient, although less than CombUCB1 because it needs to call the optimization oracle
multiple times at each step.

To the best of our knowledge, our analysis is novel. It is based on the idea that it does not happen “too
often” that “many” items in a chosen suboptimal solution are observed “insufficiently often”. The reason is
that this event happens simultaneously for “many” items, and whenever the event happens, the observation
counters of these items increase. Based on this idea, we divide the regret associated with this event among
“many” items and do not attribute it independently to each item as in the prior work (Gai et al., 2012; Chen
et al., 2013). This is the main idea in our analysis and the key to achieving tight upper bounds.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce our learning problem and the algorithm for
solving it. In Section 3, we summarize our results and compare them to prior work. In Section 4, we prove
a O(K 3 L(1/A)log n) upper bound on the regret of CombUCB1. The main idea in the proof of this bound is
that we define two events, where many items have not been observed sufficiently often, and the complement
of this event. In Section 5, we prove a O(K L(1/A)logn) upper bound on the regret of CombUCB1. The
key idea in the proof of this bound is that we define a sequence of infinitely many events where many items
have not been observed sufficiently often. The notions of “many items” and “observed often” are modeled as
geometric sequences. In Section 6, we prove a Q(K L(1/A)logn) lower bound on the regret in stochastic
combinatorial semi-bandits. We also present a short proof of a Q(+/ K Ln) gap-free lower bound.

2. Setting

Formally, a stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit is a tuple B = (E, ©, P), where E = {1,..., L} is a finite
set of L > 0 items, © C 2% is a non-empty set of feasible subsets of F, and P is a probability distribution
over the unit cube [0, 1]¥. Borrowing the terminology of combinatorial optimization, we call E the ground
set, O the feasible set, and A € © a solution. We refer to w ~ P as the weights of the items and denote by
w(e) the weight of item e € E. The expected weights are defined as w = E,,. p[w] and we denote by w(e)
the expected weight of item e € F. Given a weight vector w, the value of solution A is:

f(Aw) = Z w(e).

ecA

Let (w¢)f_, be an i.i.d. sequence of weights drawn from P. At time ¢, the learning agent chooses a solution
A; € O based on its prior observations; incurs the reward of f(A¢, w;); and observes the weights w;(e) of

1. The same gap-free lower bound for the adversarial setting was given by Audibert et al. (2014) in Section 2.1. However, the proof
there is based on a different construction than ours and, as we discuss later, this construction does not lead itself easily to a lower
bound for the stochastic setting.



Algorithm 1 CombUCB1: UCB1 or stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits.
Input: Feasible set ©

// Initialization
(’lf)1, to) — Init(@)

To(e) + 1 Ve € E
forallt =ty,...,ndo

/I Compute UCBs

Ut(e) — th_1(8)<e) + Ct—1,Ty_1(e) Vee E

/I Solve the optimization problem and observe the weights of chosen items
A; + argmax f(A,Uy)
A€o

Observe {(e,w:(e)) : e € A}, where wy ~ P

// Update statistics

Ti(e) < Ti—1(e) Vee E
Ti(e) < Ti(e) +1 Ve € A,
Tt—1(€)UAJTt71(e) (6) + wt(e)

UA}Tt(e) (6) — Ve € Ay

end for

Tt (6)

all items e in Ay, {(e,w;(e)) : e € A;}. The agent interacts with the environment n times. The goal of the
agent is to maximize its expected cumulative reward in n steps, Y ,—; E [f(A¢, we)] = > E[f(Ar, w)).
If the agent knew the distribution P a priori, the optimal action would be to choose the optimal solution:

A" = arg max Z w(e)
A€o0 [y

at each step t. The quality of the agent’s policy is measured by its expected cumulative regret:

R(n)=E

i

Z R(At, wt)
t=1

where R(Ay, wy) = f(A*,w) — f(Ag, wy) is the stochastic regret of the agent at time ¢.

2.1 Algorithm

Gai et al. (2012) proposed a simple algorithm for solving stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits. This algo-
rithm is motivated by UCB1 (Auer et al., 2002a) and therefore we refer to it as CombUCB1 (Algorithm 1). The
algorithm works as follows. First, at each time ¢, CombUCB1 computes the upper confidence bound (UCB) on
the expected weight of each item e:

Ui(e) =, (e)(€) + 1,11 (e) » (1)

where 1, | () (e) is the estimate of w(e) from T} 1 (e) observations of w(e) up to time ¢ and ¢;_1 7, _, (¢) is
the radius of the confidence interval around this estimate, which is defined as:

Ly = /1.5iogt ' @)



Algorithm 2 Init: Initialization of CombUCB1.
Input: Feasible set ©

w(e) + 0 Vee E
u(e) + 1 Vee E
t+1

while (3e € F : u(e) = 1) do
A; + argmax f(A,u)
Ae®o
Observe {(e,w:(e)) : e € A}, where wy ~ P
foralle € A; do
w(e) « w(e)
u(e) <0
t+t+1
end for
end while

Output:
Weight vector w
First non-initialization step ¢

Second, CombUCB1 solves the optimization problem on the UCBs:

A, = argmax f(A,Uy).
A€O

Finally, CombUCB1 observes the weights of all items e € A; and uses them to update its estimate of w(e).

2.2 Initialization

CombUCB is initialized by calling method Init (Algorithm 2) that returns two variables. The first variable
is a weight vector 1 € [0, 1], where w(e) is a single observation from the e-th marginal of P. The second
variable % is the number of initialization steps plus one. The method Init repeatedly calls the optimization
oracle A; = argmax 4. f(A,u) and then observes {(e, w;(e)) : e € Az}, where u € {0,1}" is a vector
of auxiliary weights that are initialized to 1. When the item is observed, e € A;, we set w(e) to the observed
weight of the item and u(e) to 0.

Assume that each item e € E is contained in at least one feasible solution. Then it follows that at least
one weight u(e) is set to 0 when |[u||, > 0. Therefore, method Init is guaranteed to terminate, and observe
each item e € F at least once, after at most L iterations.

3. Summary of Main Results

We prove three upper bounds on the expected cumulative regret of CombUCB1 for (L, K, A) instances. Two
of the bounds are gap-dependent, depend on the gap A, and one is gap-free:

Theorem 5 : O(K%L(l/A)logn)

Theorem 8 : O(KL(1/A)logn) 3)

Theorem 9 : O(v/KLnlogn).

Both gap-dependent bounds are major improvements over O(K2L(1/A)logn), which is the best known
upper bound on the n-step regret of CombUCB1 in stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits (Chen et al., 2013).



The bound in Theorem 8 is asymptotically tighter than the bound in Theorem 5, although the latter is better
for K < 172 ~ (534/96)3. The O(K L(1/A)logn) upper bound matches a lower bound in Proposition 10,
and therefore it is tight. We also prove a gap-free lower bound in Proposition 1 1. This lower bound matches
the gap-free upper bound in Theorem 9 up to a factor of /log n.

It is well known that CombUCB1 is computationally efficient when the offline optimization oracle can be
implemented efficiently (Gai et al., 2012). In this work, we prove that CombUCB1 is also sample efficient. We
believe that this is a major result and therefore state it slightly more formally below.

Theorem 1 CombUCB1 is both computationally and sample efficient in any (L, K, A) stochastic combinato-
rial semi-bandit where the oracle arg max 4ce f(A, w) can be implemented efficiently for any w € (RT)F.

Proof CombUCB1 is sample efficient because the O(K L(1/A)logn) upper bound on its regret matches the
lower bound in Proposition 10 up to a constant factor. Moreover, the O(y/K Ln logn) upper bound matches
the lower bound in Proposition 11 up to a factor of 1/log n.

Let g(L, K') be the time complexity of calling the offline optimization oracle. Then the time complexity
of CombUCB1 is O((L+n)(g(L, K)+ L)), because the oracle is called at most L +n times by CombUCB1 and
during its initialization, and all variables are updated in O(L) steps in each iteration of CombUCB1. It follows
that if g(L, K) is low, for instance a polynomial in L and K, so is the time complexity of CombUCB1. |

Kveton et al. (2014a,b) proved that the regret of CombUCB1 in stochastic matroid and polymatroid bandits is
O(L(1/A)logn). This upper bound is a factor of K tighter than our best result (Theorem 8). However, note
that the bound applies only to a special class of stochastic combinatorial bandits, maximization of a modular
function on a matroid and polymatroid. The bounds in our paper apply to any stochastic combinatorial semi-
bandit and are generally unimprovable in this more general setting.

Our problem can be viewed as a variant of a linear bandit (Auer, 2002), where each feasible solution A is
associated with a vector x € {0, 1}E and the agent observes the individual weights of all chosen items, and
not just the sum of the weights as is customary. Because our feedback model is more informative, the regret
of CombUCB1 is smaller than that of the existing linear bandit algorithms (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011).

Another class of provably efficient algorithms for stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits is Thompson
sampling. Russo and Van Roy (2014) and Wen et al. (2014) proved upper bounds on the Bayes regret of
Thompson sampling in combinatorial semi-bandits. Though the derived bounds are similar to our gap-free
bound, it is worth emphasizing that there are two major differences. First, Bayes regret is a different perfor-
mance metric and explicitly depends on the prior of Thompson sampling. From the frequentist’s perspective,
it is a much weaker performance metric. Second, the derived regret bounds are gap-free bound. In particular,
Russo and Van Roy (2014) and Wen et al. (2014) did not derive any O(log n) gap-dependent bound on Bayes
regret. It remains an interesting research problem whether Thompson sampling enjoys the same (or better)
regret-bounds than CombUCB1 for either (L, K), or (L, K, A) instances.

4. O(K3) Upper Bounds

In this section, we prove O(K # L(1/A) log n) upper bounds on the n-step regret of CombUCB1. In Theorem 2,
we assume that all suboptimal feasible solutions have the same gap. In Theorem 5, we relax this assumption.
The gap of a solution A € O is defined as Ay = f(A*,w) — f(A,w). The results in this section are
presented for their didactic value. The proofs of these results are simple. Yet they allow us to present the
most essential ideas that lead to the near-optimal regret bounds presented later.

Theorem 2 In any (L, K, A) stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit instance where A 4 = A for all subopti-
mal A, the expected cumulative regret of CombUCB1 is bounded as:

48

<K3L
R(n) < K5 L3

2
logn + <3 + 1) KL.



We start with two lemmas that are used in the proof of Theorem 2.

Lemma 3 Let F; be the event that at time t:

1.51
A, <2 T5 ogn
e€A, t 1

“4)

holds. Then the expected regret of CombUCB1 is bounded as:

2

R(n) <E [R(n)} + (7; + 1) KL,

where R(n) = Doy, Aa I{F}.

Proof Let R, = R(A;, w;) be the stochastic regret at time ¢, where A; is the solution chosen by CombUCB1
at that time. First, we divide the regret of CombUCB1 into that due to the initialization (Algorithm 2) and the
rest:

to—1

B2

and note that the regret of the initialization is bounded trivially by K L, because method Init terminates in
at most L steps and R; < K for any A; and wy.

The remaining regret is bounded as follows. Let &; be the event that the weight w(e) is not in the high-
probability conﬁdence interval around wr, , (.(e) for some e, |w(e) — uA)Tt_l(e)(e)‘ > 1,7, (e)- Now
note that B [Y}", R;| =K [Y}_, E[R.|A]] and we bound >~ , E[R,|A] by decomposing it as:

+E

)

>

t=to

i]E[Rt | Ay < Ki 1{&)} + i Aa1{E, Ay # A}

t=to t=to t=to

where &; is the complement of event &;, the event that all w(e) are in high-probability confidence intervals
around Wp, _, (e) (e) at time ¢; and we also used that A 4, < K for any solution A.

The expectation of the first term is small because our confidence intervals hold with high probability. In
particular, for any e, s, and ¢:

P(lw(e) —ws(e)] > crs) < 2exp[—3logt]

and therefore:

ElZﬂ{&}]g SN Plw(e) —tle)] > ) 2D 0D Y exp[-3logt]

t=to

Now we consider the second term. Our upper bound follows from two observations. First, when CombUCB1
chooses a suboptimal solution Ay, f(A:,Us) > f(A*,U;). Second, when event £; happens, it must be true
that |1I)(e) - uA)thl(e)(e)| < ¢—1,1,(t—1) for all items e. These two facts imply that:

2 Z Ct-1,Ti 1 (e) = Da,,
e€ Ay



which further implies (4) because logt < logn for all t < n. [ |

The key step in our proof is that we partition the event space into two events and then bound the number
of times that these events happen when a suboptimal solution is chosen. The events are defined as:

6
G, = {at least d items in A; were observed at most oK 2 Az logn times} &)
Ay

and:

Goyp = {less than d items in A, were observed at most oJ< log n times, (6)

6
Aif
d2

@ 6
ﬁAQ logntlmes}

at least one item in A; was observed at most

where o > 1 and d > 0 are tunable parameters to be chosen later.
Now we prove that under the assumption that A4, > 0, G+ and G, are mutually exclusive. To prove
this claim, we introduce new notation. In particular, we denote by:

6

St:{eeAt : Ty—q(e )<aK2A210gn} @)
Ay

the set of items in A; that were not observed “sufficiently often” up to time ¢. Our main lemma is stated and

proved below.

Lemmad4 Let o« > 1, d > 0, and t be any time when A 4, > 0 and inequality (4) holds. Then either event
Gt or event Gy happens.

Proof By the definition of .S¢, the following three events:

{IS¢] = d} = Gt
ad? 6
{|St| < d, (36 € At : Tt_l(e) S WAQ logn)} = GQvt

ad?

{|st| <d, (VeeAt:Tt_l(e) > ﬁ;; logn)} el

are exhaustive and mutually exclusive. The first two events are G ; and G ;. Therefore, to prove that either
G+ or G2, must happen, it suffices to show that G; cannot happen. Suppose that G'; happens. Then by the
assumption that inequality (4) holds and from the definition of G, it follows that:

1.5logn
Ay, <2 -
Ap = Z Ti_1(e)

1.510gn

ad?

(Va1 &%, l08™




This is clearly a contradiction. Therefore, event G, cannot happen, and as a result either event Gy 4+ or event
G2,: must happen. ]

Proof [Theorem 2] By Lemma 3, it remains to bound R(n) = iy, Da, 1{F;}, where F; is the event that
inequality (4) holds at time ¢. By Lemma 4 and from the assumption that A 4, = A for all suboptimal A, it

follows that:

R(n) <A 1{F,Ax, >0} =AY 1{G14, A4, >0} + A 1{Gay, Ay, >0} .

t=to t=to t=to

To bound the above quantity, it is sufficient to bound the number of times that events G ; and G5 ; happen.
Then we set the tunable parameters d and « such that these two counts are of the same magnitude.

. o 6 :
Claim 1 Event G, happens at most EKZLE logn times.
Proof Recall that event Gi1 ; can happen only if at least d chosen items are not observed “sufficiently often”
up to time ¢, T;_1(e) < aK 2 % log n for at least d items e € A;. After the event happens, the observation
counters of these items, 7;_1(e), increase by one. Therefore, after the event happens %K QL% log n times,
all items must be observed more than a K QL% logn times and G'; ; cannot happen anymore. |

2
6
Claim 2 Event G ; happens at most L log n times.

(Va—172 A

Proof Event G, can happen only if there exists e € A, such that T;_;(e) < %% logn. After the
event happens, the observation counter of item e, T;_1(e), increases by one. Therefore, the total number of

times that event G2 + can happen is bounded trivially by (\/%%L% log n. ]
Based on Claims 1 and 2, R(n) is bounded as:
R(n) < K24 aidQ LEIO n
=\4d Va—_12) A 8"

Finally, we choose v = 4(> 1) and d = K 3 (> 0); and it follows that the regret is bounded as:

2

R(n) <E []A%(n)} n (7; n 1) KL<K3L

48

72
A logn + (—i—l) KL.

3
]

Next we consider the case when the gaps are different. We define A, iy as the minimum of the gaps of
suboptimal solutions that contain item e:

A min = min Ay = f(A", W) — max A,w) ) . 8
ey W ( S, @) A€O:cE€A,A4>0 1A, @) ®
Note that A, iy i8 ill defined when item e does not appear in any suboptimal solution. Therefore, in the rest
of our analysis, we only consider A, i, for e € E, where £ C E is a set of items that appear in at least one
suboptimal solution.



Theorem 5 In any (L, K) stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit instance, the expected cumulative regret of
CombUCB1 is bounded as:

2
logn + (3+1) KL.

I E

ecE

6 mln

Proof Let F; be the event that inequality (4) holds at time ¢t. By Lemmas 3 and 4, it remains to bound:

Tl) < Z A,qt]l{J:t,AAt > 0} = Z AAt]l{Gl,hAAt > O} + Z AAt]l{Ggﬂg,AAt > 0} .

t=to t=to t=to

In the next step, we define item-specific counterparts of events G'1 + (5) and G2 ; (6), and then associate the
regret at time ¢ with these events. In particular, let:

6
Ge1t =GN {6 €A, Ti_1(e) < @KQE logn} 9
ad? 6
GE,Q,t = GQ’t n {e S At, thl(e) S WAQ log’n} (10)

be the events that item e is not observed “sufficiently often” under events G ; and G 4, respectively. Then
from the definitions of the above events, it follows that:

1
1{Gri, A, > 0} <~ > 1{Gerr Aa, >0}

ecE

1{G24,A4, >0} < Z I{Ge2,t, A4, > 0},
ecE

where E C E is a set of items that appear in at least one suboptimal solution; and we bound R(n) as

n) <Y 1{Gens, Aa, >0} % )0 1{Genn Aa, > 0} Ay, .

ecE t=to ecEt=to

Let each item e be contained in IV, suboptimal solutions and A.; > ... > A, . be the gaps of these
solutions, ordered from the largest gap to the smallest one. Then R(n) can be further bounded as:

n N n  Ne
<D DD 1{Gens, A, = Ak} A;’“ + DY MGean Aa, =Dk} Ack

ec B t=to k=1 ec B t=to k=1

@ZZZﬂ{eeAt,Tt 1(e )<aK2Azk

ecE t=to k=1

Aek
d

logn AAt—Aek} +

n e ad2 6
1<ee€ At,Tt_l(e) < —= logn AAt = Aek Ae,k
-

ec B t=to k=1

N,
<b) 6aK? lo n 1 = 1 1
D L P DL <A2‘ A2> *
cch e,l — e,k e,k—1
6ad? logn 1 & 1 1
7=  1\9 Ae,li + Ae,k A2 A2
Dol R AP DE Do v
© Qg ad? 12
2 1 11
<ZE<dK ) Fa "
ec



where inequality (a) follows from the definitions of events G. 1+ and G 2 ;, inequality (b) follows from the
solution to the optimization problem:

max ZZ]l{eeAt,Tt 1(e) <

""" " t=to k=1

£7AAt =Ack p Aek (12)
e,k

for appropriate C', and inequality (c) follows from Lemma 4 of Kveton et al. (2014b):

N,
1 . 1 1 2 2
Aer1—5— + Ak | ————— || < = . (13)
AZJ Z <A<25 k Ag,kfl > A671\/'6 A67min
Finally, we choose & = 4(> 1) and d = K3 3 (> 0); and it follows that the regret is bounded as:
R(n [ } +1 KL<ZK3 B gt (T 1) KL

A@,min & 3 ’

[ |

5. O(K) Upper Bounds

In this section, we prove O(K L(1/A)logn) upper bounds on the n-step regret of CombUCB1. In Theorem 7,
we assume that the gaps of all suboptimal solutions are identical. In Theorem 8, we relax this assumption.

The key step in our results is that we define a sequence of infinitely-many mutually-exclusive events and
then bound the number of times that these events happen when a suboptimal solution is chosen. The events
are parametrized by two decreasing sequences of constants:

1=00>p1>Pa>...> 0> ... (14)
ap>ag> .. > > ... (15)
such that lim;_, . «; = lim;_, o, B; = 0. We define:
K2
Mip = 05— logn
A%,

and assume that m; ; = oo when A 4, = 0. The events at time ¢ are defined as:

Gt = {at least 81 K items in A, were observed at most m ¢ times}, (16)
Goy = {less than 1 K items in A, were observed at most m ; times,

at least 3o K items in A; were observed at most ms ¢ times},

Git= {less than 3; K items in A; were observed at most m; ; times,

ey

less than 3;_; K items in A; were observed at most m;_; ; times,

at least 3; K items in A; were observed at most m; ; times},

10



The following lemma is the key to proving the bounds in this section.

Lemma 6 Let («;) and (8;) be defined as in (14) and (15), respectively; and let:
= Bi—1— Bi
6 —— <1 17
\[Z: vai o an

hold. Let t be any time when A 4, > 0 and inequality (4) holds. Then event G; + happens for some 1.
Proof We fix t such that A 4, > 0. Since ¢ is fixed, we use shorthands G; = G, ; and m; = m, ;. Let:
Sl' = {6 S At : Tt_l(e) § ml} (18)

be the set of items that are not observed “sufficiently often” under event G;. Then event G; can be written as
G; = (ﬂ;;ﬁ {15;] < ,@K}) N {|S;| > B;K}. Similarly to Lemma 4, to prove that G; happens for some 1,
it suffices to show that the event that none of the events GG; happen cannot happen. This event can be written
compactly as:

G= UGi: ﬂ [(Uﬂsﬂ >5jK}> U{[Si| <BiK} | = m{|52| < BiK} .

Next we prove that event G cannot happen. Let S, = A, \ S; and Sy = A;. Now note that m; decreases as 4
increases, anfl thefefore |S;| decreases and |S;]| increases.Moreover, m; — 0 because a; — 0, and therefore
Ay =1J;2, Si\ Si—1. Finally, T;_1(e) > m, for all e € S;. Now suppose that event G happens. Then:

1 = S|—|SZ 1] (Bi1 — Bi)K
N e R VDI RV R o

ec Ay =1 e€S;\S;_1 i=1 i=1

where the last step is due to Lemma 12 in Appendix. In addition, let inequality (4) hold. Then:

AAt<QZ 15logn <9 /715lognz Bz 1— ﬁz) <AL \[Zﬁz\l/iﬁz <AAta

e€Ay v i=1
where the last inequality is due to our assumption (17). The above is clearly a contradiction. Therefore, we
conclude that event GG cannot happen, and as a result event G; must happen for some 1. |

Theorem 7 In any (L, K, A) stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit instance where A 4 = A for all subopti-
mal A, the expected cumulative regret of CombUCB1 is bounded as:

267 2
R(n) < KL—logn + (W

1) KL
A 3+>

Proof The first step of the proof is identical to that of Theorem 2. In particular, by Lemma 3, it remains to
bound R(n) = Y71, Aa,1{F;}, where F; is the event that inequality (4) holds at time ¢. By Lemma 6 and
from the assumption that A 4, = A for all suboptimal A, it follows that:

n) < A zn: 1{F, Aa, >0} =A Xn: i 1{Gi, A, >0} .

t=to t=to 1=1

11



. 2 . . .
Note that when A4, > 0, m;; = m; = ai% log n, independently of ¢. Hence, for any given ¢, event G, ;
cannot happen more than é’"}g times, because at least 3; K items that were observed at most m; times have
their observation counters incremented in each event G; ;. Therefore:

i logn [Z 1 . )

It remains to choose («;) and (53;) so that:
o lim; o a; = lim; o0 B; = 05

e Monotonicity conditions in (14) and (15) hold;

Condition (17) holds, v/6 5, 5’\/167& <1

Sy G+ is minimized.

We choose 3; = 8% and oy; = da for some 0 < o, 3 < 1and d > 0. Then a; — 0 and 3; — 0, and also the
monotonicity conditions are satisfied. Moreover, if 8 < /«, we have:

> i—1 %
LY i N (R AP o0
2"/ Z iVa-p

provided that d > 6 ( 1-5

2
— /3) . Furthermore, if o < 3, we have:

O0012-_Oodoz_
25 5

21

2
So given our assumptions, the best choice of d is 6 (\/107_13 ﬁ) and the problem of minimizing the constant in
our regret bound can be written as:

. 1-8\° a
w0 (775) 55 =
st. 0<a<fB<Va<l,;

We solve the above problem numerically, and get o = 0.1459 and 8 = 0.2360. For these values of « and (3,

2
6 (\/15—_(3 6) B*La < 267. We substitute this value into the bound in (19) and get the desired result. ]

Next we prove an upper bound without any constraints on the gaps.

Theorem 8 In any (L, K) stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit instance, the expected cumulative regret of
CombUCB1 is bounded as:

2
logn + (3 + 1) KL,

ZK

CGE emm

where Ac min is the minimum gap of suboptimal solutions that contain item e and is defined in (8).

12



Proof Let F; be the event that inequality (4) holds at time ¢. By Lemmas 3 and 6, it remains to bound:

n

n) < iAAt]l{‘Ft7AAt > 0} = Z iAAt]l{Gi7t7AAt > O} .

t=to t=tg i=1

In the next step, we define item-specific counterparts of events G; + (16) and then associate the regret at time
t with these events. In particular, let:

Geir=GiinN{ee€ Ay, Ti_1(e) <mys} (23)
be the event that item e is not observed “sufﬁciently often” under event G; ;. Then it follows that:

1{Gis, Aa, >0} < — AR Zn{Ge”,AAt > 0},

eckE

because at least 5; K items are not observed “sufficiently often” under event G; ;. Therefore, we can bound
R(n) as:

Zzzﬂ{GezthAt >O} At . (24)

eGEZ 1 t=to

Let each item e be contained in IV, suboptimal solutions and A.; > ... > A& N, be the gaps of these
solutions, ordered from the largest gap to the smallest one. Then R(n) can be further bounded as:

oo n N
< Z Z Z Z]I{Ge,i,taAAt =A

ec B i=1 t=to k=1

@ - K2 Aek
2353 S et <ot oan =
ec B i=1 t=to k=1 ek ¢
N,

®) azKlogn 1 - 1 1
6 Ae A9 Ao

)Y s+ o (g -

cch i=1 A k=2 e e
(C)ZZ%Klogn 2

cef i=1 emin

[ee]

_ZK Ao [Z ﬁzllogn (25)

ecFE i

where inequality (a) follows from the definition of event G ; +, inequality (b) follows from the solution to the
optimization problem:

K2 Ack
0

and inequality (c) follows from (13). For the same (c;) and (3;) as in Theorem 7, we have >~ | gl < 267
and it follows that the regret is bounded as:

R(n)gE{ﬁ(n)} <3 +1>KL<ZK 1ogn+<7;2+l>KL.

6 min

We also prove a gap-free bound.

13



Theorem 9 In any (L, K) stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit instance, the expected cumulative regret of
CombUCB1 is bounded as:

2
R(n) < 47/KLnlogn + (7; + 1) KL.

Proof The key idea is to decompose the regret of CombUCB1 into two parts, where the gaps are larger than e
and at most e. We analyze each part separately and then set € to get the desired result.
By Lemma 3, it remains to bound R(n) = ;" , A, 1{F;}, where F; is the event that inequality (4)

holds at time ¢. We partition R(n) as:

Rn) <3 ALUFLAu, <} + D AxU{F, Au, > e}

t=to t=to

<en—+ Z AAt]l{]:taAAt > 6} .

t=to

The second term can be bounded in the same way as R(n) in the proof of Theorem 8, except that we only
need to consider the gaps A, ;, > €. Therefore, A, min > € and we get:

- 4 4

E Ap, U{F;, Ay, > €} < E KglogngKLalogn.
€ €

t=to ecE

Based on the above inequalities:

534K L 2
R(n) < logn+en+<7;+l> KL.
€
4K L1
Finally, we choose € = 4/ S3akLlogn and get:
n
2 72

R(n) <24/534K Lnlogn + <3 + 1) KL <47/ KLnlogn + (3 + 1) KL, 27)

which concludes our proof. |

6. Lower Bounds

In this section, we prove two lower bounds, one gap-dependent and one gap-free. Our first result is a lower

bound of (K L(1/A)logn), which matches the O(K L(1/A)logn) upper bound in Theorem 8.
Specifically, we prove the lower bound on a length- K path semi-bandit problem, which is illustrated in
Figure 1. Without loss of generality, we assume that L/ K is an integer and that there are L/ K paths between
source and destination nodes, each of which contains K items. At each time ¢, only one of the paths is
chosen, so O consists of the edges of the L/ K paths. We consider the distribution P where the weights of
the items in different paths are distributed independently, but the weights of the items in the same path are
always equal. In particular, the marginal distribution of w(e) is a Bernoulli distribution with mean:
3(e) = {0.5 ifeis iTl path one (28)

0.5 —A/K otherwise,

where A > 0. Obviously, for any item e in a path j # 1, A¢ min = A.

14
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Figure 1: Length- K path semi-bandit.

The key observation is that if the agent has the additional information that the weights of the items in the
same path are always equal, then this semi-bandit problem is equivalent to an (L/K)-arm Bernoulli bandit
scaled up by K. In other words, this semi-bandit problem is at least as difficult as that bandit problem.
Hence, we can derive a lower bound based on the existing lower bound in the bandit literature (Lai and
Robbins, 1985; Bubeck and Cesa-Bianchi, 2012). To formalize the result, we need the notion of consistent
algorithms. We say that a combinatorial semi-bandit algorithm is consistent if for any combinatorial semi-
bandit, any sub-optimal A4, and any o > 0, E[T4(n)] = o(n®), where T'4(n) is the number of times that A is
chosen in n steps. In the rest of this section, we focus only on consistent algorithms. This is without loss of
generality, since by definition, an inconsistent algorithm performs poorly on some problems (e.g., compared
to CombUCB1, which achieves logarithmic regret on all instances). Our main claim is below.

Proposition 10 For any L and K such that L/ K is an integer, and for any A such that 0 < A/K < 0.5,
the expected regret of any consistent algorithm on any of the length-K path semi-bandit with distribution P
is bounded from below as:

. . .,Rn) (L-KK
> .
b inf S 2 A

Proof The proposition is proved as follows:

R(n) L/K

@ A/K
lim inf > K
nes logn = k; k1(0.5 — A/K,0.5)

(L, A

- \K kl(0.5 — A/K,0.5)

(29)
where k1(0.5 — A/K, 0.5) is the KL-divergence between two Bernoulli variables with mean 0.5 — A/K and

0.5. Inequality (a) follows from the fact that with the additional information that the weights of the items
in the same path are always equal, the length-K path semi-bandit is equivalent to a (L/K)-arm Bernoulli
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bandit scaled up by K, and an existing lower bound for Bernoulli bandits (Lai and Robbins, 1985). The

second inequality is due to kl(p, ¢) < ((1’(’1_1); and then using p = 0.5 — A/K and ¢ = 0.5. [ |

A minimax lower bound for the adversarial (L, K) semi-bandits was given by Audibert et al. (2014).
However, this lower bound uses a construction (K parallel bandit problems with L/K arms in each) that
does not directly result in a lower bound for stochastic semi-bandits due to the subtle issue that the worst-
case environment over the K bandit problems has to be chosen simultaneously for all of the bandits, and it is
unclear whether this can be done without extra work.” However, using length- /K path semi-bandits, we can
easily reduce (L, K) stochastic semi-bandits to scaled bandits with L /K arms in each, giving the following
result:

Proposition 11 There exists ¢ > 0 such that for any L and K such that L/ K is an integer, for any algorithm
and n > 0, there exist a (L, K) semi-bandit problem such that:

R(n) > cmin(vVKLn,Kn).

Proof As noted before, with the additional information that the weights of the items in the same path are
always equal, the length-K path semi-bandit is equivalent to a (L/K )-arm Bernoulli bandit scaled up by a
factor of K. Hence, by the lower bound of Auer et al. (2002b),? there exists a numerical constant ¢ > 0 such
that the worst-case expected regret of any algorithm over the class of (L, K') stochastic semi-bandit instances

is at least cK min(1/(L/K)n,n) = cmin(vV K Ln, Kn). [ |

7. Conclusions

We derived novel upper bounds on the regret of a well-known algorithm for stochastic combinatorial semi-
bandits (Gai et al., 2012), O(KL(1/A)logn) and O(y/K Lnlogn). We also derive a gap-dependent lower
bound, which matches the upper bound, and a gap-free lower bound, which matches the upper bound up to
a polylogarithmic factor. The analyzed algorithm can be implemented efficiently if the offline variant of the
combinatorial optimization problem can be solved efficiently. Therefore, we indirectly show that stochastic
combinatorial semi-bandits can be solved both computationally and sample efficiently.

Theorems 7 and 8 are proved quite generally, for arbitrary sequences of constants («;) and (8;) subject
to constraints. At the end of the proofs, we choose («;) and (3;) to be geometric sequences. This is sufficient
for our purpose. However, we note that this choice is likely suboptimal and may lead to larger constants in
the upper bounds than is necessary. We leave the problem of choosing better («;) and (8;) for future work.

Our work leaves several open questions. For instance, our Q(K L(1/A)logn) lower bound is proved on
a problem where the gaps of all suboptimal solutions are identical. Therefore, technically, we show that our
O(K L(1/A)logn) upper bound is tight only on this subclass of problems. It is an open question how tight
our upper bound is on (L, K') combinatorial semi-bandits with arbitrary gaps.

Our O(y/K Lnlogn) upper bound matches the Q(v/ K Ln) lower bound only up to a factor of y/n. We
believe that this factor can be eliminated by modifying the confidence radii in CombUCB1 (Equation 2) along
the lines of Audibert and Bubeck (2009). We leave this for future work.

In Algorithm 1, we assume that the optimization problem A, <— arg max 4o f(A, Uy) is solved exactly,
which is considered to be computationally intractable if that problem is NP-hard. On the other hand, there
may exist a computationally efficient approximation or a randomized algorithm ALG for that problem. It is
straightforward to propose a variant of CombUCB1 with ALG (Chen et al., 2013). Let A be the output of ALG

2. We nevertheless believe that a lower bound similar to the one stated below should also be available for this class of stochastic
semi-bandit problems.

3. Although the lower bound proved by Auer et al. (2002b) is stated for the adversarial multi-armed bandit problem, since the worst
environment is stochastic, the result also applies to the stochastic case.
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when it is applied to the optimization problem max4ceo f(A,w). Then, based on the analysis techniques
introduced in this paper, it is straightforward to derive similar regret bounds on CombUCB1 with ALG, if the
regret is measured with respect to A instead of A*.

Thompson sampling (Thompson, 1933) often performs better in practice than UCB1 (Auer et al., 2002a).
We would like to point out that CombUCB1 (Algorithm 1) can be relatively straightforwardly modified to use
Thompson sampling, by replacing the UCBs with sampling from the posterior on the means of the weights.
The frequentist analysis of the regret of Thompson sampling (Agrawal and Goyal, 2012) resembles that of
UCB1. Based on this fact, we believe that the analysis in our paper can be extended to Thompson sampling.
We postulate that the regret of Thompson sampling on (L, K, A) instances of combinatorial semi-bandits is
O(KL(1/A)logn).
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Appendix A. Technical Lemmas
Lemma 12 Let S;, S;, and m; be defined as in Lemma 6, and |S;| < B; K for all i. Then:

o |Si] = [Si-1 Bi—1 — Bi)K
CEILER JLREE S

=1 i=1
Proof The lemma is proved as:

oo

> (ISi = 1Si-a])

=1

- 1

The first equality follows from the definition of S;. The second and last equalities are due to rearranging the
sum. The inequality follows from the fact that |.S;| < §; K for all i. |
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