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Abstract

A stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit with a
linear payoff is a sequential learning problem
where at each step a learning agent chooses a
subset of ground items subject to some combi-
natorial constraints, then observes noisy weights
of all chosen items, and finally receives their sum
as a payoff. In this work, we close the problem
of computationally and sample efficient learning
in stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits. In par-
ticular, we show that a relatively simple learn-
ing algorithm, which is known to be computa-
tionally efficient, also achieves near-optimal re-
gret. We refer to this method as CombUCB1, and
show that its n-step regret is O(K L(1/A)logn)
and O(v/KLnlogn), where L is the number
of ground items, K is the maximum number of
chosen items, and A is the gap between the ex-
pected weights of the best and second best so-
lutions. The O(K L(1/A)logn) upper bound is

tight up to a constant and the O(y/KLnlogn)
upper bound is tight up to a factor of v/log n.

1 Introduction

A stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit with a linear pay-
off [11] is a sequential learning problem where at each step
a learning agent selects a subset of ground items subject to
combinatorial constraints and then observes noisy weights
of these items, a form of a stochastic semi-bandit feedback
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[4]. The reward of the agent is the sum of the weights of
the observed items. The goal of the agent is to maximize
its expected cumulative reward over time, or equivalently to
minimize its expected cumulative regret. Stochastic combi-
natorial semi-bandits can be viewed as an online variant of
combinatorial optimization problems with a linear objec-
tive function and binary variables. Most popular combina-
torial optimization problems are of this form [16]. There-
fore, stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits have been re-
cently applied to many practical and important problems,
including learning spectrum allocations [1 1], shortest paths
[11], routing networks [12], and recommending a set of di-
verse items [13].

In this work, we consider a variant of the problem where
the agent has access to an offline optimization oracle that
can find the optimal solution for any weights of the items.
We say that the problem is a (L, K, A) instance if 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 best
suboptimal solutions. We say that the problem is a (L, K)
instance if itis a (L, K, A) instance for some A. Based on
the existing bandit literature [6], it is relatively easy to pro-
pose a UCB-like algorithm for solving our problem [11],
and we refer to this algorithm as CombUCB1. At each step,
CombUCB1 uses the offline oracle to find the optimal solu-
tion with respect to its optimistic estimate 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(K2L(1/A)logn) [10].

Our main contribution is that we derive two upper bounds
on the n-step regret of CombUCB1, O(K L(1/A)logn) and
O(v/KLnlogn). Both of these bounds are significant im-
provements over the state of the art. In addition, we de-
rive a Q(KL(1/A)logn) lower bound that matches the
gap-dependent upper bound up to a constant factor, and
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a Q(v K Ln) lower bound that matches the gap-free up-
per bound up to a factor of O(y/logn). In summary, we
show that CombUCB1 achieves near-optimal regret. It is well
known that CombUCB1 can be implemented efficiently when
the offline optimization oracle is computationally efficient
[11]. Therefore, we indirectly show that stochastic combi-
natorial semi-bandits can be solved both computationally
and sample efficiently. This problem remains open in the
adversarial setting (Section 8).

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. So when the event hap-
pens, the observation counters of “many” items increase.
Based on this idea, we divide the regret associated with the
event among “many” items and do not attribute it indepen-
dently to each item as in the prior work [11, 10]. 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 intro-
duce our learning problem and the algorithm for solving it.
In Section 3, we summarize our results. In Section 4, we
prove a O(K 3 L(1/A)log n) upper bound on the regret of
CombUCB1. In Section 5, we prove a O(K L(1/A)logn)
upper bound on the regret of CombUCB1. In Section 6, we
prove gap-dependent and gap-free lower bounds. In Sec-
tion 7, we show that the regret of CombUCB1 grows as pre-
dicted by our upper bounds. In Section 8, we compare our
results to prior work. In Section 9, we discuss several pos-
sible extensions of our work. We conclude in Section 10.

2  Setting

Formally, a stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit is a tuple
B = (E,0,P), where E = {1,...,L} is a finite set of
L > 0items, © C 2% is a non-empty set of feasible sub-
sets 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, © the feasible set,
and A € O 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 € E. Given
a weight vector w, the value of solution A is:

F(Aw) = S w(e).

ecA

Let (w¢)f, be an i.i.d. sequence of weights drawn from
P. At time t, the learning agent chooses a solution A; €
© based on its prior observations; incurs the reward of
f(A¢,wy); and observes the weights w;(e) of all items e
in Ay, {(e,wi(e)) : e € A;}. The agent interacts with the
environment n times. The goal of the agent is to maximize

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

// Initialization
(’Lf)l,to) — Init(@)

To(e) + 1 Vee E
forallt =ty,...,ndo

/Il Compute UCBs

Ui(e) < Wr,_, (e)(€) + ct1,7,_, (e) Vee E

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

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

/I Update statistics

Tt<€) < Tt_l(e) Vee E

Ti(e) « Ty(e) +1 Ve € A,
Ty 1(e)ig  (o(€) +

() 1(€)ir, (e (€) + wi(e) ve € A,

Tt (6)

its expected cumulative reward in n steps. If the learning
agent knew the distribution P a priori, the optimal action
would be to choose the optimal solution:'

A* = argmax f(A,w)
A€©

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

R(n)=E

)

Z R(Ay, wy)
t=1

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

2.1 Algorithm

Gai et al. [11] proposed a simple algorithm for solving
stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits. This algorithm is
motivated by UCB1 [6] and therefore we call it 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) = r,_, (e)(€) + 1.7, (e) » )

where w7, ,(c)(e) is the estimate of w(e) from T;_;(e)
observations of w(e) up to time ¢ and ¢,y 7,_, (¢) is the ra-
dius of the confidence interval around this estimate, which

'Tf multiple solutions are optimal, we assume that the ties are
broken using an arbitrary mechanism.
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Algorithm 2 Init: Initialization of CombUCB1.
Input: Feasible set ©

w(e) <0 Vec I
u(e) + 1 Vee E
t+1

while (Je € E : u(e) = 1) do
Ay «+ argmax f(A,u)
Aco
Observe {(e, w(e)) :

foralle € A, do
w(e) + we(e)
u(e) <0
t+t+1

e € A}, where wy ~ P

Output:
Weight vector w
First non-initialization step ¢

is defined as:

Cre =y 28 )

Second, CombUCB1 solves the optimization problem on the
UCBs:

Ay = argmax f(A,Uy).
AcoO

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

2.2 [Initialization

CombUCB1 is initialized by method Init (Algorithm 2),
which returns two variables. The first variable is a vector
w € [0,1]F, where 1(e) is a single observation from the
e-th marginal of P. The second variable ¢y is the number
of initialization steps increased by one. The method Init
repeatedly calls the oracle A; = argmax 4cg f(A,u) and
observes {(e,wy(e)) : e € Ay}, where u € {0,1}" is a
vector of auxiliary weights that are initialized to 1. When
an item e € A, is observed, we set w(e) to the observed
weight of the item and u(e) to 0.

Let each item ¢ € FE be contained in at least one feasible
solution. Then at least one weight u(e) is set to 0 when
lul|, > 0. Therefore, method Init is guaranteed to ter-
minate, and observe each item e € E at least once, after at
most L iterations.

3 Summary of Main Results

We prove three upper bounds on the regret of CombUCB1.
Two of the bounds are gap-dependent, depend on the gap

A, and one is gap-free:

Theorem 3 : O(K%L(I/A) logn)
Theorem 5 : O(KL(1/A)logn) ©)
Theorem 6 : O(v/KLnlogn).

Both gap-dependent bounds are major improvements over
O(K?L(1/A)logn), the best known upper bound on the
n-step regret of CombUCB1 [10]. The bound in Theorem 5
is asymptotically tighter than the bound in Theorem 3, but
the latter is tighter for K < 172 ~ (534/96)3.

CombUCB1 is known to be computationally efficient when
the offline optimization oracle is computationally efficient
[11]. In this work, we prove that CombUCB1 is also sample
efficient. We believe that this is a major result and we state
it slightly more formally below.

Theorem 1. In any (L, K) stochastic combinatorial semi-
bandit, CombUCB1 is computationally and sample efficient
when the oracle arg max sco f(A, w) can be implemented
efficiently for any w € (RT)%,

Proof. CombUCB1 is sample efficient because its regret is
near optimal. In particular, the O(K L(1/A)logn) upper
bound on the regret of CombUCB1 (Theorem 5) matches the
lower bound in Proposition | up to a constant. Moreover,
the O(v/K LnTogn) upper bound (Theorem 6) matches the
lower bound in Proposition 2 up to a factor of y/logn.

Let g(L, K) be the time complexity of calling the offline
optimization oracle. Then the complexity of CombUCB1 is
O((L +n)(g(L, K) + L)), because the oracle is called at
most L +n times by CombUCB1 and in its initialization, and
all variables are updated in O(L) steps in each iteration of
CombUCB1. Therefore, when g(L, K) is low, so is the time
complexity of CombUCB1. m

4 OK 3) Upper Bounds

In this section, we prove two O(K 3 L(1/A)logn) upper
bounds on the n-step regret of CombUCB1. In Theorem 2,
we assume that the gaps of all suboptimal solutions are the
same. In Theorem 3, we relax this assumption.

The gap of solution A € O is Ay = f(A*,w) — f(A, ).
The results in this section are presented for their didactic
value. The proofs of these results are simple and allow us
to present the key ideas that lead to the near-optimal regret
bounds in Section 5.

Theorem 2. [n any (L, K,A) stochastic combinatorial
semi-bandit where A4 = A for all suboptimal solutions
A, the regret of CombUCB1 is bounded as:

2
R(n) < K%L%Slogn + (7; + 1) KL.
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The proof of Theorem 2 relies on two lemmas. In the first
lemma, we bound the regret associated with the initializa-
tion of CombUCB1 and the event that W7, _, (¢)(e) is far from
the mean w(e).
Lemma 1. Let F; be the event that at time t:
1.51
Aa, <2 Tt (4)

- T
eCAy t= 1

holds. Then the regret of CombUCB1 is bounded as:

R(n) <E []%(n)} + (7;2 + 1) KL, (5)
where
S SYVRTEAY ©

t=tg
Proof. The claim is proved in Appendix A.1. m

It remains to bound the regret associated with events J,
the items in a suboptimal solution were not observed “suf-
ficiently often” up to time ¢. To bound the regret, we define
two events:

Gt = {at least d items in A; were observed  (7)

6 .
at most K2 —— logn tlmes}
A%,

and:

Goy = {less than d items in A; were observed  (8)

6 .
at most aK? —— log n times,

A%
at least one item in A; was observed
at most aiaﬁ 0 logn tlmes}
(Va—1)2 A%,

where a@ > 1 and d > 0 are parameters to be chosen later.
Event GG1 + happens when “many” chosen items, at least d,
were not observed “sufficiently often” up to time ¢, at most
aK? 55— logn times.

At

Events G ; and G2 ; are obviously mutually exclusive. In
the next lemma, we prove that the events are also exhaus-
tive when A 4, > 0 and F; happens. To prove the claim,
we introduce new notation. We denote by:

6
Sy = {e €A Tiq1(e) < ozK2A210gn}
Ay
the set of items in A; that were not observed “sufficiently

often” up to time ¢. The proof that events G ; and G5 ; are
exhaustive is below.

Lemma 2. Let o > 1, d > 0, and t be any time when
A4, > 0 and inequality (4) holds. Then either event G1 4
or event G'a ¢ happens.

Proof. By the definition of Sy, the following events:
Gre ={[S:| = d}

_ 6ad? logn
GQ,t{|St| <Cl7 WM]}

6ad®logn
=45 < d, >
{ (Va- 1243,

are exhaustive and mutually exclusive. The first two events
are G+ and G ;. Therefore, to prove that either G ; or
G4+ must happen, it suffices to show that G/ cannot hap-
pen. Suppose that G; happens. Then by the assumption
that inequality (4) holds and from the definition of Gy, it
follows that:

Jde S At : Tt_l(e) S

Ve € Ay : thl(e)

1.5logn
Ay <2 _
RO
1510gn 1510gn
=2 ) 2> T
e€A\St e€Sy

This is clearly a contradiction. Therefore, event G cannot
happen; and either G ; or G5 ; happens. m

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof. A detailed proof is in Appendix A.2. The key idea
is to bound the number of times that events G ; and G5
happen. Based on these bounds, the regret associated with
events G1 ¢ and G2 is bounded as:

ad?

R(n) < (ZKQ + (\/&—1)2> Lg log .

Finally, we choose « = 4 and d = K %, and substitute the
above upper bound into inequality (5). m

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

A¢ min = min Ag 9
e,min ACOCEA,A >0 ( )

= f(A*",w) — f(A,w).

max
A€O:e€A,A >0
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Note that A, iy is undefined 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 E C
E' is a set of items such that each appears in at least one
suboptimal solution.

Theorem 3. In any (L, K) stochastic combinatorial semi-
bandit, the regret of CombUCB1 is bounded as:

2
R(n) < ZK%A%. logn + <7T3 +1> KL.

ecE

Proof. A detailed proof is in Appendix A.3. The key idea
is to define item-specific variants of events G'1 ;+ and G ¢,
Ge1,t and G 2+; and associate A{;t and A 4, regret with
Ge 1+ and Ge 2+, respectively. Then, for each item e, we
order the events from the largest gap to the smallest, and

show that the total regret is bounded as:

- o g ad? 12
R(n)<2<dK +(\/&—1)2)A logn.

e, min

Finally, we choose « = 4and d = K %, and substitute the
above upper bound into inequality (5). m

5 O(K) Upper Bounds

In this section, we prove two O(K L(1/A)logn) upper
bounds on the n-step regret of CombUCB1. In Theorem 4,
we assume that the gaps of all suboptimal solutions are the
same. In Theorem 5, we relax this assumption.

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

1=00>01>02>...> 0> ... (10)
L >Qg > ... >0 > ... (11D

such that lim;_, o o; = lim;_, o 5; = 0. We define:

and assume that m; ; = co when A4, = 0. The events at

time ¢ are defined as:

Gh, = {atleast $1 K items in A; were observed  (12)
at most my ; times},

G2, = {less than 5, K items in A; were observed
at most mq ; times,
at least 3> K items in A; were observed

at most mg ; times},

G+ = {less than 31 K items in A; were observed
at most mq ; times,
.
less than 3;_1 K items in A; were observed
at most 1m,;_1 ¢ times,
at least §; K items in A; were observed

at most m; ; times} ,

The following lemma establishes a sufficient condition un-
der which events G; ; are exhaustive. This is the key step
to proving the bounds in this section.

Lemma 3. Let («;) and (8;) be defined as in (10) and (11),
respectively, and let:

= Bic1 — B
ﬁ;wél (13)

hold. Let t be any time when A 4, > 0 and inequality (4)
holds. Then event G; 1 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:

Si={ec Ay : Ti_1(e) <m;} (14)

be the set of items that are not observed “sufficiently often”
under event (z;. Then event (G; can be written as:

Gi= (ﬂ;: {1851 < ﬁjK}) N{|S;| > B:;K}

Similarly to Lemma 2, to prove that G; happens for some
1, it suffices to show that the event that none of the events
G; happen cannot happen. This event can be written com-
pactly as:

G G;

I
3

N
Il
-

I
D)

< L_J {1551 > 5jK}> u{|Si < ﬂiK}]

j=1

s
Il
-

8

= |{ISi| < BK} .
1

-
I
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Next we prove that event G' cannot happen. Let S; = A; \
S; and Sy = A;. Now note that m; decreases as 7 increases,
and therefore |S;| decreases and |S;| increases. Moreover,
m; — 0 because a; — 0, and therefore 4, = (J;-, Si\
S;_1. Finally, T;_1(e) > m; for all e € S;. Now suppose
that event G happens. Then:

1 = 1
egt Tt_l(e) ) Z \/TWZ

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

Ay <2

e€A,

o (Bi-1 — Bi) K

.- ﬂifl_ﬂi
<A E —— <A
>~ At\/éi:1 \/(72 >~ Ay

where the last inequality is due to our assumption (13). The
above is clearly a contradiction. Therefore, event G cannot
happen, and G; must happen for some . m

1. 51ogn
T (

Theorem 4. In any (L, K, A) stochastic combinatorial
semi-bandit where Ao = A for all suboptimal solutions
A, the regret of CombUCB1 is bounded as:

267 2
R(n) < KL="logn + (7; + 1) KL.

Proof. A detailed proof is in Appendix A.4. The key idea
is to show that event G, ; does not happen more than g”}(
times for any given ¢. Based on this bound, the total regret

due to all events G ; is bounded as:

. R
< KL-— iy}
R(n) < KL ;5] ogn,

where ]:Z(n) is defined in (6). Finally, we select appropriate
(cv;) and (B;), and substitute the above upper bound into
inequality (5). m

Now we generalize Theorem 4 to arbitrary gaps.

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

ZK

ecE

2
logn + <3—|—1> KL,

6 min

where A¢ min is the minimum gap of suboptimal solutions
that contain item e (9).

Proof. A detailed proof is in Appendix A.5. The key idea
is to define item-specific events G. ; ;, and associate ﬁ k
regret with each of these events. Then, for each item e, we
order the events from the largest gap to the smallest, and
show that the total regret is bounded as:

<ZK [Z ]logn,

ecE

6 min

where R(n) is defined in (6). Finally, we select appropriate
(a;) and (B;), and substitute the above upper bound into
inequality (5). m

We also prove a gap-free bound.

Theorem 6. In any (L, K) stochastic combinatorial semi-
bandit, the regret of CombUCB1 is bounded as:

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

Proof. The proof is in Appendix A.6. The key idea is to
decompose the regret of CombUCB1 into two parts, where
the gaps are larger than € and at most e. We analyze each
part separately and then set € to get the desired result. m

6 Lower Bounds

In this section, we prove two lower bounds on the n-step
regret in stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits, one gap-
dependent and one gap-free.

Both lower bounds are proved on a length-K path semi-
bandit, which is illustrated in Figure la. Without loss of
generality, we assume that L/ K is an integer and that there
are L/ K paths between the starting and end points. Each
of these paths contains K edges. At each time ¢, only one
path is chosen. So the ground set E are the edges and ©
is the set of the L/ K paths, each of length K. We assume
that P is a distribution where the weights of the items in
different paths are distributed independently of each other,
but the weights of the items in the same path are equal.
The marginal distribution of w(e) is a Bernoulli distribu-
tion with mean:

o(e) 0.5 item e belongs to path 1
w(e) =
0.5—A/K otherwise,

where A > 0. For any item e in path j # 1, A, pin = A.

The key observation is that our problem is equivalent to a
(L/K)-arm Bernoulli bandit scaled by K when the learn-
ing agent knows that the weights of the items in the same
path are equal. In other words, our problem is at least as
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Figure 1: a. The length-K path semi-bandit problem in Section 6. The red and blue nodes are the starting and end points
of the paths, respectively. The optimal path is marked in red. b. The grid-path problem in Section 7. The red and blue
nodes are the starting and end points of the paths, respectively. The optimal path is marked in red. ¢. The n-step regret of

CombUCB1 on the grid-path problem.

difficult as a Bernoulli bandit. As a result, we can derive
lower bounds based on the existing literature [14, 8, 7].

The gap-dependent lower bound is proved for consistent
algorithms. We say that an algorithm is consistent if for
any combinatorial semi-bandit, any suboptimal solution A,
and any o > 0, E[T4(n)] = o(n®), where T4(n) is the
number of times that solution A is chosen in n steps. In
our work, we focus only on consistent algorithms. This is
without loss of generality. In particular, by definition, an
inconsistent algorithm performs poorly on some problems,
and therefore cannot achieve logarithmic regret on all in-
stances of (L, K, A) combinatorial semi-bandits.

Proposition 1. For any L and K such that L/ K is an in-
teger, and any A such that 0 < A/K < 0.5, the regret of
any consistent algorithm on the length-K path semi-bandit
problem with distribution P is bounded from below as:

. . .Rn) _(L-K)K
> .
hnlggf logn — 4A

Proof. The proposition is proved as follows:

AJK
05— A/K,05)

n—oo logn —
(L
A\ K

where k1(0.5 — A/K,0.5) is the KL divergence between
two Bernoulli variables with the means of 0.5 — A/K and
0.5. Inequality (a) follows from the fact that our problem
is equivalent to a (L/K)-arm Bernoulli bandit scaled by
K and an existing lower bound for Bernoulli bandits [14].

Inequality (b) is due to kl(p, q) <
p=05—-—A/Kandg=0.5.m

L/K
L R(n) (a)
lim inf > K ; K1

. A
> k(0.5 — A/K,0.5)
(15)

g?;_qt);, and then we use

The gap-free lower bound is derived based on the lower
bound of Auer et al. [7].

Proposition 2. For any L and K such that L/ K is an inte-
ger, and any n > 0, there exists a (L, K) semi-bandit and
c > 0 such that the regret of any algorithm is:

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

Proof. If the agent knows that the weights of the items in
the same path are equal, the length-K path semi-bandit is
equivalent to a (L/K)-arm Bernoulli bandit scaled by K.
By the lower bound of Auer et al. [7], there exists a con-
stant ¢ > 0 such that the regret of any algorithm is at least
cK min(y/(L/K)n,n) = cmin(v K Ln, Kn). The lower
bound of Auer et al. [7] is stated for the adversarial setting.
However, because the worst-case environment in the proof
is stochastic, it also applies in our case. m

7 Experiments

In this experiment, we show that the regret of CombUCB1
scales as implied by our O(K L(1/A)logn) upper bound.
We experiment with a stochastic longest-path problem on a
grid of (m 4 1) x (m + 1) nodes (Figure 1b). The ground
set E are 2m(m+1) edges, between all neighboring nodes.
All paths start at the upper left corner, end at the bottom
right corner, and can move only in the direction of the ar-
rows. It is easy to see that all paths contain K = 2m edges.
The weight of each edge is drawn i.i.d. from a Bernoulli
distribution, independently of the other edges. The ex-
pected weights of the leftmost and bottommost edges are
0.5 4+ /2, where 0 < o < 1 is a tunable parameter. The
expected weights of all other edges are 0.5 — /2. The op-
timal solution A* is the path that contains all leftmost and
bottommost edges (Figure 1b).

The sample complexity of our problem is characterized by
|E| = 2m(m + 1) — 2 gaps A¢ min, which range from 2o
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to 2mo. Excluding the sides of the grid, which contain 4m
items, it is easy to see that A, i, = 40 in at most 2(¢ — 1)
items e. As a result, the (logn)-term in our gap-dependent
upper bound can be bounded as:

2m

1 8m2logn 2
ZKAe — logn < — + QmZ Elogn
ecE ’ =2

16m?21
6m ogn' (16)
o

Now we validate the dependence on m and ¢ empirically.
We fix n = 10°, and vary m and o.

Our results are shown in Figure 1c. We observe two major
trends. First, the regret of CombUCB1 grows linearly with
the number of items L, which grows quadratically with m,
L = 2m(m + 1). Second, the regret is linear in 1/0. Both
of these trends are suggested by our upper bound (16).

8 Related Work

Gaietal. [11] proposed CombUCB1 and analyzed it. Chen et
al. [10] proved a O(K?L(1/A)logn) upper bound on the
n-step regret of CombUCB1. In this work, we prove that the
n-step regret of CombUCB1 is O(K L(1/A)logn), a factor
of K improvement over the result of Chen et al. [10]. This
upper bound is tight. We also prove a gap-free upper bound
and show that it is nearly tight.

COMBAND [9], online stochastic mirror descent (OSMD)
[4], and follow-the-perturbed-leader (FPL) with geometric
resampling [15] are three recently proposed algorithms for
adversarial combinatorial semi-bandits. OSMD achieves
the optimal regret but is not guaranteed to be computation-
ally efficient [4]. FPL is guaranteed to be computation-
ally efficient but fails to achieve the optimal regret. It is
an open question whether adversarial combinatorial semi-
bandits can be solved both computationally and sample ef-
ficiently. In this work, we show that CombUCB1 is compu-
tationally and sample efficient in the stochastic setting.

Kveton et al. [12, 13] studied a special case of our problem,
matroid and polymatroid bandits, and showed that the n-
step regret of CombUCB1 is O(L(1/A)logn). This bound
is a factor of K tighter than our O(K L(1/A)logn) upper
bound. However, note that our bound is more general and
applies to any stochastic combinatorial semi-bandit.

Our problem can be viewed as a linear bandit [5, 1], where
each solution A is associated with an indicator vector x €
{0,1}” and the agent observes the individual weights of its
non-zero components, and not the sum of the weights as is
common in linear bandits. Because our feedback model is
more informative, our problem has lower sample complex-
ity. This can be seen from our lower bounds. In particular,
our (/K Ln) lower bound is a factor of v/K smaller than
that in Theorem 4.1 of Audibert et al. [4], which is proved

on a specific combinatorial linear bandit. The lower bound
of Audibert et al. [4] is stated for the adversarial setting.
However, because the worst-case environment in the proof
is stochastic, it also applies to our problem.

Russo and Van Roy [17], and Wen et al. [19], proved up-
per bounds on the Bayes regret of Thompson sampling in
stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits. These bounds have
a similar form as our gap-free upper bound (Theorem 6).
Therefore, we would like to emphasize two major differ-
ences. First, the Bayes regret is a different performance
metric, which explicitly depends on the prior of Thompson
sampling. From the frequentist perspective, it is a weaker
performance metric. Second, all of the derived bounds are
O(4/n) and no O(logn) bounds are given.

9 Extensions

In Algorithm 1, we assume that the optimization problem
argmax 4cg f (A, Uy) is solved exactly. This may be com-
putationally intractable if the problem is NP-hard. On the
other hand, there may exist a computationally efficient ap-
proximation ALG for the problem. It is straightforward to
propose a variant of CombUCB1 with ALG [10]. Let A be
the output of ALG when applied to argmax 4.g f(A4, @).
Then, based on this work, it is easy to derive regret bounds
for CombUCB1 with ALG, if the regret is measured with re-
spect to A instead of A*.

Thompson sampling [18] often performs better in practice
than UCB1 [6]. It is straightforward to propose a variant of
CombUCB1 that uses Thompson sampling, by replacing the
UCBs in Algorithm | with sampling from the posterior on
the mean of the weights. The frequentist analysis of regret
in Thompson sampling [2] closely resembles that of UCB1.
Based on this, we believe that the analysis in this work can
be extended to Thompson sampling. We postulate that the
regret of Thompson sampling on (L, K, A) combinatorial
semi-bandits is O(K L(1/A)logn).

Finally, note that any feasible solution A can be represented
as a vector x4 € {0,1}” such that x4(e) = 1{e € A}.
Our analysis does not rely on the assumption that x 4 (e) is
integral. Therefore, it can be easily extended to the cases
where x4 € [0, 1]%, such as learning variants of minimum-
cost maximum flows [16].

10 Conclusions

In this work, we derive novel upper bounds on the regret of
a well-known algorithm for stochastic combinatorial semi-
bandits [11], O(KL(1/A)logn) and O(v/KLnlogn).
Furthermore, we derive a gap-dependent lower bound that
matches the upper bound, and a gap-free lower bound that
matches the upper bound up to a polylogarithmic factor.
It is well known that the analyzed algorithm is computa-
tionally efficient whenever the offline variant of the com-



Manuscript under review by AISTATS 2015

binatorial optimization problem can be solved efficiently.
Therefore, we indirectly show that stochastic combinato-
rial semi-bandits can be solved both computationally and
sample efficiently.

Theorems 4 and 5 are proved quite generally, for arbitrary
sequences of constants («;) and (/3;) subject to constraints.
At the end of the proofs, we choose («;) and (f;) 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 (3;) for future work.

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

Our O(v/K Lnlogn) upper bound matches the (v K Ln)
lower bound only up to a factor of v/log n. We believe that
this factor can be eliminated by modifying the confidence
radii in CombUCB1 (2) along the lines of Audibert et al. [3].
We leave this for future work.
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A Proofs of Main Theorems

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Let Ry = 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

S
t=1

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.

n

R(n)=E +E Ry

t=to

)

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, |u?(e) - ziJTt_l(e)(e)’ > ¢4—1,7,_,(e)- Now note that [ [Z?:to Rt] =
E [>i—,, E[R:| A¢]] and we bound Y7, E[R; | A;] by decomposing it as:

SERNAISKY &S+ > Ax1{E, A # 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
W, (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 t:

P(ji(e) — ths(€)] > c1.s) < 2exp|-3log]

and therefore:

n n t n t
E Z ]l{Et}] < ZP(W)(@) —ws(e)| > crs) <2 Zexp[—?)logt]
t=to c€E t=1 s=1 c€E t=1 s=1
=2 t7° < —L
2.0ty
c€E t=1

Now we consider the second term. Our upper bound follows from two observations. First, when CombUCB1 chooses a sub-
optimal solution A, f(As, Up) > f(A*,U;). Second, when event £; happens, it must be true that ‘w(e) - uA)TFl(e)(e)‘ <
¢i—1,1.(¢—1) for all items e. These two facts imply that:

2 Z C—1,T, 1 (e) = Da,
ecA,

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

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

By Lemma 1, it remains to bound R(n) = >y, Aa, 1{F;}, where F; is the event that inequality (4) holds at time ¢. By
Lemma 2 and from the assumption that A 4, = A for all suboptimal Ay, 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 G2 ; happen. Then we set
the tunable parameters d and « such that these two counts are of the same magnitude.

6
Claim 1. Event G+ happens at most %K 2LF log n times.
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Proof. Recall that event G1 ; can happen only if at least d chosen items are not observed “sufficiently often” up to time
t,Ti—1(e) < aK 2% log n for at least d items e € A;. After the event happens, the observation counters of these items,
T;—1(e), increase by one. Therefore, after the event happens & K QL% log n times, all items must be observed more than
aK 2L% log n times and G'; ; cannot happen anymore. B

d? 6
Claim 2. Event G+ happens at most (\/5057—1)2115 log n times.
Proof. Event G+ can happen only if there exists e € A, such that T;_;(e) < % % log n. After the event happens,

the observation counter of item e, T;_1(e), increases by one. Therefore, the total number of times that event Ga,: can
(]

happen is bounded trivially by ¢ ﬁ(flﬁ LS 1logn. m

Based on Claims 1 and 2, R(n) is bounded as:

. o ad? 6
<(= — ) L— ,
R(n)_(dK +(\/a_1)2>L logn

Finally, we choose v = 4(> 1) and d = K3 (> 0); and it follows that the regret is bounded as:

N 2 4 4 2
rw <& [R00] + (5 +1) KL< ki Fogn+ (T +1) KL,

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3
Let F; be the event that inequality (4) holds at time ¢. By Lemmas | and 2, it remains to bound:
R(n) <> Ax1{Fi,An, >0} =D Au1{G1s, A4, >0} + > As1{Gay, Au, >0} .
t=to t=tg t=to

In the next step, we define item-specific counterparts of events G + (7) and G+ (8), and then associate the regret at time ¢
with these events. In particular, let:

6
Ger1: =GN {e € A, Ti—1(e) < aKZA?Alogn} 17
ad? / 6
Geﬂ,t = Ggyt n {6 S At,thl(e) S WTIQM logn} (18)

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

1
1{G11, A4, > 0} < 5 > 1{Gen, Aa, >0}

ecE

1{Gay, Aa, >0} <> 1{Gear, An, >0},
EEE

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

R(n) <3 1{Geas,As, >0} % + )Y 1{Gear Aa, >0} Ay,

ecE t=to ecE t=to
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Let each item e be contained in IV, suboptimal solutions and A.; > ... > A, y_ 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
< MG A, = A} B S S S G A, = A} A

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

()

2y S5 fee i <ont

eEEt to k=1 ek

UL ad2 6
Z Z Z]l{e € At,Tt_l(e) S WAQ logn AAt Ae,k} Ae7k

ec i t=to k=1

log n? AAt = Ae,k’} ~ +

(b) Z 6ak? logn

1 & 1 1
Acq +> Al 55— || +
AP (A A)
6ad?logn 1
61 + Aek — A9
s o e S (s 5 )|

(©) « ad? 12
—-K? 1
= Z (d * (\/af 1)2> Ae,min o8

eckE

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

C
amax Zzﬂ{eeAtaTt 1(e) < EyAAt :Ae,k}Ae,k

t=to k=1

for appropriate C, and inequality (c) follows from Lemma 4 of [12]:

N,
1 - 1 1 2 2
Ae. + Ae < = . (19)
l '1A§,1 ,; * <A§ A 1)] AcNe  Acmin

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

R(n) < E|R(n)] + (7;2 + 1> KL<Y K A%

. e,min
ecE

1 +7T2
ogn —_—
& 3

+1)KL.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

The first step of the proof is identical to that of Theorem 2. In particular, by Lemma 1, it remains to bound R(n) =
Z?:to A4, 1{F;}, where F; is the event that inequality (4) holds at time ¢. By Lemma 3 and from the assumption that
4, = A for all suboptimal A, it follows that:

Tl) < Ai ]l{ft,AAt > 0} = Ai iﬂ{Gi,t7AAt > O} .

t=to t=to i=1

. 2 . . .
Note that when A4, > 0, m; s =m; = ai% log n, independently of t. Hence, for any given i, event (; ; cannot happen
more than g“}( times, because at least 5; K items that were observed at most m; times have their observation counters

. 1’.
incremented in each event G; ;. Therefore:

AZ Lml

g g] log 7. (20)

It remains to choose («;) and (53;) so that:
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o lim; ,oo a; = lim; o0 B; = 0;
e Monotonicity conditions in (10) and (11) hold;

* Condition (13) holds, v/6 Y%, #==5 < 1;

00 g i i
> 5+ is minimized.

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

mﬂi—lfﬂii mﬂi71*5i7 6 1-0
LT E L Vi st

2
provided that d > 6 ( 18 ) . Furthermore, if o < 3, we have:

Va-B

> a; > dai_ do
;E‘; B B-a

. . . . 1-8
So given our assumptions, the best choice of d is 6 ( NG

2
) and the problem of minimizing the constant in our regret

bound can be written as:

. 1-8\? «a
o o (s) 5
st. 0<a<B<Va<l,

We solve the above problem numerically, and get « = 0.1459 and 8 = 0.2360. For these values of a and §,

2
6 (\/1&—_(3 B) B*La < 267. We substitute this value into the bound in (20) and get the desired result.

A.5 Proof of Theorem 5
Let F; be the event that inequality (4) holds at time ¢. By Lemmas 1 and 3, it remains to bound:
R(n) <> Ax1{Fi,An, >0} =D > A 1{Gis, Ay, >0} .
t=to t=to i=1

In the next step, we define item-specific counterparts of events G; ; (12) and then associate the regret at time ¢ with these
events. In particular, let:

Geit =GizN{eec Ay, Ti1(e) <miy} (21)

be the event that item e is not observed “sufficiently often” under event G; ;. Then it follows that:

1
{Git,Aa, >0} < K ZE]I{Ge,i,t;AA,, >0},
ec

because at least 3; K items are not observed “sufficiently often” under event G; ;. Therefore, we can bound R(n) as:

R(n) < Z Z Z H{Ge i, Aa, > 0} ??é :

ec B i=1 t=to
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Let each item e be contained in /N, suboptimal solutions and A, ; > ... > A, y, 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]]'{Ge,i,t;AAt =A

ec B i=1 t=to k=1

(a) 2

zzzz]l{eem ) <l

ec i=1 t=to k=1 ek

(b) K1 1 & 1
ey S el n g+ Y g
e, k=2 e,k e,k—1

ecE =1

(c) Z Z azKlogn 2

eck =1 emm
_ZK emln [Z Bz] logn

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

Ae,k
BiK

logn, Ay, = Ae,k}

K Ak
max E E 1dee A, T, <aj———logn, Ay, = A, :
{ ¢, Tr—1(e) AZk g A k} B, K

ttokl

and inequality (c) follows from (19). For the same (c;) and (3;) as in Theorem 4, we have >~ G+ < 267 and it follows
that the regret is bounded as:

R(n) <E [R(n)} + (7;2 + 1) KL<y K

ecE

2
logn + <3 + 1) KL.

e, min

A.6 Proof of Theorem 6

The key idea is to decompose the regret of CombUCB1 into two parts, where the gaps are larger than € and at most e. We
analyze each part separately and then set € to get the desired result.

By Lemma 1, it remains to bound R(n) = >y, Aa, I{F:}, where F; is the event that inequality (4) holds at time ¢. We
partition R(n) as

n) < Z AAt]l{]:taAAt < 6} + Z AAt]l{ft,AAt > 6}

t=to t=to

<en+ Z AAt]l{ft;AAt > 6} .

t=to

The second term can be bounded in the same way as R(n) in the proof of Theorem 5, except that we only need to consider
the gaps A, , > e. Therefore, A, nin > € and we get:

n

534 534
E AAt]l{]:t,AAtZG}SE K—logn < KL—logn.
€ €

t=to ecE

Based on the above inequalities:

2

™
logn + en + (

534K L
R(n) < 3

+1)KL.
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/534K L1
Finally, we choose ¢ = OORR 08T and get:
n
2

R(n) < 2/534K Lnlogn + (7; n

2
1) KL < 47\/KLnlogn + (7; +1> KL,

which concludes our proof.

B Technical Lemmas

Lemma 4. Let S;, S;, and m; be defined as in Lemma 3; and |Si| < B K for all i. Then:
Z |Si| — [Si—1] < Z (Bic1 — Bi) K
i=1 VT i=1 Vi

Proof. The lemma is proved as:

oo

_ _ 1 1
Z<|si|—|si71\>ﬁ > (18l - |si|>ﬁ

i=1 =1

8

<.

(k)
rz<ﬁr>

Mg

1(52 1 Bz)K\/ﬁ

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;| < 8; K for all i. m

.
Il



