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An Online Learning Approach to Shortest Path and

Backpressure Routing in Wireless Networks

Omer Amar and Kobi Cohen

Abstract

We consider the adaptive routing problem in multihop wireless networks. The link states are assumed to

be random variables drawn from unknown distributions, independent and identically distributed across links and

time. This model has attracted a growing interest recently in cognitive radio networks and adaptive communication

systems. In such networks, devices are cognitive in the sense of learning the link states and updating the transmission

parameters to allow efficient resource utilization. This model contrasts sharply with the vast literature on routing

algorithms that assumed complete knowledge about the link state means. The goal is to design an algorithm

that learns online optimal paths for data transmissions to maximize the network throughput while attaining low

path cost over flows in the network. We develop a novel Online Learning for Shortest path and Backpressure

(OLSB) algorithm to achieve this goal. We analyze the performance of OLSB rigorously, and show that it achieves

a logarithmic regret with time, defined as the loss of an algorithm as compared to a genie that has complete

knowledge about the link state means. We further evaluate the performance of OLSB numerically via extensive

simulations, which support the theoretical findings and demonstrate its high efficiency.

Index Terms: Adaptive routing, online learning, cognitive radio networks, shortest path, backpressure.

I. INTRODUCTION

Due to the increasing demand of wireless communications along with spectrum scarcity and network

dynamics, developing routing algorithms that utilize spectral resources and schedule data transmissions
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efficiently is a main challenge in communication networks. Traditional algorithms assumed complete

knowledge about the link state means when scheduling transmissions over selected paths. However,

they become inefficient in the era of dynamic networks, adaptive communications and cognitive radio

networks, since the link states vary randomly following unknown distributions. Furthermore, the user

loads are dynamic and heterogeneous, and need to be balanced. Therefore, in recent years, developing

data transmission algorithms based on online learning for adaptive routing in an unknown environment

has attracted a growing interest in dynamic networks, distributed learning, adaptive communications and

cognitive radio networks [2]–[10].

We consider a time-slotted cognitive radio network, where each link state is modeled by a random

process drawn from an unknown distribution, independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) across time

and other links, as in [2], [3], [11]–[15]. The link state represents an effect of the link quality caused by

an external process, e.g., by primary users in hierarchical cognitive radio networks, or a fading channel

effect in the open sharing cognitive radio model [16]. We define the path state (or path cost) at time

slot t as the accumulated states of all links on the path at time slot t (e.g., when summing over path

rate measures, delay effects, small packet-drop probability effects [2], [15]). Once a packet reaches its

destination, the random path state of the traveled path is observed by the transmitter (e.g. by ACK signal

information [17]). A source-destination pair traffic is denoted by flow, and the set of flows in the network

is denoted by F . Flow f ∈ F at time slot t generates Af (t) packets, with arrival rate λf . The goal is

to design a routing and scheduling algorithm for flow transmissions in the network that maximizes the

network throughput, while attaining low sum costs over flows in the network (see Section II for an explicit

formulation).

A. Routing Algorithms with Complete Knowledge on Link States

A well-known approach to routing algorithms is to compute shortest paths for data transmissions. Under

complete knowledge of the link states, the shortest path is computed by the minimal accumulated cost over

links in a path among all possible paths for data transmissions. For instance, the popular Open Shortest Path

First (OSPF) routing protocol uses Dijkstra algorithm to compute shortest paths for data transmissions [17],

[18]. An alternative approach, dubbed backpressure routing, that routes data in directions that maximize

the differential queue backlog between nodes, has attracted a growing attention in recent years since
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it achieves the maximum network throughput [17], [19]–[23]. However, backpressure routing becomes

inefficient when the network congestion is low since packets use long paths due to backpressuring data

transmissions. As a result, combining shortest path and backpressure routing that uses shorter paths when

the network congestion decreases (to avoid large delays by backpressure routing), and longer paths when

the network congestion increases (to avoid heavily-loaded links when using shortest path routing) was

studied in recent years (see [24] and subsequent studies), and shown to maximize the network throughput

with low path costs.

B. Online Learning for Adaptive Routing under Unknown Link States

In practical adaptive communication systems, the link states are drawn from an unknown distribution,

such that their mean values are unknown and need to be learned online. Therefore, recent studies on

cognitive radio networks and adaptive communications have focused on developing data transmission

algorithms that learn the link states over time and update the transmission parameters to allow efficient

resource utilization in the network. Single-hop transmission strategies have been developed using game-

theoretic learning [25]–[30], multi-armed bandit learning [31]–[41] that often uses reinforcement learning

strategies based on Upper Confidence Bound (UCB)-type algorithms [42]–[44], distributed exploration and

exploitation based algorithm [10], and deep reinforcement learning [45]–[49]. Other existing methods for

adaptive routing in ad-hoc wireless networks were presented in [6], [50]. The problem of online learning

for adaptive routing in multi-hop transmissions was studied to solve online shortest path routing in [2],

[3], [13], [15], [51]. Specifically, the idea in these papers is to develop an efficient learning algorithm

by trading-off between exploration of sub-optimal paths and exploitation of the shortest path. In [2], [3],

[13], [51], the authors focused on making end-to-end route decisions, where in [15], the authors focused

on making hop-by-hop decisions, which was shown to be beneficial in adaptive communications due to

dynamic route adjustments. In this paper, we allow hop-by-hop decisions as well. Although the algorithms

in [2], [3], [13], [15], [51] aim to converge to the shortest path strategy, they do not perform well in terms

of load balancing as explained in Subsection I-A. This issue is particularly relevant in cognitive radio

networks, where external primary users might influence the network state and resource usage dynamically

with time.
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C. Main Results

We address the adaptive routing problem under unknown link states. Our goal is to design an adap-

tive routing algorithm that learns online optimal paths for data transmissions to maximize the network

throughput, while attaining low path cost over flows in the network. We adopt the routing optimization in

[24] to achieve this goal. Solutions to the deterministic optimization problem in [24] (and variations) have

been studied in recent years under complete knowledge of all path state means, as discussed in Subsection

I-A. However, solving the problem in the online learning context without assuming prior knowledge of

path state means remained open. This is the first paper to address this problem.

In terms of algorithm development, we develop a novel routing algorithm, dubbed Online Learning

for Shortest path and Backpressure (OLSB) algorithm, under unknown link state means. In OLSB, each

flow arrived at the source node for transmission is assigned a desired cost to its path. This is done by

optimizing a predetermined tradeoff function between the path state and path load, and at the same time

learning the unknown path states. In contrast to existing online learning for adaptive routing studies,

where the optimal solution considers a single and fixed best path in terms of the expected cost (see e.g.,

[2], [15] and references therein), the path selection of the optimal solution in this paper is time-varying

due to the queue dynamics. This leads to fundamentally different design and analysis of the learning

algorithm. Specifically, we develop a novel UCB-type rule, dubbed Queue UCB (QUCB), used in the

OLSB algorithm. In QUCB, a path selection index that takes into account the dynamic queue state and

the path state mean, is developed for adaptive path selections. The OLSB algorithm uses the QUCB rule

to determine the cost limit for packet transmissions, and backpressures packets through paths that meet

the QUCB’s cost conditions. The algorithm is described in detail in Section III.

In terms of performance analysis, we provide rigorous analysis to evaluate the performance of the OLSB

algorithm. To analyze the performance theoretically, our benchmark for performance is defined by a genie

that solves the optimization problem with complete knowledge on the link state means, which is known

to maximize the network throughput [24]. We evaluate the performance of the proposed OLSB algorithm

analytically by the regret, defined as the reward loss of OLSB (that operates under unknown link state

means) with respect to genie as described above. As a result, the regret evaluates how fast the proposed

OLSB algorithm learns the side information and approaches genie’s performance. We prove analytically
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that OLSB achieves a logarithmic regret order with time, which indicates that OLSB approaches the

performance of genie as time increases with the best known rate. Finally, we present extensive simulation

results to support the theoretical findings numerically and validate the regret order of the OLSB algorithm.

The theoretical and numerical analyses are described in detail in Sections IV and V, respectively.

D. Organization

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: In Section II, we present the system model and formulate

the problem. In Section III, we present the proposed Online Learning for Shortest path and Backpressure

(OLSB) algorithm to achieve the objective. In Section IV, we analyze the performance of the OLSB

algorithm rigorously theoretically, and show that it achieves a logarithmic regret with time. Detailed

proofs are given in the Appendix. In Section V, we present simulation results to validate the theoretical

findings, and demonstrate the efficiency of the OLSB algorithm. Section VI concludes the paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

We consider a directed graph G = (V,E) where V is the set of nodes and E is the set of edges (or

links). Time is slotted, and the time slot index is denoted by t. A link from node v to neighbor node v′

in E is denoted by (v, v′). Each node holds a packet queue for transmissions over links (which will be

described later in detail) under a certain MAC protocol. A flow from source node s ∈ V to destination

node d ∈ V is denoted by f(s,d). We denote the set of all flows in the network by F . We consider the

general model of multiple flows that share the network resources. The arrival rate of flow f(s,d) is denoted

by λ(s,d).

Every link e ∈ E is associated with a weight we(t) at time slot t, which is a random process drawn from

an unknown distribution on a normalized support [0, 1]. The weight we(t) is assumed to be i.i.d. across

time and other links, as in [2], [3], [11]–[15]. The set of all possible loop-free paths from any node v to

destination d in G is denoted by P(v,d). The loop-free path from node v to destination node d is denoted by

p ∈ P(v,d), where p can be represented by a sequence of nodes from v to d, e.g., p = (v, v1, v2, ..., vI , d),

or either a sequence of links from v to d, e.g., p = ((v, v1), (v1, v2), ..., (vI , d)). The path state (or path

cost) Cp(t) for path p at time slot t is defined by the normalized sum of all link weights on that path:

Cp(t) = 1
|V |
∑

e∈pwe(t). Note that 0 ≤ Cp(t) ≤ 1.
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As introduced in [24], the objective is to maximize the network throughput (i.e., support the capacity

region by using backpressured paths), while attaining low sum costs over flows in the network (by using

short paths). Specifically, with complete knowledge of all path state means, µp =
∑

e∈pE(we(t)), p ∈

P(s,d), the throughput-optimal solution is to solve the following deterministic optimization problem at each

time t [24]:

arg min
p∈B(s,d)

(
Kµp +Q(s,d,m(µp))(t)

)
, (1)

where B(s,d) is a barycentric spanner on the path set P(s,d) (see Section III-A for details), and Q(s,d,m(µp))(t)

is the number of packets (i.e., queue state) in the m(µp)th queue of node s destined to node d by time t,

where m(µp) is a mapping function from µp to a queue index stored by the node. The term K is a tuning

parameter used to balance between short paths and backpressured paths. Intuitively, the solution tends to

use short paths when the network congestion is light, and backpressured long paths when the network

congestion increases.

Solutions to the deterministic optimization problem (1) and variations have been studied in recent years

under complete knowledge of all path state means (see [24] and subsequent studies). However, solving the

problem in the online learning context without assuming prior knowledge of path state means remained

open. In this paper we address this problem. The objective of this paper is thus to develop an algorithm

that converges (the performance measure is described later) to the solution of (1) in the online learning

context under unknown path states. We are thus facing an online learning problem with the well-known

exploration versus exploitation dilemma. On the one hand, the algorithm should explore all paths in order

to infer their states. On the other hand, it should exploit the information gathered so far to route packets

in the optimal paths (which vary at each given time). The performance of online learning algorithms are

commonly evaluated by the regret, defined as the loss of an algorithm as compared to genie with side

information on the system. Here, we wish to design an algorithm that minimizes the regret with respect

to the optimal solution of (1) (i.e., with complete knowledge of all path state means). In Section III, we

develop the OLSB algorithm to solve this problem. In Section IV, we analyze the performance of OLSB

rigorously and prove analytically that it achieves a logarithmic regret order with time, which indicates

that it approaches the performance of genie as time increases with the best known rate.
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III. THE ONLINE LEARNING FOR SHORTEST PATH AND BACKPRESSURE (OLSB) ALGORITHM

In this section, we present the OLSB algorithm to achieve the objective. Different from shortest path-

type routing that allows to route packets through a single path (the shortest one) and backpressure routing

that allows to route packets in very long paths, OLSB selects a path among all paths with cost less than a

path cost constraint determined by the algorithm to tradeoff between short paths and backpressured paths.

Specifically, let C0, C1, ..., CM be M + 1 values, such that 0 = C0 < C1 < · · · < CM−1 < 1 < CM . These

values are used to quantize the path cost in the network (e.g., distributed with equal intervals). Each node

v ∈ V holds M packet queues for each destination node, corresponding to path constraints with values

C0, C1, ..., CM−1.

Let m(c) : [0, 1] → {0, ...,M − 1} be a mapping function from a cost to a quantized cost level, such

that m(c) = i iff Ci ≤ c < Ci+1 (0 ≤ i ≤M − 1). When a packet directed to node d with path constraint

c, such that Ci ≤ c < Ci+1 (0 ≤ i ≤ M − 1), arrives at node v, then node v enters the packet to one

of its queues 0, 1, 2, ...,m(c) = i (corresponding to C0, C1, ..., Ci, respectively) destined to node d. The

queue selection is done by solving a stochastic optimization defined by the OLSB algorithm as will be

described later. If node v enters the packet to the jth queue (0 ≤ j ≤ i), then the path constraint for the

packet is updated to Cj . Packets in queue j = 1, ..., i are delivered to destination via backpressured paths

with cost less than Cj only (i.e., the algorithm trades off between backpressured and short paths as will

be described in detail later). Packets in queue 0 (corresponding to path cost C0 = 0) are delivered through

the shortest path only. We denote the queue state Q(v,d,m)(t) as the number of packets in the mth queue

of node v destined to node d by time t.

Next, we detail the OLSB algorithm using three main phases. The pseudocode of OLSB is given in

Algorithm 1.

A. Preprocessing

As commonly done in adaptive routing (see e.g., [2], [52] and subsequent studies), OLSB uses de-

pendencies between paths to reduce the number of paths that nodes learn by performing a barycentric

spanner. For node v and destination node d we apply a barycentric spanner on the paths set P(v,d) to get

a smaller barycentric path set B(v,d).
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Since the link states and path cost to destinations are random processes with unknown distributions,

in OLSB, each node v computes an estimate of the path cost mean C̄p(t) for all p ∈ B(v,d) for each

destination node d. We define Tp(t) as the number of times path p ∈ B(v,d) was selected for transmission

after t time steps. This information will be used for efficient learning of the path states.

In the initialization step, each destination node d transmits one packet through every possible path

p ∈ B(s,d) for each flow (s, d) ∈ F . Let p = (s, v1, v2, ..., vI , d) ∈ B(s,d), and pi = (vi, vi+1, ..., vI , d) be

a sub-path of p. The random path cost Cp(0) of path p is observed at the source node, and the random

path cost Cpi(0) of any sub-path pi is observed at node vi (e.g., each link adds its random weight to

the message and any sub-path cost is observed through the path). We set the estimate path cost mean

C̄p(0) = Cp(0) for path p at source node s, and C̄pi(0) = Cpi(0) for sub-path pi at node vi. We set

Tp(0) = 1,∀p ∈ B(s,d).

During the routine of OLSB algorithm, the mechanism described above is implemented using ACK

signals from the destination to the source node whenever a packet (or a frame of packets) is delivered

through each path in the barycentric spanner1. The estimate path cost mean C̄p(t) for path p at source

node s, and C̄pi(t) for sub-path pi at node vi are computed by the empirical mean for each path p ∈ B(s,d)

for each flow (s, d) ∈ F . We note that each path state is evaluated only in one direction, the transmission

to the destination, and not by the ACK signal returning to the source node.

B. Packet arrival at the source node

We next describe the algorithm operation at time slot t. Consider a packet (or a frame of packets) of

flow f(s,d) that arrives to source node s for transmission to destination node d. Upon the packet arrival,

OLSB needs to select queue Q(s,d,m) (1 ≤ m ≤ M ) for packet injection among the M packet queues of

flow f(s,d). Intuitively, the selection is based on the queue states and the estimated path costs. The priority

of injecting a packet to a certain queue increases as the queue load and the path cost constraint decrease.

To solve the online path selection problem under unknown link states and link distributions, we develop

a novel UCB-type online learning rule, which takes into consideration the time-varying queue states and

the estimated costs in the online decision making, dubbed Queue UCB (QUCB). Specifically, at time slot

t, packets in flow f(s,d) are injected to the m(C̄p∗(t))th queue, i.e., Q(s,d,m(C̄p∗ (t))), where p∗ is the solution

1Paths which are not in the barycentric spanner can be revealed by a simple linear combination of paths in the barycentric spanner [2].
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to the following QUCB’s stochastic optimization problem:

p∗ = arg min
p∈B(s,d)

(
KC̄p(t) +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(t)))(t)−

√
2 ln t

Tp(t)

)
, (2)

where the parameter K is a design parameter used to balance between short paths and backpressured

paths. It was shown in [24] that when the path state means (say µp of path p) are known, the following

deterministic optimization: arg min
p∈B(s,d)

(
Kµp +Q(s,d,m(µp))(t)

)
(which was formulated in (1) in Section II)

maximizes the network throughput, while attaining low sum costs over flows in the network. Increasing

K decreases the cost (by selecting shorter paths), with the price of increasing the queuing delay (by

assigning packets to queues with large backlogs). In Section IV we show that our novel QUCB’s stochastic

optimization converges to the optimal solution of the deterministic problem in (1) (i.e., with complete

knowledge of all path state means) with a logarithmic regret order with time.

C. Packet travel through the network

After leaving the source node s to destination d from the selected queue, packets travel through the

network with backpressure policy which directs them to neighbor queues that maximize their differential

backlogs. For any node v, packets in the mth queue (with state Q(v,d,m)(t)) need to be delivered to

destination node d on a path whose cost is at most Cm, and can only be transferred to queues Q(v′,d,m′)

where v′ is a neighbor node of v, m′ is the index of the m′th queue in v′, and Cm′ ≤ Cm (all nodes on

the path use the estimated costs which were updated at the same time t for a packet that leaves the source

node at time slot t). To guarantee these conditions, we define the backpressure parameter as follows.

At time slot t, the backpressure between neighbor queues in nodes v and v′ to destination d, with queue

levels m and m′, respectively, is given by:

P
(v′,d,m′)
(v,d,m) (t) =



Q(v,d,m)(t)−Q(v′,d,m′)(t),

Cm′ ≤ max
(
Cm − w(v,v′)(t), 0

)
,

−∞, otherwise,

(3)
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and the backpressure of link (v, v′) ∈ E, is given by:

P(v,v′)(t) = max

(
max
d,m,m′

(
P

(v′,d,m′)
(v,d,m) (t)

)
, 0

)
. (4)

At time slot t, the backpressure parameter P(v,v′)(t) of each link (v, v′) ∈ E is evaluated, and link (v, v∗)

is selected for transmission, where v∗ = arg maxv′ P(v,v′)(t). The parameters d,m,m′ that solves (4) for

link (v, v∗) state that the next transmitted packet on link (v, v∗) leaves the mth queue destined to d at

node v and enters the m′th queue destined to d at node v∗. If the solution of (4) is zero, then v does

not transmit a packet on link (v, v∗) at time slot t. Note that in a case of half-duplex transmissions or

interference between links, then a certain MAC protocol can be readily applied to manage multi-access

transmissions.

Once packets have reached their destination d from source node s through path p = (s, v1, v2, ..., vI , d)

at time slot t, node d sends an ACK signal back to s through path p. In addition to standard operation

of acknowledging packet reception, OLSB uses the ACK signal to estimate the path costs, as explained

earlier in Subsection III-A.

D. Complexity Analysis

In this section we analyze the computational complexity of the OLSB algorithm. Note that it was shown

in [2], that by performing a barycentric spanner, the growth in the number of paths is only polynomial

(cubic) with the network size instead of an exponential growth of the path complexity in a naive search.

As a result, the optimization in (2) has only polynomial complexity with |V |, O(|V |3), similarly to the

path complexity order in [2] and subsequent studies. Second, in (3) and (4), each node v makes at most

O(NM |D|) computations for backpressure routing, where N is the number of neighbors of v, M is the

number of queue levels, and |D| is the number of destinations in the network defined by the network

flows, similarly to the backpressure complexity order in [24] and subsequent studies.

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the performance of the OLSB algorithm rigorously theoretically.
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Algorithm 1 The OLSB Algorithm

Initialize: for every v ∈ V and every flow destination d do:

• Construct a barycentric spanner B(v,d) out of the path space P(v,d).

• At t = 0, transmit one packet through every possible path in B(v,d), observe the path cost realizations
and update C̄p(0),∀p ∈ B(v,d).

• Set Tp(0) = 1,∀p ∈ B(v,d).

For time slot t ≥ 1, and each flow (say f(s,d)) do:

Step 1: Consider packets arrive at source node s for destination node d. Insert the packets to queue
Q(s,d,m(C̄p∗ (t))), where p∗ solves (2).

Step 2: Consider node v in the route is required to transmit packets. Compute the backpressure parameter
P(v,v′)(t) for every link (v, v′) ∈ E using (4).

Step 3: Consider link (v, v∗), where v∗ = arg maxv′ P(v,v′)(t). If P(v,v∗) > 0 and d,m,m′ solves (4) for
link (v, v∗), then node v transmits a packet that leaves Q(v,d,m) and enters Q(v∗,d,m′) at node v∗.

Step 4: When a packet have reached node d through path p = (s, v1, ..., vI , d), update C̄p(t) at node s,
and C̄pi(t) of each sub-path pi = (vi, ..., vI , d) at node vi.

The performance of online learning algorithms are commonly evaluated by the regret, defined as the

loss of an algorithm as compared to genie with side information on the system. To evaluate the regret of

the OLSB algorithm in this paper, we define a genie with complete knowledge of all path state means,

µp =
∑

e∈pE(we(t)), p ∈ P(s,d). With this knowledge, genie applies the optimal algorithm, by solving the

deterministic optimization problem (1), defined in Section II, at each time t.

Note that in contrast to existing online learning algorithms for adaptive routing studies, where the

optimal solution considers a single and fixed best path in terms of the expected cost (see e.g., [2], [15]

and references therein), the path selection of the optimal solution in (1) is time-varying due to the queue

dynamics. This leads to fundamentally different design and analysis of the learning algorithm. Furthermore,

in contrast to weak regret analysis used to simplify the learning design by tracking a static genie, which

is restricted to choose the same action over time (see e.g., [53] and subsequent studies in [32], [33], [39]),

here we aim to minimize a strong regret with respect to genie that takes optimal actions by solving the

optimization problem in (1) at each given time, yielding time-varying solutions depending on the queue

dynamics. Specifically, we condition on the same queue states for both algorithms, and define the regret
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ROLSB
n as the loss in performance (the weighted sum of path cost and queue state) attained by OLSB as

compared to genie’s performance:

ROLSB
n = E

[ n∑
t=1

(
KCpt +Q(s,d,m(Cpt (t)))

)]

−
n∑
t=1

min
p∈P(s,d)

(
Kµp +Q(s,d,m(µp))

)
,

(5)

where pt is the actual path chosen by OLSB at time slot t, and Cpt =
∑

e∈pwe(t) is the actual path cost

incurred through path pt at time slot t.

In the following theorem we establish the upper bound on the regret ROLSB
n for each flow and for all

n and show that it has a logarithmic order with time.

Theorem 1: The regret ROLSB
n is upper bounded by:

[
8
∑

i=1,...,L
i:∆min

i 6=0

Ψi lnn

(∆min
i )2

]
+ (L− 1)(1 +

π2

3
)

L∑
i=1

Ψi, (6)

where

Ψi , (Kµi + ηm(µi))− (K min
j=1,...,L
j 6=i

µj + min
j=1,...,L
j 6=i

ηm(µj)), (7)

∆min
i , min

j=1,...,L
j 6=i

(
(Kµj + ηm(µj))− (Kµi + ηm(µi))

)
, (8)

ln(·) is the natural logarithm, L is the number of barycentric spanner paths of the flows, and ηm(µi) is the

mean value of queue m(µi) at the source node.

The proof is given in the Appendix.
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V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we present simulation results to validate the theoretical findings, and demonstrate the

efficiency of the OLSB algorithm. We simulated a similar directed network as in [24] with 64 nodes and

119 links. An illustration is shown in Fig. 1. The additional links were inserted to model the case of

different hopping transmissions (as in 5G mesh networks). We simulated nine flows in the networks as

shown in Table I, such that two flows originate in the same source node, two flows are targeted to the

same destination node and five random flows. The packet arrivals of all flows follow a Poisson process

with rate λ. At the beginning of the simulations, all queues are empty.

A. Evaluating the Convergence of OLSB to the Optimal Strategy [24]

In this simulations we demonstrate the learning efficiency of OLSB as compared to the optimal solution

by genie that has complete knowledge of the path state means [24].

Fig. 1: An illustration of the network used in the simulations.

We start by validating the theoretical analysis of the regret, which measures the convergence speed of

OLSB to the optimal strategy. For this, we computed the regret empirically according to (5) and normalized

it by log(t) (i.e., converging to a constant value validates the logarithmic order of the regret with time).

In Fig. 2, we show the influence of the selection of the K parameter on the regret curve. We note that

since the coefficient of the logarithm in the regret expression is inversely proportional to the value of K,
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Flow Source Destination

1 (1, 2) (4, 4)
2 (1, 2) (8, 4)
3 (2, 2) (3, 7)
4 (2, 6) (8, 8)
5 (3, 3) (8, 6)
6 (3, 4) (5, 8)
7 (4, 1) (6, 8)
8 (5, 3) (7, 8)
9 (5, 4) (8, 8)

TABLE I: The locations of flows used in the simulations. Flows 1 and 2 both originate at node (1, 2); flows 4 and 9 both destined to reach
node (8, 8).

lower values of K result in a longer convergence time. This means that it is easier to learn strategies that

assign high priority for transmissions over short paths. This observation is intuitively satisfying, as the

algorithm is required to learn smaller subsets of path selections. It can be seen clearly that we obtained

a logarithmic regret order with time for each selection of K, which supports the theoretical results.

Fig. 2: The empirical regret (normalized by log t) obtained by OLSB
algorithm as compared to genie’s performance, for K = [0.1, 1, 10] and
λ = 1.

B. Evaluating the Latency and Network Congestion under OLSB

Next, we evaluate the latency and network congestion achieved by the OLSB algorithm. To this, we

present the average end-to-end delay of all successful transmissions, side-by-side with the average per-

node queue lengths, for different selections of the K parameter, and for low, moderate and high loads.
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We set the time slot duration to 20µs. We compare the results with the following routing methods: The

backpressure routing algorithm, that routes data in directions that maximize the differential queue backlog

between nodes to reduce the congestion [54], the Adaptive Shortest Path Routing (ASPR) algorithm, that

uses adaptive strategies to learn the shortest path routing [2], and the recently suggested reinforcement

learning routing method that uses multi-armed bandit framework based on UCB1 for path learning and

packet transmissions (RL-UCB1) [44].

In Fig. 3, we present simulation results of a lightly-loaded network (λ = 0.6). It is shown that setting

larger K values in OLSB leads to better performance in terms of average end-to-end delay but results in

higher queue loads. This is because large K values leads to more frequent selections of short paths by

increasing this priority in the objective function. However, we note that this is an acceptable behaviour of

low arrival rates, since the exploration of longer paths is not necessary for load balancing. Furthermore,

as discussed above, the backpressure algorithm performs poorly under light loads because of extensive

and unnecessary exploration of paths for network stability. Therefore, while backpressure routing remains

stable over time, it does not exploit better paths, in terms of the total cost, as the OLSB algorithm. The

ASPR and RL-UCB1 tends to be unstable over time, as they fail to balance the congestion in the network.

In fig. 4, we present simulation results of a moderately-loaded network (λ = 1). We obtained a similar

behaviour of OLSB as in the lightly-loaded network, as it still performs well. It can be seen that the

improvement of the OLSB algorithm over the backpressure algorithm increases. The RL-UCB1 performs

well in this scenario as well, although its stability is limited. The ASPR tends to be unstable over time.

Finally, we simulated a highly-loaded network (λ = 1.5). The results are presented in Fig. 5. It can

be seen that both RL-UCB1 and OLSB (with K = 1) learn the path cost quickly. However, it can be

inferred that the shortest-path queues are filled quickly as well and the delay grows with time. This is an

undesired behaviour since sub-optimal queues are rarely used. In this case, it can be seen that OLSB with

K = 0.1 shows strong performance in terms of end-to-end delay as well as queue stability. This obtained

by reducing the priority of using short paths when decreasing K in the OLSB optimization. This is

intuitively satisfying, as increasing the priority of backpressured transmissions together with efficient path

exploration and exploitation mechanism of the OLSB optimization is desired in high loads. Finally, the

pure backpressure algorithm shows balanced behaviour, as expected when all queues are utilized equally.

Moreover, it can be seen that OLSB with K = 0.1 achieves low congestion level compared to the other
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(a) Average end-to-end delay.

(b) Average per-node queue lengths.

Fig. 3: The average end-to-end delay and the average per-node queue length in a lightly-loaded network (λ = 0.6).

algorithms. As expected, both RL-UCB1 and ASPR perform poorly under high loads in terms of average

queue length since they highly prioritize transmissions through short paths rather than transmissions that

achieve efficient queue balancing. Furthermore, it can be seen that OLSB outperforms the RL-UCB1 and

backpressure algorithms. This is because RL-UCB1 learns a fixed set of paths across time, while OLSB

balances between the minimal cost and the time-varying queue states. Also, the backpressure algorithm

results in sending packets in long paths, which reduces the performance in terms of end-to-end delay.

VI. CONCLUSION

We considered the problem of adaptive routing under unknown path states. We developed a novel Online

Learning for Shortest path and Backpressure (OLSB) algorithm to maximize the network throughput (i.e.,

support the capacity region by using backpressured paths) while attaining low sum costs over flows in
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(a) Average end-to-end delay.

(b) Average per-node queue lengths.

Fig. 4: The average end-to-end delay and the average per-node queue length in a moderately-loaded network (λ = 1).

the network (by using short paths). We have analyzed OLSB theoretically and showed that it attained a

logarithmic regret order as compared to a genie that has complete knowledge of the path state means. We

presented simulation results that support the theoretical findings, and demonstrate strong performance of

the OLSB algorithm. Specifically, OLSB demonstrated strong and robust performance in all simulations,

while other existing methods failed to present robust performance. Furthermore, OLSB has the ability

of optimizing the performance depending on the network load by adjusting a simple tuning parameter

that controls the balancing between using short paths and reducing the congestion level, which makes it

simple for implementation in practical networks.

VII. APPENDIX

In this appendix, we provide the proof of Theorem 1.
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(a) Average end-to-end delay.

(b) Average per-node queue lengths.

Fig. 5: The average end-to-end delay and the average per-node queue lengths in a highly-loaded network (λ = 1.5).

Throughout the proof we denote the source node and destination node of the flow by s, d, respectively.

The selected path by OLSB at time t is denoted by pt. and let

gt , arg min
p∈P(s,d)

{µp +Q(s,d,m(µp))(t)}

be the optimal path which is selected by genie at time step t.

The cumulative regret after n plays is given by:

Rn = E

[
n∑
t=1

(
KCpt(t) +Q(s,d,m(Cpt (t)))(t)

)

−
n∑
t=1

KCgt(t) +Q(s,d,m(Cgt (t)))(t)

)]
.

(9)
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We can rewrite the first term on the RHS of (9) by summing the balanced cost over paths:

E

[
n∑
t=1

(
KCpt(t) +Q(s,d,m(Cpt (t)))(t)

)]

=
∑

p∈P(s,d)

(Kµp + ηm(µp))E[Tp(n)].
(10)

Next, we can bound the second term on the RHS of (9) by using the linearity of expectation and

summing the minimum over Kµp plus the minimum over ηm(µp) at each time t:

E

[
n∑
t=1

KCgt(t) +Q(s,d,m(Cgt (t)))(t)

)]
≥

(
min

p∈P(s,d)

Kµp + min
p∈P(s,d)

ηm(µp)

)
n.

(11)

By substituting (10) and (11) in (9), we can upper bound the cumulative regret by:

Rn ≤
∑

p∈P(s,d)

(Kµp + ηm(µp))E[Tp(n)]−

−
(

min
p∈P(s,d)

Kµp + min
p∈P(s,d)

ηm(µp)

)
n.

(12)

We next upper bound the expected value of the number of times that path p was selected for transmission.

Let

ct,s ,

√
2 ln t

s
. (13)

Then,

Tp(n) =(a) 1 +
n∑

t=L+1

{
pt = p

}

≤(b) l +
n∑

t=L+1

{
pt = p, Tp(t− 1) ≥ l

}
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≤(c) l +
n∑

t=L+1

{
K C̄gt−1(Tgt−1(t− 1))︸ ︷︷ ︸

,̄Cg

+Q(s,d,m(C̄g))(t− 1)− ct−1,Tgt−1 (t−1)

≥ K C̄p(Tp(t− 1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
,C̄p

+Q(s,d,m(C̄p))(t− 1)

−ct−1,Tp(t−1), Tp(t− 1) ≥ l

}

≤(d) l +
n∑

t=L+1

{
max

0<sg<t
min

r∈P(s,d)

r 6=p

KC̄r(sg)

+Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)− ct−1,sg

≥ min
l≤sp≤t

KC̄p(sp) +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)

−ct−1,sp

}

≤(e) l +
n∑

t=L+1

t−1∑
sg=1

t−1∑
sp=l

∑
r∈P(s,d)

r 6=p{
KC̄r(sg) +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)− ct−1,sg

≥ KC̄p(sp) +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)

−ct−1,sp

}
,

(14)

where
{
E

}
is the indicator function, which equals 1 when event E is true, and equals 0 otherwise.

Below, we explain each bounding step of Tp(n) in (14):

(a) Step (a) follows since the number of times that path p was selected for transmission up to time n

is given by the sum of one (due to the first initial path selection) plus the number of time-slots in
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which path p was selected by the algorithm, i.e. p∗(t) = p.

(b) Step (b) follows since we take l− 1 occurrences out of the sum and condition the sum to count path

p selection only after it was selected l times.

(c) Step (c) follows since the event pt = p occurs when p solves the QUCB rule in OLSB:

p = arg min
r∈P(s,d)

KC̄r(t) +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(t)))(t) + ct,Tr(n).

Also, note that by the definition of minimization the solution is smaller or equal than the value of

the function when the argument is path gt which was selected by genie, which yields Step (c).

(d) Step (d) further upper bounds the expression since if the value of path p is smaller than the value

of path gt−1 then its minimal value from time l to the current time t is smaller than the maximum

over all minimal values by other path selections up to time t. When the condition holds, we get one

triplet of (r, sg, sp) that we count as path p selection.

(e) Step (e) follows since we count every (r, sg, sp) triplet that meets the condition.

Next, note that for condition

KC̄r(sg) +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)− ct,sg

≥ KC̄p(sp) +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)− ct,sp

(15)

to hold, then for each r 6= p at least one of the following inequalities must hold:

Inequality 1:

KC̄r(sg) +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)

≥ Kµr +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg) + ct,sg .

(16)

Inequality 2:

KC̄p(sp) +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)

≤ Kµp +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)− ct,sp .
(17)
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Inequality 3:

Kµr +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)

> Kµp +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)− 2ct,sp .

(18)

Therefore, we get L− 1 sets of these three inequalities.

We prove by contradiction that by assuming that if for all r ∈ P(s,d), r 6= p all inequalities are false,

then:

Kµr +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)

>(a) KC̄r(sg) +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)− ct,sg

≥(b) KC̄p(sp) +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)− ct,sp

>(c) Kµp +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)− 2ct,sp .

(19)

Below, we explain each bounding step in (19):

(a) Step (a) follows by assuming that inequality (16) is false.

(b) Step (b) follows by inequality (15).

(c) Step (c) follows by assuming that inequality (17) is false.

Therefore, we get:

Kµr +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)

< Kµp +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)− 2ct,sp

(20)

which meets inequality (18), which is in contradiction to the assumption that all three inequalities are

false.

Next, we apply the Chernoff-Hoeffding bound on inequalities (16) and (17), and get:

Pr(KC̄r(sg)−Kµr ≥ ct,sg)

≤ e−2sgc2t,sg = e
−2sg

2 ln t
sg = t−4,

(21)
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and
Pr(Kµp −KC̄p(sp) ≥ ct,sp)

≤ e−2spc2t,sp = e
−2sp

2 ln t
sp = t−4.

(22)

Also, it suffices to choose inequality (18) to be false:

Kµr +Q(s,d,m(C̄r(sg)))(sg)

≤ Kµp +Q(s,d,m(C̄p(sp)))(sp)− 2ct,sp .

(23)

We take expectation and get:

Kµr + ηm(µr) ≤ Kµp + ηm(µp) − 2ct,sp , (24)

and by arranging terms we get:

2ct,sp ≤ Kµp + ηm(µp) −Kµr − ηm(µr) , ∆r,p(K).

Also, note that

2ct,sp = 2
√

2 ln t
sp
≤ ∆r,p(K),∀r ∈ P(s,d), r 6= p.

Note that we get this inequality L− 1 times, for all r 6= p. Next, we define:

∆min
p (K) , min

r∈P(s,d)

r 6=p

∆r,p(K)

= min
r∈P(s,d)

r 6=p

Kµp + ηm(µp) −Kµr − ηm(µr).

(25)

Now, we choose s̃p ∈ R such that 2ct,s̃p = |∆min
p (K)| holds. Thus,

2

√
2 ln t

s̃p
= |∆min

p (K)|,

and we get

8 ln t

s̃p
= (∆min

p (K))2,
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and finally, we get

s̃p =
8 ln t

(∆min
p (K))2

. (26)

Next, recall that by definition sp ≥ l and l ∈ N. Then,

⌈
8 ln t

(∆min
p (K))2

⌉
= l ≤ sp.

Now, we can upper bound Tp(n) as follows:

Tp(n) ≤
⌈

8 ln t

(∆min
p (K))2

⌉

+
n∑
t=1

∑
r∈P(s,d)

r 6=p

t−1∑
sg=1

t−1∑
sp=l

[
Pr(KC̄r(sg) ≥ Kµr + ct,sg)

+Pr(KC̄p(sp) ≤ Kµp − ct,sp)

]

≤
⌈

8 ln t

(∆min
p (K))2

⌉
+

n∑
t=1

∑
r∈P(s,d)

r 6=p

t−1∑
sg=1

t−1∑
sp=l

2t−4

≤
⌈

8 ln t

(∆min
p (K))2

⌉
+
∞∑
t=1

∑
r∈P(s,d)

r 6=p

t∑
sg=1

t∑
sp=1

2t−4

=

⌈
8 ln t

(∆min
p (K))2

⌉
+ (L− 1)

∞∑
t=1

2t−2

≤
⌈

8 ln t

(∆min
p (K))2

⌉
+ (L− 1)(1 +

π2

3
). (27)

Finally, we substitute (27) in (12), which completes the proof.
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