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Adversarial Combinatorial Bandits with
Switching Costs
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Abstract—We study the problem of adversarial combinatorial
bandit with a switching cost \ for a switch of each selected
arm in each round, considering both the bandit feedback and
semi-bandit feedback settings. In the oblivious adversarial case
with K base arms and time horizon 7', we derive lower bounds
for the minimax regret and design algorithms to approach
them. To prove these lower bounds, we design stochastic loss
sequences for both feedback settings, building on an idea from
previous work in Dekel et al. (2014). The lower bound for bandit
feedback is Q ((AK )3 (TT) %) while that for semi-bandit feedback

is Q((\KT )%T%) where [ is the number of base arms in the
combinatorial arm played in each round. To approach these lower
bounds, we design algorithms that operate in batches by dividing
the time horizon into batches to restrict the number of switches
between actions. For the bandit feedback setting, where only the
total loss of the combinatorial arm is observed, we introduce the
BATCHED-EXP2 algorithm which achieves a regret upper bound
of O((\K VETST %) as T tends to infinity. In the semi-bandit
feedback setting, where all losses for the combinatorial arm are
observed, we propose the BATCHED-BROAD algorithm which
achieves a regret upper bound of O((\K )8 (TT )3).

Index Terms—multi-armed bandits, adversarial bandits, com-
binatorial bandits, switching costs, online optimization

I. INTRODUCTION

The classical multi-armed bandit (MAB) problem is a
sequential decision making game between an agent and an
environment [ 1], where the agent plays the arms sequentially
to minimize the total loss over time. After each arm is played,
the agent receives some feedback in the form of a loss (or
gain) associated with the chosen arm. In many applications
such as the financial trading or reconfiguration in industrial
environments, there is a cost A > 0 for a switch of each
selected arm in each round, which must be considered to assess
the overall performance of the algorithms designed for them.
For example, Guha and Munagala [2]] constructed a sensor
network problem and refined probabilistic models of sensed
data at various nodes, which costs energy in transferring from
the current node to a new node. Shi et al. [3] introduced
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an application of the switching cost in edge computing with
artificial intelligence, where the edge server can only utilize
a small number of machine learning models in each round
to learn the best subset of models based on the feedback.
Downloading a model that is not in the current edge server
from the cloud incurs a switching cost.

The problem of MAB with switching costs has been studied
for both the oblivious adversarial case and the stochastic case.
We will focus on the oblivious adversarial setting, where losses
are generated by an arbitrary deterministic source before the
game. In the oblivious adversarial case with K arms and time
horizon 7', Arora et al. [4] refined the Exp3 algorithm to
achieve a regret upper boun of O(K %T%) when the switch-
ing cost A = 1. Later, Dekel et al. [5] proved that the upper
bound is tight by showing that the minimax regret lower bound
is Q((AK)3T%). Rouyer et al. [6] proposed an algorithm
which is a modification of the Tsallis-Switch algorithm to
achieve an upper bound of O((AK)3T'3). Without switching
costs, the minimax regret of the adversarial MAB problem is
O(VTK) 7). [8).

Combinatorial bandits form a general extension of the
standard framework, which is a linear bandit with the special
combinatorial action set A C {0,1}%. We generalize the
problem of MAB with switching costs by considering the
combinatorial problem with I arms played in each round,
where the set of the played arms is called a combinatorial
arm. There are many practical applications of combinatorial
problems with switching costs. For example, a hospital may
plan to experiment on a drug that is known to be a combination
of I components of K (raw material) components. In our
parlance, there are K base arms and the combinatorial arm
contains [ out of the K base arms. The quality of each chosen
component depends on certain unknown complex effects of
the environment and patients, and this may be modeled by an
adversarial setting. The overall effect of the drug is the sum of
the qualities of all the individual chosen components. There is,
however, a non-negligible purchasing (or switching) cost when
the agent decides to swap one component for another from one
time step to the next. In [3|], a special combinatorial problem
was considered when the costly full feedback was available
and a switching cost was added in each round. Our setting does
not allow full feedback and only considers bandit feedback
and semi-bandit feedback. Under bandit feedback, the player
can only observe the total loss of the played combinatorial
arm while under semi-bandit feedback, all the losses for the

'In this paper, we use O and 2 to denote the big-O and big omega notations
ignoring any logarithmic factors in 7.



combinatorial arm are observed.

In this paper, we will focus on analyzing the regret of
adversarial combinatorial bandit when there are switching
costs. We derive lower bounds for the minimax regret and
propose the algorithms that approximately meet the lower
bounds under both feedback scenarios. To prove the lower
bounds, we design stochastic loss sequences for both bandit
feedback and semi-bandit feedback, which generalize the idea
in [5] for the combinatorial scenarios. Under different types
of feedback, the loss sequences designed are different. For
a fixed time, the loss sequence under bandit feedback uses
the same Gaussian noise for different base arms while the
loss sequence under semi-bandit feedback uses i.i.d. Gaussian
noises for different base arms. We show that the lower bound
for bandit feedback is Q((\K)3 (T1)3) while that for semi-
bandit feedback is Q((AKT)3T'5) where I is the number of
base arms in the combinatorial arm played in each round.
Dekel et al. [4], Rouyer et al. [[6] and Shi et al. [3|] all
utilize the batch-based algorithms to restrict the number of
switches between actions by dividing the whole time horizon
into batches and forcing the algorithm to play the same
action for all the rounds within a batch. We also utilize this
technique in our algorithms under our combinatorial setting.
In the bandit feedback setting, we introduce the BATCHED-
ExP2 algorithm with John’s exploration, which is a batched
version of the Exp2 algorithm with John’s exploration [9]] and
achieves a regret bound of O((AK)3T313) when the time
horizon 7 tends to infinity. In the semi-bandit feedback setting,
we introduce the BATCHED-BROAD algorithm, which is a
batched version of the Online Mirror Descent algorithm with
log-barrier regularizer (BROAD) in [10] and achieves a regret
upper bound of O((AK)3(TI)3).

In the remainder of this paper, we first formulate the
problem and introduce our main results in §IIl Then
presents the main ideas for proving the lower bound for
two different types of feedback. In we introduce two
algorithms designed for the bandit feedback and semi-bandit
feedback respectively. is dedicated to the compare our
algorithms with some baselines by numerical experiments. In
Appendix, we provide complete proofs for the lower bounds.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND MAIN RESULTS

We use [n] to denote the set {1,...,n} for any positive in-
teger n and x1., to denote the sequence {z;}7_,. We consider
an adversarial combinatorial bandit problem with /K base arms
[K] and a switching cost A for each switched arm with A > 0.
The loss vectors I; € [0,1]% for t > 1 are arbitrarily generated
by the adversary and do not depend on the actions taken by the
learner, where the ¢-th component of [; is the loss incurred if
arm i is pulled at time t. Let A = {A € {0, 1} : || A|; = I}
be the set of all combinatorial arms with / base arms where
the i-th components of A is one if arm 4 is pulled and
zero otherwise. For the sake of simplicity, we define the
set of base arms within a combinatorial arm Z € A as
{i € [K] : Z; = 1}, where Z; is the i-th component in Z.
In each time ¢ > 1, the player pulls a combinatorial arm
A; € A and incurs a loss of (A, l;) = Zfil Apiles (Agi

and [, ,; are respectively the i-th component of the vectors
Ay € {0,1}% and I; € [0,1]%), where (-,-) denotes the
inner product operation. We consider both bandit and semi-
bandit feedback [11]. Under bandit feedback and after the
combinatorial arm A, is pulled at round ¢, the player can
only observe the feedback X; = (A, 1) € [0, I] while under
semi-bandit feedback, all the losses for the combinatorial arm
X; = Ay ol € [0,1]¥ are observed where o stands for
the element-wise multiplication. From time ¢ — 1 to ¢, there
is a switching cost of A - d(A;, A¢—1) for the player where
d(AhAt,l) £ %”At D AtleL i.e., d(At,Atfl) measures
the number of arms switched from the combinatorial arm A;_1
pulled at time ¢ — 1 to A; pulled at time t. We set Ag = 0 and
then the first action A; will always incur a switching cost of
AI. The cumulative loss over 1" rounds for the player equals

T T

D (Anl) + XD d(Ay, Apy).

t=1 t=1

Given the loss sequence [1.7 € [0, 1]%*T and action sequence
Ap.p € AT, define the A-switching regret as

Ry\(Ao.r, l.7)
T T T
= A, ly) + A d(As, As—1) — min Aly).

D (el + 3 3 d(Ae Aror) = uin 3 (AL
A policy m = m.r is composed of all the conditional
distributions over actions at each time ¢ given past actions and
feedback, i.e., m(-|]A1, X1,...,A4;—1,X¢—1). The set of all
policies in AT is denoted as IT and the set of all deterministic
loss sequences in [0,1]%*7T is denoted as £. We define the
expected A-switching regret when the loss functions /1.7 € £
are specified and a policy 7 € II is employed as follows,

Rx(m,li.r) = E [R\(Aor, li.1)]

where the expectation is taken over the player’s randomized
choice of actions under the policy 7. In this paper, we use
regret to represent for A\-switching regret for simplicity. When
A = 0, i.e., the switching cost is not considered, we write
R(m,l1.7) = Ro(m,l1.7) for simplicity and we call R(7,l1.7)
the pseudo-regret. We use the minimax expected \-switching
regret to measure the difficulty of the game as in [5]], which
is defined as follows,

=l g, Bt )

Under bandit feedback, the following theorem states that
there exists a loss sequence li.7 such that Ry(w,ly.7) is
Q((AK)%(TI)%

log, T'
that R} = Q(w)

log, T'

) for any player policy m € II, which implies

Theorem 1. Consider the combinatorial bandit with switching
costs under the bandit feedback. For any player policy m € 1I,
there exists a loss sequence li.7 € L that incurs an expected
A-switching regret of



provided that K > 31 and T > max{%, 8}.

Under semi-bandit feedback, the following theorem states
that there always ex1sts a loss sequence [;.r such that

Ry(m,li.7) is 9(%) for any player policy = € II,
1 2
which implies that R} = QST )
Theorem 2. Consider the combinatorial bandit with switching
costs under the semi-bandit feedback. For any player policy
w € 11, there exists a loss sequence li.7 € L that incurs an

expected \-switching regret of

(AKI)sT3
Rx(m,l1.7) ( log, T )

provided that K > 31 and T > max{3%,6}.

We observe that the orders of the lower bound of regret
in Theorems [I] and 2] differ only in the combinatorial size
1. Also, the lower bound in Theorem |1|is greater than that in
Theorem 2l in terms of the order of I due to the fact that semi-
bandit feedback results in more observations for the player
compared with bandit feedback.

To prove Theorems [I] and 2] we design two stochastic
loss sequences for bandit feedback and semi-bandit feedback
respectively, which are presented in Algorithms [I] and [2] of
Sections and respectively. The design of two loss
sequences generalizes the idea in [5]] for the combinatorial
scenarios. For both loss sequences, we apply Yao’s minimax
principle [12], which asserts that the regret of a randomized
player against the worst-case adversary is at least the minimax
regret of the optimal deterministic player against a stochastic
loss sequence. By employing this principle, we are able to
prove the two theorems using the constructed adversaries.
Under different types of feedback, the adversaries designed are
different. For a fixed time, the adversary under bandit feedback
uses the same Gaussian noise for different base arms while
the adversary under semi-bandit feedback uses i.i.d. Gaussian
noises for different base arms.

We also design two algorithms for two types of feedback
that can be shown to be almost optimal when compared to the
lower bounds. Similar to [3], [4], [6], we utilize the batched
algorithm to limit the number of switches between actions by
dividing the whole time horizon 7' into batches and forcing
the algorithm to play the same combinatorial arm for all the
rounds within a batch. For bandit feedback, the EXP2 with
John’s exploration algorithm [9] is the most efficient among
the existing algorithms when switching cost is not considered.
We introduce a refined version of this algorithm called the
BATCHED-EXP2 algorithm with John’s exploration when the
switching cost is involved, which achieves a regret bound as
shown in below.

Theorem 3 (Informal). Consider the combinatorial bandit
problem under bandit feedback. For any adversary ly.p € L,
the policy ™ of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration
distribution as detailed in Algorithm 3| achieves a \-switching
regret of

Ra(m,li.r) = O((AK)3TSI3).

TABLE I: Comparison Between the Lower Bounds and Upper
Bounds under Two Types of Feedback

bandit feedback
(()\K 3
O((A\K) % %

semi-bandit feedback
)3) Q(AKID)3T3)
13) O(MK)3T313 +KI)

lower bound

o:w:. w\m

upper bound

For semi-bandit feedback, the BROAD algorithm [10]]
achieves the minimax regret when switching cost is not
considered. We introduce a refined version of this algorithm
called the BATCHED-BROAD algorithm when the switching
costs are involved, which achieves a regret bound as shown in
below.

Theorem 4 (Informal). Consider the combinatorial ban-
dit problem under semi-bandit feedback. For any adversary
li.7 € L, the policy m of BATCHED-BROAD as detailed in
Algorithm || achieves a A-switching regret of

Ra(m, Li.p) = O((NK)3(TI)% + KI).

We compare the lower bounds and upper bounds in Table
which shows that the regret gap between BATCHED-EXP2 with
John’s exploration and the lower bound scales at most as [ 3
and that between BATCHED-BROAD and the lower bound
scales at most I3. Closing these gaps appears to be challenging
and is left for future work.

III. LOWER BOUND ANALYSIS

Following the method in [5], we apply Yao’s minimax
principle [12]] to prove Theorems |I| and The principle
states that the regret of a randomized player against the
worst-case loss sequence is at least the minimax regret of
the optimal deterministic player against a stochastic loss
sequence. Thus Theorem [I] (resp. Theorem [2) holds if we
can construct a stochastic sequence of loss vectors Li.7 (each

Ly = (Lia,.... Ly k) € [0,1]% is a random vector) such that
R (7T Ll T)
T T
é Z<At:Lt +)\Zd At7At 1) — mlnz A Lt
t=1 t=1

1
- RGP (e (M)

for any deterministic player policy 7, where the expectation is
taken over the adversary’s randomized choice of loss vectors.
In the following two subsections, we will judiciously construct
specific loss sequences for the two feedback scenarios, which
are key to proving Theorems [I] and [2]

A. Proof of Theorem [I} Bandit Feedback

In this section, we provide the proof of Theorem [I] First
we obtain Lemma 3] for the stochastic sequence of loss vectors
L1.7 in Algorithm [I| which is constructed by generalizing the
loss sequence in [5]]. Let clip(a) := min{max{«,0},1} and



Algorithm 1: The Combinatorial Identical-Noise
(CIN) loss sequence

Input : Time horizon T, switching cost A, number of
base arms K and combinatorial arm size 1.
Step 1: Set
AK)3(IT)" 3
. BRuD o
9log, T
1

6\/10g2 T log, w

Choose x € A uniformly at random and then generate
Wy, for t = [T] according to (7).

Step 2: For all t € [T] and = € [K], set x-th components of
Lt = (Lt,la ey Lt,K) and Lt = (Lt,lv . 7Lt,K) as

g

- 1 o
Lt,m = Wt + 5 — €Xz» Lt,:z: = Chp(Lt,a:)- (3)

Output: Loss sequence L;.7.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 t

Fig. 1: An illustration of the definition of parent time p(t).
There is an arrow from each time ¢-th parent time p(¢) to t.
For example, p(3) = 2 and p(4) = 0.

let x,. denote the x-th coordinate of a vector y € A. Let the
parent time of t be

p(t) =t =200 §(t) = max{i > 0: 2" divides t}. (4)

See Figure [I| for an illustration of p(t). We say a time slot ¢’
is an ancestor for t if ' = p()(t) for some positive integer c
and p(©) stands for the c iterated composition of p. Given the
function p, recursively define as in [5]] the set of all ancestors
of ¢t as S(t) by S(0) = 0 and

S(t) =S(pt)U{p®)}, telll. 5)

The depth of p is then defined as d(p) = max;c[77|S(t)]. As
in [5]], we define cut(t) = {s € [T] : p(s) < t < s}, which is
the set of time slots that are separated from their parent by ¢.
The width of p is defined as

w(p) = max |cut(t)|. (6)

te[T]

The design of p in () guarantees that the depth d(p) and width
w(p) are both upper bounded by log, T'+ 1 [5]. Define W;
for t =1,...,T recursively by setting Wy = 0 and

W, = Wp(t) +&, VtelT], 7

where &, t = 1,...,T are independent zero-mean, variance
o2 Gaussian veriables. The design of the parent time function
p(t) and W, guarantees that L, lies in [0,1] with high
probability, which allows us to control the difference between
the A-switching regrets under Lq.7 and [~/1;T when the same
deterministic strategy is applied. Then we can first analyze the
regret bound under the loss sequence ZLT, which is easier

due to the fact that the random variables in it are sums of
Gaussian random variables. This allows us to bound the regret
under L;.7. The detailed proof for this guarantee is provided
in Lemma [T2] of Appendix

The differences between the CIN loss sequence in Algo-
rithm [I] and the loss sequence in [5]] include the presence of I
best arms in each round instead of one and the variations in the
values of the parameters € and o. As in [S]], the definition of
W induces the common uncertainty of all base arms. At each
time t, the losses of the base arms in y are all the same and
greater than other base arms by a constant €. As the player
can only observe the total loss of all the base arms in the
chosen combinatorial arm, it is difficult to figure out whether
the loss observed is induced by the randomness of W, or due
to the chosen arms being better than other ones if the algorithm
does not switch the chosen combinatorial arm for some time.
Therefore, by the constructed loss sequence L;, we can prove
the lower bound in Theorem [}

By Yao’s minimax principle, Theorem [I] can be proved if
the following lemma is verified.

Lemma 5. Consider the combinatorial bandit problem with
switching costs under the bandit feedback. Let Li.7 be the
stochastic sequence of loss vectors defined in Algorithm [I]
When K > 31 and T > max{%,S}, for any deterministic
player’s policy m, we have

2
3

(AK)3(TI)
260log, T'

To prove Lemma [5] we need to analyze the expected regret
under an arbitrary deterministic policy 7 : R’”*7T — AT when
the loss sequence is L1.7. Note that under L;.7, a deterministic
policy 7 yields an action sequence A;.; € A7 so that A,
is a function of the player’s past observations Xj.;—; with
X: = (A4, Ly). We first analyze the expected regret under
the same deterministic policy 7 and the loss sequence [~/1;T,
which is defined in of Algorithm [1} Similar to Ly.7, the
deterministic policy 7 yields an action sequence A;.; € AT
so that fit is a function of past observations Y., under I~/1:T,
where

Ry(m, L1.7) >

Yo=1/2, Y= (A L) (8)

Define the conditional probability measures

() =P(Ix=1), ZITeA ©)
() = P(Ix =0), (10)

where Q7 and Qg are the probability distributions under the
adversaries with x = Z and x = (), respectively. Thus Qq(+) is
the probability distribution when all arms incur the same loss.
Let F be the o-algebra generated by the player’s observations
Y;.7. The total variation distance between Qg and Q7 over F
is defined as

& (Qo. Qz) = sup |Qo(A) — Qz(A)].

AcF

(an

This distance captures the player’s ability to identify whether
combinatorial arm Z is better than or equivalent to the other
combinatorial arms based on the loss values he observes [5]].
In the following, we first give a key lemma that relates the



player’s ability to identify the best action to the number of
switches he performs to or from base arms in Z.

Define Y5 = {Yi}ies and let A(Ys|Ys:) be the KL
divergence between the distribution of Yg conditioned on Yy,
under Qy and 97, i.e.,

Qo(Ys|Ys)
A(Ys|Ys) 2 E In ————"—2->°~ 12
(Ys|Ysr) = Eqg, Or(Ya[Ys) (12)
Using the chain rule,
T
A(Yor) £ AYor|0) = > AYi|Ysq)-
t=1

The analysis in [5] focused on the evaluation of A(Yp.7),
i.e. the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between Qo (Yo.7)
and Q7 (Yo.r), dxr(Qo(Yo:7)||Qz(Yo.r)), which has a close
connection to the number of switches of arms in their setting
and therefore leads to the lower bound of the regret. As [5],
we define

T T
= 2Z<At S5) At—17I> and MZ = 22<At (5] At—laI>7

t=1 t=1

Mz
(13)

as the total numbers of switches the player performs to or from
base arms in Z during the whole time horizon under L;.7 and
I~/1;T, respectively. Define the total numbers of switches in the
whole time horizon under L;.7 and l~/1;T as

T

Zd AtaAt 1)

t=1

T
M £ " d(A, Ay—1) and M £ (14)
t=1

Notice that for Vi € [K], we have [{Z € A :Z; = 1}| =
(Il(:ll), where Z; is the i-th component of Z, and then the sum
over all Z € A of Mz (.. Y7o 4 M) is (7)) times the
total number of switches the player performs to or from base
arms in [K]. Since each switch is counted twice in the “to” and
“from” directions, respec:tively, we conc~lude that Zze Mz =
257 )M and Sy Mz = 2( 1)

The upper bound for A(Yy.r) in terms of Mz and w(p)
can be derived as follows, which directly leads to the upper
bound for d%,(Qo, Q) in terms of Mz and w(p). Based on
Lemma [6} we can prove Lemma [5 and the whole proof is
provided in Appendix

Lemma 6. Under the loss sequence fq:T, which is defined
in 2513]) 0fAlgorith~mwith x =Z € A, it holds that A(Yo.r) <
stz w(p) Eg,[Mz], which implies that

& (Qo. Qz) < w(p) Eg, [Mxz].

€
2U\ﬁ

Proof: For any combinatorial arm A € A, (A,7) is the
number of optimal arms in the combinatorial arm. Under Q7,

by (3) and (7), we have

. 1 _
Yoty = (Aow)s L)) = (W) + 5 =€ (Apr), I,

and

~ o~ 1 ~
}/t = <At,Lt> = (Wp(t) + 5 +§t)[* € - <Af,I>

Under Qy, similarly we have

Yo = (Wp<t> + %)I Y = (Wp(t) + % + 5t)f~

Then the distribution of Y; conditioned on Ygq) is
N (Y, (1), I?0?) under Qo and N (Y,,(;)+ Nie, I*0°) under Q,
where N; = (A1), Z) — (A, T) is the difference between the

numbers of arms in Z played at time p(t) and ¢, and € is
defined in @) of Algorithm [I} Therefore,

AYi]Y,0)) Z Qo(N; = z)dKL< (0, 1%0%) | N (e, 126%))

i=—1I

_ZQO ‘Nt =

where {|V;| = i} is the event that the player switched at least
¢ arms from or to base arms in Z between rounds p(¢) and
t. We observe that N| £ (A, ;) ® A;,T) is the total number
of switches the player performs to or from base arms in Z
between rounds p(t) and ¢. Then |N;| < N/ and

o T I
A(Yor) = 5775 D 2 QolIN| = i)

t=1 i=1

9 T I
€ N -
s > QuIN = i
t=1 i=1
2

T
€
=572 > Equ[| V]
t=1

2 T
€

We have Ny = 3.k ]I 1z,,. where Z;; = {Ap(t)z #
A, it (Am i 1s used to denote the i-th component of Am) Let

[T] : At—l,i # At,z‘ or At,z‘ # At—i—l,i}‘y

denote the total number of switches the player performs to or
from action ¢ during the whole time horizon. We have My =
Z €[K] Z; - M;. Let s1.p,,; denote the time slots of switches

€2

]2 972,27

IN

5)

M; = |{te

from or to arm 1, i.e. ASJL,“ #ASHZ orAS“z ;AAS“H,
for any j € {1,...,M;}. Since the event Z,; implies that
there exists at least one time s of switch from or to action 1,
such that ¢ € cut(s), we have

iN’—ZZI]lZHS S >

]th.i

t=14€[K] 1€[K]  tecut(sr ;)
<) 7 Z|cut sei)l <Y LiMiw(p) = Mrw(p),
i€[K]  r=1 1€[K]
(16)

where w(p) is the width of p defined in (6). Therefore,

2

A(Yor) <

< 575300 Egq [Mz].



Algorithm 2: The Combinatorial Diverse-Noise

(CDN) loss sequence

Input : Time horizon 7', number of actions K and
combmatorlal arm size I |
. _ (AK)3 1™ 3T 3
Step 1: Set o = (E)TgQT) and € = W Choose

X € A uniformly at random and then generate W}/
for ¢ € [T] and i € [K] according to (I8).
Step 2: For Vit € [T] and V. € [K], set x-th components of

L; and L; as
1 o
=W+ 3~ X Ly, = clip(Ley).  (17)
Output: Loss sequence Lj.7.
By Pinsker’s inequality [13, Lemma 11.6.1], we have
dy(Qo, Qr) = sup [Qo(A) — Qz(A)|
AeF
6 ~
< ——/w(p)Eo, | Mz].
< s\ ule) Eg, 1]
| |

It may be possible to improve Lemma [6] to obtain a tighter
lower bound. In the proof of Lemma [6] there is an inequality
|N¢| < N/ used in ([3), where N; = (A1), Z)— (A, ) is the
difference between numbers of arms in Z played at time p(t)
and t and N} £ (flp(t) @ Ay, T) is the total number of switches
the player performs to or from base arms in Z between rounds
p(t) and t. It is easy to observe that in many cases of flp(t)
and A,, this inequality is not tight and could even be quite
loose. Therefore, the design of a loss sequence that tightens
this inequality is a good future research direction to possibly
obtain a tighter lower bound.

B. Proof of Theorem 2} Semi-bandit Feedback

Similar to the analysis of lower bound under bandit feed-
back in we will prove Theorem [2] by constructing a
stochastic loss sequence Li.r in Algorithm 2} Let p(¢) be
defined according to (@). For any i € [K], define W} for
t € [T] and recursively by W{ = 0 and

Wi = Wiy +€

5 Vit e [T,

(18)

where &i, t € [T],i € [K] are independent zero-mean,
variance o2 Gaussian variables. The difference between the
loss sequences in Algorithm [2] and Algorithm [1] lies in the
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) nature of the
added Gaussian noises & for each arm i € [K]. This
modification effectively tackles the challenge presented by
the semi-bandit feedback scenario, where all losses for each
base arm in the selected combinatorial arm are observed.
Under the loss sequence Ly.pin Algorithm I and semi-bandit
feedback, the observed losses for each base arm in the chosen
combinatorial arm at time ¢ € [T] when x = () are all
the same while the losses for each base arm when y € A
may not be the same and differ by e (see definition of ¢ in
Algorithm [I). Then the supports for observed losses under
the adversaries in Algorithm [I| when xy = () and x € A are

different and thus the KL divergence on the observed losses
under two adversaries is infinite. To overcome this issue, the
loss sequence in Algorithm [2]is introduced, which induces the
same support for the observed losses under both Y = ) and
x € A. Further details will be provided in the proof of the
following Lemma

By Yao’s minimax principle, Theorem [2| can be proved if
the following lemma is verified.

Lemma 7. Consider the combinatorial bandit problem with
switching costs under the semi-bandit feedback. Let Li.7 be
the stochastic sequence of loss functions defined in Algo-
rithm When K > 31 and T > max{’\l—é(,G}, for any
deterministic player m, we have

(AKI)3T3

Lig) >
Ba(m, Lir) 2 601og, T

To prove Lemma [/} we need to analyze the expected regret
under an arbitrary deterministic policy 7 : [0, 1]7*T — AT
when the loss sequence is Lj.p. Note that under Li.r, a
deterministic policy 7 yields an action sequence A;.7 € AT
so that A, is a function of the player’s past observations Z7.; 1
with Z; = AsoL;. Similar to we first analyze the regret
under the loss sequence I~/1:T defined in Algorithm [2| that the
player would suffer on the deterministic policy 7 oclip. The
policy 7 o clip yields the same action sequence A;.p with that
of Ly.r under Ly.7. Thus we only need to analyze the regret
under the loss sequence l~31:T and the action sequence Aj.7.
Let

Yo=g, Yi=AoL. (19)
and Y; ; = Lt ;A ;. Define Ys = {V; }1es and let A(Ys|Ys)
be the KL divergence between the distribution of Yg condi-
tioned on Yg/ under Qg and Qr as defined in (12), where Qy
and Q7 are defined as in (9) and under the loss sequence
ZLT in Algorithm

In the following lemma, we derive a relation between
A(Yy.r) and Mz, where M7 is the total number of switches
the player performs to or from base arms in Z during the
whole time horizon and defined as (I3) in Based on the
inequality in the following Lemma [§] we can prove Lemma
by the similar verification with [5] and the whole proof is
detailed in Appendix

Lemma 8. Under the loss sequence fq .1, which is defined
in (T7) of Algorithm Rl with x = T € A it holds that
A(Yorr) < szw(p) B, [Mzl.

Proof: Using the chain rule,

T

=Y AYi[Ysq)),

t=1

A(Yo.r) = A(Yor|0)

where S(t) is defined as in (). Since Y; ; are independent for
different j € [K] given Yg(),

> AMLilYsw)-
i:At’izl

A(Yy|Ys@)) =
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Fig. 2: An illustration of the definition of W} for i € [K].
The value of W} is obtained by summing the i.i.d. Gaussian
variables £!,’s on the edges along the path from W{, i.e.
summing over all ' € S(t) U {t} \ {0}. For example, W =
€+ & + &0

Let Z; denote the i-th component of Z. In the following, we
analyze the value of A(Y;;|Ys()) for t € [T] and i € [K]
such that A;; = 1.

1) When Z; = 0, the distributions of Y;; conditioned on
Ys(1) are the same under both Qp and Q7. Specifically,
when ¢ is not the optimal arm, the probability distri-
butions of Y;; = ft,i conditioned on Ys(;) under Qg
and Q7 are the same since the definitions of f/t)i in
Algorithm are the same under Qg and Q7 when i ¢ Z.
Thus A()/t,iIYS(t)) =0.

2) WhenZ; =1 and Ay ; =0 for all ¢’ € S(¢), the distri-
butions of Y;; conditioned on Ys; are N (3, |S(t)|o?)
under Qg and N (1 —¢,[S(t)[0?) under Q7. Then

A(Y2,ilYs(y) = dic (N(0,[S(t)|0?) || N (e, [S(t)|0?)).
For example, suppose ¢ = 7 and Ay; = Ag; = 0,
then we have Wi = 1 + & + ¢ + & under Q and
Wi = L —e+£+Ei+&L under Q7 (see the illustration in
Figure [2). Thus Wi ~ N(3,30?%) under Qy and W7 ~
N(3 — €,30?) under Q.

3) When Ay ; =1 for some t' € S(t) and A,.; =0 forr €
S(t) with » > ¢/, the distributions of Y; ; conditioned on
Ys(t) are both N(Yt/,i,caz) under Qg and Q7, where
c=|S(t)U{t}\{0,...,t'}|. Then A(Yy;|Ysq)) = 0.
For example, suppose t = 7, A4; = 1 and Ag; = 0,
then we have W = Yy; + & + & (see the illustration
in Figure [2) and thus W ~ N(Yy;,20%) when Yy; has
been observed.

Therefore, by setting

={jelK]: A =T, =14, =0,Vt' € S(t)}|,
we have
(Y2|Y5(f))
= ZQO = i)idir. (N(0,[S(8)[0?)|| N (e, [S(t)]0?))
= ZQ@ PO

We observe that { N;* = i} is the event that the player switched

Bl Bz BS B4

aawea

Switch Switch Switch

Switch

Fig. 3: An illustration of the batches in algorithm. The whole
time horizon are divided into batches and during each batch,
the player does not change the choice of the combinatorial
arm.

at least ¢ arms to actions in Z between rounds p(¢) and ¢. Then

9 T I
€ 1 N
t=1 =1
62 £l
< 5.2 > B [N/]
t=1
62 )
< 505 D Equ V] (20)
t=1
2

< T’W(P) Eg,[Mz],

where N] = <Ap(t) @® Ay, T) is the total number of switches
the player performs to or from base arms in Z between rounds
p(t) and ¢, and the last inequality holds due to (T6). ]

It may also be possible to improve Lemma 8 to obtain a
tighter lower bound. In the proof of Lemma 8, there is an
inequality N} < N/ used in (20), where

K] ZAt)j :IJ = LAt’,j =0, vt € S(t)

=|{iel

and N; £ (A, @ Ay, Z). It is clear that for many cases
of A, and Ay, this inequality is not tight and could even
be quite loose. Therefore, the design of a loss sequence that
tightens this inequality constitutes a good future research
direction to possibly obtain a tighter lower bound.

IV. ALGORITHM FOR BANDIT FEEDBACK AND
SEMI-BANDIT FEEDBACK

In this section, we will introduce our algorithms for the
two types of feedback. We will use the batched algorithm to
restrict the number of switches between actions by dividing
the whole time horizon into batches and forcing the algorithm
to play the same action for all the rounds within a batch as
shown in Figure 3]

A. Algorithm for Bandit Feedback

The Exp2 with John’s exploration algorithm [9] is an
efficient algorithm for the combinatorial bandit problem under
bandit feedback. In Algorithm [3] we introduce a refinement of
this algorithm, called BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration
to take into account switching costs, where John’s exploration
distribution can be obtained in [9, § 7.3.2]. In this section,
we prove the following theorem, which is a formal version of
Theorem (3| to obtain a bound for the regret of the proposed
algorithm.



Algorithm 3: BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration

Algorithm 4: BATCHED-BROAD

: John’s exploration distribution p over A;
batch lengths By, ..., By s.t. Zf\; B, =T,
mixing coeff. y€(0,1) and learning rate 7;
@ =(ckr, o i) € R
for 1 <n <N do
(@) Let p, = (1 —v)gn + Yu, and select a combi-
natorial arm A(n) with respect to p,,. Pull the
selected combinatorial arm for B,, times, which
then incurs a loss X (n) = (A(n), l(n)), where
l(n) = > pep,) Un,b) and I(n,b) is the loss
vector at the b th time due to the pulling of A(n)
in this batch.
(b) Estimate the loss vector I(n) by I(n) =
X)) [ A(n), with $,,_1 = Ea,, [AAT]

Input

where X, is the pseudo-inverse of 3,,_;.
(c) Update the exponential weights. That is, for all
Ac A,
gn(A) exp (= n(4,1(n
Int1(A) = (= )

ZA’GAqn Vexp (— (A 1(n)))

end

Theorem 9. Let m be the policy of BATCHED-EXP2 with
John’s exploration distribution. The time horizon T is di-
vided into N batches with lengths satisfying B, = B =
[MEATEH | for 1 <n < [ §] and By = T—(N-1)B
) T _ _ In ()
with N = LEJ + 1. Let v = nBIK and n = INR(BDZ
Then for any adversary li.p € L, the A-switching regret
satisfies
Ra(m,lur) = O((AK)5T5I3).

Proof of Theorem E’] By definition, we have I(n) =
Zb 1l(n 1B+b € [0, B]. Since A(n) € A, the accumulated
loss in each batch satisfies

X(n) = (A(n),l(n)) < BI.

By [9, Theorem 7.6], when v = nBIK and n = %,
the pseudo-regret satisfies
R(m,l1.7) <2BI\/3NK In|A|

2 eK

<ANSK =3T3 514 /6A S K3T3I5KIIn —
_41/61117)\%[(% T3]3,
Ry(m,li.7) < Rp(m,li.7) + AN

< 44/61n #A%K%T%I% FONSKSTETS
K
- (4,/61116T i 2)A%K%T%J%.

Thus

Define: F),(a) = - Efil lna%-'

M
Input : 7 =1n;
batch lengths By, ..., By s.t. Zf\il B, =T;
n = 1, NO =0.

for 5=0,1,... do

d, = arg min o) Fi(a).

while n < N do

1) an = argmin,ccoa){Dr, (a,
Dp, is defined as in (21

2) Sample A(n) such that E[A(n)] = a, and
then pull it for B,, times. Observe A(n) o
I(n,b) for b € [B,,] and incur a loss

X(n) = (A(n), l(n)),

where I(n) = 3 ,¢(p,) Un,b) with I(n,b)
being the loss vector at b-th time of pulling
A(n) in this batch.

3) Compute the estimator /(n) with

R A(n)).(I(n)),

iy, = ),

(an)v
for i € [K], where we use (v); to denote the
1th component in v.

4) Update

al)}, where

ay, 4 = argmin(a,i(n)) + Dr, (a, a;,).
a€co(A)

)
it Y0y, llA() o l(n)]3 > 55T then
NMnt1 ¢ Mn/2, Ngy1 < n, n <— n+1;
break;
end
M+l < M- N —n+ 1.

end
end

B. Algorithm for Semi-Bandit Feedback

We propose the BATCHED-BROAD algorithm as stated
in Algorithm [] based on the BROAD algorithm in [I0],
which is an Online Mirror Descent algorithm with log-barrier
regularizer. For a regularizer F' : RX — R, define

(VF(q), p—q). D

Dr(p.q) = F(p) — F(q) -
In the following theorem, we first prove BATCHED-BROAD
can achieve a A-switching regret as shown in Theorem

Theorem 10. Let 7 be the policy of BATCHED-BROAD. The
time horizon T' is divided into N batches with lengths satis-
fying By, = B = {(TI)%)%K—% n lJ,for n=1,...,N—1
and By = T — SN 'B, with N = |Z] + 1. Ler
n= min{ﬁ, Sil} Then for any adversary li.7 € L, when
T> % the \-switching regret satisfies

Ry(m,li.7) =

O((\K)3(TI)3 + KI).



In the following lemma, we first give the generalized anal-
ysis of BROAD algorithm for losses in varying intervals over
time. Based on the lemma, we can then prove Theorem

Lemma 11. Consider a general combinatorial multi-armed
bandit problem with semi-bandit feedback where I; € [0, b
and A = {A € {0,1}% . ||A|, = I}. Let the agent’s policy
7 be obtained by Algorithm || with batch lengths B,, =1 for
alln < N. Ifforall t <T, n, < min{T}b%, Sil} then the
pseudo-regret satisfies

T
R(w,ll;T):O< (KIInT)> b? +KllnT)
t=1

Proof: For the combinatorial arm A; pulled at time ¢ and
the loss vector I; € [0,b,]% at time ¢, we have

[Acolells = > 17, <Ib;.
’L‘ZAt_’izl

and thus by [[10, Theorem

)

where the expectation is taken over the randomized choice of
Ay. Since ||A; o 14]|3 < IbZ, the proof is completed. ]

Proof of Theorem [I0; In n-th batch, the accumulated
loss vector I(n) € [0, B,]. By Lemma |11} when T > 55
the pseudo-regret satisfies

Then we have 7|4, o L[|} < 15
8], we have

T
(KInT) Z |A;o |3+ KIInT

R(Tr, ll:T) = O (

N
R(m,ly.7) = 0( (KIInT)» B2+ KIln T)

n=1

<0 <\/(2KI ImT)T(TIH3N5K~3 + K1 1nT>

=0 <\/2 InT(AK)3(TI)5 + KIln T) .

Since N < L +1, the A-switching regret satisfies
I) A3K™3
Ry(m,li.7) < R(m,li.7) + MIN

= O(WInT(\K)3(TI)? + KIInT).

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present the numerical results to compare
our algorithms BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration in
Algorithm [3]and BATCHD-BROAD in Algorithm 4 with some
baselines from the literature after adding batches in which
the played combinatorial arm does not change within each
batch. For bandit feedback, our baseline algorithm is the
ExP3 algorithm [14] and we modified it to be a batched
algorithm called BATCHED-EXP3. For the semi-bandit feed-
back, we choose the Follow-the-Regularized-Leader algorithm
with hybrid regularizer [15] F(a) = Zfil —va; +v(1 —
a;)log(1l — a;-) and the unnormalized negentropy potential [1]
F(a) = >;. (ailna; — a;). We call the modification of

these two algorithms the BATCHED-HYBRID and BATCHED-
NEGENTROPY, respectively.

Since the optimal adversarial adversary is difficult to design,
we use the CIN loss sequence and CDN loss sequence given
by Algorithms [I] and [2] in for bandit and semi-bandit
feedback, respectively. Besides the lower-bound traces, we
also design a stochastically constrained (SC) adversary which
is very similar to that used in [I5]. Specifically, the time
horizon of length 7' is split into phases:

1,2,...,t1,t1+1,..., 1

T T> T,

where the length of phase i is 7; = |1.67]. The loss for
each arm ¢ at time ¢ is set to be an independent Bernoulli
distribution with mean

~J1-an
,utz* 1

if ¢ belongs to an odd phase and

_Jo
Mt = A\

otherwise. In the above setting, A is the switching cost. We
denote the SC adversary with parameter & by SC(cv) adversary.
Note that the mean of the optimal arm oscillates between being
close to 1 and close to O to create a challenging environment
for our bandit algorithms.

~7t’n717"'7T7

ifi<1T
else

ife <1

else

A. Bandit Feedback

We use two types of adversaries to compare the performance
of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration and BATCHED-
ExP3 algorithm. The batch length in the algorithms is fixed
tobe B = [3A%K*%(T1)%

First, we use the lower-bound trace CIN adversary that
we de51gned 11n Algorlthm I with 0 = glolng and € =
%. From Flgure we observe that the -
sw1tch1ng regret of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration
is much smaller than that of BATCHED-EXP3 when K = 10,
I = 3, A = 1. From Figure we observe that the A-
switching regret of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration
is much smaller than that of BATCHED-EXP3 for a smaller
value of A = 0.1, showing that even when the switching cost is
small, our algorithm outperforms the benchmark significantly.
In Figure we compare the A\-switching regret for different
values of I when K = 20, T = 10000 and A = 1. It
is observed that the regret grows as I°304; the dependence
appears to be loose with respect to the upper bound of 1 3 in
Theorem [9] and suggests that the BATCHED-EXP2 algorithm
works well under the CIN loss sequence. Also, we observe that
1°-304 s also loose in terms of lower bound I3 in Theorem [1]
which can be explained by the following statement. Under
the CIN loss sequence Li.7 and the policy 7™*P2 of the
BATCHED-EXP2 algorithm, we delineate two reasons that
explain why the A-switching regret Ry (w¥*P2, Li.7) is not
lower bounded by Q(I3).
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(¢c) K =10, I = 3 and A = 1 under bandit
feedback using the SC(0.01) adversary.
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(d) K =10, I = 3 and A = 0.1 under bandit
feedback using the SC(0.01) adversary.
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(f) K = 30, T = 10000 and I = 3 under
bandit feedback using the CIN loss sequence.

Fig. 4: Comparison of the performance of different algorithms under Bandit Feedback

1) Let V be the set of all stochastic loss sequences Vi.1
(V; € [0,1]¥ is a random vector). Given the combina-
torial arm size K, the switching cost A and the time
horizon 7', we have

inf sup Ry(w
€y, ey

> 1nf sup Ry(m,li.p) > QI
My rec

7‘/1:T)

Cv\f\?

),

where the last inequality holds due to Theorem [I]
It is not comparable between Ry (w®*P2 L;.r) and
inf e supy,, rey Rx(m,Vi.r). Thus Ry(7™P2 Li.1)
may not be Q(I3).

2) Given the combinatorial arm size K, the switching
cost A and the time horizon 7', by Lemma [3] for any
deterministic player m, we have

R)\(ﬂ' L1 T) > Q( %)

under the CIN loss sequence Li.p. Since the policy

7ExP2 of the BATCHED-EXP2 algorithm is stochastic,

R(7®%2 L,.) may not be Q(I3).
In Figure 4] we compare the A-switching regret for different
values of A when K = 30, T" = 10000, and I = 3. It
is observed that the regret grows as A’-37. Note that our
theoretical results in Theorems [T] and 0] say that the expected
A-switching regret scales as ©(\'/3) when T, K and I are
fixed. Even though the empirical observation of the regret
scaling as A\°-37 cannot be directly compared to the theoretical
result of \'/3 because, among other reasons, the loss sequence
constructed here is, in fact, stochastically constrained, the fact

that the exponents of A are not too far from each other is
reassuring.

The second trace we used is the SC(0.01) adversary. From
Figure [c| and Figure we observe that the A-switching
regrets of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration are both
smaller than those of BATCHED-EXP3 when K = 10, [ = 3
and A =1, and K = 10, I = 3 and A = 0.1, respectively.
This again corroborates the efficacy of our proposed methods.

B. Semi-bandit Feedback

We compare BATCHED-BROAD, BATCHED-HYBRID
and BATCHED-NEGENTROPY algorithm under the lower-
bound trace CDN adversary that we demigned in Algorithm [2]

with o = 91010 ~and e = M and the SC(0.005)

adversary. The batch length of the algorithms is fixed to be
B = [s\K-iTirE]

Under the CDN adversary, we have the following results.
From Figure [5a] we observe that the A-switching regret of
BATCHED-BROAD is much smaller than that of BATCHED-
HYBRID and BATCHED-NEGENTROPY when K = 10,

= 3, A = 1. From Figure @ we observe that the \-
switching regret of BATCHED-BROAD is much smaller than
that of BATCHED-HYBRID and BATCHED-NEGENTROPY
for a smaller value A = 0.1, showing that even when
the switching cost is small, our algorithm outperforms the
benchmark  significantly. In Figure [5¢] we compare the M-
switching regret for different values of I when K = 40,
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semi-bandit feedback using the CDN loss
sequence.

Fig. 5: Comparison of the performances of different algorithms under Semi-bandit Feedback

T = 10000 and A = 1. It is observed that the regret grows
as 10163, the dependence appears to be loose with respect to
the upper bound of I 3 in Theorem |10| and suggests that the
BATCHED-BROAD algorithm works well under the CDN loss
sequence. Also, we observe that / 0.163 i5 also loose in terms of
lower bound I3 in Theorem [2| which is possible by a similar
reasoning as that for bandit feedback in In Figure [51]
we compare the A-switching regret for different values of A
when K = 30, 7' = 10000, and I = 3. It is observed that the
regret grows as A\%3%6 which is again close to A/3 as given
by our theoretical result in Theorems [2] and [T0}

Under the SC(0.005) adversary, from Figure [5c| and Fig-
ure [5d] we observe that the A-switching regrets of BATCHED-
BROAD are both smaller than that of BATCHED-HYBRID
and BATCHED-NEGENTROPY when K = 10, I = 3 and
A=1,and K =10, I = 3 and X\ = 0.1, respectively.

VI. CONCLUSION

We derived lower bounds for the minimax regret for the
problem of adversarial combinatorial bandit with a switch-
ing cost A for each changed arm in each round. We also
designed algorithms that operate in batches to approach the
lower bounds. Our findings provide insights into the inherent
difficulty of the problem and suggest efficient approaches to
minimize switching costs and optimize the overall perfor-
mance in terms of regret. Further research involves deriving
tighter bounds in both directions for both bandit and semi-
bandit feedback. Also, other sets of combinatorial arms such as

those involved in the shortest path problem, ranking problems,
and multitask problems can also be considered when switching
costs are involved.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemma

Given the constructed stochastic loss sequence L1.7 defined
in Algorithm [T} we now want to analyze the player’s expected
regret under an arbitrary deterministic policy 7 which yields
an action sequence A;.7 € A7 so that A; is a function of the
player’s past observations X7.;—1 with X; = (A, L;). First
we define

T T
REN (A, L) + XY d(Ay, Ayy) —
t=1

t=1

!

(22)

We also define the regret with respect to the unclipped
stochastic loss functions L1 . defined in Algorlthmunder the
same deterministic policy m which yields an action sequence
flLT € AT so that flt is a function of the player’s past
observations Y7.;_; with Y} = (/L,iﬁ. Let

T T
R2S (A, L) +AZdAt,Af 1) = min » (A,
t=1

t=1 t:l

Then E[R] = R\(m, L1.7) where the expectation in E[R]
is taken over the adversary’s randomized choice of the loss



sequences Li.r, and Ry(m, L1.7) is defined in (I)). The next
lemma shows that in expectation, the regret E[R] can be lower
bounded in terms of E[R] (the expectation in E[R] is taken
over the adversary’s randomized choice of the loss sequences
Ll:T)~

Lemma 12. Assume that T > max{*£X 6}. Then E[R] >

o
Proof: We consider the event B = {Vt : L, = L}, and
first show that P(B) > 1 — 100q- For 6 = 555 by 5}

Lemma 1] we have that with probability at least 1 — ¢,

T 4T (\
Wi < a\/2d<p> I < 20\/log2Tlog2 HOxe)

for all ¢ € [T], where the last inequality holds due to
d(p) < long + 1 by [5, Lemma 2]. Thus, setting ¢ =
we obtain that

lﬁ\/log2 T log, 4T(i‘+ 9’

P(Vte [T],%ert e {%ED >1-06.

For T > max(2£,6), we have € < & and thus Li(z) €
for all x € [K] whenever 1/2+W, €
P(B)>1-6.

If B occurs then R = R; otherwise, R—-R < (A+eTI
since R, R € [0, (A + €)TI]. Therefore,

0.1]
[67 6] This implies that

E[R] — E[R] = E[R — R|-B] - P(-B) < %.

Let Qo and Q7 follow previous definition in (9) and (TO),
]-' be the o-algebra generated by X;.r defined in and

TV(QO, Q) follow the definition in (TT). Mz and M are
defined in (13) and (14), respectively. Then we have the
following lemma that bounds total variation from above.

Remark 1. Note that A, is a deterministic function of its past
observations ~Yl:t_l; thus the o-algebra generated by Aj.r is
a subset of F.

Lemma 13. It holds that

S 45 (Q0,01) < \/(log, T + 1) Eg, [M).

( )IeA

O'F

Proof: By [5, Lemma 2], the width w(p) < log, T + 1.
Then by Lemma [6] we have

dTv(Qo, Q7) <

2\ loB, T+ 1) Eo 1]

Then using the concavity of the squared root function and by
S rea Mz =2(7})M, it holds that

T Z dfv(QmQI)

(I) ZeA
€ 1 -
< vd1og, T+ 1 ——\/Eg,[M
20_\/} gZ 226;4([1() QO[ I]
1 ~
< —/log, T+ 1, | E — M-
20_\/} g2 Qo ([I() 126;4 Z]
B \/ (log, T + 1) Eo, [M]
V20 K '

Lemma 14. It holds that

E[R] > eTI(l - %) _d 3 dfy(Qo, Q1) + AE[N].
(1) 74

Proof: For any i € [K], let T; denote the number of
rounds the player picks arm i in the action sequence A;.7. So
we can write R = e(TI — 2 icK] XiTi) + AM, where we
use x; to denote the ¢-th component of x. Also, we use Z; to
denote the i-th component of Z € A in the following. Since
X € A is selected uniformly at random in Algorithm [T] we

Z]E [e(T1- > TT) + M|x = 7]

1€[K]

o > > LiBo. I

( ) ZeAi€K]

E[R] =

() %

=TT — ] + AE[M].

For all i € [K] and ¢ € [T}, the event {A;; = 1} belongs to
the o-field F by Remark || (A;; is used to denote the i-th
component of A,), so we have

Or(Ar;=1)— Qo(A;; =1) < dqf:v(Qm Q1).
Summing over ¢ € [T] yields
Eo, [Ti] —Eq, [T}] < Tdfy(Qo, Q1)

Summing over ¢ € [K] such that Z; = 1 yields
Z Z; (EQI i EQO [ ]) < TIdTV(QOa QI)
i€[K]
Summing over Z € A yields
3 Z Ti(Eo. [1i] — Eo, [Ti]) S TI'Y dhv(Qo, Q2).
ZeAig[K ZeA
Thus

ZZIEQI !

IcAicelK

< Z Z I’iEQO

IecAi€lK]

K
- (I_l)TIJrTIZdTV Qo, Q7).

ZeA

T,)+TI dfy(Qo, Q1)

IcA



Therefore,

E[R] > eT1 — (é)(@ )TI+TI S~ dfy(Qo. Qz))

ZcA
+ \E[M]
1 TI = .
- eTI(l - 7) ~ S S d(Qo, Qz) + AE[M].
K2 (7)
ZcA
|
Proof of Lemma [5} 'We first prove Lemma [3] for deter-
ministic policies that make no more than Sy = eff switches.
For algorithms with this property, we have
Qo(M > €TI) = Q7 (M > €T'I) = 0.
As the event {M > m} is in F by Remark |1} then
~ ~ SO ~ ~
Eou[M] — Eo,[M] = Y (Qu(M = m) - Qz(M = m))
m=1
eTI
S )\ (Q()a QI)
Then
. ~ 1 - ~
Eou (M) ~ B[] = 7= >~ (Eo, [i1] - Eq, 1))
(1) 74
eTI
< R Z @y (Qo, Qx). (23)

) 7e4
Combining 23) with Lemma @] and Lemma [T4] we obtain

o1 2eTI
B[R] > TI(1- = — 1) - Zd (Qo, Q1)
ZeA
+ AEg,[M].

By Lemma [I3] and log, T'+ 1 < 2log, T', we have

Z dTV Q07 QI) S

(1) ICIK]

0’\/> (10g2 T) Eg, [M]

Using the notation m = M ] and when K > 31,

EQO[

E[R] > —-eTT 28TL oas T + wm?
—l'l — —— m m°,
K g2

12

where the right hand side is minimized when m =

EQTI\/IO T . . .
—oTik ;2 . Thus the right-hand side is lower bounded
oV
42 72
5eTT e T I"log, T : ; _
by 255 — ——_zg>—. Using our choice of o =

1 1
(AK)3(IT)” 38
9log, T'

1

— , we derive
61/log, T log, O+

and € =

5(AK)3(TI)3
1081og, T

ANK)3 (TI)F log,y(1XAte))
93(log, T)?

E[R] >

(24)

If A < ¢ the right hand side of (24) is lower bounded by

% under the assumptlon that T > 8. Otherwise, if
eg)\gT,wehave

- (AK)3(IT)"3
N 9log, T

(BNY? (M3
9(log, T)TV/3 = TT4/3”

(25)

where the first inequality is due to K > 31. Comblnmg A>e

and (23), we get \ > TT: and then e > 2§9 Thus when

€ < )\ < T and T > 8, the right hand side of (24) is lower

bounded by % Therefore, for any K > 3 and T >

rnax{%7 8}, it holds that

(K} (1)}

E[R] >
[R] = 130logy T

(26)

For any general algorithm that has an arbitrary number of
switches, we can turn it to a new algorithm that makes at
most Sy switches by halting the algorithm once it makes Sy
switches and repeating the last action in the remaining rounds.
The regret R* of the new algorithm (as defined in (22)) under
new algorithm) equals R when M < Sy and when M > Sy,

R*< R+ €Il <2R,

since B > ASp. Thus E[R*] < 2E[R]. Since E[R*] is
lower bounded by the right-hand side of (26), this implies
the claimed lower bound on the expected regret of any
deterministic player. [ ]

B. Proof of Lemma [7]

Given the constructed stochastic loss sequence Lq.p defined
in Algorithm [2| we now want to analyze the player’s expected
regret under an arbitrary deterministic policy m which yields
an action sequence A;.7 € A7 so that A, is a function of the
player’s past observations Z7., 1 with Z; = A;oL,. Following
the definition in (22) for R, we analyze the expected regret
E[R] in the new semi-bandit feedback setting and CDN loss
sequence L.p given in Algorithm [2| Let Qy and Q7 follow
previous definition in (9) and (I0). Let F be the o-algebra
generated by the observations 7.7, where Z; = L; o A;. The
total variation di, is defined as in (TI) with respect to the
o-algebra F. For YO .1 defined in (I9) of §III-Band the action
sequence Aj.7, we define

T

T T
R = Z<At,Lt +)\Zd (Ay, A1) Z
t=1

t=1 f=1

Remark 2. Note that A; is a deterministic function of its past
observations Zi.;_1, thus the o-algebra generated by Aj.r is
a subset of F.

Lemma 15. It holds that

Z dTV QO, QI)

(I) IC[K]

?\/I log, T'+ 1) Eg, [M].

Proof: By Lemma [8] Pinsker’s inequality [13, Lemma
11.6.1] and w(p) < log, T + 1, we have

dFy(Qo, Q1) < 5-+/(log, T+ 1) Eg, [Mz],

where F' is the o-algebra generated by Yp.r (defined in
of §III-B). Since Z;.7 is a function of Yy.7, we have F C F’
which implies df,(Qo, Qz) < 55+/(logy, T + 1) Eg, [M7].




Then using the concavity of the squared root function and by
S rcug Mz = 2(%;7}) M, it holds that

1
e Y dy(Qo, Q1)
(I)Ic[K]
_20,/1og2T+ > ( ) Eo,[Mz]
IC[K]
log, T+ 1, |Eg, > le
( IC[K]
€
= T+ 1)Eg,[M].
T +1)Eg,[M]

Lemma 16. Assume that T > max{35,1}. Then E[R] >
[R/l _ eTI

Proof: We consider the event B = {Vt L, = L}, and
first show that P(B) > 5/6. For § = & < %, by [5, Lemma
1] we have that with probability at least 5 for all t € [T] and

i€ K],
. TI
[W}| < o4/2d(p) log, 5 < 3olog, T

where the last inequality is due to d(p) < log, T+ 1 by [5)
Lemma 2]. Thus, setting ¢ = 57— we obtain that

P(we[T},ielKlé+Wf [é 2]) >%

For T > max(35,6), we have e < L and thus Ly(z) €
for all € [K] whenever § + W; €
P(B) > 2.

If B occurs, R = R'; otherwise, \M < R < R’ < \M +
€T'I, so that R' — R < €T'I. Therefore,

[0,1]
(¢, 2]. This implies that

E[R] — E[R] = E[R' — R|-B] - P

Lemma 17. It holds that
<)
K

Proof: For any i € [K], let T; denote the number of times
the player picks arm ¢ when the time horizon is 7. So we can

write R’ = e(TI el XzT) + AM, where x; is the i-
th component of y. We also use Z; is the i-th component of

el'l

E[R] > eTI(l - > dfy(Qo, Q1) + AE[M]

(1) 74

7 € A. Thus
E[R] = 7 S E HTI -y L-Ti> + AM’X :Il
(1) IeA i€[K]
=Tl — ZZIEQI ] + AE[M].
) IecAi€lK]

For all 4 € [K] and ¢t € [T}, the event {A;; = 1} belongs to
the o-field F by Remark 2] so

Qr(Ar;i =1) — Qu(Ari = 1) < &y (Qo, Q7).

Summing over ¢ € [T] yields
]EQI [TZ] (Q07 QI)

Summing over ¢ € [K] such that Z; = 1 yields

> Ti(Eo, [T)] - Eq, [Ti]) < TIdfy(Qo, Qx).

1€[K]

—lEQO[ ]<Td

Summing over Z € A yields

3 Z I(EQI 1] - Eg, [T)] ) <TIY dy(Qo, Q1).
IeAiclK TeA

Thus

ZZIEQI i

ZeAielK

<> Z LB, [T,

IeAi€e[K]

(K1
- (5

. )TI+ TIY  diy(Qo, Q1)

ZcA

)+ TI Z dv(Qo, Q1)

TeA

Therefore,

, € ((K-1
E[R'] > €T @ <<I_1)TI+TIZd

ZcA

(Qo, Qz))

+ AE[M]
1
_ E) _
]

Proof of Lemma [/} We first prove the theorem for
deterministic players that make no more than Sy = €TI/\
switches. For algorithms with this property, we have

Qo (M d):j> QI( #) =0.

By Remark [2] the event {M > m} € F which implies

eTI/A

> (Qo(M >m) -

m=1
I1
A

TI
e S d(Q, Q1) + AEM]

- eTl(l R

Eg,[M] - Eo,[M] = Qz(M > m))

IN

dFv(Qo, O1).

“EM] = e 3 (Eou[M] - Eo, [M])

@IEA

TI
< ET z dfyv(Qo, 1)
A7) 74

Combining this with Lemma [[6] and Lemma [I7} we obtain

E[R] > 6(1 - é - 1) 2€TI Z v (Qo, Q1)
I ZeA

+ AEg, [M].
By Corollary [13] and log, T+ 1 < 2log, T,

Z dTV QOaQI) < 7\/1 10g2
) )zcm

EQO lMl



Eg,[M] and when K > 31,

262TI3/2
— log, Tm + Am?,

where the right hand 51de is minimized when m =

T/, log, T

Using the notation m =
TI
E[R] > 5~ -

. Thus the right hand side is lower bounded

- xVE |
by <IL — %. Using our choice of o = 9log = and
_QEK)3IETs
€ = W, gives
(AKI)sT3
EIR| > ——— 27
7] = 30log, T @7)

For any general algorithm that has an arbitrary number of
switches, we can turn it to a new algorithm that makes at
most Sy switches by halting the algorithm once it makes .Sy
switches and repeating the last action in the remaining rounds.
The regret R* of the new algorithm equals R when M < S,
and when M > S,

R* < R+ €Tl < 2R,

since B > ASp. Thus E[R*] < 2E[R]. Since E[R*]

lower bounded by the right-hand side of (27), this implies
the claimed lower bound on the expected regret of any
deterministic player. ]
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