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Abstract—We study the problem of adversarial combinatorial
bandit with a switching cost λ 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 T , 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 Ω̃

(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3
)

while that for semi-bandit feedback
is Ω̃

(
(λKI)

1
3 T

2
3
)

where I 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 Õ

(
(λK)

1
3 T

2
3 I

4
3
)

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 Õ

(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
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 λ > 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 T , Arora et al. [4] refined the Exp3 algorithm to
achieve a regret upper bound1 of Õ(K

1
3T

2
3 ) when the switch-

ing cost λ = 1. Later, Dekel et al. [5] proved that the upper
bound is tight by showing that the minimax regret lower bound
is Ω̃((λK)

1
3T

2
3 ). Rouyer et al. [6] proposed an algorithm

which is a modification of the Tsallis-Switch algorithm to
achieve an upper bound of O((λK)

1
3T

2
3 ). Without switching

costs, the minimax regret of the adversarial MAB problem is
Θ(
√
TK) [7], [8].

Combinatorial bandits form a general extension of the
standard framework, which is a linear bandit with the special
combinatorial action set A ⊆ {0, 1}K . 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 I 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

1In this paper, we use Õ and Ω̃ to denote the big-O and big omega notations
ignoring any logarithmic factors in T .
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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 Ω̃

(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3

)
while that for semi-

bandit feedback is Ω̃
(
(λKI)

1
3T

2
3

)
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 Õ

(
(λK)

1
3T

2
3 I

4
3

)
when the time

horizon T 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 Õ

(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3

)
.

In the remainder of this paper, we first formulate the
problem and introduce our main results in §II. Then §III
presents the main ideas for proving the lower bound for
two different types of feedback. In §IV, we introduce two
algorithms designed for the bandit feedback and semi-bandit
feedback respectively. §V 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:r to denote the sequence {xi}ri=1. We consider
an adversarial combinatorial bandit problem with K base arms
[K] and a switching cost λ for each switched arm with λ > 0.
The loss vectors lt ∈ [0, 1]K for t ≥ 1 are arbitrarily generated
by the adversary and do not depend on the actions taken by the
learner, where the i-th component of lt is the loss incurred if
arm i is pulled at time t. Let A = {A ∈ {0, 1}K : ∥A∥1 = I}
be the set of all combinatorial arms with I base arms where
the i-th components of A is one if arm i is pulled and
zero otherwise. For the sake of simplicity, we define the
set of base arms within a combinatorial arm I ∈ A as
{i ∈ [K] : Ii = 1}, where Ii is the i-th component in I.
In each time t ≥ 1, the player pulls a combinatorial arm
At ∈ A and incurs a loss of ⟨At, lt⟩ =

∑K
i=1 At,ilt,i (At,i

and lt,i are respectively the i-th component of the vectors
At ∈ {0, 1}K and lt ∈ [0, 1]K), where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the
inner product operation. We consider both bandit and semi-
bandit feedback [11]. Under bandit feedback and after the
combinatorial arm At is pulled at round t, the player can
only observe the feedback Xt = ⟨At, lt⟩ ∈ [0, I] while under
semi-bandit feedback, all the losses for the combinatorial arm
Xt = At ◦ lt ∈ [0, 1]K are observed where ◦ stands for
the element-wise multiplication. From time t − 1 to t, there
is a switching cost of λ · d(At, At−1) for the player where
d(At, At−1) ≜ 1

2∥At ⊕ At−1∥1, i.e., d(At, At−1) measures
the number of arms switched from the combinatorial arm At−1

pulled at time t−1 to At pulled at time t. We set A0 = 0 and
then the first action A1 will always incur a switching cost of
λI . The cumulative loss over T rounds for the player equals

T∑
t=1

⟨At, lt⟩+ λ

T∑
t=1

d(At, At−1).

Given the loss sequence l1:T ∈ [0, 1]K×T and action sequence
A1:T ∈ AT , define the λ-switching regret as

Rλ(A0:T , l1:T )

≜
T∑

t=1

⟨At, lt⟩+ λ

T∑
t=1

d(At, At−1)− min
A∈A

T∑
t=1

⟨A, lt⟩.

A policy π = π1:T is composed of all the conditional
distributions over actions at each time t given past actions and
feedback, i.e., πt(·|A1, X1, . . . , At−1, Xt−1). The set of all
policies in AT is denoted as Π and the set of all deterministic
loss sequences in [0, 1]K×T is denoted as L. We define the
expected λ-switching regret when the loss functions l1:T ∈ L
are specified and a policy π ∈ Π is employed as follows,

Rλ(π, l1:T ) = E
[
Rλ(A0:T , l1:T )

]
,

where the expectation is taken over the player’s randomized
choice of actions under the policy π. In this paper, we use
regret to represent for λ-switching regret for simplicity. When
λ = 0, i.e., the switching cost is not considered, we write
R(π, l1:T ) = R0(π, l1:T ) for simplicity and we call R(π, l1:T )
the pseudo-regret. We use the minimax expected λ-switching
regret to measure the difficulty of the game as in [5], which
is defined as follows,

R∗
λ = inf

π∈Π
sup

l1:T∈L
Rλ(π, l1:T ).

Under bandit feedback, the following theorem states that
there exists a loss sequence l1:T such that Rλ(π, l1:T ) is

Ω
(

(λK)
1
3 (TI)

2
3

log2 T

)
for any player policy π ∈ Π, which implies

that R∗
λ = Ω

(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3

log2 T

)
.

Theorem 1. Consider the combinatorial bandit with switching
costs under the bandit feedback. For any player policy π ∈ Π,
there exists a loss sequence l1:T ∈ L that incurs an expected
λ-switching regret of

Rλ(π, l1:T ) = Ω

(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3

log2 T

)
,



3

provided that K ≥ 3I and T ≥ max{λKI , 8}.

Under semi-bandit feedback, the following theorem states
that there always exists a loss sequence l1:T such that

Rλ(π, l1:T ) is Ω( (λKI)
1
3 T

2
3

log2 T ) for any player policy π ∈ Π,

which implies that R∗
λ = Ω( (λKI)

1
3 T

2
3

log2 T ).

Theorem 2. Consider the combinatorial bandit with switching
costs under the semi-bandit feedback. For any player policy
π ∈ Π, there exists a loss sequence l1:T ∈ L that incurs an
expected λ-switching regret of

Rλ(π, l1:T ) = Ω

(
(λKI)

1
3T

2
3

log2 T

)
,

provided that K ≥ 3I and T ≥ max{λKI2 , 6}.

We observe that the orders of the lower bound of regret
in Theorems 1 and 2 differ only in the combinatorial size
I. Also, the lower bound in Theorem 1 is greater than that in
Theorem 2 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 1 and 2, we design two stochastic
loss sequences for bandit feedback and semi-bandit feedback
respectively, which are presented in Algorithms 1 and 2 of
Sections III-A and III-B, 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 T 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 l1:T ∈ L,
the policy π of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration
distribution as detailed in Algorithm 3 achieves a λ-switching
regret of

Rλ(π, l1:T ) = O
(
(λK)

1
3T

2
3 I

4
3

)
.

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

bandit feedback semi-bandit feedback

lower bound Ω̃
(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3
)

Ω̃
(
(λKI)

1
3 T

2
3
)

upper bound O
(
(λK)

1
3 T

2
3 I

4
3
)

Õ
(
(λK)

1
3 T

2
3 I

2
3 +KI

)

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
l1:T ∈ L, the policy π of BATCHED-BROAD as detailed in
Algorithm 4 achieves a λ-switching regret of

Rλ(π, l1:T ) = Õ
(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3 +KI

)
.

We compare the lower bounds and upper bounds in Table I,
which shows that the regret gap between BATCHED-EXP2 with
John’s exploration and the lower bound scales at most as I

2
3

and that between BATCHED-BROAD and the lower bound
scales at most I

1
3 . 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 1 and 2. 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 1 (resp. Theorem 2) holds if we
can construct a stochastic sequence of loss vectors L1:T (each
Lt =

(
Lt,1, . . . , Lt,K

)
∈ [0, 1]K is a random vector) such that

Rλ(π, L1:T )

≜ E

[
T∑

t=1

⟨At, Lt⟩+ λ

T∑
t=1

d(At, At−1)

]
− min

A∈A

T∑
t=1

⟨A,Lt⟩

(1)

= Ω
( (λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3

log2 T

) (
resp. Ω

( (λKI)
1
3T

2
3

log2 T

))
,

for any deterministic player policy π, 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 1 and 2.

A. Proof of Theorem 1: Bandit Feedback

In this section, we provide the proof of Theorem 1. First
we obtain Lemma 5 for the stochastic sequence of loss vectors
L1:T in Algorithm 1 which is constructed by generalizing the
loss sequence in [5]. Let clip(α) := min{max{α, 0}, 1} and
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Algorithm 1: The Combinatorial Identical-Noise
(CIN) loss sequence

Input : Time horizon T , switching cost λ, number of
base arms K and combinatorial arm size I .

Step 1: Set

ϵ =
(λK)

1
3 (IT )−

1
3

9 log2 T
, (2)

σ =
1

6
√
log2 T log2

4T (λ+ϵ)
ϵ

.

Choose χ ∈ A uniformly at random and then generate
Wt, for t = [T ] according to (7).

Step 2: For all t ∈ [T ] and x ∈ [K], set x-th components of
L̃t =

(
L̃t,1, . . . , L̃t,K

)
and Lt =

(
Lt,1, . . . , Lt,K

)
as

L̃t,x = Wt +
1

2
− ϵχx, Lt,x = clip(L̃t,x). (3)

Output: Loss sequence L1:T .

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 t

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

let χx denote the x-th coordinate of a vector χ ∈ A. Let the
parent time of t be

ρ(t) = t− 2δ(t), δ(t) = max{i ≥ 0 : 2i divides t}. (4)

See Figure 1 for an illustration of ρ(t). We say a time slot t′

is an ancestor for t if t′ = ρ(c)(t) for some positive integer c
and ρ(c) stands for the c iterated composition of ρ. Given the
function ρ, recursively define as in [5] the set of all ancestors
of t as S(t) by S(0) = ∅ and

S(t) = S(ρ(t)) ∪ {ρ(t)}, t ∈ [T ]. (5)

The depth of ρ is then defined as d(ρ) = maxt∈[T ] |S(t)|. As
in [5], we define cut(t) = {s ∈ [T ] : ρ(s) < t ≤ s}, which is
the set of time slots that are separated from their parent by t.
The width of ρ is defined as

w(ρ) = max
t∈[T ]

|cut(t)|. (6)

The design of ρ in (4) guarantees that the depth d(ρ) and width
w(ρ) are both upper bounded by log2 T + 1 [5]. Define Wt

for t = 1, . . . , T recursively by setting W0 = 0 and

Wt = Wρ(t) + ξt, ∀ t ∈ [T ], (7)

where ξt, t = 1, . . . , T are independent zero-mean, variance
σ2 Gaussian veriables. The design of the parent time function
ρ(t) and Wt guarantees that L̃t,x lies in [0, 1] with high
probability, which allows us to control the difference between
the λ-switching regrets under L1:T and L̃1:T when the same
deterministic strategy is applied. Then we can first analyze the
regret bound under the loss sequence L̃1:T , 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 L1:T . The detailed proof for this guarantee is provided
in Lemma 12 of Appendix A.

The differences between the CIN loss sequence in Algo-
rithm 1 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 ϵ and σ. As in [5], the definition of
Wt induces the common uncertainty of all base arms. At each
time t, the losses of the base arms in χ are all the same and
greater than other base arms by a constant ϵ. 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 Wt 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 Lt, we can prove
the lower bound in Theorem 1.

By Yao’s minimax principle, Theorem 1 can be proved if
the following lemma is verified.

Lemma 5. Consider the combinatorial bandit problem with
switching costs under the bandit feedback. Let L1:T be the
stochastic sequence of loss vectors defined in Algorithm 1.
When K ≥ 3I and T ≥ max{λKI , 8}, for any deterministic
player’s policy π, we have

Rλ(π, L1:T ) ≥
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3

260 log2 T
.

To prove Lemma 5, we need to analyze the expected regret
under an arbitrary deterministic policy π : RI×T → AT when
the loss sequence is L1:T . Note that under L1:T , a deterministic
policy π yields an action sequence A1:T ∈ AT so that At

is a function of the player’s past observations X1:t−1 with
Xt = ⟨At, Lt⟩. We first analyze the expected regret under
the same deterministic policy π and the loss sequence L̃1:T ,
which is defined in (3) of Algorithm 1. Similar to L1:T , the
deterministic policy π yields an action sequence Ã1:T ∈ AT

so that Ãt is a function of past observations Y0:t−1 under L̃1:T ,
where

Y0 = 1/2, Yt = ⟨Ãt, L̃t⟩. (8)

Define the conditional probability measures

QI(·) = P (·|χ = I), I ∈ A, (9)
Q0(·) = P (·|χ = ∅), (10)

where QI and Q0 are the probability distributions under the
adversaries with χ = I and χ = ∅, respectively. Thus Q0(·) is
the probability distribution when all arms incur the same loss.
Let F̃ be the σ-algebra generated by the player’s observations
Y1:T . The total variation distance between Q0 and QI over F̃
is defined as

dF̃TV(Q0,QI) = sup
A∈F̃
|Q0(A)−QI(A)|. (11)

This distance captures the player’s ability to identify whether
combinatorial arm I 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
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player’s ability to identify the best action to the number of
switches he performs to or from base arms in I.

Define YS = {Yt}t∈S and let ∆(YS |YS′) be the KL
divergence between the distribution of YS conditioned on YS′

under Q0 and QI , i.e.,

∆(YS |YS′) ≜ EQ0

[
ln
Q0(YS |YS′)

QI(YS |YS′)

]
. (12)

Using the chain rule,

∆(Y0:T ) ≜ ∆(Y0:T |∅) =
T∑

t=1

∆(Yt|YS(t)).

The analysis in [5] focused on the evaluation of ∆(Y0:T ),
i.e. the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between Q0(Y0:T )
and QI(Y0:T ), dKL(Q0(Y0:T )∥QI(Y0:T )), 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

MI ≜ 2

T∑
t=1

⟨At ⊕At−1, I⟩ and M̃I ≜ 2

T∑
t=1

⟨Ãt ⊕ Ãt−1, I⟩,

(13)

as the total numbers of switches the player performs to or from
base arms in I during the whole time horizon under L1:T and
L̃1:T , respectively. Define the total numbers of switches in the
whole time horizon under L1:T and L̃1:T as

M ≜
T∑

t=1

d(At, At−1) and M̃ ≜
T∑

t=1

d(Ãt, Ãt−1). (14)

Notice that for ∀ i ∈ [K], we have
∣∣{I ∈ A : Ii = 1}

∣∣ =(
K−1
I−1

)
, where Ii is the i-th component of I, and then the sum

over all I ∈ A of MI (i.e.,
∑

I∈A MI) is
(
K−1
I−1

)
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, respectively, we conclude that

∑
I∈A MI =

2
(
K−1
I−1

)
M and

∑
I∈A M̃I = 2

(
K−1
I−1

)
M̃ .

The upper bound for ∆(Y0:T ) in terms of M̃I and w(ρ)
can be derived as follows, which directly leads to the upper
bound for dF̃TV(Q0,QI) in terms of M̃I and w(ρ). Based on
Lemma 6, we can prove Lemma 5, and the whole proof is
provided in Appendix A.

Lemma 6. Under the loss sequence L̃1:T , which is defined
in (3) of Algorithm 1 with χ = I ∈ A, it holds that ∆(Y0:T ) ≤
ϵ2

2Iσ2w(ρ)EQ0 [M̃I ], which implies that

dF̃TV(Q0,QI) ≤
ϵ

2σ
√
I

√
w(ρ)EQ0

[M̃I ].

Proof: For any combinatorial arm A ∈ A, ⟨A, I⟩ is the
number of optimal arms in the combinatorial arm. Under QI ,
by (3) and (7), we have

Yρ(t) = ⟨Ãρ(t), L̃ρ(t)⟩ = (Wρ(t) +
1

2
)I − ϵ · ⟨Ãρ(t), I⟩,

and

Yt = ⟨Ãt, L̃t⟩ = (Wρ(t) +
1

2
+ ξt)I − ϵ · ⟨Ãt, I⟩.

Under Q0, similarly we have

Yρ(t) =
(
Wρ(t) +

1

2

)
I, Yt =

(
Wρ(t) +

1

2
+ ξt

)
I.

Then the distribution of Yt conditioned on YS(t) is
N(Yρ(t), I

2σ2) under Q0 and N(Yρ(t)+Ntϵ, I
2σ2) under QI ,

where Nt = ⟨Ãρ(t), I⟩−⟨Ãt, I⟩ is the difference between the
numbers of arms in I played at time ρ(t) and t, and ϵ is
defined in (2) of Algorithm 1. Therefore,

∆(Yt|Yρ(t)) =

I∑
i=−I

Q0(Nt = i)dKL

(
N(0, I2σ2)

∥∥∥N(iϵ, I2σ2)
)

=

I∑
i=1

Q0(|Nt| = i)
i2ϵ2

2I2σ2
,

where {|Nt| = i} is the event that the player switched at least
i arms from or to base arms in I between rounds ρ(t) and
t. We observe that N ′

t ≜ ⟨Ãρ(t) ⊕ Ãt, I⟩ is the total number
of switches the player performs to or from base arms in I
between rounds ρ(t) and t. Then |Nt| ≤ N ′

t and

∆(Y0:T ) =
ϵ2

2I2σ2

T∑
t=1

I∑
i=1

Q0(|Nt| = i)i2

≤ ϵ2

2Iσ2

T∑
t=1

I∑
i=1

Q0(|Nt| = i)i

=
ϵ2

2Iσ2

T∑
t=1

EQ0 [|Nt|]

≤ ϵ2

2Iσ2

T∑
t=1

EQ0
[N ′

t ]. (15)

We have N ′
t =

∑
i∈[K] Ii · 1Zt,i , where Zt,i = {Ãρ(t),i ̸=

Ãt,i} (Ãx,i is used to denote the i-th component of Ãx). Let

Mi =
∣∣{t ∈ [T ] : Ãt−1,i ̸= Ãt,i or Ãt,i ̸= Ãt+1,i}

∣∣,
denote the total number of switches the player performs to or
from action i during the whole time horizon. We have M̃I =∑

i∈[K] Ii ·Mi. Let s1:Mi,i denote the time slots of switches
from or to arm i, i.e. Ãsj,i−1,i ̸= Ãsj,i,i or Ãsj,i,i ̸= Ãsj,i+1,i

for any j ∈ {1, . . . ,Mi}. Since the event Zt,i implies that
there exists at least one time s of switch from or to action i,
such that t ∈ cut(s), we have

T∑
t=1

N ′
t =

T∑
t=1

∑
i∈[K]

Ii1Zt,i
≤
∑
i∈[K]

Ii
∑

t∈cut(sr,i)

1Zt,i

≤
∑
i∈[K]

Ii
Mi∑
r=1

|cut(sr,i)| ≤
∑
i∈[K]

IiMiw(ρ) = M̃Iw(ρ),

(16)

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

∆(Y0:T ) ≤
ϵ2

2Iσ2
w(ρ)EQ0 [M̃I ].
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Algorithm 2: The Combinatorial Diverse-Noise
(CDN) loss sequence

Input : Time horizon T , number of actions K and
combinatorial arm size I

Step 1: Set σ = 1
(9 log2 T ) and ϵ = (λK)

1
3 I− 2

3 T− 1
3

9 log2 T . Choose
χ ∈ A uniformly at random and then generate W i

t

for t ∈ [T ] and i ∈ [K] according to (18).
Step 2: For ∀ t ∈ [T ] and ∀x ∈ [K], set x-th components of

L̃t and Lt as

L̃tx = W x
t +

1

2
− ϵχx, Ltx = clip(L̃tx). (17)

Output: Loss sequence L1:T .

By Pinsker’s inequality [13, Lemma 11.6.1], we have

dF̃TV(Q0,QI) = sup
A∈F̃
|Q0(A)−QI(A)|

≤ ϵ

2σ
√
I

√
w(ρ)EQ0

[M̃I ].

It may be possible to improve Lemma 6 to obtain a tighter
lower bound. In the proof of Lemma 6, there is an inequality
|Nt| ≤ N ′

t used in (15), where Nt = ⟨Ãρ(t), I⟩−⟨Ãt, I⟩ is the
difference between numbers of arms in I played at time ρ(t)
and t and N ′

t ≜ ⟨Ãρ(t)⊕Ãt, I⟩ is the total number of switches
the player performs to or from base arms in I between rounds
ρ(t) and t. It is easy to observe that in many cases of Ãρ(t)

and Ãt, 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 §III-A, we will prove Theorem 2 by constructing a
stochastic loss sequence L1:T in Algorithm 2. Let ρ(t) be
defined according to (4). For any i ∈ [K], define W i

t for
t ∈ [T ] and recursively by W i

0 = 0 and

W i
t = W i

ρ(t) + ξit, ∀ t ∈ [T ], (18)

where ξit , t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [K] are independent zero-mean,
variance σ2 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 ξit 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 L̃1:T in Algorithm 1 and semi-bandit
feedback, the observed losses for each base arm in the chosen
combinatorial arm at time t ∈ [T ] when χ = ∅ are all
the same while the losses for each base arm when χ ∈ A
may not be the same and differ by ϵ (see definition of ϵ in
Algorithm 1). Then the supports for observed losses under
the adversaries in Algorithm 1 when χ = ∅ and χ ∈ 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 χ = ∅ and
χ ∈ A. Further details will be provided in the proof of the
following Lemma 7.

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 L1:T be
the stochastic sequence of loss functions defined in Algo-
rithm 2. When K ≥ 3I and T ≥ max{λKI2 , 6}, for any
deterministic player π, we have

Rλ(π, L1:T ) ≥
(λKI)

1
3T

2
3

60 log2 T
.

To prove Lemma 7, we need to analyze the expected regret
under an arbitrary deterministic policy π : [0, 1]I×T → AT

when the loss sequence is L1:T . Note that under L1:T , a
deterministic policy π yields an action sequence A1:T ∈ AT

so that At is a function of the player’s past observations Z1:t−1

with Zt = At◦Lt. Similar to §III-A, we first analyze the regret
under the loss sequence L̃1:T defined in Algorithm 2 that the
player would suffer on the deterministic policy π ◦ clip. The
policy π ◦ clip yields the same action sequence A1:T with that
of L1:T under L̃1:T . Thus we only need to analyze the regret
under the loss sequence L̃1:T and the action sequence A1:T .
Let

Y0 =
1

2
, Yt = At ◦ L̃t. (19)

and Yt,j = L̃t,iAt,i. Define YS = {Yt}t∈S and let ∆(YS |YS′)
be the KL divergence between the distribution of YS condi-
tioned on YS′ under Q0 and QI as defined in (12), where Q0

and QI are defined as in (9) and (10) under the loss sequence
L̃1:T in Algorithm 2.

In the following lemma, we derive a relation between
∆(Y0:T ) and MI , where MI is the total number of switches
the player performs to or from base arms in I during the
whole time horizon and defined as (13) in §III-A. Based on the
inequality in the following Lemma 8, we can prove Lemma 7
by the similar verification with [5] and the whole proof is
detailed in Appendix B.

Lemma 8. Under the loss sequence L̃1:T , which is defined
in (17) of Algorithm 2 with χ = I ∈ A, it holds that
∆(Y0:T ) ≤ ϵ2

2σ2w(ρ)EQ0
[MI ].

Proof: Using the chain rule,

∆(Y0:T ) ≜ ∆(Y0:T |∅) =
T∑

t=1

∆(Yt|YS(t)),

where S(t) is defined as in (5). Since Yt,j are independent for
different j ∈ [K] given YS(t),

∆(Yt|YS(t)) =
∑

i:At,i=1

∆(Yt,i|YS(t)).
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W i
0 W i

1 W i
2 W i

3 W i
4 W i

5 W i
6 W i

7
t

ξi4
ξi6 ξi7

ξi1

ξi2 ξi3 ξi5

Fig. 2: An illustration of the definition of W i
t for i ∈ [K].

The value of W i
t is obtained by summing the i.i.d. Gaussian

variables ξit′ ’s on the edges along the path from W i
0, i.e.

summing over all t′ ∈ S(t) ∪ {t} \ {0}. For example, W i
7 =

ξi4 + ξi6 + ξi7.

Let Ii denote the i-th component of I. In the following, we
analyze the value of ∆(Yt,i|YS(t)) for t ∈ [T ] and i ∈ [K]
such that At,i = 1.

1) When Ii = 0, the distributions of Yt,i conditioned on
YS(t) are the same under both Q0 and QI . Specifically,
when i is not the optimal arm, the probability distri-
butions of Yt,i = L̃t,i conditioned on YS(t) under Q0

and QI are the same since the definitions of L̃t,i in
Algorithm 2 are the same under Q0 and QI when i /∈ I.
Thus ∆(Yt,i|YS(t)) = 0.

2) When Ii = 1 and At′,i = 0 for all t′ ∈ S(t), the distri-
butions of Yt,i conditioned on YS(t) are N

(
1
2 , |S(t)|σ

2
)

under Q0 and N
(
1
2 − ϵ, |S(t)|σ2

)
under QI . Then

∆(Yt,i|YS(t)) = dKL

(
N(0, |S(t)|σ2)

∥∥N(ϵ, |S(t)|σ2)
)
.

For example, suppose t = 7 and A4,i = A6,i = 0,
then we have W i

7 = 1
2 + ξi4 + ξi6 + ξi7 under Q0 and

W i
7 = 1

2−ϵ+ξi4+ξi6+ξi7 underQI (see the illustration in
Figure 2). Thus W i

7 ∼ N( 12 , 3σ
2) under Q0 and W i

7 ∼
N( 12 − ϵ, 3σ2) under QI .

3) When At′,i = 1 for some t′ ∈ S(t) and Ar,i = 0 for r ∈
S(t) with r > t′, the distributions of Yt,i conditioned on
YS(t) are both N(Yt′,i, cσ

2) under Q0 and QI , where
c =

∣∣S(t) ∪ {t} \ {0, . . . , t′}∣∣. Then ∆(Yt,i|YS(t)) = 0.
For example, suppose t = 7, A4i = 1 and A6i = 0,
then we have W i

7 = Y4i + ξi6 + ξi7 (see the illustration
in Figure 2) and thus W i

7 ∼ N(Y4i, 2σ
2) when Y4i has

been observed.

Therefore, by setting

N∗
t =

∣∣{j ∈ [K] : At,j = Ij = 1, At′,j = 0, ∀ t′ ∈ S(t)}
∣∣,

we have

∆(Yt|YS(t))

=

I∑
i=1

Q0(N
∗
t = i)idKL

(
N(0, |S(t)|σ2)

∥∥N(ϵ, |S(t)|σ2)
)

=

I∑
i=1

Q0(N
∗
t = i)

iϵ2

2|S(t)|σ2
.

We observe that {N∗
t = i} is the event that the player switched

t = 0 t

B1 B2 B3 B4

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 i arms to actions in I between rounds ρ(t) and t. Then

∆(Y0:T ) =
ϵ2

2σ2

T∑
t=1

1

|S(t)|

I∑
i=1

Q0(N
∗
t = i)i

≤ ϵ2

2σ2

T∑
t=1

EQ0
[N∗

t ]

≤ ϵ2

2σ2

T∑
t=1

EQ0 [N
′
t ] (20)

≤ ϵ2

2σ2
w(ρ)EQ0

[MI ],

where N ′
t ≜ ⟨Ãρ(t) ⊕ Ãt, I⟩ is the total number of switches

the player performs to or from base arms in I between rounds
ρ(t) and t, and the last inequality holds due to (16).

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∗

t ≤ N ′
t used in (20), where

N∗
t =

∣∣{j ∈ [K] : At,j = Ij = 1, At′,j = 0, ∀ t′ ∈ S(t)}
∣∣,

and N ′
t ≜ ⟨Aρ(t) ⊕ At, I⟩. It is clear that for many cases

of Aρ(t) and At, 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.
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Algorithm 3: BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration
Input : John’s exploration distribution µ over A;

batch lengths B1, . . . , BN s.t.
∑N

i=1 Bn = T ;
mixing coeff. γ∈(0, 1) and learning rate η;
q1 =( 1

|A| , . . . ,
1

|A| ) ∈ R|A|.
for 1 ≤ n ≤ N do

(a) Let pn = (1 − γ)qn + γµ, and select a combi-
natorial arm A(n) with respect to pn. Pull the
selected combinatorial arm for Bn times, which
then incurs a loss X(n) =

〈
A(n), l(n)

〉
, where

l(n) =
∑

b∈[Bn]
l(n, b) and l(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 l(n) by l̃(n) =
X(n)Σ+

n−1A(n), with Σn−1 = EA∼pn [AAT ]
where Σ+

n−1 is the pseudo-inverse of Σn−1.
(c) Update the exponential weights. That is, for all

A ∈ A,

qn+1(A) =
qn(A) exp

(
− η⟨A, l̃(n)⟩

)∑
A′∈A qn(A′) exp

(
− η⟨A′, l̃(n)⟩

) .
end

Theorem 9. Let π be the policy of BATCHED-EXP2 with
John’s exploration distribution. The time horizon T is di-
vided into N batches with lengths satisfying Bn = B =⌈
λ

2
3K− 1

3T
1
3 I−

1
3

⌉
for 1 ≤ n ≤

⌊
T
B

⌋
and BN = T−(N−1)B

with N =
⌊
T
B

⌋
+ 1. Let γ = ηBIK and η =

√
ln (KI )

3NK(BI)2 .
Then for any adversary l1:T ∈ L, the λ-switching regret
satisfies

Rλ(π, l1:T ) = O
(
(λK)

1
3T

2
3 I

4
3

)
.

Proof of Theorem 9: By definition, we have l(n) =∑Bn

b=1 l(n−1)B+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 γ = ηBIK and η =
√

ln |A|
3NK(BI)2 ,

the pseudo-regret satisfies

R(π, l1:T ) ≤ 2BI
√
3NK ln |A|

≤ 4λ
2
3K− 1

3T
1
3 I−

1
3 I

√
6λ− 2

3K
1
3T

2
3 I

1
3KI ln

eK

I

= 4

√
6 ln

eK

I
λ

1
3K

1
3T

2
3 I

4
3 .

Thus

Rλ(π, l1:T ) ≤ RT (π, l1:T ) + λIN

≤ 4

√
6 ln

eK

I
λ

1
3K

1
3T

2
3 I

4
3 + 2λ

1
3K

1
3T

2
3 I

4
3

=
(
4

√
6 ln

eK

I
+ 2
)
λ

1
3K

1
3T

2
3 I

4
3 .

Algorithm 4: BATCHED-BROAD

Define: Fn(a) =
1
ηn

∑K
i=1 ln

1
ai
.

Input : η1 = η;
batch lengths B1, . . . , BN s.t.

∑N
i=1 Bn = T ;

n = 1, N0 = 0.
for β = 0, 1, . . . do

a′n = argmina∈Co(A) F1(a).
while n ≤ N do

1) an = argmina∈Co(A){DFn
(a, a′n)}, where

DFn is defined as in (21).
2) Sample A(n) such that E[A(n)] = an and

then pull it for Bn times. Observe A(n) ◦
l(n, b) for b ∈ [Bn] and incur a loss

X(n) = ⟨A(n), l(n)⟩,

where l(n) =
∑

b∈[Bn]
l(n, b) with l(n, b)

being the loss vector at b-th time of pulling
A(n) in this batch.

3) Compute the estimator l̂(n) with(
l̂(n)

)
i
=

(
A(n)

)
i

(
l(n)

)
i

(an)i
,

for i ∈ [K], where we use (v)i to denote the
ith component in v.

4) Update

a′n+1 = argmin
a∈co(A)

⟨a, l̂(n)⟩+DFn
(a, a′n).

if
∑n

s=Nβ+1∥A(n) ◦ l(n)∥22 ≥ K lnT
3η2 then

ηn+1 ← ηn/2, Nβ+1 ← n, n← n+ 1;
break;

end
ηn+1 ← ηn. n← n+ 1.

end
end

B. Algorithm for Semi-Bandit Feedback

We propose the BATCHED-BROAD algorithm as stated
in Algorithm 4, based on the BROAD algorithm in [10],
which is an Online Mirror Descent algorithm with log-barrier
regularizer. For a regularizer F : RK → R, define

DF (p, q) ≜ F (p)− F (q)− ⟨∇F (q), p− q⟩. (21)

In the following theorem, we first prove BATCHED-BROAD
can achieve a λ-switching regret as shown in Theorem 4.

Theorem 10. Let π be the policy of BATCHED-BROAD. The
time horizon T is divided into N batches with lengths satis-
fying Bn = B =

⌊
(TI)

1
3λ

2
3K− 1

3 + 1
⌋

, for n = 1, . . . , N − 1

and BN = T −
∑N−1

n=1 Bn with N =
⌊
T
B

⌋
+ 1. Let

η = min{ 1
18IB2 ,

1
81}. Then for any adversary l1:T ∈ L, when

T ≥ K
Iλ2 the λ-switching regret satisfies

Rλ(π, l1:T ) = Õ
(
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3 +KI

)
.
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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 10.

Lemma 11. Consider a general combinatorial multi-armed
bandit problem with semi-bandit feedback where lt ∈ [0, bt]

K

and A = {A ∈ {0, 1}K : ∥A∥1 = I}. Let the agent’s policy
π be obtained by Algorithm 4 with batch lengths Bn = 1 for
all n ≤ N . If for all t ≤ T , ηt ≤ min{ 1

18Ib2t
, 1
81}, then the

pseudo-regret satisfies

R(π, l1:T ) = O

(√√√√(KI lnT )

T∑
t=1

b2t +KI lnT

)
Proof: For the combinatorial arm At pulled at time t and

the loss vector lt ∈ [0, bt]
K at time t, we have

∥At ◦ lt∥22 =
∑

i:At,i=1

l2t,i ≤ Ib2t .

Then we have ηt∥At ◦ lt∥22 ≤ 1
18 and thus by [10, Theorem

8], we have

R(π, l1:T ) = O

(
E

[√√√√(K lnT )

T∑
t=1

∥At ◦ lt∥22 +KI lnT

])
,

where the expectation is taken over the randomized choice of
At. Since ∥At ◦ lt∥22 ≤ Ib2t , the proof is completed.

Proof of Theorem 10: In n-th batch, the accumulated
loss vector l(n) ∈ [0, Bn]

K . By Lemma 11, when T ≥ K
Iλ2

the pseudo-regret satisfies

R(π, l1:T ) = O

(√√√√(KI lnT )

N∑
n=1

B2
n +KI lnT

)

≤ O

(√
(2KI lnT )T (TI)

1
3λ

2
3K− 1

3 +KI lnT

)
= O

(√
2 lnT (λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3 +KI lnT

)
.

Since N ≤ T

(TI)
1
3 λ

2
3 K− 1

3
+ 1, the λ-switching regret satisfies

Rλ(π, l1:T ) ≤ R(π, l1:T ) + λIN

= O(
√
lnT (λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3 +KI lnT ).

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) =

∑K
i=1−

√
ai + γ(1 −

ai) log(1− ai) and the unnormalized negentropy potential [1]
F (a) =

∑K
i=1

(
ai ln ai − ai

)
. 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 1 and 2 in §III 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 [15]. Specifically, the time
horizon of length T is split into phases:

1, 2, . . . , t1︸ ︷︷ ︸
T1

, t1 + 1, . . . , t2︸ ︷︷ ︸
T2

, . . . , tn−1, . . . , T︸ ︷︷ ︸
Tn

,

where the length of phase i is Ti = ⌊1.6i⌋. The loss for
each arm i at time t is set to be an independent Bernoulli
distribution with mean

µti =

{
1− α̌λ if i ≤ I

1 else

if t belongs to an odd phase and

µti =

{
0 if i ≤ I

α̌λ else

otherwise. In the above setting, λ is the switching cost. We
denote the SC adversary with parameter α̌ by SC(α̌) adversary.
Note that the mean of the optimal arm oscillates between being
close to 1 and close to 0 to create a challenging environment
for our bandit algorithms.

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
to be B =

⌈
3λ

2
3K− 1

3 (TI)
1
3

⌉
.

First, we use the lower-bound trace CIN adversary that
we designed in Algorithm 1 with σ = 10

9 log2 T and ϵ =

10(λK)
1
3 (IT )−

1
3

9 log2 T . From Figure 4a, we observe that the λ-
switching regret of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration
is much smaller than that of BATCHED-EXP3 when K = 10,
I = 3, λ = 1. From Figure 4b, we observe that the λ-
switching regret of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration
is much smaller than that of BATCHED-EXP3 for a smaller
value of λ = 0.1, showing that even when the switching cost is
small, our algorithm outperforms the benchmark significantly.
In Figure 4e, we compare the λ-switching regret for different
values of I when K = 20, T = 10000 and λ = 1. It
is observed that the regret grows as I0.304; the dependence
appears to be loose with respect to the upper bound of I

4
3 in

Theorem 9 and suggests that the BATCHED-EXP2 algorithm
works well under the CIN loss sequence. Also, we observe that
I0.304 is also loose in terms of lower bound I

2
3 in Theorem 1,

which can be explained by the following statement. Under
the CIN loss sequence L1:T and the policy πExp2 of the
BATCHED-EXP2 algorithm, we delineate two reasons that
explain why the λ-switching regret Rλ(π

Exp2, L1:T ) is not
lower bounded by Ω(I

2
3 ).



10

(a) K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 1 under bandit
feedback using the CIN loss sequence.

(b) K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 0.1 under bandit
feedback using the CIN loss sequence.

(c) K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 1 under bandit
feedback using the SC(0.01) adversary.

(d) K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 0.1 under bandit
feedback using the SC(0.01) adversary.

(e) K = 20, T = 10000 and λ = 1 under
bandit feedback using the CIN loss sequence.

(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 V1:T

(Vt ∈ [0, 1]K is a random vector). Given the combina-
torial arm size K, the switching cost λ and the time
horizon T , we have

inf
π∈Π

sup
V1:T∈V

Rλ(π, V1:T )

≥ inf
π∈Π

sup
l1:T∈L

Rλ(π, l1:T ) ≥ Ω(I
2
3 ),

where the last inequality holds due to Theorem 1.
It is not comparable between Rλ(π

Exp2, L1:T ) and
infπ∈Π supV1:T∈V Rλ(π, V1:T ). Thus Rλ(π

Exp2, L1:T )

may not be Ω(I
2
3 ).

2) Given the combinatorial arm size K, the switching
cost λ and the time horizon T , by Lemma 5, for any
deterministic player π, we have

Rλ(π, L1:T ) ≥ Ω(I
2
3 ),

under the CIN loss sequence L1:T . Since the policy
πExp2 of the BATCHED-EXP2 algorithm is stochastic,
Rλ(π

Exp2, L1:T ) may not be Ω(I
2
3 ).

In Figure 4f, we compare the λ-switching regret for different
values of λ when K = 30, T = 10000, and I = 3. It
is observed that the regret grows as λ0.379. Note that our
theoretical results in Theorems 1 and 9 say that the expected
λ-switching regret scales as Θ(λ1/3) when T , K and I are
fixed. Even though the empirical observation of the regret
scaling as λ0.379 cannot be directly compared to the theoretical
result of λ1/3 because, among other reasons, the loss sequence
constructed here is, in fact, stochastically constrained, the fact

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

The second trace we used is the SC(0.01) adversary. From
Figure 4c and Figure 4d, we observe that the λ-switching
regrets of BATCHED-EXP2 with John’s exploration are both
smaller than those of BATCHED-EXP3 when K = 10, I = 3
and λ = 1, and K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 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 designed in Algorithm 2

with σ = 10
9 log2 T and ϵ = 10(λk)

1
3 I− 2

3 T− 1
3

9 log2 T and the SC(0.005)
adversary. The batch length of the algorithms is fixed to be
B =

⌈
3λ

2
3K− 1

3T
1
3 I

2
3

⌉
.

Under the CDN adversary, we have the following results.
From Figure 5a, we observe that the λ-switching regret of
BATCHED-BROAD is much smaller than that of BATCHED-
HYBRID and BATCHED-NEGENTROPY when K = 10,
I = 3, λ = 1. From Figure 5b, we observe that the λ-
switching regret of BATCHED-BROAD is much smaller than
that of BATCHED-HYBRID and BATCHED-NEGENTROPY
for a smaller value λ = 0.1, showing that even when
the switching cost is small, our algorithm outperforms the
benchmark significantly. In Figure 5e, we compare the λ-
switching regret for different values of I when K = 40,
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(a) K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 1 under
semi-bandit feedback using the CDN loss
sequence.

(b) K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 0.1 under
semi-bandit feedback using the CDN loss
sequence.

(c) K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 1 under
semi-bandit feedback using the SC(0.005)
adversary.

(d) K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 0.1 under
semi-bandit feedback using the SC(0.005)
adversary.

(e) K = 40, T = 10000 and λ = 1
under semi-bandit feedback using the CDN
loss sequence.

(f) K = 30, T = 10000 and I = 3 under
semi-bandit feedback using the CDN loss
sequence.

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

T = 10000 and λ = 1. It is observed that the regret grows
as I0.163; the dependence appears to be loose with respect to
the upper bound of I

2
3 in Theorem 10 and suggests that the

BATCHED-BROAD algorithm works well under the CDN loss
sequence. Also, we observe that I0.163 is also loose in terms of
lower bound I

1
3 in Theorem 2, which is possible by a similar

reasoning as that for bandit feedback in §V-A. In Figure 5f,
we compare the λ-switching regret for different values of λ
when K = 30, T = 10000, and I = 3. It is observed that the
regret grows as λ0.356, which is again close to λ1/3 as given
by our theoretical result in Theorems 2 and 10.

Under the SC(0.005) adversary, from Figure 5c and Fig-
ure 5d, we observe that the λ-switching regrets of BATCHED-
BROAD are both smaller than that of BATCHED-HYBRID
and BATCHED-NEGENTROPY when K = 10, I = 3 and
λ = 1, and K = 10, I = 3 and λ = 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 λ 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 5

Given the constructed stochastic loss sequence L1:T defined
in Algorithm 1, we now want to analyze the player’s expected
regret under an arbitrary deterministic policy π which yields
an action sequence A1:T ∈ AT so that At is a function of the
player’s past observations X1:t−1 with Xt = ⟨At, Lt⟩. First
we define

R ≜
T∑

t=1

⟨At, Lt⟩+ λ

T∑
t=1

d(At, At−1)− min
A∈A

T∑
t=1

⟨A,Lt⟩.

(22)

We also define the regret with respect to the unclipped
stochastic loss functions L̃1:T defined in Algorithm 1 under the
same deterministic policy π which yields an action sequence
Ã1:T ∈ AT so that Ãt is a function of the player’s past
observations Y1:t−1 with Yt = ⟨Ãt, L̃t⟩. Let

R̃ ≜
T∑

t=1

⟨Ãt, L̃t⟩+ λ

T∑
t=1

d(Ãt, Ãt−1)− min
A∈A

T∑
t=1

⟨A, L̃t⟩.

Then E[R] = Rλ(π, L1:T ) where the expectation in E[R]
is taken over the adversary’s randomized choice of the loss
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sequences L1:T , and Rλ(π, L1:T ) is defined in (1). The next
lemma shows that in expectation, the regret E[R] can be lower
bounded in terms of E[R̃] (the expectation in E[R̃] is taken
over the adversary’s randomized choice of the loss sequences
L̃1:T ).

Lemma 12. Assume that T ≥ max{λKI , 6}. Then E[R] ≥
E[R̃]− ϵTI

4 .

Proof: We consider the event B = {∀ t : Lt = L̃t}, and
first show that P (B) ≥ 1 − ϵ

4(λ+ϵ) . For δ = ϵ
4(λ+ϵ) , by [5,

Lemma 1] we have that with probability at least 1− δ,

|Wt| ≤ σ

√
2d(ρ) ln

T

δ
≤ 2σ

√
log2 T log2

4T (λ+ ϵ)

ϵ
,

for all t ∈ [T ], where the last inequality holds due to
d(ρ) ≤ log2 T + 1 by [5, Lemma 2]. Thus, setting σ =

1

6

√
log2 T log2

4T (λ+ϵ)
ϵ

, we obtain that

P
(
∀ t ∈ [T ],

1

2
+Wt ∈

[1
6
,
5

6

])
≥ 1− δ.

For T ≥ max(λKI , 6), we have ϵ < 1
6 and thus L̃t(x) ∈ [0, 1]

for all x ∈ [K] whenever 1/2+Wt ∈ [ 16 ,
5
6 ]. This implies that

P (B) ≥ 1− δ.

If B occurs then R = R̃; otherwise, R̃ − R ≤ (λ + ϵ)TI
since R, R̃ ∈ [0, (λ+ ϵ)TI]. Therefore,

E[R̃]− E[R] = E[R̃−R|¬B] · P (¬B) ≤ ϵTI

4
.

Let Q0 and QI follow previous definition in (9) and (10),
F̃ be the σ-algebra generated by X1:T defined in (8) and
dF̃TV(Q0,QI) follow the definition in (11). M̃I and M̃ are
defined in (13) and (14), respectively. Then we have the
following lemma that bounds total variation from above.

Remark 1. Note that Ãt is a deterministic function of its past
observations Y1:t−1; thus the σ-algebra generated by Ã1:T is
a subset of F̃ .

Lemma 13. It holds that

1(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI) ≤
ϵ

σ
√
2K

√
(log2 T + 1)EQ0 [M̃ ].

Proof: By [5, Lemma 2], the width w(ρ) ≤ log2 T + 1.
Then by Lemma 6, we have

dF̃TV(Q0,QI) ≤
ϵ

2σ
√
I

√
(log2 T + 1)EQ0 [M̃I ].

Then using the concavity of the squared root function and by∑
I∈A M̃I = 2

(
K−1
I−1

)
M̃ , it holds that

1(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI)

≤ ϵ

2σ
√
I

√
log2 T + 1

∑
I∈A

1(
K
I

)√EQ0 [M̃I ]

≤ ϵ

2σ
√
I

√
log2 T + 1

√√√√EQ0

[
1(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

M̃I

]

=
ϵ√
2σ

√
(log2 T + 1)EQ0

[M̃ ]

K
.

Lemma 14. It holds that

E[R̃] ≥ ϵTI
(
1− I

K

)
− ϵTI(

K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI) + λE[M̃ ].

Proof: For any i ∈ [K], let Ti denote the number of
rounds the player picks arm i in the action sequence Ã1:T . So
we can write R̃ = ϵ

(
TI −

∑
i∈[K] χiTi

)
+ λM̃ , where we

use χi to denote the i-th component of χ. Also, we use Ii to
denote the i-th component of I ∈ A in the following. Since
χ ∈ A is selected uniformly at random in Algorithm 1, we
have

E[R̃] =
1(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

E
[
ϵ
(
TI −

∑
i∈[K]

IiTi

)
+ λM̃

∣∣∣χ = I
]

= ϵTI − ϵ(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

∑
i∈[K]

Ii EQI

[
Ti

]
+ λE[M̃ ].

For all i ∈ [K] and t ∈ [T ], the event {Ãt,i = 1} belongs to
the σ-field F̃ by Remark 1 (Ãx,i is used to denote the i-th
component of Ãx), so we have

QI(Ãt,i = 1)−Q0(Ãt,i = 1) ≤ dF̃TV(Q0,QI).

Summing over t ∈ [T ] yields

EQI

[
Ti

]
− EQ0

[
Ti

]
≤ TdF̃TV(Q0,QI).

Summing over i ∈ [K] such that Ii = 1 yields∑
i∈[K]

Ii
(
EQI

[
Ti

]
− EQ0

[
Ti

])
≤ TIdF̃TV(Q0,QI).

Summing over I ∈ A yields∑
I∈A

∑
i∈[K]

Ii
(
EQI

[
Ti

]
− EQ0

[
Ti

])
≤ TI

∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI).

Thus ∑
I∈A

∑
i∈[K]

Ii EQI

[
Ti

]
≤
∑
I∈A

∑
i∈[K]

Ii EQ0

[
Ti

]
+ TI

∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI)

=

(
K − 1

I − 1

)
TI + TI

∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI).
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Therefore,

E[R̃] ≥ ϵTI − ϵ(
K
I

)((K − 1

I − 1

)
TI + TI

∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI)
)

+ λE[M̃ ]

= ϵTI
(
1− I

K

)
− ϵTI(

K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI) + λE[M̃ ].

Proof of Lemma 5: We first prove Lemma 5 for deter-
ministic policies that make no more than S0 = ϵTI

λ switches.
For algorithms with this property, we have

Q0(M̃ > ϵTI) = QI(M̃ > ϵTI) = 0.

As the event {M̃ ≥ m} is in F̃ by Remark 1, then

EQ0 [M̃ ]− EQI [M̃ ] =

S0∑
m=1

(
Q0(M̃ ≥ m)−QI(M̃ ≥ m)

)
≤ ϵTI

λ
dF̃TV(Q0,QI).

Then

EQ0
[M̃ ]− E[M̃ ] =

1(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

(
EQ0

[M̃ ]− EQI [M̃ ]
)

≤ ϵTI

λ
(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dF̃TV(Q0,QI). (23)

Combining (23) with Lemma 12 and Lemma 14, we obtain

E[R] ≥ ϵTI
(
1− I

K
− 1

4

)
− 2ϵTI(

K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI)

+ λEQ0 [M̃ ].

By Lemma 13, and log2 T + 1 ≤ 2 log2 T , we have

1(
K
I

) ∑
I⊂[K]

dF̃TV(Q0,QI) ≤
ϵ

σ
√
K

√
(log2 T )EQ0

[M̃ ].

Using the notation m =
√
EQ0

[M̃ ] and when K ≥ 3I ,

E[R] ≥ 5

12
ϵTI − 2ϵ2TI

σ
√
K

√
log2 Tm+ λm2,

where the right hand side is minimized when m =
ϵ2TI
√

log2 T

λσ
√
K

. Thus the right-hand side is lower bounded

by 5ϵTI
12 − ϵ4T 2I2 log2 T

λσ2K . Using our choice of σ =

1

6

√
log2 T log2

4T (λ+ϵ)
ϵ

and ϵ = (λK)
1
3 (IT )−

1
3

9 log2 T , we derive

E[R] ≥ 5(λK)
1
3 (TI)

2
3

108 log2 T
−

4(λK)
1
3 (TI)

2
3 log2(

4T (λ+ϵ)
ϵ )

93(log2 T )
2

.

(24)

If λ < ϵ, the right hand side of (24) is lower bounded by
(λK)

1
3 (TI)

2
3

30 log2 T under the assumption that T ≥ 8. Otherwise, if
ϵ ≤ λ ≤ T , we have

ϵ =
(λK)

1
3 (IT )−

1
3

9 log2 T
≥ (3λ)1/3

9(log2 T )T
1/3
≥ (λ)1/3

7T 4/3
, (25)

where the first inequality is due to K ≥ 3I . Combining λ ≥ ϵ
and (25), we get λ ≥ T−2

20 and then ϵ ≥ 2T−2

39 . Thus when
ϵ ≤ λ ≤ T and T ≥ 8, the right hand side of (24) is lower

bounded by (λK)
1
3 (TI)

2
3

130 log2 T . Therefore, for any K ≥ 3I and T ≥
max{λKI , 8}, it holds that

E[R] ≥ (λK)
1
3 (TI)

2
3

130 log2 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 S0 switches by halting the algorithm once it makes S0

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 ≤ S0 and when M > S0,

R∗ ≤ R+ ϵTI ≤ 2R,

since R ≥ λS0. 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 L1:T defined
in Algorithm 2, we now want to analyze the player’s expected
regret under an arbitrary deterministic policy π which yields
an action sequence A1:T ∈ AT so that At is a function of the
player’s past observations Z1:t−1 with Zt = At◦Lt. 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 L1:T given in Algorithm 2. Let Q0 and QI follow
previous definition in (9) and (10). Let F be the σ-algebra
generated by the observations Z1:T , where Zt = Lt ◦At. The
total variation dFTV is defined as in (11) with respect to the
σ-algebra F . For Y0:T defined in (19) of §III-B and the action
sequence A1:T , we define

R′ ≜
T∑

t=1

⟨At, L̃t⟩+ λ

T∑
t=1

d(At, Ãt−1)− min
A∈A

T∑
t=1

⟨A, L̃t⟩.

Remark 2. Note that At is a deterministic function of its past
observations Z1:t−1, thus the σ-algebra generated by A1:T is
a subset of F .

Lemma 15. It holds that

1(
K
I

) ∑
I⊂[K]

dFTV(Q0,QI) ≤
ϵ

σ
√
2K

√
I(log2 T + 1)EQ0

[M ].

Proof: By Lemma 8, Pinsker’s inequality [13, Lemma
11.6.1] and w(ρ) ≤ log2 T + 1, we have

dF
′

TV(Q0,QI) ≤
ϵ

2σ

√
(log2 T + 1)EQ0

[MI ],

where F ′ is the σ-algebra generated by Y0:T (defined in (19)
of §III-B). Since Z1:T is a function of Y0:T , we have F ⊂ F ′

which implies dFTV(Q0,QI) ≤ ϵ
2σ

√
(log2 T + 1)EQ0

[MI ].
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Then using the concavity of the squared root function and by∑
I⊂[K] MI = 2

(
K−1
I−1

)
M , it holds that

1(
K
I

) ∑
I⊂[K]

dFTV(Q0,QI)

≤ ϵ

2σ

√
log2 T + 1

∑
I⊂[K]

1(
K
I

)√EQ0
[MI ]

≤ ϵ

2σ

√
log2 T + 1

√√√√EQ0

[
1(
K
I

) ∑
I⊂[K]

MI

]

=
ϵ

σ
√
2K

√
I(log2 T + 1)EQ0

[M ].

Lemma 16. Assume that T ≥ max{λKI2 , I
6}. Then E[R] ≥

E[R′]− ϵTI
6 .

Proof: We consider the event B = {∀ t : Lt = L̃t}, and
first show that P (B) ≥ 5/6. For δ = I

T ≤
1
6 , by [5, Lemma

1] we have that with probability at least 5
6 , for all t ∈ [T ] and

i ∈ [K],

|W i
t | ≤ σ

√
2d(ρ) log2

TI

δ
≤ 3σ log2 T,

where the last inequality is due to d(ρ) ≤ log2 T + 1 by [5,
Lemma 2]. Thus, setting σ = 1

9 log T we obtain that

P
(
∀ t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [K],

1

2
+W i

t ∈ [
1

6
,
5

6
]
)
≥ 5

6
.

For T ≥ max(λKI2 , 6), we have ϵ < 1
6 and thus L̃t(x) ∈ [0, 1]

for all x ∈ [K] whenever 1
2 +Wt ∈ [ 16 ,

5
6 ]. This implies that

P (B) ≥ 5
6 .

If B occurs, R = R′; otherwise, λM ≤ R ≤ R′ ≤ λM +
ϵTI , so that R′ −R ≤ ϵTI . Therefore,

E[R′]− E[R] = E[R′ −R|¬B] · P (¬B) ≤ ϵTI

6
.

Lemma 17. It holds that

E[R′] ≥ ϵTI
(
1− I

K

)
− ϵTI(

K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI) + λE[M ]

Proof: For any i ∈ [K], let Ti denote the number of times
the player picks arm i when the time horizon is T . So we can
write R′ = ϵ

(
TI −

∑
i∈[K] χiTi

)
+ λM , where χi is the i-

th component of χ. We also use Ii is the i-th component of
I ∈ A. Thus

E[R′] =
1(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

E
[
ϵ
(
TI −

∑
i∈[K]

IiTi

)
+ λM

∣∣∣χ = I
]

= ϵTI − ϵ(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

∑
i∈[K]

Ii EQI

[
Ti

]
+ λE[M ].

For all i ∈ [K] and t ∈ [T ], the event {At,i = 1} belongs to
the σ-field F by Remark 2, so

QI(At,i = 1)−Q0(At,i = 1) ≤ dFTV(Q0,QI).

Summing over t ∈ [T ] yields

EQI

[
Ti

]
− EQ0

[
Ti

]
≤ TdFTV(Q0,QI).

Summing over i ∈ [K] such that Ii = 1 yields∑
i∈[K]

Ii
(
EQI

[
Ti

]
− EQ0

[
Ti

])
≤ TIdFTV(Q0,QI).

Summing over I ∈ A yields∑
I∈A

∑
i∈[K]

Ii
(
EQI

[
Ti

]
− EQ0

[
Ti

])
≤ TI

∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI).

Thus ∑
I∈A

∑
i∈[K]

Ii EQI

[
Ti

]
≤
∑
I∈A

∑
i∈[K]

Ii EQ0

[
Ti

]
+ TI

∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI)

=

(
K − 1

I − 1

)
TI + TI

∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI)

Therefore,

E[R′] ≥ ϵTI − ϵ(
K
I

) ((K − 1

I − 1

)
TI + TI

∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI)

)
+ λE[M ]

= ϵTI
(
1− I

K

)
− ϵTI(

K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI) + λE[M ]

Proof of Lemma 7: We first prove the theorem for
deterministic players that make no more than S0 = ϵTI/λ
switches. For algorithms with this property, we have

Q0

(
M >

ϵTI

λ

)
= QI

(
M >

ϵTI

λ

)
= 0.

By Remark 2, the event {M ≥ m} ∈ F which implies

EQ0
[M ]− EQI [M ] =

ϵTI/λ∑
m=1

(
Q0(M ≥ m)−QI(M ≥ m)

)
≤ ϵTI

λ
dFTV(Q0,QI).

Then

EQ0 [M ]− E[M ] =
1(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

(
EQ0 [M ]− EQI [M ]

)
≤ ϵTI

λ
(
K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI)

Combining this with Lemma 16 and Lemma 17, we obtain

E[R] ≥ ϵ
(
1− I

K
− 1

6

)
− 2ϵTI(

K
I

) ∑
I∈A

dFTV(Q0,QI)

+ λEQ0 [M ].

By Corollary 15, and log2 T + 1 ≤ 2 log2 T ,

1(
K
I

) ∑
I⊂[K]

dFTV(Q0,QI) ≤
ϵ

σ
√
K

√
I(log2 T )EQ0

[M ].
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Using the notation m =
√
EQ0

[M ] and when K ≥ 3I ,

E[R] ≥ ϵTI

2
− 2ϵ2TI3/2

σ
√
K

√
log2 Tm+ λm2,

where the right hand side is minimized when m =
ϵ2TI3/2

√
log2 T

λσ
√
K

. Thus the right hand side is lower bounded

by ϵTI
2 −

ϵ4T 2I3 log2 T
λσ2K . Using our choice of σ = 1

9 log2 T and

ϵ = (λK)
1
3 I− 2

3 T− 1
3

9 log2 T , gives

E[R] ≥ (λKI)
1
3T

2
3

30 log2 T
. (27)

For any general algorithm that has an arbitrary number of
switches, we can turn it to a new algorithm that makes at
most S0 switches by halting the algorithm once it makes S0

switches and repeating the last action in the remaining rounds.
The regret R∗ of the new algorithm equals R when M ≤ S0

and when M > S0,

R∗ ≤ R+ ϵTI ≤ 2R,

since R ≥ λS0. Thus E[R∗] ≤ 2E[R]. Since E[R∗] is
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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