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Abstract—We focus on the problem of best-arm identification
in a stochastic multi-arm bandit with temporally decreasing
variances for the arms’ rewards. We model arm rewards as
Gaussian random variables with fixed means and variances that
decrease with time. The cost incurred by the learner is modeled
as a weighted sum of the time needed by the learner to identify
the best arm, and the number of samples of arms collected
by the learner before termination. Under this cost function,
there is an incentive for the learner to not sample arms in all
rounds, especially in the initial rounds. On the other hand, not
sampling increases the termination time of the learner, which
also increases cost. This trade-off necessitates new sampling
strategies. We propose two policies. The first policy has an
initial wait period with no sampling followed by continuous
sampling. The second policy samples periodically and uses a
weighted average of the rewards observed to identify the best
arm. We provide analytical guarantees on the performance
of both policies and supplement our theoretical results with
simulations which show that our polices outperform the state-of-
the-art policies for the classical best arm identification problem.

Index Terms—Multi-armed bandits, best arm identification

1. INTRODUCTION

Consider the setting where a large pool of reviewers is
given competing products K to use their feedback to identify
the best product. All reviewers start using the products at the
same time, and with each subsequent use, the accuracy of
each reviewer’s estimate of the product’s utility increases.
Thus, the reviewers’ feedback becomes more reliable over
time. The goal is to identify the product with the highest
utility as quickly as possible by querying as few reviewers
as possible.

Motivated by this, we study the task of best arm identifica-
tion in the multi-arm bandit setting where the rewards of arms
are nonstationary. Specifically, arm rewards are Gaussian
with time-invariant means, but their variance decreases over
time. The total cost incurred by the learner is modeled as the
sum of the number of rounds taken by the learner to identify
the best arm and the cumulative sampling cost incurred up
to that round, where the sampling cost incurred in a round
is proportional to the number of arms sampled in that round.
Our goal is to identify the best arm, defined as the arm with
the highest mean reward, while minimizing the cost incurred
by the system, subject to an upper bound on the probability
of identifying a wrong arm as the best arm. This is the widely
studied fixed confidence setting for the best arm identification
problem in multi-arm bandits [L]-[3].

A. Analytical Challenges and Contributions

In the classical version of best arm identification in multi-
arm bandits, the reward distributions of the arms are time-
invariant. The cost incurred by the learner is the number of
samples needed by the learner to identify the best arm [1]],
[2]]. In our problem, since the variance of the arms decreases
over time and the cost incurred by the learner increases with
the number of arms sampled, unlike the classical version of
the problem, there is an incentive to not sample arms in all
rounds, especially, in the initial rounds when the variance
in the rewards observed is high. However, since the cost
incurred is also an increasing function of the time needed to
identify the best arm, there is a trade-off between reducing
sampling cost and minimizing the number of rounds needed
to identify the best arm. This necessitates new sampling
strategies. The key contributions of this work are as follows:

(a) We propose a sampling policy for the setting where the
gap between the means of the best and the second best
arm is known and provide performance guarantees.

(b) We propose a policy for the setting in which no side
information is known about the means of the /K arms.
The key novelty in this policy is twofold: (i) periodic
sampling, i.e. arms are sampled periodically and the
period is an increasing function of the number of arms
and the cost of sampling per arm, (ii) the empirical
estimate of the reward of an arm is a weighted average
of the reward samples collected where the weights
increase with the round in which each sample has been
collected. The motivation behind this is that the samples
collected in subsequent rounds have lower variance and
therefore are more representative of the mean rewards
of the various arms. We provide performance guarantees
for the proposed policy.

(c) Through simulations, we show that our policies out-
perform the state-of-the-art policies for the classical
problem of best-arm identification in multiarm bandits.

B. Related Works

While our focus is on the identification of the best arm,
another widely studied problem in multiarm bandits is regret
minimization [4], [S)]. The regret minimization problem has
been studied for many variants of the multiarm bandits with
nonstationary rewards. The seminal work on nonstationary
bandits is the setting of restless bandits [6] in which the state
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of the arms and therefore their reward distribution change in a
Markovian manner. Multiple other variants of the problem of
regret minimization in multiarm bandits with non-stationary
rewards have been studied [7]-[12]. In [[7], the focus is on
the setting in which the reward distributions remain constant
over epochs and change at unknown time instants. In [8],
the authors consider the setting in which the arms’ rewards
are stochastic and independent over time, but the absolute
difference between the expected rewards of any arm at any
two consecutive rounds is bounded by a drift limit. The
authors propose a policy and provide an instance-dependent
regret upper bound for it. In [9], the authors consider a mul-
tiarm bandit with stochastic reward distributions that change
abruptly several times and achieve (nearly) optimal mini-max
regret bounds without knowing the number of changes. In
[LO], the focus is on a non-stationary multiarm bandit setting,
and the authors show the connection between the extent
of allowable reward “variation” and the minimal achievable
regret. In [[11], the focus is on abruptly changing and slowly
varying environments. The authors propose variants of the
UCB algorithm with sublinear regret for their setting. In [12],
the authors consider regret minimization where the reward
process follows an autoregressive model.

The best arm identification problem in non-stationary
environments has received relatively limited attention. For
a survey on best arm identification with fixed confidence,
see [2]. In [13], the authors study a generalization of the
stationary stochastic bandit problem in which the adversary
chooses before a sequence of distributions that govern the
award of an arm over time. The authors define an appropriate
notion of sample complexity for the setting where the best
arm changes over time, propose a variant of successive
elimination, and provide performance guarantees for it. In
[[14], the focus is on the best arm identification problem
in nonstationary environments motivated by the problem of
beam selection in mm-wave communication. To the best of
our knowledge, the problem we focus on in this work has
not been studied in the existing literature.

II. PROBLEM SETUP AND PRELIMINARIES

We consider a multi-armed bandit setting with /K arms,
where each arm generates rewards according to a Gaussian
distribution with an unknown mean and a known, time-
varying variance. In particular, we assume that the reward
of arm K in round t is distributed as N'(uy,0?/t). The
problem instance, denoted by v, is uniquely defined by the
K-dimensional vector v = [u1, fta, . .., K]

The best arm, i.e., arm k*, where

*

k™= arg max ji,
is assumed to be unique. Without loss of generality, we
assume that arms are indexed in decreasing order of their
means, i.e., yu; > p; for ¢ < j. It follows that k* = 1
We allow for multiple arms to be sampled in a round. Let
A; denote the set of arms sampled in round ¢ and let X

denote the set of corresponding rewards observed in round
t. Let A;.; denote the sequences of sets of arms sampled in
rounds 1 to ¢ and Xj.; denote the sequences of sets of the
corresponding rewards observed in rounds 1 to ¢. A policy
m = {m}$2, is a mapping from (A;.;, X1.t) to one of two
possible decisions: stop and declare the estimated best arm
or select A 1. Let 7 denote the (possibly random) stopping
time under the policy 7 and 7, denote the cumulative number
of arms sampled in rounds 1 to 7, under the policy 7. The
cost incurred by the policy m, denoted by C, is defined as:

Cﬂ' = Trx + CNr, (1)

where ¢ > 0 is the cost incurred to obtain one sample of one
arm. For a given § € (0, 1), II(9) is the class of policies for
which the estimated best arm is £* with probability at least
1 — 4. Our goal is to design a low-cost policy belonging to
I1(9).

Let o = maxi<kp<K,k£k* bk = H2. Then, the sub-
optimality gap, denoted by A is defined as:

A= e — o= i1 — pia. ()
Further, for k > 3, we define
Ay = p1 — pg. 3)

III. ALGORITHMS AND PERFORMANCE GUARANTEES

In this section, we present our algorithms and provide
guarantees on their performance. We consider two settings:
the first where the difference between the means of the best
and the second best arms is known and the second setting
where the learner has no side information about the means
of the K arms.

A. Known Sub-optimality Gap

We first focus on the setting where the sub-optimality gap
A is known. Our algorithm for this setting is designed on
the principle that if we are to collect a fixed number of
samples of each arm before we identify the best arm, the
optimal time to collect those samples would be the block of
rounds right before we output the estimated best arm. This
is a consequence of the fact that the variance of samples is
lower in the later rounds. Motivated by this, we propose an
algorithm called Wait Then Continuously Sample (WTCS)
which operates in two phases. In Phase 1, the algorithm waits,
i.e., it does not sample any arms. In Phase 2, the algorithm
samples all arms in each round. At the end of Phase 2, the
algorithm outputs the arm with the highest empirical mean
as the estimated best arm. It follows that the duration of the
two phases completely characterizes the algorithm.

Let A denote the difference between the means of the best
as second best arms as defined in (@) and let

20 K

The WTCS policy samples all arms in rounds ¢y + 1 to
tw + % and outputs the arm with the highest empirical



mean at the end of round ¢y + % as the estimated best
arm. Next, we characterize the performance of WTCS.

Theorem 1: For a given ¢ € (0,1), WTCS € II(§) with

60 K
CWTCS = K Kec- log (?)

B. No Side-information about Arm Means

The WTCS policy discussed above requires the knowledge
of the sub-optimality gap (A) and uses it to determine
how long to wait before sampling arms. While an initial
wait period with no sampling is the right approach for our
problem, without the knowledge of the optimality gap, it is
difficult to determine how long to wait. Waiting for too long
increases the time needed to output the estimated best arm
while not waiting enough leads to an increase in the sampling
cost as the early samples tend to be noisy.

We propose a new policy called Periodic Sampling with
Weighted Successive Elimination (PS-WSE). PS-WSE bal-
ances the trade-off between the sampling cost and the cost
incurred due to the time taken to identify the best arm by
sampling periodically at a frequency that decreases with the
sampling cost and the number of arms.

PS-WSE maintains a set of active arms and samples all
active arms periodically. The period of sampling, denoted by
A, is fixed to cK. In rounds in which the active arms are
sampled, i.e., for ¢ such that ¢ mod A = 0, we compute an
empirical estimate of the reward of each arm. This empirical
estimate is a weighted average of the rewards observed up to
that time with higher weights given to samples collected in
later rounds. This is motivated by the fact that the variance
of the arm reward decreases with time and therefore, samples
collected later are more representative of the mean rewards
as compared to earlier samples. Let X;; denote the reward
for arm j in round ¢. Then, the empirical mean of the reward
of arm j at the end of sampling round r = ¢/, denoted by

f;(r) is given by

T

7 2T
fuj(r) = g wr - Xj 72, Where, wy, = "

(r+1) ©)

T=1

Following this, we eliminate arms that have empirical reward
estimates below a carefully chosen time-varying threshold
from the active set. The last remaining arm in the active set
is declared as the best arm by the PS-WSE policy.

Refer to Algorithm [1] for a formal definition of PS-WSE.
We now characterize the performance of PS-WSE.
Theorem 2: For a given § € (0,1), PS-WSE € II(4), and

Algorithm 1 Periodic Sampling with Weighted Successive
Elimination (PS-WSE)

1: Input: ¢, K, o, §

228« {1,2,--- K}, i, fin...ix + 0, A+ cK

3: while £ > 0 do

4:  if |S]|>1and ¢t mod A =0 then

S: r= %

6: for j € S do

7: Sample arm j to obtain X ;

8: Update fi; according to (B)

9: end for

10: ¥ < argmax;cs fli

11: S(—S\{j:ﬂj<ﬂ;*—%\/A-log(%)}
12 end if

13:  if |S| =1 then

14: Output the arm in S as the optimal arm
15: Break

16:  end if

17: end while

in the event where PS-WSE identifies the best arm correctly,

6o(cK +2c) | 1 3602
Ll 7 R J—
Crs-wse <——% K <05A2>

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we compare the performance of our policies
with that of the state-of-the-art policies for the fixed confi-
dence setting for the classical best arm identification problem
where rewards of arms are stationary. In addition to WTCS
and PS-WSE, we simulate the following policies:

1. Successive Elimination (SE) [2], [3]: A set of active
arms is maintained. In each round, all active arms are
sampled. All arms whose UCB is lower than the LCB of
the arm with the highest empirical reward are eliminated
from the active set. The estimated best arm is the last
arm left in the active set.

2. Lower Upper Confidence Bound (LUCB) [2], [15]: Each
arm is initially sampled once. Following this, in each
round, we sample the arm with the highest empirical
mean and the arm with the highest UCB (excluding the
arm with the highest empirical mean). We stop when
there exists an arm whose LCB is higher than the UCB
of all other arms and this arm is identified as the best
arm.

A. Simulation Settings

We conduct the following four sets of experiments.
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Fig. 1. The three plots on the left are for Experiment 1 (varying sub-optimality gap) and the ones the right are for Experiment 4 (varying sampling cost

c). We plot the number of samples, the stopping time, and the total cost incurred by all four candidate policies.

1. The number of arms is fixed to 5, and the arm means are consecutive arms differing in their means by 0.5, ¢ = 1.

in an arithmetic progression with the common difference
being a varying parameter, from 0.3 to 1 in steps of 0.1.
The cost of sampling an arm, ¢, is fixed to 1 and ¢ = 10.
. The arm means are equally spaced in the interval [0, 3],

We vary o from 1 to 11 in steps of 2.

. The number of arms is fixed to 5, with any two

consecutive arms differing in their means by 0.5, o is
fixed at 10, and c is varied from 0.01 to 100.

c =1, and o0 = 10. We vary the number of arms from
2 to 12 in steps of 2.
3. The number of arms is fixed to 5, with any two

B. Results

The individual cost components, 7, and 7, are shown for
Experiment 1 (varying arm gaps) and Experiment 4 (varying
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Fig. 2. Cost as a function of the varying parameter for varying numbers of arms on the left and for varying o on the right for all four candidate policies.

sampling cost c) are shown in Fig[Il Due to the time interval
in periodic sampling, the stopping time 7, is larger for PS-
WSE than for all other policies. This, however, is more than
compensated by the large reduction in the number of samples
Nx, giving a lower overall cost than both SE and LUCB.
Similar trends are observed in the individual cost components
for Experiments 2 and 3 as well. For Experiment 4, as the
sampling cost c¢ increases, we see a drop in the number of
samples and a rise in stopping time for both WTCS and
PS-WSE, as expected. For WTCS the number of samples
N, varies inversely as /c, while the stopping time 7, ~
(141)y/c which can be seen in the minima. PS-WSE behaves
similarly, except for very low ¢ where the sampling period
A = K¢ < 1, is rounded off to 1 and PS-WSE results in
continuous sampling, making it similar to SE. The weighing
of samples however still gives it an overall lower cost.

The overall cost for Experiments 2 and 3 are shown in
Fig 2l We note that in all four experiments, our algorithms
perform significantly better compared to the standard algo-
rithms for the multi-arm bandit problem.

V. PROOFS

In this section, we discuss the outlines of the proofs of
Theorems [Tl and 21

A. Proof Outline for Theorem [I]

Recall that the WTCS policy samples all arms in rounds
tw + 1 to tw + % and outputs the arm with the high-
est empirical mean at the end of round ty + % as the
estimated best arm. Thus, the total number of samples is
Ne = K (tlc) = tTW, and the time of the last sample is

5

Tr = tw + #%. Therefore, the cost is given by

t t
Tﬂ+cnﬂ—tw+1+c<ﬂ)
Kc c

20 1 K

Now, we need to prove that the fixed-confidence condition
is satisfied. Note that by our algorithm, an error occurs only
if, at the end of sampling, one of the arms j # 1 has a higher
empirical mean than arm 1. Let ﬂ;- denote the empirical mean
of arm j at the end of sampling by the WTCS algorithm.
Then,

tW“rtch
= >

t=tw+1 (%) '

X

The event that an arm j # 1 is declared as the best arm
by the WTCS algorithm implies that /; > ji7. We can verify
that the probability

By > i) < .
Therefore, by applying the union bound, we conclude that
the WTCS algorithm identifies an incorrect arm as the best
arm with probability less than J.

B. Proof Outline for Theorem [2]

The proof of Theorem [2| follows along the lines of the
proofs of [16, Theorems 1 and 2] and uses the following
lemma.

Lemma I: At a sampling time ¢, let U £ 2, /X - In (25£)
and let £ be an event defined as follows:

= () Uit —wl <0}
teN,ke[K]|

Then, P(£) > 1 —4.

First, we prove that the PS-WSE algorithm is a II(4) algo-
rithm using the proof by contradiction technique. Suppose the
algorithm declares an arm j # 1 as the best arm. According
to the algorithm, there exists a sampling time ¢ such that

fij(t) — pa (t) > 2U:. (6)

However, under the event &, for every sampling time ¢, we
have

fir(t) — 1 (t) < (pa + Up) = (5 — Up) =2U0;. (7)



Equations (6) and () are contradictory. Thus, under the event
&, the PS-WSE algorithm always identifies the correct arm.
Therefore, the PS-WSE algorithm is a II(d) algorithm.

Next, we focus on the cost of the PS-WSE algorithm.
Under the event &,

fij € (uj = Up, pij + Ut) -

Since the algorithm always outputs the correct best arm
under the event £, any other arm j is eliminated when
fin — fi; > 2U;. We can show that for ¢ = T; =

Ko2 .. N A .
g—‘; Aln (3/?6;? ), the condition 1 — fi; > 2U, will be

satisfied. Therefore, arm j is surely eliminated by the end
of round Tj. Since T3 is the highest value, we also have
Tr < Ts. Further, in the scenario where all sub-optimal arms
are at the same gap from the best arm (A; = A Vj), the

cost Cps_wsE X (\/X—i— f/—1§) \/In (). Ignoring the root
logarithmic term, the minimum is achieved at A = cK.
Therefore, using this,

T K 1
_ 2 j
Cps—wsE =Tr +cnr <To + 2¢ <_Kc) + ngzg e

6o (

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

We focus on the problem of best arm identification in a
stochastic multi-arm bandit setting where arm rewards have
fixed means and temporally decreasing variances. The cost
is modeled as a linear combination of the number of rounds
needed to identify the best arm and the number of reward
samples collected before declaring the estimated best arm.

We propose two sampling policies and provide perfor-
mance guarantees for them. The first policy requires the
knowledge of the sub-optimality gap and uses it to determine
an initial wait period when no arms are sampled. Following
this, the policy samples all arms for a fixed duration and
outputs the arm with the highest empirical mean at the end of
this period as the best arm. The second policy samples arms
periodically at a frequency that decreases with the number
of arms and the sampling cost. It computes an appropriately
weighted average of the samples collected from each arm and
uses it to estimate the best arm. Via simulations, we show
that our policies outperform popular policies for the classical
best arm identification problem.

Characterizing a fundamental lower bound on the expected
cost incurred by any online policy for our setting remains an
open problem. Further, an interesting variant of our problem
is the setting where in addition to decreasing variances,
samples are correlated across time [17].
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