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Abstract

Identifying the best arm of a multi-armed bandit is a central
problem in bandit optimization. We study a quantum compu-
tational version of this problem with coherent oracle access
to states encoding the reward probabilities of each arm as
quantum amplitudes. Specifically, we show that we can find

the best arm with fixed confidence using O(\/ S ,A?)
quantum queries, where A; represents the difference between

the mean reward of the best arm and the i"-best arm. This al-
gorithm, based on variable-time amplitude amplification and
estimation, gives a quadratic speedup compared to the best
possible classical result. We also prove a matching quantum
lower bound (up to poly-logarithmic factors).

Introduction

The multi-armed bandit (MAB) model is one of the most
fundamental settings in reinforcement learning. This simple
scenario captures crucial issues such as the tradeoff between
exploration and exploitation. Furthermore, it has wide appli-
cations to areas including operations research, mechanism
design, and statistics.

A basic challenge about multi-armed bandits is the prob-
lem of best-arm identification, where the goal is to effi-
ciently identify the arm with the largest expected reward.
This problem captures a common difficulty in practical sce-
narios, where at unit cost, only partial information about the
system of interest can be obtained. A real-world example is
a recommendation system, where the goal is to find appeal-
ing items for users. For each recommendation, only feed-
back on the recommended item is obtained. In the context of
machine learning, best-arm identification can be viewed as
a high-level abstraction and core component of active learn-
ing, where the goal is to minimize the uncertainty of an un-
derlying concept, and each step only reveals the label of the
data point being queried.

Quantum computing is a promising technology with po-
tential applications to diverse areas including cryptanalysis,
optimization, and simulation of quantum physics. Quantum
computing devices have recently been demonstrated to
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experimentally outperform classical computers on a specific
sampling task (Arute et all[2019). While noise limits the cur-
rent practical usefulness of quantum computers, they can in
principle be made fault tolerant and thus capable of execut-
ing a wide variety of algorithms. It is therefore of significant
interest to understand quantum algorithms from a theoretical
perspective to anticipate future applications. In particular,
there has been increasing interest in quantum machine
learning (see for example the surveys by [Biamonte et al.
2017; Schuld, Sinayskiy, and Petruccione 2015;
Arunachalam and de Wolf  2017;  |Dunjko and Briegel
2018). In this paper, we study best-arm identification in
multi-armed bandits, establishing quantum speedup.

Problem setup. We work in a standard multi-armed bandit
setting (Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansour|2002) in which the
MAB has n arms, where arm ¢ € [n] == {1,...,n} is a
Bernoulli random variable taking value 1 with probability p,
and value 0 with probability 1 — p;. Each arm can therefore
be regarded as a coin with bias p;. As our algorithms and
lower bounds are symmetric with respect to the arms, we
assume without loss of generality that p; > --- > p,, and
denote A; = p; — p; forall ¢ € {2,...,n}. We further
assume that p; > po, i.e., the best arm is unique. Given a
parameter § € (0, 1), our goal is to use as few queries as
possible to determine the best arm with probability > 1 — 4.
This is known as the fixed-confidence setting. We primarily
characterize complexity in terms of the parameter

o= ; Ai% )

which arises in the analysis of classical MAB algorithms (as
discussed below).

We consider a quantum version of best-arm identification
in which we can access the arms coherently. This means we
have access to a quantum oracle O that acts as

O: |’>1 |O>B |O>J @)
o iy (Vo 1) i)y + VT 0 10) 5 ) ),

where |v;) and |u;) are arbitrary states, for all i € [n].

We have used standard Dirac notation which we review in

the Preliminaries section. Register [ is the “index” regis-
ter with n states that correspond to the n arms. Register
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B is the single-qubit “bandit” register with two states, |1)
corresponding to a reward and |0) corresponding to no re-
ward. Register J is a multi-qubit “junk” register. For con-
venience, we omit register labels when this causes no con-
fusion. Compared to pulling an arm classically—which can
be implemented by measuring the bandit register—the quan-
tum oracle allows access to different arms in superposition, a
necessary feature for quantum speedup. In real-world appli-
cations, we usually have junk when instantiating our oracle
(see below). When deriving our results however, we will as-
sume there is no junk (i.e., we set |v;) = |u;) = 1 for all
i € [n] in @)). This is without loss of generality as the algo-
rithm we construct is insensitive to junk.

Previous work on quantum algorithms for cluster-
ing (Kerenidis et al. |2019; [Wiebe, Kapoor, and Svore [2015)
and reinforcement learning (Dunjko, Taylor, and Briegel
2016; [Dunjko and Briegel [2018) has discussed how to in-
stantiate O. In clustering, O is created using the SWAP test
where for each ¢, p; encodes the distance between some fixed
vector and the i vector in some collection. Our algorithm
can be used to speed up the algorithms of [Kerenidis et al.
(2019) and [Wiebe, Kapoor, and Svore (2015). In reinforce-
ment learning, O naturally appears in stochastic agent envi-
ronments; for instance, O can be viewed as a special case
of the oracle in [Dunjko, Taylor, and Briegel (2016) for a
Markov decision problem (MDP) of epoch length 1 and state
set {0, 1}, where the goal of the agent is to reach the state 1.

As a concrete example, consider a classical Monte Carlo
strategyll: at a given position, evaluate the quality of a next
move ¢ by uniformly randomly playing out games x € X (4),
where X (i) is the set of valid games from move ¢ onwards,
and querying a computer program f that computes a bit
f(@i,z) € {0,1} indicating if game 2 is won (1) or lost (0).
In the classical case, we obtain one sample of win or loss
using one query to f. In the quantum case, we can also in-
stantiate one query to the quantum oracle in Eq. @) using
just one query to f. To do this, we apply the circuit for f,
made reversible in the usual way (Nielsen and Chuang|2000,
Sec. 1.4.1), on the quantum state corresponding to uniformly
random play as fOIIOWS'

v me;z)

f (3)
a0 *|f2$ |z)
z;z)
) (v/pi 1) Jui) + /1= pi [0) |vg)

where |u;) and |v;) are some states, and p; is the empirical
probability that move ¢ leads to a win. Our quantum algo-
rithm then uses quadratically fewer calls to f compared with
classical Monte Carlo search to find the best next move.

We stress that we do not need to know the p;s to instanti-
ate the quantum oracle above. We also remark that our algo-
rithm does not apply to every MAB situation. For example,
in clinical trials to identify the best drug, we cannot instan-
tiate the quantum oracle because human participants, unlike
computer programs, cannot be queried in superposition.

!"This is Monte Carlo tree search without tree expansion.

Our algorithm can also be adapted to work when the re-
ward distributions are promised to have bounded variance
(for example, if they are sub-Gaussian). The adaptation es-
sentially follows by replacing amplitude estimation (intro-
duced in the Preliminaries section) with quantum mean esti-
mation (Montanaro|2015), which works on any distribution
with bounded variance. We remark that the situation is dif-
ferent for the other main type of bandits: adversarial bandits.
Studies on adversarial bandits are mainly focused on regret
minimization and a quantum analogue first requires a proper
notion of regret which we are unsure how to even define.

Contributions. In this paper, we give a comprehensive
study of best-arm identification using quantum algorithms.
Specifically, we obtain the following main result:

Theorem 1. Given a multi-armed bandit oracle O and con-
fidence parameter 6 € (0,1), there exists a quantum algo-
rithm that, with probability > 1 — 0§, outputs the best arm
using O(\/ﬁ) queries to O. Moreover, this query complex-
ity is optimal up to poly-logarithmic factors in n, §, and As.

This represents a quadratic quantum speedup over what
is possible classically. The speedup essentially derives from
Grover’s search algorithm (Grover [1996), where a marker
oracle is used to approximately “rotate” a uniform ini-
tial state to the marked state. One way to understand the
quadratic speedup is to observe that each rotation step, mak-
ing one query to the oracle, increases the amplitude of the
marked state by (1//n). This is possible since quan-
tum computation linearly manipulates amplitudes, which are
square roots of probabilities.

However, to establish we use more sophisti-
cated machinery that extends Grover’s algorithm, namely
variable-time amplitude amplification (VTAA) (Ambainis
2010b; |Childs, Kothari, and Sommad [2017) and estimation
(VTAE) (Chakraborty, Gilyén, and Jeffery 2019). We apply
VTAA and VTAE on a variable-time quantum algorithm .4
that we construct. A outputs a state with labeled “good” and
“bad” parts. Using that label, VTAA removes the bad part
so that only the good part remains, and VTAE estimates the
proportion of the good part. In our application, the good part
is eventually the best-arm state.

We emphasize that our quantum algorithm, like
classical ones (Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansour
2002; Gabillon, Ghavamzadeh, and Lazaric 2012;
Jamieson et al! [2014; Karnin, Koren, and Somekh [2013;
Mannor and Tsitsiklis 12004), does not require any prior
knowledge about the p;s.

Given knowledge of p; and po, our quantum algorithm
is conceptually related to the classical successive elim-
ination (SE) algorithm (Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansou
2002). Namely, we use that knowledge to help eliminate
sub-optimal arms ¢ by checking whether p; < (p1 + p2)/2,
say. The quantum quadratic speedup arises because we can
check this “in superposition” across the different arms. For
intuition only, checking in superposition can be thought of as
a form of checking in parallel. We stress however that while
it does not make sense to compare the parallel (classical)
sample complexity of best-arm identification with its usual



(classical) sample complexity, it does makes sense to com-
pare the latter with the quantum query complexity. We also
stress that the similarity of our quantum algorithm to SE,
given knowledge of p; and p2, ends at the conceptual level.
Technically, our algorithm makes the SE concept work by
first marking all sub-optimal arms and then rotating towards
the unmarked best arm in quantum state space via a careful
application of VTAA. This has no classical analogue.

It is classically easy to remove any assumed knowledge
of p1 and po because classical samples from a multi-armed
bandit contain information about their values. Quantumly
however, we cannot simply ask our quantum multi-armed
bandit to supply classical samples as that would prevent in-
terference, eliminating any quantum speedup. Therefore, we
need to do something conceptually different in the quan-
tum case. We construct another quantum algorithm whose
goal is to estimate both p; and ps to precision O(Asz) using
O(\/ﬁ ) quantum queries. For a given test point [, VTAE
(roughly) gives us the ability to count the number of arms ¢
with p; > [, and thus allows us to perform binary search to
find p; and ps.

Related work. Classically, a naive algorithm for best-
arm identification is to simply sample each arm the
same number of times and output the arm with the
best empirical bias (Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansout
2002). This algorithm has complexity O(K"glog(%))
but is sub-optimal for most multi-armed bandit
instances. Therefore, classical research on best-
arm identification (Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansour
2002; Gabillon, Ghavamzadeh, and Lazaric 2012;
Jamieson et al. 2014; Karnin, Koren, and Somekh [2013;
Mannor and Tsitsiklis [2004) has primarily focused on prov-
ing bounds of the form O(H) (recall that H = Y7 , 37),

which can be shown to be almost tight for every instance.
The first work to provide an algorithm with such com-
plexity is [Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansour (2002), giving
O(Hlog(%) + > , A7 ?log(A;")). This was further
improved to O(Hlog(1) + >, A7 *loglog(Ah))
by Gabillon, Ghavamzadeh, and Lazaric 2012);
Jamieson et all (2014); Karnin, Koren, and Somekh (2013),
which is almost optimal except for the additive term of
S, A % loglog(A; ") (Mannor and Tsitsiklis [2004).
More recent work (Chen and Li 2015; |Chen, Li, and Qiao
2017) has focused on bringing down even this ad-
ditive term by tightening both the upper and lower
bounds, leaving behind a gap only of the order
S, A 2 loglog(min{n, A;'}).

Prior work on quantum machine learning has focused pri-
marily on supervised (Lloyd, Mohseni, and Rebentrost
2014, [12013; [Rebentrost, Mohseni, and Lloyd [12014;
Li, Chakrabarti, and Wu 2019) and unsupervised
learning (Lloyd, Mohseni, and Rebentrost 2013
Wiebe, Kapoor, and Svore  2015; |Aminetal. [2018;
Kerenidis et al! 2019). [Dunjko, Taylor, and Briegel (2017);
Dunjko et all (2017); Jerbietal! (2019) gave quantum
algorithms for general reinforcement learning with

provable guarantees, but do not consider the best-arm
identification problem. The only directly comparable
previous work on quantum algorithms for best-arm iden-
tification that we are aware of are |Casalé et al! (2020)
and [Wiebe, Kapoor, and Svoré (2015)8 By applying
Grover’s algorithm, |Casalé et al/ (2020) shows that quan-
tum computers can find the best arm with confidence
p1/ > i, pi quadratically faster than classical ones. How-
ever,|Casalé et all (2020) does not show how to find the best
arm with a given fixed confidence, which is the standard
requirement. In fact, there is a relatively simple quantum
algorithm, analogous to the naive classical algorithm, that
can achieve arbitrary confidence with quadratic speedup in
terms of n/AZ2. This algorithm, which appears in Fig. 3
of [Wiebe, Kapoor, and Svore (2015), works by using the
quantum minimum finding of Diirr and Hgyer (1996) on
top of quantum amplitude estimation (Brassard et al![2002).
As in the classical case, we show that this simple quantum
algorithm is suboptimal for most multi-armed bandit
instances. Specifically, we show that a quantum algorithm
can achieve quadratic speedup in terms of the parameter H.

Preliminaries

Definitions and notations. Quantum computing is nat-
urally formulated in terms of linear algebra. An n-
dimensional guantum state is a unit vector in the com-
plex Hilbert space C", i.e., ¥ = (x1,...,2,)' such that
>, |zi)> = 1. Such a column vector # is written in
Dirac notation as |x) and called a “ket”. The complex con-
jugate transpose of |z) is written (x| and called a “bra”,
ie., (x| == Z'. The reason for the names is because the
combination of a bra and a ket is a inner product bracket:
(zly) == (al [y) = 775 = (2,9) € C.

The computational basis of C" is the set of vectors
{€1,...,6n}, where & = (0,...,1,...,0)T is a one-hot
column vector with 1 in the i coordinate. In Dirac no-
tation, it is common to reserve symbols |i) = ¢&; and

(i| = & = & . Then, for example, [z) = 37", x;|i) and
(@] =325y 7 (il.
The tensor product of quantum states is their Kronecker
product: if |x) € C™ and |y) € C™2, then
) [y) = |z) @ |y) Q)
= (T1Y1, Z1Y2, - -+, Ty Yny) | € C"P @ C™2. (5)
A quantum algorithm is a sequence of unitary matrices,

i.e., a linear transformation U such that UT = U1,
For any p € [0, 1], we define the coin state in C? as

lcoinp) = v/p|1) + V1 -p[0) = (VI=p,v/D)". (©)

Measuring |coin p) in the computational basis gives 1 with
probability p, hence the name.

Quantum multi-arm bandit oracle. Recall the quantum
multi-armed bandit oracle defined in (2). The arms are ac-
cessed in superposition by applying the unitary oracle O on

TWiebe, Kapoor, and Svord (2013) is not framed as solving
best-arm identification, but is partly concerned with this problem.



astate |x), |0) 5 in the joint register of I and B. This results
in the output quantum state

Olz);10)p = le i) 1 [coinpi) N
i=1

(recall that we assume there is no junk). A classical pull of
the i-th arm can be simulated by choosing |z), = |i), with
i), |coinp;) 5 as the output, and then measuring register B
to observe 1 with probability p;.

In this paper, we mainly focus on quantum query com-
plexity, which is defined as the total number of oracle
queries. If we have an efficient quantum algorithm for an
explicit computational problem in the query complexity set-
ting, then if we are given an explicit circuit realizing the
black-box transformation, we will have an efficient quantum
algorithm for the problem.

Amplitude amplification and estimation. Our quantum
speed-up can be traced back to amplitude amplification and
estimation (Brassard et al.[2002). For a classical randomized
algorithm for a search problem that returns a correct so-
lution y with probability pgycc, the success probability can
be amplified to a constant by O(1/psucc) repetitions. Let
A be a quantum procedure that outputs a quantum state
V/Psuce [1) |y) + /T — Psuce [0) |y') for some arbitrary quan-
tum state |y’). Measuring the output state yields the solu-
tion y with probability psycc just like a classical random-
ized algorithm. [Brassard et all (2002) provided an ampli-
tude amplification procedure that amplifies the amplitude of
|1) [y) to a constant with O(1/,/Psucc) queries to the quan-
tum procedure A. This effectively provides a randomized
algorithm with constant success probability with query com-
plexity O(t//Psucc) if A makes ¢ queries to the oracle. The
same speed-up can be achieved for the closely related task
of estimating psycc With amplitude estimation.

Amplitude amplification and estimation originates from
Grover’s search algorithm. (Grovei|1996). The formal state-
ments of Grover’s algorithm and amplitude amplification
and estimation are postponed to the start of the appendix. We
refer the interested reader to the book [Nielsen and Chuang
(2000) on quantum computing for a detailed introduction to
basic definitions (Section 3), Grover’s algorithm and ampli-
tude amplification (Section 6), and related topics.

Variable-time amplitude amplification and estimation.
Variable-time amplitude amplification (VTAA) and estima-
tion (VTAE) are procedures that apply on top of so-called
variable-time quantum algorithms that may stop at differ-
ent (variable) time steps with certain probabilities. More
precisely, for t = (t1,t2, - ,tm) € R™ and w =
(w1, wa, - ,wy) € R™, a (t, w)-variable-time algorithm
A is one that can be divided into m steps (i.e., A =
Ay, -+ - Ar) where t; is the query complexity of A; - - - Ay
and w; is the probability of stopping at step j. We have:

Theorem 2 (Informal: Variable-time ampli-
tude amplification and estimation—Ambainis
2010b; Childs, Kothari, and Somma 2017;

Chakraborty, Gilyén, and Jeffery 2019). Given a (t,w)-
variable-time quantum algorithm A = A, --- Ay with
success probability psycc, there exists a quantum algorithm
A’ that uses O(Q) queries to output the solution with
probability > L, where

tavg
Q =ty log(tm) + —= log(tm). (8)
With tayg = Z;il wjt? being the root-mean-square av-
erage query complexity of A.
There also exists a quantum algorithm that uses
O(% log? () log log(%)) queries to estimate psuce with
multiplicative error € with probability > 1 — 6.

For comparison, recall that applying amplitude amplifi-
cation and estimation procedures on general quantum algo-
rithms requires O(t,, /\/Psucc) queries. See the first section
of the appendix for a rigorous definition of variable-time al-
gorithms and formal statements of the query complexities of
variable-time amplitude amplification and estimation.

Fast Quantum Algorithm For Best-arm
Identification

In this section, we construct a quantum algorithm for best-
arm identification and analyze its performance. Specifically:

Theorem 3. Given a multi-armed bandit oracle O and con-
fidence parameter 6 € (0,1), there exists a quantum algo-
rithm that outputs the best arm with probability > 1 — §

using O(VH) queries to O.

Throughout this section, the oracle O is fixed, so we may
omit explicit reference to it. All logs have base 2.

There are essentially two steps in our construction.
In the first step, we construct two subroutines Amplify
and Estimate using VTAA and VTAE, respectively, on
a variable-time quantum algorithm .A. Roughly speaking,
given | € [0, 1], Amplify outputs an arm index 4 randomly
chosen from those ¢ with p; > [ while Estimate counts the
number of such 4s. This means that if we knew the values of
p1 and po, we could take [ to be (p1 + p2)/2, then Amplify
would output the best arm. But we can use Estimate in a bi-
nary search procedure to estimate p; and py. This is exactly
what we do in the second step and so we are done.

We now discuss the construction more precisely. Amplify
and Estimate actually use two thresholds lo, I € [0,1]
with l; < [; instead of a single threshold . In the first
step, we construct a variable-time quantum algorithm de-

noted A (Algorithm I)) that is initialized in a uniform su-

perposition state |u) = \/Lﬁ > ic[n) |7) (since initially we
have no information about which arm is the best). Given
an input interval I = [lo,l;], A “flags” arm indices in
Stigne = {i € [n] : pi > i} with a bit f = 1 and

those in Sy = {i € [n] : p; < I} with abit f = 0.
The flag bit f is written to a separate flag register F', so that
the state (approximately) becomes \/iﬁ (> e Sliame i) 1) o +
Diesy, [010)p + Yiesr i) [i)p) for some states

iddle

[i) € C?, where Shiadle = [n] — (Sfeg U S;ight) =



{i € [n] : la < p; < l1}. The flag bit f stored in the F
register indicates whether VTAA (resp. VTAE), when ap-
plied on A, should (f = 1) or should not (f = 0) amplify
(resp. estimate) that part of the state. We then apply VTAA
and VTAE on A to construct Amplify and Estimate, respec-
tively. Amplify produces a uniform superposition of all those
is with F register in |1), i.e., it amplifies such is relative
to the others. Estimate counts the number of such is. More
precisely, Estimate (approximately) counts the number of
indices in S}y, as their I register is in |1), plus some (un-
known) fraction of indices in .S/, 4, as dictated by the frac-
tion of |1) in the (unknown) states |1);).

In the second step, we use Estimate as a subroutine in
Locate to find a interval [l5,[;] such that
p2 < la <y < pp and that |l; —l2| > Ay /4. Then, running
Amplify with these l2, [; in BestArm gives the
state |1) containing the best-arm index because only p; is to
the right of /5. Locate is a type of binary search that counts
the number of indices in S}, using Estimate. There is a
technical difficulty here because Estimate actually counts
the number of indices in S7;;,; plus some fraction of indices
in S/ ;qq1e- Trying to fix this by simply setting lo = 1, so
that S{niddlc = (), does not work as it would increase the
cost of Estimate. We overcome this difficulty via the Shrink
subroutine of Locate, which employs a tech-
nique from recent work on quantum ground state prepara-
tion (Lin and Tong 2020). See[Figure 1] for an illustration of
the overall structure of the algorithm.

Shrink confidence interval .
subroutine

Estimate p;
for p1, p» via VTAE (Alg. B)

and A; = p; —p2 (Alg. )

Quantum best-arm Amplify (best) arm i (= 1)
identification (Alg. B) with p; > pa + Az /4 (Alg. )

Figure 1: Overview of our best-arm identification algorithm.

Amplify and Estimate

We first construct a variable-time quantum algorithm
that we call A throughout. A uses the fol-
lowing registers: input register /; bandit register B; clock
register C' = (C1,...,Cpt1), where each C; is a qubit;
ancillary amplitude estimation register P = (P,..., Py),
where each P; has O(m) qubits; and flag register F'. We set
m = [log(1/(ly —12))] + 2 as assigned in[Algorithm 1]

A is indeed a variable-time quantum algorithm accord-
ing to This is because we can write A4 =
A1 Ap, - - A1 Ap as a product of m + 2 sub-algorithms,
where Ay is the initialization step (Lined), .A; consists of
the operations in iteration j of the for loop (Lines [6HO) for
j € [m], and A, 41 is the termination step (Lines [[OHTT).
The state spaces H¢c and H 4 in correspond to
the state spaces of the C' register and the remaining regis-
ters of A, respectively. A,,11 ensures that Condition H] of
[Definition 1lis satisfied.

Algorithm 1: A(O, 5,11, @)
Input: Oracle O asin @); 0 < I, <13 < 1;
approximation parameter 0 < o < 1.
A+ i — 1o
m + [logx]+2
a <= Qm(rll?’/z
Initialize state to

\/Lg Z?:1 i)y lcoinp;) 5 [0) 0} p [1)
forj=1,....,mdo
€ 277
if register I is in state |i) and registers
Ci,...,Cj_1 arein state |0) then
8 Apply GAE(ej, a;11) with O,, on registers
B, Cj, and Pj
9 Apply controlled-NOT gate with control on
register C; and target on register F’

BOW N -

a W

10 if registers C4, . .., Cy, are in state |0) then
11 L Flip the bit stored in register C;, 1

With A := [; — [5 being the length of [lo, 1], we define
the following three sets that partition [n):

Stefy = {i € [n] : p; <11 — A/2}, 9)
Smiddle = {i € [n]: 1 = A/2<p; <1y —A/8}, (10)
Sright = {1 € [n] : p; > 11 — A/8}. (11

These sets play the roles of aforementioned S.¢, SY iddies
and S;ight. They can be regarded as functions of (the input
to) A. For later convenience, we also define Sy, = Siers U

Smiddle and Smr = Omiddle U Sright~

Lemma 1 (Correctness of A). Let psuce denote the success
probability A. Then |psucc — Phuce] < 270‘ where pl,.. =

%(|Sright| + Ziesmiddlc |ﬂzl|2) Jfor some |ﬁi,1|2 € [0,1].

At a high level, at iteration 7, approximately iden-
tifies those ¢ € Siey With p; € [l1 — 2¢;,11 — €;) and stops
computation on these is by setting their associated C' reg-
isters to |1). then flags these is by setting their as-
sociated F registers to |0), indicating failure. We defer the
detailed proof to the supplementary material which is mainly
concerned with bounding the error in the aforementioned ap-
proximation, as well as the lemma as follows.

Lemma 2 (Complexity of A). With A = l; — Iy being the

length of the interval, we have:

1. The j™ stopping time t; of AjA;_1--- A is of order
Py ilog% < 20log L. In particular, ty =
O(xlogd).

2. The average stopping time squared, t>

Vg’
1 |Sright| 1 2 1
- —=— —— 1 - ). 12
n( A2 + Z (ll—pi)2> 8 (a) (12)

1€ S1m

is of order

Now we fix algorithm A and its input parameters. We al-
ways assume that |Syight| > 1, which we need for some of



the following results to hold. This is without loss of general-
ity as we can always add an artificial arm O with bias pg = 1
to the bandit oracle O, as we do in[Line 3|of[Algorithm 3|

We apply VTAA and VTAE (Theorem?2)l on our
variable-time quantum algorithm A to prepare the state
|tsucc) and to estimate the probability psycc, respectively.
This gives two new algorithms Amplify and Estimate with
the following performance guarantees.

Lemma 3 (Correctness and complexity of Amplify(.A, ),
Estimate(A,¢€,0)). Let A = A(O,ls,11,0.010). Then
Amplify(A, §) uses O(Q) queries to output an index i €
Sy with probability > 1 — 6, and Estimate(A, ¢, §) uses
O(Q/€) queries to output an estimate r of pl,,.. (defined in
such that

0.1
(1_6)( éucc_7) <’f‘<(1+€)( ;ucc+

with probability > 1 — 6, where Q) is

<$ + (o] 2 - pi>2> poty (log(55) ). (14

where A =11 — ls.

This lemma follows by applying [Lemma [|and [Lemma 2
to The proof detail is given in the appendices.

) 0

Quantum algorithm for best-arm identification

In this subsection, we use Amplify and Estimate to con-
struct three algorithms (Algorithms 2H4) that work together
to identify the best arm following the outline that we de-
scribed at the beginning of this section.

Algorithm 2: Locate(O, )

Input: Oracle O as in @); confidence parameter
0<d<l1.
1 11712 «— [O, 1]
25+06/8
3 while min /; — max Iy < 2|I;| do
\; I + Shrlnk((’), 1,]1,5)

I + Shrink((’),2,[2,6)
0+ 6/2

7 return [, I,

S i A

We state the correctness and complexities of Amplify and
Estimate as follows:

Lemma 4 (Correctness and complexity of[Algorithm 2)). Fix

a confidence parameter 0 < 0 < 1. Then the event E =

{p1 € Liandps € Isinalliterations of the while loop}

holds with probability > 1 — 5. When E holds,

also satisfies the following for both k € {1,2}:

1. its while loop breaks at or before the end of iter-
ation ﬂog5/3(Ai2)] + 3 and then returns Iy, with py, € I},
and min Iy — max I > 2|I;|;
always have |I| = |Iz| > Ao/8; and

we

3The state spaces Hc, Hr, and Hw correspond to the state
spaces of the C, F', and remaining registers of A, respectively.

Algorithm 3: Shrink(O, k, I, 0)

Input: Oracle O as in @); k € {1,2}; interval
I = [a, b]; confidence parameter 0 < ¢ < 1.
1e< (b—a)/5
20+ 6/2
3 Append arm i = 0 with bias pg = 1 to O; call the
resulting oracle O’

4 Construct variable-time quantum algorithms A5, As:
5 Aq <—A(O/,lg =a+el; = a+3€,0.016)
6 AQ (—A(O/,lg = a—|—2€,ll :a+4670015)
7 71  Estimate(A;,e = 0.1,9)
8
9

ro < Estimate(Az, e = 0.1,4)
Bl — ]1(7”1 > k:f'l‘S);Bg — ]1(7‘2 > kn+—f15)
10 switch (B1, Bs) do

1 case (0,0): 1 < [a,a+ 3€]

12 case (0,1):1 < [a+€,a+ 4¢

13 | case (1,0): 1+ |a+¢€,a+ 4e

14 case (1,1):1 < [a+ 2¢,a+ 5e =D
15 return [

Algorithm 4: BestArm(Q, 9)

Input: Oracle O as in @); confidence parameter
0<d<1.

§+4§/2

I, I + Locate(O, d)

ly <~ min I; (left endpoint of I;)

lo < max I (right endpoint of I5)

Construct variable-time quantum algorithm .A:

A+ .A(O, lo, 11, 0016)
i < Amplify(A, )
return |

AN R W N -

2. ituses O (\/ﬁ poly (1og ( 6"T2 ) ) ) queries.

Lemma 5 (Correctness and complexity of[Algorithm 3)). Fix
k € {1,2}, an interval I = [a,b], and a confidence param-
eter 0 < § < 1. Suppose that p, € I and |I| > Ay /8. Then
1. outputs an interval J with |J| =
with probability > 1 — 6, and

2. uses O(\/ﬁ poly (1og(&))) queries.
The proofs of [Lemma 4] and [Lemma 3| appear in the sup-

plementary material.
The following theorem is equivalent to

Theorem 4 (Correctness and complexity of [Algorithm 4J).
Fix a confidence parameter 0 < § < 1. Then, with probabil-

ity > 1 =9, |Algorithm 4

1. outputs the best arm, and

2. uses O (\/ﬁ poly (log(ﬁ) ) ) queries.

31| such that py, € J

Proof. Note that § is halved at the beginning, on[Line 1l For
the first claim, we know from the first claim of
that, with probability > 1 — §/2, the two intervals I, as-
signed in [Line 2l have min Iy — max Iy > 2|[;| > Ay/4



and py € Ij. Assuming this holds, we have ps < Iy <
la + Agy/4 < I3 < pp for the endpoints [; assigned in
Lines 3] and [ This means that the variable-time quantum
algorithm A defined in[Line 6/has Syight USmiddie = {1}, s0
Amplify(.A, §/2) returns index 1 with probability > 1—4/2.
Therefore, the overall probability of returning
the best arm is at least 1 — 4.

The second claim follows immediately from adding
the complexity of Locate(O,¢/2) (Lemmad) and
Amplify(A, §/2) (Lemma 3] using i1 — Iz > Ay /4). O

By establishing we have established
our main claim. As discussed previously, the
main complexity measure of interest in the classical case is
H, and we see that we get a quadratic speedup in terms of
this parameter.

We can see that the poly-logarithmic factor has degree
about 6 from (38), @Q), and @2). It would be interesting
to reduce this degree. A more fundamental challenge is to
remove the variable n that appears in our log factors. In
the classical case, n was already removed from log fac-
tors in early work (Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansour 2002)
by a procedure called “median elimination”. However, quan-
tizing the median elimination framework is nontrivial, as
the query complexity for outputting the n/2 smallest items
among n elements is ©(n) (Ambainid [2010a, Theorem 1),
exceeding our budget of O(y/n).

As corollaries of our main results in the fixed-confidence
setting, we provide results on best-arm identification in the
PAC (Probably Approximately Correct) and fixed-budget
settings. In the (e, §)-PAC setting, the goal is to identify
an arm ¢ with p; > p; — € with probability > 1 — 4. Our
best-arm identification algorithm can be modified to work in
this setting as well. More precisely, we can modify Locate
by adding a breaking condition to the while
loop when |I1]| (or equivalently |I5]) is smaller than e. This
gives the following result:

Corollary 1. There is a quantum algorithm that finds an
e-optimal arm with query complexity O(y/min{%, H} -

poly(log(ﬁ))).

Note that our modification means that the Amplify step
in takes an input interval I with |[I| =
l1 — la € [e/2,€]. The correctness and complexity fol-
low directly from [Lemma I] and [Lemma 3l For compari-
son, [Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansour (2002) gave a classi-
cal PAC algorithm with complexity O(Z% log(%)), which
was later improved to O (37| min{e 2, A7 %} log(&))
by |Gabillon, Ghavamzadeh, and Lazarid (2012).

In the supplementary material, we also show how to iden-
tify the best arm with high probability for a fixed number of

total queries (the fixed-budget setting) given knowledge of
H.

Quantum lower bound

In this section, we describe a lower bound for the quantum
best-arm identification problem. Our lower bound shows
that the algorithm of is optimal up to poly-
logarithmic factors.

Theorem 5. Letp € (0,1/2). For any biases p; € [p,1—p],
any quantum algorithm that identifies the best arm requires

Q(VH) queries to the multi-armed bandit oracle O.

To prove this lower bound, we use the quantum adver-
sary method to show quantum hardness of distinguishing
n oracles O,, x € [n], corresponding to the following n
bandits. In the 1% bandit, we assign bias p; to arm 7 for
all i. In the 2™ bandit for z € {2,...,n}, we assign bias
p1 + n to arm x and p; to arm ¢ for all i # x, where 7 is
an appropriately chosen parameter. This hard set of bandits
is inspired by the proof of a corresponding classical lower
bound (Mannor and Tsitsiklid 2004, Theorem 5).

More precisely, for a positive integer T, consider an arbi-
trary T-query quantum algorithm that distinguishes the ora-
cles O,. The main idea of the adversary method is to keep
track of certain quantities s, € R where k € {0,1,...,T}.
For each k, sj, quantifies how close the states of the quantum
algorithm are when it operates using k queries to the differ-
ent O,. At the start, when k = 0, so must be large because
when no queries have been made, the states must be close.
At the end, when k£ = T, s must be small because the states
are distinguishable by assumption.

The key point is that we can also bound how much sy,
can change in one query, that is we can bound the quantities
|sg+1 — sk| for each k. Of course, this bound immediately
gives a lower bound on 7', the number of queries it takes
to go from sq (large) to s (small). To bound |s;41 — sk,
the key point is to bound the distance between oracles, i.e.
matrices, O, and O, for different z, y € [n].

We defer the full proof and full description of the quantum
adversary method to the supplementary material.

Conclusions

In this paper, we propose a quantum algorithm for identi-
fying the best arm of a multi-armed bandit, which gives a
quadratic speedup compared to the best possible classical
result. We also prove a matching quantum lower bound (up
to poly-logarithmic factors).

This work leaves several natural open questions:

* Can we give fast quantum algorithms for the exploitation
of multi-armed bandits? In particular, can we give online
algorithms with favorable regret? The quantum hedging
algorithm (Hamoudi et al. [2020) and the quantum boost-
ing algorithm (Arunachalam and Maity 2020) might be
relevant to this challenge.

e Can we give fast quantum algorithms for other types
of multi-armed bandits, such as contextual bandits
or adversarial bandits (e.g., Beygelzimeretal! 2011}
Agarwal et all2014;|Auer et al/[2002)?

* Can we give fast quantum algorithms for finding a near-
optimal policy of a Markov decision process (MDP)?
MDPs are a natural generalization of MABs, where
the goal is to maximize the expected reward over se-
quences of decisions. [Even-Dar, Mannor, and Mansour
(2002) gave a reduction from this problem to best-arm
identification by viewing the Q-function of each state as a
multi-armed bandit.
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Preliminaries on Quantum Algorithms

Grover’s search and amplitude amplification and estimation

Our quantum speedup conceptually originates from Grover’s search algorithm (Grover1996). Consider a function fy,: [n] —
{—1,1} such that f,,(¢) = 1if and only if ¢ # w, so that w can be viewed as a (unique) marked item. To search for w, classically
we need 2(n) queries to f,,. Quantumly, we can use one call of f,, to create an oracle U,, such that U, |i) = |¢) forall i # w and
Uy |w) = — |w).Now consider the uniform superposition |u) := % > icn) |7) as well as the state [r) := \/% Dicn)) {w} 19)-
The angle between U,, |u) and |u) is § := arccos(1/n) = ©(1/+/n). Note that the unitary U,, reflects about |r), and the unitary
U, = 2|u) (u]| — I reflects about |u). If we start with |u), the angle between Uy, |u) and U, U, |u) is amplified to 26, and in
general the angle between U, [u) and (U,U,,)¥ |u) is 2k6. It thus suffices to take k = O(y/n) to find w.

This method of alternatively applying two reflections to boost the amplitude for success can be generalized to a technique
called amplitude amplification. For the case with some unknown number k € [n] of marked items, there is also a quadratic
quantum speedup for estimating 6 := arccos(k/n) via a technique called amplitude estimation (Brassard et al|[2002).

In the context of searching, consider a quantum procedure A that returns a state |) with ¢ oracle queries, such that the overlap
between the target state |w) and output state |t)) is psuce = |(w|1))|?. By amplitude amplification and estimation (Brassard et al.
2002), O(t/+/Psucc) oracle queries suffice to amplify the overlap to constant order and to estimate psuc. respectively. We
describe amplitude estimation more formally:

Theorem 6 (Amplitude estimation). Suppose O, is a unitary with Oy, |0) 5 = |coinp) ;. Then there is a unitary procedure
AE(e, 8), making O(L log 1) queries to O, and Ol, that on input [coin p) ; |0) , prepares a state of the form

coinp) 5 (3 aw 19)p +alps)p). ()
~

where |a = /1 =3, lay|* <6, ('|pL) = O forall p/, and |p' — p| < € for all p'.

Strictly speaking, the parts of involving § come from measuring the output state of the original amplitude esti-
mation procedure (Brassard et al. 2002) O(log %) times and taking the median. This can be made coherent by the principle of
deferred measurement.

Variable-time amplitude amplification and estimation

In this section we review variable-time amplitude amplification (VTAA) and estimation (VTAE), which are essential compo-
nents of our algorithm. VTAA and VTAE are procedures applied on top of so-called “variable-time” quantum algorithms, which
can be formally defined as follows:

Definition 1 (Variable-time quantum algorithm, cf.|/Ambainid[2010b, Section 3.3 and |Childs, Kothari, and Somma 2017, Sec-

tion 5.1). Let A be a quantum algorithm in a space H that starts in the state |0),,, the all-zeros state in H. We say A is a

variable-time quantum algorithm if the following conditions hold:

1. A is the product of m sub-algorithms, A = A Am_1 -+ Ax.

2. Hisatensor product H = HcQ@H a, where He is a tensor product of m single-qubit registers denoted Hc, , Hey, - -, He,, -

3. Each Aj is a controlled unitary that acts on the registers Ho, ® Ha controlled on the first j — 1 qubits of Hc being set to
|0).

4. The final state of the algorithm, A |0),,, is perpendicular to 0), == [0), [0)c, -+ [0)¢ .

In each iteration of the variable-time algorithm we shall construct, we use a subroutine that we call gapped amplitude
estimation (GAE). Standard amplitude estimation (Brassard et al![2002) performs phase estimation on a particular unitary, and
GAE is essentially the same as “gapped phase estimation” (Childs, Kothari, and Somma 2017, Lemma 22) of that unitary. We
recall the standard technique of amplitude estimation (Brassard et all[2002), which we have stated in[Theorem 6l It implies the
following:

Corollary 2 (Gapped amplitude estimation). Suppose O,, is a unitary with O, |0) = |coinp). Then there is a unitary procedure
GAE(e, 6; 1), making O(L log %) queries to O,, and O}, that on input |coinp)  |0) . |0) p, prepares a state of the form

|coinp) 5 (Bo |O>c 170) p + B1 |1>c I71)p), (16)
where (o, 31 € [0, 1] satisfy B3 + 32 = L with f1 < difp>1—eand Bo <5 ifp <l — 2e.

Proof. We first run AE(e/4, 0) on registers B, P. Then, in register C, we output 1 if the value stored in register P is closer to
l — €, and output O if it is closer to [ — 2e¢. This gives the desired unitary procedure. For convenience, we put any phase factors
on the §; into the |v;).



Theorem 7 (Variable-time amplitude amplification and estimation |[Ambainis 2010b; [Childs, Kothari, and Somma [2017;
Chakraborty, Gilyén, and Jefferyl 2019). Let A = A,,--- A1 be a variable-time quantum algorithm on the space H =
He @ Hr @ Hw. Let |0),, be the all-zeros state in H and let t; be the query complexity of the algorithm Aj --- A;. We
define

w; = |[Te, A - - - Ap [0, I|? and tavg = Z;nzl wjt? (n

to be the probability of halting at step j and the root-mean-square average query complexity of the algorithm, respectively,
where Ilc; denotes the projector onto |1) in Hc,. We also define

H Am e A O
Psuce = ||HF~Am e »Al |O>’H ||2 and |1/}succ> : £ ! | >H

- (18)
[Tlp A, - - A1 [0) 4, ||

to be the success probability of the algorithm and the corresponding output state, respectively, where Il projects onto |1) in
‘Hp. Then there exists a quantum algorithm that uses O(Q) queries to output the state |1)succ) with probability > 1/2 and a bit
indicating whether it succeeds, where

t
Q =ty 1og(tm) + —=—_log(tm). (19)
g(tm) N g(tm)

There also exists a quantum algorithm that uses O(% logz(tm) log log(tT’”)) queries to estimate psucc With multiplicative error
€ with probability > 1 — 6.

Quantum lower bounds by the adversary method

Suppose we have n multi-armed bandit oracles O,., € [n], corresponding to n multi-armed bandits where the best arm is
located at a different index in each. Suppose that we also have a best-arm identification algorithm A that uses no more than 7'
queries to identify the best arm with probability > 1 — 4.

The basic quantum adversary method (Ambainis 2002; Hgyer and Spalek |2005) considers a quantity of the form

ski= ) way (WY Y), (20)
TAY
where k € {0,1,...,T}, 2,y € [n], wy,, > 0, and |z/1§5k)> is the state of A after the k™ query to the oracle O,,.

At step £ = 0, A has made no queries to the oracle, so |1/);0)> must be the same for all x. Therefore so = >, £y W,y AS

@y = 1.

At step K = T, A must output the index of the best arm with probability > 1 — . Since the location of the best arm is
different for each O,, the states |z/J§CT)) must be distinguishable by a quantum measurement with probability > 1 — 4. This

means that | <¢§T)|w£,T)> | <24/6(1 —0). Therefore [s7| < 24/6(1 —6) - 30,4, Way-

Combining the above observations, we have
s = s7| > [so] = |sz| > (1= 2/6(1=0)) - Y way. 1)
zFy

Hence, if we can upper bound |sx41 — s| by B for some constant B, we can deduce that

T> 1-2y6(1—9) Vol —9) ) Z Way, (22)
B T#Y

giving a lower bound on the query complexity.

Note that we apply the quantum adversary method to multi-armed bandit oracles of the form given in (2)), whereas most
results from the literature on quantum lower bounds assume a different form of oracle. We remark that Belovs (2015) treats a
more general class of oracles, so it should be possible to prove [Theorem 3] using its results. However, we give a self-contained
proof using the formulation described above as this approach is straightforward in our case.

Proof Details of the Quantum Upper Bound

Proof of
We first state a more detailed version of Lemma 1l We say that states |¢)) and |¢) are e-close if || [¢) — |@) || < e.



Lemma 6 (Full version of Lemma 1, correctness of A). The output state |¢(.A)) of A is (a/n)-close to

Ji( Z i) 1 |coinp;) |1/)i>c,P 1) g

r]ght
+ = Z i) lcoinpi) g Vi) p |0)
Sleft
1 . .
+ o D2 lileoinpig (Sia lWiade,p 10 p + Bio Wio),p 1005)
Smiddle

for some B; 1, Bi.o € C and states |1;) , [; ;). In particular, we have |psuce — Plyce| < 22 where psuce = |1 |¢(A)) ||* and

Phuce = [Tr [$(A) 2 = 2 (|Suignt] + e 18i1]%)-

As our proof is similar to that presented in Section 5.3 of(Childs, Kothari, and Somma (2017), we only sketch it in a way that
highlights the differences. For comparison, it may be helpful to note that our states |i), [coin p;) are analogous to the matrix
eigenstates |A) in [Childs, Kothari, and Somma (2017). The controlled-NOT operation in [Line 9] of our Algorithm | takes the
place of the simulation subroutine called “W” in Lemma 23 of |Childs, Kothari, and Somma (2017), which is much more
elaborate.

We proceed with the proof sketch. Let Apain == A1 - - - Aj denote the part of A after initialization. We show that, for each
fixed 4, Amain |1)  [coinp;) 5 [0) o p g i (5572 )-close to

Case i € Smiaate: |#); [coinpi) g (Bin [¥i)e p 1) p + Bio [¥i0) ¢ p [0) ) for some B; 1, Bio € C and states [¢;) , [¢;,5);
Case i € Srignt:  [4); |coinps) g [¥i)c p 1) s
Case i € Sleft: i)y [coinps) g [vi) ¢ p [0) -

Then [¢(A)) = A[0); p o pr= Amainﬁ >oimy li)y coinp) g |0) ¢ p o is (% "N 55 = )-close to [t)(A)) as claimed.

Case i € Smiddle- This is trivially true because (1 |v¥i1) ¢ p [1) p + Bi,0 [¥i,0) o p |0) p can represent any state on registers
C,PF.

Casei € Sier.  Letj € [m —1] besuchthatl; —2¢; < p; < 1 —¢;. Note that this j uniquely exists by the definition of S,
m, and €;. Then the state of the algorithm after the (j — 1)st iteration of the for-loop in[Line 3lis (2(j — 1)a)-close to

%) ; |coinpi) 5 10) ¢ |’Yé>p1 T |’Y(%‘71>pj71 |0>pj...pm D5 (23)

where, for each i, the state |0), |v0) p, corresponds to the state |0) |y0) in GAE(e;, a;11). Note that we incur an error of at

most 2a at each iteration which comes from running GAE(e;, a;l1) (cf. the case where 51 < a in [Corollary 2). This error
accumulates additively.
The state after the j iteration is (2ja)-close to

Bo |’>1 |COinpi>B |0>c |73>P1 T |78>PJ |0>PJ+1 Ppn |1>F 24)
+ B i)y [eoinpi) g |3) ¢ |7&> |70>P 0)p Py P 1D F

where j := 0/~110™~7 denotes a unary representation of the integer ;.
At the (5 + 1)st iteration, the part of the state in the second line of Eq. 24) is unchanged because its register C' indicates
“stop”, but the part in the first line of Eq. (24) changes to being (2(j + 1)a)-close to

Bo i) leompi) s 13+ D gy iy ) py o 100 s 10 (25)
Hence, the state after the (j + 1)st iteration is (2(j + 1)a)-close to
; . , 1
Bo |Z>1 |C01npi>B l7 + )¢ |'7(%>P1 ey > |7J+ >pj+1 |O>Pj+2um |O>F
+ 5 |Z>1 |Coinpi>3 |.7>c |76>P1 T |70>pj |O>pj+1...pm |0>F

Since the C register of all parts of the state in Eq. (26)) indicates “stop”, the remaining iterations j + 2, . .., m of A do not alter
it. Hence the final state of A is (2ma)-close to the state in Eq. (26)), which is of the form

i) 1 |coin p;) |7/}i>C,P 0)p - 27)

Note that 2ma = —75, so the closeness of approximation is as claimed.

(26)



Case i € Syigne. In this case, there does not exista j € [m — 1] such that Iy — 2¢; < p; < I — ¢;. Thus a simplified version
of the argument above, in which we do not have to consider different cases according to the iteration number, shows that the
resulting state is (2ma)-close to a state of the same form as Eq. but with the F' register remaining in state 1.

Lastly, we show that pgycc is close to pl, .. as claimed:

|psucc - p;ucc| = ‘(\/ Psuce p;ucc) : (\/ Psuce — V/ péucc)

= (\/psucc + péucc) ' ‘HHF |¢(A)> || - HHF W’ H‘
< 2|Te(|o(A)) — [ (A))I]

o
<2-—.
n

(28)

Proof of Lemma 2|
The proof is similar to that presented in Section 5.4 of |Childs, Kothari, and Somma (2017). For the first claim, note first that 4g

and A,,,4+1 use a constant number of queries (1 and 0, respectively), so we can ignore them. For k € [m], A, only uses queries
to perform GAE (e, d; [1), which takes O(EL log 1) queries. Therefore ¢;, the number of queries in A;A;_1 - - - Ay, is of order

i i _
; — 1og( ) = ;Tclog(%) < 2itt log(%) 29)

because ¢, = 2% by definition. In addition, we have t,,, = O(% log %) because m = [log %] + 2 by definition. The first claim
follows.
For the second claim, we have

m n 2
avg Zw = Z Mg, Aj - Z 1 lcoinp;) 5 10) - 10) p |1) & f 30)
j=1 im1
1 n m
== > wigh 31
=1 j=1
1 n
==Y 77 (32)
gt

where w; j == [[Tlg; A; - - A1 [i) [coinpy) g [0) [0) p [1) o [|* € [0, 1] and 73 == 3770 | wy jt5.
Note that w; ; can be thought of as the probability that A stops at the end of iteration j if initialized with arm i; 77 can be
thought of as the squared average stopping time of A if initialized with arm 1.

For each fixed i, we consider 77 according to the following three cases.

Case i € Syign. Wehave 3300 w; j = 1,507, 2 <12 = 0(2%"log?(1)) = O(2x log*(%)) because m = [log +] + 2 by
definition.

Case i € Spiddle. We still have 72 = O(ﬁ logQ(%)) as in the case i € Syight, by exactly the same argument. But by the
definition of Syiadie, we have I1 — p; < A/2, so we can also write 77 = O(m log? (L)).

Case i € Siey.  Fori € Siep, let j € [m — 1] be such that i1 — 2¢; < p; < l; — ¢; as in the proof of [Lemma Tl
We know that after the (j + 1)st iteration, the state is (ma = «/n)-close to the state in (26) on which the algorithm
terminates. Therefore, the probability w; ;11 of terminating after the (j + 1)* iteration is 1 — O((c/n)?). It can also be seen

that the probability w; ;. of terminating after the (j + )™ iteration is (1 — O((a/n)?)) - O((e/n)?"~1)). Hence
S (a2 log® () log®(3)
2<2 .40 ¢ 2. ) = o2 0(7‘1):0(7‘1) 33
i — Yj+1 (TZ_Q (n) ]Jrr) ( J+1) €j+1 (ll _pi)Q ( )

where we used €41 = €;/2 > (I1 — p;)/4 for the last inequality.
Substituting the above results into (32)) tells us that tavg is of order

S S ) () 9

1€ Slett USmiddle

as desired.



Proof of Lemma 3|

We set the appr0x1mat10n parameter in .4 to be o« = ¢d for some constant ¢ < 0.05 to be determined later. Then a < 0.05.

We apply VTAA (Theorem 7) on A. This gives an algorithm that outputs a state |thsucc) that is (£ = £)-close to the
(normalized) state proportional to
F [¢(A) ( Z i)y lcoinpi) p i) o p 1) p + Z ;1 [i) [eoinpi) g [vi1) ¢ p |1>F) (35)
ZeSrlght 1€ Smiddle

with success probability at least 1/2 and a bit indicating success or failure. Now, we repeat the entire procedure O(log 5)
times to prepare |tsucc) at least once with probability > 1 — §/2. Once |1)gc) has been successfully prepared, as indicated
by the algorithm, we measure its index register I. This procedure outputs an arm index in Syight U Smiddle With probability
> (1—-46/2)- (1 —2¢d/n) whichis > 1 — ¢ for ¢ < 1/4 sufficiently small. So, as we also need ¢ < 0.05, we choose ¢ = 0.01.
We call this procedure Amplify(A, §).

Let us consider the query complexity of Amplify(A, §). We have

e =0( k(1)) =0( e 1)

by definition. We also have

because @ = 5o 7R Tr2)072

2a |Sright| _ E > |Sright|

Psuce = > p:,ucc - 7 - ) (37)

n n 2n

where we used the assumption |Syighi| > 0 for the last 1nequa11ty Lastly, avg is of order given in (reproduced in
above). Therefore, substituting all these bounds into (T9) of [Theorem 7] we see that Amplify(.A, d) has query complexity of

order
(Lol ¥ m)-bg(%log%)»og@og(%wg(gm-log@).

SlettUSmiddle
We also apply VTAE with multiplicative accuracy ¢ and confidence 6 on .A. This gives an algorithm,
Estimate(A, €, §), that outputs an estimate r of pg,e with multiplicative accuracy € (i.e., |7 — Psuce] < €Psucc) With proba-

bility > 1 — 4. Combining |1 — psuce| < €Psuce With [Psuce — Pluce| < 22 < L6 gives
0.1 0.1
(1_6)( éucc__)<r<(1+e)( éucc+_) (39)
n n
as claimed.
The query complexity of Estimate(A, €, ) is given by (38)) times
1 tm 1
Luvos(22)) - oL v s 25))
according to and (36).
Proof of Lemma 4]
From the first claim of we see that the probability of E° is at most § 3°7° 27 = §/2, where the geometric series
arises because of Henceforth, we assume F.
Consider the first claim. For given intervals Is, I, let us write
gap(Ia, [1) == min I; — max . 41

At the end of iteration i > 1 (i.e., after [Line 6), we have |I;,| = (3/5)" by the first claim of At the end of iteration
[log5/3(Ai2)] + 3, we have |I;;| < As/4, s0 gap(l2,I1) > Ay — 2A9/4 = Ag/2 > 2|I;]| because py, € Ij. Therefore the
while loop must break at this point if it has not done so earlier. For the returned i, we clearly have p; € Ij; because E holds,
and gap(Iz, 1) > 2|I1| because the while loop has broken. During the while loop, because |Ij;| decreases from iteration to
iteration, we always have |Ij,| > (3/5)“(’gﬁ/S(A;lﬂ'k3 > A, /8. Note that |I;| = |I2| because, at each iteration of the while
loop, the Shrink subroutine always shrinks intervals by the same factor of 3/5 and |I;| = |I2| = 1 initially.

Now, consider the second claim. From the first claim, we know that the while loop breaks at or before the end of iteration
[logs/5(Ay "] + 3, and we always have 1/§; = O(210g5/3(A2 )/8) = O(A72/6), where 6; = §/2217 is the confidence
parameter in Shrink at iteration ¢. Therefore, using the second claim of[Cemma 3| the total number of queries used is at most

O(log(Ay 1Y) - O(\/ﬁ . poly(log(Ai2 . %ﬂ))), (42)

which is O(vV/H - poly (log(54;

))) as desired.



Proof of Lemma 3|

Throughout, we fix k € {0, 1}.
For the first claim, it is clear that |J| = 3|I| /5 because all the intervals appearing in Lines[TTHI4] have length 3¢. Our proof
that p,, € J with high probability is similar to that in Section 4 ofLin and Tong (2020) so we only present a brief sketch below.
Let us write 2; = a + je for j = 0,...,5, so that zy = a and x5 = b. Let E be the event that both Estimates in Lines[7land
[Blreturn the correct result. The probability of E° is at most d so we restrict to the case of F in the following paragraph.

For j € {1, 2}, we can use (I3) in[Lemma 3]to see that if p, < x;, then B; = 0 because r; < (1+0.1)(ni+1+7?;+11) < k:ff’,

whereas if p > x40, then B; = 1 because r; > (1 — 0.1)(% - 1?—+11) > kjff. Here we use the fact £ € {1,2}. By
considering the contrapositive of the previous two if-then statements, we establish the first claim.

For more details, we refer the reader to Section 4 of [Lin and Tong (2020), in particular its Table 2 and Algorithm 1. Note that
in the case of (Bq, Bz) = (0, 1), we could have shrunk the interval to [a + 2€, a + 3¢| and still maintained py, € J, as is done
in|Lin and Tong (2020). However, it is important for us to keep the shrinkage factor (3/5) the same in all cases because we use
this to prove correctness in

We now prove the second claim. Since we run Estimate with constant multiplicative error e = 0.1, its query complexity is

of order (38)), which is

1 1 1
_— 4 — —_ 43
A? |Sright| Z (ll - pi)Q ( )

1€ Slert USmiddle

up to polylog factors, where we recall that A = [; — l5. In addition, we recall
Stett U Smiddle = {3 : pi <11 — A/8} (44)

from (10) and (TI). Note that |Syignt| > 0 because we appended an arm with bias pg = 1.

By assumption, |I| > A2/8. So, in view of Lines 5] and [l we have A = 2¢ = 2|I|/5 > A3/20. Therefore 1/A? =
O(1/A3).

We also need to compare p; —p; with [y —p; for i € Sje; U Smiddie- By definition, we have p; < Iy —A/8,s0ly —p; > A/8.
Note that we also have |py — I1| < |I| = 5A/2 because pi, € I by assumption and [; € I by definition. If k¥ = 1, this says
|p1 — 1] < BA/2.1If k = 2, this says |p2 — I1] < 5A/2, but we can still bound

|p1—ll| §A2+|p2—lll§20A+5A/2<25A. 45)
So regardless of whether k = 1 or k = 2, we have that |p; — I;| < 25A. Therefore
P1—Dpi p1— 11 25A
=1+ <14 —— =201, 46
l1 —pi l1 —pi A/8 o)

and so 1/(l; — p;)? = O(1/(p1 — pi)?). Hence we have established the second claim.

Corollaries for the Fixed-budget Setting

As mentioned near the end of the main body, by using a reduction similar to that from Monte Carlo to Las Vegas algorithms,
we can construct a fixed-budget algorithm from our fixed-confidence one. For completeness, we state and prove the following
result:

Lemma 7 (Reduction to fixed confidence). Let O be a multi-armed bandit oracle. Suppose that for any § € (0,1), we have
an algorithm A.(0) that with probability > 1 — 0, terminates before using T.(5) queries to O and returns the best-arm index
1* = 1. Suppose that we also know T.(9). Then, for any positive integer T, we can construct an algorithm Ay(T) that returns
i* = 1 with probability > minse 0,1y exp(—|T/T(6)|D(3||0)) using at most T queries to O, where D(p||q) is the relative
entropy between Bernoulli random variables with bias p and q.

Proof. Since T,.(9) is known, consider the modified version of the fixed-confidence algorithm where the algorithm is forced to
halt and return some blank symbol “_L” if the running time exceeds T.(d). We refer to the modified algorithm as A’,(8). AL(9)
returns the best-arm index ¢* = 1 with probability > 1 — § and returns some symbol in {2, ...,n, L} with probability < ¢.
For any T', we construct A (7T) as follows. Pick some 6 € (0,1), run AL(5) m = |T/T.(0)] times, and take a majority
vote over the outcomes. The failure probability can be upper bounded by the probability that i* is observed fewer than m/2
times. The Chernoff bound upper bounds the latter probability by exp(—mD(3||6)) = exp(—|T/T:(6)] D(%]/6)). But § was
arbitrary, so we can take the  that minimizes this upper bound. O

As a direct corollary of [Theorem 3| and [Lemma 7| we see that when H (therefore 7;) is known in advance, for sufficiently
large T, there is a quantum algorithm using at most 7" queries that returns the best arm with probability > 1—exp(—Q(T/vVH)).



Proof Details of the Quantum Lower Bound

Proof of

For convenience, we reproduce the statement of the result:

Theorem 5. Let p € (0,1/2). For any biases p; € [p,1 — p|, any quantum algorithm that identifies the best arm requires

Q(V'H) queries to the multi-armed bandit oracle O.

Proof. We use the adversary method and consider the following n different multi-armed bandit oracles.

In the 1% bandit, we assign bias p; to arm 7. Let > 0 be a constant to be determined later. In the 2™ bandit, z € {2,...

;b

we assign bias p| = p; + 7 to arm z and p; to arm ¢ for all ¢ # x. A best-arm identification algorithm must output arm = on

assignment « for all « € [n] with probability > 1 — 4.
Following the adversary method, we consider the sum

1 k
se= ) 5 (WPl
rz>1 T
for x € [n], where Al := p| — p,. Clearly
1
S = Z E
z>1 "
We also have

ST<Z 230 =9).

m>1
Next, we bound the difference |si4+1 — si|. Fori > 1, we let

A — (Vl_pi Vi )
Vo —T-pi)

while
4 <\/1—p’1 " )
Vi =11

where we recall pj = p; + 7 by definition.

Now, let us write
1/}(k) Zazzzb|z (k) Za121b|z

z,1,b z,1,b
Then
|1/)g(gk+1)>:(91 W,(k) Zazzz”z x) A1 |b) +ZZaz“b|z 1) A; |b)
i#x z,b
and similarly
Dy = 0, [p) Zalmblz ) A b) £ D a1z |2) Ai D).
i#x z,b

Then

s =51l € 3 7 [ (W1 0101 ) - i)

z>1
Using (33) and (54), and after cancellations, we find that

WP 1010 ) — () = 37 0 o sew (0 (A]A; =) [1) .

2,b,b’

With

<’U,x Uz) :AIAx_]I
—Vp Uy

VA =)@ =pa) +VPip= =1 /T =p1)pe — V/Pi (A = pa)

/(1 =pDpe + /P11 —pe) VA =p))(A = pa) + /Pipz — 1

3

(47)

(48)

(49)

(50)

(51

(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)



we have

u v,
|Sk+1_8k|SZZ|A/xQ| |axsz||alsz|+z Z | x| |azzzb||alzzb/| (58)

z>1 z,b x >1 z,bF#b w

Clearly, |u,| = 1 — /(1 —p)) (1 —pz) — /Pipe < 1— (1 —p}) —ps = p} — p, = AL. It can also be seen that
lvg| < AL/e(p — 1), where ¢(z) = 24/x(1 — z) is a monotone increasing function when x € [0, 1/2]. For completeness, we
prove the latter inequality as an auxiliary Lemma 8 immediately after this proof.

We can establish the following bounds using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

2
u u
L T sl ol 1200l
A/Q A/4

z>1 z,b z z>1,2,b z xz>1,2,b

1
<\[2xn

z>1 " T

(59)

and

|U:E| |Uﬂc|
ZZ |awzmb||a1zmb’|—zz |amzmb||alzmb’|

x>1 2, b4 z b#£b x>1,z x

Vg
< Z Z | | Qg 2@ b|2 . Z |041,z,w,b’|2 (60)
b£b | x>1,z m z>1,z
o\ = an M
r>1

|sky1 — k| < ( )4 D A,Q 61)
r>1

Hence, from Eqgs. (8), (@9), and (&), we find that

1—24/0(1—-
2“— > A (©)

1+2/c(p—mn) \| & Af

Therefore, we find that

We then set 7 = p(p1 — p2)/2. Now, it can be seen that

ep—n =c((1- 252 )p) = clp/2) (©3)

because p < 1/2 and p; — p2 < 1. Moreover, for z > 1,

Ay =p1+n—ps= g(pl —p2) + (1 —pa) < (1 + g)(pl —pz) < gAm (64)
because p, < ps and p < 1/2. Therefore, we find that
4 1-2/6(1- 1
T2y 1+\2//cp/2 \/ZlA_% ©)
and hence T = Q(, /31, Alz) O
Lemma 8. Suppose that p1,ps € [p,1 — p| where 0 < p < 1/2. Then
WA= p0p — VA= pamn| < A2 (66)

2¢/p(1 —p)

and the term in the denominator is optimal.



Proof. Note that

V(L =p1)p2 — /(1 —p2)p1 = (1 —pi)p2 — (1 —p2)p1

V@ =p1)p2 + /(1 — p2)ps

—(pl —pz)

VA =pi)ps + /T —p2)p1

Therefore, it suffices to prove

V(1L =p1)p2 + /(1= p2)p1 > 2¢/p(1 —p).
Since p1, p2 € [p, 1 — p|, we have
(p1—p)p1 —(1—p)) <0
(p2=p)(p2— (1 =p)) <0
12p1 — 1] <1-2p
12p2 — 1] <1 —2p.

Egs. (ZQ) and (71} are equivalent to
p—pi >p(1—p), p2—p5>p(l-p).

Egs. (72) and (Z73) imply

Apipa —2p1 — 2p2 + 1= (2p1 — 1)(2p2 — 1) < (2p — 1) = 4p® —dp + 1,

which gives
p1+po = 2pipa > 2p — 2p%.

Now, we have

(Vﬂ—pﬂm4~wu—pﬁm){:O—pﬂm+%1—mhn+2¢O—pﬂmﬂ—pﬂm

= p1+p2 — 2p1p2 + 2/p1(1 — p1)V/p2(1 — p2)
>2p—2p° +2p(1 —p) = (2¢/p(1 — p))?,

(67)

(68)

(69)

(70)
(71)
(72)
(73)

(74)

(75)

(76)

(77)

(78)
(79)

where the inequality comes from (74) and ([Z8)). Therefore, we have established (69). Note that this is optimal as taking p; =
O

p2 = p makes the two sides in (69) equal.
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