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A PAC algorithm in relative precision for bandit problem
with costly sampling
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Abstract

This paper considers the problem of maximizing an expectation function over a finite
set, or finite-arm bandit problem. We first propose a naive stochastic bandit algorithm for
obtaining a probably approximately correct (PAC) solution to this discrete optimization
problem in relative precision, that is a solution which solves the optimization problem up to
a relative error smaller than a prescribed tolerance, with high probability. We also propose
an adaptive stochastic bandit algorithm which provides a PAC-solution with the same guar-
antees. The adaptive algorithm outperforms the mean complexity of the naive algorithm in
terms of number of generated samples and is particularly well suited for applications with
high sampling cost.
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1 Introduction
We consider an optimization problem

max E[Z(S)], 1)

where E[Z(£)] is the expectation of a random variable Z(¢), and where we assume that the set
E is finite. Such a problem is encountered in different fields such as reinforcement learning [20]
or robust optimization [3].

Problem arises in clinical trials, for the identification of a treatment with the best effec-
tiveness, see [22]. In such a context E[Z(£)] corresponds to the expected effectiveness, with the
response of one patient to the treatment £ which is a sample of Z(€). A treatment £ gathers, for
example, the proportions of the molecules used in the treatment. In that case the dimension of £
can be large, especially when several molecules have to be recombined to find the best treatment.

To solve 7 classical optimization methods include random search algorithms [8] 23], stochas-
tic approximation methods [5, 19] and bandit algorithms [I4] [@, [, [7]. In this paper, we focus on
unstructured stochastic bandit problems with a finite number of arms where ”arms” stands for
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"random variables” and corresponds here to the Z(§), £ € E (see, e.g., [14], Section 4]). Stochas-
tic means that the only way to learn about the probability distribution of arms Z(§), £ € E is
to generate i.i.d. samples from it. Unstructured means that knowledge about the probability
distribution of one arm Z(¢) does not restrict the range of possibilities for other arms Z(¢'),

£ #E

Additionally, we suppose here it is numerically costly to sample the random variables Z (&),
& € Z. Our aim is thus to solve by sampling as few as possible the random variables Z(£),
¢ € Z. However, it is not feasible to solve almost surely using only a finite number of samples
from the random variables Z (), £ € E. Thus, it is relevant to adopt a Probably Approximately
Correct (PAC) approach (see e.g. [6]). For a precision 7,455 and a probability A € (0,1), a
(Tabs, A)-PAC algorithm returns é such that

P (E(Z(€)] ~ EIZ()] < 7u) 21- A, ¢ € argmax E[Z(¢)] (2)

Until recently, one of the main focus of bandit algorithms was the best arm (random variable)
identification [9], through the use of Successive Rejects algorithm or Upper Confidence Bounds
algorithms. Such algorithms are (0, A)-PAC algorithms, as stated in [6]. Racing algorithms [I]
were designed to solve the best arm identification problem too and are mainly analyzed in a finite
budget setting, which consists in fixing a maximum number of samples that can be used. While
trying to identify the best arm, bandit algorithms also aim at minimizing the regret [2 @] [7].
More recently, other focuses have emerged, such as the identification of the subset of = containing
the m best arms [I0, [I2] or the identification of ”good arms” (also known as thresholding bandit
problem) that are random variables whose expectation is greater or equal to a given threshold
[11 211 18], [15].

The (74ps, A)-PAC algorithms mentioned above measure the error in absolute precision. How-
ever, without knowing E[Z(£*)], providing in advance a relevant value for 7,45 is not an easy
task. In this work, we rather consider (7,\)-PAC algorithms in relative precision that return
é € = such that

P (E[Z(¢")] - EIZ(@)] < r[EIZ(M]]) > 1- A, 3)

where 7 and A are set in advance in (0,1). We introduce two algorithms that yield a solution ¢
satisfying . The first algorithm builds an estimate precise enough for each expectation E[Z(&)].
This naive approach drives a majority of the budget on the random variables with the lowest
expectations in absolute value. In order to avoid this drawback and thus to reduce the number of
samples required to reach the prescribed relative precision, we propose a second algorithm which
adaptively samples random variables exploiting confidence intervals obtained from an empirical
Berstein concentration inequality.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In Section [2] we recall and extend to sub-Gaussian
random variables a Monte-Carlo estimate for the expectation of a single random variable that
has been proposed in [I6]. It provides an estimation of the expectation with guaranteed relative
precision, with high probability. In Section[3] we introduce two new algorithms that rely on these
Monte-Carlo estimates and yield a solution to . Then, we study numerically the performance
of our algorithms and compare them to algorithms from the literature, possibly adapted to solve
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2 Monte-Carlo estimate with guaranteed relative precision

In what fogows, we consider a random variable Z defined on probability space (92, F,P). We
denote by Z,, the empirical mean of Z and by V,, its empirical variance, respectively defined

by
— 1 — — 1 & — 2
Zm = EiilZi and Vm = Eiél (Z7,*Zm) ’

where (Z;)i>1 is a sequence of i.i.d. copies of Z. The aim is to provide an estimate E[Z] of E[Z]
which satisfies R
P (1E[Z] - E[Z]| < [E[2]]) = 1 -3, (4)

with (e, 8) € (0,1)? given a priori. We assume that the distribution of Z satisfies the concentration
inequality

P(|Zm —E[Z]| € ¢(m,z)) > 1— =, (5)

where z is in (0,1) and ¢(m,x) depends on m and z. Below we recall standard concentration
inequalities for sub-Gaussiaf| and bounded random variables. In the rest of the paper we denote
by SG(7) the set of sub-Gaussian random variables of parameter v and by B(a,b) the set of
bounded random variables taking their values in the interval [a, b].

Theorem 2.1. If Z is in SG(v), holds with
2y
=4/ —log(2
clm, ) = [ L 1og(2/)
for anym € N and z € (0,1).

Theorem 2.2. If Z is in B(a,b), holds with

c(m,x) = \/WJF 3(b— a)nllog(g/x)

for any m € N and z € (0,1).

Proof. We simply apply [2, Theorem 1] to Z —a which is a positive random variable whose values
are lower than b — a. O O

Based on Theorem several estimates for E(Z) have been proposed in [16l I7]. We fo-
cus in this paper on the estimate introduced in [16, Equation (3.7)] and generalize it to any
concentration inequality written as .

2.1 Monte-Carlo estimate

Considering a sequence (dp,)m>1 in (0,1), we introduce the sequence (¢, )m>1 defined, for all
m > 1, by

Cm = c(m, dy,). (6)

*A random variable Z is said to be sub-Gaussian of parameter v > 0 if, for all s > 0 we have Elexp(s(Z —
E[Z])] < exp(s®7/2).



Using , we see that ¢, stands for the half-length of a confidence interval of level 1 — d,, for
E[Z], i.e. B
P(|Zm —E[Z]]| <em) > 1—dp,. (7)

Let M be an integer-valued random variable on (2, F,P), such that
cm < 6|71\4|’ (8)
with € € (0,1). Then, we define the following estimate
IAEM[Z] = ZM — € blgn(?M)CM (9)

Proposition 2.3. Let €,6 € (0,1). Assume that Z takes its values in a bounded interval [a, b]
and that (dp,)m>1 satisfies

> dm <0, (10)

m>1

Then the estimate Epr[Z] defined by (9). with M satisfying [§), is such that

P (‘]]:ZM[Z] - E[Z]‘ < e|]E[Z]|) >1-4. (11)

Proof. We have
P ([Zy —E[Z]| < ear) 2 P (V1 {|Zm — E[Z]] < cm})

+oo o (12)
>1= Y P([Zm —E[Z]] > cm) -
m=1
Then using and 7 we deduce that
P(1Zy —ElZ)| <em) 21— dp>1-0 (13)
m=1

cpr} implies {|IAEM[Z} —E[Z]| < €|E[Z]|}. In the rest of

cpr holds. Let us recall that cpr < €|Zps|. Then, since

It remains to prove that {[Zy — E[Z]]
the proof, we assume that |Z,; — E[Z]|
€ < 1, we have

<
<

1Zy —E[Z]] < en < el Zum| < |Zml,
which implies that E[Z], Z); and Ep;[Z] have the same sign. Therefore,
En[2] - E[Z]| = [|Zm] — ecnr — [E[Z]]].

It suffices to consider the case E[Z] > 0 and we have

E[Z] Z ZM — CM Z ! _ECM.
Therefore . o
Epm[Z) —E[Z)=Zy —E[Z] —ecpr < (1 —€)enr < €E[Z].
Also B B
E[Z] < Zy +cem < (1+€) 2,
and R B
En(Z] -E[Z] 2 (1 - €)Zy — E[Z] 2 (1 - €)E[Z] — E[Z] = —€E[Z],
which concludes the proof. O O



In practice, the computation of the estimate given by @ requires a particular choice for the
random variable M and for the sequence (d,)m>1. A natural choice for M which satisfies is

M =min{m e N* : ¢, <€|Z,]}. (14)

To ensure that I@M[Z] can be built using a finite number of samples Z;, we take a sequence
(dm)m>1 such that

1og(1/dm)/mm:r>oo(). (15)
Under this condition, with ¢, = ¢(m, d,,) defined in Theorem or Theorem we have that
¢m converges to 0 almost surely. This condition together with E[Z] # 0 are sufficient to ensure
that M < +o0 almost surely.

Remark 2.4. When choosing M as in with ¢y, = c(m, dp,) as defined in Theorem [2.3, the
estimate defined by @D is the one proposed in [16, equation (3.7)] for bounded random variables.
A wvariant of this estimate can be found in [17).

Remark 2.5. Sometimes the sub-Gaussian parameter v (for sub-Gaussian random variables)
or the exact value of b — a (for bounded random variables) is not known. In this case, one can

use any upper bound for v or b—a and derive less tight concentration inequalities using Theorem
21 and Theorem [2.3

We propose to perform in the next section a complexity analysis for building an estimate in
relative precision.

2.2 Complexity analysis

In this section, we state two complexity results, one for each concentration inequality we presented
earlier (see Theorem and Theorem [2.2)). Following [I6], we focus on a particular sequence
(dm)m>1 defined by

dpm = 0cm™P, c=—, (16)
which satisfies and (15)), for any p > 1.

Proposition 2.6 (Complexity analysis for sub-Gaussian random variables). Let 0 < § < 1 and
let Z € SG(v) with expectation p = E[Z). If pu # 0 and (dp,)m>1 satisfies (16)), then M defined
by with ¢y, = c(m, dy,) as defined in Theorem satisfies M < 400 almost surely and

e (3= [21s(2)]) < )

2 2

where [-] denotes the ceil function, k = W and g = {/%. Moreover,

Proof. Let us define the event B =(1,,~, B with



A union bound argument and Theorem [2.1| with = = log(2/d,,) yield P(B) > 1 — . It remains

to prove that B implies
M< |=log| — (18)
~k & k ’

which will prove . In what follows, we suppose that B holds.

We seek a bound for M the smallest integer such that cys < €[Zy]. Defining M* the smallest

€lpl
1+e?

M < M*. Applying Lemma (stated in appendix) with k = % and q = %, we get

2q 2q
M 1 1
< Proe(3) < |F1oe ()]
which ends the proof of the first result.
Let us now prove the result in expectation. Let K := [% log (%’ﬂ . We first note that

ZIP’M>3 i

j=K

integer such that cp; < we observe that, since B holds, we have cp;« < €|7M*| which gives

If M > j, then ¢; > €|Z;|. For j > K, we would like to prove that ¢; > €|Z;| implies (B;)¢, or
equivalently that B; implies ¢; < €|Z;|. For j > K, B; implies |u| < |Z;| + ¢j and ¢; < ilj_‘el by
Lemma Combining the previous inequalities, we easily conclude that B; implies ¢; < e|Z |.

For j > K, we then have P(M > j) < P(¢c; > €| Z;]) < P(BS) < dj, and then

which ends the proof. O O

The following result extends the result of [16, Theorem 2] stated for random variables Z with
range in [0, 1].

Proposition 2.7 (Complexity analysis for bounded random variables). Let 0 < § < 3/4 and let
Ze€ B(a,b) with expectation p = E[Z] and variance 0? = V[Z]. If u # 0 and (dm)m>1 satisfies
, then M defined by with ¢y, = ¢(m,dy,) as defined in Theorem satisfies M < 400

almost surely and
IP’(M> P <p10g<2 )—Hog(?}))—‘) < 15/3, (19)

where [-] denotes the ceil function and

. (max(c?, e2u? €22
I/rn1n< b( 2;”)’ 3 H 3 9 o >,
(b—a) (1+ €)? max(o?, e2p?)y

with v = (/2 + 2v2 +2/3 + 3)2. Moreover,
E(M) < B (plog (?) +log (;)ﬂ +46/3.

Proof. See Appendix. O O




Remark 2.8. The result from Proposition[2.7] helps in understanding the influence of parameters
(€,0) appearing in on M. Indeed, we deduce from this result that for 6 < 1/2,

E(M)Svtlog(v™!) + (vt + 1) log(671).

We first observe a weak impact of § on the average complexity. When ¢ — 0, we have v ~ eQU“T:.

Then for fized 6 and e — 0, the bound for E(M) is in O(€_2§)~ As expected, the relative
precision € has a much stronger impact on the average complexity.

3 Optimization algorithms with guaranteed relative preci-
sion

In this section we consider a finite collection of random variables Z(&) on (2, F,P), indexed by

¢ € B, and such that E[Z ()] # 0. We denote by Z(£),,, the empirical mean of Z(£) and V (£),,
its empirical variance, respectively defined by

m

> 2 and V@, = > (2 - 7@,,) (20)

i=1

1
m
where {(Z(£);)i>1 : £ € E} are independent i.i.d. copies of {Z(¢) : £ € Z}. We assume that
P (1Z(©),, — ElZ(O)]] < c(m,,8)) =1 -,
foreach £ € Z, 0 <z <1 and m > 1. We introduce then #Z= different sequences
cem = c(m, dm,, &),
where (dn,)m>1 IS a positive sequence, independent from &, such that ZmZIdm < 4. For

2V (), log(3/dm) 4 30()—a(&) log(3/d

m

m) for bounded random variables

example we take c¢ ., =

and cgm = 1/ Q’YT(O log(2/d,,) for sub-Gaussian random variables.
Taking € in (0, 1), for each & in E, we define, as in ,

m(£) = min {m eEN* ¢ e < e|mm\} . (21)

Then defining s(£) := sign(Z(¢),,(¢)), we propose the following estimate for E[Z(¢)]:

Em@[Z2(E)] = Z(©) ar¢) — € 5(E)eme)- (22)

These notation being introduced, we propose below two algorithms returning € in = such that
P (ElZ(¢")] ~ E[Z(9)) < [BIZ(E)]]) > 1 - A ¢ € argmaxE[Z ()], (23)

for given (7, ) in (0,1)%.



Algorithm 1 Non-adaptive algorithm

Input: 7, A\, {Z(§)}eez-
Output: é
1: Set € = 57~ and § = A\/#E.
2: for all £ € = do
3:  Build an estimate Em(g) [Z(€)] of E[Z(&)] using with € and § as above.
4: end for

5: Select é such that

f € arg max E,n(g) [Z(8)].
ce=

3.1 Non-adaptive algorithm
We first propose a non-adaptive algorithm that provides a parameter é satisfying , by select-
ing the maximizer of independent estimates |, ¢)[Z(£)] of E[Z()] over E.

Proposition 3.1. Let (1,\) € (0,1)2. We assume that, for all ¢ € 2, Z(€) is a random variable
with E[Z(€)] # 0. Moreover we assume that the sequence (d,)m>1 s such that

—+oo
A
< — = log(1 — . 24
mE:1 dpy < 2= 0 and log(1l/dm)/m e 0 (24)

Then, for all £ in Z, the estimate IAEm(é) [Z(&)] is well defined and satisfies

P ([EIZ(9)] - Bnie) [2(9)]] < ¢ [ELZ(E)]]) 2 13, (25)

with € = 2_%7 Moreover, the value é returned by Algorithm satisfies .

Proof. The assumptions on (dp,)m>1 in combined with E[Z(€)] # 0 ensure that for all £ in
2, M(&) is almost surely finite. Then, for all £ in Z, the estimate E,,¢)[Z(€)] is well defined.
Applying Proposition for each Z(§) with 0 = A\/#E and e = 37—, we obtain [25).

Now let A() = {|E[Z(6)] - Bme) [2(©)]| < ¢ [E[Z(©)]l}. By B3, P(A() = 1 - 5 and by

a union bound argument, P(NgezA(€)) > 1 — A. To prove that ¢ satisfies , it remains to

prove that Neez A(€) implies E [Z ()] —E[Z(§)] < T|E[Z(£")]]. In what follows we suppose that
NeezA(€) holds. Since € < 1, E[Z(€)], Em(g) [Z(£)] and Z(£),,,(¢) have the same sign, that we

denote by s(§). Since A(£*) N A(§) holds, we have

. E 2 B *
B (z(e")] - Biz(@) < mlze) - 2270 <pz(en) - e A
<E(2(6) 11188(%)5 (€]
_els(€) +5E@)
B
Then we deduce
E[2(6)] - E[Z(6)] < 1 [EZ(6")] = TIEIZ(")], (26)

which ends the proof. O O



Remark 3.2. If E[Z(£*)] > 0, we can prove that s(€) = s(€*) = 1, so that the inequality

becomes
2¢
<

“1+e

E(Z(¢)] ~E[Z(9)] E[Z(E)]I-

Therefore, we can set € = 57— in Algorithm to lower the complexity and still guarantee that é

2
satisfies .

Algorithm [1] provides for each random variable an estimate Em(g) [Z(£)] that satisfies (25)).
However, as will be illustrated later, this algorithm tends to use many samples for variables with
a low expectation in absolute value. We propose in the next subsection an adaptive algorithm
avoiding this drawback by using confidence intervals, which results in a lower overall complexity.

3.2 Adaptive algorithm

The idea of the adaptive algorithm is to successively increase the number of samples m(§) of a
subset of random variables Z(§) that are selected based on confidence intervals of E[Z(£)] de-
duced from the concentration inequality of Theorem 23] or Theorem [2:2] This algorithm follows
the main lines of the racing algorithms [I7, Section 4]. However racing algorithms do not allow
to sample again a random variable discarded in an earlier step of the algorithm. The adaptive
algorithm presented hereafter allow it.

In order to present this adaptive algorithm, for each £, we introduce the confidence interval

ﬁgm@ = Z(f)m(g) — Cem(e) and BZm(f) = (§>m(g) + Cem(e)- (27)

From , we have that

P (B;m(f) <E(Z(6)) < ﬁgm(5)> > 1 —dpye- (28)
We define €¢ () by
Cemie) =
’ 1Z (&) m(e)]

if Z(€) ¢y # 0, 0 €¢ m(¢) = +o0 otherwise. Letting s(¢) := sign(Z(),,(¢)), we use as an estimate
for E[Z(£)]

Z(&) me) otherwise.

Em(g)[ (5)] = { Z(f)m(f) — €&m(g) s(g)cf,m(g) if €e.m(e) < 1, (29)

If €¢,m(ey < 1, we note that

En()[Z(6)] = (Z() ) F Cemie) (1 £ 5(E)eeme)) »

so that )

EnolZ©)] =

—_— = . 30
1+ 5(5)55,771(5) &m(&) ( )

The adaptive algorithm is described in Algorithm [2l At each iteration n, one sample of Z () is
drawn for each & in a subset Z,, selected according to (31). In the next proposition, we prove
that the algorithm returns a solution to under suitable assumptions.



Algorithm 2 Adaptive algorithm
Inputs 7, \, {Z(©)}ee=.
Output: &.
1: Set n=0,Zg =Z, €¢,0 = +00 and m(§) =0 for all £ € E.

>
2: whil =, >1and > ——d
while # an &12}: em(e) > 5 = o

for all ¢ € =, do
Sample Z(§), increment m(§) and update e¢ p(¢)-
Build the estimate ]Em(g) [Z(€)] using (29).

end for

Increment n and put in =, every £ € = such that

IR

ﬂg )= max 5 )(u). (31)

8: end while
9: Select & such that

€ € argmax E,¢) [Z(£)] -
EEE,

Proposition 3.3. Let (1,\) € (0,1)2. We assume that (dy)m>1 is a positive sequence that
satisfies

m——+00

deé# and log(1/dy)/m — 0. (32)

Moreover, we assume that, for all € in ZE, Z(§) is a random variable with E[Z(§)] # 0. Then, it
holds almost surely that Algorithm@ stops and & satisfies ,

Proof. Let m,,(§) denote the number of samples of Z(§) at iteration n of the algorithm. We first
prove by contradiction that Algorithm [2] stops almost surely. Let us suppose that Algorithm [2]
does not stop with probability n > 0, that means

(Vn >0, #2, >1 and D0aX €¢ m, (¢) >3 g > =n>0. (33)

Since (E,)n>1 is a sequence from a finite set, we can extract a constant subsequence, still denoted
(En)n>1, equal to E* C E, with Z* # () such that

.
P(Vn>1, m >—1]2>n1n>0. 34
(> 1 paxeemo > 555) 20 3

Since log(3/d,,)/m — 0 as m — +oo and E[Z(&)] # 0 for all £, we have that e¢ y, i—i 0 for all

o0
¢ in 2. Yet, since at each iteration n (from the subsequence), we increase m,,(§) for all £ in =*,

we have that m,({) — oo as n — oo for all { € E*. Therefore, lim,, ;| o Max¢ez+ € m, () = 0
holds almost surely, which contradicts .

We now prove that ¢ satisfies ([23). For clarity, we remove the index n from m, (€). Defining
A(g) = {|Z(§)m(§) —E[Z(©)]] < cg’m(g)} for all £ in =, we proceed as in to obtain

P(A(E) = 1 - \#4E.

10



Thus, by a union bound argument
P(NeezA(§)) 21— A

It remains to prove that NeczA(€) implies E[Z(6*)] — E[Z(£)] < 7[E[Z(£*)]] in order to prove
that & satisfies (23). In the rest of the proof, we suppose that Ngc=A(§) holds. First, for all
¢ ¢ =, using (27)), we have

EIZ(6)] < B e < max B, < maxEZ(v)] = EIZ(E")] (33)

VvEE

that implies £* € Z,,. If the stopping condition is #Z,, = 1, we then have é = ¢*. If the stopping

condition is maxeez, €m(e) < 5= < 1, it means that, for all £ in =Z,,, €¢ ) < 2177 < 1. Then

2
for all £ € =, using Proposition with € = €¢ me) < 1 and 0 = A/#E < 1 and the fact that
Nee=A(€) holds, we obtain that the estimate Em(f) [Z(£)] satisfies

Enne)[Z2(8)] = E[Z(§)]] < ecm(e)[E[Z(E)]]- (36)

We have that €¢ ) < 1 and hold for all £ € =,,. In particular, since f, & e £, we get

. E, 52 N
E[Z(€")] - E[Z(§)] <E[Z(¢)] - M <E[Z(€")] - W
&) m(é) &) md)
<Ez(e) - L2 eme g ey

L+ 5(8)€g e
_ e mie + 5O, [2(£7)]-
L+ s(E)eg ey

Then we deduce

. 27/(2+7)

E[Z(¢7)] - E[Z(§)] < WIE[Z(F)]I = T|E[Z(£7)]], (37)

which ends the proof. O O

Remark 3.4. As for Algorithm (see Remark , if E[Z(£%)] > 0, we can set € = 57— in
Algorithm@ to lower the complexity and still guarantee that é satisfies .

Remark 3.5. A variant of Algorithm[g using batch sampling would generate several samples of
Z(&) at step 4. The result of Proposition also holds for the algorithm with batch sampling.
An optimal choice of the number of samples should depend on sampling costs.

A theoretical upper bound for the complexity of Algorithm [I| directly follows from Proposi-
tion [2.6]or Proposition The analysis of the adaptive Algorithm [2]is not straightforward. The
complexity of algorithms involving similar adaptive sampling strategies in absolute precision has
been studied in several papers for different stopping rules: [13] provides an upper bound for the
complexity that holds in probability while [I2] provides a lower bound for this complexity. In
these papers the authors were searching for m variables in the set Sy, of (7, m)-optimal random
variables that are random variables whose mean E[Z(§)] is greater than E[Z(&,,)] — 7, where
E[Z(&,,)] is the m'" highest mean. In the case m = 1, finding one element of S; , with a given
probability 1 — )\, is equivalent to find é that satisfies with 7,5 = 7. The critical point for a
theoretical complexity analysis of our adaptive algorithm is to adapt these analyses to relative
precision. This could be the concern of a future work.
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4 Numerical results

In this section, we propose a numerical study of the behaviour of our algorithms on two toy
examples.

4.1 First test case

We first apply our algorithms to the framework of bounded random variables. We use the
concentration inequality bounds from Theorem [2.2} We consider the set of random variables
Z(&) = f(&)+U(E), € € E, where f(§) = sin(§) +sin(10£/3), the U() are i.i.d. uniform random
variables over (—1/20,1/20), and = = {3 +4i/100 : 0 < ¢ < 100}. The numerical results are
obtained with the sequence (dy,)m>1 defined by with p=2. Weset 7=0.1 and A = 0.1.

We first compare our algorithms with two existing ones. The first one is the Median Elimi-
nation (ME) algorithm (see [6] for a description of the algorithm), that solves problem ([2). We
take Tups = T|E[Z(£")]] to ensure ME algorithm provides a solution that also guarantees (3. Of
course, this is not feasible in practice without knowing the solution of the optimization problem
or at least a bound of |E[Z(£*)]|. The second algorithm which we compare to our algorithms is
the UCB-V Algorithm (see [2] Section 3.1]). It consists in only resampling the random variable
whose confidence interval has the highest upper bound. To do so, we replace Steps 3 to 6 of
Algorithm [2] by:

L +
Compute ¢ = arg max B, o)
Sample Z(£1), increment m(£1) and update €g+ (et

We choose these algorithms to perform the comparison because i) ME Algorithm ensures theo-
retical guarantees similar to ours (although in absolute precision) and ii) the UCB-V Algorithm
is optimal, in a sense that we will define later, for solving the optimization problem .

We illustrate on Figure [I] the behavior of algorithms. The results that we show on Figure []
are the ones of a single run of each algorithm. On the left scale, we plot the estimates Em(g) [Z(&)]
as defined in and the associated confidence intervals [,BE m(E) 5Zm(5>] of level 1 —d,,(¢) given
by . The estimates and confidence intervals for £ € =, are drawn in blue, while the ones
for £ ¢ Z,, are drawn in red. On the right scale, we plot the number of samples m(¢) generated
for each £ € Z. We observe that Algorithm [I] samples too much the random variables with
low expectation in absolute value. This is responsible for the three peaks on m(&) observed on
Figure Algorithm avoids this drawback as it does not try to reach the condition €g¢ ,,,(¢) <1
for all random variables. The UCB-V algorithm samples mostly the two random variables with
highest expectations (more than 99% of the samples are drawn from these random variables).
Other random variables are not sufficiently often sampled for reaching rapidly the stopping
condition based on confidence intervals. The Median Elimination Algorithm oversamples all
random variables in comparison with other algorithms.

Complexity. To perform a quantitative comparison with existing algorithms in the case of
costly sampling, a relevant complexity measure is the total number of samples generated after a

single run of the algorithm
M="m(9).

Ee=
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Figure 1: Final state of each algorithm after one run with 7 = 0.1, A = 0.1 and 7445 = 7|E[Z(£*)]]
for ME Algorithm. Left scale : values of the estimates E,,¢)[Z(£)] together with the associated
confidence intervals of level 1 — d,¢). Right scale : values of m(¢).

Table [1] shows the average complexity E(M) estimated using 30 independent runs of each algo-
rithm. We observe that the expected complexity of Algorithm [2]is far below the one of the other
algorithms. It means that, for the complexity measure E(M), the adaptive algorithm we have
proposed performs the best.

| ME Alg. | Alg.[1] | Alg. [2] [ UCB-V Alg. |
(20107 [14-10° [ 1.9-10° | 1.9-10° |

Table 1: Average complexity E(M), estimated using 30 runs for each algorithm, with 7 = 0.1,
A =0.1 and 745 = 7|E[Z(£¥)]] for ME algorithm.

We now compare the four algorithms in terms of expected runtime, that is a measure of
complexity taking into account the sampling cost and the cost of all other operations performed
by the algorithms. Denoting by ¢* the time (assumed constant) for generating one sample from a
distribution, the runtime of an algorithm is a random variable T' = Mt* + A/, where Mt* is the
sampling time, and N is the (random) time taken by all other operations. The expected runtime

13



is then E(T) = E(M)t* + E(N). From the values of E(N) and E(M), estimated over 30 runs of
the algorihms, we deduce Table [2] which shows the average runtime E(T) for different values of
t*. We observe that Algorithm [2] has the smallest average runtime whatever the sampling cost.
The first line corresponds to E(N) and shows that Algorithm performs the best when sampling
cost t* = 0 (or negligible). The impressive gain for large sampling costs ¢t* is due to the small
value of the average number of samples E(M) required by the algorithm.

t* ME Alg. | Alg. |1 Alg. UCB-V Alg.

0 2.5911 | 5.0-10 3.10°° 1.2-10°
105 | 2.0-10" | 1.9-10% | 3.8-1073 1.4-103
107% ] 2.0-10° [ 1.9-10* | 3.8-10°T 1.4-10°
1072 ] 2.0-10° | 1.9-10% | 3.8-10% 1.4-107

1 2.0-107 | 1.9-10% | 3.8-10° 1.4-10°

Table 2: Estimated runtime T (in seconds) for different values of ¢*, with 7 = A = 0.1 and
Tabs = T|E[Z(£%)]] for ME algorithm.

Behavior of Algorithm Now, we illustrate the behavior of Algorithm [l on Figure [ and
show the evolution with n of Z,, and m,,(£) for a single run of Algorithm [2] where m,,(£) denotes
the total number of samples from Z(£) generated from iteration 1 to iteration n. When n = 1,
the algorithm has sampled every random variable once, which is not enough to distinguish some
confidence intervals. So Z; is equal to Z. When n = 10, some confidence intervals can be distin-
guished and the algorithm has identified two groups of values where a quasi-maximum could be.
These two groups correspond to the two groups of random variables in Z19. When n = 21, the
algorithm has identified the main peak of the function. However, the values of €¢ ,(¢) for § in
Zo1 are not small enough for the algorithm to stop. Then the algorithm continues sampling the
random variables in =,,, updating Z,, when it is necessary. € ,, (¢ for £ in Z,, decreases since m(§)

is increasing for these values of £ and the algorithm stops at n = 214 when Emax €e.m(e) <
€211

Figure [3|shows the influence of 7 and A on the average complexity E(M) of Algorithm [2| We
observe that 7 has a much bigger impact than A. This observation is consistant with the impact
of e=7/(24 7) and § = A\/#E on the expected number of sampling E(M) to build an estimate

Ear[Z] of E[Z(€)] with relative precision e with probability 1 — & (see Remark .
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Figure 2: Evolution of E,, and number of samples m,, (&) with n for Algorithmwith T=A=0.1.
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Figure 3: Average complexity E(M) of Algorithm [2{ with respect to 7 and A (in log-log scale).
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4.2 Second test case

As in [13], we consider Bernoulli random variables Z(§), ¢ € {1,..., K}, with K varying from
10 to 60. Concentration inequality bounds from Theorem are used. The values of E[Z ()]
for £ € {1,..., K} are drawn uniformly in [0, 1]. We first estimate the probability of failure of
Algorithm [2] over 1000 draws of a K-tuple for the means, this for each value of K. It corresponds
to the probability of returning & such that E[Z(¢*)] — E[Z(€)] > 7|E[Z(¢*)]]. The parameters
used for these runs are 7 = 0.5, A = 0.5 and p = 2. On these runs, and on all the runs of Al-
gorithm [2] we performed in this paper, the estimated probability of failure is zero, which means
that Algorithm [2] did not fail. This could be explained by the use of concentration inequalities
that are not very sharp and a very conservative stopping criterion. It is mostly due to the union
bound argument used in our proof, see, e.g., the one from Proposition [3.3

We observe on Figure 4| the complexity E(M) plotted as a function of K for different values
of 7 and A. Again for this case, we observe that 7 has more influence than A on the complexity
E(M). Also E(M) does not deteriorate when the number K of parameters in = increases.

4.3 Summary of performance validation

We considered in this paper bandit problems where the random variables are costly to sample.
It is not a traditional framework. Our adaptive algorithm clearly outperforms the others by
several orders of magnitude in terms of sampling complexity (see Table [1)). Therefore the more
costly the sampling, the more efficient our adaptive strategy (see Table [2)). Sampling is costly
in two typical situations: the samples of Z(§) are drawn from a high-dimensional distribution
or Z(§) = fe(X) with X a random variable (not necessarily costly to sample) and f¢ a function
costly to evaluate. The latter situation is typical for the computer experiment community.

On both Figure [3| and Figure {4 we observed the high impact of 7, in comparison of the
impact of A, on the complexity E[M]. It allows us to use the adaptive algorithm with sets E of
high cardinal even with small values of A.
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A Intermediate results

Here we provide intermediate results used thereafter for the proof of Proposition in Section
We first recall a version of Bennett’s inequality from [2, Lemma 5].
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Lemma A.1. Let U be a random variable defined on (Q, F,P) such that U < b almost surely,
with b € R. Let Uy, ..., Uy, be i.i.d. copies of U and Uy, = %Zle U;. For any x > 0, it holds,
with probability at least 1 — exp(—x), simultaneously for all1 < ¢ <m

(U, —E[U]) < V2mE [0z + bya/3, (38)
with by = max(0,b).

Now, the following result provides a bound with high probability for the estimated variance
of an i.i.d. sequence of bounded random variables.

Lemma A.2. Let X be a bounded random variable defined on (2, F,P), such thata < X <b
Vi =

almost surely, with a < b two real numbers. Let Xy,...,X,, be i.i.d. copies of X and
1

=3 (X — X)? where X, = L3 X, Then, for any x>0
m
(b—a)®z  xz(b—a)?
+
m 3m

P (Vm < V[X] +4/2V[X] ) > 1 —exp(—x). (39)

Proof. Let us define U = (X — E[X])? which satisfies U < (b — a)? almost surely. Applying
Lemma [AT] with U defined previously with ¢ = m gives for any = > 0

_ b—a)?
P (m (Um — E[U]) < /2mE[U?]z + x(sa)> > 1 —exp(—=z).
Moreover, as U, =V, + (X,, — E[X])? and using the boundedness of U we get

(b—a)?x x(b—a)?
+
m 3m

P (Vm < E[U] + 1/ 2E[U] ) >1—exp(—x),

which ends the proof since E[U] = V[X]. O O
We recall a second result in the line of [16, Lemma 3].

Lemma A.3. Let g,k be positive real numbers. If t > 0 is a solution of

log gt

k 40
e, (40)
then 9 5
q
t< —log—. 41
< log — (41)
Moreover, if t' is such that
> 2log 24 (42)
=% g L’
then ,
log qt
=5 <k (43)
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Proof. Let t > 0 be a solution of . Since the function log is concave, it holds for all s > 0

ti
kt = log(gt) < log(gs) + ——
In particular, for s = % > 0 we get
2 2q 2 2q
t<-—|log——1| < =log— 44
<2 (1%~ 1) < Froe . (44)

which yields .

Now, let ¢ : s — @ defined for s > 0. This function is continuous, strictly increasing on
(0, £] and strictly decreasing on [, 00) so it admits a maximum at ¢ = £. The existence of a
solution ¢ > 0 of implies £ < 4. If k = £ then t = ¢ and ©(t) is the maximum of . For any
t' > 0, in particular satisfying (42)), we have o(t') < ¢(t) = k which is (43)). If 0 < k < 4, there
are two sorl)utions t1,ts to y I; that 0 <ff <) % f(tz) By and ‘1D we have t/ Zp’tg > %
and since ¢ is stricly discreasing on [{,00) it holds ¢(t') < ¢(t2) =k , that is [@3). O O

B Proof of Proposition

Let us define the two events A = ﬂm21 A,, and B = ﬂm21 B,, with

A, = {Vm < 0?4+ \/202(b — a)2log(3/d,,)/m + log(3/d) (b — a)2/3m} ,
and B
Applying Lemma with = log(3/d,,) for A,,,m > 1 together with a union bound argument
leads to P(A) > 1 — §/3. Similarly, using a union bound argument and Theorem with
x =log(3/dm), for B,,m > 1, gives P(B) > 1 — §. By gathering these two results we have
46
3 )
where A¢ and B¢ correspond respectively to the complementary events of A and B.
It remains to prove that A N B implies

M < B {IOg (i) +p10g(2Vp)H ; (46)

which will prove ((19). In what follows, we suppose that AN B holds.
First we derive an upper bound for V. Since A holds, we have

P(ANB) >1— (P(A°) + P(B%)) > 1— (45)

Vi < 0%+ \/202(6 — a)2log(3/dy)/m + log(3/dpm) (b — a)?/3m. (47)
Lemma with k = ﬁ and ¢ = (%)1/;) gives for any integer m > M
b— 2
(b-a) log di <o?, (48)

where ) )
My = M plog M + log 3 )
o2 o2 1)
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Again, Lemma with k = % and g = (%)1/;: gives for any integer m > M2,2

(b—a)?

3
log —— < €2, (49)

2(b—a)? 2p(b — a)? 3
M52#2 = W <p10g (62#2 =+ log 5 .

For all m > min (Mgz,Mezuz), ie. m > M,2 or m > M,,2, we obtain from and , or
and , that

where

Vi < (14 V2+1/3) max(c?, € p?). (50)

In what follows, we define M = min (M027M62H2). Now, we deduce from an upper bound
for ¢,,. By definition,

m ?

_ 2V mlos(3/dm) \/ 3(b — )* log(3/dm)”
m m?

then for all integer m > M and using either 7 or 7 we have

e < M7 (51)

with o := (1/2 + 2v/2 + 2/3 + 3)? max(0?, 2?).

Now, using , we seek a bound for M, the smallest integer such that cy; < €|/Z|. To that
aim, let us introduce the integer M™*,

I dm
M*min{mEN*:mZM, o log(3/ )S €|M|}, (52)
m 1+e

and the integer valued random variable M T

—_

M, =min{meN*":¢, < alll . (53)
+ e

If M > M, then M* > M,.

Otherwise, M < M, and we have M, = min {m >M:c, < elu

STr } . Moreover, as holds
€

for all m > M, we get the inclusion

{mEN*:sz, olog(3/dm) < ey }C{mEN*:mZM,cm< il }

m “14e€

Taking the min leads again to M* > M,. Moreover, since B holds, |u| — car, < [Zpr, | and
using it implies that cps, < €|Zp, |. By definition of M we get My > M. Hence, we have
M* > M. To conclude the proof, it remains to find an upper bound for M*. Applying again

Lemma H with k = and ¢ = (%)1/17 gives for any integer m > My

2,2
(1+€)2ap

alog(3/dn) _
m ~ (1+4¢)?

(54)
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with

2(1+ €)% 2p(1 + €)% 3
My = a2 (plog (ez;ﬂ + log =)

If My < M, and imply M* = [M], where [-] denotes the ceil function. Otherwise
My > M and we obtain M* < [My]. Thus, it provides the following upper bound
M?* < max ([M], [My]) = [max (M, My)].

2,2

Introducing ¥ = min max(‘f’i“2)7 € £ ) we have from the definition of M, 2, M.2,» and M
(b—a) (14€)?c Iz f

e[t oe(2) ()]

Since M* > M and AN B implies , we deduce that AN B implies , which concludes the
proof of the first result.

2 2 3
Let us now prove the result in expectation. Let K := { (p log ( p> + log (>>—‘ . We first

v v co
note that - -
E(M)=Y P(M>k) <K+ > P(M>k).
k=0 k=K

If M > k, then ¢, > €|Zy|. For k > K, we would like to prove that ¢, > €|Z;| implies
(Ax N Bg)¢, or equivalently that Aj N By, implies ¢, < €|Z|. For k > K, Aj implies
and (54), and therefore ¢, < i‘—fi Also, By, implies |u| < |Zy| + cx. Combining the previous
inequalities, we easily conclude that Ay N By implies ¢, < €|Z;|. For k > K, we then have
P(M > k) < P(ck, > €|Zg]) <P((Ar N By)¢) < P(AS) +P(By) < 4dy/3, and then

E(M) < K+ 4dy/3 < K +45/3,
k=K

which ends the proof.
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Figure 4: E(M) averaged for the 1000 draws of the means. (top) 7 varies and A = 0.9. (bottom)
A varies and 7 = 0.9.
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