arXiv:2405.04407v2 [cs.LG] 17 May 2024

Super-Exponential Regret for UCT, AlphaGo and Variants

Laurent Orseau, Rémi Munos

Google DeepMind {lorseau,munos}@google.com

Abstract

We improve the proofs of the lower bounds of Coquelin and Munos [2007] that demonstrate that UCT can have exp(. . . exp(1) . . . ) regret (with Ω(D) exp terms) on the D-chain environment, and that a ‘polynomial’ UCT variant has exp_2(exp_2(D − O(log D))) regret on the same environment — the original proofs contain an oversight for rewards bounded in [0, 1], which we fix in the present draft. We also adapt the proofs to AlphaGo’s MCTS and its descendants (e.g., AlphaZero, Leela Zero) to also show exp_2(exp_2(D − O(log D))) regret.

1 Introduction

First we present the D-chain environment, and then provide lowers bounds for Polynomial UCT, AlphaZero, and UCT.

2 The D-chain environment

The D-chain environment [Coquelin and Munos, 2007] is as follows — see Fig. 1. Consider a binary tree of depth D with two actions, 1 and 2. After taking d < D times the action 1 from the root, with 0 reward, taking the action 2 leads to a terminal state with reward 1 − (d + 1)/D. After taking D times the action 1, the next state is a terminal state with reward 1 — this is the optimal trajectory.

We call n_d the node reached after taking d times the action 1, and we call n_d′ the node reached after taking d − 1 times the action 1, then the action 2. The node n_0 is the root.

Remark 1. Since the environment is deterministic, algorithms could take advantage of this by not visiting terminal states more than once, meaning that the lower bounds would not apply to such algorithms. To make matters more interesting, we can instead assume that there is no terminal state and that the tree is an infinite binary tree. This forces search algorithms to visit the same nodes multiple times in search of better rewards elsewhere in the tree. (Making the environment stochastic would substantially complicate the analysis.) ⋄

3 Polynomial UCT lower bound

A trajectory is a sequence of states/actions starting from the root and ending in a terminal state. Let m_{i,t} be the number of trajectories going through node n_i, after observing t trajectories. Note that at the root n_0 we have m_{0,t} = t. Define X_{i,t} to be the empirical mean of the rewards obtained on the m_{i,t} trajectories going through node n_i.

12 ...121

121212

(D-1)/D (D-2)/D 2/D1/D0 1 Figure 1: The D-chain environment. Edge labels are actions, and node labels are rewards.

Coquelin and Munos [2007] propose a variant of UCT [Kocsis and Szepesvári, 2006] as follows. Define, at trajectory t + 1, for i ∈ {d, d^′} for each d < D, B_{i,t+1} = X_{i,t} + √ √ m_{d−1,t} m_{i,t} . (1)

If at trajectory t + 1 the node n_{d−1} is visited, then the node n_j with j ∈ argmax_{i∈{d,d}′_} B_{i,t+1} is visited, with tie breaking in favour of d^′. The corresponding action is 1 if j = d, or 2 otherwise.

Let T + 1 be the first step at which the node n_D (with the maximum reward 1) is reached. Then all the nodes n_d and none of the nodes n_d′ are visited on this trajectory, so for each d ≤ D we necessarily have B_{d,T} ≥ B_d′_{,T} . Moreover, due to tie-breaking, all nodes n_d′ for d ≤ D have been visited at least once, and thus X_d′_{,T} = 1 − d/D. Also note that X_{d,T} ≤ 1 − (d + 1)/D. Therefore, for all d ≤ D, X_{d,T} + √ √ m_{d−1,T} m_{d,T} ≥ X_d′_{,T} + √ √ m_{d−1,T} m_d′_{,T} . (2)

For the rest of the proof, let us make the subscripts T implicit for visual clarity. It follows that 1 − d + 1 D + √ √ m_{d−1} m_d ≥ 1 − d D + √ √ m_{d−1} m_d′ (3) and thus √ √ m_{d−1} m_d ≥ √ √ m_{d−1} m_d′ + 1 D . (4)

From this, by dropping the term with m_d′ , we deduce that for all d ≤ D, m_{d−1} ≥ (m_d D^2

)_2

. (5)

Remark 2. If we replace the rewards (D − d)/D in the environment with just D − d, then the original claims follow trivially. Indeed Eq. (4) becomes m_{d−1} ≥ (m_d)^2, and using^1 m_{D−2} = 2 = 2^{20} we deduce that m_0 ≥ 2^{2D−2} . However, it is often assumed that rewards should be bounded by 1. Since the algorithm is not scale-invariant, we need to adapt the analysis. ⋄

1Observe that m_{D−1} = 1 only, which is not sufficient for bootstrapping the sequence.

By applying Eq. (5) recursively we obtain for all d < D, writing D̃ = D^2 for clarity,

m_0 ≥ m^2_1 D̃2 = 1 D̃2^1 m^2 1 1 ≥ 1 D̃2^1 ( m^2 D̃2 )_2^1 = 1 D̃2^1+2^2 m^2 2 2 ≥ 1 D̃2^1+2^2 ( m^2_3 D̃2 )_2^2 = 1 D̃2^1 +2^2+2^3 m^2 3 3 ≥ · · · ≥ 1 D̃2^1 +2^2+2^3 +...2^d m^2 d 3 ≥ 1 D̃2^{d+1} m^2 d d = (m_d D^4

)_2d

. (6)

We want to find a value d̂ for d such that m_{d̂}/D^4 ≥ 2. To do so, by dropping the 1/D term in Eq. (4) and simplifying,^2 we deduce that for all d ≤ D we have m_d ≤ m_d′ , and thus m_{d−1} ≥ 2m_d. Applying this relation recursively gives us that

m_{d̂} ≥ 2^1m_{d̂+1} ≥ 2^2m_{d̂+2} ≥ · · · ≥ 2^{D−1−d̂}m_{D−1} = 2^{D−d̂−1} (7)

using m_{D−1,T} = 1. Now, as said above, we want m_{d̂}/D^4 ≥ 2, which is satisfied when 2^{D−d̂−1} ≥ 2D^4, which is satisfied for d̂ = ⌊D − 2 − 4 log_2 D⌋. Plugging d = d̂ into Eq. (6) we obtain (with exp_2(x) = 2^x)

T = m_0 ≥ exp_2(exp_2(⌊D − 2 − 4 log_2 D⌋)) . (8)

For D = 25, this gives T ≥ 2^{1024} ≥ 10^{100}, which is intractable, while a simple breadth-first search in a full complete binary tree of depth 25 would take only 2^{25} search steps — which is well tractable.

4 AlphaZero lower bound

In this section we merely adapt the steps for Polynomial UCT to a different definition fo B_{i,t}, and we choose in particular a different d̂.

The action selection of the ‘MCTS’ algorithm in AlphaGo [Silver et al., 2016] and its successors, e.g., AlphaGo Zero [Silver et al., 2017b], AlphaZero [Silver et al., 2017a] and LeelaChess Zero,^3 has the following form for the D-chain environment, for i ∈ {d, d^′} for all d < D,

B_{i,t+1} = Q_{i,t} + c_{puct}P_i √ m_{d−1} m_i + 1 (9) where c_{puct} is a small positive constant such as 2 or 4, P_i is the policy weight of action i such that P_d + P_d′ = 1 for all d ≤ D, and Q_{i,t} is the “combined mean action value”. In what follows we assume that (i) Q_{i,t} = X_{i,t} as defined above, (ii) P_d = P_d′ = 1/2 and c_{puct}P_i = c for some constant c > 0. That is, B_{i,t+1} = X_{i,t} + c √ m_{d−1} m_i + 1

. (10)

Similarly to Eq. (4), on trajectory T + 1 where the maximum reward is reached, we can derive: √ m_{d−1} m_d + 1 ≥ √ m_{d−1} m_d′ + 1 + 1 D . (11)

2In case of iterative expansion of the tree as is often done in practice, we would have m_{d−1} = m_d + m_d′ + 1 and thus still m_{d−1} ≥ 2m_d.

3https://slides.com/crem/lc0#/9

Still assuming that ties are broken in favour of n_d′ , we deduce that for all d ≤ D, m_d ≤ m_d′ and thus m_{d−1} ≥ 2m_d. Since m_{d−1} = m_d + m_d′ + 1 (due to one node expansion per trajectory) we have m_{D−1} = 2 and thus for all d < D,

m_d ≥ 2^{D−d} . (12)

From Eq. (10), we also deduce that m_{d−1} ≥ (m_d cD )_2

. (13)

Similarly to Eq. (6) where we now take D̃ = cD, we obtain for all d < D

m_0 ≥ ( m_d c^2D^2

)_2d

. (14)

Now we want to choose a d̂ such that m_{d̂}/c^2D^2 ≥ 2, which is satisfied for 2^{D−d̂} ≥ 2c^2D^2, which is satisfied for d̂ = ⌊D − 1 − 2 log_2(cD)⌋. This gives

T = m_0 ≥ exp_2(exp_2(⌊D − 1 − 2 log_2(cD)⌋)) . (15)

For example, for c = 2 (c_{puct} = 4) and D = 20 this gives T ≥ 2^{2048} ≥ 10^{200}.

5 UCT lower bound

UCT uses the following formula, for i ∈ {d, d^′} for all d < D: B_{i,t+1} = X_{i,t} + √ 2 ln m_{d−1,t} m_{i,t} . (16)

Similarly to the previous sections, on the trajectory T + 1 we obtain, for all d < D,

B_d′_{,T +1} ≤ B_d′_{,T} , (17)

1 − d D + √ 2 ln m_{d−1,T} m_d′_{,T} ≤ 1 − d + 1 D + √ 2 ln m_{d−1,T} m_{d,T} , (18)

from which we deduce (omitting T subscripts): √ 2 ln m_{d−1} m_d ≥ 1 D , (19)

m_{d−1} ≥ exp ( m_d 2D^2 ) . (20)

Observe that starting the recursion with m_d ≤ 2D^2 gives at most m_{d−1} ≥ exp(1) which is less than 2D^2 (for D ≥ 2) and the recurrence actually converges to a number close to 1. Hence, for the exponential behaviour to kick in, we need to start with m_d large enough, that is, we need to find some d̂ such that exp ( m_{d̂} 2D^2 ) ≥ 2m_{d̂} . (21)

If m_{d̂} ≥ 4D^3 then it can be shown that the relation above is true for all D ≥ 3.

From Eq. (18) we deduce that Eq. (7) still holds, which means that m_{d̂} ≥ 4D^3 is satisfied when 2^{D−d̂−1} ≥ 4D^3, which is satisfied for d̂ = ⌊D − 3 log_2 D − 3⌋.

We conclude that

m_0 ≥ exp(. . . exp(exp(4D^3/2D^2)/2D^2) . . . /2D^2) , (22)

where the number of exp is ⌊D − 3 log_2 D − 3⌋ = Ω(D). For D = 16 already, m_0 ≥ e^{e25} .

References

Pierre-Arnaud Coquelin and Rémi Munos. Bandit algorithms for tree search. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Third Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, UAI’07, page 67–74, Arlington, Virginia, USA, 2007. AUAI Press.

Levente Kocsis and Csaba Szepesvári. Bandit based monte-carlo planning. In Johannes Fürnkranz, Tobias Scheffer, and Myra Spiliopoulou, editors, Machine Learning: ECML 2006, pages 282–293, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2006. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

David Silver, Aja Huang, Christopher J. Maddison, Arthur Guez, Laurent Sifre, George van den Driessche, Julian Schrittwieser, Ioannis Antonoglou, Veda Panneershelvam, Marc Lanctot, Sander Dieleman, Dominik Grewe, John Nham, Nal Kalchbrenner, Ilya Sutskever, Timothy Lillicrap, Madeleine Leach, Koray Kavukcuoglu, Thore Graepel, and Demis Hassabis. Mastering the game of go with deep neural networks and tree search. Nature, 529:484–503, 2016.

David Silver, Thomas Hubert, Julian Schrittwieser, Ioannis Antonoglou, Matthew Lai, Arthur Guez, Marc Lanctot, Laurent Sifre, Dharshan Kumaran, Thore Graepel, et al. Mastering chess and shogi by self-play with a general reinforcement learning algorithm. arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.01815, 2017.

David Silver, Julian Schrittwieser, Karen Simonyan, Ioannis Antonoglou, Aja Huang, Arthur Guez, Thomas Hubert, Lucas Baker, Matthew Lai, Adrian Bolton, Yutian Chen, Timothy Lillicrap, Fan Hui, Laurent Sifre, George van den Driessche, Thore Graepel, and Demis Hassabis. Mastering the game of go without human knowledge. Nature, 550(7676):354–359, October 2017.