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Learning to Detect an Odd Restless Markov
Arm with a Trembling Hand

P. N. Karthik and Rajesh Sundaresan

Abstract

This paper studies the problem of finding an anomalous arm in a multi-armed bandit when (a) each arm is a finite-state
Markov process, and (b) the arms are restless. Here, anomaly means that the transition probability matrix (TPM) of one of the
arms (the odd arm) is different from the common TPM of each of the non-odd arms. The TPMs are unknown to a decision entity
that wishes to find the index of the odd arm as quickly as possible, subject to an upper bound on the error probability. We derive a
problem instance specific asymptotic lower bound on the expected time required to find the odd arm index, where the asymptotics
is as the error probability vanishes. Further, we devise a policy based on the principle of certainty equivalence, and demonstrate
that under a continuous selection assumption and a certain regularity assumption on the TPMs, the policy achieves the lower
bound arbitrarily closely. Thus, while the lower bound is shown for all problem instances, the upper bound is shown only for
those problem instances satisfying the regularity assumption. Our achievability analysis is based on resolving the identifiability

problem in the context of a certain countable-state controlled Markov process.

Index Terms

Odd arm identification, restless multi-armed bandits, controlled Markov process, certainty equivalence, identifiability.

I. INTRODUCTION

Consider a multi-armed bandit in which each arm is a time-homogeneous and ergodic discrete-time Markov process taking
values in a common finite state space. Assume that the Markov process of each arm is independent of those of the other arms.
Suppose that the state evolution on one of the arms (the odd arm) is governed by a transition probability matrix (TPM) P; and
that on each of the non-odd arms is governed by P» # P;. A decision entity that knows neither P; nor P, wishes to find the
index of the odd arm as quickly as possible subject to an upper bound on the error probability. Clearly, the smaller the error
probability, the longer the decision entity will have to wait before declaring the odd arm index. Our goal is to characterise the
asymptotic growth and growth rate of the expected time required to find the odd arm index as the error probability vanishes.

To arrive at a decision of the odd arm index, the decision entity samples the arms sequentially, one at each discrete time
instant ¢ € {0,1,2,...}. Following [1l], we assume that the decision entity has a trembling hand. This means that for some
fixed 7 > 0, the decision entity samples the intended arm with probability 1 — 7, but with probability 7, the decision entity
samples a uniformly randomly chosen arm. Here, 7 is known as the trembling hand parameter. See for an example where
human subjects exhibit a trembling hand in a visual search experiment that involves searching for an oddball image in a sea of
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distracter images. It is likely that in such visual search experiments, the human subject scans multiple images at once before
narrowing down the search to the oddball image [2]], in a way different from that modelled in [1]]. Nevertheless, the model in
captures the search dynamics in a way that makes the problem amenable to analysis. We therefore follow the model in [1]].

At each time t, the decision entity observes the (noiseless) state of the pulled arm post-trembling. The Markov processes of
the unobserved arms continue to evolve, thus making the arms restless [3]. The decision entity continues to sample the arms
sequentially until it is sufficiently confident] of its estimate of the odd arm index, at which time it stops further sampling and
declares its estimate of the odd arm index.

For the above described problem of identifying the odd arm in a restless multi-armed bandit, the paper studies the case
when both P, and P, are known to the decision entity beforehand. In this paper, we study the more difficult case when neither

P, nor P, is known beforehand.

A. Observation ‘Delays’ and a Markov Decision Problem

The restless nature of the arms makes it necessary for the decision entity to maintain a record of (a) the time elapsed
since each arm was previously sampled (called the arm’s delay), and (b) the state of each arm as observed at its previous
sampling instant (called the arm’s last observed state). As noted in [1]], the notion of arm delays is meaningful when the arms
are restless, and superfluous when either each arm yields independent and identically distributed (iid) observations or when
each arm yields Markov observations and the arms are rested. The arm delays, being positive and integer-valued, introduce a
countably infinite dimension to the problem. As demonstrated in Section II.C], the delays and the last observed states of
the arms collectively form a controlled Markov process and, in turn, lead to a Markov decision problem (MDP) whose state
space is countably infinite and action space is the set of arms. Further, it is evident from [l Section II.C] that the transition
probabilities of the MDP are stationary across time and are functions of the odd arm index, P, and P». However, the objective

is not to maximise rewards (or minimise regret), as is typical in MDPs, but to find the odd arm index quickly and accurately.

B. Certainty Equivalence and Identifiability

When neither P; nor P, is known beforehand, as is the case in this paper, the transition probabilities of the MDP may be
regarded as being parameterised by a triplet of unknowns consisting of (a) the odd arm index, (b) the TPM P; of the odd arm,
and (c) the common TPM P, of each non-odd arm. Call this triplet an arms configuration. Because the true (underlying) arms
configuration is not known beforehand, it must at least partially be learnt along the way. A commonly used approach to learn
the true parameter governing the transition probabilities of an MDP is certainty equivalence. The idea behind this approach
is to (a) maintain an estimate of the parameter at each time ¢, and (b) take an action at time ¢ supposing that the estimated
value is indeed the true parameter value. The key challenge in this approach is to show that the parameter estimates converge
to the true parameter value as ¢t — oo, i.e., the system is identifiable.

Sufficient conditions that lead to system identifiability have been proposed in the literature. In an important paper [4], Mandl
demonstrated that for a finite-state MDP, when the parameter estimate at each time ¢ is chosen so as to minimise a “contrast”
function computed using all the observations and actions up to time ¢, the parameter estimates converge to the true parameter
value as ¢ — oo [4, Theorem 6]. In particular, when the contrast function is the negative log-likelihood, the resulting parameter
estimates are the maximum likelihood (ML) estimates. Mandl demonstrated the convergence of the ML estimates to the true

parameter value under an additional condition (known as Mandl’s identifiability condition Eq. (35)]) on the MDP transition
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probabilities. However, it is not clear if Mandl’s identifiability condition is sufficient for identifiability in countable-state MDPs.
In [3]], the authors consider the same problem as MandlI’s, but for countable-state MDPs when Mandl’s identifiability condition
is relaxed. The authors of [5] show that under some regularity assumptions on the MDP transition probabilities, certainty
equivalence based on ML estimation renders the system identifiable.

In this paper, we use certainty equivalence with ML estimation as in [3]] to learn the true arms configuration. Due to the
presence of arm delays in the likelihood function, closed-form expressions for the ML estimates of the TPMs are not available.

Nevertheless, we show that the system is identifiable under a mild regularity assumption on the TPMs.

C. Prior Works on Odd Arm Identification, Restless Arms, and Other Related Works

As mentioned earlier, the paper studies the problem of odd arm identification in a restless multi-armed bandit when the
TPMs of the odd arm and the non-odd arms are known beforehand. In addition to [1]], prior works on odd arm identification
have studied the cases when either each arm yields iid observations or each arm yields Markov observations and the arms are
rested. The specifics of such works are as follows. Paper [6] studies the case when each arm yields iid Poisson observations
and the Poisson rates of the odd arm and the non-odd arms are known beforehand. A study of the case of unknown Poisson
rates appears in [7]. Extension of the results in to the case when each arm yields iid observations coming from a generic
exponential family appears in [8]. The setting when each arm yields Markov observations and the arms are rested has been
studied in [9]. The recent papers [10]—[12]] study more general sequential hypothesis testing problems in multi-armed bandits
of which the problem of odd arm identification is a special case. For a related problem of best arm identification instead of
odd arm identification, see [13], [14].

Restless multi-armed bandits have been studied in the works of [3]], [13], [16]. In contrast to these works which are based
on the theme of minimising regret, our work is based on the theme of optimal stopping. In , a policy based on repeated
sampling of the arms has been proposed to achieve a logarithmic order regret for a restless multi-armed bandit with unknown
dynamics. The setting of our paper is similar to that of in that the TPMs of the odd arm and the non-odd arms are not
known beforehand. However, it is not clear if the policy of [17]], or more generally, a policy that learns the TPMs by repeatedly
sampling the arms, performs well for the optimal stopping problem studied in this paper.

We note here that the problem of identifying the odd (anomalous) arm is closely related to the problem of anomaly detection
that has been explored sufficiently well in the literature. In works on anomaly detection, the time at which the anomaly occurs
is a random variable, and the goal is to detect the anomaly in the shortest possible time after it occurs. However, in our work,

it is known to the decision entity beforehand that one of the arms is anomalous.

D. Prior Works on Certainty Equivalence, Identification, and Adaptive Control of Markov Processes

The principle of certainty equivalence seems to have been rigorously explored first in the context of linear systems by Astrom
and Wittenmark where it has been referred to as a self-tuning regulator. The paper by Mandl [4] applies the principle of
certainty equivalence to the problem of adaptively controlling a finite-state controlled Markov process (equivalently, a finite-state
MDP). Mandl demonstrated that under a regularity condition (known as Mandl’s identifiability condition Eq. (35)]) on the
MDP transition probabilities, certainty equivalence based on ML estimation renders the system identifiable. Doshi and Shreve
consider a problem similar to Mandl’s and show that under a slightly weaker condition than Mandl’s, identifiability holds
for a scheme based on certainty equivalence with modified maximum likelihood estimates (estimates that nearly maximise the

log-likelihood).



It is not clear if either Mandl’s identifiability condition or its weaker version in is sufficient for identifiability in infinite-
state MDPs. Also, as remarked in [20], Mandl’s condition may be too restrictive in practical applications. The authors of [20]
provide an example of a linear, real-valued Markovian system for which Mandl’s identifiability condition fails to hold. For this
example, the authors of [20] demonstrate that the parameter estimates may not converge, and even if they do, the convergence
is not necessarily to the true parameter value. This suggests that in order to show system identifiability in infinite-state MDPs,
it may be necessary to impose additional regularity conditions on the MDP transition probabilities.

One such set of such regularity conditions that ensures identifiability in countable-state MDPs when Mandl’s condition is
relaxed may be found in [5]. We show that the regularity conditions of are satisfied for the problem studied in this paper
under a mild assumption on the unknown TPMs of the odd arm and the non-odd arm Markov processes. For a detailed survey

of results in stochastic adaptive control of Markov chains, see .

E. Contributions and Key Challenges to Overcome

In this section, we bring out the contributions of this paper and highlight the key challenges that we must overcome in our

work.

1) We derive an asymptotic lower bound on the expected time required to find the odd arm index subject to an upper
bound on the error probability, where the asymptotics is as the error probability vanishes. Specifically, given an arms
configuration C' = (h, P;, P») in which h is the odd arm index, P; is the TPM of arm h, and P5 # P; is the common TPM
of each non-odd arm, we show that the lower bound is 1/R*(h, P1, P»), where R*(h, P, P») is an arms configuration
dependent (or problem instance dependent) constant and is the value of a max-min optimisation problem. See Section
I equation (I2) for the exact mathematical expression for R*(h, P;, P,). The max-min expression in (I2) consists of
an outer supremum over all conditional probability distributions on the arms conditioned on the arm delays and the last
observed states, and an inner infimum over all arms configurations in which the odd arm index is any A’ # h.

2) Given an arms configuration C' = (h, P, P»), the question of whether there exists an optimal conditional distribution

that attains the outer supremum in the expression for R*(h, Py, P») is still under study. Notwithstanding this, we look
at conditional distributions that attain the supremum to within a factor of 1/(1 4 §) for any 6 > 0. We refer to such
conditional distributions as §-optimal solutions for the arms configuration C' = (h, P;, P;), and note that there may be
multiple such solutions in general for each arms configuration.
It is worth noting here that in the prior works [7]-[9]], the outer supremum in the expression for the constant appearing in
the lower bound is over all unconditional probability distributions on the arms which are simpler objects to deal with than
conditional probability distributions. Further, in these works, this outer supremum is attained by a unique (unconditional)
probability distribution on the arms.

3) An important property of the optimal solutions to the lower bounds in [7]]-[9] is that they are continuous functions
of the arms configuration. It is this continuity property that is used to show that the certainty equivalence-based arm
sampling policies of these works (using ML estimation) render the system identifiable. This, in turn, is used to show that
these policies achieve the respective lower bounds asymptotically. Furthermore, a close look at [[7]-[9] reveals that the
ML estimates in these works have closed-form expressions. This readily helps in showing the convergence of the ML
estimates to their true values by using either the law of large numbers (for the case of iid observations from the arms in

[7], [8]) or the ergodic theorem (for the case of Markov observations from the arms in [9])).



In the context of this paper, we note that neither the existence of unique optimal solutions to R*(h, P, P») nor the
above mentioned continuity property is available. Furthermore, the presence of arm delays in the likelihood function
poses difficulty in obtaining closed-form expressions for the ML estimates of the TPMs of the odd arm and the non-odd
arm Markov processes As a result, showing that the ML estimates converge to their true values is a challenging task.

4) Notwithstanding the difficulties highlighted in the previous point, we demonstrate that under two key assumptions,
certainty equivalence based on ML estimation renders the system identifiable. The first of these assumptions is on the
existence of a continuous selection of J-optimal solutions (the analogue of continuity of optimal solutions in the prior
works). The second assumption, analogous to that appearing in [20], is a mild regularity on the TPMs of the odd arm
and the non-odd arm Markov processes.

5) Given an error probability ¢ > 0 and 6 > 0, we construct a policy with parameters L = 1/¢ and 0 based on the principle
of certainty equivalence with ML estimation and using the §-optimal solutions. Under the assumptions mentioned in the
previous point, we demonstrate that the policy stops in finite time almost surely and that the error probability of the
policy at stoppage is upper bounded by e. Further, we show that as ¢ | 0, the policy’s expected time to find the odd
arm index satisfies an upper bound that is away from the lower bound only by a multiplicative factor of (1 + §)2. Our
achievability analysis relies crucially on (a) resolving the identifiability problem for the countable-state MDP arising
from the arm delays and the last observed states, and (b) showing that the policy eventually samples the arms according
to the d-optimal solution for the underlying arms configuration. Finally, by letting § | 0, we show that our policy meets
the lower bound.

In summary, we prove the lower bound for all arms configurations, and prove the upper bound only for those arms
configurations satisfying two regularity assumptions: (a) the existence of continuous selection of d-optimal solutions, and
(b) the regularity of the TPMs.

6) As highlighted in point 3 above, because of the presence of arm delays in the expression for the likelihood function, it is
difficult to obtain closed-form expressions for the ML estimates of the TPMs (and hence for the maximum likelihood) at
any given time. This difficulty can be circumvented by repeatedly sampling the Markov process of each arm and using
the successive observations from each of the arms to estimate the TPMs. Because the Markov process of each arm is
ergodic, these TPM estimates will converge to their true values asymptotically.

However, unlike the policy we propose in Section [[V] repeated sampling of the arms may not ensure that given ¢ > 0
and an underlying arms configuration C, the arms are eventually sampled according to the d-optimal solution for C,
a condition that is crucial in order to meet the constant in the lower bound. Moreover, it is not clear if the desired
error probability criterion can be met. While policies that sample the arms repeatedly have been proposed and shown to
perform well for the problem of minimising regret [17], it is not clear if such policies perform well for optimal stopping

problems such as that studied in this paper.

F. Organisation of the Paper

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Section [l we set up the notations and provide some preliminaries on
MDPs that will be used in the remainder of the paper. In Section [[II} present the asymptotic lower bound on the expected time
to identify the odd arm index. In Section [Vl we state the two assumptions, present a policy based on certainty equivalence
with ML estimation, and demonstrate that it achieves the lower bound asymptotically. We provide some concluding remarks

in Section [VIl The proofs of all the results are contained in Appendices [AHG



II. NOTATIONS AND PRELIMINARIES

Consider a multi-armed bandit with K > 3 arms, and let A = {1, ..., K} denote the set of arms. For each a € A, consider
a discrete-time Markov process { X" : t > 0} associated with arm « that is time-homogeneous, ergodic and takes values in a
common finite set S. Assume that the Markov process of each arm is independent of those of the other arms. Let the TPM of
one of the arms (the odd arm) be P;, and that of each non-odd arm be P», where P # P;. Write C = (h, Py, P») to denote
an arms configuration in which A is the odd arm index, P; is the TPM of the odd arm h, and P, # P; is the TPM of each
non-odd arm. Let H; denote the composite hypothesis that & is the odd arm index.

A decision entity that knows neither P, nor P, wishes to find the odd arm index as quickly as possible while keeping the
probability of its decision error small. Although the unknowns in the problem are (a) the odd arm index, (b) P;, and (c) P, the
objective of the decision entity is to only find the odd arm index correctly with high probability. The decision entity samples
the arms sequentially, one at each time ¢ > 0. Let B, denote the arm that the decision entity intends to sample at time ¢. The
decision entity has a trembling hand, and the arm A; is instead sampled at time ¢, where A, and B, satisfy the probabilistic
relation

P(At = (L|Bt = b) = % + (1 — ’I]) ]I{a:b} (1)

for some fixed n > 0; here, 7 is called the trembling hand parameter. Notice that A; is chosen uniformly at random with
probability 7, and A; = B; with probability 1 — 7. The decision entity observes A; and therefore knows whether its hand
trembled at time ¢. Further, the decision entity observes the (noiseless) state of the sampled arm A;, which we denote by
X;. Therefore, at any given time ¢, the decision entity has knowledge of the history (By, Ao, Xo, ..., Bt, Ay, X;) of all the
intended arm samples, the actual arm samples and the states of the actually sampled arms up to time ¢. We write (B?, A*, X*)
to compactly represent the history (B, Ao, Xo, - - ., Bt, At, X¢). While the decision entity observes the state of only one arm
at each time instant, the Markov processes of the other arms continue to evolve (restless arms).

Define a policy 7 of the decision entity as a collection of functions {7 : ¢ > 0} such that V ¢ > 0, m; takes as input the
history (By, Ao, Xo, ..., By, A, X;) and outputs one of the following:

o sample arm B;;; according to a deterministic or a randomised rule.

o stop sampling and declare the odd arm index.
Let 7(w) and 6(7(7)) denote respectively the stopping time of the policy 7 and the odd arm index put out by the policy =
at stoppage. Because the decision entity is oblivious to the underlying arms configuration, any sequential arm sampling policy
of the decision entity must meet the error probability constraint for all arms configurations. Given an error probability € > 0,

let I1(¢) denote the set of all policies whose error probability at stoppage is < e for all arms configurations, i.e.,

I(e) == {ﬁ . pT <9(T(w)) £h

In @) and throughout the paper, P™(-|C) denotes probabilities computed under the policy 7 and the arms configuration C'

O—(h,Pl,P2)> <e VC:(h,Pl,PQ), hG.A, PQ#Pl}. 2)

Similarly, E™[-|C] will be used to denote expectations.

Note the requirement of policies in @) to work for all arms configurations. A careful reader may raise the question that
the error probability criterion may not hold for arms configurations C' = (h, P1, P») in which the entries of P; and P» are
arbitrarily close to each another, with some entries of P, possibly matching with those of P». However, the key here is to
note that, for such arms configurations, a policy 7 € II(e) might have to observe longer before it stops and declares the odd
arm index with an error probability < e. Therefore, the “closer” the TPMs P, and P are, the harder they are to distinguish,

which results in larger stopping times of the policies.



We anticipate from the prior works that for every arms configuration C' = (h, P1, P»),

Louf E™[7(m)|C] = ©(log(1/€)). ©)

The constant multiplying log(1/¢) is, in general, a function of C. Our interest is in characterising the best (smallest) constant
factor multiplying log(1/€) in the limit as € | 0. For simplicity, we assume that under every policy, Ag = 1, A; = 2 and so
on until Ax_; = K. If this is not the case, the arms may be sampled uniformly at random until the above sequence of arm
samples is observed. Such an exercise of sampling the arms to first see the above sequence will only result in a finite delay

(independent of ¢€) almost surely when 1 > 0, and does not affect the asymptotic analysis as € 0.

A. Arm Delays and Last Observed States

Due to the restless nature of the arms, the decision entity has to keep a record of (a) the time elapsed since an arm was
previously selected (the arm’s delay), and (b) the state of the arm at its previous selection time instant (the arm’s last observed
state). As noted in [1]], arm delays and the last observed states are striking features of the setting of restless arms. When each
arm yields independent and identically distributed (iid) observations, or when each arm yields Markov observations and the
arms are rested, the notion of arm delays is superfluous.

Following the notations in [}, let d, (¢) and 4, (¢) respectively denote the delay and the last observed state of arm a € A at
time ¢. Let d(t) = (dq(t) : a € A) and i(t) = (i4(t) : @ € A) denote the vectors of arm delays and last observed states at time
t. The arm delays and the last observed states make sense when each arm is sampled at least once, and shall therefore be defined
for t > K keeping in mind that Ay = 1,..., Ax_1 = K under every policy. Fort = K, we set d(K) = (K, K—1,...,1). This
means that with reference to time ¢t = K, arm 1 was sampled K time instants earlier (i.e., at ¢ = 0), arm 2 was sampled K — 1
time instants earlier (i.e., at ¢ = 1) and so on. The rule for updating (d(¢),i(t)), based on the value of A, is straightforward

and is as follows: if A; = a, then

da(t+1) = dz(t)+1, a+#a, it +1) = zi(t), a # a, @
1, a=a, Xy, a=a,

where, to recall, X; is the state of the arm A; = a at time ¢. Therefore, the process {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} takes values in a
subset, say S, of {1,2,...}5 x SK. The set S is countably infinite and includes among many others the constraint that, for

each t > K, exactly one component of the vector d(¢) is equal to 1 and all other components are strictly greater than 1.
Therefore, it follows that under any policy 7, the decision entity first samples each of the K arms in such a way that Ay = 1,
A1 =2 and so on until Ax_1 = K. Then, for all K <t < 7(7), based on (a) the history {(d(s),i(s)) : K < s <t} of arm
delays and last observed states, and (b) the history {Bs : K < s < t} of all the intended arm samples, the decision maker
chooses to sample the arm B;. Notice that this is equivalent to choosing B; based the history (B*~!, A*~1, X*~1). Due to the
trembling hand, the decision entity observes that arm A, is instead pulled at time ¢. Subsequently, the decision entity observes
the state X; of arm A;, and updates (d(t),i(t)) to (d(t + 1),i(t + 1)) based on the update rule in @). At time t = 7(7), the

decision entity announces its estimate (7 (7)) of the odd arm index.

B. Controlled Markov Process and the Associated Markov Decision Problem

From [[Il Section II.C], we know that {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} is a controlled Markov process with (d(t),i(t)) regarded as the

state at time ¢ and B, regarded as the control at time ¢. That is, we are in the setting of a Markov decision problem (MDP)



whose state space is S, action space is A, and the transition probabilities under an arms configuration C' are as follows: for

all (d',i'),(d,i) €S and b € A,

Prd(t+1) = d it +1) =7 | d(t) = d,i(t) = i, B, = b, C)

(£ 4+ (1= n)Lmpy) (PE)%(il]ia), ifd, =1and dj =d;+1 for all @ # a,
= it =iz for all a # a, &)
0, otherwise.

In @), P¢ is the TPM of arm « under the arms configuration C'. For instance, if C' = (h, P1, P»), then

Pl, a = h,
pe = ©)
P, 2, Q 75 h.
Also, d/, and i/, denote the component corresponding to arm a in the vectors d and i’ respectively. Similarly, d; and iz
denote the component corresponding to arm a in the vectors d and i respectively. Notice that the transition probabilities in
(@) are stationary across time and are parameterised by the arms configuration. We write Qc(d’,g" | d,i,b) as a short hand
representation of the transition probabilities in (@) to be in line with the standard notation for controlled state transitions in
MDPs.

Our objective, however, is nonstandard in the context of MDPs and more in line with what information theorists study.

Given an arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P»), we are interested in determining the following:

g ETEOIC)

i 7
cl0 wéIrll(e) log(1/e) M

C. SRS Policies and State-Action Occupancy Measures

Call a policy 7 a stationary randomised strategy (SRS) if there exists a Cartesian product A of the forn-H
A= Q) Alld,d), ®)
(d,i)€S
with A(:|d, i) being a probability measure on A indexed by (d,i) € S, with the interpretation that B; is sampled according to
A(-|d(t),i(t)) for all t > K. Let such an SRS policy be denoted more explicitly as 7, and let TIsgs be the space of all SRS
policies. Clearly, {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} is a Markov process under every SRS policy. Further, [[1 Lemma 1] shows that this

Markov process is ergodic when the trembling hand parameter 7 > 0, and therefore possesses a unique stationary distribution.

Let p* = {p*(d,i) : (d,i) € S} be the stationary distribution under 7. Also, for (d,i) € S and a € A, let

Ndoi,a) = p(dd) (35 + (L= m) Aald, 1)) ©)

denote the ergodic state-action occupancy measure under 7.

III. CONVERSE: LOWER BOUND

In this section, we present a lower bound for ([@). Given two probability distributions p and v on S, the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence (also called the relative entropy) between . and v is defined as
. p(t
D) = 3 iy og 0. (10)
218 50

2Writing P(A) to denote the space of all probability distributions on A, it follows that () is an element of the product space & P(A).
(d,1)€s



where, by convention, 0log § = 0. Also, given a TPM P on S, an integer d > 1, and i, j € S, let P%(j|i) denote the (i, j)th
entry of the matrix P<.
Proposition 1. Under the arms configuration C = (h, Py, Py),

o ETr(m)|C] 1
>
it I e/ = B PLB) (an

where R*(h, Py, Py) is given by

R*(h, P, Py) = sup inf Z Z (d,i,a) keor(d,i,a), (12)
mellsns ' (h;;’Pz (di)es a=1
P[#P;

with
koot (dy i, a) = D((PE)" (ia)[|(P&)™ (-lia))
da > a y —
D(P{*(lia)[(P5)?* (‘lia)), a=h,
— dg . o . o
=\ D(Ps" (lia) (P (lia)), a =1, (13)
da (15 Ny
D(Py* (‘lia)|(P3) (‘lia)), a# h,h'.
The infimum in (I2) is over all alternative odd arm configurations C' = (I, P{, P) satisfying (a) h' # h, and (b) P # P}.
Proof: See Appendix [Al [ |
Notice that closer the TPMs P; and P, are (in terms of relative entropies of the corresponding rows), the smaller is the
value of R*(h, Pi, P,), resulting in a larger value of the lower bound (II). The key ingredients in the proof of the lower
bound are (a) a data processing inequality for the setting of restless arms based on a change of measure argument presented in
[13]], (b) a Wald-type lemma for Markov processes, (c) a recognition of the fact that for any (d, i) € S, the long-term fraction
of exits from (d,7) matches the long-term fraction of entries to (d,), and (d) the restriction of the supremum in (I2) to the

class of SRS policies, which is possible thanks to an analogue of [22, Theorem 8.8.2] for countable-state controlled Markov

processes. A formal statement of this theorem as applicable to this paper may be found in Appendix H].

A. Simplifying R*(h, P, Ps)

Note that
R*(h, Py, P»)
= sup inf Y [W(dviv h) D(P{™ (-lin) | (Pg) ™ (-|in)) + v (d, i, 1) D(PY™ (Lins )| (P (i)
A Ellgps C'=(h',P{,P]): (d,i)€S
h'#h, &t
P[#P,
+ > Mdi,a) D ;a<-|ia>|<P5>da<-|ia>>] (14
ah,h'

Because P; appears only in the second term within the square brackets, it follows that the infimum over all P; of this term

is equal to zero and may be achieved by setting P; = P. Therefore,

R*(h, P, P»)
= s b Y {”A@z,hwwfk(-um<P2’>dh<~|ih>>+ > uw,mD<P§a<-|ia>||<Ps>da<-|ia>>]-
7 €llgps B h', Py: (d,i)es a#h,h’
#h, PL#Ps

s)
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It is worth comparing (13) with [0, Eq. (19), pp. 4328], the final expression for the lower bound when the arms are rested. The
absence of arm delays in [9) Eq. (19), pp. 4328] makes it possible to simplify this term further. In fact, a close examination of
the steps presented in [9) pp. 4337-4338] shows that when the arms are rested, the inner infimum over all i’/ # h and Pj # Py
may be simplified by first computing the infimum over all A’ # h to arrive at the expression [9, Eq. (91), pp. 4338], following
which the optimal value of P} (the one that attains the infimum over all Pj # P») may be obtained using the method of
Lagrange multipliers. The final expression for the optimal value of Py is given by [9l Eq. (20), pp. 4328].

The presence of ergodic state-action occupancy measures inside the summation in (I3) does not allow the simplification of
infimum over Pj # P», as was possible in the setting of rested arms. Further, because of the presence of arm delays in the
relative entropy terms in (I3), it may not be possible to obtain a closed-form expression for the choice of Pj that attains the

inner infimum in (I3).

B. Near-Optimal Solutions to the Supremum in (13)

It is not clear if there exists an optimal SRS policy 7* that attains the supremum in (I2). However, for each § > 0, there

exists A = Mp.py.po(c) € @ P(A) such that

(d.i)€S
K R*(h, P1, )
. \ X . sy 41,42
M 2 e feolbhe) 2 T 1o
W#h, Pitp, (GO 0=

Call Ay p,.p,,s a 0-optimal solution for the arms configuration C' = (h, P1, P»). More generally, let A, p.g s denote a d-optimal
solution for C' = (h, P, Q). Notice that more than one A\ may satisfy (T6).

In the next section, we show that under some regularity on the choice of the J-optimal solutions for the various possible
arms configurations, a time-varying policy based on certainty equivalence and the choice of the J-optimal solutions achieves

the lower bound asymptotically.

IV. ACHIEVABILITY

We begin this section by stating two key assumptions that form the basis for the results to be stated later.

A. Two Key Assumptions

Given 6 > 0, (I6) suggests that in order to approach the constant R*(h, Py, P») in the lower bound to within a factor of
1/(1+ ), the arms must eventually be sampled according to Ap_p, p, s or one of the d-optimal solutions for C' = (h, Py, P»).
Because the underlying arms configuration is unknown and may be any one among the uncountably infinite collection {C =
(h,P,Q): h e A, P +# Q} of all possible arms configurations, at best one can hope for a (P, Q) that approaches (P;, P,). A
feasible option is to sample the arms according to A, p,g.s and hope that it is eventually close to Ay p, p, s When (P, Q) is

close to (Py, P»). For this to work, we need a regularity condition.

Assumption 1 (Continuous selection). For each § > 0, there exists a selection of §-optimal solutions {\n.p,0.s : h € A, P # Q}
such that for each h € A, the mapping (P,Q) — M\, p.g,s is continuous under (a) the relative topology arising from the

Euclidean metric on the domain set, and (b) the product topology on the range set.

The paper considers a similar assumption as above for a more general sequential hypothesis testing problem in multi-

armed bandits, but with independent observations (see [12, Assumption A]). Also, the analogue of Assumption [ for the
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maximisers, instead of d-optimal solutions, holds in the settings of the prior works [7]-[9] as a consequence of Berge’s
maximum theorem [23]. Henceforth, for each 6 > 0, fix a selection {A, pgs : h € A, P # Q} of d-optimal solutions
satisfying Assumption [Tl

Let &(S) denote the space of all TPMs on the finite set S. For &* € (0, 1), let

PE)={Pec PS): Pisergodic, Vd>1, i,j €8, Pjli)>0 = Pjli) > &} (17)

Eq. (I7) defines the class of all ergodic P € £(S) such that each non-zero entry of P is lower bounded by &* uniformly
in d. Clearly, every ergodic P belongs to Z2(¢*) for some P-dependent &*. To see this, fix an arbitrary ergodic P, and let
= (u(j) : j €8) be the unique stationary distribution for P. From Theorem 4.9], we have P4(j|i) — pu(j) > 0 as
d — oo for all 4,j € S. Let fimin = min; u(j). Then, there exists D such that V d > D, each non-zero entry of P? is lower
bounded by fimin/2. Further, let

Pmin == min{P%(j|i) >0:4i,j €S, d < D}.

Then, we have P € &(&*), with £* = min{pmin, ftmin/2}. Our next assumption however requires this to hold uniformly across

all possible pairs P, () that can arise in our problem. Define
C(g*) ={(P,Q): P(-]z) is mutually absolutely continuous with Q(-z) for all i € S, P € Z(&*), Q € (")}, (18)
Assumption 2. There exists £ € (0,1) such that for every arms configuration C = (h, P,Q), (P, Q) € C(g*).

Some remarks are in order. An arms configuration C' = (h, P, Q) satisfying Assumption 2] only increases the difficulty of
identifying the odd arm index h. If P,Q € Z2(2*) for some & > 0, then they are harder to “distinguish” from one another.
To see this, note that for any ergodic P, ), we know from Proposition 2.4] that that there exists M = M (P, Q) such that

all the entries of P? and Q% are strictly positive V d > M, thus implying that ¥ d > M and i € S,
D(PU()|Q1(10)) < o0,  D(@QI([)]P(:]0)) < oo. (19)

For d < M, it may be the case that one or both of the relative entropy terms in (I9) equals +oo and discrimination becomes
easier. However, when P,Q € Z2(&*), it follows that V d > 1, each row of P? s mutually absolutely continuous with the
corresponding row of Q?. Furthermore, V d > 1 and i, j € S such that P4(j|i) > 0, Q%(j|i) > 0, the relation

P7(jli)
— Q)
holds, thus implying that Vd > 1, each of the relative entropy terms in (I9) is at most log(1/&*). Therefore, P,Q € £ (*)

=k

<2 20)
g

cannot have an arbitrarily large separation (in terms of relative entropy) and are harder to distinguish from one another.
It is worth noting here that Assumption 2] is equivalent to [20, Assumption I] which, in the context of this paper, states that
there exists € > 0 such that for all (d,4), (d',i') €S, b€ A and C = (h, Py, P»),

Qc(d,i' | d,i,b)=0 or Qc(d,i'|di,b) > e

Indeed, it is easy to see from (@) that

K
Qe(d,i'| d,i,b) = Z (% +(1- n)ﬂ{a:b}) (P&)* (ifia) Liar =1 and df—da-+1 for all aa} Liz —ia for all aa}s (21)

a=1

where PZ in @) is as defined in (@). It follows that if Qc(d',i’ | d,i,b) > 0, then it must be true that d, = 1, d; =

a

da + 1 for all @ # a, and % = i5 for all @ # a for some a € A. In this case,

Qold ' | d.i,b) = (45 + (L= lamsy) (PE)™ (i), 22)
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Because the term within brackets in 22) is > % > 0, it follows that any lower bound on Qc(d/, i’ | d,i,b) implies a lower

bound on (P&)% (i’ |i,) and vice-versa. This establishes the equivalence between Assumption 2 and [20, Assumption IJ.

B. Test Statistic

We now introduce a test statistic and use it later to construct a policy based on certainty equivalence. The test statistic is
based on a modification of the usual generalised likelihood ratio (GLR) test statistic in which the numerator of the usual GLR
test statistic is replaced with an average likelihood computed with respect to an artificial prior. The details are as follows. Let
P(S) denote the space of all probability distributions on the set S, and let Dir(«; : j € S) denote the Dirichlet prior on P(S)
with parameters (o; : 7 € S). In particular, let Dir(1) denote the Dirichlet distribution with a; =1V j € S. Let D denote
the prior on #(S) induced by Dir(1) when each row of P € #(S) is sampled independently according to Dir(1).

Given C = (h, P,Q), let f(B™, A", X"|C) denote the likelihood of all the arm samples and observations up to time n
under the arms configuration C. Let f(B™, A™, X"|H},) denote the average likelihood of all the arm samples and observations

up to time n under the hypothesis Hj,, where the averaging is over (P, Q) i D, ie.,

e Xt = [ pBn AN X0 = (b, P.Q) DP) D(Q) dP dQ. (23)
P(S)x P(S)
Further, let f (B™, A", X™|H},) denote the maximum likelihood of all the arm samples and observations up to time n under
the hypothesis H, i.e.,
FUB" A" X Ha) = sup f(B" A", X"C = (1, Q) (24)

The supremum in 24) is over the compact set 2(S) x £ (S), and is attained because the likelihood is a continuous function of
the TPMs. Let (P, 1(n), Py.2(n)) attain the supremum in (Z4). These are the ML estimates of the TPMs under the hypothesis
‘H;, (whose closed-form expressions are not available in the general case). Notice that we do not impose the constraint
P # @ while computing the supremum in @4) for the following reason. We show later that under an arms configuration
C = (h, P1, P»), the convergences Phyl(n) — P, Ph)g(n) — P, hold as n — oo almost surely. Because P; # P, by the
definition of arms configuration, the constraint Ph,l(n) #* Phg(n) is almost surely automatically satisfied for all n sufficiently
large.

For h,h’ € A such that h # I/, our test statistic, which we denote by Mpp/(n) at time n, is defined as
J(B", A", X" [My)
f(Br, Am, X Hy )

Before presenting the exact mathematical expression for (23), we introduce a few notations. Given a policy 7 and an arms

Mg (n) = log (25)

configuration C, let Z7(n) denote the log-likelihood of all the arm samples and the observations up to time n under the policy

m and the arms configuration C'. That is,
Zz(n) = log f(B", A", X"|C)

K n
= log PT(X¢4|C) + > log P™(By, A, X, | BT AL X 0)
a=1

=

log P™(By, Ay | B AL X7 0) + ) log PT(X, | BY, A X', C)
t=K

NE

K
= ZlogP”(ij_ﬂC’) +
a=1

il
=

log P™(By, Ay | B, AL XN C) + ) T log PT(X, | AL XC). (26)
t=K

[M]=

K
= ZlogP”(ij_ﬂC’) +
a=1

t

Il
=
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In writing 26), we use the fact that X is conditionally independent of B?, conditioned on the actually sampled arm A;, A*~!
and X*~1. The last summation term in @) may be written as

Zlogpﬁ (X, [ AL XL o) = Y Z > Z Lat)=d,i(t)—i,A,—a,Xp—j} L0g PT(X, | AL, X'71C)

t=K (d,i)eS a=1 jeS t=K

(a) Z Z Z Z H{ dt)=d.i(t)=i,Ar= aXa*J} log(PC) (]|Za)

(d,i)eS a=1 jES t=K
> Z > N(n,d,i,a,5) log (P&)% (jlia), 27
(di)es a=1 je§

where (a) above follows by noting that when d(t) = d, i(t) = i, A; = a and X = j,
PT(X, | A X"10) = PI(X{ = j | X{y, =0, C) = (P&)" (jlia). (28)

Also, the term N(n,d,i,a,j) in @7 is defined as

n

N(n,d,i,a,j) = Z Lt at)=d,i(t)y=i, Av=a, Xa=j} » (29)
t=K

and denotes the number of times up to time n the controlled Markov process {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} is observed to be in the

state (d, i), arm a is sampled subsequently, and the state j € S is observed on arm a. Plugging @7) into 26), we get

Z&(n)

Mw

K n
= log PT(X¢ 1|C) + Y log P™(By, Ay | B7H AL XL C) + > N(n,d,i,a,j) log (P&)™ (jlia).

t=K (d,i)eS a=1 jeS
(30)
Under an arms configuration C' = (h, P,Q), 30) may be written more explicitly as
Z%(n ZlogP (B, Ay | B AL XL ) (31)
t=K
+log PT(Xp4[C)+ Y Y N(n.d,i h,j) log P (j|in) (32)
(d,i)esS JES
—l—ZlogP7T o 1C) + Z Z ZN n,d,i,a,j) log Q% (jli). (33)
a#h (d,i)eS a#h jES
Suppose that X§ ~ ¢ V a € A for some probability distribution ¢ on S. Then, we have
Z%(n ZlogP (B, Ay | B AL XL 0) (34)
t=K
+log <Z (i) PP >+ > Y N(n,d.i,h,j) log P (jlin) (35)
€S (d,3)eS jJeES

+) log <Z $(i) Q"M (X, >+ > > Y N(n.dia,j) log Q% (jlia). (36)

a#h i€S (d,3)ES a#h jES

With the above notations in place, (23) may be written as
Mpps (n) = Ti(n) + To(n) + Ts(n) + Tu(n), 37

where the terms T4 (n), Ta(n), T5(n), and T4(n) are as given below.
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1) The term T3 (n) is given by

Ti(n) = logE{eXp (log <Z o(i) PP HXP 1) ) + > > N(n.dih,j) logP h(mh)ﬂ (38)

€S (d,i)eS jES
where the expectation is with respect to P ~ D.
2) The term T>(n) is given by
) = log | exp ( Y log (Z o(0) Q“*(Xs_lm) LYY S Ndiad) le@ Gl )| @9
a#h i€S a#th (di)eS jES
where the expectation is with respect to Q@ ~ D.

3) The term T3(n) is given by

1 1
T3(n) = log — — + N(n,d,i,l,j) log —————. (40)
Z;g G(i) P a(n)(X ) _]d) (d%:es ;S (P 1) (lins)
1€ -

4) The term Ty(n) is given by

n +Z Z ZNnd,z,ay log(P ) (41)

a—1[? a#h' (di)eS jJES (J|la)

1
Ty(n) = lo —
=2 Tog > 0li) B

a#h'

Notice that the term (34) does not appear in the expression for My (n). This is because 7 is oblivious to the knowledge of

the underlying arms configuration C, as a result of which at any given time ¢, the probability of selecting arm B; based on the

history (B*~!, A*~1, X*~1) is independent of C. Therefore, (34), which appears in both the numerator and the denominator
of 23), cancels out.

We shall refer to Mjy/(n) as the modified GLR test statistic of hypothesis H;, with respect to Hy at time n. Let My (n) =

}I;Illylélf}i My, (n) denote the modified GLR test statistic of hypothesis #;, with respect to its nearest alternative hypothesis.

C. Policy Based on Certainty Equivalence

Fix L > 1,6 > 0. Our policy, which we denote by 7*(L, §), is as below with L and ¢ as parameters.

Policy (L, 0):

Without loss of generality, let Ag = 1, A; = 2, and so on until Ax_1 = K. Follow the below mentioned steps V n > K.
(1) Compute 0(n) € arg max f?l;é% My, (n). Resolve ties, if any, uniformly at random.
6 ’
(2) If My(ny(n) > log((K — 1)L), stop further sampling and declare 6(n) as the odd arm.
(3) If Mp(n)(n) <log((K —1)L), sample arm By, 11 according to A, Patmy 2 (), Pomy 2 (n). sC1d(n),i(n)).
(4) Update n <—n + 1 and go back to (1).

In item (1) above, 6(n) denotes the guess of the odd arm at time n. In item (2), we check if Mjy(,)(n) has exceeded a
certain fixed threshold (> log((K — 1)L)). If this is the case, then the policy is confident that the true odd arm index is 6(n),
in which case the policy terminates at time n and outputs 6(n) as the odd arm index. If the condition in item (2) fails, the
policy supposes that C,, = (6(n), Pg(n“(n), P@(n),g(n)) is the true arms configuration, and samples arm B,,; according to
the §-optimal solution for C,,, thus following the principle of certainty equivalence. Observe that the policy does not rely on

the knowledge of the constant £* from Assumption

Remark 1. 1) The presence of arm delays in 34)-(B8), the expression for the log-likelihood function, makes obtaining
the closed-form expressions for (P, 1(n), Pu2(n)) and the exact computation of Myy (n) difficult. This difficulty can
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be circumvented by repeatedly sampling the Markov process of each arm and using the successive observations from
each of the arms to estimate the TPMs. Because the Markov process of each arm is ergodic, these TPM estimates will
converge to their true values asymptotically.

However, repeated sampling of the arms may not ensure that given 6 > 0 and an arms configuration C' = (h, P1, P»),
the arms are sampled eventually according to A\, p, p, 5. This, as we shall see shortly, is crucial in order to achieve the
lower bound (). Whereas, in spite of the computational intractability of Mpy:(n), we shall see that 7 (L, §) samples
the arms eventually according to \n p, p,.s and therefore meets the lower bound asymptotically as L — oo.

2) Moreover, when sampling the arms repeatedly, it is not clear if the desired error probability criterion can be met.
Whereas, as we shall see, the policy 7*(L, ) meets the desired error probability criterion. A key step in the proof of this
result is to upper bound the likelihood f(B™, A", X"|C) under an arms configuration C = (h, Py, Py) by the maximum
likelihood f (B™, A", X"|H}). Clearly, this is not possible for a policy that does not use the maximum likelihood (for

e.g., the policy that uses TPM estimates resulting from repeated sampling of the arms).

D. Results on the Performance of the Policy

We now present the results on the performance of the above described policy. The proofs are relegated to the Appendices.

Let Assumptions [I] and 2] hold.
Proposition 2. Under the arms configuration C = (h, Py, Py),
I:’hyl(n) — Py, I:’hg(n) —+ Py as n— oo almost surely. (42)

Proof: See Appendix [ |

The proof of Proposition 2] is based on verifying that the assumptions of [5]] hold in the context of this paper. The result then

simply follows from Theorem 4.3]. It is instructive to note here that the proof of Theorem 4.3] is based on a notion of

“{e;}-randomisation” which, for controlled Markov processes, ensures a strictly positive probability of choosing each control

at each time instant. The trembling hand model () of this paper ensures that the probability of sampling an arm at any given
time is > £ > 0, thus alleviating the need to consider {¢;}-randomisations.

An immediate consequence of Proposition 2 is the following: suppose C' = (h, P;, P,) is the underlying arms configuration.

Then, for any i’ € A such that b’ # h,
Ph,71(n) — Dy, Ph/,g(n) — P as n — oo almost surely, (43)

where P in (3] is a transition probability matrix that is a function of P; and P», but whose closed-form expression is not
available. It is worth noting here that when the arms are rested, the (i, j)th entry of P is a convex combination of the (i, j)th
entries of P; and P, whose closed-form expression given by [9 Eq. (20)].

The next result shows that the test statistic has a strictly positive drift under the non-stopping version of the policy (a policy,

say mhs(L, d), that never stops and picks an arm at time n according to the rule in item (3) above).

Proposition 3. Fix L > 1 and 6 > 0. Let C = (h, Py, P2) be the underlying arms configuration. Under 7}s(L,0), the
non-stopping version of the policy 7*(L,6), ¥V h' # h, we have

lim inf 7Mhh, (n)
n—00 n

> 0 almost surely. (44)

Proof: The proof uses the convergences in [@2)). See Appendix [d for the details. [ |
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An immediate consequence of Proposition Blis that, almost surely, hnrr_l) i£f Mj,(n) > 0. For each b’ € A, let 7}, (L, d) denote
a version of the policy 7*(L, d) that waits until the event Mj:(n) > log((K — 1)L) occurs, at which point it stops and always
declares h' as the index of the odd arm. Under the arms configuration C' = (h, P, P»), it then follows that the stopping
time of the policy 7*(L,J) may be upper bounded by that of 7/ (L,9), i.e., 7(7*(L,6)) < 7(x} (L, 0)) almost surely under

C = (h, P1, P2). As a consequence, under C' = (h, P;, P,), the following set of inequalities hold almost surely:
(7 (L, 8)) < 7(m, (L, 9))
— inf{n > 1: My(n) > log(K — 1)L)}
< inf {n >1: Mpp(n') > log((K — 1)L) for all n’ > n and for all h’ # h}
< 00, (45)

where the last line above is due to Proposition 3] This establishes that the policy 7*(L, ) stops in finite time almost surely.
For h/ € A such that b’ # h, let

f(Bna An, Xn|Hh)

f(Bnu An, anHh’)

denote the GLR test statistic of hypothesis #;, with respect to the hypothesis H}, at time n. Clearly, GLRy,/ (n) > Mpp (n)

GLRuy (n) == log

(46)

almost surely for all n. Also, GLR,/;,(n) = —GLRp/(n). Then, almost surely,
lim sup My (n) = lim sup min Mj,(n)
n—oo n—oo a#Fh’

< lim sup Mp+p,(n)

n—r00

< limsup GLR/1,(n)

n—r00

= limsup —GLRpp/ (n)

n—r00

= — lim inf GLth/ (n)

n—oo

S — lim inf Mhh’ (n)

n—oo

e lminf
< 1lylrggfg2Mh,a(N)

= —liminf My (n)

n—r00

<0, 47)

where (@7) follows from Proposition Bl Under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P,) and under the policy 7/s(L, ), almost
surely,

O(n) = arg max My (n) =h ¥ n sufficiently large, (48)
€
which together with (@2) implies that

)\9(");159("),1(”)vpe(n)p(")ﬁ )\h’P1’P2’6 as n — o0, (49)

where the convergence in @) is with respect to the product topology on the space & P(A), i.e.,
(d.i)€s

A9(1).Potmy 2 (1), Py 2 (m),0 Ul E) = An Py 6(|ds2) as n— 00V (d,4) €. (50)

The property in (49) ensures that under the non-stopping policy 7 (L, d), as more observations are collected from the arms

and as the ML estimates of the TPMs approach their true values defined by the underlying arms configuration, the arms are
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eventually sampled according to the J-optimal selection for the underlying arms configuration. As we shall see shortly, it is
this property of 7 (L, d) that plays a key role in showing the asymptotic optimality of the policy 7*(L, ¢).
Let us return to the policy 7*(L,d). The next result shows that any error probability ¢ > 0 can be met by setting the

parameter L = 1/e.
Proposition 4. Fix an error probability € > 0. If L = 1/¢, then 7*(L,0) € I(e) for all § > 0.

Proof: The proof uses the fact that the policy stops in finite time almost surely. The details are in Appendix |

An important step in the proof of Proposition H] is to upper bound the likelihood function under the arms configuration

C = (h, P1, Py) by the maximum likelihood under the hypothesis H. Such an exercise of upper bounding the likelihood

function is not possible if, for instance, the ML estimates in the expression for the maximum likelihood are replaced by the
estimates of the TPMs computed by repeatedly sampling each of the arms.

The next result improves upon Proposition [3| and shows that the modified GLR test statistic has the correct drift under the

non-stopping version of the policy 7*(L, J).

Proposition 5. Suppose that C = (h, Py, Py) is the underlying arms configuration. Fix L > 1 and § > 0. For all b’ € A such
that I/ # h, under the non-stopping version of the policy ©*(L,0),

Mun *(h, Py, P
lim inf hh (n) > R ( » 471, 2)
n—oo n (1+9)2

almost surely. (51)

Proof: It is in proving this proposition that we make use of Assumption [l The proof uses the fact that almost surely,
O(n) = h for all sufficiently large n under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P2). As a result, Pg(nm(n) = Pui(n),
Pe(n)g(n) = Py,2(n) for all sufficiently large n. The convergences in @2) imply that the pair (P, 1(n), Py2(n)) lies inside
a neighbourhood (chosen based on the value of §) of (P, ;) for all n sufficiently large. These together with Assumption [I]
and (@9) imply that )‘H(n),ﬁe(w,l(n),lsem),z(n),é is close to A\ p,.p,.s for all n sufficiently large. Using this, we arrive at (31).
For the details, see Appendix [El [ ]

Next, we show that the stopping time of the policy 7*(L, d) blows up as L — oc.

Proposition 6. For each § > 0,
liminf 7(7*(L,§)) = oo almost surely. (52)

L—oo

Proof: See Appendix [H [

Combining the results of Proposition [3] and Proposition [6] it follows that for all § > 0,

lim inf Mpp (7 (7" (L, 9))) > R*(h, P, P»)
L—oo r(m*(L,8)) —  (1+90)2

almost surely. (53)

The following result shows that the stopping time of the policy 7* (L, d) satisfies an almost sure upper bound that is arbitrarily

close to the lower bound in (I1).

Proposition 7. Suppose that C = (h, Py, P) is the underlying arms configuration. For all § > 0, the stopping time of policy
7*(L, ) satisfies

Jim sup 7(m*(L,6)) - (1+0)2

Imost ly. 54
msu los L S "0 PPy almost surely. (54)

Proof of Proposition[Zk By the definition of 7(7*(L,d)), we know that under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P),

My ((m*(L,6))) = log((K = 1)L),  Mu(7(7"(L,6)) — 1) < log((K —1)L).
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We then have, almost surely,

log((K — 1)L)

1 =lims
T T gL
oy Ml (1,8 = 1)
L—oo IOgL
L My (r(7*(L,8)) = 1) 7(x*(L,0)) —1
— IS T T 6) — 1 log L
R*(h’aplaPQ) T(W*(L75))

2)
=T (402 P T egn

where (33 follows from (33) and Assumption 2} here, Assumption 2] guarantees that the increment Mpp/(n) — Mpp(n — 1)

(55)

is bounded almost surely. The desired result follows by rearranging (33). [ ]

The main result of this section on the expected stopping time of the policy is stated next.

Proposition 8. Fix § > 0. Under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P»), the expected stopping time of the policy m = n* (L, J)

satisfies

: E7[7()|C] (140)?
1 < .
T T og L = Re(h, Py, Py)

Proof: In the proof, which we present in Appendix[Gl we show that for each § > 0, the family {7(7*(L,))/log L : L > 1}

(56)

is uniformly integrable. Combining the almost sure upper bound in (34) with uniform integrability yields the desired upper

bound in (36) for the expected stopping time of the policy 7* (L, d). [ |

V. MAIN RESULT

With the above ingredients in place, the main result of this paper is as below.

Theorem 1. Consider a multi-armed bandit with K > 3 arms in which each arm is a time homogeneous and ergodic Markov
process on the finite state space S. Fix an arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P2); here, h is the odd arm, Py is the TPM of the
odd arm h, and Py # P is the TPM of each non-odd arm. Fix n € (0, 1], and suppose that a decision entity that wishes to
identify the odd arm has a trembling hand with parameter 1. When neither P, nor Ps is known beforehand to the decision

entity, the expected time required to identify the odd arm satisfies the asymptotic lower bound
4 q ymp

liminf inf ET[r(m)C] > L
el0  well(e) 10g(1/6) - R* (h, Py, PQ) '

(57)

Further, under a continuous selection assumption and a regularity condition on the TPMs Py and P», the policy 7 (L, 0)

satisfies the asymptotic upper bound

E(L.9) [T(7*(L,0))|C] 1
lim sup lim su . < . 58
510 P L—)oop log L = R*(h, P, P,) 8
Combining the lower and the upper bounds, we have
. ETr(m)c] o BT B [r(x(L,9))[C] 1
1 f ————— =1lim 1 = . 59
el reli(e) log(1/e)  alo Lo log L R*(h, Py, P) (>9)

Proof: The asymptotic lower bound in (37) follows from Proposition [Il Taking limits as § | 0 in (36), we arrive at (3S).
From Proposition @ we know that given any error tolerance parameter € > 0, by setting L = 1/¢, we have 7*(L,d) € Il(e)
for all & > 0. Therefore, it follows that for all ¢, > 0,

e ETlrmC] BT Vr(n (L, 6))[C)
wé%(e) log (1/e) — log L '

(60)
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Fixing § > 0 and letting € | 0 (which is identical to letting L — oo) in (60), and using the upper bound in (36), we get

™ 7* (L,5) *
limsup inf Elr(m)IC] < 1imsupE [r(n*(£,9))|C] < L+9

—_ < . 61)
elo  mEI(e) 10g(1/€) L—o0o 10gL R*(h,Pl,Pg)

Letting § | 0 in (1) and noting that the leftmost term in (&1} does not depend on §, we get

o 7" (L,5) *
limsup inf w < 1imsuplimsupE [7(7*(L,4))|C] < 1

< : (62)
€l0 mell(e) 10g(1/€) 510 L—00 10gL R*(h, Pl, PQ)

Combining the result in (62) with the lower bound in (1), we get

! o ETr(n)|C]
— <1 f inf =+ 7172
Rl P, Po) = a0 netite) log(1/e)
<limsup inf w
elo  mEIl(e) 10g(1/e)
7 (L,5) *
< limsup lim sup B [7(7*(L,6))|C]
60 L—oo log L
1
< P —————
B R*(h7P17P2)

(63)

Thus, it follows that the limit infimum and the limit suprema in the chain of inequalities leading to (63) are indeed limits,

thereby yielding (39). This completes the proof of the theorem. [ ]

Thus, under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P»), the asymptotic growth rate for the expected time required to identify the

odd arm is 1/R*(h, Py, P»). While the asymptotic lower bound holds for all arms configurations, the asymptotic upper bound

is only established under a continuous selection assumption for those arms configurations whose TPMs satisfy a regularity

condition. The continuous selection assumption and the regularity condition are used to prove identifiability. The trembling

hand model (I)) ensures that at any given time, each arm is selected with a strictly positive probability under every policy, and

plays a key role in deriving the lower and the upper bounds.

Y

2)

3)

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we showed that under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P»), when neither P; nor P; is known beforehand
to the decision entity and the when arms are restless, the answer to (@) is 1/R*(h, P1, P»). This is the growth rate of
the expected time required to find the odd arm index. The closer the transition probability matrices (TPMs) P; and P»
are in terms of the relative entropies of the corresponding rows, the smaller is the value of R*(h, Py, P»), and therefore
the larger the growth rate.

The main results of this paper are the following. (a) We gave an asymptotic lower bound on the expected time required
to find the odd arm, subject to an upper bound on the error probability (PAC setting). The asymptotics is as the error
probability vanishes. (b) We gave a policy (called 7*(L,d)) based on the principle of certainty equivalence based on
maximum likelihood (ML) estimates that achieves the lower bound asymptotically. The achievability analysis relied
crucially on showing that (a) the ML estimates of the TPMs converge to their true values asymptotically, and (b) given
0 > 0 and an arms configuration C, the policy 7* (L, d) eventually samples the arms according to the d-optimal solution
for C' as given by the lower bound. These conditions were established under (a) the existence of a continuous selection
of §-optimal solutions, and (b) a certain regularity assumption on the TPMs.

The existence of a continuous selection of J-optimal solutions was crucial in establishing that the ML estimates of the

TPMs converge to their true values. In [7]-[O], the continuous selection property was established for the maximisers
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instead of §-optimal solutions. However, for more general settings such as the setting of this paper or the setting considered
in , a continuous selection assumption seems inevitable and difficult to do away with.

4) The computability of R*(h, Py, P) is an issue because it contains an outer supremum over all SRS policies which is
difficult to evaluate. An algorithm such as @Q-learning may need to be employed to compute R*(h, P1, P,).

5) The policy 7*(L, ) is based a modified GLR test statistic that consists of an average average likelihood evaluated with
respect to an artificial prior in the numerator, and the maximum likelihood in the denominator. The computability of the
maximum likelihood is an issue because closed-form expressions for the ML estimates of the TPMs are not available.
At best, the ML estimates can be evaluated numerically.

6) Repeatedly sampling each arm and using the consecutive observations from the arms to estimate the TPMs may lead to
simple closed-form expressions for the TPM estimates. By virtue of the ergodic theorem, these estimates converge to
their true values. However, in this case, it is not clear if the arms will be sampled eventually according to the §-optimal
solution for the underlying arms configuration. Also, it is not clear if the desired error probability can be met. Policies
that sample the arms repeatedly are known to perform well for the problem of minimising regret [17]]. However, it is not
clear if such policies perform well for optimal stopping problems such as that studied in this paper.

7) Tt would be interesting to study the case when the trembling hand parameter = 0. Preliminary analysis in [, Section
VII] for the case when the TPMs P, and P» are known beforehand reveals that for each n > 0, the upper and the lower
bounds match (as in this paper). However, the limiting values of these bounds as 7 | 0 may exhibit a gap. We anticipate

that a similar behaviour holds when neither P; nor P» is known beforehand. We leave the details open for exploration.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF PROPOSITIONI]

Given a policy 7 and two arm configurations C' = (h, Py, P,) and C' = (', P{, P}) such that h # R/, let ZZ ., (n) =
ZE(n) — ZZ/(n) denote the log-likelihood ratio, under the policy m, of all the arm samples and observations up to time n
under the arms configuration C' with respect to that under C’. Note that (34), being independent of the arms configuration
and common to the expressions for Z7(n) and Z, (n), cancels out when writing the expression for Z7(n) — Z7,(n). It then
follows from (B0) that

ZEei(n Zlog Pﬁ G + > Z > N(n,d,ia,j) 1og((£a);w (64)

(d,i)eS a=1 j€S

We organise the proof of Proposition [I] as follows. Given an error probability ¢ > 0, we first obtain a lower bound for
E™[Zcer(7(m))|C] for all m € II(e) using a change of measure argument of Kaufmann et al. [13]]. Following this, we obtain
an upper bound for E™[Zcc (7(7))|C] in terms of E7[7(m)|C] using a Wald-type lemma for the setting of restless Markov
arms. Combining the upper and the lower bounds, and letting € | 0, we arrive at the desired result. The ergodicity property

established in [, Lemma 1] for SRS policies plays a crucial role in deriving the final lower bound (1))

A. A Lower Bound on E™[Zcco (7(m))|C] for m € TI(e)

As a first step towards deriving the lower bound, we use a result of Kaufmann et al. [13]] to obtain a lower bound for
E™[Zce(7(m))|C] in terms of the error probability parameter e. This is based on a generalisation of Lemma 18], a
change of measure argument for iid observations from the arms, to the setting of restless arms with Markov observations. We

present this generalisation in the following lemma.
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Lemma 1. Let (2, F) be a measurable space. Let the filtration {F, : t > 0} be defined as follows: Fy = o(Q,0) and
Fy=0o(B' A", X") for all t > 1. Fix w € I(€), and let 7(w) be the stopping time of policy 7. Let F(xy be the c-algebra

Frmy ={E € F: En{r(r) =t} € F; for all t > 0}. (65)
Then, for all C' = (h, P1, Py) and C' = (h', P|, P}) such that b/ # h,
PT(E|C") = E7[Lp exp(=Z¢ o (7(m)))|C] (66)
Jorall E € F_ (.

Proof of Lemma [l We prove the lemma by demonstrating, through mathematical induction, that the relation
E7[g(B', A", X")|C"] = E™[g(B", A", X") exp(=ZZc(1))|C] (67)

holds for all ¢ > 0 and for all measurable functions g : A'T! x A1 x S**1 — R. The proof for the case t = 0 may be

obtained as follows. For any measurable g : A x A x § — R, we have

E[(Bo,Ao,XO |C ZZZ baz PTrBo—bAo—aXo—”O)
=> 33" g(b.a,i) P"(By =b|C") P"(Ag = a|By = b,C") P"(Xo =i|By =b, Ay = a,C")
g(b,a,i) P™(By = b|C) P™(Ag = a|By =b,C) P™(Xo = i|Ag = a,C")

g(b,a,i) P™(By = b|C) P™(Ag = a|By = b,C) P™(X§ =1i|C"), (68)

where (a) follows by noting that
o P™(By=0b|C") = P™(By = b|C) because 7 is oblivious to the underlying arms configuration, and
o PT(Ag=a|By=10,C") = P"(Ag = a|By =b,0) = £ + (1 — ) [{a=p}-
Assuming that X§ ~ ¢ under m, where ¢ is a probability distribution on S that is independent of the underlying arms

configuration (which is not known to 7), we have

K K

E™[9(Bo, 40, X0)|C"] =D > " g(b,a,i) PT(By = b|C) P™(Ag = a|By = b,C) (i) (69)
b=1a=11ie8
K K :
=> 33" glb,a,i) P"(By = b|C) P"(Ag = a|By = b,C) P™(X§ =i|Ag = a,C) (70)
b=1a=1i€eS

K K
=> 33 glb.a,i) P"(By = b|C) P™(Ag = a|By = b,C) P™(X§ = i|Ag = a, By = b,C).

Noting that

Pﬂ(Bo,Ao,):(dC) _
PW(BQ,AQ,X0|C/) ’

(72)
and combining (ZI) with [Z2), we get
E™[g(Bo, Ao, X0)|C"] = E™[g(Bo, Ao, Xo|C) exp(=Z & (0))].

This proves (@7) for ¢t = 0.
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Assume now that (67) is true for some ¢ > 0. We shall demonstrate that (67) holds for ¢ + 1. By the law of iterated
expectations,
ET[g(B™H AL XN C = ET[ET[g(BT, AT X R, CT|CY). (73)
Because E™[g(B'*!, A XtH1)|F,, C’] is a measurable function of (B!, A*, X*), by the induction hypothesis, we have
E™[g(B", A XM F, C' = ET[ET[g(B'T, AT XY F, C') exp(—ZEq0 (1))|C). (74)
We now note that
E[g(B™, AL XY FL O exp(=ZE (1))
= ET[g(B"™", AL XY exp(—Z8ci (1)) F, O]
K

K
=> 33 [g(Bt, A Xt b a,i) - PT(Byy1 = b| B, AL, Xt C") - P™(Aypq = a| B = b, BY, AY, X, )
b=1 a=1ie€8

: Pﬁ(Xt‘i’l = 7;|Bt+1 - b7 At+1 = a, Bthta Xtv C/) : eXp(_ZgC/(t)):|

K K
SN 5S . I i i} .
= |:g(BtaAtaXtab7a’a7’)'P (Bt+1:b|Bt7At7Xtvc)'P (At+1 :a|Bt+1:baBt7At7Xtac)
€S

o
Il
-
)
Il
-
o

P (X1 = i|Ap = a, AL, X1 C") -exp(—ch,(t))], (75)

where (a) follows by observing that ZZ -, (t) is a measurable function of (B!, A’, X*), and in writing (b), we use the following
facts: for any ¢,
o P™(Byy1 = b|Bt, AL X, C') = P™(By41 = b|B!, A', X!, C) because 7 is oblivious to the underlying arms configuration,
o P™(Ayy1 = a|Byyy =b,B" A" X' C') = P™(Ayy1 = a|Byy1 = b, BY AL X, C) = & + (1 — 1) I{a=p}, and
o P"(X41 = i|Biy1 = b, Ayyq = a, Bt AN X1 C") = P™(Xyy1 = 0|41 = a, AY, Xt,C") because the observation
obtained from arm a at time ¢ is a function only of the delay and the last observed state of arm @ as measured at time ¢,

both of which may be deduced from (A, X*).

Also, we have

> P (Xpp1 = i|Ara = a, A, X', C') exp(=ZE 0 (1))
ics

_ Z P™(Xip1 = ilAyp1 = a, A", X1, C7)
a PT(X11 = iA1= a, AL, X1, C)

exp(—Z8ci (1) P™ (X441 = i|Asr1 = a, AY, X*, O)
€S
= exp(—=Z&ei(t+1,a,0)) P"(Xyp1 = i| A1y = a, A", X', 0), (76)
ics
since - -
Ph(){tJrl = iA1= a, A, ){t)
Ph’ (Xt+l = ilAt-i—l = a, At,Xt) ’

ch/ (t =+ 17 a, Z) = ngc/ (t) + 10g
Substituting (Z6) in (Z3) and simplifying, we get
ET[g(B, AT XY F, O] exp(—Z 8¢ (t))

K
= ZZZ |:g(Bt7At5Xt7baa7i) ' PW(Bt+1 = b|BtaAt7XtaO) ' PW(AiH*l = a|Bt+1 = b7 BtaAtaXtac)

K
b=1a=1ieS8

-P™(X¢y1 = i|Biy1 = b, Apy1 = a, B, A, X' O) - exp(—Z& o (t + 1,a,1)) (77)
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= E"[g(B"™, AL XY exp(=Z8 i (t+ 1)) F, C). (78)
Thus, we have
ET[g(B" AT XY F, C' exp(—Z8 i (1) = ET[g(B™, A XM exp(—Z&e (t+ 1) F, €. (79)

Applying E™[-|C] to both sides of ([79), plugging it into the right hand side of (74), and using the law of iterated expectations,
we arrive at the desired relation for ¢ + 1. This proves (€7) for all ¢ > 0.

Finally, for any E € ]—'T(,,), we have
PT(E|C") = E™[1|C"]

C/

=FE" Z Len{r(m=t}
>0

DN E [Lpngrim—n]| €]
>0

O S™ B [1pnrmr—ty exp(— 250 ()] €

t>0

= ST E [Lpnr(m—ey exp(—Z&cn(7(m)))| €]

t>0

= E™[1p exp(~ Z5e(r(x)))| €, (80)

where (a) is due to monotone convergence theorem, and (b) above follows from (67) and the fact that E N {r(7) =t} € F;
for all £ > 0 since E' € F; (). This completes the proof of the lemma. [ ]

Lemma [Tl in conjunction with Lemma 19] implies that when C' = (h, Py, P») is the underlying arms configuration, the
following inequality holds for all 7 € II(¢) and C’ = (h/, P, Pj) such that h' # h:

E™[ZEc/(1(7))|C] > sup d(PT(E|C), PT(E|C")), (81)
E€F (x)

where for any z,y € [0, 1],
d(z,y) = wlog(z/y) + (1 — z)log((1 — z)/(1 - y))
is the binary relative entropy function. We now note that for any 7 € II(¢), when C'is the actual (underlying) arms configuration,

P™(0(r(r)) =h|C) >1—¢, P™(0(r(n)) = h|C") <e.

As noted in [13], the mapping = — d(z,y) is monotone increasing for z < y, and the mapping y +— d(z,y) is monotone

decreasing for any fixed z. Using these facts in (81)), we get
E™ (280 (r(m)|C] = d(P™(6(r(r)) = h|C), P™(6(r(r)) = hIC"))
>d(e,1—¢) (82)
for all = € I(e) and for all C’ = (h/, P/, P}) such that h’ # h, from which it follows that

inf E™ZEc (T(m)|C] > d(e, 1 —¢). (83)
C’'=(h',P{,P}):
W #h, PP
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B. An Upper Bound for E™[Z[.,(7(m))|C] in Terms of E™[r(m)|C]

We now obtain an upper bound for the left-hand side of (83). From (64), we have

P&)%a(jlig
E™[Z%0 (1(7 E’T[Zlog ) }+E’f[ > ZZN dzaj)log(P)d& C]. (84)
(dDes oo cs (PG )4 (5lia)
To simplify the second expectation term on the right-hand side of (84), we use the following result.
Lemma 2. For every (d,i) €S, a € Aand j € S,
ET [EF[N(T(T‘—)vdv 1.7 avj)'*nglv C]|T(7T)7 C] =E7 [Eﬂ [N(T(F),(_i,i, a)ngflv C”T(W)v C] (Pg‘)da (]'7’11) (85)

Proof of Lemma 2 Substituting n = 7(7) in 29), we have

7(m)
EW[EW[N(T(W)vc—lvivavj)lelzIfva]lT(W)vC] ET {Eﬂ[zl{d (t)=d,i(t)=i,At=a,X =3} lezlva:| T(?T),C:|
t=K
7(m)
|:ZP7T 7——()_2At_aXa_]|Xa laO) T(W),C:|. (86)

For each ¢ in the range of the summation in (86)), the conditional probability term for ¢ may be expressed as

Pr(d(t) = d,i(t) = i, Ay = a, X = j|1 X5, C)

= PT(d(t) = d,i(t) = i, Ay = a| X5, C) - PT(X{ = jlAr = a,d(t) = d,i(t) = i, Xg_,C)

a—1»
= PT(d(t) = d,i(t) = i, Ay = a X, C) - (P&)" (jlia). (87)
Plugging (87) back in (86) and simplifying, we arrive at the desired relation in (83). [ |

Using Lemma [ the second expectation term on the right-hand side of (84) can be simplified as follows.
(P&)% (jlia)
N(1(m),d,i,a, j)logic
Py YT G
(P,

(d,i)eS a=1 jeS§
s s 71' A ]i
| Y Y Y BB, diad)X, Clfr(r) Cl1og I Ubed o
(di)eS a=1 je§ J

da A
Qe | Y 3 Y BN (). a)| X2, Cllr(), € - (PR () log%

(d,i)eS a=1 jeS§

=E"| Z E™[E™[N(7(n),d,i,a)| X5, C]|r(r),C] - D((P&)% (-lia)l|(P&)™ (-lia))
(dz)ES a=1
Z ) d,i,a)|C] - D((P&)™ (ia) | (P&)™ (-]ia)), (88)
(di)es a=1

where in the above set of equations, (a) follows from Lemma 2l

N(n,d,i,a) = ZNnd
JjES

forall n > K, (d,i) € S and a € A, and (88) is due to monotone convergence theorem and the fact that
ET[ET[ET[N(7(7),d, i,a)| Xg_q, C]|7(7), C]|C] = ET[N(7(),d, i, a)|C].
Plugging (88) back in 84, we get

ET[Z&c (1(m))|C]



25

= E7 + > Z E7[N(r(n),d, i, a)|C] - D((P&)® (lia)||(P&)% (-|ia))- (89)

(d,i)eS a=1

Z log

Noting that

K
Z ZE’T ),d,i,a)l (a) [Z ZN )dza)C’}
(dg)es a=1 (d,i)eS a=1
K 7(m)
[ > 20D Haw=diw=iAi=a) C]
(di)eS a=1t=K
7(m)
:E”[le(}} (90)
t=K
= E"[r(x) — K + 1|C], 91)

where (a) above is due to monotone convergence theorem, we write (89) as
E”[ZECf(T(W))IC]
1)
log " (X0
3 LS
n "IN ( (7T d,i),a)|C] ayda (1: V(P& \da(.|;
+ (Bl - Kk +1101) PID Z B0l iyl Pe (i) 2

Combining ([3) and (92)), and noting that (92) holds for all C’ = (h/, P{, P5) such that h’ # h, we get

K s a
Zlog PC(Xafl)
a=1 Pg’(X:llfl)

iETr

d(e,1—¢€) < inf : {E’T

C'=(h,Pl,P):
h'#h, P/#P;
X ET[N(r(n),d,i,a)|C]
ET - K +1(C] - D((P&)* (“|ia) | (P& (-]ia
H(Frm-xe)). ¥y SITE R gy li e ) i |
(d,3)eS a=1
o~ 1og A )
< sup inf {E’T Zlog# + <E’T[T(7T) - K+ 1|C) Z Z (d,i,a kcc/(d,z,a)},
v C’:(h’_]P{_]Pz,): a=1 PC’(Xafl) (d’L)GS a=1
W #h, P|#P} di
(93)
where the supremum in (@3) is over all state-action occupancy measures satisfying
K
S ovld,ia)= Y Z (d,i,a)Q(d','|d,i,a) forall (d,i) €S, (94)
a=1 (dz)GS a=1
Z Z (d,i,a) =1, 95)
(d,i)eS a=1
v(d,i,a) >0 forall (d,i,a) €S x A. (96)

Recall that () in ([©4) denotes the transition probability matrix given by (3). The left-hand side of (94) represents the long-term
probability of leaving the state (d,4), while the right-hand side of (Q3) represents the long-term probability of entering into
the state (d,4). Thus, ©@4) is the global balance equation for the controlled Markov process {(d(t),i(t)) : ¢ > K }. Equations
(93D and (96) together imply that v is a probability measure on S x A.

As outlined in Section [} the controlled Markov process {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K}, together with the sequence {B; : ¢ > 0}
of intended arm selections (or equivalently the sequence {A; : ¢ > 0} of actual arm selections), defines a Markov decision

problem (MDP) with state space S and action space A. From [Il Lemma 1], we know that {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} is an ergodic
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Markov process under every SRS policy. This suffices to apply [, Theorem 2] to deduce a one-one correspondence between
feasible solutions to ([©@4)-(@6) and policies in IIsgs. In other words, Theorem 2] implies that for any given v satisfying
[©4)-@6), we can find an SRS policy 7* € Ilgrs such that v*(d,i,a) = v(d,i,a) for all (d,i,a) € S x A. (Recall that under
the SRS policy 7, the stationary distribution of the Markov process {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} is u*. The associated ergodic state
occupancy measure, v, is then defined according to (9)).)

Using Theorem 2] , we may replace the supremum in (93) by a supremum over all SRS policies. Doing so leads us to

the relation

d(e,1—¢)
: L = Pg(Xg—l) T i by . .
< w*seunzgs C/:(hl/r,llf;{,Pz/): E Zlog 7]35,()(371) +(E"[r(r) — K +1|C] ) - . ZV (d,i,a)kcer(d,i,a) p.
’ =Y a=1 (d,i)eS a=1
W'£h, Pl#P)
O7)

for all m € II(e). Observe that the constant term multiplying E™[7(7) — K 4 1|C] in (@7) is finite; further, it is not a function
of either € or of 7 € II(e). The finiteness of this constant follows from the following observation: denote by p¢ the stationary
distribution of the transition probability matrix P& (i.e., u¢ = pq for a = h and ug = po for all a # h). An application of

the ergodic theorem to the Markov process of arm a yields
D((PE)* (-lia)|(PE)™ (lia)) — D(ugllpg:) < oo as dq — . (98)

Since every convergent sequence is bounded, we may write D((P&)% (-|ig)|(P& )% (:ia)) < M for all (d,i,a) € S x A,
where 0 < M < oo. Using [@3), it follows that the constant term multiplying E™[7(7) — K + 1|C] in @) is bounded above
by M. We also note that the first term inside the braces in (97) does not depend on e. Since d(e,1 —€) — d(0,1) = 400 as
€ } 0, the boundedness of the constant multiplying E™[7(7) — K + 1|C] implies that € | 0 is equivalent to E™[7(7)|C] — oo
for all © € II(e). Letting € | 0, and using d(e,1 — €)/log(1/e) — 1 as € | 0, we arrive at the lower bound in (II). This

completes the proof of the proposition.

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2]

We first state the analogues of [5, Assumptions A1-A5 and A6.1] as applicable to the context of this paper and then verify

each of the assumptions. Throughout this section, we let Cy = (h, P, P») denote the underlying arms configuration.

o The analogue of Assumption Al] is that for all arms configuration C, (d,i),(d’,i') € S, and b € A, the transition
probabilities Q¢ (d’,i’|d, i,b) (defined in (@) are continuous in b and C.

o The analogue of [5, Assumption A2] simply states that the actual transition probabilities are those corresponding to the
underlying arms configuration Cj.

o The analogue of Assumption A3] is that if Q¢,(d,i'|d,i,b) = 0 for some (d,i),(d,i') € S and b € A, then
Qc(d',i'|d,i,b") = 0 for all C and b' € A. Further, if Q¢c,(d',4'|d,i,b) > 0 for some (d,i),(d’,i') €S and b € A, then
there exists € > 0 independent of (d,4), (d',i') € S and b € A such that for all C, the relation

_ Qol.i|dib) _ 1
‘ 1
= QoW i [dib) ~ ¢

holds.
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o The analogue of Assumption A4] is that for all b € A and arms configuration C, the controlled Markov process
{(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} with the control process {B; : t > 0} given by B; = b for all ¢, and transition probabilities given
by Qc(d',i' | d,i,b), is a positive recurrent Markov process whose state space S is a single communicating class.

o Instead of stating the analogue of [5, Assumption A5], we state the analogue of its equivalent form [25] Condition C2];
for a proof of this equivalence, we refer the reader to and the references therein. The analogue of Condition
C2] as applicable to the context of this paper is that there is a finite set K, an integer d > 1, and a number p > 0 such
that under every SRS policy 7*, the probability of the process {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} starting from any state (d,i) € S
and hitting the set K after d time steps is lower bounded by p.

o The analogue of [5 Assumption A6.1] is that for any two arm configurations C' # C’, there exists (d,i) € S (possibly
depending on C' and C”) such that for every b € A,

Qc(-d, i,0) # Qe (-|d, i, b).

We now proceed to verify each of the above stated assumptions. From (3], it is clear that the transition probabilities
Qc(d',i'|d,i,b) are continuous in C' and b. This verifies the analogue of [5, Assumption Al].

Next, we note that if Q¢,(d’,i’' | d,i,b) = 0 for some (d',i'), (d,i) € S and b € A, then it follows from @I) that one of
the following conditions must hold:

e Forall a € A,

[¢a7 =1 and df,=da+1 for all aza} * 1{i, =iz for all a£a} = 0

That is, (d’,7’) is not a valid state that can be reached in one step from the state (d, ). Clearly, then, we have Q¢ (d’, i’ |
d,i,b) =0 for all C' and b € A.
o Lt/ =1 and d,=ds+1 for all aa} * L{i, =iz forall a£ay = 1 fOr some a € A. In this case, (d',i') is a valid state that can be

reached in one step from the state (d,4). From (@), it follows that
Qoo(d 1 | di,b) = 0 = (PE,)" (ig]ia) = 0.

Using Assumption 2l we have (P& )% (i}]ia) = 0 <= (P&)% (i]ia) = 0 for all C. Therefore, it follows that if
Qc(d',i' | d,i,b) =0, then Qc(d',i' | d,i,b") = 0 for all C and V' € A.
Now, suppose that Q¢,(d’,i' | d,i,b) > 0 for some (d',i'),(d,i) € S and b € A. From (22), this implies that there exists
a € A such that ng (/i) > 0. From Assumption 2] we then have sz (! |iq) > €*, which together with (22) gives us that
Qco(d,i' | d,i,b) > & - &% Setting € = & - £*, it follows that
Qc(d',i' | d,i,b)
= Qco(di' | d,i,b)
This verifies the analogue of [5, Assumption A3].

A =

Next, from [Il Lemma 1], we know that under the trembling hand model and under every SRS policy 7*, the process
{(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} is ergodic, i.e., irreducible, aperiodic and positive recurrent. This verifies the analogue of [5, Assumption
Ad].

To verify the analogue of [23| Condition C2], let ' = (K,...,1) and i’ = (i,...,4), where i € S is a fixed state. We now
show that given any SRS policy 7, the probability of reaching the state (d’,i’) starting from any state (d,7) is lower bounded

by a strictly positive constant, say p > 0, that is independent of (d, i) and the underlying arms configuration Cj. Note that the
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Markov process of each arm evolves on the common, finite state space S. Therefore, from Proposition 1.7], we have that

there exists M sufficiently large such that
PM(jli) >0, PM(jli)>0 foralli,jeS.

Fix an arbitrary (d,4), and suppose that d(t) = d and i(t) = i at some time ¢ = Tp. Let the following sequence of arm
selections and observations be obtained under 7*: arm 1 is pulled at time ¢t = Tj + 1, arm 2 is pulled at time ¢ = Ty + 2 and
so on until arm K is pulled at time ¢ = T(y + K. Thereafter, arm 1 is pulled at time ¢t = Ty + M + 1 and the state 7 is observed
on arm 1, arm 2 is pulled at time ¢ = Ty + M + 2 and the state ¢ is observed on arm 2, and so on until arm K is pulled at
time t = Ty + M + K and the state ¢ is observed on arm K.

Clearly, then, we have d(To + M + K + 1) = d, i(To + M + K + 1) = i'. Suppose that the observations obtained from
the arms 1,..., K at times Ty + 1,...,Tp + K are s1,...,sx € S respectively. Let s = (s1,..., 8k ). Then,

P /
PT (d(To+M+K+1)=d,i(To+ M+K+1)= Z| d(To) = d,i(To) = i,Co)
To+K T()-l-]W-l-K-‘rl K

> [[ P~ (Addw,i, o) T] ™ (Add(t) o) - T (P&, (ilsa)

t=Tp+1 t=To+M+1 a=1
(a) TotK To+M+K+1 . K
= H H K H Pco M GE)
t= T0+1 t=To+M+1 a=1
K
n 2K .
= (3£)" IIre) s, (99)
a=1

where (a) above follows by observing that for any ¢,

" (Add(t),i(t), Co) =

>

+ (L= m) A(Aeld(t), i(t))

SEEIE

From Assumption 2 we know that Py, P, € &2(&*) for some &* > 0. This implies that (P& )M (i|s,) > &* for all a € A.
Using this in (@9), and setting p = (%)ZK ()X, we have

P (d(To+M+K+1)=d,i(To+ M+ K +1) =i | dTy) = d.i(To) =i,Co) > p ¥ (d,i)€S.  (100)

This verifies the analogue of [23, Condition C2].

Lastly, in order to verify the analogue of Assumption A6.1], we show that a condition stronger than Assumption
A6.1], one that is the equivalent of Mandl’s identifiability condition for countable-state controlled Markov processes, holds in

the context of this paper. This is demonstrated in the following lemma.

Lemma 3. For all arm configurations C = (h, Py, P») and C' = (h', P, P) such that C # C’ (i.e., C' and C" differ in at

least one component), there exists (d,i) € S, possibly depending on C and C', such that

Qc(|d,i,b) # Qe (- | d,i,b) forallbe A (101)

Proof of Lemma B We present the proof of the lemma under various cases.

A. Case 1: C = (h,P1, Py), C' = (I, P1, P5), where h' # h

We first consider the case when C' and C’ differ only in their first components. Recall that the transition probability matrices

Py and P, satisfy the condition P, # P;. This means that there exist i*, j* € S such that Py (j*|i*) # Pa2(5*]i*). Fix a* = h.
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Let (d,i) € S be such that d,- = 1 and i,+ = i*. Also, let (d',i') be such that d’,. =1, d’, = d, + 1 for all a # a*, i’,. = j*
and i/, = i, for all a # a*. Then, for the above choices of (d,i) and (d’,i'), it follows from (@) that for all b € A,

Qoldi' | di,b) = (4 + (1 =) Lpmary) PGIE),
Qor(d i/ |d.3,b) = (4 + (L= Iy ) P71, (102)

Because Py (j*|i*) # Po(j*|i*), it follows that Qc(d',i' | d,i,b) # Qc(d',i' | d,i,b) for all b € A. This establishes (TOT).

B. Case 2: C = (h, Py, P5), C" = (h, P|, P2), where P, # P|
The proof for this case follows along the lines of that for Case 1, with a* = & and the following modifications:
Qold'1'| d,i,b) = (75 + (1 =n)Lp=ary ) PG,
Qor(d ' | di,b) = (75 + (L= Lpmary ) PIGT1Y) (103)

for all b € A, where i*, j* € S are chosen such that Py (j*|i*) # P/ (5*|i*).

C. Case 3: C = (h, Py, Py), C' = (h, Py, P}), where Py # P}

The proof for this case follows along the lines of that for Case 1, with a* = h and the following modifications:

Qi | di,b) = (4 + (1 =) Lipmary) P71,
Qe (d,i' | d,i,b) = (% +(1-n) H{b:a*}) Py (57 |i*) (104)

for all b € A, where i*, j* € S are chosen such that Py(j5*|i*) # Pj(j5*|i*).

D. Case 4: C = (h, P, P5), C' = (W, P{, P2), where h' # h, P, # P|

In this case, because C’ is a valid arms configuration, it follows that P| # P,. The proof for this case then follows along

the lines of that for Case 1, with a¢* = I’ and the following modifications:

IS,

Qold' 1| d,i,b) = (75 + (L =0 Lp=ary ) P27,
Qorld i |d,1.b) = (= + (L =) Lp=ary) PLG1E") (105)

for all b € A, where i*, j* € S are chosen such that Pj(j*|i*) # Pa(5*|i*).

E. Case 5: C = (h, Py, Ps), C' = (W, Py, P}), where h' # h, Py # P}

The proof for this case follows along the lines of that for Case 1, with a* # h, h’ and the following modifications:

Qi | di,b) = (4 + (1 =) Lipmary) PG"1),
Qor(d | 4,ib) = (£ + (1= Tpmary ) PoGIE7) (106)

for all b € A, where i*, j* € S are chosen such that Py(j5*|i*) # Pj(j5*|i*).
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F Case 6: C = (h, Py, P,), C' = (h, P, P}), where P, # P|, Py # P,

The proof for this case follows along the lines of that for Case 1, with a* = h and the following modifications:

Qi | di,b) = (4 + (1 =) Lppmay) RGN,
Qor(d i | di,b) = (75 + (L= Tgpmary ) PLG1Y) (107)

for all b € A, where i*, j* € S are chosen such that Py (j*|i*) # Pj(j*|i*).

G. Case 7: C = (h, P\, Py), C' = (I, P, P}), where h' # h, P, # P{, P, # P}

The proof for this case follows along the lines of that for Case 1, with a* = & and the following modifications:

Qc(d i/ |dib) = (£ + (1 =0 Lpmary) PGTEY),
Qer(di' | di,b) = (5 + (1 =) Lgpmary ) PLGIE) (108)

for all b € A, where i*, j* € S are chosen such that Py (j*[i*) # P{(j*|i*). This completes the proof of the lemma and also
the verification of the analogue of [5, Assumption A6.1]. [ ]

Finally, with the analogues of [3, Assumptions A1-A5 and A6.1] being verified, we apply [5l Theorem 4.3] (which simply
states that under [5, Assumptions A1-A5 and A6.1], the ML estimates converge to their true values almost surely) to deduce

that under the arms configuration Cp,
I:’hyl(n) — P, Phyg(n) — P, asn — oo, almost surely,

thus proving Proposition 2l We note here that in addition to [5, Assumptions A1-A5 and A6.1], the proof of [3] Theorem 4.3]
uses the notion of “{e; }-randomisation” which, for controlled Markov processes, ensures that the probability of selecting any
control at any given time is strictly positive. The trembling hand model () of our paper guarantees that the probability of

sampling any arm at any given time is > 7+ > 0, thus alleviating the need to consider {&;} randomisation in our work.

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3]
We first note the following important points.

o From the exposition in [I, Appendix C], we note that

liminf YD BI) e

n— 0o n n— 00

N(n,d,i
N(n.d,ia) > (0 almost surely (109)
n

for all (d,7) €S, a € A and j € S. Therefore, by the ergodic theorem, it follows that for all (d,7) € S,a € Aand j € S
and arms configuration C, the following pointwise convergence holds almost surely:

N(nadaiaauj)

N dia) (P&)% (5 | iq) as n — oo. (110)
o For each (d,i) € S and a € A, the sequence
N(n,d,1
(Mdio) i
n n>K

is bounded almost surely. This implies that there exists a null set B such that for every w ¢ B and (d,i) € S, there exists
a subsequence, say {ny(w,d, i) : k > 1}, along which the above sequence converges. Because each term of the sequence

in (ITI) lies in the compact interval [0, 1], an application Tychonoff’s theorem Theorem 37.3] gives us that [0, 1]/
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is compact; here, [0, 1]°l denotes the countable product of [0, 1] with itself. Using an Arzela-Ascoli type diagonalization
argument, there exists a non-empty subsequence, call it {ny(w) : k > 1}, along which the sequence in (ITI) converges
for all (d,i) € S. Fixing attention to the subsequence {ny(w): k> 1}, w ¢ B, let

N(ni(w), d, i, a)(w)
ng(w)
where the limit «(d, i, a,w) > 0 for all (d,i) €S, a € A, and w ¢ B, thanks to (109).

— a(d,i,a,w) as k— oo,

Combining the above mentioned points, it follows that for all w ¢ B, when C is the underlying arms configuration,
N(nk (w)v da 17 a, j)(w)
ny(w)

The following lemma shows that the convergence in (I12) is, in fact, uniform in (d, 7). We omit the proof of the lemma, noting

— a(d,i,a,w) - (P&)%(j |i,) as k— oo. (112)

that it is a simple exercise in real analysis.

Lemma 4. Let .¥ be a countable set, and let fi, f: . — [0,1], k > 1, be such that

D fels)<oo YE>1, Y f(s)<oo

s€s s€S
If fr — [ pointwise as k — oo, then fi — f uniformly as k — oc.

We now begin the proof of Proposition 3l Fix an arbitrary null set B. Then, for every w ¢ B, there exists a subsequence

{ng(w) : k > 1} such that
Muw ()W) _ . Miw (1 (@) (W)

n— o0 n k—o0 Nk ((U)
Let us restrict our attention on a further subsequence (obtained as described earlier using Tychonoff’s theorem), and without

loss of generality, let {ny(w) : £ > 1} be this subsequence. We then have
Mpp (1, (w)) (@) Ty (nx(w)) + To(nk(w)) + Ta(ng(w)) + Ta(nx(w))

klggo ng(w) B klggo ng(w) (13)
We shall demonstrate that the right hand side of (I13) is strictly positive for all w ¢ B. Fix an arbitrary ¢ € (0, 1).
o From (38), we have
Jim. % = lim nktw) logE [exp (; o(i) Ph—l(X,’;_lu)ﬂ (114)
+ lim — log]E{exp( ) > Z Lhyjw) logPd"(j|ih)>} (115)
koo g (w) )

(d.i)eS jeS

where the expectation is with respect to P ~ D. Because the expectation term in (I14) is finite, the limit in (I14) is
equal to zero. Hence, it suffices to focus only on the limit in (T13). Recall that C' = (h, P;, P») is the underlying arms

configuration. We write the expectation in (E:SI) as

E{e’q’( ) > Z d L h ) 10gPdh(jlih))

| I

(di)eS jES
dh o .
5oy () 30 3 ol ihjo logpdh@"-”)
(dies jes P (jlin)
kW), d i, b, j,w o
-exp< Z Z (@) )logPldh(ﬂzh))], (116)
(dz)ES JES

and lower bound the right hand side of (116) by

d,z,h Jyw) Pdh(j|ih)
E{e"p< PIBIE ) o2 Pfh(ﬂih))

(di)eS jES
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oxp (mife) Y 30 HODLERID) joy pie i) ) 1P € Plexpi-2/1S1D) |, a1

(di)eS jES

noting that the expectation of a non-negative (exponential) function only reduces when evaluated over a smaller set. In

1D, 2 (exp(—¢/|S])) is the set defined in (DI[) with £* = exp(—¢/|S|). When P € Z(exp(—e/|S])), it follows that

h P (i
>y M ) o D) e (118)
(di)es jeS P (jlin) |Si
as a result of which we have that the expectation in (Im[) is lower bounded by
€ i,h,j,w .
exp (—nk(w) . E) - exp ( Z Z ) w) log Pldh (]|zh)) -P(P € P(exp(—¢/|S)))).
(d,i)eS JES
(119)
Combining (I16)-(119) and using these in (116), we get that
L i)
k—oo  ng(w)
1 dalvh .]7 ) d ..
= 1 log& log P"
Jm s log {eXp < ) Y Z ) og (J|Zh))}
(d z)ES jES
> lim | — st > Z d”’h Jr) log P (jlin) + 1 log P(P € 2 (exp(—¢/|S]))) ). (120)
= koo () LV (@) '

(d,2)eS jeS

We now claim that the last probability term in (I20), which is also equal to D(Z(exp(—¢/|S])))), is strictly positive.
Indeed, this follows by observing that

- B(exp(—¢/|S])) ={P € Z(S) : P(jli) > exp(—¢/|S|) for all i,j € S} C P (exp(—¢/|S]))),

— the marginal of D along each coordinate is the Lebesgue measure, and

- D(AB(exp(—¢/|S|)))) > 0 because the Lebesgue measure of the interval [exp(—¢e/|S]|), 1] is strictly positive.
Therefore, the last term in (120) is equal to zero in the limit as k& — oo. We thus have

1 (ng(w

. h .]7 ) dn (1 €
- 77 > h - —.
khm @) khm g g log Py (jlin) 5 (121)
(di)eS jJES .

From (I12), we know that given any ¢’ > 0, there exists K; = K;(¢’,w) (the dependence of K; on (d, i) is removed
thanks to Lemma M) such that for all £ > K7, under the arms configuration C = (h, Py, P,),
N(ng(w), d,i, h, j,w)

< a(d, i, h,w) P (jlin) + €.

n(w)
Plugging this in (I21), we get
T
nlm)) S Y (aldi how) P (Glin) + ') log P (ilin) | - = (122)
n(w) N
(dies jes
for all k> K. Let €’ be chosen such that for all £k > K7,
T
B0e) 5 (5™ S a(d,i hw) P Glin) Tog PR Glin) | <. (123)

ng(w)

(d,i)eS jes

Similar arguments as above can be used to show that there exists Ko = K2(¢,w) such that for all k¥ > Ko, under the

arms configuration C' = (h, P, P),

T2 "" > (Y S S aldd hw) P (ilia) log P (jlia) | — . (124)

a#h (di)eS JES
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e We now handle the term Ti(l’:i’(“g)) Note that under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P»), it follows from @3] that

there exists K5 = K3(e,w) such that

T3 (ng( P
sl (e > 3 S a(di b jw) P (jlin) log

—¢ (125)
(W) (d,i)es jes

Py (jlin)
for all £ > K3 (in arriving at (I23), the first term in (@0), being non-negative, is lower bounded by 0). Also, there exists
Ky = K4(5 w) such that
T4 nk 1
>Z Z (d,i,h,w) (|zh/)logw

1
+ E a(d,i,a,w) P (jlia) log 57—~ —¢.
(di)es jes dlin)

a#h,h! P ( |Z¢1)
(126)

for all k > Kjy.

Combining the inequalities in (I23)-(126), we see that for all ¢ > 0 and for all w ¢ B,

My
e ”’“ V> ST ald i hw) - DO Cn) [P (i) + Y aldsdya,w) - DIPE (i) [P (fia) — 4 (127)
(d,i)es a#h,h’

for all kK > max{K,..., K4}, from which it follows that

lim inf My (n)(w) (n)(w) = lim My (new)) (ny ()
n—oc n k—oo  ng(w)
> Y ald i hw) - DIPPClin) [P (lin) + Y aldi a,w) - DRy (-fia) [ P™ (fia)) - de.
(d.i)€s a#h,h’/
(128)

Letting € | 0 in (m), we get
My
lim fnf —-2 we(n)(w) > ald i hyw) - DR Clin) [P (lin)) + Y aldid, a,w) - DI (-[ia) [P (-]ia))  (129)
noee (d,i)es a#h,h’
for all w ¢ B. Because a(d, i, a,w) > 0 for all (d,i) €S, a € A, and w ¢ B, the right hand side of (I29) is strictly positive.
This establishes (@4).

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF PROPOSITION []
The policy 7*(L,d) commits error if one of the following events is true:
1) The policy never stops in finite time.
2) The policy stops in finite time and, when C' = (h, Py, P) is the actual (underlying) arms configuration, declares h' # h
as the true index of the odd arm.
The event in item 1 above has zero probability thanks to Proposition Bl Thus, the probability of error of policy 7 = 7*(L, d, ),

which we denote by PT, may be evaluated as follows: suppose C' = (h, P1, P») is the underlying arms configuration. Then,

P = P™(0(r(m)) # h|C) = P <EI n and h' # h such that (7(w)) = h' and 7(7) = n

C’>. (130)

Let Rp/(n) = {w: 7(7)(w) = n, 8(n,w) = h'} denote the set of all sample paths for which the policy stops at time n and
declares h' # h as the true index of the odd arm. Clearly, the collection {Ry/(n) : b’ # h, n > 0} is a collection of mutually

disjoint sets. Therefore, we have

rr=r | |J JRwm)|C

h'#h n=0
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h'#h n=0
= dP™ (w|C)
=YY [ B Aw), X)) d(B" (@), A"(w), X))
h'#h n=0 R0 ()
(@) s :
< Z f(Bn(w)vAn(w)vXn(w)th) d(Bn(W)vAn(w)vXn(W))
WFERn=0 o <l
_ - an w),A"(w),X"(wHHh) CF (w (W (w , L) (w (w
-3 A T T AT ) )4, K )
—Y N[ ) F(B ), A (w), X @)l Hi) (B ), A (), X))
WEhn=0 g <l
SYS [ e S A ) X @) d(B ). A, X )
T
= & _1 0L P7 (U Ry (n) Hh’)
W #h n=0
<7 (131)

where (a) follows from the definition of the maximum likelihood f, (b) follows from noting that when 7*(L,d) stops at
time n and outputs h’ as the odd arm, we must have Mj,j,(n) > log((K — 1)L) almost surely, and P™ in (I31) denotes the

probability measure under the average likelihood f. Setting L = 1/¢ yields the desired result.

APPENDIX E

PROOF OF PROPOSITION

The convergences in (30) imply that for each a € A and (d,i) € S, almost surely,

P(Ay =ald(n) =d, i(n) =i, Fa1) = 22+ (1= 1) Xy £y s (), By a(m).5(0 | )

— %+(1—n)xh7pl_,p2,5(a|d,g) as n — oo. (132)

Recall that for any conditional distribution A = A(:|-), the unique stationary distribution of the ergodic Markov process

{(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} under 7 € IlgRs is given by pu* = {u*(d',i') : (d',i') € S}. We then have the following important
result.

Lemma 5. For each (d',i') € S, the mapping X\ — p*(d',i') is continuous.

Proof: Note that under 7 € Tlggs, the process {(d(t),i(t)) : t > K} is an ergodic Markov process whose transition

probabilities under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P») are given by

Pt +1)=d, i(t+1) =i |d(t) =d, i(t) =i, C)

(4 + (1 —n) Nald, i) (P&)%(il]ia), ifd, =1and d; =ds + 1 for all @ # a,

g for all a # a, (133)

.

- 1

SR

0, otherwise.



35

It is clear that the one-step transition probabilities in (I33) are continuous in A for all (d,4), (d',i') € S. As a consequence,
it follows that for each ¢ > 1, the t-step transition probabilities derived from the one-step transition probabilities in (I33) are
continuous in A for all (d,i),(d’,i’) € S. Denoting the t-step transition probability from the state (d,i) to the state (d’,7’)
under 7 by P(td_’ 2, (@) (A), we invoke [5, Assumption A5’], an assumption that is equivalent to [5, Assumption A5], to
deduce that for each (d',i') €S,

. 1 - t _ A /- . . .
Jim > Py, @\ =pd,i') uniformly in (d,i) €S and . (134)

Combining (a) the continuity of P(td,z'), ( d/,z")()‘) in A for all t > 1 and (d,i),(d’,i’) € S, and (b) the uniform convergence in
(134), we get that *(d’,i') is continuous in A for each (d’,i’) € S. This establishes the lemma. ]
Lemma [3] implies that for every (d, i) € S, there exists an open neighbourhood O = O(d, i) around (P;, P,) such that for

all (P,Q) € O,

An.Py.Py.5 (4
lu)\h,P,Q,é (d, l) > K 1 —i 5(_7 1)

Also, Lemma [3] together with Proposition 2] implies that for each (d, i) € S, under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P»),

(135)

A 5 5 . .
0 Foem) 1 (M Fom) 28 (g gy sy pAnPrPas(d 5)  as m — 0o almost surely. (136)

Because (6(n), Pg(nm(n), Pg(nm(n)) — (h, Py, P2) as n — oo almost surely under the policy 75 (L, d) and under the arms
configuration C' = (h, P, P,), it follows that for all n sufficiently large, (Pg(n)ﬁl(n),Pg(n)ﬁg(n)) = (Py1(n), Pua(n)) € O
almost surely. Invoking [5, Lemma 2.10] with the bounded cost function ¢(Z,, 41, 2m) therein set as ¢(zp,, Tm41, 2m) =

]I{wm (d,i)}> WE get

N(n,d, i
lim inf M > inf pMres(d i)
n—oo n (P,Q)eO
An,Py.Pas(d. g
> %26(_2) almost surely. (137)

K

Here, N(n,d,i) = Y, N(n,d,i,a). Invoking the null set B from the proof of Proposition 3] in Appendix [Q restricting the
a=1

almost sure inequality in (I37) to outside the null set B, and using the convergence in (I32), we get that for all w ¢ B,

(d,i) € Sand a € A,

atdiian) = (it i@t d) (5 + (0= ) drrasla] 4.0)

(P,Q)eO
Ah,Py, P8 ;
ph P2 (d i) .
2 1315 5( ) (? + (1 =n)Anp,pslal 471))
VA PLPLS (d G a)
_ d,i;a) 138
150 (138)

Plugging (I38) into (129), we see that under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P,), for all w ¢ B,
lim inf 7Mhh/ (n)(w)
n— o0

1
> 15 | 2o v i h) DR Clin) [P Clin) + 3 v ores (dod a) - DR (ia) [P (o)

(d,i)eS asthoh!

1

> 75 | D vreretdd b DR CL [P (fin) £ 3 vt (d dsa) - DOFg (lia)| (P (lie))
(d,i)€S asth,h/

1

— g | X ) DO I (i) 2 ) DA G P i)
P/.P}: .
(d,i)es

P{#P}
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Y g DI i ()|

a#h,h’
1 S .
> g o i | S ey DO P i) + 275 ) - DO Clin) (P (i)
h’;éh, 2 (d,3)€S
PP,
+ Y vmme(d g, a)'D(Pzd"('|ia)||(P2')d“('|ia))]
a#h,h’
R*(h7P1;P2)
>~ 1 27 139
T gee (139)

where the last line above follows from the definition of Ay, p, p, s in (I8). The desired result is thus established.

APPENDIX F

PROOF OF PROPOSITION

It suffices to show that under the arms configuration C' = (h, P1, P») and under the policy m = 7*(L, ¢),

limsup P™(7(7) <m |C)=0 forall m>1. (140)

L—oo

Because the policy 7*(L, ) selects arm 1 at time ¢ = 0, arm 2 at time ¢ = 1 and so on until arm K at time ¢t = K, it suffices

to show that for each m > K,
limsup P™(7(7) <m | C) = 0. (141)

L—oo

Note that

P™(r(r) <m | C)=P"(3 K <n <m and h such that M; (n) > log((K — 1)L))

<> Z P™(M;(n) > log((K —1)L) | )

heA n=K
Z Z E™[M;(n) | C], (142)
heA n=K

where the first inequality above is due to the union bound, and the last line is due to Markov’s inequality. We now show that

log

for each n € {K,...,m}, the expectation term E™[Mj (n) | C] is finite, from which the desired result follows. We carry out

the analysis by considering the cases h=handh#h separately. Here, h is the odd arm index in the arms configuration

C = (h, P, Ps).

A. Case h=nh

In this case, we have

ET[Mj,(n) | C] = ET[Mp(n) | C]
: f(B", A" X" | Hp)
min log = —
hi#h F(Br, A, X7 | M)
(B™, A", X" | Hy)
(B",A",X" | Hnr)
f(anAann | Hh)
f(BnaAnan | Hh/)

:_ETr

‘

Vh #£h

< E™ log{[ c
f

Jensen’s

log E™ C| Vh#h
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- f(B™"(w), A" (w), X"(w) | C) dP™(w) Y h #h

- exp(—Zpw (n)(w)) - f(B"(w), A"(w), X" (w) | C" = (W, P1, P)) dP™(w)

Vh #£h

. exp(—Zp (n) (W) - f(B"(w), A™(w), X" (W) | Hi) dP™(w) YV h' #h

fB" A™(w), X" (w) | Hp) - exp(—Zpp(n)(w)) - dPT(w) Y h' #h, (143)

where the last line follows from an application of the change of measure technique presented in Lemma 18]. Also, Zp/(n)

in the above set of equations is given by

P da (4|,
Zhh/ Z Z Z TL d Z 10g%

(d,i)eS jeS a=1

dpr (1
P h P h ,
= Y X Nondihg) tor D I v i) rog T2 U (144)
(d,i)es jES ( |Zh) Pl h (]'Zh/)
From Assumption 2] we know that there exists &* € (0,1) such that
log - > log O”:ﬂ%a Vd>1,i,j€S. (145)
S 1610 N

Therefore, it follows that almost surely,

Znw (n) > (logg*) ( Z Z N(n,d,i,h,j)+ N(n,d,i, I, ))

(d,i)esS jES

> (loge™) (Z ZZNndzaj) (146)

(d,i)eS jES a=1

n - (log&™). (147)
Using (I47) in (I43), we get

ET[M;(n) | C] <1 g/

(w), X™(w) | Hn) - exp(—n - (loge")) - dP"(w)

f(B
( ) (148)

B. Case h # h
In this case, we note that
min log {_(3”7/1"7{2" | Hﬁ)
w#h o f(Bn A X | Hy)
fﬁ?ﬁAﬂv¥”|Hﬁ)Cﬁ
f(B" An X7 | Hr)
J(B", A" X" | H;) O]
f(Br, An, X" | Hn)
"), A" (@), X (@) | Hy)
B (w), A" (w), X™(w) | Hn)

ET[M;(n) | C] = ET

!

< E™ |log

Jensen’s

log E™

log/f

- f(B"(w), A™(w), X" (w) | C) dP"(w)
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<log [ F(B"(@). A7), X"(@) | 1) dP™(w)
Q

—0. (149)

From (148) and (149), we have

P <><m|c>_1og 53 3 Fgm
fL n=K
~ 1
< ZA PO 1og(§_*), (150)

from which it follows that for each m > K,

1i£njotipP(T(w*(L,5)) <m|C)< hrnsupW Z Z n 1og< )

heA n=K

=0. (151

This establishes the desired result.

APPENDIX G

PROOF OF PROPOSITIONI§]

Here, we demonstrate that for each 6 > 0, the family {7(7*(L,d))/log L : L > 1} is uniformly integrable. Clearly, it

suffices to show that under the policy m = 7*(L, d) and under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P»),

(™) \*
li E™ || —=
Py ngL)

Before showing that (I32) holds, we record the following important result.

C} < 0. (152)

Lemma 6. Fix C = (h, P, P5), L > 1 and 6 > 0. There exists 0 < B < oo independent of L such that for all sufficiently
large values of n, under the policy m = 7*(L, ) and under the arms configuration C,

B

PT(My(n) <log((K ~ 1)L)|C) < —. (153)
Proof of Lemma[@ Note that
P™(My(n) < log((K —1)L)|C) = P™ (}gn;én Mpps(n) < log((K ‘ C)
g ; (M,W < log((K ‘ c)
; (Mhh/ log(( ‘ C)
Z < Tgén) N Tgén) N T47in) - log((Kn— 1)L ‘ c> | (154)

h'#h

where (a) above follows from the union bound, and the last line follows from (37). In order to prove (I33), it suffices to prove
that each term inside the summation in (I34) is O(1/n?).
By virtue of Assumption 2] we know that P;, P, € &(£*) for some £* € (0,1). From (38, it follows that

-y oy Nmdihd) o, pai,

(di)es jeS
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1

= logE {GXP<Z (i) Ph 1(Xh i )ﬂ
€S

1 S . 1 L 0

s togElow (X Y Nding) log P Glin) | - oz (50N iini) toe PGl )
(d,i)eS JES (d,i)eS jeS

_1 N ph—1/yh | 1 P (jlin)
= — logE| exp Z o(1) P" (X _qli) )| + — logE | exp Z ZN n,d, 1, 1og7

" = " (d.i)es JES " (jlin)

1
> Liog[exp (3 000 P X >> i(reoe)]

n €S

@ (jlin) ( - ))]
loEex N(n,d,i, h 107HP€328
5| p(z > ) log o 1 )
(d,i)esS jeES
(@) 1
> —1oga + = log exp | (log&™) Z ZNn d,i ‘P(Pe ZEY))
(d,1)es jeS

N(n,h 1 1

@ (Z’ )(logé*)—l-ﬁ loge* + — logP(P € 2(")), (155)

where (a) above follows by noting that on the set {P € (%)},
Vd>1landi,j€8, Pj|i)>&* whenever P4(j|i) >0,

and in (b) above,

- Y Y Nedih)

(d,i)esS jeS
Let N (n a) be defined similarly for all a # h. It follows from (I33) that almost surely

N(n,d,i, h

N di,hyj) log P (jlin) + N(Z’ h) (loge™) + % loge™ + % logP(P € Z£(g%)). (156)

(d i)eS jeS

Similarly, it can be shown that almost surely,

d, N K —
Mg b00) o ppelia) + (toge) | 2 YD) 4 B gzt Liogrig e (e,
a;ﬁh (d,i)eS JES a#h n "
(157)
Next, we note from (@0) that for each h’ # h, almost surely,
N(n, d,z,h ] 1
EL sy D og L
(d,i)eS jES (P ,1(n)) @ (4 ins)
N(n,d,i, I, 1 (n,d,i, 1, Pd” Flins
vy oy M )k)g Ly oy ) gy B le)
(di)eS jeS n (]|lh’ (di)eS jeS (Ph’ 1( )) h (]'Zh’)
N(n,d,i, 1, j 1 d, i, h
2 Z Z (TL,_,@, 7]) log - IOgE Z Z ’I’L Z .7)
(d,i)eS jeS " (J|Zh') (di)eS jES
N(n,d,i, 1, j 1 N(n,
=2 > LLILT) 1o o + (log ey 1), (158)
(d.i)eS jES K By (gline) K

where the inequality above follows as a consequence of the fact that P, € Z(&*).
Lastly, in order to lower bound the term T(n)/n, let us fix an arbitrary P, € &?(&*) such that P # Py, P». Then, for each
h ;é h, almost surely,

>Z Z Z ndzaj)lg

a#h' (d3i)eS jJES (ph’72(n))da (j|la)
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_ N(n,d,i,a )10 1 N(n,d,i,a )10 Pda(jlig)
=> X > TR SR IR ® (B a(m)=(3lia)

a#h’ (d,i)eS jES * a#h’ (d,i)eS jeES

d, 1 d, i
>y oy oy M ””log e Y Yy Mdhed)
ath' (di)eS jES P (flia) a£h' (di)ES JES

N(n,d,i,a,j) 1 i N(n,a)
S i (3 M),

a#h' (d,i)eS jES a#h’

Combining the lower bounds in (T36)-(T39), it follows that for each h’ # h, almost surely,

Mhh’ (TL)
n
K
N 2 K
2(log &™) <Z y) +- logP(P € Z(£%)) + - log&*
a=1

N(n,d,i,h,j) . P (jlin) N(n,d,i,a,j) | P3(jlia)
+ lo + lo
2 2 T, O RID I DS & P (1)

a#hh' (di)eS jeS

K
= 2(loge") (Z N(n,a)) —i—% logP(P € 2(g%)) + % log &*

n
a=1
N(n,d,i,h,j) N(n,dih 1 P (lin
(di)es jes P (jlin)
N(n.di,a,j) N(n,dia | Py (jlia
v (Fmthed) ML) phli,) tog L)
a#h,h' (d.i)eS jES < (Jlia)
N(n,d i, h) N(n,d,i,a) o ,
+ - D(P" (-Jin) | P& (-|in)) Z Z Z D(P§*(ia)|| P2 (-|ia))-
(d.i)es jes aZh,h' (di)eS jJES

n n

Using (T60)-({T&3), the probability term P™ (Mh'h"(") < loe((K-1)L)

C) may be written as

. (Mh:;(m < gtk =11 ‘ c> < Us(n) + Us(n) + Us(n) + Ua(n),

where the terms Uy (n)-Uy(n) are as follows:

o The term Uy (n) is given by

K 2
Ui(n) = P7 (z loge™ + - logP(P € 2(¢7)) < —¢

c).
o The term Us(n) is given by

. . dp (1
vy = | 33 (Fhd) - SRR pi i) tog il <

C
d
(di)eS jJES B (glin)

o The term Us(n) is given by

i =p( 303 5 (MR MR i) o e < -

ath,h' (di)eS jES " 2 (jlia)

o The term Uy(n) is given by

N1 b fig) [P (fin))

N Z Z N(n, d,z,a D(Pg“('ﬁa)“Pga('ﬁ‘l))

a#h,h' (d,i)€S

(159)

(160)

(161)

(162)

(163)

(164)

(165)

(166)

(167)
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2(log &%) (Z ) +3e < log((K — )I) ’ C). (168)

n

The relations in (I63)-(I68) hold for all € > 0. We shall shortly demonstrate how to choose & > 0.
We now show that each of the terms Uy (n)-Us(n) is either 0 or O(1/n3). This will then establish (I33).

A. Handling Uy(n)

We begin by noting that inside the probability term in (I63), the left hand side goes to zero whenever P(P € Z(&*)) > 0,

whereas the right hand side is strictly negative. Noting that
B(ET) = {P € P(S): P(jli) > &* for all 4,5 € S}
is a subset of #2(£*), and replacing &* by £*/|S]| if necessaryH, we see that

P(P € 2(¢*)) > P(#(2))
= D(%(c"))
>0, (169)

where the strict positivity in the last line above follows from the fact that the marginal of D along each coordinate is the
Lebesgue measure, and that the Lebesgue measure of %(&*) is (1 — &*)IS > 0. Therefore, it follows that there exists

N7 = Ni(¢g) such that Uy(n) = 0 for all n > Nj.

B. Handling Us(n)
Next, we note that

dh

> (N(n.dih.g) = Ninyd i h) P (jlin)) 1ogd,(7m
(di)es jeS P (jlin) n>
M

is a martingale. Indeed, because log£* < log P Gl =

<log L = (which follows as a consequence of Assumption [)), using the

dominated convergence theorem,

dh _
BT LSS (Nndiih,g) = Nin,dyi h) P (jlin)) 1og¢'”‘3"-1,14"—1,x"—1, C

(d.i)es jES P (jlin)
dn (15 dh(jhh n—1 n—1 yn—1
Z Yo > Law=d itn=i a=n} (]I{Xt:j} - b L(J|2h)) IOgT B AT X O
t=K (di)es jeS <" (Flin)
Z Z A . dh (21 P (jlin)
( n_ladalahﬂj)_N(n_1ad7l7h) Pl (]lzh)) logd}i
(di)eS jES P (jlin)
+ Z Z ]I{g(n):d, l(n):l} <P7T(An = h’a X’n - j|Bn71,An717Xn717 C)
(dji)es JES

B Pdh' o
— P™(A, = h[B" ', AL X" 0) - P (jlz'h)) log M
P (jlin)
dh
Z ( n—1,d,ih,j)— Nn—1,d,i,h) P (j|z'h)) log Pdhﬂ (170)

3Note that 2(¢*) C 2(£*/|S|).
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where the last line follows by noting that when (d(t),i(t)) = (d, i), under the arms configuration C' = (h, Py, P,),
P™(X, = j|B" AL X 0) = P (lin).

Further, above martingale is bounded, and its quadratic variation (M,,) satisfies

2
- ™ .- Pdh Jlin - _ .
<Mn> = Z E Z Z ]I{d(t):d, i(t)=i, Ay=h} (]I{Xt:j} _Pldhr(.ﬂlh)) logP)ldh(iH Bt 17 Al 1, Xt 17 C
t=K (di)es jeS <" (dlin)

2
- 02 Pin(jli B I
<O ET| X D Maw=d =i, A=) (H{Xt:j} _P1dh(.7|lh)) (m%) ‘Bt LAt Xttt o

t=K (di)es jeS <" (lin)

(a) 2 n
= (10g Ei*) Z BT Z Z H{d(t):d, i(t)=i, Ay=h}
t=K

(di)es jeS§

1\2
§n<4 (logg—*> |8|> (171)

almost surely. In arriving at (a) above, we use the fact that for all d > 1 and i,j € S,
Pi(jli)
og — < log —.
PA(j1) g

C

We then have

Pin(j
) =P | 3 S (Nondishig) = Nondoioh) PGl og 1) < —ne |
(d,i)eS jES < (din)
Pin(jli
=P Z Z (N(nadalahv.])_N(nadalah) Pldh(.]hh)) 1ng > ne C
hes P (jlin)
(d,i)eS jES
Pdh ..

SPW sup Z Z (N(tvdvlahv.])_N(tvdvzah) Pldh(j|7’h)) logw >ne | C

K<t<n | 0% jes P (4lin)

6
@ 1 d P (jlin) ’
E™ su N(t,d, i, h,j) — N(t,d, i, h) P™(j|i log L~/ C
oo st (diZ)GS ggs ( b gl =M S h)) gP*dh’(ﬂih)
®) A T 3
< —— E ()P
© A 1\ )
S 5 4 logg—* |S]
A/

=3 (172)

where (a) above is due to Markov’s inequality, (b) is due to Burkholder inequality [28 p. 414], and (c) follows from (TZI).

The constant A in (b) above comes from Burkholder inequality. We have thus shown that Uz (n) is O(1/n3).

C. Handling Us(n)

Following the arguments presented for handling Us(n), it can be shown that Us(n) = O(1/n3). The details are omitted.

D. Handling Uy(n)

We first note that

T N(’I’L,(_l, 1'7 h) . . N(nada 17 (l) . .
Us(n) < PT( 3 === DI Clin)|[ P Clin) + Y === D3 (fia) | P2 (fia))
(d,i)€S ah,h’'
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2(log &%) <Z N(n’a)> 4 3e < (K- DL) } C)

sP’T<7N(n’f§l’i’h> D ClnP i)+ Y LR D (g P i)

2(log &%) 4 3¢ < w ‘ C) (173)

for all (d,7) € S. Going further, let us fix d = (K, K —1,...,1) and i = (¢*,*,...,i*) for some i* € S. Let E,, be the event
inside the probability term in (IZ73). From (I38), we know that almost surely,

; An,Py,Py,6 ;
lim inf N(TL, da 1, (L) Z v 12 ((_la 1, (L)

(174)

Exploiting this, and denoting the right hand side of (T74) as C(d, i, a), the probability term in (IZ3) may be upper bounded as
N(n,d, 1

P™(E,|C) < PT <En {y > C(di,a)(1—¢) Ya € A} ‘ O> (175)

N(TL, dv iv CL)
n

+pr <En {3 acA: < C(d,i,a)(1 — e’)} ‘ C) (176)

for all ¢ € (0,1). We shall soon specify how to choose €. The probability term in (I73) may then be upper bounded by

P”((l—E’) C(d,i,h) DP{ (lin) | P2 (lin)) + Y- Cldii,a) D(P5 (fia)| P (fia))

a#th,h!

2(log&*) + 3¢ < w ‘ C). (177)

Let € > 0 be chosen such that

1 . . . .
3e > 2 log = (1—¢€) | C(d,i,h) D(P (-in)|| P2 (-|in)) Z C(d,i,a) D(PS(-lia)|| P2 (i) | - (178)
a#h,h/

Such a choice of ¢ is possible because the right hand side of (IZ8) is strictly positive by virtue of the fact that
_ . 1 _ ) 1
D(P" (-[in)[| P (-fin)) < log = D(P5 (lin)|| P (-lia)) < log =

for all a # h, h'. Therefore,

(L=¢) | C(d i, h) DPMClin)| P Clin) + Y C(diiia) D5 (fia)|| P (fia)

a#h,h'
<log—) (1-¢€) ZC’dz a
a#h'

1
<log —. (179)

5

For instance, it suffices to choose
2 1 . . .
e=3|2lbes —(1- ) | C(d i, h) D(P{"(lin) | P (lin) + Y C(d,i,a) D(Pg=(-lia)[|P2(lia)) | | . (180)
a#h,h'

With ¢ as chosen above, it follows that inside the probability term in (I77), the left hand side is strictly positive whereas
the right hand side goes to 0 as n — oo. Therefore, for all sufficiently large values of n, the probability term in (I77) is equal
to zero.

We now turn attention to the probability term in (TZ6). Using the union bound, this term may be upper bounded by
K

ZK: pPT <M < C(d,i,a)(1—¢) ‘ O> =y pr <N(n,gl,g', a) < nC(d,i,a)(l —¢) ‘ C) . (181)

n
a=1 a=1
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In order to complete the proof, it suffices to show that each term inside the summation in (IZI) is O(1/n?) for a suitable
choice of ¢ > 0.
Fix an arbitrary a € A. From the exposition in Appendix [Bl we know that the process {(d(t),i(t)) : ¢ > K} has the property

that for all Ty > K, the relation
P (d(To+ M+ K +1) = d,i(Ty + M+ K +1) =i | d(Ty) = d",i(Ty) =i",C) = p ¥ (d",i") €S,  (182)
where p > (%)21{ ()% >0, and M is a positive integer that satisfies
PM(jli) >0, PM(jli)>0 Vi,jeS. (183)
The existence of such an integer M is guaranteed by Proposition 1.7]. From (I82), it follows that
P™(d(t) = d, i(t) = i|C) > (%)M (£)% Vi>M+43K+1. (184)
Additionally, we know that under the policy m = 7*(L, §),

P™(A; = ald(t) =d, i(t) =i, B!, A7 XU O)> = Vi K. (185)

A

% >

As a consequence of (I83), it follows that P™ (A, = ald(t) = d, i(t) =i. C) > 4 for all t > K. Combining this with (IZ4),
we see that forall ¢t > M + 3K + 1,

n 2K+1 K
PT(d(t) =d, i(t) =i, Ar=a|C) > (?) (E9)K. (186)
Clearly, for all n > M + 3K + 1,
M+2K n
N(n,d,i,a) Z Laty=d, i()=i. A=a} + Z Liacty=d, i()=i, A=a}
t=K t=K+M+2K+1
=z Yo Law=d, it=i, A=a} (187)

t=K+M+2K+1
almost surely. Denoting the right hand side of (I87) as N'(n,d, i, a), it follows from (I86) that
N\ 2EK+1
E™[N'(n,d,i,a)|C] > (n — M — 3K) (?) VK Vn>M+3K+1. (188)
Therefore, for all n > M + 3K + 1, we have
( (n,d,i,a) <nC(d,i,a)(1 —¢) ‘ C’)
(N/ n,d,i,a) <nC(d,i,a)(l —¢) ‘ C’>

PTI'

N'(n,d,i,a) — E7[N"(n,d, i,a)|C] < nC(d,i,a)(1 — €) — E"[N'(n,d, i, a) ‘ o>

)" er|e)
<%> @) [e)

< pr (N’(n,gl,z, a) — E*[N'(n,d, 1,0)|C) < n C;; - <”_ Nfl_ 3K> (%)m1 (s‘*)K) ‘ C), (189)

where the last line follows by noting that

(
< P (N0 d.0) = PN (0, £0IC] < n € )1 =€) = M = 3) (
< ( 3

N
K
N'(n,d,i,a) — E*[N'(n,d,i,a)|C] <n <C(Ql,g', a)(1—¢)— < M- 3K>

PP Py S (d7 i, a)

Cld.i,a) = T

1

<1+6'
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We now show that for a suitable choice of €, the right hand side of the probability term in (I89) can be made negative.
Because (n — M — 3K)/n — 1 as n — oo, it follows that there exists No = N2(d) such that for all n > No,

n—M—3K> 1
n 144’

as a consequence of which
n—M—3K n 2K+1 N (—ﬁ)z ! (5*)K

for all n > N,. Let € be chosen such that

2K+1
1-¢ < (%) (&)K. (190)
Such a choice of € is possible since
n\2K+1 K
0 < (E) g <1
For instance, it suffices to choose
) 1 n\2E+HL
ezl—g-(E) (£9)K. (191)

With this choice of €, it follows that for all n > max{ Ny, M + 3K + 1},
PT <N(n,gl,g', a) <nC(d,i,a)(1 —¢€) ‘ C’> < P7 (N’(n,gl,g', a) — E™[N'(n,d,i,a)|C] < —nA ‘ C), (192)

where A is given by
N 2 (%)2K+1 (£9)K
3 1496
We now demonstrate that N'(n,d, i,a) is sub-gaussian. Subsequently, we use sub-gaussian concentration bounds to show
that the right hand side of (192) is bounded above exponentially. Recall that a random variable Z is said to be sub-gaussian

with variance factor v [29] Section 2.3] if
A2
log E| exp (M(Z - E[Z]) )| < 5= VAeR (193)

It is well known that if Z is Bernoulli distributed, then Z is sub-gaussian with variance factor v = 1/4. The below lemma

demonstrates that given sub-gaussian random variables X and Y (not necessarily independent), their sum is also sub-gaussian.

Lemma 7. Suppose X is sub-gaussian with variance factor o1 and Y (not necessarily independent of X ) is sub-gaussian
with variance factor oy. Then, X + Y is sub-gaussian with variance factor o1 + 0.

Proof of Lemma [ Using Holder’s inequality, for all p > 1, we have

1

Blew (At +Y = 51X+ BV ) | < (8] (prcx - E[X]))D% (B e (0-pre -0 )

(oo (552)' (o (E5272))

— exp (AQ(@ H;(Ul - f’?>) , (194)

In particular, for p = 1 4 02/01, we have

E[exp ()\(X +Y - (E[X] +E[Y]))>} <exp (%2 (02 LT ”5)>

01

< exp (M) . (195)
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This establishes the desired result. |

Using Lemma 7] and the sub-gaussian property of a Bernoulli random variable mentioned earlier, it follows that N'(n, d, i, a)

is sub-gaussian with variance factor
n—M-—-3K
1 .

vt =

Using concentration bounds for sub-gaussian random variables p. 25], we get

P <N’(n,d, i,a) — E*[N'(n,d,i,a)|C] < —n A ‘ C) < exp (- ”;f) < exp(—2n A2). (196)
We know that there exists /N3 such that for all n > N3,
exp(—2nA?%) < 1/n.
Therefore, it follows that
P <N’(n,¢, i,a) — E*[N'(n,d,i,a)|C] < —n A } o> < % ¥ n > max{Ny, No, M + 3K +1}.

Combining (I72) and the above result, and choosing A’ in (I72) large if needed, establishes the desired result. This completes
the proof of the lemma. [ ]

Proof of (132): We now use the result established in Lemma [6] to show (132). Let

2log & — (1-¢) (C(d,z} h) D(P (-[in) | P2 (fin) + gh:hl C(d i,a) D(Péi“('lia)lpf”('lia))>

where ¢’ is as given in (I91). Let ¢(L) = max{u(L), N1, No, N3, M + 3K + 1}, where the constants Ny, Ny, N3 are as

determined in the proof of Lemma [0l Then, we have

C) dx

pr (T(w) > [vz log L] ’ c) dz

¥(L) oo

_ / PW(T(W)Z "7 log L] ’ c) do + / PW(T(w)z V7 log L] ’ c) dx
0 (L) log L " o
- 0/ P (T(w) > [tlog L] ’ c) 20d + ) Pﬂ(T(w) > [Vz log L] ’ c) do
V(L) log L -
_ (loglL)2 / p <T(ﬁ) > [u] ‘ c) Qudu + / P (mr) > [z log L] ‘ c) dx
< e I / e s o et iogz) 7 (720 €)
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(@) (L) o+ 1
< o pr(M log((K — 1)L
du B er(an <t - 1) | ©)
n>[\/$(L) log L]
®) (L) 1 B
< -
~ logL + log L Z (@2n+1) n3
n>[\/$(L) log L]
vL) 1 B
< J—
“losl Tlogl ;1 (2n+1) —, (198)

where (a) above follows by noting that {7(7) < n} C {Mj(n) < log((K —1)L)}, and (b) is due to Lemma [6] Noting that

the summation (198) is finite, we get

2
limsup E™ <T(7T)> ‘ C'| <limsup V(L)

L—oo IOgL T Lo logL
u(L)
= limsu
o Tog I
< 0. (199)
This establishes (I32) and completes the proof of the proposition. [ |
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