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Abstract

Learning paradigms based purely on offline data as well as those based solely on sequential
online learning have been well-studied in the literature. In this paper, we consider combining
offline data with online learning, an area less studied but of obvious practical importance.
We consider the stochastic K-armed bandit problem, where our goal is to identify the arm
with the highest mean in the presence of relevant offline data, with confidence 1− δ. We
conduct a lower bound analysis on policies that provide such 1− δ probabilistic correctness
guarantees. We develop algorithms that match the lower bound on sample complexity
when δ is small. Our algorithms are computationally efficient with an average per-sample
acquisition cost of Õ(K), and rely on a careful characterization of the optimality conditions
of the lower bound problem.

1 Introduction

Bandit optimization (BO) and reinforcement learning (RL) are general frameworks for sequential decision-
making when the dynamics of the underlying environment are a priori unknown and have shown great empirical
success in areas including games and recommendation systems [42, 49, 40]. Despite their success, they have
found limited applications in critical areas such as healthcare and robotics because repeated interactions with
the environment is often expensive. To overcome this drawback, recent works have developed the frameworks
of offline RL that totally avoid online interactions with the environment [41, 44]. They instead rely on offline
data collected in the past to learn good policies due to access to significant amounts of offline data. However, a
major drawback is that naively using offline data may be bottle necked by quality of offline data. For example,
if the data is from a less exploratory policy, then the learned policies have poor performance [43].

In this work, we consider a learning paradigm which is in between the purely online and purely offline learning
paradigms. To be precise, we consider sequential decision-making problems where the learner can use both
online interactions and offline data to come up with good policies. This paradigm has the potential to achieve
the best of both worlds: if the quantity of offline data is good and is representative of the current environment,
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then the learner can learn good policies with zero or few online interactions. On the other hand, if the offline
data is stale, distributionally unrepresentative, inadequate or of poor quality, then the learner can still learn
good policies but with more online samples. This combined offline-online (o-o) paradigm has received little
attention in the literature. A few recent works have considered this, but as detailed in a later section, they are
mostly empirical in nature and do not provide (instance) optimal algorithms as we do in our work.

We focus on the problem of best-arm identification (BAI) for stochastic multi-armed bandits (MAB) in the
offline-online (o-o) paradigm. This is a simple yet powerful setting that captures several practically-important
scenarios arising in fields such as healthcare and recommendation systems. In this problem, the decision-maker
or the learner is presented with K unknown and independent probability distributions or arms from which
it can generate samples. On selecting an arm, the learner observes a sample drawn independently from the
underlying distribution. The learner is also provided with side information in the form of offline data, which is
generated by an unknown policy. The goal of the learner is to identify the best arm (i.e., arm with the largest
mean) in as few online rounds as possible, with at least 1− δ confidence, while making optimal use of the
offline data. This problem has been well-studied in the purely online setting where the learner doesn’t have
access to offline data [37, 26, 47, 31]. However, to the best of our knowledge, ours is the first work to formally
study this problem in the o-o paradigm.

Contributions: We first study the fundamental limits of this problem. In particular, we derive a lower bound
on the expected number of online samples generated by an algorithm with access to offline data under the
assumption that the offline data comes from an unknown policy which generates samples from the same bandit
instance as the one in the online phase, and the online algorithm limits the error probability due to randomness
in both and offline and online data to a specified δ. In this framework, we provide a computationally-efficient
algorithm that achieves the optimal sample complexity as δ → 0 (such asymptotic guarantees are standard in
BAI literature). Our algorithm is a track-and-stop algorithm that pulls arms in proportions suggested by the
lower bound. It requires repeatedly solving an optimization problem associated with the lower bound. We
bring out key structural properties of this optimization problem, show that it has a unique solution, and use
the associated properties to solve it efficiently. The proposed algorithm is computationally-efficient with an
amortized computational complexity of Õ(K).

The technical analysis in the o-o version is significantly harder compared to the purely-online setting. A key
technical challenge is that the proportions suggested by the lower bound optimization problem are a function
of the amount of offline data available and can possibly converge to 0 in the limit of small δ. This requires
delicate sample complexity analysis. Our analysis also clearly brings out the benefits of offline data. We also
highlight this in our numerical experiments.

We also briefly discuss an alternative lower bound formulation where the δ-correct guarantee is sought along
every offline sample path (more accurately, along a set of probability 1). Even along the rare paths where the
samples can be highly misleading. For such formulation we need to consider guarantees on data generating
probability measures conditioned on offline data. We conclude that such guarantees require us to ignore offline
data and our lower bound on online samples is identical to that in the pure online setting. At a high level,
the intuitive rationale is that the best arm identification problems are composite hypothesis testing problems.
An algorithm with probabilistic guarantees needs to generate sufficient data to rule out probability measures
that suggest an alternative hypothesis. However, since all probability measures conditioned on offline data
agree on the conditioned data, this data is not useful in separating them. The supporting analysis is given in
Appendix B.2. This analysis supports the framework that we pursue in this paper where both offline and online
data are assumed to be generated from a common probability measure, and we seek δ-correctness guarantees
under such joint probability measures.

Related work: The literature on bandit optimization is vast. Here, we primarily focus on MAB in the
stochastic setting and review literature that is relevant to our work.

Purely-online learning. MAB was first studied by [52] in connection with designing adaptive clinical
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trials. Since then its variants have been extensively studied and are being used in practice, for example,
recommendation systems, advertisement placement, routing over networks, resource allocation, etc. (see,
[42, 14, 50, 40]). MAB is usually studied with one of the following three metrics: regret minimization [39, 1,
16, 7, 29, 28], BAI with fixed budget [6, 13, 9], and BAI with fixed confidence [23, 32, 34, 37, 22]. Lower
bounds and optimal algorithms for these metrics (except for BAI with fixed budget) have been designed under
a variety of settings.

For regret minimization, KL-UCB [25, 17], KLinf -UCB [5] are asymptotically optimal for parametric and
heavy-tailed distributions, respectively. Thompson sampling is also shown to be optimal for parametric
distributions [2, 36, 38]. In Appendix J, we discuss an o-o version of the classical regret-minimization problem.
We derive a lower bound on the regret suffered by any reasonable algorithm and discuss a natural adaptation
of the KL-UCB algorithm of [17] for the o-o problem.

The fixed-confidence BAI problem was first studied by [23, 24, 32, 33, 30]. For this problem, Track-and-Stop
(TaS) algorithm is shown to be asymptotically-optimal (as δ → 0) for exponential families [26] as well as for
heavy-tailed and bounded settings [4]. References [33, 30, 19, 18] provide algorithms with finite δ guarantees,
but these algorithms are sub-optimal in δ → 0 regime. Moreover, [33, 30] only have high-probability
guarantees instead of the stronger expected bound. References [32, 34] propose UCB-like algorithms (LUCB1
and KL-LUCB) for δ-correct BAI giving high-probability as well as expected theoretical guarantees that hold
even for finite δ. While these algorithms have non-asymptotic theoretical guarantees, they are known to be
both theoretically sub-optimal, and also do not beat the tracking-style algorithms empirically. We discuss a
version of the KL-LUCB algorithm in Appendix H adapted to our o-o setting and show numerically that it
under-performs. Hence, we only focus on the optimal tracking-based algorithm in the main text.

Purely-offline learning. MAB and its variants have also been studied in the purely offline setting [46, 54].
These works studied various notions of optimality in the offline paradigm and designed optimal algorithms
under these notions. However, the quality of the learned policies are severely bottle-necked by the quality of
the offline data. For example, the minimax rates for best-arm estimation in [46] depend on the fraction of pulls
of the best arm in the offline data. These rates become trivial as the fraction of pulls of best arm approaches 0.

Offline+online learning. A few recent works have studied MAB in the offline-online paradigm [48, 11, 55, 45,
8]. These works have primarily focused on regret minimization. While these works derive worst-case regret
bounds for the proposed algorithms, they do not talk about optimality of these bounds either in a minimax
sense or instance dependent sense. Reference [12] considers the o-o regret problem in a 1-D linear bandit
setting. In Section 3, we show that the artificial replay algorithm proposed by [8] is sub-optimal for BAI. The
classical regret minimization is another practically relevant problem to consider in the o-o framework. In this
case, the generalization from the online setting is straightforward. We discuss the o-o regret-minimization
problem in Appendix J, where we develop a lower bound as well as an algorithm.

2 Problem setting and lower bound

Distributional assumption: As is common in the MAB literature, we assume that the arm distributions belong
to a known canonical single-parameter exponential family of distributions (SPEF). Then each distribution can
be indexed by its mean. This considerably simplifies the technicalities and allows simpler illustration of ideas.
While SPEF are discussed in greater detail in Appendix A, here we let S ⊂ ℜ denote the possible means of
the SPEF under consideration.

MAB setup and objective: The algorithm is presented with K unknown probability distributions or arms,
µ = (µ1, . . . , µK), where each µi ∈ S denotes the mean of the distribution from the SPEF under consideration
(we refer to each µi interchangeably as a distribution as well as its mean in the SPEF context). As is standard
in this framework (of exact fixed-confidence BAI), we assume that there is a unique arm with the largest mean.
If there are 2 arms tied for the largest mean, the algorithm will stop only with a small probability as it will need
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to statistically separate the tied arms. One way around it is to look for an ϵ-best arm (an arm whose mean is
within ϵ of the best arm). However, that is technically a significantly more demanding problem. We choose to
make this assumption to bring out more simply the insights associated with the utility of offline data. Without
loss of generality, let µ1 > µa for all a ̸= 1.

In addition to the unknown bandit instance µ from which the algorithm can generate samples, it has access
to τ1 samples from the arms in µ. We refer to these historical samples as the offline data and denote it by
H = {(at, xt)}τ1t=1. The arm choice at in H depends on the unknown offline policy π0 that collected the
data and is a function of the past data {(at′ , xt′)}t′<t. Reward xt is a realization from distribution µat

, that
is assumed to be generated independent of the past data. Next, recall that a policy specifies the data driven
conditional probabilities that at each time t+1 determine the next action as a function of the history of realized
rewards and arms pulled till time t. The online phase of the algorithm starts from τ1 + 1 and sequentially
continues till some random stopping time τ1 + τδ .

δ−correct policy/algorithm: Given δ > 0, we are interested in an online policy that stops at time τ1 + τδ > 0

and outputs a best arm estimate kτ1+τδ such that P(kτ1+τδ ̸= 1) ≤ δ, i.e., it identifies the arm with the
maximum mean with probability at least 1− δ. Here, the probability is with respect to joint distribution over
the offline data as well as online sampling.

We are interested in such δ-correct policies that minimize E[τδ]. Here, the expectation is computed over the
randomness in the offline and online policies as well as offline and online samples. This is the typical fixed-
confidence setting of the best-arm identification (BAI) framework of the MAB problem, extensively studied
in literature (see, [40] for a survey of known results). However, access to the offline data can significantly
reduce the number of online samples (τδ) that need to be generated by a δ-correct algorithm. We show this in
Section 2.2 and discuss more concretely after Theorem 3.3. A nuance in our analysis is that the amount of
offline data, τ1, is allowed to be a function of δ.

2.1 Lower bound

We now present a lower bound on the expected number of online samples that any δ-correct algorithm will
need to generate, while also using the available offline samples. Let τδ denote the total number of online
samples generated. Note that τδ may depend on the observations generated by the algorithm. Hence, it is a
stopping time. Let the total number of samples from arm a in the offline data be denoted by No

a , and that
from online sampling till time τδ be Na. Recall that µ1 > µa for all a ̸= 1. With a view to deriving the lower
bound, let us define the following optimization problem (P1):

min
∑K

a=1
Na s.t. S1,a(N) ≥ log

1

2.4δ
∀a ̸= 1, Na ≥ 0,

where N = (Na : a ∈ [K]), S1,a is defined below in (1) with KL(ν, x) denoting the Kullback-Leibler
divergence between two distributions in S with means ν and x.

S1,a(N) = inf
x
{(E[No

1 ] +N1)KL(µ1, x) + (E[No
a ] +Na)KL(µa, x)} . (1)

It is known that for the SPEF family, the infimum in S1,a is given by (see Lemma A.1):

x1,a =
(E[No

1 ] +N1)µ1 + (E[No
a ] +Na)µa

E[No
1 ] +N1 + E[No

a ] +Na
. (2)

Let T ∗ denote the optimal value of the problem (P1). Then, we have the following result that lower bounds
the stopping time for any δ-correct algorithm.

Theorem 2.1. For all µ ∈ SK , µ1 > µa, a ̸= 1, a δ-correct policy satisfies: E[τδ] ≥ T ∗.

As is common in the bandit literature, the lower bound in the above theorem is obtained by a change-of-measure
argument, which is captured by the data processing inequality relating the likelihood ratio of observing samples
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under two different bandit instances to the likelihood of occurrence of an appropriate event under these two
bandit instances (see [37, 20, 27]). We give a formal proof in Appendix B.

2.2 Properties of the lower bound

Intuitive Picture: When is the offline data sufficient to make the correct decision at 1− δ confidence? What
can we qualitatively say about the online samples needed, when is the offline data not sufficient? Below we
discuss these issues.

Figure 1: Plot depicting the set Aδ(µ) for a 2-armed MAB
with Gaussian rewards, where µ1 − µ2 = 2, and δ = 0.001.
The blue curve is the set of points (N1, N2) where the
constraint is tight. (N∗

1 , N
∗
2 ) is the optimal online allo-

cation. Point A corresponds to an offline allocation with
(No

1 , N
o
2 ) < (N∗

1 , N
∗
2 ), B to No

1 > N∗
1 , No

2 < N∗
2 , and C

to No
1 < N∗

1 , No
2 > N∗

2 .

Let Aδ(ν) denote the set of N ∈ ℜK
+ that sat-

isfy infx{N1 KL(ν1, x) + Na KL(νa, x)} ≥
log 1

2.4δ , for all a ̸= 1. A key observation we
often rely on in this section is that the LHS of
the above inequality is an increasing function
of N1 and Na (see Lemma G.1).

Recall, in the purely online setting, the opti-
mal allocation N∗ in the lower bound analy-
sis is obtained by solving the following prob-
lem ([37]): min

∑K
a=1Na such that N ∈

Aδ(µ). Let Ñ = (Ñ1, . . . , ÑK) denote the op-
timal solution to the corresponding o-o lower
bound problem (P1), which can be re-written
as: minN⪰0

∑K
a=1Na such that No +N ∈

Aδ(µ).Here, No are the offline samples (ignor-
ing the expectation sign for simplicity) which
we assume are known for this discussion.

First, note that
∑K

a=1N
∗
a ≥

∑K
a=1 Ña. This

follows since N∗ is a feasible point for the
constraints in P1. This indicates that offline data - irrespective of the policy used to collect it - reduces the
number of required online samples. We now discuss more nuanced properties of the solution of P1 (illustrated
in Figure 1). To the extent that algorithms that closely match the lower bound closely mimic these properties,
this also sheds light on their performance.

Suppose No ⪰ N∗ (i.e., No
a ≥ N∗

a for all a ∈ [K]), then online samples Ñ = 0, and we don’t need any
online samples. This follows from the observation that N∗, and as a consequence, No lie in Aδ(µ). On the
other hand, suppose No ⪯ N∗, then Ñ = N∗ −No, and one simply needs to allocate N∗

a − No
a samples

to each arm to solve P1. Now, suppose No ̸⪯ N∗, and No ̸⪰ N∗. Consider three sub-cases suggested by
Figure 1:

(a) If No
1 > N∗

1 , then Ñ1 = 0.

(b) For 2-armed bandit problems, if No
2 > N∗

2 , then Ñ2 = 0. But this need not be true when K > 2.

(c) For No to lie in the constraint set Aδ(µ), we need

No
1 > max

a∈[K]\{1}

log 1
2.4δ

KL(µ1, µa)
.

Similarly, for each a ∈ [K] \ {1}, we require

No
a >

log 1
2.4δ

KL(µa, µ1)
.
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These observations are easy to see from Theorem 2.2. We give supporting arguments towards the end of
Appendix B.3.

Optimal solution to P1: Theorem 2.2 below characterizes the optimal solution to the o-o lower bound
problem. In particular, it establishes the uniqueness of the solution. This extends the uniqueness of solution of
the equivalent online problem shown in [26]. As we discuss after the theorem, its proof is much simpler, and
brings out the simplicity of the problem. Recall, we assume that arm 1 is the unique best arm in µ.

Theorem 2.2. If Ñ is an optimal solution to P1, then for arms b ∈ A1 := {a ̸= 1 : Ña > 0}, the index
constraints are tight, i.e., S1,b(Ñ) = log 1

2.4δ . For each arm a, let x̃1,a denote the corresponding infimizer in
(2), let A2 := {a ̸= 1 : Ña = 0, S1,a(Ñ) = log 1

2.4δ}, and A := A1 ∪A2. Then,∑
a∈A1

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
≤ 1. (3)

If Ñ1 > 0, then ∑
a∈A

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
≥ 1. (4)

Furthermore, these conditions uniquely identify the optimal solution.

The formal proof of Theorem 2.2 relies on Lagrangian duality and is given in Appendix B.3. The key ideas are
seen more simply in the online setting where each E[No

a ] = 0. We outline these. Let us replace RHS log 1
2.4δ

in constraints in P1 by 1 since the solution to P1 simply scales with it. We now argue that the online solution
is unique, strictly positive N∗, such that A1 = [K] \ 1 and (3) is tight. To see the necessity of these conditions,
observe that we cannot have N∗

1 = 0 or N∗
a = 0 as that implies S1,a(N

∗) = 0. Thus, A2 = ∅. Further if
S1,a(N

∗) > 1, the objective improves by reducing N∗
a so A1 = [K] \ {1}. To see the tightness of (3) first

observe through a quick calculation that derivative of S1,a(N) with respect to N1 and Na, respectively, equals
KL(µ1, x1,a) and KL(µa, x1,a).

Now, perturbing N1 by a tiny ϵ and adjusting each Na by KL(µ1,x1,a)
KL(µa,x1,a)

ϵ maintains the value of S1,a(N). Thus,
at optimal N∗, necessity of tightness of (3) follows. (This argument also justifies the necessity of (3) and (4)
in the optimal solution in the more general o-o setting).

The fact that these three criteria uniquely specify the optimal solution is seen by observing that for any
N1 > 0 and sufficiently large, there exists a unique Na(N1) > 0 (through implicit function theorem) such that
S1,a(N) = 1. Further, Na(N1) decreases with N1 and the numerator in KL(µ1,x1,a)

KL(µa,x1,a)
continuously decreases

with N1 while the denominator continuously increases with it. As N1 → 0, the numerator converges to
KL(µ1, µa), while the denominator goes to zero. Similarly, as N1 → ∞, the numerator converges to zero
while the denominator goes to KL(µa, µ1). Thus, (3) equals 1 for a unique N1.

The algorithm that we propose in Section 3 is a version of the TaS algorithm pioneered by [26] in that it
sequentially solves for the maximizers for the lower-bound optimization problem for the empirical mean
vector and uses these to decide the arm to sample at each time. Properties of the solution to the lower bound
problems described above are crucially used to solve the optimization problems efficiently through bisection
search in the TaS algorithm.

3 The algorithm

An algorithm for the fixed-confidence BAI problem has three main components: a) sampling rule is a
specification of the arm to sample at each step; b) stopping rule decides if the algorithm should stop generating
more samples; and c) recommendation rule outputs an estimate for the arm with the maximum mean at the
stopping time. We now introduce some notation that will be useful in specifying these different components of
the algorithm.
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At each time t, let the empirical mean corresponding to No
a +Na(t) samples from arm a be denoted by µ̂a(t).

It equals
∑τ1+t

l=1
Xl1(Al=a)
No

a+Na(t)
, where Xl denotes the random reward at time l. Let µ̂(t) = (µ̂a(t) : a ∈ [K]).

Let i∗(t) ∈ argmaxa µ̂a(t) be the empirical best arm. Here, ties (if any) are broken arbitrarily. Let
UK =

[
1
K . . . 1

K

]
. We first describe various components of Algorithm 1:

Stopping rule: We use the generalized likelihood ratio test (GLRT) to decide when to stop. Recall that for
p ∈ ℜ and q ∈ ℜ, KL(p, q) denotes the KL divergence between unique probability distributions in S with
means p and q. For t ∈ N, define threshold β(t, δ) as

β(t, δ) = log
K − 1

δ
+ 6 log

(
log

t

2
+ 1

)
+ 8 log

(
1 + log

K − 1

δ

)
. (5)

For N(t) = {N1(t), . . . , NK(t)} and for b ̸= a, define

Za,b(N(t), µ̂(t)) := infx{(No
a +Na(t))KL(µ̂a(t), x) + (No

b +Nb(t))KL(µ̂b(t), x)}.

Observe that the statistic Za,b(·) is similar to Sa,b(·) defined in (1), except that in Za,b(·) we use the observed
number of offline samples from each arm, and the empirical estimates of the means of each arm (µ̂(t)), instead
of their actual values. To simplify the notation, in the sequel, we often drop the dependence of Za,b(·) on µ̂(t).
The stopping rule corresponds to checking if Zi∗(t),b(N(t)) is at least β(τ1 + t, δ) for each arm b ̸= i∗(t).
The statistic Zi∗(t),b(·) is related to the generalized log-likelihood ratio (GLR) for testing if i∗(t) is the arm
with the maximum mean against all the alternative hypothesis. Let τδ denote the time at which that algorithm
stops and outputs i∗(t). Then,

τδ = min{t ∈ N : Zi∗(t),b(N(t)) ≥ β(τ1 + t, δ) ∀b ̸= i∗(t)}.

Sampling rule: Whenever t ∈ {r2K, r ∈ N}, our algorithm solves the following upper bound problem with
plug-in empirical mean estimates µ̂(t) (call it P2(µ̂(t))):

min
∑

a
Na s.t. Zi∗(t),b(N, µ̂(t)) ≥ log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ
, ∀b ̸= i∗(t), Nb ≥ 0, ∀b ∈ [K]. (6)

The main differences between this and the lower bound problem P1 are that the constraint is modified to
log 1

δ + log log( 1δ ) and usage of actual offline samples No
a instead of their expectation. In Section 3.2, we

present an efficient algorithm to solve this optimization problem.

Let N∗ be the optimal solution to P2, and let ŵa(t) := N∗
a/
∑

bN
∗
b . Our algorithm uses running average of

ŵ(t) to pull arms until the problem P2 is solved again (at which point, the algorithm switches to the new
proportions). To be precise, it maintains a running average of ŵ(t) (call it w(t)), and pulls arms in such a
way that the arm sampling proportions match w(t). Whenever t is such that t = r2K for some r ∈ N, the
algorithm goes into an exploration phase for K rounds, where uniform proportions UK are added to the
running average of ŵ(t). At the end of this exploration phase, ŵ(t) is re-computed and w(t) is set to ŵ(t).
See Algorithm 1 for details.

Tracking online proportions: The sampling strategy is based on the following rule: At ←
argmaxa wa(t)/Na(t − 1). This is known to ensure that the tracking error for the running-averages w(t)
remains within K

t for any t (see Appendix F).

Computational cost: In Section 3.2, we discuss an algorithm to compute an ϵ approximation of ŵ(t) that
runs in O(log2 1

ϵ ) time. Since Algorithm 1 only solves problem P2
√
T many times till T online trials, the

amortized computational cost of our algorithm is Õ(K). We note that even very small values of epsilon do not
blow up the computation in practice. We use ϵ = 10−6 in our experiments.
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Algorithm 1: Batch Track-and-Stop (TaS)

Input: confidence level δ, historic data
(
τ1, {No

a , µ̂
o
a}Ka=1

)
Initialization Pull each arm once. Set t← K,Na(K)← 1, count← 0, w(K)← UK . Update µ̂(K).
while min

b̸=i∗(t)
Zi∗(t),b(N(t)) ≤ β(τ1 + t, δ) do

if
√
⌊t/K⌋ ∈ N then
count← count+ 1
w(t+ 1)← t

t+1w (t) + 1
t+1UK

if count ≡ 0 (mod K) then
ŵ(t+ 1)← the estimated fractions from solution of Problem P2 in (6).
Set count← 0.

else
ŵ(t+ 1)← ŵ(t)
w(t+ 1)← t

t+1w (t) + 1
t+1 ŵ(t+ 1).

Sample arm At+1 ← argmaxa∈[K]
wa(t+1)
Na(t)

Update NAt
(t+ 1) and µ̂(t+ 1).

Set t← t+ 1.
Output: argmaxa∈[K] µ̂a(t)

3.1 Theoretical guarantees

The following theorem shows that the proposed algorithm is δ-correct. We refer the reader to Appendix C for
its proof.

Theorem 3.1. Over the randomness in offline samples, (unknown) offline policy, online policy, and samples,
the algorithm proposed is δ-correct.

Stopping time analysis: We now present the stopping time of the proposed algorithm. We are interested in
solution to problem P2(µ̂(t)) where i∗(t) = 1 and when empirical estimates µ̂(t) are used versus an identical
version of the problem when true means µ are used, i.e. P2(µ). We would like to show that the solutions are
close when µ̂(t) gets close to µ. For this, one needs solution space of the problem to be compact. The solution
Na is potentially unbounded. So we consider the following normalized version of the problem which gives
rise to a new max-min formulation compared to the purely-online case.

Let us introduce some notation before stating the equivalent normalized version. Let p̂ ∈ ΣK denote the
observed fraction of samples from each arm in the offline phase, i.e., p̂a = No

a/
∑

aN
o
a . For z ∈ [0, 1],

w ∈ ΣK , the probability simplex in ℜK , x ∈ ℜ, j ∈ [K] and j ̸= 1, let

gj(w, z, x, µ, p̂) := (zp̂1 + (1− z)w1)KL(µ1, x) + (zp̂j + (1− z)wj)KL(µj , x).

Define V (µ, z, p) := max
w∈ΣK

min
j ̸=1

inf
x
gj(w, z, x, µ, p). Consider the following optimization problem:

max
z∈[0,1]

z s.t. V (µ, z, p) ≥ z

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
. (7)

Call it P3. Lemma D.1 in appendix shows that the l.h.s. in the constraint above is a non-increasing function of
z. Since r.h.s. is monotonically increasing, there is a unique point at which the constraint holds as an equality.
z∗ is this unique point of intersection if it lies in [0, 1], else z∗ = 1.

Since we will only be working with the empirically-observed offline fractions p̂ in the algorithm, we drop the
dependence of various functions on it in the sequel. In the following lemma, we show that for the empirical
p̂ ∈ ΣK , the problem P2(µ) (that uses observed offline data) is equivalent to P3(µ). This equivalence also
holds when empirical means µ̂(t) are used instead.
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Lemma 3.2. The optimal proportions obtained from the solution set of P2(µ) are the same as those for
P3(µ). Moreover, from optimizers of P2(µ), one recovers the optimizers of P3(µ).

Suppose (z∗, w∗) = (z∗(µ), w∗(µ, z∗(µ))) solves P3(µ), and let N∗ be the optimal solution for P2(µ).
We show that w∗

a corresponds to the optimal proportion of pulls from arm a in the online samples, i.e.,
w∗

a = N∗
a/
∑

bN
∗
b . Moreover, z∗ = τ1/(τ1 +

∑
bN

∗
b ), i.e., it corresponds to the optimal fraction of offline

data. We refer the reader to Appendix D.1 for a proof of the lemma.

It also follows that the lower bound on E(τδ) + τ1 (Theorem 2.1) can equivalently be shown to equal τ1
z∗ .

Recall that τ1 is allowed to be a function of δ. Using the normalized formulation in P3, we prove the following
non-asymptotic bound on the expected sample complexity of the algorithm.

Theorem 3.3. For δ > 0, suppose µ ∈ SK is such that 1 ≥ z∗(µ) > η, for some η > 0. Let ϵ′ > 0, ϵ̃ >

0, ϵ1 > 0 be constants. If the given problem instance (µ, p̂, τ1) is such that:

τ1

log 1
δ + log log 1

δ

/∈ (Ca
1 (cϵ1), C

a
2 (cϵ′,ϵ̃)) ∀a ̸= 1, (8)

then the algorithm satisfies:

E[τδ] + τ1 ≤
τ1
z∗

(
1 +

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ, p̂, η)

)
+ T (ϵ′) + T (ϵ̃) + 1 + o

(
log

1

δ

)
.

Here, for an instance-dependent constant Lµ, cϵ1 := ϵ1Lµ(1/η− 1) and cϵ′,ϵ̃ := (2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃) /η, where α(ϵ′)
is a continuous function of ϵ′ such that α(ϵ′)→0 as ϵ′ → 0. Moreover, Ca

1 (·) and Ca
2 (·) are functions such that

Ca
1 (c)→ Ca

1 (0) and Ca
2 (c)→ Ca

2 (0) as c→ 0, and Ca
1 (0) = Ca

2 (0). C(µ, p̂, η) is a non-negative function
of µ, p̂ and η that is strictly positive for η > 0.

Discussion. Observe that the first term in the bound on expected sample complexity is the dominant term for
small δ and the lower bound is τ1

z∗ . We show in Appendix E that Ca
1 (0) = Ca

2 (0) is precisely the scaling of τ1
where the offline data from arm a is just sufficient, i.e., the inequality in (7) is just satisfied for arm a, when µ
is exactly known. Let us now make the the statement of Theorem 3.3 more intelligible by considering different
cases.

Consider a sequence of problems (µ, p̂, τ δ1 ) indexed by δ such that the liminf of the ratio on l.h.s. in (29) is
smaller than Ca

1 (0) for all arms a. This is the setting when in the limit as δ → 0, the offline samples for each
arm are not sufficient to identify the best arm, and the algorithm needs to generate some online samples from
each arm. Then, for small enough δ, we can find ϵ1 small enough, so that the condition in (29) is satisfied, and
the bound in Theorem (3.3) then gives:

lim sup
δ→0

E(τδ) + τ δ1
log 1

δ

≤ lim sup
δ→0

τ δ1
z∗ log 1

δ

(
1 +

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ, p̂, η)

)
. (9)

Since ϵ′ and ϵ̃ are arbitrary, we take them to 0 to get a matching upper bound.

Next, consider the other case when the limsup of the ratio on l.h.s. in (29) is greater than Ca
2 (0). Here again

for small enough δ, we can find ϵ′ and ϵ̃ such that τ δ1 satisfies (29), and Theorem 3.3 again gives a bound
similar to (9). Again taking Since ϵ′ and ϵ̃ to 0, we get a matching upper bound.

It is interesting to note that unlike in the purely-online setting, the amount of offline data available for each arm,
influences the proportion of online samples that need to be generated from them. While in the purely-online
setting, these are guaranteed to be strictly positive, it is no longer the case in our setting. We carefully handle
this nuance in our analysis.

Gain achieved through offline data The benefit of availability of the offline data is best seen through a
reduction in the lower bound on online samples generated for o-o problem compared to the pure online
problem. Recall from [26] that in the online setting, it equals 1

V (µ,0) log
1

2.4δ . In the o-o setting this equals

9



1−z∗

V (µ,z∗) log
1

2.4δ for z∗ > 0. Further, it is easy to see from definition of V that 1−z
V (µ,z) decreases with z. Thus

offline samples always reduce the lower bound, and the benefit is essentially (1−z∗)V (µ,0)
V (µ,z∗) .

3.2 Computational complexity

In this section, we present a O(log2 1
ϵ ) algorithm for computing an ϵ-approximate solution for P2 that uses

a nested bisection search. To simplify the presentation, we assume the empirical-best arm i∗(t) = 1. Let
{N∗

a : a ∈ [K]} denote the optimal solution for P2(µ̂(t)). Recall that these represent the number of samples
required to be generated from arm a in addition to No

a offline samples. Theorem 2.2 characterizes the unique
solution to problem P2(µ̂(t)). Since the solution exists, each of the optimal allocations N∗

a are bounded.
Denote the maximum of these bounds by B.

Next, for any given N1, let Na(N1) denote the solution to the following equation: Z1,a(N1, {Nb(N1)}b̸=1) =

log 1
δ +log log 1

δ , with Z1,a(N1, {Nb(N1)}b̸=1) defined below Equation (5). Notice thatNa(N1) can possibly
be negative. If the above equation does not admit a solution in ℜ, then N1 is infeasible for P2(µ̂(t)) and we
need to increase it (detailed later).

With these notation, P2 is equivalent to solving the following for n1. Call it O2: min n1 +∑
b ̸=1 max {0, Nb(n1)} such that n1 ∈ [0, B]. Let n∗1 be its optimal solution. Lemma G.1 shows that the

objective in O2 is convex in n1, which we compute n∗1 using a bisection search (Algorithm 2 in the appendix).
Then, N∗

1 = n∗1 and N∗
a = max{0, Na(n

∗
1)} (Lemma G.2).

Bisection search for n1 converges to an ϵ-approximate n∗1 in O(log 1
ϵ ) iterations (see, [15, Section 2.2]). Each

iteration of this bisection search involves computing Na(n1) for a ̸= 1. Since for fixed N1 = n1, Z1,a(N) is
a monotonic function of Na (Lemma G.1), we again rely on bisection search to compute Na(n1). However,
for the bisection search to succeed, we first require existence of Na(n1). This can be checked by computing
the maximum value of the index (Z1,a) for arm a for a fixed n1. If this maximum value is smaller than
log 1

δ +log log 1
δ , we increase n1. We perform bisection search to compute Na(n1) only if the maximum value

of the index for each arm is larger than log 1
δ + log log 1

δ . We discuss existence of Na(n1) and its computation
in Appendix G.2.

4 Experiments and discussions

We first present empirical evidence showing the importance of online-offline paradigm over purely online,
purely offline learning paradigms in Figure 2 (and in Appendix K). We generated offline data from two policies:
(a) a policy which uniformly samples all the arms, and (b) a policy that uniformly samples all the arms except
the best arm. The latter policy doesn’t pull the best arm at all. Figure 2 presents the expected stopping time of
our algorithm, as we vary the amount of offline data. Here are two important takeaways from these results: (a)
the number of online samples decreases as the amount of offline data increases, (b) even if the offline data is of
poor quality (e.g., data generated by the second policy above), it helps reduce the number of online rounds.
Note that learning algorithms that solely rely on offline data wouldn’t have worked in such cases.

We considered the important problem of merging offline and online data to improve learning outcomes.
Specifically, we focused on the best arm identification problem in the fixed confidence setting, where the
learner has access to offline samples from the same bandit instance as online samples. We developed a lower
bound on the sample complexity, and developed a TaS algorithm that matched the lower bounds. A direction
for future work would be to consider algorithms outside TaS akin to those in the purely-online setting like
β-top two. Extending these techniques to o-o setting is non-trivial. This is because the optimality conditions
for our problem (Theorem 2.2) differ from the usual online problem.

10



Figure 2: Stopping time of Algorithm 1 with varying number of offline samples. The offline samples are
collected using two policies that are described in Section 4. The rewards of the arms follows Gaussian
distribution with variance 1. We chose δ = 10−3 for these experiments. Results are averaged over 50 trials.

References

[1] Rajeev Agrawal. Sample mean based index policies by o (log n) regret for the multi-armed bandit
problem. Advances in Applied Probability, 27(4):1054–1078, 1995.

[2] Shipra Agrawal and Navin Goyal. Analysis of thompson sampling for the multi-armed bandit problem.
In Conference on learning theory, pages 39–1. JMLR Workshop and Conference Proceedings, 2012.

[3] Shubhada Agrawal. Bandits with Heavy Tails: Algorithms, Analysis and Optimality. PhD thesis, Tata
Institute of Fundamental Research, Mumbai, 2022.

[4] Shubhada Agrawal, Sandeep Juneja, and Peter Glynn. Optimal δ-correct best-arm selection for heavy-
tailed distributions. In Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on Algorithmic Learning Theory,
volume 117 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 61–110. PMLR, 08 Feb–11 Feb 2020.

[5] Shubhada Agrawal, Sandeep K Juneja, and Wouter M Koolen. Regret minimization in heavy-tailed
bandits. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 26–62. PMLR, 2021.

[6] Jean-Yves Audibert, Sébastien Bubeck, and Rémi Munos. Best arm identification in multi-armed bandits.
In COLT, pages 41–53, 2010.

[7] Peter Auer, Nicolo Cesa-Bianchi, and Paul Fischer. Finite-time analysis of the multiarmed bandit problem.
Machine learning, 47:235–256, 2002.

[8] Siddhartha Banerjee, Sean R Sinclair, Milind Tambe, Lily Xu, and Christina Lee Yu. Artificial replay: a
meta-algorithm for harnessing historical data in bandits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.00025, 2022.

[9] Antoine Barrier, Aurélien Garivier, and Gilles Stoltz. On best-arm identification with a fixed budget in
non-parametric multi-armed bandits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.00895, 2022.

[10] Claude Berge. Topological Spaces: including a treatment of multi-valued functions, vector spaces, and
convexity. Courier Corporation, 1997.

[11] Djallel Bouneffouf, Srinivasan Parthasarathy, Horst Samulowitz, and Martin Wistub. Optimal exploitation
of clustering and history information in multi-armed bandit. arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.03979, 2019.

[12] Jinzhi Bu, David Simchi-Levi, and Yunzong Xu. Online pricing with offline data: Phase transition and
inverse square law. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1202–1210. PMLR, 2020.

[13] Sébastien Bubeck, Rémi Munos, and Gilles Stoltz. Pure exploration in multi-armed bandits problems. In
Algorithmic Learning Theory: 20th International Conference, ALT 2009, Porto, Portugal, October 3-5,
2009. Proceedings 20, pages 23–37. Springer, 2009.

11



[14] Sébastien Bubeck, Nicolo Cesa-Bianchi, et al. Regret analysis of stochastic and nonstochastic multi-
armed bandit problems. Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning, 5(1):1–122, 2012.

[15] Sébastien Bubeck et al. Convex optimization: Algorithms and complexity. Foundations and Trends® in
Machine Learning, 8(3-4):231–357, 2015.

[16] Apostolos N Burnetas and Michael N Katehakis. Optimal adaptive policies for sequential allocation
problems. Advances in Applied Mathematics, 17(2):122–142, 1996.

[17] Olivier Cappé, Aurélien Garivier, Odalric-Ambrym Maillard, Rémi Munos, and Gilles Stoltz. Kullback-
leibler upper confidence bounds for optimal sequential allocation. The Annals of Statistics, pages
1516–1541, 2013.

[18] Lijie Chen, Jian Li, and Mingda Qiao. Towards instance optimal bounds for best arm identification.
In Satyen Kale and Ohad Shamir, editors, Proceedings of the 2017 Conference on Learning Theory,
volume 65 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 535–592. PMLR, 07–10 Jul 2017. URL
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v65/chen17b.html.

[19] Lijie Chen, Jian Li, and Mingda Qiao. Nearly instance optimal sample complexity bounds for top-k arm
selection. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 101–110. PMLR, 2017.

[20] Richard Combes and Alexandre Proutiere. Unimodal bandits without smoothness. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1406.7447, 2014.

[21] Thomas M Cover and Joy A Thomas. Elements of information theory 2nd edition (wiley series in
telecommunications and signal processing). Acessado em, 2006.

[22] Rémy Degenne, Wouter M Koolen, and Pierre Ménard. Non-asymptotic pure exploration by solving
games. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32, 2019.

[23] Eyal Even-Dar, Shie Mannor, Yishay Mansour, and Sridhar Mahadevan. Action elimination and stopping
conditions for the multi-armed bandit and reinforcement learning problems. Journal of machine learning
research, 7(6), 2006.

[24] Victor Gabillon, Mohammad Ghavamzadeh, and Alessandro Lazaric. Best arm identification: A unified
approach to fixed budget and fixed confidence. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 25,
2012.

[25] Aurélien Garivier and Olivier Cappé. The kl-ucb algorithm for bounded stochastic bandits and beyond.
In Proceedings of the 24th annual conference on learning theory, pages 359–376. JMLR Workshop and
Conference Proceedings, 2011.

[26] Aurélien Garivier and Emilie Kaufmann. Optimal best arm identification with fixed confidence. In
Conference on Learning Theory, pages 998–1027. PMLR, 2016.

[27] Aurélien Garivier, Pierre Ménard, and Gilles Stoltz. Explore first, exploit next: The true shape of regret
in bandit problems. Mathematics of Operations Research, 44(2):377–399, 2019.

[28] Junya Honda and Akimichi Takemura. An asymptotically optimal policy for finite support models in the
multiarmed bandit problem. arXiv preprint arXiv:0905.2776, 2009.

[29] Junya Honda and Akimichi Takemura. An asymptotically optimal bandit algorithm for bounded support
models. In COLT, pages 67–79. Citeseer, 2010.

12

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v65/chen17b.html


[30] Kevin Jamieson, Matthew Malloy, Robert Nowak, and Sébastien Bubeck. lil’ ucb : An optimal exploration
algorithm for multi-armed bandits. In Maria Florina Balcan, Vitaly Feldman, and Csaba Szepesvári,
editors, Proceedings of The 27th Conference on Learning Theory, volume 35 of Proceedings of Machine
Learning Research, pages 423–439, Barcelona, Spain, 13–15 Jun 2014. PMLR. URL https://
proceedings.mlr.press/v35/jamieson14.html.

[31] Marc Jourdan, Rémy Degenne, Dorian Baudry, Rianne de Heide, and Emilie Kaufmann. Top two
algorithms revisited. arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.05979, 2022.

[32] Shivaram Kalyanakrishnan, Ambuj Tewari, Peter Auer, and Peter Stone. Pac subset selection in stochastic
multi-armed bandits. In ICML, volume 12, pages 655–662, 2012.

[33] Zohar Karnin, Tomer Koren, and Oren Somekh. Almost optimal exploration in multi-armed bandits. In
Sanjoy Dasgupta and David McAllester, editors, Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on
Machine Learning, volume 28 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1238–1246, Atlanta,
Georgia, USA, 17–19 Jun 2013. PMLR. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/karnin13.
html.

[34] Emilie Kaufmann and Shivaram Kalyanakrishnan. Information complexity in bandit subset selection. In
Conference on Learning Theory, pages 228–251. PMLR, 2013.

[35] Emilie Kaufmann and Wouter M. Koolen. Mixture martingales revisited with applications to sequential
tests and confidence intervals. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 22(246):1–44, 2021. URL
http://jmlr.org/papers/v22/18-798.html.

[36] Emilie Kaufmann, Nathaniel Korda, and Rémi Munos. Thompson sampling: An asymptotically optimal
finite-time analysis. In Algorithmic Learning Theory: 23rd International Conference, ALT 2012, Lyon,
France, October 29-31, 2012. Proceedings 23, pages 199–213. Springer, 2012.

[37] Emilie Kaufmann, Olivier Cappé, and Aurélien Garivier. On the complexity of best-arm identification in
multi-armed bandit models. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 17(1):1–42, 2016.

[38] Nathaniel Korda, Emilie Kaufmann, and Remi Munos. Thompson sampling for 1-dimensional exponen-
tial family bandits. Advances in neural information processing systems, 26, 2013.

[39] Tze Leung Lai and Herbert Robbins. Asymptotically efficient adaptive allocation rules. Advances in
applied mathematics, 6(1):4–22, 1985.

[40] Tor Lattimore and Csaba Szepesvári. Bandit algorithms. Cambridge University Press, 2020.

[41] Sergey Levine, Aviral Kumar, George Tucker, and Justin Fu. Offline reinforcement learning: Tutorial,
review, and perspectives on open problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.01643, 2020.

[42] Lihong Li, Wei Chu, John Langford, and Robert E Schapire. A contextual-bandit approach to personalized
news article recommendation. In Proceedings of the 19th international conference on World wide web,
pages 661–670, 2010.

[43] Yao Liu, Adith Swaminathan, Alekh Agarwal, and Emma Brunskill. Provably good batch off-policy
reinforcement learning without great exploration. Advances in neural information processing systems,
33:1264–1274, 2020.

[44] Thanh Nguyen-Tang, Sunil Gupta, A Tuan Nguyen, and Svetha Venkatesh. Offline neural contextual
bandits: Pessimism, optimization and generalization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.13807, 2021.

13

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v35/jamieson14.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v35/jamieson14.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/karnin13.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/karnin13.html
http://jmlr.org/papers/v22/18-798.html


[45] Bastian Oetomo, R Malinga Perera, Renata Borovica-Gajic, and Benjamin IP Rubinstein. Cutting to
the chase with warm-start contextual bandits. In 2021 IEEE International Conference on Data Mining
(ICDM), pages 459–468. IEEE, 2021.

[46] Paria Rashidinejad, Banghua Zhu, Cong Ma, Jiantao Jiao, and Stuart Russell. Bridging offline reinforce-
ment learning and imitation learning: A tale of pessimism. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 34:11702–11716, 2021.

[47] Daniel Russo. Simple bayesian algorithms for best arm identification. In Conference on Learning Theory,
pages 1417–1418. PMLR, 2016.

[48] Pannagadatta Shivaswamy and Thorsten Joachims. Multi-armed bandit problems with history. In
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 1046–1054. PMLR, 2012.

[49] David Silver, Julian Schrittwieser, Karen Simonyan, Ioannis Antonoglou, Aja Huang, Arthur Guez,
Thomas Hubert, Lucas Baker, Matthew Lai, Adrian Bolton, et al. Mastering the game of go without
human knowledge. nature, 550(7676):354–359, 2017.

[50] Aleksandrs Slivkins et al. Introduction to multi-armed bandits. Foundations and Trends® in Machine
Learning, 12(1-2):1–286, 2019.

[51] Rangarajan K Sundaram et al. A first course in optimization theory. Cambridge university press, 1996.

[52] William R Thompson. On the likelihood that one unknown probability exceeds another in view of the
evidence of two samples. Biometrika, 25(3-4):285–294, 1933.

[53] Po-An Wang, Ruo-Chun Tzeng, and Alexandre Proutiere. Fast pure exploration via frank-wolfe. Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:5810–5821, 2021.

[54] Chenjun Xiao, Yifan Wu, Jincheng Mei, Bo Dai, Tor Lattimore, Lihong Li, Csaba Szepesvari, and Dale
Schuurmans. On the optimality of batch policy optimization algorithms. In International Conference on
Machine Learning, pages 11362–11371. PMLR, 2021.

[55] Li Ye, Yishi Lin, Hong Xie, and John Lui. Combining offline causal inference and online bandit learning
for data driven decision. arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.05699, 2020.

14



A Properties of SPEF

Consider an SPEF distribution family I with the following property: ηθ ∈ I has density with respect to ρ
(taken to be counting measure or Lebesgue Measure) given by

dηθ
dρ

= eθx−b(θ), ∀x ∈ ℜ,

where b : Θ→ ℜ is a normalizing factor that is twice differentiable and strictly convex. Let S ⊂ ℜ denote
the set of means of all distributions in I. It can be shown that mean of distribution ηθ, denoted by m(ηθ),
equals db(θ)

dθ (denoted by ḃ(θ)). Thus, there is a one-to-one correspondence between distributions in I and
their means in S.

Next, for m1 and m2 in S let KL(m1,m2) denote the KL divergence between the unique distributions in I
with means m1 and m2. Then,

KL(m1,m2) = (ḃ−1(m1)− ḃ−1(m2))m1 − (b(ḃ−1(m1))− b(ḃ−1(m2))).

It follows from the above expression and from properties of b that KL(·, ·) is a jointly continuous function.
We henceforth denote every distribution in our SPEF by its mean, and we let S denote this collection of
distributions. The following result is well known for SPEF.

Lemma A.1 (Lemma 3 in [26]). Consider two distributions from the SPEF family µ1, µ2 ∈ S with µ1 > µ2.
For fixed λ1, λ2 ∈ ℜ+.

inf
x≤y,
x,y∈I

{λ1 KL(µ1, x) + λ2 KL(µ2, y)} = inf
x∈I
{λ1 KL(µ1, x) + λ2 KL(µ2, x)} .

Furthermore, the infimum is attained at

x∗ =
λ1µ1 + λ2µ2

λ1 + λ2
.

B Supporting results and proofs for Section 2

B.1 Proofs for Section 2.1

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let the No
a offline samples from arm a be denoted by {Ya,i}, for i ∈ {1, . . . , No

a}.
Looking at this offline data for each arm, suppose the δ-correct algorithm collects an additional τδ samples
of which Na(τδ) are from arm a, for each arm a ∈ {1, . . . ,K}. For simplicity of notation, we let {Ya,i}, for
i ∈ {No

a + 1, . . . , No
a +Na(τδ)} denote the online samples from arm a till time τδ .

With this notation, let Lµ({Ya,i}a,i) denote the likelihood of the τ1 + τδ samples under the bandit instance ν
and Lν̃({Ya,i}a,i) be that under any alternative bandit model ν̃. Then,

Lµ({Ya,i}a,i) =
K∏

a=1

No
a+Na(τδ)∏

i=1

µa(Ya,i), and Lν̃({Ya,i}a,i) =
K∏

a=1

No
a+Na(τδ)∏

i=1

ν̃a(Ya,i).

Taking expectation of the log-likelihood ratio with respect to all the randomness in the system,

E

[
log

Lµ({Ya,i}a,i)
Lν̃({Ya,i}a,i)

]
=
∑

a∈[K]

(E[No
a ] + E [Na(τδ)])KL(µa, ν̃a). (10)

For q and r in [0, 1], let d(q, r) denote the KL divergence between Bernoulli distributions with mean q and r.
Clearly, the L.H.S. above is KL divergence between the joint distribution of {Ya,i}a,i when the samples are
generated from bandit instance µ and that when they are generated from the bandit instance ν̃. Data processing
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inequality ([27], Section 2.8 in [21]) then guarantees that the above is at least

d(Pµ(E),Pν̃(E)), ∀E ∈ Fτ1+τδ ,

where Pµ and Pν̃ denote the probabilities when the interactions are with bandit instances µ and ν̃, respectively.
This gives ∑

a∈[K]

(E[No
a ] + E [Na(τδ)])KL(µa, ν̃a) ≥ sup

E∈Fτ1+τδ

d(Pµ(E),Pν̃(E)).

Now, we minimize the left hand side over all alternate instance Alt(µ) = {ν̃ : maxa ν̃a ≥ µ1, a ̸= 1} over the
SPEF family. We consider the event E = 1kτδ

=1. Recall that µ1 is the larges mean in µ. By the definition of
the alternate instance, a = 1 is not the best arm in ν̃. Therefore, RHS becomes d(Pµ(E),Pν̃(E)) = d(δ, 1− δ)
for a δ correct algorithm that works for all instances in the SPEF. This shows that:

inf
ν̃∈Alt(µ)

∑
a∈[K]

(E[No
a ] + E [Na(τδ)])KL(µa, ν̃a) ≥ d(δ, 1− δ). (11)

It is known (see, [26] and [40, Chapter 33]) that the alternate instance ν of the form ν̃1, ν̃a, {µb}b/∈{a,1} such
that ν̃a ≥ ν̃1 are the infimizers in the l.h.s of (11). Thus, the inequality in (11) reduces to the following.

min
a ̸=1

inf
ν̃1≤ν̃a

(E[No
1 ] + E [N1(τδ)])KL(µ1, ν̃1) + (E[No

a ] + E [Na(τδ)])KL(µ1, ν̃a)

≥ d(δ, 1− δ) ≥ log
1

2.4δ
. (12)

From Lemma A.1, for fixed a ̸= 1, the infimum in the l.h.s. above equals

inf
x

(E[No
1 ] + E [N1(τδ)])KL(µ1, x) + (E[No

a ] + E [Na(τδ)])KL(µ1, x),

and the optimal x, denoted by x1,a is given by Lemma A.1. Thus, the constraint in (12) re-writes as

inf
x

(E[No
1 ] + E [N1(τδ)])KL(µ1, x) + (E[No

a ] + E [Na(τδ)])KL(µ1, x)

≥ log
1

2.4δ
, ∀a ̸= 1. (13)

Clearly, stopping time minimizes for
∑

E[Na] subject to (13) establishing the theorem.

B.2 Conditional δ-correctness

In this section we argue that an exploration algorithm that picks the best arm conditioned on the past realization
of offline samples with probability 1− δ uniformly for all realizations (i.e., a conditionally δ-correct algorithm
defined below) would have to discard offline samples. Observe that this is a very strong notion of δ-correctness.
We show that under such a strong requirement, it is not possible to do any better than a naive algorithm that
simply discards the offline data. This negative result (Theorem B.2 below) motivates the use of the notion of δ
correctness in the main text.

Definition B.1 (Conditionally δ-correct policy/algorithm). An online policy that given any history H (of
length τ1, say) which is an event in the sigma algebra H0 generated by the offline policy, samples arms
adaptively till a stopping time τδ , and outputs an estimate for the best arm kτ1+τδ , while guaranteeing

P (kτ1+τδ ̸= 1|H) < δ, ∀H a.s

is said to be conditionally δ correct.
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To keep the discussion simple, for Theorem B.2, we assume that the distributions in S are all Bernoulli with
parameter within (0, 1). Suppose the offline data is denoted by No where τ1 =

∑
aN

o
a . Let H denote the

positive probability event of seeing the reward history {xa,ℓ}
No

a

ℓ=1, ∀a ∈ [K].

Theorem B.2. A conditionally δ-correct policy has to satisfy the following inequality for all H a.s.∑
a
E[Na|H]KL(µa, νa) ≥ d(δ, 1− δ), ∀ν : argmax

a
νa ̸= argmax b µb. (14)

Observe that the lower bound on expected number of samples required by a purely-online problem is given by
the optimal value of the following problem:

min

K∑
a=1

Na s.t.
∑
a

Na KL(µa, νa) ≥ d(δ, 1− δ) ≥ log
1

δ
, ∀ν : argmax

a
νa ̸= argmax

b
µb.

Theorem B.2 then implies that a conditionally δ-correct algorithm would require at least as many samples as a
purely-online algorithm would need. We now prove Theorem B.2. Intuitively, since the measures conditioned
on offline data differ only on the online data, the LHS in (14) follows for any offline data H . The RHS follows
because of the stringent demands we put on the conditional δ-correct policy.

Proof. Consider the following filtered conditional probability space

({H} × Ω,F , (Fτ1+t)t∈N ,Pµ(·|H)).

Here, Ω corresponds to the space of all possible online outcomes, F denotes the sigma algebra corresponding
to offline and online outcomes. {Ft} denotes the filtration, with Ft capturing the information from first t
samples from the sequence of offline plus online outcomes. See [40] for technical details for the probabilistic
structure of bandit models.

It is clear, even conditioned on the event H from the past, {τδ ≤ t} ∈ Fτ1+t, ∀t ∈ N, where τδ is an online
sampling stopping time. We recall that since Bernoulli variables have bias bounded away from 0 and 1,
Pµ(H) > 0 and our event has nonzero measure under any bandit instance being considered. Let

Cδ = (aτ1+1, xτ1+1, . . . aτ1+τδ , xτ1+τδ)

be the set of online samples till the online stopping time. Consider an alternate measure Pν corresponding to
the bandit instance ν. Then, since τδ is a valid stopping time with respect to the conditional filtered space, we
have the following data-processing inequality with measure change between two conditional measures Pµ(|H)

and Pν(|H) (see [37, Lemma 1]).

KL (Pµ(H,Cδ|H),Pν(H,Cδ|H)) ≥ KL(Pµ(E|H),Pν(E|H)), (15)

where E is any event in Fτ1+τδ . In particular, choose

E = {kτ1+τδ ̸= 1}.

Further let ν an alternate Bernoulli MAB instance such that argmaxa νa ̸= 1 (recall that argmaxa µa = 1).
Because our policy is conditionally-δ correct (Definition B.1), we have:

Pµ(kτ1+τδ ̸= 1|H) < δ and Pν(kτ1+τδ ̸= 1|H) > 1− δ.

Therefore, we have

KL (Pµ(H,Cδ|H),Pν(H,Cδ|H)) ≥ d(δ, 1− δ), (16)

where d(p, q) denotes the KL divergence between Bernoulli distributions with means p and q, respectively.
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Since, the realizations are identical under both the measures and the policy (offline and online) are identical,
(16) becomes:

KL (Pµ(H|H),Pν(H|H)) + KL (Pµ(Cδ|H),Pν(Cδ|H)) ≥ d(δ, 1− δ)
a⇒ KL (Pµ(Cδ|H),Pν(Cδ|H)) ≥ d(δ, 1− δ). (17)

(a) follows because P(H|H) = 1 under both Bernoulli instances µ and ν since it is an event of positive
probability under both measures.

Since the policy is identical and given the pastH0 future rewards from any arm a are sampled independently
and identically under both measures, we have:

KL (Pµ(Cδ|H),Pν(Cδ|H)) =
∑
a

E[Na|H] KL(µa, νa), (18)

where Na denotes the number of observations from arm a in Cδ . Substituting this in (16) we have:∑
a

E[Na|H] KL(µa, νa) ≥ d(δ, 1− δ),

proving the result.

B.3 Proofs from Section 2.2

Proof of Theorem 2.2. The Lagrangian for the convex programming problem (P1) is

L(λ,N) =
∑
a

Na −
∑
a

γaNa

−
∑
a̸=1

λa ((E[No
1 ] +N1)KL(µ1, x1,a) + (E[No

a ] +Na)KL(µa, x1,a)− 1) ,

where recall that for fixed N,

x1,a =
(E[No

1 ] +N1)µ1 + (E[No
a ] +Na)µa

No
1 +N1 +No

a +Na
.

Then, Ñ satisfies the first order conditions. These are (differentiating w.r.t. N1)

1 =
∑
a̸=1

λa KL(µ1, x̃1,a) + γ1, (19)

(differentiating w.r.t. Na, for each a)

1− λa KL(µa, x̃1,a)− γa = 0, (20)

where for each a ̸= 1

x̃1,a =
(E[No

1 ] + Ñ1)µ1 + (E[No
a ] + Ña)µa

E[No
1 ] + Ñ1 + E[No

a ] + Ña

.

Ñ also satisfies complimentary slackness. That is,

λa

(
(E[No

1 ] + Ñ1)KL(µ1, x̃1,a) + (E[No
a ] + Ña)KL(µa, x̃1,a)− 1

)
= 0

for all a ̸= 1, γaÑa = 0 for all a. Further, γa, λa ≥ 0.

For a ∈ A1, γa = 0,

λa =
1

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
.
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Along A2 we have

λa =
1− γa

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
.

Therefore, 0 ≤ γa ≤ 1.

Clearly, λa = 0 for a /∈ A1 ∪A2. Then, (19) equals∑
a∈A1

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
+
∑
a∈A2

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
(1− γa) + γ1 = 1. (21)

Thus, (3) follows. Further, if Ñ1 > 0, γ1 = 0 and (4) follows.

To see the uniqueness of Ñ, suppose that there are two optimal solutions Ñ and N̂. Recall the definitions of
A1, A2 and A = A1 ∪A2. First suppose that Ñ1 = N̂1. Then, for all a ∈ A, N̂a ≥ Ña and hence N̂a = Ña

since N̂ is optimal. Further, outside of A we have N̂a = Ña = 0.

Now suppose that Ñ1 > N̂1 > 0. Clearly, for each a ∈ A, N̂a > Ña ≥ 0. By the optimality condition for Ñ,
we have ∑

a∈A1

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
≤ 1

and ∑
a∈A

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
≥ 1.

Again, since N̂1 < Ñ1, for a ∈ A we have N̂a > Ña ≥ 0. Let

B1 = {a /∈ A, ̸= 1 : N̂a > 0}

and
B2 = {a /∈ A, ̸= 1 : N̂a = 0 and the corresponding index constraint is tight.}

Let B = B1 ∪B2. Then, due to optimality of N̂,∑
a∈A∪B1

KL(µ1, x̂1,a)

KL(µa, x̂1,a)
≤ 1,

and ∑
a∈A∪B

KL(µ1, x̂1,a)

KL(µa, x̂1,a)
≥ 1,

where

x̂1,a =
(E[No

1 ] + Ñ1)µ1 + (E[No
a ] + N̂a)µa

E[No
1 ] + N̂1 + E[No

a ] + N̂a

.

First suppose that B = ∅. Then from above,∑
a∈A

KL(µ1, x̂1,a)

KL(µa, x̂1,a)
= 1. (22)

This leads to a contradiction as E[No
1 ]+N̂1 < E[No

1 ]+Ñ1 and E[No
a ]+Ña < E[No

a ]+N̂a so that x̃1,a > x̂1,a
for each a ∈ A. This implies that

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
<

KL(µ1, x̂1,a)

KL(µa, x̂1,a)
.
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Therefore the LHS in (22) strictly dominates∑
a∈A

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
.

But the latter is ≥ 1 providing the desired contradiction.

Now suppose that B is not empty. Again, the contradiction follows similarly as∑
a∈A∪B1

KL(µ1, x̂1,a)

KL(µa, x̂1,a)
≤ 1

and ∑
a∈A

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
≥ 1.

Next, suppose that Ñ1 > N̂1 = 0. Define the sets

Ã1 :=
{
a ̸= 1 : Ña > 0

}
, and Â1 :=

{
a ̸= 1 : N̂a > 0

}
.

Similarly,

Ã2 :=

{
a ̸= 1 : Ña = 0, S1,a(Ñ) = log

1

2.4δ

}
,

and

Â2 :=

{
a ̸= 1 : N̂a = 0, S1,a(N̂) = log

1

2.4δ

}
.

Define Ã = Ã1 ∪ Ã2 and Â = Â1 ∪ Â2. Clearly, Ã1 ⊂ Â1. Moreover, Ã1 ∪ Ã2 ⊂ Â1. From the optimality
conditions, we have the following:

∑
a∈Ã1

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
≤ 1,

∑
a∈Ã

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
≥ 1, and

∑
a∈Â1

KL(µ1, x̂1,a)

KL(µa, x̂1,a)
≤ 1.

Now, for a ∈ Â1, 0 ≤ Ña < N̂a. This implies that x̃1,a > x̂1,a, which further implies that

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
<

KL(µ1, x̂1,a)

KL(µa, x̂1,a)
, ∀a ∈ Â1,

giving ∑
a∈Â1

KL(µ1, x̃1,a)

KL(µa, x̃1,a)
<
∑
a∈Â1

KL(µ1, x̂1,a)

KL(µa, x̂1,a)
.

However, from the optimality conditions for Ñ and N̂ , the l.h.s. above is at least 1, while the r.h.s. is at most
1, contradicting the strict inequality above.

This completes the proof for the necessity of the conditions in the theorem for optimality. To see that these are
also sufficient, one can argue that if N satisfies the conditions given by the theorem, then there are feasible
dual variables λa and γa such that the KKT conditions in (19)- (21) hold, proving the optimality of N.

Properties of lower bound

Recall that

Aδ(µ) =

{
N ∈ ℜK

+ : inf
x
{N1 KL(µ1, x) +Na KL(µa, x)} ≥ log

1

2.4δ
, ∀a ̸= 1

}
. (23)
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The infimum in the index constraint for arm a ̸= 1 is attained at x1,a given by

x1,a =
N1µ1 +N1µa

N1 +Na
.

Moreover, x1,a → µ1 as N1 →∞ and x1,a → µa as Na →∞. Now, consider again the observations made
in Section 2.2:
(a) If No

1 > N∗
1 , then Ñ1 = 0.

(b) For 2-armed bandit problems, if No
2 > N∗

2 , then Ñ2 = 0. But this need not be true when K > 2.
(c) For No to lie in the constraint set Aδ(µ), we need

No
1 > max

a∈[K]\{1}

log 1
2.4δ

KL(µ1, µa)
.

Similarly, for each a ∈ [K] \ {1}, we require

No
a >

log 1
2.4δ

KL(µa, µ1)
.

Arguments supporting the observations. To see the first observation above, first recall that for the optimal
solution of the purely-online problem N∗, we have from the optimality conditions that∑

a ̸=1

KL(µ1, x
∗
1,a)

KL(µa, x∗1,a)
= 1, where x∗1,a =

N∗
1µ1 +N∗

aµa

N∗
1 +N∗

a

.

Now, consider N = (No
1 , N

∗
2 , . . . , N

∗
K) with No

1 > N∗
1 . For this, we have∑

a∈[K]\{1}

KL(µ1, x1,a)

KL(µa, x1,a)
< 1, where x1,a =

No
1µ1 +N∗

aµa

No
1 +N∗

a

.

This follows since the LHS of the sum-ratio above is decreasing in N1.

Now, recall the optimality conditions for our o-o framework (Theorem 2.2). For arms a ∈ A1, since the
corresponding index constraints are tight, Na(N

o
1 ) (total offline + online samples to arm a) that solves the

index equality are less than N∗
a (since No

1 > N∗
1 and index is non-decreasing in N1). Hence, at Na(N

o
1 ),

the above sum-ratio inequality continues to hold since it is non-decreasing in Na, and thus the optimality
conditions are satisfied with Ñ1 = 0.

The second observation follows immediately for K = 2. To see that it does not hold more generally, consider
the case where No

a =∞ for a ≥ 3, No
1 = 0. Let N2(N1) solve the index constraint corresponding to arm 2

for a given N1. Suppose No
2 ∈ (N∗

2 , N̂2(N1)) where N̂2(N1) solves

KL(µ1, x)

KL(µ2, x)
= 1, where x =

N1µ1 + N̂2(N1)µ2

N1 + N̂2(N1)
,

and is non-decreasing in N1.

Observe that for this setup of offline data, the optimality conditions for the online sampling in Theorem 2.2
reduce to A1 = {2}, A2 = ∅, and

KL(µ1, x1,2)

KL(µ2, x1,2)
= 1, where x1,2 =

N1µ1 +N2µ2

N1 +N2
,

where N1 = Ñ1 (since No
1 = 0) and N2 = No

2 + Ñ2. This implies that N̂2(N
∗
1 ) defined earlier, is at least

N∗
2 . It now follows that for Ñ1 < N∗

1 , N̂2(Ñ1) > N∗
2 , and Ñ2 = N̂2(Ñ1)−No

2 > 0 satisfy the optimality
conditions.
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The third observation follows from the index constraint in (23) and the observation that for No
a → ∞,

x1,a → µa and similarly for No
1 .

C δ-correctness of the algorithm

In this section, we briefly present a proof for δ-correctness of the proposed algorithm.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Recall that we assume that arm 1 is the unique arm with the maximum mean in µ. An
error occurs if the algorithm’s estimate for the best-arm at the stopping time is not arm 1. It is well known that
a bandit algorithm using GLRT (or an upper bound on it) with an appropriate choice of the stopping threshold
as a stopping rule, is δ-correct (see, [26, 35, 3] for GLRT-based stopping statistics in different settings). For
completeness, we briefly outline a proof relating the error event to the deviation of empirical KL divergences.
[35] show that the obtained deviation is a rare event, establishing the δ-correctness of the algorithm.

Recall that the stopping rule corresponds to checking

min
b ̸=i∗(t)

Zi∗(t),b(N(t)) ≥ β(t+ τ1, δ),

where
Za,b(N(t)) = inf

x
{(No

a +Na(t))KL(µ̂a(t), x) + (No
b +Nb(t))KL(µ̂b(t), x)} .

From Lemma A.1, Za,b(N(t)) also equals

inf
x≤y
{(No

a +Na(t))KL(µ̂a(t), x) + (No
b +Nb(t))KL(µ̂b(t), y)} .

Consider the error event given as below:

E = {τδ <∞, i∗(τδ) ̸= 1} .

The above event is contained in{
∃t ∈ N,∃a ̸= 1, min

b̸=a
Za,b(N(t)) ≥ β(t+ τ1, δ)

}
,

which is further contained in

{∃t ∈ N,∃a ̸= 1, Za,1(N(t)) ≥ β(t+ τ1, δ)} .

Thus, to bound the probability of error, it suffices to bound the probability of the above event. Clearly, x = µa

and y = µ1 are feasible choices for the variables being optimized in Za,1(N(t)), giving an upper bound on
Za,1(N(t)) in terms of scaled sums of the two KL-divergence terms. [35, Equation (25), Section 5.1] then
bounds the probability of this deviation by δ, showing that the proposed algorithm using the GLRT stopping
rule described above with the threshold β(t+ τ1, δ) specified in (5) is δ-correct.

D Max-min normalized formulation and properties of the optimizers

Recall that the given bandit instance µ ∈ SK is such that arm 1 is the unique optimal arm, τδ denotes the total
number of online samples generated, which is allowed to be a function of all the observations, No

a denotes the
total number of samples from arm a in the offline data, and Na(τδ) denotes the total number of samples from
arm a from the online sampling till time τδ. Moreover, recall that p ∈ ΣK denotes the fraction of samples
from each arm in the offline data. For q1 ∈ ℜ and q2 ∈ ℜ, KL(q1, q2) denotes the KL divergence between the
unique probability distributions in S with means q1 and q2. With this notation, for z ∈ [0, 1], w ∈ ΣK , x ∈ ℜ,
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j ∈ [K] and j ̸= 1,

gj(w, z, x, p) = (zp1 + (1− z)w1)KL(µ1, x) + (zpj + (1− z)wj)KL(µj , x).

In the sequel, for the simplicity of notation, we remove the dependence on p of the various functions. Define

V (µ, z) = max
w∈ΣK

min
j ̸=1

inf
x
gj(w, z, x). (24)

Moreover, recall that z∗ is the optimal value of the following optimization problem (P3) from the main paper.

max z

s.t. V (µ, z) ≥ z

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
.

D.1 Alternative formulation

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Let p ∈ ΣK denote the fraction of samples of each arm in the offline data, z ∈ [0, 1]

denote the fraction of offline samples, and let w ∈ ΣK denote the fraction of online samples from each arm,
i.e.,

pa =
No

a

τ1
, z =

τ1

τ1 +
K∑

a=1
Na

, wa =
Na

K∑
b=1

Nb

.

Let N =
∑

bNb. Then, all the left hand side constraints in (6) in P2(µ) re-write as:

(τ1 +N)

(
inf
a̸=1

inf
x1,a

(zp1 + (1− z)w1)KL(µ1, x1,a) + (zpa + (1− z)wa)KL(µa, x1,a)

)
≥ log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ
.

Now, we can rewrite problem P2(µ) equivalently as (since τ1 is a constant and using the definition of z):

max z

s.t

(
inf
a̸=1

inf
x1,a

(zp1 + (1− z)w1)KL(µ1, x1,a) + (zpa + (1− z)wa)KL(µa, x1,a)

)
≥ z

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
z ∈ [0, 1], w ∈ ΣK . (25)

This is equivalent to (just by notational substitution of ga(·)):

max z

s.t min
a̸=1

inf
x
ga(w, z, x) ≥

z

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
z ∈ [0, 1], w ∈ ΣK . (26)

Suppose there is a feasible point z, w to problem (26). Then, z satisfies the following constrained problem as
well:
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max z

s.t sup
w∈ΣK

min
a̸=1

inf
x
ga(w, z, x) ≥

z

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
z ∈ [0, 1]. (27)

This implies that optimal z∗ of (27) at least optimal z∗ of (26) since the feasible set is bigger in (27). In the
reverse direction, if z∗ is an optimal solution to (27), consider the corresponding maximizer w∗(µ, z∗) in the
constraint. Then, z∗, w∗(µ, z∗) is a feasible solution to (26). Therefore, problem in (26) is same as problem in
(27). (27) is precisely problem P3(µ).

Thus, suppose we have optimal solutions (z∗, w∗) for P3(µ), then

N∗
a = w∗

aτ1

(
1

z∗
− 1

)
gives optimal solution for P2(µ). Similarly, let N∗ = {N∗

1 , . . . , N
∗
K} be optimizers for P2(µ). Then,

w∗
a =

N∗
a∑

bN
∗
b

and z∗ =
τ1

τ1 +
∑

bN
∗b

gives the optimizers for P3(µ). This completes the proof.

D.2 Properties of the max-min problem and its optimizers: monotonicity

As in the previous sections, in this section we fix p to the observed fractions of each arm in the offline data.
Since p is fixed, we supress the dependence of the various functions in the sequel on p.

Lemma D.1. For µ ∈ SK with arm 1 being the unique arm with the maximum mean, V (µ, z) defined in (24)
is non-increasing in the second argument.

Proof. Recall that

V (µ, z) = max
w∈ΣK

min
j ̸=1

inf
x
{(zp1 + (1− z)w1)KL(µ1, x) + (zpj + (1− z)wj)KL(µj , x)} ,

where p ∈ ΣK . For z ∈ [0, 1], define Σz
K = {zp+ (1− z)w : w ∈ ΣK}. With this notation,

V (µ, z) = max
w̃∈Σz

K

min
j ̸=1

inf
x
{w̃1 KL(µ1, x) + w̃j KL(µj , x)} .

Moreover, for z1 < z2, Σz2
K ⊂ Σz1

K , implying that V (µ, z1) ≥ V (µ, z2).

D.3 Properties of the max-min problem and its optimizers: continuity results for fixed δ

For z ∈ [0, 1] and ν ∈ IK , let w∗(ν, z) denote the set of optimizers for V (ν, z). Clearly, w∗ : IK × [0, 1]→
ΣK . The following lemma shows that these optimizers satisfy some continuity properties. As we will see later,
this will be crucial for proving the convergence of the proposed plug-and-play strategy.

Lemma D.2. For µ ∈ SK , the set of optimizers z∗(µ) and w∗(µ, z∗) are respectively continuous and upper-
hemicontinuous in their respective arguments. Moreover, V (·, ·) is a jointly continuous function. In addition,
if µ has a unique optimal arm, then w∗(µ, z∗) is also jointly continuous.

Proof. The proof of the above lemma proceeds by applying the classical Berge’s Theorem (see, [10]) at various
steps. Towards this, we first prove the continuity of functions being optimized and establish the properties of
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the feasible regions as a function of the the bandit instance. An application of the Berge’s Theorem then gives
the desired result.

The upper-hemicontinuity of w∗ follows from Lemma D.4. Moreover, if µ has a unique optimal arm, the set
of maximizers for V (µ, z) is unique (see, Theorem 2.2 and Lemma 3.2). This then gives the joint-continuity
of w∗ in its arguments.

Continuity of z∗: Consider the set Z(µ) :=
{
z ∈ [0, 1] : V (µ, z) ≥ z

τ1
(log 1

δ + log log 1
δ )
}
.

Recall that z∗(µ) = max {z : z ∈ Z(µ)}. To prove continuity of the optimal value of this optimization
problem, first observe that the objective function is independent of µ, hence continuous in µ. It now suffices to
show that Z(·) is both a lower and upper hemicontinous correspondence, hence continuous correspondence.
Berge’s Theorem (see, [10]) then gives the continuity of z∗ in µ. Note that lower- and upper-hemicontinuity of
Z(·) follows from continuity of V (µ, z) in µ (Lemma D.4). This follows from the sequential characterization
of upper and lower hemicontinuity (see, Section 9.1.3 in [51] ).

Let us now prove the results that we used in the proof of the above continuity-lemma.

For j ̸= 1, recall the definitions of gj(·, ·, ·, ·) and V (·, ·). Define

Gj(µ,w, z) = inf
x
gj(µ,w, z, x). (28)

Lemma D.3. Gj : SK × ΣK × [0, 1]→ ℜ+ defined in (28) is a jointly continuous function of its arguments.

Proof. Let w̃(µ, z) ∈ ΣK be given by zp+ (1− z)w. It is not hard to see that the x achieving the infimum in
Gj (denoted by x1,j) belongs to the set M1,j := [µj , µ1]. This follows from the monotonicity of the two KL

divergence terms in the expression for gj . Hence,

Gj(µ,w, z) = inf
x∈M1,j

gj(µ,w, z, x).

Now, observe that M1,j , viewed as a set-valued map from SK × ΣK × [0, 1], is jointly continuous and
compact-valued. This follows from the sequential characterization of lower and upper hemicontinuity (see,
[51, Section 9.1.3]). Moreover, gj is a jointly continuous function of its arguments. Then, Berge’s Theorem
(see, [10], [51]) gives that Gj is a jointly continuous function.

Lemma D.4. V : SK × [0, 1] → ℜ+ is a jointly continuous function. Moreover, the set of maximizers in
V (·, ·), i.e., w∗(µ, z) is a jointly upper-hemicontinuous correspondence.

Proof. Recall that
V (µ, z) = max

w∈ΣK

min
j ̸=1

Gj(µ,w, z),

and w∗ is the set of maximizers in the V (µ, z) optimization problem. From Lemma D.3, Gj is a jointly-
continuous function. Hence, minj Gj is also jointly-continuous in (µ,w, z). Since ΣK when viewed as a
correspondence from µ × [0, 1] is a constant and compact-valued correspondence, it is jointly-continuous.
Berge’s Theorem (see, [10]) now implies that V (µ, z) is a jointly continuous function. Moreover, the set of
maximizers, w∗(µ, z), is a jointly upper-hemicontinuous correspondence.

E Expected sample complexity of the algorithm

Theorem E.1 (Restatement of Theorem 3.3. Non asymptotic Expected Sample Complexity). For δ > 0,
suppose µ ∈ SK is such that 1 ≥ z∗(µ) > η, for some η > 0. Let ϵ′ > 0, ϵ̃ > 0, ϵ1 > 0 be constants. If the
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given problem instance (µ, p̂, τ1) is such that:

τ1

log 1
δ + log log 1

δ

/∈ (Ca
1 (cϵ1), C

a
2 (cϵ′,ϵ̃)) ∀a ̸= 1, (29)

then the algorithm satisfies:

E[τδ] + τ1 ≤ E
[
τ1
z∗

(
1 +

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ, p̂, η)

)]
+ T (ϵ′) + T (ϵ̃) + 1 + o

(
log

1

δ

)
.

Here, for an instance-dependent constant Lµ, cϵ1 := ϵ1Lµ(1/η− 1) and cϵ′,ϵ̃ := (2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃) /η, where α(ϵ′)
is a continuous function of ϵ′ such that α(ϵ′)→0 as ϵ′ → 0. Moreover, Ca

1 (·) and Ca
2 (·) are functions such that

Ca
1 (c)→ Ca

1 (0) and Ca
2 (c)→ Ca

2 (0) as c→ 0, and Ca
1 (0) = Ca

2 (0). C(µ, p̂, η) is a non-negative function
of µ, p̂ and η that is strictly positive for η > 0.

Interpreting Theorem E.1 We restate some discussion points from the main paper as to how to interpret
Theorem E.1. We first point out that the RHS is a function of empirical proportions p̂ observed. Our upper
bound is a function of empirical proportion observed in the offline samples. The outer expectation averages
over all offline realizations. So we now show that this achieves the optimal asymptotic rates in the simple case
when p̂ = p is fixed for all offline realizations by the offline policy.

Consider a sequence of bandit instances (µ, p, τ1(δ)) with δ → 0 such that the offline proportions is fixed at p.
Further, let lim inf

δ→0
z∗(µ, p) > η.

1) Suppose (Condition 1) τ1(δ) : lim inf
δ→0

τ1(δ)

log 1
δ+log log 1

δ

> Ca
2 (0). In other words, offline samples available

is just sufficient for any arm a to be not sampled in the online phase according to the lower bound problem.
Then there exists a δ0 : ∀δ < δ0(ϵ

′, ϵ̃) and small enough ϵ′, ϵ̃: τ1(δ)

log 1
δ+log log 1

δ

> Ca
2 (cϵ′,ϵ̃). Then, the theorem’s

conditions hold.

2) Suppose (Condition 2) τ1(δ) : lim sup
δ→0

τ1(δ)

log 1
δ+log log 1

δ

< Ca
1 (0). In other words, offline samples available

is just not sufficient for some arm a to be not sampled in the online phase according to the lower bound
problem. Then there exists a δ0 : ∀δ < δ0(ϵ1) and small enough ϵ1 > 0: τ1(δ)

log 1
δ+log log 1

δ

< Ca
1 (cϵ1). Again,

the conditions in theorem holds.

If for a subset of sub optimal arms Condition 1 occurs, and for the complement amongst the suboptimal arms
Condition 2 occurs. One takes the minimum of ϵ1, ϵ′, ϵ̃ that are needed for the respective conditions. Then, we
first take δ → 0 we have:

lim sup
δ→0

E [τδ + τ1(δ)]

log(1/δ)
≤
(
1 +

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ, p, η)

)
lim sup

δ→0

τ1
z∗(µ,p)

log(1/δ)
. (30)

Now, we take ϵ′, ϵ̃ to 0. Therefore, if for every sub-optimal arm if either Condition 1 or 2 is true, we have:

lim sup
δ→0

E [τδ + τ1(δ)]

log(1/δ)
≤ lim sup

δ→0

τ1
z∗(µ,p)

log(1/δ)
. (31)

Varying p: Suppose offline proportions are random. Consider the case when (µ, p, τ1(δ)) : limδ→0 p =

p∗ a.s., limδ→0 z
∗(µ, p) = z̃∗ > ηa.s.. Then, under same conditions on all the sub-optimal arms in the

previous remark, we have:

lim sup
δ→0

E [τδ + τ1(δ)]

log(1/δ)
≤ lim sup

δ→0

E
[

τ1
z∗(µ,p)

(
1 + 2α(ϵ′)+ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ,p,η)

)]
log(1/δ)

≤
(
1 +

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ, p∗, η)

)
lim sup

δ→0

[
τ1
z̃∗

]
log(1/δ)

. (32)
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Proof of Theorem E.1. In our proof we take p to be the empirical proprotions p̂. Our proof extends the analysis
of track-and-stop to the current setup with access to offline data as well as tracking the proportions computed
in batches, tackling additional complications due to w∗

a being close to 0 which does not happen in online
problems.

Recall that µ is a SPEF bandit with arm 1 being optimal. Fix an ϵ′ > 0. By upper-hemicontinuity of the set of
maximizers w̃ in the bandit instance and uniqueness of the maximizer (uniqueness follows from Theorem 2.2
and Lemma 3.2.), there exists ζ(ϵ′) ≤ min

a≥2
∆a/4 such that the set of means,

Iϵ′ := [µ1 − ζ(ϵ′), µ1 + ζ(ϵ′)]× · · · × [µK − ζ(ϵ′), µK + ζ(ϵ′)],

is such that for all bandit instances, µ′ ∈ Iϵ′

∥w∗(µ′, z∗(µ′))− w∗(µ, z∗(µ))∥∞ ≤ ϵ′

Recall that for a ̸= 1,

Ga(µ,w, z) := inf
x
{(zp1 + (1− z)w1)KL(µ1, x) + (zpa + (1− z)wa)KL(µa, x)} .

From joint continuity of Ga (Lemma D.3), it follows that for µ′ ∈ Iϵ′ , ∀z ∈ [0, 1] and for all w′ ∈ ΣK such
that

∥w′ − w∗(µ, z∗(µ))∥ ≤ 4ϵ′,

max
a̸=1
|Ga (µ

′, z, w′)−Ga (µ, z, w
∗(µ, z∗(µ))) | ≤ α(ϵ′), (33)

for some α(·) such that α(ϵ′)→ 0 as ϵ′ → 0.

Furthermore, recall that µ̂(t) is the empirical distribution for the total τ1+t offline and online samples available
with the algorithm after t online trials. Furthermore, for each arm a, recall that Na(t) denotes the total online
samples allocated to arm a till time t. Observe that whenever µ̂(n) ∈ Iϵ′ , the empirically-best arm is arm 1.

Next, let T ∈ N, h(T ) = T
1
4 , and h1(T ) = T

1
2 . Define the ‘good set’ as the event

ET (ϵ′) :=
T⋂

t=h(T )

(µ̂(t) ∈ Iϵ′) .

Let ẑt denote the fraction of offline samples at time t, i.e.,

ẑt :=
τ1

τ1 + t
.

On ET , for t ≥ h(T ), the empirically-best arm is arm 1 and the stopping statistic is

min
b̸=1

Z1,b(N(t)) = min
b ̸=1

inf
x
{(No

1 +N1(t))KL(µ̂1(t), x) + (No
a +Na(t))KL(µ̂a(t), x)}

= (τ1 + t) min
b ̸=1

Gb

(
µ̂(t), ẑt,

{
Na(t)

t

}
a

)
,

where, recall that for ν ∈ SK with arm 1 being the unique best arm,

Gb(ν, z, w) = inf
x
{(zp1 + (1− z)w1)KL(ν1, x) + (zpb + (1− z)wb)KL(νb, x)} .

From Lemma F.1, there exists Tϵ′ such that for all T ≥ Tϵ′ and t ≥ h(T ), on ET the empirical fractions of
online sample is close to w∗(µ, z∗(µ)), i.e.,
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∥∥∥∥{Na(t)

t

}
a

− w∗(µ, z∗(µ))

∥∥∥∥ ≤ 4ϵ′.

Using this with (33), we get that for T ≥ Tϵ′ and t ≥ h(T ), on ET ,

max
a ̸=1

∣∣∣∣Ga

(
µ̂(t), z,

{
Nb(t)

t

}
b

)
−Ga (µ, z, w

∗(µ, z∗(µ))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ α(ϵ′), ∀z ∈ [0, 1].

Recall that α(ϵ′)→ 0 as ϵ′ → 0. Then, for T ≥ Tϵ′ , on the set ET ,

min(τδ, T ) ≤ h(T ) +
T∑

t=h(T )+1

1 (τδ ≥ t)

≤ h(T ) +
T∑

t=h(T )+1

1

(
min

b̸=i∗(t)
Zi∗(t),b(N(t)) ≤ β(t+ τ1, δ)

)

= h(T ) +

T∑
t=h(T )+1

1

(
(τ1 + t)min

b ̸=1
Gb

(
µ̂(t), ẑt,

{
Na(t)

t

}
a

)
≤ β(t+ τ1, δ)

)

≤ h(T ) +
T∑

t=h(T )+1

1

(
min
a ̸=1

Ga (µ, ẑt, w
∗(µ, z∗(µ)))− α(ϵ′) ≤ ẑt

τ1
β(t+ τ1, δ)

)
≤ h(T ) + T0(δ)− h(T ) + 1,

where T0(δ) is defined as

T0(δ) := inf

{
t ∈ N : min

a̸=1
Ga (µ, ẑt, w

∗(µ, z∗(µ)))− α(ϵ′) ≥ ẑt
τ1
β(t+ τ1, δ)

}
. (34)

Thus for T > Tϵ′ + T0(δ) + 1, on the good set ET we have that τδ ≤ T0(δ) + 1. Hence, τδ > Tϵ′ + T0(δ) + 1

implies the complement of good set. Using this,

Eµ [τδ] =

∞∑
T=0

Pµ (τδ ≥ T )

≤ Tϵ′ + T0(δ) + 1 +

∞∑
T=Tϵ′+T0(δ)+2

P (τδ ≥ T )

≤ Tϵ′ + T0(δ) + 1 +

∞∑
T=1

P (EcT ) .

Adding τδ on both sides to get the total number of samples (including offline) and dividing by log 1
δ , we get

τ1 + Eµ [τδ] ≤ Tϵ′ + 1 + E[T0(δ) + τ1] +

∞∑
T=1

P(EcT ).

Under the conditions on τ1, substituting from Lemma E.2 and using Lemma E.5 to bound the error probabilities
EcT , we have:

τ1 + Eµ [τδ] ≤ Tϵ′ + T (ϵ̃) + 1 + E
[
τ1
z∗

(
1 +

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ, p, η)

)]
+ o

(
log

1

δ

)
.

This proves the result.
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Lemma E.2. Suppose µ is such that 1 ≥ z∗(µ) > η, for some η > 0. Let ϵ′ > 0 be a constant used in (34).
Let ϵ̃ > 0, ϵ1 > 0 be constants. Let α(ϵ′) be as in (34). Let

cϵ1 = ϵ1Lµ

(
1

η
− 1

)
, cϵ2 =

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

η
,

where Lµ = max(KL(µ1, µa),KL(µa, µ1)) and ϵ2 = (ϵ′, ϵ̃). Then, there exists functions Ca
1 (·) and Ca

2 (·)
such that Ca

2 (c)→ Ca
2 (0) and Ca

1 (c)→ Ca
1 (0) as c→ 0. Moreover, Ca

1 (0) = Ca
2 (0). Furthermore, suppose

τ1

log 1
δ + log log 1

δ

/∈ (Ca
1 (cϵ1), C

a
2 (cϵ2)),

then for bandit instance µ, T ≥ Tϵ′ + T0(δ) + 1, on the set ET , there exists T (ϵ̃) > 0 such that

T0(δ) + τ1 ≤ T (ϵ̃) +
τ1
z∗

(
1 +

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ, p, η)

)
, a.s.

Proof. Consider δ > 0. Recall that ẑt = τ1
t+τ1

denotes the observed fraction of the offline data at time t. For
non-negative constants c and d recall that

β(T + τ1, δ) = log
1

δ
+ log log

1

δ
+ c log log(T + τ1) +Kd,

and T0(δ) (defined in (34)) is the smallest t ∈ N such that

−α(ϵ′) ≥ ẑt
τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ
+ c log log(T + τ1) +Kd

)
− min

a ̸=1
Ga (µ, ẑt, w

∗(z∗(µ), µ)) .

Let T (ϵ̃) be the smallest time t such that c log log(t+ τ1) +Kd ≤ ϵ̃(t+ τ1). Then, T0(δ) is at most T (ϵ̃) plus
the smallest time t such that

−α(ϵ′)− ϵ̃ ≥ ẑt
τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
− min

a̸=1
Ga (µ, ẑt, w

∗(z∗(µ), µ)) . (35)

Call this time T1(δ). Moreover, recall that z∗ is the maximum z satisfying

V (µ, z) ≥ z

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
. (36)

In (35), r.h.s. is a continuous function of ẑt. This follows from the joint-continuity of Ga in its arguments
(Lemma D.3).

Furthermore, r.h.s. stays negative for all z ∈ [0, z∗]. This is because Ga(µ, z, w) is a concave function of z
which is also non-negative. The first term on the r.h.s. in (35) is 0 at z = 0 and does not intersect the second
term till z∗. Thus, the second term is greater than the first term for z ∈ [0, z∗].

Now, to argue that T1(δ) is not too large compared to t∗, we will show that at time T1(δ), the fraction of offline
data is not too small compared to the optimal fraction z∗. To this end, finding the smallest t such that (35)
holds is same as finding the largest z such that the following holds:

−α(ϵ′)− ϵ̃ ≥ z

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
− min

a̸=1
Ga (µ, z, w

∗(z∗(µ), µ)) . (37)

Since µ has a unique optimal arm, the set of optimizers w∗ is unique. This follows from Theorem 2.2 and
Lemma 3.2.
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With this and a few rearrangements, the above constraint re-writes as

−α(ϵ
′) + ϵ̃

z
≥ 1

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
− min

a ̸=1

Ga (µ, z, w
∗)

z
.

We show that largest z satisfying the above is at least z∗(1 − k(ϵ′, ϵ̃)), for some function k(ϵ′, ϵ̃) such that
k(ϵ′, ϵ̃)→ 0 as (ϵ′, ϵ̃)→ (0, 0). Let us restrict to z ≥ z∗

2 . L.h.s. above then is at least

−2(α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃)

z∗
.

This tightens the constraint giving a lower bound on the required z. Constraint now becomes

−2(α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃)

z∗
≥ 1

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
− min

a ̸=1

Ga (µ, z, w
∗)

z
.

The above re-writes as

2(α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃)

z∗
≤ − 1

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
+ min

a ̸=1

Ga (µ, z, w
∗)

z
. (38)

Adding and subtracting the second term in the r.h.s., evaluated at z∗, tightening the constraint by observing that

min
a̸=1

Ga (µ, z
∗, w∗)

z∗
− 1

τ1

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
≥ 0,

the constraint becomes

2(α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃)

z∗
≤ min

a ̸=1

(
Ga (µ, z, w

∗)

z
− Ga (µ, z

∗, w∗)

z∗

)
.

Now, recall that

Ga(µ, z, w
∗) = inf

x
{(zp1 + (1− z)w∗

1)KL(µ1, x) + (zpa + (1− z)w∗
a)KL(µa, x)} .

Let us denote the infimizer above by x1,a. By computation, it is not hard to see that

∂Ga(µ, z, w
∗)/z

∂1/z
= w∗

1 KL(µ1, x1,a) + w∗
a KL(µa, x1,a). (39)

Suppose for some ϵ1 > 0, we get a lower bound on the derivative above, say ϵ1C(µ, p, η) > 0 (to be proven
later), that is independent of δ, then

Ga (µ, z, w
∗)

z
− Ga (µ, z

∗, w∗)

z∗
≥
(
1

z
− 1

z∗

)
ϵ1C(µ, p, η).

Thus, the required z is at least the largest z satisfying

2(α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃)

z∗
≤
(
1

z
− 1

z∗

)
ϵ1C(µ, p, η),

which equals
z∗

1 + 2(α(ϵ′)+ϵ̃)
ϵ1C(µ,p,η)

=: zδ.

This is the required lower bound on largest ẑt satisfying (37), also giving an upper bound on T1(δ) as below:

T1(δ) ≤ τ1
(

1

zδ
− 1

)
.

30



Thus, T0(δ) ≤ T (ϵ̃) + T1(δ) ≤ T (ϵ̃) + t1, where

t1 =
τ1
z∗

(
1 +

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

ϵ1C(µ, p, η)

)
− τ1.

giving the desired bound on T0(δ).

We now prove the existence of the bound C(µ, p, η). Recall that w∗ in the above discussion refers to the
optimal online proportions for z∗.

Case 1 - max(w∗
1 , w

∗
a) > ϵ1

To this end, consider an arm a ̸= 1, such that max {w∗
1 , w

∗
a} ≥ ϵ1. Lemma E.3 then gives the required bound.

Case 2 - max(w∗
1 , w

∗
a) < ϵ1: Suppose w∗ is such that w∗

1 < ϵ1 and there exists an arm a ̸= 1 such that
w∗

a < ϵ1. Then, along the sequence δn, from Lemma E.4, we have that arm a already satisfies the overshoot
condition in (38) before z∗ is reached. Since the derivative in (39) is positive, arm a continues to satisfy the
overshoot condition in (38). Thus, arm a will not be a candidate for minimum of Ga in the constraint (38). It
thus suffices to get a bound on the derivative of Ga(z)/z for which w∗

1 + w∗
a ≥ ϵ1.

E.1 Analyzing the case when max(w∗
1 , w

∗
a) > ϵ1

Lemma E.3. Suppose µ is such that 1 ≥ z∗(µ) > η, for some η > 0. If for ϵ > 0, w∗ := w∗(µ, z∗(µ)) is
such that for an arm a ̸= 1, max {w∗

1 , w
∗
a} ≥ ϵ, then there exists C(µ, p, η) such that

∂Ga(µ, z, w
∗)/z

∂1/z
≥ ϵC(µ, p, η) > 0, for all z ≥ z∗(µ)

2
.

Proof. Recall that

Ga(µ, z, w
∗) = inf

x
{(zp1 + (1− z)w∗

1)KL(µ1, x) + (zpa + (1− z)w∗
a)KL(µa, x)} .

Let the infimum x above be denoted by x1,a and recall that

x1,a =
(zp1 + (1− z)w∗

1)µ1 + (zpa + (1− z)w∗
a)µa

z(p1 + pa) + (1− z)(w∗
1 + w∗

a)

=
(p1 − w∗

1 +
w∗

1

z )µ1 + (pa − w∗
a +

w∗
a

z )µa

p1 + pa − w∗
1 − w∗

a +
w∗

1+w∗
a

z

,

and
∂Ga/z

∂1/z
= w∗

1 KL(µ1, x1,a) + w∗
a KL(µa, x1,a).

Now, for an arbitrary ϵ > 0, if w∗
1 ≥ ϵ, the infimizer above increases if we replace w∗

1 by 1 and w∗
a by 0 and

we get

x1,a ≤
(p1 − 1)µ1 + paµa +

µ1

z

p1 + pa − 1 + 1
z

.

R.h.s. in increasing in 1/z. Since we restrict to z such that 1
z ≤

2
z∗ ≤ 2

η , we have

x1,a ≤
(p1 − 1)µ1 + paµa +

2µ1

η

p1 + pa − 1 + 2
η

=: xa,

which is a constant between µa and µ1. Using this,

∂Ga/z

∂1/z
≥ w∗

1 KL(µ1, x1,a) ≥ w∗
1 KL(µ1, xa) ≥ ϵKL(µ1, xa).
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In the other case, i.e., when w∗
1 ≤ ϵ, we get a similar bound by choosing a lower bound on x1,a that is closer

to µa instead. We obtain this by replacing w∗
1 by 0 and w∗

a by 1 as below:

x1,a ≥
p1µ1 + (pa − 1)µa +

µa

z

p1 + pa − 1 + 1
z

.

Further lower bounding the above by setting 1
z = 2

η (since the bound above is decreasing in 1/z), we get

x1,a ≥
p1µ1 + (pa − 1)µa +

2µa

η

p1 + pa − 1 + 2
η

=: x̃a.

Thus in this setting,
∂Ga

z

∂ 1
z

≥ ϵKL(µa, x̃a).

With these,
C(µ, p, η) := max

a ̸=1
max {KL(µ1, xa),KL(µa, x̃a)} .

E.2 Analyzing the case when w∗
1 + w∗

a < ϵ1

Recall that
Ga(µ, 1, w

∗) = p1d(µ1, µp) + pad(µa, µp),

where
µp =

p1µ1 + paµa

p1 + pa
.

Let the threshold

P :=
log 1

δ + log log 1
δ

τ1
.

Further, let Ca
1 (c) be a function of a scalar c (and also of problem parameters p, µ) such that

τ1 < Ca
1 (c)

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
=⇒ P > Ga(µ, 1, w

∗) + c,

where c > 0 will be set later. Similarly, let Ca
2 (c) be a function of scalar c > 0 (and also only of problem

parameters p, µ) such that

τ1 > Ca
2 (c)

(
log

1

δ
+ log log

1

δ

)
=⇒ P < Ga(µ, 1, w

∗)− c.

We will call Ga(µ, z, w
∗) by Ga(z) for simplifying the notation in the following lemma.

Observation: Observe that Ca
1 (c)→ Ca

1 (0) and Ca
2 (c)→ Ca

2 (0) as c→ 0 and in fact,

Ca
1 (0) = Ca

2 (0) =
1

Ga(µ, z = 1, w∗)
.

Lemma E.4. Suppose z∗ > η > 0 (for a fixed η). If w∗
1 + w∗

a < ϵ1 and Ga(z)
z does not satisfy the overshoot

condition in (38) for z = 1, we have the following implications:

• τ1 ≥ Ca
1 (cϵ1)

(
log 1

δ + log log( 1δ )
)
,

• τ1 ≤ Ca
2 (cϵ2)

(
log 1

δ + log log( 1δ )
)
,
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where

cϵ1 = ϵ1Lµ

(
1

η
− 1

)
, cϵ2 =

2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

η
, and ϵ2 = (ϵ′, ϵ̃).

Proof. Let Lµ = max(KL(µ1, µa),KL(µa, µ1)). If w1 + wa < ϵ, from (39), we have the following:

∂Ga/z

∂1/z

(a)

≤ ϵ1Lµ (40)

The inequality (a) above follows since x1,a ∈ [µa, µ1], hence KL(µ1, x1,a) ≤ KL(µ1, µa). Similarly, it holds
for the other term KL(µa, x1,a). Next, we know that z∗ has the following property:

Ga(µ, z
∗, w∗)

z∗
≥ P.

We will call Ga(µ, z, w
∗) by Ga(z) for simplifying the notation.

Case 1: τ1 < Ca
1 (cϵ1)

(
log 1

δ + log log( 1δ )
)
, where cϵ1 = ϵ1Lµ

(
1
η − 1

)
.

From (39), Ga(z)
z increases as z goes from 1 to z∗ since gradient with respect to 1/z is positive. The gradient

is also upper bounded by ϵ1Lµ. Therefore, if Ga(z
∗)

z∗ > P then, integrating the upper bound on the derivative
from 1 to 1

z∗ , we have

P ≤ Ga(1) + ϵ1Lµ

(
1

z∗
− 1

)
≤ Ga(1) + ϵ1Lµ

(
1

η
− 1

)
(41)

If cϵ1 = ϵ1Lµ

(
1
η − 1

)
, then the definition of Ca

1 (cϵ) yields a contradiction that P > Ga(1) + ϵ1Lµ

(
1
η − 1

)
.

This implies, that τ1 ≥ Ca
1 (cϵ1)

(
log 1

δ + log log(1δ )
)
.

Case 2: τ1 > Ca
2 (cϵ2)

(
log 1

δ + log log( 1δ )
)
, where cϵ2 = 2α(ϵ′)+ϵ̃

η .

The above assumption on τ1 means that

P < Ga(1)−
2α(ϵ′) + ϵ̃

η
.

This means that the earliest z at which Ga(z)
z − P > 2α(ϵ′)+ϵ̃

z∗ is z = 1 (recall that 1
z∗ <

1
η ). Therefore for Ga

the smallest time that satisfies the overshoot condition for Ga is z = 1 > z∗. Therefore, if Ga(z)
z does not

satisfy the overshoot condition (38) in the beginning (z = 1), then τ1 ≤ Ca
2 (cϵ2)

(
log 1

δ + log log( 1δ )
)
.

Lemma E.5.

lim sup
δ→0

∞∑
T=1

P (EcT )

log 1
δ

= 0.

Proof. Recall that ϵ′ > 0, for T ≥ 0, h(T ) =
√
T and

ET (ϵ′) :=
T⋂

t=h(T )

(µ̂(t) ∈ Iϵ′) ,

where for ζ(ϵ′) > 0,

Iϵ′ := [µ1 − ζ(ϵ′), µ1 + ζ(ϵ′)]× · · · × [µK − ζ(ϵ′), µK + ζ(ϵ′)].
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Clearly,

P (EcT ) ≤
T∑

t=h(T )

K∑
a=1

P (µ̂a(t) ̸∈ [µa − ζ(ϵ′), µa + ζ(ϵ′)]) .

Since each arm is pulled at least
√
t/K − 1 times till time t, using Chernoff bound

P (µ̂a(t) ̸∈ [µa − ζ(ϵ′), µa + ζ(ϵ′)])

≤
T∑

s=
√

t
K −1

e−sd(µa−ζ(ϵ′),µa) + e−sd(µa+ζ(ϵ′),µa)

≤ e
−
(√

t
K −1

)
d(µa−ζ(ϵ′))

1− e−d(µa−ζ(ϵ′))
+
e
−
(√

t
K −1

)
d(µa+ζ(ϵ′))

1− e−d(µa+ζ(ϵ′))
.

Let D := mina {d(µa − ζ(ϵ′), µa), d(µa + ζ(ϵ′), µa)} and define

B :=

K∑
a=1

(
ed(µa−ζ(ϵ′))

1− e−d(µa−ζ(ϵ′))
+

ed(µa+ζ(ϵ′))

1− e−d(µa+ζ(ϵ′))

)
.

Then,

P(EcT ) ≤
T∑

t=h(T )

Be−D
√

t
K ≤ BTe−D

√
h(T ).

On dividing by log(1/δ) and taking limits, we get the desired result.

F Properties of tracking rule

In the Algorithm 1, for the first K time slots in the online phase, each arm is pulled once and then the arm with
the maximum value of w(t)

Na(t−1) is chosen, where w(t) is the sequence of weights that the algorithm tracks (see
Algorithm 1 for the exact expression). For this tracking rule, [53] show that:

Na(t) ∈ [twa(t)−K − 1, twa(t) + 1] . (42)

Recalling continuity properties:

1. Let w∗(µ, z∗(µ)) denote the optimal allocations in ΣK for the optimal z∗(µ) for µ. Recall that the
map µ → w∗(µ, z∗(µ)) is continuous (Lemma D.2). We suppress the dependence of w∗ on z∗,
whenever it is clear from the context.

2. For all a, Ga(µ, z, w) is jointly continuous in all the arguments (Lemma D.3).

Let µ̂(t) = (µ̂1(t), . . . , µ̂K(t)) denote the vector of empirical means of the arms at the online time t.

Good Event - Eϵ(t): Define the good event Eϵ(t) for time t as: maxk |µ̂k(t)− µk| < ψ(ϵ), where ψ(ϵ) > 0

is chosen such that:

∥w∗(µ̂(t))− w∗(µ)∥2 < ϵ,

|Ga(µ̂(t), z, w)−Ga(µ, z, w)| < ϵ, ∀w ∈ ΣK , a ∈ [K]. (43)

Equation (43) is ensured by some ψ(ϵ) due to continuity properties recalled above.
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Next, let h1(T ) = T γ1 , h2(T ) = T γ2 where 0 < γ1 < γ2 < 1 and let

Eϵ(T ) =
T⋂

t=h1(T )

Eϵ(t).

Let
T > Tϵ := inf

{
t : ϵ > max

{
4t−(γ2−γ1), 4Kt−γ2 , 2

√
KT−γ2/2

}}
.

Lemma F.1. Let h2(T ) < t < T , T > Tϵ. Let the event Eϵ(T ) hold. Then, the empirical proportions N(t)
t of

Algorithm 1 satisfy ∥∥∥∥N(t)

t
− w∗(µ)

∥∥∥∥
∞
< 4ϵ.

Proof. Note that Algorithm 1 updates only for t = q2K, q ∈ N. Let q1 be the smallest natural number such
that q21K > h1(T ). Fix a h2(T ) < t < T . Let q2 be the largest natural number such that q22K < t < T .

In Algorithm 1, let w(q21K) = v. Let ŵ(q2K) = vq, q ∈ [q1, q2]. Let r =
[
1
K

1
K . . . 1

K

]
. By the updates in

Algorithm 1, we have:

w(t) =
1

t

(
q21Kv + (t− q21K − (q2 − q1)K)ṽ + (q2 − q1)Kr

)
. (44)

Here, ṽ ∈ conv(vq1 ,vq1+1 . . .vq2). Let

ηq ∈ R :

q2∑
q=q1

ηq = 1,

q2∑
q=q1

ηqvq = ṽ, ηq ≥ 0.

Let w∗ := w∗(µ). Then,

∥w(t)− w∗∥∞

≤ q21K

t
∥v − w∗∥∞ +

1

t
(t− q21K − (q2 − q1)K)∥ṽ − w∗∥∞ + (q2 − q1)

K

t
∥r− w∗∥∞

≤ K

t

(
1 +

√
h1(T )

K

)2

+ ∥ṽ − w∗∥∞ +

√
K

t
(
√
t−

√
h1(T ))

≤ 4

h2(T )
max(h1(T ),K) +

2
√
K√

h2(T )
+ ∥ṽ − w∗∥∞

≤ max(4T−(γ2−γ1), 4KT−γ2) + 2
√
KT−γ2/2 + ∥ṽ − w∗∥∞

(a)

≤ 2ϵ+ ∥ṽ − w∗∥∞. (45)

From continuity of w∗(·), it follows that on the good set, for ∀q ≥ q1, ∥vq − w∗(µ)∥∞ ≤ ϵ. Thus,

∥ṽ − w∗∥ ≤
q2∑

q=q1

ηq∥vq − w∗∥∞ ≤ ϵ. (46)

Combining (45), (46), we have for h2(T ) < t < T , T > Tϵ under event Eϵ(T ),

∥w(t)− w∗∥∞ < 3ϵ. (47)

Next, due to the property of the tracking rule (Equation (42)), for t > h2(T ) we have:
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∣∣∣∣Na(t)

t
− wa(t)

∣∣∣∣ < K

t
< KT−γ2 < ϵ. (48)

For h2(T ) < t < T , T > Tϵ, under the event Eϵ(T ), combining (47) and (48), we have :∥∥∥∥N(t)

t
− w∗(µ)

∥∥∥∥
∞
< 4ϵ,

proving the result.

G Supporting results and proofs from Section 3.2

Lemma G.1. For fixed N1, Z1,a(N) is a monotonic function of Na. Moreover, Na(N1) is convex.

Proof. For a fixed N1, N = {N1, . . . , NK}, and a ̸= 1

Z1,a(N) = (No
1 +N1)KL(µ̂1(t), x1,a) + (No

a +Na)KL(µ̂a(t), x1,a).

Here, x1,a is the infimizer in the definition of Z1,a(N), and depends on N.

Differentiating and using optimality of x1,a, we get that

∂Z1,a(N)

∂Na
= KL(µ̂a(t), x1,a) ≥ 0,

proving the monotonicity of Z1,a(N) in Na for fixed N1.

Recall that for a fixed N1, Na(N1) is the Na that solves the following equation:

(No
1 +N1)KL(µ̂1(t), x1,a) + (No

a +Na)KL(µ̂a(t), x1,a) = log
1

δ
+ log log

1

δ
, (49)

where x1,a is the infimizer in the definition of Z1,a(N) and is given by

x1,a =
(No

1 +N1)µ̂1(t) + (No
a +Na)µ̂a(t)

No
1 +N1 +No

a +Na
.

Differentiating (49) with respect to N1 and using optimality of x1,a gives

KL(µ̂1(t), x1,a) + KL(µ̂a(t), x1,a)
∂Na

∂N1
= 0.

This gives that
∂Na

∂N1
= −KL(µ̂1(t), x1,a)

KL(µ̂a(t), x1,a)
.

From the above expression, observe that on increasing N1, Na(N1) decreases and x1,a increases and gets
closer to µ̂1(t). This observation with the monotonicity of KL in the second argument with a fixed first
argument implies that KL(µ̂1(t), x1,a) reduces and KL(µ̂a(t), x1,a) increases. This argues that the derivative
of Na with respect to N1 increases on increasing N1, implying convexity of Na(N1).

Lemma G.2. N∗
1 = n∗1 and N∗

a = max {0, Na(n
∗
1)} are the optimal allocations for P2.

Proof. The proof of this Lemma follows from the equivalence between problems O2 and P2.
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Lemma G.3. For a convex function f : ℜ → ℜ, the set of points with 0 in their set of sub-gradients is an
interval. At any point to the left of this interval the sub-gradients are all strictly negative. Similarly at a point
to the right of this interval, the sub-gradients are strictly positive.

Proof. The proof of the above lemma follows from the observation that the set of minimizers of a convex
function is a convex set. Moreover, the set of points with 0 in the sub-gradient is precisely the set of minimizers.
Hence, this set is convex (interval in the current setup). Sign of the sub-gradients at points to the left or right
of this interval follows from convexity of the function and definition of sub-gradients.

G.1 Bisection search for solving P2

In this section, we present our algorithm for solving optimization problem P2 described in Equation (6).
Algorithm 2 describes this procedure.z

Algorithm 2: BisectionOracle
/* For simplicity of presentation, we assume arm 1 is the empirical best arm */
Input: No, µ̂(t), δ
Initialization N l

1 = 0, Nu
1 = 1, tolerance = 10−3

/* identify appropriate range of N1 for bisection search */
while min

b ̸=1
(No

1 +Nu
1 )KL(µ̂1(t), µ̂b(t)) < log 1

δ + log log 1
δ do

N l
1 ← Nu

1 ,
Nu

1 ← 2 ∗Nu
1 .

/* perform bisection search */
while Nu

1 −N l
1 > tolerance do

N next
1 ← N l

1+Nu
1

2

g ← Grad

(
n1 +

∑
b̸=1

max {0, Nb(n1)} , N next
1

)
// call Algorithm 3

if g ≤ 0 then
N l

1 ← N next
1

else
Nu

1 ← N next
1 .

Output: N1

G.2 Existence of Na(n1) and computing them

Existence of Na(n1). Since for a fixed n1, the index is a monotonic function of Na (Lemma G.1), its
value is bounded by its limit when Na → ∞. At this point, x1,a → µ̂a(t), and the value of the index Z1,a

is (No
1 + n1)KL(µ̂1(t), µ̂a(t)). If this quantity is less than log 1

δ + log log 1
δ , then Na(n1) doesn’t exist. We

next show how to compute Na(n1) efficiently in O(log 1
ϵ ) time. Thus, computing the unique optimizers of O2

can be done in O(K log2 1
ϵ ) computations.

Computing Na(n1). For a fixed n1 for which the maximum value of the index exceeds log 1
δ + log log 1

δ ,
computing Na(n1) can be done in O(log(1/ϵ)) using another bisection search. This follows from the fact that
for a fixed n1 ≥ 0, Z1,a(·) is monotonic in Na (see, Lemma G.1). Thus, computing the unique optimizers of
O2 can be done in O(K log2(1/ϵ)) computations.
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Algorithm 3: GradientComputationOracle
/* Computes gradient of objective O2 */
Input: No, µ̂(t), δ,N1

Initialization tolerance = 10−3

/* check if N1 is a feasible point */
if min

b ̸=1
(No

1 +N1)KL(µ̂1(t), µ̂b(t)) ≤ log 1
δ + log log 1

δ then
Output: -1

/* perform bisection search */
Compute Na(N1) for all a > 1 using bisection search
Let A = {a : Na(N1) > 0} be the set of active arms
For each a ∈ A, define x1,a as

x1,a =
(No

1 +N1)µ̂1(t) + (No
a +Na(N1))µ̂a(t)

No
1 +No

a +N1 +Na(N1)

Output: 1−
∑
a∈A

d(µ̂1(t),x1,a)
d(µ̂a(t),x1,a)

H A discussion on UCB-style algorithms for BAI

The BAI problems in the purely-online setting were first studied by [23, 24, 30, 32, 34, 33]. While most of
these works provide guarantees that hold for finite δ, their bounds are sub-optimal for small values of δ. In
this section, we adapt the LUCB-style algorithms of [32, 34] to our o-o framework and show numerically that
even for practical values of δ (set to 0.05 in the experiments), they under-perform compared to the batched o-o
version of the track-and-stop algorithm analysed in the main text. In particular, we observe that the LUCB
style algorithms require at least 10 times as many samples as Algorithm 1 before they stop.

H.1 Algorithm

As in the tracking-based algorithms, LUCB-algorithm is a specification of a sampling rule, a stopping rule,
and a recommendation rule. We now describe these. For arm a, let No

a denote the number of offline samples
from arm a. Till time t of online sampling, let Na(t) denote the number of online samples generated from that
arm. Let µ̂a(t) denote the empirical mean of arm a constructed using its No

a +Na(t) samples.

At each time t and for each arm a, the algorithm uses a UCB index to construct upper and lower confidence
bounds for the means of each arms, call these Ua(t) and La(t). Examples of these used in [32, 34] are given
below. The following can be derived using Hoeffding’s inequality:

Ua(t) := µ̂a(t) +

√
C(τ1 + t, δ)

2(No
a +Na(t))

, (50)

La(t) := µ̂a(t)−

√
C(τ1 + t, δ)

2(No
a +Na(t))

.

One can also arrive at the following upper and lower bounds using concentration for KL-divergences (as in
[17] for SPEF and [5] for more general distributions).

Ua(t) := max {x ∈ ℜ : (No
a +Na(t))d(µ̂a(t), x) ≤ C (τ1 + t, δ)} , (51)

La(t) := min {x ∈ ℜ : (No
a +Na(t))d(µ̂a(t), x) ≤ C (τ1 + t, δ)} ,

where d(p, q) denotes the KL divergence between unique arms in S with means p and q, respectively. The
threshold function C(n, δ) is chosen so that for each arm a for for all t, µa ∈ [La(t), Ua(t)] with probability
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at least 1− δ
K ([34, Lemma 4]). As in the same paper, we use

C(n, δ) = log
K(τ1 + t)2

δ
+ log

(
1 + log

K(τ1 + t)2

δ

)
in our experiments to follow, when the arms have Bernoulli distributions. As a remark, we point out that
one may use C(·, ·) from [35, Proposition 15] to get a lower dependence on the term log(τ1 + t), which may
translate to an improvement in the lower order terms in sample complexity of the LUCB algorithms.

Let a∗(t) denote the empirically-best arm at time t. Then, a leader lt, a challenger ct, and the stopping statistic
B(t) are defined as below:

a∗(t) := argmax
a

µ̂a(t), lt = a∗(t), ct = argmax
a̸=lt

Ua(t), and B(t) := Uct(t)− Llt(t). (52)

The algorithm proceeds by generating samples from two well-chosen arms (leader lt, and challenger ct)
at each step. It stops as soon as the lower-confidence index for the empirically-best arm (or the leader) is
greater that the maximum upper-confidence index for all the sub-optimal arms, i.e., when the optimal arm is
well separated from the sub-optimal arms. On stopping, the algorithm outputs the empirically-best arm. The
Algorithm 4 formally describes the steps.

Algorithm 4: LUCB for o-o

Input: Confidence level δ, historic data {No
a , µ̂

o
a}

K
a=1

Initialization Pull each arm once.
Set t← K,Na(K)← 1.
Update µ̂(K)
Compute Ua(K) and La(K) for each arm a using (50) or (51)
Compute lK , cK , B(K) using (52)
while B(t) ≥ 0 do

Sample arms lt and ct and set t← t+ 2
Update µ̂(t), Nlt(t), Nut

(t).
Compute Ua(t), La(t) using (50) and (51).
Compute lt, ct, B(t) using (52)

Output: argmaxa∈[K] µ̂a(t)

H.2 Numerical results

We now present some numerical results for testing the performance of Algorithm 4, and compare it to the
Batched-Track and Stop (Algorithm 1) from the main text.

We do two sets of experiments. In both the experiments, to keep the discussion simple, we consider Bernoulli
arms. We now describe the setup of each.

In the first experiment, we consider 10-armed Bernoulli MAB with means

µ = (0.298, 0.437, 0.376, 0.651, 0.376, 0.322, 0.600, 0.643, 0.381, 0.8).

All the arms are equally explored in the offline data, i.e., each arm is given equal number of samples in the
offline sampling. δ is set to 0.05 to see the performance of both the algorithms for practical ranges of δ. We
record the number of samples required by LUCB-algorithm with indexes constructed using (50), when it has
access to different amounts of offline data. We repeat this for the Batched-Track and Stop algorithm from the
main text. The observations from 50 independent runs of the experiments for both the algorithms are plotted
in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Stopping time of LUCB (Algorithm 4) and Batched-TaS (Algorithm 1) with varying number of
offline samples, when the each arm is uniformly sampled in the offline data. The rewards of the arms follow
Bernoulli distributions. δ = 0.05 for these experiments. Results are for 50 independent trials. LUCB requires
at least 10 times more samples.
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Figure 4: Stopping time of LUCB (Algorithm 4) and Batched-TaS (Algorithm 1) with varying number of
offline samples, when the each arm except the best arm is uniformly sampled in the offline data, while the best
arm doesn’t have any samples. The rewards of the arms follow Bernoulli distributions. δ = 0.05 for these
experiments. Results are for 50 independent trials. LUCB requires almost 10 times more samples.

In the second experiment, for the same setup, we record the observations when the offline data is skewed. In
particular, we generate offline data with no samples to the best arm, while all other arms are equally sampled.
The observations are plotted in Figure 4.

Two key takeaways from the experiments are the following:

a) Access to the offline data reduces the number of online samples generated by both the algorithms.

b) When the offline data is not sufficient, the number of online samples required by the LUCB algorithm is
significantly higher (at least 10 times more) than that generated by the Batched-Track and Stop.

I Other Methods for BAI

I.1 Artificial replay

[8] proposed a meta-algorithm called Artificial Replay for learning in the offline-online (o-o) setting. Here,
one chooses any online learning algorithm as a base algorithm. Suppose at time step t, the base algorithm
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recommends pulling an arm at. If a sample corresponding to at is in the historic data, we remove it from the
history and present it to the base algorithm. If at is absent in the historic data, we pull that arm and get the
reward.

We now present a formal proof showing that such a strategy is sub-optimal, even if the base algorithm is
such that it is an optimal algorithm for the online setting. Consider a 2-armed bandit instance, where the
arm rewards follow a Gaussian distribution. In particular, rewards of arm 1 are sampled from N (µ1, 1) and
rewards of arm 2 are sampled from N (µ2, 1). Without loss of generality, assume µ1 = µ2 + ∆ for some
∆ > 0. Suppose the offline data is such that we have infinite samples from arm 1, and 0 samples from arm 2

(i.e., No
1 =∞, No

2 = 0). As our choice of base algorithm, we use any optimal BAI algorithm proposed for the
purely online setting (see [26] for one such algorithm). Finally, we consider the setting where δ → 0.

Since our base algorithm is optimal for the online setting, it pulls arms in the proportions suggested by the
following lower bound optimization problem [26]

min
∑

a∈[K]

Na such that N ∈ Aδ(µ),

where Aδ(ν) is the non-negative set of N ∈ ℜK
+ that satisfy

inf
x
N1 KL(ν1, x) +Na KL(νa, x) ≥ log

1

2.4δ
, ∀a ̸= 1.

The solution to this problem has an analytical expression: N∗
1 = N∗

2 = 2
∆2 log

(
1

2.4δ

)
. This shows that the

sample complexity of artificial replay algorithm is 2
∆2 log

(
1

2.4δ

)
.

Now consider our algorithm for o-o setting. It pulls arms in the proportions suggested by the following lower
bound optimization problem

min
N⪰0

∑
a∈[K]

Na such that No +N ∈ Aδ(µ).

This solution to this again has a closed form expression: N∗
1 = 0, N∗

2 = 1
∆2 log

(
1

2.4δ

)
. This shows there is

a factor of 2 difference in sample complexity between our algorithm and artificial-replay with the best base
algorithm.

The above argument shows that even if the base algorithm being used is optimal for purely online setting,
artificial replay has sub-optimal sample complexity in the o-o setting. The question that one could potentially
ask is : “are there any other base algorithms, which when combined with artificial-replay, lead to optimal
sample complexity in the o-o setting?” We conjecture that for artificial replay to achieve optimal sample
complexity, the base algorithm needs to be chosen based on the available offline data. There is no single base
algorithm that will work for all problem instances and all offline policies.

I.2 Thompson Sampling (TS)

One could consider designing TS style algorithms for BAI in the o-o setting. Here, offline data could be used
to set the priors appropriately. While this is an interesting direction, we note that designing optimal TS style
algorithms for BAI is an open problem even in the purely online setting [47, 31].

J Offline-online regret-minimization problem

In this section, we discuss the regret-minimization MAB problem in the o-o framework. Here, as in the BAI
framework, the algorithm is presented with K unknown probability distributions or K arms. Each time the
online algorithm pulls an arm, an independent sample from the corresponding distribution is generated. The
samples generated by the algorithm are viewed as rewards. In addition, it also has access to samples generated
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from the same set of K distributions using some adaptive policy that is independent of the algorithm. We refer
to these additional samples as ‘offline data’ as they are not generated by the algorithm, and are available with
it as side information before it starts the online sampling. The goal of the algorithm is to maximize the total
expected reward in the online trials, while making the best use of the offline data.

To formally describe the setup, let us introduce some notation. For t ∈ N and a ∈ [K] := {1, . . . ,K}, let
No

a (t) denote the total offline samples from arm a available with the algorithm till time t, and let Na(t) denote
the total online samples that the algorithm has generated from arm a till time t. The goal of maximizing
average cumulative regret can be formulated in terms of minimizing the average regret (to be defined in
the following paragraphs). For simplicity of notation, we assume that the optimal arm in µ is arm a. Let
∆a := µ1 − µa denote the sub-optimality gap of arm a. It is 0 for the optimal arm. Then for T ∈ N,

E [R(T )] :=
∑
a

E [Na(T )]∆a. (53)

Observe that the algorithm’s regret is defined only with respect to the samples generated in the online sampling.
However, the number of online samples generated may depend on the offline data available. Hence, the
expectation above is with respect to all the randomness, including that of the offline sampling algorithm,
offline data, online algorithm, and online data. In the sequel, to get a handle on the expected regret, we bound
E [Na(T )] for the sub-optimal arms a.

J.1 Lower bound

We now derive a lower bound on the expected regret suffered by a reasonably-good (consistent) algorithm that
in addition to online sampling, has access to offline data as described in the previous section.

For any bandit instance κ ∈ SK , let a∗(κ) denote the optimal arm in κ. Let µ = (µ1, . . . , µK) be the given
bandit instance with a∗(µ) = 1.

Consistent algorithms. We are interested in algorithms with access to side information in terms of the offline
data, that suffer small regret in the online trials, i.e.,

∀κ ∈ SK , ∀a ̸= a∗(κ), Eκ [Na(T )] = o(Tα), ∀α > 0,

where the expectation is with respect to all the randomness in the system including offline policy, offline data,
online algorithm, and online data.

Proposition J.1. For µ ∈ SK with a∗(µ) = 1, any consistent algorithm satisfies

lim inf
T→∞

E [No
a (T )] + E [Na(T )]

log T
≥ 1

KL(µa, µ1)
.

Proof. Consider an alternative instance ν = (µ1, ν2, µ3, . . . , µK). In ν, only arm 2 has a different distribution
from µ. Without loss of generality, we assume that ν has arm 2 as the optimal arm. Suppose the algorithm
generated Na(T ) online samples in T online trials, and also observed No

a (T ) offline samples from arm a. In
particular, here

∑
aNa(T ) = T . Then, from data processing inequality, we have

(E [No
2 (T )] + E [N2(T )])KL(µ2, ν2) ≥ d(Pµ(ET ),Pν(ET )), (54)

for any event ET that belongs to FT . Here Pµ and Pν denote the probabilities when samples are from bandit
instance µ and ν, respectively. We refer the reader to Appendix B and [40, Chapter 4] for details of the
probability space and the filtration FT .

Consider the event
ET =

{
N1(T ) ≤ T −

√
T
}
.
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Then,

Pµ(ET ) = Pµ

(
T −N1(T ) ≥

√
T
)
= Pµ

∑
a̸=1

Na(T ) ≥
√
T

 ≤
∑
a̸=1

EµNa(T )

√
T

T→∞−−−−→ 0.

As earlier, here again the expectation Eµ is the expectation with respect to all the randomness in the system,
when the interaction is with the bandit instance µ. The above limit follows because the algorithm is consistent.
Similarly,

Pν(E
c
T ) = Pν

(
N1(T ) ≥ T −

√
T
)
≤

∑
a ̸=2

EνNa(T )

T −
√
T

T→∞−−−−→ 0.

Next, consider

lim
T→∞

d(Pµ(ET ),Pν(ET ))

log T

= lim
T→∞

1

log T

(
Pµ(ET ) log

Pµ(ET )

Pν(ET )
+ (1− Pµ(ET )) log

1− Pµ(ET )

1− Pν(ET )

)
= lim

T→∞

1

log T

(
log

1

Pν(Ec
T )

)

≥ lim
T→∞

1

log T

log
T −
√
T∑

a̸=2

Eν(Na(T ))


= lim

T→∞

1 +
1

log T
log

(
1− 1√

T

)
− 1

log T
log

∑
a̸=2

Eν(Na(T ))


= 1.

Substituting the above in (54), we get

lim
T→∞

(ENo
2 (T ) + EN2(T ))KL(µ2, ν2)

log T
≥ lim

T→∞

d(Pµ(ET ),Pν(ET ))

log T
≥ 1.

That is,

lim
T→∞

ENo
2 (T ) + EN2(T )

log T
≥ 1

inf
ν2≥µ1

KL(µ2, ν2)
=

1

KL(µ2, µ1)
.

Observe that the above result highlights a possible gain of having offline data available as the lower bound on
the online samples in the o-o setting is at most that in the purely-online setting.

J.2 Algorithm

We now discuss the algorithm o-o UCB, a natural adaptation of the purely-online algorithm UCB1 of [7] for
the regret-minimization MAB problem to the o-o framework. We refer the reader to [7, 25, 17, 5] for optimal
UCB algorithms for the purely online problem under different assumptions. For simplicity, in this section, we
assume that the arms have Gaussian distributions with unit variance, i.e., S is the collection of unit-variance
Gaussian distributions.
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The algorithm has access to No
a offline samples from each arm. At each time, the algorithm computes an index

for each arm using the available samples, and pulls the arm with the maximum index. If the arm chosen is
sub-optimal, it incurs a regret. For each arm a ∈ [K], let Na(t) denote the online samples generated from that
arm till time t. Next, let µ̂a(t) denote the empirical mean constructed using Na(t) +No

a samples from arm a.
The UCB index for arm a at time t, denoted by Ua(t), is given by

Ua(t) := µ̂a(t) +

√
4 log t

No
a +Na(t)

.

Also, recall that here,
∑

aNa(t) = t denotes the total online samples. Then, we have the following guarantee
on the expected number of pulls of a sub-optimal arm (and hence, on regret) of the proposed algorithm.

Theorem J.2. For µ ∈ SK with a∗(µ) = 1, o-o UCB has the following bound on the number of pulls of
sub-optimal arm a till time T :

E [Na(T )] ≤ E
[
max

{
1,

8 log T

∆2
a

−No
a + 1

}]
+ o(log T ).

The analysis follows from the proof in [7, Theorem 1]. In particular, by the choice of index for o-o UCB,
using Hoeffding’s inequality, one can see that the probabilities of the events in [7, Equations (7), (8)] are at
bounded by 1

t4 . Choosing

ℓ = max

{
1,

8 log T

∆2
a

+ 1−No
a

}
in their analysis, we get the bound.

We point out that the algorithm can be extended beyond Gaussian to SPEF using analysis of [17] and using the
index proposed therein.

K Additional experimental results

In this section, we present empirical evidence showing the importance of availability of the offline data over
purely offline learning. We generated offline data from two policies: (a) a policy which uniformly samples all
the arms (well explored offline data), and (b) a policy that uniformly samples all the arms except the best arm.
The latter policy doesn’t pull the best arm at all (poorly explored offline data). We run the o-o experiments for
3− as well as 10−armed bandit for each of these offline policies. In each experiment, the rewards of the arms
follow Gaussian distributions with variance 1. The mean reward of all the arms, except that of the best arm, is
0.4. The mean reward of the best arm is 0.5. Figure 5 presents the expected stopping time of our algorithm, as
we vary the amount of offline data, δ is set to 10−3.

In Section H, we present additional experimental results where the arms follow Bernoulli distributions
(Figures 3 and 4). The experiments in that section are for a larger value of δ (= 0.05) and demonstrate that the
gain of access to the offline samples is seen even for relatively large values of δ.

Here are two important takeaways from these results:

(a) The number of online samples decreases as the amount of offline data increases.

(b) Even if the offline data is of poor quality (e.g., data generated by the second policy above), it helps reduce
the number of online rounds. Note that learning algorithms that solely rely on offline data wouldn’t have
worked in such cases.
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Figure 5: Stopping time of Algorithm 1 with varying number of offline samples. The offline samples are
collected using two policies that are described in Section 4. The first 2 plots are for MAB instance with 3 arms
and the last 2 are for 10 arms. The rewards of the arms follows Gaussian distribution with variance 1. The
mean reward of all the arms, except the best arm is 0.4. The mean reward of the best arm is 0.5. We chose
δ = 10−3 for these experiments. The quantile plots are obtained by repeating each experiment 50 times.
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