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ABSTRACT

We study best arm identification in a restless multi-armed bandit setting with finitely many arms.
The discrete-time data generated by each arm forms a homogeneous Markov chain taking values in
a common, finite state space. The state transitions in each arm are captured by an ergodic transi-
tion probability matrix (TPM) that is a member of a single-parameter exponential family of TPMs.
The real-valued parameters of the arm TPMs are unknown and belong to a given space. Given a
function f defined on the common state space of the arms, the goal is to identify the best arm—the
arm with the largest average value of f evaluated under the arm’s stationary distribution—with the
fewest number of samples, subject to an upper bound on the decision’s error probability (i.e., the
fixed-confidence regime). A lower bound on the growth rate of the expected stopping time is estab-
lished in the asymptote of a vanishing error probability. Furthermore, a policy for best arm identifi-
cation is proposed, and its expected stopping time is proved to have an asymptotic growth rate that
matches the lower bound. It is demonstrated that tracking the long-term behavior of a certain Markov
decision process and its state-action visitation proportions are the key ingredients in analyzing the
converse and achievability bounds. It is shown that under every policy, the state-action visitation
proportions satisfy a specific approximate flow conservation constraint and that these proportions
match the optimal proportions dictated by the lower bound under any asymptotically optimal policy.
The prior studies on best arm identification in restless bandits focus on independent observations
from the arms, rested Markov arms, and restless Markov arms with known arm TPMs. In contrast,
this work is the first to study best arm identification in restless bandits with unknown arm TPMs.

1 INTRODUCTION

Multi-armed bandits constitute an effective probabilistic model for sequential decision-making under uncertainty. In
the canonical multi-armed bandit models, each arm is assumed to yield random rewards generated by an unknown
reward distribution. The arms are selected sequentially over time to optimize a pre-specified reward measure. The
two common frameworks to formalize bandit algorithms are regret minimization and pure exploration. In regret
minimization, the objective is to have an arm selection policy that minimizes the difference between the expected
reward realized and the maximum reward achievable by an oracle that knows the true reward distributions. Minimizing
such regret measures captures the inherent exploration-exploitation trade-off that specifies the balance between the
desire to choose the arms with high expected rewards (exploitation) against the need to explore other arms to acquire
better information discrimination (exploration). In this context, there exists a wide range of algorithms for different
settings based on the notions of Upper Confidence Bound (UCB) [1} [2] and Thompson Sampling [3] An in-depth
analysis of these algorithms and a detailed survey of other studies on regret minimization can be found in [4]].

The pure exploration framework, on the other hand, focuses on identifying one or a group of arms with specified
properties using the fewest samples. Pure exploration disregards the reward regret incurred and is closely related to
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the literature on sequential hypothesis testing [3} 6]. In pure exploration, algorithm design involves forming optimal
data-adaptive sampling decisions and characterizing optimal stopping times.

A practical instance of a pure exploration problem is best arm identification (BAI), which entails finding the best
arm—the arm with the largest mean reward—as quickly and accurately as possible. Broadly, BAI is studied in two
complementary regimes: the fixed-budget regime, in which the objective is to use a pre-specified number of arm
sampling rounds to identify the best arm with minimal error probability, and the fixed-confidence regime, where the
goal is to minimize the number of arm sampling rounds required to find the best arm with a pre-specified decision
accuracy level. In this paper, we focus on BAI in a multi-armed bandit with restless Markov arms and focus on the
fixed-confidence regime. In the rest of this section, we specify the problem framework and the technical contributions.

1.1 PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

We consider a restless multi-armed bandit setting with finitely many arms. In restless bandits, each arm has a finite
number of states that evolve over time according to a homogeneous Markov chain taking values in a common, finite
state space. We assume that the transition probability matrix (TPM) governing the state transitions in each arm belongs
to a single-parameter exponential family of ergodic TPMs. Hence, a restless bandit setting with K arms can be
specified by K TPMs. The real-valued parameters of the TPMs are unknown and belong to a given parameter space.
The vector of TPM parameters specifies the problem instance. The TPM of each arm, being ergodic, is associated with
a unique stationary distribution.

In this setting, we adopt a non-constant reward function defined on the common state space of the arms. Accordingly,
the best arm is defined as the arm with the largest average reward computed under the arm’s stationary distribution.
The learner is unaware of the underlying arm parameters and is faced with the task of identifying the best arm. The
learner selects the arms sequentially and one at a time[] Upon selecting an arm, the learner observes the current state
of the arm. At the same time, the unobserved arms are restless and continue undergoing state transitions. Given a
pre-specified confidence level 6 € (0, 1), the learner’s goal is to minimize the expected number of arm selections
required to find the best arm while ensuring that the terminal error probability does not exceed 9.

1.2 KEY ANALYTICAL CHALLENGES

The continuous evolution of the unobserved arms necessitates that the learner, at each time instance, maintains a record
of (a) each arm’s delay, which is defined as the time elapsed since an arm was last selected, and (b) each arm’s last
observed state, which is the state of each arm as observed at the last instance that it was selected. Keeping track
of each arm’s delay and the last observed state provides the learner with a historical perspective on how each arm
performed or behaved during its previous selection. This information serves as a reference point for understanding an
arm’s characteristics or potential changes, helping the learner assess the arm’s current state relative to its past behavior.
The existing studies on restless bandits establish that the arm delays and the last observed states collectively form a
controlled Markov chain, with the arm selections serving as the controls and thereby influencing the overall behavior
of the system (e.g., [7, Section 5]). In other words, we are in the setting of a Markov decision process (MDP) in which
the state space is the space of all arm delays and last observed states, and the action space is the set of arms. We remark
that such an MDP has potentially a countably infinite state space induced by the arm delays that may progressively
increase with time. We write M as a shorthand representation for the above MDP.

MDP ergodicity. Previous studies on restless arms, such as [[7, (8, 9], have emphasized the importance of considering
the ergodicity properties of the MDP M in their analysis. These studies typically establish some form of convergence
of empirical functionals (e.g., reward, cost, and state-action visitations) to their respective true values, relying on
the ergodicity/communication properties of M. The task of proving such convergence is exacerbated when dealing
with countable state MDPs (such as M). Prior studies on countable-state MDPs reveal that guaranteeing the desired
ergodicity properties relies on various regularity conditions. For example, [10] and [11] assume that the countable-
state MDPs therein are ergodic under every stationary control policy. This condition is met in [9,[12] under a so-called
“trembling hand” model. However, imposing similar conditions in our work has significant implications. It restricts
the learner’s choice of allowable policies to only those that make M ergodic; as such, M is merely communicating
(see Lemma[3.1] a weaker property than ergodicity [13 Section 8.3.1]. One central challenge in this paper is devising
a policy under which the MDP M has “near-ergodicity” properties and yet is amenable to analysis.

Tracking the proportions of state-action visitations. Prior studies on BAI in the fixed-confidence regime have
established problem-dependent lower bounds on the expected time required to find the best arm [14} [15]. Character-

"For simplicity in presentation, we assume that the learner selects only one arm at each time instant. The results of this paper
can be easily extended to the case when the learner samples a subset of arms at each time instant.
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izing these bounds involves solving sup-inf optimization problems, where the outer supremum is with respect to all
probability distributions on the arms, while the inner infimum accounts for alternative problem instances with varying
best arm locations. The key to achieving such lower bounds is tracking the proportions of arm selections with time
and ensuring that these proportions match the unique optimal (“sup”-attaining) proportion in the long run. These are
the principles in the design of, for instance, “C-tracking” and “D-tracking” algorithms in [14]. In contrast to these
known results, when dealing with restless Markov arms, the lower bounds are characterized not by the proportions of
arm selections but rather by the proportions of state-action visitations of the MDP M. Achieving such lower bounds
necessitates ensuring that the proportion of visits to each state-action pair in the long term aligns with the optimal
proportion specified by the lower bound. In particular, merely matching the long-term proportions of action visitations
(arm selections) with the optimal arm selection proportions may not lead to achieving the lower bound. The primary
challenge here is that while the learner can directly control the arm selections and the associated visitations, the learner
lacks control over the state evolution of the MDP and, thereby, the state visitation proportions. Consequently, devising
a policy that inherently guarantees the correct visitation proportion for each state-action pair is pivotal to achieving the
lower bound. In this paper, we provide a comprehensive solution to this complex challenge.

1.3 OUR CONTRIBUTIONS
We highlight the key contributions of the paper and how we address the challenges outlined in the previous section.

1. Maximum-delay constraint. As mentioned earlier, the customary ergodicity assumptions of prior works, critical
for analytical tractability, do not apply directly to our specific setting. As a solution to render the countable-state
MDP M amenable to analysis, we constrain the maximum delay of each arm to be equal to a fixed and large positive
integer denoted by R. This reduces the MDP’s countably infinite state space to a finite state space. Despite this
reduction, we show that the communication properties of the finite-state MDP with max-delay equal to R (denoted
M R) and the unconstrained MDP M are identical (Lemma[3.2)), thereby not compromising our results significantly.
We note that while it is computationally prohibitive to realize the countable-state MDP M on a machine with finite
memory, the finite-state MDP M g can indeed be realized on a machine with finite memory.

2. Instance-dependent lower bound. Given a problem instance specified by a vector of arm parameters, we establish
a problem-dependent lower bound on the limiting growth rate of the expected number of arm selections (or simply
the expected stopping time) required to find the best arm (Proposition .1). This growth rate is captured by the
solution to a sup-inf optimization problem. In this problem, the outer supremum is over the polytope of all state-
action distributions satisfying the flow constraint and the maximum delay constraint, and the inner infimum is
over all alternative problem instances with the best arm distinct from the best arm in the true problem instance.
Furthermore, the set over which the supremum is evaluated depends on the true problem instance. This is in
contrast to the existing literature on BAI [[14, |15/ [16]. Consequently, it is unclear if this supremum is attained
by a unique element in the set. Notably, the uniqueness of the sup-attaining solution in [[14} 15} [16] significantly
simplifies the subsequent analysis.

3. Sup-inf optimization. We show that when R is the maximum delay of each arm, the objective function appearing
in the sup-inf optimization of the lower bound contains Kullback-Leibler divergence terms that are functions of
powers of TPMs up to order R. The presence of second- and higher-order TPM powers further hinders simplifying
the inner infimum, unlike in [[14, 15, [16] where the inner infimum may be simplified further and cast as a minimum
over finitely many non-best arms. Notwithstanding this, we employ a version of Berge’s maximum theorem for
non-compact sets [17, Theorem 1.2] to show that the inner infimum expression is a continuous function in its
arguments despite the non-compactness of the set of alternative problem instances. We use this result to show that
the potential set of sup-attaining solutions is convex, compact, and upper-hemicontinuous in the arm parameters.

4. Policy design. We design a policy that selects the arms according to a certain time-dependent probability distribu-
tion on the arms, conditional on the current state of the MDP M g, while respecting the maximum delay constraint.
This is in contrast to the explicit selection of arms under the C-tracking and D-tracking algorithms in [14]]. We
show that under this policy, the MDP Mg is “near-ergodic” in the following sense: if the probability distribution
for selecting the arms at any given time n were to be frozen and used to select the arms for all subsequent times
t > n, then the MDP MR becomes ergodic, admits a unique stationary distribution (on the space of state-action
pairs), and consequently every state-action pair is visited infinitely often (Lemmal[6.T)).

5. Convergence of state-action visitations and asymptotic optimality. We compute the empirical state-action-state
transition probabilities and use this to design a test statistic that mimics the form of the inner infimum term in the
lower bound expression (see (38)). We employ this test statistic in conjunction with a random, time-dependent
threshold that is a function of state-action visitations, and stop further selection of arms whenever the test statistic
exceeds the threshold. We show that this leads to stopping in finite time almost surely and declaring the best arm
correctly with the desired accuracy (Proposition [6.4). Furthermore, we show that the limiting growth rate of the
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expected stopping time satisfies an upper bound that matches the lower bound (Proposition[6.6). Our proof of the
upper bound relies on showing the convergence of the empirical state-action visitation proportions to the set of
sup-attaining state-action probability distributions governing the lower bound (Lemmal[6.3)).

1.4 OVERVIEW OF PRIOR STUDIES

Prior works on BAIL. BAI falls within the active sequential hypothesis testing framework of Chernoff [5] and Al-
bert [6]], and has since been studied in a plethora of contexts. [18] studies fixed-confidence BAI and provides a
successive elimination algorithm for finding the best arm, proving an upper bound on its stopping time that only holds
with high probability. For a similar setting as in [18], [[14] presents (a) a sup-inf lower bound on the limiting growth
rate of the expected stopping time using change-of-measure arguments, and (b) two algorithms for tracking the propor-
tions of arm selections (C-tracking and D-tracking), along with upper bounds on stopping times that hold almost surely
and in expectation for both algorithms. While the optimal solution to the lower bound in [14] was shown to be unique,
[19] investigates the case when the optimal solution is potentially non-unique and/or the set of all optimal solutions
is non-convex. The paper [20] investigates fixed-confidence BAI in linear bandits with finitely/uncountably many
arms and provides nearly-matching lower and upper bounds on the limiting growth rate of the expected stopping time.
While the algorithms in the aforementioned studies explicitly compute the sup-attaining solution(s) at every time step
for an empirical problem instance arising from empirical arm means, the recent study [21] proposes a computationally
efficient policy that circumvents the computation of the sup-attaining solution(s).

In another direction, [22] investigates fixed-budget BAI, proposes a successive-rejects algorithm, and obtains an error
probability upper bound for the same. While problem-dependent lower bounds are commonplace in the studies on
fixed-confidence BAI, deriving such bounds for the fixed-budget regime is often challenging. Instead, the studies on
fixed-budget BAI characterize minimax lower bounds on the error probability; such a lower bound dictates that there
exists a problem under which every policy incurs an error probability with the minimum value given by the lower
bound. In this space, the paper [23]] obtains a minimax lower bound on the error probability of fixed-budget BAI, along
with an upper bound that is order-wise tight in the exponent of the error probability. Yang and Tan [24] investigate
fixed-budget BAI in linear bandits and propose an algorithm based on the idea of G-optimal designs. They prove a
minimax lower bound on the error probability, similar to [23]], and obtain an upper bound on the error probability of
their algorithm.

Prior works on pure exploration in Markov bandits. While Markov bandits have been extensively explored in
the context of regret minimization [25, 26} 27} [7] |8, [28]], they have not been explored as well in the context of pure
exploration. [29] studies fixed-confidence odd arm identification in rested Markov bandits (where the unobserved arms
do not exhibit state transitions, and the goal is to find the anomalous or odd arm). The studies in [9, [12] extend the
results of [29] to the setting of restless arms, using a trembling-hand model for arms selection inspired by cognitive
neuroscience. [16] investigates BAI in rested Markov bandits under a parametric model for arm TPMs and hidden
Markov observations from the arms, proposes a sup-inf lower bound on the limiting growth rate of the expected
stopping time, and proposes a D-tracking rule similar to [14]. The setting of rested arms can be viewed as a special
case of the setting of restless arms in which the arm delays are always equal to 1. Hence, the Kullback—Leibler
divergence terms appearing in the lower bound of [16] are not functions of the second and higher order powers of
TPMs. As a result, the inner infimum expression of the lower bound therein may be simplified further and cast as a
minimum over finitely many non-best arms, as in [14]. This simplification may be exploited further to demonstrate the
uniqueness of the optimal solution to the lower bound, thus greatly simplifying the achievability analysis. However,
the presence of higher-order powers of TPMs in the Kullback—Leibler divergence terms in our setting do not permit
further simplification of the inner infimum expression, thereby forcing us to work with a ser of optimal solutions
to the lower bound and its associated analytical challenges (e.g., upper-hemicontinuity instead of continuity). [30]
investigates BAI in restless bandits when the arm TPMs are known up to a permutation. Our work studies BAI in
restless bandits with unknown TPMs.

Related works on MDPs. The paper [31] studies the problem of identifying the best policy in MDPs— the one that
maximizes the expected sum of discounted rewards over an infinite time horizon—in the fixed-confidence regime,
when the learner has access to the next state and action at every time instant (generative model). In a follow-up work
[32], the results in [31] are extended to the case when the learner can access only the next action but not the next
state (as in our work). Both studies [31}132] present lower and upper bounds on the limiting growth rate of the time to
identify the best policy. They propose a relaxation to their lower bounds by leveraging the structure of the MDP reward
function, leading to a discrepancy of factor 2 between the upper and lower bounds. However, a similar relaxation of
the lower bound as in [31} 32] is not possible in our work. This is because the notion of MDP rewards is void in
our work since the central problem we address is BAI and not reward maximization (or regret minimization), which
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is typical of MDPs. For an in-depth review of MDPs, see [13]. For more related works on MDPs, see [32] and the
references therein.

1.5 PAPER ORGANISATION

In Section 2], we introduce the single-parameter exponential family of TPMs and the central objective of our paper. In
Section 3] we introduce the countable-state MDP of arm delays and last observed states, outline its flow conservation
property, and describe a reduction of its countably infinite state space to a finite state space via a constraint on the
maximum delay of each arm. In Section[d we present a lower bound on the asymptotic growth rate of the expected
stopping time, the first main result of the paper. In Section[5] we present our policy for BAL In Section[6l we present
results on the performance of our policy, and demonstrate that our policy achieves the lower bound asymptotically as
error probability vanishes. In Section[7] we present preliminary ideas on making our proposed policy computationally
feasible, albeit at the expense of asymptotic optimality. In Section[8] we include a short discussion, provide concluding
remarks, and outline future directions. The detailed proofs of all the results stated in the paper are presented in the
appendices.

2 PRELIMINARIES

Let N := {1, 2,...} denote the set of positive integers. All vectors are column vectors unless stated otherwise.

2.1 RESTLESS BANDIT MODEL

We consider a restless multi-armed bandit setting with ' > 2 arms in which each arm has a finite number of states
that temporally evolve according to a discrete-time homogeneous Markov process taking values in a common, finite
state space S = {1, ..., |S|}. To formalize the transitions of the Markov processes of different arms on S, we define
a parameterized family of transition probability matrices (TPMs) as P(O) = {Py : 6 € ©}, where © C R
is a fixed and known parameter space, and for each § € ©, Py is a valid TPM. We denote the parameter of arm
a € [K] = {1,...,K} by 6,, and assume that the evolution of states on arm a is governed by the TPM P, .
Accordingly, we define 8 == [0, ..., OK]T € O©F and refer to 0 as a problem instance. Pg and Eg, respectively,
denote the probability measure and the associated expectation induced by instance 8. We assume that each arm’s
temporal evolution is independent of the rest.

2.2 SINGLE-PARAMETER EXPONENTIAL FAMILY OF TPMS

We assume that the TPMs are generated according to a single-parameter exponential family studied in [[16]. The model
studied here is a generalization of the single-parameter exponential family model for independent observations from
the arms studied in [33]. Fix an irreduciblé] TPM P on S. We call P the generator of the family. Let f : S — R be a

known function. Given P and f, define 169 for any 6 € © such that
By(jli) = P(jli) exp(0- f(5)),  Vi,j€S, )

where P(j|i) and P (j|i) denote the (i, j)-th entry of P and P, respectively. The rows of Py do not necessarily

sum up to 1. Hence, Py is not necessarily a valid TPM. Nevertheless, we can normalize (I) suitably to obtain a valid
TPM in the following manner. For each 6 € ©, let p(6) be the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of Py. From the Perron-
Frobenius theorem [34, Theorem 8.8.4], we know that there exist unique left and right eigenvectors associated with the
eigenvalue p(f), say ug = [ug(i) : i € S]T and vg = [vy(i) : i € S]T, respectively, such that ug(i) > 0,va(i) > 0
foralli € S,and ), g us(i) vg(i) = 1. Subsequently, the single-parameter exponential family with generator P is
defined as Py = {Py : 0 € O}, where for each § € O, Py is specified by

vo(j)

Py(jli) = —o=0s Po(jli), G E€S. 2
= 2@yvetm U
It can be readily verified that (2)) specifies a valid TPM since
1 -
Py(jli) = ——= vo(j)Po(jli) =1, VieS,Voeo. 3)
3P = Sy 2 Vol

This means that the whole state space S constitutes a single communicating class.
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Furthermore, for each 6 € O, the matrix Py is irreducible and positive recurrent. Hence, Py has a unique stationary
distribution, which we denote by 19 = [pg(i) : i € S]T. Note that Py = P.

Next, similar to [16], we impose mild assumptions on P. For this purpose, define M; = max;cs f(i) and m; =
min;es f(2). Accordingly, define the sets

Syv; ={i €8 f(i) = My}, and Sm; ={i€8: f(i)=my}. )
Assumption 2.1. We assume that P satisfies the following properties.
* Ay: The submatrix of P with rows and columns in Sy ; s irreducible.
* Ay: Foreveryi € S\ Su,, there exists j € Sy, such that P(jli) > 0.
* Aj: The submatrix of P with rows and columns in S,, ; is irreducible.
* Ay Foreveryi € S\ Sy, there exists j € Sy, such that P(j|i) > 0.

These assumptions, collectively, are mild and cover a wide range of models. For instance, when P has strictly positive
entries, it satisfies all of the above assumptions. In Remark [4] later in the paper, we elaborate on the crucial role of the
above parametric model in our study.

For any integer d > 1 and TPM Q € P(©), let Q% denote the matrix obtained by multiplying Q with itself d times.
Also, forany i,j € S and d > 1, let Q4(j|i) denote the (i, j)-th entry of Q?, and let Q9(-|i) denote the i-th row of

Qd
2.3 BEST ARM IDENTIFICATION

Throughout the paper, we assume that the generator P and function f are known beforehand. Given 8 = [6,, : a €
[K]]" and the exponential family generated by (P, f) via (I, we define the mean of arm a as

mo, = f(D)pe, (D), aclK]. )

i€S

Letn = [, : a € [K]]". We define the best arm a*(8) under the instance  as the arm with the largest mean, i.e.,

a*(0) := arg max 1y, = arg max f (@) pe, (3) . (6)

(6) = arg max e 3 S0 a9

We assume that a*(0) is unique for all & € ©%. In fixed-confidence BAI, a learner who does not have any prior
knowledge of the instance 6, wishes to identify a*(@) with the fewest number of arm selections (on the average) such
that the decision error probability is confined below a pre-specified confidence level (a more formal specification of
the problem objective is deferred until Section 3.3). To distinguish the best arm from the rest, we write ALT(0) to

denote the set of all problem instances alternative to 0, i.e., those instances under which the best arm differs from the

one under 8. Hence,
ALT(0) == {\ € ©F : Ja # a*(0) such that 1), > Mo} - )

The Perron—Frobenius eigenvalue of Py, p(0), is pivotal in analyzing the properties of ALT(0). To formalize the
connection, define A(#) := log p(6), 6 € ©. An important property of the family in (2)) is that A is differentiable, and

A= % is a strictly increasing and bijective map, as noted in the following lemma (see [[16] for a proof).

Lemma 2.2. [[6] Lemma 2] Let P be an irreducible TPM on the finite state space S satisfying Assumptions A1-Ay.
Let f : & — R be a non-constant function. Consider the single-parameter exponential family of TPMs defined in @,

with Py as defined in (I). Ler A(9) = log p(8) denote the log Perron—Frobenius eigenvalue of Py. Then, the following
properties hold.

1. 6 — A(0) is analytic.

2. Py is irreducible and positive recurrent, and hence admits a unique stationary distribution, say [ig.
3. A0) = mo = Yics f(0) poi):

4. The mapping 0 — A(é‘) is strictly increasing.

5. Let M := {ng : 0 € ©}. Then, the mapping 0 — A(0) is a bijection between © and M.
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The fact that A: © — M isa strictly increasing bijection implies that
ALT(0) = {\ € ©F : T a # a*(0) such that ), > M o) |
={x €O :Ja+#a*(0)suchthat A(\,) > A(\y-(0))}
={A €0 :Ja#a*(0)suchthat A, > A\,.(9)}. (8)

Remark 1. The one-to-one correspondence between 6 € © andng € M, as stated in Point 5 of Lemma2.2] leads to a
one-to-one correspondence between the TPM of an arm and its associated mean, which in turn implies a convenient re-
parameterisation of the arm TPMs via the arm means. This is akin to the parameterisation of arm distributions via the
means in the settings of the prior works [I4}|33|]. The re-parameterisation of TPMs in turn implies that for any given
arm, the estimation of its TPM may be accomplished via the estimation of its mean. As we shall see, such a toggling
between the estimation of mean and the estimation of the TPM plays a crucial role in the design of an asymptotically
optimal policy, as also evidenced by the prior works [14, 16, 21l]. The adept reader may readily recognise that our
definition of the best arm in (@) involves the same function f that appears in the specification of the exponential family
of TPMs in (I). The fact that the functions are the same in (1) and (@) results in the one-to-one correspondence
stated in Point 5 of Lemmal2.2] Incorporating distinct reward functions in (1) and (@), although of notable interest, is
beyond the scope of the current paper, as the critical one-to-one correspondence between 6 and ng would fail to hold
in general.

2.4 BEST ARM IDENTIFICATION POLICY

To find the best arm, the learner selects the arms sequentially, one at each time n € N U {0}. Let 4,, € [K] be the
arm selected at time n, and let X,, € S be the state of arm A,, observed by the learner. We assume that the arms
are restless, i.e., the unobserved arms continue to undergo state transitions even though they are not selected. Let
(Ao.n, Xon) == (Ao, Xo, ..., An X,,) denote the history of all the arm selections and states observed up to time 7,
generating the filtration ~

Fn = U(AO:anO:n) , n=>0. 9)
A BAI policy can be specified by three decision rules: (i) arm selection rule 7, that is F,,_1-measurable and specifies
the arm to be selected at time n; (ii) a stopping rule adapted to {F,, : n > 0} that specifies the (random) time 7 at
which to terminate the arm selection process; and (iii) a terminal decision rule that is F--measurable and specifies a
candidate best arm a € [K] at the stopping time. Writing 7 = {7, : n > 0}, we denote a generic BAI policy by the
tuple (m, 7, a). Finally, for a pre-specified error tolerance level § € (0, 1), we define

(8) == {(m,7,a) : Po(T < +o0) =1, Po(a#a*(0)) <5, VOcOF}, (10)

as the collection of all policies that (a) stop in finite time almost surely, and (b) have an error probability no greater
than the prescribed tolerance & under every instance @ € ©X . The canonical BAI definition entails identifying a policy
in I1(6) that has the smallest average stopping time. We will show that in the restless bandit setting of interest, there
needs to be an additional constraint, leading to a collection of policies that form a subset of II(§). We will discuss the
necessary details in Section[3]and provide the exact BAI formulation in Section[3.3}

Remark 2. In order to be precise, it is essential to express Pg and Eg more explicitly as Py and Eg respectively under
policy m, as these are contingent on the specific policy 7. Nevertheless, for the sake of brevity, we omit the subscript T,
and urge the reader to bear the dependence on m in mind.

3 DELAYS, LAST OBSERVED STATES, AND A MARKOV DECISION PROCESS

The continued evolution of the unobserved arms necessitates the learner to maintain, at each time instance, a record
of (a) each arm’s delay, which is defined as the time elapsed since an arm was last selected, and (b) each arm’s last
observed state, which is the state of each arm at the last instance that it was selected. Keeping track of each arm’s delay
and the last observed state provides the learner with a historical perspective on how each arm performed or behaved
during its previous selection. This information serves as a reference point for understanding an arm’s characteristics
or potential changes, helping the learner assess the arm’s current state relative to its past behavior. The notion of
arm delays is a key distinguishing feature of the setting of restless arms and is superfluous when each arm yields
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) observations or when the unobserved arms do not evolve (rested arms).

Without loss of generality, we assume that every policy initially uses the first K time slots to sequentially select and
collect samples from arms 1 through K, with Ag = 1,4; = 2,...,Ax_1 = K. This ensures that each arm is
observed at least once. For n > K, let d,(n) and i,(n), respectively, denote the delay and the last observed state of
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arm a at time n. Let d(n) = (di(n),...,dx(n)) and i(n) = (i1(n),...,ix(n)) denote the vectors of arm delays
and the last observed states at time n. We set d(K) = (K, K — 1,...,1), noting that with reference to n = K, arm 1
was last observed K time instants earlier (i.e., at n = 0), arm 2 was last observed K — 1 time instants earlier (i.e., at
n = 1), and so on. The following rule specifies how d,(n) and i, (n) can be updated recursively. When arm a’ € [K]
is selected at time n, i.e., A,, = a’, we have

da(n+1): {da(n)+1a CL#CL/,

1, a=ad,
Note that d,(n) > 1 for all n > K, with d,(n) = 1 if and only if A,,_; = a. Also note that (Ag.,—1, Xon_1) =
(Aoin—1,{(d(s),i(s))}?_ k). Itis clear that the process {(d(n),i(n))}>2 , takes values in a subset S of the countably

infinite set NX x S The subset S is formed based on the constraint that at any time n > K, exactly one component
of d(n) is equal to 1, and all the other components are strictly greater than 1. Given 8 € ©%, we note that

Pe (d(n F1),i(n+ 1) | {(d(5),i())}"_ s, Ao, An) — Py (d(n +1),i(n+ 1) | (d(n),i(n)), An) , Vo> K.

(12)
This indicates that the evolution of the process {(d(n),i(n))}5° ; is controlled by the sequence {A,,}3° ;- of arm
selections. Alternatively, {(d(n),i(n))}S x is a controlled Markov chain, with {A,}5 - being the sequence of

controlsf In other words, we are in the setting of a Markov decision process (MDP) whose state space, action space,
and the associated transition probabilities can be specified as follows:

ig(”)v a#ad,

X, a=a .

and  ig(n 1) = { (11)

* State space: The state space of the MDP is S, with (d(n), i(n)) being the state at time n.
* Action space: The action space of the MDP is [K], with action A,, at time n being F,,_1-measurable.
* Transition probabilities: The transition probabilities under the instance 0 are given by
Po(d(n+1)=d',i(n+1)=1i|d(n) =d,i(n) =i, A, = a)
Pye(il, | iq), ifd, =1landd) =dsz+1 Va#a,
= it =1z VYa#a, (13)
0, otherwise,

Note that the right-hand side of is independent of n and, therefore, it is stationary. Subsequently, we define
Qo(d’,i' | d,i,a) =Pe(d(n+1)=d,i(ln+1)=i"|d(n) =d,i(n) =1, 4, =a) . (14)
Let Mg denote the MDP with state space S, action space [K], and transition probabilities given by Qg.

3.1 REDUCTION FROM COUNTABLE STATE SPACE TO FINITE STATE SPACE

The existing studies on countable-state MDPs (and more generally controlled Markov chains) impose additional reg-
ularity conditions on the transition probabilities of the MDP to facilitate tractable analysis. One commonly used
regularity condition is that “under every stationary policy for choosing the actions, the MDP is ergodic”; see, for
instance, [[11, Section II, pp. 58] and [10, Assumption A4]. Imposing a similar regularity condition in our setting in
order to make the MDP My ergodic implies restricting the space of all possible policies of the learner significantly.
As such, the MDP My is only communicating (a property much weaker than than ergodicity [13| Section 8.3.1]) as
demonstrated in the below result.

Lemma 3.1. For every 0 € ©X, the MDP Mg is communicating, i.e., for all (d, i), (d’,i') € S, there exists N > 1
(possibly depending on (d,1) and (d',1")) and a policy 7 such that under the policy ,

Po(d(n+N)=di(ln+ N)=1|d(n) =d,i(n) =i) >0, Vn>K. (15)

As an alternative to imposing the customary regularity conditions, to facilitate further analysis in our work, we reduce
the countable state space S of the MDP to a finite state space by constraining the delay of each arm to be no more
than a finite and positive integer, say R. Under this constraint, once the delay of an arm reaches R at any given time,
this arm is forcefully selected at the next time instant. We refer to this constraint on arm delays as the R-max-delay
constraint.

Let Sg C S denote the subset of all arm delays and last observed states in which the delay of each arm is at most R.
Furthermore, let Sg , C Sk denote the subset of all arm delays and last observed states in which the delay of arm a is
equal to R. The modified transition probabilities for the MDP Mg under the R-max-delay constraint are as follows:

3The phrase “controlled Markov chain” is borrowed from [11].
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* Case I: (d,i) ¢ Ule Sk,q- In this case, the transition probabilities are as in (I3).
* Case 2: (d,i) € Sg,, for some a € A. In this case, when 4,, = q,
Po(d(n+1)=d',i(n+1)=i"|d(n) =d,i(n) =i, 4, = a)
P (il | ia), ifd, =1andd} =dz+1foralla # a,
= it =i forall a # a, (16)
0, otherwise,

and when A,, # a, the transition probabilities are undefined. Noting that the right-hand side of (16) is
independent of n, we define

Qo.r(d',i | d,i,a) =Pe(d(n+1)=d,iln+1)=1i|d(n) =d,i(n) =i, 4, =a) . (17)

Going forward, we write Mg r to denote the finite-state MDP with state space Sg, action space [K], and transition
probabilities Qg z. The followmg analogue of Lemma[3.1]shows that despite the finite-state space reduction described
above, the MDP Mg g is still communicating. A proof of this follows along the same lines as the proof of Lemma[3.]]
and is omitted for brevity.

Lemma 3.2. Fix R > K. For every 0 € ©K, the MDP Mg g is communicating.

3.2 MDP TRANSITION KERNEL

It is convenient to view a policy as a (randomized) rule for mapping any given (d, i) € Sg to an action a € A. Given a
policy 7 = {n(a | d,i) : (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]} and @ € ©F, where 7(a | d,1) is the probability of choosing action a
when the MDP My p is in state (d, i), we define Qg as the transition kernel of the MDP Mg g under 7. Formally,

Qor(d',i',d' | d,i,a) = Qe r(d,i|d,ia) w(d|d,i'), V(dia),(d,i,ad)eSgx[K] (18)
For any r € N, we write Qp . to denote the r-fold self-product of Qg,». Note that (I8) represents the probability of

transitioning from the state-action (d, i, a) to the state-action (d’,1’,a’) in a single time step under 7 and under the
instance 6. Also, when there is no ambiguity, we write Qg (d’,i’ | d,i) to denote the probability of transitioning
from the state (d, i) to the state (d’, i’) in a single time step under 7 and under the instance 8. We mask the dependence
of Qg,~ on R for notational clarity and ask the reader to bear this dependence in mind.

3.3 A UNIFORM ARM SELECTION POLICY AND ERGODICITY OF THE TRANSITION KERNEL

For later use, we record here a uniform arm selection policy that, while respecting the R-max-delay constraint, selects
the arms uniformly at random at every time instant. We denote this policy by 7", Formally, for all (d,i,a) €

SR X [K],
. K
) %7 (da 1)¢ Ua/:l SR,a'a
m™™(a|d, i) =41, (d,i)€Spa. (19)
07 (d,i) 6 Ua/ia SR,G/'

Note that 7" is a stationary policy, i.e., the probabilities in (I9) do not depend on time. The following lemma
demonstrates that under 7", the MDP transition kernel is ergodic for every 8 € ©F
Lemma 3.3. Fix R > K. The transition kernel Qg _rwir is ergodic for all 6 € S
While the above ergodicity property naturally emerges within the framework of our paper, it is pragmatically assumed

to hold in [32]]; see, for instance, [32, Assumption 2, p.9]. As we shall see, the ergodicity property of Lemma[3.3]shall
play an important role in the analysis of the BAI policy that we propose later in the paper.

3.4 STATE-ACTION VISITATIONS AND FLOW CONSERVATION

Givenn > K and (d,i,a) € Sg x [K], let

K
N(n,d,i,a) = Zl{d(t)dl(t)lA, —a}» and N(n,d,i):=> N(n.di,a), (20)
t=K a=1
denote, respectively, the number of times the state-action pair (d, i, a) and state (d, i) are visited up to time n. We
refer to these as the state-action visitations and state visitations up to time n. The next result shows that the expected

values of these visitations satisfy an approximate flow-conservation property.
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Lemma 3.4 (Flow conservation). Fix R > K, 0 € ©X, and (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]. Under every policy m,

Eo[N(n,d',i)] = ) Z]Eg (n,d,i,a)] Qo.r(d’,i'|d,i,a)| <1, VYn>K. 1)
(d I)ESR a=1

In (21)), the first term on the left-hand side may be interpreted as the total outward flow from the state (d’,i’) at time
n, whereas the second term may be interpreted as the total inward flow into state (d’,i’) at time n. Then, (ZI) dictates
that the outward flow for (d’,i’) almost matches its inward flow for all times and for all (d’,i’) € Sg. In this sense,
(21) may be regarded as an approximate flow conservation property for the process {(d(n),i(n)) : n > K}.

We note here that the R-max-delay constraint may be expressed in terms of the state-action visitations and the state
visitations as follows. For all (d,i,a) € Sg x [K] andn > K,

N(nadai)a (d i)ESR‘“
N(n,d,i,a) = < 0, (d,i) e U, @ #a Sr.as (22)
unaltered, (d,i) ¢ U '—1SR,ar-

In (22)), the first line on the right-hand side depicts the scenario when (d,i) € S R,a» 1.€., dq = R. In this case, because
arm q is forcefully selected following every occurrence of (d, i), it follows that N(n,d,i,a) = N(n,d,1i) for all
n > K. On the other hand, if (d,i) € U, ta Sg.a’, then there exists a’ # a such that d,; = R, and therefore arm a’

is forcefully selected following every occurrence of (d, i), thereby implying that N (n,d,i,a) = 0 foralln > K. The
last line on the right-hand side of (22)) depicts the scenario when d, < R for all a € [K].

3.5 R-MAX-CONSTRAINED BAI

Given an error probability threshold 6 € (0,1) and R > K, based on the definition of I1(d) in (I0) we define
IIr(6) == {(m,7,a) € II(§) : (m,7,a) satisfies R-max-delay constraint} , (23)

which is the collection of all policies that stop in finite time almost surely, satisfy an error probability that is no greater
than  under every instance & € ©X, and respect the R-max-delay constraint. We anticipate from similar results in
the literature that infcr1,(5) Eg 7] ~ Q(log(1/0)), where the asymptotics is as 6 | 0. Our objective in this paper is
to precisely characterize the value of

li . EG [Tﬂ']

11m 1mn —
60 wellr(6) 10g(1/6)
in terms of 6 and R. For the remainder of the paper, we fix R > K.

(24)

4 LOWER BOUND

In this section, we present an instance-dependent lower bound for (24). Throughout the analysis, given two probability
mass functions p and ¢ with identical support, we define Dxy (p||q) as the Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence between
p and ¢. Given @ € O, let Y z(0) denote the space of all probability mass functions v satisfying

K K
(Flow conservation) > v(d’,i,a)= Y > v(d,i,a)Qer(d,i'|dia), V(d,i')eSs (25
a=1 (d,i)eSg a=1
K
(R-max-delay constraint) v(d,i,a) = Z v(d,i,a’), V(d,i) € Spa, a € [K]. (26)
a’'=1
Let Qo.r(- | d,i,a) == [Qe.r(d,i' | d,i,a) : (d',i') € Sg]". The following proposition gives a lower bound
on
Proposition 4.1. For any 8 € 0%,

.. . EQ[TTF] 1
| f f > 27
A ) Tog(1/0) = TH(8)’ @7

where TF(0) in (Z]) is given by

T/(6) = sup > Z (d,i,a) Dxki(Qo.r(- | d,i,a)|Qrr(- | d,i,a)). (28)

vEXR(0) )‘EALT(H) (d.i)eSg a=1

10
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In @28), the KL divergence is computed on the vectorized forms of the distributions Qg r(- | d,i,a) and Qx r(- |
d, i, a) viewed as conditional probability distributions on Sg, conditioned on (d, i, a).

Recalling (I6), we note that Qg r(- | d,i,a) and @ r(- | d,1, a) are functions of P(;ia“ and P)‘\ij, respectively, where
1 < d, < R. That is, the KL divergence in (28) is a function of powers of arm TPMs of order up to R. Because of
the presence of TPM powers, the inner infimum expression in (28) cannot be simplified any further. This is in contrast
to the inner infimum expressions appearing in prior works on BAI dealing with i.i.d. observations from the arms [14]
(where the arm delays are inconsequential because of the i.i.d. nature of observations) or rested Markov arms [16]
(where d, = 1 for all a). Furthermore, the supremum in 28) is over the instance-dependent set ¥ r(0), which is in
contrast to the prior works on BAI [14, [16] in which the supremum is over the instance-independent simplex of arm
distributions. The constant T%(0) measures the “hardness” of problem instance 0 in the following sense: the closer
the arm TPMs are to one another in the KL divergence sense, the smaller the value of T%(8), and therefore the larger
the stopping time.

We note here that () is non-empty, and hence the supremum in (28] is well defined. Indeed, we have 7" €
Y r(0). To see this, recall that grunif respects the R-max-delay constraint. Furthermore, from Lemma[3.3] we know
that the controlled Markov chain {(d(n),i(n))}%  is, in fact, an ergodic Markov chain under the policy 7. Let

panit — [{0if(d, 1) : (d,i) € Sr]" denote the corresponding stationary distribution when the underlying instance is

0. Further, let
VERE(d, i, a) = pdif(d, i) - 7 (ald, 1), V(d,i,a) € Sk x [K]. (29)
We now claim that v = ug“if satisfies (23). Indeed, it is straightforward to see that for v = ugnif, (23) reduces to
) = Y A ) Qoa(d' ¥|d i) V(A ¥) € Sn,
(d,i)€Sk

the equation defining the stationary distribution ugnif. More generally, for any probability distribution on the arms, say
¢ =1[C,---,Cx]T, such that ¢, > 0 forall a € [K], the stationary arm selection policy which selects arms according
to ¢, while respecting the R-max delay constraint, is an element of Xz (6). A formal proof of this follows along the
same lines as that of Lemma[3.3]

The next result shows that the supremum in (28} can be replaced by a maximum, i.e., the supremum in (28)) is attained
for some v € X r(0).

Lemma 4.2. Let

Y(v,0) = _inf Z Z (d,i,a) Dkr(Qo, k(- | d,1,0)[|Qx r(- | d,i,0)), v € Tg(0), 8 €OF. (30)

AEALT(6
(d i)eSgr a=1

Then, 1 is continuous under the topology induced by the sup-norm metric on L 5(0) x RX. Consequently, the supre-
mum in (28) may be replaced by a maximum. Furthermore, the mapping 0 — T}(0) is continuous, and the set-valued
mapping 0 — W*(0), with

W*(0) :={v e Xgr(0):Y(,0)=Tx0)}, (€2))

is upper-hemicontinuous and compact-valued.

From (8), it is evident that ALT() is non-compact for each § € ©%. To establish the continuity of 1, we rely
on a version of Berge’s maximum theorem [17, Theorem 1.2] for non-compact sets. Our proof of Lemma [£.2]is an
adaptation of the proof of [19, Theorem 4], taking into account the dependence of ¥ z(8) on the problem instance 6.
In [19], the counterpart of 3 () is the simplex of all probability distributions on the arms—an instance-independent
set.

Remark 3. Although we keep R fixed throughout the paper, we note here the following monotonicity property:
T5(0) < T%,,(0) for all R. Indeed, writing 1 and YW* more explicitly as 1r and W, to emphasize their de-
pendence on R, it is straightforward to see that (a) the larger the value of R, the larger the cardinality of Sg, and
(b) for any v € Wg(), defining v via v(d,i,a) = v(d,i,a) 1a,iesyy for all (d,i,a) € Sry1 x [K], we have
U € ¥ r11(0). Therefore, it follows that

Tr.1(0) > Yre1(9,0) = r(v,0) =Tx(0), VReN. (32)

Hence, imp_, o T5(0) exists. See Section[8|for further discussions.

11
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From 27) and @0), it is evident that to achieve the lower bound in (27), it is critical to control the values of the
empirical state-action visitation proportions {N(n,d,i,a)/n : (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]}, and ensure that these long-
term fractions converge to the set YW*(8) under the instance 6. In particular, merely ensuring that the empirical arm
selection proportions converge to their respective optimal proportions given by the lower bound does not suffice for
achievability.

Remark 4. The single-parameter exponential family of TPMs outlined in Section [2 serves a specific and critical
purpose in our paper. Given unknown TPMs {Py, : k € [K|} with no structural constraints on their entries as
in @), suppose that T}(Pi, ..., Px) (the analogue of TF,(0) in the absence of the parametric model) is the constant
appearing in the corresponding lower bound expression. To achieve this lower bound, as outlined above, it is critical to
ensure that the long-term state-action visitation proportions converge to W*(Pi, . .., Px) (the analogue of W*(0) in
in the absence of the parametric model). However, because the TPMs { Py, : k € [K|} are not known beforehand,
and they must be estimated along the way using arm observations characterized by delays. This is a fundamentally
challenging task. It is noteworthy that the estimated matrices are not guaranteed to be ergodic. Furthermore, even
after the TPM estimates are obtained, it is the estimates of the arm means that ultimately enable identifying the best
arm. Consequently, a critical need arises for a continual alternation between estimating arm means and estimating
the arm TPMs. This alternation is facilitated by the adoption of the parametric model in our study, by virtue of the
one-to-one correspondence between the arm means and the arm TPMs (see item 5 under Lemma 2.2l and Remark[I)).
A similar alternation is facilitated by the parametric models adopted in [14, (16, 21|]. Estimating 6 = [01,...,0x]"
allows us to estimate the TPMs and the arm means simultaneously.

5 ACHIEVABILITY: A POLICY FOR BEST ARM IDENTIFICATION

In this section, we propose a policy for BAI that works with the set of optimal solutions (31) at each time, and ensures
that the long-term state-action visitation proportions converge to the “correct” set of optimal proportions.

5.1 PARAMETER ESTIMATES

We start by forming estimates for the unknown parameters of the arms. Noting the one-to-one correspondence between
6 € © andny € (my, My) from Lemma[2.2] it suffices to estimate 7, for each a € [K]. Forall n and a € [K], let
Na(n) =3 (aiesp N(n.d, i, a) denote the number of times arm a is selected up to time n, where N(n, d, i, a) is as

defined in 20). Subsequently, our estimates 7j(n) := [*(n), ..., 7% (n)] at time n are given by

07 Na(n) =0 s
Nal(n) Z?:O l{At:a} f(Xt)a Ntl(n) >0.

The next step in the design of our policy, a crucial step, is the construction of an arms selection rule under which almost
surely, (a) the above estimates converge to their true values, and (b) the state-action visitation proportions inherently
converge to the correct set of optimal proportions.

(33)

5.2 ARMS SELECTION RULE

Recall the uniform arm selection policy 7" defined in ([9). Fix € (0,1). Let f,(n) = A~1(7%(n)) for each
a € [K], where A~ denotes the inverse of the mapping 8 — A(f) = Logp(0). Let O(n) = [0u(n) : a € [K]]".
and let O(n) = [51 (n),...,04(n)]" denote the vector of estimated arm parameters at time n. Choose an arbitrary

~

vy € W*(0(n)), and let
nyg‘l(lif (dv iv CL) + (1 - 77) V:;(da ia a)

n)

0t (d,8) + (1= 1) Xg_y vi(d,ia))

n

Wg(n) (ald,i) == , (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]. (34)

Let {,}52 be a sequence such that £, > 0 forall n and £, — 0 as n — oco. Let

T = enm™ 4+ (1 —&,,) wg(n_l) , Vn>K. (35)
Then, for all n > K, our arms selection rule is as follows:
Pr(A, = a|A0:n,1,X0:n,1) = 7p(ald(n),i(n)), a€[K]. (36)

12
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Note that (36) defines a conditional probability distribution on the arms, conditional on the arm delays and last ob-
served states. Our recipe for selecting the arms, based on using a mixture with uniform policy as in (33), is in-
spired by [6l [32] and plays a critical role in proving that the MDP Mg g has “near-ergodicity” properties under the
rule in (36) for every 8 € ©X. As we shall shortly see, the latter near-ergodicity property hinges on the fact that
mn(ald, i) > e, 7" (a|d,i) = ,/K > 0 whenever the arm delays are all strictly smaller than R.

Remark 5 (n-mixture). It is unclear whether Zle vi(d,i,a) > 0 forall (d,i) € Sg. If the preceding property
indeed holds, we may simply use W;l(n) (ald,i) = vi(d,i,a)/ Zle v¥(d,i, a). Recognizing that this property may

not potentially hold true, we design an “n-mixture” of v}, with I/g\lzi;), and normalize this mixture to arrive at (34).
Observe that the denominator of the right-hand side of B4) is strictly positive for every (d,i) € Sg and hence well
defined.

5.3 TEST STATISTIC, STOPPING RULE, AND RECOMMENDATION RULE

Let Sk = |Sg| denote the cardinality of the set Sg. Recall from (33) that fj(n) = (7%(n) : a € [K]) denotes the
estimates of the arm means at time n. For all n > K and (d,i,a) € Sg x [K], let

1 n .
(', ]d i, 0) = { Nondwm) 2ot=K L{@@i0)=(@ad. ame @ericr=@.p N dia)>0, - o)
T N(n,d,i,a)=0.

Note that Z(d’,i’)eSR @n(d/, i'|d,i,a) = 1, and hence (37) defines a probability mass function on Sg. Our test

statistic at time n, denoted by Z(n), is then given by

K
Z(n) =  inf > Y N(n,d,i,a) Dxu(Qn(- | d,i,0)|Qa k(- | d,ia)) (38)

A€ALT(6(n)) (d,i)eSgr a=1

where @n is as defined in (37). Furthermore, let

¢(n,d) = log (%) +(Sr-1) Y i log (e [1 + %ﬁ]) : (39)

(d,i)eSg a=1
Combining the test statistic in (38)) and the threshold in (39), we define our stopping rule as follows:
T:=inf{n > K : Z(n) > {(n,d)} . (40)
At the stopping time, we output the arm with the largest empirical mean value, i.e., arg max, ¢ Na (7).

In summary, our policy, which we call restless D-tracking or RSTL-DTRACK in short, takes the following parameters
as its inputs: R € N, K € N, € (0,1), and 6 € (0,1). To start, the policy selects arm 1 at time n = 0, arm
2 at time n = 1, and so on until arm K at time n = K — 1. For all n > K, it checks for the validity of the
condition Z(n) > ((n,d) (defined in (38)). If this condition holds, the policy stops and outputs arg max, 7, (n). If
Z(n) < ¢(n,?d), then the policy continues and selects arm A, according to the rule in (36) while respecting the
R-max-delay constraint. We write 7RST-PTRACK (o symbolically denote the policy RSTL-DTRACK. The pseudocode
for wRSTL-DTRACK g given in Algorithm[Il In Section[§]later in the paper, we make some remarks on the computational
aspects of our policy (specifically on evaluating the infimum expression in (38) at every time step).

Remark 6. The definition of Z(n) in (38) resembles Q) albeit with (a) 0 replaced with §(n), and (b) Qe, g replaced

with @n In the settings of the prior works [I4, [I6| 21], B8) specializes to the classical generalized likelihood
ratio (GLR) test statistic having simple closed-form expressions. However, 38) does not admit a simple closed-form
expression because of the presence of arm delays of order 2 or higher (which are absent from [14, 16| 21]). In [32],

~

a simplification to (B8)) is proposed by relaxing the infimum to a larger set than ALT(0(n)) by leveraging the specific
structure of rewards therein. A similar simplification is not possible in our setting because the notion of rewards is
absent in our work. See Section|S\for a further discussion.

6 THEORETICAL GUARANTEES

In this section, we provide theoretical guarantees for the proposed RSTL-DTRACK policy. We first present the key
lemmas pertaining to the arms selection rule in (36) that are pivotal in proving the asymptotic optimality of the

13
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Algorithm 1 D-Tracking for BAI in Restless Multi-Armed Bandits (RSTL-DTRACK)

Require:
K € N: number of arms.
R € N: maximum tolerable arm delay.
n € (0,1) : mixture parameter.
d € (0,1): confidence level.
Ensure: a rsmomack: the best arm.
1: Initialise: n = 0, Ny(n) =0, ,(n) = 0 forall a € [K],
N(n,d,i,a) =0forall (d,i,a) € Sg x [K], stop = 0.
for n < K do
Selectarm A4,, = n + 1.

end for

while stop == 0do
Update (d(n),i(n)). Update 7j,(n) for each a € [K].
Set 0,(n) = A= (7 (n)) foreach a € [K]. Set 8(n) = [01(n), . ..,0.(n)]".
Evaluate Z(n) according to (38).

9: if Z(n) > {(n, o) then

e A A R ol

10: stop =1.

11: a = argmax, 7,(n). Resolve ties at random.

12:  else

13: Select A,, ~ m,(-|d(n),i(n)), where 7, is as defined in (33).
14: n<n+ 1

15:  end if

16: end while
17: return a.

RSTL-DTRACK policy. This section is organized as follows. In Lemma we show that each state-action tuple
(d,i,a) € Sg x [K] is visited infinitely often almost surely. Furthermore, given any « € (0, 1), we show in Lemmal[6.1]
that each state-action tuple is visited at a rate of O, (n'/*) with high probability greater than 1 —c; here, O, (-) captures
the dependence on a. Next, in Lemmal6.2] we establish the concentration of the empirical arm means 7)(n) around
their true values 7 with high probability. Under this concentration event, we show in Lemmal[6.3]that under the instance
0 € ©X, the empirical state-action visitations concentrate around the set of all probability distributions on state-actions
that are an n-mixture of ug’“if and elements of W*(8). In Proposition[6.4] we show that for any given 4, the probability
of the joint event that RSTL-DTRACK stops in finite time and outputs the best arm incorrectly is upper bounded by
d. In Proposition[6.3] we derive an almost sure asymptotic upper bound on the stopping time of RSTL-DTRACK, in
the asymptotic regime as 6 | 0. Combining Propositions we conclude that 7RST-DTRACK < TT(§) for each
d € (0,1). Finally, in Proposition[6.6] we derive an upper bound on the expected stopping time of RSTL-DTRACK
that matches with the almost sure upper bound of Proposition[6.3]

6.1 Key Lemmas Pertaining to the Arms Selection Rule (36)

Let V denote the set of all valid (d,1i,a) tuples, i.e., those tuples for which the selection of arm « in state (d, 1) is
permissible under the R-max-delay constraint. That is, for any (d, i,a) ¢ V, we have N(n,d, i, a) = 0 almost surely
foralln > K.

The first result below shows that under the proposed arms selection rule in (36)), every valid (d, i, a) tuple is visited
infinitely often and at a rate of Q(n'/*) with high probability.

Lemma 6.1. Fix 6 € ©K. Let S = |Sg|.

o
1. The proposed arms selection rule in @) with ¢,, = n~ 20+5”) satisfies

Pe <V(d,i,a) €V, lim N(n,d,ia) = +oo> =1. 41)
n—oo
2. Under the above arms selection rule, for every o € (0, 1),
o\ /4
Pg(V(d,i,@)EV, Yn > K, N(n,d,i,a)E(/\ (0)) —1)21—04, (42)

14
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where \,,(0) = (11#)2 log?(1 + %) Here, og > 0 is a constant that depends only on 0.
o

Remark 7 (Choice of €,,). Our proof of Lemmal6.1lis an adaptation of a similar proof in [32|]. Notice that the “c,,-
mixture” rule in (33) satisfies the following decomposition property for the transition kernels that facilitates analysis:

QQ-,TI'n =En Qg_’ﬂ-unil' + (1 — En) ngﬂ,g( o . (43)

Choosing €, = n~? where 8 < ﬁ leads to a convenient closed-form expression for \,(0). We use 3 = m,

1
and hence ¢, = n~ *0+5R) . For additional details, we refer the reader to the proof of Lemmal6.1lin the appendix.

An immediate consequence of Lemma [6.1] is that under the proposed arms selection rule in (36), each arm a € [K]
is explored at a rate (n'/*) with high probability (w.h.p.), thereby ensuring that w.h.p., we have 7j(n) — 7, where
1 = [ne, : a € [K]]". This is formalized in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2. Given £ > 0 and a positive integer N > K, let
NG

e = N {m(n) e < g} . (44)

n=N5

Consider the non-stopping version of policy TRST"DTRACK (yith the same parameters as that of mRSTV"P™AK ) - Under
this policy, forall ¢ > 0and N > K,

1 2K/2+2KK/4 2N1/4
Po (OJQ\r(f)) < b T N/ o _ Voo &N : (45)
N o/ SVK (2 My)
where og is the constant from Lemmal6.1) and My = max;cs f(4).
Combining Lemmal6.2 along with the upper-hemicontinuity property of the mapping A — W*(\) from Lemma[£.2]
we establish a concentration result for the empirical state-action visitation proportions under C'%; ().
Lemma 6.3. Fix 0 € ©K v € W*(0), andn € (0,1). Let Wy, = nvgit + (1 — n) v. Consider the non-stopping

version of policy TRST-"PTRACK (yyith the same parameters as that of TRST"PTRACK ) Under this policy, for all € > 0,
there exists a time N¢ > 0 such that for all N > N¢ and alln > VN + 1,

N(n,d,i,a)
K+l > Ke(0,v)¢€ ‘ szv(f)) = 0<€XP (—n&?) > : (46)
where K¢(0,v) is a constant that depends on &, 0 and v, and satisfies

limsup K¢(6,v) < 400 Vv € W*(8), 0 € ©F . (47)
£l0

Po (3(d,i,a) :

- w;,l/(d? ia a)

Lemmal[6.3is one of the important results of this paper. It establishes that under any instance 8 € ©%, the empirical
state-action visitation proportions converge w.h.p. to wg , for every v € W*(0). Disregarding the scaling factor
7 in the expression for wy ,,, the above result implies that under the instance 6, the empirical state-action visitation
proportions converge to the desired set YW*(0). This, as we shall soon see, is pivotal to establishing asymptotic
optimality of the policy RSTL-DTRACK. In the proof, we show that under the policy RSTL-DTRACK, the MDP Mg g
possesses a “near-ergodicity” property in the following sense: for any fixed n, if # = m, is used for selecting the
arms at all times, then by virtue of Lemma[3.3] the corresponding transition kernel Qg  is ergodic; let its stationary
distribution under the instance 8 be w ,,. We find a bound on |jwg ,, — wp , |l to arrive at the exponential bound in
@o).

6.2 Key Results on the Performance of RSTL-DTRACK

In this section, we present the key results on the performance of RSTL-DTRACK policy. The first result below demon-
strates that any arbitrary arms selection rule, in conjunction with the stopping rule in 0) and the threshold in (39),
satisfies the desired error probability constraint.

Proposition 6.4. Fix 0 € ©X. Forall § € (0,1),

K
Po (In>K: > Y N(ndia)Dx(Qu(-|d,ia)llQor(-|dia)>((nd)|<d. (48
(d,i)eSgr a=1
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Consequently, for any algorithm with an arbitrary sampling rule, stopping time T given by (@Q) (with the threshold as
in ), and best arm recommendation @ = arg max, 7, (1) we have

]P)G(T <00, Mg < 77(1*(9)) <9d. (49)

In particular, we note that holds for the proposed arms selection rule in (36). The next result below shows that the
stopping time of policy RSTL-DTRACK is finite almost surely, and satisfies an almost-sure asymptotic upper bound
that nearly matches with the lower bound in (27).

RSTL-DTRACK

Proposition 6.5. Fixn € (0,1). Forall 6 € (0,1), the stopping time T of policy ©
and hence mRSTVDTRACK ¢ T[(§). Furthermore,

is finite almost surely,

T 1
Py | lim sup — - =1, (50)
0 ( 610 1Og(1/6) Tumf(e) (1 - 77) TR(0)>
where T:..(0) in (50) is defined as
wif(0) = inf " Zu“mf d,i,a) Dx(Qo.r(- | d,i,a)|Qar(- | d,i,a)). (51)

AEALT(0
(d i)eSr a=1

Having established that RSTL-DTRACK satisfies the desired error probability constraint, we present below the main
result of this section, an upper bound on the growth rate of the expected stopping time of RSTL-DTRACK.
Proposition 6.6. Fixn € (0,1). Forall § € (0,1), the expected stopping time Eg[7] of policy mRST--DTRACK g finite,
Furthermore,

) Eo[7] 1
lim sup < — . (52)
s log(1/6) = nT5(6) + (1 —n) T;(0)
Consequently, letting n | 0, we have
E
limsup lim sup ol7] < (53)

740 spo - log(1/0) = TH(6)

Combining Proposition[6.6]with Proposition[d.1l we see that 1/77,(6) captures the optimal growth rate of the expected
stopping time for BAI in restless bandits with problem instance 8 € 0%, i.e.,
1 . . EH [Tﬂ']

<liminf inf ————~ <limsup limsu
T5(0) = 010 nella(e) log(1/0) = "m0+ 00 log(1/d)

Eg [TFRSTL—DTRACK] 1

= THe)

(54)

7 Computational Feasibility of RSTL-DTRACK

In this section, we present an approach to render RSTL-DTRACK computationally feasible. In particular, we discuss
the computation of the infimum in (38) at each time step, which can be quite resource-intensive. Due to the presence
of arm delays, analytically simplifying this infimum any further is a formidable challenge, as discussed in Section
In this section, we propose an approach to alleviate the computational burden of evaluating the infimum in (38), at
the expense of trading off asymptotic optimality. Treating the function f that is used to define the single-parameter
exponential family of TPMs (see (I}) as a heuristic “reward” function for the finite-state MDP Mg g, and emulating
the techniques in [32]], we propose a proxy for the inner infimum term in the expression (28) for 7%(6), one that may
be easily computed in closed form. For all & € ©F and R € N, we show that the proxy term, say U (0), satisfies
Ur(0) < TF(0). Furthermore, following the template of Algorithm Il and replacing the test statistic Z(n) in (38)

with U]*%(é(n)) at any given time n, we show that an asymptotic upper bound of 1/Uf(0) may be achieved, thus
leading to mismatched lower and upper bounds and, thereby, asymptotic sub-optimality.

7.1 Some Notations

We now introduce some notations. Fix R € N and 8 € ©K. Let Mg, r denote the MDP with state space Si and
transition probabilities Qg r defined in (T6). Fix v € (0,1) and time instant N > K. For any policy , let

Ve r(d,i) =Eg lz V" f(Xn) | (A(N),i(N)) = (d,i)| , (d,i) € Sr, (55)

n=N
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where f : & — R is the same function appearing in (I)) and is used to define the single-parameter exponential family
of TPMs. In writing (33)), we treat f(X,,) as the heuristic “reward” of the MDP M. g at time n. Then, (B3) defines
the value function associated with policy 7. Furthermore, we note that the expectation in (33) is over the randomness
induced by policy m. Because the MDP Mg g is defined over the finite state space Sg, there exists a deterministic

stationary policy, say 75 » = [7p p(d,i) : (d,i) € Sgr] T, such that (see, for instance, [13, Theorem 6.2.10])

Tp.r € argmax Vg p . (56)

Let V' be the value function of policy 75 p. Furthermore, denote the optimal )-value function corresponding to
policy 7 by

QV;,R(d’iaa) =Eg Z ,_Yn f(Xn) (d(N)vi(N)vAN) = (dviva) ) (dviva) € Sg X [K] . (57)
n=N
We note that the expectation in is over the randomness induced by policy 7y . Let
AH,R(duiua) = V;R(dai) - QVE,R(dviua) ) (58)
and accordingly, define
OR = éqin Ag r(d,i,a) . (59)

a#mg (di)

Subsequently, denote the span of Vg j, by

sp(VB*R) = (d,i),I(g?ﬁs)ESR |V0*,R(d7 i) - VG*,R(d/v i/)| ) (60)

Finally, let

Var(Vg*)R|d, i,a) = Variance(d,yi,)NQeyR(,|d7i_’a)(VG*)R(d’, i")), (d,i,a) € Sg x [K], (61)
Varmax(Vg ) == max Var(Vyg pld, i, 75 z(d,1)) . (62)
’ (d,i)eSr ’ ’

7.2 A Proxy for the Inner Infimum in (28)

Following [32]], we propose a proxy for the inner infimum term in (28) that is computationally easy to solve, and
subsequently use it as a substitute for the test statistic Z(n) at any given time n. Given any 8 € ©F and v € X (0),
this proxy is defined as

-1

Hg r(d,i,a) Hg p
0) = ’ ' 63
x(¥:9) @i v(d,1,a) min_ v(d,i,75(d,1)) | (63)
amy p(di) (d,i)eSr
where the terms Heg r(d, i,a) and Hy 5 are defined as
Ho n(d.ia) 2 16 Var(Vy gld. i, ) soVg ) \° o
o.rRA,1,0) = S5~ max r . ) ). )
A r(d,i,a) Af gr(d,i,a) A r(d,i,a)
4/3
7 2 i 27 16 Varmax(V(;R) sp(Ve r) 4
= — 4t min{ ——————, max — , —
SR (1= 7)? (AgTR)? (AFR?2 (1) (g2 (1 -2 "\ AgR(1-7)
(65)

The next result, which is an adaptation of [32, Lemma 1], shows that the proxy is a lower bound on the inner infimum
term in(28).

Lemma 7.1. (Adaptation of [32) Lemma 1]) For all @ € ©% and v € Si(0), we have x(v,0) < (v, 0), where
¥(v, 0) is as defined in (30).

The proof of Lemma[Z]follows along similar lines as the proof of [32} Lemma 1], and is omitted for brevity.
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7.3 A Computationally Efficient Alternative to RSTL-DTRACK

Using the proxy defined in the previous section, we propose an alternative policy to RSTL-DTRACK, which is computa-
tionally efficient, by implementing two key modifications to RSTL-DTRACK. Before we describe these modifications,
we introduce some notations. Given any 0 € O, let

X*(0) := argsup x(v,0) (66)
vEXR(O)

denote the set of all probability distributions over S x [K] that maximise y over the set ¥z (0). For any n > K,
denote the vector of empirical state-action frequencies at time n by

N(n)  [N(n,d,i,a)
n—K+1 | n—-K+1

.
. (d,i,a) € Sk x [K]} . (67)

Notice that the optimisation problem in (66) has a convex objective function (the mapping v — x(v, ) is convex) with
a convex set of constraints X z(0), and therefore X'*(0) may easily be computed using an algorithm such as projected
sub-gradient.

The modifications to RSTL-DTRACK that lead to a computationally efficient policy are as follows.

1. In lines 8,9 of Algorithm[I] we replace Z(n) with x (nljl(f}rl ) é(n))

2. To implement 7, in line 13, we pick an arbitrary v} € A™* (OA(n —1)) (instead of picking v}y € W* (g(n -1))
in RSTL-DTRACK), and use the chosen 7, to design 7, according to (33).

Except for the above modifications, we retain the other lines of Algorithm [1] as is. We call the modified policy
RSTL-DTRACK-EFF and use 7RSTH-PTRACK-EFF 44 its shorthand representation.

7.4 Theoretical Guarantees for RSTL-DTRACK-EFF

In this section, we provide the theoretical guarantees for the proposed RSTL-DTRACK-EFF policy. To start, we note
that the guarantees of Lemma[6.1land Lemmal[6.2]hold as is for RSTL-DTRACK-EFF. The key element in the proofs
of the above results is an exploitation of the following property of 7,,: for any state-action tuple (d,i,a) € Sg x [K],

mo(ald, i) > e, 7" (a|d, 1) ,

which holds under RSTL-DTRACK-EFF. Furthermore, recall that RSTL-DTRACK-EFF picks an arbitrary v}y €

~

X*(0(n — 1)) at each time step n, and uses this to select arm A,, ~ 7,(-|d(n),i(n)). In contrast, RSTL-DTRACK

~ ~

uses W*(0(n)) to replaceX*(0(n)). Hence, an analogue of Lemmal6.3] holds for RSTL-DTRACK-EFF, with WW*(8)
replaced with X'*(6).
Next, we note that the guarantee in Proposition[6.4holds as is for RSTL-DTRACK. Indeed, from Lemmal[Z.1] we note

that (nlj(—;}rl, g(n)) < (%L;J)rl, 5(77,)) = Z(n) for all n > K, and therefore

PB(H”ZK:X(H_L;)W

The proof technique in Appendix [Jtan be followed to demonstrate that the right-hand of (68)) is upper bounded by 4,
thus establishing the counterpart of Proposition[6.4] for RSTL-DTRACK-EFF. It then remains to establish the analogues
of Proposition[6.3] and Proposition[6.6] for RSTL-DTRACK-EFF.

é(n)) > ((n, 5)) <Pg(3n > K : Z(n) > ((n,0)) . (68)

Given any 8 € ©F, define
UA(0) = sup x(1,9). (69)
vEXR(0)
The next result presents the asymptotic growth rate of the stopping time of RSTL-DTRACK-EFF.
Proposition 7.2. Fixn € (0,1).
RSTL-DTRACK-EFF

1. For all § € (0,1), the stopping time T of policy w
gRSTLDIRACK-ERY 2 T1(§5). Furthermore,

Py <lirn sup———— < L ) =1. (70)

is finite almost surely, and hence

50 log(1/8) = nT5i(0) + (1 —n) Ux(6)
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RSTL-DTRACK-EFF

2. Forall § € (0,1), the expected stopping time Eg[7] of policy w is finite. Furthermore,

. Eg [T] 1
lim sup < — — . (71)
sto - og(1/6) = nTH(0) + (1 —n) Ug(6)
Consequently, in the limit of n) |, 0, we have
E 1
lim sup lim sup ol7] < (72)

nl0 sp0  log(1/0) = Ug(8)

Recall that the lower bound in is for all policies in TI(§). Combining Proposition[Z.2] with Propositiond.1] we get

]EG [Tﬂ] Eg [Tﬂ-RSTL-DTRACK-EFF] 1

1

<liminf inf ———= <limsup limsup < .
Tﬁ(e) 040  mwellr(d) lOg(l/é) nl0 510 10g(1/5) U§(0)

The proof of Proposition [Z.2] follows along the exact same lines as those of Propositions and by replacing

W*(0) with X*(0) and T7(0) with U%(0). The full proof is omitted for brevity.

Thus, while the computational feasibility of RSTL-DTRACK-EFF is notable, it suffers from asymptotic sub-optimality,
as evidenced by (Z3). In contrast, RSTL-DTRACK is asymptotically optimal (as evidenced by (34)), albeit compu-
tationally infeasible. This underscores the fundamental trade-off between computational feasibility and asymptotic
optimality, a crucial consideration in pure exploration problems such as BAIL

(73)

8 CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this paper, we have studied BAI in restless multi-armed bandits under the fixed-confidence regime, when the TPM
of each arm belongs to a single-parameter exponential family of TPMs and the arm parameters are unknown. We
have shown that the restless nature of the arms gives rise to the notion of arm delays and last observed states, the
combination of which constitutes an MDP with a countable state space and a finite action space. By constraining the
delay of each arm to be at most 2 for some fixed, positive integer R, we have reduced the countable state space to
a finite set, making the problem amenable to tractable analysis. Under the above R-max-delay constraint, we have
obtained a problem instance-dependent lower bound on the limiting growth rate of the expected stopping time (time
required to find the best arm) subject to an upper bound on the error probability, in the limit as the error probability
vanishes. We have showed that the lower bound is characterized by the solution to a max-min optimization problem in
which the outer ‘max’ is over the set of all state-action occupancy measures satisfying (a) the R-max-delay constraint,
and (b) a natural flow-conservation constraint. The inner ‘min’ is over the set of alternative problem instances. We
have devised a policy (RSTL-DTRACK) for BAI, based on the idea of D-tracking [[14], that first estimates the unknown
parameters of the arms, and then samples an arm at any given time according to a conditional probability distribution
on the arms, conditioned on the values of arm delays and last observed states at that time. As for the stopping rule,
we have devised a test statistic whose form is akin to that of the inner ‘min’ expression of the lower bound, but with
the true MDP state-action-state transition probabilities replaced with its empirical counterpart. In conjunction with
a random threshold that is a function of the desired error probability, we have designed a rule for stopping further
selection of arms whenever the test statistic exceeds the threshold. We have shown that our policy stops in finite time
almost surely, satisfies the desired error probability, and is asymptotically optimal.

The computational complexity of the RSTL-DTRACK policy is a notable concern, particularly regarding the computa-
tion of the infimum in (38) at each time step, which can be quite resource-intensive. Due to the presence of arm delays,
simplifying this infimum any further is a formidable challenge, as discussed in Section[3l One potential approach to
alleviating this computational burden is to adopt a technique proposed in [21]]. Their method involves expressing the
inner infimum in the lower bound using “projection measures,” which is computationally more tractable, especially for
single-parameter exponential families. However, unlike in [21], the projection measures in our specific context will de-
pend on v, the variable of optimization in the outer ‘sup’ expression of the lower bound; this in turn may be attributed
to the arm delays in our setting. Resolving this challenge remains an open issue and an intriguing avenue for further
research. Additionally, recent studies, such as [35]], have demonstrated the promise of Thomson sampling-based poli-
cies in reducing computational complexity of BAI. It could be worthwhile to explore the extensions to restless settings,
which might offer further computational efficiencies and improve the performance of our policy.

Future directions: While we keep R fixed throughout the paper, it is interesting to note that T%(8), the constant
appearing in the lower bound, is monotone increasing in R and therefore admits a limit as R — oo; see Remark[3] It
is natural to expect that limp_,o T5;(0) = T*(0), where T*(0) is the constant governing the lower bound without
the maximum delay constraint. A cursory examination of the analysis in [30, Section XI] reveals that the above
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relation indeed holds in the special case when the observations from each arm are i.i.d. However, in the general
setting of restless arms, it is unclear whether the above relation holds, and a formal justification of this could be an
interesting future direction. While it is natural to expect that 77 (0) ought to depend on the mixing times of the arms,
our analysis does not bring out this dependence explicitly. Considering a simple 2-armed restless bandit problem with
S = {0,1} in which one arm yields i.i.d. observations according to Ber(1/2) distribution while the other arm is a
slowly mixing Markov process, characterizing 77 (6) explicitly in terms of the mixing time of the second arm could be
an interesting direction to explore. Furthermore, considering a dataset of offline observations from arms with inherent
delays, an investigation into how incorporating this offline data affects the overall sample complexity of BAI along
the lines of [36] would be insightful. Finally, we note that the extensions to hidden Markov observations from the
arms, wherein at each time n, the learner observes Y,, = u(X,,) for some known/unknown function u, may be of
interest. Here, the technical key challenge is that while successive observations X, and X,,1 from any given arm
possess a Markov dependence, the same may not be said about Y;, and Y,,;;. While [16] considers hidden Markov
observations in rested bandits, the lower bound therein does not capture the “hidden” aspect of the observations. It may
therefore be worthwhile to first establish a lower bound for BAI with hidden Markov observations in rested bandits
and subsequently undertake a formal study of restless hidden Markov bandits.
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A Notations

K | Number of arms
[K] | Shorthand for {1, ..., K}, the set of arms
S | State space of each arm
P | Generator matrix defining the parametric family of TPMs
f S — R | Reward function defining the parametric family of TPMs
© | Space of parameters
# | Generic parameter belonging to ©
Py | TPM associated with parameter € © (defined in (2))
Péi, d € N | d-fold product of Py with itself
0, | Parameter of arm a € [K]
ng, | Stationary mean of arm a (defined in (3))
0 | Shorthand for [0, : a € [K]]T € ©%, a problem instance
a*(0) | Best arm under the instance 8 € ©F (defined in (G))
ALT(0) | Set of instances alternative to 6 (defined in (@)
Py Exponential tilt of generator P (defined in ()
p(6), 6 € © | Perron—Frobenius eigenvalue of Py
A:© — R | Shorthand for A(6) =logp(9), 6 € ©
A:© — R | Derivative of A
A"':R — © | Inverse of A
Ay € [K] | Arm selected at time n
X, € S | State of arm A,,
d | Generic vector of arm delays [d, : a € [K]]T € N¥
i | Generic vector of last observed states of the arms [i, : a € [K]]T € 8K
d(n) | Vector of arm delays at time n
i(n) | Vector of last observed states of the arms at time n
R | Maximum delay parameter
7t | Uniform arm selection policy (defined in (19))
7%(n) € R | Estimate of mean of arm a at time n (defined in (33))
n(n) € RX | Shorthand for the vector [7%(n) : a € [K]]T
f4(n) € © | Shorthand for A= (7% (n))
6(n) € ©K | Shorthand for the vector [6,(n) : a € [K]]T
n € (0,1) | Mixture parameter (appearing in (34))
1 € REX | Shorthand for the vector [ng, : a € [K]]T

Table 1: List of important notations appearing in the paper.
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B Proof of Lemma [3.1]

Fix 8 € ©F and (d,1i), (d’,i’) € S. Let
M :=min{d>1:P%j|i)>0 VijeS}, (74)

where P is the generator of the single-parameter exponential family of TPMs defined in ). From [37, Proposition
1.7], we know that M < 4oc0. Fix n > K, and suppose that (d(n),i(n)) = (d,i). Let = denote the uniform arm
selection policy that selects the arms uniformly at random at each time instant. We now demonstrate that there exists
an integer N (possibly depending on (d, i) and (d’,i’)) such that (I3) holds under 7. Without loss of generality, let
the components of d’ satisfy the ordering dj > dy > --- > dj = 1. Order the components of d in decreasing
order. Consider the following sequence of arm selections and observations: for a total of M time instants, from n
to n + M — 1, select the arms in a round-robin fashion in the decreasing order of their component d values. At

time n + M, select arm 1 and observe state i} on it. Thereafter, select arms 2,. .., K in a round-robin fashion in the
decreasing order of their component d values until time n + M + d} — d, — 1. Attime n + M + d} — db, select arm
2 and observe state 5 on it. Continue the round-robin sampling on arms 3, ..., K till time n + M + d} — dj — 1. At

time n + M + dj — dj, select arm 3 and observe state 5 on it. Continue this process till arm K is selected at time
n+ M + dj — 1 and the state 7/ is observed on it.

Clearly, the above sequence of arm selections and observations results in (d(n + N),i(n + N)) = (d’,i’) for N =
M + d. Furthermore, using the preceding value for N, the probability in (I3) may be lower bounded by

N [E .

a=1
where in (Z3), (1/K)® is from the uniform selection of arms, and the strict positivity of the term within square braces
follows by noting from (2)) that for each 6 € ©,
Pljli)>0 = PJ(j|i)>0 VYd>M,i,j€S.

This completes the proof.

C Proof of Lemma[3.3

From [30, Lemma 1], we know that Qg ruir = {Qg ms(d’,i'|d,i) : (d,i), (d’,i") € Sg} is ergodic (albeit with one
modification: the quantity M appearing in the proof of [30, Lemma 1] must be replaced with M as defined in (Z4)).
Using the preceding result together with the fact that 7% (a|d, i) > 0 for all valid (d, i, a) tuples proves the lemma.

D Proof of Lemma 3.4

First, we note that

N(n,d",i') = Z Lram=ar,it)=i}
t=K
K n
= liar)=a’,i(x)=1} + Z Z Z Lia@—1)=d,i(t—1)=i,A,_1=a,d(t)=d",i(t)=i'}
(d)eSp a=1 t=K+1
K N(n—1,d,i,a)

= L{a(x)=a’i(k)=i'} + Z Z Z Liw. (dia)=a.i)} (76)

(d,i)eSR a=1 u=1

where W, (d, i, a) denotes the next state of the MDP when, for the u-th time, the state (d,i) appeared and arm a
was chosen subsequently. We then note that for all (d,i,a) € Sg x [K], the events {N(n — 1,d,i,a) > u} and
{Wu(d,i,a) = (d’,i’)} are independent of one another. Indeed, let 7,(d, i, a) denote the instant at which, for the
u-th time, the state (d, i) appeared and arm a was chosen subsequently. Then, noting that 7, (d, i,a) < n — 1 almost
surely under the event { N(n — 1,d,i,a) > u}, we have

Po(Wu(d,i,a) = (d',i) | N(n—1,d,i,a) > u)
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1
L

]P)G(Wu(dviva) = (dlvi/)aTu(dv iaa) =t | N(n - 1adai7a) Z U)

[
i
=

i
L

(]

]P)Q(Wu(dviva) = (dlvi/) | Tu(da i,CL) = t) ' ]P)Q(Tu(d, iaa) =t | N(?’L— 17d7i7a) Z u)

i
=

i
L

(]

Po((d(t+1),i(t + 1)) = (d',1) | (d(n),i(t), A;) = (d,i,a)) - Pe(ru(d, i,a) =t | N(n —1,d,i,a) > u)

i
=

i
L

(]

Po((d(t+1),i(t + 1)) = (d',1) | (d(n),i(t), A;) = (d,i,a)) - Pe(ru(d, i,a) =t | N(n —1,d,i,a) > u)

30
Lox

Qo .r(d',i'|d,i,a) - Pge(7u(d, i,a) =t | N(n —1,d,i,a) > u)

)

Q,R(d/vi/|daiaa)7 (77)

where the penultimate line follows from (I3). On the other hand, it is straightforward to see that Pe (W, (d,i,a) =
(d’,i")) = Qo,r(d’,i’|d, 1, a), which is identical to the right-hand side of ({Z7).

Writing (Z6) as

=

K oo

N(n,d',i') = 1ja(r)=a,i(x)=i} + Z Z Z Liw, (d,i,0)=(d",i)} L{N(n—-1,d,i,a)>u}> (78)
(d,i)eSgr a=1 u=1

taking expectations on both sides of (Z8), and using the monotone convergence theorem, we get

K o
Eo[N(n,d',i)] =Po(d(K) =d,i(K) =i)+ > > > Qonr(d ildiac)Pe(N(n-14d,ia)>u)

(d,i)eSR a=1 u=1

K
=Po(d(K) =d i(K)=i)+ Y > Qor(d i|dia)Ee[N(n—1,d,i,a). (79)
(d,i)eSg a=1
The desired follows from by simply noting that Pe(d(K) = d’,i(K) =1') < 1 and
E¢[N(n —1,d,i,a)] < Eg[N(n,d,i,a)] <Eg[N(n—1,d,i,a)] + 1
forall (d,i,a) € Sg x [K].

E Proof of Proposition 4.1]

We do not provide all the detailed steps here, as most of them follow straightforwardly from [30]. Let & € ©% be fixed.
Recall the assumption that each of the arms is selected once at the beginning, from time n = 0 ton = K — 1. For
alln > K and X € ©K let Zg.a(n) denote the log-likelihood ratio (LLR) of all the arm selections and observations
from the arms up to time n under the instance @ versus that under the instance A. That is,

]P)G (AO:n7 XO:n)

Z =log ————M—<
9,)\(”) ©8 P)\ (AO:n7 XO:n) ’

n>K. (80)

It can be easily shown that

P (j | a

Zorn zlogp M S Y Y Ned e g e ) &)
a-1) (d,i)eSg a=1 j€S PAa (J | ia)

In (&I), X2, denotes the sample observed from arm a when it is selected for the first time at n = a — 1, and

N(n,d,i,a, j) denotes the number of times up to time n the state (d, i) appeared, arm a was selected subsequently,

and state j € S was observed on arm a. Noting that the the action-observation pair (a, j) together with (d, i) defines
the next state (d’,i’) uniquely, we write

la d’,i'ld,i
Z N(n7d7i7a7]) ]‘Og% = Z N(”? d7 i7 a’7dl’il) 10 Q07R( ,l | 717 a/) (82)

g TR
JjES Aa ( |’L¢1) (d’,i")eSr QA,R(dI,llld,l,a)

25



OPTIMAL BEST RESTLESS MARKOV ARM IDENTIFICATION WITH FIXED CONFIDENCE

where N(n,d,i,a,d’,i’) denotes the number of times up to time n the state (d,i) appeared, arm a was chosen
subsequently, and the state (d’,i’) resulted. We also note that

Eo[N(n,d,i,a,d’,i)] = Eg[N(n,d,i,a)] - Qo.r(d’,i|d,i,a) Vn> K. (83)

Fix § € (0,1) and a policy 7 € TIg(J); here, I (9) is as defined in @3). Assume that Eg[r,] < -+odl. Using standard
change-of-measure arguments for restless bandits (cf. [30, Appendix A-A], it can be shown that

)\egg(g) Eg[Zo A(n)] > d(6,1 —0) ¥n > K, (84)

where d(d,1 — 0) denotes the KL divergence between the distributions Bernoulli(d) and Bernoulli(1 — §). We note
here that 1), 22)), (83), and hold when n is replaced by 7, with Eg[7,] < +00. We then have

inf ]EQ[ZQ_’)\(TW)]
A€ALT(0)

_ inf Z]E log Z Z Z E [N(T diad i/)] 10g QH,R(d/,illduiaa)
AEALT(0 0 ( 0 R ’ Q)\.,R(d/ai/|dviva)

d,i)eSg a=1 (d’,i’)eSr

K
(@ . Po(X7_1) . . .
= \nf 1> Eo [logﬁ + > ZEe[Nm,d,l,a)] Dxi.(Qo.r(- | d.1.0)[[Qx r(- | d.i,a))

a=1 (d,i)ESR a=1

_ Po szl 1)
B Ae}xrg 0) [ZEG [log )}

+ Z ZEG Tﬂvdviva)] DKL(QG,R(' | dviva)HQ)\,R(' | duiva)):|

(d,i)eSg a=1
K
Pa(X“_ﬁ]
Eg |log —4—~~
> o Jlog 5

N(7r,d,i,a)] . .
+ (Bo[tn — K + 1)) (dZGS ; Folrr — K + 1] Dx(Qo,r(- | d,i,a)(|Qx r(- | dulua))‘|

= inf
)\GALT(G)

< sup inf
VEXR(0) AEALT(0)

o5

+ (Bolre — K +1]) Y Z (d,i,a) DKL(QQVR(-|d,i,a)|Q>\yR(-|d,i,a))], (85)

(d I)ESR a=1
where (a) above follows from applying (&3)) to 7., and the last line follows by noting that

{EQ[N(TW, d,i,a)] }
Eolrx — K +1] J (410

is a probability distribution on Sg x [K], satisfies the flow conservation property (21, the R-max-delay constraint
22), and therefore an element of Xz (). The above fractional term may hence be upper bounded by the supremum
over all elements of Xz (8), thereby leading to (83). We thus have

d(5,1-3) _ s lZEO [log Pg(X2_ )}

10g(1/5) T LESR(O) AGALT(G Py (Xg 1)

+ (EG[TTF - K+ 1]) Z Z V(dv i a) DKL(QG,R(' | d.i, G)HQA,R(' | d.i, a))
(d,i)eSgr a=1
(86)
for all w € IIg(d). Noting that the first term on the right hand side of (86) is not a function 4, and using the fact that
d(6,1—10)/log(1/6) — 1 as d | 0, we arrive at (27).

*If this condition is not satisfied, then Eg[7,] = +00 and the lower bound @7) holds trivially.
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F Proof of Lemma

Fix (v,0) € Xr(0) x ©X such that a*(8) is unique. Define

.00 = > Z (d,i,a) DxL(Qo.r(- | d,i,a)||Qar(- | d,i,a)). (87)

(d I)ESR a=1

Clearly, v is continuous in its arguments. From (8, it is evident that for each 8 € ©, the set of alternatives ALT(6) is
non-compact (in fact, an open subset of RX). To show that v in (30) is continuous, we employ [17, Theorem 1.2], a
version of Berge’s maximum theorem [38| p. 84] for non-compact image sets. For completeness, we restate this result
below.

Definition F.1. (K-inf compactness) Let X, Y be two topological spaces, ® : X — 2¥ be a mapping from X to the
power set of Y, and let K(X) denote the collection of all compact subsets of X. Let

Grx(®) ={(z,y) e XxY:y € ®(x)}

denote the graph of ®. A function u : X x Y — R is called K-inf compact on Grx(®) if for every compact set
K € K(X), the lower level set
{(z,y) e KXY :y € ®(x), u(z,y) < a}

is compact for all a € R.

Lemma F.2. [17] Theorem 1.2] Let X, Y be two topological spaces, ® : X — 2Y be a mapping from X to the power
set of Y, and u : X X Y — R be a real-valued mapping on X x Y. Let K(X) denote the collection of all compact
subsets of X. Assume that

1. Xis compactly generated, i.e., each set A C X is closed in X if AN K is closed in K for every K € K(X).
2. ® is lower semi-continuous.

3. w is K-inf compact and upper semi-continuous on Grx(®).
Then, the function v : X — R defined via v(x) = inf,cq(y) u(z,y) is continuous.

In the following, we carefully verify that the hypotheses of Lemmal[E2] are satisfied in the context of our setting, with
X =3Xg(0) x 0K, Y = 0%, and ® : X — 2" as the mapping (v, 0, X) — ®(v,0, ) = ALT(0) C Y.

1. Verification of hypothesis 1: The first hypotheses to verify is that X is compactly generated. This hypothesis
holds in our work as X = ¥ () x ©X is locally compact and hence compactly generated [39, Lemma 46.3,
p. 283].

2. Verification of hypothesis 2: The second hypothesis to verify is that ® is lower-hemicontinuous at (v, 6).
In order to verify this hypothesis, we show a slightly stronger result, namely that ® is hemicontinuous (or
simply continuous) at (v, ). Let (v,,,,) be a sequence in L x(0) x OX such that (v,,80,) — (v,0) as
n — oo. Le

Nax(6) — MaXg£a*(8) Ta

1 .

From Lemma we know that A is continuous; therefore, there exists £(¢) such that for all §, A € ©

satisfying |0 — A| < &(g), we have |ng — na| < e. Also, there exists N = N (e) such that for

V?”LZN, H(Vﬂven)_(yve)” <§(5)7 Hen_BH <§(5)'
Because of the choice of ¢ and the fact that a*(8) is unique, it follows that for all n > N,
O (v, 0,) = ALT(0,,) = ALT(0) = (1, 0),

E =

thus establishing the continuity of ® at (v, 0).

3. Verification of hypothesis 3: The third and last hypothesis to verify is that u : X X Y — R as defined in (87)
satisfies the following properties:

(a) w is upper-semicontinuous on its graph
Grx(®) ={(1,0,\) eXXY: A€ P(r,0)} = {(r,0,A) e X xY: X e ALT(0)}.

5Any € such that max g4+ () Na + € < 1qx () — € WOrks.
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(b) w is K-inf compact on its graph Grx (®).

Because u is continuous, it is also upper-semicontinuous on its graph, and hypothesis 3(a) follows. Hypothe-
sis 3(b) follows from [40, Lemma 2.1(i)], noting that ® is upper-hemicontinuous (a fact that follows from the
continuity of ® established above).

With the hypotheses of Lemma [E2] now verified, it follows from the preceding result that ¢ is continuous at (v, 0).
The above arguments may be extended to show that ) is continuous at all (v, ) such that a*(8) is unique[d

Using the continuity of ¢ just established, and noting that (a) X z(8) is compact for all # € O, and (b) 8 — L ()
is hemicontinuous (i.e., upper-hemicontinuous and lower-hemicontinuous) thanks to the continuity of 8 — Qg g,
a simple application of the Berge’s maximum theorem [38| p. 84] yields that @ — T*(0) is continuous and that
6 — W*(0) is upper-hemicontinuous and compact-valued. This completes the proof.

G Proof of Lemma

G.1 Proof of Part 1
The proof below is an adaptation of the one in [32} Appendix D.1]. To prove (41l), we consider the event

£= |J {3M >o0suchthatVn > K, N(n,d’,i,d') < M}, (88)
(d/7i/)a/)

and demonstrate that Pg(£) = 0. For each 2’ = (d’,1’, a’), let

&, :={3IM > OsuchthatVn > K, N(n,d’,i’,a’) < M}. (89)
We shall demonstrate below that Pg(€,/) = 0 for all 2’ € Sg x [K]. Towards this, let
= min{r > 1: 37 such that Qp . (d’,i'|d,i) > 0} . (90)

max
(d,i),(d",i)eSr

A straightforward extension of Lemma[3.1l(without the R-max-delay constraint) to include the R-max-delay constraint
shows that the MDP Mg g is communicating, i.e., for all (d, i), (d’,i’) € Sg, there exists r € N and a policy 7 such
that Qp (d’,i’|d,i) > 0. In other words, there exists a path of length r to reach the state (d’,1’) starting from the
state (d,i). Observe that r < mg by the definition of mg. Furthermore, for any a,a’ € [K], the state-action pair
(d’,1’, a’) may be reached starting from (d, i, a) in at most mg + 1 steps in the following manner:

(da i) — (d”a i//) (dlv i/) o1

select a shortest path from (d’/,i’’) to (d’,i’)

In (@I), (d”,1"”) is an intermediate state that results from selecting arm a in state (d, i). Observe that the length of the
shortest path from (d”,i”) to (d’, i) is no more than mg. We therefore have

— 1 T A / .
Yo = (d,i,aﬂiir’l,i’,a/) 1§rrr§l%zxe+1 Qo .(d',i',d'|d,i,a) > 0. (92)
Policy ™

Next, we note the following result which is a simple consequence of the finiteness of S x [K].
Lemma G.1. There exists (d,i,a) € Sg x [K| such that under the uniform policy ™, the state-action pair (d,1i,a)
appears infinitely often.

Let Z = {(d,i,a) : (d,1i,a) appears infinitely often under 7'"}. Going further, we fix z = (d,i,a) € Z and
z' = (d,1,a') € Sg x [K] arbitrarily. If 2’ € Z, then it is immediate that Pg(E,/) = 0. Suppose that 2’ ¢ Z. From
the communicating property of the MDP My g, we know that there exists (r*, 7*) (possibly depending on z, z’) such
that QQTW* (2'|z) > 0. Note that for all n > K,

Q07Tr’n (Z/|Z) = Q07Tr'n, (dlv i/a a/|da ia a)
= Qo.r(d’,1'|d,i,a) - m,(a'|d’,1")

W Qo.r(d,1|d,i,a) - (eom™f(a'|d, 1) + (1 — ) 7"

L@l i)

> Qo.r(d',¥|d,i,a) -

®Recall that the uniqueness of a*(6) was used in the verification of hypothesis 2.
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> Qo.r(d,1|d,1,a) - %" (|, 1)
= 2 Qo (]2, 93)

where (a) above follows from the definition of 7, in (B3).

Let 7% (2) denote the time instant at which the state-action z appears for the kth time, k& € N. Then, conditioned on a
realisation of {m,, }5° ; and {7%(2)}.ez ken, we have

Po(Eor [ {mn}ney, {Tk(z)}ZEZ,kEN)
<Py <3N S.LVE >N, (d(75(2) +77),i(70(2) +77), Ay () 4r) # 27 | {Tn oy, {Tk(z)}zez,kel\f)

IN

gk fMg
2

Pg

N

Vk > N, (d(71(2) +77),i(m(2) +77), A 2y 4re) 7 2" [ {0 f ot {Tk(z)}zez,keN>

—~
s}
=

Po (@) + 1), 0((:) 4 1) A r) 2 2| 1), 20T )

N=1 k=N

00 00 TR (2)+7r"
=> I |t-| II @om 2D
N=1 k=N | n=7,(z)+1

00 00 TR (2)+r" c
<X I - II 7@~ |G
N=1 k=N n=7,(z)+1

o fe’e) [ Yo T (2)+r"
S P~ -

N=1 k=N L n=1y(z)+1

S oo | T (2)+me+1
S Hp(T ) o0
N=1 k=N L n=1y(z)+1

where (a) above follows from the strong Markov property, and the last line follows by noting that r* < mg + 1 and
g, < 1for all n. Because ([@4) holds for all realisations of {m,, }52,, marginalising across all such realisations, we get

Tk(2)+me+1

Po(E.r [ {r(2)}2e2 ken) < Z H Kms H En Vz e Z. (95)
N=1 k=N n=1,(z)+1
This implies that
T (2)+me+1
H Po(Exr | {mw(2)}2e2 ken) Z H H Kme H en || - (96)
2€EZ N.:z€Z z€Z k=N, n=7y(z)+1

We now note that for any k& € N, there exists a state-action pair z;, € Sg x [K] such that 7% (2) < kSg K, i.e., the
state-action pair zy, is seen k times up to time n = k Sk K (this can be easily argued via induction on k and using the
fact that [Sg x [K]| = Sg K). For this choice of {z;}72 ,, we have

Tk (2)+me+1 oo Tr(2)+me+1 )
111 |2 [ =)< I |-+ II »==®
ng - ng
2€Z k=N, n=1y(2)+1 z€Z k=max,cz N, L n=7(z)+1 ]
~ i T (2) +me+1 ) ]
S RN G
Kme
k=max,cz N, z€Z L n=7(z)+1 ]
0o ‘rk(zk)erngl .
S N g
> Kme
k=max.cz N, n=7y(zx)+1
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[e'e) ")/9 kSr K+mg+1 .

k=max,cz N, n=kSr K+1
=0 97

for all choices of {N, : z € Z}, where the penultimate line follows by noting that because n +— n 2T is
monotone decreasing, and 7x(z) < k Sg K for all & € N by definition, we have

Tk (2k)+me+1 . kSr K4+mg+1 .
H n 20+5p) > H n 20+5rR)  Vk > 1.
n=r1y(zr)+1 n=kSr K+1

Thus, implies that for all realisations of {7x(2)}.cz ken,

H Po(Exr | {7k(2)}2e2,ken) = 0. (98)

Z2EZ

Marginalising over all such realisations leads to Pg(&,/) = 0 for all 2/, which in turn implies that Pg(E) = 0.

G.2 Proof of Part 2

Our proofis inspired by the proof of Lemma 11 in [32]], with necessary modifications for the problem studied here. Let
Aa(0) be as defined in the statement of the lemma; we will soon specify the constant cg appearing in the definition
of A\ (0). Let Z and {71(z) : k € N} be as defined in Section above. In what follows, we prove that when

Ep = n_2<1+15R) , we have
Po <v2 € Z,Vk eN, 71.(2) < \a(0) k4) >1—a Yac(0,1). (99)

The desired result in then follows from by noting that for every z = (d,i,a) € Z and k € N, we have
N(m(2),d,1,a) = k, and therefore

{Tk(z) < Aa(0) k4} = {N(Tk(z),d,i,a) > (;Z(('Z)))M }

We now proceed to prove (@9). Fix o € (0,1). Let g : N — N be a strictly increasing function with g(0) = 0 and
g(k) > k forall k € N. Let

H= {VZEZ, Vk € N, Tk(Z)Sg(k)}. (100)
We shall prove below that
o L
Po(H) < K Sr Y _ 11 [1 -oo [] agw_l)ﬂmﬁz).ﬁz] , (101)
k=1 j=0 =1

where H denotes the complement of 7, the constant mg is as defined in and og is a constant that depends only
on 0; see LemmalG.2] below for a formal definition of og. We then tune &,, and g suitably so that the right-hand side
of (IQI) equals «. Note that

7= U {ni > a0}

z€Z k=1

~UJ U{ne> swmaavi <1560 <00} (102)

z€Z k=1

whence it follows from an application of the union bound that

Po(F) < 3 [mm@) > g(1) + 3 Po (mz) > g(k) and ¥j < k=1, 73(2) < gm)]
k=2

z€EZ
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<3 [Potn ) > 90) + 3o (m(e) > a0, () < g0~ ) |
k=2

z€EZ -

<3 [Botn ) > g(1)) + > % (7) = 7109 > 8) = g0k = 1), ma(2) < a6 )|

=l
<3 [Botnte +i (z Po(7(2) ~ 71(2) > 0(8) = 908 = 1) | 71(2) =) Po(reoa(2) =)
L
:; +Z nZ k,n(2) Po(Th— 1()—n)}, (103)
where
a1(z) = Pe(m1(2) > g(1)), (104)
akn(z) = Po <7’k(2) —1—1(2) > g(k) —glk—1) | T_1(2) = n) (105)

We now upper bound oy, ,,(2) foreach z € Z and k € N.

Upper bounding ay, ,,(z): Fix z € Z and k € N. In order to upper bound «y ,,(z), we write the transition kernel
Qo,x, forany n as follows:

_ An(2) (Qo.m (2]2") : # £ zr)
Qo.m, = ([Qm (2']2) 2 £ 2T Qo.x.(2]2) ' (106)

In writing (I06), we assume without loss of generality that the last row and last column of Qg ., correspond to state
z. Given 2’ # z,let q, (', —2) = [Qo.r, (2"]2") : 2 # 2] 7. Then, for all N € N, it follows that

n+N-—1
Po(rk(2) = Th-1(2) > N | Tk—1(2) = n) = an(z,72) H Az (107)
l=n+1

In (I07), 1 denotes the all-ones vector.
We now note the following result of interest. We continue with the above proof after the proof of the below result.
Lemma G.2. Let Qg , be as expressed in (106). Let
09,1 = min{Qg  uit(z'|2) : 2,2 € Z, Qg uit(z'|z) > 0}, (108)
09,2 = min{Qp wi(2'|2) 1 2,2" € Z, r € {1,...,me + 1}, Qp ru(2'|2) > 0}. (109)
where mg is as defined in QQ). Further, let o9 = 091 09 2. Then,

n+me+2

[ 4@

l=n+1

n+me+2
<1l-o0g H e, VneN. (110)
l=n+1

Proof of LemmalG.2l Let Z = Sg x [K], with cardinality |Z| = K Sg, be enumeratedas Z = {1,..., K Sgp — 1, z},
where z € Z corresponds to the last row and last column in the expression for Qg ., in (I06). In particular, we note
that A, (z) in (I06) is a matrix whose rows and columns are indexed by the elements from {1,..., K Sg — 1}. Given

ny,n2 € N, let
KSRfl no
ra(ning) = Y < 11 Al(2)> (2"|2") (111)

z'"=1 l=n1+1

denote the sum of elements of the matrix H?ﬁm +1 Ai(2) corresponding to the row indexed by 2’. We will now prove
that
n+me—+2

ra(nn+me+2)<l—og [[ & V& €{l,....KSp—1}, VneN. (112)
l=n+1

31



OPTIMAL BEST RESTLESS MARKOV ARM IDENTIFICATION WITH FIXED CONFIDENCE

The desired result in (ITQ) then follows from (I12)) by noting that

n+me+2

Il 4

l=n+1

—max{rz/(n,n+m9+2):z/e{l,...,KSR—l}}.

Fix an arbitrary z* € Z such that Qg_ﬁumf(z|z*) > 0g,1; such a z* is guaranteed to exist because the MDP Mg g is
communicating (Lemmal3.2). Then, forall n € N,

= 3 (Arnr(2) 127

z"=1
=1- QQ,TI'n+1 (Z|Z*)
< 1-— En+1 Qg)ﬂ.unil’(2|2*)
<1—06,16n+1- (113)

Similarly, for any n1,n92 € N, we have

K Sr—1 ni+ns
ree(nam ) =Y < II Al(2)> (2"|2")

z"=1 l=n1+1
KSr—1 KSr—1 /ni+na—1
SIS ) e (o)1)
=1 I=n1+1
KSr—1 /ni+no—1 K Sr—1
= 2 ( II 4G ) 2"z >-[ > (Am+n2<z>)<z"|z'">]
2 =1 l=n1+1 2"=1
KSr—1 /ni+n2—1
= Z < H A[ ) /H| )Tz///(n1+n2—1,n1+n2)
2" =1 I=n1+1
() KSr—1 /ni+na—1
Z < H Al ) ///| )
2"=1 l=n1+1

=71y (n1,n1 +ng—1)

=71y (n1,ny + 1)

<1—-061¢€n,+1, (114)
where (a) above follows from the fact that v, (ny + ng — 1,n1 + ng) < 1 forall 2/ € Z, and the last line above
follows from (TI13). Along similar lines as above, we note that for all 2/ € Z andn; € {1,...,mg + 1},

KSr—1 /n4+me+2
ro(n,n+ me+2) = Z ( H Al(z)> ("|2")
z"=1 l=n+1
KSr—1 KSr—1 n+ni n+me+2
- > X ( 11 Az<z>> (="12)- ( Il Az<z>> CAT%
z"=1 2 =1 l=n+1 l=n+ni+1
K Sr—1 n+ni K Srp—1 n+me-+2
— Z ( H Al ) "n /) . [ Z ( H Al(2)> (Z//|Z///)]
=1 l=n+1 z!"=1 l=n+ni+1
K Sr—1 n+niy
2 =1 l=n+1
n+niy n+ni
< ( H Al(z)> (27[2") - rae (n 4 n1,m +mg +2) + Z ( H Ai(z ) ("""
l=n+1 2" #£z* \l=n+1
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n+ni n+mni
<(1—o061 €n+n1+1)< H Az(z)) ) +1— ( H Az ) ')

l=n+1 l=n+1

n+ni
=1- 0'9,1 5n+n1+1 < H Al(z)> (Z*|Z/)

l=n+1

n+ni
<1— 06,1 Entmot2 ( 11 Al(z)> (2*|2"), (115)

l=n+1

where the last line follows from the fact that ¢,, is a decreasing sequence. By virtue of the fact that the MDP My g
is communicating, there exists = r(z’, 2*) such that Qp _..:(2*|2") > 0g2 > 0. Here, r < mg + 1; for a formal
justification of this, see Section[G.Il Using the preceding fact and setting n; = r in (I13), we get

n+r n+r
( I A ) e ( 11 slcze,,ru.m> (=*|2")

l=n+1 l=n-+1
n—+r
_ ( I ) Q1)
l=n+1
n—+r
> ( II al> ~00,2. (116)
l=n+1
Combining (I13) and (I16), we get
n—+r
ra(n,n+mg+2) <1—091002Entme+2 H 5
l=n+1
n+me—+1
S 1-— g0 5n+m9+2 H £l
l=n+1
n+me—+2
=1-o0¢ H el (117)
l=n+1
where the penultimate line follows from using r < mg + 1. o

Plugging N = g(k) — g(k — 1) in (I07), and using LemmalG.2] we have for all k£ > 2 that

tron(2) = Po (mz) e (2) > g(k) - glk— 1) | 7o (2) = n)

ntg(k)—g(k—1)—1
= qn(z,72) - 11 A(z)-1
l=n+1
n+g(k)—g(k—1)-1

(a)
< 11 Ai(z)
l=n+1 o
g(k)—g(k—1)—1 = el R NS
< H 11 A (2)|| % 11 ’ [T Ansmor2)in(z)
I=(mo+2) | 2Rkt | 1 > =0 I=1 o0
e U
< H |:1_09 H En-l-(m(-)-|-2)j-|-l:|
j=0 =1
e R
< H {1—00 H Eg(k—1)+(me+2)j+l]’ (118)
j=0 =1
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where (a) above follows by noting that ||q, (z, —z)||1 < 1, and the last line follows from noting that n = 7,1 (2) <
k—1 < g(k—1) and that ¢, is decreasing in n. Going forward, let

[g(k)fn‘;}éﬁél)fl J _1

bk = H
j=0
Along similar lines as above, it can be shown that
a1(z) = Pg(m1(2) > g(1))
L-“’“)’g(“)’qu

|: me—+2

1—o09 H 5g(k—l)+(m9+2)j+l:|7 k> 2. (119)
=1

me+2 me+2
< H [1 — 06 H 59(0)+(ms+2)j+l]a (120)
j=0 =1

where in writing the last line, we use g(0) = 0. Let by denote the right-hand side of (120).
As the last step in the proof, we tune g and {e,, : n > 1} so that 22021 b < a.

Tuning g and {z,, : n > 1}: Noting that ¢,, is a decreasing sequence, we have
Lg(k)fgwfl)fl J 1

me+2 me+2
=TI [1-00 IT cstoeimesaa]
j=0 =1
Lg(k):félz;l)flJfl
< II [1 = 06(g(k—1)+(mo+2)j+mo+2)"" ]
j=0
g(k)—g(k—1)—1
< [1—o6(eym)™?] (=
[gm—g(k—l)—lJ

< [1—oo(eguy)' Tor]L ™om 4, (121)
where the last line follows from noting that mg < Sg — 1. For g(k) = Mk* where A\ € N, and ¢,, = n_2<1+ISR) , We
get

k)y—glk—1)—1 AKk3 1
\‘g( ) g( ) J > : (Eg(k))l-‘rSR _ ) (122)
1+ SR 1+ SR kQ\/X
Therefore, it follows that for all k > 1,
k3
og |™Sr
b < |1 —
£ [ k?ﬁ]

< ex (_ A2 og )
=P\ 0T Ssp) v
— exp < koo ﬁ) : (123)

1+ Sg
Using (123) in (I0T)), we get

Po(H) < K Sk Y by

k=1
- kog vV
< K Sg Zexp <— )
= 1+ Sgr
K Sg exp (—;/Egj‘;)
= = : (124)
1 —exp (—ﬁ)

Let h(\) denote the quantity on the right-hand side of (I24). Then, setting

2
A=A (0) = @bg? <1+ K_SR> 7
Og «

we get h(Ay(0)) = a. This completes the proof.
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H Proof of Lemma

Proof. Let
Trag=1} lrag=2} - l{ao=k} f(Xo)
U R s B D6 I
1ia,=1} l{An:‘z} o Ly, =Ky f()._(n)

Then, we have
M, M, = diag(Ni(n),..., Nk (n)),

where diag(+) refers to the operator that converts an ordered set of elements into a diagonal matrix. Note that

Aaln) = 10, = 3" U armay (F(K0) = 0)

Na(n) t=0
1 T 1 T 2
= MTE! — M M,E?*),
1
= M, Ey,)a,

where E,, := E} — M,,E2. Consider the event

1/4
E:Z{V(d,i,a)ev, vn > K, N(n,d,i,a)z{%-‘ —1},

Ao
where A\, (6) and V are as defined in Lemmal6.1l Under £, we note that for all a € [K],
Nio(n)= > N(n,d,ia)

(d,1)EVR,a

> N(n,d,ia)

(d,i)eSk

nl/4
> v
> Sr ()\a(e)l/‘l 1)

> ent/? Vn > ng,
where ng and c are defined as

ng = inf{nzK:n1/422/\a(0)1/4}, ci= Sk

An) —n = (M M) M]E, ¥n > n,

2, (0)1/4°
Eq. (I2Z9) implies that M, M,, is invertible for all n. > ng under £, in which case it follows from (I27) that

where 1) == [, : a € [K]]T. We then note that under &,
17(n) = mll2 = [[(M,) My) ™" (M,] En)||
—¢ME (M M)~ (M M) 1) (M) E,)
(a
\/M E)T (MT M)~ (MTE,)
v/ming N (
1 TENT (MTM-1 (MT

g%mwmnumm>%m>

for all n > ng, where || - ||2 denotes vector 2-norm, and (a) follows by noting that each entry of ((M,] M,,)

diag (N1(n)™%,..., Ng(n)~') may be upper bounded by Because

ming N (n)-

No(n) + cnt/* < 2N,(n) V¥n > ng, Ya € [K],
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we have 2(M,| M,, + cn'/*Ix )~ = (M, M,,)~" for all n > ng, where the notation A = M means that A — M is
positive definite, and [ denotes the K x K identity matrix. Thus, it follows that under &,

_ V2
[7(n) —nll2 < W\/(MJEH)T (M,T M, + cn'/4Ig)~1 (M E,) ¥Yn> ne. (133)

Introducing the shorthand notation ||z|| 4 = V& T Az for any positive definite matrix A, we show below that under &,

”MJEWH(MIMnJrcnl/“IK)*l =o(n”) VB €(0,1/83).

Fix 8 € (0,1/8) arbitrarily. In order to show that ||M,1—En||(1LanJrc norg)-1 = o(n?) under £, we invoke the
following result from [20].

Proposition H.1. (/200 Proposition 4]) Let {F,, : n > 0} be a filtration. Let {n,, : n > 0} be a real-valued stochastic
process with zero mean and adapted to {F,,} (i.e., )y, is Fn-measurable for all n > 0). Furthermore, suppose that
Elexp(zn, )| Fn] < exp(—x202/2) forall x € R andn > 0. Let (a, : n > 0) be an R¥-valued process adapted to
{F:}. Let U be a positive definite matrix. Then, for all 6 > 0,

det((Q) Qn +U)UL
P ('QIRn|%QIQn+U)1 > 207 log <\/ (@ % ) ))) <

(134)

where Q,, = [ag a; ---a,] and R, = [nom1 -+ nn] .
Applying Proposition [H.1 with the filtration in @), d = K, U = cn'/*I,

K
ay = [Lia,21y Liamoy - Liamry]', me = f(X0) — Z 1ea,—a} M0,, 0<t<m,

a=1

and 02 = 2 My (noting that |n;| < My + max, ng, < 2 My a.s. for all ¢, where M = max;es f(i)), we get that for
all § > 0,

1 2M det((M,] M, 14y 1/4])—1
Pg (ﬁ'Mr—LrEn“M;Mn-i—cnl/‘L)l > 3 f log <\/ € (( n +C7’; K)(CTL K) ))) <4,

(135)

where P§(-) = Pg(- | £). Noting that under &,

Nu(n) +ent/*
cnl/4

=F

det((M,T M, + en*/*Ig) (ent/*T)™Y)

(136)

for all n > nq, where
n1:=inf{n2no:1+—<—}. (137)

We then have

1 \/2M 2K/2 pn3K/8
Pj <n7IIMJEn||<M;Mn+mw,<>1 > ! 1og< )) <35 Yn>n. (138)

cK/2§
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Equivalently, for all £ > 0, we have
1 2K/2n3K/8 2 28
Pg <W|Mv—ern”(]\LT]Wn-i-cnl/“IK)1 > 5> S ——km O (‘ ) vz . (139)

Using (139) in (I33)), we get that for any £ > 0,

9K /2 3K /8 cE2nl/4
< (1A (n) — <z =5 - > ng.
Pl ~nl > © < i e (<5555 ) em (140

Finally, fixing N > K and applying (I40) to the event £ = Ex, where £y is as defined in (224), and denoting the
constants ng, ¢, and n1 more explicitly as ng(N), ¢y, and ni (N )[?] respectively, we get

Po(C3(€)) < Po(En) +Pa(C(€) NEN)

6
@ 1 ~
Syt > B (I7(n) —mll > )
n=N5
(<b) 1 . N°© 9K /2 ,,3K/8 ( e €2 n1/4>
< — —————— €exXp —_—
N2 o= 2(2 My)
NG
(1 28 KA KIS N oy [ _VTOERT
SNzt K/ > n P VE
0'0 n—=N5 8 K(ZMf)N
(2) L_FMNE’KMH ex _7V09§2N1/4 (NG—N5+1)
> Nz K/4 p
N oy 8 VK (2 My)
<4 PRI o7 gy VOO E N (141)
Oy 8VK (2 My)

where
* (a) follows from noting that Pg(Ex) < 1/N? (applying Lemma[6.Il with o = 1/N?2).
* (b) follows from (I40) (with ¢ and n, replaced by ¢ and nq (V) respectively).

* (c) follows by noting that
___ S
N 9N (N)/A
SR\/%
21+ Sk /log(1 + KSg N?)
Sr+\/Co
~2y1+ SpVEKSgrN?
VSroe
2N /K(1+ Sgr)
> ﬂ
T 2NV2K
VT _
TANVE'
where the penultimate line above follows from using 1 + Si < 2 Sg.

+ (d) follows by noting that n3£/8 < (N6)3K/8 = N9K/4 and n!/4 > N5/ forn € {N®,..., N}.

This completes the proof. o

"We assume, without loss of generality, that N° > max{no(N), n1(N)}. If this is not true, we may replace N°, N°® by
N®, N+ respectively, where b is any integer satisfying N° > max{no(N),n1(N)}.
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I Proof of Lemma (6.3

Before we begin the proof, we note the following results of interest.

Lemma I.1. [4]] Theorem 2] Let Q1 (resp. Q2) be the transition kernel of a Markov chain with stationary distribution
wy (resp. wa). Let Zy = (I — Q1 + lwlT)’l, where I is the identity matrix (of the same dimension as Q1 and Q3),
and 1 denotes the all-ones vector. Then,

wy —w] =wy [Q2— Q1] Z1, lwz—willt <[ Z1los |Q2 — Q1llo- (142)

Lemma L.2. [32] Lemma 23] Let Qo be the transition kernel of MDP Mg r under policy . Let weg r denote the
stationary distribution of Qg , and let

Qs » — lwg rlloc < Crp? VYn €N. (143)
Then, for any bounded function g on Z = Si x [K|, the function

Z > QsA(2]2) ( (2 ’)—<wa,ﬁ,g>>, z € Z, (144)

n=0 z’eZ
is well-defined and satisﬁes the so-called Poisson equation

=Y Qon(F12)F(z) = 9(2) — (Womg) Vz € Z. (145)
z'eZ
Furthermore,
[Grlloo < L [|9]|oo: (146)
where L, = , and for any pair of policies 7, 7,
— Pr
rzneazx Z Qo,x( 2'|2) Gr (2 Z Qo G (2] < Ly |19l 00 {ngm — w1+ Lr [|Qo.xr — Qo.x]|oo] -
z'eZ z'eZ
(147)
Proof of Lemmal6.3] We now begin the proof of Lemmal[6.3] Let us fix z = (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]. Let
noo.__ N(n,d,i,a) * .
0= R wp,, (d, 1, a)
1 .
T h_ K1 t;{ La(=di(n=i.4,=a) — w5, (d,1,a)
VN - i
Z [l{d(t):d,i(t):i,At:a} — wg_y(d, i, a)] Z [l{d(t):d,i(t):i,At:a} - wé,u(dv 1, CL)]
_ t=K ’ I t=vN+1
n—K+1 n—K+1
VN < * i
> [Ljaw)=d.it)=i,4,=a} — w5, (d,1,a)] > [Lia@=dit)=i,4,=a} — W5 ,_1(d,1,a)]
_ =K ' + t=vVN+1
n—K+1 n— K41
Dy, (1) Dg . (2)
\/2; [wg,t—l(dv i a) - wg,u(dv i a)]
t=VN+1
148
+ ] ; (148)
Dy ,(3)

where for each ¢ > /N + 1, the quantity wg ;1 denotes the stationary distribution of the kernel Qg under the policy
T=m1 =1 ™+ (1 —gq) ﬂ'g(tﬂ) obtained by using a fixed v , € W*(8(t — 2)) in (33); such a policy is
indeed ergodic thanks to Lemma[3.3] We now upper bound each of the terms in (I48)) individually. First, note that for
alln > N3/4 and forall N > (1/£)*, we have

VN - K +1

Dy (1) <
D5, ()] < Y2
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YN
n
< 1
~ VN
<& (149)
Next, we note using Lemma[[ 1] that
Z Wg,tfl(dv i7 a) - Wg,u(dv iv a)
t=vVN+1
Dy (3)] <
1D5,(3)] < —
> w1 —ws,lh
< t=vN+1
- n—K+1
Z HQQ-,TI't—l - Qe,wg(u)HOO
(2) . t=VvVN+1
= "oy n—K+1
Z Hgtfl QG,W““” + (1 - Etfl) Qe,wg s - QG,WQ(U)”OO
®  t=VNi1 (£=2)
O n—K+1
-1+ 7l - 71 (v) lloo
(2) t:\/%JrlEt ' HQQ" 6(t—2) Qa, o )”
>~ KJO,U n— K+ 1
- n _.m
(d) h/zmlgt_l F 152y~ Mo ()l
< v — , 150
= ke, n—K+1 (150)

where kg, = [[(I+Qp 711 +1 (wg)V)T)’l |l (@) above follows from Lemmal6.3]with 7 (/) denoting the quantity
in (34) with (i) a(n) replaced by 0, and (ii) v replaced by v, (b) above follows from the definition of the transition
kernel Qg «,_,, (c) above follows from the observation that

€1 Qopmi + (1 —€0-1) Qo mn < €t-1+ Qo7

b
o(t—2)

(151)

and (d) above follows from the observation that
IR0z, = Qo lloo = 1Qo.r I, ) = mg(W)]lloc

<, =~ T oes

t—2)

where the last line above is an artefact of ||Qg g| < 1. Thanks to Lemmal[6.Il we have 8(n) — 60 almost surely as
n — oo. We then note that by virtue of the upper-hemicontinuity of the map A — W*(A), there exists Ny = N1(§) >

0 and p(€) > 0 such that for all N > N; and for all t > v/N + 1, we have

173 sy~ T8 @)
B nz/g\rzitfiz)(d, i,a)+ (1 —n)vio(d,i,a) nuat(d,i,a) + (1 - n) v(d,i,a)

- ’nug';i{Q)(d, D+ (L—n) D5 viy(dia)  gug™di)+(1—n) Yh_ v(dia) ’

< p(§)- (152)

Using (132) in (T30), we get
D5, (3)] < ko, p(€) ¥n = VN +1, YN = Ny(€). (153)

Lastly, in order to bound DQ,U(Q)’ we use the function g;_1 = gr,_,, the solution to the Poisson equation in (143)
with g(2) = 1y(a,,a)}(2). From Lemma we know that g; 1 exists, and using the shorthand notation z; =
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(d(t),i(t), A¢), we may express Dy ,(2) as

n

> [Ge-1(z) — Qo,my Gi—1(21)]

t=vN+1
Dy (2) =
9,11( ) n—K+1
= Dg,u(271)+D3,V(272)+Dg,u(273)7 (154)
where
o [Gi-1(2) — Qoomyy Ge—1(20-1)]
t=vN+1
g (2,1) = 155
9,1/( ’ ) n—K—|—1 ) ( )
Y. [Qox 9t(zt) — Qo.m,y Gi—1(21)]
t=vN+1
2 (2,2) = 156
0,1/( ’ ) n—K+1 ) ( )
QQ.W g\/ﬁ(z\/ﬁ) - QG kg gn(zn)
0,(2,3) = ik 157
0,1/( ’ ) n—K+1 ) ( )

Bounding Dj ,(2,1): To bound (IS3), we note that G, = (n — K + 1) Dy ,(2,1) is a martingale. Furthermore, by
Lemmal[.2] we have

|Gn - C7Y7171| - gnfl(zn) - QG,ﬂ'n,l /g\nfl(znfl)

<2 Hanleoo
Ch_
<2 (158)
1- Pn—1
where C,,_; and p,_; are constants as defined in Lemma For all for all n > VN + 1 and for all N >
max{ N (&) + 1, (1/€)*0+5r)} where Ny (€) is as defined above, we note that

En1 = (n— 1) T W < N T < (159)
172 — T80 lee < (6), (160)
fnr = @il < eno +lmh, ) = 0 loll < 26, (161)
Therefore, we have
Cov 2/5(57171’773(”,2)7”5,71—1)

l=pn-1 1-0(epn-1, Wg(n72)7w5,n—1)

< L¢ = —_— 162
=t ;Ié&@(g 1—-a(e,mw) (162)
w7 —mg (1) [l <p(€)
willw—wg , 1<2¢

In (I62), & is as defined in Z13). Using (138), (162), and the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality for bounded martingale
sequences, we get

Po(1D5,(21)] > 2Le€) = Po(IGu] 2 (0 — K +1)2Lce
= O(exp(—n§2)> Vn > VN +1, YN > max{N;(£), (1/6)*0+5=)} (163)
Bounding Dy ,(2,2): Writing L; = C;/(1 — p;) for all ¢, we note from Lemma [[.2] that

n
> L |:|w5,t - wé,tq”l + Li-11|Q6,x, — Qo,m 1 |lo

Dy, (2,2)] = =L

n—K+1
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n

> Le ||w5,t - wé,yHl + ||w5,t—1 - wg,yHl + L¢ |Qo,n, — Qo,m, s |00}
t=vN+1
< . 164
- n—K+1 (164)

We then note that
”Qgﬂﬁ - Qe,ﬂ't—lHOO < ”Qgﬂﬁ - QG,W”(U)” + HQG,Wt—l - Qe,ﬂ”(u)”

e 6
Seitetlng, )~ 1wl +lImg, o — Tl
<2e 42 VE>N1(§)+1
<2TTEER 4 2€ V> Ny(€) +1
<4g V> max{Ni(§) + 1, (1/€)*0H5R)y, (165)

where the second line follows from (I31)), and the third line follows from using ;1 > &;. Plugging (I63) in (164),
we get

> Lg[w:;,t gl ey —wp i ALeE
Dy, (2,2)] < =Y

n—K+1
< L {2 ko p(§) +4Le 5] , (166)

where the last line above follows from using the chain of inequalities in (I30) along with (I31) and (132).
Bounding Dy ,(2,3): To bound (I57), we note that

|Dn (2 3)|< QB,WW/Q\\/N(Z\/N)_QH,ﬂnan(Zn)
oA = n—K+1
_ gl + 1Bl
- n—K+1
<L\/N+L\/5
~ n—-K+1
2L¢
—n—-K+1
<2L:E Yn>1/6+ K -1, (167)

where the second line above follows from using ||ng,,m loo <1, HQQ_]WW |lso < 1, and the second line above follows
from Lemmal[[.2

Combining all of the results above, we get for every (d,i,a) € Sg x [K],

Py ( N(n,d,i,a)

n—K+1
where K¢(0,v) =1+ kg, 28 + 4 L¢ + L {2 Ko 28 + 4 Lf] . Noting that

— wgyl,(d, i,a)

> K¢(0,v) 5) = O(exp (—n&?) ) (168)

2/6(0,m9(v),wg ,
lim L = /7( o(v) 9;) < 400, 1im&:(),
€10 1-a(0, we(u),wg_’y) elo &
we get limsup, |y K¢(0,v) < +00. The final result in (46) follows from (I68) via union bound. O

J  Proof of Proposition [6.4]

Our proof is inspired by the proof of Lemma 15 in [32]], which in turn is inspired by the proof of Proposition 1 in [42]
that is based on the idea of constructing mixture martingales. Note that

]P)Q(T <00, Ng < 77(1*(9))
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— PH(HTL 2 K: Tr =N, Ng < 77(1*(9))
<Pe(In> K : Z(n) >((n,0), na < N4 (8))

=Po|3n>K: inf > ZN n,d,i,a) D (Qn(- | d,1,0)|Qxr(- | d,i,a)) > C(n,8), na < Na+(0)
AGALT(O(n) (d,i)eSg a=1

(a) .
<SPo|In>K: Y ZN n,d,i,a) Dk (Qn(- | d,1,0)[|Qo,r(- | d.1,a)) > ((1,0), 15 < Nus(e)
(d,i)eSgr a=1

<Po|Im>K: Y ZN n,d,i,a) Dk (Qn(- | d,i,0)||Qe.r(- | d,i,a)) > ((n,d) |, (169)

(d,i)eSg a=1

where (a) above follows by noting that & € ALT(8(n)) under the event {n; < Na+(6)}- Below, we construct a
martingale { M, }5°_ ;. such that for all n > K,

M, > exp( > ZN n,d,i,a) Dgo(Qn(- | d,i,0)|Qo r(- | d,i,a))

(d I)ESR a=1
K N(n,d,i,a)
—(Sgp—1) Z Z log (e [1 + ﬁ}) ) almost surely.  (170)
(d,i)eSgr a=1
Then, using Doob’s maximal inequality, we argue that
Po(In > K : M, > 1/9) <, (171)

which straightforwardly proves the desired result.

Preliminary notations:

We start with some notations. Given v € R®%~1 and a probability distribution p = (p1, ..., psy) on Sg, let
Sgp—1 Sp—1
(V) =psa + D Pshs,  dp(7) =log (psR + > b e*s) . (172)
s=1 s=1

Given (d,i,a) € Sg, let 9.d.i.a(Y) = #Qp.n(-|d,i,a) (7). Define N(K —1,d,i,a) = 0 forall (d,i,a) € Sg x [K].
Construction of a martingale for each state-action:
Fix (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]and v € R92~!, Let
M7(d.i,0) = exp (N(n,d,i,0) (%, Qul | d.ia)) = doaia(y)]) . n> K1, (173)
)

where Qn is as defined in (37). Then, {MY(d,i,a
Indeed, using the shorthand notation z,, = (d(n),i(n

Eo[M(d,i,a)|Fn_1,2n = (d,1,a)] (174)
= E@ |:eXp (N(TL, d7 i7 a) |:<’77 Q\n( | du iu (l)> - (b@,d,i,a(’y)]) ’]:n—lu Zn = (du iu (l):|

. N(n—1,d,i,a)Qni(- |d,i,a) + X
= Ex~Qo,n(ldi0) [GXP <(N(” —Ldiae)+l) K” N(n—1,d.i,a)+1

- ¢0,d,i,a(7):|) ‘]:nl]
— Bxeu tiaa) [ M7 1(d50)exp (3. X) — daia(1) |Fic

=M ,(d,i,a). (175)

}o° -, is a martingale with respect to the filtration defined in (9).
(n), Ay,), we note that almost surely,
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In the above set of equalities, X = [1{q(n+1)=d’ i(n+1)=i} : (d',1') € Sg] T, and the last line follows by noting that
10g Ex Qg n(-|dia)[exXP((7, X))] = ¢di.a(7)- (176)

When z,, # (d,1i,a), we have N(n,d,i,a) = N(n — 1,d,1,a) and @n( |d,i,a) = @n,l(- | d,1,a), and therefore
Eo[M)(d,i,a)M,, | Frn-1,zn # (d,i,a)] = M;_;(d, 1, a) holds trivially.

Construction of a mixture martingale:

For each (d,i,a) € Sg x [K], we now construct a mixture of the martingales {MY(d,i,a)}5° ;_, as follows. For
any v € RS2~ and probability distribution p on Sg, let {p” : v € RS2 =1} denote the exponential family generated
by p with the corresponding parameters defined by -, i.e., for any s € Sg, the s-th component pY of p7 is given by

Ys
p;’ = psse 1 5
R— .
Dsg + 25:1 ps €7s

where vs, = 0 by convention. Then, it follows that for any fixed probability distribution p on Sg, the mapping
in (I77) defines a bijection between RS2~ and the space of probability distributions on Sg. Given any probability
distribution p on Sg, let 7, denote the value of v € R™~! such that p?» = p. For later use, we record the below
result from [42] specialized to our setting.

Lemma J.1. [42] Lemma 3] For any two probability distributions p,p’ on Sg and v € R¥r~1,
(v.p") — ¢p(7) = Dxe(p'[lP) — Dx(P'[IP7), (178)
where p7 denotes the member of the exponential family generated by p with parameters given by =, defined via (LT1).

(177)

Consider the following mixture of martingales obtained by choosing p according to the Dirichlet distribution
D(1,...,1) on the simplex of dimension Si — 1:

I15", ps
(1157, T(1))/T(SR)

Clearly, because a convex combination of martingales is a martingale, the mixture in (I79) defines a martingale. Also,
in (T79), T'(-) denotes the Gamma function with the property that I'(k) = (k — 1)! forall k € N.

Mn(d,i,a):/M;’P(d,i,a) dpy---dps,, n>K—1. (179)

An almost sure lower bound on M, (d,i,a):
We note that for each (d, i,a) € Sg x [K], almost surely,
Mn(d7 i7 a)

= [ ex n,d, i, a Q- i,a)) — i Hssjl Ps e
= / P (N( ,d, i, ) [<7P7 Qn( | d, i )> ¢9,d,1,a(7)}) (Hssjl F(l))/F(SR) dp: dpSR
(@)

= /exp (N(TL, d, i, a) {DKL(Q\W( | d, i, G)HQG,R(' | d, i, a)) - DKL(@R(' | d, i, G)Hp)}) (SR - 1)! dpy - 'dpSR
® exp (N(n, d,i,a) [DKL(@n(. | d,1,0)|Qe.r(- | d,i,a)) + H(Qn(- | d.i, a))D

Sk —1)! / [] ol N i) @uteldial gy, . dpg,

SESR
(c) . A . . A .
Zexp (N(n.d.i,a) [ D (@n( | .1, 0)]|Qor(- | di, ) + HQul- | di,a))])
1 1
( N(n,dA,i,a) ) ’ (N(n,d,i,a)-i—SR—l) ’
N(n,d,i,a) Qn(-|d,i,a) Sr—1

(180)
where in the above set of equalities, (a) follows from the application of LemmallTlto p = Qg r(- | d,i,a), ¥ = vp,

and p' = Q,,(- | d,i,a), H(-) in (b) denotes the Shannon entropy of the argument probability distribution, and in (c),
the notation (Z ) for any integer N € N and a vector & = [21, ..., xn] with vazl xz; = N denotes the quantity

<N> ~N!
T Hivzl fi!’
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whereas for any two integers N, m € N such that N > m, the notation (TZX ) denotes the quantity

() = v =

We now use the below result to upper bound the binomial coefficients appearing in (I8Q).

Lemma J.2. [43 Theorem 11.1.3] For any integers N,m € N such that N > m and a non-negative vector x =
[x1,...,xN] such that sz\il z; = N,

(Z) = H]\LL;,T' <exp (N H(z/N)), (g) < exp (N H(m/N)), (181)

where H(x /N) denotes the Shannon entropy of the discrete probability distribution ¢ /N = [x1/N,...,xn/N], and
H(m/N) denotes the Shannon entropy of the Bernoulli distribution with mean m/N.

Using Lemma[I.2]to upper bound the binomial coefficients in (I80), and simplifying the resulting expression, we get

M, (d,i,a)
> exp (Nm,d,i,a) De(@nl- | 4,3, @)[[Qo.n(- | i, )
~ (N(n,di,a) + Sg — )H((Sg — 1)/(N(n,d,1,a) + S — 1))) (182)
almost surely for every (d, i,a) € Sg x [K].

A product martingale and proof completion:
Taking product over all (d,1,a) € Sg x [K] in (I82), we have almost surely

M, = II Mudia
(d,i,a)eSrX[K]

> exp < Z N(n,d,i,a) DKL(@"(' | dviva)HQQ-,R(' | dviva))

(d,i,a)eSrx[K]

- Y (N(ndi,a)+Sr—1DH((Sr —1)/(N(n,d,i,a) + Sk — 1))).
(d,i,a)ESr X [K]

(183)
We now prove that {M,,}2° -, is a martingale and note that for each (d, i,a) € Sg x [K],

(N(n,d,i,a)+ Sg —1)H((Sg — 1)/(N(n,d,i,a) + Sg — 1))
_ N(n,d,i,a) . Sgp—1
=(Sgp—1) log (1 + [ ) + N(n,d,i,a) log (1 + N(n,d,i,a))
(@) N(n,d,i
< (Sn-1) 1og<1+M) T (Sr-1)

Sp—1
= (Sp—1) log <e [1 + M]) : (184)

Sp—1

where (a) above follows from the inequality log(1 + x) < z. The fact that {M,,}32 ., is a martingale (with

respect to the filtration in (3)) follows by noting that for any (d,i,a) € Sg x [K], using the shorthand notation
zn = (d(n),i(n), A, ), we have

Eo[My | Fn1,2n = (d,i,a)] = Eg [Mn(d, i,a) x 1T M, (d,i,d")
(d’,i’,a’)#(d,i,a)

=, [Mn(d, ia) x 11 M, _(d',i,d) ‘ ]—"nl}
(d’,i’,a’)#(d,i,a)

]:n,l, Zn = (dviva’):|
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=Eq|M,(d,i,a) | ]-'nl] X 11 M, (d',i,d)
(d’,i’,a’)#(d,i,a)

= n—l(daiva) X H Mn—l(d/7i/7a/)
(d’,i’,a’)#(d,i,a)
= Mnp—1, (185)

where the third line follows by noting that conditioned on F,,_1, the random variable M,,(d, i, a) is independent of
{M,_1(d’",i',ad') : (d',1,a’) # (d,i,a)}. Applying Eg[-] on either side of (I83) and using the tower property of
conditional expectations, we have

EG[Mn] = EO[EO[Mn | ]:77,—17277,] | ]:n—l] = Mn—l' (186)
Noting that Eg[M,,] = Eg[Mk_1] = 1foralln > K — 1, and using Doob’s maximal inequality, we get

5
Clearly, (I87) implies (I71), thus proving the desired result.

Pg (an >K—1:M,> 1) < 6Eo[Mx_1] = 6. (187)

K Proof of Proposition [6.5]

Fix 6 € (0,1) and n € (0,1). Fix an arbitrary v € W*(0), and let w , be as defined in Lemma[6.3l Consider the
event

N(n,d,i,a) B . B

m—K+1 =0, lim [ln(n) -~ = 0} : (188)

Thanks to Lemmal6.2] Lemmal6.3] and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have Pg(£) = 1 under the non-stopping version
of gRSTL-DTRACK (with the same parameters as 7RST-PTRACK) " Fix y € £ and v > 0 arbitrarily. Then, there exists
N, (w) € N independent of § such that the following hold for all n > N, (w):

Z(n,w)

E= { lim max

n—o0 (d,i,a)

— wgyl,(d, i,a)

—— 2 (1 =) (0 T5(8) + (L — n) T;(0)), (189)

G(n.6) < o (5 )+ (1 Til0) + (1 = 1) Th(6)) . (190

The inequality in follows by noting that {(n, d) = log(1/6) + O(log(n)) = log(1/d) + o(n). We then have
T(w) =inf{n > K : Z(n,w) > ((n,0)}
<inf{n > Ny(w) : Z(n,w) > ¢(n, 6)}

< inf {n 2 Ny(w) :n (1 =7)(nTi(0) + (1 —n) T;(6)) = log <%) + 5 (0 Toie(0) + (1 —n) Tx(9)) n}
<inf {n > Ny(w) :n(1—2y)(nTei(0) + (1 —n)Tr(0)) > log (%)

:max{m(w), inf{n21in(1—27)( wnit(0) + (1= 1) T3(6)) lg@}}

max w log(1/9)
< {N”( ) hl—2w><nTuzif<0>+<1—n)T;,(e))H
log(1/9)
= max {Nw(w)’ M =2 T (0) + (1= 1) TA(0)) } (oD

for all w € &, where in writing the last line above, we use the relation [2] < 1 + x. Thus, it follows from (I91) that
Pg(T < +00) = 1 under mRST-PTRACK "which in turn implies from @9) that 7RSTU-DTRACK ¢ T (). Also, dividing
both sides of (191) by log(1/4), letting § | 0 and noting that N.,(w) does not depend on ¢, we get

| r(w) 1
B 10a(1/8) = (L= 27) (1 Ten(®) + (1 — 1) T5(0))

Noting that the right-hand side of (I192) holds for all v > 0, we arrive at (30) by taking limits as y | 0.

Vw € E. (192)
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L Proof of Proposition [6.6]

Notations: We first introduce some notations. Let || - ||1, || - ||2, and || - ||oc denote the vector 1-norm, 2-norm, and
sup-norm operators respectively. Further, for matrices @), Q' of identical dimensions, let

Q- @l = max Q| d.i.) = Q- | 1)

For all n > K, let N(n) = [N(n,d,i,a) : (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]]". Let M., denote the MDP with transition
kernel @, defined in 37), and for any @ € O, let | M,, — Mg g~ be as defined in @22I). Given 8 € OF,
let n = [ng, : a € [K|]T. Also, let fi(n) = [fa(n) : a € [K||T, Ba(n) = A~1(7,) for all a € [K], and
0(n) = [0a(n) - a € [K]]T. Forany 8 € © and v € W*(0), letw}, = [w§,(d,i,a) : (d,i,a) € S x [K]]T be
as defined in Lemmal[6.3] Let

WO, Q) = mf@/) > Z (d,i,a) Dk (Q'(- | d,i,a)||Qa.r(- | d.i,a)). (193)

AEALT
(d,i)eSgr a=1

Proof of Proposition[6.6] Fix 0 € ©%,n € (0,1), v € W*(0), and § € (0,1). Assume that @ is the underlying
instance. Fix an arbitrary £ > 0. From Lemma [Tl we know that the mapping 6’ — ng- is continuous. Hence, there
exists € = £(§) < € such that

||0—0/H2 <g — H’I’]g—’l’]g/HQ < &. (194)

Given N > K, le§

e (I Nm
CR(€) = n(}l { e i Kf(e,u)g}, (195)
where K¢(6,v) are as defined in Lemma[6.3] Let C},(€) and C%;(€) be as defined in (222) and (@) respectively. Let
V*(0,wp,,8) = inf (o, Q"), (196)

0':]|6'—8||<c
ViV —wg  lleo <K €
Q":1Q—Qo,rllc<E

Notice that as a consequence of (@I, the following convergences hold almost surely:

|7(n) —=nll2 =0, [|8(n) — 8]z =0, [|M, — M.zl — 0. (197)
Therefore, there exists N1 = N1(§) > K such that for all N > Ny, the following hold:

16(n) — 62 <e,  N°<n< NS (198)
[7(n) —mll2 <& N°<n< NS, (199)
M — Mogllos <&  N°<n< NS (200)

Y N(?’L) * * 5 6

_— | > <n< .
P (0(n)’n—K+1) > Y*(0,wp,,8), N°<n<N (201)

Furthermore, it follows from Lemma [M.3] and Lemma [6.2] that Eg[N1(§)] < oo (this is simply an artefact of the
probability term Pg(N; > n) decaying exponentially in n). Hence, it follows that for all N > Ny, the event C:(€)
holds with high probability, conditioned on C3;(£). Furthermore, noting that N, (n,d,i,a) < n + 1 and therefore
¢(n,0) =log(1/0) + O(logn), it follows that there exists No = Ny(§) > K such that

¢(n,d) <log (%) +E9*(0,wp,,)n VYn > Ns. (202)

Let N3 = N3(&, ) be defined as

Ng({,&)zinf{nZK:n—K—i—lZ(1_§)¢*1( gu,ﬁ) 10g(1>}. (203)

8We assume, without loss of generality, that N 3/4 is an integer.
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Then, for all N > max{ N, N2, N3}, it follows that conditional on C' (£) N C%,(£) N Cx(€),

Z(N) Z ZN N d 1 G)DKL(QN( |d717a)||Q>\R( |d 1 a))

)\GALT(G N)) (di)esn a=1
2 (N - K+ 1)1/1 (07‘*}0,1/75)
1
> (N~ K+ 1)€0°(0.05,,6) + 1og 5
> ((N,9),

thereby proving that
CX(ONCREONCRE C{r <N} YN > max{Ni(€), Na(§), N3(€,0)}. (204)
Noting that Ny (&) is a random variable, while N2 (&), N3 (&, §) are deterministic constants, for any n > K, we have

Eo[T 1{n, (&)=n}]

= > Po(r >N, Ni(§) =n)

N=1
< max{n, Na(€), N5(&,6)} + > Po(T > N)
N=max{n,N2,N3}+1
<max{n, (@), M€+ > P (O}V ©UCREOUTE <s>)

N:max{Nl,Ng,Ng}-l-l

Cmax{n N N+ 7o(CE@ ) + 7o (TR0 ) + 70 (TR | C200)) |

N:max{Nl,Ng,Ng}-l-l

< max{n, Na(€), N3(&,6)} + i {Pg (%) +Pe (m) +Pe (m‘ cfv(g)ﬂ

<n+ Na(€) + Ns(€,0) + ) [ ( > +Po (%(5)) +Pe (O?v(é) ‘ O?v(ﬁ))} (205)
N=1
from which it follows that

Eolr] = Eo[rs 1{x,(¢)=n})]

n=1
< Bg[N(6)] + Na(€) + No(€,9) + g 76(CE@ ) + 7o (@) + 7o (R | 20)) | 206)

From Lemma[M.3] Lemmal[6.2] and Lemmal6.3] we know that the infinite-summation term in (206) is finite. Dividing
both sides of (206) by log(1/§) and taking limits as ¢ | 0, we get

: Eg[7x] . 3(£,0)
lim su < limsu
510 log(1/6) = i " log(1/0)
1
- . (207)
(1= v*(0,w5,,8)
Taking limits as £ | 0, using the fact that lim sup; o K¢(0, ) < +o0 (cf. Lemmal6.3), and noting that
lgiigw*(euwé,wg) = ¢(W5,u70)= (208)
where v is as defined in (30), we get
Eg |7 1
lim sup ol77] (209)

510 log(1/6) = (wp ,,0)
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Noting that
W, =nvg" + (1 —n)v,
and that

Y(wp, 0)= inf Y Zwou (d,i,a) Dx(Qo,r(- | d,1,0)[|@x r(- | d,i,a))

AEALT(O)
6 (d,i)eSgr a=1

= inf anr(d, 1-n)v(d,i,a)) D - d,i - d,i
sl 2 Zn i,0) + (1 - 7) 1(d.i,0)) Dku(Qo,a(- | d.5,0) | Qx| d,i,a)
1 R a=

= nThie(0) + (1 —n) Tx(6),
where T'7;(6) appears because v € W*(0), we get

. EG [Tﬂ’] 1
lim sup . (210)
640 10g(1/5) umf(e) + (1 - 77) Tﬁ(e)
Finally, taking limits as n | 0 in @2I0Q) yields (33). O

M Technical Results

In this section, we record some technical results of interest. First, we introduce some notations. Fix 8 € ©% . For any
n > K,let ), = Qo x, denote the transition kernel of the MDP Mg g under 7,,. Along similar lines as in the proof
of Lemma[3.3] it is easy to show that implies that @Q,, is ergodic for each n > K. Letw} = [w}(d,i,a) : (d,i,a) €
Sr x [K]]" denote the unique stationary distribution of Q,,. Let W, = 1wl denote the rank-1 matrix each of whose
rows is equal to w; . For r € N, let Q7, denote the r-fold self-product of Q. Let || Q}, — Wy [lco = max(a ;a0 [|Qh (- |

d,i,a) — W,(-| d,i,a)|1, where || - |1 denotes vector 1-norm.
Let winif = [wphf(d,i,a) : (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]]" denote the unique stationary distribution of the MDP Mg  under
7 Let V be as defined in Lemmal[6.1]l Thanks to Lemma[3.3] the following quantities are well-defined:
o anif = MiD {r eN:V(di,a),(d,1,d) €V, Qp (d,i,d'|d,i,a) > o} , @11)
Qg ime(d’, 1, d|d,i,a
06 it = min 8, r(.f 2 | ) (212)
(di,a),(dinanev  wg(d', i, a’)

Given a policy = [r(ald,i) : (d,i,a) € Sg x [K]]", let U, == {(d,i,a) : m(ald,i) > 0}. Let U, :=U,n,n > K.

M.1 ABoundon Q) — W, | forr € N

The below result from [37]] gives a bound on the rate of convergence of powers of an ergodic transition kernel to the
stationary distribution.

Lemma M.1. [37 Theorem 4.9] Let () be an ergodic stochastic matrix on a finite state space Z with stationary
distribution w. Let W denote the rank-1 matrix each of whose rows is equal to w . Suppose that there exists o > 0
andrg € N such that Q™ (z,2') > ow(2') forall z,z' € Z. Then,

Q7 — Wl <2(1 —0) /701 VreN. (213)

We then have the below result for the transition kernel ).

Lemma M.2. Fix 0 € OX. For anyn > K, let 1)l == Wg(n). Let

70 ,unif . d .
o(e,mw) = (5”9,""” + ((1 —¢)K min w(a|d,i)) ) - 06, unif * (min M) , (214)

(d,i,a)€UL (die) w(d,i,a)
gle,mw)=1-o0(e,mw),. (215)

Then, we have
HQZ - Wn”oo <Cy p; vr eN, (216)

where Cp, = 2/5(n, 77271’ wn) and py, = (eq, szla Wn)l/re’l'""~
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Proof. Recall that
Qn(d',1,d'|d,i,a) = e, Qg ruir(d’,1',d'|d,i,a) + (1 — &) ngzil(d’, i',d'|d,i,a). 217)
We note that for all (d,i,a),(d’,i’,a’) € Sg x [K],
Q07ﬂ271 (dlv i/a a/|da ia a) = QQ,R(d/a i/|d7 iv CL) ' 77271 (a/|d/? i/)

1
= Qo.r(d’,1'|d,i,a) - K7 _(a'|d",{')- e
> Qo,p(d,i'|d,i,a)- K min _(a|d,i) ™" (a'|d’, 1)
(d,i,a)€U, -1
=K min 7 (ald,i) - Qg ,me(d’,i,a'|d,i,a), 218
i T (0l ) - Qoo (d | d i) @18)
where in writing the inequality above, we make use of the relation
1 .
m_(@|d,i)-=> min 7 (ald,i) (|d,i") V(i d). (219)

K ~ (@ie)eU,_,
We then note that for all (d, i, a), (d’,i’,a') € V,
2m(dL i a'|d, i, a)
> 6:19’”“ifQT9"'""~(d’,i’,a’|d,i,a) + (1 —gjp)romi QT" it (d’ i’,d’'|d,i,a)

@, runif

(a 70 ,unif
. T .
> ( T ,unif + 1 _ En min 7T a|d l ) 0 ,unif l/, a’|d, i, a)

u |f
(d,i.,a>eUn71 Qo

(®) T ,unif
> ( r97un1f ( 1— 5n (d . H)llerllj 7Tn a|d 1)) ) 00 ,unif - WO umf(d i a)
1L,a n—1

70 ,unif
_ f : ' w9umf(d iy CL) 7.t
_<Teum+<1_a" @i a|d1) ) ot — gy n(dh 1)
(e) . 70, unif we, f(d i, a)
> Tg ,unif 1— K : d : uni Lk dl o
> (a + (( €n) (d,i,fzr)ne%n,lwn 1(a]d, 1) © 00, unif - 5 i])aev 7w (1) wr(d',i,a")

:U(En;ﬂ'nflxw:z)
= U(Envﬂz—lvw:;) ! w;(dlvilaa/)a (220)

where (a) above follows from an application of (ZI8) for a total of rg ynir times in succession, and (b) follows
from 212). Noting that 220) holds for all (d,i,a),(d’,i’,a’) € V, a simple application of Lemma with
o =o(en,m_1,wy) and ro = rg uni yields the desired result. O

M.2 Concentration of Empirical Transition Kernel

In this section, we record a result on the concentration of the empirical transition kernel @,, defined in (37) under a
indefinitely running version of the policy mRST--PTRACK (j e a policy that does not check for the stopping criterion and

runs indefinitely by selecting arms according to (36)). We begin with some notations. For any n. > K, let M,, denote

the MDP whose state space is Sg, action space is [K], and the transition kernel is specified by @n For any 8 € ©F,
let

|Mn = Mo.rlloe i= max | Qn(- | d.i,0) = Qa.a(- | di,a)]l, (221)
where || - ||1 denotes the vector 1-norm operator. We then have the following result.
Lemma M.3. Fix 0 € OK and ¢ > 0. For N > K, lef]
N6
ch© = () {IF - Mol <€} (222)
n=N?3
Then, there exist constants B and C that depend only on € and 0 such that under the indefinite version of mRST--DTRACK
= 1 CN'/4
Po | C} < — +BN° - VN > K. 223
o(T0) = g+ e () vz o

“We assume, without loss of generality, that N /4 s an integer.
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Proof. Consider the event

1/4
En = {V(d,i,a) €V, ¥n>K, N(ndia) > {LW - 1}, (224)
Ao(NV)

where A\g(N) = utﬁ log?(1 + KSg N?), and V is as defined in Lemma 6.1l In the definition of \g(IN), the
6
constant oy is as defined in LemmalG.2] From Lemmal6.1] we know that Pg(Ex) > 1 — 1/N2. We thus have

Po(Cy(€)) < Po(En) +Po(Ch () NEN)

1
< m + Po(Cp () NEN). (225)

Using the union bound, we have

Pg(cl (f) N 5]\/)

3(dyi,a) €V < [Gnl- | dira) — Qonl- | di, )]s > &, eN)

:
%
/\

M= !

M

9<3 (d',i') € Sp ¢ |On(d’,1|d,1,a) — Qg_,R(d’,i’|d,i,a)|>SiR, 5N)

nN'S(d

2

< > g(| o(d,i'|d,i,a) — Qo r(d',i'|d,i,a)| > Si SN)
n= N5 dla)eV R
(d i )ESR

HMz

( On(d',i|d,i, a) — Qg,R(d',i'|d,i,a)>Si, 5N)
dla)eV R

(d i )ESR

+ Z > ]P’g( d’,i'|d,i,a) — Qe r(d’,i'|d,i,a) < —S%, 5N>. (226)

n=N5 (d,i,a)eV
(d/ l/)ESR

For z,y € [0,1], let d(z,y) = zlog(z/y) + (1 — x)log((1 — z)/(1 — y)). For all (d,i,a) € V, (d’,i’) € Sg, and
n > N°, we then have

Po <@n(d’, i'ld,i,a) — Qe.r(d’,i'|d,i,a) > Si’ EN)
R

/4
A g1q g1q € . n_ 7'

<Po| Qn(d,i'|ld - d’,i'ld N(n,d > -1
< Po(Quld'¥1d10) - Qo.r(@. Tl i) > £ N(ndia) > |57

oo

- 3 Po (@n(d',i'|d,i,a) — Qo.pr(d,i'|d,i,a) >

w[ gt

(a) >
< > exp (—u d <Q97R(d/, i'|d,i,a) + s% Qo.r(d,i|d, i, a)>>
= 1

S .oy
5 N(n,d,l,a)—u)

exp (— Uﬁ]m = 1) 4 (Qo.r(d',¥|d, i 0) + SLR,Q97R(d’,i’|d,i,a)))
1—exp (—d (Q&R(d’, ¥[d,i,a) + <, Qo.r(d',i'ld, i, a)))
exp (= (52 = 1) -4 (Qo.r(@,¥1d,1,0) + &=, Qo,r(d',]d,i,0) ) )
1 — exp (—d (ngR(d’, i, ]d,i,a) + <&, Qo,r(d', ¥'|d, a))) ’

< (227)
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where (a) above follows from the Chernoff-Hoeffding bound. Along similar lines as above, we have
P@ (Q\n(d/7 i/|d7 i7 a) - QB,R(d/a i/|d7 i7 a) < _Sia EN)
R
exp (— (222 1) - d(Qo.r(d,i|d,i,a) — &, Qo.r(d',¥'|d,i,a)
)\Q(N)l/zl 6,R 5 s 4y Sk’ 6,R 5 5 4y

1 — exp (—d (QQ,R(d', Vld.i,a) - &, Qo.r(d,1,]d,i, a)))

Plugging 227) and 228)) into (226, setting

ge . ! e/ . 5 /AR .
=/ d d,i'|d - — d,i'|d
c 1 +SR (d,IiI,llglEV { <Q9,R( ;1 | alaa) SR7 QQ,R( ;1 | ,I,CL)> )

(d',i')eSr

<

d (QG,R(dI7 i/|da ia (l) + Sia QG,R(d/7 i/|da ia a)) }a
R

exp (d (ngR(d’, id,i,a) + <&, Qo.r(d,¥|d,i, a)))
L —exp (—d (QQ,R(dI, Vldi,a) + &, Qor(d,¥|d.i, a)))

>

(d,i,a)eV
(d’,i")eSr

exp (d (QQ,R(d’,iqd,i,a) - £, Qg_,R(d’,i’|d,i,a))) }

1 exp (—d (Qg,R(d/,iqd,i,a) - £, Qg,R(d/,iqd,i,a)))

and noting that

N° C N5/4 C Nb5/4
Z exp [ — < NSexp | —
5 V/log(1 + KSg N?2) V/log(1 + K Sk N2)

< NSe < C N2 >
o CNTT
= P\T VK SV

ON1/4
—= NS i
eXp< ﬂc—sR) !

we arrive at (223)).
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