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Abstract

We consider the fixed-confidence best arm identification (FC-BAI) problem in the
Bayesian setting. This problem aims to find the arm of the largest mean with a
fixed confidence level when the bandit model has been sampled from the known
prior. Most studies on the FC-BAI problem have been conducted in the frequen-
tist setting, where the bandit model is predetermined before the game starts. We
show that the traditional FC-BAI algorithms studied in the frequentist setting, such
as track-and-stop and top-two algorithms, result in arbitrarily suboptimal perfor-
mances in the Bayesian setting. We also obtain a lower bound of the expected
number of samples in the Bayesian setting and introduce a variant of successive
elimination that has a matching performance with the lower bound up to a loga-
rithmic factor. Simulations verify the theoretical results.

1 Introduction

In many sequential decision-making problems, the learner repeatedly chooses an arm (option) to play
with and observes a reward drawn from the unknown distribution of the corresponding arm. One of
the most widely-studied instances of such problems is the multi-armed bandit problem [Thompson,
1933, Robbins, 1952, Lai, 1987], where the goal is to maximize the sum of rewards during the rounds.
Since the learner does not know the distribution of rewards, they need to explore the different arms,
and yet, exploit the arms of the most rewarding arms so far. Different from the classical bandit
formulation, there are situations where one is more interested in collecting information rather than
maximizing intermediate rewards. The best arm identification (BAI) is a sequential decision-making
problem in which the learner is only interested in identifying the arm with the highest mean reward.
While the origin of this problem goes back to at least the 1950s [Bechhofer, 1954, Paulson, 1964,
Gupta, 1977], recent work in the field of machine learning reformulated the problem [Audibert et al.,
2010]. In the BAI, the learner needs to pull arms efficiently for better identification. To achieve
efficiency and accuracy, the learner should determine which arm to choose based on the history,
when to stop the sampling, and which arm to recommend as the learner’s final decision.

There are two types of BAI problems depending on the optimization objective. In the fixed-
budget (FB) setting [Audibert et al., 2010], the learner attempts to minimize the probability of error
(misidentification of the best arm) given a limited number of arm pulls T . In the fixed confidence
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(FC) setting [Jamieson and Nowak, 2014], the learner attempts to minimize the number of arm pulls,
subject to a predefined probability of error δ ∈ (0, 1). In this paper, we shall focus on the FC setting,
which is useful when we desire a rigorous statistical guarantee.

Most of the previous BAI studies focus on the frequentist setting, where the bandit model is chosen
adversarially from some hypothesis class beforehand. In this setting, several algorithms, such as
Track and Stop [Kaufmann et al., 2016a] and Top-two algorithms [Russo, 2016, Qin et al., 2017b,
Jourdan et al., 2022], are widely known. These algorithms have an optimal sample complexity,
meaning that they are one of the most sample-efficient algorithms among the class of δ-correct
algorithms.

The sample complexity of these algorithms is problem-dependent. To see this, consider the follow-
ing example.

Example 1. (A/B/C testing) Consider A/B/C testing of web designs. We have three arms (web
designs) from which we would like to find the largest retention rate via allocating users to web
designs i = 1, 2, 3. If we attempt to find the best arm with confidence δ, we may need a large
number of samples (users) when the suboptimality gap (the gap between the retention rate of the
best arm and the second best arm) is small because in such a case the identification of the best arm
is difficult – the minimum number of samples required is inversely proportional to the square of the
suboptimality gap. For example, when comparing the testing of retention rates of (0.9, 0.5, 0.1) with

(0.9, 0.89, 0.1), the second case requires around
(

0.9−0.5
0.9−0.89

)
2 = 1600 times more samples compared

to the first case.

In practice, the retention rate of 0.89 in the second case may be an acceptably good enough compared
to the optimal retention rate of 0.9, and we may stop exploration at the moment the learner identifies
a reasonably good arm, which is the first or the second arm in this example. This idea is formalized
in several ways. The literature of Ranking and Selection (R&S) usually considers the indifference-
zone formulation [Hong et al., 2021]. In the context of best arm identification, a similar notion
of ǫ-best answer identification has also been considered [Maron and Moore, 1993, Even-Dar et al.,
2006, Gabillon et al., 2012, Kaufmann and Kalyanakrishnan, 2013, Jourdan et al., 2023]. In these
settings, the learner accepts a sub-optimal arm whose means are at most ǫ worse than the mean of
the optimal arm. Other related settings include the good arm identification problem [Kano et al.,
2019, Tabata et al., 2020, Zhao et al., 2023], where the goal is to identify an arm that exceeds the
predefined threshold, and the thresholding bandit problem [Locatelli et al., 2016, Xu et al., 2019],
where the goal is to identify whether each arm is above or below the threshold. All these problem
settings require an extra parameter, like ǫ or an acceptance threshold, that directly determines the
acceptance level. Even though the algorithm’s performance is influenced by this parameter, it is
often challenging to determine a reasonable value for it in advance.

In this paper, we study an alternative approach based on the Bayesian setting. In particular, we
consider the prior distribution on the model parameters. We relax the requirement on the correctness
of the best arm identification by using the prior belief. Rather than requiring the frequentist δ-
correctness for any model, we require the learner to have marginalized correctness over the prior
distribution, which we call Bayesian δ-correctness.

We study the fixed confidence BAI (FC-BAI) problem in Bayesian setting. Our contributions are as
follows.

• First, we find that in the Bayesian setting, the performance of the traditional frequentist
setting-based algorithms, such as Track and Stop and Top-two algorithms, can be arbitrarily
worse (Section 3). This is because frequentist approaches spend too many resources when
the suboptimality gap is narrow.

• Second, we prove that the lower bound of the number of expected samples should attain

at least the order of Ω(L(H)2

δ ) as δ → 0 (Section 4). Here L(H) is our novel quantity
that represents the sample complexity with respect to the prior distribution H . This order
is different from the existing lower bound in the frequentist setting1, implying that the
Bayesian setting is essentially different from the frequentist setting.

1In fact, marginalizing the frequentist sample complexity over the prior distribution leads to an unbounded
value.
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• Third, we design an algorithm whose expected sample size is upper-bounded by

O(L(H)2

δ log L(H)
δ ) (Section 5). Our algorithm is based on the elimination algorithm

[Maron and Moore, 1993, Even-Dar et al., 2006, Frazier, 2014], but we add an early stop-
ping criterion to prevent over-commitment of the algorithm for a bandit model with a nar-
row suboptimality gap. Our algorithm has a matching upper bound up to the logarithmic
factor.

We also conduct simulation to demonstrate that the sample complexity of frequentist algorithms
does indeed diverge in a bandit model with a small suboptimality gap, even in very simple cases
(Section 6).

1.1 Related work

To our knowledge, BAI problems studied for the Bayesian setting have been limited to the fixed
budget setting [Komiyama et al., 2023, Atsidakou et al., 2023]. Komiyama et al. [2023] showed
that, in the fixed-budget setting, a simple non-Bayesian algorithm has an optimal simple regret up
to a constant factor, implying that the advantage the learner could get from the prior is small when
the budget is large. This is very different from our fixed-confidence setting, where utilizing the prior
distribution is necessary.

Several FC-BAI algorithms used Bayesian ideas on the structure of the algorithm, although most
of those studies used frequentist settings for measuring the guarantee. The ‘Top-Two’ type of al-
gorithms are the leading representatives in this direction. The first instance of top-two algorithms,
which is called Top-Two Thompson sampling (TTTS), is introduced in the context of Bayesian
best arm identification. TTTS requires a prior distribution, and Russo [2016] showed that the
sample complexity of posterior convergence of TTTS which is the same as the sample complex-
ity of the frequentist fixed-confidence best arm identification. Subsequent research analyzed the
performance of TTTS in the frequentists’ viewpoint [Shang et al., 2020]. Later on, the idea of top-
two sampling is then extended into many other algorithms, such as Top-Two Transportation Cost
[Shang et al., 2020], Top-Two Expected Improvement (TTEI, Qin et al. 2017b), Top-Two Upper
Confidence bound (TTUCB, Jourdan and Degenne 2022a). Even though some of the top two algo-
rithms adapt a prior, they implicitly solve the optimization that is justified in view of frequentist.

Another line of Bayesian sequential decision-making is Bayesian optimization [Srinivas et al., 2010,
Mockus, 2012, Shahriari et al., 2016, Jamieson and Talwalkar, 2016, Frazier, 2018], where the goal
is to find the best arm in Bayesian setting. Note that Bayesian optimization tends to deal with
structured identification, especially for Gaussian processes, and most of the algorithms for Bayesian
optimization do not have specific stopping criteria.

2 Problem setup

We study the fixed confidence best arm identification problem (FC-BAI) in a Bayesian setting. In this
setup, we have k arms in the set [k] := {1, 2, . . . , k} with unknown distribution P = (P1, · · · , Pk)
which is drawn from a known prior distribution at time 0, namelyH = (H1, · · · , Hk). The unknown
bandit model Pi is a one-parameter distribution, and P is specified by µ := (µ1, · · · , µk). To
simplify the problem, we will focus on the Gaussian case, where each Pi is a Gaussian distribution
with known variance σ2

i . Each mean of Pi, denoted µi, is drawn from a known prior Gaussian
distribution Hi, which can be written as N(mi, ξ

2
i ).

At every time step t = 1, 2, · · · , the forecaster chooses an arm At ∈ [k] and observes a reward Xt,
which is drawn independently from PAt . Since we focus on the Gaussian case, Xt ∼ N(µAt , σ

2
At
)

conditionally givenAt and µAt . After each sampling, the forecaster must decide whether to continue
the sampling process or stop sampling and make a decision J ∈ [k].

Let Ft = σ(A1, X1, A2, X2, · · · , At, Xt) be the σ-field generated by observations up to time t. The
algorithm of the forecaster π := ((At)t, τ, J) is defined by the following triplet [Kaufmann et al.,
2016a]:

• A sampling rule (At)t, which determines the arm to draw at round t based on the previous
history (each At must be Ft−1 measurable).
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• A stopping rule τ , which means when to stop the sampling (i.e., stopping time with respect
to Ft).

• A decision rule J , which determines the arm the forecaster recommends based on his sam-
pling history (i.e., J is Fτ -measurable).

In FC-BAI, the forecaster aims to recommend arm J that correctly identify (one of) the best arm(s)
i∗(µ) := argmaxi∈[k] µi with probability at least 1 − δ. Since the case of multiple best arms is of

measure zero under H , we can focus on µ such that i∗(µ) is unique. For the FC-BAI problem in
the Bayesian setting, we use the expected probability of misidentification:

PoE(π;H) := Eµ∼H

[

P

(

J 6= i∗(µ)|Hµ

)]

, (1)

where Hµ := {µ is the correct bandit model}. Now we formally define the algorithm of interest as
follows:

Definition 1. (Bayesian δ-correctness) For a prior distribution H , an algorithm π = ((At), τ, J)
is said to be Bayesian (H , δ)-correct if it satisfies PoE(π;H) ≤ δ. Let Ab(δ,H) be the set of
Bayesian (H , δ)-correct algorithms for the prior distribution H .

The objective of the FC-BAI problem in the Bayesian setting is to find an algorithm π =
((At)t, τ, J) ∈ Ab(δ,H) that minimizes Eµ∼H [τ ].

Terminology Define Ni(t) =
∑t−1

s=1 1[As = i] as the number of times arm i is pulled be-
fore timestep t. Let hi be the probability density function of Hi. Since we consider Gaussian
prior, hi(µi) := (1/

√
2πξi) exp(−(µi − mi)

2/(2ξ2i )). Let i∗, j∗ : R
k → [k] be the best and

the second best arm under the input such that for each µ ∈ {x ∈ R
k : xi 6= xj∀i 6= j},

i∗(µ) = argmaxi∈[K] µi and j∗(µ) = argmaxi∈[K]\{i∗(µ)} µi.

Let KLi(a‖b) := (a−b)2

2σ2
i

represent the KL-divergence between two Gaussian distributions with

equal variances (the variance of the i-th arm σ2
i ) but different means, denoted as a and b. Similarly,

d(a, b) := a log(a/b) + (1 − a) log((1 − a)/(1 − b)) is the KL divergence between two Bernoulli
distributions with means a and b. Throughout this paper, Eµ and Pµ denote the expectation and

probability when the bandit model is fixed as µ ∈ R
k, i.e., Eµ = E[·|Hµ] and Pµ = P(·|Hµ). We

will abuse the notation PoE so that for λ ∈ R
k, PoE(π;λ) means

PoE(π;λ) := Pλ

(
J 6= i∗(λ)|Hλ

)
.

Naturally, PoE(π;H) = Eµ∼H

[
PoE(π;µ)

]
.

Lastly, we introduce the constant L(H) which characterizes the sample complexity of the FC-BAI
problem in a Bayesian setting.

Definition 2. For each i, j ∈ [k], define L(H) as follows:

L(H) :=
∑

i,j∈[k],i6=j

Lij(H) where Lij(H) :=

∫ ∞

−∞
hi(x)hj(x)

∏

s:s∈[k]\{i,j}
Hs(x) dx.

This constant has the following interesting property which we call a volume lemma:

Lemma 1 (Volume Lemma, informal). For ∆ ∈ (0, 1), let

L(H ,∆) :=
1

∆
Pµ∼H

[

µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆
]

.

Then, lim∆→0+ L(H ,∆) = L(H). Especially, for ∆ < L(H)
∑

i∈[k]
2(k−1)

ξi

, L(H,∆) ∈
(12L(H), 2L(H)).

The volume lemma states that the volume of prior where the suboptimality gap is smaller than ∆
is proportional to L(H)∆ when ∆ is small. The quantity Lij(H)∆ is the probability where arms
i and j are the ∆-close top-two arms. The formal version of this lemma, which involves some
regularity conditions, is shown in Appendix B.
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3 Limitation of traditional frequentist approaches in the Bayesian setting

Existing BAI studies mainly focused on the Frequentist δ-correct algorithms which are defined as
follows:

Definition 3 (Frequentist δ-correctness). An algorithm π = ((At), τ, J) is said to be frequentist

δ-correct if, for any bandit instance µ ∈ R
k such that i∗(µ) is unique, it satisfies PoE(π;µ) ≤ δ.

Let Af (δ) be the set of all frequentist-δ-correct algorithms.

For the frequentist δ-correct algorithms, there is a known lower bound for the expected stopping
time as follows: for all bandit instance µ∈ R

k and for all ((At), τ, J) ∈ Af (δ),

Eµ [τ ] ≥ log(δ−1)T ∗(µ) + o(log(δ−1)) (2)

where T ∗(µ) is a sample complexity function dependent on the bandit instance µ.2 More-
over, many of the known Frequentist δ-correct algorithms achieve asymptotic optimality
[Garivier and Kaufmann, 2016, Russo, 2016, Tabata et al., 2023, Qin et al., 2017a], meaning that
they are orderwisely tight up to the lower bound on Eq. (2) as δ → 0. However, little is known, or
at least discussed, about their performance in the Bayesian setting.

One can check that a frequentist δ-correct algorithm is also Bayesian δ-correct as well (Af (δ) ⊂
Ab(δ,H) for all H). Naturally, our interest is whether or not the most efficient classes of frequentist
δ-correct algorithms, such as Tracking algorithms and Top-two algorithms, are efficient in Bayesian
settings. Somewhat surprisingly, the following theorem states that any δ-correct algorithm is subop-
timal in Bayesian settings.

Theorem 2. For all δ > 0,H and ((At), τ, J) ∈ Af (δ), Eµ∼H [τ ] = +∞.

Proof of Theorem 2 is found in Appendix C. To illustrate the proof, we will use a two-armed Gaus-
sian instance as an example.

3.1 Special case - two armed Gaussian case

In this subsection, we consider the case k = 2. Here we present one intuitive corollary of the lower
bound theorem [Kaufmann et al., 2016a, Garivier and Kaufmann, 2016, Kaufmann et al., 2016b]
that uses a standard information-theoretic technique.

Corollary 3 (Kaufmann et al. 2014). Let δ ∈ (0, 1). For any frequentist δ-correct algorithm

((At), τ, J) and for any fixed mean vector µ = (µ1, µ2) ∈ R
2, Eµ[τ ] ≥ d(δ,1−δ)

(µ1−µ2)2
≥ log 1

2.4δ

(µ1−µ2)2
.

In the frequentist setting, Corollary 3 implies the lower bound of Eµ0 [τ ] = Ω(log(δ−1)/(µ1 −
µ2)

2), which is Ω(log(δ−1)) when we view parameters (µ1, µ2) as constants. However, in the
Bayesian setting, the algorithm is given the prior distribution H on µ, and thus the stopping time
is marginalized over H . In particular, limiting our interest to the case of |µ1 − µ2| < ∆, we can
obtain the following lower bound:

Eµ∼H [τ ] ≥ Eµ∼H [τ · 1[|µ1 − µ2| ≤ ∆]] ≥ log δ−1

∆2
Pµ∼H [|µ1 − µ2| ≤ ∆] = Ω

(
log δ−1

∆

)

,

where we use the volume lemma (Lemma 1) in the last transformation. This inequality implies
that if we naively use a known frequentist δ-correct algorithm in the Bayesian setting, the expected
stopping time will diverge because we can choose an arbitrarily small ∆. The case of a small gap
is difficult to identify, and the expected stopping time can be very large for such a case if we aim to
identify the best arm for any model.

4 Lower bound

This section will elaborate on the lower bound of the stopping time in the Bayesian setting. Theorem
4 below states that any Bayesian (H , δ)-correct algorithm requires the expected stopping time of at

least Ω(L(H)2

δ ).

2For details about T ∗(µ), a reader may refer to Garivier and Kaufmann [2016].
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Theorem 4. Define σmin = mini∈[k] σ
2
i and NV =

L(H)2σ2
min ln 2

16e4δ . Let δ < δL(H) be sufficiently

small.3 Then, for any BAI algorithms π = ((At), τ, J), if Eµ∼H [τ ] ≤ NV , then PoE(π;H) ≥ δ.

In this main body, we will use the two-armed Gaussian bandit model with homogeneous variance
condition (i.e. σ1 = σ2 = σ) for easier demonstration of the proof sketch. Theorem 4, which is
more general in the sense that it can deal with k > 2 arms with heterogeneous variances, is proven
in Appendix D.

Sketch of the proof, for k = 2: It suffices to show that the following is an empty set:

Ab(δ,H , NV ) := {π ∈ Ab(δ,H) : Eµ∼H [τ ] ≤ NV }.

Assume that Ab(δ,H , NV ) 6= ∅ and choose an arbitrary π ∈ Ab(δ,H , NV ). We start from the
following transportation lemma:

Lemma 5 (Kaufmann et al. 2016a, Lemma 1). Let δ ∈ (0, 1). For any algorithm ((At), τ, J), any
Fτ -measurable event E , any bandit models µ,λ ∈ {(x, y) ∈ R

2 : x 6= y} such that i∗(µ) 6= i∗(λ),

Eµ





2∑

i=1

KLi(µi, λi)Ni(τ)



 ≥ d(Pµ(E),Pλ(E)).

Note that the above Lemma holds for any algorithm, and thus works for any stopping time τ . Now
define ν(µ) as a swapped version of µ ∈ R

2, which means (ν(µ))1 = µ2,ν(µ)2 = µ1, and let
E = {J 6= i∗(µ)}, the event that the recommendation of the algorithm is wrong. Substituting λ
with ν(µ) from the above equation of Lemma 5 leads

Eµ

[
(µ1 − µ2)

2

2σ2
τ

]

≥ d(PoE(π;µ), 1 − PoE(π;ν)) ≥ log
2

2.4(PoE(π;µ) + PoE(π;ν))
. (3)

Note that the first inequality comes from the fact that E , the failure event of the bandit model µ, is
exactly a success event of ν(µ) in this two-armed case, and the last inequality is from our modified
lemma (Lemma 11) from Eq. (3) of Kaufmann et al. [2016a]. One can rewrite the above inequality
as

PoE(π;µ) + PoE(π;ν)

2
≥ 1

2.4
exp

(

Eµ

[

− (µ1 − µ2)
2

2σ2
τ

])

. (4)

We can rewrite the conditions of Ab(δ,H , NV ) as

PoE(π;H) =

∫

µ∈R2

PoE(π;µ) dH(µ) ≤ δ and

∫

µ∈R2

Eµ[τ] dH(µ) ≤ NV . (Opt0)

Using Eq. (4) and with some symmetry tricks, we get V0 ≤ PoE(π;H) where

V0 :=

∫

µ∈R2

1

2.4
exp

(

− (µ1 − µ2)
2

2σ2
Eµ[τ]

)

dH(µ) ≤ δ and

∫

µ∈R2

Eµ[τ] dH(µ) ≤ NV .

(Opt1)

Note that on the above two inequalities, only Eµ[τ ] is the value that depends on the algorithm π.
Now our main idea is that we can relax these two inequalities to the following optimization problem
by substituting Eµ[τ ] to an arbitrary ñ : R2 → [0,∞) as follows:

V := inf
ñ:R2→[0,∞)

∫

µ∈R2

exp

(

− (µ1 − µ2)
2

2σ2
ñ(µ)

)

dH(µ) s.t.

∫

µ∈R2

ñ(µ) dH(µ) ≤ NV

(Opt2)

and V ≤ 2.4V0 ≤ 2.4δ. Let N := {µ ∈ R
2 : |µ1 − µ2| < ∆ := 8δ

L(H)}. From the discussions in

Section 3.1, one might notice that N is an important region for bounding Eµ∼H [τ ]. We can relax
the above (Opt2) to the following version, which focuses more on N :

V ′ := inf
ñ:R2→[0,∞)

∫

µ∈N
exp

(

− (µ1 − µ2)
2

2σ2
ñ(µ)

)

dH(µ) s.t.

∫

µ∈N
ñ(µ) dH(µ) ≤ NV .

(Opt3)

3In particular, δL(H) is defined in Appendix G.
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Algorithm 1 Successive Elimination with Early-Stopping

Input: Confidence level δ, prior H

∆0 := δ
4L(H)

Initialize the candidate of best arms A(1) = [K].
t = 1
while True do

Draw each arm in A(t) once. t← t+ |A(t)|.
for i ∈ A(t) do

Compute UCB(i, t) and LCB(i, t) from (5).
if UCB(i, t) ≤ maxj LCB(j, t) then
A(t)← A(t) \ {i}.

end if
end for
if |A(t)| = 1 then

Return arm J in A(t).
end if
Compute ∆̂safe(t) := maxi∈A(t) UCB(i, t)−maxi∈A(t) LCB(i, t).

if ∆̂safe(t) ≤ ∆0 then
Return arm J which is uniformly sampled fromA(t).

end if
end while

One can prove V ′ ≤ V ≤ 2.4δ. Now, if we notice that function x 7→ exp
(

− (µ1−µ2)
2

2σ2 x
)

is a

convex function, we can use Jensen’s inequality to verify that the optimal solution for (Opt3) is

when ñ = NV

Eµ∼H[1N ]
1N , and when we use NV in Theorem 4, one can get:

V ′ ≥
∫

µ∈N
exp

(

− ∆2

2σ2
·
(

NV

Eµ∼H [1N ]

))

dH(µ) (by optimality of ñ = NV

Eµ∼H[1N ]
)

≥
∫

µ∈N
exp

(

− ∆2 ·NV

σ2∆L(H)

)

dH(µ) ≥ exp

(

− ∆ ·NV

σ2L(H)

)

·∆L(H) (both by Lemma 1)

> 2.4δ, (by definition of NV and ∆)

which is a contradiction. This means no algorithm satisfies (Opt1), and the proof is completed.

5 Main algorithm

This section introduces our main algorithm (Algorithm 1). In short, our algorithm is a modification
of the elimination algorithm with the incorporation of the indifference zone technique. Before the

sampling starts, define ∆0 := δ
4L(H) which satisfies the following condition, thanks to Lemma 1:

Pµ∼H(µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0) ≤
δ

2
.

In each iteration of the while loop of Algorithm 1, the learner selects and observes each arm in the
active set. After inspecting all arms, the algorithm calculates the confidence bounds for each arm in
the active set using the formula as follows: let Conf(i, t) and µ̂i(t) be the confidence width and the
empirical mean of arm i at time t as

Conf(i, t) :=

√

2σ2
i

log(6(Ni(t))2/((
δ2

2K )π2))

Ni(t)
, µ̂i(t) :=

t−1∑

s=1

Xs1[As = i].

Then the upper and lower confidence bounds of arm i at timestep t, denoted as UCB and LCB
respectively, can be defined in the following manner:

UCB(i, t) := µ̂i(t) + Conf(i, t), LCB(i, t) := µ̂i(t)− Conf(i, t). (5)

7



After calculating UCB and LCB, the algorithm eliminates arms with UCB smaller than the largest
LCB and maintains only arms that could be optimal in the active set A. Up to this point, it follows
the traditional elimination approach.

The main difference in our algorithm lies in the stopping criterion. At the end of each iteration, the
algorithm checks the stopping criterion. Unlike typical elimination algorithms that continue until
only one arm remains, we have introduced an additional indifference condition. This condition arises
when the suboptimality gap is so small that identifying them would require an excessive number of
samples. In such cases, our algorithm stops additional attempts to identify differences between arms
in the active set and randomly recommends one from the active set instead.

Remark 1. In the context of PAC-(ǫ, δ) identification, Even-Dar et al. [2006, Remark 9] introduced
a similar approach. The largest difference is that they use the parameter ǫ as a parameter that defines
the indifference-zone level, whereas our parameter ∆0 is spontaneously derived from the prior H
and the confidence level δ without specifying the indifference-zone.

Theorem 6 describes the theoretical guarantee of the Algorithm 1.

Theorem 6. For δ < 4L(H) · min

(

L(H)
∑

i∈[k]
k−1
ξi

,
(

mini,j∈[k] ξiLij(H)
)
2

)

, Algorithm 1 which

consists of ((At), τ, J) has the expected stopping time upper bound as follows:

Eµ∼H [τ ] ≤ C · σ2
max

L(H)2

δ
log

(
L(H)

δ

)

+O(log δ−1), (6)

where C = 320
(

π2

3 + 1
)

is a universal constant and σmax = maxi∈[k] σi. Here, O(log δ−1) is a

function of δ and H that is proportional to log δ−1 when we view prior parameters H as constants.
Plus, the strategy defined by Algorithm 1 is in Ab(δ,H).

See Appendix E for the formal proof of Theorem 6.

Remark 2. When we compare the lower bound (Theorem 4) with the upper bound of Algorithm
1 (Theorem 6), we can see the algorithm is near-optimal. If we view σmax/σmin as a constant, the

bounds are tight up to a log L(H)
δ factor.

Remark 3. The condition δ < 4L(H) ·min
(

L(H)/
∑

i∈[k]
k−1
ξi

,mini,j∈[k](ξiLij(H))2
)

is only

for cleaner illustration of the regret bound in Theorem 6. The non-asymptotic result, when δ is a
moderately large constant, can be found in Appendix E.1.

Proof sketch of Theorem 6 We summarize the general strategy for the proof as follows. By the

law of total expectation, Eµ∼H [τ ] = Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[τ ]
]

. Therefore, we will first derive a frequentist

upper bound of Eµ[τ ], and then marginarize it to obtain the Bayesian expected stopping time.

First, with the confidence bound defined as Eq. (5) we have the following guarantee that the true
means for all arms are in the confidence bound interval with high probability.

Lemma 7. For any fixed µ ∈ {v ∈ R
k : vi 6= vj for all i, j ∈ [k]}, let X (µ) := {∀i ∈ [k] and t ∈

N, µi ∈ (LCB(i, t),UCB(i, t))}. Then, Pµ

[
X (µ)

]
≥ 1− δ2.

Now we can rewrite Eµ∼H [τ ] as follows:

Eµ∼H [τ ] =Eµ∼H [Eµ[τ ]] (Law of Total Expectation)

=Eµ∼H [Eµ[τ1[X (µ)]]] + Eµ∼H [Eµ[τ1[X (µ)c]]]
=
∑

i

Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[Ni(τ)1[X (µ)]]
]

+ Eµ∼H [Eµ[τ1[X (µ)c]]] . (7)

Let ∆i = ∆i(µ) := (maxs∈[k] µs) − µi and R0(∆) :≈ ⌈Cσ2
max · log ∆−1

∆2 ⌉. For the first term,

under X (µ), we can bound Ni(τ) by R0(max(∆0,∆i)) (Lemma 17 in Appendix E), and integrate
it over the prior distribution obtain the leading factor. For the second term, thanks to the indifference

stopping condition (∆̂safe(t) ≤ ∆0), one can prove that τ is always smaller than R(∆0) (Lemma 14
in Appendix E), which leads non-leading term.

To check that the expected probability of error is below δ, we have an additional lemma:
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Table 1: Comparison of two top-two algo-
rithms and Algorithm 1.

AVG MAX ERROR

ALG. 1 1.06 × 104 2.35× 105 1.5%

TTTS 1.56 × 105 1.09× 108 0.5%

TTUCB 1.95 × 105 1.13× 108 0%

Table 2: Comparison of Algorithm 1 and the
no-elimination version of it.

AVG MAX ERROR

ALG. 1 2.69 × 105 1.66× 107 0.6%

NOELIM 1.29 × 106 8.25× 107 0%

Lemma 8 (Probability of dropping i∗(µ)). For any µ0, underHµ0 ,X (µ0) ⊂
⋂

t {i∗(µ0) ∈ A(t)} .

This lemma means under the event X (µ), the best arm is never dropped. We can also prove that
under the event X (µ), if ∆i(µ) > ∆0, the sub-optimal arm will eventually be dropped before the
algorithm terminates (Lemma 14 in Appendix E). These two facts mean there are only two cases in
which the prediction of Algorithm 1 could be wrong.

• Under X (µ)c, both facts cannot guarantee the correct identification. From Lemma 7,
Pµ[X (µ)c] ≤ δ2 for all µ, and thus Pµ∼H [X (µ)c] ≤ δ2.

• When ∆i(µ) ≤ ∆0. From Lemma 1 and the definition of ∆0, the probability of drawing
such µ from the prior is at most δ/2.

Therefore, by union bound, Algorithm 1 has the expected probability of misidentification guarantee
smaller than δ2 + δ/2 < δ.

6 Simulation

We conduct two experiments to demonstrate that the expected stopping times of frequentist δ-correct
algorithms diverge in a Bayesian setting and that the elimination process in Algorithm 1 is necessary
for more efficient sampling. For Tables 1 and 2, each column ‘Avg’, ‘Max’, and ‘Error’ represents
the average stopping time, maximum stopping time, and the ratio of the misidentification, respec-
tively.4 More details of these experiments are in Appendix F.

Frequentist algorithms diverge in Bayesian Setting We evaluate the empirical performance
of our Elimination algorithm (Algorithm 1) by comparing it with other frequentist algorithms
such as Top-two Thompson Sampling (TTTS) [Russo, 2016] and Top-two UCB (TTUCB)
[Jourdan and Degenne, 2022b].

We design an experiment setup that has k = 2 arms with standard Gaussian prior distribution, which
means mi = 0, ξi = 1 for all i ∈ [k]. We set δ = 0.1 and ran N = 1000 Bayesian FC-BAI
simulations to estimate the expected stopping time and success rate.

In Table 1, one can see that the two top-two algorithms exhibit has very large maximum stopping
time. This supports our theoretical result in Section 3 that the expected stopping time of Frequentist
δ-correct algorithms will diverge in the Bayesian setting. We did not check the track and stop
algorithm [Garivier and Kaufmann, 2016] because it needs to solve an optimization for each round,
but the fact that the expected stopping time of the track and stop is at least half of the TTTS and
TTUCB for a small δ implies that the performance of track and stop is similar to that of top-two
algorithms.. Algorithm 1 shows a significantly smaller average stopping time as well as an average
computation time than that of these algorithms.

Effect of the elimination process We implemented the modification of Algorithm 1 (denote as
NoElim) that never eliminates an arm fromA(t) 5 In this setup, we have k = 10 arms with standard
Gaussian prior distribution, which means mi = 0, ξi = 1 for all i ∈ [k]. We set δ = 0.01 and ran
N = 1000 Bayesian FC-BAI simulations.

As one can check from Table 2, elimination of arms helps the efficient use of samples and reduces
stopping time and computation time.

4Due to space limitations, we include the computation time in the Appendix F.3
5See Appendix F.2 for the pseudocode.
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7 Discussion and future works

We have considered the Gaussian Bayesian best arm identification with fixed confidence. We show
that the traditional Frequentist FC-BAI algorithms do not stop in finite time in expectation, which
implies the suboptimality of such algorithms in the Bayesian FC-BAI problem. We have established

a lower bound of the Bayesian expected stopping time, which is of order Ω(L(H)2

δ ). Moreover, we
have introduced the elimination and early stopping algorithm, which achieves a matching stopping
time up to a polylogarithmic factor of L(H) and δ. We conduct simulations to support our results.

In the future, we will attempt to tighten the logarithmic and
(

maxi σi

mini σi

)
2 gap between the lower and

upper bound, extend the indifference zone strategy for other traditional BAI algorithms in Bayesian
setting, extend our analysis from Gaussian bandit instances to general exponential families, and
design a robust algorithm against misspecified priors.

References

Alexia Atsidakou, Sumeet Katariya, Sujay Sanghavi, and Branislav Kveton. Bayesian fixed-budget
best-arm identification, 2023.

Jean-Yves Audibert, Sébastien Bubeck, and Rémi Munos. Best arm identification in multi-armed
bandits. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 41–53, 2010. URL http://colt2010.haifa.
il.ibm.com/papers/COLT2010proceedings.pdf#page=49.

Robert E Bechhofer. A single-sample multiple decision procedure for ranking means of normal
populations with known variances. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, pages 16–39, 1954.

Eyal Even-Dar, Shie Mannor, Yishay Mansour, and Sridhar Mahadevan. Action elimination and
stopping conditions for the multi-armed bandit and reinforcement learning problems. Journal of
machine learning research, 7:1079–1105, 2006.

Peter I. Frazier. A fully sequential elimination procedure for indifference-zone ranking and selection
with tight bounds on probability of correct selection. Operations Research, 62(4):926–942, 2014.
doi: 10.1287/opre.2014.1282. URL https://doi.org/10.1287/opre.2014.1282.

Peter I. Frazier. A tutorial on bayesian optimization. CoRR, abs/1807.02811, 2018. URL http://
arxiv.org/abs/1807.02811.

Victor Gabillon, Mohammad Ghavamzadeh, and Alessandro Lazaric. Best arm identification: A uni-
fied approach to fixed budget and fixed confidence. In Peter L. Bartlett, Fernando C. N. Pereira,
Christopher J. C. Burges, Léon Bottou, and Kilian Q. Weinberger, editors, Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 25: 26th Annual Conference on Neural Information Process-
ing Systems 2012. Proceedings of a meeting held December 3-6, 2012, Lake Tahoe, Nevada,
United States, pages 3221–3229, 2012. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/
2012/hash/8b0d268963dd0cfb808aac48a549829f-Abstract.html.

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

Shanti S. Gupta. Selection and ranking procedures: a brief introduction. Communications in Statis-
tics - Theory and Methods, 6(11):993–1001, 1977. doi: 10.1080/03610927708827548. URL
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610927708827548.

L Jeff Hong, Weiwei Fan, and Jun Luo. Review on ranking and selection: A new perspective.
Frontiers of Engineering Management, 8(3):321–343, 2021.

Kevin G. Jamieson and Robert D. Nowak. Best-arm identification algorithms for multi-armed ban-
dits in the fixed confidence setting. In 48th Annual Conference on Information Sciences and
Systems, CISS 2014, Princeton, NJ, USA, March 19-21, 2014, pages 1–6. IEEE, 2014. doi:
10.1109/CISS.2014.6814096. URL https://doi.org/10.1109/CISS.2014.6814096.

10

http://colt2010.haifa.il.ibm.com/papers/COLT2010proceedings.pdf#page=49
http://colt2010.haifa.il.ibm.com/papers/COLT2010proceedings.pdf#page=49
https://doi.org/10.1287/opre.2014.1282
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.02811
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.02811
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2012/hash/8b0d268963dd0cfb808aac48a549829f-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2012/hash/8b0d268963dd0cfb808aac48a549829f-Abstract.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610927708827548
https://doi.org/10.1109/CISS.2014.6814096


Kevin G. Jamieson and Ameet Talwalkar. Non-stochastic best arm identification and hyperparam-
eter optimization. In Arthur Gretton and Christian C. Robert, editors, Proceedings of the 19th
International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, AISTATS 2016, Cadiz, Spain,
May 9-11, 2016, volume 51 of JMLR Workshop and Conference Proceedings, pages 240–248.
JMLR.org, 2016. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v51/jamieson16.html.

Marc Jourdan and Rémy Degenne. Non-asymptotic analysis of a ucb-based top two algorithm.
CoRR, abs/2210.05431, 2022a. doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2210.05431. URL https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2210.05431.

Marc Jourdan and Rémy Degenne. Non-asymptotic analysis of a ucb-based top two algorithm. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2210.05431, 2022b.

Marc Jourdan, Rémy Degenne, Dorian Baudry, Rianne de Heide, and Emilie Kaufmann. Top two al-
gorithms revisited. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:26791–26803, 2022.

Marc Jourdan, Rémy Degenne, and Emilie Kaufmann. An varepsilon-best-arm identification algo-
rithm for fixed-confidence and beyond. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.16041, 2023.

Hideaki Kano, Junya Honda, Kentaro Sakamaki, Kentaro Matsuura, Atsuyoshi Nakamura, and
Masashi Sugiyama. Good arm identification via bandit feedback. Mach. Learn., 108(5):
721–745, 2019. doi: 10.1007/S10994-019-05784-4. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10994-019-05784-4.

Emilie Kaufmann and Shivaram Kalyanakrishnan. Information complexity in bandit subset selec-
tion. In Shai Shalev-Shwartz and Ingo Steinwart, editors, COLT 2013 - The 26th Annual Con-
ference on Learning Theory, June 12-14, 2013, Princeton University, NJ, USA, volume 30 of
JMLR Workshop and Conference Proceedings, pages 228–251. JMLR.org, 2013. URL http://
proceedings.mlr.press/v30/Kaufmann13.html.

Emilie Kaufmann, Olivier Cappé, and Aurélien Garivier. On the complexity of a/b testing. In
Conference on Learning Theory, pages 461–481. PMLR, 2014.

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

Emilie Kaufmann, Olivier Cappé, and Aurélien Garivier. On the complexity of best arm identifica-
tion in multi-armed bandit models, 2016b.

Junpei Komiyama, Kaito Ariu, Masahiro Kato, and Chao Qin. Rate-optimal bayesian simple regret
in best arm identification. Mathematics of Operations Research, Ahead of Print, 2023. doi:
10.1287/moor.2022.0011. URL https://doi.org/10.1287/moor.2022.0011.

Tze Leung Lai. Adaptive treatment allocation and the multi-armed bandit problem. The Annals of
Statistics, 15(3):1091 – 1114, 1987. doi: 10.1214/aos/1176350495. URL https://doi.org/10.
1214/aos/1176350495.

Andrea Locatelli, Maurilio Gutzeit, and Alexandra Carpentier. An optimal algorithm for the thresh-
olding bandit problem. In Maria-Florina Balcan and Kilian Q. Weinberger, editors, Proceedings
of the 33nd International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2016, New York City, NY, USA,
June 19-24, 2016, volume 48 of JMLR Workshop and Conference Proceedings, pages 1690–1698.
JMLR.org, 2016. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/locatelli16.html.

Oded Maron and Andrew W. Moore. Hoeffding races: Accelerating model selec-
tion search for classification and function approximation. In Jack D. Cowan,
Gerald Tesauro, and Joshua Alspector, editors, Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems 6, [7th NIPS Conference, Denver, Colorado, USA, 1993],
pages 59–66. Morgan Kaufmann, 1993. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/
841-hoeffding-races-accelerating-model-selection-search-for-classification-and-function-approxi

J. Mockus. Bayesian Approach to Global Optimization: Theory and Applications. Mathematics and
its Applications. Springer Netherlands, 2012. ISBN 9789400909090. URL https://books.
google.fr/books?id=VuKoCAAAQBAJ.

11

http://proceedings.mlr.press/v51/jamieson16.html
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2210.05431
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2210.05431
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10994-019-05784-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10994-019-05784-4
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v30/Kaufmann13.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v30/Kaufmann13.html
https://doi.org/10.1287/moor.2022.0011
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176350495
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176350495
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/locatelli16.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper/841-hoeffding-races-accelerating-model-selection-search-for-classification-and-function-approximation
http://papers.nips.cc/paper/841-hoeffding-races-accelerating-model-selection-search-for-classification-and-function-approximation
https://books.google.fr/books?id=VuKoCAAAQBAJ
https://books.google.fr/books?id=VuKoCAAAQBAJ


Edward Paulson. A sequential procedure for selecting the population with the largest mean from k
normal populations. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 35(1):174 – 180, 1964. doi: 10.1214/
aoms/1177703739. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177703739.

Chao Qin, Diego Klabjan, and Daniel Russo. Improving the expected improvement algorithm. In
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 30, pages 5381–5391, 2017a.

Chao Qin, Diego Klabjan, and Daniel Russo. Improving the expected improvement algorithm. Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30, 2017b.

Herbert Robbins. Some aspects of the sequential design of experiments. Bulletin of the American
Mathematical Society, 58(5):527 – 535, 1952.

Daniel Russo. Simple bayesian algorithms for best arm identification. In 29th Annual Conference
on Learning Theory, volume 49 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1417–1418.
PMLR, 23–26 Jun 2016.

Bobak Shahriari, Kevin Swersky, Ziyu Wang, Ryan P. Adams, and Nando de Freitas. Taking the
human out of the loop: A review of bayesian optimization. Proc. IEEE, 104(1):148–175, 2016.
doi: 10.1109/JPROC.2015.2494218. URL https://doi.org/10.1109/JPROC.2015.2494218.

Xuedong Shang, Rianne Heide, Pierre Menard, Emilie Kaufmann, and Michal Valko. Fixed-
confidence guarantees for bayesian best-arm identification. In International Conference on Ar-
tificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 1823–1832. PMLR, 2020.

Niranjan Srinivas, Andreas Krause, Sham M. Kakade, and Matthias W. Seeger. Gaussian process
optimization in the bandit setting: No regret and experimental design. In Johannes Fürnkranz
and Thorsten Joachims, editors, Proceedings of the 27th International Conference on Machine
Learning (ICML-10), June 21-24, 2010, Haifa, Israel, pages 1015–1022. Omnipress, 2010. URL
https://icml.cc/Conferences/2010/papers/422.pdf.

Koji Tabata, Atsuyoshi Nakamura, Junya Honda, and Tamiki Komatsuzaki. A bad arm exis-
tence checking problem: How to utilize asymmetric problem structure? Mach. Learn., 109
(2):327–372, 2020. doi: 10.1007/S10994-019-05854-7. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10994-019-05854-7.

Koji Tabata, Junpei Komiyama, Atsuyoshi Nakamura, and Tamiki Komatsuzaki. Posterior tracking
algorithm for classification bandits. In Francisco J. R. Ruiz, Jennifer G. Dy, and Jan-Willem
van de Meent, editors, International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 25-27
April 2023, Palau de Congressos, Valencia, Spain, volume 206 of Proceedings of Machine Learn-
ing Research, pages 10994–11022. PMLR, 2023. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/
v206/tabata23a.html.

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

Yichong Xu, Xi Chen, Aarti Singh, and Artur Dubrawski. Thresholding bandit problem with both
duels and pulls. CoRR, abs/1910.06368, 2019. URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.06368.

Yao Zhao, Connor Stephens, Csaba Szepesvári, and Kwang-Sung Jun. Revisiting simple regret: Fast
rates for returning a good arm. In Andreas Krause, Emma Brunskill, Kyunghyun Cho, Barbara
Engelhardt, Sivan Sabato, and Jonathan Scarlett, editors, International Conference on Machine
Learning, ICML 2023, 23-29 July 2023, Honolulu, Hawaii, USA, volume 202 of Proceedings of
Machine Learning Research, pages 42110–42158. PMLR, 2023. URL https://proceedings.
mlr.press/v202/zhao23g.html.

12

https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177703739
https://doi.org/10.1109/JPROC.2015.2494218
https://icml.cc/Conferences/2010/papers/422.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10994-019-05854-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10994-019-05854-7
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v206/tabata23a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v206/tabata23a.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.06368
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v202/zhao23g.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v202/zhao23g.html


A Notation table

Table 3: Major notation

symbol definition

k number of the arms

δ confidence level

µ means (= (µ1, µ2, . . . , µk))
H prior distribution of µ

Hi prior distribution of µi

hi prior density of µi

mi, ξi mean and standard deviation of hi

Ni(t)
∑t−1

s=1 1[As = i]
L(H) See Definition 2

i∗(µ), j∗(µ) best arm and second best arm

ν(µ) alternative model where the top-two means of µ are swapped

KLi(·, ·) KL divergence between two distributions

d(p, q) KL divergence between two Bernoulli distributions with parameters p and q
Ni(t) number of draws on arm i before time step t
B 320maxi∈[k] σ

2
i

B0

(
π2

3 + 1
)

B

Θi {µ ∈ R
k : i∗(µ) = i}

Θij {µ ∈ R
k : i∗(µ) = i, j∗(µ) = j}

µ\i ( µ\i,j) the vector projection which omits i-th coordinate (i, j-th, respectively)

H\i ( H\i,j) the distribution which omits i-th coordinate (i, j-th, respectively)

Table 4: Notations for the lower bound proof, Section D

symbol definition

R e−4

∆̃ 32e4

L(H)δ

ν(µ) alternative model where the top-two means are swapped

ni(µ) Eµ[Ni(τ)]

D0(H)







W (− 1

32maxi∈[k] ξ
3/2
i

) If maxi∈[k] ξi >
3

√
e2

210

1 Otherwise
(W is the Lambert W function.)

D1(H) mini6=j

[
∣
∣
∣
mi

σ2
i
− mj

σ2
j

∣
∣
∣

−1

,

[

1
2σ2

i
+ 1

2σ2
j

]

−2

]

δL(H) L(H)
32e4 ·min

(

D0(H), D1(H),mini∈[k]
1

4m2
i
, L(H)

4(k−1)
∑

i∈[k]
1
ξi

)

B Proof of Lemma 1

We will use the following formal version of the volume lemma for the proof. The first result is used
for the upper bound, and the second result is used for the lower bound.

Lemma 9 (Volume Lemma, formal). Let Θij := {µ ∈ R
k : i∗(µ) = i, j∗(µ) = j}.

1. For any ∆ ∈ (0, 1), define

Lij(H ,∆) :=
1

δ

∫

Θij

1[|µi − µj | ≤ ∆] dH(µ).
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Table 5: Notations for the upper bound proof, Section E

symbol definition

Conf(i, t) confidence bound (Section 5)

UCB(i, t),LCB(i, t) upper and lower confidence bounds (Section 5)

∆̂safe(t) maxi∈A(t) UCB(i, t)−maxi∈A(t) LCB(i, t)
∆0

δ
4L(H)

∆thr min
(

log 4
√
k

δπ , 1
B

)

R0(∆) B logmin(∆,∆thr)
−1

min(∆,∆thr)2

T0 kR0(∆0)
∆s(µ) µi∗(µ) − µs

X (µ) Event
⋂

i∈[k]

[(
⋂∞

t=1 {LCB(i, t) ≤ µi}
)
⋂
(
⋂∞

t=1 {UCB(i, t) ≥ µi}
)]

. (Eq. (24))

Then,

Lij(H ,∆) ∈
[

Lij(H)− 1

ξi
∆, Lij(H) +

1

ξi
∆

]

. (8)

Especially when ∆ < L(H)
∑

i∈[k]
k−1
ξi

, L(H ,∆) ≤ 2L(H).

2. (Volume lemma for the lower bound) For small enough positive real number ∆ <

min

[

1
4maxi∈[k] m

2
i
, D0(H)

]

6 let

L′
ij(H ,∆) :=

1

∆

∫

Θij

1[|µi − µj | ≤ ∆]1[|µi|, |µj | ≤
1√
∆
] dH(µ).

Then,

L′
ij(H ,∆) ∈

[

Lij(H)− 2

ξi
∆, Lij(H) +

1

ξi
∆

]

. (9)

Especially when ∆ < min

[

1
4maxi∈[k] m

2
i
, D0(H), L(H)

∑
i∈[k]

4(k−1)
ξi

]

, L′(H ,∆) ∈
[
1
2L(H), 2L(H)

]

.

Proof. First, let us prove the upper bound of Eq. (8), i.e. Lij(H , δ) ≤ Lij(H) + 1
ξi
∆.

Recall for i, j ∈ [k], Θij = {µ : i∗(µ) = i, j∗(µ) = j}. We have
∫

Θij

1 [|µi − µj | ≤ ∆] dH(µ) =

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ µj+∆

µj

hi(µi) dµi

∏

k 6=i,j

∫ µj

−∞
hk(µk) dµkhj(µj) dµj

≤
∫ ∞

−∞

(

∆ max
0≤y≤∆

hi(µj + y)

)
∏

k 6=i,j

∫ µj

−∞
hk(µk) dµkhj(µj) dµj

≤ ∆

∫ ∞

−∞

[

hi(µj) +
e−1/2

ξi
∆

]
∏

k 6=i,j

∫ µj

−∞
hk(µk) dµkhj(µj) dµj

(by the Lipschitz property of the Gaussian density, e−1/2/ξi is the steepest slope of N(mi, ξ
2
i ))

≤ ∆










∫ ∞

−∞
hi(µj)

∏

k 6=i,j

∫ µj

−∞
hk(µk) dµkhj(µj) dµj

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Lij(H)

+

[
e−1/2

ξi
∆

]










.

6See Appendix G for the definition of D0(H).
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Therefore, we verified the upper bound side of Eq. (8).

For the lower bound, by following the same steps, one can prove
∫

Θij
1 [|µi − µj | ≤ ∆] dH(µ) ≥

(Lij(H)− 1
ξi
∆)∆.

For the proof of Eq. (9), by Chernoff’s method we can bound the tail probability as follows:

∫

Θij

1

[

|µi −mi| >
1√
∆

]

dH(µ) <

∫

Rk

1

[

|µi −mi| >
1√
∆

]

dH(µ) < 2 exp

(

− 1

2∆ξ2i

)

.

When |mi| < 1
2
√
∆

, then we can change the above inequality as:

∫

Θij

1

[

|µi| >
1√
∆

]

dH(µ) ≤
∫

Rk

1

[

|µi| >
1√
∆

]

dH(µ)

≤
∫

Rk

1

[

|µi −mi| >
1

2
√
∆

]

dH(µ) < 2 exp

(

− 1

8∆ξ2i

)

.

Therefore,
∫

Θij

1[|µi − µj | ≤ ∆]1[|µi|, |µj | ≤
1√
∆
] dH(µ) ≥

∫

Θij

1 [|µi − µj | ≤ ∆] dH(µ)

−
∫

Θij

1

[

|µi −mi| >
1

2
√
∆

]

dH(µ)−
∫

Θij

1

[

|µj −mj | >
1

2
√
∆

]

dH(µ)

≥ (Li(H)− 1

ξi
∆)∆− 2 exp

(

− 1

8∆ξ2i

)

− 2 exp

(

− 1

8∆ξ2j

)

≥ (Li(H)− 2

ξi
∆)∆ (by ∆ < D0(H))

for ∆ < min

[

mini∈[k]
1

4m2
i
, D0(H)

]

.

C Proof of Theorem 2

For ∆ > 0, let Θi(∆) := {µ ∈ R
k : i∗(µ) = i, µi − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆}. From Lemma 9, we have

Pµ∼H

[

i∗(µ) = i, µi − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆
]

=
∑

j 6=i

Pµ∼H

[

i∗(µ) = i, j∗(µ) = j, µi − µj ≤ ∆
]

≥
∑

j 6=i

1

2
Lij(H)∆.

Now, for each µ ∈ R
k, let ν : Rk → R

k be a function such that for s ∈ [k],

ν(µ)s :=







µi∗(µ) when s = j∗(µ)
µj∗(µ) when s = i∗(µ)
µs Otherwise.

For any µ ∈ R
k, let E(µ) = {J 6= i∗(µ)} and ν = ν(µ). By Lemma 1 in Kaufmann et al. [2016a],

for any frequentist δ-correct algorithm π = ((At)t, τ, J), we have

∑

s∈[k]

Eµ[Ns(τ)]KLs(µs||νs) ≥ d(Pµ(E(µ)), Pν (E(µ))), µ ∈ R
k. (10)

For the left side, from the construction of ν,
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KLs(µs||νs) :=
{

(µi∗(µ)−µj∗(µ))
2

2σ2
s

s = i∗(µ), j∗(µ)

0 Otherwise.

Since π ∈ Af (δ) and from the definition of E(µ) and ν, Pµ(E(µ)) ≤ δ and Pν(E(µ)) ≥ 1− δ.

Overall, we can rewrite Eq. (10) to the following simpler form:

Eµ[Ni∗(µ)(τ)]
(µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ))

2

2σ2
i∗(µ)

+ Eµ[Nj∗(µ)(τ)]
(µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ))

2

2σ2
j∗(µ)

≥ d(δ, 1− δ)

=⇒ Eµ[Ni∗(µ)(τ) +Nj∗(µ)(τ)] ≥
2d(δ, 1− δ)mins∈[k] σ

2
s

(µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ))2
.

Since τ =
∑k

s=1 Ns(τ), we can lower bound the expected stopping time when µ is given as follows:

Eµ[τ ] ≥ Eµ[Ni∗(µ)(τ) +Nj∗(µ)(τ)] ≥
2d(δ, 1− δ)mins∈[k] σ

2
s

(µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ))2
. (11)

Now, when we compute marginal Eµ[τ ] over µ, we have

Eµ∼H [τ ] = Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[τ ]
]

(Law of total expectation)

≥ Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[τ ]1Θi(∆)

]

≥ Eµ∼H

[

2d(δ, 1− δ)mins∈[k] σ
2
s

(µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ))2
1Θi(∆)

]

(Eq. (11))

≥ Eµ∼H

[
2d(δ, 1− δ)mins∈[k] σ

2
s

∆2
1Θi(∆)

]

≥

(
∑

j 6=i Lij(H)
)

d(δ, 1− δ)mins∈[k] σ
2
s

∆2
=

(
∑

j 6=i Lij(H)
)

d(δ, 1− δ)mins∈[k] σ
2
s

∆
.

Now since ∆ is an arbitrary small positive number, we can conclude that Eµ∼H [τ ] diverges.

D Proof of Theorem 4

In this subsection, we will prove the following theorem:

Theorem 10 (Restatement of Theorem 4). Let δ > 0 be sufficiently small such that δ < δL(H).
For any best arm identification algorithm, if

∫

Rk




∑

i∈[k]

ni(µ)



 dH(µ) ≤ NV ,

then ∫

Rk

Pµ[J 6= i∗(µ)] dH(µ) ≥ δ.

Proof. By Lemma 1 in Kaufmann et al. [2016a], for any stopping time τ , we have

∑

i∈[k]

Eµ[Ni(τ)]KLi(µi||νi) ≥ d(Pµ(E(µ)),Pν(E(µ))), µ ∈ R
k. (12)

To modify the RHS of Eq. (12), we will use the following lemma:
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Lemma 11. For any p, q′, q ∈ (0, 1) such that q′ ≤ q, we have

ln
1

4(p+ q)
≤ d(p, 1− q′).

By using Lemma 11 and the fact that Pν(E(µ)) ≥ 1−Pν[J 6= i∗(ν)] by definition, we can transform
(12) into

∑

i∈[k]

Eµ[Ni(τ)]KLi(µi||νi) ≥ ln
1

4(Pµ[J 6= i∗(µ)] + Pν [J 6= i∗(ν)])
, ∀µ ∈ R

k. (13)

Note that Pµ(E(µ)) is exactly the error probability, and we are interested in the marginal error

probability Eµ∼H [Pµ(E)]. Let ni(µ) = Eµ[Ni(τ)], and ∆̃ is an arbitrary small enough positive
variable which we will define later on Eq. (19). Then, by rearrangement, we can induce the following
inequalities
∫

Rk

Pµ[J 6= i∗(µ)] dH(µ)

=
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θij

Pµ[J 6= i] dH(µ)

=
1

2




∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θij

Pµ[J 6= i] dH(µ) +
∑

j∈[k]

∑

i6=j

∫

Θji

Pν(µ)[J 6= j]hi(µj)hj(µi)




∏

s6=i,j

hs(µs)



dµ





(Symmetry of the Lebesgue measure)

=
1

2




∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θij

[

Pµ[J 6= i]hi(µi)hj(µj) + Pν(µ)[J 6= j]hi(µj)hj(µi)
]




∏

s6=i,j

hs(µs)



 dµ





≥
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θij

Pµ[J 6= i∗(µ)] + Pν [J 6= i∗(ν)]
2

min (hi(µi)hj(µj), hi(µj)hj(µi)) dµ

(AC +BD ≥ Amin(C,D) +Bmin(C,D) = (A+B)min(C,D) for A,B,C,D > 0)

≥
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θij

exp (−ni(µ)KLi(µi, µj)− nj(µ)KLj(µj , µi))

8
min

(

1,
hi(µj)hj(µi)

hi(µi)hj(µj)

)

hi(µi)hj(µj) dµ

(Eq. (13))

≥ e−4
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θij

exp (−ni(µ)KLi(µi, µj)− nj(µ)KLj(µj , µi))

8
1

[

|µi|, |µj | ≤
1
√

∆̃

]

dH(µ).

(Lemma 12)

For the last inequality, we used the following lemma. The proof for this lemma is found in Subsec-
tion D.1.2.

Lemma 12 (Ratio Lemma). For all a, b ∈ R which satisfy |a− b| ≤ D1(H) and |a|, |b| ≤ 1√
D1(H)

for some fixed D1(H)7,
hi(a)hj(b)
hi(b)hj(a)

≥ e−4 for all i, j ∈ [k].

In short, we have
∫

Rk

Pµ[J 6= i∗(µ)] dH(µ)

≥ e−4
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θij

exp (−ni(µ)KLi(µi, µj)− nj(µ)KLj(µj , µi))

8
1

[

|µi|, |µj | ≤
1
√

∆̃

]

dH(µ)

(14)

7D1(H) := mini6=j

[

∣

∣

∣

∣

mi

σ2
i
−

mj

σ2
j

∣

∣

∣

∣

−1

,

[

1
2σ2

i
+ 1

2σ2
j

]

−2

]
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and the following statement is a stronger statement than Theorem 10.

If
∫ (∑

i∈[k] ni(µ)
)

dH(µ) ≤ NV , then (RHS of Eq. (14))≥ δ.

RHS of Eq. (14) is represented in terms of n := (n1, · · · , nk) : R
k → [0,∞)k (the expected

number of arm pulls) and does hold for any algorithm given n. To prove the above statement, since
‘set of all expected number of arm pulls’ is a subset of {ñ : Rk → [0,∞)}, it suffices to show that
the optimal value V of the following objective

V min := inf
ñ:Rk→[0,∞)k

V (ñ) (15)

s.t.

∫

Rk





k∑

s=1

ñs(µ)



dH(µ) ≤ NV

where V (ñ) := e−4
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θij

exp (−ñi(µ)KLi(µi, µj)− ñj(µ)KLj(µj , µi))

8
1

[

|µi|, |µj | ≤
1
√

∆̃

]

dH(µ)

is greater than δ.

Let Θ̃ij := {µ ∈ Θij : |µi − µj | ≤ ∆̃, |µi| ≤ 1√
∆̃
, |µj | ≤ 1√

∆̃
}. Then, it holds that V min ≥ V min

1

where

V min
1 := inf

ñ:Rk→[0,∞)k
V1(ñ) (16)

s.t.
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θ̃ij





k∑

s=1

ñs(µ)



 dH(µ) ≤ NV

where V1(ñ) := e−4
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θ̃ij

exp (−ñi(µ)KLi(µi, µj)− ñj(µ)KLj(µj , µi))

8
dH(µ).

To see this, suppose n̂ is an optimal solution to (15). Then, by the constraint of optimization

problem (15),
∫

Rk

(
∑

s∈[k] n̂s(µ)
)

dH(µ) ≤ NV and since n̂ is a collection of positive func-

tions,
∑

i,j∈[k]:i>j

∫

Θ̃ij∪Θ̃ji

(
∑k

s=1 ñs(µ)
)

dH(µ) ≤ NV , which means n̂ satisfies the constraint

of (16). By the minimality, V min
1 ≤ V1(n̂), and since exp is a positive function, we have

V1(n̂) ≤ V (n̂) = V min.

Moreover, V min
1 ≥ V min

2 holds for

V min
2 := inf

ñ:Rk→[0,∞)k
V2(ñ) (17)

s.t.
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θ̃ij





k∑

s=1

ñs(µ)



dH(µ) ≤ NV

where V2(ñ) := e−4
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θ̃ij

exp
(

−
(

ñi(µ) + ñj(µ)
)

∆̃2

2min(σ2
s)s∈[k]

)

8
dH(µ)

by using the fact that KLi(µi, µj) =
∆̃2

2σ2
i
≤ ∆̃2

2min(σ2
s)s∈[k]

.
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Claim 1. We abuse our notation slightly so that H(E) =
∫

E
dH(µ) for any Lebesgue measurable

set E, and let Θ̃ = ∪i,j∈[k]:i6=jΘ̃ij (note that all Θ̃ij are mutually disjoint except for the measure

zero sets). Then, the following nopt is an optimal solutions to (17)

nopt
s (µ) :=

NV

2H(Θ̃)
1

[

µ ∈
(

∪j 6=sΘ̃sj

)

∪
(

∪i6=sΘ̃is

)]

.

Proof. Choose an arbitrary ñ : Rk → [0,∞)k which satisfies the constraint of optimization problem

(17). Let Ñ(µ) :=
[
∑

s∈[k] ñs(µ)
]

. Now, since the function ρ : x 7→ 1
8R exp(−x · ∆̃2

2min(σ2
s)s∈[k]

)

is a convex and decreasing function, by Jensen’s inequality we can say that

V2(ñ) =
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

∫

Θ̃ij

ρ
(

ñi(µ) + ñj(µ)
)

dH(µ)

≥
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

H(Θ̃ij)ρ

(

1

H(Θ̃ij)

∫

Θ̃ij

(

ñi(µ) + ñj(µ)
)

dH(µ)

)

(Jensen’s inequality for each integral on Θ̃ij)

= H(Θ̃) ·
∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

H(Θ̃ij)

H(Θ̃)
ρ

(

1

H(Θ̃ij)

∫

Θ̃ij

(

ñi(µ) + ñj(µ)
)

dH(µ)

)

≥H(Θ̃) · ρ




∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

H(Θ̃ij)

H(Θ̃)

1

H(Θ̃ij)

∫

Θ̃ij

(

ñi(µ) + ñj(µ)
)

dH(µ)





(Jensen’s inequality)

≥H(Θ̃) · ρ






∑

i∈[k]

∑

j 6=i

1

H(Θ̃)

∫

Θ̃ij




∑

s∈[k]

ñs



dH(µ)






(ñi + ñj ≤
∑

s∈[k] ñs and ρ is a decreasing function.)

≥H(Θ̃) · ρ
(

NV

H(Θ̃)

)

. (Constraint of (17))

Since ñ is chosen arbitrarily, we can say V min
2 ≥ H(Θ̃)ρ

(

NV

H(Θ̃)

)

. One can check the above

nopt satisfies the constraint in the optimization problem (17) and also satisfies V2(n
opt) =

H(Θ̃)ρ( NV

H(Θ̃)
). Therefore, nopt is an optimal solution of optimization problem (17).

Using Lemma 9, we can get

H(Θ̃) =
∑

i6=j

∫

Θij

1[|µi − µj | ≤ ∆̃]1[|µi|, |µj | ≤
1
√

∆̃
] dH(µ) = L′

ij(H , ∆̃). (18)

Now applying Claim 1 and Eq. (18) on Optimization (17) implies the following result:

V min
2 = V2(n

opt) (Claim 1)

=
exp

(

− NV

2L′(H,∆̃)
∆̃2

2min(σ2
s)s∈[k]

)

8e4

∑

i6=j

∫

Θij

1[|µi − µj | ≤ ∆̃]1[|µi|, |µj | ≤
1
√

∆̃
] dH(µ)

(Eq. (18))

≥
exp

(

− NV ∆̃
2min(σ2

s)s∈[k]L′(H,∆̃)

)

8e4
× L′(H , ∆̃)∆̃. (Eq. (18))

If V ≤ δ is true, then V2 ≤ δ, which implies
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exp
(

− NV ∆̃
2min(σ2

s)s∈[k]L′(H,∆̃)

)

8e4
×L′(H , ∆̃) ≤ δ ⇐⇒ NV ≥

2min(σ2
s )s∈[k]L

′(H , ∆̃)

∆̃
ln

L′(H , ∆̃)

8e4δ
.

To make this lower bound greater than 0, ln L′(H,∆̃)
8e4δ > 1. From Lemma 9, we know that for small

enough ∆̃8, L′(H , ∆̃) ∈ [ 12L(H), 2L(H)]. Setting

∆̃ :=
32e4

L(H)
δ, (19)

we have

NV ≥ min(σ2
s )s∈[k]

L(H)2

16e4
ln 2 (20)

which is the inequality we desired.

D.1 Proof of Lemmas

D.1.1 Proof of lemma 11

Proof. It is equivalent to prove p+ q ≥ 1
4 exp(−d(p, 1 − q′)) for any p, q, q′ ∈ (0, 1) such that

q′ ≤ q. First, if p ≥ 1/4 or q ≥ 1/4 it trivially holds, and thus we assume p < 1/4 and q < 1/4.
We have

d(p, 1− q′)d(p, 1− q) (p, q ≤ 1
4 )

≤ d(p+ q, 1− (p+ q)) (p+ q < 1
2 )

≤ log
1

2.4(p+ q)
(Eq.(3) of Kaufmann et al. [2016a])

and transforming this yields

p+ q ≥ 1

2.4
e−(d(p,1−q′)).

This completes the proof.

D.1.2 Proof of the Lemma 12

Proof. We have

hi(a)hj(b)

hi(b)hj(a)
= exp

(

− (a−mi)
2

2σ2
i

+
(b−mi)

2

2σ2
i

− (b−mj)
2

2σ2
j

+
(a−mj)

2

2σ2
j

)

= exp

(

− (a− b)(a+ b− 2mi)

2σ2
i

− (b− a)(a+ b− 2mj)

2σ2
j

)

= exp

(

2(a− b)

[

mi

σ2
i

− mj

σ2
j

]

− (a− b)(a+ b)

[

1

2σ2
i

+
1

2σ2
j

])

≥ exp

(

−2|a− b|
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

mi

σ2
i

− mj

σ2
j

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
− |(a− b)(a+ b)|

[

1

2σ2
i

+
1

2σ2
j

])

≥ exp

(

−2δ
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

mi

σ2
i

− mj

σ2
j

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
− 2
√
δ

[

1

2σ2
i

+
1

2σ2
j

])

1

R′
ij(H , δ)

.

Define R′(H , δ) = mini6=j R
′
ij(H , δ), and this R′(H , δ) satisfies the condition of the Ratio lemma.

For δ such that

δ < D1(H) := min
i6=j





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

mi

σ2
i

− mj

σ2
j

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

−1

,

[

1

2σ2
i

+
1

2σ2
j

]

−2



,

8∆̃ < min

(

D0(H),mini∈[k]
1

4m2
i
,

L(H)

4(k−1)
∑

i∈[k]
1
ξi

)

. Check Section G for the condition
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we have R′(H , δ) ≤ e4.

E Proof of Theorem 6

For the notational convenience, Define ∆s(µ) := µi∗(µ) − µs for s ∈ [k], ∆(µ) :=
mins6=i∗(µ) ∆s = ∆j∗(µ). Let A(t) be the subset of arms that have not been eliminated at time
t.

Since δ < 4L2(H)
∑

i∈[k]
k−1
ξi

, ∆0 = δ
4L(H) ≤

L(H)
∑

i∈[k]
k−1
ξi

and we have

Pµ∼H(∆0 ≥ ∆(µ)) =
∑

i6=j

∫

Θij

1[|µi − µj | ≤ ∆0] dH(µ)

=L(H ,∆0)∆0 ≤ 2L(H) ·∆0 (Lemma 9)

≤ δ

2
. (21)

Next, we consider the upper bound estimator such that ∆̂safe(t) ≥ ∆ holds with high probability.
Namely,

UCB(i, t),LCB(i, t) = µ̂i(t)± Conf(i, t)

Conf(i, t) =

√

2σ2
i

log(6(Ni(t))2/((
δ2

2k )π
2))

Ni(t)

∆̂safe(t) = max
i

UCB(i, t)−max
j

LCB(j, t).

From the definition above, we can calculate how many arm pulls the learner needs to narrow down
the confidence width.

Lemma 13. Define B := 320maxi∈[k] σ
2
i and ∆thr := min

(

log 4
√
k

δπ , 1
B

)

. Let R0(∆) :=

B logmin(∆,∆thr)
−1

min(∆,∆thr)2
. Then, for any ∆ ∈ (0,∞) and for a timestep t which satisfies Ni(t) ≥ R0(∆),

Conf(i, t) ≤ ∆/4.

Proof of Lemma 13. Only for this part of the proof, let ∆′ = min(∆,∆thr) for notational conve-
nience. Then,

Conf(i, t) =

√

2σ2
i

log(6(Ni(t))2/((
δ2

2k )π
2))

Ni(t)

≤
√

2σ2
i

log(6R0(∆)2/(( δ
2

2k )π
2))

R0(∆)
(assumption on t)

= ∆′
√

2σ2
i

√
√
√
√ log(6(B × log(∆′−1)

∆′2 )2/(( δ
2

2k )π
2))

B × log(∆′−1)

≤ ∆′
√

2σ2
i

√

log(6( B
∆′3 )2/((

δ2

2k )π
2))

Blog(∆′−1)
(log∆′−1 ≤ ∆′−1

)

= ∆′
√

2σ2
i

√

6 log(∆′−1) + 2 logB + log 12k
δ2π2

Blog(∆′−1)

≤ ∆′
√

2σ2
i

√

6

B
+

2

B
+

2

B
(Definition of ∆thr, ∆thr ≥ ∆′)

= ∆′
√

20σ2
i

B
≤ 1

4
∆′ ≤ 1

4
∆.
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From this lemma, one could induce the following corollary which states that Algorithm 5 always
terminates before a certain timestep:

Corollary 14. Let τ (and γ) be the stopping time (and the last iteration of the while loop in Algo-
rithm 1, respectively) where Algorithm 1 meets the stopping condition. Then, γ is always bounded
by R0(∆0) and τ is uniformly bounded by T0 := k · R0(∆0).

Proof of Corollary 14. Let us assume that τ > T0 + 1. Then, by Lemma 13, each i ∈
AT0 satisfies Conf(i, T0) ≤ ∆0/4. Let iucb(t) = argmaxi∈A(t) UCB(i, t) and ilcb(t) =
argmaxi∈A(t) LCB(i, t). From definition,

∆̂safe(T0) = max
i∈A(T0)

UCB(i, T0)− max
i∈A(T0)

LCB(i, T0)

= UCB(iucb(T0), T0)− LCB(ilcb(T0), T0)

= 2Conf(iucb(T0), T0) + 2Conf(ilcb(T0), T0) + LCB(iucb(T0), T0)−UCB(ilcb(T0), T0)

≤ ∆0 + LCB(iucb(T0), T0)−UCB(ilcb(T0), T0)

≤ ∆0 (Since both arms survived from the elimination phase.)

which implies ∆̂safe ≤ ∆0, which contradicts τ ≥ T0 since the Algorithm should be terminated by
Line 18 at timestep T0. Therefore, τ ≤ T0.

Lemma 14 implies Algorithm 1 always stops before T0 samples. Morever, the following lemma
states that with high probability, true mean µ is in between UCB and LCB for all time steps.

Lemma 15. (Uniform confidence bound) The following holds for all i ∈ [k]:

Pµ

[ ∞⋂

t=1

{LCB(i, t) ≤ µi}
]

≥ 1− δ2

2k
, (22)

Pµ

[ ∞⋂

t=1

{µi ≤ UCB(i, t)}
]

≥ 1− δ2

2k
. (23)

Proof of Lemma 15. The following derives the upper bound part, Eq. (23). The lower bound is
derived by following the same steps.

Since each arm is independent of each other, Eq. (23) boils down to prove

Pµ





∞⋂

s=1

{µi ≤ UCB(i, ti(s))}



 ≥ 1− δ2

2k
,

where ti(s) = min{t ∈ N : Ni(t) ≥ s} and ti(s) =∞ if {t ∈ N : Ni(t) ≥ s} = ∅. For each event
{µi ≤ UCBi(ti(s))}, since each arm pull is independent of each other, by Hoeffding’s inequality
we have

Pµ




1

s

s∑

j=1

(X i
j − µi) ≤ −ǫ



 ≤ exp

(

− sǫ2

2σ2
0

)

for any ǫ > 0. If we set ǫ = Conf(i, ti(s)), we can transform the above inequality to

Pµ

(
UCB(i, ti(s)) ≤ µi

)
≤ δ2

2ks2
· 6

π2
.

By the union bound,
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Pµ





∞⋂

s=1

{µi ≤ UCB(i, ti(s))}



 ≥ 1−
∞∑

s=1

Pµ

[
µi ≥ UCB(i, ti(s))

]

≥ 1−
∞∑

s=1

δ2

2ks2
· 6

π2

≥ 1−
∞∑

s=1

δ2

2ks2
· 6

π2
= 1− δ2

2k
,

and the proof is completed.

Let us define a good event based on Lemma 15.

X (µ) :=
⋂

i∈[k]









∞⋂

t=1

{LCB(i, t) ≤ µi}




⋂





∞⋂

t=1

{UCB(i, t) ≥ µi}







 . (24)

We now prove that, underHµ and under this good event X (µ)

• The best arm i∗(µ) is always in the active arm set A(t) for all t (Lemma 16)

• Each count of the suboptimal arm pull, Ni(T0), is bounded by roughly O( log ∆i

∆2
i

) (Lemma

17).

Lemma 16. Let

X ′(µ) =
⋂

t

{i∗(µ) ∈ A(t)} .

Then, underHµ, X (µ) ⊂ X ′(µ) and naturally

Pµ [(X ′(µ))c] ≤ δ2.

Proof of Lemma 16. Suppose that event X (µ) occurs under Hµ. Then for all i ∈ [k] and for all t,
µ̂i − Conf(i, t) ≤ µi and µ̂i + Conf(i, t) ≥ µi. Now, for any i 6= i∗,

LCB(i, t)−UCB(i∗, t) = µ̂i − Conf(i, t)− (µ̂i∗ +Conf(i∗, t))

≤ µi +Conf(i, t)− Conf(i, t)− (µi∗ − Conf(i∗, t) + Conf(i∗, t))
(Event X occurs)

= µi − µi∗ < 0

which means when event X occurs, the optimal arm will never be dropped, and thus X ⊂ X ′. By
Lemma 15,

Pµ(X ′(µ)) ≥ Pµ(X (µ)) ≥ 1− δ2.

Lemma 17. For any i 6= i∗, underHµ we have

{
Ni(T0) > R0

(
max(∆i,∆0)

)}
⊂ X (µ)c, (25)

and therefore, Eµ[Ni(T0)1[X (µ)]] ≤ R0

(
max(∆i,∆0)

)
.

Proof of Lemma 17. Only for this part of the proof, let Ti := R0

(
max(∆i,∆0)

)
for brevity.

When ∆i < ∆0, max(∆i,∆0) = ∆0, which, combined with Corollary 14, implies that
{Ni(T0) ≥ Ti} always holds.
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For the case of ∆i > ∆0, suppose that the learner is under the events X (µ) and {i ∈ A(Ti)}. Note
that

Conf(a, Ti) ≤
∆i

4
, ∀a ∈ A(Ti).

Then,

max
a∈A(Ti)

LCBa(Ti)−UCBi(Ti) ≥ LCBi∗(Ti)−UCBi(Ti)

= µ̂i∗ − Confi∗(Ti)− (µ̂i +Confi(Ti))

≥ µi∗ − 2Confi∗(Ti)− (µi + 2Confi(Ti)) (X occurs)

≥ µi∗ − µi −∆i = 0.

Therefore, when X occurs, µi should be eliminated after timestep Ti so Ni(T0) ≤ Ti.

Lemmas 16 and 17 guarantee the Bayesian δ-correctness of our Algorithm 1.

Theorem 18. (δ-correctness) The Bayesian PoE of Algorithm 1 is at most δ.
∫

Rk

PoE(µ) dH(µ) ≤ δ. (26)

Proof of Theorem 18. Throughout the proof, we now have the following results.

• The probability that µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0 is at most δ
2 by Eq. (21).

• The event X failed to hold with probability at most δ2 by Lemma 15.

• When µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) > ∆0 and event X occurs, by Lemmas 16 and 17, all suboptimal
arms will be eliminated before Tj∗ and only the optimal arm will remain eventually. This
means E(µ) ⊂ X (µ) ∪ {µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0}.

Therefore,

PoE(π;H) = Eµ∼H

[

P

(

J 6= i∗(µ)|Hµ

)]

= Eµ∼H

[

E[1(E(µ))|Hµ]
]

≤ Eµ∼H

[

E[1({µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0}) + 1(X (µ))|Hµ]
]

≤ Eµ∼H

[

1({µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0}) + E[1(X (µ))|Hµ]
]

≤ δ

2
+ δ2 < δ.

Finally, Lemma 19 shows the upper bound of the expected stopping time of our algorithm.

Lemma 19. We have E[τ ] ≤ B0
L(H)2

δ log
(

L(H)
δ

)

+O(log δ−1).

Proof. We have

E[τ ] =

k∑

s=1

E[Ns(T0)] =

k∑

s=1

E[Eµ[Ns(T0)]]

=

k∑

s=1

E

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)]]
]

+

k∑

s=1

E

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X c(µ)]]
]

≤
k∑

s=1

E

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)]]
]

+ T0 · δ2 (Corollary 14 and Lemma 15)
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and since ∆0 < ∆thr by assumption,

T0 · δ2 = k · R0(∆0) · δ2 ≤ kB · log∆
−1
0

∆2
0

· δ2. (27)

Therefore, it remains to compute the scale of the first term,
∑k

s=1 E

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)]
]

.

The following evaluates E

[

Eµ[Ni(T0)1[X (µ)]]
]

for each i. For notational convenience, let

Ts(µ) = Eµ

[

R0(max
(
∆s,∆0)

)
1[X (µ)]

]

. Then,

E

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)]]
]

≤ E[Ts(µ)] (Lemma 17)

=

k∑

i=1

E[Ts(µ)1[µ ∈ Θi]]

=
k∑

i=1

∫

µ∈Θi

Ts(µ) dH(µ) (28)

(Recall that Θi = {µ ∈ R
k : µi ≥ maxj 6=i µj}). In the following, we calculate each∫

µ∈Θi
Ts(µ) dH(µ). By assumption, ∆0 < ∆thr.

For this part, we define a new notation that for each vector v ∈ R
k and i, j ∈ [k], v\i (and v\i,j) is

the projection of v to R
k−1 (Rk−2, respectively) by omitting i-th coordinate (i, j-th coordinate, re-

spectively), v\i := (v1, v2, · · · , vi−1, vi+1, · · · , vk)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

k−1 coordinates

. Similarly, for a k-dimensional distribution H

and i, j ∈ [k], H\i (and H\i,j) is the distribution which omits i-th (i, j-th, respectively) coordinate.

Case 1: s 6= i In this case, by Lemma 17,

∫

µ∈Θi

Ts(µ) dH(µ) =

∫

µ∈Θi

Ts(µ)(1[µi − µs ≥ ∆0] + 1[µi − µs < ∆0]) dH(µ)

=

∫

µi∈R

∫ µi−∆thr

µs=−∞

∫

µ\i,s∈(−∞,µi)k
Ts(µ)hi(µi)hs(µs) dH\i,s dµs dµi

+

∫

µi∈R

∫ µi−∆0

µs=µi−∆thr

∫

µ\i,s∈(−∞,µi)k
Ts(µ)hi(µi)hs(µs) dH\i,s dµs dµi

+

∫

µi∈R

∫ µi

µs=µi−∆0

∫

µ\i,s∈(−∞,µi)k
Ts(µ)hi(µi)hs(µs) dH\i,s dµs dµi

≤B · log∆
−1
thr

∆2
thr

+

∫

µi∈R

∫ µi−∆0

µs=µi−∆thr

∫

µ\i,s∈(−∞,µi)k
B
log(µi − µs)

−1

(µi − µs)2
hi(µi)hs(µs) dH\i,s dµs dµi

+

∫

µi∈R

∫ µi

µs=µi−∆0

∫

µ\i,s∈(−∞,µi)k
B
log∆−1

0

∆2
0

hi(µi)hs(µs) dH\i,s dµs dµi

(Lemma 17)

=

∫

µi∈R

∫ µi−∆0

µs=−µi−∆thr

B
log(µi − µs)

−1

(µi − µs)2
hi(µi)hs(µs)




∏

k∈[k]\{i,s}
Hk(µi)



dµs dµi

+B
log∆−1

0

∆2
0

P(i∗(µ) = i, µi − µs ≤ ∆0) +B · log∆
−1
thr

∆2
thr
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≤B log∆−1
0

∫

µi∈R

hi(µi)

∫ µi−∆0

µs=−∞

1

(µi − µs)2
hs(µs)




∏

k∈[k]\{i,s}
Hk(µi)



dµs dµi

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(A)

+B
log∆−1

0

∆2
0

P(i∗(µ) = i, µi − µs ≤ ∆0)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(Pis)

+B
log∆−1

thr

∆2
thr

.

We first deal with the term (A). The following splits (A) into the sum of two integrals (A1) and
(A2):

(A) =

∫

µi∈R

hi(µi)




∏

k∈[k]\{i,s}
Hk(µi)





∫ µi−∆0

µs=−∞

1

(µi − µs)2
hs(µs) dµs dµi

=

⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉−1

∑

l=1

∫

µi∈R

hi(µi)




∏

k∈[k]\{i,s}
Hk(µi)





∫ µi−l∆0

µs=µi−(l+1)∆0

1

(µi − µs)2
hs(µs) dµs dµi

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(A1)

+

∫

µi∈R

hi(µi)




∏

k∈[k]\{i,s}
Hk(µi)





∫ µi−⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉∆0

µs=−∞

1

(µi − µs)2
hs(µs) dµs dµi

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(A2)

.

For (A1), we have

(A1) ≤
⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉−1

∑

l=1

∫

µi∈R

hi(µi)




∏

k∈[k]\{i,s}
Hk(µi)





∫ µi−l∆0

µs=µi−(l+1)∆0

1

l2∆2
0

hs(µs) dµs dµi

=

⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉−1

∑

l=1

1

l2∆2
0

P(i∗(µ) = i, µi − µs ∈ [l∆0, (l + 1)∆0])

≤
⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉−1

∑

l=1

1

l2∆2
0

· 2P(i∗(µ) = i, µi − µs ≤ ∆0) (Lemma 20)

≤
∞∑

l=1

1

l2∆2
0

· 2Pis

=
π2

3∆2
0

Pis. (29)

Now for (A2), we evaluate the inner integral of (A2):

(Inner −A2) :=
1√
2πσs

∫ µi−⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉∆0

−∞

1

(µi − µs)2
exp

(

− (µs −ms)
2

2σ2
s

)

dµs

=
1√
2πσs

[
1

(µi − µs)
exp

(

− (µs −ms)
2

2σ2
s

)]µi−⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉∆0

−∞

+
1√
2πσs

∫ µi−⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉∆0

−∞

µs −ms

σ2
s(µi − µs)

exp

(

− (µs −ms)
2

2σ2
s

)

dµs

(partial integration)
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≤ 1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+
1√
2πσ3

s

∫ µi−⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉∆0

−∞

(
µi −ms

µi − µs
− 1

)

exp

(

− (µs −ms)
2

2σ2
s

)

dµs

(µi > µs)

≤ 1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+
1√
2πσ3

s

∫ µi−⌈ 1

2
√

∆0
⌉∆0

−∞

µi −ms

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

exp

(

− (µs −ms)
2

2σ2
s

)

dµs

≤ 1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+max




1

σ2
s

µi −ms

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

, 0



.

By integrating above over variable i, we have

(A2) ≤
∫

R

hi(µi)




∏

k∈[k]\{i,s}
Hk(µi)








1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+max




1

σ2
s

µi −ms

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

, 0







dµi

≤
∫

R

hi(µi)




1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+max




1

σ2
s

µi −ms

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

, 0







dµi (Fk(·) ≤ 1)

=
1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+
1

σ2
s⌈ 1

2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

[∫

R

hi(µi)max
[
µi −ms, 0

]
dµi

]

≤ 1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+
1

σ2
s⌈ 1

2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

[∫

R

hi(µi)|µi −ms| dµi

]

≤ 1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+
1

σ2
s⌈ 1

2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

[∫

R

hi(µi)
(
|µi −mi|+ |mi −ms|

)
dµi

]

≤ 1√
2πσs

1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

+
1

σ2
s⌈ 1

2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

(|mi −ms|+
σi

√
2√

π
)

(Mean of Half normal distribution is σi

√
2√

π
)

=
1

⌈ 1
2
√
∆0
⌉∆0

[

1√
2πσs

+
1

σ2
s

(|mi −ms|+
σi

√
2√
π

)

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Sis(H)/2

≤ Sis(H)√
∆0

= O(∆
−1/2
0 ). (30)

Therefore, by Eq. (29) and Eq. (30),

(A) = (A1) + (A2) =
1

∆2
0

· π
2

3
Pis +O(∆

−1/2
0 ),

and therefore

∫

µ∈Θi

Ts(µ) dH(µ) ≤B log∆−1
0

∆2
0

Pis

[
π2

3
+ 1

]

+O(∆
−1/2
0 ). (31)

Case 2: s = i In this case, let
∫

µ∈Θs

Ts(µ) dH(µ) =
∑

j 6=s

∫

µ∈Θsj

Ts(µ) dH(µ)

≤
∑

j 6=s

∫

µ∈Θsj

max
i6=s

(Ti(µ)) dH(µ)

(Ns(t) increases only when |At| > 1, so there should be a competitor)
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≤
∑

j 6=s

∫

µ∈Θsj

max
i6=s

[
R0(∆i(µ),∆0)

]
dH(µ) (Lemma 17)

≤
∑

j 6=s

∫

µ∈Θsj

[

R0(∆j(µ),∆0)
]

dH(µ)

and by the same calculation as Case 1, we obtain:

∫

µ∈Θsj

[

R0(∆j(µ),∆0)
]

dµ ≤ B log∆−1
0

∆2
0

Psj

[
π2

3
+ 1

]

+O(∆
−1/2
0 ),

and therefore

∫

µ∈Θs

Ts(µ) dH(µ) ≤ B log∆−1
0

∆2
0

[
π2

3
+ 1

]
∑

j 6=s

Psj +O(∆
−1/2
0 ). (32)

For notational convenience, let B0 = B ·
[
π2

3 + 1
]

. From Eq. (28), Eq. (31), Eq. (32), we get

E[Ns(T0)] = Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)]]
]

+ Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)c]]
]

(33)

≤
k∑

i=1

∫

µ∈Θi

Ts(µ) dH(µ) + Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)c]]
]

(Eq. (28))

≤
∑

i6=s

∫

µ∈Θi

Ts(µ) dH(µ) +

∫

µ∈Θs

Ts(µ) dH(µ) + Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)c]]
]

≤ B0 log∆
−1
0

∆2
0




∑

i6=s

Pis +
∑

j 6=s

Psj



+O(∆
−1/2
0 ) + Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)c]]
]

(Eq. (31) and (32))

=
B0 log∆

−1
0

∆2
0

[

P(i∗(µ) 6= s, µi∗(µ) − µs ≤ ∆0) + P(i∗(µ) = s, µs − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0)
]

+O(∆
−1/2
0 ) + Eµ∼H

[

Eµ[Ns(T0)1[X (µ)c]]
]

. (34)

Now, the total stopping time is bounded as follows:

E[τ ] = E[
k∑

s=1

Ns(T0)]

=
B0 log∆

−1
0

∆2
0









k∑

s=1

P(i∗(µ) 6= s, µi∗(µ) − µs ≤ ∆0)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

PSum1

+

k∑

s=1

P(i∗(µ) = s, µs − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

PSum2









+O(∆
−1/2
0 ) + E[τ1[X c]]. (Eq. (34))

The final task we have left is bounding (PSum1) and (PSum2). Let us define k∗(µ) as the third
best arm in µ. For (PSum1),

(PSum1) =

k∑

s=1

P(i∗(µ) 6= s, µi∗(µ) − µs ≤ ∆0)
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=
k∑

s=1

P(j∗(µ) = s, µi∗(µ) − µs ≤ ∆0) +
k∑

s=1

P(j∗(µ) 6= s, µi∗(µ) − µs ≤ ∆0)

≤ P(µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0) +
k∑

s=1

P(µi∗(µ) − µk∗(µ) ≤ ∆0)

(When j∗(µ) 6= s, µk∗(µ) ≥ s)

≤ δ

2
+ k · P(µi∗(µ) − µk∗(µ) ≤ ∆0) (Definition of ∆0)

≤ δ

2
+O(∆2

0). (Lemma 21)

For (PSum2),

(PSum2) =

k∑

s=1

P(i∗(µ) = s, µs − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0)

= P(µi∗(µ) − µj∗(µ) ≤ ∆0)

= P(∆(µ) ≤ ∆0) ≤
δ

2
(Definition of ∆0)

and finally we can conclude

E[τ ] ≤ B0 log∆
−1
0

∆2
0

δ +O(∆
−1/2
0 ) + E[τ1[X c]] (Eq. (34), (PSum1) and (PSum2))

≤ B0 log∆
−1
0

∆2
0

δ +O(∆
−1/2
0 ) +

KB log∆−1
0

∆2
0

· δ2 (Eq.(27))

=
B0 log∆

−1
0

∆2
0

δ +O(∆
−1/2
0 ), (35)

and the proof is completed.

E.1 Bound that holds for any δ

In this case, we need to change the definition of ∆0 as

∆0 := min

(

max

{

∆ ∈ (0, 1) : L(H ,∆)∆ ≤ δ

2

}

,min
i6=j

(ξiLij(H))2

)

. (36)

Assume that ∆0 < ∆thr. Then, all the proof flows of Section E after Eq. (21) follows accordingly,
and we obtain the following upper bound:

E[τ ] ≤ B0 log∆
−1
0

∆2
0

δ +
2
∑

i6=j Sij(H)
√
∆0

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(35)

+
KB0 log∆

−1
0

∆2
0

δ2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(27)

+B0




∑

i6=j 6=k

Qijk



 log∆−1
0

︸ ︷︷ ︸

From (PSum1)

+k2·B0 log∆
−1
thr

∆2
thr

,

(37)
where Sij and Qijk are defined in Eq. (30) and Lemma 21, respectively.

Eq. (37) also holds for the case of ∆0 ≥ ∆thr. In this case, from the definition of R0, we have

Ts(µ) = Eµ

[

R0(max
(
∆s,∆0)

)
1[X ]

]

= Eµ

[
R0(∆thr)1[X ]

]
≤ R0(∆thr)Pµ[X ] = R0(∆thr),

which implies

E[τ ] ≤ k ·R0(∆thr) + T0 · δ2

= k ·R0(∆thr) · (1 + δ2) (T0 = k ·R0(∆0) = R0(∆thr))

= k · B0 log∆
−1
thr

∆2
thr

· (1 + δ2)
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≤ 2k
B0 log∆

−1
thr

∆2
thr

≤ Eq. (37).

In summary, we obtain Eq. (37).

E.2 Proof of Lemmas

E.2.1 Proof of Lemma 20

Lemma 20. For S + 1 ≤ 1√
δ

and for δ ≤
(
ξiLis(H)

)
2, we have

P(i∗(µ) = i, µi − µs ∈ [Sδ, (S + 1)δ]) ≤ 2P(i∗(µ) = i, µi − µs ≤ δ).

Proof. We have

∫

Θi

1 [|µi − µs| ∈ [Sδ, (S + 1)δ]] dH(µ) =

∫

Θ\i

∫ µs+(S+1)δ

µi=µs+Sδ

hi(µi) dµi dH\i(µ\i)

≤
∫

Θ\i

δ

[

hi(µs) +
e−1/2

ξi
(S + 1)δ

]

dH\i(µ\i)

(by Lipschitz property of Gaussian, e−1/2/ξi is the steepest slope of N(mi, ξ
2
i ))

= δ(

[
∫

Θ\i

hi(µs) dH(µ\i)

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Lis(H)

+
e−1/2

ξi
(S + 1)δ)

≤ (Lis(H) +
1

ξi
(S + 1)δ)δ.

When S + 1 < 1√
δ

and
√
δ < Lis(H)ξi, we have

∫

Θi

1 [|µi − µj | ∈ [Sδ, (S + 1)δ]] dH(µ) ≤ 2Lis(H)δ

as intended.

E.2.2 Proof of Lemma 21

We will show that the probability that three or more arms are δ-close is O(δ2). Namely:

Lemma 21. We have P(µi∗(µ) − µk∗(µ) ≤ ∆0) = O(δ2).

Proof. For any i 6= j 6= k ∈ [k], we have

∫

1 [|µi − µj |, |µi − µk| ≤ δ] dH(µ)

=

∫

µ\jk

∫ µi+δ

µj=µi−δ

∫ µi+δ

µk=µi−δ

hj(µj)hk(µk) dµk dµj dH\jk(µ\jk)

≤
∫

µ\jk

∫ µi+δ

µj=µi−δ

∫ µi+δ

µk=µi−δ

(

hj(µi) +
e−1/2δ

ξj

)(

hk(µi) +
e−1/2δ

ξk

)

dµk dµj dH\jk(µ\jk)

(Lipschitz property of Gaussian)

≤ (2δ)2
∫

µ\jk

[

hj(µi)hk(µi) +O(δ)
]

dH\jk(µ\jk)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Qijk(H)

= O(δ2).
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F Experimental details

F.1 Stopping condition

TTTS We use our theoretical results stated in Section 5 for our stopping criterion. For TTTS, we
use Chernoff’s stopping rule, as Garivier and Kaufmann [2016], Jourdan et al. [2022] did. Here is
the description how it works: for each arm i, j ∈ [k], let

µ̂ij(t) :=
Ni(t)

Ni(t) +Nj(t)
µ̂i(t) +

Nj(t)

Ni(t) +Nj(t)
µ̂j(t),

and define

Zij(t) := Ni(t) ·KLi(µ̂i, µ̂ij) +Nj(t) ·KLj(µ̂j , µ̂ij).

Now the stopping time is defined as:

τTTTS := inf{t ∈ N : max
a∈[k]

min
b∈[k]\a

Zab(t) ≥ β(t, δ)}

for some threshold function β(t, δ), which is defined by the following proposition of
Garivier and Kaufmann [2016]:

Theorem 22 (Garivier and Kaufmann 2016, Proposition 12). Let µ be an exponential family bandit
model. Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and α > 1. There exists a constant C = C(α, k) such that whatever the
sampling strategy, using Chernoff’s stopping rule with the threshold

β(t, δ) = log
Ctα

δ

ensures that for all µ, Pµ

(
τ <∞, J 6= i∗(µ)

)
≤ δ.

In this theorem, we give an advantage to the stopping time of TTTS by setting α = 1, C = 1.
Theoretically, C(α, k) > 1 and C → ∞ as α → 1+, but we set the threshold smaller than the
theoretical guarantee so that TTTS stops earlier.

TTUCB We followed the stopping rule of the original paper Jourdan and Degenne [2022b]. Let

CG(x) := minλ∈( 1
2 ,1]

2λ−2λ log(4λ)+log ζ(2λ)−0.5 log(1−λ)+x
λ where ζ is a Riemann ζ function, and

c(n, δ) := 2CG(
1

2
log

k − 1

δ
) + 4 log(4 + log

n

2
).

Let ît := argmaxi∈[k] µ̂i(t), the empirical best arm at step t. The TTUCB algorithm stops when

min
i6=ît

µ̂î(t)− µ̂i(t)
√

1
Nhati(t)

+ 1
Ni(t)

≥
√

c(t, δ).

When the algorithm stops sampling, the TTUCB algorithm recommends the empirical best arm as
its final suggestion.

Since the computation of CG(x) involves optimization, it is computationally heavy when the number
of samples is excessively large (as our Table 1). Instead, we approximated CG(x) ≈ x + log x as
mentioned in Jourdan and Degenne [2022b].

F.2 NoElim algorithm

The NoElim algorithm is shown in Algorithm 2.

F.3 Tables including computation time

For all tables in this section, Comp represents the average computation time (second).
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Algorithm 2 No Elimination (NoElim) Algorithm

Input: Confidence level δ, prior H

∆0 := δ
4L(H)

Initialize the candidate of best arms A(1) = [k]
t = 1
while True do

Draw each arm in [k] once. {Main Difference with Algorithm 1}.

t→ t+ |A(t)| ∆̂safe(t).
for i ∈ A(t) do

Calculate UCB(i, t) and LCB(i, t) from (5).
if UCB(i, t) ≤ maxj LCB(j, t) then
A(t)← A(t) \ {i}.

end if
end for
if |A(t)| = 1 then

Return arm J in A(t).
end if
Calculate safe empirical gap

if ∆̂safe(t) ≤ ∆0 then
Return arm J which is uniformly sampled fromA(t).

end if
end while

Table 6: Extended version of Table 1 with computation time.

AVG MAX ERROR COMP.

ALG. 1 1.06× 104 2.35 × 105 1.5% 0.17
TTTS 1.56× 105 1.09 × 108 0.5% 27.6

TTUCB 1.95× 105 1.13 × 108 0% 5.07

Table 7: Extended version of Table 2 with computation time.

AVG MAX ERROR COMP.

ALG. 1 2.69 × 105 1.66× 107 0.6% 1.59
NOELIM 1.29 × 106 8.25× 107 0% 5.5

F.4 Miscellaneous

Computation of ∆0 From Definition 2,

Lij(H) :=

∫ ∞

−∞
hi(x)hj(x)

∏

s:s∈[k]\{i,j}
Hs(x) dx.

In Scipy package, there are functions for computing the cumulative function of Gaussian Hs

(scipy.norm.cdf) and hi (scipy.norm.pdf). Scipy package also supports the numerical integration
(scipy.integrate.quad) which we use to numerically compute Lij in our experiments.

Codes The codes are in the supplementary material and will be published in public through GitHub
when this paper is accepted.

Hardware We used Python 3.7 as our programming language and Macbook Pro M2 16 inch as
our hardware.
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G Sufficiently small δ

The second result of the Lemma 9 is used for the lower bound. For this result to hold, we need the
following two conditions for D1:

• Proof of Lemma 1, second result: For the proof of Eq. (9), we used |mi| ≤ 1
2
√
∆

• Proof of Lemma 1, second result: For the proof of Eq. (9), we used 1
ξi
∆2 >

2 exp

(

− 1
8∆ξ2i

)

+ 2 exp

(

− 1
8∆ξ2j

)

. ∆ < D0(H) where

D0(H) :=







W (− 1

32maxi∈[k] ξ
3/2
i

) If maxi∈[k] ξi >
3

√
e2

210

1 Otherwise

satisfies the condition. Here W is the Lambert W function with the principal branch.

For the lower bound proof, we consider sufficiently small δ subject to the following constraints on

∆̃ = 32e4

L(H)δ:

• Proof of Lemma 1, second result: For the proof of Eq. (9), we used |mi| ≤ 1

2
√

∆̃
.

• Proof of Lemma 1, second result: For the proof of Eq. (9), we used 1
ξi
∆̃2 >

2 exp

(

− 1
8∆̃ξ2i

)

+ 2 exp

(

− 1
8∆̃ξ2j

)

. ∆̃ < D0(H) will satisfy this condition.

• For the Lemma 12: ∆̃ < D1(H) := mini6=j

[
∣
∣
∣
mi

σ2
i
− mj

σ2
j

∣
∣
∣

−1

,

[

1
2σ2

i
+ 1

2σ2
j

]

−2

]

.

• To make L′(H , ∆̃)∆̃ ∈ (12L(H), 2L(H)), ∆̃ ≤ L(H)

4
∑

i∈[k]
k−1
ξi

In summary, Theorem 1 holds for any

δ ≤ δL :=
L(H)

32e4
·min

(

D0(H), D1(H),min
i∈[k]

1

4m2
i

,
L(H)

4(k − 1)
∑

i∈[k]
1
ξi

)

.

For the upper bound proof (Theorem 6), we consider δ such that ∆0 = δ
4L(H) satisfies the following

conditions:

• ∆0 < L(H)
∑

i∈[k]
k−1
ξi

to make L(H ,∆0) ·∆0 ≤ 2L(H)∆0 by the first result of Lemma 9.

• ∆0 ≤ mini,j∈[k],i6=j(Lijξi)
2 for the proof and usage of Lemma 20, and

• ∆0 < ∆thr.
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