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ABSTRACT

This study investigates a local asymptotic minimax optimal strategy for fixed-budget best arm
identification (BAI). We propose the Adaptive Generalized Neyman Allocation (AGNA) strategy and
show that its worst-case upper bound of the probability of misidentifying the best arm aligns with the
worst-case lower bound under the small-gap regime, where the gap between the expected outcomes
of the best and suboptimal arms is small. Our strategy corresponds to a generalization of the Neyman
allocation for two-armed bandits (Neyman, 1934; Kaufmann et al., 2016) and a refinement of existing
strategies such as the ones proposed by Glynn & Juneja (2004) and Shin et al. (2018). Compared
to Komiyama et al. (2022), which proposes a minimax rate-optimal strategy, our proposed strategy
has a tighter upper bound that exactly matches the lower bound, including the constant terms, by
restricting the class of distributions to the class of small-gap distributions. Our result contributes to
the longstanding open issue about the existence of asymptotically optimal strategies in fixed-budget
BAI, by presenting the local asymptotic minimax optimal strategy.

1 Introduction

This study considers the problem of fixed-budget best arm identification (BAI). We present an asymptotically optimal
strategy in the sense that the upper bound aligns with the lower bound under the worst-case distribution when the budget
approaches infinity and the gap between the expected outcomes of the best and suboptimal arms approaches zero.

Problem setting. In our problem, we consider a decision-maker who conducts an adaptive experiment with a fixed
budget (sample size) T and a fixed set of arms [K] := {1, 2, . . . ,K}. Each arm a ∈ [K] has a potential random
outcome Ya ∈ Y ⊂ R, where Y is an outcome space (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1974). Let P be a joint distribution of
K-potential outcomes (Y1, Y2, . . . , YK), and Pa be the marginal distribution of Ya under P for each a ∈ [K]. Let PP

and EP be the probability and expectation under P , respectively. Under P , let a∗(P ) := argmaxa∈[K] µa(P ) be the
best arm, where µa(P ) := EP [Ya] is the expected value of Ya. Let P ∗ be the distribution that generates data during an
adaptive experiment, called the true distribution.

In each round t ∈ [T ] := {1, 2, . . . , T},

1. Potential outcomes (Y1,t, Y2,t, . . . , YK,t) are generated from P ∗;

2. The decision-maker draws arm At ∈ [K] based on past observations {(Ys, As)}t−1
s=1;

3. The decision-maker observes the corresponding outcome Yt linked to the allocated arm At as Yt =
∑

a∈[K] 1[At =

a]Ya,t.

At the end of the experiment, the decision-maker estimates a∗(P ∗), denoted by âT ∈ [K]. The decision-maker’s goal
is to identify the arm with the highest expected outcome, minimizing the probability of misidentification PP∗(âT ̸=
a∗(P ∗)) at the end of the experiment.
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We define a strategy of a decision-maker as a pair of ((At)t∈[T ], âT ), where (At)t∈[T ] is the allocation rule, and
âT is the recommendation rule. Formally, with the sigma-algebras Ft = σ(A1, Y1, . . . , At, Yt), a strategy is a pair
((At)t∈[T ], âT ), where

• (At)t∈[T ] is an allocation rule, which is Ft−1-measurable and allocates an arm At ∈ [K] in each round t using
observations up to round t− 1.

• âT is a recommendation rule, which is an FT -measurable estimator of the best arm a∗ using observations up to round
T .

We denote a strategy by π. We also denote At and âT by Aπ
t and âπT when we emphasize that At and âT depend on π.

For this problem, we aim to derive a lower bound for the probability of misidentification PP∗(âT ̸= a∗(P ∗)) and
develop a strategy whose probability of misidentification aligns with the lower bound.

Background and related work. To evaluate the exponential convergence of PP∗ (âπT ̸= a∗(P ∗)) under a designed
strategy π, we employ the following measure, called the complexity:

− 1

T
logPP∗ (âπT ̸= a∗(P ∗) . (1)

The complexity − 1
T logPP∗ (âπT ̸= a∗(P ∗)) has widely been employed in the literature on large-deviation evaluation

of hypothesis testing (Bahadur, 1960; van der Vaart, 1998), ordinal optimization (Glynn & Juneja, 2004), and BAI
(Kaufmann et al., 2016).

When we know the distributional information completely, we can compute the optimal strategies based on the large-
deviation principle (Gärtner, 1977; Ellis, 1984). When Ya follows a Gaussian distribution for all a ∈ [K], Chen et al.
(2000) develops an asymptotically large-deviation optimal strategy for any Gaussian distribution. For more general
distributions, Glynn & Juneja (2004) develops optimal strategies. Shin et al. (2018) refines their strategies.

However, assuming that the distributional information is completely known is too strong. This assumption implies that
we know various information, such as the mean, variance, and best arm, in advance of an experiment. Our interest
rather lies in designing experiments without assuming such knowledge. In BAI, various strategies have been proposed
for that task (Bubeck et al., 2009; Karnin et al., 2013), but it is still under investigation what strategy is optimal in some
sense (Ariu et al., 2021; Qin, 2022; Komiyama et al., 2022; Degenne, 2023; Wang et al., 2024).

To discuss optimal experiments, existing studies discuss lower bounds for the complexity (1) and then explore a strategy
whose probability of misidentification aligns with the lower bound. Kaufmann et al. (2016) develops a general tool
for developing lower bounds in BAI that holds based on the change-of-measure arguments (Lai & Robbins, 1985),
without proposing strategies whose probability of misidentification aligns with the lower bound. Moreover, they also do
not propose a specific lower bound for fixed-budget BAI. Using the arguments in Kaufmann et al. (2016), Garivier &
Kaufmann (2016) conjectures a lower bound in their conclusion section, but Kaufmann (2020) points out that there
exists the reverse KL problem, which implies that the conjectured lower bound in Garivier & Kaufmann (2016) may not
work.

The existence of optimal strategies has long been an open issue (Kaufmann, 2020), where an “optimal” strategy implies
that its upper bound aligns with the lower bound developed by Kaufmann et al. (2016). This problem is addressed by
Ariu et al. (2021), a comment paper for Kasy & Sautmann (2021). Based on the arguments about Kasy & Sautmann
(2021), Ariu et al. (2021) shows that there exists a distribution under which we can construct a lower bound that
is larger than the lower bound in Kaufmann et al. (2016); that is, we cannot design a strategy whose probability
of misidentification aligns with the lower bound in Kaufmann et al. (2016) for any distribution in a given class of
distributions. This result is further refined and confirmed by Degenne (2023).

Motivated by these impossibility results, Komiyama et al. (2022) and Komiyama et al. (2023) develop minimax and
Bayes optimal strategies. However, their strategies still have gaps between their lower and upper bounds. There are
various other studies that attempt to address the open issue (Barrier et al., 2023; Atsidakou et al., 2023; Nguyen et al.,
2024; Kato, 2024b; Wang et al., 2024).

To the best of our knowledge, there is no lower and upper bound (strategy) that strictly match including the constant
terms. Note that in BAI with fixed confidence, such optimal strategies have been proposed (Garivier & Kaufmann, 2016).
In Bayesian BAI, the asymptotically optimal strategies have been proposed in the sense of the posterior convergence
rate, which does not imply the asymptotic optimality in fixed-budget BAI (Kasy & Sautmann, 2021; Ariu et al., 2021).

Contribution. We propose an asymptotically optimal strategy whose probability of misidentification aligns with
a lower bound under the worst-case distribution and the small-gap regime, where the gaps between the expected
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outcomes of the best and suboptimal arms are small. We refer to this optimality as the local (asymptotic) minimax
optimality.

This study establishes the worst-case lower bound under the small-gap regime, which is characterized by the variances
of the outcome Ya. Then, motivated by the lower bound, we develop the Adaptive Generalized Neyman allocation
(AGNA) strategy. We prove that its probability of misidentification aligns with our developed lower bound in the worst
case under the small-gap regime.

We refer to our proposed strategy as the AGNA strategy since it is a generalization of the Neyman allocation strategy
that is proven to be optimal in two-armed (Gaussian) bandits (Neyman, 1934; Glynn & Juneja, 2004; Hahn et al., 2011;
Kaufmann et al., 2016; Kato et al., 2020). The extension of the Neyman allocation to multi-armed cases is also a
longstanding open issue. In this study, we address this issue by showing a natural extension of the Neyman allocation.

Our result does not contradict those in Ariu et al. (2021) and Degenne (2023), which find that there exists a distribution
under which we cannot design a strategy whose probability of misidentification aligns with the lower bound in Kaufmann
et al. (2016). For their claim, we point out that (i) given a restricted class of distributions, (ii) for the worst-case
distribution in the class, (iii) we can design a strategy whose upper bound aligns with the lower bound. The restricted
class is characterized by the small-gap regime.

To the best of our knowledge, asymptotically optimal strategies whose upper bound exactly aligns with the lower
bound have not been previously proposed in fixed-budget BAI. Furthermore, our argument is not restricted to a certain
distribution and can be widely used because we approximate the lower and upper bounds by Gaussian ones under the
small-gap regime.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

1. A tight worst-case lower bound for multi-armed bandits (Theorem 2.3).
2. The AGNA strategy (Algorithm 1).
3. The upper bound of the AGNA strategy, which aligns with the lower bound under the small-gap regime (Theorem 4.1).
4. Applicability for various distributions.

When estimating the mean outcome, we employ the Adaptive Augmented Inverse Probability Weighting (A2IPW)
estimator from Kato et al. (2020) and Cook et al. (2023), which has been utilized in existing studies in various fields
(van der Laan, 2008). Our argument about the lower bound is inspired by the arguments in Kato (2024b), Komiyama
et al. (2022), and Degenne (2023). The upper bound under the small-gap regime is derived using the results in Kato
(2024a).

Organization. In Section 2, we develop the worst-case lower bound under the small-gap regime. Then, we develop
the AGNA strategy in Section 3. In Section 4, we derive an upper bound of the AGNA strategy and show the local
asymptotic minimax optimality by proving that the lower and upper bounds match as the budget approaches infinity and
the gap approaches zero.

2 Worst-case Lower Bound

This section provides a lower bound for the probability of misidentification. We focus on the worst-case lower bound
under the small-gap regime. Lower bounds also provide intuition about the sampling rule as well as the theoretical
performance limit.

First, we define a class of distributions, for which show lower and upper bounds for the worst-case distribution.

Definition 2.1 (Mean-parameterized distributions with finite variances). Let Θ ⊂ R be a compact parameter space,
and let Y be the support of Ya for all a ∈ [K]. Let σa : Θ → (0,∞) be a variance function that is continuous with
respect to θ ∈ Θ. Let Pa,µa

be a distribution of Ya parameterized by µa ∈ Θ. We define bandit models (Pa)a∈[K] as

Pa := Pa(σa(·),Θ,Y) :=
{
Pa,µa : µa ∈ Θ, (1), (2), and (3)

}
, (2)

where (1), (2), and (3) are defined as follows:

(1) A distribution Pµa,a has a probability mass function or probability density function, denoted by fa(y | µa).
Additionally, fa(y | µa) > 0 holds for all y ∈ Y and µa ∈ Θ.

(2) The variance of Ya under Pa,µa is σ2
a(µa). For each µa ∈ Θ and each a ∈ [K], the Fisher information Ia(µa) > 0

of Pa,µa
exists and is equal to the inverse of the variance 1/σ2

a(µa).

3
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(3) Let ℓa(µa) = ℓa(µa | y) = log f(y | µa) be the likelihood function of Pµa,a, and ℓ̇a, ℓ̈a, and
...
ℓ a be the first, second,

and third derivatives of ℓa. The likelihood functions
{
ℓa(µa)

}
a∈[K]

are three times differentiable and satisfy the
following:

(a) EPµa,a

[
ℓ̇a(µa)

]
= 0;

(b) EPµa,a

[
ℓ̈a(µa)

]
= −Ia(µa) = 1/σ2

a(µa);

(c) For each µa ∈ Θ, there exist a neighborhood U(θ) and a function u(y | µa) ≥ 0, and the following holds:

i.
∣∣∣ℓ̈a(τ)∣∣∣ ≤ u(y | θ) for U(µa);

ii. EPµa,a
[u(Y | µa)] < ∞.

Let Pµ be a joint distribution of (Ya)a∈[K], under which the marginal distribution of Ya is given as Pa,µa ∈ Pa for all
a ∈ [K]. We define the following class of distributions for (Ya)a∈[K]:

P
(
b, θ,∆

)
:=
{
Pν : ∀a ∈ [K] Pa,νa ∈ Pa, νb = θ, ∀a ∈ [K]\{b} 0 < θ − νa ≤ ∆

}
.

We also define P
(
∆
)
:=
{
P ∈ ∪b∈[K]P

(
b, θ,∆

)
: θ ∈ Θ

}
.

For example, Gaussian distributions with fixed variances and Bernoulli distributions belong to this class. In Gaussian
distributions, the variances are usually defined to be independent of µa. In Bernoulli distributions, the variances are
µa(1− µa).

Next, we define a class of strategies and later show the asymptotic optimality for a strategy belonging to this class. This
study focuses on consistent strategies that recommend the best arm with probability one as T → ∞ (Kaufmann et al.,
2016).
Definition 2.2 (Consistent strategy). We say that a strategy π is consistent if PP∗(âπT = a∗(P ∗)) → 1 as T → ∞ for
any true distribution P ∗ such that a∗(P ∗) is unique. We denote the class of all possible consistent strategies by Πconst.

Then, we derive a lower bound that any consistent strategy satisfies given the mean-parameterized distributions. To
derive a tight lower bound, we employ the change-of-measure argument (Le Cam, 1972, 1986; Lehmann & Casella,
1998; van der Vaart, 1991, 1998; Lai & Robbins, 1985). Using the change-of-measure argument, Kaufmann et al. (2016)
developed a general framework for discussing lower bounds. In their results, lower bounds are characterized by the
Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence KL(P,Q) between two distributions P and Q. We are usually interested in the KL
divergence between P ∗ and a hypothesis Q. This lower bound also provides intuition about the sampling rule as well as
the theoretical performance limit.

If the distribution P ∗ of the data-generating process is known, we can compute the KL divergence exactly, allowing
us to design an asymptotically optimal strategy based on the KL divergence, as shown by Glynn & Juneja (2004).
However, P ∗ is usually unknown (if P ∗ were known, we would know which arm is the best arm in advance of an
experiment). In BAI, our interest lies in designing better strategies without knowing P ∗ in advance.

To reflect the fact that P ∗ is unknown in evaluation, we employ the statistical decision-making framework pioneered by
Wald (1945). Among several criteria, such as Bayesian evaluation (Komiyama et al., 2023), we focus on the worst-case
or minimax analysis. We evaluate the worst-case probability of misidentification defined as

lim
∆→0

inf
P∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P(b,θ∗,∆)

lim sup
T→∞

− 1

∆
2
T

logPP (âπT ̸= a∗(P )) .

This worst-case complexity evaluates the probability of misidentification under the worst-case scenario where the best
arm is not a∗(P ∗) and the gaps are small. The infimum infP∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} represents the worst case concerning the
best arm. Specifically, the true best arm is a∗(P ∗) under P ∗, and we ensure robustness against all cases where the best
arm is not a∗(P ∗), thus guaranteeing robustness against the misidentification of a∗(P ∗) during an experiment. The
small-gap regime ∆ → 0 also indicates the worst case concerning the gaps.

For the worst-case complexity, the following theorem provides the worst-case lower bound. The proof is shown in
Appendix A.
Theorem 2.3 (Worst-case lower bound). For each P ∗ ∈ P

(
∆
)
, any consistent strategy π ∈ Πconst (Definition 2.2)

satisfies

lim
∆→0

inf
P∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P(b,θ∗,∆)

lim sup
T→∞

− 1

∆
2
T

logPP (âπT ̸= a∗(P )) ≤ V ∗(P ∗),

4
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where θ∗ = µa∗(P∗)(P
∗), and

V ∗(P ∗) :=
1

2
(
σa∗(P∗)(θ∗) +

√∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗) σ

2
a(θ

∗)
)2 .

Our lower bound depends on the expected outcome of the best arm θ∗ = maxb∈[K] µb(P
∗) and variances (σ2

a(θ
∗))a∈[K],

while taking the worst case.

While several existing studies, such as Carpentier & Locatelli (2016), Komiyama et al. (2022), Yang & Tan (2022),
and Degenne (2023), have introduced the minimax evaluation framework, there is a constant gap between the lower
and upper bounds, and only the leading factors in lower and upper bounds match. We conjecture that this is due to the
estimation error of P ∗ affecting the evaluation. To address this issue, we consider a restricted class of P , characterized
by the small gap; that is, µa∗(P∗) − µa is sufficiently small for all a ∈ [K]. Under this regime, we can obtain matching
lower and upper bounds, as shown in Section 4.2. We refer to this as local minimax optimality.

3 The AGNA Strategy

Based on the lower bounds, we design the AGNA strategy, which consists of the sampling rule using the generalized
Neyman allocation and the recommendation rule using the Adaptive Augmented Inverse Probability Weighting (A2IPW)
estimator. Our strategy depends on hyperparameters Cµ and Cσ2 , which are introduced for technical purposes to bound
the estimators and any large positive value can be used. The pseudo-code is shown in Algorithm 1.

3.1 Sampling Rule

Let
(
σ2
a

)
a∈[K]

be the variances of the true distribution P ∗.

First, we define a target allocation ratio, which is used to determine our allocation rule, as follows:

wAGNA := argmax
w∈W

min
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

1

σ2
a∗(P∗)/wa∗(P∗) + σ2

a/wa
,

where

wAGNA
a∗(P∗) =

σa∗(P∗)

σa∗(P∗) +
√∑

c∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} σ
2
c

, (3)

wAGNA
a =

σ2
a/
√∑

c∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} σ
2
c

σa∗(P∗) +
√∑

c∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} σ
2
c

=

(
1− wAGNA

a∗(P∗)

)
σ2
a∑

c∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} σ
2
c

∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}.

This target allocation ratio is given from the proof of the lower bound in Theorem 2.3. We conjecture that a strategy
using the ratio (3) is optimal and design a strategy using it. We confirm that such a strategy is actually optimal by
checking the matching of the lower and upper bounds.

During our experiment, we estimate wAGNA using observed data. Since wAGNA only depends on the variances, we
can implement such an algorithm by sequentially estimating the variance.

By using the target allocation ratio, we define our sampling rule. Our sampling rule is characterized by a sequence
{ŵAGNA

t }Tt=1, where ŵAGNA
t =

(
ŵAGNA

a,t

)
a∈[K]

∈ ∆K . The first K rounds are initialization phases. In each round t =

1, . . . ,K, we set ŵAGNA
1,t = · · · = ŵAGNA

K,t = 1/K and sample At = t. Next, in each round t = K + 1,K + 2, . . . , T ,
we estimate σ2

a by using the past observations up to (t − 1)-th round Ft−1. By using the estimate σ̂2
a,t, we obtain

ŵAGNA
t as

ŵAGNA
ât,t

=
σ̂ât,t

σ̂ât,t +
√∑

c∈[K]\{ât} σ̂
2
c,t

, (4)

ŵAGNA
a,t =

σ̂2
a,t/
√∑

c∈[K]\{ât} σ̂
2
c,t

σ̂ât,t +
√∑

c∈[K]\{ât} σ̂
2
c,t

=

(
1− ŵAGNA

ât

)
σ̂2
a,t∑

c∈[K]\{ât} σ̂
2
c,t

∀a ∈ [K]\{ât},

5
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Algorithm 1 AGNA Strategy

Parameter: Positive constants Cµ and Cσ2 .
Initialization:
For each t = 1, 2, . . . ,K, draw At = t. For a ∈ [K], set ŵa,t = 1/K.
for t = 3 to T do

Estimate wAGNA following (4).
Draw At = a with probability ŵa,t.
Observe Yt =

∑
a∈[K] 1[At = a]Ya,t.

end for
Construct µ̂A2IPW

a,T for a ∈ [K]. following (5).
Recommend âT following (6).

where ât = argmaxa∈[K] µ̃a,t and µ̃a,t =
1∑t−1

s=1 1[As=a]

∑t−1
s=1 1 [As = a]Ya,s. Then, we sample arm a with probabil-

ity ŵAGNA
a,t .

In this study, we define the estimator σ̂2
a,t as σ̂2

a,t := thre(σ̃2
a,t, 1/Cσ2 , Cσ2), where σ̃2

a,t := ṽa,t − µ̃2
a,t, and ν̃a,t =

1∑t−1
s=1 1[As=a]

∑t−1
s=1 1 [As = a]Y 2

a,s.

3.2 Recommendation Rule

At the end of the experiment, we estimate the expected outcome µa for each a ∈ [K] and recommend arm with the
highest estimated expected outcome. We follow the recommendation rule that employs an A2IPW estimator, proposed
in Kato et al. (2020) and Kato (2024a).

With a truncated version of the estimated expected reward µ̂a,t := thre(µ̃a,t,−Cµ, Cµ), we define the A2IPW estimator
of µa for each a ∈ [K] as

µ̂A2IPW
a,T :=

1

T

T∑
t=1

{
1[At = a]

(
Ya,t − µ̂a,t

)
ŵAGNA

a,t

+ µ̂a,t

}
. (5)

At the end of the experiment (after the round t = T ), we recommend âT as

âAGNA
T := argmax

a∈[K]

µ̂A2IPW
a,T (6)

The A2IPW estimator consists of a martingale difference sequence (MDS), which allows us to apply various tools for
asymptotic analysis and simplify the analysis. Using the property of an MDS, for the A2IPW estimator, Kato et al.
(2020) shows an asymptotic normality with the central limit theorem, and Kato (2024a) develops a large-deviation
bound. While we conjecture that a naive sample mean also has the same asymptotic theoretical property, it is not easy
to show, as well as Hirano et al. (2003).

4 Worst-Case Upper Bound and Local Asymptotic Minimax Optimality

This section provides an upper bound of the probability of misidentification of the AGNA strategy.

4.1 Worst-Case Upper Bound

For a compact parameter space Θ ⊂ R, let us define

P
(
b, θ,∆

)
:=
{
Pν : ∀a ∈ [K] Pa,νa

∈ Pa, νb = θ, ∀a ∈ [K]\{b} ∆ ≤ θ − νa

}
We also define P

(
∆
)
:=
{
P ∈ ∪b∈[K]P

(
b, θ,∆

)
: θ ∈ Θ

}
.

Then, we show the following upper bound. Our proof is based on Kato (2024a). For completeness, we show the proof
in Appendix B.

6
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Theorem 4.1 (Upper bound of the AGNA strategy). Suppose that µa ∈ (−Cµ, Cµ) and σa(µa) ∈ (1/Cσ2 , Cσ2) hold
for all a ∈ [K] and all µa ∈ Θ. Then, for each P ∗ ∈ P

(
∆
)
, the AGNA strategy satisfies

lim
∆→0

min
P∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P

(
b,θ∗,∆

) lim sup
T→∞

− 1

∆2T
logPP

(
âAGNA
T ̸= a∗(P )

)
≥ V ∗(P ∗).

Here, Cµ and Cσ2 are used for technical purpose, and we can set sufficiently large values for them.

4.2 Local Minimax Optimality

This section proves the local minimax optimality of our proposed AGNA strategy. Let us define

P
(
b, θ,∆,∆

)
:=
{
Pν : ∀a ∈ [K] Pa,νa

∈ Pa, νb = θ, ∀a ∈ [K]\{b} ∆ ≤ θ − νa ≤ ∆
}
.

We also define P
(
∆,∆

)
:=
{
P ∈ ∪b∈[K]P

(
b, θ,∆,∆

)
: θ ∈ Θ

}
. Then, the following lemma holds from Theorems 2.3

and 4.1.
Lemma 4.2 (Lower and upper bound). For each P ∗ ∈ P

(
∆,∆

)
, any consistent strategy π ∈ Πconst (Definition 2.2)

satisfies

lim
∆,∆→0

inf
P∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P(b,θ∗,∆,∆)

lim sup
T→∞

− 1

∆
2
T

logPP (âπT ̸= a∗(P )) ≤ V ∗(P ∗),

where θ∗ := µa∗(P∗)(P
∗). Additionally, if µa ∈ (−Cµ, Cµ) and σa ∈ (1/Cσ2 , Cσ2) hold for all a ∈ [K], then the

AGNA strategy satisfies

lim
∆,∆→0

min
P∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P(b,θ∗,∆,∆)

lim sup
T→∞

− 1

∆2T
logPP

(
âAGNA
T ̸= a∗(P )

)
≥ V ∗(P ∗).

Then, the following result shows that the probability of misidentification of our proposed AGNA strategy aligns with our
derived lower bound under the worst case and the small-gap regime; that is, our proposed strategy is local asymptotic
minimax optimal. We illustrate the concept of the local asymptotic minimax optimal in Figure 1.

Theorem 4.3 (Local asymptotic minimax optimality). For each P ∗ ∈ P
(
∆,∆

)
, it holds that

sup
π∈Πconst

lim
∆,∆→0

inf
P∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P(b,θ∗,∆,∆)

lim sup
T→∞

− 1

∆
2
T

logPP

(
âπT ̸= a∗(P )

)
≤ V ∗(P ∗) ≤ lim

∆,∆→0
inf

P∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P(b,θ∗,∆,∆)
lim sup
T→∞

− 1

∆2T
logPP

(
âAGNA
T ̸= a∗(P )

)
.

Figure 1: Illustration of the local
asymptotic minimax optimality.

Note that the upper and lower bounds are flipped due to the property of log(x).
This theorem is a direct consequence of Lemma 4.2.

In two-armed Bernoulli bandits, we draw each arm with the ratio wAGNA
1 =

wAGNA
2 = 1

2 (uniform allocation) because the variances become the same under
the small-gap regime. This result is compatible with those in Kaufmann et al.
(2016) and Wang et al. (2024). In contrast, in multi-armed Bernoulli bandits with
K ≥ 3, the ratio becomes wAGNA

a∗(P∗) =
1

1+
√
K

and wAGNA
a = 1√

K(1+
√
K)

for all
a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}. To the best of our knowledge, this ratio has not been proven
to be optimal in the literature of BAI.

5 Simulation Studies

In this section, we investigate the empirical performance of our proposed AGNA strategy. We compare AGNA with the
Uniform-EBA strategy (Uniform, Bubeck et al., 2011), which allocates arms with the AGNA given known variances
(GNA); an equal allocation ratio (1/K); the successive rejects strategy (SR, Audibert et al., 2010); the large-deviation
optimal (GJ) strategy proposed by Glynn & Juneja (2004); and the successive halving (Karnin et al., 2013) using the
variances (SHVar, Lalitha et al., 2023).

7
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Figure 2: The results with σ = 5. The left and right columns are the results with the first and second cases,
respectively. We conduct 250 independent trials and report the empirical probability of misidentification at T ∈
{100, 200, 300, . . . , 49900, 50000}.

Figure 3: The results with σ = 10. The left and right columns are the results with the first and second cases,
respectively. We conduct 250 independent trials and report the empirical probability of misidentification at T ∈
{100, 200, 300, . . . , 49900, 50000}.

The GJ strategy is an oracle strategy that is proven to be asymptotically optimal in cases where we have full knowledge
of the distributions, including mean parameters and the identity of the best arm. Note that this strategy is practically
infeasible. The GNA strategy does not estimate variances but directly allocates arms according to the ratio wAGNA

using known variances.

Let K ∈ {3, 5}. The best arm is arm 1 with µ1 = µ1(P
∗) = 1. We consider two cases. In the first case, we set

µa = µa(P
∗) = 0.95 for all a ∈ [K]\{1}. In the second case, we set µ2 = µ2(P

∗) = 0.95 and choose µa = µa(P
∗)

from a uniform distribution with support [0.90, 0.95] for all a ∈ [K]\{1, 2}.

The variances are given as a permutation of the set {σ, σ, σ(3), . . . , σ(K)}, where σ is chosen from {5, 10}, σ = 0.1,
and σ(3) is chosen from a uniform distribution with support [σ, σ].

We continue the strategies until T = 50000. We conduct 100 independent trials for each setting. For each T ∈
{100, 200, 300, · · · , 49900, 50000}, we compute the empirical probability of misidentification. We plot the empirical
probability of misidentification p̂ in Figures 3– 2. Note that the variance of the empirical probability of misidentification
p̂ is p̂(1− p̂). Thus, p̂ provides sufficient information about its distribution, so we do not show other graphs such as box
plots and confidence intervals.

According to our results and existing studies, we theoretically expect the highest performance from the GJ strategy,
followed by the GNA strategy in large samples. Our AGNA strategy follows these, with the other strategies trailing.

Our empirical results align with theoretical expectations. Interestingly, the AGNA strategy often outperforms the GJ
strategy. In finite samples, we observe cases where the SR and Uniform strategies outperform the GJ and AGNA
strategies. However, in large samples, the GJ and AGNA strategies tend to outperform them. This result implies that
our proposed strategies are asymptotically optimal but can be suboptimal in finite samples.

8
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In future work, it would be interesting to investigate the finite sample properties of the AGNA strategy and finite sample
optimal strategies. Kato et al. (2020) explore the finite sample properties of the A2IPW strategy, which has been refined
by Cook et al. (2023), using the concentration inequalities proposed by Balsubramani & Ramdas (2016) and Howard
et al. (2021). In the study of finite sample optimal strategies, the lower bound by Carpentier & Locatelli (2016) is
insightful, as it has already been used in existing studies (Yang & Tan, 2022; Ariu et al., 2021; Degenne, 2023).

6 Conclusion

This study developed the AGNA strategy for the fixed-budget BAI problem. We show that its upper bound on
the probability of misidentification aligns with the worst-case lower bound. This result provides a solution to the
longstanding open problem regarding the existence of optimal strategies in fixed-budget BAI. Ariu et al. (2021) and
Degenne (2023) identified distributions under which another lower bound, larger than the lower bound of Kaufmann
et al. (2016), can be constructed. In contrast, by restricting the class of distributions to the small-gap regime, we
eliminated such instances and developed a local asymptotic minimax optimal strategy.
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A Proof of Theorem 2.3

This section provides the proof for Theorem 2.3. Our proof is inspired by Kaufmann et al. (2016), Garivier & Kaufmann
(2016), and Kato (2024b).

A.1 Transportation Lemma

Let us denote the number of drawn arms by

Na(T ) =

T∑
t=1

1[At = a].

First, we introduce the transportation lemma, shown by Kaufmann et al. (2016).
Proposition A.1 (Transportation lemma. From Lemma 1 in Kaufmann et al. (2016)). Let P and Q be two bandit
models with K arms such that for all a, the distributions Pa and Qa of Ya are mutually absolutely continuous. Then,
we have

K∑
a=1

EP [Na(T )]KL(Pa, Qa) ≥ sup
E∈FT

d(PP (E),PQ(E)),

where d(x, y) := x log(x/y) + (1− x) log((1− x)/(1− y)) is the binary relative entropy, with the convention that
d(0, 0) = d(1, 1) = 0.

Here, Q corresponds to an alternative hypothesis that is used for deriving lower bounds and not an actual distribution.

A.2 KL Divergence and Fisher Information

We recap the following well-known relationship that holds between the KL divergence and the Fisher information. This
result is a cansequence of the Taylor expansion.
Proposition A.2 (Proposition 15.3.2. in Duchi (2023) and Theorem 4.4.4 in Calin & Udrişte (2014)). For Pµa,a and
Qνa,a of P,Q ∈ P , we have

lim
νa→µa

1

(µa − νa)
2 kl(µa, νa) =

1

2
I(µa) (7)

A.3 Proof of Theorem 2.3

By using Propositions A.1 and A.2, we prove Theorem 2.3 below.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Let Pµ = P ∗; that is, µ = (µa)a∈[K] be the true mean outcomes of Ya under P ∗.

From Proposition A.1 1, any consistent strategy π ∈ Πconst satisfies

inf
Pν∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P

(
b,θ∗,∆

) lim sup
T→∞

− 1

T
logPPν

(
âπT ̸= a∗(Pν)

)
≤ inf

Pν∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P
(
b,θ∗,∆

) lim sup
T→∞

∑
a∈[K]

κπ
a,T (Pµ)KL(Pa,µa

, Qa,νa
),

where κπ
a,T (Pµ) :=

1
T EPµ [Na]. Here, we used the proof of Theorem 12 in Kaufmann et al. (2016).

From Proposition A.2, for any ε > 0, there exists Ξa(ε) such that for all −Ξa(ε) < ξa := −µa + νa < Ξa(ε), the
following holds:

kl(µa, µa + ξa) ≤
ξ2a
2
I
(
µa

)
+ εξ2a =

ξ2a
2σa(µa)

+ εξ2a, (8)

where we used I
(
µa

)
= σ2

a(µa).

Then, we have

inf
Pν∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P

(
b,θ∗,∆

) lim sup
T→∞

− 1

T
logPPν (â

π
T ̸= a∗(Pν))

12
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≤ inf
(νa)∈RK :

argmaxa∈[K] νa ̸=a∗(P∗)

lim sup
T→∞

∑
a∈[K]

{
κπ
a,T (Pµ)

(µa − νa)
2

2σ2
a(µa)

+ ε (µa − νa)
2

}

≤ sup
w∈W

inf
(νa)∈RK :

argmaxa∈[K] νa ̸=a∗(P∗)

∑
a∈[K]

{
wa

(µa − νa)
2

2σ2
a(µa)

+ ε (µa − νa)
2

}
,

where W :=
{
w ∈ [0, 1]K :

∑
a∈[K] wa = 1

}
.

We compute the RHS as follows:

inf
(νa)∈RK :

argmaxa∈[K] νa ̸=a∗(P∗)

∑
a∈[K]

wa

(
µa − νa

)2
2σ2

a(µa)

= min
a∈[K]\{a∗

µ}
inf

(νa)∈RK :
νa>νa∗(P∗)

∑
a∈[K]

wa

(
µa − νa

)2
2σ2

a(µa)

= min
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

inf
(νa∗(P∗),νa)∈R2:

νa>νa∗(P∗)

{
wa∗(P∗)

(
νa∗(P∗) − µa∗(P∗)

)2
2σ2

a∗(P∗)(µa∗(P∗))
+ wa

(νa − µa)
2

2σ2
a(µa)

}

= min
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

min
ν∈[µa,µa∗(P∗)]

{
wa∗(P∗)

(
ν − µa∗(P∗)

)2
2σ2

a∗(P∗)(µa∗(P∗))
+ wa

(ν − µa)
2

2σ2
a(µa)

}
.

Then, by solving the optimization problem, we obtain

min
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

min
ν∈[µa,µa∗(P∗)]

{
wa∗(P∗)

(
ν − µa∗(P∗)

)2
2σ2

a(µa∗(P∗))
+ wa

(ν − µa)
2

2σ2
a(µa)

}

= min
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

(θ∗ − µa)
2

2

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

(µa∗(P∗))

wa∗(P∗)
+

σ2
a(µa)
wa

) .

Therefore, we have

lim
∆→0

inf
Pν∈∪b∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}P

(
b,θ∗,∆

) lim sup
T→∞

− 1

∆
2
T

logPPµ(â
π
T ̸= a∗(Pµ))

≤ sup
w∈W

min
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

(θ∗ − µa)
2

2

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

(µa∗(P∗))

wa∗(P∗)
+

σ2
a(µa)
wa

) .

Lastly, we solve

max
w∈W

min
a̸=b

1

2

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

(µa∗(P∗))

wa∗(P∗)
+

σ2
a(µa)
wa

) .

For simplicity, we denote (σ2
a(µa))a∈[K] by (σ2

a)a∈[K].

We solve the optimization problem by solving the following non-linear programming:

max
R>0,w={w1,w2...,wK}∈(0,1)K

R

s.t. R

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

wa∗(P∗)
+

σ2
a

wa

)
ζ − 1 ≤ 0 ∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)},∑

a∈[K]

wa − 1 = 0,
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wa > 0 ∀a ∈ [K].

Let λ = {λa}a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} ∈ [−∞, 0]K−1 and γ ≥ 0 be Lagrangian multipliers. Then, we define the following
Lagrangian function:

L(λ,γ;R,w) = R+
∑

a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

λa

(
R

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

wa∗(P∗)
+

σ2
a

wa

)
− 1

)
− γ

 ∑
a∈[K]

wa − 1

 .

Note that the objective (R) and constraints (R
(

σ2
a∗(P∗)

wa∗(P∗)
+

σ2
a

wa

)
− 1 ≤ 0 and

∑
a∈[K] wa − 1 = 0) are differentiable

convex functions for R and w.

Here, the global optimizer R† and w† = {w†
a} ∈ (0, 1)K satisfies the following KKT conditions:

1 +
∑

a∈[K]\{b}

λ†
a

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

w†
a∗(P∗)

+
σ2
a

w†
a

)
= 0 (9)

− 2
∑

a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

λ†
aR

† σ2
a∗(P∗)

(w†
a∗(P∗))

2
= γ† (10)

− 2λ†
aR

† σ2
a

(w†
a)2

= γ† ∀a ∈ [K]\{b} (11)

λ†
a

(
R†

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

w†
a∗(P∗)

+
σ2
a

w†
a

)
− 1

)
= 0 ∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)} (12)

γ†

∑
c∈[K]

w†(c)− 1

 = 0

λ†
a ≤ 0 ∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}.

Here, (9) implies that there exists a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)} such that λ†
a < 0 holds. This is because if λ†

a = 0 for all
a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}, 1 + 0 = 1 ̸= 0.

With λ†
a < 0, since −λ†

aR
† σ2

a

(w†
a)2

> 0 for all a ∈ [K], it follows that γ† > 0. This also implies that
∑

c∈[K] w
c†−1 = 0.

Then, (12) implies that

R†

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

w†
a∗(P∗)

+
σ2
a

w†
a

)
= 1 ∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}.

Therefore, we have

σ2
a

w†
a

=
σ2
c

w†
c

∀a, c ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}. (13)

Let σ2
a

w†
a
=

σ2
c

w†
c
= 1

R† − σ2
c

w†
c
= U . From (13) and (9),∑

c∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

λ†
c = − 1

σ2
c

w†
c
+ U

(14)

From (10) and (11), we have

σ2
a∗(P∗)

(w†
a∗(P∗))

2

∑
c∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

λ†
c = λ†

a

σ2
a

(w†
a)2

∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}. (15)

From (14) and (15), we have

−
σ2
a∗(P∗)

(w†
a∗(P∗))

2
= λ†

a

σ2
a

(w†
a)2

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

w†
a∗(P∗)

+ U

)
∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}. (16)
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From (9) and (16), we have

w†
a∗(P∗) =

√√√√σ2
a∗(P∗)

∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

(w†
a)2

σ2
a

.

In summary, the KKT conditions are given as follows:

w†
a∗(P∗) =

√√√√σ2
a∗(P∗)

∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

(w†
a)2

σ2
a

σ2
a∗(P∗)

(w†
a∗(P∗))

2
= −λ†

a

σ2
a

(w†
a)2

((
σ2
a∗(P∗)

w†
a∗(P∗)

+
σ2
a

w†
a

))
∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}

− λ†
a

σ2
a

(w†
a)2

= γ̃† ∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}

σ2
a

w†
a

=
1

R† −
σ2
a∗(P∗)

w†
a∗(P∗)

∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)}

∑
a∈[K]

w†
a = 1

λ†
a ≤ 0 ∀a ∈ [K]\{a∗(P ∗)},

where γ̃† = γ†/2R†.

From w†
b =

√
σ2
b

∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

(w†
a)2

σ2
a

and −λ†
a

σ2
a

(w†
a)2

= γ̃†, we have

w†
a∗(P∗) = σa∗(P∗)

√ ∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

−λ†
a/
√
γ̃†

w†
a =

√
−λ†

a/γ̃†σa.

From
∑

a∈[K] w
†
a = 1, we have

σb

√ ∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

−λ†
a/
√
γ̃† +

∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

√
−λ†

a/γ̃†σa = 1.

Therefore, the following holds:√
γ̃† = σa∗(P∗)

√ ∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

−λ†
a +

∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

√
−λ†

aσa.

Hence, the target drawing ratio is computed as

w†
a∗(P∗) =

σa∗(P∗)

√∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} −λ†

a

σa∗(P∗)

√∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} −λ†

a +
∑

a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

√
−λ†

aσa

w†
a =

√
−λ†

aσa

σa∗(P∗)

√∑
a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} −λ†

a +
∑

a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)}

√
−λ†

aσa

,

where from
σ2
a∗(P∗)

(w†
a∗(P∗)

)2
= −λ†

a
σ2
a

(w†
a)2

(
σ2
b

w†
b

+
σ2
a

w†
a

)
, (λ†

a)a∈[K]\{a∗(P∗)} satisfies,

1∑
a∈[K]\{b} −λ†

a
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=

 σb√∑
a∈[K]\{b} −λ†

a

+
σa√
−λ†

a

σb

√ ∑
c∈[K]\{b}

−λc† +
∑

c∈[K]\{b}

√
−λc†σc

0


=

σb +
σa√
−λ†

a

√ ∑
c∈[K]\{b}

−λc†

σb +

∑
c∈[K]\{b}

√
−λc†σc

0∑
c∈[K]\{b} −λc†

√ ∑
c∈[K]\{b}

−λc†

 .

Then, the following solutions satisfy the above KKT conditions:

R†

σb +

√ ∑
a∈[K]\{b}

σ2
a

2

= 1

w†
b =

σb

√∑
a∈[K]\{b} σ

2
a

σb

√∑
a∈[K]\{b} σ

2
a +

∑
a∈[K]\{b} σ

2
a

w†
a =

σ2
a

σb

√∑
a∈[K]\{b} σ

2
a +

∑
a∈[K]\{b} σ

2
a

λ†
a = −σ2

a

γ† =

σb

√ ∑
a∈[K]\{b}

σ2
a +

∑
a∈[K]\{b}

σ2
a

2

.

Thus, we complete the proof.

B Proof of Theorem 4.1

To show Theorem 4.1, we derive an upper bound of

PP∗

(
µ̂A2IPW
a⋆(P∗),T ≤ µ̂A2IPW

b,T

)
for b ∈ [K]\{a⋆(P ∗)}.
Lemma B.1 (From Theorem 4.1 in Kato (2024a)). Under the same condition with Theorem 4.1, for each P ∗ and each
a ∈ [K], the AGNA strategy satisfies

lim
∆→0

lim inf
T→∞

− 1

∆2T
logPP∗

(
µ̂A2IPW
a⋆(P ),T ≤ µ̂A2IPW

a,T

)
≥ 1

2

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

wAGNA
a∗(P∗)

+
σ2
a

wAGNA
a

) .

For the completeness, we show the proof in Appendix C.

Then, we prove Theorem 4.1 in Kato (2024a) as follows:

Proof. We have

lim inf
T→∞

− 1

∆2T
logPP∗

(
âAGNA
T ̸= a∗(P ∗)

)
≥ lim inf

T→∞
− 1

∆2T
log

∑
a ̸=a∗(P∗)

PP∗

(
µ̂A2IPW
a⋆(P∗),T ≤ µ̂A2IPW

a,T

)
≥ lim inf

T→∞
− 1

∆2T
log

{
(K − 1) max

a ̸=a∗(P∗)
PP∗

(
µ̂A2IPW
a⋆(P∗),T ≤ µ̂A2IPW

a,T

)}
≥ min

a̸=a∗(P∗)

1

2

(
σ2
a∗(P∗)

wAGNA
a∗(P∗)

+
σ2
a

wAGNA
a

) .
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C Proof of Lemma B.1

Let Pµ = P ∗; that is, µ be the true mean outcomes of Ya under P ∗.

Let us define

Ψa,t :=
1√

V ∗
a (P

∗)

(
1[At = a∗(P ∗)]

(
Ya∗(P∗),t − µ̂a∗(P∗),t

)
ŵAGNA

a∗(P∗),t

−
1[At = a]

(
Ya,t − µ̂a,t

)
ŵAGNA

a,t

+ µ̂a∗(P∗),t − µ̂a,t −∆a(P
∗)

)
,

where ∆a(P
∗) := µa∗(P∗) − µa, and

V ∗
a (P

∗) :=
σ2
a∗(P∗)

wAGNA
a∗(P∗)

+
σ2
a

wAGNA
a

.

Then, we have

µ̂A2IPW
a∗(P∗),T − µ̂A2IPW

a,T =
1

T

T∑
t=1

Ψa,t.

By using this result, we aim to derive the upper bound of

PP∗

(
µ̂A2IPW
a⋆(P∗),T ≤ µ̂A2IPW

a,T

)
= PP∗

(
T∑

t=1

Ψa,t ≤ − T∆a(P
∗)√

V ∗
a (P

∗)

)
.

Here, we show that {Ψa,t}t∈[T ] is a martingale difference sequence (MDS). For each t ∈ [T ], it holds that√
V ∗
a (P

∗)EP∗ [Ψa,t | Ft−1]

= EP∗

[
1[At = a∗(P ∗)]

(
Ya∗(P∗),t − µ̂a∗(P∗),t

)
ŵa∗(P∗),t

+ µ̂a∗(P∗),t|Ft−1

]

− EP∗

[
1[At = a]

(
Ya,t − µ̂a,t

)
ŵa,t

+ µ̂a,t|Ft−1

]
−∆

=
ŵa∗(P∗),t

(
µa∗(P∗) − µ̂a∗(P∗),t

)
ŵa∗(P∗),t

+ µ̂a∗(P∗),t −
ŵ2,t

(
µa − µ̂a,t

)
ŵa,t

+ µ̂a,t −∆

=
(
µa∗(P∗) − µa

)
−
(
µa∗(P∗) − µa

)
= 0.

This result implies that {Ψa,t}t∈[T ] is an MDS.

First, because there exists a constant C > 0 independent of T such that ŵa,t > C by construction, the following lemma
holds.

Lemma C.1. For any P ∗ ∈ P∗ and all a ∈ [K], µ̂a,t
a.s−−→ µa and σ̂2

a
a.s−−→ σ2

a.

Furthermore, from σ̂2
a

a.s−−→ σ2
a and continuous mapping theorem, for all a ∈ [K], ŵa,t

a.s−−→ wAGNA
a,t holds.

Lemma C.2 (From Lemma 5.3 in Kato (2024a)). For any µ ∈ ΘK , under P ∗ = Pµ, we have EP∗
[
Ψ2

a,t | Ft−1

]
−

1
a.s−−→ 0 as t → ∞.

This lemma immediately yields the following lemma.

Lemma C.3 (From Lemma 5.4 in Kato (2024a)). For any µ ∈ ΘK , under P ∗ = Pµ, it holds that

PP∗

(
lim

T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

∣∣EP∗
[
Ψ2

a,t | Ft−1

]
− 1
∣∣ = 0

)
= 1
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This result is a variant of the Cesàro lemma for a case with almost sure convergence.

From Definition 2.1, the following lemma holds:
Lemma C.4. For any µ ∈ ΘK , under P ∗ = Pµ, the first moment of Ψa,t is zero, and the second moment of Ψa,t exists.

By using these lemma, we prove Lemma B.1.

Proof of Lemma B.1. By applying the Chernoff bound, for any v < 0 and any λ < 0, it holds that

PP∗

(
1

T

T∑
t=1

Ψa,t ≤ v

)
≤ EP∗

[
exp

(
λ

T∑
t=1

Ψa,t

)]
exp (−Tλv) .

From the Chernoff bound and a property of an MDS, we have

EP∗

[
exp

(
λ

T∑
t=1

Ψa,t

)]

= EP∗

[
T∏

t=1

EP∗ [exp (λΨa,t) |Ft−1]

]

= EP∗

[
exp

(
T∑

t=1

logEP∗ [exp (λΨa,t) | Ft−1]

)]
.

Then, from the Taylor expansion around λ = 0, we obtain the following (Section 1.2, Döring et al., 2022):

lim
λ→0

1

λ2
logEP∗ [exp (λΨa,t) | Ft−1] =

1

2
EP∗

[
Ψ2

a,t|Ft−1

]
. (17)

Here, we used Lemma C.4, which states that the conditional variance EP∗
[
Ψ2

a,t|Ft−1

]
of Ψ2

a,t exists.

Let v = λ = − ∆√
V ∗
a (P∗)

. Then, from the results in Steps 1 and 2, for any ϵ > 0, there exists t(ϵ) > 0 such that for all

T > t(ϵ) and for any ϵ′ > 0, there exists δT (ϵ′) > 0 such that for all 0 < ∆ < δT (ϵ
′) and for all P ∗ ∈ P (∆), it holds

that

PP∗

(
T∑

t=1

Ψa,t ≤ Tv

)

≤ EP∗

[
exp

(
− Tλ2

2
+ ϵTλ2 − ∆2

2V ∗
a (P

∗)

(
T∑

t=1

EP∗
[
Ψ2

a,t|Ft−1

]
− T

))]

≤ EP∗

[
exp

(
−Tλ2

2
+

λ2

2

(
T∑

t=1

EP∗
[
Ψ2

a,t|Ft−1

]
− 1

)
+ ϵTλ2

)]

= exp

(
−Tλ2

2
+ ϵTλ2

)
EP∗

[
exp

(
λ2

2

(
T∑

t=1

EP∗
[
Ψ2

a,t|Ft−1

]
− 1

))]

= exp

(
−Tλ2

2
+ ϵTλ2

)
exp

(
ϵ′Tλ2

)
= exp

(
−Tλ2

2
+ (ϵ+ ϵ′)Tλ2

)
.

Therefore, by letting λ = − ∆√
V ∗
a (P∗)

a
(θ∗)

, we have

lim
∆→0

min
P∗∈P(∆)

lim inf
T→∞

− 1

∆2T
logPP∗

(
µ̂A2IPW
a∗(P∗),T ≤ µ̂A2IPW

a,T

)
≥ 1

2V ∗
a (P

∗)
.

Thus, the proof is complete.
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