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Abstract

We consider the problem of the best arm identification in the presence of stochastic con-

straints, where there is a finite number of arms associated with multiple performance measures.

The goal is to identify the arm that optimizes the objective measure subject to constraints on

the remaining measures. We will explore the popular idea of Thompson sampling (TS) as a

means to solve it. To the best of our knowledge, it is the first attempt to extend TS to this

problem. We will design a TS-based sampling algorithm, establish its asymptotic optimality

in the rate of posterior convergence, and demonstrate its superior performance using numerical

examples.

1 Introduction

In the best arm identification (BAI) problem, there is a finite number of arms with unknown mean

performances. An agent sequentially chooses an arm to pull and observes a noisy reward sample

of it. At the end of the sampling stage, the agent selects the arm which he/she believes to be the

best, i.e., the one with the largest mean reward. The BAI has a long history dating back to the

50s (Bechhofer, 1958; Bechhofer, Dunnett, and Sobel, 1954) and has been widely studied in the

machine learning (Even-Dar, Mannor, Mansour, and Mahadevan, 2006; Yang, Gao, and Ho, 2024)

and simulation communities (Chen, Dai, Chen, and Yücesan, 1997; Gao, Xiao, Zhou, and Chen,

2016; Lee, Chen, Chew, Li, Pujowidianto, and Zhang, 2010; Li and Gao, 2023).

However, in many real applications, the reward from pulling an arm is a random vector instead

of a scalar. It is of interest to optimize an (important) objective measure in the reward vector while
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putting the rest measures in the constraints, i.e., the agent wants to identify the arm with the largest

objective mean reward among alternatives whose non-objective measures satisfy given constraints.

For example, in clinical trials, we might want to select the most effective drug from a few alternatives

while keeping the probability of the drug causing adverse reactions within a reasonable range. In

financial lending, we might be interested in designing a classifier that maximizes the prediction

accuracy, and in the meantime the probability of unfairly predicting a high credit risk for some

subgroups of the population applying for a loan should not exceed a certain threshold. In these

applications, the agent aims to identify the best feasible arm among a finite set of alternatives. We

call it the best feasible arm identification (BFAI).

In this paper, we focus on the fixed-budget setting of BFAI, in which the total number of samples

(budget) is fixed and known by the agent. The goal is to minimize the probability of selecting an

arm that is not best feasible, i.e., the probability of false selection (PFS).

To solve it, we adopt the basic idea of Thompson Sampling (TS), which has proven highly

effective for bandit problems. An intuitive extension of it to BFAI would be to pull the arm

according to the posterior probability of it being the best feasible. Although this idea is quite

straightforward, through some in-depth analysis, we found that it tends to allocate too many

samples to the best feasible arm in the long run, which could seriously compromise the algorithm’s

convergence and empirical performance. To fix it, we introduce a parameter β to control the

probabilities of sampling the best feasible arm and the non-best-feasible set, similar in format to

the approach of top-two sampling for BAI (Qin, Klabjan, and Russo, 2017; Russo, 2020). This new

algorithm is called BFAI-TS.

We perform a comprehensive analysis of the performance of BFAI-TS, including sample alloca-

tions of each arm and the rate of posterior convergence, which is the rate of the posterior probability

of falsely selecting the best feasible arm converging to zero. This kind of theoretical characterization

for BFAI algorithms has not be explored in the literature. We show that under BFAI-TS, each arm

will be sufficiently sampled when the sample budget is large enough, which implies consistency of

the algorithm (i.e., the estimated best arm will converge to the real best one). More importantly,

we show that the rate of posterior convergence of BFAI-TS is on the exponential order and that

BFAI-TS is asymptotically optimal, in the sense that this rate of the algorithm cannot be improved

further.

In addition, the performance of BFAI-TS is demonstrated using numerical examples. We con-

ducted experiments on five synthetic datasets and one realistic dataset to evaluate the performance

of BFAI-TS and compare it against several benchmarks. The test results show that when the value

of β (for controlling the probabilities of sampling the best feasible arm and the non-best-feasible

set) is properly set, BFAI-TS exhibits superior empirical performance relative to the compared

algorithms.
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Related literature. In this research, we employ TS (Thompson, 1933) to design an algorithm

to solve the BFAI problem. TS is a Bayesian algorithm for the multi-armed bandit (MAB) problem,

aiming at minimizing the cumulative regret incurred during the sampling process. It is a simple

sampling approach and has been extensively studied in various application domains, e.g., in Internet

advertising (Agarwal, Long, Traupman, Xin, and Zhang, 2014; Graepel, Candela, Borchert, and

Herbrich, 2010), recommendation systems (Kawale, Bui, Kveton, Tran-Thanh, and Chawla, 2015),

hyperparameter tuning (Kandasamy, Krishnamurthy, Schneider, and Póczos, 2018), etc. Due to its

effectiveness, TS has also been extended to tackle a wide range of variant MAB problems, such as

combinatorial bandits (Sankararaman and Slivkins, 2018), contextual bandits (Agrawal and Goyal,

2013) and online problems (Gopalan, Mannor, and Mansour, 2014).

Our algorithm also utilizes the idea of top-two sampling proposed for solving the BAI problem

(Russo, 2020). This sampling method places emphasis on controlling the probabilities of sampling

the best arm and the non-best set, which can be shown as a key step for optimizing the rate of

posterior convergence of the sampling algorithms for BAI and its variant problems. In terms of the

theoretical analysis, Qin, Klabjan, and Russo (2017) adopted a similar method for analyzing the

rate of posterior convergence for BAI algorithms. In this research, we consider the BFAI problem,

where the posterior convergence concerns not only the superiority of the arms on the objective

measure but also the feasibility of the arms under constraint measures. This poses substantial

challenges to the theoretical analysis of our study.

In the simulation community, the BFAI problem has been known as constrained ranking and

selection (R&S). Andradóttir and Kim (2010) tackled the problem of selecting the best feasible

design with one constraint through a two-stage method. Lee, Pujowidianto, Li, Chen, and Yap

(2012) solved constrained R&S using the optimal computing budget allocation (OCBA) method

(Chen, Lin, Yücesan, and Chick, 2000; Gao, Chen, and Shi, 2017a; Gao, Xiao, Zhou, and Chen,

2017b; Goodwin, Xu, Celik, and Chen, 2024; He, Chick, and Chen, 2007), by finding an analyt-

ical expression for the probability of correct selection and approximately optimizing it. Hunter

and Pasupathy (2013) generalized the work of Glynn and Juneja (2004) from normal sampling

distributions to general distributions. Pasupathy, Hunter, Pujowidianto, Lee, and Chen (2014)

developed a SCORE framework for efficient simulation budget allocation in large-scale constrained

SO problems. Shi, Gao, Xiao, and Chen (2019) further considered the problem when there is input

uncertainty to the simulation model. These studies focus primarily on finding the sample alloca-

tions that approximately maximize the probabilities of correct selection for the best feasible arm,

but lack theoretical characterization for the performance of the developed sampling algorithms,

which we consider to be of importance for practitioners. In this research, we will fill this gap for

our proposed BFAI-TS algorithm by investigating its rate of posterior convergence. We believe that

the analysis presented in this paper can also be applied to characterize the theoretical properties

of the aforementioned constrained R&S algorithms.

3



2 Problem Formulation

Let A = {1, 2, . . . , k} be the set of arms. When arm i is pulled in round t, the agent gets a

multidimensional noisy reward (sample) Xt,i = [Xt,i0, Xt,i1, . . . , Xt,im] ∈ Rm+1, where Xt,i0 is a

sample of the objective measure for maximization andXt,ij ’s are samples of the constraint measures,

j = 1, 2, . . . ,m. We assume that Xt,ij ’s are independent across different rounds t = 1, 2, . . . , n, arms

i = 1, 2, . . . , k and measures j = 0, 1, . . . ,m, and follow normal distributions N (µij , σ
2
ij) with known

variances σ2ij . Means µij are unknown and are learned by samples. Without loss of generality, we

impose constraints µij ≤ γj on arms i = 1, 2, . . . , k and measures j = 1, 2, . . . ,m. If arm i satisfies

constraints µij ≤ γj for all j = 1, 2, . . . ,m, we call it a feasible arm; otherwise, it is infeasible. The

goal of BFAI is to identify among feasible arms the one with the largest objective measure µi0 with

n rounds of sampling, i.e., find argmaxi∈A µi0, s.t. µij ≤ γj for all j = 1, 2, . . . ,m. We assume that

the best feasible arm is unique, and without loss of generality, let it be arm 1. In view that the

arm set is finite, we also assume that no arms lie on the boundaries µij = γj of the constraints to

facilitate the analysis.

We consider the Bayesian framework and adopt normal distribution priors N (µ1,ij , σ
2
1,ij). Sup-

pose the algorithms pull arm It in round t. With samples of the objective and constraint measures

of the arms, we can calculate their posterior distributions. By conjugacy, the posterior distribution

in round t is also a normal distribution N (µt,ij , σ
2
t,ij), where the posterior mean and variance of

arm i and measure j can be calculated by

µt+1,ij =


σ−2
t,ijµt,ij + σ−2

ij Xt,ij

σ−2
t,ij + σ−2

ij

if It = i,

µt,ij if It ̸= i,

and

σ2t+1,ij =


1

σ−2
t,ij + σ−2

ij

if It = i,

σ2t,ij if It ̸= i.

In this paper, we use non-informative priors, i.e., µ1,ij = 0 and σ21,ij =∞ for all arms i and measures

j. Define Nt,i ≜
∑t−1

l=1 1{Il = i} as the number of samples for arm i before round t. In this case,

we have

µt,ij =
1

Nt,i

t−1∑
l=1

1{Il = i}Xl,Ilj

and

σ2t,ij =
1

Nt,i
σ2ij .

Denote the posterior distribution over the vector of means of the objective and m constraint
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measures by

Πt =N (µt,10, σ
2
t,10)⊗ . . .⊗N (µt,1m, σ

2
t,1m)⊗ . . .⊗N (µt,k0, σ

2
t,k0)⊗ . . .⊗N (µt,km, σ

2
t,km).

Suppose θ = [θ10, . . . , θ1m, . . . , θk0, . . . , θkm] is sampled from distribution Πt. The (posterior)

probability that arm i is estimated as the best feasible arm is

Pt,i ≜Pθ∼Πt

( ⋂
i′ ̸=i

(
(θi0 < θi′0) ∩

m⋂
j=1

(θi′j ≤ γj)
)c
∩

m⋂
j=1

(θij ≤ γj)

)
,

where Y c refers to the complement of event Y . The event
(
(θi0 < θi′0)∩

⋂m
j=1(θi′j ≤ γj)

)c
can rule

out the possibility of arm i′ being chosen as the best feasible arm, while the event
⋂m

j=1(θij ≤ γj)

can capture the feasibility of arm i.

3 BFAI-TS Algorithm

TS is a popular sampling method for bandit problems. It is built on the simple idea of pulling an

arm according to its posterior probability of being the best arm. To adapt this idea to BFAI, it is

natural to iteratively pull the arm according to the posterior probability that it is the best feasible

one. However, this natural extension does not work well. We notice that it is not asymptotically

optimal. Although the sampling ratios of any pair of arms in the non-best-feasible set are optimal

by this method, the algorithm tends to allocate too many samples to the best feasible arm in the

long run. To fix it, we introduce a parameter β ∈ (0, 1) to control the probabilities of sampling

the best feasible arm and the non-best-feasible set, similar in format to the approach of top-two

sampling for BAI.

In each round, samples of each arm are generated from their posterior distributions. The agent

identifies the arm I
(1)
t with the best feasible posterior sample. If none of the samples from the

arms are feasible, the agent uniformly chooses an arm from {1, 2, ..., k} as I(1)t . With probability β,

the agent pulls arm I
(1)
t . Otherwise, the agent pulls an arm in the non-best-feasible set according

to their posterior probability of being the best feasible. In other words, with probability 1 − β,
the agent identifies arm I

(2)
t and pulls it, where I

(2)
t is the arm with the best feasible posterior

sample from the set {1, 2, ..., k}\{I(1)t }. Again, if none of the samples from the arms are feasible,

the agent uniformly chooses an arm from {1, 2, ..., k} that is not I
(1)
t as I

(2)
t . Let Ft denote the

sigma algebra generated by (I1,Xt,I1 , . . . , It,Xt,It). For all i and t ∈ N, define ϕt,i ≜ P(It = i|Ft−1)
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Algorithm 1 BFAI-TS Algorithm

Input: k ≥ 2, β ∈ (0, 1), n
Collect n0 samples for each arm i.
while t ≤ n do

Sample θ ∼ Πt

Get the feasible set F ≜ {i : θij ≤ γj for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m}
if F ̸= ∅ then

Set I
(1)
t ← argmax θi0 for i ∈ F

else
Choose I

(1)
t uniformly from {1, 2, . . . , k}

end if
Sample B ∼ Bernoulli(β)
if B = 1 then
Play I

(1)
t

else
repeat

Sample θ ∼ Πt

Get the feasible set F ≜ {i : θij ≤ γj for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m}
if F ̸= ∅ then
Set I

(2)
t ← argmax θi0 for i ∈ F

else
Choose I

(2)
t uniformly from {1, 2, . . . , k}

end if
until I

(2)
t ̸= I

(1)
t

Play I
(2)
t

end if
Update posterior Πt+1

end while
Output: I∗

and ϕ̄t,i ≜
∑t

l=2 ϕl,i

t . Then, the probability of pulling arm i in round t is

ϕt,i =
ct
k
+ (1− β)Pt,i

∑
i′ ̸=i

( Pt,i′

1− Pt,i′
(1− ct) +

ct
k − 1

)
+ Pt,iβ(1− ct), (3.1)

where ct is the probability that samples from all the arms are infeasible in round t. We can see

that as Pt,1 → 1, ϕt,1 → β, ct → 0 and for each arm i ̸= 1,
Pt,i

1−Pt,1
→ ϕt,i

1−ϕt,1
.

4 Theoretical Results

In this section, the performance of the BFAI-TS Algorithm will be theoretically characterized.

We will show that its posterior probability of false selection is on the exponential order and is

governed by a dominant term, which is referred to as the rate of posterior convergence Γ, i.e.,

6



Γ = lim
n→∞

− 1
n log(1 − Pn,1). We will establish the asymptotic optimality of its sample allocations

and rate of posterior convergence.

We denote the set of feasible arms as F ≜ {i : µij ≤ γj , ∀j ∈ {1, 2, ...,m}}. To ease the

discussion, we partition the k arms into the following four mutually exclusive subsets.

I∗ the best feasible arm, i.e., I∗ ≜ argmaxi∈F µi0;

Fw the set of feasible but suboptimal arms, i.e., Fw ≜ {i : i ∈ F and i ̸= I∗};

Ib the set of infeasible arms with objective performance no worse than I∗, i.e., Ib ≜ {i : µI∗0 ≤
µi0 and ∃j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m} such that µij > γj};

Iw the set of infeasible arms with objective performance worse than I∗, i.e., Iw ≜ {i : µI∗0 >
µi0 and ∃j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m} such that µij > γj}.

For arm i, we also classify the m constraints into two subsets for which the arm satisfies and

violates. LetMi
F be the set of constraints satisfied by arm i, i.e., {j : µij ≤ γj for j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}}

andMi
I be the set of constraints violated by arm i, i.e., {j : µij > γj for j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}}.

Three definitions will be used in our analysis. First, according to the construction of the

algorithms, it is obvious that the sampling rate of arm 1 converges to β with limn→∞Nn,1/n = β.

Denote the optimal sampling rates of the remaining k − 1 arms by the vector (αβ
2 , ..., α

β
k ) with∑k

i=2 α
β
i = 1− β. Here, by optimal sampling rates, we mean that the sampling rates can lead the

algorithm to achieve the fastest possible rate of posterior convergence Γ for the probability of false

selection 1 − Pn,1 among all algorithms allocating β proportion of the total samples to the best

feasible arm. As will be shown in the proof of Theorem 4.1, the optimal sampling rates (αβ
2 , . . . , α

β
k )

satisfy the following optimality condition

k∑
i=2

αβ
i = 1− β, and Ri = Ri′ for any i ̸= i

′ ̸= 1, (4.1)

where Ri =
(µi0−µ10)2

(σ2
i0/α

β
i +σ2

10/β)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αβ

i

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij−γj)
2

σ2
ij

1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}.

Second, given β ∈ (0, 1) and the optimal sampling rates, define Γβ as

Γβ =min
i ̸=1

(
(µi0 − µ10)2

2(σ2i0/α
β
i + σ210/β)

1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αβ
i

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij − γj)2

2σ2ij
1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw},

min
j∈M1

F

β
(µ1j − γj)2

2σ21j

)
.

(4.2)

In particular, when β is set to the optimal value β∗, according to (4.1), Γβ∗ = (µi0−µ10)2

2(σ2
i0/α

∗
i+σ2

10/β
∗)
1{i ∈

7



Fw ∪ Iw} + α∗
i

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij−γj)
2

2σ2
ij

1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}. It will be shown in Theorem 4.2 that Γβ and Γβ∗

characterize the optimal rate of posterior convergence for 1− Pn,1.

Third, we introduce a state in which the posterior means and sampling rates are accurate enough

compared to the true means and optimal sampling rates. Given β ∈ (0, 1) and ϵ > 0, let

N ϵ
β ≜ inf{t ∈ N : |µn,ij − µij | ≤ ϵ and |Nn,i/n− αβ

i | ≤ ϵ,∀i ∈ A and n ≥ t}. (4.3)

It’s obvious that if Nn,i/n→ αβ
i with probability 1, P(N ϵ

β <∞) = 1 for any ϵ > 0.

Theorem 4.1. For the BFAI-TS Algorithm, E[N ϵ
β] <∞ for any ϵ > 0. The sample allocations of

the algorithm is asymptotically optimal in the sense that

lim
n→∞

Nn,i

n

p−→ αβ
i ∀i ∈ A, (4.4)

where
p−→ means the property holds with probability 1.

In other words, on average, it takes a finite number of rounds for the algorithm to be “accurate

enough”.

Next, we characterize the rate of posterior convergence of the BFAI-TS algorithm and establish

the optimality of it. Note that the rate depends on parameter β. Below we consider this rate under

two cases when β takes any value in (0, 1) and when β is set to the optimal value β∗ (value that

maximizes the rate of posterior convergence of BFAI-TS).

Theorem 4.2. Following properties hold with probability 1:

1. For any β ∈ (0, 1), Γβ shows the fastest rate of posterior convergence that any algorithm

allocating β proportion of the total samples to the best feasible arm can possibly achieve

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) ≤ Γβ (4.5)

and the BFAI-TS Algorithm achieves this rate with

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) = Γβ. (4.6)

2. The term Γβ∗ shows the fastest rate of posterior convergence that any BFAI algorithm can

possibly achieve

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) ≤ Γβ∗ (4.7)

and when the β of the BFAI-TS Algorithm is set to β∗, the algorithm achieves the optimal rate with

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) = Γβ∗ . (4.8)
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Table 1: Probabilities of false selection for the tested algorithms.

Experiments Experiment 1 Experiment 2 Experiment 3 Experiment 4 Experiment 5 Dose-finding

Algorithms
Sample size

2100 2500 3400 1000 2500 3500 2000 2400 3700 2600 3300 3700 200 400 800 3500 6000 8000

BFAI-TS-1 0.20 0.17 0.13 0.38 0.14 0.10 0.24 0.19 0.12 0.13 0.06 0.04 0.37 0.25 0.22 0.18 0.09 0.06
OCBA-CO 0.13 0.10 0.04 0.25 0.14 0.05 0.14 0.11 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.05 0.31 0.24 0.20 0.20 0.12 0.10
Uniform 0.61 0.51 0.46 0.71 0.59 0.50 0.46 0.48 0.39 0.54 0.49 0.51 0.37 0.41 0.34 0.27 0.19 0.13
TF-LUCB 0.22 0.11 0.05 0.51 0.15 0.06 0.37 0.24 0.11 0.26 0.13 0.09 0.27 0.19 0.21 0.16 0.10 0.09
MD-UCBE 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.82 0.85 0.83 0.79 0.79 0.77 0.79 0.77 0.77 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.21 0.19 0.19

BFAI-TS (β = 0.5) 0.11 0.06 0.02 0.24 0.09 0.03 0.12 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.25 0.18 0.15 0.13 0.07 0.05
BFAI-TS (β = β∗) 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.11 0.03 0.00 0.11 0.05 0.01

The first part of Theorem 4.2 establishes the asymptotic optimality of the BFAI-TS algorithm

in the sense that, under any given β ∈ (0, 1), the rate of posterior convergence for the probabilities

of false selection of the algorithm is the fastest possible. Other algorithms cannot perform better

than this rate. The second part of the theorem shows the same result for the BFAI-TS algorithm

when β is set to the optimal value β∗. The sampling decisions of any algorithm in each round are

based on prior samples, which are inherently random.

5 Numerical Results

In this section, we show the empirical performances of the BFAI-TS Algorithm on synthetic and

real-world datasets. For comparison, we will test the uniform allocation, MD-UCBE Algorithm

(Katz-Samuels and Scott, 2018), TF-LUCB Algorithm (Katz-Samuels and Scott, 2019) and OCBA-

CO Algorithm (Lee et al., 2012).

The uniform allocation is a simple benchmark which pulls each arm with the same probability

1/k in each round. The MD-UCBE Algorithm aligns with our algorithms in the fixed-budget setting

but it can only identify feasible arms. The TF-LUCB Algorithm aligns with our algorithms in the

objective of identifying the best (top) feasible arm(s) but it falls in the fixed-confidence setting. The

OCBA-CO Algorithm calculates the estimated optimal allocation rule and allocates the budget by

it in each round.

We also test a special case of our algorithm called BFAI-TS-1. It is BFAI-TS with β = 1.

BFAI-TS-1 can be treated as the results of direct applications of the ideas of TS to BFAI without

the use of the top-two framework and β. The proposed BFAI-TS is tested when β = 0.5 and when

β takes the optimal value β∗. In practice, a simple and robust empirical setting is to let β = 0.5. If

we want to adopt a more effective setting of β, we note that as β increases, the value of mini ̸=I∗ Ri

will first increase and then decrease, and the optimal value β∗ of β is the maximizer of mini ̸=I∗ Ri.

Using this fact, we can estimate Ri using the posterior mean µn,i of arm i and adaptively change

β to increase mini ̸=I∗ Ri in the algorithms, such that β gets closer to β∗.

Synthetic Datasets. Experiments 1-4 have 50 arms, corresponding to x = 1, 2, . . . , 50, and the

best feasible arm is always x = 26. Experiment 5 has 10 arms, corresponding to x = 1, 2, . . . , 10,
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and the best feasible arm is x = 10. All the tested algorithms collect six samples of each arm

to generate priors. Samples of the objective and constraint measures are corrupted by normal

noises. Let the constraint limits γj = 0 for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m, because all constraints µij ≤ γj can

be transformed into µij − γj ≤ 0. The performances of the algorithms are obtained based on the

average of 100 macro-replications.

Experiment 1 (One constraint) We consider the objective function y1(x) = 0.08(1 − x) and

constraint y2(x) ≤ 0, where

y2(x) =

{
0.08(26− x) if 1 ≤ x ≤ 25,

0.08(−x+ 25) if 26 ≤ x ≤ 50.

Noises of y1(x) and y2(x) follow the same normal distribution N (0, 0.49). By calculation, β∗ ≈
0.3218.

Experiment 2 (Four constraints) We retain the objective function and constraint of Experiment

1, and add three constraints: constraint y3(x) ≤ 0, where

y3(x) =

{
0.01(21− x)2 if 1 ≤ x ≤ 20,

− 0.01(−x+ 20)2 if 21 ≤ x ≤ 50;

constraint y4(x) ≤ 0, where

y4(x) =

{
− 0.1(41− x) if 1 ≤ x ≤ 40,

− 0.1(−x+ 40) if 41 ≤ x ≤ 50;

and constraint y5(x) ≤ 0, where

y5(x) =

{
− 0.03(41− x) if 1 ≤ x ≤ 40,

− 0.03(−x+ 40) if 41 ≤ x ≤ 50.

Noises of y1(x)-y5(x) follow the same normal distribution N (0, 0.49). By calculation, β∗ ≈ 0.2449.

Experiment 3 (Four constraints) We retain the objective function and all constraints of Experi-

ment 2. Distributions of the noises of y1(x)-y5(x) are changed to N (0, 0.36), N (0, 0.81), N (0, 0.64),

N (0, 0.49) and N (0, 1) respectively. By calculation, β∗ ≈ 0.2709.

Experiment 4 (Four constraints) We retain the objective function y1(x) and constraints y2(x) ≤
0, y4(x) ≤ 0, and y5(x) ≤ 0 of Experiment 3, and replace the constraint y3(x) ≤ 0 by y′3(x) ≤ 0,

10



where

y′3(x) =

{
0.01(21− x)2 + 0.1 if 1 ≤ x ≤ 20,

− 0.01(−x+ 20)2 − 0.1 if 21 ≤ x ≤ 50.

This change reduces the difficulty of correctly identifying the feasibility of this constraint, and

thus favors the compared MD-UCBE and TF-LUCB Algorithms which focus more on feasibility

detection. By calculation, β∗ ≈ 0.2615.

Experiment 5 (One constraint) The means in objective measure of the ten arms are -1.8455,

0.2556, -1.7275, 0.0219, -1.0574, 1.7303, 1.6237, 1.8268, -1.6826 and 1.8150, and the means in

constraint measure of the ten arms are -1.8441, -0.0028, 0.4682, -1.0172, 0.6831, -1.5495, 0.1442,

1.2425, 1.3175 and -0.6513, all of which are uniformly generated in (−2, 2). If the mean of constraint

measure is less than zero, the arm is feasible. Samples of the arms are corrupted by normal noises

N (0, 1). By calculation, β∗ ≈ 0.4831.

Dose-Finding Problem. In clinical trials, it is important to find the most effective dosage

of a drug, while keeping the probability of the drug causing an adverse effect below some safety

threshold. In this test, we use the data in Genovese, Durez, Richards, Supronik, Dokoupilova,

Mazurov, et al. (2013) (see ARCR20 in week 16). It studies the drug secukinumab for treating

rheumatoid arthritis. There are four dosage levels, 25mg, 75mg, 150mg, and 300mg, and a placebo,

which are treated as five arms. We design a simulation model based on the dataset. Each arm

is associated with two performance measures: the probability of the drug being effective and the

probability of the drug causing infections. The mean performances of the five arms are µ1 =

(0.34, 0.259), µ2 = (0.469, 0.184), µ3 = (0.465, 0.209), µ4 = (0.537, 0.293) and µ5 = (0.36, 0.16).

We assume that a drug is acceptable if the probability of infections is below 0.25, and observations

of each arm are corrupted by normal noises with means 0 and variances 0.01. The best arm is arm

2 (dosage level 75mg). By calculation, β∗ ≈ 0.4986.

Table 1 shows the probabilities of false selection for the best feasible arm under the compared

algorithms and different sample sizes. The proposed BFAI-TS outperforms the other algorithms,

especially when the sample size is small. The setting of β = β∗ is better than β = 0.5. If we

abandon the top-two framework and let β = 1, the performances of the algorithms deteriorate a

lot. It shows the importance of introducing β to control the proportion of samples allocated to the

best feasible arm. MD-UCBE, TF-LUCB and OCBA-CO are inferior to the proposed BFAI-TS

algorithm under proper values of β. This is not surprising. MD-UCBE and TF-LUCB do not

directly fall in the fixed-budget setting of the best feasible arm identification. MD-UCBE is only

concerned with the feasibility of the arms and ignores their objective performances. TF-LUCB is a

fixed-confidence algorithm that focuses on making guarantees on the probability of false selection

instead of minimizing it. The OCBA-CO algorithm allocates samples following the estimated

optimal allocation rule, which aims to maximize the approximation of the probability of the correct

11



selection instead of the real probability of the correct selection. The performance of the uniform

allocation is stable, and is in general better than MD-UCBE.

Figures 1(a)-6(a) show how probabilities of false selection (PFS) for the best feasible arms of

the compared algorithms change with the sample sizes, and Figures 1(b)-6(b) show the sampling

rates of the algorithms on selected arms. Specifically, we report sampling rates of arms x =

24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 for Experiments 1-4, arms x = 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 for Experiments 5 and sampling

rates of all five arms for the dose-finding problem. Figures 1(a)-6(a) align with the results reported

in Table 1. When the values of β are properly set, the proposed BFAI-TS performs the best,

followed by OCBA-CO, TF-LUCB, BFAI-TS-1, Uniform and MD-UCBE. On the log scale, PFS of

the proposed algorithm demonstrates a linear pattern, indicating the potential exponential rate of

posterior convergence. When β takes the optimal value in different experiments, the performance

of BFAI-TS is slightly better than those when β = 0.5.

In Figures 1(b)-6(b), we can see that for the best feasible arm x = 26 in Experiments 1-4, x = 10

in Experiment 5 and x = 2 in the dose-finding problem, the sampling rate is approximately equal

to β. Compared to BFAI-TS, BFAI-TS-1 allocates too many samples to the best feasible arm. It

indicates the necessity to adopt the top-two framework for the BFAI-TS algorithm. OCBA-CO

allocates different proportions of samples with BFAI-TS due to the deviation when estimating the

probability of the correct selection. MD-UCBE only investigates feasibility of the arms. It allocates

too many samples to the arms for which feasibility detection is difficult. If a feasible arm is close to

the constraint boundary and has poor objective performance, it will get more samples from MD-

UCBE than from BFAI-TS. TF-LUCB only investigates arms that are not ruled out as infeasible

arms. It allocates too many samples to the arms whose objective performances are better than

that of the estimated best feasible arm, and arms whose infeasibility are difficult to identify.

6 Conclusion

In this research, we consider the problem of the best feasible arm identification (BFAI). BFAI ex-

tends BAI to the case with constraints. We focus on the fixed-budget setting and aim at minimizing

the probability of falsely selecting the best feasible arm. We adopt the idea of Thompson sampling

with adaptation to feasibility of the arm to solve BFAI. For the idea to be optimal, we further

introduce a parameter to control the probabilities of sampling the best feasible arm and the set of

remaining arms. The corresponding algorithm is called BFAI-TS. We establish asymptotic opti-

mality of the algorithm in sample allocations and the rate of posterior convergence. The superior

empirical performances of the proposed algorithm are demonstrated using numerical examples.
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: PFS and their sampling rates on selected arms (Experiment 1)

(a) (b)

Figure 2: PFS and their sampling rates on selected arms (Experiment 2)

(a) (b)

Figure 3: PFS and their sampling rates on selected arms (Experiment 3)
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(a) (b)

Figure 4: PFS and their sampling rates on selected arms (Experiment 4)

(a) (b)

Figure 5: PFS and their sampling rates on selected arms (Experiment 5)

(a) (b)

Figure 6: PFS and their sampling rates on selected arms (Dose-finding problem)
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A Preliminaries

A.1 Notations

k total number of arms;

n total number of rounds;

m total number of constraint measures;

Xt,ij reward of arm i and measure j in round t, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, j = 0, 1, . . . ,m, t =

1, 2, . . . , n;

µij true mean of arm i and measure j, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, j = 0, 1, . . . ,m;

σ2ij variance of arm i and measure j, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, j = 0, 1, . . . ,m;

γj threshold corresponding to measure j, j = 1, 2, . . . ,m;

µt,ij posterior mean of arm i and measure j in round t, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, j = 0, 1, . . . ,m,

t = 1, 2, . . . , n;

σ2t,ij posterior variance of arm i and measure j in round t, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, j = 0, 1, . . . ,m,

t = 1, 2, . . . , n;

It the arm which agent chooses to pull in round t, t = 1, 2, . . . , n;

Nt,i number of samples for arm i before round t, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, t = 1, 2, . . . , n;

θij variable of posterior mean of arm i and measure j, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, j = 0, 1, . . . ,m;

Pt,i the (posterior) probability that arm i is the best feasible arm, i = 1, 2, . . . , k,

t = 1, 2, . . . , n;

β parameter which controls the probability of sampling the best feasible arm;

I
(1)
t the arm which the agent chooses with probability β in round t, t = 1, 2, . . . , n;

I
(2)
t the arm which the agent chooses with probability 1− β in round t, t = 1, 2, . . . , n;

ϕt,i the probability that the agent chooses arm i in round t, i = 1, 2, . . . , k, t = 1,

2, . . . , n;

ct the probability that samples from all the arms are infeasible in round t, t = 1,
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2, . . . , n;

F the set of feasible arms;

I∗n the estimated best feasible arm in round n;

I∗ the best feasible arm;

Fw the set of feasible but suboptimal arms;

Ib the set of infeasible arms with objective performance no worse than I∗;

Iw the set of infeasible arms with objective performance worse than I∗;

Mi
F the set of constraints satisfied by arm i, i = 1, 2 . . . , k;

Mi
I the set of constraints violated by arm i, i = 1, 2 . . . , k;

αβ
i optimal sampling rates of arm i, when the proportion allocated to the best

feasible arm is β, i = 1, 2, . . . , k;

Γβ optimal rate of posterior convergence when the proportion allocated to the best

feasible arm is β;

Γβ∗ optimal rate of posterior convergence when the proportion allocated to the best

feasible arm β is set as its optimal value β∗.

A.2 Important Lemmas

Lemma A.1. (Qin et al. (2017) Lemma 1) Suppose random variable X ∼ N (µ, σ2) and constant

c > 0. Then
1√
2π

exp

(
− (σ + c)2

2σ2

)
≤ P(X ≥ µ+ c) ≤ 1

2
exp

(
− c2

2σ2

)
.

Lemma A.2. (Russo (2020) Corollary 1) For i ∈ A, if
∑n

t=2 ϕt,i → ∞, then with probability 1,

Nn,i →∞ and ∑n
t=2 ϕt,i
Nn,i

→ 1.

B Proof of Theorem 1

In this section, we present the theoretical results specific to the sample allocations for the proposed

BFAI-TS Algorithm. We first give a proposition showing that every arm will be sampled infinitely

by the algorithm as the round n goes to infinity.
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Proposition B.1. For the BFAI-TS Algorithm and sample path w, there exists a sample path

dependent parameter t(w) > 0 such that when n > t(w), I
(1)
n = I∗n = 1.

Proposition B.1 indicates that when n is large enough, the estimated best feasible arms of the

algorithms become the real best feasible arms, i.e., I∗n = 1. In addition, the arms I
(1)
n that the

algorithms believe to be “promising” are also the real best feasible arms in the long run.

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

To prove this proposition, we first define a set V ≜ {i ∈ A :
∑∞

t=2 ϕt,i < ∞}, which contains arms

receiving only a finite number of samples. By Lemma A.2, for all arms i ∈ A, N∞,i < ∞. Then

for arm i /∈ V and measures j = 0, 1, 2, . . .m, |µn,ij − µij | < ϵ hold with probability 1. It suffices

to prove that V = ∅. With it, the claim in the proposition is straightforward by the Strong Law of

Large Numbers.

We will first show that limn→∞ cn → 0. We prove this by contradiction. If cn > 0, then

F ∩V c = ∅. Hence, by (1), ϕn,i > 0, which implies that
∑∞

t=2 ϕt,i →∞ for i ∈ A, i.e., V = ∅, which
contradicts cn > 0 by the Strong Law of Large Numbers. Then the expression of ϕt,i simplifies as

following

ϕt,i = Pt,iβ + (1− β)Pt,i

∑
i′ ̸=i

( Pt,i′

1− Pt,i′

)
. (B.1)

Next we will show that if V ̸= ∅, then Pn,i > 0 for all arms i ∈ V . Let ψ = maxi∈V c∩F µi0. For

i ∈ V , we have

Pθ∼Πt

(
(θi0 > max

i
′ ̸=i,θ

i
′
j
≤γj ,∀j∈{1,2,...,m}

θi′0 + ϵ) ∩
m⋂
j=1

(θij ≤ γj)
)

≥Pθ∼Πt

(
(θi0 > ψ + 2ϵ) ∩

⋂
i′∈(V ∩F)\{i}

(
(θi′0 < ψ) ∩

m⋂
j=1

(
(θi′j ≤ γj) ∩ (θij ≤ γj)

)))

+ Pθ∼Πt

( ⋂
i′∈V ∩Fc

m⋃
j=1

(θi′j > γj)

)
− Pθ∼Πt

(
max

i∈V c∩F
θi0 > ψ + ϵ

)
.

By the Strong Law of Large Numbers, Pθ∼Πt

(
maxi∈V c∩F θi0 > ψ + ϵ

)
→ 0 and Pθ∼Πt

(
(θi0 >

ψ+2ϵ)∩
⋂

i′∈(V ∩F)\{i}

(
(θi′0 < ψ)∩

⋂m
j=1

(
(θi′j ≤ γj)∩(θij ≤ γj)

)))
+Pθ∼Πt

(⋂
i′∈V ∩Fc

⋃m
j=1(θi′j >

γj)

)
> 0. Hence Pn,i > 0 for all arms i ∈ V and then

∑∞
t=2 ϕt,i → ∞, which implies that V = ∅.

Therefore, there exists a large enough t(w) satisfying that when n > t(w), Pn,1 → 1 and Pn,i → 0

for i ̸= 1, i.e., I
(1)
n = I∗n = 1.
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 1

We first prove the theorem for the best feasible arm i = 1, i.e., there exists T ϵ
1 ≜ max{t(w), βmaxt(w)/ϵ}

such that for any n ≥ T ϵ
1 , ∣∣∣∣∣

∑n
t=2 ϕt,1
n

− β

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ,
where βmax = max(β, 1− β). Note that

∑n
t=2 ϕt,1
n

=
1

n

(
t(w)∑
t=2

ϕt,1 +
n∑

t=t(w)+1

ϕt,1

)
≤ 1

n
[βmax(t(w)− 1) + β(n− t(w))] < β +

(βmax − β)t(w)
n

,

and ∑n
t=2 ϕt,1
n

=
1

n

(
t(w)∑
t=2

ϕt,1 +
n∑

t=t(w)+1

ϕt,1

)
≥ 1

n
β(n− t(w)) = β − βt(w)

n
.

For any n ≥ T ϵ
1 , we can obtain |

∑n
t=2 ϕt,1

n − β| ≤ ϵ.

We next prove the theorem for the non-best-feasible arms i = 2, 3, . . . , k, i.e., with parameter

β ∈ (0, 1), there exists T ϵ
2 = max(t(w), 1/ϵ, ϵ) such that for any n ≥ T ϵ

2∣∣∣∣∣Nn,i

n
− αβ

i

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ ∀i ̸= 1,

where the unique vector (αβ
2 , . . . , α

β
k ) satisfies

k∑
i=2

αβ
i = 1− β, and Ri = Ri′ for any i ̸= i

′ ̸= 1, (B.2)

where Ri =
(µi0−µ10)2

(σ2
i0/α

β
i +σ2

10/β)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αβ

i

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij−γj)
2

σ2
ij

1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}.

For ϕn,i, we have

ϕn,i ≤ Pn,iβ + (1− β)Pn,i

∑
i′ ̸=i Pn,i′

1− Pn,1
≤ Pn,iβ + (1− β) Pn,i

maxi ̸=1 Pn,i
≤ Pn,i

maxi ̸=1 Pn,i
.

Note that P{FEi} = Pn,i for i ̸= 1. Suppose there is an arm i whose sampling ratio satisfies

21



Nn,i/n− αβ
i > ϵ and an arm i′ whose sampling ratio satisfies Nn,i′/n < αβ

i′ . Then

ϕn,i ≤
Pn,i

maxi ̸=1 Pn,i
≤ Pn,i

Pn,i′

=̇

exp(−n( (µi0−µ10−2ϵ)2

(σ2
i0/(α

β
i +ϵ)+σ2

10/β)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ (αβ

i + ϵ)
∑

j∈Mi
I

(µij−γj−ϵ)2

σ2
ij

1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}))

exp(−n( (µi′0−µ10+2ϵ)2

(σ2
i′0/α

β

i′+σ2
10/β)

1{i′ ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αβ
i′
∑

j∈Mi′
I

(µi′j−γj+ϵ)2

σ2
i′j

1{i′ ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}))
.

Notice that molecules gradually decreases to Rn,i as ϵ decreases to 0 and denominator gradually

increases to Rn,i′ as ϵ decreases to 0. Then we can find δ > 0 such that (µi0−µ10+2ϵ)2

(σ2
i0/(α

β
i +ϵ)+σ2

10/β)
1{i ∈

Fw ∪ Iw}+ (αβ
i + ϵ)

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij−γj−ϵ)2

σ2
ij

·1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw} > Rn,i + δ. Hence

ϕn,i ≤
exp(−n(Rn,i + δ))

exp(−nRn,i′)
≤ exp(−nδ).

It implies that if arm i is pulled for too many rounds, the probability that it is pulled in the next

round is negligible. Then

∞∑
t=t(w)

ϕt,i1{
Nn,i

n
> αβ

i + ϵ} ≤
∞∑

t=t(w)

exp(−nδ) <∞.

We have

∞∑
t=2

ϕt,i =

t(w)∑
t=2

ϕt,i +
∞∑

t=t(w)+1

ϕt,i1{
Nn,i

n
> αβ

i + ϵ}+
∞∑

t=t(w)+1

ϕt,i1{
Nn,i

n
< αβ

i + ϵ} → ∞.

Hence Nn,i/n < αβ
i + ϵ. Suppose there is an arm i satisfying Nn,i/n < αβ

i − ϵ and for arm i′ ̸= i,

Nn,i′/n < αβ
i′ + ϵ/k. On the one hand,

∑
i′∈ANn,i′/n =

∑
i′ ̸=iNn,i′/n + Nn,i/n <

∑
i′ ̸=i α

β
i′ +

ϵ/k + αβ
i − ϵ = 1 − ϵ/k. On the other hand,

∑
i′∈ANn,i′/n = n − 1/n > 1 − ϵ/k, which leads to

|Nn,i − αβ
i | < ϵ.

C Proof of Theorem 2

In this section, we present the theoretical results specific to the asymptotic optimality in the rate

of posterior convergence for the proposed BFAI-TS Algorithm. During the proof process, values or

sets indicated by superscripts or subscripts with t or n represent the estimates of those values or

sets in the round t or n, respectively.

After n rounds, the probability that the best feasible arm (arm 1) is correctly identified is given
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by

Pt,1 = Pθ∼Πt

( ⋂
i′ ̸=1

(
(θ10 < θi′0) ∩

m⋂
j=1

(θi′j ≤ γj)
)c
∩

m⋂
j=1

(θ1j ≤ γj)

)
, (C.1)

which is the probability that arm 1 is estimated feasible and objectively superior. Then, 1 − Pn,1

is the probability of false selection after n rounds with 1 − Pn,1 = Pθ∼Πn

(
FE1 ∪

⋃
i ̸=1

FEi

)
, where

FE1 =
m⋃
j=1

(θ1j > γj) represents the event of false evaluation of arm 1, i.e., arm 1 is estimated

infeasible, and FEi = (θi0 ≥ θ10) ∩
m⋂
j=1

(θij ≤ γj) ∩
m⋂
j=1

(θ1j ≤ γj) for i ̸= 1 represents the event

of false evaluation of arm i, i.e., arm 1 is estimated feasible and arm i is estimated feasible and

objectively superior. Note that P{FEi} = Pn,i for i ̸= 1.

For real-valued sequences {an} and {bn}, we call them logarithmically equivalent if limn→∞
1
n log an

bn
=

0 and denote it by an=̇bn. Since max(P{FE1},maxi ̸=1 P{FEi}) ≤ 1−Pn,1 ≤ kmax(P{FE1},maxi ̸=1 P{FEi}),
we have

1− Pn,1=̇max(P{FE1},max
i ̸=1

P{FEi})=̇ max
i∈{1,2,...,k}

P{FEi}. (C.2)

To this end, FEi for i = 1, 2, ..., k can be treated as the contribution from arm i to the false selection

event, and the rate of posterior convergence for the probability of false selection is governed by the

largest probability of false evaluation of the k arms. Therefore, to develop an algorithm for BFAI,

it makes sense to iteratively pull the arm with the largest probability of false evaluation P{FEi},
i.e., the arm that contributes the most to the probability of false selection.

Note that P{FEi} does not have an analytical form. Next, we discuss how to approximately

calculate P{FEi}, maxi∈{1,2,...,k} P{FEi} and 1−Pn,1 in (C.2). We introduce the following lemma.

Lemma C.1. The probabilities of false evaluation P{FE1} of arm 1 and P{FEi} of arm i for

i ̸= 1 are logarithmically equivalent to

P{FE1}=̇ max
j∈M1,n

F

exp

(
−(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21j/Nn,1

)
,

P{FEi}=̇ exp

(
− (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0/Nn,i + σ210/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}
)
exp

(
−
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ij/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

)
.

Note that arm i ̸= 1 must fall in the set Fn
w ∪ Inw or Inb ∪ Inw. As a result,

1− Pn,1=̇ exp

(
− nmin

i∈A

(
(µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0n/Nn,i + σ210n/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn ∪ Inw}+

∑
j∈Mi,n

I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ijn/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

))
.

Lemma C.1 indicates that the probability of false evaluation of arm 1 can be represented by the
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probability that arm 1 is falsely identified as violating the constraint that it is most likely to violate,

and the probability of false evaluation of arm i for i ̸= 1 can be represented by the probability

that this arm is falsely identified as feasible or the probability that this arm is falsely identified as

objectively superior, whichever is larger.

C.1 Proof of Lemma C.1

We first analyze P{FE1}. Note that in round n, θ1j − γj ∼ N (µn,1j − γj , σ21j/Nn,1). Since arm 1

is feasible, when n is large enough, µn,1j ≤ γj . Then

max
j∈M1,n

F

Pθ∼Πn(θ1j > γj) ≤ P{FE1} = Pθ∼Πn

( m⋃
j=1

(θ1j > γj)

)
≤ m max

j∈M1,n
F

Pθ∼Πn(θ1j > γj),

so

P{FE1}=̇ max
j∈M1,n

F

P(θ1j > γj),

where =̇ (logarithmically equivalent) has been defined in Section 4 of the paper. By Lemma A.1,

we have

1√
2π

exp

(
−

(σ1j/
√
Nn,1 + γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21j/Nn,1

)
≤ Pθ∼Πn(θ1j − γj > 0) ≤ 1

2
exp

(
− (γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21j/Nn,1

)
,

which implies

1

n
log
( 1√

2π

)
− 1

2n
− γj − µn,1j
n
√
σ21j/Nn,1

≤ 1

n
log

(
Pθ∼Πn(θ1j − γj > 0)

exp
(
− (γj−µn,1j)2

2σ2
1j/Nn,1

) ) ≤ 1

n
log
(1
2

)
.

Note that when µn,1j ≤ γj ,

0 ≤ γj − µn,1j
n
√
σ21j/Nn,1

=
γj − µn,1j
σ1j
√
n n
Nn,1

≤ γj − µn,1j
σ1j
√
n

.

Using the Squeeze Theorem, we have

lim
n→∞

γj − µn,1j
n
√
σ21j/Nn,1

= 0

and

lim
n→∞

1

n
log

(
Pθ∼Πn(θ1j − γj > 0)

exp
(
− (γj−µn,1j)2

2σ2
1j/Nn,1

) ) = 0.

Then we can obtain

Pθ∼Πn(θ1j > γj)=̇ exp

(
−(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21j/Nn,1

)
.
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Hence

P{FE1}=̇ max
j∈M1,n

F

exp

(
−(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21j/Nn,1

)
. (C.3)

Next, we analyze P{FEi} for i = 2, 3, . . . , k.

P{FEi} = Pθ∼Πn

(
(θi0 ≥ θ10) ∩

m⋂
j=1

(θij ≤ γj) ∩
m⋂
j=1

(θ1j ≤ γj)

)
.

Since the probability that arm 1 is estimated feasible and the probability that arm i is estimated

feasible on constraints j ∈Mi,n
F both tend to 1 as n goes to infinity, we have

P{FEi} = Pθ∼Πn

(
θi0 ≥ θ10) for i ∈ Fn

w, (C.4)

P{FEi} = Pθ∼Πn

( ⋂
j∈Mi,n

I

(θij ≤ γj)
)

for i ∈ Inb , (C.5)

P{FEi} = Pθ∼Πn

(
(θi0 ≥ θ10) ∩

⋂
j∈Mi,n

I

(θij ≤ γj)
)

for i ∈ Inw. (C.6)

Note that in round n, θij − γj ∼ N (µn,ij − γj , σ2ij/Nn,i) and θi0 − θ10 ∼ N (µn,i0 − µn,10, σ2i0/Nn,i +

σ210/Nn,1). Since arm i violates constraint j in set Mi,n
I , when n is large enough, µn,ij > γj .

Also, since arm i in set Fn
w has worse objective performance than arm 1, when n is large enough,

µn,10 ≥ µn,i0. Then

1√
2π

exp

(
−

(σij/
√
Nn,i + µn,ij − γj)2

2σ2ij/Nn,i

)
≤ Pθ∼Πn(γj ≥ θij) ≤

1

2
exp

(
− (µn,ij − γj)2

2σ2ij/Nn,i

)
,

and

1√
2π

exp

(
−

(
√
σ2i0/Nn,i + σ210/Nn,1 + µn,10 − µn,i0)2

2(σ2i0/Nn,i + σ210/Nn,1)

)
≤ Pθ∼Πn(θi0 > θ10) ≤

1

2
exp

(
− (µn,10 − µn,i0)2

2(σ2i0/Nn,i + σ210/Nn,1)

)
.

Similarly, we know

Pθ∼Πn

( ⋂
j∈Mi,n

I

(θij ≤ γj)
)
=

∏
j∈Mi,n

I

Pθ∼Πn(θij ≤ γj)=̇ exp

(
−
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ij/Nn,i

)
,

and

Pθ∼Πn(θi0 ≥ θ10)=̇ exp

(
− (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0/Nn,i + σ210/Nn,1)

)
.
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Due to independence of samples across different measures,

P{FEi}=̇ exp

(
−
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ij/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

)
exp

(
− (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0/Nn,i + σ210/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}

)
.

(C.7)

Next, we analyze maxi∈{1,2,...,k} P{FEi}.

1− Pn,1

=̇ max
i∈{1,2,. . . ,k}

P{FEi}

=̇max

(
max
i ̸=1

exp

(
− (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0/Nn,i + σ210/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}
)
exp

(
−
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ij/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

)
,

max
j∈M1,n

F

exp

(
−(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21j/Nn,1

))

=̇ exp

(
− nmin

(
min
i ̸=1

( (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0n/Nn,i + σ210n/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}+
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ijn/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

)
,

min
j∈M1,n

F

(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21jn/Nn,1

))
.

(C.8)

To further analyze (C.8), let Ω ≜ {α = (α1, α2 . . . , αk) :
∑k

i=1 αi = 1 and αi ≥ 0,∀i ∈ A} denote
the set of feasible sampling rates for the k arms.

We investigate the rate function

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1)

=̇ lim
n→∞

min

(
min
i ̸=1

( (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0n/Nn,i + σ210n/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}+
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ijn/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

)
,

min
j∈M1,n

F

(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21jn/Nn,1

)

=min

(
min
i ̸=1

( (µi0 − µ10)2

2(σ2i0/αi + σ210/α1)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αi

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij − γj)2

2σ2ij
1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}

)
,

min
j∈M1

F

α1
(µ1j − γj)2

2σ21j

)
.

(C.9)

If lim
n→∞

− 1
n log(1−Pn,1)=̇ min

j∈M1
F

α1
(µ1j−γj)

2

2σ2
1j

, it is a monotonically increasing function of α1, so we can
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improve the rate of posterior convergence for false evaluation of arm 1 by increasing its sampling

rate α1. Note that if we keep increasing α1, lim
n→∞

− 1
n log(1− Pn,1)=̇ min

j∈M1
F

α1
(µ1j−γj)

2

2σ2
1j

will increase,

and there will be a point such that lim
n→∞

− 1
n log(1 − Pn,1)=̇ min

j∈M1
F

α1
(µ1j−γj)

2

2σ2
1j

does not hold any

more. Let α̃1 be the maximum value of α1 such that the equation still holds. Then,

max
α1∈(0,α̃1]

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) ≤ α̃1 min

j∈M1
F

(µ1j − γj)2

2σ21j

≤min
i ̸=1

(
(µi0 − µ10)2

2(σ2i0/αi + σ210/α̃1)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αi

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij − γj)2

2σ2ij
1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}

)
.

If ∃i ̸= 1 such that P{FEi} ≤ P{FE1},

max
α1∈(α̃1,1)

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1)

= max
α1∈(α̃1,1)

(
min
i ̸=1

( (µi0 − µ10)2

2(σ2i0/αi + σ210/α1)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αi

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij − γj)2

2σ2ij
1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}

))

≥min
i ̸=1

(
(µi0 − µ10)2

2(σ2i0/αi + σ210/α̃1)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αi

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µ2j − γj)2

2σ2ij
1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}

)
.

Hence,

max
α1∈(α̃1,1)

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) ≥ max

α1∈(0,α̃1]
lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1).

Then when the rate of posterior convergence for the probability of false selection is optimal,

1 − Pn,1=̇maxi∈{2,...,k} P{FEi}, which indicates that, for this rate to be optimal, we just need

to consider the case of P{FE1} ≤ P{FEi} for some i ̸= 1. In this case,

1− Pn,1

=̇ exp

(
− nmin

i∈A

(
(µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0n/Nn,i + σ210n/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn ∪ Inw}+

∑
j∈Mi,n

I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ijn/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

))
.

(C.10)

We have

1− Pn,1=̇ max
i∈{1,2,...,k}

P{FEi}.

P{FE1} and P{FEi}, i ̸= 1 have been studied in Lemma 1. Note that V contains arms that are

only pulled for finite times. First, suppose that V is nonempty. For each i ∈ A, we define

µ∞,ij ≜ lim
n→∞

µn,ij , σ∞,ij ≜ lim
n→∞

σn,ij .
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Recall that for each i ∈ A, the prior is µ1,ij = 0 and σ1,ij =∞. Then, if Nn,i =
n−1∑
t=1

1{It = i} = 0,

µn,ij = µ1,ij = 0, σn,ij = σ1,ij =∞. If Nn,i > 0,

µn,ij =
1

Nn,i

n−1∑
t=1

1{It = i}Xt,ij , σ2n,ij =
σ2ij
Nn,i

.

Hence, for i ∈ I, µ∞,ij = µij and σ2∞,ij = 0 while for i ∈ V , σ∞,ij > 0.

For arm i in the nonempty set V , we have P∞,i ∈ (0, 1) because σ∞,i > 0 and σ∞,ij > 0. This

implies P∞,1 < 1 and so lim
n→∞

− 1
n log(1− Pn,1) = lim

n→∞
− 1

n log(1− P∞,1) = 0.

Now suppose that V is empty.

1− Pn,1

=Pθ∼Πn

(
FE1 ∪

⋃
i ̸=1

FEi

)

=̇ exp

(
− nmin

(
min
i ̸=1

( (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0n/Nn,i + σ210n/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}+
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ijn/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

)
,

min
j∈M1,n

F

(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21jn/Nn,1

))
.

(C.11)

Under any sampling rule,

1− Pn,1

≥ exp

(
− nmax

α∈Ω
min

(
min
i ̸=1

( (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0/αi + σ210/α1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}+
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ij/αi
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

)
,

min
j∈M1,n

F

(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21j/α1

))
.

(C.12)

Since every arm will be pulled infinitely as n→∞, µn,i0 → µi0 and µn,ij → µij for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}
and j ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}. Thus proving

lim
n→∞

sup− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) ≤ Γβ∗ . (C.13)

and for β ∈ (0, 1), under any sampling rule satisfying Nn,1/n→ β,

lim sup
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) ≤ Γβ,
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are equivalent to show

Γβ∗ =max
α∈Ω

min

(
min
i ̸=1

(
(µi0 − µ10)2

2(σ2i0/αi + σ210/α1)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+

∑
j∈Mi

I

(γj − µij)2

2σ2ij/αi
1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}

)
,

min
j∈M1

F

(γj − µ1j)2

2σ21j/α1

)
(C.14)

and

Γβ = max
α∈Ω:α1=β

min

(
min
i ̸=1

(
(µi0 − µ10)2

2(σ2i0/αi + σ210/α1)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+

∑
j∈Mi

I

(γj − µij)2

2σ2ij/αi
1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}

)
,

min
j∈M1

F

(γj − µ1j)2

2σ21j/α1

)
,

(C.15)

where β ∈ (0, 1).

Let ri(β, αi) = (µi0−µ10)2

2(σ2
i0/αi+σ2

10/α1)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw} +

∑
j∈Mi

I

(γj−µij)
2

2σ2
ij/αi

1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}, where i ̸= 1.

Recall that

(µi0 − µ10)2

(σ2i0/α
β
i + σ210/β)

1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αβ
i

∑
j∈Mi

I

(µij − γj)2

σ2ij
1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw}

=
(µi′0 − µ10)2

(σ2i′0/α
β
i′ + σ210/β)

1{i′ ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+ αβ
i′

∑
j∈Mi′

I

(µi′j − γj)2

σ2i′j
1{i′ ∈ Ib ∪ Iw},

i.e. ri(β, α
β
i ) = ri′(β, α

β
i′), where i, i

′ = 2, 3, . . . , k and i ̸= i′. We prove (C.14) and (C.15) by

contradiction. Suppose there exists α′ ̸= αβ
i ∈ Ω : α1 = β satisfying maxα∈Ω:α1=β mini ̸=1 ri(β, αi) =

mini ̸=1 ri(β, α
′
i). Since the solution to ri(β, αi) = ri′(β, αi′) and

∑k
i=2 αi = 1 − β is unique, there

must exist some i′ such that ri′(β, α
′
i′) > mini ̸=1 ri(β, α

′
i). Since ri(β, αi) is continuous, we consider

a new vector αϵ with αϵ
i′ = α′

i′ − ϵ and αϵ
i = α′

i + ϵ/(k − 2) for i ̸= i′ and i ̸= 1. For sufficiently

small ϵ, we have

ri′(β, α
ϵ
i′) > min

i ̸=1
ri(β, α

ϵ
i) > min

i ̸=1
ri(β, α

′
i).

Then mini ̸=1 ri(β, α
ϵ
i) > maxα∈Ω:α1=β mini ̸=1 ri(β, αi). This yields a contradiction. Since α will not

affect min
j∈M1

F

(γj−µ1j)
2

2σ2
1j/β

when β is given, Γβ = min(mini ̸=1 ri(β, α
β
i ), min

j∈M1
F

(γj−µ1j)
2

2σ2
1j/β

). Similarly, we can

get the result when β = β∗.

29



If Nn,i/n→ α∗
i for each i ∈ A, by (5), for each i ̸= 1, we have

lim
n→∞

(µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0n/Nn,i + σ210n/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}+
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ijn/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

=
(µi0 − µ10)2

2(σ2i0/α
∗
i + σ210/β

∗)
1{i ∈ Fw ∪ Iw}+

∑
j∈Mi

I

(γj − µij)2

2σ2ij/α
∗
i

1{i ∈ Ib ∪ Iw} = Γβ∗

(C.16)

and thus

1− Pn,1

=̇ exp

(
− nmin

(
min
i ̸=1

( (µn,i0 − µn,10)2

2(σ2i0n/Nn,i + σ210n/Nn,1)
1{i ∈ Fn

w ∪ Inw}+
∑

j∈Mi,n
I

(γj − µn,ij)2

2σ2ijn/Nn,i
1{i ∈ Inb ∪ Inw}

)
,

min
j∈M1,n

F

(γj − µn,1j)2

2σ21jn/Nn,1

))
=̇ exp

(
− nΓβ∗

)
,

(C.17)

which implies

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) = Γβ∗ .

Similarly, for β ∈ (0, 1), under any sampling rule satisfying
Nn,i

n → αβ
i , i ∈ A,

lim
n→∞

− 1

n
log(1− Pn,1) = Γβ.
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