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UCB ALGORITHMS FOR MULTI-ARMED BANDITS:
PRECISE REGRET AND ADAPTIVE INFERENCE

QIYANG HAN, KOULIK KHAMARU, AND CUN-HUI ZHANG

AsstrACT. Upper Confidence Bound (UCB) algorithms are a widely-used class
of sequential algorithms for the K-armed bandit problem. Despite extensive re-
search over the past decades aimed at understanding their asymptotic and (near)
minimax optimality properties, a precise understanding of their regret behavior
remains elusive. This gap has not only hindered the evaluation of their actual al-
gorithmic efficiency, but also limited further developments in statistical inference
in sequential data collection.

This paper bridges these two fundamental aspects—precise regret analysis
and adaptive statistical inference—through a deterministic characterization of
the number of arm pulls for an UCB index algorithm [Lai87, Agr95, ACBF02].
Our resulting precise regret formula not only accurately captures the actual be-
havior of the UCB algorithm for finite time horizons and individual problem in-
stances, but also provides significant new insights into the regimes in which the
existing theoretical frameworks remain informative. In particular, we show that
the classical Lai-Robbins regret formula is exact if and only if the sub-optimality
gaps exceed the order o /K log T/T. We also show that its maximal regret de-
viates from the minimax regret by a logarithmic factor, and therefore settling its
strict minimax optimality in the negative.

The deterministic characterization of the number of arm pulls for the UCB
algorithm also has major implications in adaptive statistical inference. Building
on the seminal work of [LW82], we show that the UCB algorithm satisfies cer-
tain ‘stability’ properties that lead to quantitative central limit theorems in two
settings: for the empirical means of unknown rewards in the bandit setting, and
for a class of Ridge estimators when the arm means exhibit a structured relation-
ship through covariates. These results have an important practical implication:
conventional confidence sets designed for i.i.d. data remain valid even when data
are collected sequentially.

Our technical approach relies on an application of a new comparison prin-
ciple between the UCB algorithm and its noiseless, continuous-time minimax
counterpart. We expect this new principle to be broadly applicable for general
UCB index algorithms.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview and the motivating questions. Consider the standard K-armed
bandit problem [Tho33, Rob52]: at each round ¢ € [T], the player chooses an arm
A; € [K] based on the past rewards Rj, ..., R,_1, and receives a new reward

Ri=pup +0o-&, 1.1)

where p, is the mean reward for the arm a € [K], and {&}sr) are 1.i.d. N(0,1)
noises. The optimal expected reward is denoted by p, = maxpe(k)pp, and A, =
s — g > 0 represents the sub-optimality gap for arm a € [K].

The multi-armed bandit problem is among the most basic form for modern se-
quential decision-making problems, and has gained renewed interest due to its
natural connections to modern complex reinforcement learning algorithms. For
a comprehensive overview of the history of this problem and its wide-ranging ap-
plications, readers are referred to recent textbooks [BCB12, Sli19, LS20] and the
references therein.

The goal for the bandit problem is to design an efficient algorithm 7 that selects
the arms {A;};c[x] to minimize the (expected) regret over the T rounds of the game,
defined as

Reg(/) = E Z (u.—R)=E Z Ay, = Z AuBngr. (1.2)
te[T] te[T] a:A;>0
Here ng4; = 3 ep) 14,=a is the number of times arm a has been pulled up to round
te[T].
In this paper, we examine a widely-used class of Upper Confidence Bound
(UCB) algorithms through the lens of two fundamental, yet seemingly unrelated,
questions:

(Q1) Can we characterize the precise regret of the UCB algorithm for the multi-
armed bandit problem (1.1)?

(Q2) Can we perform adaptive inference for the mean rewards {u,}qc[x] based on
data collected sequentially using the UCB algorithm?
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The main goal of this paper is to provide unified, affirmative answers to both (Q1)
and (Q2) through a precise characterization of the numbers of arm pulls {n,.7} 4[]
While the connection between the number of arm pulls and the precise regret in
(Q1) follows naturally from the very definition (1.2), the relevance of this charac-
terization to (Q2) appears less immediate. Interestingly, as we shall demonstrate,
a deterministic characterization of the arm pulls is intrinsically linked to a certain
‘stability’ property of UCB algorithms, which plays a pivotal role—similar to the
role in [LW82]—in enabling statistical inference for {u,} e[k

1.2. Precise regret. Understanding the behavior of the regret Reg(.«?) of a given
bandit algorithm o7 lies at the heart of evaluating its algorithmic efficacy. To date,
there are primarily two distinct but inter-related theoretical paradigms for regrets
under which the optimality of a bandit algorithm <7 is evaluated:
(R1) & is asymptotically optimal, if it attains the Lai-Robbins lower bound [LR85]
in the sense that for any non-trivial problem instance A,

Reg(<) 207
m = .
T—eo logT A,

(1.3)
a:A>0
(R2) & is minimax optimal, if it achieves the minimax regret [ACBFS03] up to a
universal constant C > 0 in the sense that
sup Reg(«) < C- o VKT. (1.4)
AeRK)
The viewpoints under these two paradigms are rather different: while (R1) asserts
a precise logarithmic regret in the asymptotic regime 7" — oo for any fixed bandit
problem instance A, the minimax approach (R2) pinpoints a substantially larger
regret for a worst problem instance that can occur for any finite time horizon 7.
Due to this complementary nature of (R1)-(R2), a significant body of research
has been devoted to understanding the (near) optimality properties of the regret
of UCB algorithms; the readers are referred to [Lai87, Agr95, KR95, ACBFS95,
ACBF02, AMS07, AB09, HT10, KCG12, CGM™*13, DP16, MG17, Kaul8, Lat18,
HAYWC19, GHMS22, RZ24] for notable progress in this direction.

While the (near) validation of (R1)-(R2) for UCB algorithms provides important
insights into their theoretical optimality, there remains a significant gap between
the theory in (1.3)-(1.4) and the actual algorithmic performance of the regret. For
instance, in the most interesting case where the sub-optimality gaps {A, : A, > 0}
are relatively small, although the very definition (1.2) necessarily entails a rela-
tively small regret, the Lai-Robbins formula (1.3) predicts a large regret, whereas
the maximum risk (1.4) offers little instance-specific information. This discrepancy
reveals an intrinsic limitation of both paradigms (R1) and (R2): these criteria can
be overly conservative either for finite time horizons 7" or for individual problem
instance A’s, and neither approach fully compensates for the weakness of the other.

The first goal of this paper is to offer a new theoretical paradigm for understand-
ing the precise regret behavior of a popular class of UCB1 algorithms' as named in

ISee Section 3.1 for a precise description of this algorithm.
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[ACBFO02]. This new framework addresses both the major limitations of the ex-
isting theoretical paradigms (R1)-(R2), and provides a positive answer to (Q1). In
particular, we show in Theorem 3.2 that
Reg(UCB1)
Da:n>0 Dalty 1
where {n ;}ae[x] are deterministic quantities computable via a fixed point equa-
tion; see Section 3.2 for a precise definition. While we have presented (1.5) in an
asymptotic fashion here for simplicity, our technical result in Theorem 3.2 is fully
non-asymptotic with explicit error bounds between the two terms in (1.5).

As will be clear in Section 3 below, our precise regret characterization (1.5)
not only accurately captures the actual behavior of the UCB1 algorithm for finite
time horizon T and individual problem instance A’s, but also offers significant
new insights into the regimes in which the existing paradigms (R1)-(R2) are in-
deed informative for the UCB1 algorithm. In particular, we will show that the Lai-
Robbins regret formula (1.3) provides precise approximation to the actual regret
of the UCB1 algorithm, if and only if the sub-optimality gap is strong enough with
ming.a,~0(As/0) > /Klog T/T. Moreover, we will show that the maximal regret
of the UCB1 algorithm strictly deviates from the minimax regret by a logarithmic
factor, and is therefore minimax sub-optimal in a strict sense for the general K-
bandit problem.

As may be hinted in the formulae in (1.2) and (1.5), the technical crux of our
regret characterization in (1.5) lies in a new method to characterize the number of
arm pulls {n,.7}4c[x] via the deterministic quantities {"Z;T}ae[ k]- Indeed, we show in
Propositions 3.3 and 3.7 that such a characterization is possible both in probability
and in expectation: uniformly in a € [K],

~ 1, (1.5)

24T 1 with high probability, and —%’

na;T na;T

Interestingly, the control of the ratio in expectation exhibits qualitatively different
features from its simpler in-probability counterpart. In particular, while an in-
probability control of the ratio (1.6) is possible for a large regime of exploration
rates in the UCB1 algorithm, the expectation control must witness a fundamental
barrier for the exploration rate to stay above o 4/21log T in order to align with Lai-
Robbins asymptotic lower bound (1.3). Such a discrepancy occurs fundamentally
due to the heavy-tailed nature of {n,.r}.e[x] in spite of the presence of lighted-tail
Gaussian noises.

While we work out in this paper the characterization (1.6) only for the UCB1
algorithm, our technical approach to (1.6) is applicable to a very general class of
UCB index algorithms. We give in Section 2 an outline for the main principles of
our new approach.

~ 1. (1.6)

1.3. Adaptive inference. The problem of statistical inference for adaptively col-
lected data has posed a significant challenge for decades. By now, it is classical
knowledge (cf. [DF79, Whi58, Whi59, LW82]) that conventional asymptotic the-
ory may fail when applied to data collected in a sequential manner. More recently,
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[DMSTI18, ZIM20, DIM23, KDL*21, LKW23, LYG*24, YKZ24] have shown—
through a combination of theoretical results and simulations—that similar issues
may arise in the bandit setting that is our main interest in this paper.

To address these inference challenges, two main approaches have been proposed
in the literature:

(I1) The first approach leverages the martingale nature of the data through the
martingale central limit theorem (cf., [HH80, Dvo72]). This method, possi-
bly coupled with debiasing techniques to remove biases induced by sequen-
tial data collection, typically yields confidence intervals that are provably
valid in the asymptotic limit of infinite data. The readers are referred to
[DMSTI18, DIM23, KDL*21, LKW23, LYG*24, YKZ24, ZJM20, HHZ" 21,
BDK*21, ZHHA21, SZ23] for applications of this technique in various con-
crete contexts.

(I2) The second approach builds upon non-asymptotic concentration inequalities
for self-normalized martingales (cf., [dIPnKL04, dIPnL.S09]). While this
method offers confidence intervals that are valid for any sample size, these
intervals are often considerably wider due to the use of theoretical concentra-
tion inequalities. The readers are referred to [AYPS11, SRR19, WSWR*23]
and references therein for examples of this approach.

The second goal of this paper is to construct valid confidence intervals for the
unknown mean reward vector {u,}aerx] in (1.1) (and beyond) via UCB algorithms
that blend the strengths of both (I1) and (I2), thereby providing a solution to ques-
tion (Q2).

While this goal may appear tangential to our theory in (1.5)-(1.6), we obtain
in Section 4, through an essential use of the deterministic characterization for
{na.1}acrxy In (1.6), quantitative central limit theorems (CLTs) for:

(i) the empirical sample mean of the unknown rewards in the multi-armed bandit
setting, and

(i1) a general class of Ridge estimators (including the ordinary least squares esti-
mator), where the arm means exhibit some underlying latent structures.

An immediate consequence of these quantitative CLTs is that statistical inference
via UCB-type algorithms for the unknown parameters of interest in these models
can be conducted as if the data were collected in the conventional, i.i.d. setting,
while also enjoying the desired non-asymptotic theoretical guarantees that are exact
in the asymptotic limit.

The connection between the deterministic characterization for {rn,.7}4e(x in (1.6)
and the feasibility of adaptive inference for {1,}c[k] in the bandit setting (1.1) is
conceptually related to [LW82], which pioneered the notion of ‘stability’ of sample
covariance as a key factor for valid statistical inference, albeit in a different linear
regression context. As such, we believe our technical approach in (1.6) also opens a
new door for other statistical inference applications in sequential decision-making
problems with UCB algorithms and beyond.



6 Q. HAN, K. KHAMARU, AND C.-H. ZHANG

1.4. Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 out-
lines a general principle for our theory (1.5)-(1.6). In Section 3, we present our
results on the precise characterizations of regret and pseudo-regret for the UCB1
algorithm and its numerous consequences. In Section 4, we detail the aforemen-
tioned quantitative CLTs. The numerical performance of their associated CI’s are
reported in Section 5. Proofs of all our results are deferred to Sections 6-8 and the
Appendix.

1.5. Notation. For any two integers m,n € Z,let [m : n] = {m,m+ 1,...,n} when
m < n and ( otherwise. Let[m :n) =[m:n—1],(m : n] = [m+ 1 : n], and we
write [n] = [1 : n]. Fora,b € R, aV b = max{a, b} and a A b = min{a, b}. For
a€R, letar =(+a) V0. Fora >0, letlog,(a) =1V log(a). For x € R", let ||x]|,
denote its p-norm (0 < p < o0), and B,,,,(R) = {x € R" : ||x]|, < R}. We simply
write ||x|| = ||xll> and B,(R) = B,.2(R). For a matrix M € R™", let ||1M]lop denote
the spectral norm of M.

We use C, to denote a generic constant that depends only on x, whose numeric
value may change from line to line unless otherwise specified. a <y band a =, b
mean a < Cyb and a > C,b, abbreviated as a = O,(b),a = Q.(b) respectively;
a <y, b means a <, b and a >, b, abbreviated as a = ®,(b). For two non-
negative sequences {a,} and {b,}, we write a, < b, (respectively a, > b,) if
lim,, e (a,/b,) = 0 (respectively lim,_,(a,/b,) = c0). We follow the convention
that 0/0 = 0. O and o (resp. Op and op) denote the usual big and small O notation
(resp. in probability).

For two real-valued random variables X, Y, their Kolmogorov distance dgq (X, ¥)
is defined by

dkol(X, ¥) = sup | P(X < 1) - P(Y < 1)]. (1.7
teR

2. PRINCIPLES OF OUR NEW APPROACH TO (1.5)-(1.6)

In this section, we provide a heuristic description of our new analytic approach
in a general setting where the multi-armed bandit problem is solved by an UCB
index algorithm.

2.1. The general setting. Consider UCB index algorithms of the following form.
Let u, be the mean reward for arm a. For the #-th arm pull, the allocation is deter-
mined by

A; = argmax ucb(fg.—1,n44-1,1,T), 2.1)
aelK]

where ucb(u, n,t,T) is an index function, fi,,; is an estimate of y, and n,; is the
sample size from arm a with the first ¢ pulls, and T is a predetermined horizon
for performance evaluation. In general, ucb(u, n, ¢, T) is increasing in (u, ¢, T) and
decreasing in n. For ‘anytime’ algorithms with unspecified T, ucb(u, n,t,T) does
not depend on 7. Otherwise, we are typically able to write ucb(u, n, T') as the UCB
index function when it does not depend on ¢.
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The UCB index function in (2.1) can be constructed by inverting the (minimum)
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between arms with means y and p,

UCb(/Ja n, ta T) = arg max {#+ L+ 2 M, n- KL(/'L##‘) < g(T’ f, n)} (2'2)

for some non-negative exploration function g(7’, ¢, n) decreasing in n and increasing
in (¢, T). Such KL-based UCB index was first introduced in [Lai87] for prespecified
horizon T and exploration functions of the form g(7,t,n) = g(T/n) with g(:) a
decreasing function. Thus, (2.2) is a slight generalization of Lai’s UCB [Lai87].
For g(T,t,n) = logT, the UCB index in (2.2) is an inversion of the Lai-Robbins
[LR85] lower bound for the expected number of pulls because

n < (logT)/KL(pa, ptx) & ucb(pa,n,T) 2 pro.

2.2. High-level ideas of our new analytic approach. Our analytical approach is
to compare the algorithm in (2.1) with its noiseless continuous-time counterpart.
In this noiseless continuous-time version, the sample size growth curves ny,, are
increasing functions of ¢ satisfying

D iy =1, ucb(ue,ny, t,T) = i,y Va € [K] (2.3)
ac[K]

for some function lli,r Importantly, because ucb(u,n,t,T) is decreasing in n,
the noiseless version of (2.1) can be viewed as a greedy minimax algorithm for
ucb(ug, g, 1, T), and its continuous-time version must have a common value y
of the UCB. Thus, by inversion of (2.3), we may solve y, , as the unique solution
of the equation

D sup{n € [0,1] : uch(ue, n,1,T) > i} = 1. 2.4)
a€[K]

For performance evaluation at ¢ = T, the noiseless continuous-time version would
provide a target regret

Reg' = > Aunjy. (2.5)
aelK]
The objective of our analysis is to find proper conditions for the convergence of the

UCB algorithm (2.1) and its noiseless continuous-time counterpart in the sense of
Reg(«)

*

Ng.T

~1, maxE
ac[K]

- 1‘ ~ 0. (2.6)
Reg n,.r
This would allow us to gain more precise insight about the performance of the UCB
algorithm compared with typical existing results focused on performance upper
bounds on the regret and the expected number of pulls from suboptimal arms.

Clearly, the approach outlined above is both distribution dependent and algo-

rithm dependent. In this paper, we confine ourselves to a definitive solution in the
canonical Gaussian model with constant exploration function g(7', ¢, n) in (2.2). We
expect our new analytic approach developed here to be broadly applicable to the
general class of UCB index algorithms with further technical works.



8 Q. HAN, K. KHAMARU, AND C.-H. ZHANG

Algorithm 1 UCB1 algorithm with exploration rate y7 > 0

1: Pull once each of the K arms in the first K iterations.
2. fort=K+1toT do
3:  Choose the arm A; by

Aeargmax{ﬁ 1+ 0'-’)/7}
t at— .
ac[K] Va;t-1

4: end for

3. PRECISE REGRET

3.1. The UCB1 algorithm. We consider a generalized version of the UCB algo-
rithm [Lai87] that is parameterized by an exploration rate y7 > 0, hereafter referred
to UCB1. To formally describe the UCB1 algorithm, let

. 1

flag = — D Rilae, (1) € [KIX[T] (3.1)

n,.
@ selr]

be the empirical sample mean of p, up to round #. The UCB1 algorithm is initialized
by first pulling each arm once. Then, given the past information {({4.s, n4:5) : a €
[K], s € [t — 1]} up to round ¢ — 1, the UCB1 algorithm at round ¢ chooses an arm A;
that maximizes the over-estimated mean fi,,+—1 +07yr/ \/Nay—1. For the convenience
of the reader, we summarize this generalized UCB1 algorithm in Algorithm 1.

In the Gaussian model, the over-estimated mean in Algorithm 1 corresponds to
Lai’s UCB index in (2.2) with

2 2

%, g(T,t,n) = %T uch(u,n,t,T) = pt + U—JET
We note that this algorithm operates far beyond the Gaussian model. In fact,
[ACBFO02] derived a nonasymptotic upper bound of the regret for the natural choice

of yr = 4/2log T and named the algorithm UCB1. We adopt here the same name
UCB1 for general y7 > 0.

KL(u, 1) = (3.2)

3.2. The fixed point equation and related quantities. The generic expected re-
gret in (1.2) for the UCB1 algorithm will be written as

R(®) = Reg(UCB1), @ = (T, K, A, 0, yr). (3.3)

Here and below, we reserve the notation ® to summarize all parameters in the
bandit problem and the UCB1 algorithm.

Definition 3.1. (1) Let n.(®) be determined via the equation

Z n(1+n*Aa/(oyr) > = T. (3.4)
a€[K]

(2) With n,(®) defined in (3.4), let
n,r = @)1 +n @A/ (eyr) >, aclK] (3.5)
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(3) The theoretical regret Reg;.(®) for UCB1 is defined as
Regp(®) = > Aum;. (3.6)
a€[K]

Remark 1. Some interpretation and technical remarks:

(1) n.(0) isrelated to the noiseless UCB in (2.3) through ,u*+’T = U +oyr/ Vn.(®)
with (3.2). By Lemma 6.1 below, for any o > 0, there exists a unique n.(®) €
[T/K, T solving the equation (3.4). Moreover, as the map n = Y, ¢k (1/ Vn+

A/ ((J')/T))_2 is strictly increasing, n.(®) can be easily solved numerically by
bisection methods.

) nZ;T = (y% /2)/KL(,ua,,uj’T) is an explicit version of the noiseless sample size
in (2.3) through (3.2). As will be rigorously proven in Section 3 ahead, the
quantity ;- is ratio consistent for ng;7 both in probability and in expectation.

We define two more quantities that will be used repeatedly below:
o First, the error err(®) is defined by

\/logyT + \/loglogT . K N ||A/a‘||%o

err(®) = . 3.7
yr T vz
e Next, we define
1 n*§T 12 *
D= > ( - ) . (3.8)
a€(K) *

As will be clear from Lemma 6.1 below, D, € [K~/3, 1].

3.3. Characterization of the expected regret R(®). We will work with Gaussian
noises {&;} in this paper, formally recorded as below.

Assumption A. The scaled noises {&;}s[ry are 1.i.d. N(0, 1).

Our first main result below characterizes the behavior of R(®) in (3.3).
Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumption A holds. There exists a universal constant
C > 0 such that if err(®) < 1/C, then
R(®)

— ]
Reg;(©)

< C-(err(®)+97).

Here ¥, = y;z Te /2,

T

The proof of Theorem 3.2 leads to the following two-sided expectation control
for Eng.r. In fact, we provide a slight stronger control for the first moment of the
difference |ny;r/n,, — 1| that will be useful in the applications in Section 4.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose Assumption A holds. There exists a universal constant
C > 0 such that if err(®) < 1/C, then

max E |ng7/n’p — 1] < C - (D' err(®) + 97.).
a€[K] ’

Here recall D, is defined in (3.8), and 97 = 7;2 Te 112,
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The proofs of both Theorem 3.2 and Proposition 3.3 can be found in Section 7.

Remark 2. Some technical remarks on the conditions and the error terms in Theo-
rem 3.2 and Proposition 3.3:

(1) The constant C > 0 can be tracked easily in the proof; we refrain from doing
so to keep the presentation and the proof clean.

(2) For the canonical choice yr = +/2logT, err(®) vanishes if and only if
K/T — 0and ||A/olle/yr — 0. The formal condition is minimal, and the latter
condition essentially ensures that the (expected) number of arm pulls diverges
as T — oo. Similar conditions have been adopted in, e.g., [LR85, Lai87].

(3) yr cannot drop substantially below +/2log T for the error terms to be small
due to the the crucial factor ¢7. In fact, if such small yr is allowed, then the
asymptotic Lai-Robbins lower bound (3.9) will be violated.

(4) The error bound for En,.r /nZ;T — 1 comes with an additional D;'. As will
be clear from Lemma 6.1, this factor arises for optimal arms, but it does not
appear in the regret that takes average over sub-optimal arms.

(5) The Gaussianity assumption on the noises is used in the boundary crossing
probability in Lemma A.1. We believe our results hold in a weaker form under
the first and second moment assumptions when the left tail of the distribution
of the awards from one of the optimal arm is sub-Gaussian.

3.3.1. Relation to the Lai-Robbins bound. Recall that in our setting, the Lai-
Robbins lower bound [LR85] states that for any fixed K € N and {A;} C R’Z(O,
and any choice of the exploration rate {yr}, the following hold:

R(©® 2
lim 21( )TZ Z Z—. 3.9
T—eo 2108 aihg>0 ¢

When {A,} becomes small, R(®) is also small non-asymptotically, so the asymp-
totic lower bound (3.9) becomes uninformative. Our Theorem 3.2 provides a pre-
cise characterization of the magnitude of {A,} for which the Lai-Robbins bound
(3.9) remains informative for the actual expected regret R(®).

To this end, we consider the following parameter space. Fix ny > 0. For any
L>0and K € N, let

(L) = {A € R : supp(A) € [K]. {A/TVaa,0 € (LK Iog /T, r Aflog T1}.
Corollary 3.4. Suppose Assumption A holds. Consider the UCB1 allocation rule

with yr = [2logT. Let R-R(®) = 2logT - Za:Aa>O(0-2/Aa)' Then there exists
some universal constant C > 0 such that for K/T < 1/C, the following hold:

(1) Forany L > C, witherx = +/loglogT/logT + K/T,
SUPpc (1) IR@)/RT(®) — 1| < C - (1/L + erx + 7).
(2) Forany € € (0,1/2),
inf e () R(®)/RF(©) < C - 2.

The above corollary shows that /K log T'/T is the crucial scaling of the ‘signal
strength’ ming.a ~0(A, /o) for the Lai-Robbins bound (3.9) to be informative:
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(1) If ming:a,~0(As/0) > /Klog T/T, then the Lai-Robbins bound (3.9) provides
a uniformly accurate characterization of the regret R(®) of the UCB1 algorithm.

(2) If ming.a,>0(As/0) < /KlogT/T, then the Lai-Robbins bound (3.9) can be
arbitrarily loose for the regret R(®) of the UCB1 algorithm.

3.3.2. Relation to the maximal regret. Let us now apply Theorem 3.2 to obtain a
lower bound for the maximum regret sup, R(0).

Corollary 3.5. Suppose Assumption A holds. Consider the UCB1 allocation rule
with with yr = +/2logT. Then there exists some universal constant C > 0 such

that for KT < 1/C, with er g = +/loglogT/logT + K/T,
supeg (R(®)/0) > (1/ V8 = C - erx), TK log T.

The above corollary shows that the maximum risk of the UCB1 algorithm de-
viates from the minimax regret (1.4) by a multiplicative factor of /log7. The
only related result appears to be [KZ21, Theorem 4], which rigorously confirms
the minimax sub-optimality of UCB1 in the two-armed setting. To the best of our
knowledge, our lower bound for general K in the above corollary is new.

The proofs of both Corollaries 3.4 and 3.5 can be found in Section 7.

3.4. Characterization of the pseudo-regret R°(®). We now complement the re-
sults in the previous section by studying their stochastic regret versions. The vanilla
regret over T rounds is given by

RO)= ) (e ~R)= D Ay -0 ) & (3.10)

te[T] te[T] 1€[T]

As the fluctuation of the random error in (3.10) is typically of order Op(T~1/?)
whereas the expected regret R(®) in (3.3) are typically of a substantially lower
order, we shall consider a version of (3.10) by removing its random error compo-
nent to shed light on the underlying stochastic behavior of (3.3). Borrowing the
terminology from [AMS09], let the pseudo-regret over T rounds be

RP(©) = Z Ag, = Z Aang:r. (3.11)
te[T] a:A;>0
Clearly, R(®) and RP(®) can be related via E RP(©) = R(©).
Our second main result below provides a characterization for the pseudo-regret
RP(®)in (3.11).

Theorem 3.6. Suppose Assumption A holds. There exists a universal constant
C > 0 such that if err(®) < 1/C, then

P( RP(O)

Reg;(©)

Interestingly, the pseudo-regret RP(®) can be significantly smaller in order than
the expected regret R(®) = E RP(®). For instance, for vr = (loglog 7)%31 the
above theorem implies that RP(®) = Op((loglog T)"*?) for fixed A, whereas the
expected regret must satisfy ERP(®) = Q(logT) due to the Lai-Robbins lower

1

>C- err(@)) < C oyl
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bound (3.9). The discrepancy between RP(®) and E RP(®) has been previously ob-
served in [CMO7, AYPS11] for a class of UCB algorithms that take the confidence
level as an input. Here our results show that such phenomenon continues to hold
for the vanilla UCB1 algorithm with small y7’s.

Similar to Proposition 3.3, the proof of Theorem 3.6 leads to a ratio control for
ng.r/ nZ;T that now holds in probability.

Proposition 3.7. Suppose Assumption A holds. Fixy > 1. There exists a universal
constant C > 0 such that if err(®) vV (y/yr) < 1/C, then

max ® [Ingr /ngp = 112 C - (D1 err(®) +/yr)] < C- (47" + log T - ye ).
ae §

Here recall D, is defined in (3.8).
The proofs of both Theorem 3.6 and Proposition 3.7 can be found in Section 7.

Remark 3. Proposition 3.7 above recovers several results in [KZ21] under a slight
variant of the UCB1 algorithm.

(1) In the two-armed case K = 2, using the notation of [KZ21], with o = 1,
vr = +Jplog T and A = +/0log T /T, the fixed point equation (3.4) becomes

+( 1 N 0 )‘2 T o 1 1 0
Ny — = - = 4/—.
Vi \eT VTI-m/T ~niT \p

Compared with [KZ21, Eqn. 2], by setting 4,(¢) = n./T in the above equation,

Proposition 3.7 recovers [KZ21, Theorem 1 and Theorem 4] respectively with

a stronger non-asymptotic estimate.

(2) In the K-armed case, [KZ21] considered two special cases:

(a) In the first case, A, = 0 for all a € [K]. Then it is easy to solve by (3.4)
that n, = T/K, so Proposition 3.7 recovers [KZ21, Theorem 2-(1)].

(b) In the second case, K is fixed and min,.a >0(As/0) > +/logT/T. In this
case, the summation in (3.4) over sub-optimal arms trivializes with n, =~
T/\{a : A, = 0}]. Proposition 3.7 then recovers [KZ21, Theorem 2-(2)].

4. ADAPTIVE INFERENCE

4.1. Inference for the mean rewards.

4.1.1. Stability and quantitative central limit theorems. The following notion of
‘stability’, directly motivated from [LW82] in a slightly different context, provides
a key connection of our theoretical results in Section 3 and adaptive inference for
the mean reward {4} aex]-

Definition 4.1. We call a bandit algorithm o7 weakly-stable, if for some determin-
istic real numbers {nZ,T(Jz% )ae(k)» the number of arm pulls {n,7(27)}4(k) by the
algorithm o7 satisfies

at (A
Z;ﬁ%; 51, forallarm a € [K]. 4.1
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We further call <7 strongly-stable, if
na;T(fQ{ )
()

where err ., (®) is some algorithmic-specific error term that vanishes as T — oo.

- 1| < erry(0), 4.2)

a€[K]

It is easy to show, following an argument of [LW82, Theorem 3], that for any
weakly-stable bandit algorithm <7, the sample mean is asymptotically normal:

(a7 () ) - @ () — pa) > N0, 1) as T — oo, (4.3)

From here, our Proposition 3.7 immediately implies that under the conditions as-
sumed therein, the central limit theorem (4.3) holds for the UCB1 algorithm. In
fact, we may prove strong stability of UCB1 in the non-asymptotic sense of (4.2) by
leveraging the expectation control in Proposition 3.3. Recall dk,) defined in (1.7).

Theorem 4.2. Suppose Assumption A holds and yr < (log T)'%. Then there exists
a universal constant C > 0 such that

max ogol((1a;7 /)" *(air = ta). NO, D) < C (D! err(@) +97)',
as

Here (err(®), D.) are defined in (3.7)-(3.8) and 9%, = 7;2 Te 2,

The proof of the above theorem can be found in Section 8. As an immediate
application, we may construct confidence intervals for y, using the sample mean
[e;r with sample size n,.r as if the data were collected in an i.i.d. fashion: for any
a € (0, 1), consider the following (1 — @) confidence interval for y,:

Cla(@) = [flar + 2ap2 - o7, (4.4)

Here and below, whenever confidence intervals are concerned, we reserve the nota-
tion z, as the normal 1 — @ quantile in that P(N(0, 1) < z,) = 1 — a. The following
corollary follows directly from Theorem 4.2 above, so we omit a detailed proof.

Corollary 4.3. Consider the setting in Theorem 4.2. Then there exists some uni-
versal constant C > 0 such that
max sup |P (g, € Cly(@) - (1 - a)| < C- (err(®) + 93)'°.
a€[K] 0e(0,1)
In the above discussion we have assumed known noise level o > 0 for simplicity.
If the noise level is unknown, we may use any consistent estimator  of o for
practical implementation. A simple choice in our setting is

, 1 1

K

A A2

G " Z (R; — fla;T) 1A,:u)~

actk] 4T e[t

In fact, each term in the parentheses is a consistent estimator of the variance for
arm a € [K], and therefore in the current homogeneous noise setting we may
further take an average of these individual estimates to reduce the variability. These

ramifications will not be further pursued for simplicity of presentation.

4.2. Inference for bandits with structured mean rewards.
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4.2.1. The setup and the algorithm. Consider the linear regression model, where
we observe data {(x;,y;) € REXR:te[T]), consisting of the covariates {x;} and
associated responses {y;}, which are related through

Vi =X fe) + &, €T 4.5

Here 3. € R? is the unknown parameter of interest, and {&;}’s represent the additive
noises. For notational convenience, we define the design matrix X € R”?, where
each row corresponds to x,', the response vector ¥ = (yi,...,yr) € R, and the
error vector & = (£1,...,¢ér) e RT.

We consider here a special case: suppose the covariates {x;} take values in a
finite decision set 2" = {z1,...,zx} € RY, and at round 7, the covariate x, = Z4, 18
selected via the UCB1 algorithm in Algorithm 1, where i, therein is now replaced
by Ju = ng;% 2.sefr] Ysla,=a- Put simply, for a relatively small size of the decision
set 2, the selection rule of this algorithm treats the problem as a K-arm bandit
problem with arm means {(z,, ﬁ*)}ae[,qz. It is easy to see that the expected regret
of this algorithm

R"(©)=E ) (max(zp.) - (x..)) (4.6)

te[T]

is the same (up to logarithmic factors) as the contextual bandit algo-
rithms [AYPS11] when |Z"| = O(d). The key difference in the current setting is
that we are interested in the unknown regression coefficient vector S, € R rather
than the arm means {{z4, B+)}ae[K]-

4.2.2. The Ridge estimator. Once the data {(x, y)}er) 1s collected, we can esti-
mate the parameter S, of interest as via a Ridge regression estimator:

~ . 1 1 _
Ba = argmin { IV = XBIP + ABP| = =(S7+ D)XV, @)
BeRd

where S7 = T7'XTX = T7' ¥,y xx] € R4 is the sample covariance. The
case 4 = 0 in (4.7) is in general understood as the limit of the right hand side as
A | 0. When S 7 is invertible, this limit 3y coincides with the ordinary least squares
estimator. Conventional theory under i.i.d. observations {(x;, y;)};c[r] shows that, if
the covariates {x,} are fixed, then (see e.g., Eqn. (8.7))

T/o2-S7 (St + ADBa— (S1 + A7 S7B.) LN, D). (4.8)

For random designs, S can be replaced by the popular covariance matrix in low
dimensions, but would otherwise require a mean-field modification in high dimen-
sions, cf. [DW18, HMRT22, HX23, BHX23].

ZWhen the size of the decision set 2 is large, one may instead use a contextual bandit algorithm,
cf. [AYPS11, LS20].



REGRET AND INFERENCE USING UCB ALGORITHMS 15

4.2.3. Quantitative central limit theorems. Let Al = max, c(x)(z}, Be) — (24> Be)
for all a € [K]. Let ©'" be defined as (3.3), nl" be the solution to (3.4), and n}"
be defined as (3.5), all upon replacing {A,} therein with {Alai“}. Furthermore, let
ST = T-! 2ac[K] nZ’;l}“zaz; be the ‘population’ version of S7.

Theorem 4.4. Consider the above linear regression setting with span(Z") = R%
Suppose Assumption A holds and yr < (log T)'%. Then there exists some universal
constant C > 0 such that uniformly in w € 0B;(1),

ol (W, VT2 -7 (S 7 + DB = (St + AD7'S 1)), N (O, D)
< C- (D™ err(@™) + 95)' 7 - [1 + (zg /o) ']

Here zx = T™! 2aelK] nZ’}}nllzallz, 07 = Amin(S7), (D', err(®'™) are defined via

(3.7)-(3.8) with © therein replaced by ®"™ and 7 = y}z - Te 712,

The proof of the above theorem can be found in Section 8. Note that in the above
theorem the decision set 2" = {z4}aek] is only required to expand R? without
orthogonality requirements (which would otherwise trivialize the problem).

Similar to the development in the previous subsection, Theorem 4.4 above can
be easily used to validate the ‘conventional’ confidence intervals for the low-
dimensional projections {{w, B.)}wean,1)- We omit these repetitive details.

Remark 4. In arelated work, [ZJM20] observes the failure of the central limit theo-
rem for the ordinary least squares estimator in a Bernoulli batched bandit problem,
in the asymptotic regime of the large batch limit with a fixed horizon T. Here our
Theorem 4.4 asserts a quantitative CLT in the large horizon limit 7 — oco. How-
ever, the distributional convergence to normal can be fairly slow, as empirically
observed previously in a related two-arm bandit problem, cf. [DMST18, Figure 2].

5. SOME ILLUSTRATIVE SIMULATIONS

For numerical illustration, we consider a two-armed bandit setting K = 2 with
sub-optimality gap A > 0. The noise level is set as o = 0.1. All simulation results
below are based on B = 1000 Monte Carlo averages.

5.1. Regrets and arm pulls. In the first simulation, we will numerically validate:
(1) Precise regret characterizations in Theorems 3.2 and 3.6.
(2) Proposition 3.3/3.7 that provide characterizations for the number of arm pulls.

The exploration rate is set to be yr = 4/2log T as in the UCB1 allocation rule with
time horizon 7" = 3000 for this simulation.
In the left penal of Figure 1, we numerically validate (1) by plotting:
o the expected regrets R(0) in the dotted red line via Monte-Carlo average of the
pseudo-regrets RP(®) in (3.11);
o the theoretical regrets >, .4 ~0 Aaft,. - in the blue line;
e the Lai-Robbins regrets R“(@®) = y% > A,,>0(0'2 /A,) in the green line.
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#of arm pulls
®

0.15 020 025 0.00 0.01 002
A A

Ficure 1. Left panel: Regrets for various sub-optimality gaps A €
[0.01,0.25]. Right panel: Number of arm pulls for various sub-
optimality gaps A € [0.01, 0.05].

The expected regret R(®) closely aligns with the theoretical regret formula ob-

tained in Theorems 3.2 and 3.6 across different choices of the sub-optimality gap

A. Moreover, the Lai-Robbins asymptotic regret R-%(®) only aligns with the ex-

pected regret R(®) for large values of A; this matches the theory in Corollary 3.4.
In the right panel of Figure 1, we numerically validate (2) by plotting

o the expected numbers of arm pulls for both optimal and sub-optimal arms in
dotted lines;
o theoretical numbers of arm pulls {nZ;T} in the solid lines.

The dotted lines closely align with the solid lines, and thereby verifying the con-
clusions in Propositions 3.3 and 3.7. For visualization purposes, we only display
the curves for A € [0.01, 0.05].

5.2. Gaussian approximation of the empirical mean, and coverage of the CI’s.
In the second simulation, we examine numerically (i) the Gaussian approximation
of fi,.r in Theorem 4.2, and (ii) the numerical performance of the coverage proba-
bilities of the CI’s defined in (4.4).

We choose the common exploration rate yr = +/6logT/T with time horizon
T =10, 000. The optimal arm has mean y; = 1 and the sub-optimal arm has mean
o =1 — 4/logT/T. So the sub-optimality gap is Ay = +/logT/T.

From the left panel, the Gaussian approximation of fi,.r (after normalization)
appears quite accurate. From the right panel, coverage probabilities remain precise
across various targeted nominal levels. These numerical findings are consistent for
various choices of exploration rates y7’s and sub-optimality gaps A;’s.

6. PROOF PRELIMINARIES

We note that the allocation rule in Algorithm 1 can be written as

/ja;t—l — M« + yr }’

o Va;t-1

A; € arg max {
aelK]
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Arm 1 Error Distribution

True Mean = 1.0 Coverage Plot for Both Arms (75% - 99%)
1.00
—— Standard Normal — Arm 1
—— Arm 2
--- Ideal

4
©
«

Density
o
©
3

Empirical Coverage
o
©
&

0.80

-1 4 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 1.00
Normalized Error Nominal Coverage

FiGure 2. Left panel: Gaussian approximation of the empirical
mean for the optimal arm. Right panel: Coverage probabilities for
the CI’s in (4.4) for both arms.

which depends on the data and parameters only through the scaled N (0, 1) noises
& and (T, K, A/o, yr) due to location-scale invariance. Thus, En,r and R(®)/c
are functions of (7, K, A/o,yr) only. Therefore, we may take ., = Q or o = 1
without loss of generality throughout the proof.

We recall and define some further notation in the proofs below:

e Let n, = n.(0) be defined as in (3.4), and n,.r be defined as in (3.5).
o Let Ay = {a € [K] : A, = 0} collect all optimal arms.
o Let A, ={a € [K]: A, > 0} collect all sub-optimal arms.

6.1. Time continuity of noiseless UCB. The continuous-time, noiseless UCB and
sample size growth curves in (2.3) for UCB1 are given by

1, = pa + oyr /i)', Z ny, =1. 6.1)
a€lK]

We may also write u} , = ps + ayr/(n.)"? and

R = ny (14 n P A (oyD)) 2, 120, 6.2)
where n.; is the solution of
D n (1 + P Adfoyr) P =1, 120, (6.3)
a€[K]

Corresponding to the above, the noiseless regret growth curve is
Reg;(©) = > Auniy. (6.4)
a€[K]
We first study the smoothness of the sample size and regret growth curves.

Lemma 6.1. Fort > 0, n., is the unique solution of (6.3) with n..; € [t/K, t/|Aol].
The functions n.,; and nj., ..., ny., are all nonnegative and strict increasing in t in
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[0, 00) and take value 0 att = 0. In particular, n. = n,r fulfills equation (3.4).

Moreover, the following hold with D = ¥ ,¢(k (nZ;T/n*)l/znZ;T/T defined in (3.8):

* * 1/2
n, 1 2(n.,/n. t
L Smin{ M}(1 ——) | Va e [K], 6.5)
o D, D. T/,
* * 1/2
na'T (na'T/n*) t
A L A AT 66
. D. 7). a € [K] (6.6)
1 > D, > max {|Aoln./T, T/(n.K)} > (Aol/K)'3, (6.7)
and
Regi(® t
%()—1 s‘——l'. (6.8)
Reg;(0) T

Proof. (1). The stated properties of n.; follow directly from the strict monotonicity
and continuity of the function n — 3 ey n(1 + n'2A,/ (0')/7))‘2 on [0, 00). The
stated properties of n,,, follow immediately.

(2). Let h(x) = n, ,r/n, and y, = nt/*A,/(oyr). By the definition (6.3) of n..,
xT 1
ne A (1 VRG) + y0)?
Differentiating both sides above with respect to x, we find that
T h(x)

=y 0. 6.9
e L (1+ Vh(y.) r ©9)

Consequently, 1/h'(1) = T7! 2ac[K] n,,fl/z{n*(l +ya)_2}3/2 = D.. Moreover,
using that (i) #'(x) < K1) for x € (0,1], as h(x) is increasing in x, (ii)
(d/dx)(=h~V2(x)) < W' (1)/2 for x > 1, as h’(x)/h*/*(x) is decreasing in x,

1-"~(x) < (1 -x)/D., x€[0,1];
1-hn12(x)<(x-1)/2D,), x> 1.

> 0.

(6.10)

Proof of (6.5) and (6.6). Let h,(x) = n:;;xT/nZ;T. Because (J"yT/(nZ;t)l/2 + u, takes
the common value g} , as the noiseless UCB, {(nz;,)‘l/ 2}4eik) is a constant shift of
each other that does not depend on ¢. It then follows that

\/}%—1 :(HZT)I/Z(W%—l). 6.11)

We consider two regimes x > 1 and x € (0, 1] for the above identity:
e Forx > 1, (6.11) implies 1 < hy(x) < h(x) due to n,,. < n., so that

L] _(”Z;T)1/2(1 L] )(1 1 )<(”Z;T)1/2x—1
ha(x)  \ n, Vha(x) Vi(x)) ~ \ n. D. -
In the last step above we used the second inequality (6.10) and the trivial esti-
mate 1 + hgl/z(x) < 2. This proves (6.6).
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e For x € (0, 1], (6.11) implies h(x) < hy(x) <1and

= ha(x) a; xT 121 + a(X) nZ’xT 172
() LD 2 )
1 —h(x) 1+ vVh(x)
Now (6.5) follows by using the first inequality in (6.10).
Proof of (6.7). As ”Z;T < n,, (6.2) and (6.3) imply D, < T~ 2 aelK] ”Z;T =1. As
nZ;T = n, fora € Ay, D, > |Apln./T by restricting the sum to Ay. Furthermore, by

Ny xT Ny xT

Jensen’s inequality applied to the variable X ~ K~! 2ae[k] On’ ., /n, and the convex

function x — x>/ on [0, o),

. 3/2 3 s
p, = 2l (n“f/n*) M _BXE mx)n =( aT) SR
Yaerk) (n.p/ns) K EX iy K n.K

Consequently, (6.7) follows from min.o max (x/ VK, |Aol/x?) = (|Aol/K)'/.

Proof of (6.8). Let H, be the distribution putting mass (1/ vVA(x) + ya)_2n*/ (xT) at

Yo = n?Aa/(oyr) for all a € [K]. By (6.9),
xh’(x) 1
R2(x) J 1/ VR(x) +y

To study the regret growth curve, let f(x) = Reg},(®)/Reg;(®). By (6.2) and

(6.4), we have Reg’ (@) = (ayrn.'*) Tyerx) a1/ VAGR) + ya) 2, 50

Saetk) Yal (1/ VA(X) + ya)?

Saetk) Yal (L +ya)?

H,(dy) = 1. (6.12)

fx) =

It follows that
F0) K@ Saeiy /(1 + VE@y)? W) [y(1/ VARG +3) ™ H(dy)
FO T Saeryyal 1/ VR +yaP 132(x) [ yH.(dy)
o UGy H@) e
x [ yHx(dy) [(1/ VAG) +y) ' H(dy) ~
Here in (x) we used (6.12), and in (%) we used Chebyshev’s correlation inequality,

cf. [BLM13, Theorem 2.14]. Thus, as f(1) = 1, log f(x) < log x for x > 1 and
log f(x) > log x for x € (0, 1]. This yields (6.8). O

X.

6.2. Comparison inequality. We rewrite the reward sequence as

Rui = pg + 0&si,  a € [K] (6.13)

with {ibaeixrierr) = N(0, 1), so that (1.1) holds with R, = Ra, , ,. Define

MZfa,

We note that {W,},e[x) are 1.i.d. 1-Lipschitz functions of standard Gaussian vari-

ables {€4.T1}aeik) With W, = 4/2loglog T by the law of the iterated logarithm.
Let us define the events:

(6.14)

= max
te[T]
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o Eo(yr) = {maxaerx) (yr — Wa)/n)/; = Aafo) > 0).
o Fort >0, E.(t,yr) = { Yuerr nps(1 = Wa/yr)3 > T).
o Fort>0, E_(t,y1) = { Suerry s (1 + Wa/yr)* + K < T}.
Clearly t — E.(t,yr) is non-decreasing and ¢ — E_(t, yr) is non-increasing.

Lemma 6.2. Fix T,,T_ > 0. Then the following hold.

(1) U=0E+(t,y1) C Eo(yT)
(2) On Eo(Ts,yr), nar < Wy (1+Wo/yr)* + 1 holds for all a € [K].

(3) On E_(T-,yr) N Eo(yr), nast 2wy (1 = Wa/yr); holds for all a € [K].
Proof. Assume pu, = 0 and o = 1 without loss of generality.

(1). The noiseless UCB is positive, i.e., y} , = 7T/ni’/t2 > (O forall 7 > 0. On the
event E{(yr),

T — W . T
yn—Ta—AaSO</l+J:(n;yW—Aa, Vae[K],t>0,
V'a; at

which implies 3 ¢k 11, (1 — W,/yr)2 < T for any ¢ > 0. Thus, we have Ej(yr) ©
N=0ES (1, y7), equivalently U0 E (2, yr) C Eo(yr).

(2)-(3). Let us now work on the event Eg(yr). Let T, € [1, T] be the last time arm
a is sampled. By the definition of the UCB1 allocation rule and the definition of W,
in (6.14), we have the following basic inequality: When n,.r > 1,

-W,
max (u — Ab) S max (ﬂb;Ta—l + y—T) S ﬂa;Tl,—l + ’y—T
bE[KI\ \/Np;T, -1 be[K] VT, -1 Via;T,~1

Because the left-hand side is positive on Eo(yr), and np.r,—1 < np.r, Ngr,-1 =

ng.7 — 1 hold, there exists certain positive y, such that for all (a, b) € [K 12,

- W + W
u_Absﬁ+Su_Aa_
Vb, Vhar — 1

We note that the second inequality holds above automatically for n,.r = 1. Let 7 be
the solution of ,u’jr » = M, as the noiseless UCB. The existence of such a random fis

guaranteed as 7z, > 0. By (6.1), = yr/(n* )'/* = A, for all a € [K], so that
VT—Wa< YT <7T+Wa

< — < , VYacelK].
Va;T (na;;)l/z Ve — 1
It follows that
nZ;f(l — Wa/yr)?: < ngr < nz;;(l + Wo/yr)* +1, VYace[K]. (6.15)
By summing over a € [K] and using the identity } e(x) a7 = 7,
Do (= Wafyi ST < Y w1+ Wo/yr + K. (6.16)

a€[K] a€[K]

On the event E. (T, y7), Eo(yr) happens and the first inequality in (6.16) im-
plies 7 < T4, so that the second inequality (6.15) implies the claim in (2). On the
event Eo(yr) N E_(T—,yr), the second inequality of (6.16) implies 7 > T_, so that
the first inequality (6.15) implies the claim in (3). O
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6.3. Some probabilistic results. We first give two simple results.

Lemma 6.3. There exists some universal constant C > 0 such that if

yloglog T /yr < 1/C,

m[algi]'E(l + Wa/yr); — 1| < C- floglog T /yr.
ac

Proof. Note that |(1+ W,/y7)3 — 1| < IWal/yr + W3/y2, so we may use (E|W,|)* <
EW? < loglog T (which can be easily obtained via integrating the tail in Lemma
A.1) to conclude. O

Lemma 6.4. There exists some universal constant C > 0 such that
P(ES(yr) < ClogT - yre /2,
Proof. We assume u,. = 0,0 = 1 for simplicity. Note that
P(Eg(yr)) = P(yr = Wa < \nar - Ag, Ya € [K])
<P(yr — W, <0, Ya € Ap) < pr(yr) < Clog T - yre 712,
where in the last inequality we used Lemma A.1. O
The next lemma provides a large deviation inequality for a general weighted sum

of {(1+W,/yr )i }aerx)- Its formulation is slightly involved mainly to accommodate
all later proof needs.

Lemma 6.5. Fix w € R§0' There exists a universal constant c, > 1 such that the
following hold. Take any Cy > c.. Let n > nr = +/loglog T /yr satisfy n < l/C(Z).
(1) Let T, > 0,6 € R be such that ( 3 ,¢[x] wa”Z;n)/( Daclk] Walyp +6), = 1/(1—
2Con)2. Then
C3 w.ny vy
P( wan’. (1 =W, ZS{ wan’. +(5})Sex (——O;).
Z a a,T+( a/')’T)+ Z a'lq.T . p

a€[K] ag[K] 2 lwo n-I;T+||°°

(2) Let T > 0,0 € R be such that ( Xuerx) Wany.p )/ ( Zaerx) Walyp —0), < 1/(1+
2Con)>. Then

* 2.2
C_g (w,n’y Yyn )

2 won'y Il

P( Z wWalyr (1 + Wa/)/r)%r > { Z Wallyr = 5} ) < CXp( _
+

ag[K] a€[K]
Proof. We need a few more notation in the proof:
o Tou = Yoeixy waltyp (1 F Wa/yr)i.
® Ty = Zae[K] ‘”a”Z;T; T, = Zae[l(] wanZ;T-
Note that the variables .. = T (&xy(r7) are functions of i.i.d. Gaussian vari-

ables {&,; : a € [K],t € [T]}, and therefore we shall identify Tw;i also as a map
RIKXIT] 5 R. We claim that

17

/2 -1 _
il < oo nip 1027 = 0. (6.17)
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Here for two vectors a, b, we write a o b = (a;b;). To prove (6.17), first note that
W = Wa(&ar7) so we may identify W, as a map RITT - R, and with this identifi-
cation, it is easy to verify |[W,||Li, < 1. Consequently, for any u,v € R [KIXIT]

72w - T2 )] < ||(w;/2n; 22y (Walttayry) — Wa(va;[r])))ae[m”

<llwon T+”oo vt llu =,
proving the claim (6.17).
Using Gaussian-Poincaré inequality, we have
ETws — BT < Toayr’
On the other hand,
ET e — Tuel < Zaem ety |BI(L £ Wo/yr)2]1 = 1] < Cip + Toa
Consequently, as ny < 1/ Cg,
Ty (1= Conr)s BT < T2 (1+ Conr). (6.18)

w,t —
Now using Gaussian concentration in the form of [GN16, Theorem 2.5.7], in view
of (6.17) and (6.18), by choosing 77 > 7 and T, such that (T,, +6)}/> < T3 (1 -
2Con)+,

B(TL < (T +0))) <B(TL} —ET)2 < (T, +6).” -T2 - (1 - Conp)y)

wit =

C Ta)+7T77 )

For the other direction, by choosing n > nr and T, such that (T, — 5)1/ 2>

TA2(1+2Con).
(T2 > (T, - 0))%) < P(T2 -B T2 > (T, - 6)> - T2 (1 + Conp)
C: T,._
< exp (- BT P02, ) < oxp( - L L2 )
2 flwon'y Il

The proof is complete. O
As a direct application of the proceeding concentration result, we have:

Corollary 6.6. Fix Cy > 2 V c. where ¢, > 0 comes from Lemma 6.5. Suppose
er = max{(/loglogT + +flogyr)/yr,K/T} < 1/(20C3). Then with T+ = (1 +
20Coer)T, we have

C_(z) T, log VT)

P(EL(T+,yr)) < exp( -3
n.T,

Proof. As T,/T =1+ 20Cper > 1/(1 — 2Coer)2, using Lemma 6.5-(1) with
w=1lg,0=0andn = 7,
C_(% T, log 7T)

P(E-L}-(T-F’ VT)) S P( Z nZ;TJr(l - Wa/’yT)i S T) S exp( B 2 nss,TJr

a€[K]
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The claim for P (E€(T -, yr)) holds similarly, where we take w = 1x, 6 = K andnp =
er therein, and verify that T_/(T—K) < (1-20Coer)/(1-7) < 1/(142Coer)?. O
7. PROOFS FOR SECTION 3

7.1. In-probability controls: Proofs of Proposition 3.7 and Theorem 3.6.

Proof of Proposition 3.7. Fix some large universal constant Cop > 2 and let e7 =
max{(ylogyr + yloglog T)/yr,K/T} < 1/C;. Let T+ = (1 £ Coer).T. Consider
the event E,(y) = Nues ES(Tx, y7) N Eo(yr) N{W, < 7y}, where y > 1. Then Lemma
6.4, Corollary 6.6 and Lemma A.1 yield that

P(ES()/C <v7" +logT -ye 2.
Using the comparison inequality in Lemma 6.2, on the event E,(y),
1

%
Ng;T 2 na;T+

* < (1 + V/YT) C T + *
na;T na;T na;T

This means if furthermore y/yr < 1/ CS and D;lsT < 1/C3, we may use Lemma
6.1 and the trivial estimate 1/n’.. < (VK/T + A4/ )/T)2 to obtain

. 1 lo + 4flogloeT K A2
nf’T§1+C.[—(\/ grr + yloglog +—)+—2“+l].
Nar * yr Yr 1

A similar lower bound holds. O

Proof of Theorem 3.6. We start with the upper bound. Let Cy > 2 be a large
enough constant. Let us choose, similar as above, e7 = max{(+/logyr +

vloglogT)/yr,K/T} and T, = T(1 + Coer). Using the comparison inequality
in Lemma 6.2, on the event E (T, yr),

R©) < Y Aty (L4 Walyr + ) A= D+ D Aa.
aclK] a€[K] ac[K]
With the choice 61 = —cie7 - X 4eik) Aa”Z;T = —cier -Reg;(0) for some ¢, > 0 to
be determined later, an application of (6.8) in Lemma 6.1 yields that
Zae[K] Aa”Z;n _ 1 Reg;+(®) < 1+ C()ST
(Zacik) Aattyp —64), (I +crer) Regp(®) ~ l+cier
Letus choose c;. = 10Cy. If e < 1/(10C)y), the right hand side of the above display
is bounded by 1 —4Cper < 1/(1 + 2Coer)?, so we may apply Lemma 6.5-(2) with
w = A to conclude: on the event E, N E, (T4, yr) with P(ES) < exp (- C(Z)y%s%ﬂ),
() < (1 + cyer) - Regy(®). The upper bound follows by using the trivial bound
2aelk] Aa/Regy(0) < maxgeky(1/n, ) < (VK/T + 1Alleo/¥7)?.
Next, for the lower bound, we choose similarly 7- = T(1 — Cper)+. Us-
ing the other direction of the comparison inequality in Lemma 6.2, on the event
E_(T-,yr) N Eo(yr),

R©) > > Ay (1= Wa/yr)i.
a€[K]
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With the choice of 6- = —c_er - Reg}(®) for some c_ > 0 to be determined later,
another application of (6.8) in Lemma 6.1 yields that
Zae[K] Aa”Z;rﬁ _ 1 Reg; (®) S (1 = Coer)s

(Daetky Aarilp +6),  (I—c_er), Regp(®) ~ (I-c_ep),

Choosing c- = 20Cy. Then for ey < 1/(40Cy), the right hand side above is
bounded from below by (1 — Coer)(1 + 10Coer) > 1 + 8Cper > 1/(1 — 2Coer)?.
So we may apply Lemma 6.5-(1) with w = A to conclude.

Finally, the probability estimate is at most an absolute constant multiple of

v P +log T - yre 12 < y;'%, as yr > 80 y/loglog T by the condition on 7. O

7.2. In-expectation controls: Proofs of Proposition 3.3 and Theorem 3.2. The
basic formulae we need for expectation control is the following.

Lemma 7.1. Fix any w € RIZ(O. Then for T, > 0, with k, = k,(T+) = E(ng.r —
Ny, = Delegr. g for a € [K],

Yiac[K] Wa Engr < max B[(1 + W, /yr)2] + 2aeik] Wa(l + Kq)
DiaelK] Wallyp, — a€lK] DiaelK] Wally. 7,
Moreover, for T_ > 0,
Yac[K] Wa Ena;r
DaelK] Wallg,r
Proof. (1). First, using Lemma 6.2, on the event E_(T_, y7) N Eo(yr),
D walyr (1= Wa/yr)i < D wanar.
1

a€[K] ac[K

7.1

2 ame[lKn] EL(1 = Wa/yr)i] = PLES(T-, y1)} = B(EG(yr)).  (7.2)

Taking expectation on both sides of the inequality,
Z waBngr > Z WaMtgey - min B(1 — Wal YT e (_ypnEgrr:
aclK) aelK) aclKl

The inequality (7.2) follows.
(2). Next, on the event E (T, yr), using again Lemma 6.2,

Z Walg.T < Z wany, 7 (1 + Wa/vr)* + Z Wq.

aelK] aclK] aglK]
Taking expectation on both sides of the inequality,

Z waEngr < Z Watlyr, B(L+ Wa/yr)*(1 = Lgs(r, o)

aelK] aclK]
+ Z wa - B(1 = 1ggr, ym) + Z Wa Bnar s, v
a€[K] aclK]
< > wattly, B(L+ Wa/yr) + ) wa(l +Ka),
a€[K] ag(K]
proving (7.1). O

Let us now bound the key quantity «, appearing in (7.1).
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Lemma 7.2. There exists a universal constant Co > 0 such that if ey =
max{(+/logyr + yloglogT)/yr,K/T} < 1/C3, then with T, = T(1 + Coer),

kg < Cp - (Te"’%/2 + 1)7}2 Mg,
Proof. Assume . = 0 and o = 1 without loss of generality. Let
Si={ac[K]l:y7/A, <4’y ), S2=I[KI\ S|
Using the definition of ”Z;n vian, r, in (6.2), equivalently we may represent S 1, S 2
as Sy =1{a € [K]: Adfyr 2 n ), S2 = la € [K]: Aafyr <n_;*). Let Co > 2 be
a large enough constant, and e, T be as in the statement.
(Case 1: a € S). Fix an optimal arm a”* € [K], let X+ = mine(r) {t‘1 Dier) Eari +
t12yr). We define a one-sided version W_. = (mingr 172 Yl €avsi)s- On
{W_,. = vyr}, we have X+ < 0. Then
Ka B (nar —ngr, = 1) e, on w2y + Iws <)
< E(nar — Dlx,.<0 + (logyr)* -l P(ES(T4.y7))
+ E(na;T - (1 + 10g2 '}’T)n:;;n - 1)+1{W;*<77}
=L +5L+1. (7.3)
For I, note that on the event {-A,/2 < X+ <0},

~ YT
ngr <1+ Z 1 (,ua;t—l + 2 Mt Xa*)
te[(K+1):T] Viasi-1
<l+ ) 1(Z§a;i+ Viyr > tAa/2).

te[T] i€[t]
As X, is independent of {&,.;r1} fora € §1, with Z ~ N(0, 1),
Iy <E(ngr — D1oa,p<x,<0 + T - P(Xar < =Au/2)
<P(Xe <0) Y P(Zfa;i + Viyr > zAa/z) +T P (Xer < ~Aa/2)
te[T] i€[t]

<prr) ) PAE+yni/AL 2 0+ T - ar(yr, A/2)
te[T]

< ClogT - vr(yr) - v7 - 8,° + T - ar(yr. Ba/2).
Now using Lemma A.1, pr(yr) < logT -yre 1'% and
T 0 )
T-ar(yr,Aa/2) S = (z—yr)Ye ¥ ?dz
Az Jyr
=A% 8 T-7;/2 f‘x’ wPem 1T gy < A2 €8 T=77/2
0
Consequently, combining the above estimates and using that 1/A2 < an . / y% for
a € S, we arrive at the estimate: for some numerical constant C > 0,

I < C(log?T - ’y%e_y%/z + elogT_V%/z)y}2 n (7.4)

a;T+"
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For I, using Corollary 6.6, we have
* 2 —(C3/2)1o0 -2«
L <ngp logoyr e 0P8 <yt (7.5)

For I3, note that on the event {n,7 = t} N {W_. <yr}, we have 1 Dier) Easi — Na +
yr/t'? > 0, it follows that

I3=E Z Ly, =(ngr — (1 + ]0g2 YT)”Z;T+ - 1)+1{Wa‘*<yr}

2 x
(1+log )/T)na;TJr +1<t<T

1 Y1
<T Z P(;Zfa;,-—Aa+t17>O).

(1+log? YO, +1<i<T i=1

Note that for @ € S and any ¢y > 1, by enlarging Cy > 0 if necessary to ensure
logyr > 2(co + 1), (1 + log® yr)nly + 1 2 (co+ 1)*¥7./A% + 1, and therefore we
may continue bounding the above display by

L<T Z P(Z> \/;Au—’yT)

(co+1)2y2 /AZ+1<1<T

( <o )2A§ 00 ( g \2 A2
<T E e ‘T 2’<Tf e \aort) 2 gy
. 24,2 2
(co+1)2y2/A2+1<1<T (cotDyr/ha

S (Te @) A2 < C (T V)72l

+

(7.6)

Now plugging in (7.3) the estimates (7.4)-(7.6), by choosing ¢y = 1, there exists a
universal constant Cy > 0 such that for er < 1/ Cg and T, = T(1 + Coer), we have
forallae Sy,

Ky < C(log® T -y%e_ﬁ/z +eloeT-rr/2 Dy - ny.r. -

The term log? T - y%e"’%/ 2 can be assimilated into 1.
(Case 2: a € §,). For a € S5, using the trivial bound n,;7 < T, and n,. 7, < 4nZ,T+
due to a € S5, and Corollary 6.6, for Cy > 2,

T, -2lo
exp( — +—m) S 4*}/}2 . nZ;T+’
n.T, T,

Ka < T -P(ES(Tsyp) < 4y -

where the last inequality follows as the map x — xe ™, x > 1 attains maximum at

x=1foru>1. |

Proof of Proposition 3.3. We divide the proof into two steps.
(Step 1). We shall first prove that

max | Engr/nlz — 1| < C - (D;" err(®) + 97.). (7.7)
ac[K] >

For any a € [K], let o = 1-,. Now we apply Lemma 7.1-(1) along with the
estimates in Lemma 6.3 and Lemma 7.2, there exists a universal constant Cy > 10
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such that if 7 = max{(/logyr + loglogT)/yr,K/T} < 1/C3, then with T,
T(l + CQST),

loglogT Te /2
Ena;T§[1+C-( Ch h e2T )]-nZ.T+1.
Yr Y7 o
Now using (6.6) in Lemma 6.1, if D;'er < l/C2 we have n*T < ZT(I +

2CyD; sT) By further using the trivial estimate l/n 7 < < (VK/T + A /yT)
combined with the above display, we obtain the upper bound of (7.7):

. 1 + +/loglog T 72 A2
(Ef*lu,T ) /C < (‘/Og)’T \/og og K)+Te 27 +_2a‘
na;T + D. YT T Yr Yr

The lower bound of (7.7) is easier, as with 7_ = T(1 — Coer)+, we may directly
estimate from Lemma 7.1-(2) and the probabilistic Lemma 6.3, Lemma 6.4 and
Corollary 6.6 that

]EnaT>(1—C (Vloglog T /yr +10gT - yre /2 )) nyp -

The term logT - yre‘7T/2 can be assimilated into +/loglogT/yr, as yr =
10° \/loglog T. The desired lower bound now follows by using (6.5) in Lemma
6.1 to produce a lower bound n . > nZ;T(l — CoD;'er),. This completes the
proof for (7.7).
(Step 2). In this step, we strength (7.7) to the stronger control Elna;r/nZ;T —1|. To
this end, note that
EI”la;T - nZ;Tl = E(na;T - nZ;T)lna;TZnZ;T + E(”Z;T Ny, T)l r>NaT

< |E(na;T - nZ;T)| + ZE(nZ;T - na;T)ln;;T>na;T- (7.8)

So we only need to deal with the second term on the right hand side of the above

display. On the event E_(T_, yr), using the comparison inequality in Lemma 6.2,
on the event E_(T—-,y7) N Eo(yr),

(”Z;T Ng; T)l >N < ( Z;T - I’lZ;T_(l - Wa/?’T).ZF)an;T>na;T
<npp - (1= (U= Wa/yr)?) + I = nip |-

Consequently, taking expectation on the prescribed event and using Lemma 6.1
and Lemma 6.3,

E (ngr = nar) g >nar Ve (- ypnEorr)
<npp - (1=E(L = Wa/yr)3) + I = iy |
< Cnly - (\loglog T /yr + D 'er).

On the other hand, using Lemma 6.4 and Corollary 6.6,
E (g = nar) s (1 = 1e_(r_yrnEorn)
< g - (P(ES(T-, 1)) + P(EG(yr)))

<Cngy-(logT -yre 7T/2+’y 100y,
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Combining the above two displays, we have

E (1} = nar)ly sngy < C - (D' err(®) + 97). (7.9)

a;

The claim now follows from estimating the two terms in (7.8) by (7.7) in Step 1
and (7.9) above. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof is essentially the same as Step 1 above, but now
Lemma 7.1 is applied with w = A, and Lemma 6.1 is used with (6.8) that is free
of D,, with the trivial bound . ¢[x; Aa/Reg7 (@) < maxae[K](l/nZ;T) < (VK/T +

Ao /y7)>. o

7.3. Proof of Corollary 3.4. We assume o = 1. Let rg = Reg}(®)/R-R(®). Then
we have an easy (trivial) upper bound rg < 1.
(1). Using the apriori estimate n,. > T/K,

A 20 A VEIT + A 2 -2
ro > Za.Aa>O a( / . a/')/T) > min ('}/—T + 1) > (1 _ C/L)+.
Za:Aa>0 '}/T/Aa aclK] Vv T/KAu
Now using Theorem 3.2, we have
R(O)
RR @) -1-(re— 1)‘ <C-err(®)-:rg. (7.10)

Consequently, for any L > C, [R(®)/R‘R(®) — 1| < 1/L + err(0).

(2). Let L=e€(0,1/2)and A; =0, Aljp:x] = €+/210g T/(T/K). Let n, = p(T/K)
for some p € [1, K]. Then as

T=n.+&K-1)-(1/ Vi +eJK/T)>
=p(T/K)+(1=1/K)-(0™ 2 +e)2-T> @ "?+e)%-T)/2,
we have 1 <p < (1/ V2 - £)2 <24 foree(0,1/2). Consequently,
ro < Zae[Z:K] Ayn.(0) < &2,
IOg T- Zae[Z:K] I/Aa

Moreover, with this choice of A, we may compute err(®) < +/loglog7/logT +
K/T. This means infacy () R(O®)/RR(®) < C - &2 by (7.10). 0

7.4. Proof of Corollary 3.5. We assume o = 1. We only need to choose a sub-
class of A to provide a lower bound for the maximum risk. Let us choose A with
Ay =0and Ay = --- = Ag = 74/2log T/(T/K) for some 7 > 0 to be tuned later.
From equation (3.4), we have a simple estimate n. > 7/K. Using this lower bound,
with some calculations we have

D A1/ N+ Ag/yr) = (1= 1/K)\2TK log T -

acA,

.
(1 +7?

This suggests the choice 7 = 1 to achieve the maximum in the right hand side of
the above display. The claim follows by computing for the error term err(®). O
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8. PrROOFS FOR SECTION 4

8.1. A quantitative martingale central limit theorem. The proofs for both The-
orems 4.2 and 4.4 rely on the following version of a quantitative martingale central
limit theorem, adapted from [Moul3, Theorem 1.2] and originally due to [Joo93].

Proposition 8.1. Let {(Y;, F1)lieir) be a square integmble martingale difference
sequence. Let s2T = e B Yt2 and V2 = s Z,em E[Y |Fi-1]. Then for any pair
(p,q) € [1, ), there exists some constant C C(p,q) > 0 such that

1 - _ 2q+1
b@;Znﬂ«mwlwl(MZm@q]

T te[r) relT]
Here Z ~ N(0,1) is independent of all other variables.

8.2. Proof of Theorem 4.2. Without loss of generality, we assume o = 1.
(Step 1). In this step, we show that for any 6 € (0, 1/4), there exists some Cy > 0
such that with A,.7(p) = P ({E na;r/na;r}l/2 =11 > p),

bKol(ncll;/%(fla;T — Ma), Z)/Ca

(o + Aar(p))- 8.1)

|+ —=—+
Engr ‘ {E ng,r)!/2-9 pel0. 1/2)
To prove (8.1), we write Zy = ni/%(ﬁa;T — Ug), and let
Y = {nZ;T}_l/zlAFa (R — pa).

Let F, be the o-field generated by Ry,...,R;. Then we may compute s% =

E n,. T/”a > and

= B - Zeerilaza _ nar

57 =0 Enar Enar

Moreover, for any ¢ > 1, with M, = EZ%,

= SR = ar 1 > Elpa M M

9= 5 o-l®
ST te[T] T} {na;T}q 1€[T] {E na;T}q 1
On the other hand,
1/2
na T
L e S w2
T e aTl ™ e a;T
Consequently, using Proposition 8.1,
1
ng: 2 ng: 1
bKol({E“’T }ZZT,Z) <o B | - 1’ i —. (8.2)
Ra.T ng.T {E na;T}m

On the other hand, for any # € R and p € (0, 1/2),

P(Zr <1) < P({ R,
En

1/2
'T} Zr <11 —p)_l) + Agr(p).
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So for any f € R and p € (0,1/2),
P(Zr<t-P(Z<y)

ngr /2

a; -1

SP({ } Zr <t(1 -p) )—P(ZSt)+Aa;T(p)
Eng.r

ngr 12
<o {2 ZrZ) + 20 sup plu) + A (o)
Ng;T7 uet/2,21]

Here ¢ is the normal p.d.f. As a lower bound of the same form may be proved in a
completely similar fashion, the claim (8.1) follows by using the estimate (8.2) and
the fact that sup,cp {If] - SUp ;201 (W)} < 0.
(Step 2). We shall estimate in this step the three terms, denoted Iy, I, I3, on the
right hand side of (8.1). Let us write err,(®) = D;! err(®)+9; and err.(0®,y) =
D;'err(®) +y/yr.

For 17, by using Proposition 3.3, for some universal constant Cy > 0, uniformly
in all a € [K],

(1-Co-errn(®), -n,; <Engr < (1+Co-errn(®))-ng.;. (8.3)
So for err,(0) < 1/(2Cy), we have

1 * * 13
I < [M (Elng;r — nl.pl = [Engr — na;Tl)] < C-err,(0). (8.4)
a;T
For I, using the first inequality of (8.3), for err,(®) < 1/(2Cy), we have
1 \/2-0 g A2\1/2-0
Ls (—) < (— + —2“) < errt/* (@) (8.5)
na;T r yT

For I, first using Proposition 3.3,

E n. n.
RaT _ ZaT (1 4 O(err,(@))).
ng.T ng.T
On the other hand, by Proposition 3.7, on an event E.(y) with P (ES(y)) < C(7;100+

logT - ye’yz/z), by possibly adjusting Cy > 0,

*

*
na;T ng.T a;T

n

%
n
a,T
< Co-err.(0,y)-
na.T N,

_1‘:’1_

NaT Z;T
So for err.(®,y) < 1/(2Co), on the event E.(y) we have |n) ./ngr — 1| <
err.(0®,y). This means that on the same event,

]Ena;T

— 1| < C;y - (err.(0,y) + err,(0)),

Na;T
provided err.(0,y) V err,(®) < min{1/(2Cy), 1/(4C1)}. Consequently,

I3 < Cy - (err.(0,vy) + err,(0)) + P(E.(y)°).
By choosing y = C» \/W for a large enough constant C; > 0,

I < err (@) + 7% + (log T) ' < err,(@). (8.6)
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The claim for small values of err,(®) now follows by combining (8.4)-(8.6) with
(8.1). The case for large values of err,(Q) follows trivially by adjusting the nu-
merical constant. O

8.3. Proof of Theorem 4.4. We assume o = 1 and shall drop the superscript ‘lin’
in Ali", @'" nli" and 11" for notational simplicity. First, as 83 = (S+A)~"'S 7.+
TYSt+AD'XTE,

Zr = NT - (Sp+ADBr = Sp+AD7'Sep) =T X6, (8.7)

(Step 1). In this step, we show that if ESt is non-singular, then there ex-
ists some universal constant C > 0 such that for all w € dBy(1) with
maxqeg)(w, (BS7)™'224)* > 0,

dkol (W, (BS7)™"Zr),2) < C - err,(©). (8.8)
To prove (8.8), let us fix v € R? such that maXge kv, ) > 0. LetY, =
T‘]/z(v,xt)f, = (v,Zr). For @ € [K], let T, = (v,z,)%. Moreover, for qg =1,
let A2 be a random variable on [K] with P(A9 = a) o« 7 that is independent of

all other variables. As ||7||l > 0 by assumption, the law of A is well-defined. For
notational simplicity, we write A = A, Using these notation, we have

1 1
st= D BV} == ) Ta Bnar = = Enag = [ESD)" .
1€[T] ac(K]

A similar calculation leads to

_ 2aelk)Ta Nar Banar

- Zae[K] T4 Engr - Ena.r '

Using (8.3), for err,(®) < 1/(2Cp) (where Cy is the constant in (8.3)),

Ealna;r — njy.pl + Balny.; — Be na;r|

Vi

EIVZ - 1| < B

< errn(O®). (8.9

Ex nZ;T
Here in the last inequality we used minge(gy 1., 2 1. On the other hand, for any
q > 1, again with M, = EZ%,

1 1B n,. En. M
R O e VS
ST te[T] (Zae[l{] TaEn(l;T) A(‘Z)( é—'nA(q);T) ”E‘f nA(q);T”q

Consequently, for err,(® < 1/(2Cp), using the alternative estimate

*

Mingex) 1, 2 min{T/K, y7./IAlI5,), we have
1 gq-1
1 24\ 2T L (K AR\
(5 B )™ S Wil ™ < (74527 @10
ST 1elT] Yr

Now applying Proposition 8.1 with the estimates (8.9)-(8.10) and g chosen suf-
ficiently large, for err,(®) < 1/(2Cy) we have for all v € R? such that
max e[k (Vs za)* > 0,

Kol( <V’ ZT>

—,Z) <C- 173 ).
IES )| err, (6)
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The desired claim (8.8) now follows by choosing v = (E S )" Y2w for w € 0B4(1)
with max,ex1{w, (ES T)‘l/ 27,0 > 0 in the above display.
(Step 2). We will show in this step that there exists a large enough universal con-
stant Cy > 0 such that for the choice y = Cg y/loglog T, if err,(®) < a'*T/(2C(2)ZK),
on an event E.(y) with P (ES(y)) < C(y}loo +logT - ye’“yz/z), we have

IS = ES7)Pllop < 2Co - 2}/* err)*(©) /0. (8.11)
To this end, let

{r = gg[zllg(]{|Ena;T/nZ;T -1+ |na;T/nZ;T = 1]}

We shall first prove that if zg - {7/0} < 1/2,
1S3 = S 1) Pllop < 2(zdr/oi®)! . (8.12)

To prove (8.12), we need a few preliminary estimates:

M NIS7=S%llop VIES7 =STllop VIIST —ES7llop < 2k - {7
(2) IS 7' llop: Note that

*

-1 ,—1 -1 ,—1
||ST ||0p§0— +”ST _S; ||0p

-1

NFE N

<oy o7 IS = STllop - 157 llop-
This means IIS}IIIOp < 2/o%, provided zk - /oy < 1/2.

3) (ES)™! llop: Using a completely similar argument as above,
IEST) op < 05 + 07 NEST = S5llop - IES 7)™ llop-

This means again ||(]EST)_1||0p <2/oy, provided zk - /0y < 1/2.
Using the above preliminary estimates, if zx - {7/07 < 1/2,

1717 = ES7) ™ lop

<87 llopllE S 7)™ llop - 11S 3> = B S 1) llop

2 Q1o - IST ~ESTIN < 2exir/oi) .
Here in (*) we used the fact that for two p.s.d. matrices A, B, [|A'/2 = B/2||,, < ||A-
Bllcl,l/,2 (see, e.g., [Bha97, Proposition V.1.8 in combination with Theorem X.1.1]).
This completes the proof for (8.12).

Now using Proposition 3.7, by choosing v = Cy /loglog T for a large enough
universal constant Cy > 0, we have {7 < Cg err,(®). This means that if
err,(®) < o%/(2C2zk), on the event E.(y), we have IS;"/> — (BS7) o <
2Co(zg errA(®)/o-’}’2 172 proving (8.11).

(Step 3). In this step, we shall use the estimates in Step 1 and Step 2 to prove the
claim in the theorem. First, using the martingale structure in Z; = 7712 3, re[1] Xi1s
we may compute

1 1
BIZrlP = = ) Béé(wx) = = ) Ellull = zx + O(errs(9)).

t,s€[T] te[T]
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Consequently, for any 7 € R, & > 0 and u > 0, if err,(®) < 0./(2C3zk),
P((w, S Zry <) -P(Z<1)
<P(w,(EST) V2Zry<t+8)-P(Z<1)
+P(IS72 = @S7) ™ llop - (zx + C - errn (@) - u 2 &) + u™
< vkol((w, BS7)2Zr). Z) + &+ 7
+1(e <2Co - {zx + C - err 2 (©)z}/*} - u - err)*(©) /) + P (E.(y)").

Here in the last inequality we used the estimate (8.11) in Step 2. Using the estimate
(8.8)in Step 1, if err,(®) < (T*T/(ZCSZK), it holds for any 7 € R and u > 0 that

P(w, S Zry <) -P(Z<1)
<C- erri/3(®) +C-(zx/op +1)- erri/2(®) cu+ul
Optimizing over u > 0, for some universal constant C; > 0, if err,(®) <
07./(C1Zk), it holds for any 7 € R that
P((w,S; 21y <) -P(Z < 1)
< C-errl?©)- (1 + (zx /o + 1)* err}?(@))
< Cy-erry(@) - (1 + (zg /o)),
A lower bound can be proved similarly, so for all w € 0By(1) with
maxex(w, BS 7)™ ?2,)* > 0,
ool ((w,87'%2r),2) < C1 - err)*(©) - (1 + (25 /7)),

provided the condition err,(®) < o7./(C1zk) holds. Moreover, under this con-
dition, E S 7 is invertible, and therefore {(ES1)~'%z, : a € [K]} spans R?. This
means that the constraint max,erx(w, (E S )" Y22,)% > 0 can be dropped for free
under err (@) < 07./(Czk). If err,(®) > 07./(C1zk), the above estimate holds
trivially by adjusting the numerical constant. O

APPENDIX A. A BOUNDARY CROSSING PROBABILITY ESTIMATE

Lemma A.1. Let&y,. .., &7 bei.id. N(0,1). Then there exists a universal constant
C > 0 such that the following hold for x > 1,y > 0O:

(1) pr(x) = P(maxepryt™"/? Syepn & > x) < C - log T - xe ™72,
(2) ar(x,y) = P(miner) {7 Tyepn & +1712x) < —y) < Cy2 fxoo(z —x)2e ¥4z,

We remark that the exact asymptotic expression of the boundary crossing prob-
ability in Lemma A.1-(1) may be computed by the method of Wald’s likelihood
ratio, cf. [Sie85, Sie86]. Non-asymptotic upper bounds for such boundary cross-
ing probabilities can be also obtained through the same method; see [RZ24] where
it is proved pr(x) < @(x){x(logT + 2) + \V2/7 + 4/x}. Here we obtain a non-
asymptotic estimate of the correct order via a fairly elementary blocking method
when {¢;}’s are Gaussian.
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Proof of Lemma A.1. For any two positive real numbers a, b, in the proof below

we shall use >’ciq5) 88 X re[apinz-
(1). Using a standard blocking argument we have for any n € (1, 2],

pr(x) < Z P( rf?ffin — Z &> x) Z (gl[% Z E > )
ISrs[log” T1 s€lr] ISrs[log” T1 seli]
Apply Lévy’s maximal inequality (cf. [dIPG99, Theoren 1.1.1]), we have

/ logT\ _; _p
-1 ) e R WAL
pr(x) <2 E ( E & > x)SC (1+10g77) X -e .

1<r< log T-| s€[n”]

By writing 7! = 1 — & for some & € (0,107"), the right hand side of the
above display can be further bounded by an absolute constant multiple of log T -

& lx1e~(1-9¥/2 and therefore

pr(0) < C-logT-x'- inf &' e (17972

£€(0,1071)
Now for x > 4, by choosing € = 1/x% € (0,1071), we have (1 — &)x% = x> — 1 and
therefore the right hand side of the above display is bounded by C - log T - xe %12,
By adjusting the numerical constant C, we may include the case 1 < x < 4 as well.
(2). The claim is proved in [RZ24, Lemma 8§]. O
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