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Abstract. 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 σ

√
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 ∈ [T ], the player chooses an arm
At ∈ [K] based on the past rewards R1, . . . ,Rt−1, and receives a new reward

Rt ≡ µAt + σ · ξt, (1.1)

where µa is the mean reward for the arm a ∈ [K], and {ξt}t∈[T ] are i.i.d. N(0, 1)
noises. The optimal expected reward is denoted by µ∗ = maxb∈[K] µb, and ∆a =

µ∗ − µa ≥ 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 A that selects
the arms {At}t∈[K] to minimize the (expected) regret over the T rounds of the game,
defined as

Reg(A ) ≡ E
∑
t∈[T ]

(
µ∗ − Rt

)
= E
∑
t∈[T ]

∆At =
∑

a:∆a>0

∆a E na;T . (1.2)

Here na;t ≡
∑

s∈[t] 1As=a is the number of times arm a has been pulled up to round
t ∈ [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 {µa}a∈[K] 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 {na;T }a∈[K].
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 {µa}a∈[K].

1.2. Precise regret. Understanding the behavior of the regret Reg(A ) of a given
bandit algorithm A 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 A is evaluated:

(R1) A is asymptotically optimal, if it attains the Lai-Robbins lower bound [LR85]
in the sense that for any non-trivial problem instance ∆,

lim
T→∞

Reg(A )
log T

=
∑

a:∆a>0

2σ2

∆a
. (1.3)

(R2) A is minimax optimal, if it achieves the minimax regret [ACBFS03] up to a
universal constant C > 0 in the sense that

sup
∆∈RK

≥0

Reg(A ) ≤ C · σ
√

KT . (1.4)

The viewpoints under these two paradigms are rather different: while (R1) asserts
a precise logarithmic regret in the asymptotic regime T → ∞ for any fixed bandit
problem instance ∆, the minimax approach (R2) pinpoints a substantially larger
regret for a worst problem instance that can occur for any finite time horizon T .
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, Kau18, 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 T or for individual problem
instance ∆’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 algorithms1 as named in

1See Section 3.1 for a precise description of this algorithm.
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[ACBF02]. 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)∑
a:∆a>0 ∆an∗a;T

≈ 1, (1.5)

where {n∗a;T }a∈[K] 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 ∆’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
mina:∆a>0(∆a/σ) ≫

√
K log 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 {na;T }a∈[K] via the deterministic quantities {n∗a;T }a∈[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],

na;T

n∗a;T
≈ 1 with high probability, and

E na;T

n∗a;T
≈ 1. (1.6)

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 σ

√
2 log 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 {na;T }a∈[K] 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.

1.3. 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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[DMST18, ZJM20, DJM23, 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
[DMST18, DJM23, 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., [dlPnKL04, dlPnLS09]). 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 {µa}a∈[K] 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;T }a∈[K] 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

(ii) 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 {na;T }a∈[K] in (1.6)
and the feasibility of adaptive inference for {µa}a∈[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.
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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]. For a, b ∈ R, a ∨ b ≡ max{a, b} and a ∧ b ≡ min{a, b}. For
a ∈ R, let a± ≡ (±a) ∨ 0. For a > 0, let log+(a) ≡ 1 ∨ log(a). For x ∈ Rn, let ∥x∥p
denote its p-norm (0 ≤ p ≤ ∞), and Bn;p(R) ≡ {x ∈ Rn : ∥x∥p ≤ R}. We simply
write ∥x∥ ≡ ∥x∥2 and Bn(R) ≡ Bn;2(R). For a matrix M ∈ Rm×n, let ∥M∥op denote
the spectral norm of M.

We use Cx to denote a generic constant that depends only on x, whose numeric
value may change from line to line unless otherwise specified. a ≲x b and a ≳x b
mean a ≤ Cxb and a ≥ Cxb, abbreviated as a = Ox(b), a = Ωx(b) respectively;
a ≍x b means a ≲x b and a ≳x b, abbreviated as a = Θx(b). For two non-
negative sequences {an} and {bn}, we write an ≪ bn (respectively an ≫ bn) if
limn→∞(an/bn) = 0 (respectively limn→∞(an/bn) = ∞). 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 dKol(X,Y)
is defined by

dKol(X,Y) ≡ sup
t∈R

∣∣∣P(X ≤ t) − P(Y ≤ t)
∣∣∣. (1.7)

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 µa be the mean reward for arm a. For the t-th arm pull, the allocation is deter-
mined by

At ≡ arg max
a∈[K]

ucb(µ̂a;t−1, na;t−1, t,T ), (2.1)

where ucb(µ, n, t,T ) is an index function, µ̂a;t is an estimate of µa and na;t is the
sample size from arm a with the first t pulls, and T is a predetermined horizon
for performance evaluation. In general, ucb(µ, n, t,T ) is increasing in (µ, t,T ) and
decreasing in n. For ‘anytime’ algorithms with unspecified T , ucb(µ, n, t,T ) does
not depend on T . Otherwise, we are typically able to write ucb(µ, n,T ) as the UCB
index function when it does not depend on t.



REGRET AND INFERENCE USING UCB ALGORITHMS 7

The UCB index function in (2.1) can be constructed by inverting the (minimum)
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between arms with means µ and µ+,

ucb(µ, n, t,T ) ≡ arg max
{
µ+ : µ+ ≥ µ, n · KL(µ, µ+) ≤ g(T, t, n)

}
(2.2)

for some non-negative exploration function g(T, t, n) decreasing in n and increasing
in (t,T ). Such KL-based UCB index was first introduced in [Lai87] for prespecified
horizon T and exploration functions of the form g(T, 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) = log T , the UCB index in (2.2) is an inversion of the Lai-Robbins
[LR85] lower bound for the expected number of pulls because

n ≤ (log T )/KL(µa, µ∗) ⇔ ucb(µa, n,T ) ≥ µ∗.

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 n∗a;t are
increasing functions of t satisfying∑

a∈[K]

n∗a;t = t, ucb(µa, n∗a;t, t,T ) = µ∗+,t, ∀a ∈ [K] (2.3)

for some function µ∗+,t. Importantly, because ucb(µ, n, t,T ) is decreasing in n,
the noiseless version of (2.1) can be viewed as a greedy minimax algorithm for
ucb(µa, n∗a;t, t,T ), and its continuous-time version must have a common value µ∗+,t
of the UCB. Thus, by inversion of (2.3), we may solve µ∗+,t as the unique solution
of the equation ∑

a∈[K]

sup
{
n ∈ [0, t] : ucb(µa, n, t,T ) ≥ µ∗+,t

}
= t. (2.4)

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

Reg∗ ≡
∑

a∈[K]

∆an∗a;T . (2.5)

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(A )
Reg∗

≈ 1, max
a∈[K]
E

∣∣∣∣∣na;T

n∗a;T
− 1
∣∣∣∣∣ ≈ 0. (2.6)

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(T, t, 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.
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Algorithm 1 UCB1 algorithm with exploration rate γT > 0
1: Pull once each of the K arms in the first K iterations.
2: for t = K + 1 to T do
3: Choose the arm At by

At ∈ arg max
a∈[K]

{
µ̂a;t−1 +

σ · γT
√

na;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 γT > 0, hereafter referred
to UCB1. To formally describe the UCB1 algorithm, let

µ̂a;t ≡
1

na;t

∑
s∈[t]

Rs1As=a, (a, t) ∈ [K] × [T ] (3.1)

be the empirical sample mean of µa up to round t. The UCB1 algorithm is initialized
by first pulling each arm once. Then, given the past information {(µ̂a;s, na;s) : a ∈
[K], s ∈ [t − 1]} up to round t − 1, the UCB1 algorithm at round t chooses an arm At
that maximizes the over-estimated mean µ̂a;t−1+σγT/

√
na;t−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

KL(µ, µ+) =
(µ+ − µ)2

2σ2 , g(T, t, n) =
γ2

T

2
, ucb(µ, n, t,T ) = µ +

σγT
√

n
. (3.2)

We note that this algorithm operates far beyond the Gaussian model. In fact,
[ACBF02] derived a nonasymptotic upper bound of the regret for the natural choice
of γT =

√
2 log T and named the algorithm UCB1. We adopt here the same name

UCB1 for general γT > 0.

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(Θ) ≡ Reg(UCB1), Θ ≡ (T,K,∆, σ, γT ). (3.3)

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

Definition 3.1. (1) Let n∗(Θ) be determined via the equation∑
a∈[K]

n∗
(
1 + n1/2

∗ ∆a/(σγT )
)−2
= T. (3.4)

(2) With n∗(Θ) defined in (3.4), let

n∗a;T ≡ n∗(Θ)
(
1 + n1/2

∗ (Θ)∆a/(σγT )
)−2, a ∈ [K]. (3.5)
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(3) The theoretical regret Reg∗T (Θ) for UCB1 is defined as

Reg∗T (Θ) ≡
∑

a∈[K]

∆an∗a;T . (3.6)

Remark 1. Some interpretation and technical remarks:
(1) n∗(Θ) is related to the noiseless UCB in (2.3) through µ∗

+,T = µ∗+σγT/
√

n∗(Θ)
with (3.2). By Lemma 6.1 below, for any σ > 0, there exists a unique n∗(Θ) ∈
[T/K,T ] solving the equation (3.4). Moreover, as the map n 7→

∑
a∈[K]

(
1/
√

n+
∆a/(σγT )

)−2 is strictly increasing, n∗(Θ) can be easily solved numerically by
bisection methods.

(2) n∗a;T = (γ2
T/2)/KL(µa, µ

∗
+,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 n∗a;T is ratio consistent for na;T both in probability and in expectation.

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

err(Θ) ≡

√
log γT +

√
log log T

γT
+

K
T
+
∥∆/σ∥2∞

γ2
T

. (3.7)

• Next, we define

D∗ ≡
1
T

∑
a∈[K]

(n∗a;T

n∗

)1/2
n∗a;T . (3.8)

As will be clear from Lemma 6.1 below, D∗ ∈ [K−1/3, 1].

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

Assumption A. The scaled noises {ξt}t∈[T ] are i.i.d. N(0, 1).

Our first main result below characterizes the behavior of R(Θ) in (3.3).

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumption A holds. There exists a universal constant
C > 0 such that if err(Θ) ≤ 1/C, then∣∣∣∣∣ R(Θ)

Reg∗T (Θ)
− 1
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C ·

(
err(Θ) + ϑ∗T

)
.

Here ϑ∗T ≡ γ
−2
T · Te−γ

2
T /2.

The proof of Theorem 3.2 leads to the following two-sided expectation control
for E na;T . In fact, we provide a slight stronger control for the first moment of the
difference |na;T/n∗a;T − 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(Θ) ≤ 1/C, then

max
a∈[K]
E |na;T/n∗a;T − 1| ≤ C ·

(
D−1
∗ err(Θ) + ϑ∗T

)
.

Here recall D∗ is defined in (3.8), and ϑ∗T = γ
−2
T · Te−γ

2
T /2.
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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 γT =

√
2 log T , err(Θ) vanishes if and only if

K/T → 0 and ∥∆/σ∥∞/γT → 0. The formal condition is minimal, and the latter
condition essentially ensures that the (expected) number of arm pulls diverges
as T → ∞. Similar conditions have been adopted in, e.g., [LR85, Lai87].

(3) γT cannot drop substantially below
√

2 log T for the error terms to be small
due to the the crucial factor ϑ∗T . In fact, if such small γT is allowed, then the
asymptotic Lai-Robbins lower bound (3.9) will be violated.

(4) The error bound for E na;T/n∗a;T − 1 comes with an additional D−1
∗ . 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} ⊂ R

K
≥0,

and any choice of the exploration rate {γT }, the following hold:

lim
T→∞

R(Θ)
2 log T

≥
∑

a:∆a>0

σ2

∆a
. (3.9)

When {∆a} becomes small, R(Θ) 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(Θ).

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

C (L) ≡
{
∆ ∈ RK : supp(∆) ⊊ [K], {∆a/σ}a:∆a>0 ⊂

[
L
√

K log T/T , ηT
√

log T
]}
.

Corollary 3.4. Suppose Assumption A holds. Consider the UCB1 allocation rule
with γT ≡

√
2 log T. Let RLR(Θ) ≡ 2 log T ·

∑
a:∆a>0(σ2/∆a). Then there exists

some universal constant C > 0 such that for K/T ≤ 1/C, the following hold:
(1) For any L > C, with εT,K ≡

√
log log T/ log T + K/T,

sup∆∈C (L)|R(Θ)/RLR(Θ) − 1| ≤ C ·
(
1/L + εT,K + ηT

)
.

(2) For any ε ∈ (0, 1/2),

inf∆∈C (ε) R(Θ)/RLR(Θ) ≤ C · ε2.

The above corollary shows that
√

K log T/T is the crucial scaling of the ‘signal
strength’ mina:∆a>0(∆a/σ) for the Lai-Robbins bound (3.9) to be informative:
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(1) If mina:∆a>0(∆a/σ) ≫
√

K log T/T , then the Lai-Robbins bound (3.9) provides
a uniformly accurate characterization of the regret R(Θ) of the UCB1 algorithm.

(2) If mina:∆a>0(∆a/σ) ≲
√

K log T/T , then the Lai-Robbins bound (3.9) can be
arbitrarily loose for the regret R(Θ) 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(Θ).

Corollary 3.5. Suppose Assumption A holds. Consider the UCB1 allocation rule
with with γT =

√
2 log T. Then there exists some universal constant C > 0 such

that for K/T ≤ 1/C, with εT,K ≡
√

log log T/ log T + K/T,

sup∆∈RK
≥0

(R(Θ)/σ) ≥
(
1/
√

8 −C · εT,K
)
+

√
T K 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

√
log T . 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 R̂p(Θ). 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

R̂(Θ) ≡
∑
t∈[T ]

(
µ∗ − Rt

)
=
∑
t∈[T ]

∆At − σ
∑
t∈[T ]

ξt. (3.10)

As the fluctuation of the random error in (3.10) is typically of order OP(T−1/2)
whereas the expected regret R(Θ) 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

R̂p(Θ) ≡
∑
t∈[T ]

∆At =
∑

a:∆a>0

∆ana;T . (3.11)

Clearly, R(Θ) and R̂p(Θ) can be related via E R̂p(Θ) = R(Θ).
Our second main result below provides a characterization for the pseudo-regret

R̂p(Θ) in (3.11).

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

P
(∣∣∣∣∣ R̂p(Θ)
Reg∗T (Θ)

− 1
∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ C · err(Θ)

)
≤ C · γ−100

T .

Interestingly, the pseudo-regret R̂p(Θ) can be significantly smaller in order than
the expected regret R(Θ) = E R̂p(Θ). For instance, for γT = (log log T )0.51, the
above theorem implies that R̂p(Θ) = OP

(
(log log T )1.02) for fixed ∆, whereas the

expected regret must satisfy E R̂p(Θ) = Ω
(

log T
)

due to the Lai-Robbins lower
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bound (3.9). The discrepancy between R̂p(Θ) and E R̂p(Θ) has been previously ob-
served in [CM07, 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 γT ’s.

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

Proposition 3.7. Suppose Assumption A holds. Fix γ ≥ 1. There exists a universal
constant C > 0 such that if err(Θ) ∨ (γ/γT ) ≤ 1/C, then

max
a∈[K]
P
[
|na;T/n∗a;T − 1| ≥ C ·

(
D−1
∗ err(Θ) + γ/γT

)]
≤ C ·

(
γ−100

T + log T · γe−γ
2/2).

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 σ = 1,
γT =

√
ρ log T and ∆ =

√
θ log T/T , the fixed point equation (3.4) becomes

n∗ +
( 1
√

n∗
+

√
θ

ρT

)−2
= T ⇔

1
√

1 − n∗/T
−

1
√

n∗/T
=

√
θ

ρ
.

Compared with [KZ21, Eqn. 2], by setting λ∗ρ(θ) ≡ 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 mina:∆a>0(∆a/σ) ≫

√
log T/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 {µa}a∈[K].

Definition 4.1. We call a bandit algorithm A weakly-stable, if for some determin-
istic real numbers {n⋆a;T (A )}a∈[K], the number of arm pulls {na;T (A )}a∈[K] by the
algorithm A satisfies

na;T (A )
n⋆a;T (A )

P
→ 1, for all arm a ∈ [K]. (4.1)
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We further call A strongly-stable, if

max
a∈[K]
E

∣∣∣∣∣na;T (A )
n⋆a;T (A )

− 1
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ errA (Θ), (4.2)

where errA (Θ) is some algorithmic-specific error term that vanishes as T → ∞.

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

na;T (A )/σ2)1/2 · (̂µa;T (A ) − µa)
d
→ N(0, 1) as T → ∞. (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 dKol defined in (1.7).

Theorem 4.2. Suppose Assumption A holds and γT ≤ (log T )100. Then there exists
a universal constant C > 0 such that

max
a∈[K]
dKol
(
(na;T/σ

2)1/2(µ̂a;T − µa
)
,N(0, 1)

)
≤ C ·

(
D−1
∗ err(Θ) + ϑ∗T

)1/3.
Here (err(Θ),D∗) are defined in (3.7)-(3.8) and ϑ∗T = γ

−2
T · Te−γ

2
T /2.

The proof of the above theorem can be found in Section 8. As an immediate
application, we may construct confidence intervals for µa using the sample mean
µ̂a;T with sample size na;T as if the data were collected in an i.i.d. fashion: for any
α ∈ (0, 1), consider the following (1 − α) confidence interval for µa:

CIa(α) ≡
[
µ̂a;T ± zα/2 · σn−1/2

a;T
]
. (4.4)

Here and below, whenever confidence intervals are concerned, we reserve the nota-
tion zα as the normal 1− α quantile in that P(N(0, 1) ≤ zα) = 1− α. 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
a∈[K]

sup
α∈(0,1)

∣∣∣P (µa ∈ CIa(α)
)
− (1 − α)

∣∣∣ ≤ C ·
(
err(Θ) + ϑ∗T

)1/3.
In the above discussion we have assumed known noise levelσ > 0 for simplicity.

If the noise level is unknown, we may use any consistent estimator σ̂ of σ for
practical implementation. A simple choice in our setting is

σ̂2 ≡
1
K

∑
a∈[K]

( 1
na;T

∑
t∈[T ]

(Rt − µ̂a;T )21At=a

)
.

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 {(xt, yt) ∈ Rd × R : t ∈ [T ]}, consisting of the covariates {xt} and
associated responses {yt}, which are related through

yt = ⟨xt, β∗⟩ + ξt, t ∈ [T ]. (4.5)

Here β∗ ∈ Rd is the unknown parameter of interest, and {ξt}’s represent the additive
noises. For notational convenience, we define the design matrix X ∈ RT×d, where
each row corresponds to x⊤t , the response vector Y = (y1, . . . , yT ) ∈ RT , and the
error vector ξ = (ξ1, . . . , ξT ) ∈ RT .

We consider here a special case: suppose the covariates {xt} take values in a
finite decision set X ≡ {z1, . . . , zK} ⊂ R

d, and at round t, the covariate xt ≡ zAt is
selected via the UCB1 algorithm in Algorithm 1, where µ̂a;t therein is now replaced
by ŷa;t ≡ n−1

a;t
∑

s∈[t] ys1As=a. Put simply, for a relatively small size of the decision
set X , the selection rule of this algorithm treats the problem as a K-arm bandit
problem with arm means {⟨za, β∗⟩}a∈[K]

2. It is easy to see that the expected regret
of this algorithm

Rlin(Θ) = E
∑
t∈[T ]

(
max
z∈X
⟨z, β∗⟩ − ⟨xt, β∗⟩

)
(4.6)

is the same (up to logarithmic factors) as the contextual bandit algo-
rithms [AYPS11] when |X | = O(d). The key difference in the current setting is
that we are interested in the unknown regression coefficient vector β∗ ∈ Rd rather
than the arm means {⟨za, β∗⟩}a∈[K].

4.2.2. The Ridge estimator. Once the data {(xt, yt)}t∈[T ] is collected, we can esti-
mate the parameter β∗ of interest as via a Ridge regression estimator:

β̂λ = arg min
β∈Rd

{ 1
T
∥Y − Xβ∥2 + λ∥β∥2

}
=

1
T
(
S T + λI

)−1X⊤Y, (4.7)

where S T ≡ T−1X⊤X = T−1∑
t∈[T ] xt x⊤t ∈ R

d×d is the sample covariance. The
case λ = 0 in (4.7) is in general understood as the limit of the right hand side as
λ ↓ 0. When S T is invertible, this limit β̂0 coincides with the ordinary least squares
estimator. Conventional theory under i.i.d. observations {(xt, yt)}t∈[T ] shows that, if
the covariates {xt} are fixed, then (see e.g., Eqn. (8.7))√

T/σ2 · S −1/2
T (S T + λI)

(
β̂λ − (S T + λI)−1S Tβ∗

) d
≈ N(0, I). (4.8)

For random designs, S T 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].

2When the size of the decision set X is large, one may instead use a contextual bandit algorithm,
cf. [AYPS11, LS20].
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4.2.3. Quantitative central limit theorems. Let ∆lin
a ≡ maxa′∈[K]⟨z′a, β∗⟩ − ⟨za, β∗⟩

for all a ∈ [K]. Let Θlin be defined as (3.3), nlin
∗ be the solution to (3.4), and n∗,lina;T

be defined as (3.5), all upon replacing {∆a} therein with {∆lin
a }. Furthermore, let

S ∗T ≡ T−1∑
a∈[K] n∗,lina;T zaz⊤a be the ‘population’ version of S T .

Theorem 4.4. Consider the above linear regression setting with span(X ) = Rd.
Suppose Assumption A holds and γT ≤ (log T )100. Then there exists some universal
constant C > 0 such that uniformly in w ∈ ∂Bd(1),

dKol
(〈

w,
√

T/σ2 · S −1/2
T (S T + λI)

(
β̂λ − (S T + λI)−1S Tβ∗

)〉
,N(0, 1)

)
≤ C ·

(
Dlim,−1
∗ err(Θlin) + ϑ∗T

)1/3
·
[
1 +
(
zK/σ

∗
T
)1/3].

Here zK ≡ T−1∑
a∈[K] n∗,lina;T ∥za∥

2, σ∗T ≡ λmin(S ∗T ),
(
Dlin
∗ , err(Θ

lin)
)

are defined via

(3.7)-(3.8) with Θ therein replaced by Θlin and ϑ∗T = γ
−2
T · Te−γ

2
T /2.

The proof of the above theorem can be found in Section 8. Note that in the above
theorem the decision set X = {za}a∈[K] is only required to expand Rd 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, β∗⟩}w∈∂Bd(1). We omit these repetitive details.

Remark 4. In a related 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 T → ∞. 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 ∆ ≥ 0. The noise level is set as σ = 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 γT =
√

2 log T as in the UCB1 allocation rule with
time horizon T = 3000 for this simulation.

In the left penal of Figure 1, we numerically validate (1) by plotting:
• the expected regrets R(Θ) in the dotted red line via Monte-Carlo average of the

pseudo-regrets R̂p(Θ) in (3.11);
• the theoretical regrets

∑
a:∆a>0 ∆an∗a;T in the blue line;

• the Lai-Robbins regrets RLR(Θ) = γ2
T
∑

a:∆a>0(σ2/∆a) in the green line.
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Figure 1. Left panel: Regrets for various sub-optimality gaps ∆ ∈
[0.01, 0.25]. Right panel: Number of arm pulls for various sub-
optimality gaps ∆ ∈ [0.01, 0.05].

The expected regret R(Θ) closely aligns with the theoretical regret formula ob-
tained in Theorems 3.2 and 3.6 across different choices of the sub-optimality gap
∆. Moreover, the Lai-Robbins asymptotic regret RLR(Θ) only aligns with the ex-
pected regret R(Θ) for large values of ∆; this matches the theory in Corollary 3.4.

In the right panel of Figure 1, we numerically validate (2) by plotting

• the expected numbers of arm pulls for both optimal and sub-optimal arms in
dotted lines;
• theoretical numbers of arm pulls {n∗a;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 ∆ ∈ [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 µ̂a;T 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 γT =
√

6 log T/T with time horizon
T = 10, 000. The optimal arm has mean µ1 = 1 and the sub-optimal arm has mean
µ2 = 1 −

√
log T/T . So the sub-optimality gap is ∆2 =

√
log T/T .

From the left panel, the Gaussian approximation of µ̂a;T (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 γT ’s and sub-optimality gaps ∆2’s.

6. Proof preliminaries

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

At ∈ arg max
a∈[K]

{ µ̂a;t−1 − µ∗

σ
+
γT
√

na;t−1

}
,
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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
ξt and (T,K,∆/σ, γT ) due to location-scale invariance. Thus, E na;T and R(Θ)/σ
are functions of (T,K,∆/σ, γT ) only. Therefore, we may take µ∗ = 0 or σ = 1
without loss of generality throughout the proof.

We recall and define some further notation in the proofs below:
• Let n∗ ≡ n∗(Θ) be defined as in (3.4), and na;T be defined as in (3.5).
• LetA0 ≡ {a ∈ [K] : ∆a = 0} collect all optimal arms.
• LetA+ ≡ {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

µ∗+,t = µa + σγT/(n∗a;t)
1/2,

∑
a∈[K]

n∗a;t = t. (6.1)

We may also write µ∗+,t = µ∗ + σγT/(n∗,t)1/2 and

n∗a;t ≡ n∗,t
(
1 + n1/2

∗,t ∆a/(σγT )
)−2, t ≥ 0, (6.2)

where n∗,t is the solution of∑
a∈[K]

n∗,t
(
1 + n1/2

∗,t ∆a/(σγT )
)−2
= t, t ≥ 0. (6.3)

Corresponding to the above, the noiseless regret growth curve is

Reg∗t (Θ) ≡
∑

a∈[K]

∆an∗a;t. (6.4)

We first study the smoothness of the sample size and regret growth curves.

Lemma 6.1. For t ≥ 0, n∗,t is the unique solution of (6.3) with n∗,t ∈ [t/K, t/|A0|].
The functions n∗,t and n∗1;t, . . . , n

∗
K;t are all nonnegative and strict increasing in t in
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[0,∞) and take value 0 at t = 0. In particular, n∗ = n∗,T fulfills equation (3.4).
Moreover, the following hold with D∗ =

∑
a∈[K]

(
n∗a;T/n∗

)1/2n∗a;T/T defined in (3.8):

1 −
n∗a;t

n∗a;T
≤ min

{ 1
D∗
,

2
(
n∗a;t/n∗,t

)1/2
D∗

}(
1 −

t
T

)
+
, ∀a ∈ [K], (6.5)

1 −
n∗a;T

n∗a;t
≤

(
n∗a;T/n∗

)1/2
D∗

( t
T
− 1
)
+
, ∀a ∈ [K], (6.6)

1 ≥ D∗ ≥ max
{
|A0|n∗/T,

√
T/(n∗K)

}
≥ (|A0|/K)1/3, (6.7)

and ∣∣∣∣∣∣ Reg∗t (Θ)
Reg∗T (Θ)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣ tT − 1

∣∣∣∣∣. (6.8)

Proof. (1). The stated properties of n∗,t follow directly from the strict monotonicity
and continuity of the function n 7→

∑
a∈[K] n(1 + n1/2∆a/(σγT ))−2 on [0,∞). The

stated properties of n∗a;t follow immediately.
(2). Let h(x) ≡ n∗,xT/n∗ and ya ≡ n1/2

∗ ∆a/(σγT ). By the definition (6.3) of n∗,t,

xT
n∗
=
∑

a∈[K]

1
(1/
√

h(x) + ya)2
, x > 0.

Differentiating both sides above with respect to x, we find that

T
n∗
=
∑

a∈[K]

h′(x)
(1 +

√
h(x)ya)3

, x > 0. (6.9)

Consequently, 1/h′(1) = T−1∑
a∈[K] n−1/2

∗ {n∗(1 + ya)−2}3/2 = D∗. Moreover,
using that (i) h′(x) ≤ h′(1) for x ∈ (0, 1], as h(x) is increasing in x, (ii)
(d/dx)(−h−1/2(x)) ≤ h′(1)/2 for x ≥ 1, as h′(x)/h3/2(x) is decreasing in x,1 − h(x) ≤ (1 − x)/D∗, x ∈ [0, 1];

1 − h−1/2(x) ≤ (x − 1)/(2D∗), x ≥ 1.
(6.10)

Proof of (6.5) and (6.6). Let ha(x) ≡ n∗a;xT/n
∗
a;T . Because σγT/(n∗a;t)

1/2 + µa takes
the common value µ∗+,t as the noiseless UCB, {(n∗a;t)

−1/2}a∈[K] is a constant shift of
each other that does not depend on t. It then follows that

1
√

ha(x)
− 1 =

(n∗a;T

n∗

)1/2( 1
√

h(x)
− 1
)
. (6.11)

We consider two regimes x ≥ 1 and x ∈ (0, 1] for the above identity:
• For x ≥ 1, (6.11) implies 1 ≤ ha(x) ≤ h(x) due to n∗a;T ≤ n∗, so that

1 −
1

ha(x)
=

(n∗a;T

n∗

)1/2(
1 +

1
√

ha(x)

)(
1 −

1
√

h(x)

)
≤

(n∗a;T

n∗

)1/2 x − 1
D∗
.

In the last step above we used the second inequality (6.10) and the trivial esti-
mate 1 + h−1/2

a (x) ≤ 2. This proves (6.6).



REGRET AND INFERENCE USING UCB ALGORITHMS 19

• For x ∈ (0, 1], (6.11) implies h(x) ≤ ha(x) ≤ 1 and

1 − ha(x)
1 − h(x)

=

(n∗a;xT

n∗,xT

)1/2 1 +
√

ha(x)
1 +
√

h(x)
≤ min

{
1, 2
(n∗a;xT

n∗,xT

)1/2}
.

Now (6.5) follows by using the first inequality in (6.10).
Proof of (6.7). As n∗a;T ≤ n∗, (6.2) and (6.3) imply D∗ ≤ T−1∑

a∈[K] n∗a;T = 1. As
n∗a;T = n∗ for a ∈ A0, D∗ ≥ |A0|n∗/T by restricting the sum toA0. Furthermore, by
Jensen’s inequality applied to the variable X ∼ K−1∑

a∈[K] δn∗a;T /n∗ and the convex
function x 7→ x3/2 on [0,∞),

D∗ =

∑
a∈[K]

(
n∗a;T/n∗

)3/2/K∑
a∈[K]

(
n∗a;T/n∗

)
/K

=
E X3/2

E X
≥ (E X)1/2 =

( ∑
a∈[K]

n∗a;T

n∗K

)1/2
=

√
T

n∗K
.

Consequently, (6.7) follows from minx>0 max
(
x/
√

K, |A0|/x2) = (|A0|/K)1/3.
Proof of (6.8). Let Hx be the distribution putting mass (1/

√
h(x) + ya)−2n∗/(xT ) at

ya = n1/2
∗ ∆a/(σγT ) for all a ∈ [K]. By (6.9),

xh′(x)
h3/2(x)

∫
1

1/
√

h(x) + y
Hx(dy) = 1. (6.12)

To study the regret growth curve, let f (x) ≡ Reg∗xT (Θ)/Reg∗T (Θ). By (6.2) and
(6.4), we have Reg∗xT (Θ) = (σγT n1/2

∗ )
∑

a∈[K] ya(1/
√

h(x) + ya)−2, so

f (x) =
∑

a∈[K] ya/(1/
√

h(x) + ya)2∑
a∈[K] ya/(1 + ya)2 .

It follows that

f ′(x)
f (x)

=
h′(x)

∑
a∈[K] ya/(1 +

√
h(x)ya)3∑

a∈[K] ya/(1/
√

h(x) + ya)2
=

h′(x)
∫

y(1/
√

h(x) + y)−1Hx(dy)

h3/2(x)
∫

yHx(dy)

(∗)
=

∫
y(1/
√

h(x) + y)−1Hx(dy)

x
∫

yHx(dy)
∫

(1/
√

h(x) + y)−1Hx(dy)

(∗∗)
≤ 1/x.

Here in (∗) 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). □

6.2. Comparison inequality. We rewrite the reward sequence as

Ra,i ≡ µa + σξa;i, a ∈ [K] (6.13)

with {ξa;i}a∈[K],i∈[T ]
i.i.d.
∼ N(0, 1), so that (1.1) holds with Rt = RAt ,nAt ;t . Define

Wa ≡ max
t∈[T ]

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
t1/2

t∑
i=1

ξa;i

∣∣∣∣∣. (6.14)

We note that {Wa}a∈[K] are i.i.d. 1-Lipschitz functions of standard Gaussian vari-
ables {ξa;[T ]}a∈[K] with Wa ≈

√
2 log log T by the law of the iterated logarithm.

Let us define the events:
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• E0(γT ) ≡
{
maxa∈[K]

(
(γT −Wa)/n1/2

a;T − ∆a/σ
)
> 0
}
.

• For t > 0, E+(t, γT ) ≡
{∑

a∈[K] n∗a;t(1 −Wa/γT )2
+ > T

}
.

• For t > 0, E−(t, γT ) ≡
{∑

a∈[K] n∗a;t(1 +Wa/γT )2 + K < T
}
.

Clearly t 7→ E+(t, γT ) is non-decreasing and t 7→ E−(t, γT ) is non-increasing.

Lemma 6.2. Fix T+,T− > 0. Then the following hold.
(1) ∪t>0E+(t, γT ) ⊂ E0(γT ).
(2) On E+(T+, γT ), na;T ≤ n∗a;T+

(1 +Wa/γT )2 + 1 holds for all a ∈ [K].
(3) On E−(T−, γT ) ∩ E0(γT ), na;T ≥ n∗a;T−

(1 −Wa/γT )2
+ holds for all a ∈ [K].

Proof. Assume µ∗ = 0 and σ = 1 without loss of generality.
(1). The noiseless UCB is positive, i.e., µ∗+,t = γT/n

1/2
∗,t > 0 for all t > 0. On the

event Ec
0(γT ),

γT −Wa
√

na;T
− ∆a ≤ 0 < µ∗+,t =

γT

(n∗a;t)1/2 − ∆a, ∀a ∈ [K], t > 0,

which implies
∑

a∈[K] n∗a;t(1−Wa/γT )2
+ < T for any t > 0. Thus, we have Ec

0(γT ) ⊆
∩t>0Ec

+(t, γT ), equivalently ∪t>0E+(t, γT ) ⊆ E0(γT ).
(2)-(3). Let us now work on the event E0(γT ). Let Ta ∈ [1,T ] be the last time arm
a is sampled. By the definition of the UCB1 allocation rule and the definition of Wa
in (6.14), we have the following basic inequality: When na;T > 1,

max
b∈[K]

(
γT −Wb
√nb;Ta−1

− ∆b

)
≤ max

b∈[K]

(
µ̂b;Ta−1 +

γT
√nb;Ta−1

)
≤ µ̂a;Ta−1 +

γT
√na;Ta−1

.

Because the left-hand side is positive on E0(γT ), and nb;Ta−1 ≤ nb;T , na;Ta−1 =

na;T − 1 hold, there exists certain positive µ+ such that for all (a, b) ∈ [K]2,
γT −Wb
√

nb;T
− ∆b ≤ µ+ ≤

γT +Wa√
na;T − 1

− ∆a.

We note that the second inequality holds above automatically for na;T = 1. Let t̂ be
the solution of µ∗

+,t̂ = µ+ as the noiseless UCB. The existence of such a random t̂ is
guaranteed as µ+ > 0. By (6.1), µ∗

+,t̂ = γT/(n∗a;t̂)
1/2 − ∆a for all a ∈ [K], so that

γT −Wa
√

na;T
≤

γT

(n∗a;t̂)
1/2 ≤

γT +Wa√
na;T − 1

, ∀a ∈ [K].

It follows that

n∗a;t̂(1 −Wa/γT )2
+ ≤ na;T ≤ n∗a;t̂(1 +Wa/γT )2 + 1, ∀a ∈ [K]. (6.15)

By summing over a ∈ [K] and using the identity
∑

a∈[K] na;T = T ,∑
a∈[K]

n∗a;t̂(1 −Wa/γT )2
+ ≤ T ≤

∑
a∈[K]

n∗a;t̂(1 +Wa/γT )2 + K. (6.16)

On the event E+(T+, γT ), E0(γT ) happens and the first inequality in (6.16) im-
plies t̂ ≤ T+, so that the second inequality (6.15) implies the claim in (2). On the
event E0(γT ) ∩ E−(T−, γT ), the second inequality of (6.16) implies t̂ ≥ T−, so that
the first inequality (6.15) implies the claim in (3). □
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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√
log log T/γT ≤ 1/C,

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E(1 ±Wa/γT )2
+ − 1

∣∣∣ ≤ C ·
√

log log T/γT .

Proof. Note that |(1±Wa/γT )2
+ − 1| ≲ |Wa|/γT +W2

a/γ
2
T , so we may use (E|Wa|)2 ≤

EW2
a ≲ log log T (which can be easily obtained via integrating the tail in Lemma

A.1) to conclude. □

Lemma 6.4. There exists some universal constant C > 0 such that

P
(
Ec

0(γT )
)
≤ C log T · γT e−γ

2
T /2.

Proof. We assume µ∗ = 0, σ = 1 for simplicity. Note that

P
(
Ec

0(γT )
)
= P
(
γT −Wa <

√
na;T · ∆a, ∀a ∈ [K]

)
≤ P
(
γT −Wa < 0, ∀a ∈ A0

)
≤ pT (γT ) ≤ C log T · γT e−γ

2
T /2,

where in the last inequality we used Lemma A.1. □

The next lemma provides a large deviation inequality for a general weighted sum
of {(1±Wa/γT )2

+}a∈[K]. Its formulation is slightly involved mainly to accommodate
all later proof needs.

Lemma 6.5. Fix ω ∈ RK
≥0. There exists a universal constant c∗ > 1 such that the

following hold. Take any C0 > c∗. Let η ≥ ηT ≡
√

log log T/γT satisfy η ≤ 1/C2
0.

(1) Let T+ > 0, δ ∈ R be such that
(∑

a∈[K] ωan∗a;T+

)
/
(∑

a∈[K] ωan∗a;T +δ
)
+ ≥ 1/(1−

2C0η)2
+. Then

P
( ∑

a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T+(1 −Wa/γT )2
+ ≤

{ ∑
a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T + δ
}
+

)
≤ exp

(
−

C2
0

2

⟨ω, n∗
·;T+
⟩γ2

Tη
2

∥ω ◦ n∗
·;T+
∥∞

)
.

(2) Let T− > 0, δ ∈ R be such that
(∑

a∈[K] ωan∗a;T−

)
/
(∑

a∈[K] ωan∗a;T −δ
)
+ ≤ 1/(1+

2C0η)2. Then

P
( ∑

a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T−(1 +Wa/γT )2
+ ≥

{ ∑
a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T − δ
}
+

)
≤ exp

(
−

C2
0

2

⟨ω, n∗
·;T−
⟩γ2

Tη
2

∥ω ◦ n∗
·;T−
∥∞

)
.

Proof. We need a few more notation in the proof:
• T̂ω;± ≡

∑
a∈[K] ωan∗a;T±

(1 ∓Wa/γT )2
+.

• Tω;± ≡
∑

a∈[K] ωan∗a;T±
, Tω ≡

∑
a∈[K] ωan∗a;T .

Note that the variables T̂ω;± ≡ T̂±(ξ[K];[T ]) are functions of i.i.d. Gaussian vari-
ables {ξa;t : a ∈ [K], t ∈ [T ]}, and therefore we shall identify T̂ω;± also as a map
R[K]×[T ] → R. We claim that∥∥∥T̂ 1/2

ω;±

∥∥∥
Lip ≤ ∥ω ◦ n∗·;T±∥

1/2
∞ γ

−1
T ≡ σω;±. (6.17)
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Here for two vectors a, b, we write a ◦ b ≡ (aibi). To prove (6.17), first note that
Wa = Wa(ξa;[T ]) so we may identify Wa as a map R[T ] → R, and with this identifi-
cation, it is easy to verify ∥Wa∥Lip ≤ 1. Consequently, for any u, v ∈ R[K]×[T ],

|T̂ 1/2
ω;±(u) − T̂ 1/2

ω;±(v)| ≤
∥∥∥(ω1/2

a n∗,1/2a;T±
γ−1

T
(
Wa(ua;[T ]) −Wa(va;[T ])

))
a∈[K]

∥∥∥
≤ ∥ω ◦ n∗·;T±∥

1/2
∞ γ

−1
T · ∥u − v∥,

proving the claim (6.17).
Using Gaussian-Poincaré inequality, we have

|E T̂ω;± − (E T̂ 1/2
ω;±)2| ≤ Tω;±γ

−2
T .

On the other hand,

|E T̂ω;± − Tω;±| ≤
∑

a∈[K]
ωan∗a;T± ·

∣∣∣E[(1 ±Wa/γT )2
+] − 1

∣∣∣ ≤ CηT · Tω;±.

Consequently, as ηT ≤ 1/C2
0,

T 1/2
ω;± · (1 −C0ηT )+ ≤ E T̂ 1/2

ω;± ≤ T 1/2
ω;± · (1 +C0ηT ). (6.18)

Now using Gaussian concentration in the form of [GN16, Theorem 2.5.7], in view
of (6.17) and (6.18), by choosing η ≥ ηT and Tω;+ such that (Tω + δ)

1/2
+ ≤ T 1/2

ω;+(1−
2C0η)+,

P
(
T̂ 1/2
ω;+ ≤ (Tω + δ)

1/2
+

)
≤ P
(
T̂ 1/2
ω;+ − E T̂ 1/2

ω;+ ≤ (Tω + δ)
1/2
+ − T 1/2

ω;+ · (1 −C0ηT )+
)

≤ exp
(
−C2

0Tω;+η
2/(2σ2

ω;+)
)
≤ exp

(
−

C2
0

2
Tω;+γ

2
Tη

2

∥ω ◦ n∗
·;T+
∥∞

)
.

For the other direction, by choosing η ≥ ηT and Tω;− such that
(
Tω − δ

)1/2
+ ≥

T 1/2
ω;−(1 + 2C0η),

P
(
T̂ 1/2
ω;− ≥

(
Tω − δ

)1/2
+

)
≤ P
(
T̂ 1/2
ω;− − E T̂ 1/2

ω;− ≥
(
Tω − δ

)1/2
+ − T 1/2

ω;− · (1 +C0ηT )
)

≤ exp
(
−C2

0Tω;−η
2/(2σ2

ω;−)
)
≤ exp

(
−

C2
0

2
Tω;−γ

2
Tη

2

∥ω ◦ n∗
·;T−
∥∞

)
.

The proof is complete. □

As a direct application of the proceeding concentration result, we have:

Corollary 6.6. Fix C0 > 2 ∨ c∗ where c∗ > 0 comes from Lemma 6.5. Suppose
εT ≡ max{

( √
log log T +

√
log γT

)
/γT ,K/T } ≤ 1/(20C2

0). Then with T± ≡ (1 ±
20C0εT )T, we have

P
(
Ec
±(T±, γT )

)
≤ exp

(
−

C2
0

2
T± log γT

n∗,T±

)
.

Proof. As T+/T = 1 + 20C0εT ≥ 1/(1 − 2C0εT )2
+, using Lemma 6.5-(1) with

ω ≡ 1K , δ ≡ 0 and η ≡ εT ,

P
(
Ec
+(T+, γT )

)
≤ P
( ∑

a∈[K]

n∗a;T+(1 −Wa/γT )2
+ ≤ T

)
≤ exp

(
−

C2
0

2
T+ log γT

n∗,T+

)
.
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The claim for P
(
Ec
−(T−, γT )

)
holds similarly, where we takeω = 1K , δ = K and η =

εT therein, and verify that T−/(T−K) ≤ (1−20C0εT )/(1−εT ) ≤ 1/(1+2C0εT )2. □

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 C0 > 2 and let εT ≡

max{
( √

log γT +
√

log log T
)
/γT ,K/T } ≤ 1/C3

0. Let T± ≡ (1±C0εT )+T . Consider
the event Ea(γ) ≡ ∩∗∈±Ec

∗(T±, γT )∩E0(γT )∩{Wa ≤ γ}, where γ ≥ 1. Then Lemma
6.4, Corollary 6.6 and Lemma A.1 yield that

P
(
Ec

a(γ)
)
/C ≤ γ−2

T + log T · γe−γ
2/2.

Using the comparison inequality in Lemma 6.2, on the event Ea(γ),

na;T

n∗a;T
≤
(
1 + γ/γT

)2
·

n∗a;T+

n∗a;T
+

1
n∗a;T
.

This means if furthermore γ/γT ≤ 1/C3
0 and D−1

∗ εT ≤ 1/C3
0, we may use Lemma

6.1 and the trivial estimate 1/n∗a;T ≤ (
√

K/T + ∆a/γT )2 to obtain

na;T

n∗a;T
≤ 1 +C ·

[ 1
D∗

( √log γT +
√

log log T
γT

+
K
T

)
+
∆2

a

γ2
T

+
γ

γT

]
.

A similar lower bound holds. □

Proof of Theorem 3.6. We start with the upper bound. Let C0 > 2 be a large
enough constant. Let us choose, similar as above, εT ≡ max{

( √
log γT +√

log log T
)
/γT ,K/T } and T+ ≡ T (1 + C0εT ). Using the comparison inequality

in Lemma 6.2, on the event E+(T+, γT ),

R̂p(Θ) ≤
∑

a∈[K]

∆an∗a;T+(1 +Wa/γT )2 +
∑

a∈[K]

∆a ≡ (I) +
∑

a∈[K]

∆a.

With the choice δ+ ≡ −c+εT ·
∑

a∈[K] ∆an∗a;T = −c+εT · Reg
∗
T (Θ) for some c+ > 0 to

be determined later, an application of (6.8) in Lemma 6.1 yields that∑
a∈[K] ∆an∗a;T+(∑

a∈[K] ∆an∗a;T − δ+
)
+

=
1

(1 + c+εT )
·
Reg∗T+(Θ)

Reg∗T (Θ)
≤

1 +C0εT

1 + c+εT
.

Let us choose c+ = 10C0. If εT ≤ 1/(10C0), the right hand side of the above display
is bounded by 1 − 4C0εT ≤ 1/(1 + 2C0εT )2, so we may apply Lemma 6.5-(2) with
ω = ∆ to conclude: on the event E+∩E+(T+, γT ) with P(Ec

+) ≤ exp
(
−C2

0γ
2
Tε

2
T/2
)
,

(I) ≤ (1 + c+εT ) · Reg∗T (Θ). The upper bound follows by using the trivial bound∑
a∈[K] ∆a/Reg

∗
T (Θ) ≤ maxa∈[K](1/n∗a;T ) ≤ (

√
K/T + ∥∆∥∞/γT )2.

Next, for the lower bound, we choose similarly T− ≡ T (1 − C0εT )+. Us-
ing the other direction of the comparison inequality in Lemma 6.2, on the event
E−(T−, γT ) ∩ E0(γT ),

R̂p(Θ) ≥
∑

a∈[K]

∆an∗a;T−(1 −Wa/γT )2
+.
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With the choice of δ− ≡ −c−εT · Reg
∗
T (Θ) for some c− > 0 to be determined later,

another application of (6.8) in Lemma 6.1 yields that∑
a∈[K] ∆an∗a;T−(∑

a∈[K] ∆an∗a;T + δ
)
+

=
1

(1 − c−εT )+
·
Reg∗T−(Θ)

Reg∗T (Θ)
≥

(1 −C0εT )+
(1 − c−εT )+

.

Choosing c− = 20C0. Then for εT ≤ 1/(40C0), the right hand side above is
bounded from below by (1 − C0εT )(1 + 10C0εT ) ≥ 1 + 8C0εT ≥ 1/(1 − 2C0εT )2.
So we may apply Lemma 6.5-(1) with ω = ∆ to conclude.

Finally, the probability estimate is at most an absolute constant multiple of
γ−100

T + log T ·γT e−γ
2
T /2 ≲ γ−100

T , as γT ≥ 80
√

log log T by the condition on εT . □

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 ω ∈ RK
≥0. Then for T+ > 0, with κa ≡ κa(T+) ≡ E(na;T −

n∗a;T+
− 1)+1Ec

+(T+,γT ) for a ∈ [K],∑
a∈[K] ωa E na;T∑
a∈[K] ωan∗a;T+

≤ max
a∈[K]
E[(1 +Wa/γT )2

+] +
∑

a∈[K] ωa(1 + κa)∑
a∈[K] ωan∗a;T+

. (7.1)

Moreover, for T− > 0,∑
a∈[K] ωa E na;T∑
a∈[K] ωan∗a;T−

≥ min
a∈[K]
E[(1 −Wa/γT )2

+] − P{Ec
−(T−, γT )} − P(Ec

0(γT )). (7.2)

Proof. (1). First, using Lemma 6.2, on the event E−(T−, γT ) ∩ E0(γT ),∑
a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T−(1 −Wa/γT )2
+ ≤
∑

a∈[K]

ωana;T .

Taking expectation on both sides of the inequality,∑
a∈[K]

ωa E na;T ≥
∑

a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T− · min
a∈[K]
E(1 −Wa/γT )2

+1E−(T−,γT )∩E0(γT ).

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

a∈[K]

ωana;T ≤
∑

a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T+(1 +Wa/γT )2 +
∑

a∈[K]

ωa.

Taking expectation on both sides of the inequality,∑
a∈[K]

ωa E na;T ≤
∑

a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T+ E(1 +Wa/γT )2(1 − 1Ec
+(T+,γT )

)
+
∑

a∈[K]

ωa · E
(
1 − 1Ec

+(T+,γT )
)
+
∑

a∈[K]

ωa E na;T 1Ec
+(T+,γT )

≤
∑

a∈[K]

ωan∗a;T+ E(1 +Wa/γT )2 +
∑

a∈[K]

ωa(1 + κa),

proving (7.1). □

Let us now bound the key quantity κa appearing in (7.1).
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Lemma 7.2. There exists a universal constant C0 > 0 such that if εT ≡

max{
( √

log γT +
√

log log T
)
/γT ,K/T } ≤ 1/C3

0, then with T+ = T (1 +C0εT ),

κa ≤ C0 ·
(
Te−γ

2
T /2 + 1

)
γ−2

T · n
∗
a;T+ .

Proof. Assume µ∗ = 0 and σ = 1 without loss of generality. Let

S 1 ≡ {a ∈ [K] : γ2
T/∆

2
a ≤ 4n∗a;T+}, S 2 ≡ [K] \ S 1.

Using the definition of n∗a;T+
via n∗,T+ in (6.2), equivalently we may represent S 1, S 2

as S 1 = {a ∈ [K] : ∆a/γT ≥ n−1/2
∗,T+
}, S 2 = {a ∈ [K] : ∆a/γT < n−1/2

∗,T+
}. Let C0 > 2 be

a large enough constant, and εT ,T+ be as in the statement.
(Case 1: a ∈ S 1). Fix an optimal arm a∗ ∈ [K], let Xa∗ ≡ mint∈[T ]

{
t−1∑

i∈[t] ξa∗;i +

t−1/2γT
}
. We define a one-sided version W−a∗ ≡

(
mint∈[T ] t−1/2∑

i∈[t] ξa∗;i
)
+. On

{W−a∗ ≥ γT }, we have Xa∗ ≤ 0. Then

κa ≤ E
(
na;T − n∗a;T+ − 1

)
+1Ec

+(T+,γT )
(
1W−a∗≥γT + 1W−a∗<γT

)
≤ E(na;T − 1)1Xa∗≤0 + (log γT )2 · n∗a;T+ P

(
Ec
+(T+, γT )

)
+ E
(
na;T − (1 + log2 γT )n∗a;T+ − 1

)
+1{W−a∗<γT }

≡ I1 + I2 + I3. (7.3)

For I1, note that on the event {−∆a/2 ≤ Xa∗ ≤ 0},

na;T ≤ 1 +
∑

t∈[(K+1):T ]

1
(
µ̂a;t−1 +

γT
√

na;t−1
≥ µ∗ + Xa∗

)
≤ 1 +

∑
t∈[T ]

1
(∑

i∈[t]

ξa;i +
√

tγT ≥ t∆a/2
)
.

As Xa∗ is independent of {ξa;[T ]} for a ∈ S 1, with Z ∼ N(0, 1),

I1 ≤ E(na;T − 1)1−∆a/2≤Xa∗≤0 + T · P
(
Xa∗ < −∆a/2

)
≤ P(Xa∗ ≤ 0)

∑
t∈[T ]

P
(∑

i∈[t]

ξa;i +
√

tγT ≥ t∆a/2
)
+ T · P

(
Xa∗ < −∆a/2

)
≤ pT (γT )

∑
t∈[T ]

P
(
4(Z + γT )2

+/∆
2
a ≥ t
)
+ T · qT (γT ,∆a/2)

≤ C log T · pT (γT ) · γ2
T · ∆

−2
a + T · qT (γT ,∆a/2).

Now using Lemma A.1, pT (γT ) ≲ log T · γT e−γ
2
T /2 and

T · qT (γT ,∆a/2) ≲
T
∆2

a

∫ ∞
γT

(z − γT )2e−z2/2 dz

= ∆−2
a · e

log T−γ2
T /2
∫ ∞

0
u2e−u2/2−γT u du ≲ ∆−2

a · e
log T−γ2

T /2.

Consequently, combining the above estimates and using that 1/∆2
a ≤ 4n∗a;T+

/γ2
T for

a ∈ S 1, we arrive at the estimate: for some numerical constant C > 0,

I1 ≤ C
(

log2 T · γ3
T e−γ

2
T /2 + elog T−γ2

T /2
)
γ−2

T · n
∗
a;T+ . (7.4)
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For I2, using Corollary 6.6, we have

I2 ≤ n∗a;T+ log2 γT · e−(C2
0/2) log γT ≤ γ−2

T · n
∗
a;T+ . (7.5)

For I3, note that on the event {na;T = t} ∩ {W−a∗ < γT }, we have t−1∑
i∈[t] ξa;i − ∆a +

γT/t1/2 > 0, it follows that

I3 = E
∑

(1+log2 γT )n∗a;T+
+1≤t≤T

1na;T=t
(
na;T − (1 + log2 γT )n∗a;T+ − 1

)
+1{W−a∗<γT }

≤ T
∑

(1+log2 γT )n∗a;T+
+1≤t≤T

P
(1

t

t∑
i=1

ξa;i − ∆a +
γT

t1/2 > 0
)
.

Note that for a ∈ S 1 and any c0 ≥ 1, by enlarging C0 > 0 if necessary to ensure
log γT ≥ 2(c0 + 1), (1 + log2 γT )n∗a;T+

+ 1 ≥ (c0 + 1)2γ2
T/∆

2
a + 1, and therefore we

may continue bounding the above display by

I3 ≤ T
∑

(c0+1)2γ2
T /∆

2
a+1≤t≤T

P
(
Z >
√

t∆a − γT
)

≤ T
∑

(c0+1)2γ2
T /∆

2
a+1≤t≤T

e−
( c0

c0+1

)2 ∆2
a

2 t
≤ T
∫ ∞

(c0+1)2γ2
T /∆

2
a

e−
( c0

c0+1

)2 ∆2
a

2 t dt

≲
(
Te−(c2

0/2)γ2
T
)
· ∆−2

a ≤ C ·
(
Te−(c2

0/2)γ2
T
)
γ−2

T · n
∗
a;T+ . (7.6)

Now plugging in (7.3) the estimates (7.4)-(7.6), by choosing c0 = 1, there exists a
universal constant C0 > 0 such that for εT ≤ 1/C3

0 and T+ = T (1 +C0εT ), we have
for all a ∈ S 1,

κa ≤ C
(

log2 T · γ3
T e−γ

2
T /2 + elog T−γ2

T /2 + 1
)
γ−2

T · n
∗
a;T+ .

The term log2 T · γ3
T e−γ

2
T /2 can be assimilated into 1.

(Case 2: a ∈ S 2). For a ∈ S 2, using the trivial bound na;T ≤ T , and n∗,T+ ≤ 4n∗a;T+
due to a ∈ S 2, and Corollary 6.6, for C0 ≥ 2,

κa ≤ T · P
(
Ec
+(T+, γT )

)
≤ 4n∗a;T+ ·

T
n∗,T+

exp
(
−

T+ · 2 log γT

n∗,T+

)
≤ 4γ−2

T · n
∗
a;T+ ,

where the last inequality follows as the map x 7→ xe−xu, x ≥ 1 attains maximum at
x = 1 for u ≥ 1. □

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

max
a∈[K]

∣∣∣E na;T/n∗a;T − 1
∣∣∣ ≤ C ·

(
D−1
∗ err(Θ) + ϑ∗T

)
. (7.7)

For any a ∈ [K], let ω ≡ 1·=a. Now we apply Lemma 7.1-(1) along with the
estimates in Lemma 6.3 and Lemma 7.2, there exists a universal constant C0 > 10
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such that if εT ≡ max{
( √

log γT +
√

log log T
)
/γT ,K/T } ≤ 1/C3

0, then with T+ ≡
T (1 +C0εT ),

E na;T ≤

[
1 +C ·

( √log log T
γT

+
Te−γ

2
T /2

γ2
T

)]
· n∗a;T+ + 1.

Now using (6.6) in Lemma 6.1, if D−1
∗ εT ≤ 1/C2

0, we have n∗a;T+
≤ n∗a;T

(
1 +

2C0D−1
∗ εT
)
. By further using the trivial estimate 1/n∗a;T ≤ (

√
K/T + ∆a/γT )2,

combined with the above display, we obtain the upper bound of (7.7):(E na;T

n∗a;T
− 1
)
+
/C ≤

1
D∗

( √log γT +
√

log log T
γT

+
K
T

)
+

Te−γ
2
T /2

γ2
T

+
∆2

a

γ2
T

.

The lower bound of (7.7) is easier, as with T− ≡ T (1 − C0εT )+, we may directly
estimate from Lemma 7.1-(2) and the probabilistic Lemma 6.3, Lemma 6.4 and
Corollary 6.6 that

E na;T ≥
(
1 −C ·

( √
log log T/γT + log T · γT e−γ

2
T /2
))
+
· n∗a;T− .

The term log T · γT e−γ
2
T /2 can be assimilated into

√
log log T/γT , as γT ≥

103
√

log log T . The desired lower bound now follows by using (6.5) in Lemma
6.1 to produce a lower bound n∗a;T−

≥ n∗a;T
(
1 − C0D−1

∗ εT
)
+. This completes the

proof for (7.7).
(Step 2). In this step, we strength (7.7) to the stronger control E|na;T/n∗a;T − 1|. To
this end, note that

E|na;T − n∗a;T | = E(na;T − n∗a;T )1na;T≥n∗a;T
+ E(n∗a;T − na;T )1n∗a;T>na;T

≤ |E(na;T − n∗a;T )| + 2E(n∗a;T − na;T )1n∗a;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−, γT ), using the comparison inequality in Lemma 6.2,
on the event E−(T−, γT ) ∩ E0(γT ),(

n∗a;T − na;T
)
1n∗a;T>na;T ≤

(
n∗a;T − n∗a;T−(1 −Wa/γT )2

+

)
1n∗a;T>na;T

≤ n∗a;T ·
(
1 − (1 −Wa/γT )2

+

)
+ |n∗a;T − n∗a;T− |.

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

E
(
n∗a;T − na;T

)
1n∗a;T>na;T 1E−(T−,γT )∩E0(γT )

≤ n∗a;T ·
(
1 − E(1 −Wa/γT )2

+

)
+ |n∗a;T − n∗a;T− |

≤ Cn∗a;T ·
( √

log log T/γT + D−1
∗ εT
)
.

On the other hand, using Lemma 6.4 and Corollary 6.6,

E
(
n∗a;T − na;T

)
1n∗a;T>na;T

(
1 − 1E−(T−,γT )∩E0(γT )

)
≤ n∗a;T ·

(
P(Ec

−(T−, γT )) + P(Ec
0(γT ))

)
≤ Cn∗a;T ·

(
log T · γT e−γ

2
T /2 + γ−100

T
)
.
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Combining the above two displays, we have

E
(
n∗a;T − na;T

)
1n∗a;T>na;T ≤ C ·

(
D−1
∗ err(Θ) + ϑ∗T

)
. (7.9)

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

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof is essentially the same as Step 1 above, but now
Lemma 7.1 is applied with ω ≡ ∆, and Lemma 6.1 is used with (6.8) that is free
of D∗, with the trivial bound

∑
a∈[K] ∆a/Reg

∗
T (Θ) ≤ maxa∈[K](1/n∗a;T ) ≤ (

√
K/T +

∥∆∥∞/γT )2. □

7.3. Proof of Corollary 3.4. We assume σ = 1. Let rΘ ≡ Reg∗T (Θ)/RLR(Θ). Then
we have an easy (trivial) upper bound rΘ ≤ 1.
(1). Using the apriori estimate n∗ ≥ T/K,

rΘ ≥
∑

a:∆a>0 ∆a
(√

K/T + ∆a/γT
)−2∑

a:∆a>0 γ
2
T/∆a

≥ min
a∈[K]

(
γT

√
T/K∆a

+ 1
)−2
≥
(
1 −C/L

)
+.

Now using Theorem 3.2, we have∣∣∣∣∣ R(Θ)
RLR(Θ)

− 1 −
(
rΘ − 1

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C · err(Θ) · rΘ. (7.10)

Consequently, for any L > C, |R(Θ)/RLR(Θ) − 1| ≲ 1/L + err(Θ).
(2). Let L ≡ ε ∈ (0, 1/2) and ∆1 = 0, ∆|[2:K] ≡ ε

√
2 log T/(T/K). Let n∗ ≡ ρ(T/K)

for some ρ ∈ [1,K]. Then as

T = n∗ + (K − 1) ·
(
1/
√

n∗ + ε
√

K/T
)−2

= ρ(T/K) + (1 − 1/K) · (ρ−1/2 + ε)−2 · T ≥ (ρ−1/2 + ε)−2 · T/2,

we have 1 ≤ ρ ≤ (1/
√

2 − ε)−2 ≤ 24 for ε ∈ (0, 1/2). Consequently,

rΘ ≲
∑

a∈[2:K] ∆an∗(Θ)
log T ·

∑
a∈[2:K] 1/∆a

≲ ε2.

Moreover, with this choice of ∆, we may compute err(Θ) ≍
√

log log T/ log T +
K/T . This means inf∆∈C (ε) R(Θ)/RLR(Θ) ≤ C · ε2 by (7.10). □

7.4. Proof of Corollary 3.5. We assume σ = 1. We only need to choose a sub-
class of ∆ to provide a lower bound for the maximum risk. Let us choose ∆ with
∆1 = 0 and ∆2 = · · · = ∆K = τ

√
2 log T/(T/K) for some τ > 0 to be tuned later.

From equation (3.4), we have a simple estimate n∗ ≥ T/K. Using this lower bound,
with some calculations we have∑

a∈A+

∆a
(
1/
√

n∗ + ∆a/γT
)−2
≥ (1 − 1/K)

√
2T K log T ·

τ

(1 + τ)2 .

This suggests the choice τ = 1 to achieve the maximum in the right hand side of
the above display. The claim follows by computing for the error term err(Θ). □
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8. Proofs 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 [Mou13, Theorem 1.2] and originally due to [Joo93].

Proposition 8.1. Let {(Yt,Ft)}t∈[T ] be a square-integrable martingale difference
sequence. Let s2

T ≡
∑

t∈[T ] EY2
t and V2

T ≡ s−2
T
∑

t∈[T ] E[Y2
t |Ft−1]. Then for any pair

(p, q) ∈ [1,∞), there exists some constant C = C(p, q) > 0 such that

dKol

( 1
sT

∑
t∈[T ]

Yt,Z
)
≤ C ·

[
∥V2

T − 1∥
p

2p+1
p +

(
s−2q

T

∑
t∈[T ]

∥Yt∥
2q
2q

) 1
2q+1
]
.

Here Z ∼ N(0, 1) is independent of all other variables.

8.2. Proof of Theorem 4.2. Without loss of generality, we assume σ = 1.
(Step 1). In this step, we show that for any θ ∈ (0, 1/4), there exists some Cθ > 0
such that with ∆a;T (ρ) ≡ P

(
|
{
E na;T/na;T

}1/2
− 1| > ρ

)
,

dKol
(
n1/2

a;T
(
µ̂a;T − µa

)
,Z
)
/Cθ

≤ E1/3
∣∣∣∣∣ na;T

E na;T
− 1
∣∣∣∣∣ + 1
{E na;T }1/2−θ

+ inf
ρ∈(0,1/2)

(
ρ + ∆a;T (ρ)

)
. (8.1)

To prove (8.1), we write ZT ≡ n1/2
a;T
(
µ̂a;T − µa

)
, and let

Yt ≡ {n∗a;T }
−1/21At=a · (Rt − µa).

Let Ft be the σ-field generated by R1, . . . ,Rt. Then we may compute s2
T ≡

E na;T/n∗a;T , and

V2
T ≡

1
s2

T

∑
t∈[T ]

E[Y2
t |Ft−1] =

∑
t∈[T ] 1At=a

E na;T
=

na;T

E na;T
.

Moreover, for any q ≥ 1, with Mq ≡ EZ2q,

1

s2q
T

∑
t∈[T ]

∥Yt∥
2q
2q =

{n∗a;T }
q

{E na;T }q
·

1
{n∗a;T }

q

∑
t∈[T ]

E 1At=a · Mq =
Mq

{E na;T }q−1 .

On the other hand,
1
sT

∑
t∈[T ]

Yt =
1

{E na;T }1/2

∑
t∈[T ]

1At=a · (Rt − µa) =
( na;T

E na;T

)1/2
ZT .

Consequently, using Proposition 8.1,

dKol

({ na;T

E na;T

} 1
2
ZT ,Z

)
≲q E

1/3
∣∣∣∣∣ na;T

E na;T
− 1
∣∣∣∣∣ + 1

{E na;T }
q−1
2q+1

. (8.2)

On the other hand, for any t ∈ R and ρ ∈ (0, 1/2),

P
(
ZT ≤ t

)
≤ P
({ na;T

E na;T

}1/2
ZT ≤ t(1 − ρ)−1

)
+ ∆a;T (ρ).
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So for any t ∈ R and ρ ∈ (0, 1/2),

P
(
ZT ≤ t

)
− P
(
Z ≤ t

)
≤ P
({ na;T

E na;T

}1/2
ZT ≤ t(1 − ρ)−1

)
− P
(
Z ≤ t

)
+ ∆a;T (ρ)

≤ dKol

({ na;T

E na;T

}1/2
ZT ,Z

)
+ 2ρ|t| · sup

u∈[t/2,2t]
φ(u) + ∆a;T (ρ).

Here φ 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 supt∈R

{
|t| · supu∈[t/2,2t] φ(u)

}
< ∞.

(Step 2). We shall estimate in this step the three terms, denoted I1, I2, I3, on the
right hand side of (8.1). Let us write err△(Θ) ≡ D−1

∗ err(Θ)+ϑ∗T and err∗(Θ, γ) ≡
D−1
∗ err(Θ) + γ/γT .
For I1, by using Proposition 3.3, for some universal constant C0 > 0, uniformly

in all a ∈ [K],(
1 −C0 · err△(Θ)

)
+ · n

∗
a;T ≤ E na;T ≤

(
1 +C0 · err△(Θ)

)
· n∗a;T . (8.3)

So for err△(Θ) ≤ 1/(2C0), we have

I1 ≤

[ 1
2n∗a;T

(
E|na;T − n∗a;T | − |E na;T − n∗a;T |

)]1/3
≤ C · err1/3

△ (Θ). (8.4)

For I2, using the first inequality of (8.3), for err△(Θ) ≤ 1/(2C0), we have

I2 ≲
( 1
n∗a;T

)1/2−θ
≲
(K

T
+
∆2

a

γ2
T

)1/2−θ
≤ err

1/2−θ
△ (Θ). (8.5)

For I3, first using Proposition 3.3,

E na;T

na;T
=

n∗a;T

na;T
·
(
1 + O(err△(Θ))

)
.

On the other hand, by Proposition 3.7, on an event E∗(γ) with P
(
Ec
∗(γ)
)
≤ C(γ−100

T +

log T · γe−γ
2/2), by possibly adjusting C0 > 0,∣∣∣∣∣n∗a;T

na;T
− 1
∣∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣1 − na;T

n∗a;T

∣∣∣∣∣ · n∗a;T

na;T
≤ C0 · err∗(Θ, γ) ·

n∗a;T

na;T
.

So for err∗(Θ, γ) ≤ 1/(2C0), on the event E∗(γ) we have |n∗a;T/na;T − 1| ≲
err∗(Θ, γ). This means that on the same event,∣∣∣∣∣E na;T

na;T
− 1
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C1 ·

(
err∗(Θ, γ) + err△(Θ)

)
,

provided err∗(Θ, γ) ∨ err△(Θ) < min{1/(2C0), 1/(4C1)}. Consequently,

I3 ≤ C1 ·
(
err∗(Θ, γ) + err△(Θ)

)
+ P
(
E∗(γ)c).

By choosing γ = C2
√

log log T for a large enough constant C2 > 0,

I3 ≲ err△(Θ) + γ−100
T + (log T )−101 ≲ err△(Θ). (8.6)
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The claim for small values of err△(Θ) now follows by combining (8.4)-(8.6) with
(8.1). The case for large values of err△(Θ) follows trivially by adjusting the nu-
merical constant. □

8.3. Proof of Theorem 4.4. We assume σ = 1 and shall drop the superscript ‘lin’
in ∆lin

a ,Θlin, nlin
∗ and n∗,lina;T for notational simplicity. First, as β̂λ = (S T +λI)−1S Tβ∗+

T−1(S T + λI)−1X⊤ξ,

ZT ≡
√

T · (S T + λI)
(
β̂λ − (S T + λI)−1S Tβ∗

)
= T−1/2 · X⊤ξ. (8.7)

(Step 1). In this step, we show that if E S T is non-singular, then there ex-
ists some universal constant C > 0 such that for all w ∈ ∂Bd(1) with
maxa∈[K]⟨w, (E S T )−1/2za⟩

2 > 0,

dKol
(〈

w, (E S T )−1/2ZT
〉
,Z
)
≤ C · err1/3

△ (Θ). (8.8)

To prove (8.8), let us fix v ∈ Rd such that maxa∈[K]⟨v, za⟩
2 > 0. Let Yt ≡

T−1/2⟨v, xt⟩ξt = ⟨v,ZT ⟩. For α ∈ [K], let τa ≡ ⟨v, za⟩
2. Moreover, for q ≥ 1,

let A(q) be a random variable on [K] with P(A(q) = a) ∝ τqa that is independent of
all other variables. As ∥τ∥∞ > 0 by assumption, the law of A(q) is well-defined. For
notational simplicity, we write A ≡ A(1). Using these notation, we have

s2
T ≡
∑
t∈[T ]

EY2
t =

1
T

∑
a∈[K]

τa · E na;T =
1
T
· E nA;T = ∥(E S T )1/2v∥2.

A similar calculation leads to

V2
T =

∑
a∈[K] τa · na;T∑

a∈[K] τa · E na;T
=
EA nA;T

E nA;T
.

Using (8.3), for err△(Θ) ≤ 1/(2C0) (where C0 is the constant in (8.3)),

E|V2
T − 1| ≲ Eξ

[EA|nA;T − n∗A;T | + EA|n∗A;T − Eξ nA;T |

EA n∗A;T

]
≲ err△(Θ). (8.9)

Here in the last inequality we used mina∈[K] n∗a;T ≳ 1. On the other hand, for any
q ≥ 1, again with Mq ≡ EZ2q,

1

s2q
T

∑
t∈[T ]

∥Yt∥
2q
2q = Mq

∑
a∈[K] τ

q
a E na;T(∑

a∈[K] τa E na;T
)q ≤ Mq

E nA(q);T

EA(q)(Eξ nA(q);T )q ≤
Mq

∥Eξ nA(q);T ∥
q−1
q

.

Consequently, for err△(Θ) ≤ 1/(2C0), using the alternative estimate
mina∈[K] n∗a;T ≳ min{T/K, γ2

T/∥∆∥
2
∞}, we have( 1

s2q
T

∑
t∈[T ]

∥Yt∥
2q
2q

) 1
2q+1
≲ ∥n∗A(q);T ∥

−
q−1
2q+1

q ≲
(K

T
+
∥∆∥2∞

γ2
T

) q−1
2q+1
. (8.10)

Now applying Proposition 8.1 with the estimates (8.9)-(8.10) and q chosen suf-
ficiently large, for err△(Θ) ≤ 1/(2C0) we have for all v ∈ Rd such that
maxa∈[K]⟨v, za⟩

2 > 0,

dKol

(
⟨v,ZT ⟩

∥(E S T )1/2v∥
,Z
)
≤ C · err1/3

△ (Θ).
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The desired claim (8.8) now follows by choosing v = (E S T )−1/2w for w ∈ ∂Bd(1)
with maxa∈[K]⟨w, (E S T )−1/2za⟩

2 > 0 in the above display.
(Step 2). We will show in this step that there exists a large enough universal con-
stant C0 > 0 such that for the choice γ ≡ C0

√
log log T , if err△(Θ) ≤ σ∗T/(2C2

0zK),
on an event E∗(γ) with P

(
Ec
∗(γ)
)
≤ C(γ−100

T + log T · γe−γ
2/2), we have

∥S −1/2
T − (E S T )−1/2∥op ≤ 2C0 · z

1/2
K err

1/2
△ (Θ)/σ∗T . (8.11)

To this end, let

ζT ≡ max
a∈[K]
{|E na;T/n∗a;T − 1| + |na;T/n∗a;T − 1|}.

We shall first prove that if zK · ζT/σ
∗
T ≤ 1/2,

∥S −1/2
T − (E S T )−1/2∥op ≤ 2

(
zKζT/σ

∗,2
T
)1/2. (8.12)

To prove (8.12), we need a few preliminary estimates:
(1) ∥S T − S ∗T ∥op ∨ ∥E S T − S ∗T ∥op ∨ ∥S T − E S T ∥op ≤ zK · ζT .
(2) ∥S −1

T ∥op: Note that

∥S −1
T ∥op ≤ σ

∗,−1
T + ∥S −1

T − S ∗,−1
T ∥op

≤ σ∗,−1
T + σ∗,−1

T ∥S T − S ∗T ∥op · ∥S −1
T ∥op.

This means ∥S −1
T ∥op ≤ 2/σ∗T , provided zK · ζT/σ

∗
T ≤ 1/2.

(3) ∥(E S T )−1∥op: Using a completely similar argument as above,

∥(E S T )−1∥op ≤ σ
∗,−1
T + σ∗,−1

T ∥E S T − S ∗T ∥op · ∥(E S T )−1∥op.

This means again ∥(E S T )−1∥op ≤ 2/σ∗T , provided zK · ζT/σ
∗
T ≤ 1/2.

Using the above preliminary estimates, if zK · ζT/σ
∗
T ≤ 1/2,

∥S −1/2
T − (E S T )−1/2∥op

≤ ∥S −1/2
T ∥op∥(E S T )−1/2∥op · ∥S

1/2
T − (E S T )1/2∥op

(∗)
≤ (2/σ∗T ) · ∥S T − E S T ∥

1/2
op ≤ 2

(
zKζT/σ

∗,2
T
)1/2.

Here in (∗) we used the fact that for two p.s.d. matrices A, B, ∥A1/2−B1/2∥op ≤ ∥A−
B∥1/2op (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 γ ≡ C0
√

log log T for a large enough
universal constant C0 > 0, we have ζT ≤ C2

0 err△(Θ). This means that if
err△(Θ) ≤ σ∗T/(2C2

0zK), on the event E∗(γ), we have ∥S −1/2
T − (E S T )−1/2∥op ≤

2C0
(
zK err△(Θ)/σ∗,2T

)1/2, 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 ZT = T−1/2∑

t∈[T ] xtξt,
we may compute

E∥ZT ∥
2 =

1
T

∑
t,s∈[T ]

E ξtξs⟨xt, xs⟩ =
1
T

∑
t∈[T ]

E∥xt∥
2 = zK + O

(
err△(Θ)

)
.
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Consequently, for any t ∈ R, ε > 0 and u > 0, if err△(Θ) ≤ σ∗T/(2C2
0zK),

P
(
⟨w, S −1/2

T ZT ⟩ ≤ t
)
− P
(
Z ≤ t

)
≤ P
(
⟨w, (E S T )−1/2ZT ⟩ ≤ t + ε

)
− P
(
Z ≤ t

)
+ P
(
∥S −1/2

T − (E S T )−1/2∥op ·
(
zK +C · err△(Θ)

)1/2
· u ≥ ε

)
+ u−2

≤ dKol
(〈

w, (E S T )−1/2ZT
〉
,Z
)
+ ε + u−2

+ 1
(
ε ≤ 2C0 ·

{
zK +C · err1/2

△ (Θ)z1/2
K

}
· u · err1/2

△ (Θ)/σ∗T
)
+ P
(
E∗(γ)c).

Here in the last inequality we used the estimate (8.11) in Step 2. Using the estimate
(8.8) in Step 1, if err△(Θ) ≤ σ∗T/(2C2

0zK), it holds for any t ∈ R and u > 0 that

P
(
⟨w, S −1/2

T ZT ⟩ ≤ t
)
− P
(
Z ≤ t

)
≤ C · err1/3

△ (Θ) +C ·
(
zK/σ

∗
T + 1

)
· err

1/2
△ (Θ) · u + u−2.

Optimizing over u > 0, for some universal constant C1 > 0, if err△(Θ) ≤
σ∗T/(C1zK), it holds for any t ∈ R that

P
(
⟨w, S −1/2

T ZT ⟩ ≤ t
)
− P
(
Z ≤ t

)
≤ C · err1/3

△ (Θ) ·
(
1 +
(
zK/σ

∗
T + 1

)2/3
err

1/3
△ (Θ)

)
≤ C1 · err

1/3
△ (Θ) ·

(
1 +
(
zK/σ

∗
T
)1/3).

A lower bound can be proved similarly, so for all w ∈ ∂Bd(1) with
maxa∈[K]⟨w, (E S T )−1/2za⟩

2 > 0,

dKol
(〈

w, S −1/2
T ZT

〉
,Z
)
≤ C1 · err

1/3
△ (Θ) ·

(
1 +
(
zK/σ

∗
T
)1/3),

provided the condition err△(Θ) ≤ σ∗T/(C1zK) holds. Moreover, under this con-
dition, E S T is invertible, and therefore {(E S T )−1/2za : a ∈ [K]} spans Rd. This
means that the constraint maxa∈[K]⟨w, (E S T )−1/2za⟩

2 > 0 can be dropped for free
under err△(Θ) ≤ σ∗T/(C1zK). If err△(Θ) > σ∗T/(C1zK), the above estimate holds
trivially by adjusting the numerical constant. □

Appendix A. A boundary crossing probability estimate

Lemma A.1. Let ξ1, . . . , ξT be i.i.d. N(0, 1). Then there exists a universal constant
C > 0 such that the following hold for x ≥ 1, y > 0:

(1) pT (x) ≡ P
(

maxt∈[T ] t−1/2∑
s∈[t] ξs > x

)
≤ C · log T · xe−x2/2.

(2) qT (x, y) ≡ P
(

mint∈[T ]
{
t−1∑

s∈[t] ξs + t−1/2x
}
≤ −y
)
≤ Cy−2

∫ ∞
x (z − x)2e−z2/2 dz.

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 pT (x) ≤ φ(x){x(log T + 2) +

√
2/π + 4/x}. Here we obtain a non-

asymptotic estimate of the correct order via a fairly elementary blocking method
when {ξi}’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

∑
t∈[a,b] as

∑
t∈[a,b]∩Z.

(1). Using a standard blocking argument, we have for any η ∈ (1, 2],

pT (x) ≤
∑

1≤r≤
⌈
logη T

⌉P
(

max
ηr−1≤t≤ηr

1
√

t

∑
s∈[t]

ξs > x
)
≤

∑
1≤r≤

⌈
logη T

⌉P
(

max
t∈[ηr]

∑
s∈[t]

ξs >

√
ηr−1x

)
.

Apply Lévy’s maximal inequality (cf. [dlPG99, Theoren 1.1.1]), we have

pT (x) ≤ 2
∑

1≤r≤
⌈
logη T

⌉P
( ∑

s∈[ηr]

ξs >

√
ηr−1x

)
≤ C ·

(
1 +

log T
log η

)
· x−1 · e−x2/(2η).

By writing η−1 = 1 − ε for some ε ∈ (0, 10−1), the right hand side of the
above display can be further bounded by an absolute constant multiple of log T ·
ε−1x−1e−(1−ε)x2/2, and therefore

pT (x) ≤ C · log T · x−1 · inf
ε∈(0,10−1)

ε−1 · e−(1−ε)x2/2.

Now for x > 4, by choosing ε = 1/x2 ∈ (0, 10−1), we have (1 − ε)x2 = x2 − 1 and
therefore the right hand side of the above display is bounded by C · log T · xe−x2/2.
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]. □
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[BDK+21] Aurélien Bibaut, Maria Dimakopoulou, Nathan Kallus, Antoine Chambaz, and Mark
van Der Laan, Post-contextual-bandit inference, Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems 34 (2021), 28548–28559.

[Bha97] Rajendra Bhatia, Matrix analysis, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol. 169, Springer-
Verlag, New York, 1997.

[BHX23] Zhigang Bao, Qiyang Han, and Xiaocong Xu, A leave-one-out approach to approxi-
mate message passing, arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.05911 (2023).
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[CM07] Pierre-Arnaud Coquelin and Rémi Munos, Bandit algorithms for tree search, Proceed-
ings of the Twenty-Third Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (Arling-
ton, Virginia, USA), UAI’07, AUAI Press, 2007, p. 67–74.

[DF79] David A. Dickey and Wayne A. Fuller, Distribution of the estimators for autoregres-
sive time series with a unit root, J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 74 (1979), no. 366, 427–431.

[DJM23] Yash Deshpande, Adel Javanmard, and Mohammad Mehrabi, Online debiasing for
adaptively collected high-dimensional data with applications to time series analysis,
J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 118 (2023), no. 542, 1126–1139.

[dlPG99] Vı́ctor H. de la Peña and Evarist Giné, Decoupling, Probability and its Applications
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