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Abstract

Learning for animals or humans is the process
that leads to behaviors better adapted to the
environment. This process highly depends on
the individual that learns and is usually ob-
served only through the individual’s actions.
This article presents ways to use this individ-
ual behavioral data to find the model that
best explains how the individual learns. We
propose two model selection methods: a gen-
eral hold-out procedure and an AIC-type cri-
terion, both adapted to non-stationary de-
pendent data. We provide theoretical error
bounds for these methods that are close to
those of the standard i.i.d. case. To compare
these approaches, we apply them to contex-
tual bandit models and illustrate their use
on both synthetic and experimental learning
data in a human categorization task.

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Modeling Learning

From a behavioral perspective, learning can be defined
as “a process by which an organism benefits from ex-
perience so that its future behavior is better adapted
to its environment” (Rescorla, 1988). What if we want
to model the learning process of an individual based
only on the observations of its actions? That is, given
an experiment of a learning task and some behavioral
data of an individual performing that task, we want
to find a model that explains the behavior and actions
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of that individual. This question lies in the computa-
tional modeling of behavioral data (also referred to as
cognitive modeling) (Wilson and Collins, 2019; Farrell
and Lewandowsky, 2018; Collins and Shenhav, 2022;
Mezzadri, 2020; Busemeyer and Diederich, 2010).

By its very nature, learning is a non stationary and
dependent process. An extensive theory on statistical
estimation and model selection exists for independent
and stationary data (see Section 1.4). On the other
hand, there are very few theoretical studies of statis-
tical methods for non stationary and non independent
data: in (Aubert et al., 2023), the properties of the
MLE are studied for the Exp3model (Auer et al., 2002)
on learning data; in (Aubert et al., 2024), a very gen-
eral model selection procedure is presented that can
be applied to non stationary data but works with re-
strictive assumptions on the models.

In this work, we provide a new oracle inequality for
a hold-out procedure specifically designed for non-
stationary data that offers flexibility for a wide range
of non-stationary learning scenarios. However this
method does not encompass parameter estimation in
each model. Hence we also provide a AIC-like penal-
ized log-likelihood estimation. The corresponding the-
oretical result is an oracle inequality derived by apply-
ing (Aubert et al., 2024). It requires assumptions on
the parametrization on the models that hold in partic-
ular for contextual bandits.

1.2 Contextual Bandits as Models of
Learning

A contextual bandit algorithm (Auer et al., 2002;
Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020) is a decision-making
framework where, at each time step, the learner ob-
serves contextual information, selects an action and re-
ceives feedback in the form of a reward based on both
the chosen action and the context. Unlike the stan-
dard multi-armed bandit problem, contextual bandits
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incorporate additional information (the context) from
the environment to guide action selection, allowing the
model to adapt its policy dynamically based on the
current situation. The usual goal of a reinforcement
algorithm is to find an optimal policy that maximizes
cumulative rewards. Contextual bandits have broad
applications across machine learning, including recom-
mendation systems, healthcare decision-making, and
personalized medicine (Bouneffouf and Rish, 2019).

In this work, we use contextual bandits as models of
learning. They are gaining popularity in cognitive psy-
chology (Lan and Baraniuk, 2016; Schulz et al., 2018)
because they provide a simple yet effective framework
for understanding how individuals adjust their deci-
sion based on past experiences and present contextual
cues. Many traditional cognitive models, such as the
Component Cue (Gluck and Bower, 1988) or the AL-
COVE models (Kruschke, 1992), address similar prob-
lems and can be reinterpreted as contextual bandits.

One key advantage in using contextual bandits as mod-
els of learning is their flexibility—the “context” can be
almost anything (see Section 5 for an example), mak-
ing the framework highly adaptable to a wide range of
learning situations. Additionally, their ability to effi-
ciently balance exploration and exploitation is critical
in uncertain environments. Their relatively loose mod-
eling approach allows for tractable representations of
complex behavioral data which makes them easier to
implement than traditional cognitive models.

1.3 Contributions

In what follows, n is the number of observed choices
and actions during the learning experiment.

• In Section 3, we show that for any finite family of
models M, a hold-out estimator satisfies an oracle in-
equality with an O ((log n+ log |M|)/n) error bound,
regardless of the nature of the models of learning.

• In Section 4, we consider an AIC-type criterion with
a possibly infinite countable number of parametric
models built from contextual bandits algorithms. We
show an oracle inequality with an O (log(n)/n) error
bound and explain the pros and cons of the AIC-type
criterion vs the hold-out procedure.

• Section 5 is devoted to numerical illustrations of both
methods on both synthetic and experimental learning
data in a categorization task. Here the models in com-
petition are contextual bandits (see Appendix B for
more details).

• We present examples of bandits algorithms for which
assumptions of Section 4 are satisfied in Appendix A.

• In Appendix C, we discuss how bandits with ex-

pert advice can be used to model metalearning (Binz
et al., 2023), which refers to the processes by which an
individual acquires knowledge about its own learning
abilities, strategies, and preferences. We provide the
details to obtain model selection methods and guaran-
tees for metalearning as well.

• The complete proofs of the theoretical results are
given in Appendix D.

1.4 Related Work

Hold-out estimators are commonly applied in cogni-
tive modeling for learning data (Mezzadri et al., 2022a;
James et al., 2023) for arbitrating between models.
Theoretical analysis of hold-out procedures in the liter-
ature generally assumes the data stationary and inde-
pendent (Massart, 2007; Arlot and Lerasle, 2016; Arlot
and Celisse, 2010). There exist some limited results for
time-dependent data (Opsomer et al., 2001), but these
involve very different approaches from ours. A key
challenge in our context is that the training set is not
independent from the validation set, which prevents
the use of techniques such as V -fold cross-validation.

Section 4 is similar in design to the framework of
Castellan (2003) for selecting the best histogram for
density estimation or more generally to non asymp-
totic model selection (Massart, 2007). The main dif-
ference is that we are in a non stationary and non
independent framework.

In Section 4, unlike standard approaches in reinforce-
ment learning (RL) (Bubeck et al., 2012), our goal is
not to improve regret or to develop algorithms optimiz-
ing rewards as in (Dimakopoulou et al., 2017; Foster
et al., 2019; Pacchiano et al., 2020); instead, we aim
to understand how an individual learns. We select the
contextual bandit model that best fits an individual’s
learning curve from their learning data, without as-
suming the individual understands the context-action
relationship. Thus, we seek the most realistic model
rather than an optimal one. This theoretical statistical
problem was first studied in (Aubert et al., 2023).Our
method goes further and accommodates misspecified
models.

At first sight, this problem may seem similar to the
perspectives of Imitation Learning (IL) and Inverse
Reinforcement Learning (IRL). Our work consists in
trying to reproduce the learning curve of an expert
(the individual under observation). However, IL meth-
ods use data from an expert who has already mastered
the task (Hussein et al., 2017) and learn to perform it
by copying them, while IRL (Arora and Doshi, 2021)
aims to infer an underlying reward function based on
the expert’s observed behavior across multiple trajec-
tories. In contrast, in the field of cognition, experi-
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menters control the reward function and seek to infer
an individual’s behavior based on a single learning tra-
jectory.

Our work is close to Hüyük et al. (2022); Schulz et al.
(2015, 2018) who estimate how a learner’s behavior
evolves with Bayesian models, however they focus on
reward estimation. Therefore we cannot compare their
method (whose output is a reward function) with our
method (whose output is a policy).

2 FRAMEWORK AND NOTATIONS

The methodology we use is similar to the one in (Wil-
son and Collins, 2019; Farrell and Lewandowsky, 2018;
Daw, 2011). It starts by considering a family of mod-
els that are relevant for the experiment and observed
behavior: each model provides a family of candidate
distributions for the sequence of choices made by the
individual. For each model, model fitting is usually
done by maximum likelihood estimation (MLE). Fi-
nally, the best cognitive model is selected by hold-out
or an Akaike-type information criterion (AIC). In the
particular case of the hold-out procedure, we focus on
the selection step, disregarding how the fitted models
are obtained so that our results hold regardless of the
method used to extract one distribution per model.

2.1 Notations

Given two integers s ⩽ t and a sequence (as)s∈Z, we
define ats = (as, . . . , at), with ats being the empty se-
quence when s > t. Let N∗ denote the set of positive
integers, and for any n ∈ N∗, we write [n] = {1, . . . , n}.
Lastly, we denote the natural logarithm by log.

Let n ⩾ 3 be an integer. We observe the sequence of
actions (At)1⩽t⩽n defined on a Polish measure space
(Ω,F , µ) and adapted to a filtration (Ft)1⩽t⩽n. We de-
note the corresponding probability measure by P and
the expectation by E.

Our goal is to estimate the successive conditional den-
sities of At w.r.t. µ. If Ω is discrete and µ is the
counting measure, these densities are given by the se-
quence

p⋆t (.) = P(At = . | Ft−1), ∀t ∈ [n].

In the following discussion, we will assume that µ is
a fixed measure on Ω. For general measured spaces
(Ω,F , µ), we assume that the conditional density of
At given Ft−1 with respect to µ exists, denoting it
by p⋆t (.). Consequently, for all x ∈ Ω, the sequence
(p⋆t (x))1⩽t⩽n is predictable with respect to the filtra-
tion. Let p⋆ = (p⋆t )t∈[n] represent the vector of all
successive conditional densities.

2.2 Some Examples of Filtrations

The Filtration Depends Only on Past Observa-
tions. A simple scenario consists in assuming that
an action at time t depends only on the history of
past actions. In this case, the filtration is defined by
Ft = σ(At

1) for t ⩾ 1, and F0 is the trivial σ-algebra
with no prior information. Under this setup, the true
density at time t, p⋆t , is the conditional density of At

given the past actions At−1
1 . For t = 1, p⋆1 is the de-

terministic density of the first action since no prior
actions have been taken.

This can occur as soon as the environment of the indi-
vidual is fixed (see for instance (Rescorla, 1988; Barron
et al., 2015)). Cognitive tasks in such situations usu-
ally look like a standard bandit problem, where the in-
dividual tries to optimize its reward by pulling arms.
Such tasks have been used in humans for studies on
addiction (Bouneffouf et al., 2017) or in rodents with
the Skinner box (Skinner, 2019).

A classical model for such a task is the Gradient

Bandit algorithm (Sutton, 2018; Mei et al., 2024), with
learning rate θ. In this algorithm 1, the agent chooses
an action At among a finite set of actions [K] where
K is a positive integer, and receives a reward gAt,t > 0
from the environment drawn from some probability
distribution. The algorithm then uses policy gradi-
ent methods to directly optimize the probabilities of
selecting each action.

Algorithm 1 Gradient Bandit (Mei et al., 2023)

Inputs: n, θ > 0, K ∈ N∗.
Initialization: pθ,1 =

(
1
K , . . . , 1

K

)
.

for t ∈ [n] do
Draw an action At ∼ pt and receive a reward

gAt,t > 0.
Update for all a ∈ [K],

pθ,t(a) =
exp

(
−θ
∑

s∈[t] ĝ
θ
a,s

)
∑

b∈[K] exp
(
−θ
∑

s∈[t] ĝ
θ
b,s

)
where ĝθb,s = (1As=b − pθ,s(b)) gAs,s.

A model (pθ)θ∈Θ is said to be well-specified if there ex-
ist θ∗ such that the true distribution p∗ = pθ∗ . Prop-
erties of the MLE for a well-specified model in this
particular learning framework have been explored in
(Aubert et al., 2023).

The Filtration Depends on Past Observations
and Additional Variables. A more comprehensive
approach to modeling learning (Wilson and Collins,
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2019; Marr, 2010; Collins and Shenhav, 2022) involves
the assumption that a learner’s decisions are influenced
not only by past choices but also by observable con-
textual variables. Before making a decision at time t,
the individual has access to context information Xt.
The natural filtration in this framework is defined as
Ft−1 = σ(At−1

1 , Xt
1), which captures both the learner’s

previous actions At−1
1 and all context variables Xt

1

available up to time t.

2.3 Partial Log-likelihood

Given a sequence of distributions p = (pt)t∈[n], we use
as criterion the partial log-likelihood

ℓn(p) =

n∑
t=N

log pt(At) (1)

where the sum starts at N = 1 in the AIC-type frame-
work, and some N > 1 for the hold-out procedure
(in which the first N − 1 actions are used to estimate
the distribution in each model and the last n−N + 1
to select a model). For the example of Section 2.2
where Ft = σ(At

1) for t ⩾ 1 and F0 is the trivial σ-
algebra, ℓn(p) is exactly the log-likelihood log p(An

1 ).
For the second example of Section 2.2, we use the
term “partial” log-likelihood as per Cox (1975), be-
cause we are only interested in modeling the action
process An

1 and not the entire vector of observations
(X1, A1, . . . , Xn, An).

2.4 Stochastic Risk Function

Classical approaches (Massart, 2007; Spokoiny, 2012,
2017) typically define risk using an expectation of the
contrast. For example, in i.i.d. scenarios, the log-
likelihood is inherently linked to the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence between the estimated and the true
distributions.

In line with Aubert et al. (2024), we introduce the
stochastic risk function KN,n, defined as follows. For
1 ⩽ N ⩽ n and any sequence of conditional densities
p = (pt)1⩽t⩽n, we have:

KN,n(p) =
1

n−N + 1

n∑
t=N

E

[
log

p⋆t (At)

pt(At)

∣∣∣Ft−1

]
.

When N = 1, we simply write Kn(p). This expression
represents the empirical mean of the conditional KL
divergence, as the term

E

[
log

p⋆t (At)

pt(At)

∣∣∣Ft−1

]
is a predictable quantity corresponding to the KL di-
vergence between the distributions with densities p⋆t
and pt w.r.t. µ, conditionally to Ft−1.

When Ft = σ(At
1) for t ⩾ 1 and F0 is the trivial σ-

algebra, the quantity (n−N + 1)E[KN,n(p)] precisely
equals the KL divergence between the distributions de-
fined by p⋆ and p.

Similarly, we define the empirical mean of the Hellinger
distance, denoted H2

N,n, as:

H2
N,n(p) =

1

n−N + 1

n∑
t=N

E
[
H2(p⋆t (At), pt(At))

∣∣Ft−1

]
with H2(·, ·) the squared Hellinger distance.

3 HOLD-OUT PROCEDURE

In this section, we assume to have access to a family
of sequences of conditional densities (pm)m∈M, where
M is a finite set with at least two elements (|M| ⩾ 2),
as is commonly encountered in hold-out procedures
(Massart, 2007, Chapter 8). Each model of learning
m is characterized by a sequence of conditional densi-
ties pm = (pmt )t∈[n], where p

m
t serves as a candidate for

approximating the true conditional density p⋆t . Specif-
ically, under model m ∈ M, pmt (.) represents some
conditional density of At given the past information
Ft−1. The hold-out estimator m̂ is defined as follows.
Let n > N ⩾ 1 and select

m̂ ∈ argmax
m∈M

n∑
t=N

log pmt (At).

Theorem 1. Assume that for all m ∈ M, for all
x ∈ Ω,

• for all t ∈ [N ], pmt (x) is FN−1-measurable

• for all t ∈ {N, . . . , n}, pmt (x) is Ft−1-measurable.

For all ♢ > 1, there exists c > 0 such that

E[H2
N,n(p

m̂)|FN−1] ⩽ ♢ inf
m∈M

E[KN,n(p
m)|FN−1]

+ c
log(n−N + 1) + log |M|

n−N + 1
.

This result holds for arbitrary pm as long as they
are predictable w.r.t. (Ft)t. In particular, it al-
lows, as usual for hold-out, to take pm = pm

θ̃m
, where

θ̃m ∈ arg max
θm∈Θm

∑N−1
t=1 log pmθm,t(At), for some family of

models (Θm)m∈M. This result is new, since there
are no hold-out results for non-independent and non-
stationary data up to our knowledge. However, it is
the analog of Theorem 8.9 in (Massart, 2007) for this
learning framework, adding only a multiplicative fac-
tor log n in the error bound. It justifies the use of
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hold-out procedures to model learning data in cog-
nitive experiments such as (Mezzadri et al., 2022a;
James et al., 2023), using classical cognitive models as
Alcove (Kruschke, 1992), Component-Cue (Gluck and
Bower, 1988) or Activity-based Credit Assignment (see
(James et al., 2023) and the references therein).

4 AIC-TYPE CRITERION

The hold-out estimator does not require prior knowl-
edge of the underlying family of densities, but in prac-
tice (Wilson and Collins, 2019), it is more natural to
use procedures that allow for both parameter estima-
tion of a model and model selection, though they rely
on structural assumptions about the models (Massart,
2007; Spokoiny, 2012; Aubert et al., 2024). In this sec-
tion, we provide a new application of (Aubert et al.,
2024, Theorem 1) to the contextual setting defined
in the second example of Section 2.2. To simplify the
framework, we consider a finite set of actions [K]. The
filtration is therefore Ft = σ(At−1

1 , Xt
1), where Xt is

the context at time t that belongs to some context
space X . To stress out the dependency with the con-
text at time t, we write the true unknown probability
of picking an action At givenXt at time t as p⋆t (At|Xt).

We model learning through partition-based contextual
bandit algorithms (Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020,
Chapter 18), which allow for a straightforward com-
parison to the hold-out procedure in both theoretical
(Section 4.2) and empirical settings (Section 5). This
approach is linked to the classical problem of select-
ing the best partition when constructing a histogram
(Castellan, 2003; Massart, 2007). This modeling also
offers insight into how learners use contextual infor-
mation to make decisions. While we focus on a simple
scenario for the sake of simplicity, Appendix C extends
this result to more complex bandit models for met-
alearning.

4.1 Partition-based Contextual Bandits: An
Example of Parametric Models

Partition-based contextual bandits (Lattimore and
Szepesvári, 2020, Chapter 18) assume that the indi-
vidual partitions the context space X into disjoint cells
C. This often occurs when the individual is familiar
with the contexts and has developed a personal under-
standing of them. This allows the individual to learn
a new task only by updating one elementary and non-
contextual bandit algorithm (like Gradient Bandit),
denoted CellBandit(C), in each context cell C.

Being able to select the partition used by the individ-
ual among several candidates is important to under-
stand its behavior. For instance, in a categorization

task where contexts are objects (see Section 5), this
approach reveals the perceived similarity between ob-
jects by the learner thanks to the estimated partition.

Formally, let gt = (g1,t, . . . , gK,t) ∈ [0, 1]K represent
the vector of losses (or rewards) at time t, which mod-
els the feedback from the environment. We do not im-
pose specific assumptions on how losses are generated,
except that gt must be Ft−1-measurable. Contexts Xt

may also be generated independently of past actions
or may depend on them.

Each model m ∈ M corresponds to a partition Pm of
X into Dm cells. The model is parameterized by a vec-
tor θm = (θC)C∈Pm

, where each CellBandit(C) uses
a procedure characterized by a parameter θC , such as
the learning rate in the Gradient Bandit. The result-
ing candidate for p⋆ is pmθm = (pmθm,t)t∈[n].

Under model m, each CellBandit(C) is updated each
time Xt ∈ C and its decisions depend only on the
contexts and actions within the set Ft(C) = {s ∈ [t] :
Xs ∈ C}, with cardinality TC

t = |Ft(C)|. We denote
the action distribution at time t for CellBandit(C)
with parameter θC as πθC

C,TC
t

(see Algorithm 2). Thus,

for all t ∈ [n] and a ∈ [K]:

pmθm,t(a|Xt) = Pm
θm(At = a|Ft−1)

=
∑

C∈Pm

πθC
C,TC

t
(a)1Xt∈C . (2)

Algorithm 2 Partition-based contextual bandit for
model m (Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020)

Inputs: partition Pm of the context space X ,
parameters θm = (θC)C∈Pm

∈ Θm =
⊗

C∈Pm

ΘC , with ΘC compact parametric set.

Initialization: For all C ∈ Pm, for all a ∈ [K],
πθC
C,1(a) = 1/K.

for t = 1, 2, . . . do
Learner observes context Xt ∈ X and finds C ∈

Pm such that Xt ∈ C.
Learner plays CellBandit(C) with parameter

θC and samples action At ∼ πθC
C,TC

t
.

Learner observes loss gAt,t and updates the prob-

ability distribution πθC
C,TC

t
in CellBandit(C).

First, we need to assume that the probabilities do not
vanish.

Assumption 1. There exists ε > 0 and an integer
Tε ⩾ 2, such that, almost surely,

∀t ⩽ Tε, ∀x ∈ X , ∀a ∈ [K], p⋆t (a|x) ⩾ ε (3)
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and that for all m ∈ M and all C ∈ Pm, the
CellBandit(C) satisfies, for all parameter θC ∈ ΘC

∀t ⩽ Tε, ∀a ∈ [K], πθC
C,TC

t
(a) ⩾ ε. (4)

Assumption 1 is relevant because once the true prob-
ability p⋆t (a|x) of picking an action becomes too small
and the learner stops making mistakes, further im-
provement in parameter estimation is no longer pos-
sible. This is emphasized in (Aubert et al., 2023),
where the authors show a counterexample demonstrat-
ing that when the probability of error (picking the
wrong action) is too low, the quality of estimation can-
not be enhanced.

Let pen : M → R+ be a penalty function. For each
m ∈ M, let θ̂m ∈ arg max

θm∈Θm

ℓTε
(pmθm) be a MLE of

model m, with ℓ defined as in (1), and select a model
m̂ that minimizes the penalized log-likelihood stopped
at Tε:

m̂ ∈ arg min
m∈M

(
−
ℓTε

(pm
θ̂m

)

Tε
+ pen(m)

)
. (5)

To prove oracle inequalities, we need a smooth-
ness assumption on the parametrization of each
CellBandit(C) which can be extended to pm in
Proposition 2. Assumption 2 is standard for model
selection and parameter estimation (Massart, 2007;
Spokoiny, 2012).

Assumption 2. With the notation of Assumption 1,
there exists Lε > 0 such that, almost surely, for all
m ∈ M, all C ∈ Pm, for all δC , θC ∈ ΘC , for all
t ⩽ Tε,

sup
a∈[K]

∣∣∣∣∣∣log
πδC

C,TC
t
(a)

πθC
C,TC

t
(a)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ Lε∥δC − θC∥2. (6)

Proposition 2. Assume that pm is a partition-based
contextual bandit as in (2) and Algorithm 2 and
that there exists Tε such that for all C ∈ Pm,
CellBandit(C) satisfies (4) and (6). Then, almost
surely, for all θm, δm ∈ Θm, for all t ⩽ Tε, for all
x ∈ X , for all a ∈ [K], pmθm,t(a, x) ⩾ ε and

sup
a∈[K]

∣∣∣∣∣log
(
pmδm,t(a|x)
pmθm,t(a|x)

)∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ Lε sup
C∈Pm

∥δC − θC∥2.

Finally, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 3. The number of parameters of all
CellBandit procedures are uniformly bounded, so
that d = supm∈M supC∈Pm

dim(ΘC) is finite.

With these assumptions, one obtains the following re-
sult.

Theorem 3. Let M be a countable set, and for each
m ∈ M, consider a partition-based contextual bandit
model {pmθm , θm ∈ Θm} (see Algorithm 2 and (2)). Let
R and r be such that all coordinates θi,C ’s of θC ∈
ΘC , for C ∈ Pm and m ∈ M, satisfy r ⩽ θi,C ⩽ R

and let Aε = Lε

√
d(R − r) + 2 log(ε−1). Let Σε =

log(Aε)
∑

m∈M e−Dm < +∞. Under Assumptions 1,
2 and 3, for any ♢ > 1, there exist c, c′ > 0 such that
the following holds: if for all m ∈ M,

pen(m) ⩾ cA2
ε log(ε

−1) log(TεAε)
2Dm

Tε
,

then,

E[KTε(p
m̂
θ̂m̂)] ⩽

E

[
♢ inf

m∈M

(
inf

θm∈Θm
KTε

(pmθm) + 2 pen(m)

)]
+ c′AεΣε log(ε

−1)
log(Tε)

Tε
.

The set of models M can be any set as long as it
satisfies

∑
m∈M e−Dm < +∞. This condition is stan-

dard in the classic model selection literature (Massart,
2007). For our application to partitions of X , we may
take any subset of the family of all possible partitions,
but the number of partitions with a given dimension
should not grow too fast with the dimension: for in-
stance, it is impractical to take all possible partitions
of X since we incur a cost Σε/Tε in the error bound.

Theorem 3 is an application of Aubert et al. (2024).
However, despite the generality of their results, Aubert
et al. (2024) show mainly applications to the classical
settings of time-homogeneous models. We go further
by providing a ready-to-use version for partition-based
contextual bandits.

This result closely resembles the model selection “à
la Birgé-Massart” (Massart, 2007, Section 7.4), with
a bias-variance compromise and a penalty close to
the variance in Dm/Tε, up to additional logarithmic
terms, log2 Tε in the penalty and log Tε in the resid-
ual error. It follows from the general result of Aubert
et al. (2024), applicable to dependent non-stationary
data, though verifying its assumptions can be tedious.
Partition-based contextual bandits easily meet these
assumptions, such as those in (4) and (6) for the
CellBandit (see Section A for examples).

Studying the properties of MLE typically requires reg-
ularity assumptions on the parameterization of the dis-
tribution (differentiability of the likelihood (Spokoiny,
2012), for instance). In particular, Aubert et al. (2024)
assume a Lipschitz or Hölder condition on the param-
eterization. This condition is reflected in the case of
a partition-based contextual bandit by Assumption 2.
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This assumption is arduous to check for contextual
bandits because errors in the parameters compound
over time. In Appendix A, we prove that the Exp3-IX
and Gradient bandit algorithms satisfy them. In ad-
dition, we also apply the result of Aubert et al. (2024)
in the metalearning setup (Appendix C) for the Exp4
algorithm.

4.2 Method Comparison and Limitations

The hold-out method, while assumption-free regarding
the family of densities, relies on two losses—Hellinger
distance and KL divergence—which are standard in
model selection, although they are in general not
equivalent (see (Massart, 2007), Theorem 7.11).

Due to the data’s strong dependencies, the hold-out
procedure performs a single split at t = N unlike clas-
sical cross-validation. A trade-off is needed: N must
be large enough to accurately perform model fitting
but not too large to leave enough data for the model
selection step. This approach is unsuited when the
individual learns differently over time, such as when
they change their behavior between the start and the
end of the learning process (e.g. change the underlying
partition in partition-based contextual bandits).

Unlike the hold-out, the AIC-type approach does not
require sample splitting and performs well in practice
(Section 5). However, its oracle inequality holds only
for data from the time interval [Tε] (see Appendix A).
This restriction is actually quite reasonable in practice,
since nothing can be estimated about the learning pro-
cess once it reaches a stage where it makes no errors
(see also the negative results of Aubert et al. (2023)).

Both model selection methods rely on a hyperparam-
eter N (the split position) or c (the penalty constant),
which lack theoretical guidelines and must be empir-
ically tuned. In the classical i.i.d. framework, Arlot
and Celisse (2010) provide guidance on sample split-
ting in V-fold cross-validation. However, for our sce-
nario—an individual learning task—there is no theo-
retical recommendation for choosing N for the hold-
out criterion. We need to adjust N numerically as
illustrated in Figure 2b.

For the AIC-type criterion, the penalty involves the
constant c which is unknown beforehand and requires
numerical calibration as well (see Section 5). We could
either use the hold-out procedure from Section 3 or
apply heuristics like the dimension jump method or
slope heuristics (Baudry et al., 2012; Arlot, 2019) to
determine c. In Section 5, we use simulations for this
calibration, as shown in Figure 2c.

Color

Size

Pattern

Shape

(a) Representation in 4D space

A A

A

B A

B A

B B

(b) Category attribution

Figure 1: Experiment presentation: classic 5-4 cate-
gory structure, widely used in cognition (Medin and
Schaffer, 1978). In 1a, the 9 objects to classify repre-
sented in a 4D space with respect to their attributes:
Color, Size, Filling Pattern, and Shape. In 1b, by po-
sition in the 4D space, the category attribution (A or
B).

5 NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATIONS

We consider an experiment on the following catego-
rization task: learners have to classify nine objects in
two categories A and B in a sequential way with feed-
back after each individual choice. Figure 1 presents the
objects and the classification rule the learners have to
learn. It is a quite difficult task that has been experi-
mented for instance in (Mezzadri et al., 2022b), where
the learners needed about 300 trials to learn the clas-
sification rule.

For modeling, we fix the reward: 1 if the learner finds
the good category and 0 in the other case. We focus
on six models (detailed in Table 1 and Figure 4 of the
Appendix) with clear cognitive interpretations. Each
model represents a partition of the object space, where
a CellBandit procedure is applied within each part.
For example, the OnePerItem model is the most com-
plex, with the finest partition, where each element of
the object space forms its own subset.

On Synthetic Data. All the simulations were per-
formed with n = 500 and for Gradient Bandit as
CellBandit, for all the 6 models. The way synthetic
data are generated can be found in Appendix B.4.

Figures 2b and 2c show that the hold-out is almost
systematically outperformed by the penalized MLE.
Both struggle to identify the most complex model
OnePerItem, preferring simpler alternatives.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 2: Errors of the procedures as a function of the
tuning parameters. In 2a, average of the |θ̂C − θC |/θC
over all cells C in model OneForAll and OnePerItem

for the data generated respectively by the same mod-
els, where θ̂C is the MLE with likelihood truncated at
N (in abscissa). In 2b and 2c, percentage of mismatch
between m̂ and the simulated model over 100 simula-
tions. The colors for each model are the ones given in
Figure 3 whereas the average error on the models in
the dash line. In 2b, for the hold-out estimator as a
function of N/n. In 2c, for the penalized MLE with
pen(m) = c log(n)2Dm/n, as a function of c.

On the choice of hyperparameters. The hyper-
parameters (c for the penalized MLE and the propor-
tion N/n in the hold-out) can be chosen either by min-
imizing the average of the misclassification errors in
each model or by minimizing the maximum of these
errors ( 2b and 2c). Given the nature of the plot, we
chose the latter option. This led to the choice c=0.012
and N/n=0.5. We provide, in Appendix B.2, addi-
tional plots with two different choices of c: one that
minimizes the average of the errors, and the other that
corresponds to the AIC, that is c log(n)2 = 1.

The models in competition do not have the same
complexity. In particular, OnePerItem has a much
larger number of parameters than the other mod-
els. The penalty function disincentivizes models with
large numbers of parameters, which explains why
OnePerItem tends to be less selected in the simula-
tions.

However, OnePerItem is the model which, in real life,
means that participants have learned by heart without
trying to find a rule (such as treating similar shapes
in the same way). It has an important meaning, espe-
cially because Mezzadri et al. (2022b) have proven in
various cognitive experiments, including this one, that
some participants do not reason by rules, but by heart.

The proportion of mismatches for each model are re-
ported in Figure 3a for the hold-out and 3b for the
penalized MLE. Both methods manage to recover the
true model with less than 35% of mistakes, except
for the model OnePerItem, for which only the penal-
ized MLE is able to achieve a successful match more
than 60% of the time. The models that are confused
the most are the ones that are able to correctly learn
the categorization, that is ByPatternExc, ByShapeExc
and OnePerItem.

Each method has a small bias: the penalized estimator
prefers the OnePerItem model and has a tendency to
select it even when it is wrong (Figure 3b), whereas
the hold-out favors ByShapeExc ( 3a).

On Real Data. The data have been collected in
(Mezzadri et al., 2022b)1 and we focus only on the
learning data. We use only the 176 participants that
needed at least n = 100 trials. In Figure 3d, we see
that most of participants are attributed one of the 3
models able to learn. The most frequent is OnePerItem
(about 70% for the penalized MLE) and this percent-
age is larger than the one obtained on simulation,
probably meaning that a significant proportion of the
participants do not see the division along the dimen-
sions Shape or Pattern. It would be interesting for

1We refer the reader to (Mezzadri et al., 2022b) for pre-
cise description of the task as well as the ethics agreement.
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Figure 3: Distribution of the model choices. In a, hold-out with N = 250 over 100 simulations. In b, penalized
MLE with c = 0.012 over 100 simulations. In c, hold-out on the data recorded in (Mezzadri et al., 2022b)–176
participants. In d, penalized MLE on the same experimental data.

further study to see if this is linked to the presentation
order of the objects, as it has been proved for Alcove
and Component Cue in (Mezzadri et al., 2022b).

6 CONCLUSION

We proposed two selection methods of models of
learning that satisfy oracle inequalities: the hold-out
method selects the best estimator in any finite fam-
ily of estimators up to logarithmic terms; the AIC-like
method selects the best trade-off between the model
bias and the number of parameters of this model, un-
der some parametrization assumptions. In all cases,
the statistical challenge is that an individual’s learning
data are dependent and non stationary, so that clas-
sical statistical model selection results do not apply.
Future work involves a refinement of the model class
to capture more complex learning phenomena (see as
premices, the Appendix C on metalearning).
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Checklist

1. For all models and algorithms presented, check if
you include:

(a) A clear description of the mathematical set-
ting, assumptions, algorithm, and/or model.
[Yes] The notations are described in Sec-
tion 2. The set of models considered are also
described in this section and specified for the
bandit application in Section 4. Assumptions
for the penalized log-likelihood criterion are
also provided in this section. The algorithms
that satisfy these assumptions are provided
in Section A of the Appendix.

(b) An analysis of the properties and complexity
(time, space, sample size) of any algorithm.
[Yes] Details about running time and com-
plexity are available in Section B of the Ap-
pendix.

(c) Anonymized source code, with specification
of all dependencies, including external li-
braries. [Yes] The code for the experiments
is available in the zip file attached to the sub-
mission. The simulation of data according to
each model is precisely explained in Section B
of the Appendix, and the code to produce is
given. The codes to compute both estimators
(hold-out and penalized MLE) are given and
commented, also in the supplementary mate-
rial. The real data are taken from a published
paper (Mezzadri et al., 2022b) and we asked
the authors of (Mezzadri et al., 2022b) to pro-
vide us with these data. We don’t think it is
possible to make these data public because
the ethics agreement that has been signed
by the authors of (Mezzadri et al., 2022b),
prior to data collection, might not include
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this possibility. However, this application to
real data is mainly to prove that this can be
done in practice. Since there is not a truth
to be compared to in these data and since
even cross validation is hard to perform, this
real dataset cannot be used as a benchmark
to compare methods anyway.

2. For any theoretical claim, check if you include:

(a) Statements of the full set of assumptions of
all theoretical results. [Yes]

(b) Complete proofs of all theoretical results.
[Yes]

(c) Clear explanations of any assumptions. [Yes]
We stated precisely all our theoretical results
with assumptions that are clearly referenced.
We give intuition about how each assumption
is used. The proofs are given in the supple-
mentary material.

3. For all figures and tables that present empirical
results, check if you include:

(a) The code, data, and instructions needed to
reproduce the main experimental results (ei-
ther in the supplemental material or as a
URL). [Yes] All codes to generate synthetic
data and to perform penalized MLE and
hold-out are provided, so that all the numer-
ical part on the calibration of both methods
can be faithfully reproduced.Only the real
dataset, as explained before, cannot be given
for reproduction (Figure 3).

(b) All the training details (e.g., data splits, hy-
perparameters, how they were chosen). [Yes]
The whole purpose of our numerical study
in Section 5 is to explain the choice of hy-
perparameters (such as the splitting in the
hold-out of the calibration of the constant c
in the penalty).

(c) A clear definition of the specific measure or
statistics and error bars (e.g., with respect to
the random seed after running experiments
multiple times). [Yes] We have run our sim-
ulations on 600 independent simulated learn-
ers and we show with a boxplot (Figure 2a)
and mismatch proportion graphs (Figure 2b,
2c and 3) the proportion of erroneous selec-
tions. This cannot be done on real data,
since each real participant to the categoriza-
tion task is unique.

(d) A description of the computing infrastructure
used. (e.g., type of GPUs, internal cluster,
or cloud provider). [Yes] It is not central in
our analysis so it is just mentionned in the
supplementary material in Appendix B

4. If you are using existing assets (e.g., code, data,
models) or curating/releasing new assets, check if
you include:

(a) Citations of the creator If your work uses ex-
isting assets. [Yes] We clearly stated that
the real data come from (Mezzadri et al.,
2022b). The code has been developed by us
solely, using classical packages in R that are
clearly mentioned in the code and supplemen-
tary material.

(b) The license information of the assets, if ap-
plicable. [Not Applicable]

(c) New assets either in the supplemental mate-
rial or as a URL, if applicable. [Not Applica-
ble] We do not provide new packages associ-
ated to our results.

(d) Information about consent from data
providers/curators. [Yes] Authors from
(Mezzadri et al., 2022b) accepted that we
use their datasets to perform our simulations.

(e) Discussion of sensible content if applicable,
e.g., personally identifiable information or of-
fensive content. [Not Applicable] This work
is theoretical. The methods that are vali-
dated theoretically here have already been in
use in practice for a long time (see for in-
stance the rules to follow for cognitive mod-
eling in (Wilson and Collins, 2019)) and so
the expected societal impact of the present
work is negligible.

5. If you used crowdsourcing or conducted research
with human subjects, check if you include:

(a) The full text of instructions given to partici-
pants and screenshots. [No] We did not col-
lect data for the present article but used data
collected for (Mezzadri et al., 2022b), a work
that is already published. In this article, all
the details about instructions are given and
we do not think it makes sense to reproduce
it here for our illustration. We only kept the
main description of the task so that the read-
ers can understand what was done.

(b) Descriptions of potential participant risks,
with links to Institutional Review Board
(IRB) approvals if applicable. [No] The data
collection done for (Mezzadri et al., 2022b)
had the approval of the local ethic commit-
tee as mentioned in their article. Here we do
not feel necessary to reproduce this here but
rather point towards (Mezzadri et al., 2022b)
for additional information about the task and
its ethic agreement.
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(c) The estimated hourly wage paid to partici-
pants and the total amount spent on partici-
pant compensation. [No] In (Mezzadri et al.,
2022b), the details about wages are given.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

This document contains all the additional material for the article.

A EXAMPLES OF CELLBANDITS

In this section we provide examples of CellBandit satisfying (4) and (6). All the algorithms below are written for
a cell C and a CellBandit(C) parameterized by θC ∈ ΘC compact subset of Rd such that R ⩾ supθC∈ΘC

∥θC∥∞.

A.1 Example 1: Exp3-IX

This algorithm is a generalization of Exp3 and was introduced in (Neu, 2015). Following (Aubert et al., 2023), we
write Exp3-IX with parameters decreasing as a square root of the sample size to ensure a good MLE estimation
of the parameters. Note in addition that, for Exp3 and its variants, it is well known that sublinear convergence
of the regret occurs when the learning rate η and the exploration term γ are decreasing as a square root of the
sample size. This renormalization ensures that the learner is able to learn at a good pace and at the same time
be robust to changes in the environment.

Algorithm 3 Exp3-IX(Neu, 2015) as a CellBandit(C)

Inputs: n (Sample size), θC = (η, γ) ∈ ΘC (Parameter), K (Number of actions).
Initialization: πθC

C,1 =
(

1
K , . . . , 1

K

)
.

for t ∈ Fn(C), the set of times where Xs ∈ C, do
Draw an action At ∼ πθC

C,TC
t

and receive a loss gAt,t ∈ [0, 1].

Update for all a ∈ [K],

πθC
C,TC

t +1
(a) =

exp
(
− η√

n

∑
s∈Ft(C) ĝ

θC
a,s

)
∑

b∈[K] exp
(
− η√

n

∑
s∈Ft(C) ĝ

θC
b,s

) where ĝθCb,s =
gb,s

γ/
√
n+ πθC

C,TC
s
(b)

1As=b

In this case, ΘC ⊂ R2. When γ = 0, we recover the classical Exp3 algorithm, studied from the MLE point of
view in (Aubert et al., 2023). Note that while gAt,t is observed and known, the estimated loss ĝθb,s depends
on the parameterization. The following result shows that one can choose Exp3-IX as a CellBandit in the
partition-based contextual bandits to perform partition selection.

Proposition 4. Let ε ∈ (0, 1/K) and let ΘC ⊂ [0, R]2 with R > 0. Then Exp3− IX can be a CellBandit(C)
with parameterization θC ∈ ΘC that satisfies (4) and (6), as soon as

Tε =

⌊(
1

K
− ε

) √
n

R

⌋
∧ n and Lε =

√
R2/n+ ε2

ε3R
e1/ε

2

.

This shows that one can apply Theorem 3 with Exp3-IX as CellBandit as long as we stop using observations
after

√
n time steps. The dependence in ε in not very critical, since it has been proved at least for Exp3 in

(Aubert et al., 2023), that in practice, we may take ε quite large (non-vanishing) with almost no impact on Tε.
This is a good thing since the theoretical dependency of Lε in ε is quite pessimistic.

Limitations. This algorithm considers the horizon n fixed in order to renormalize the parameterization. From
Proposition 4, it follows that Theorem 3 holds when only the first

√
n observations are used in the MLE, but

this in no way means that the estimator will perform poorly when based on all data. Taking
√
n observations

compounds on the usual issue that if the number of cells is large, only a small amount of data may be available
for each cell, making estimation difficult.

A.2 Example 2: Gradient Bandit

Gradient Bandit is another possible algorithm. We still choose for similar reason a parameterization in η/
√
n,

which echoes the Robbins-Monro conditions (Robbins and Monro, 1951) even if (Mei et al., 2023) proved con-
vergence in a stochastic bandit framework even for non renormalized parameters.
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Algorithm 4 Gradient Bandit (Mei et al., 2023) as a CellBandit

Inputs: n (Sample size), θC ∈ [r,R] (Parameter), K (Number of actions).
Initialization: πθC

C,1 =
(

1
K , . . . , 1

K

)
.

for t ∈ Fn(C) do
Draw an action At ∼ πθC

C,TC
t

and receive a reward gAt,t ∈ [0, 1].

Update for all a ∈ [K],

πθC
C,TC

t +1
(a) =

exp
(
− θC√

n

∑
s∈Ft(C) ĝ

θC
a,s

)
∑

b∈[K] exp
(
− θC√

n

∑
s∈Ft(C) ĝ

θC
b,s

) where ĝθCb,s =
(
1As=b − πθC

C,TC
s
(b)
)
gAs,s

Proposition 5. Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and let ΘC ⊂ [0, R]2 with R > 0. Then, Gradient Bandit can be a CellBandit(C)
with parameterization θC ∈ ΘC that satisfies (4) and (6), as soon as

Tε :=

⌊
log

(√
1

Kε

) √
n

R

⌋
∧ n and Lε =

√
2

Rε

log
(√

1
Kε

)
√
Kε

.

This theoretical result has the same interpretation as before: the theoretical guarantees of Theorem 3 with
Gradient Bandit as CellBandit hold when we stop using observations after

√
n time steps. In practice, we can

use the observations up to time n (see Section 5).

B CODE AND DATA DESCRIPTION

The code for reproducing the figures in the article is available at the following link:
https://github.com/JulienAubert3/ContextualBandits.

B.1 Contextual Bandit Based Models

Table 1: Description of models and their learning abilities

Model
Number
of
cells

Description of the cells
Learns cat-
egorization

OneForAll 1 One giant cell No

ByShape 2 One for circles, one for squares Partly

ByPattern 2 One for striped items, one for plain items Partly

ByShapeExc 4
Cells from ByShapemodel with exceptions iso-
lated

Yes

ByPatternExc 4
Cells from ByPattern model with exceptions
isolated

Yes

OnePerItem 9 One cell for each item Yes
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ByPattern: separates objects according to their filling pat-
tern: striped or plain. It applies one CellBandit instance for
plain objects and another for striped objects. Here Dm = 2.

ByPatternExc: separates objects according to their filling
pattern (striped or plain) but additionally treats exceptions
separately from the rest. It applies one CellBandit instance
for plain objects and another for striped objects that are in
the same category. It also applies a separate CellBandit in-
stance for the small striped red square and a separate Cell-
Bandit instance for the big plain red circle. Here Dm = 4.

ByShapeExc: separates objects according to their shape
(square or circle) but additionally treats exceptions sepa-
rately from the rest. It applies one CellBandit instance for
squares and another for circles that are in the same cate-
gory. It also applies a separate CellBandit instance for the
big striped red square and a separate CellBandit instance for
the small plain red circle. Here Dm = 4.

Figure 4: Design of models ByPattern, ByPatternExc and ByShapeExc. Exceptions are determined by the
categorization rule in Figure 1b of the article.

Figure 5: Errors of the penalized log-likelihood criterion as a function of the tuning parameter c, where c is such
that pen(m) = c log(n)2Dm/n is a function of c. Both figures show the percentage of mismatches between m̂
and the simulated model over 100 simulations. The same simulations were used for both figures. The evolution
of errors as a function of c is logical in relation to the value of Dm.

B.2 Additional Plots

In this section, we provide additional plots (like Figure 3) for two values of the tuning parameter c.

• The value of c minimizing the average of all errors for the penalized log likelihood criterion. As noted in
Figure 2c, this corresponds to the choice c = 0.053. This choice strongly penalizes the model OnePerItem,
which is almost never selected, even when it should be.

• The value of c corresponding to the AIC criterion, that is: c log(n)2 = 1.
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Figure 6: Penalized log-likelihood procedure and Hold-out on synthetic and real data, for the choice N = 250
and c = 0.53.

Figure 7: Penalized log-likelihood procedure and Hold-out on synthetic and real data, for the choice N = 250
and c log(n)2 = 1.
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B.3 Difference Between The Empirical and Theoretical Threshold

We have not been able to run the simulation with Exp3-IX. Indeed, as also shown practically in (Aubert et al.,
2023) for the simple Exp3 case, the probabilities πθC

C,TC
t

can go to zero extremely fast. When the individual learns

over an horizon n = 500, only
√
n = 22 observations would be usable and the estimations even of just the MLE

is unreliable. So all the simulations were performed with n = 500 and for Gradient Bandit as CellBandit, for
all the 6 models described in Table 1. The way synthetic data are generated can be found in Appendix B.4.

Figure 2a shows that despite the conservative theoretical bound given in Proposition 5 with Tε of order
√
n,

Gradient Bandit provides good results when the MLE is applied to all n data points. The truncation at√
n ≃ 20 required in the theoretical results does not seem necessary in practice, and actually looks suboptimal

for Gradient Bandit.

B.4 Details on Numerical Illustrations

In this section, we give details on the numerical illustrations of Section 5. The images were obtained using the
ggplot2 package of R. Two types of analyses were conducted, on synthetic data and on real data.

On Synthetic Data. The simulations of the synthetic data helped us calibrate the tuning parameters choices
for the hold-out and the penalized log-likelihood procedure. In Section 3, the parameter N must be calibrated
for choosing the correct training data sample size. In Section 4, as said in the Limitations, since the constant c
in the penalty term is not known a priori, it must be calibrated as well. To do this, we follow the guidelines of
Wilson and Collins (2019). The procedure is as follows.

1) Sample size: n = 500. It is of the same order of magnitude as real data.

2) Objects generation: periodic sequence of the nine objects repeated through the n trials. We generate a
sequence of objects following the same structure as in (Mezzadri et al., 2022b). Due to the periodic pattern,
each object is therefore seen roughly the same number of times for all time t.

3) Actions generation: for each model in Table 1, we generated 100 sequences of actions called synthetic agents
with respect to the procedure given in Algorithm 2 with Gradient Bandit as CellBandit. The parameters
θC we used were the same for each model and the same for each cell, equal to 0.03 ×

√
n, except for the

OnePerItem model where we changed slightly the values of the parameter in each cell to make the model
identifiable. For m =OnePerItem, we took θm = ((0.03/10 + k × 0.007)×

√
n)k∈{0,...,8} following the same

order of presentation of the sequence of objects defined earlier.

4) Parameters estimation: we then fitted each of the six models on all the synthetic agents generated data,
and we estimated the associated parameters using (MLE) and the package DEoptim in R with range (0, 1) for
the parameters θC/

√
n and with the default parameters and a maxiter value equal to 20. We then computed

the log-likelihood associated to the estimated parameters. We did this for the likelihood stopped at time
N ∈ {25, 50, 100, 150, 200, 250, n}.

- With such data, we were able to plot Figure 2a and Figure 2b with the hold-out criterion defined in
Section 3. In Figure 2a, we computed the average error made in each cell by the model fitting of the
same model that generated the data. For the Figure 2b, we simply counted the number of times each
model verified the hold-out criterion for all the synthetic agents and for each model that generated the
data.

- With the log-likelihood stopped at time n for the estimated parameters, we were able to plot Figure 2c
according to the penalized log-likelihood criterion defined in (5). In the same way we counted the
number of times each model satisfied the penalized log-likelihood criterion for all the synthetic agents
and for each model that generated the data.

5) Choice of the parameters N and c for the real data: Given the results of Figure 2b and Figure 2c, we chose
to use N to be equal to half of the data length and c = 0.012 to account for a reasonable error for model
OnePerItem, even if in average c = 0.04 gives better results. With this data, we were able plot the two first
chart of Figure 3.
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On Real Data. For the real experimental data, here is the process we followed.

1) Sample size: dependent on each individual, the average data sample size is 300.

2) Objects and Actions: we collected for each individual their objects sequence and associated choices.

3) For each individual, we fitted the 6 models and estimated the parameters associated to each model. To
perform hold-out and penalized log-likelihood model selection, we used the parameters N and c chosen
thanks to the synthetic data. With this data, we were able to plot Figure 3.

B.5 About the Code and the Data

In this section, we give explanations about the code and data (e.g. computation time, link between code
and data). All the data, code and images used are provided in the zip file associated to submission, called
ContextualBanditsCode. We run all the simulations in R and used the following packages: DEoptim, crayon,
magrittr, dplyr, tidyr, ggplot2, gridExtra.

For the sample size we chose, all the simulations can run on a PC in a reasonable time of execution (detailed
hereafter). Overall, computing the different data and running the code took approximately 6 hours excluding
the time needed for the real data. The biggest file is 373 kilobytes. The PC we used was a Gigabyte - AORUS
15G XC, with processor: Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-10870H CPU 2.20GHz, 2208 MHz, 8 cores, 16 logical processors.

On Real Data. As mentioned earlier, we could not provide the experimental data used in (Mezzadri et al.,
2022b), since they have already been published in another paper and we do not want to break the ethic agree-
ment. We can only provide the results and estimated data resulting from the experimental data. Note how-
ever that the procedures to obtain the following RData files are the same as for the synthetic data which
we detail later. The three RData files on the real data are realdatamle, realdata holdout trainingset,
realdata holdout testingset.

• realdatamle is a list of estimators and associated log-likelihood for each model and each individual.

• realdata holdout trainingset is a list of estimators and associated log-likelihood on the first half of the
sample for each model and each individual.

• realdata holdout testingset is a list of log-likelihood on the testing part of the sample for each individual
and each model with parameters estimated in realdata holdout trainingset.

On Synthetic Data. All the synthetic data obtained in the other files can be computed by running the code
ContextualbanditsCodebis. The code is commented and starts with a list of functions which are necessary to
run the different procedures. In the code, we explain how the different procedures lead to the following list of
files. We have commented with # the parts of the code that would modify the files so that running the code
now would give the same images as the ones used in the article. If one wants to generate new data, one should
uncomment these lines of code. However, we advise the reader that some of the procedures take a certain time,
and would recommend not to do so. We detail hereafter the content of the different csv and RData files and the
time it took to run them.

• To begin with, we generate a csv file called databis 500.csv of 500 trials and associated list of objects in
the file synthetic data.

• In the same synthetic data file we create the different model files and within each of them generate 100
csv files of actions, rewards, and objects according to the procedure described in B.4. This procedure takes
around 5 minutes. Then, we begin to compute the MLE for each of the synthetic data csv file.

• Datalikelihood100agents6modeletabis500horizon is a nested list of estimators, associated log-likelihood
stopped at time n for each model fitted to the data of all the synthetic agents. Computing these data took
approximately 2 hours .

• holdoutbis100agents6models horizon 20 is the same nested list of estimators but computed on a log-
likelihood stopped at time N = 20. Computing these data took approximately 10 minutes .
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• holdoutbis100agents6models horizon 50 is the same nested list of estimators but computed on a log-
likelihood stopped at time N = 50. Computing these data took approximately 20 minutes .

• holdoutbis100agents6models horizon 100 is the same nested list of estimators but computed on a log-
likelihood stopped at time N = 100. Computing these data took approximately 30 minutes .

• holdoutbis100agents6models horizon 150 is the same nested list of estimators but computed on a log-
likelihood stopped at time N = 150. Computing these data took approximately 40 minutes .

• holdoutbis100agents6models horizon 200 is the same nested list of estimators but computed on a log-
likelihood stopped at time N = 200. Computing these data took approximately 50 minutes .

• holdoutbis100agents6models horizon 250 is the same nested list of estimators but computed on a log-
likelihood stopped at time N = 250. Computing these data took approximately 1 hour .

• alldataholdoutbis is a nested list of errors on estimation for the training data and log-likelihood func-
tion on the testing data for all synthetic agents, all models and all training data sample size N ∈
{20, 50, 100, 150, 200, 250}. Computing these data took approximately 10 minutes .

C METALEARNING

By looking at the experiment in Section 5, it is hard to believe that learners start directly with a model like
ByPatternExc. It is more likely that they start with a model like ByPattern and realize that there are too many
exceptions, so that they progressively end up with ByPatternExp. One way to model this progressive switch
from one strategy to the other is to use bandits with expert advice. In this framework, there is a finite set E
of randomized policies called experts, (ξj,t(.))t∈[n], probabilities over the set of actions [k], that are modeling
the different strategies the learner might have. No assumptions are made here on the way experts compute
their randomized predictions: they might be the result of contextual bandits like ByPattern or more generally
any kind of computations that depend on the learner’s past choices. Exp4 (see Algorithm 5) is an adaptation
of Exp3 to this case (see (Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020) for regret convergence and variants such as Exp4.P
(Beygelzimer et al., 2011)).

Algorithm 5 Exp4 (Bubeck et al., 2012)

Inputs: n (Sample size), θ ∈ [r,R] (Parameter), K (Number of actions), E (Set of experts).
Initialization: qθE,1 uniform distribution over the experts E.
for t = 1, 2, . . . do

Receive experts advice a 7→ ξj,t(a) probability distribution over [K] for all j.
Draw an action At ∼ πθ

E,t(.) =
∑

j∈E qθE,t(j)ξj,t(.) and receive a reward gAt,t ∈ [0, 1].
Update for all j ∈ E,

qθE,t+1(j) =
exp

(
− θ√

n

∑t
s=1 ŷ

θ
j,s

)
∑

i∈E exp
(
− θ√

n

∑t
s=1 ŷ

θ
i,s

) with ŷθi,s =
∑

a∈[K]

ξi,t(a)
ga,s

πθ
E,s(a)

1As=a

In this setting, a model m is defined by a finite set Em representing the different experts/strategies the learner is
learning from. Since there is only one parameter by model (namely θ ∈ [r,R]), the penalty plays no role, nor the
calibration of c. So there is no need for hold-out and one can prove that the model with the smallest log-likelihood
on the first Tε ∼

√
n time steps satisfies an oracle inequality if M is finite, as well as |F | := maxm∈M |Em|. This

shows that one can select the set Em of strategies which is the closest to reality among the sets of strategies that
are put in competition.

Limitations. The only limitation with this approach is that we need at first to know the eventual parameters of
each strategy. Again we could split the data in a hold-out fashion to make the injection of estimated parameters
possible. However, it would be then nearly impossible to correctly estimate the parameters of strategies that are
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not used at the beginning of the learning. We refer to (Binz et al., 2023) for other methods in meta-learning for
cognition.

Since we work in a more general setting and not simply with contexts, we assume that we observe a process
(At)1⩽t⩽n adapted to a general filtration (Ft)1⩽t⩽n where for all t ∈ [n], At ∈ [K]. In particular, for all t ∈ [n],
Ft is generated by the past actions (A1, . . . , At) and any other additional variable which might be observed or
not – such as a context at time t+ 1 for instance. We write, for all a ∈ [K], and all t ∈ [n]

p⋆t (a) = P(At = a|Ft−1)

the true conditional distribution we wish to estimate.

Additionally, we consider the family of models {πθm

Em
= (πθm

Em,t)t∈[n],m ∈ M} where M is a finite set, θm ∈ [r,R],

and for all m ∈ M, (πθm

Em,t)t∈[n] is the sequence of mixtures of probability distributions over actions defined
recursively in Algorithm 5 for the finite set Em. Each modelm is thus defined by a set of experts (ξj,t(.))j∈Em,t∈[n]

where for all m ∈ Em, t ∈ [n], ξj,t can be any probability distribution over arms [K] as long as it is measurable
with respect to Ft−1.

Let |F | := maxm∈M |Em|. The goal is to select the set Em of policies – that we see as learning strategies –
with which the individual learns to learn. This approach is again based on partial log-likelihood ℓn(π

θm

Em
) of the

observations (A1, . . . , An) defined by

ℓn(π
θm

Em
) =

n∑
t=1

log
(
πθm

Em,t(At)
)
. (7)

To achieve a model selection result, we need the following assumption on the policies given by the experts.

Assumption 4. There exists ρ > 0, such that almost surely, for all m ∈ M, for all t ∈ [n] and all i ∈ [K],∑
j∈Em

ξj,t(i) ⩾ ρ.

Then, with Assumption 4, we can deduce a result similar to Propositions 4 and 5 because of the very structure
of Algorithm 5 which mimics Exp3.

Proposition 6. Assume Assumption 4 holds. Let ρ be the associated constant. Let ε ∈ (0, ρ/|F |), and let

Tε =

⌊(
1

|F |
− ε

ρ

) √
n

R

⌋
∧ n and Lε =

1

Rε2
exp

(
1

ε2

)
.

Then, for all t ∈ [Tε], for all m ∈ M, θm, δm ∈ [r,R], for all k ∈ [K],

πθm

Em,t(k) ⩾ ε and sup
k∈[K]

∣∣∣∣∣log
(
πθm

Em,t(k)

πδm
Em,t(k)

)∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ Lε|θm − δm|.

Finally, we still assume that the true distribution is bounded away from 0 (as in (3)).

Assumption 5. Assume that Assumption 4 holds. Let ε and Tε be the constants of Proposition 6. Assume
that

∀t ⩽ Tε,∀a ∈ [K], p⋆t (a) ⩾ ε.

Assumptions 4 and 5 allow us to verify Assumptions 1 and 2 of (Aubert et al., 2024). As for Section 4, it is
thus possible to put into competition different sets of experts. Let Aε = Lε(R − r) + 2 log(ε−1). Since all the
models have the same dimension, there is no penalty term to account for. So the term Σε in Theorem 3 becomes
log(Aε)|M|e−1. The result of (Aubert et al., 2024, Corollary 2) states that for any ♢ > 1, there exist constants
c, c′ such that,

E
[
KTε

(p⋆, πθ̂m̂

Em̂
)
]
⩽ E

[
♢ inf

m∈M

(
inf

θ∈ΘDm
KTε

(p⋆, πθm

Em
)

)]
+

c

κ
A2

ε log(ε
−1) log(TεAε)

2 1

Tε

+
18e−1c′

κ
Aε log(Aε)|M| log(ε−1)

log(Tε)

Tε
.
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D PROOFS

In all of the following, we use the conditional Kullback-Leibler divergence DKL between p⋆t (·) and pmt (·):

DKL (p
⋆
t (At), p

m
t (At)) = E

[
log

p⋆t (At)

pmt (At)

∣∣∣Ft−1

]
.

D.1 Proof of Section 3

Proof of Theorem 1. In the sequel to avoid losing track of important dependence, we denote: for any t ∈ [n],
m ∈ M, xt 7→ pmt (xt|Ft−1) the density of At conditionally to Ft−1, and likewise for p⋆t (xt|Ft−1).

Consider the following functions, defined for all t ∈ [n], xt
1 ∈ X t, m ∈ M by

gmt (At,Ft−1) = −1

2
log

(
pmt (At|Ft−1)

p∗t (At|Ft−1)

)
fm
t (At,Ft−1) = − log

(
p∗t (At|Ft−1) + pmt (At|Ft−1)

2p∗t (At|Ft−1)

)
.

For any family h = (ht)t∈[n] of functions At that may depend on the past, that is ht(At,Ft−1), we write

ν̃(h) =
1

n−N + 1

n∑
t=N

(ht(At,Ft−1)− E[ht(At,Ft−1)|Ft−1]) ,

P̃ (h) =
1

n−N + 1

n∑
t=N

ht(At,Ft−1),

C̃(h) =
1

n−N + 1

n∑
t=N

E[ht(At,Ft−1)|Ft−1].

Let m ∈ M. From the definition of m̂,

P̃
(
gm̂
)
⩽ P̃ (gm) .

Since, f m̂(At,Ft−1) ⩽ gm̂(At,Ft−1) by concavity of log, it holds that

ν̃
(
f m̂
)
+ C̃

(
f m̂
)
= P̃

(
f m̂
)
⩽ P̃ (gm) = ν̃ (gm) + C̃ (gm) .

That is

ν̃
(
f m̂ − fm

)
+ C̃

(
f m̂
)
⩽ ν̃ (gm − fm) + C̃ (gm) .

Let Um = ν̃ (gm − fm), then

C̃
(
f m̂
)
⩽ C̃ (gm)− ν̃

(
f m̂ − fm

)
+ Um. (8)

Note that Um is centered. For m′ ∈ M, let Mm′

N = 0, and for t ⩾ N + 1, let

Mm′

t = −
t−1∑
s=N

(
fm′

s (As,Fs−1)− fm
s (As,Fs−1)− E

[
fm′

s (As,Fs−1)− fm
s (As,Fs−1)|Fs−1

])
.

Then, (Mm′

t )t⩾N is an (Ft)t⩾N -martingale. For ℓ ⩾ 2, let Bℓ
N = 0, and for t ⩾ N + 1, let

Bℓ
t :=

t−1∑
s=N

E

[(
Mm′

s+1 −Mm′

s

)ℓ ∣∣∣∣Hs

]
.

For t ∈ {N, . . . , n− 1}, note that

|Mm′

t+1 −Mm′

t | ⩽ 2

∫ ∣∣∣fm′

t (xt,Ft−1)− fm
t (xt,Ft−1)

∣∣∣ dδAt
(xt) + p⋆t (xt|Ft−1)dµ(xt)

2
,
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so that, by convexity of x 7→ |x|ℓ,

|Mm′

t+1 −Mm′

t | ⩽ 2ℓ
∫ ∣∣∣fm′

t (xt,Ft−1)− fm
t (xt,Ft−1)

∣∣∣ℓ dδAt
(xt) + p⋆t (xt|Ft−1)dµ(xt)

2
.

Thus,

Bℓ
t ⩽ 2ℓ

t−1∑
s=N

∫
E

[∣∣∣fm′

s (xs,Fs−1)− fm
s (xs,Fs−1)

∣∣∣ℓ dδXs(xs) + p⋆s(xs|Fs−1)dµ(xs)

2

∣∣Fs−1

]

= 2ℓ
t−1∑
s=N

∫ ∣∣∣fm′

s (xs,Fs−1)− fm
s (xs,Fs−1)

∣∣∣ℓ p⋆s(xs|Fs−1)dµ(xs)

= 2ℓ
t−1∑
s=N

∫ ∣∣∣∣∣log
(
p∗s(xs|Fs−1) + pm

′

s (xs|Fs−1)

p∗s(xs|Fs−1) + pms (xs|Fs−1)

)∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ

p⋆s(xs|Fs−1)dµ(xs). (9)

We now need the following Lemma to continue.

Lemma 7. (Massart, 2007, Lemma 7.26) For all ℓ ⩾ 2 and all x > 0,

| log(x)|ℓ

ℓ!
⩽

9

64

(
x− 1

x

)2

.

Proof. The complete Lemma and proof of the Lemma can be found in (Massart, 2007).

Applying Lemma 7 to x =

√
p∗s(xs|Fs−1) + pm′

s (xs|Fs−1)

p∗s(xs|Fs−1) + pms (xs|Fs−1)
leads to, for all xs,

∣∣∣∣∣log
(
p∗s(xs|Fs−1) + pm

′

s (xs|Fs−1)

p∗s(xs|Fs−1) + pms (xs|Fs−1)

)∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ

⩽
9

64
2ℓℓ!

(
pms (xs|Fs−1)− pm

′

s (xs|Fs−1)
)2

(pms (xs|Fs−1) + p∗s(xs|Fs−1)) (p∗s(xs|Fs−1) + pm′
s (xs|Fs−1))

.

Plugging this in Equation (9) leads to

|Bℓ
t | ⩽

9

4
22(ℓ−2)ℓ!

t−1∑
s=N

∫ (
pms (xs|Fs−1)− pm

′

s (xs|Fs−1)
)2

p∗s(xs|Fs−1)

(pms (xs|Fs−1) + p∗s(xs|Fs−1)) (p∗s(xs|Fs−1) + pm′
s (xs|Fs−1))

dµ(xs).

For all x, y, z ⩾ 0, (√
x+

√
y
)2

z ⩽ (z + y)(z + x),

therefore, with z = p∗s(xs|Fs−1), x = pms (xs|Fs−1) and y = pm
′

s (xs|Fs−1),

|Bℓ
t | ⩽

9

4
4ℓ−2ℓ!

t−1∑
s=N

∫ (√
pms (xs|Fs−1)−

√
pm′
s (xs|Fs−1)

)2

dµ(xs) ⩽
1

2
4ℓ−2ℓ!V m′

t , (10)

where

V m′

t :=
9

2

t−1∑
s=N

∫ (√
pms (xs|Fs−1)−

√
pm′
s (xs|Fs−1)

)2

dµ(xs)

= 9

t−1∑
s=N

H
(
pms (As|Fs−1), p

m′

s (As|Fs−1)
)2

(11)
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where H is the Hellinger distance between the two probability distributions pms (As|Fs−1) and pm
′

s (As|Fs−1).
Lemma 3.3 of (Houdré and Reynaud-Bouret, 2002) gives that for all λ > 0,

Et = exp

λMm′

t −
∑
ℓ⩾2

λℓ

ℓ!
Bℓ

t


is a supermartingale and that in particular E(En+1) ⩽ 1. By Equation (10), for λ ∈ (0, 1/4),

∑
ℓ⩾2

λℓ

ℓ!
Bℓ

t ⩽
λ2

2

∑
ℓ⩾2

(4λ)ℓ−2V m′

t =
λ2

2(1− 4λ)
V m′

t .

Let Ψ(λ) = λ2

2(1−4λ) for λ ∈ (0, 1/4). Then,

E

[
eλM

m′
n+1−Ψ(λ)V m′

n+1

∣∣∣∣FN−1

]
⩽ 1.

By Markov’s inequality, for all x ⩾ 0 and λ ∈ (0, 1/4),

P

(
Mm′

n+1 ⩾ V m′

n+1

Ψ(λ)

λ
+

x

λ

∣∣∣∣FN−1

)
⩽ e−x. (12)

Therefore, for all x, u ⩾ 0 and λ ∈ (0, 1/4),

P

(
Mm′

n+1 ⩾
Ψ(λ)

λ
u+

x

λ
and V m′

n+1 ⩽ u

∣∣∣∣FN−1

)
⩽ e−x.

To choose the optimal λ, we use Lemma 2 from (Hansen et al., 2015).

Lemma 8. (Hansen et al., 2015, Lemma 2) Let a, b and x be positive constants and let us consider on (0, 1/b),

g(ξ) =
aξ

1− bξ
+

x

ξ
.

Then minξ∈(0,1/b) g(ξ) = 2
√
ax+ bx and the minimum is achieved in ξ(a, b, x) =

√
x√

xb+
√
a
.

For a = u
2 and b = 4, Lemma 8 shows that for all x, u ⩾ 0,

P

(
Mm′

n+1 ⩾
√
2ux+ 4x and V m′

n+1 ⩽ u

∣∣∣∣FN−1

)
⩽ e−x.

Let us use a peeling argument similar to (Hansen et al., 2015):

Lemma 9. Let X,V be real-valued random variables and α, b, v, w be positive numbers such that V ∈ [w, v] a.s.
and such that for all x ⩾ 0 and u ∈ [w, v],

P(X ⩾
√
ux+ bx and (1 + α)−1u ⩽ V ⩽ u) ⩽ e−x,

then for any x ⩾ 0,

P(X ⩾
√
(1 + α)V x+ bx) ⩽

(
1 +

log(v/w)

log(1 + α)

)
e−x.

Proof. Let v0 = w, vd+1 = (1 + α)vd, and D the smallest integer such that vD ⩾ v. For all d ∈ [D] and x ⩾ 0,

P (X ⩾
√
vdx+ bx and vd−1 ⩽ V ⩽ vd) ⩽ e−x.
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In particular, since V ⩾ vd−1 = (1 + α)−1vd on this event,

P
(
X ⩾

√
(1 + α)V x+ bx and vd−1 ⩽ V ⩽ vd

)
⩽ e−x.

Taking the union bound,

P
(
X ⩾

√
(1 + α)V x+ bx

)
⩽ De−x,

and by definition D ⩽
log(v/w)

log(1 + α)
+ 1.

We may apply Lemma 9 to X = Mm′

n+1 and b = 4. Since V m′

n+1 does not have an obvious lower bound, we consider

V = 2(V m′

n+1 + β) for some β > 0 to be chosen later. We may therefore take w = 2β. For the upper bound v
on V , by (11), since the Hellinger distance is upper bounded by 1, we may take v = 2(β + 9(n−N + 1)). With
these choices, for any β, α, x > 0,

P

(
Mm′

n+1 ⩾
√
2(1 + α)(V m′

n+1 + β)x+ 4x

∣∣∣∣FN−1

)
⩽

 log
(

9(n−N+1)
β + 1

)
log(1 + α)

+ 1

 e−x.

For α =
√
2,

P

(
Mm′

n+1 ⩾
√
5(V m′

n+1 + β)x+ 4x

∣∣∣∣FN−1

)
⩽

(
2 log

(
9(n−N + 1)

β
+ 1

)
+ 1

)
e−x. (13)

By definition of V m′

n+1 and the triangle inequality,

V m′

n+1 = 9

n∑
s=N

H
(
pms (As|Fs−1), p

m′

s (As|Fs−1)
)2

⩽ 18

n∑
s=N

(
H (p∗s(As|Fs−1), p

m
s (As|Fs−1))

2
+H

(
p∗s(As|Fs−1), p

m′

s (As|Fs−1)
)2)

. (14)

We now use (Massart, 2007, Lemma 7.23) giving a connection between the Kullback-Leibler divergence DKL and
the Hellinger distance H.

Lemma 10. (Massart, 2007, Lemma 7.23) Let P and Q be some probability measures. Then,

DKL

(
P,

P +Q

2

)
⩾ (2 log 2− 1)H2(P,Q).

Moreover, whenever P ≪ Q,
2H2(P,Q) ⩽ DKL(P,Q).

Since
18

2 log(2)− 1
⩽ 48,

V m′

n+1 ⩽ 48

n∑
s=N

(
DKL

(
p∗s(As|Fs−1),

p∗s(As|Fs−1) + pm
′

s (As|Fs−1)

2

)
+

1

2
DKL (p

∗
s(As|Fs−1), p

m
s (As|Fs−1))

)
=: 9Wm′

n . (15)

Let β = 9(n−N + 1)y2, where y > 0 is to be chosen later. Replacing x by x+ log(|M|) leads to

P

(
Mm′

n+1

n−N + 1
⩾ 3

√
5

(
Wm′

n

n−N + 1
+ y2

)
x+ log(|M|)
n−N + 1

+ 4
x+ log(|M|)
n−N + 1

∣∣∣∣FN−1

)
⩽
(
2 log

(
y−2 + 1

)
+ 1
)
e−(x+log(|M|)).
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Let κ1 ∈ (0, 1/(8
√
5)], then, using 2

√
ab ⩽ κ1a + κ−1

1 b and taking y2 = x+log(|M|)
(n−N+1) log 2 ⩾ 1

n−N+1 since x ⩾ 0 and

|M| ⩾ 2,

P

(
Mm′

n+1

n−N + 1
⩾

3
√
5

2
κ1

Wm′

n

n−N + 1
+

(
4 +

3
√
5

2

(
κ1

log 2
+ κ−1

1

))
x+ log(|M|)
n−N + 1

∣∣∣∣FN−1

)
⩽ (2 log (n−N + 2) + 1) e−(x+log(|M|)). (16)

By the union bound on all m′ ∈ M, the previous inequality holds with probability at least 1 − (2 log(n −N +
2) + 1)e−x for all m′ ∈ M. It holds in particular for m̂. Recall with (8) that,

1

n−N + 1

n∑
s=N

DKL

(
p∗s(As|Fs−1),

p∗s(As|Fs−1) + pm̂s (As|Fs−1)

2

)
− Um

⩽
1

2(n−N + 1)

n∑
s=N

DKL (p
∗
s(As|Fs−1), p

m
s (As|Fs−1)) +

M m̂
n+1

n−N + 1
. (17)

Plugging (15) and (16) in (17) leads to, conditionally on FN−1, with probability at least 1−(2 log(n−N+2)+1)e−x

(1− Cκ1)

n−N + 1

n∑
s=N

DKL

(
p∗s(As|Fs−1),

p∗s(As|Fs−1) + pm̂s (As|Fs−1)

2

)
− Um

⩽
(1 + Cκ1)

n−N + 1

n∑
s=N

1

2
DKL (p

∗
s(As|Fs−1), p

m
s (As|Fs−1)) + C ′

κ1

x+ log(|M|)
n−N + 1

,

where

• Cκ1
= 8

√
5κ1,

• C ′
κ1

= 4 +
3
√
5

2

(
κ1

log 2
+ κ−1

1

)
⩽ 13κ−1

1 =
104

√
5

Cκ1

,

Integrating on x ⩾ 0 and noting that E[Um|FN−1] = 0 leads to, for all m ∈ M,

(1− Cκ1
)

n−N + 1
E

[
n∑

s=N

DKL

(
p∗s(As|Fs−1),

p∗s(As|Fs−1) + pm̂s (As|Fs−1)

2

) ∣∣∣∣∣FN−1

]

⩽
(1 + Cκ1

)

n−N + 1
E

[
1

2

n∑
s=N

DKL (p
∗
s(As|Fs−1), p

m
s (As|Fs−1))

∣∣∣∣∣FN−1

]

+
104

√
5

Cκ1

2 log(n−N + 2) + 1 + log(|M|)
n−N + 1

.

Pick any κ1 so that Cκ1
∈ (0, 1]. And finally, with (Massart, 2007, Lemma 7.23),

(2 log 2− 1)H2(p∗s(As|Fs−1), p
m̂
s (As|Fs−1)) ⩽ DKL

(
p∗s(As|Fs−1),

p∗s(As|Fs−1) + pm̂s (As|Fs−1)

2

)
.

D.2 Proof of Section 4

Proof of Proposition 2. The proof is straightforward with the definition of pmθm,t in (2). Let θm, δm ∈ Θm, t ⩽ Tε,
x ∈ X , and k ∈ [K].

pmθm,t(k|x) =
∑

C∈Pm

πθC
C,TC

t
(k)1x∈C ⩾

∑
C∈Pm

ε1x∈C = ε.
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For the second part of the proof, it holds that, almost surely, for all t ⩽ Tε

∣∣∣∣∣log
(
pmδm,t(k|x)
pmθm,t(k|x)

)∣∣∣∣∣ = ∑
C∈Pm

∣∣∣∣∣∣log
πδC

C,TC
t
(k)

πθC
C,TC

t
(k)

∣∣∣∣∣∣1x∈C ⩽ Lε

∑
C∈Pm

∥δC − θC∥2 1x∈C ⩽ Lε sup
C∈Pm

∥δC − θC∥2.

Proof of Theorem 3. Our goal is to apply (Aubert et al., 2024).

Assumption 1 of (Aubert et al., 2024) is satisfied for n = Tε since with Proposition 2, there exists ε > 0 such that
a.s., for all t ∈ [Tε], for all k ∈ [K], p⋆t (k|Xt) ∈ [ε, 1] and for all m ∈ M and all θm ∈ ΘDm , pmθm,t(k|Xt) ∈ [ε, 1].

Assumption 2 of (Aubert et al., 2024) is satisfied since with Proposition 2, there exists a positive constants Lε

such that a.s., for all t ∈ [Tε], for all m ∈ M and all δm, θm ∈ ΘDm ,

sup
k∈[K]

∣∣∣∣∣log
(
pmδm,t(k|Xt)

pmθm,t(k|Xt)

)∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ Lε sup
C∈Pm

∥δC − θC∥2

and by Assumption, for all θm, δm ∈ ΘDm

sup
C∈Pm

∥δC − θC∥2 ⩽
√
d(R− r).

Note in particular that the Lipschitz constant in Proposition 2 does not depend on m.

Assumptions 3 and 4 in (Aubert et al., 2024) are always satisfied because the set of actions [K] is finite.

Setting Aε = Lε

√
d(R− r) + 2 log(ε−1), Corollary 2 in (Aubert et al., 2024) simply reads as follows. There exist

positive numerical constants C and C ′ such that the following holds. Assume that

Σε = log(Aε)
∑

m∈M
e−Dm < +∞.

Let κ ∈ (0, 1]. If for all m ∈ M,

pen(m) ⩾
C

κ
A2

ε log(ε
−1) log(TεAε)

2Dm

Tε
,

then,

1− κ

Tε

Tε∑
t=1

E
[
DKL

(
p⋆t (At|Xt), p

m̂
θ̂m̂,t

(At|Xt)
)]

⩽ E

[
inf

m∈M

(
(1 + κ) inf

θ∈Θm

1

Tε

Tε∑
t=1

DKL

(
p⋆t (At|Xt), p

m
θm,t(At|Xt)

)
+ 2pen(m)

)]

+
36C ′

κ
AεΣε log(ε

−1)
log(Tε)

Tε
.

To conclude take for instance κ = 1/2, hence the result.

D.3 Proof of Section A.1

Proof of Proposition 4. Let θC ∈ ΘC . Write θC,n = (ηC,n, γC,n) = θC/
√
n ∈ Θ. To ease the notations in the

proof, we remove the C from the notations. θC becomes θ and θC,n becomes θn. In the same way, θn = (ηn, γn)
now.
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Let t ∈ Fn(C). Then,

πθ
C,TC

t +1(k) =
πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e

−ηngk,t/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(k))
1At=k

(1− πθ
C,TC

t
(k)) + πθ

C,TC
t
(k)e

−ηngk,t/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(k))

+

K∑
j=1
j ̸=k

πθ
C,TC

t
(k)1At=j

(1− πθ
C,TC

t
(j)) + πθ

C,TC
t
(j)e

−ηngj,t/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(j))
.

For any q ∈ [0, 1], since gk,t ∈ [0, 1], 1− q + qe−ηgk,t/(q+γ) ⩽ 1. Therefore,

πθ
C,TC

t +1(k) ⩾ πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e

−ηngk,t/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(k))
1At=k +

K∑
j=1
j ̸=k

πθ
C,TC

t
(k)1At=j .

Since e
−ηngk,t/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(k))
⩽ 1,

πθ
C,TC

t +1(k)

⩾ πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e

−ηngk,t/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(k))
1At=k +

K∑
j=1
j ̸=k

πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e

−ηngk,t/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(k))
1At=j

= πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e

−ηngk,t/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(k))
⩾ πθ

C,TC
t
(k)e

−ηn/(γn+πθ

C,TC
t

(k))

since gk,t ∈ [0, 1]. Then,

πθ
C,TC

t +1(k) ⩾ πθ
C,TC

t
(k)

(
1− ηngk,t

γn + πθ
C,TC

t
(k)

)
⩾ πθ

C,TC
t
(k)− ηn.

Summing for all s ∈ Ft(C), since πθ
k,1 = 1

K ,

πθ
C,TC

t
(k) ⩾

1

K
− ηnT

C
t .

Note that TC
t ⩽ t ⩽ Tε. Since, Tε ⩽

⌊(
1

K
− ε

) √
n

R

⌋
, for all t ⩽ Tε and 1 ⩽ k ⩽ K,

ε ⩽
1

K
− R√

n
Tε ⩽

1

K
− ηnTε ⩽

1

K
− ηnt ⩽ πθ

C,TC
t
(k).

For the second part of the proof, let θ = (η, γ), θ′ = (η′, γ′) ∈ ΘC . For t ⩾ 2 Let hθ
j,t = ηn

∑
s∈Ft(C) ĝ

θ
j,s. Then

πθ
C,TC

t
= softmax(hθ

·,t). The function softmax is 1-Lipschitz with respect to the ∥ · ∥2-norm in RK (see (Gao and

Pavel, 2017) for a proof). Therefore,

∥πθ
C,TC

t
− πθ′

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽ ∥hθ

·,t − hθ′

·,t∥2.

Since gj,s ∈ [0, 1], by the triangle inequality

∥πθ
C,TC

t
− πθ′

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽

∑
s∈Ft(C)

∥∥∥∥∥
(

ηn
γn + πθ

C,TC
s
(.)

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ′

C,TC
s
(.)

)
1As=·

∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

Again, using the triangle inequality,

∥πθ
C,TC

t
− πθ′

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽

∑
s∈Ft(C)

∥∥∥∥∥
(

ηn
γn + πθ

C,TC
s

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s

)
1As=·

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+
∑

s∈Ft(C)

∥∥∥∥∥
(

η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ′

C,TC
s

)
1As=·

∥∥∥∥∥
2

. (18)
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For 1 ⩾ q ⩾ ε, let f : (x1, x2) ∈ [0, Rn] × [0, Rn] 7→
x1

x2 + q
where Rn = R√

n
. The function f is continuously

differentiable, and

∇f =
1

(x2 + q)2

(
x2 + q
−x1

)
.

The ℓ2-norm of the gradient can be upper bounded by

∥∇f∥2 ⩽
1

ε2

√
R2

n + ε2 =: cε

By the mean value theorem, for all k ∈ [K]∣∣∣∣∣ ηn
γn + πθ

C,TC
s
(k)

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s
(k)

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ cε∥θn − θ′n∥2.

As a result,∥∥∥∥∥
(

ηn
γn + πθ

C,TC
s

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s

)
1As=·

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

=

K∑
k=1

(
ηn

γn + πθ
C,TC

s
(k)

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s
(k)

)2

1As=k

⩽ c2ε∥θn − θ′n∥22
K∑

k=1

1As=k

= c2ε∥θn − θ′n∥22

Therefore,

∑
s∈Ft(C)

∥∥∥∥∥
(

ηn
γn + πθ

C,TC
s

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s

)
1As=·

∥∥∥∥∥
2

⩽
∑

s∈Ft(C)

cε∥θn − θ′n∥2 = TC
t cε∥θn − θ′n∥2 ⩽ Tεcε∥θn − θ′n∥2. (19)

For (η, γ) ∈ [0, Rn]× [0, Rn], let g : q ∈ [ε, 1] 7→ η

γ + q
. The function g is continuously differentiable, and

0 ⩽ f ′(q) =
η

(γ + q)2
⩽

Rn

ε2
.

By the mean value theorem, for all k ∈ [K],∣∣∣∣∣ η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s
(k)

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ′

C,TC
s

(k)

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ Rn

ε2

∣∣∣πθ
C,TC

s
(k)− πθ′

C,TC
s
(k)
∣∣∣ .

Therefore, ∥∥∥∥∥
(

η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ′

C,TC
s

)
1As=·

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

=

K∑
k=1

(
η′n

γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s
(k)

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ′

C,TC
s

)2

1As=k

⩽
R2

n

ε4

K∑
k=1

∣∣∣πθ
C,TC

s
(k)− πθ′

C,TC
s
(k)
∣∣∣2 1As=k

⩽
R2

n

ε4

(∥∥∥πθ
C,TC

s
− πθ′

C,TC
s

∥∥∥
2

)2
.

Thus, ∑
s∈Ft(C)

∥∥∥∥∥
(

η′n
γ′
n + πθ

C,TC
s

− η′n
γ′
n + πθ′

C,TC
s

)
1As=·

∥∥∥∥∥
2

⩽
Rn

ε2

∑
s∈Ft(C)

∥∥∥πθ
C,TC

s
− πθ′

C,TC
s

∥∥∥
2

(20)
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Plugging Equations (19) and (20) in Equation (18)

∥πθ
C,TC

t
− πθ′

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽ Tεcε∥θn − θ′n∥2 +

Rn

ε2

∑
s∈Ft(C)

∥∥∥πθ
C,TC

s
− πθ′

C,TC
s

∥∥∥
2
,

Using the discrete Gronwall Lemma (Clark, 1987) leads to, for all t ⩽ Tε,

∥πθ
C,TC

t
− πθ′

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽ Tεcε∥θn − θ′n∥2

∏
s∈Ft(C)

(
1 +

Rn

ε2

)

⩽ Tεcε∥θn − θ′n∥2 exp
(
RnTε

ε2

)
.

But, since 1
K − ε ⩽ 1,

Tε ⩽

(
1

K
− ε

) √
n

R
⩽

√
n

R
.

Therefore, RnTε ⩽ 1 and for t ⩽ Tε,

∥πθ
C,TC

t
− πθ′

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽

cε
R
e1/ε

2

∥θ − θ′∥2.

To conclude note that log is 1/ε-Lipschitz on [ε, 1] and that

sup
k∈[K]

∣∣∣∣∣∣log
πδC

C,TC
t
(k)

πθC
C,TC

t
(k)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ 1

ε
∥πθ

C,TC
t
− πθ′

C,TC
t
∥2.

D.4 Proof of Section A.2

Proof of Proposition 5. We take the same notations as the previous section. The updated probability can be
written

πθ
C,TC

t +1(k) =
πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e

θn

(
1At=k−πθ

C,TC
t

(k)

)
gAt,t

πθ
C,TC

t
(At)e

θn(1−πθ

C,TC
t

(At))gAt,t

+
∑

j ̸=At
πθ
C,TC

t
(j)e

−θnπθ

C,TC
t

(j)gAt,t
.

Therefore,

πθ
C,TC

t +1(k) ⩾
πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e

θn

(
1At=k−πθ

C,TC
t

(k)

)
gAt,t

πθ
C,TC

t
(At)e

θn(1−πθ

C,TC
t

(At))gAt,t

+
∑

j ̸=At
πθ
C,TC

t
(j)

⩾
πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e−θn

πθ
C,TC

t
(At)eθn + 1− πθ

C,TC
t
(At)

⩾ πθ
C,TC

t
(k)e−2θn

where

• the first inequality holds because e
−θnπ

θ

C,TC
t

(j)gAt,t ⩽ 1,

• the second inequality holds because gj,t ∈ (0, 1), for j ∈ [K],

• the last inequality holds because πθ
C,TC

t
(At)e

θn + 1− πθ
C,TC

t
(At) ⩽ eθn .
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Thus, for all t ⩽ Tε,

πθ
C,TC

t
(k) ⩾

1

K
e−2θnT

C
t .

Since TC
t ⩽ t and since by definition, Tε ⩽ log

(√
1

Kε

) √
n

R , it holds that for all t ⩽ Tε,

πθ
C,TC

t
(k) ⩾

1

K
e−2θnt ⩾

1

K
e−2Rnt ⩾

1

K
e
−2 R√

n
log

(√
1

Kε

)√
n

R ⩾
1

K
e− log( 1

Kε ) ⩾ ε.

For the second part of the proof, for t ⩾ 2 and j ∈ [K], let hθ
j,TC

t
= θn

∑
s∈Ft(C) ĝ

θ
j,s. Then πθ

C,TC
t

= softmax(hθ
·,t).

The function softmax is 1-Lipschitz with respect to the ∥·∥2-norm in RK (see (Gao and Pavel, 2017) for a proof).
Therefore,

∥πδ
C,TC

t
− πθ

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽ ∥hδ

·,t − hθ
·,t∥2.

Then,

∥hδ
·,t − hθ

·,t∥2 ⩽ |δn − θn|
∑

s∈Ft(C)

∥ĝδj,s∥2 + θn
∑

s∈Ft(C)

gAs,s∥πδ
C,TC

s
− πθ

C,TC
s
∥2

⩽
√
2TC

t |δn − θn|+ θn
∑

s∈Ft(C)

∥πδ
C,TC

s
− πθ

C,TC
s
∥2

⩽
√
2Tε|δn − θn|+ θn

∑
s∈Ft(C)

∥πδ
C,TC

s
− πθ

C,TC
s
∥2.

where

• the first inequality holds because of the triangle inequality,

• the second inequality holds because for all j ∈ [K], gj,s ∈ [0, 1] and

∥ĝδj,s∥22 = (1− πδ
C,TC

s
(As))

2 +
∑
j ̸=As

(πδ
C,TC

s
(j))2 ⩽ 2,

• the last inequality holds because TC
t ⩽ Tε.

By the discrete Gronwall Lemma (Clark, 1987), for all t ⩽ Tε

∥πδ
C,TC

t
− πθ

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽

√
2|δn − θn|Tε

∏
s∈Ft(C)

(1 + θn) ⩽
√
2|δn − θn|Tεe

θnTε .

Since Tε ⩽
⌊
log
(√

1
Kε

) √
n

R

⌋
, θnTε ⩽ RnTε ⩽ log

(√
1

Kε

)
, therefore,

∥πδ
C,TC

t
− πθ

C,TC
t
∥2 ⩽

√
2

R

log
(√

1
Kε

)
√
Kε

|δ − θ|.

Finally, log is 1
ε -Lipschitz on [ε, 1]. Thus, for all k ∈ [K], t ⩽ Tε,

∣∣∣∣∣log
(
πδ
C,TC

t
(k)

πθ
C,TC

t
(k)

)∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ 1

ε
|πδ

C,TC
t
(k)− πθ

C,TC
t
(k)| ⩽

√
2

Rε

log
(√

1
Kε

)
√
Kε

|δ − θ|.
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D.5 Proof of Section C

Let us recall that |F | = maxm∈M |Em|. For this Section, we drop the dependence m of the model and simply
write E and θ generic set of policies and parameter in [r,R].

Proof of Proposition 6. For any θ ∈ [r,R], write θn = θ/
√
n. Assume that Assumption 4 holds. Let’s write

qθE,t+1 as

qθE,t+1(j) =
qθE,t(j)e

−θnŷ
θ
j,t∑

i∈E qθE,t(i)e
−θnŷθ

i,t

Since qθE,t is a probability distribution over the experts,∑
i∈E

qθE,t(i)e
−θnŷ

θ
i,t ⩽

∑
i∈E

qθE,t(i) = 1.

Therefore, qθE,t+1(j) ⩾ qθE,t(j)e
−θnŷ

θ
j,t . By definition,

ŷθj,t =

K∑
k=1

ξj,t(k)
gk,t

πθ
E,t(k)

1At=k = ξj,t(At)
gAt,t

πθ
E,t(At)

.

Using that e−x ⩾ 1− x for any x ⩾ 0, leads to

qθE,t+1(j) ⩾ qθE,t(j)

(
1− θnξj,t(At)

gAt,t

πθ
E,t(At)

)
.

Since gAt,t ∈ [0, 1] and qθE,t(j)ξj,t(At) ⩽ πθ
E,t(At),

qθE,t+1(j) ⩾ qθE,t(j)− θn.

Summing for all s from 1 to t,

qθE,t(j) ⩾
1

|E|
− θnt.

Since

Tε =

⌊(
1

|F |
− ε

ρ

) √
n

R

⌋
∧ n and |F | ⩾ |E|,

it holds that,

Tε ⩽

⌊(
1

|E|
− ε

ρ

) √
n

R

⌋
∧ n.

Therefore, for all t ⩽ Tε,

qθE,t(j) ⩾
1

|E|
− R√

n
t ⩾

1

|E|
− R√

n

(
1

|E|
− ε

ρ

) √
n

R
=

ε

ρ
.

Finally, for all t ⩽ Tε, for all k ∈ [K],

πθ
E,t(k) =

∑
j∈E

qθE,t(j)ξj,t(k) ⩾
ε

ρ

∑
j∈E

ξj,t(k) = ε.

For the second part of the proof, let η, δ ∈ [r,R], and write ηn = η/
√
n and likewise for δn. For t ⩾ 2, let

gηj,t = ηn
∑t−1

s=1 ŷ
η
j,s. Then, qηE,t = softmax(gηt ) where gηt = (gηj,t)j∈E . Since the function softmax is 1-Lipschitz

with respect to the ∥ · ∥2-norm in R|E|,

∥qηE,t − qδE,t∥2 ⩽ ∥gηt − gδt ∥2.
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Therefore, by the triangle inequality,

∥qηE,t − qδE,t∥2 ⩽
t−1∑
s=1

∥ηnŷηj,s − δnŷ
δ
j,s∥2

⩽
t−1∑
s=1

(
|ηn − δn|∥ŷηj,s∥2 + δn∥ŷηj,s − ŷδj,s∥2

)
. (21)

Since ξj,t is a probability distribution,

∥ŷηj,t∥
2
2 =

∑
j∈E

(ŷηj,t)
2 =

∑
j∈E

(
K∑

k=1

ξj,t(k)
gk,t

πη
E,t(k)

1At=k

)2

=
∑
j∈E

(
ξj,t(At)

gAt,t

πη
E,t(At)

)2

⩽ |E|

(
gAt,t

πη
E,t(At)

)2

.

Since gηAt,t
∈ [0, 1] and πη

E,t(At) ⩾ ε for all t ⩽ Tε,

∥ŷηj,t∥2 ⩽

√
|E|
ε

. (22)

Similarly,

∥ŷηj,s − ŷδj,s∥22 =
∑
j∈E

(
K∑

k=1

ξj,t(k)gk,t

(
1

πη
E,t(k)

− 1

πδ
E,t(k)

)
1At=k

)2

⩽
∑
j∈E

(
K∑

k=1

ξj,t(k)

(
1

πη
E,t(k)

− 1

πδ
E,t(k)

)
1At=k

)2

.

Thus, for all t ⩽ Tε,

∥ŷηj,t − ŷδj,t∥22 ⩽
1

ε4

∑
j∈E

(
K∑

k=1

ξj,t(k)
(
πη
E,t(k)− πδ

E,t(k)
)
1At=k

)2

.

Since ξj,t(k) ⩽ 1,

∥ŷηj,t − ŷδj,t∥2 ⩽

√
|E|
ε2

∥πη
E,t − πδ

E,t∥2. (23)

Injecting (22) and (23) in (21) leads to

∥qηE,t − qδE,t∥2 ⩽

√
|E|
ε

|ηn − δn|(t− 1) + δn

√
|E|
ε2

t−1∑
s=1

∥πη
E,s − πδ

E,s∥2.

On the other hand,

∥πη
E,t − πδ

E,t∥22 =

K∑
k=1

(πη
k,t − πδ

k,t)
2 =

K∑
k=1

∑
j∈E

ξj,t(k)(q
η
E,t(j)− qδE,t(j))

2

⩽
K∑

k=1

∑
j∈E

ξj,t(k)
2
∑
j∈E

(qηE,t(j)− qδE,t(j))
2

⩽ |E|∥qηE,t − qδE,t∥22
⩽ |F |∥qηE,t − qδE,t∥22

where
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• the first inequality holds by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

• the second inequality holds because ξj,t is a probability distribution over the actions set [K],

• the last inequality holds because |E| ⩽ |F |

Therefore,

∥πη
E,t − πδ

E,t∥2 ⩽
|F |
ε2

(
ε|ηn − δn|(t− 1) + δn

t−1∑
s=1

∥πη
E,s − πδ

E,s∥2

)
.

Using the discrete Gronwall Lemma, for all t ⩽ Tε,

∥πη
E,t − πδ

E,t∥2 ⩽
|F |
ε

|ηn − δn|Tε

t−1∏
s=1

(
1 +

|F |
ε2

δn

)
⩽

|F |
ε

|ηn − δn|Tε exp

(
|F |
ε2

δnTε

)
.

If Assumption 4 is satisfied, then since δn ⩽ Rn = R√
n
and Tε ⩽

(
1
|F | −

ε
ρ

) √
n

R ,

∥πη
E,t − πδ

E,t∥2 ⩽
|F |
Rε

(
1

|F |
− ε

ρ

)
exp

(
|F |
ε2

(
1

|F |
− ε

ρ

))
|η − δ|.

To conclude note that x → ln(x) is 1/ε-Lipschitz on [ε,+∞).
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