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Abstract

Instance-dependent limits for bandit regret, sequential tests, best-arm identification and Markov decision processes
are proved by one chain. It runs from a divergence decomposition through data processing to a statistic, a testing step
that turns a class guarantee into a requirement on the history, and optimization over alternatives and allocations. Only
the first step is an identity. This work writes the chain as an exact ledger. By the chain rule, data processing loses exactly a
conditional divergence, which vanishes for arms in natural exponential families at the per-arm counts and reward sums.
A one-parameter family of martingale identities extends the decomposition to every tilt between two instances. The
classical limits follow by relaxations with named defects. All defects but the asymptotic step’s can be computed from an
algorithm’s own runs, the uniform quantification’s only when the class guarantee is a number. On seven published sources,
from movie ratings to engine replacement, the ledger locates the difference between standard algorithms and the classical
limits. For identification among trained models and for Wald’s test the largest term is usually the uniform quantification’s.
For regret the asymptotic limit overstates what practical horizons require. At the midpoint tilt the finite-horizon limit
improves the exponent of the Bretagnolle–Huber bound by a factor close to two for fixed allocations at small separations,
and by less under adaptive play.

1 Introduction

An instance-dependent limit says how much sampling a sequential problem requires on a given instance. A bandit
algorithm must pull each suboptimal arm about log T times, divided by that arm’s divergence to the best mean [11, 40]. A
sequential test must draw about log(1/α) observations, divided by the divergence between its hypotheses [70]. A best-arm
identification procedure must sample for about log(1/δ) times a characteristic time of the instance [23]. An agent exploring
a Markov decision process must visit each suboptimal state-action pair a matching number of times [12, 50].

These limits share one proof. For bandit regret and best-arm identification, that proof appears in [24, 37]. It starts
from the divergence decomposition, which writes the relative entropy between the histories under two instances as a sum
over arms of expected pull counts times per-pull divergences. It processes the history down to a statistic, replaces the
algorithm’s behavior at the two instances by a guarantee that the algorithm’s class makes over its domain (the uniform
quantification), and optimizes over alternatives and allocations. The first step is an identity. The later steps are inequalities.
The classical proofs leave the loss at each of them unmeasured.

This paper writes the chain as an exact ledger. By the chain rule for relative entropy, data processing to a statistic loses
exactly a conditional divergence [54]. For arms in natural exponential families it vanishes when the statistic is the vector
of per-arm pull counts and reward sums (Theorem 4.1). A one-parameter family of martingale identities, the coincidence
ledger, extends the divergence decomposition to every tilt between the two instances (Theorem 5.1). Its endpoint is
the divergence decomposition. Its midpoint, the Bhattacharyya point, gives a finite-horizon limit (Theorem 7.1). Each
remaining step is a relaxation with a named defect. Section 11 lists 33 classical results and one result of this paper, 29 of
them limits, each exact or obtained by a short sequence of these relaxations. The appendix proves each of them in that
form.

Every defect except that of the asymptotic step can be computed from an algorithm’s own runs. For the uniform
quantification over the algorithm class this needs a guarantee that is a number, such as δ or a nominal level, and a change
of measure to the alternative. Under an asymptotic guarantee, such as consistency, the uniform quantification and the
asymptotic step can be measured only together, as what the other defects leave of the difference from the limit at a practical
horizon. Section 12 computes these defects on published sources: movie ratings, the accuracies of trained models, an oat
variety trial, an e-mail marketing experiment, the items of a national science assessment, a textbook maintenance problem
and an engine-replacement model fitted to fleet data. For identification among trained models and for Wald’s test the
largest term is usually the uniform quantification’s. In best-arm identification among trained models, with a δ-correct
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stopping threshold it is the largest term of the adaptive identification algorithms at every risk δ tested. At an algorithm’s
own error rates the chain gives a bound that lies much closer than the limit to the measured cost of the sequential tests
and of Chernoff’s rule for sequential design on the assessment items. For identification no estimate of the error probability
at the most confusing alternative passed an exact control, so that bound is not reported there (Section 12). In best-arm
identification the ranking of the uniform quantification’s term rests on such an estimate. The estimate reads low in the
control, so that term is drawn too large (Section 12.3). For regret the asymptotically optimal algorithms stay below the
limit at every horizon tested. For these algorithms the joint term of the uniform quantification and the asymptotic step
subtracts more than their whole shortfall below the limit: the asymptotic requirement overstates what practical horizons
require. With its uniform quantification computed at the algorithms’ own regrets, the finite-horizon regret bound of the
chain certifies far fewer pulls than they make on exact one-armed reductions (Section 12.1). The midpoint’s gain in the
exponent of the Bretagnolle–Huber bound is close to a factor of two for fixed allocations at small separations. On movie
ratings, under the adaptive allocations of standard algorithms it falls with the horizon (Figure 2), to between 1.03 and 1.40
at T = 3,000.

2 Setting

A bandit instance ν = (νa)a∈[K] assigns to each arm a law on a common space. An algorithm interacts with ν for T
rounds, choosing the armAt measurably with respect to the observed history and any independent randomization, and
observing Xt ∼ νAt

. Write Na(t) for the number of pulls of arm a by time t, Sa(t) for the sum of the observations
collected from it, Ft for the observed filtration, and Pν for the induced law on histories. Throughout, λ denotes a second
instance with νa ≪ λa for every arm, and Lt := log(dPν/dPλ)|Ft .

Because the action probabilities are Ft−1-measurable and do not depend on the instance, they cancel in Lt. Every
ledger statement of Sections 3–10 therefore holds under adaptive allocation, with no independence, fixed-design, or
consistency assumption.

2.1 Notation

Each symbol below names one object throughout the paper. Table 2, at the head of the appendices, lists each symbol with
the site of its definition. Symbols defined inside a result, such as the error budget ε of Theorem 7.1, keep their meaning
wherever they reappear. Bound variables, such as the arguments of kl, and letters introduced inside one proof hold only
there.

The mean of arm a under an instance λ is µa(λ). Its gap is∆a(λ) := maxa′ µa′(λ)−µa(λ). Under ν they are µa :=
µa(ν) and∆a := ∆a(ν). The optimal mean is µ⋆ := maxa µa, attained by an arm a⋆. The letter bmarks a suboptimal
arm singled out for perturbation; sums over b run over the suboptimal arms. When an alternative λmoves the law of arm
b, the separation of its two means is g := µb(λ)− µb. The regret on an instance λ isRT (λ) :=

∑
a∆a(λ)Eλ[Na(T )],

and RT := RT (ν). An algorithm is consistent on a class of instances if RT (λ) = o(T p) for every p > 0 and every
instance λ of the class. A stopping time for (Ft) is written τ . An event in FT or Fτ is written E. The law of a statistic
Y under Pν is PYν . A statistic written Z takes values in [0, 1]. The vector of pull counts isN(t) := (Na(t))a∈[K]. The
log-likelihood ratio of one observation from arm a is ℓa := log(dνa/dλa). The path log-likelihood ratio Lt is the sum of
ℓAt′ (Xt′) over rounds t′ ≤ t.

Relative entropy between two laws is writtenKL(· ∥ ·). Its value on the history isDT := KL(Pν |FT
∥Pλ|FT

);Dτ is
the same quantity on Fτ . The total variation distance is TV. For u, v ∈ [0, 1], kl(u, v) is the relative entropy between the
Bernoulli laws with means u and v. In this paper a one-parameter exponential family is a natural exponential family: its
laws have densities eθy−ψ(θ) in the observation y with respect to one base measure, so the reward is its natural statistic.
When each arm’s family is one, θ is its natural parameter, ψ its log-partition function and ψ⋆ the convex conjugate of ψ.
The natural parameters of νa and λa are then θa and ηa. In mean coordinates, d(µ, µ′) is the relative entropy from the
law with mean µ to the law with mean µ′. The coincidence divergence of arm a at tilt s is ca(s); its path counterpart is
CT (s) (Section 5). The Bhattacharyya coefficient of Pν and Pλ on FT is ρT := e−CT (1/2).

A star marks an optimal or extremal object, such as a⋆, µ⋆ and T ⋆(ν); ψ⋆ is the convex conjugate of ψ. A bar marks
an average. The notation of regret classes, of identification and of Markov decision processes is added in Sections 8, 9 and
10, where each is first used. That of the sequential tests is added in Section 12.4.
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3 The divergence decomposition

The relative entropy between the two histories is determined by the expected allocation, at every stopping time.

Theorem 3.1 (Divergence decomposition at a stopping time). Suppose KL(νa ∥λa) <∞ for every arm. For any stopping
time τ with Eν [τ ] <∞,

KL
(
Pν |Fτ

∥∥Pλ|Fτ

)
=

∑
a∈[K]

Eν [Na(τ)] KL(νa ∥λa) (1)

The proof is in Appendix C.1.
Equation (1) is the divergence decomposition [42]. It is the one step of the classical chain already in identity form.

Writing na := Eν [Na(τ)] and ka(λ) := KL(νa ∥λa), it reads ⟨n, k(λ)⟩ = Dτ for every admissible λ, so λ 7→ Dτ is
an exact linear functional of the expected allocation. Evaluating it atK alternatives whose vectors k(λ(j)) are linearly
independent determines n outright. The regret

∑
a∆ana is then a linear read-off, for every algorithm and every horizon.

Perturbing a single arm b is the rank-one case, Eν [Nb(τ)] = Dτ/KL(νb ∥λb).

4 Sufficiency and the data-processing step

Processing the history down to a statistic loses exactly one conditional divergence, which vanishes at the per-arm counts
and reward sums for arms in exponential families.

Theorem 4.1 (Sufficiency). Let τ be a stopping time. For any Fτ -measurable statistic Y ,

KL
(
Pν |Fτ

∥∥Pλ|Fτ

)
= KL

(
PYν

∥∥PYλ )
+ Eν

[
KL

(
Pν(· | Y )

∥∥Pλ(· | Y )
)]

(2)

Suppose further that each arm’s family is a one-parameter exponential family in its natural parameter and that τ is finite almost
surely under both Pν and Pλ. Then Y ⋆ := (Na(τ), Sa(τ))a∈[K] is sufficient for {Pν , Pλ} on Fτ . The second term vanishes
if and only if Lτ coincides Pν-almost surely with a measurable function of Y .

The proof is in Appendix C.2.
The equivalence is the sufficiency theorem of Kullback and Leibler [38, Theorem 4.1], written for the conditional term.
The classical arguments at the horizon use the event {Nb(T ) > T/2} or the normalized count Nb(T )/T . Both

are strict coarsenings of Y ⋆. Theorem 4.1 therefore identifies the term discarded by the data-processing step as one
conditional divergence, which vanishes for the sufficient statistic. The classical chains pay it because their class guarantee
constrains only the coarser statistic. Sections 12.1 and 12.6 measure this discarded term on movie ratings and on two
Markov decision processes.

5 The coincidence ledger

For s ∈ R set ca(s) := − log
∫
ν sa λ

1−s
a , the integral taken against any measure dominating both laws. At s = 1/2 it is

the Bhattacharyya divergence. Its maximum over s is the Chernoff information [15]. The coincidence divergence of several
laws is defined in [4]. For s ∈ [0, 1], ca(s) is its case of two laws with weights (s, 1− s). The path counterpart isCT (s) :=
− log

∫
(dPν)

s(dPλ)
1−s on FT . Where ca(s) is finite, the probability measure eca(s) ν sa λ 1−s

a is the exponential tilt of
λa by s ℓa. The exponent s is the tilt.

Theorem 5.1 (Coincidence ledger). Fix s such that ca(s) is finite for every a. Then

Mt(s) := exp
(
sLt +

∑
a∈[K]

Na(t) ca(s)
)

(3)

is a Pλ-martingale with Eλ[Mt(s)] = 1 for every t.

The proof is in Appendix C.3.
For exponential-family arms,Mt(s) is the product over arms of the test martingales of Kaufmann and Koolen [35,

eq. (7)], with exponent s(θa − ηa) on arm a. For a single stream it descends fromWald’s fundamental identity for one
random walk [69]. Its proof uses no parametric form. Equivalently,Mt(s) is the likelihood ratio on Ft of the instance
whose arms are the tilted laws eca(s) ν sa λ 1−s

a , taken against λ.
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Corollary 5.2 (The coincidence ledger at a stopping time). Fix s such that ca(s) is finite for every a, and let τ be a stopping
time. Then Eλ[Mτ∧t(s)] = 1 for every t, and Eλ[Mτ (s)] ≤ 1, with equality whenever τ is bounded.

The proof is in Appendix C.3.

Corollary 5.3 (The divergence decomposition is an endpoint). Suppose ca(s) is finite for every a and every s in an
open interval containing [0, 1], and suppose λa ≪ νa for every a. Then ca(1) = ca(0) = 0, c′a(0) = KL(λa ∥ νa) and
c′a(1) = −KL(νa ∥λa), and differentiating (3) at s = 1 returns (1) at every fixed horizon and at every bounded stopping time.

The proof is in Appendix C.3.

Corollary 5.4 (Anytime validity). Fix s such that ca(s) is finite for every a. For every α ∈ (0, 1), Pλ
(
∃t ≥ 0 : sLt +∑

aNa(t)ca(s) ≥ log(1/α)
)
≤ α.

The proof is in Appendix C.3.

6 Per-pull divergences at the Bhattacharyya point

The testing step converts a constraint on play into a requirement that the two instances be hard to tell apart at the horizon.
Theorem 7.1 states that requirement in 2CT (1/2), twice the path coincidence divergence at the Bhattacharyya point,
where the Bretagnolle–Huber bound states it in the relative entropyDT . Proposition 7.3 shows the former is never larger,
so the bound of Theorem 7.1 on the error sum is never weaker than the Bretagnolle–Huber bound. As a requirement on
DT , the quantity determined by the expected allocation, Theorem 7.1 gains at most log 2 nats over the Bretagnolle–Huber
bound, and the best-split bound of Proposition A.4 is larger than both at every error sum below 1. The per-pull divergences
satisfy the per-arm form of Proposition 7.3, 2 cb(1/2) ≤ KL(νb ∥λb) for each arm. Their ratioKL(νb ∥λb)/(2 cb(1/2))
is the per-pull factor, computed at small separations in Proposition 6.1. How much of the per-pull factor reaches the whole
path depends on the allocation (Section 7).

Proposition 6.1 (The per-pull factor at small separations). Let arm b have Bernoulli laws with mean µb under ν and mean
µb + g under λ, and write v := µb(1− µb). Then

kl(µb, µb + g)

2 cb(1/2)
= 2 +

2µb − 1

3v
g + O(g2) (4)

If instead both laws of arm b are Gaussian with common variance σ2 and means g apart, then cb(s) = s(1− s)g2/2σ2 for
every s, so the per-pull factor equals 2 at every g.

The proof is in Appendix C.4.
The factor of two is a small-separation statement and not a bound in either direction. SinceKL(νb ∥λb) and 2 cb(1/2)

are the Rényi divergences of orders one and one half of νb from λb, the value two is their local ratio [67, (49)–(50)]. The
first-order term of (4) has the sign of (2µb − 1)g. At small separations the per-pull factor therefore exceeds 2 when the
alternative moves the mean away from 1/2. It falls below 2when the alternative moves the mean toward 1/2. The per-pull
factor grows without bound as λb assigns vanishing mass to an outcome that νb does not.

7 The finite-horizon limit

At the Bhattacharyya point the path coincidence divergence is CT (1/2) = − log
∫ √

dPν dPλ. Its relative-entropy
endpoint isDT .

Theorem 7.1 (Finite-horizon limit). For every E ∈ FT ,

Pν(E
c) + Pλ(E) ≥ 1−

√
1− e−2CT (1/2) (5)

Consequently any algorithm and event with Pν(Ec) + Pλ(E) ≤ ε ≤ 1 satisfy 2CT (1/2) ≥ log
(
1/(ε(2 − ε))

)
. The

constant in (5) cannot be improved: equality holds for the pair of two-point laws (q, 1− q) and (1− q, q).
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The proof is in Appendix C.5.
Inequality (5) is Le Cam’s affinity bound [42, (14.11)]. The ledger reads its exponent as one point of the family of

Theorem 5.1. The Cauchy–Schwarz step in the proof of Theorem 7.1, TV(Pν , Pλ) ≤
√

1− ρ2T , is the upper edge of
the joint range of total variation and Hellinger distance [54]. Inequality (5) is written as an identity in Lemma A.3: the
minimum error sum exceeds its right side by a non-negative defect, which vanishes exactly when |LT | is almost surely
constant under Pλ.

Of the family’s Hölder bounds on the error sum, the one at the Bhattacharyya point is the largest.

Proposition 7.2 (The Bhattacharyya point maximizes the Hölder bound). For every s ∈ (0, 1), with s := s ∧ (1− s),

inf
E∈FT

(
Pν(E

c) + Pλ(E)
)

≥ 2 1−1/s e−CT (s)/s (6)

and the right side is maximized at s = 1/2, where it equals 1
2e

−2CT (1/2).

The proof is in Appendix C.5.
The Hölder route of its proof recovers the weaker constant 1

2e
−2CT (1/2) at that point, so Theorem 7.1 is the sharper

statement there. Proposition 7.2 settles that no bound of the form (6) at another tilt improves on it. It also shows that the
Chernoff point, the tilt that maximizes the exponent CT (s), weakens the Hölder bound.

Theorem 7.1 requires no consistency class, no asymptotics, and no restriction on the allocation rule. It differs from the
classical route in the functional of the pair (Pν , Pλ) in which the requirement is stated. Proposition 7.3 measures that
difference exactly.

Proposition 7.3 (Relative entropy minus twice the Bhattacharyya divergence). Let P (1/2) denote the probability measure
with dP (1/2) = eCT (1/2)

√
dPν dPλ. Then

DT − 2CT (1/2) = 2KL
(
Pν

∥∥P (1/2)
)

≥ 0 (7)

The same identity holds per arm with ν(1/2)a := eca(1/2) ν
1/2
a λ

1/2
a in place of P (1/2), giving 2 ca(1/2) ≤ KL(νa ∥λa).

The proof is in Appendix C.5.
Equation (7) is the case s = 1/2, P ′ = Pν of the identity sKL(P ′ ∥Pν) + (1− s)KL(P ′ ∥Pλ) = KL(P ′ ∥P (s)) +

CT (s), with P (s) ∝ (dPν)
s(dPλ)

1−s [67, (53)], which van Erven and Harremoës credit to Csiszár [18].
The Bretagnolle–Huber bound on the same error sum is 1

2e
−DT (Proposition A.2), so Theorem 7.1 improves on it

in the functional and in the constant. Against the original form of the Bretagnolle–Huber inequality, TV(Pν , Pλ) ≤√
1− e−DT (Appendix A.3), Theorem 7.1 improves in the functional alone. Equation (7) measures the gain in the

functional: the path factor DT /(2CT (1/2)) equals 1 + KL(Pν ∥P (1/2))/CT (1/2). The term KL(Pν ∥P (1/2)) =
1
2 Eν [LT ] + logEν [e−LT /2] is a Jensen defect (often called the Jensen gap), zero exactly when LT is constant under Pν .
Under a fixed allocation of nb pulls to the perturbed arm, LT is a sum of nb independent terms, and the path factor equals
the per-pull factor for every nb, close to 2 at small separations. An asymptotically optimal algorithm allocates adaptively
instead. It stops sampling the perturbed arm once the evidence against it reaches about log t, so LT concentrates and the
path factor falls toward 1. On the MovieLens arm closest to the best (Section 12.2), the path factor of KL-UCB is 2.02 at
T = 25 and 1.09 at T = 3,000 under the smaller of two perturbations (Figure 2). The factor of two therefore belongs to
fixed designs and to short horizons on arms near the best. Lattimore and Szepesvári describe the bound 1−

√
1− e−DT

as a modest improvement on their Theorem 14.2, the bound 1
2e

−DT [42, Chapter 14, Note 4]. The gain in the functional
measured in Figure 2 is additional to that improvement.

The per-arm form of Theorem 7.1 does not decompose the way (1) does. The measure in the next proposition is a
probability measure by Theorem 5.1.

Proposition 7.4 (Per-arm form at the Bhattacharyya point). LetQs be the measure with dQs/dPλ =MT (s), a probability
measure, and let P (1/2) be as in Proposition 7.3. Then∑

a∈[K]

EQ1/2
[Na(T )] ca(1/2) − CT (1/2) = KL

(
Q1/2

∥∥P (1/2)
)

≥ 0 (8)

The proof is in Appendix C.5.
Equation (8) differs from (1) in where the allocation is measured: under the tilted law Q1/2, whose per-arm law is

the geometric mixture ν(1/2)a of the two endpoints. The two allocations do not agree. On the MovieLens reductions of
Section 12.2 the perturbed arm is pulled several times as often under the tilted law as under Pν (Figure 2b). A comparison
between (8) and the classical per-arm bound is therefore not like for like.
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8 Per-arm transported fractions

For regret, the law of arm a ranges over a classMa. The instances range over the product classM1 × · · · ×MK of the λ
with λa ∈ Ma for every arm. With one classM for every arm, the product class isMK . For a setH of laws,Kinf(·,H) is
the infimum of the relative entropy from its first argument to a law inH. For a suboptimal arm b,Kinf(νb, µ

⋆) takesH to
be the laws inMb with mean above µ⋆. The Lai–Robbins constant is c⋆(ν) :=

∑
b∆b/Kinf(νb, µ

⋆); when everyMa is
the same one-parameter exponential family and some law of the family has mean above µ⋆,Kinf(νb, µ

⋆) = d(µb, µ
⋆).

Fix an instance whose arms belong to a one-parameter exponential family with a law of mean above µ⋆, and let λ raise
a suboptimal arm b to µ⋆. Writing db := d(µb, µ

⋆), the corresponding term of (1) is

Ib(T ) := Eν [Nb(T )] · db (9)

the information transported through arm b by time T . It is exact given the counts. The transported fraction Ib(T )/ log T
of arm bmeasures how much of the asymptotic requirement an algorithm has met. For KL-UCB on a Lipschitz bandit
with Bernoulli arms, Eν [Nb(T )]/ log T is plotted for each suboptimal arm in [45]. It is reported to approach 1/db, a
transported fraction of one.

Proposition 8.1 (Relation to the regret ratio). Here the Lai–Robbins constant is c⋆(ν) =
∑
b∆b/db. Then

RT
c⋆(ν) log T

=

∑
b(∆b/db)

(
Ib(T )/ log T

)∑
b∆b/db

(10)

so the regret ratio is the (∆b/db)-weighted average of the per-arm transported fractions. When every suboptimal arm has the
same gap the weights are equal and the regret ratio is their unweighted mean; it equals each transported fraction individually
only if the algorithm also allocates equally across those arms.

The proof is in Appendix C.6.
Proposition 8.1 places the transported fraction against the quantity it generalizes. On a homogeneous instance that the

algorithm treats symmetrically it is no more informative than the regret ratio. Off one it separates arms that are averaged
together in the regret ratio, and it distinguishes two situations that are conflated in the regret ratio: an algorithm that
transports more information than it needs, and a horizon too short for the asymptotic requirement to have accrued. Both
occur on the MovieLens arms of Section 12.1 at T = 20,000. On the liked-or-not instance UCB1’s transported fractions
run from 2.9 to 4.7 across arms, behind a regret ratio of 4.0. The asymptotically optimal algorithms’ transported fractions
stay below one; for IMED they run from 0.42 to 0.77, behind a regret ratio of 0.56.

9 The alternative set and the allocation supremum

The remaining two steps of the classical chain optimize over the alternatives and over allocations.
For best-arm identification, ν has a unique optimal arm, and Alt(ν) is the set of instances in which some arm other

than a⋆ is at least as good as a⋆. An allocation w is a point of the simplex over arms. The characteristic time T ⋆(ν)
satisfies T ⋆(ν)−1 = supw infλ∈Alt(ν)

∑
a waKL(νa ∥λa). A best-arm identification algorithm, with stopping time τ

and recommendation â, is δ-correct if on every instance λ with a unique optimal arm a⋆(λ) it stops almost surely and
Pλ(â ̸= a⋆(λ)) ≤ δ; δ is its risk. Other alternative sets and their characteristic times are marked by a subscript, such as
Altm(ν) and T ⋆m(ν) for top-m identification. For a structured class Φ of bandit instances the alternative set is AltΦ(ν)
and the regret constant c⋆Φ(ν) (Corollary A.33); without a subscript c

⋆(ν) is that of the product classM1 × · · · ×MK .

Proposition 9.1 (The alternative-set infimum is a Bregman information). For a one-parameter exponential family with
conjugate log-partition ψ⋆, and weights w with wi ≥ 0 and

∑
i wi = 1,

min
µ′

∑
i

wi d(µi, µ
′) =

∑
i

wiψ
⋆(µi)− ψ⋆

(∑
i

wiµi

)
(11)

attained at the barycentre
∑
i wiµi of the means.

The proof is in Appendix C.7.
The minimization in (11) is over the second argument of the divergence. Its value is the Jensen defect of ψ⋆ in the

mean parameters, the Bregman information of the means [5]. For two means the Bregman information is the divergence
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through which the infimum over the alternative set is computed in [23, Lemma 3]. The coincidence divergence ca(s) of
Section 5 is the Jensen defect of ψ in the natural parameters, attained at the geometric mixture [49, Theorem 3]. The two
are Jensen defects of the Legendre-dual pair ψ, ψ⋆. Lemma A.25 compares the two at matching weights. For Gaussian arms
with common variance σ2 and means g apart they are equal, both s(1− s)g2/2σ2. For exponentially distributed arms
the coincidence divergence at tilt s equals the Bregman information at the reflected weights (1− s, s), so the two agree at
s = 1/2. In general they agree to second order in the separation g, and at s = 1/2 to third order. On Bernoulli arms their
disagreement is unbounded. There the Bregman information is a Jensen defect of the negative entropy and never exceeds
log 2. For means q ≤ 1/2 and 1− q the coincidence divergence lies within log 2 of (s ∧ (1− s)) log(1/q). The relative
discrepancy therefore diverges as the two laws approach opposite vertices of the simplex. They enter the chain at different
steps, the coincidence divergence at the testing step and the Bregman information at the alternative-set step. Where
the two differ, as on Bernoulli arms, conflating them misprices whichever step receives the wrong one. In fixed-budget
identification the divergences of the lower bound run from the alternative to the instance. There the alternative-set step
returns a coincidence divergence between the laws of two arms (Proposition A.29). The largest coincidence divergence
over the tilt and the largest Bregman information over the weights are the information quantities of the fixed-budget
and the fixed-confidence lower bounds for two arms, in that order [37, Appendix C]. They are equal for Gaussian and for
exponentially distributed arms, but on Bernoulli arms the first is the larger [37, Section 5.1].

For best-arm identification the characteristic time T ⋆(ν)−1 = supw infλ∈Alt(ν)

∑
a waKL(νa ∥λa) inherits (11)

pairwise. The supremum then collapses.

Proposition 9.2 (Scalar form of the characteristic time). For Gaussian arms with common variance σ2, where db = ∆2
b/2σ

2,

T ⋆(ν) = min
γ∈(0,minb db)

[ 1
γ
+

∑
b̸=a⋆

1

db − γ

]
(12)

with γ⋆ the minimizer, wa⋆ = 1/(γ⋆T ⋆(ν)), wb = 1/
(
T ⋆(ν)(db − γ⋆)

)
, and stationarity γ−2 =

∑
b(db − γ)−2,

equivalently w2
a⋆ =

∑
b w

2
b .

The proof is in Appendix C.7.
Garivier and Kaufmann [23, Lemmas 3 and 4, Theorem 5 and p. 6] proved that at the optimal allocation theK − 1

pairwise infima are equal, reduced the optimal weights to a one-dimensional root-finding problem, and stated the Gaussian
condition w2

a⋆ =
∑
b w

2
b . For Gaussian arms with a common variance, Glynn and Juneja [25, Theorem 1 and Example 1]

had derived the same equalization and condition for the fixed-budget problem over static allocations. Equation (12) writes
the reduction of Garivier and Kaufmann for Gaussian arms as a convex minimization in one variable. For unit-variance
Gaussian arms, Barrier, Garivier and Kocák [6, Lemma 7 and Proposition 8] obtain the weights and the characteristic time
in closed form from the unique root of a convex, strictly decreasing function of one variable. In the variable 1/(2γ), that
root equation is the stationarity condition of (12) with σ = 1. Proposition 9.3 writes the reduction for any one-parameter
family. The remarks after Proposition A.24 map it to the notation of Garivier and Kaufmann.

Proposition 9.3 (Scalar form outside the Gaussian case). For one-parameter exponential-family arms, let

Gb(r) := min
µ′

[
d(µa⋆ , µ

′) + r d(µb, µ
′)
]

denote the pairwise alternative-set infimum at weights (1, r), which is continuous and strictly increasing on [0,∞) with
supremum d(µa⋆ , µb). Then

T ⋆(ν) = min
γ∈(0,minb d(µa⋆ ,µb))

1 +
∑
b̸=a⋆ G

−1
b (γ)

γ
(13)

with wb/wa⋆ = G−1
b (γ⋆) at the minimizer.

The proof is in Appendix C.7.
The object that replaces 1/(db − γ) isG−1

b (γ)/γ. The program stays one-dimensional with a monotone inner solve;
convexity in γ, however, is a feature of the Gaussian case and is not claimed in general. The divergences d(µa⋆ , µb) of
Proposition 9.3 run from the optimal arm, in the reverse order of db = d(µb, µ

⋆); outside the Gaussian case the two need
not be equal.

Proposition 9.4 (Union and intersection alternative sets). Let w be an allocation, k(λ) the vector of per-pull divergences of
Section 3, and C a set of alternatives. If C =

⋃
j Bj then infλ∈C⟨w, k(λ)⟩ = minj infλ∈Bj ⟨w, k(λ)⟩. If C =

⋂
j Bj then

infλ∈C⟨w, k(λ)⟩ ≥ maxj infλ∈Bj
⟨w, k(λ)⟩ ≥ minj infλ∈Bj

⟨w, k(λ)⟩.
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The proof is in Appendix C.7.
The alternative set of a top-m identification problem is a union of single-swap half-spaces, each constraining two

coordinates [58, Lemma 1], so Proposition 9.4 makes its infimum a minimum of pairwise infima of the form (11) (Proposi-
tion A.22). A conjunctive alternative set, where several arms must move together, is an intersection; the maximum of the
pairwise infima is then the better of the two surrogates and both underestimate, so the infimum over the intersection itself
is needed there.

10 Markov decision processes

Nothing in Section 5 used the bandit structure beyond the condition that the probabilities of the sampled component be
Ft−1-measurable and the same under both instances. In a Markov decision process the state is observed before the action
is drawn, so the state and the action of each round meet this condition and the argument transfers with visit counts in
place of pull counts. The condition also holds inside an episode, a finite trajectory logged by a known policy that may
depend on the whole history of the episode. The policy’s probabilities are the same under both instances, so they cancel
from the episode’s likelihood ratio. Within an episode the divergence decomposition then holds with each history at
which the environment draws an observation in place of an arm, weighted by the probability that the episode reaches it.
A one-sided sequential test on independent logged episodes is therefore covered by Proposition A.16 for any null set of
environments, with each environment identified with the law of one logged episode. For one trajectory of an ergodic
finite-state Markov chain, a non-asymptotic lower bound on the expected stopping time of one-sided power-one tests
is proved for any composite null in [62, Theorem 3.3]. There the per-state relative entropies are averaged under the
stationary distribution of the chain. Under a fixed stationary policy the states and actions of a Markov decision process
form a finite-state Markov chain, which is assumed ergodic in [62, Section 5.2].

An instance ν of a Markov decision process with finite state and action sets X andA assigns to each state-action pair
(x, a) a law νx,a of the next state and the reward. Its probability of a move from x to y under a is ν(y | x, a). Its mean
reward at (x, a) is r(x, a). In each round an algorithm observes the state and draws an action given the observed history
and any independent randomization. It then observes the reward and the next state, drawn from the law of the instance
at that state-action pair. The observed filtration Ft is generated by the initial state and by the actions, rewards and next
states of the first t rounds. The law of the history under ν is Pν . Write ν ≪ λ when νx,a ≪ λx,a at every pair. For
two instances with the same initial-state law and ν ≪ λ, Lt := log(dPν/dPλ)|Ft

. The visits to (x, a) by round t are
counted byNx,a(t), and the visits to x byNx(t). The instance is ergodic if every stationary deterministic policy makes
the sequence of states an irreducible Markov chain [50]. An ergodic instance has an optimal gain g⋆ and a bias h⋆. The
Bellman gap of (x, a) is∆x,a := g⋆ + h⋆(x)− r(x, a)−

∑
y ν(y | x, a)h⋆(y). The actions with∆x,a = 0 form the set

A⋆x of optimal actions at x, and the optimal stationary policies formΠ⋆; under λ these objects are∆x,a(λ),A⋆x(λ) and
Π⋆(λ). The instance belongs to a known class Φ of instances. Its alternative set AltΦ(ν) holds the λ ∈ Φ with ν ≪ λ
that agree with ν at the optimal pairs and share no optimal stationary policy with it. The regret constant of the class is
c⋆Φ(ν) := infζ

∑
x,a ζ(x, a)∆x,a, where the infimum is over the rates ζ ≥ 0 with

∑
x,a ζ(x, a)KL(νx,a ∥λx,a) ≥ 1

for every λ ∈ AltΦ(ν) (Proposition A.31). For a suboptimal pair,Kinf(x, a) is the infimum ofKL(νx,a ∥λx,a) over the
instances λ ∈ Φ that differ from ν only at (x, a) and under which the mean reward at (x, a) plus the mean of h⋆ at the
next state exceeds g⋆ + h⋆(x); such an instance makes the pair optimal [50]. The information transported through the
pair by round t is Ix,a(t) := Eν [Nx,a(t)]Kinf(x, a). Its transported fraction is Ix,a(t)/ log t. From an initial state, the
regretRT (λ) of an algorithm on an instance λ is T times the optimal gain of λminus the expected total reward over T
rounds, andRT := RT (ν); for a bandit it is the regret of Section 2.1. An algorithm is uniformly good on Φ if its regret is
o(T p) for every p > 0, every ergodic instance in Φ and every initial state.

Theorem 10.1 (Coincidence ledger on a Markov decision process). Let ν and λ share their initial-state law, let Nx,a(t)
count visits to the state-action pair (x, a), and let cx,a(s) be the coincidence divergence of νx,a and λx,a. Fix s such that cx,a(s)
is finite for every pair. Then exp

(
sLt +

∑
x,aNx,a(t) cx,a(s)

)
is a mean-one Pλ-martingale.

The proof is that of Theorem 5.1 with the index set enlarged. Its s → 1 endpoint is the divergence decomposition
over state-action pairs (Proposition A.30), on which the regret limit of Proposition A.31 is built.

The alternative-set step transfers with the same caveat as in Section 9: its object is not the coincidence divergence. Over
categorical transition kernels the infimum over the alternative setAltΦ(ν) in Proposition A.31 is again a minimization
over the second argument, but it produces no barycentre. The alternative set holds the laws of the optimal pairs fixed and
lets each suboptimal pair’s kernel move on its own. An alternative that changes only the suboptimal pair (x, a)moves its
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law by at leastKinf(x, a) in relative entropy, which is infinite when no law makes the pair optimal. In a class where each
pair’s law ranges over its own set, such as all categorical transition kernels, the regret constant is set by these single-pair
alternatives: c⋆Φ(ν) =

∑
x

∑
a/∈A⋆

x
∆x,a/Kinf(x, a), with 1/0 := ∞ and 1/∞ := 0 (Proposition A.32).

11 Classical limits as relaxations of the ledger

Table 1 lists 34 results: 33 classical results from the bandit, sequential-testing and reinforcement-learning literature and
one result of this paper (Proposition A.23). Of the 34, 29 are instance-dependent limits, three are ingredients of their
proofs and two are exact results on Markov decision processes. The ingredients are the divergence decomposition, the
fundamental inequality and the characteristic time. Each result starts from an exact quantity: the divergence decomposition
of Theorem 3.1 or its Markov decision process form (Proposition A.30), the minimum error sum 1− TV(Pν , Pλ) of a
two-point test, or the allocation supremum of Section 9. A short sequence of relaxations then gives the result. For four
of the rows the sequence is empty. The small capitals process, test, binary, markov, uniform, asymptotic, boundary
and allocation name the relaxations, and the loss of each is its defect. Every relaxation but asymptotic is an inequality
whose defect is an exact quantity, uniform only when the class guarantee is a number:

• process: data processing to a statistic Y ,Dτ ≥ KL(PYν ∥PYλ ), or in total variation,TV(Pν , Pλ) ≥ TV(PYν , P
Y
λ ).

The defect is the conditional divergence in the chain rule (2), zero for a sufficient statistic, or the difference of the
two total variations.

• test: a two-point testing inequality in place of the exact value 1−TV(Pν , Pλ). The defects are the Jensen defect of
Lemma A.3, the term 2KL(Pν ∥P (1/2)) of Proposition 7.3, and the loss of any weaker form of the affinity bound,
which the proofs name. The first is the loss of the Cauchy–Schwarz step in the proof of Theorem 7.1.

• binary: an elementary lower bound on the Bernoulli relative entropy kl.

• markov: Markov’s inequality, which turns a bound on an expected count, on the regret or on a risk into a bound on
the probability of an event.

• uniform: the uniform quantification. The algorithm’s behavior at the instance and at the alternative is replaced by
the guarantee of its class over the class’s whole domain: consistency, δ-correctness, a regret bound or a risk bound.

• asymptotic: the horizon taken to infinity, or an error probability or the sampling cost taken to zero.

• boundary: alternatives inside the alternative set that approach the infimum of the divergence over the set. For a
one-parameter exponential family the infimum lies on the set’s boundary. A proof lets the alternatives approach the
infimum unless the bound degrades as they do. In that case it keeps one alternative at a fixed margin beyond the
boundary and names the difference between its divergence and the infimum.

• allocation: the algorithm’s own allocation replaced by the best allocation.

Table 1: Each of 34 results is an exact quantity or follows from one by named

relaxations. Each row names a result and its source, its setting, the relaxations its
proof applies (defined in Section 11 and listed in the order given there) and where
the paper states it. Appendix C.8 proves the appendix statements.

Result Setting Relaxations Statement

Divergence decomposition [42] any algorithm, stopping time none (identity) Thm. 3.1
Divergence decomposition on a
Markov decision process [50]

any algorithm, stopping time none (identity) Prop. A.30

Fundamental inequality [24];
transportation lemma [37]

statistic in [0, 1], or an event process Lem. A.1(b)

Le Cam, Bretagnolle–Huber [10] and
Pinsker bounds [42, Chapter 14]

two instances, fixed horizon process, test; Pinsker: process,
binary

Prop. A.2,
Lem. A.3

Best-split bound [8, 19] an event, through its error sum process, binary Prop. A.4

Continued on the next page

9



Result Setting Relaxations Statement

Chernoff’s exponent and its
converse [15, 54]

two instances, fixed horizon,
deterministic counts, mutually
absolutely continuous laws

test Lem. A.5

Lai–Robbins [40] one-parameter family,
consistent algorithms

process, binary, markov, uniform,
asymptotic, boundary

Prop. A.6

Burnetas–Katehakis [11] any product class, consistent
algorithms

as for Lai–Robbins Prop. A.6

Finite-horizon regret bound [42] fixed horizon, regret bound on a
neighborhood

process, test, markov, uniform,
boundary

Prop. A.7,
Cor. A.8

Initial-phase count bound [24] any class, optimal arms pulled at
least T/K times

process, binary, uniform,
boundary

Prop. A.9

Finite-horizon Lai–Robbins bound
[24]

well-behaved class, counts at
mostΥ log T/∆2

a

process, binary, uniform,
boundary

Prop. A.10

Explore-then-commit [22] two Gaussian arms, consistent
algorithms

process, binary, uniform,
asymptotic; boundary for an
unknown gap

Prop. A.11

Fixed-design explore-then-commit
[22]

two Gaussian arms, known gap,
consistent algorithms

process, uniform, asymptotic Prop. A.12

Wald’s bound [70] and the SPRT’s
defect

one stream, two simple
hypotheses

process; uniform for nominal
levels

Prop. A.13

Wald–Wolfowitz optimality of the
SPRT [71], zero-defect case

one stream, two simple
hypotheses

process, uniform Prop. A.14

Tests of several or composite
hypotheses [29, 39]

one stream, finitely many
disjoint hypotheses, truth in one
of them

process, uniform, boundary;
binary and asymptotic for the
logarithmic form

Prop. A.15

Power-one tests with a composite
null [1]

one stream, any composite null process, uniform, boundary Prop. A.16

Sequential design [16] finitely many states and
experiments

process, binary, markov, uniform,
asymptotic, allocation

Prop. A.17

Active hypothesis testing, first-order
term [47]

finitely many states and
experiments, a prior on the
states

process, binary, markov, uniform,
asymptotic, allocation

Cor. A.18

Sequential design at fixed
confidence [35]

finitely many experiments, any
set of states

process, uniform, boundary,
allocation; binary for the
log(1/(3δ)) form

Prop. A.19

Best-arm identification [23] fixed confidence process, uniform, boundary,
allocation

Prop. A.20

Top-m identification [37] fixed confidence process, uniform, boundary;
binary for the log(1/(2.4δ)) form

Prop. A.21

Top-m characteristic time [58, 72] fixed confidence, unique top-m
set

process, uniform, boundary,
allocation

Prop. A.22

Identification at the algorithm’s own
error rates

one-parameter family, any
stopping rule; best-arm or
top-m

none for the identity; process,
allocation for the bound

Prop. A.23

Characteristic time and optimal
weights [23]

one-parameter family none (exact) Prop. A.24

Identification within a tolerance [46,
Theorem 5]; second term of [37,
Remark 5]

fixed confidence, tolerance∆tol process, binary, uniform; for the
1/∆2

a form, an upper bound on
each per-pull divergence, which no
tag names

Prop. A.26

Two-point fixed-budget bound [37,
Lemma 15]

fixed budget, two instances process, test; allocation for the
form inmaxa ca(1/2)

Prop. A.27

Gaussian fixed-budget bounds,
corrected [37, Theorems 16 and 17]

fixed budget, Gaussian arms,
common variance

process, test, boundary,
allocation

Prop. A.28

Continued on the next page
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Result Setting Relaxations Statement

Fixed-budget exponent [37,
Theorem 12] and pairwise rate [25,
Section 2]

fixed budget, error probability
tending to 0

process, binary, uniform,
asymptotic, boundary,
allocation; the rate: none (identity)

Prop. A.29

Regret in ergodic MDPs [12, 50] ergodic MDP, uniformly good
algorithms

process, binary, markov, uniform,
asymptotic, allocation

Prop. A.31

Decoupled regret constant [12, 50] ergodic MDP, product class none (exact) Prop. A.32
Structured bandits [17]; Graves–Lai
with independent observations [26]

known class of instances,
consistent algorithms

as for regret in ergodic MDPs Cor. A.33

Linear bandits [41] unit-variance Gaussian arms
with linear means, consistent
algorithms

as for structured bandits Cor. A.34

Lipschitz bandits [45] Bernoulli arms with Lipschitz
means, consistent algorithms

as for structured bandits Cor. A.35

Appendix A states each result in this paper’s notation. Appendix C.8 proves the statements of Appendix A and names
the defect at every step. Every step except asymptotic can be evaluated for a given algorithm on a given instance,
uniform when the class guarantee is a number, such as δ or a nominal level. At a finite horizon the difference between
an algorithm’s cost and a classical limit is a signed sum of the defects of its chain. Under an asymptotic guarantee, such
as consistency, uniform and asymptotic enter this sum only together, as what the other defects leave of the difference.
Most regret rows turn counts into event probabilities by markov. The count bounds of Garivier, Ménard and Stoltz and
the explore-then-commit bounds work with a normalized count or the exact error sum instead. The lower bounds for
best-arm identification, sequential design and Markov decision processes replace the algorithm’s allocation by the best one
(allocation).

The chain does not recover every lower bound in the literature. The iterated-logarithm term in the expected stopping
time of power-one tests [1, Theorem 3.2] is one. Its proof divides one null’s error budget among many alternatives at
once, while the chain proves a bound for each pair (ν, λ) and then optimizes over the alternative. Minimax bounds
by the methods of Fano and Assouad [14] are another. They bound the worst case over a prior or a packing of many
instances. Fano’s method processes the history to a decision among many hypotheses, where the chain processes it to an
event that separates two instances. The testing step at the Bhattacharyya point does not reach the converse of Chernoff’s
exponent [15, 54]. For a fixed design the bound of Theorem 7.1 is of order e−2CT (1/2), while the minimum error sum is
e−maxs CT (s)+O(

√
T ), and 2CT (1/2) lies betweenmaxs CT (s) and twice it. The coincidence ledger at the maximizing

tilt reaches the converse when the pull counts are deterministic (Lemma A.5). The 1/∆2
a forms of the bounds of Mannor

and Tsitsiklis need an upper bound on a per-pull divergence, which none of the relaxations supplies (Proposition A.26).
The coincidence family does not sharpen the fixed-budget exponent of a single instance (Proposition A.29). Four further
results are recovered only in part. The bound of Graves and Lai for controlled Markov chains [26] is recovered only for
independent observations (Appendix A.17). Of Lorden’s optimality of a matrix of one-sided sequential probability ratio
tests [43] only the first-order lower bound is recovered (Appendix A.9). Of the bound in Remark 5 of Kaufmann, Cappé
and Garivier [37] only the second term is reached (Appendix A.14). The optimality of Wald and Wolfowitz [71] follows
from Proposition A.14 only when its defect is zero.

12 Evaluation on realistic instances

The instances below come from published sources: movie ratings, the accuracies of trained models, an oat variety trial,
an e-mail marketing experiment, the items of a national science assessment, a textbook maintenance problem and an
engine-replacement model fitted to fleet data. On each, standard algorithms run against the classical limit of their problem.
For regret on movie ratings and on the two Markov decision processes, for identification, for the sequential tests and for
sequential design, the ledger splits the difference into terms named by the relaxations of Section 11, each computed from
the algorithm’s own runs. Where the class guarantee is a number, as for δ-correct identification and tests at nominal levels,
the uniform term is computed by a change of measure or by an exact program. For identification no change-of-measure
estimate passed an exact control (Appendix B.5). The uniform and process terms are split only for best-arm identification
among trained models, with the measured bias stated, and are reported together on the other identification instances. For
regret the guarantee is asymptotic, so uniform and asymptotic enter the split together, as what the other terms leave of
the difference. Appendix B gives the protocols.
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12.1 Regret on movie ratings

The arms are the 10most-rated movies of the MovieLens 100K ratings [27]. On the liked-or-not instance the reward of a
pull is 1 when the rating is at least 4. On the five-star instance it is the rating rescaled to [0, 1], drawn from the movie’s
empirical rating distribution. The algorithms are UCB1, KL-UCB, Thompson sampling and IMED, with NPTS on the
five-star instance (Appendix B.1). Figure 1 compares them with the limit c⋆(ν) log t, where c⋆(ν) =

∑
b∆b/Kinf(νb, µ

⋆).
At T = 20,000 the asymptotically optimal algorithms incur 53% to 81% of c⋆(ν) log T on the liked-or-not instance,
and IMED and NPTS 61% to 66% on the five-star instance. The ledger splits each of these ratios exactly along the chain
of Proposition A.6, with the normalized count Nb(T )/T as the statistic (Figure 1(c)). With the closest alternatives of
Appendix B.1, which raise arm b to µ⋆ +0.02, the process term adds 0.54 to 0.98 of the limit. The binary term adds 0.06
to 0.07, just under the log 2/ log T = 0.07 of Lemma A.1(c). The boundary term subtracts 0.24 to 0.36. Consistency is
an asymptotic guarantee, so uniform and asymptotic enter only together. Their joint term subtracts 0.77 to 0.87, more
than the regret ratio falls short of one: the asymptotic requirement overstates the finite-horizon one. Regret below the
asymptotic limit at practical horizons is reported for KL-UCB [13] and attributed to second-order terms [24, Section 1
and Theorem 5]. With farther alternatives the process and boundary terms both grow, by nearly equal amounts, and the
joint term subtracts 0.55 to 0.75. On the five-star instance, KL-UCB and Thompson sampling treat each arm as Bernoulli
and incur 1.5 to 2.4 times the limit. Their asymptotic constant

∑
b∆b/kl(µb, µ

⋆) uses the Bernoulli divergence where
the limit usesKinf(νb, µ

⋆). On this instance it is 3.1 times c⋆(ν). The data-processing step also reads as a pull count. For
each suboptimal arm, the fundamental inequality with the normalized count certifies a pull count from the algorithm’s
own behavior at the alternatives. For the asymptotically optimal algorithms it certifies 16% to 37% of the pulls actually
made. On the exact one-armed reductions of Section 12.2, the same computation certifies 37% to 67%, so the shortfall
belongs to the statistic. By Lemma A.1(b), it is the conditional divergence of the history given a coin whose mean is the
normalized count.

On the exact reductions the law of Nb(T ) recovers most of that conditional divergence. At T = 3,000, with the
alternative that raises arm b to µ⋆ + 0.01, it keeps at least 82% ofDT (Figure 7, Appendix B.3). The finite-horizon regret
bound of Proposition A.7 certifies less. Its regret form, which uses only RT (ν) and RT (λ), is negative there for every
arm and both algorithms. That form is positive only whenRT (ν) +RT (λ) < T∆/4. The algorithms’ own regrets sum
to more on every arm. Under KL-UCB the markov step replaces the probability of {Nb(T ) > T/2} by 2Eν [Nb(T )]/T .
With the replacement of both gaps by∆, it removes more than the error-sum form keeps. Under Thompson sampling the
error-sum form is already small, because under λ the algorithm still pulls arm b at most T/2 times with probability 0.354.
Over all margins the regret form certifies at most 7% of KL-UCB’s pulls of arm b and 27% of Thompson sampling’s. On
Gaussian reductions with the same standardized gaps, Corollary A.8 certifies at most 13.1% of the measured regret.

12.2 The factor of two under adaptive play

Proposition 7.3 writes the gain of Theorem 7.1 over the Bretagnolle–Huber bound as a Jensen defect of the log-likelihood
ratio. Figure 2 computes it exactly on one-armed reductions of MovieLens ratings [27]. The best arm a⋆ has like-rate
0.859 and is known. The perturbed arm b is one of the next four movies. The alternative λ raises arm b to 0.859+ ξ, with
margin ξ ∈ {0.01, 0.03}. Every fixed allocation attains the per-pull factor, between 2.12 and 2.26 on these arms. Under
KL-UCB and Thompson sampling the path factor falls toward 1 as the horizon grows. At T = 3,000 it lies between 1.03
and 1.40 over four arms, two margins and both algorithms. The same computation gives the allocation under the tilted
lawQ1/2 of Proposition 7.4. At T = 3,000 and ξ = 0.01 the tilted law pulls the perturbed arm 2.9 to 5.9 times as often
as Pν does, and up to 11 times at ξ = 0.03. The per-pull and path factors on Gaussian reductions of an oat variety trial
are given in Section 12.3.

12.3 Identification on model accuracies and an oat variety trial

A pull scores one trained model on one test item drawn uniformly. The first instance takes 34 image classifiers evaluated
on the reproduced CIFAR-10 test set [57]. The second takes 11 language models on MMLU [66]. The algorithms are
Track-and-Stop, T3C and round-robin sampling (Appendix B.4). Each algorithm stops by the generalized likelihood ratio
rule. Figure 3 splits its expected sample size into the limit T ⋆(ν)kl(δ, 1 − δ) [23] and three terms. The uniform term
compares the algorithm’s own error probability at the most confusing alternative with the guarantee δ of its class. For
Track-and-Stop and T3C with a δ-correct threshold it is the largest term at every δ. It is 13 to 17 nats under the threshold
of Garivier and Kaufmann and 36 to 42 nats under that of Kaufmann and Koolen. At δ = 0.1 these two algorithms draw 9
to 15 times the limit under the first threshold. A common heuristic threshold cuts the term to 2.4 to 4.1 nats. It is not
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Figure 1: OnMovieLens arms, the asymptotic regret limit overstates what asymptotically optimal algorithms

need at T = 20,000. (a, b) Regret against c⋆(ν) log t, for the liked-or-not and the five-star instances. The 95% intervals
have half-widths of at most 2% of the regret. UCB1 leaves both panels; it reaches 643 and 746 at T = 20,000. On the
five-star instance KL-UCB and Thompson sampling treat each arm as Bernoulli, so they are not asymptotically optimal
there. They incur 1.5 to 2.4 times the limit at T = 20,000. (c) The regret of each asymptotically optimal algorithm relative
to the limit, split along the chain of Proposition A.6 with the normalized count and the closest alternatives. Terms above
the line at 1 add to the regret ratio and terms below it subtract. Markers show the measured regret ratio, which the line at
1 plus the four signed terms reproduce exactly; its 95% interval is narrower than the marker.

proved δ-correct. On these instances its error rates stay below δ, as in earlier experiments [23, 35]. The process term,
of data processing to the recommendation, is at most 5.7 nats. The split between the uniform and process terms is
set by the logarithm of a change-of-measure estimate of the error probability at the most confusing alternative. That
logarithm is biased low. In an exact two-arm control with an under-sampled challenger, at the same thresholds and risks,
the bias is 0.07 to 1.98 nats (Appendix B.5). With a bias of that size, the drawn uniform term is too large, and the process
term too small, by the same number of nats. The allocation term is at most 10.6 nats for Track-and-Stop and T3C. For
round-robin sampling it is 75 to 215 nats.

Before the uniform step, the chain gives the bound Eν [τ ] ≥ T ⋆(ν) kl(Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)) at the algorithm’s own error
rates (Proposition A.23). Under λ⋆ a run almost never stops, so Pλ⋆(E) is estimated by a change of measure from the runs
under ν . That estimate was tested against an exact control before any reading (Appendix B.5). No estimate fixed before the
runs met its tolerance in every combination of reduction, threshold and confidence level. The bound at the algorithms’
own error rates is therefore not reported for identification.

The same models identify a top-m set (Appendix B.6). The limit is T ⋆m(ν)kl(δ, 1 − δ) of Proposition A.22. Each
characteristic time is certified by a duality bracket, an upper bound from an allocation and a lower bound from the dual
program. The explicit bound of Proposition A.21, which uses single-arm alternatives, lies 1.65 to 1.72 times below the
limit. On the MMLU instance Track-and-Stop, KL-LUCB and LUCB draw 2.2 to 2.4 times the limit at δ = 10−6 under
the union threshold of Garivier and Kaufmann (Figure 9). Most of their excess is the information collected at the most
confusing alternative beyond kl(δ, 1− δ), which is 13 to 17 nats at every risk (Appendix B.6). That information is drawn
in Figure 4 for Track-and-Stop and KL-LUCB withm = 3, at the largest and the smallest risk. The excess of round-robin
sampling is mostly its allocation term. On the CIFAR-10 instance some runs of Track-and-Stop at each risk reach
the step cap, so its cost there is a lower bound, while KL-LUCB stops every run. The cause is a pair of models tied just
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Figure 2: Under adaptive play the path factor falls from the per-pull factor toward one as the horizon grows. (a)
The path factorDT /(2CT (1/2)) of KL-UCB and Thompson sampling on four one-armed reductions of MovieLens arms,
ξ = 0.01. The gray band marks the per-pull factors, which every fixed allocation attains. (b) At the same ξ, the expected
pulls of the perturbed arm under the tilted lawQ1/2, relative to Pν . At T = 3,000 this ratio lies between 2.9 and 5.9. All
values are exact.

below the top-3 boundary, on which almost all the weight at the empirical means is placed. Neither breaking the tie nor
recomputing the weights more often removes the deficit in the allocation (Appendix B.6).

The 2024 oat variety trial at Minot gives a Gaussian instance with 22 arms, one variety per arm and one plot per
pull [9]. Its characteristic time is T ⋆(ν) = 48.2 plots, from the one-variable program of Proposition 9.2. Under the first
δ-correct threshold, T3C and KL-LUCB collect 15 to 17 nats at λ⋆ beyond kl(δ, 1− δ) (Figure 4). That information is
most of their excess over the limit. Their average allocations have characteristic times within 4% and 17% of the optimum.
For Track-and-Stop in best-arm identification the largest term is allocation, at 22 to 49 nats. It exceeds the sum of the
other two terms, so its rank needs no estimate of Pλ⋆(E). The forced exploration of Track-and-Stop holds 19 or 20 of the
22 varieties at

√
t−K/2 pulls. On this instance that floor takes 20% to 35% of the pulls, against 0.8% to 3.6% on the

two instances above, whose characteristic times are 72 and 116 times larger. The per-pull factor of Proposition 6.1 is 2. At
T = 3,000 the path factor of KL-UCB and Thompson sampling is 1.03 to 1.18 on 15 of 16 one-armed reductions. On the
remaining one, KL-UCB on the variety closest to the best at a margin of 0.3 standard deviations, it is 1.44 (Appendix B.7).

12.4 Sequential A/B tests

In the Hillstrom e-mail experiment, customers who received an e-mail featuring men’s merchandise bought at a rate of
1.25% against 0.57% in the control group, and visited the site at 18.28% against 10.62% [55]. Each metric has a treatment
rate p1 and a control rate p0. The nominal error probabilities of a sequential test are written α (type I) and β (type II), and
its realized ones α′ and β′ (Appendix A.8). Two sequential tests detect each effect (Figure 5(a, b)). Wald’s SPRT observes the
treatment stream and tests its rate against the known control rate. Its expected sample size is 2% to 14% above Wald’s
bound kl(1− α, α)/kl(p1, p0) (Proposition A.13) at levels from 10−1 to 10−4. Most of the excess is the uniform term,
the difference between the relative entropy at the realized error rates and at the nominal levels. Wald’s thresholds put the
type-I error at 0.77 to 0.82 of its nominal level and the type-II error at 0.96 to 1.02 of its nominal level. The process term,
of data processing to the decision, is at most 0.04 nats. The mixture SPRT [31] observes pairs and tests whether the two
rates are equal. Its limit is log(1/α)/Kinf(ν,H0) [1, Theorem 3.1], whereH0 is the null of equal rates andKinf(ν,H0) is
the per-pair relative entropy from the truth to the null, attained at the barycentre null of Proposition 9.1. Proposition A.16
writes the chain of this limit with the defect of each step. The test draws 18% to 62%more pairs than this limit. Three
parts account for the excess. A two-sided test spends half its error budget on rejections in the direction the truth never
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TaS, heuristic
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Figure 3: Among trained models, the largest term of the excess over the best-arm identification limit is the

uniform quantification over the class, for every adaptive algorithm tested under a δ-correct stopping threshold.
Each bar splits the expected sample size relative to T ⋆(ν)kl(δ, 1− δ) into the uniform term, the process term of data
processing to the recommendation and the allocation term; markers show the measured ratio to the limit with a 95%
interval. The boundary between the uniform and process terms in each bar is set by an estimate whose logarithm is biased
low (Section 12.3). Hatching marks the algorithm and its stopping threshold: TaS is Track-and-Stop, GK the threshold
of Garivier and Kaufmann and KK that of Kaufmann and Koolen. Bars that leave the axis show their value in white.
Cross-fitting, in which the most confusing alternative is chosen on each half of the runs and evaluated on the other half,
makes the allocation estimate run low where two alternatives are about equally confusing. The uniform and process
terms together then run high by the same amount. A negative estimate is drawn as zero. Round-robin sampling reaches 11
to 88 times the limit and is omitted. Track-and-Stop with the heuristic threshold at δ = 10−4 on the CIFAR-10 instance is
omitted too: one of its 400 runs had not stopped after 237T ⋆(ν) pulls.

takes, which costs log 2 nats. In the terms of Section 11 this is a process defect: the decision to reject discards the direction
of the rejection. Proposition A.16(ii) gives this defect as the relative entropy between the laws of the direction of rejection
under the truth and under the null given a rejection. By that proposition it equals log 2 when the null rejects in the two
directions equally often and the truth never rejects in the other direction. Here 3 of the 100,000 runs under the truth
reject in the other direction. The estimated defect lies within 0.002 nats of log 2 on both metrics and at every level. The
test’s error rate at the barycentre null is 0.74 to 0.96 times α. Processing the history to a rejection in the truth’s direction
loses a further 0.52 to 1.07 nats.

At the tests’ own error rates the bound comes within 10% of the measured cost. Wald’s SPRT is computed exactly,
by a program over the success count. At its realized error rates α′ and β′, its expected sample size exceeds kl(1 −
β′, α′)/kl(p1, p0) by 0.1% to 0.8% on both metrics and at every level. For the mixture SPRT, α′

+,cap is simulated under
the barycentre null with 104 to 2× 106 runs, each capped at 10 times the limit plus 100 pairs (Appendix B.5). At that rate
the test draws 4.7% to 9.1%more pairs than kl(Pν(E+), α

′
+,cap)/Kinf(ν,H0) at every level and metric with a direct

simulation, against 18% to 62%more than its limit. The upper ends of the 95% intervals are at most 1.13 times these
bounds.

12.5 Sequential design on test items

An adaptive test places a grade-8 student in an achievement level of the 2019 science assessment of the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP), using the published parameters of its 268 dichotomous items [48]. The items are the
experiments of Chernoff’s setting. Abilities on a grid are its states (Appendix A.10). One design separates Proficient students
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Figure 4: From δ = 10−1
to 10−6

the information that the identification algorithms collect beyond kl(δ, 1− δ)
changes little, while kl(δ, 1 − δ) itself grows nearly 8-fold. In each row the excess of the expected sample size
over the limit, Eν [τ ]/T ⋆(ν) − kl(δ, 1 − δ), is split into two terms in nats. The uniform and process terms together
are ⟨n, k(λ⋆)⟩ − kl(δ, 1− δ), the information collected against the most confusing alternative λ⋆ beyond kl(δ, 1− δ)
(two-colored markers). The allocation term is Eν [τ ]/T ⋆(ν)− ⟨n, k(λ⋆)⟩ (green markers). The value of kl(δ, 1− δ) is
marked by the dotted lines. The best-arm rows are the CIFAR-10 and MMLU instances of Figure 3 and the oat variety
trial of Appendix B.7. The top-3 rows use T ⋆m(ν) withm = 3 (Appendices B.6 and B.7). TaS is Track-and-Stop. KK marks
the threshold of Kaufmann and Koolen. Every other row uses the first δ-correct threshold: that of Garivier and Kaufmann
on CIFAR-10 and MMLU, with a union over the swap pairs for the top 3, and a Gaussian calibration of Kaufmann and
Koolen on the oat trial. Under these thresholds the uniform-plus-process term is 14 to 22 nats at both risks, and under
KK it is 36 to 45 nats. Between the two risks it changes by at most 5.4 nats, while kl(δ, 1− δ) grows from 1.8 to 13.8 nats.
The allocation term is at most 10.3 nats, below every uniform-plus-process term, except for Track-and-Stop on the
oat trial, where it is 21 to 88 nats. The alternative λ⋆ is chosen on one half of the runs and evaluated on the other. The
allocation term is nonnegative. Its cross-fitted estimate runs low where two alternatives are about equally confusing.
The uniform-plus-process estimate then runs high by the same amount. For T3C on MMLU the allocation estimate is
−0.9 and−0.8 nats at the two risks, against 0.03 and 0.17 nats when λ⋆ is chosen and evaluated on all runs. A negative
estimate is drawn as zero, as in Figure 3, and every interval is cut at zero. The axis is linear between 0 and 1 nat and
logarithmic above. Error bars are 95% percentile bootstrap intervals, with the runs resampled within each half and λ⋆

chosen again in every resample; where none shows, the interval is narrower than the marker. Round-robin sampling,
whose allocation term is 58 to 249 nats, is omitted. So is Track-and-Stop on the CIFAR-10 top-3 problem, where 7 of
its 200 runs at each risk reached the step cap.

from the rest, and a second places students below Basic, at Basic, or at Proficient and above. Chernoff’s rule, maximum
Fisher information at the estimated ability and at the nearest cut, and random selection runwith a δ-correct likelihood-ratio
stopping rule (Appendix B.9). Figure 5(c, d) compares their expected test lengths with the limit T ⋆Θ(ν) kl(δ, 1 − δ) of
Proposition A.19. At δ = 10−4 Chernoff’s rule needs 1.29 to 1.68 times the limit at the six states next to a cut. At δ = 0.1 it
needs 2.59 to 3.98 times the limit. In both designs the largest part of the difference is the uniform term. At the three-level
state of score 179 its split rests on change-of-measure weights with small effective sample sizes (Figure 5(d)). The stopping
threshold holds the error probability at the most confusing alternative to at most a fifth of δ. The bound at the rule’s
own error rates is therefore much closer. In the two-level design Chernoff’s rule sits 8% to 15% above it at every risk.
Maximum information at the cut sits 1.5% to 6.2% above its bound. An exact computation of that rule’s law agrees. In
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(d) Chernoff's rule, split at δ= 10−4

two levels three levels

UNIFORM
PROCESS

PROCESS, direction of a two-sided rejection (log 2)
ALLOCATION

measured / limit, 95% interval

Chernoff's rule
maximum information at the cut

(c) relative to the limit T ⋆
Θ (ν) kl(δ, 1 − δ)

(c) relative to the bound at the rule's own error rates

Figure 5: Both the sequential tests and Chernoff’s rule run above their classical limits, by 2% to 62% for the tests

and by 1.3 to 2.6 times for Chernoff’s rule next to the Proficient cut. (a, b) The sequential A/B tests on both metrics
of the Hillstrom experiment. In each bar the expected sample size relative to the limit is split into the uniform term and
the process term, computed from Eν [Lτ ]. For the mixture test the log 2 of its two-sided decision is drawn apart from the
rest of the process term, and its uniform term uses the error rate at the barycentre null of Appendix B.8. For Wald’s SPRT
the uniform term is the largest part of the excess at every α and on both metrics. For the mixture SPRT most of the excess
is the process term. Markers show the measured ratio to the limit, computed from Eν [τ ], with a 95% interval from the
normal approximation. The two agree in expectation by Theorem 3.1, and in the data their largest difference is 1.9 times
its standard error. Solid bars show the purchase rate and hatched bars the site-visit rate. Panels (a) and (b) have different
vertical scales. (c, d) Sequential design on NAEP science items (Section 12.5), with every rule at the δ-correct threshold. (c)
Two achievement levels, the state just above the Proficient cut (scale score 179): the expected test length relative to the
limit T ⋆Θ(ν) kl(δ, 1− δ) (solid) and relative to the bound at the rule’s own error rates (dashed), for Chernoff’s rule and
maximum Fisher information at the cut. Chernoff’s rule sits at most 15% above that bound at every risk. (d) At δ = 10−4,
Chernoff’s expected test length relative to the limit at the six states next to a cut, split into the uniform, process and
allocation terms. The uniform term is the largest of the three at every state. At the three-level state of score 179 the
split rests on change-of-measure weights with effective sample sizes of 31 and 14 in the two halves of the runs. Error bars
in (c, d) are 95% bootstrap intervals over runs; where none shows, the interval is narrower than the marker.
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the three-level design Chernoff’s rule sits 9% to 31% above the bound, with the largest ratios at the Basic state where the
maximin allocation mixes two items. At the two Basic states maximum information at the cut sits 33% to 74% above its
bound, because its draws follow the cut nearest the estimate. A check of the change of measure against direct simulation
failed at one of 72 configurations. A repeat with 10 times as many runs agrees at all 72 (Appendix B.9). The allocation
term measures how far a rule’s draws stray from the maximin allocation. In the two-level design the most informative item
at the cut is the maximin item at both states next to the cut. The cut rule therefore loses nothing there, while Chernoff’s
rule loses information to its early wrong estimates. At the Basic state where the maximin allocation mixes two items,
Chernoff’s rule needs 5.6 to 25.7 fewer items than the cut rule.

12.6 Regret on two Markov decision processes

The machine-maintenance example of Hillier and Lieberman [28] is an ergodic Markov decision process with four states.
Its limit is c⋆Φ(ν) log t, with c

⋆
Φ(ν) the constant of Proposition A.31 for the class Φ of all transition laws [12, 50]. In this

class it equals the sum of ∆x,a/Kinf(x, a) over the suboptimal pairs, with 1/∞ := 0 (Proposition A.32). Only one
suboptimal state-action pair has finiteKinf(x, a): doing nothing when the machine shows major deterioration. Replacing
the machine in either deteriorated state already leads to the state of largest bias, so no transition law makes that action
optimal. Figure 6(a–c) follows three algorithms over 1,000 runs of 105 steps. UCRL2 [3] spends about 83 times the limit.
IMED-RL [53] and PSRL [51] stay below c⋆Φ(ν) log t over the whole range. Uniform goodness is an asymptotic guarantee,
so uniform and asymptotic enter this difference only together. At T = 105 the transported fraction of IMED-RL through
that pair is 0.70 and still rising. That of PSRL rises until t ≈ 160 and then falls, to 0.41 at T = 105. On a further 1,000
runs per algorithm, the ledger splits each regret ratio exactly along the chain of Proposition A.31 (Figure 6(c)). The statistic
is the fraction of visits to major deterioration at which nothing is done. The closest alternative changes only the law
of doing nothing there, so that doing nothing becomes optimal by a margin of 2% of its Bellman gap ∆x,a. The two
pairs with infinite Kinf(x, a) enter as the allocation term. At T = 105 the process term adds 0.60 of the limit for
IMED-RL and 0.34 for PSRL. The allocation term adds 0.10 and 0.003. The joint uniform-and-asymptotic term
subtracts 0.93 and 0.95, more than the regret ratio falls short of one. Under that alternative the mean fraction of visits to
major deterioration at which IMED-RL and PSRL overhaul is still 23% and 30%. UCRL2’s excess sits in the process term,
which adds 86 times the limit.

The second instance is Rust’s model of engine replacement for a fleet of city buses [60]. Its mileage law and costs are
his estimates for one group of buses, as restated by Ferrall [20]. Mileage is grouped in 18 bins of 25,000miles, numbered
from 0 (Appendix B.11). Replacement is forced in the top bin. A small wear shock in the lowest bin makes every stationary
policy irreducible without changing the law of any suboptimal pair. The optimal policy replaces the engine from 375,000
miles. Among the suboptimal pairs, only keeping the engine in the two bins above that threshold has finiteKinf(x, a). For
the class of all transition laws, c⋆Φ(ν) = 1.965. Until t = 7.9× 105 a policy that never learns and replaces one bin late lies
below c⋆Φ(ν) log t, so the comparison is made at T = 106. There IMED-RL replaces from the optimal threshold in all 500
runs and incurs 0.281 of the limit (Figure 6(d–f)). With the closest alternatives, the joint uniform-and-asymptotic term
subtracts 1.015 of the limit, more than the regret ratio falls short of one. The allocation term adds 0.220, most of it the
single replacement IMED-RL tries in each low bin. PSRL with the uniform prior and UCRL2 never replace before the
forced bin and incur 4.87 times the limit. UCRL2’s confidence radius makes keeping look better than replacing until about
109 rounds. PSRL never tries an early replacement, so its sampled law of replacing stays at the uniform prior over the 18
bins. With the laws of keeping of ν , a replacement sampled from that prior beats keeping with probability 7.6× 10−28 at
each planning step. Under a lighter Dirichlet prior most runs of PSRL replace the engine before the forced bin at least
once. The regret barely falls, since few runs leave the line of keeping until forced (Appendix B.11).

13 Prior work

The instance-dependent limit for bandits originates with Lai and Robbins [40], whose asymptotic log T/KL rate the
chain of Section 11 reproduces at its relative-entropy endpoint. The divergence decomposition in the form used here,
and the two-point argument built on it, are standard [42]. In the classical proofs each later step is an inequality whose
loss is not named. A non-negative remainder is discarded by the data processing of [24] and by the conditional Jensen
step of [37]. The algorithm’s behavior at the two instances is then replaced by its class guarantee. At a finite horizon a
second-order term of order log log T is subtracted in the bound of [24]. It bounds the shortfall below the asymptotic
rate. No individual step’s loss is resolved in that term. Lumbreras, Haapasalo and Tomamichel [44, Lemma 7] use the
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Figure 6: On both models the asymptotic regret limit overstates what IMED-RL needs at the horizons reached.

(a–c) The machine-maintenance problem of Section 12.6. (d–f) Rust’s engine-replacement model, fitted to fleet data
(Appendix B.11). (a, d) Regret in count form,

∑
x,a Eν [Nx,a(t)]∆x,a, with 95% intervals, against c⋆Φ(ν) log t. In (a)

UCRL2 exceeds the limit by a factor of 83 at T = 105. The gray lines in (d) are the exact regret of two policies that never
learn. The one that replaces from bin 16 crosses above the limit at t = 7.9 × 105, and the one that keeps until forced,
which PSRL and UCRL2 follow, at t = 1.8× 105. (b, e) The transported fraction Ix,a(t)/ log t of each suboptimal pair
with finiteKinf(x, a), with 95% intervals: doing nothing at major deterioration in (b), and keeping the engine in bin 15
or 16 in (e), where UCRL2 coincides with PSRL. (c, f) The regret relative to the limit at the last horizon, split along the
chain of Proposition A.31 with the closest alternative. In (c) its margin is ξ∆ = 0.02 of the Bellman gap, and the statistic is
the fraction of visits to major deterioration at which nothing is done. UCRL2 is omitted from (c): its ratio of 84 there
leaves the shared scale. The split in (c) comes from a further 1,000 runs per algorithm, on which the regret ratio of PSRL is
0.44, against 0.42 in (a). In (f) the split is that of IMED-RL, at the margins ξ∆ = 0.02 and 1. The statistic of each pair is
the fraction of visits to its bin at which the engine is kept. Terms above the line at 1 add to the ratio and terms below it
subtract. Markers show the measured regret ratio, which the line at 1 plus the five signed terms reproduce exactly, with its
95% interval; where no bar shows, the interval is narrower than the marker. Panels (c) and (f) share one scale.
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middle bound of Proposition A.2, written with the Rényi divergence of order 1/2, which equals 2CT (1/2), in regret lower
bounds for quantum bandits. They note that Rényi divergences admit no decomposition of the form (1) [44, Section 4].
For the Bhattacharyya coefficient, 1− ρT is bounded by 7

∑
a Eν [Na(T )] (1− e−ca(1/2)) in a sub-additivity inequality

[14]. Proposition 7.4 bounds CT (1/2) = − log ρT by
∑
a EQ1/2

[Na(T )] ca(1/2), with constant 1 and a named defect,
but with the counts taken under the tilted law. The characteristic time of Section 9 and its equalizing characterization for
fixed-confidence identification are due to Garivier and Kaufmann [23], whose lower bound holds at every risk δ ≤ 1/2,
with no asymptotics in δ; on that side only achievability is asymptotic. For Gaussian arms with a common variance,
the static allocation that maximizes the decay rate of the probability of false selection under a fixed budget, with the
empirical best arm recommended, solves the max-min program defining T ⋆(ν)−1 [25]. For other one-parameter families
the fixed-budget program has a coincidence divergence between the laws of two arms in place of the Bregman information
of Proposition 9.1 (Proposition A.29). The coincidence divergence ca(s) is minus the logarithm of the Chernoff coefficient
[15].

Finite-horizon regret bounds follow from the fundamental inequality, the process step applied to a count normalized
to [0, 1] [24]. Garivier, Ménard and Stoltz use it to bound the pull counts in the initial phase and at large horizons. Garivier,
Lattimore and Kaufmann use it to bound the regret of explore-then-commit algorithms [22]. The Lai–Robbins limit extends
to general families [11], to controlled Markov chains [26] and to ergodic Markov decision processes [12, 50]. For structured
bandits its constant is the value of a semi-infinite linear program [17], which reduces to simpler programs for linear [41]
and Lipschitz [45] structure. For structured bandit and reinforcement-learning problems, Wagenmaker and Foster [68]
give lower bounds on the number of rounds needed to learn an approximately optimal Graves–Lai allocation, in terms of
the allocation-estimation coefficient they introduce. These bounds are minimax over a subclass of instances, so none of
them is a single-instance limit. Track-and-Stop asymptotically attains the characteristic time of best-arm identification
[23]. For Gaussian rewards, Top-Two Thompson Sampling and its variant T3C asymptotically attain its analogue in which
the best arm receives a fixed share of the samples [63]. For rewards in a known bounded interval, with distinct means in its
interior, T3C with a Dirichlet sampler does the same under the stopping rule of [32, Theorem 1]. For top-m identification
the exact characteristic time, a max-min over single-swap pairs, is stated for unit-variance Gaussian arms in possibly
misspecified linear models in [58] and for one-parameter exponential families in [72]. The best split of Proposition A.4
is Vajda’s tight lower bound on relative entropy at a given total variation [8, 19]. For sequential tests, Agrawal, Ram and
Ramdas [1] prove the composite-null bound for power-one tests by data processing to the rejection event. Naghshvar
and Javidi [47] bound the Bayes risk of active hypothesis testing with many hypotheses. Kaufmann, Cappé and Garivier
[37] bound the error exponent of two-armed identification under a fixed budget and the error probability of Gaussian
identification with a common variance. Mannor and Tsitsiklis [46] bound the expected sample size of identification within
a tolerance. The single-instance lower bounds among these results appear as rows of Table 1, that of Graves and Lai in its
case of independent observations.
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Appendices to “Instance-dependent sequential limits as an exact

information ledger”

Notation

Table 2 lists each symbol of the paper with the site of its definition. Letters that appear only in proofs are omitted, and so
are some bound variables and some letters used in only one result, paragraph or evaluation protocol.

Table 2: Each symbol of the paper names one object, defined at the site listed.

The groups follow the parts of the paper. Writing λ as a subscript or an argument
gives the same object under the alternative.

Symbol Meaning Defined in

Instances and histories
ν , λ the instance (νa)a∈[K] and an alternative instance Sec. 2
[K], a, b the arms; b a suboptimal arm singled out Sec. 2, 2.1
µa(λ), µa mean of arm a under λ; under ν Sec. 2.1
µ⋆, a⋆ optimal mean; an optimal arm Sec. 2.1
∆a(λ),∆a gap of arm a under λ; under ν Sec. 2.1
g separation µb(λ)− µb of the perturbed arm’s two means Sec. 2.1
T , t, τ horizon; round; stopping time Sec. 2, 2.1
At,Xt arm pulled and observation at round t Sec. 2
Na(t),N(t) pulls of arm a by round t; the vector of pull counts Sec. 2, 2.1
Sa(t) sum of the observations from arm a by round t Sec. 2
Ft, Pν , Eν observed filtration; law of the history under ν; its expectation Sec. 2
E an event in FT or Fτ Sec. 2.1
Y , PY

ν , Z a statistic; its law under Pν ; a statistic with values in [0, 1] Sec. 2.1
Y ⋆ the sufficient statistic (Na(τ), Sa(τ))a∈[K] Thm. 4.1
RT (λ),RT regret on λ; on ν Sec. 2.1
p growth exponent; a consistent algorithm hasRT (λ) = o(T p) for every

p > 0
Sec. 2.1

Divergences and the divergence decomposition
KL,DT ,Dτ relative entropy; its value on FT ; on Fτ Sec. 2.1
TV, kl(u, v) total variation; relative entropy between the Bernoulli laws with means u and

v
Sec. 2.1

θa, ηa, ψ, ψ⋆ natural parameters of νa and λa; log-partition function; its convex conjugate Sec. 2.1
d(µ, µ′), db relative entropy in mean coordinates; d(µb, µ

⋆) Sec. 2.1, 8
ℓa, Lt log-likelihood ratio of one observation from arm a; of the history on Ft Sec. 2, 2.1
n, k(λ) expected allocation (Eν [Na(τ)])a; per-pull divergences (KL(νa ∥λa))a Sec. 3

The coincidence ledger and the testing step
s, ca(s), CT (s) tilt; coincidence divergence of arm a; its path counterpart Sec. 5
cP,Q(s) coincidence divergence− log

∫
P sQ1−s of two laws, so

ca(s) = cνa,λa(s); its maximum over s is their Chernoff information
App. A.15

Mt(s) the martingale of the coincidence ledger Thm. 5.1
Qs the tilted law, dQs/dPλ =MT (s) Prop. 7.4
P (1/2), ν(1/2)a normalized geometric mixtures at s = 1/2, of the paths and of arm a Prop. 7.3
ν
(s)
a , s⋆ tilt eca(s)νsaλ1−s

a of arm a, equal to ν(1/2)a at s = 1/2; a maximizer of CT

over [0, 1], the Chernoff point
Lem. A.5

ρT Bhattacharyya coefficient e−CT (1/2) Sec. 2.1
s s ∧ (1− s) Prop. 7.2
ε, εT a bound on the error sum Pν(E

c) + Pλ(E); the error sum of
{Nb(T ) ≤ T/2}

Thm. 7.1,
Prop. A.7

Continued on the next page

21



Symbol Meaning Defined in

D(ε) best-split boundmin0≤u≤ε kl(1− u, ε− u) onDτ at error sum ε Prop. A.4
per-pull factor KL(νb ∥λb)/(2cb(1/2)) Sec. 6
σ2 common variance of Gaussian arms Prop. 6.1
path factor DT /(2CT (1/2)) Sec. 7

Regret
Ma,M class of the laws of arm a; one class for every arm Sec. 8
M1 × · · · ×MK ,MK product class of the instances with λa ∈ Ma for every arm; its case of one

class
Sec. 8

Kinf(·,H) infimum of the relative entropy from a law to a setH of laws Sec. 8
Kinf(νb, µ

⋆) the same, to the laws inMb with mean above µ⋆ Sec. 8
c⋆(ν) Lai–Robbins constant

∑
b ∆b/Kinf(νb, µ

⋆) Sec. 8
Ib(T ) information transported through arm b, Eν [Nb(T )] db Sec. 8
transported fraction Ib(T )/ log T ; for a state-action pair, Ix,a(t)/ log t Sec. 8, 10
regret ratio RT /(c

⋆(ν) log T ), orRT /(c
⋆
Φ(ν) log T ) Prop. 8.1

ξ margin of an alternative beyond the boundary of the alternative set, in the
mean, or slack above the infimum; boundary sends it to 0 or holds it fixed

Sec. 12.2, App. A

ξ∆ margin of an alternative beyond the boundary of the alternative set, as a
fraction of the gap∆b of the perturbed arm or of the Bellman gap∆x,a of
the perturbed pair; boundary holds it fixed

Cor. A.8,
App. B.10

∆ ∆b ∧ (g −∆b) Prop. A.7
U(ν), Γ the Gaussian neighborhood of the finite-horizon bound; the constant of the

regret bound ΓT p assumed on it
Cor. A.8

Kinf(νa, µ) infimum of the relative entropy from νa to the laws inM with mean above µ App. A.6
I interior of the set of means of the laws inM App. A.6
Υ constant of the count guarantee Eλ[Na(T )] ≤ Υ log T/∆a(λ)

2 App. A.6
ξM, LipM bound on the margin and Lipschitz constant in the definition of a

well-behaved class
App. A.6

M2
∆ two-arm unit-variance Gaussian instances whose means differ by∆ App. A.7

erfc complementary error function App. A.7
Identification
Alt(ν) instances in which some arm other than a⋆ is at least as good as a⋆ Sec. 9
w, w̄ an allocation; an algorithm’s average allocation Sec. 9, App. A.11
T ⋆(ν) characteristic time Sec. 9
Gb(r) pairwise alternative-set infimum at weights (1, r) Prop. 9.3
γ, γ⋆ variable of the scalar program for T ⋆(ν); its minimizer Prop. 9.2
C,Bj a set of alternatives; the parts of C written as a union or an intersection Prop. 9.4
Ja(w) Bregman information of µa and µa(λ) at weights (w, 1− w) App. A.13
δ, â risk of a δ-correct algorithm; its recommendation, or the arm committed to

by an explore-then-commit algorithm
Sec. 9, App. A.7

λ⋆ alternative attaining the infimum at w̄ Prop. A.23,
App. B.4

m number of arms to identify in top-m identification App. A.11
S⋆, µ[k] them best arms; the k-th largest mean App. A.11
T ⋆
m(ν),Altm(ν) characteristic time and alternative set of top-m identification App. A.11

∆tol, Stol tolerance on the gap of the recommended arm; the arms whose gap is below it App. A.14
âT , ŜT recommended arm and recommended top-m set after a budget of T pulls App. A.15
d
(m)
c d(µc, µ[m+1]) for c ∈ S⋆ and d(µc, µ[m]) otherwise Prop. A.28

Sequential tests
α, β nominal type-I and type-II error probabilities Sec. 12.4
α′, β′ realized error probabilities App. A.8
τ⋆,E⋆ stopping time and decision event of a sequential probability ratio test Prop. A.14
p0, p1 control and treatment rates of the e-mail experiment Sec. 12.4
H0,Kinf(ν,H0) the null of a sequential test, in Section 12.4 the null of equal rates; the relative

entropy from the truth to it, per pair in Section 12.4
App. A.9,
Sec. 12.4

q⋆, α′
+, α′

+,cap rate (p0 + p1)/2 of the barycentre null; realized probability of rejecting with
the treatment ahead; the same before a cap

App. B.8, B.5

Continued on the next page
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Symbol Meaning Defined in

E+,E− rejections of a one-sided sequential test in its two directions Prop. A.16
Hj , αj hypotheses of a test of several hypotheses; the test’s nominal level onHj , so

α0 = α and α1 = β for a test ofH0 againstH1

App. A.9

Sequential design
Θ,Θi a set of states, each an instance (finite in Chernoff’s setting); the hypotheses

that partition it (two in Chernoff’s setting)
App. A.10

e, E, νe,Ne(t) an experiment; the experiments; law of e under the state ν; uses of e by
round t

App. A.10

AltΘ(ν), T ⋆
Θ(ν) the states outside the hypothesis of ν; its characteristic time, in Chernoff’s

setting the inverse of his information number
App. A.10

κ, Rκ(ν), rmin cost per observation; risk at ν , the expected sampling cost plus the expected
terminal loss; a lower bound on the loss of a wrong decision

App. A.10

π a prior on the states, positive at every state Cor. A.18
Markov decision processes
X,A, x state and action sets; a state Sec. 10
νx,a, ν(y | x, a), r(x, a) law of the next state and the reward at (x, a); transition probability; mean

reward
Sec. 10

Nx,a(t),Nx(t) visits to (x, a); visits to x Sec. 10
cx,a(s) coincidence divergence of νx,a and λx,a Thm. 10.1
g⋆, h⋆ optimal gain; bias Sec. 10
∆x,a,A⋆

x,Π⋆ Bellman gap of (x, a); optimal actions at x; optimal stationary policies Sec. 10
Kinf(x, a), Ix,a(t) infimum of the relative entropy from νx,a to a law that makes the pair

optimal; information transported through the pair
Sec. 10

Φ,AltΦ(ν) a class of instances; its alternative set Sec. 10, Cor. A.33
Mx,a laws of the pair (x, a) in a product class Prop. A.32
c⋆Φ(ν), ζ regret constant of Φ; the exploration rates of its program Prop. A.31,

Cor. A.33
χ rate of the visit bound App. A.16

Structured bandits
φa, ω, V (ζ) feature vector of arm a; parameter with µa = ⟨φa, ω⟩; the matrix∑

a ζaφaφ
⊤
a

Cor. A.34

dist metric on the arms of a Lipschitz class Cor. A.35
Relaxations and conventions
process, . . . , allocation relaxation tags; a tag’s defect is the loss of its step, and its term the measured

value of that loss in a split
Sec. 11

zν , zλ, kl means of the statistic under ν and λ; the binary bound
(1− zν) log

1
1−zλ

− log 2 on kl(zν , zλ)
App. B.1, B.10

star, bar, underline an optimal or extremal object, except the conjugate ψ⋆; an average; a lower
bound

Sec. 2.1, this table

A Classical results recovered from the ledger

In Appendix C.8, each proof of a classical result starts from one of the exact quantities of Section 11, then applies a
sequence of the relaxations of Section 11. Each relaxation is marked with its tag. Dropping a non-negative term, such as
a sampling cost or an expected terminal loss, is named but not tagged. Where the discarded defect differs from the one
listed in Section 11, the proof names it. Throughout,KL(νa ∥λa) <∞ for every arm, and every stopping time satisfies
Eν [τ ] <∞, the hypotheses of Theorem 3.1.

A.1 Event, mean and binary forms of the ledger

Lemma A.1 (Event, mean and binary forms). Let τ be a stopping time with Eν [τ ] <∞.

(a) For every E ∈ Fτ ,∑
a∈[K]

Eν [Na(τ)] KL(νa ∥λa) = kl
(
Pν(E), Pλ(E)

)
+ Eν

[
KL

(
Pν(· | 1E)

∥∥Pλ(· | 1E))]
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(b) For every Fτ -measurable Z with values in [0, 1],∑
a∈[K]

Eν [Na(τ)] KL(νa ∥λa) ≥ kl
(
Eν [Z],Eλ[Z]

)

(c) For u, v ∈ [0, 1], kl(u, v) ≥ (1 − u) log 1
1−v − log 2, kl(u, v) ≥ u log 1

v − log 2 and kl(u, v) ≥ 2(u − v)2. On
{u ≥ v}, kl(u, v) is non-decreasing in u and non-increasing in v.

(d) For 0 ≤ u ≤ v < 1 with v > 0,

kl(u, v) =

∫ v

u

y − u

y(1− y)
dy ≥ (v − u)2

2v

On {u ≤ v}, kl(u, v) is non-increasing in u and non-decreasing in v.

The proof is in Appendix C.8.

A.2 Divergence decomposition and the fundamental inequality

The divergence decomposition [42, Lemma 15.1] is Theorem 3.1 at a fixed horizon. The fundamental inequality of Garivier,
Ménard and Stoltz [24, display (6), Remark 2] states that

∑
a Eν [Na(τ)] KL(νa ∥λa) ≥ kl(Eν [Z],Eλ[Z]) for every

Fτ -measurable Z with values in [0, 1]. This is Lemma A.1(b), a single process step. With Z = 1E it is the transportation
lemma of Kaufmann, Cappé and Garivier [37, Lemma 1]. Lemma A.1(a) turns that inequality into an equality by adding
back the conditional divergence.

A.3 Two-point testing

Proposition A.2 (Le Cam, Bretagnolle–Huber and Pinsker bounds). For every E ∈ FT ,

Pν(E
c) + Pλ(E) ≥ 1−

√
1− ρ2T ≥ 1

2 ρ
2
T ≥ 1

2 e
−DT , TV(Pν , Pλ) ≤

√
DT /2

The first bound is Le Cam’s affinity bound [42, (14.11)], [54], the second Le Cam’s inequality [42, (14.9)], the third the
Bretagnolle–Huber inequality [42, Theorem 14.2], [10], and the last Pinsker’s inequality.

The proof is in Appendix C.8. The affinity route alone yields TV(Pν , Pλ) ≤
√
1− e−DT , which is weaker than

Pinsker’s bound whenDT < 1.59. This is the inequality of Bretagnolle and Huber in its original form [10], as restated in
[61]. Pinsker’s inequality needs the process and binary steps instead.

Lemma A.3 (The affinity bound as an identity). Let νa ≪ λa for every arm. On FT , ρT = Eν [e−LT /2], TV(Pν , Pλ) =
Eν [(1− e−LT )+], and

inf
E∈FT

(
Pν(E

c) + Pλ(E)
)

= 1−
√
1− ρ2T +

(√
1− ρ2T − Eν

[
(1− e−LT )+

])
The term in parentheses is non-negative. It vanishes if and only if |LT | is almost surely constant under Pλ.

The proof is in Appendix C.8. The term in parentheses is the defect of the test step in the proof of Theorem 7.1. The
proof writes it as a Jensen defect of the concave map y 7→

√
1− y2. Its two terms are computed from expectations under

Pν , so it can be estimated from runs of the algorithm on ν . By the lemma, the pairs with Pν ≪ Pλ on the upper edge of
the joint range of total variation and Hellinger distance [54] are those with |LT | almost surely constant under Pλ. For
q ∈ (0, 1), the two-point laws (q, 1− q) and (1− q, q) of Theorem 7.1 form such a pair with one observation. For two or
more independent observations of that pair with q ̸= 1/2, the absolute log-likelihood ratio takes at least two values, so the
affinity bound is strict for every event.

For ε ∈ (0, 1] write
D(ε) := min

0≤u≤ε
kl(1− u, ε− u)

for the least value of kl at a split of an error sum ε into Pν(Ec) = u and Pλ(E) = ε− u.
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Proposition A.4 (Best-split bound). (i) The functionD is non-increasing on (0, 1],D(1) = 0, and for every ε ∈ (0, 1]

log
1

2ε
≤ log

1

ε(2− ε)
≤ D(ε) ≤ log

1

ε

with the second inequality strict for ε < 1.

(ii) For every ε ∈ (0, 1], D(ε) = inf{KL(P ∥Q) : TV(P,Q) = 1 − ε}, the infimum taken over pairs of probability
measures on a common measurable space.

(iii) Let τ be a stopping time with Eν [τ ] <∞, and let E ∈ Fτ have error sum ε := Pν(E
c) + Pλ(E) ≤ 1. Then ε > 0

and
Dτ = D(ε) +

(
kl
(
Pν(E), Pλ(E)

)
−D(ε)

)
+ Eν

[
KL

(
Pν(· | 1E)

∥∥Pλ(· | 1E))]
with the last two terms non-negative. In particularDτ ≥ D(ε′) for every ε′ ∈ [ε, 1].

The proof is in Appendix C.8. By (ii),D(ε) is the least relative entropy between two laws at total variation 1− ε, so
no lower bound onDτ that depends on the event only through its error sum is larger. One pull of a Bernoulli arm with
means 1− u and ε− u under ν and λ, at a minimizing u, attainsD(ε) with the event that the observation is 1. The least
relative entropy at a given total variation is known as Vajda’s tight lower bound [8]. Fedotov, Harremoës and Topsøe give
its curve in parametric form [19], as restated in [8], where it is also written as the minimum over binary laws used here.

The three lower bounds of (i) are the requirements onDT of three testing steps at a fixed horizon. The Bretagnolle–
Huber bound 1

2e
−DT of Proposition A.2 gives log(1/(2ε)). Theorem 7.1, withDT ≥ 2CT (1/2) from Proposition 7.3,

gives log(1/(ε(2 − ε))). So does the original form of the Bretagnolle–Huber inequality given after Proposition A.2.
The best split gives D(ε). By (i), the three requirements lie within log 2 nats of one another, and the best split is the
largest of them at every error sum below 1. Since kl(u, v) ≥ 2(u − v)2 (Lemma A.1(c)), D(ε) ≥ 2(1 − ε)2, while
log(1/(ε(2 − ε))) ≤ (1 − ε)2/(ε(2 − ε)). The best split is therefore at least 2ε(2 − ε) times the requirement of
Theorem 7.1, a factor that tends to 2 as ε→ 1. On the scale of the error sum the comparison differs. Theorem 7.1 bounds
the error sum through 2CT (1/2), which can lie far belowDT (Section 7), and there its bound has the smaller exponent.

Lemma A.5 (The minimum error sum at every tilt). Fix s ∈ (0, 1), and let Qs be the tilted law of Proposition 7.4. Then on
FT

1− TV(Pν , Pλ) = EQs

exp(−
∑
a∈[K]

Na(T ) ca(s)−
(
(sLT ) ∨ (−(1− s)LT )

))
If moreover νa and λa are mutually absolutely continuous for every a, the pull counts Na(T ) = na are deterministic, and s⋆

maximizes CT over [0, 1], then

e−CT (s⋆) ≥ 1− TV(Pν , Pλ) ≥ exp
(
− CT (s

⋆)−
(
s⋆ ∨ (1− s⋆)

)( ∑
a∈[K]

naVarν(s⋆)
a

(ℓa)
)1/2)

where ν(s)a := eca(s) νsaλ
1−s
a is the tilt of Section 5.

The proof is in Appendix C.8. For T pulls of one arm b, CT (s⋆) = T maxs cb(s), which is T times the Chernoff
information of νb and λb. The minimum error sum is then e−T maxs cb(s)+O(

√
T ), the rate of Chernoff’s theorem [15, 54],

and the lower half is its converse. The bound of Theorem 7.1 decays like e−2CT (1/2) instead. Since CT is concave and
non-negative on [0, 1], CT (1/2) ≤ CT (s

⋆) ≤ 2CT (1/2). The left end is attained by a symmetric pair, such as the
two-point laws of Theorem 7.1, whose Chernoff point is the Bhattacharyya point; for T observations of such a pair the
bound of Theorem 7.1 decays at twice the true rate.

A.4 Lai–Robbins and Burnetas–Katehakis

For each arm a letMa be the class of laws that arm may have, and letM1 × · · · ×MK be the class of instances λ with
λa ∈ Ma for every arm. An algorithm is consistent onM1 × · · · ×MK if RT (λ) = o(T p) for every p > 0 and every
instance λ of that class [42, Definition 16.1]. For a law νb ∈ Mb with mean below µ⋆,Kinf(νb, µ

⋆) = inf{KL(νb ∥λb) :
λb ∈ Mb, mean of λb > µ⋆}, as in Section 8.
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Proposition A.6 (Lai–Robbins and Burnetas–Katehakis bounds). Let the algorithm be consistent onM1 × · · · ×MK , and
let ν be an instance of that class. For every suboptimal arm b,

lim inf
T→∞

Eν [Nb(T )]
log T

≥ 1

Kinf(νb, µ⋆)
, lim inf

T→∞

RT
log T

≥
∑
b

∆b

Kinf(νb, µ⋆)

with 1/0 := ∞ and 1/∞ := 0.

When everyMa is the same one-parameter exponential family and some law of the family has mean above µ⋆, then
Kinf(νb, µ

⋆) = d(µb, µ
⋆). The statement is then the lower bound of Lai and Robbins [40], in the form restated by [37,

p. 3]. The general form, with a classMa for each arm, is restated as [42, Theorem 16.2], where it is credited to Burnetas and
Katehakis [11]. Garivier, Ménard and Stoltz describe the bound of Burnetas and Katehakis as one for a multi-dimensional
parameter, under mild conditions on the model [24, Section 1.2].

The proof is in Appendix C.8. In its proof, only step 5 refers to other algorithms and other instances. Steps 1 to 4 hold
for the algorithm at hand. Each of their defects can be computed for it exactly. With the normalized count Z := Nb(T )/T
in place of 1E , step 2 becomes DT ≥ kl(Eν [Z],Eλ[Z]) by Lemma A.1(b). Step 3 becomes kl(Eν [Z],Eλ[Z]) ≥ (1 −
Eν [Z]) log

(
T/Eλ[T −Nb(T )]

)
− log 2 by Lemma A.1(c). Consistency bounds both expected counts directly, so step 4 is

not needed. Section 12.1 evaluates this form. This route is that of the proof of Theorem 1 of Garivier, Ménard and Stoltz
[24]. That theorem is stated for every classM shared by the arms. With a numeric class guarantee in place of consistency,
the finite-horizon bounds of Propositions A.9 and A.10 follow from the fundamental inequality with a normalized count.

A.5 A finite-horizon regret bound

Proposition A.7 (Finite-horizon regret bound). Let λ differ from ν only at arm b, with b suboptimal under ν and uniquely
optimal under λ. Write g := µb(λ) − µb for the separation of arm b, ∆ := ∆b ∧ (g − ∆b) and εT := Pν(Nb(T ) >
T/2) + Pλ(Nb(T ) ≤ T/2). For every algorithm and every horizon T ,

Eν [Nb(T )]KL(νb ∥λb) ≥ log
1

εT (2− εT )
≥ log

T∆

4
(
RT (ν) +RT (λ)

)
The outer inequality is Lemma 16.3 of [42].
The proof is in Appendix C.8. The Bretagnolle–Huber route of [42] reaches log(1/(2εT )) directly. The affinity route

adds log(2/(2− εT )). This gain is at most log 2 when εT ≤ 1. It vanishes as εT → 0.

Corollary A.8 (Gaussian finite-horizon bound). Let ν have unit-variance Gaussian arms, let U(ν) be the set of unit-variance
Gaussian instances whose means satisfy µa ≤ µa(λ

′) ≤ µa + 2∆a for every a, and suppose RT (λ′) ≤ ΓT p for every
λ′ ∈ U(ν), with Γ > 0 and p ∈ (0, 1). Then for every ξ∆ ∈ (0, 1],

RT (ν) ≥ 2

(1 + ξ∆)2

∑
b

(
(1− p) log T + log(ξ∆∆b/8Γ)

)+
∆b

This is Theorem 16.4 of [42].
The proof is in Appendix C.8.

A.6 The normalized count at a finite horizon

Let every arm’s laws range over one classM, as in Appendix A.4 withMa = M for every arm. For a law νa ∈ M and
a number µ,Kinf(νa, µ) takesH to be the laws inM with mean above µ. OnMK an algorithm favors optimal arms if
Eλ[Na(T )] ≥ T/K for every λ ∈ MK , every arm a with∆a(λ) = 0 and every T ≥ 1. Random play, which pulls each
arm with probability 1/K at every round, meets this condition with equality.

Proposition A.9 (Initial-phase count bound). Let the algorithm favor optimal arms onMK , and let ν ∈ MK . For every arm
a withKinf(νa, µ

⋆) <∞ and every T ≥ 1,

Eν [Na(T )] ≥ T

K

(
1 + TKinf(νa, µ

⋆)−
√
T 2Kinf(νa, µ⋆)2 + 2TKinf(νa, µ⋆)

)
≥ T

K

(
1−

√
2TKinf(νa, µ⋆)

)
In particular Eν [Na(T )] ≥ T/(2K) whenever T ≤ 1/(8Kinf(νa, µ

⋆)), with 1/0 := ∞.
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The second bound and the particular case are Theorem 2 of Garivier, Ménard and Stoltz [24], whose Definition 2 is the
hypothesis on the algorithm. The first bound solves exactly the quadratic requirement on which their proof rests. Unlike
the second, it stays positive at every horizon.

The proof is in Appendix C.8. Its chain uses the normalized countNa(T )/T of Appendix A.4, the class guarantee at
the alternative as uniform, and Lemma A.1(d) as binary. No step is asymptotic. Since the class guarantee is a number,
every defect can be computed for a given algorithm.

Write I for the interior of the set of means of the laws in M. The class M is well behaved if there are positive
functions ξM on I and LipM onM× I withKinf(νa, µ+ ξ) ≤ Kinf(νa, µ) + ξ LipM(νa, µ) whenever νa ∈ M, µ ∈ I

lies above the mean of νa and 0 < ξ < ξM(µ). An algorithm meets the count guarantee with constant Υ on MK if
Eλ[Na(T )] ≤ Υ log T/∆a(λ)

2 for every λ ∈ MK , every arm a with∆a(λ) > 0 and every T ≥ 2.

Proposition A.10 (Finite-horizon Lai–Robbins bound). LetM be well behaved, let the algorithm meet the count guarantee
with constantΥ onMK , and let ν ∈ MK have µ⋆ ∈ I. Let b be a suboptimal arm. For every T ≥ 2 with (log T )−4 < ξM(µ⋆)
at which each of the three terms subtracted from 1 below lies in [0, 1),

Eν [Nb(T )] ≥ log T

Kinf(νb, µ⋆)

(
1− LipM(νb, µ

⋆)

Kinf(νb, µ⋆) (log T )4
−Υ log T

T

∑
a:∆a>0

1

∆2
a

−
log

(
KΥ(log T )9

)
log T

)
− log 2

Kinf(νb, µ⋆)

with 1/0 := ∞ and 1/∞ := 0.

This is Theorem 5 of Garivier, Ménard and Stoltz [24], in whose display (18) the three terms are written aT , bT and
cT . The count guarantee is their Definition 6. A well-behaved class is that of their Definition 5. Their statement asks the
three terms to be smaller than 1. The last step of their proof, (1− aT )(1− bT )(1− cT ) ≥ 1− (aT + bT + cT ), needs
them to be non-negative. Only cT can be negative, so the statement here asks cT ≥ 0 as well.

The proof is in Appendix C.8. Its chain is that of Proposition A.6 kept at a finite horizon. The statistic is the normalized
count of the optimal arms, the binary bound is the second of Lemma A.1(c), the count guarantee at ν and at the alternative
is uniform, and the alternatives are kept at the margin (log T )−4 above µ⋆ (boundary). No step is asymptotic and none
uses Markov’s inequality, so every defect can be computed for an algorithm whose constantΥ is known. The bound is
positive only when T > 2KΥ(log T )9. ForKΥ = 1 it is positive only when T > 6.7× 1013.

A.7 Explore-then-commit

LetK = 2 and letM be the unit-variance Gaussian laws. For∆ > 0,M2
∆ is the set of instances inM2 whose two means

differ by∆. An algorithm explores then commits if, for an even stopping time τ , it pulls arm 1 at the odd rounds and
arm 2 at the even rounds up to τ , and an Fτ -measurable arm â at every later round. Its design is fixed if τ = 2n for a
deterministic integer n. The stopping time, the arm â and the integer nmay depend on T , and on∆ when the class is
M2

∆. The complementary error function is erfc(z) := 2π−1/2
∫∞
z
e−y

2

dy.

Proposition A.11 (Explore-then-commit bounds). Let ν ∈ M2 have means∆ > 0 apart.

(i) If the algorithm is consistent onM2
∆, then lim infT→∞RT / log T ≥ 1/(2∆).

(ii) If the algorithm explores then commits and is consistent onM2
∆, then lim infT→∞RT / log T ≥ 1/∆.

(iii) If the algorithm explores then commits and is consistent onM2, then lim infT→∞RT / log T ≥ 4/∆.

These are Theorems 6, 3 and 4 of Garivier, Lattimore and Kaufmann [22], who prove them with the fundamental
inequality at a stopping time [24].

The proof is in Appendix C.8. Each part uses one alternative. In (i) the alternative raises the suboptimal arm to∆ above
µ⋆, the only instance ofM2

∆ that keeps the law of the optimal arm and makes the other arm optimal. In (ii) it exchanges the
two laws, which minimizes the mean per-pull divergence of an alternating allocation over the instances ofM2

∆ with the
other optimal arm. In (iii) it approaches the instance with both means at their midpoint, where both per-pull divergences
equal∆2/8, the Bregman information of Proposition 9.1 at equal weights. That instance has no unique optimal arm, so
the proof keeps a margin and then lets it vanish (boundary). An algorithm that explores then commits has its allocation
fixed up to τ , so no allocation step enters. The alternation is part of the hypothesis. If any sampling rule were allowed
before τ , an index policy run with τ = ∞ would explore then commit, so no bound above that of general algorithms
could hold [22, Section 6].
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Proposition A.12 (Fixed-design explore-then-commit bound). Let ν ∈ M2 have optimal arm a⋆ and means∆ > 0 apart,
let λ exchange its two laws, and let the algorithm explore then commit with a fixed design τ = 2n.

(i) If 2n ≤ T , then RT (ν) +RT (λ) = 2∆n+∆(T − 2n)
(
Pν(â ̸= a⋆) + Pλ(â = a⋆)

)
and

Pν(â ̸= a⋆) + Pλ(â = a⋆) ≥ 1− TV
(
Pν |F2n

, Pλ|F2n

)
= erfc

(√
C2n(1/2)

)
, C2n(1/2) =

n∆2

4

with equality when â is the arm with the larger sample mean. For that arm,

RT (ν) = ∆n+ ∆
2 (T − 2n) erfc

(
∆
√
n/2

)
(ii) If the algorithm is consistent onM2

∆, then lim infT→∞RT / log T ≥ 4/∆.

For the arm with the larger sample mean, part (i) is the regret formula in the proof of Theorem 1 of Garivier, Lattimore
and Kaufmann [22], and part (ii) gives the lower half of that theorem’s asymptotic statement. Their summary of results
states the constant 4 for every fixed design consistent onM2

∆.
The proof is in Appendix C.8. It starts from the exact minimum error sum 1− TV and applies no test step. With the

affinity bound of Theorem 7.1 in place of the exact value (test), the same chain gives 2/∆. With the Bretagnolle–Huber
bound 1

2e
−D2n , whereD2n = n∆2 = 4C2n(1/2), it gives 1/∆. As n grows, minus the logarithms of the exact value and

of these two bounds grow like C2n(1/2), 2C2n(1/2) and 4C2n(1/2). The relative-entropy chain of Proposition A.11(ii)
applies to fixed designs as well and requires onlyD2n ≥ (1− o(1)) log T , which gives 1/∆. The factor of four between
part (ii) and Proposition A.11(ii) is the ratioD2n/C2n(1/2) on this pair.

A.8 Wald’s bound for sequential tests

Take one stream (K = 1) and identify each instance with the law of one observation. Suppose ν and λ are mutually
absolutely continuous. A sequential test is a stopping time τ , almost surely finite under both laws, together with a decision;
let E ∈ Fτ be the event that it decides for ν . Its error probabilities are α′ := Pλ(E) and β′ := Pν(E

c).

Proposition A.13 (Wald’s bound). If Eν [τ ] <∞ then

Eν [τ ] KL(ν ∥λ) = kl(1− β′, α′) +
∑

E′∈{E,Ec}

Pν(E
′)
(
Eν [Lτ | E′] + logEν [e−Lτ | E′]

)
≥ kl(1− β′, α′)

If Eλ[τ ] <∞ and KL(λ ∥ ν) <∞, the symmetric statement holds under λ with kl(1− α′, β′) and KL(λ ∥ ν).

The inequality is Wald’s bound [70, (4.81)], written with the Bernoulli relative entropy.
The proof is in Appendix C.8. The defect is zero exactly when Lτ is constant on each decision set. For the sequential

probability ratio test, Lτ has just crossed one of two boundaries, so the defect measures the spread of the overshoot. The
inaccuracy of Wald’s approximate thresholds for the realized error rates is also caused by the overshoot [21]. Wald and
Wolfowitz [71] proved that this test minimizes both expected sample sizes among tests with no larger error probabilities
[52, Section 2]. The ledger gives the defect of that test exactly. A test held to nominal levels α ≥ α′ and β ≥ β′ with
α+ β ≤ 1 satisfies kl(1− β′, α′) ≥ kl(1− β, α) by Lemma A.1(c) (uniform).

With the error probabilities of a sequential probability ratio test as these levels, that test is compared with every test
held to them.

Proposition A.14 (Wald–Wolfowitz optimality to within the defect). Let ν ̸= λ, let τ⋆ be the first t ≥ 1 at which Lt leaves
a bounded open interval containing 0, and let E⋆ := {Lτ⋆ > 0}, α := Pλ(E

⋆) and β := Pν((E
⋆)c). Then Eν [τ⋆] <∞,

and every sequential test with α′ ≤ α and β′ ≤ β satisfies

Eν [τ⋆]− Eν [τ ] ≤
Eν

[
KL

(
Pν(· | 1E⋆)

∥∥Pλ(· | 1E⋆)
)]

KL(ν ∥λ)

If Lτ⋆ is Pν-almost surely constant on E⋆ and on its complement, the right side is zero and Eν [τ⋆] KL(ν ∥λ) = kl(1− β, α).
The symmetric statements hold under λ when KL(λ ∥ ν) <∞.
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The proof is in Appendix C.8. The defect is zero when every observation moves Lt up or down by one fixed amount,
as for two Bernoulli laws with means placed symmetrically about 1/2. On each side, Lt then leaves the interval at a single
point. In that case the proposition gives the theorem of Wald and Wolfowitz. For these Bernoulli laws and symmetric
boundaries, Pabbaraju, Valiant and Verma [52, Theorem 1] give a geometric proof of a related optimality, stated for the
sums of the two error probabilities and of the two expected sample sizes. When the defect is not zero, the theorem of
Wald and Wolfowitz rests on their Bayes argument. In that argument the test is shown to minimize, for suitable weights, a
weighted sum of the two error probabilities and the two expected sample sizes [52, Sections 1.1 and 2].

A.9 Tests of several or composite hypotheses

Take one stream and identify each instance with the law of one observation. LetHj , for j in a finite index set with at least
two elements, be disjoint sets of laws. A test of these hypotheses is a stopping time τ , almost surely finite under every law
in their union, together with a decision among the hypotheses made at τ . Its levels are numbers αj ∈ (0, 1) such that,
under every λ ∈ Hj , the test decides a hypothesis other thanHj with probability at most αj .

Proposition A.15 (Tests of several hypotheses). Let a test of the hypotheses Hj have levels αj , and let ν ∈ Hi satisfy
Eν [τ ] <∞.

(i) Let j ̸= i satisfy αi + αj ≤ 1. Every λ ∈ Hj with KL(ν ∥λ) <∞ satisfies

Eν [τ ] KL(ν ∥λ) ≥ kl(1− αi, αj)

so Eν [τ ]Kinf(ν,Hj) ≥ kl(1− αi, αj) whenKinf(ν,Hj) is finite.

(ii) Let j ̸= i satisfy 0 < Kinf(ν,Hj) <∞. Along a sequence of such tests with αi → 0 and αj → 0,

lim inf
Eν [τ ]Kinf(ν,Hj)

log(1/αj)
≥ 1

The proof is in Appendix C.8. With two simple hypotheses, part (i) is the bound of Proposition A.13 at nominal levels.
With finitely many simple hypotheses, part (ii) bounds each expected sample size below, to first order, by the largest of
log(1/αj)/Kinf(ν,Hj) over j ̸= i. Lorden [43, Theorem 4 and its corollary] shows that a matrix of one-sided SPRTs
minimizes each expected sample size to within o(1) among tests with no larger error probabilities, as those probabilities
go to zero. Part (ii) gives the first-order lower bound in that statement. The o(1) term is not recovered by the chain: the
overshoot enters the chain only as a defect of the test at hand. Lorden’s proof accounts for the overshoot through constants
that he relates to it [43, Theorem 5].

For two composite hypotheses of a one-parameter exponential family, letH0 hold the laws of the family with mean
at most that of a law λ(0), andH1 those with mean at least that of a law λ(1) of larger mean. The laws between the two
form an indifference zone. At every law ν of the family, Hoeffding’s lower bound [29], as restated in [64, (94)], has leading
term log(1/(α′ + β′)) divided by the larger ofKL(ν ∥λ(0)) andKL(ν ∥λ(1)), with α′ and β′ the error probabilities at
λ(0) and λ(1). Lai [39], as restated in [64, Theorem 5], showed that, when log(1/α0) and log(1/α1) grow at the same rate,
a generalized likelihood ratio test attains, to first order, the least expected sample size among tests with no larger error
probabilities. That least size is log(1/α0) divided by the same larger divergence. For ν ∈ H1 the larger divergence is
KL(ν ∥λ(0)) = Kinf(ν,H0), attained at λ(0), so part (ii) is the lower half of Lai’s statement and boundary has no defect.
Inside the indifference zone the chain, applied to each hypothesis in turn, gives a bound whose leading term is smaller by
up to a factor of two, because the levels leave the probability of each decision free there.

A one-sided sequential test of a nonempty setH0 of laws is a stopping time τ at which the test rejectsH0 [1]. On
{τ = ∞} it never rejects. It has level α ∈ (0, 1) if Pλ(τ < ∞) ≤ α for every λ ∈ H0, and power one at ν if
Pν(τ <∞) = 1.

Proposition A.16 (Power-one tests with a composite null). Take one stream and identify each instance with the law of one
observation. Let τ be a one-sided sequential test ofH0 with level α, and let ν be a law with Eν [τ ] <∞.

(i) For every λ ∈ H0 with KL(ν ∥λ) <∞,

Eν [τ ] KL(ν ∥λ) = log
1

Pλ(τ <∞)
+ KL

(
Pν

∥∥Pλ(· | τ <∞)
)

≥ log
1

α

with the last relative entropy taken on Fτ , so Eν [τ ]Kinf(ν,H0) ≥ log(1/α).
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(ii) Let E+, E− ∈ Fτ partition {τ <∞}, and let Y := 1E+ − 1E− . The last relative entropy of (i) equals

kl
(
Pν(E+), Pλ(E+ | τ <∞)

)
+ Eν

[
KL

(
Pν(· | Y )

∥∥Pλ(· | Y )
)]

The proof is in Appendix C.8. Agrawal, Ram and Ramdas [1, Theorem 3.1] prove the bound of (i) for any composite
null by the same data processing to the event {τ < ∞}. That event has probability one under ν , so the step needs no
binary relaxation, since kl(1, v) = log(1/v). For the null of equal rates of Section 12.4, with observations in (control,
treatment) pairs, the relative entropy from ν to the null law of common rate q is kl(p0, q) + kl(p1, q). Its minimum over
q is attained at the barycentre q⋆ by Proposition 9.1, so the chain at that law has no boundary defect. When the test also
reports a direction, as a two-sided test does, part (ii) splits the process defect of (i) in two. The first term is the defect of
processing the direction-tagged decision Y to the rejection event. If the null law rejects in the two directions equally often,
it is kl(Pν(E+), 1/2), which is log 2 less the binary entropy of Pν(E+) and equals log 2 when ν rejects only on E+. The
second term is the defect of processing the history to Y .

A.10 Sequential design of experiments

Chernoff’s setting [16] has a finite set Θ of states, split into two disjoint hypotheses Θ1 and Θ2, and finitely many
experiments e ∈ E, which play the role of arms. Each state is an instance: under the state ν , experiment e yields an
observation with law νe, andNe(t) counts the uses of experiment e by round t. The divergenceKL(νe ∥λe) is assumed
finite for all states ν and λ. For ν ∈ Θi the alternative set isAltΘ(ν) := Θ3−i. Chernoff’s information number is the value
of a zero-sum game [16, (4.2)]. In the notation of Section 9 it is the inverse of the characteristic time of this alternative set,

T ⋆Θ(ν)
−1 := max

w
min

λ∈AltΘ(ν)

∑
e

weKL(νe ∥λe)

wherew ranges over the allocations on E. A procedure chooses experiments adaptively, stops at τ and decides a hypothesis.
Each observation costs κ > 0, and for each κ a procedure is given, which may depend on κ. With τ and the decision
those of the procedure for κ, its risk Rκ(ν) at ν is κEν [τ ] plus the expected terminal loss, where a correct decision loses
0 and a wrong one at least rmin > 0. One procedure used at every κ cannot satisfy the hypothesis of Proposition A.17. Its
risk tends to its expected terminal loss as κ→ 0, so its error probabilities would vanish at every state. For λ ∈ AltΘ(ν),
Theorem 3.1 and Lemma A.1(a) would then bound the infinite kl(1, 0) by the finite Eν [τ ] maxeKL(νe ∥λe).

Proposition A.17 (Chernoff’s bound). Let a procedure be given for each κ ∈ (0, κ0), for some κ0 > 0. Suppose T ⋆Θ(ν) <∞
and Rκ(λ) = O(κ log(1/κ)) as κ→ 0 for every λ ∈ Θ. Then Rκ(ν) ≥ (1− o(1))κ log(1/κ)T ⋆Θ(ν).

This is Chernoff’s Theorem 2 [16].
The proof is in Appendix C.8.
With finitely many states, more than two hypotheses change only the definitions. LetΘ be partitioned into finitely

many hypotheses Θi, at least two, and for ν ∈ Θi let AltΘ(ν) := Θ \ Θi, with T ⋆Θ(ν) defined by the same formula.
Proposition A.17 and its proof then hold as written. Deciding the hypothesis of ν is an error under every λ ∈ AltΘ(ν),
deciding any other hypothesis is an error under ν , and the proof uses nothing else about the hypotheses. Averaged over a
prior on the states, the risks form the Bayes risk of active hypothesis testing.

Corollary A.18 (Active hypothesis testing). LetΘ be partitioned into finitely many hypotheses, let a procedure be given for each
κ ∈ (0, κ0), for some κ0 > 0, and let π be a probability onΘwith πν > 0 for every ν ∈ Θ. Suppose T ⋆Θ(ν) <∞ for every ν ∈
Θ and

∑
ν∈Θ πν Rκ(ν) = O(κ log(1/κ)) as κ→ 0. Then

∑
ν∈Θ πν Rκ(ν) ≥ (1− o(1))κ log(1/κ)

∑
ν∈Θ πνT

⋆
Θ(ν).

The proof is in Appendix C.8. With one state in each hypothesis and a loss of one for each wrong decision, the Bayes
risk divided by κ is the objective of Naghshvar and Javidi [47], the expected sample size plus 1/κ times the probability
of a wrong decision. The corollary is then the first-order term of their lower bound [47, (6)], whose denominator for
the hypothesis of ν is T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1. Their remainder, of order (log(1/κ))2/3, uses a bound on the log-likelihood ratios [47,
Assumption 2], and the chain leaves it as o(1).

A procedure can instead be held to a risk δ at every state. The setΘ of states may then be any set of instances over the
experiments in E, withKL(νe ∥λe) finite for all states ν and λ. It is partitioned into hypotheses. For ν in the hypothesis
Θi, the alternative set isAltΘ(ν) := Θ \Θi, and

T ⋆Θ(ν)
−1 := sup

w
inf

λ∈AltΘ(ν)

∑
e

weKL(νe ∥λe)
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which is the definition above whenΘ is finite and has two hypotheses. The procedure is δ-correct if, for every λ ∈ Θ, it
stops and decides the hypothesis containing λ with Pλ-probability at least 1− δ.

Proposition A.19 (Sequential design at fixed confidence). Let ν ∈ Θ satisfy T ⋆Θ(ν) <∞. If δ ∈ (0, 1/2], the procedure is
δ-correct and Eν [τ ] <∞, then Eν [τ ] ≥ T ⋆Θ(ν) kl(δ, 1− δ).

The proof is in Appendix C.8. The states may form a continuum, so the infimum overAltΘ(ν) need not be attained,
and the proof reaches it by a boundary step. Kaufmann and Koolen [35, Proposition 16] proveEν [τ ] ≥ T ⋆Θ(ν) log(1/(3δ))
for every δ-correct procedure. In their setting the experiments are the arms of a one-parameter exponential family, the
states are the vectors of the arms’ means, and the hypotheses are finitely many open sets. Their δ-correctness is the one
above. The second bound of Lemma A.1(c) gives kl(δ, 1− δ) = kl(1− δ, δ) ≥ (1− δ) log(1/δ)− log 2. This exceeds
log(1/(3δ)) by log(3/2)− δ log(1/δ), which is positive because δ log(1/δ) ≤ 1/e < log(3/2) (binary). Their bound
is trivial when 3δ ≥ 1. Their hypotheses are open, so ν lies at a positive distance from AltΘ(ν) and T ⋆Θ(ν) < ∞. The
proposition therefore contains their bound, with kl(δ, 1 − δ) in place of log(1/(3δ)). With the instances that have a
unique optimal arm as states and their optimal arms as hypotheses, it gives Proposition A.20. There T ⋆Θ(ν) = T ⋆(ν),
by the density argument in the proof of Proposition A.20. An identification algorithm that is δ-correct in the sense of
Section 9 stops almost surely, so it is δ-correct as a procedure. With a single experiment the allocation is fixed, and
T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1 = Kinf(ν,AltΘ(ν)).

A.11 Best-arm and top-m identification

Let the arms belong to a one-parameter exponential family. An algorithm with stopping time τ and recommendation â is
δ-correct if Pλ(τ <∞) = 1 and Pλ(â ̸= a⋆(λ)) ≤ δ for every instance λ with a unique optimal arm a⋆(λ).

Proposition A.20 (Best-arm identification bound). Let ν have a unique optimal arm. If δ ∈ (0, 1/2], the algorithm is
δ-correct and Eν [τ ] <∞, then Eν [τ ] ≥ T ⋆(ν) kl(δ, 1− δ).

This is Theorem 1 of Garivier and Kaufmann [23]. They state it for δ ∈ (0, 1). It needs δ ≤ 1/2: with two close arms
and δ > 1/2, pulling one arm once and then recommending an arm at random is δ-correct and violates the bound.

The proof is in Appendix C.8. Proposition A.23 writes the excess of Eν [τ ] over this limit exactly, as T ⋆(ν) times the
sum of the process, uniform and allocation defects at the alternative that attains the infimum at the algorithm’s average
allocation w̄.

For top-m identification, order the means µ[1] ≥ · · · ≥ µ[K] with µ[m] > µ[m+1], let S⋆ be them best arms, and call
an algorithm δ-correct if on every such instance it stops almost surely and recommends the top-m set with probability at
least 1− δ.

Proposition A.21 (Top-m identification bound). If δ ∈ (0, 1/2], the algorithm is δ-correct for top-m identification and
Eν [τ ] <∞, then

Eν [τ ] ≥
( ∑
a∈S⋆

1

d(µa, µ[m+1])
+

∑
a/∈S⋆

1

d(µa, µ[m])

)
kl(δ, 1− δ)

With kl(δ, 1− δ) ≥ log(1/(2.4δ)) [37, (3)] (binary) this is Theorem 4 of Kaufmann, Cappé and Garivier [37], which is
stated for δ ≤ 0.15. That inequality holds for every δ ∈ (0, 1). Its right side is non-positive for δ ≥ 1/2.4. For smaller δ
it reads (1− 2δ) log 1

1−δ + 2δ log 1
δ ≤ log 2.4. The left side has second derivative−2/δ − 2/(1− δ)− 1/(1− δ)2 < 0,

so it lies below its tangent line at δ = 0.32. On (0, 1/2.4] that line stays below 0.872, and log 2.4 > 0.875.
The proof is in Appendix C.8. The single-arm alternatives of its proof give an explicit bound. The whole alternative

set gives the exact bound. WriteAltm(ν) for the set of instances under which some arm outside S⋆ has a mean at least
that of some arm of S⋆, so that S⋆ is not their unique top-m set. Its characteristic time T ⋆m(ν) satisfies T ⋆m(ν)−1 =
supw infλ∈Altm(ν)⟨w, k(λ)⟩, with k(λ) the vector of per-pull divergences of Section 3.

Proposition A.22 (Top-m identification bound at the exact characteristic time). Let the arms belong to a one-parameter
exponential family, and let ν have a unique top-m set S⋆.

(i) For every allocation w,

inf
λ∈Altm(ν)

⟨w, k(λ)⟩ = min
a∈S⋆, b/∈S⋆

min
µ′

[
wa d(µa, µ

′) + wb d(µb, µ
′)
]

and when wa + wb > 0 the inner minimum is attained at µ′ = (waµa + wbµb)/(wa + wb).
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(ii) If δ ∈ (0, 1/2], the algorithm is δ-correct for top-m identification and Eν [τ ] <∞, then Eν [τ ] ≥ T ⋆m(ν) kl(δ, 1− δ).

(iii) T ⋆m(ν) ≥
∑
a∈S⋆ 1/d(µa, µ[m+1]) +

∑
a/∈S⋆ 1/d(µa, µ[m]).

Part (i) is Proposition 9.4 for the union of the single-swap half-spaces, with the pairwise infimum of Proposition 9.1.
For one-parameter exponential families, (i) and the bound (ii) appear in [72, Lemma 33 and Appendix D]. For unit-variance
Gaussian arms in a possibly misspecified linear model, the reduction to single-swap half-spaces and the bound with
log(1/(2.4δ)) appear in [58, Lemma 1 and Theorem 1]. By (iii), the bound (ii) is never weaker than that of Proposition A.21.

The proof is in Appendix C.8.

Proposition A.23 (Identification at the algorithm’s own error rates). Let the arms belong to a one-parameter exponential
family, let τ be a stopping time with Eν [τ ] <∞, and write w̄ := Eν [N(τ)]/Eν [τ ].

(i) Let ν have a unique optimal arm, let E := {τ <∞, â = a⋆(ν)}, and let λ⋆ ∈ Alt(ν) attain infλ∈Alt(ν)⟨w̄, k(λ)⟩.
Then

Eν [τ ] ⟨w̄, k(λ⋆)⟩ = kl
(
Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)

)
+ Eν

[
KL

(
Pν(· | 1E)

∥∥Pλ⋆(· | 1E)
)]

and ⟨w̄, k(λ⋆)⟩ ≤ T ⋆(ν)−1, so that

Eν [τ ]
T ⋆(ν)

= kl
(
Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)

)
+ Eν

[
KL

(
Pν(· | 1E)

∥∥Pλ⋆(· | 1E)
)]

+ Eν [τ ]
(
T ⋆(ν)−1 − ⟨w̄, k(λ⋆)⟩

)
with each of the three terms on the right non-negative. In particular Eν [τ ] ≥ T ⋆(ν) kl(Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)).

(ii) Part (i) holds for top-m identification of a unique top-m set S⋆, with E := {τ < ∞, the recommendation is S⋆},
Altm(ν) in place of Alt(ν) and T ⋆m(ν) in place of T ⋆(ν).

(iii) In (i) and (ii), Pλ⋆(E) = Eν [1E e−Lτ ], where Lτ is the log-likelihood ratio of Pν to Pλ⋆ on Fτ .

The proof is in Appendix C.8. Such a λ⋆ exists by Proposition A.22(i), applied withm = 1 for best-arm identification.
One such alternative moves the best arm and one challenger, or one arm of S⋆ and one arm outside it, to a common mean.
That mean is their w̄-weighted mean unless both of their weights are zero. The first display is the operating-characteristic
identity at the algorithm’s own error probabilities. It needs no correctness guarantee. In the second display the first term is
the bound at those error probabilities, the second the process defect and the third the allocation defect. If the algorithm
is δ-correct with δ ≤ 1/2, then Pν(E) ≥ 1 − δ, and Pλ⋆(E) ≤ δ by Fatou’s lemma along instances in the alternative
set with a unique answer that converge to λ⋆. The difference kl(Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)) − kl(1 − δ, δ) is then the uniform
defect, so the proposition splits the excess of Eν [τ ] over the limit of Proposition A.20 or Proposition A.22 exactly. At any
other alternative of the set the identity still holds, and a fourth term, the boundary defect, enters with a minus sign. For a
sequential test one stream is sampled and the alternative set is one instance, so no allocation term arises. The identity is
then that of Proposition A.13. Its bound at the realized error probabilities is kl(1− β′, α′)/KL(ν ∥λ). Part (iii) computes
Pλ⋆(E) from runs under ν .

A.12 Characteristic time and optimal weights

Proposition A.24 (Characteristic time and optimal weights). Let the arms belong to a one-parameter exponential family and
let ν have a unique optimal arm a⋆.

(i) For every allocation w with wa⋆ > 0, infλ∈Alt(ν)

∑
a wa d(µa, µa(λ)) = minb̸=a⋆ wa⋆ Gb(wb/wa⋆), with Gb as

in Proposition 9.3.

(ii) At the optimal allocation theK − 1 terms of (i) are equal.

(iii) Equation (13) holds.

These are Lemma 3, Lemma 4 and Theorem 5 of Garivier and Kaufmann [23]. In their notation, with their arm 1 as
a⋆ and their arm a as b, ga(x) = (1 + x) I1/(1+x)(µ1, µa) equalsGb(x), xa(y) equalsG−1

b (γ) at y = γ, and the scalar
program of (iii) is the reciprocal of the maximization of y/(1+

∑
a xa(y)) in their Appendix A.2. For Gaussian arms with

a common variance the condition w2
a⋆ =

∑
b w

2
b [25, Example 1], [23, p. 6] is the stationarity condition of Proposition 9.2.

The proof is in Appendix C.8. No relaxation enters this row: the characteristic time is exact.
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A.13 Coincidence divergence and Bregman information

Section 9 compares the two Jensen defects of an exponential family at matching weights. For arms νa and λa in one
one-parameter exponential family and w ∈ [0, 1], write

Ja(w) := wψ⋆(µa) + (1− w)ψ⋆(µa(λ))− ψ⋆
(
wµa + (1− w)µa(λ)

)
for the Bregman information (11) of the two means at weights (w, 1− w).

Lemma A.25 (Coincidence divergence and Bregman information). Let νa and λa lie in one one-parameter exponential
family, with natural parameters θa and ηa interior to its natural parameter space, and fix s ∈ (0, 1).

(i) As ηa → θa,

ca(s) =
1
2s(1− s)ψ′′(θa) (ηa − θa)

2 +O
(
(ηa − θa)

3
)

ca(s)− Ja(s) =
1
6s(1− s)(1− 2s)ψ′′′(θa) (ηa − θa)

3 +O
(
(ηa − θa)

4
)

(ii) If the laws are Gaussian with common variance σ2 and means g apart, then ca(s) = Ja(s) = s(1− s)g2/2σ2.

(iii) If the laws are exponential, then ca(s) = Ja(1− s).

(iv) If the laws are Bernoulli, then Ja(s) ≤ −s log s− (1−s) log(1−s) ≤ log 2. If moreover µa = q and µa(λ) = 1−q
with q ∈ (0, 1), then

s log
1

q
− log 2 ≤ ca(s) ≤ s log

1

q
+ log

1

1− q

with s := s ∧ (1− s).

The proof is in Appendix C.8.

A.14 Identification within a tolerance

Let the arms belong to a one-parameter exponential family, and let∆tol > 0. An algorithm with stopping time τ and
recommendation â is (∆tol, δ)-correct if Pλ(τ < ∞) = 1 and Pλ(∆â(λ) < ∆tol) ≥ 1− δ for every instance λ. The
arms with∆a < ∆tol form the set Stol of arms acceptable under ν . For each arm a let λ(a) equal ν except that arm a has
mean µ⋆ +∆tol. Under λ(a) arm a is the only acceptable arm.

Proposition A.26 (Identification within a tolerance). Suppose that µ⋆ + ∆tol is the mean of a law of the family, that
δ ∈ (0, 1/2], and that the algorithm is (∆tol, δ)-correct with Eν [τ ] <∞.

(i) Every arm a /∈ Stol has Eν [Na(τ)] ka(λ(a)) ≥ kl(δ, 1− δ).

(ii) Every arm a ∈ Stol has Eν [Na(τ)] ka(λ(a)) ≥
(
1− Pν(â = a)

)
log(1/δ)− log 2.

(iii) The expected sample size satisfies

Eν [τ ] ≥ kl(δ, 1−δ)
∑
a/∈Stol

1

ka(λ(a))
+

(
log

1

δ

( ∑
a∈Stol

1

ka(λ(a))
− max
a∈Stol

1

ka(λ(a))

)
− log 2

∑
a∈Stol

1

ka(λ(a))

)+

Here ka(λ(a)) = d(µa, µ
⋆ +∆tol), the per-pull divergence of Section 3. For Bernoulli arms with means in (0, 1/2],

Theorem 5 of Mannor and Tsitsiklis [46] bounds Eν [τ ] below by a constant multiple of log(1/(8δ)) times a sum of two
terms. The first is the positive part of the number of acceptable arms less one, over∆2

tol. The second is the sum of∆−2
a

over the arms outside Stol. Both counts omit arms with small means. Parts (i) and (ii), applied arm by arm after an upper
bound on each per-pull divergence such as kl(u, v) ≤ (u− v)2/(v(1− v)) at v = µ⋆ +∆tol, take that form. The first
term also uses that the probabilities Pν(â = a) sum to at most one. Here µ⋆+∆tol −µa is below 2∆tol for an acceptable
arm and at most 2∆a for the others. The restrictions of Mannor and Tsitsiklis on the means bound v(1− v) below by a
positive number. Their bound then holds with a quarter of that number as the constant, for every δ ∈ (0, 1/2]. Their
theorem takes δ below e−8/8. An upper bound on a per-pull divergence is not among the relaxations of Section 11. Its
defect, the excess of the bound over the divergence, is exact.
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Consider Bernoulli arms with one mean 1/2 +∆tol andK − 1means 1/2, with∆tol ≤ 1/8. There part (i), summed
over the K − 1 arms with mean 1/2, gives Eν [τ ] ≥ 2(K − 1)kl(δ, 1 − δ)/ log

(
1/(1 − 16∆2

tol)
)
, which is at least

3
32 (K − 1)∆−2

tolkl(δ, 1− δ). This is the form of Theorem 1 of Mannor and Tsitsiklis [46], with explicit constants.
Summed over the arms outside Stol, part (i) with kl(δ, 1− δ) ≥ log(1/(2.4δ)) (binary) gives the second term of the

bound in Remark 5 of Kaufmann, Cappé andGarivier [37]. The first term of that bound, with denominator d(µ⋆, µ⋆−∆tol),
is not reached. Raising an acceptable arm to µ⋆ +∆tol costs ka(λ(a)) per pull. For Bernoulli arms with µ⋆ > 1/2 this
cost exceeds that denominator. Lowering an acceptable arm a ̸= a⋆ to µ⋆ −∆tol costs at most that denominator per
pull. It rules out only the recommendation of a. The bounds from these alternatives are weighted by the probabilities
Pν(â = a), which sum to at most one. The remark is stated without proof.

The proof is in Appendix C.8.

A.15 Fixed-budget identification

Afixed-budget algorithm samples forT rounds and then recommends a set ŜT ofm arms, drawn givenFT with probabilities
that do not depend on the instance. For m = 1 it recommends one arm âT . On an instance λ with a unique top-m
set S⋆(λ) its error probability is Pλ(ŜT ̸= S⋆(λ)). For two laws P and Q write cP,Q(s) := − log

∫
P sQ1−s, so that

ca(s) = cνa,λa
(s). Its maximum over s ∈ [0, 1] is the Chernoff information of P andQ (Section 5).

Proposition A.27 (Two-point fixed-budget bound). Let ν and λ have unique top-m sets S⋆(ν) ̸= S⋆(λ), and let Q1/2 and
P (1/2) be as in Propositions 7.4 and 7.3.

(i) Every algorithm with budget T satisfies

max
(
Pν

(
ŜT ̸= S⋆(ν)

)
, Pλ

(
ŜT ̸= S⋆(λ)

))
≥ 1

2

(
1−

√
1− e−2CT (1/2)

)
≥ 1

4 e
−2CT (1/2) ≥ 1

4 e
−DT

(ii) Every algorithm satisfies

T max
a∈[K]

ca(1/2)− CT (1/2) = KL
(
Q1/2

∥∥P (1/2)
)
+

∑
a∈[K]

EQ1/2
[Na(T )]

(
max
a′∈[K]

ca′(1/2)− ca(1/2)
)

The last inequality of (i) is Lemma 15 of Kaufmann, Cappé and Garivier [37]. Proposition 7.3 gives 2CT (1/2) ≤ DT .
The midpoint form is therefore never weaker than Lemma 15. With deterministic pull counts the first term of (ii)
vanishes. Then CT (1/2) =

∑
aNa(T ) ca(1/2). For Gaussian arms with a common variance the per-pull factor is

2 (Proposition 6.1). With deterministic counts the exponent of the midpoint form is then half that of Lemma 15. A
test step and an allocation step drop the two terms of (ii). Every algorithm then has an error probability of at least
1
4e

−2T maxa ca(1/2) on one of the two instances. The allocation step applied to Lemma 15 gives the weaker bound
1
4e

−T maxa KL(νa∥λa), since 2ca(1/2) ≤ KL(νa ∥λa) for every arm. Since min(u, v) ≤ usv1−s, the exact minimum
error sum 1− TV(Pν , Pλ) is at most e−CT (s) at every tilt s ∈ [0, 1]. So 2CT (1/2) ≤ −2 log

(
1− TV(Pν , Pλ)

)
. The

exponent of the midpoint form is therefore at most twice that of the minimum error sum. No such factor holds forDT .
For T = 1 and an arm whose laws under ν and λ are Bernoulli with means 1/2 and q ≤ 1/2, the minimum error sum is
1/2 + q, whileDT = kl(1/2, q) grows without bound as q → 0.

The proof is in Appendix C.8.

Proposition A.28 (Gaussian fixed-budget bounds). Let the arms be Gaussian with a common variance, and let an algorithm
have budget T .

(i) Let ν have a unique optimal arm a⋆, and for each suboptimal arm b let λ(b) equal ν except that arm b has mean µb+2∆b.
Every λ(b) has the unique optimal arm b. Some suboptimal arm b satisfies

max
(
Pν

(
âT ̸= a⋆

)
, Pλ(b)

(
âT ̸= b

))
≥ 1

4 exp
(
− 4T∑

b′ ̸=a⋆ 1/db′

)

(ii) Let ν have a unique top-m set S⋆, with 1 ≤ m < K , and write d(m)
c := d(µc, µ[m+1]) for c ∈ S⋆ and d(m)

c :=

d(µc, µ[m]) for c /∈ S⋆. For a ∈ S⋆ and b /∈ S⋆ let λ(a,b) equal ν except that arm a has mean 2µ[m+1] − µa and arm
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b has mean 2µ[m] − µb. Every λ(a,b) has the unique top-m set S(a,b) := (S⋆ \ {a}) ∪ {b}. Some such pair satisfies

max
(
Pν

(
ŜT ̸= S⋆

)
, Pλ(a,b)

(
ŜT ̸= S(a,b)

))
≥ 1

4 exp

(
− 4T∑

c∈[K] 1/d
(m)
c

− 4T

min
(∑

c∈S⋆ 1/d
(m)
c ,

∑
c/∈S⋆ 1/d

(m)
c

))

For Gaussian arms with variance σ2, 1/db = 2σ2/∆2
b , and 1/d

(m)
c is 2σ2 over the squared distance of µc from the

boundary mean on the other side. Part (i) is Theorem 16 of Kaufmann, Cappé and Garivier [37], whoseH ′(ν) is the sum
of the 1/db′ . Part (ii) is their Theorem 17, whoseH(ν),H+(ν) andH−(ν) are the three sums of the 1/d(m)

c . As printed,
Theorem 16 omits the factor 1

4 of Lemma 15. Only the proof of Theorem 17 is printed. The factor appears there. Without
that factor Theorem 16 fails. With two arms, pulling the optimal arm once and recommending it when the observation
exceeds its mean makes both error probabilities 1/2, while e−4T/H′(ν) tends to 1 at T = 1 as the gap shrinks. Theorem 17
as printed moves arm a by 2(µ[m] − µb) and arm b by 2(µa − µ[m+1]), while its proof uses the divergences of the moves
in part (ii). Each alternative is no harder than ν , as both theorems state. The sum of the 1/db′ does not increase from ν to
λ(b), because there the old optimal arm trails arm b by∆b and every other suboptimal arm c trails arm b by∆c +∆b. The
sum of the 1/d(m)

c decreases from ν to λ(a,b), because arms a and b end farther from the new boundary means and no
other arm comes closer to the boundary.

With deterministic pull counts the pigeonhole step of the proof applies to the midpoint form of Proposition A.27 as
well. There it halves both exponents. For an adaptive algorithm it does not apply, because the tilted lawQ1/2 of the pair
(ν, λ(b)) changes with b and the expected pull counts under these laws need not sum to at most T . Without the pigeonhole
step, Proposition A.27(ii) applied to λ(b) gives every algorithm the bound 1

4e
−2Tdb , since cb(1/2) = db there. At the

suboptimal arm b closest to the best this bound is stronger than part (i) exactly when
∑
b′ ̸=a⋆ db/db′ < 2, as always for

two arms.
The proof is in Appendix C.8.

Proposition A.29 (Fixed-budget exponent). Let the arms belong to a one-parameter exponential family, and let ν have a
unique optimal arm a⋆.

(i) Suppose that the algorithm, run with each budget T , satisfies Pλ(âT ̸= a⋆(λ)) → 0 as T → ∞ for every instance λ
with a unique optimal arm. Then

lim sup
T→∞

− 1

T
logPν

(
âT ̸= a⋆

)
≤ inf

λ∈Alt(ν)
max
a∈[K]

KL(λa ∥ νa)

If moreover its pull counts are deterministic, with Na(T )/T → wa for every arm, then the right side may be replaced by
infλ∈Alt(ν)

∑
a waKL(λa ∥ νa).

(ii) For every arm b, every mean µ′ of the family and every s ∈ [0, 1],

s d(µ′, µa⋆) + (1− s) d(µ′, µb) = cνa⋆ ,νb(s) + d
(
µ′, ψ′(sθa⋆ + (1− s)θb)

)
(iii) For every allocation w, with the term of b read as 0 when wa⋆ = wb = 0,

inf
λ∈Alt(ν)

∑
a

waKL(λa ∥ νa) = min
b̸=a⋆

(wa⋆ + wb) cνa⋆ ,νb

( wa⋆

wa⋆ + wb

)
and

inf
λ∈Alt(ν)

max
a∈[K]

KL(λa ∥ νa) = min
b̸=a⋆

max
s∈[0,1]

cνa⋆ ,νb(s)

For two arms, part (i) is Theorem 12 of Kaufmann, Cappé and Garivier [37]. The constant of their first bound is the
first right side. The constant of their bound for uniform sampling is the second at w = (1/2, 1/2). By (iii) these are the
Chernoff information and the Bhattacharyya divergence cν1,ν2(1/2) of the laws of the two arms, as they note in their own
terms [37, Section 5.1 and Appendix C]. Part (ii) is the identity of van Erven and Harremoës [67, (53)] quoted in Section 7,
for the laws νa⋆ and νb and the law of the family with mean µ′. Its minimum over µ′ is their Theorem 30 [67]. Under
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a fixed budget the divergences of the bound run from the alternative to the instance. The alternative-set step therefore
returns a coincidence divergence between the laws of two arms, where under a fixed confidence it returns the Bregman
information of Proposition 9.1. For a static allocation with every wa > 0 and the empirical best arm recommended,
Glynn and Juneja show that− 1

T logPν(âT ̸= a⋆) converges [25, Section 2]. This rate is the minimum over b ̸= a⋆ of the
smallest value over µ′ of a weighted sum of the Cramér rate functions of arms a⋆ and b at µ′, with weights wa⋆ and wb. In
a one-parameter exponential family the Cramér rate function of arm c at µ′ is d(µ′, µc). By (iii) this rate equals the bound
of (i) at a static allocation. The bound is therefore attained by that procedure.

The coincidence family does not sharpen part (i). At a tilt s ∈ (0, 1), data processing of
∫
(dPν)

s(dPλ)
1−s to the

recommendation gives e−CT (s) ≤ Pν(âT ̸= a⋆)s + Pλ(âT ̸= a⋆(λ))1−s. The hypothesis of (i) gives no rate at which
the second term vanishes. Only the endpoint s→ 0 remains, which is the divergence decomposition read under λ.

The proof is in Appendix C.8.

A.16 Regret in ergodic Markov decision processes

Take the setting of Section 10, in which an instance ν assigns a law νx,a of the next state and the reward to every pair
(x, a) ∈ X × A. Let Φ be a class of such instances. The relative entropy at a pair is KL(νx,a ∥λx,a), and the optimal
actionsA⋆x, the Bellman gaps∆x,a and the optimal stationary policiesΠ⋆ are those of Section 10. The alternative set is
AltΦ(ν) := {λ ∈ Φ : ν ≪ λ, KL(νx,a ∥λx,a) = 0 for a ∈ A⋆x, Π

⋆ ∩ Π⋆(λ) = ∅}. From an initial state, the regret
RT (λ) of an algorithm on an instance λ is T times the optimal gain of λminus the expected total reward over T rounds,
and RT := RT (ν); for a bandit it is the regret of Section 2.1. An algorithm is uniformly good if its regret is o(T p) for
every p > 0, every ergodic λ ∈ Φ and every initial state.

Proposition A.30 (Divergence decomposition on a Markov decision process). Let ν and λ have the same initial-state law,
and let KL(νx,a ∥λx,a) <∞ for every pair (x, a). For every algorithm and every stopping time τ with Eν [τ ] <∞,

KL
(
Pν |Fτ

∥∥Pλ|Fτ

)
=

∑
x∈X

∑
a∈A

Eν [Nx,a(τ)] KL(νx,a ∥λx,a)

At a fixed horizon, and with the reward independent of the next state, this is step (i) of the proof of Theorem 1 of Ok,
Proutière and Tranos [50, Appendix C, (9)]. The proof is in Appendix C.8. It is the proof of Theorem 3.1 with state-action
pairs as arms. The next state is random and its law depends on the action, but it belongs to the observation of its round,
whose law given the history and the action is that of the instance at the pair.

Proposition A.31 (Regret in ergodic MDPs). Let ν ∈ Φ be ergodic and the algorithm uniformly good. Then

lim inf
T→∞

RT
log T

≥ c⋆Φ(ν) := inf
ζ

∑
x,a

ζ(x, a)∆x,a

where the infimum is over the ζ ≥ 0 with
∑
x,a ζ(x, a)KL(νx,a ∥λx,a) ≥ 1 for every λ ∈ AltΦ(ν).

This is Theorem 1 of Ok, Proutière and Tranos [50], which extends the bound of Burnetas and Katehakis [12] for ergodic
Markov decision processes; Graves and Lai [26] proved the analogous bound for controlled Markov chains. The proof uses
two facts about ergodic instances, taken from [50, Appendix C, (7) and (8)], where they are derived as in [12]. For every
ergodicλ ∈ Φ and every algorithm, the regret has the count formRT (λ) =

∑
x

∑
a/∈A⋆

x(λ)
Eλ[Nx,a(T )]∆x,a(λ)+O(1).

The visits obey the visit bound: for every ergodic λ ∈ Φ and every algorithm there is χ > 0 with Pλ(Nx(T ) ≤ χT ) =
O(e−χT/2) as T → ∞, for every state x.

The proof is inAppendixC.8. Let (x, a) be the pairwhose law a single-pair alternativeλ changes. With the fractionZ :=
Nx,a(T )/Nx(T ), andZ := 0whenNx(T ) = 0, in place of 1E , step 2 of the proof becomes Eν [LT ] ≥ kl(Eν [Z],Eλ[Z])
by Lemma A.1(b). Step 3 is not needed. Step 4 applies the first bound of Lemma A.1(c) to Eν [Z] and Eλ[Z]. A fixed
alternative at a margin beyond the boundary adds a boundary step. The suboptimal pairs with infiniteKinf enter through
allocation. Section 12.6 evaluates this form.

The class Φ is a product class if each pair’s law ranges over its own set: there are setsMx,a of laws such that λ ∈ Φ
exactly when λx,a ∈ Mx,a for every pair. The class of all transition laws with known rewards, used in Section 12.6, is
one: thereMx,a is the set of laws under which the next state has any law and the reward has the known law of the pair,
independently of the next state. So is the class in which the next state and the reward at every pair have arbitrary laws.
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Proposition A.32 (Decoupled regret constant). Let ν ∈ Φ be ergodic, and letKinf(x, a) be as in Section 10, with 1/0 := ∞
and 1/∞ := 0. Then

c⋆Φ(ν) ≥
∑
x∈X

∑
a/∈A⋆

x

∆x,a

Kinf(x, a)

with equality when Φ is a product class.

For the class of Ok, Proutière and Tranos, in which the next-state law and the reward law at every pair are arbitrary,
the constraints of the program reduce to the single-pair alternatives by their Theorem 2 [50], which gives the equality.
They describe their Theorem 1 as extending the bound of Burnetas and Katehakis [12] for unstructured ergodic instances
with known rewards [50, Section 4]. The proof is in Appendix C.8. Its equality part rests on display (18) of the proof of
their Theorem 2 [50, Appendix D], with the product structure in place of their decoupling lemma. No relaxation enters
this row: for a product class the decoupled constant is exact. For a class that ties the pairs together the inequality can
be strict. In the linear class of Corollary A.34 with three pairwise independent feature vectors in the plane, and for an
instance ν with a unique optimal arm, no other instance of the class differs from ν at one arm only, so the right side is 0
while c⋆Φ(ν) > 0.

A.17 Structured, linear and Lipschitz bandits

In a structured bandit problem the instance is known to lie in a class Φ of bandit instances. For ν ∈ Φ the alternative set
AltΦ(ν) holds the λ ∈ Φ with ν ≪ λ and with λa = νa for every optimal arm a of ν , under which no optimal arm of ν
is optimal.

Corollary A.33 (Structured bandits). Let ν ∈ Φ, and let the algorithm be consistent on Φ. Then

lim inf
T→∞

RT
log T

≥ c⋆Φ(ν) := inf
ζ

∑
a∈[K]

ζa∆a

where the infimum is over the ζ ∈ [0,∞)K with
∑
a ζaKL(νa ∥λa) ≥ 1 for every λ ∈ AltΦ(ν).

This is Proposition A.31 with one state. Its relaxations are those of that proposition. With a unique optimal arm in every
instance and mutually absolutely continuous laws, AltΦ(ν) is the set of confusing parameters of Combes, Magureanu
and Proutière. The corollary is then their Theorem 1 [17] for a payoff equal to the mean of the observation, as in their
classical, linear and Lipschitz examples. They also allow a known payoff map whose values are not observed. They derive
the bound from that of Graves and Lai [26], with the arms as control laws that ignore the state [17, Appendix A]. For
Φ = M1 × · · · ×MK , Proposition A.32 with one state gives c⋆Φ(ν) = c⋆(ν). The corollary is then the regret bound of
Proposition A.6. The proof is in Appendix C.8.

The general bound of Graves and Lai is not recovered. In their framework, as restated by Combes, Magureanu and
Proutière [17, Appendix A], a choice is one of finitely many stationary control laws, each of which makes the chain ergodic.
Regret is measured against the best of these laws, through their long-run average rewards under their stationary laws.
In Proposition A.30 visits to state-action pairs are counted. In Proposition A.31 regret is measured against an optimal
policy of the Markov decision process. Turning visit counts into uses of the control laws, weighted by their stationary
laws, takes an ergodic average that is performed by none of the relaxations of Section 11. When every control law ignores
the state and the law of the next state does not depend on the current one, every control law is an arm with independent
observations, the case of Corollary A.33.

Corollary A.34 (Linear bandits). Fix a feature vector φa ∈ Rd for each arm a, the vectors spanning Rd. Let Φ be the class
of instances whose arms have unit-variance Gaussian laws with means ⟨φa, ω⟩ for some ω ∈ Rd. Let ν ∈ Φ have a unique
optimal arm a⋆, and let the algorithm be consistent on Φ. Then lim infT→∞RT / log T ≥ c⋆Φ(ν), and c

⋆
Φ(ν) equals the

infimum of
∑
b̸=a⋆ ζb∆b over the ζ ∈ [0,∞)K such that V (ζ) :=

∑
a ζaφaφ

⊤
a is invertible and φ⊤

b V (ζ)−1φb ≤ ∆2
b/2

for every b ̸= a⋆.

This is Corollary 2 of Lattimore and Szepesvári [41]. Combes, Magureanu and Proutière restate its program as the
linear case of their Theorem 1 [17, Section 4]. The proof is in Appendix C.8. In it the infimum overAltΦ(ν) is evaluated
exactly, so no relaxation is added to those of Corollary A.33. The weight ζa⋆ costs nothing. As it grows, each constraint
approaches the one set by the alternatives that keep the mean of a⋆.
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Corollary A.35 (Lipschitz bandits). Let dist be a metric on [K], and let Φ be the class of instances whose arms have Bernoulli
laws with means satisfying |µa(λ)− µa′(λ)| ≤ dist(a, a′) for all arms a and a′. Let ν ∈ Φ have a unique optimal arm a⋆

and every mean in (0, 1), and let the algorithm be consistent on Φ. Then lim infT→∞RT / log T ≥ c⋆Φ(ν), and c
⋆
Φ(ν) equals

the infimum of
∑
a ζa∆a over the ζ ∈ [0,∞)K with∑

a∈[K]

ζa kl
(
µa, µa ∨ (µ⋆ − dist(a, b))

)
≥ 1

for every b ̸= a⋆.

For arms at points of [0, 1] and a metric proportional to their distance, this is Theorem 1 of Magureanu, Combes and
Proutière [45], on instances with a unique optimal arm and means in (0, 1). Combes, Magureanu and Proutière state it for
any metric [17, Section 4]. The proof is in Appendix C.8. In it the infimum over each part ofAltΦ(ν) is evaluated exactly,
so no relaxation is added to those of Corollary A.33. The infimum is approached by alternatives that raise arm b just above
µ⋆ and every other arm only as far as the Lipschitz condition requires.

B Evaluation protocols

B.1 Regret on movie ratings

Instance. The arms are the 10most-rated movies of the MovieLens 100K ratings [27], between 429 and 583 ratings each.
The liked-or-not instance rewards a pull with 1{rating ≥ 4}; its means run from 0.406 to 0.859. The five-star instance
rewards a pull with (rating− 1)/4 on {0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1}, drawn from each movie’s empirical rating distribution; its
means run from 0.539 to 0.840. Each instance is the empirical law of the ratings. The results are statements about that law.
On the liked-or-not instance the class of the Lai–Robbins limit is the Bernoulli family, withKinf(νb, µ

⋆) = kl(µb, µ
⋆). On

the five-star instance it is every law on the five-point support. ThereKinf(νb, µ
⋆) is computed from its one-dimensional

dual [30].

Algorithms. UCB1 [2], KL-UCBwith exploration log t [13], Thompson sampling with uniform priors [36, 65], binarized
on the five-star instance, and IMED [30]. On the five-star instance NPTS [59] runs as well. Every algorithm runs 2,000
times for T = 20,000 rounds, and the counts are read at 16 log-spaced checkpoints.

Alternatives. For every suboptimal arm b and margin ξ ∈ {0.02, 0.05, 0.1}, the alternative λ(b,ξ) replaces arm b alone
by its closest law with mean µ⋆+ ξ: the Bernoulli law on the liked-or-not instance and theKinf minimizer on the five-star
instance. KL-UCB, Thompson sampling and IMED on the liked-or-not instance, and KL-UCB, IMED and NPTS on the
five-star one, run 1,000 times under each alternative. They record Eλ[Nb(t)].

Read-outs. The limit is c⋆(ν) log t with c⋆(ν) =
∑
b∆b/Kinf(νb, µ

⋆). For each arm b and alternative, the term
Eν [Nb(t)] KL(νb ∥λb) of the divergence decomposition is exact, and the fundamental inequality [24] bounds it below by
kl(Eν [Nb(t)]/t, Eλ[Nb(t)]/t). Their difference is the process defect of data processing to the normalized count. The
algorithm’s certified pull count is the least nb with nbKL(νb ∥λb) ≥ kl(nb/t, Eλ[Nb(t)]/t), maximized over the margin
ξ. It is the number of pulls the fundamental inequality certifies from the algorithm’s behavior at the alternatives alone. The
regret ratio splits exactly. For arm b and alternative λ write nb := Eν [Nb(T )], zν := nb/T , zλ := Eλ[Nb(T )]/T and
kl := (1− zν) log

1
1−zλ − log 2. Then

nbKinf(νb, µ
⋆)− log T =

(
nbKL(νb ∥λb)− kl(zν , zλ)

)
+

(
kl(zν , zλ)− kl

)
+

(
kl− log T

)
− nb

(
KL(νb ∥λb)−Kinf(νb, µ

⋆)
)

The four terms are the process, binary, joint uniform-and-asymptotic and boundary terms. The weight of arm b
is ∆b/Kinf(νb, µ

⋆). With these weights, and divided by c⋆(ν) log T , the left side becomes the regret ratio minus one.
Figure 1(c) shows the split at ξ = 0.02.

Readings. On the liked-or-not instance the certified pull count is 16% to 23% of the actual count for KL-UCB, 28% to
36% for Thompson sampling and 30% to 33% for IMED. On the five-star instance it is 29% to 37% for IMED and NPTS.
At ξ = 0.1 the process and boundary terms reach 4.48 and−4.10 of the limit for KL-UCB on the liked-or-not instance.
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B.2 The factor of two under adaptive play

Instance. The arms come from the MovieLens 100K ratings [27]. They are the 10most-rated movies. A movie’s reward
is 1{rating ≥ 4}. Star Wars has the highest like-rate, µ⋆ = 0.859. Each instance is a one-armed reduction in which the
best arm a⋆ is known to have mean µ⋆. The perturbed arm b is one of the four next movies: Fargo (0.799), Return of the
Jedi (0.748), Toy Story (0.710) or Contact (0.676). The alternative λ raises arm b to µ⋆ + ξ, with margin ξ ∈ {0.01, 0.03}.

Algorithms. KL-UCB [13] pulls arm b whenNb = 0, when its empirical mean µ̂b := Sb/Nb is at least µ⋆, or when
Nb kl(µ̂b, µ

⋆) ≤ log t. Thompson sampling [65] with a uniform prior pulls arm b with the posterior probability that its
mean exceeds µ⋆, under the posterior Beta(Sb + 1, Nb − Sb + 1).

Computation. Both algorithms act through (Nb, Sb), so the law of (Nb(t), Sb(t)) under ν , under λ and underQ1/2 is
propagated exactly by dynamic programming up to T = 3,000. UnderQ1/2, arm b draws from the normalized geometric
mixture ν(1/2)b of νb and λb (Proposition 7.4). All quantities are read at 14 log-spaced horizons from 25 to 3,000, with no
sampling error.

Readings. The per-pull factorKL(νb ∥λb)/(2cb(1/2)) lies between 2.12 and 2.26 on these instances. At T = 3,000
the largest adaptive path factor, 1.40, belongs to KL-UCB on Fargo at ξ = 0.03, where LT still has standard deviation 4.1
nats under ν .

B.3 Statistics and finite-horizon regret bounds on the exact reductions

Instance. The instances are the one-armed reductions of Appendix B.2, with the same two algorithms. The best arm
a⋆ is known at µ⋆ = 0.859. The perturbed arm b is Fargo (∆b = 0.060), Return of the Jedi (0.112), Toy Story (0.149)
or Contact (0.184). The alternative λ raises arm b to µ⋆ + ξ, with margin ξ ∈ {0.01, 0.03}. The measured cost is
DT = Eν [Nb(T )] KL(νb ∥λb). Each lower bound below is reported as a share ofDT . That share is also the share of the
expected pulls of arm b, and of the regret, that the bound certifies.

Computation. The laws of (Nb(t), Sb(t)) under ν and λ are propagated exactly up to T = 3,000 and read at 16 rounds
from 25 to 3,000, with no sampling error. The first statistic is the countNb(T ). The second pairs it with the round of
the last pull of arm b, at T ∈ {300, 1,000, 3,000}. The others are the best tail event {Nb(T ) ≤ x}, the best event of the
count, the best event of the whole history and the event {Nb(T ) > T/2}. By Theorem 4.1 none of them keeps more
thanDT . For the normalized countNb(T )/T the quantity is kl(Eν [Nb(T )/T ],Eλ[Nb(T )/T ]), as in the fundamental
inequality. By Lemma A.1(b) it is at mostDT . The best event of a statistic maximizes kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) over the events it
determines. It is found among the likelihood-ratio level sets of the statistic, because kl is jointly convex and the probability
pairs of those sets are the extreme points of the convex hull of the attainable pairs (Pν(E), Pλ(E)). Proposition A.7 is
evaluated at the algorithm’s own error sum and regrets. Its error-sum form is log(1/(εT (2− εT ))), with εT the error
sum of {Nb(T ) > T/2}. Its regret form is log(T∆/(4(RT (ν) +RT (λ)))), with∆ = ∆b ∧ ξ. Its class-level form puts
twice the largest regret over the neighborhood of Corollary A.8 in place ofRT (ν) +RT (λ). The neighborhood holds the
instances whose arm b has its mean in [µb, µb + 2∆b], cut at 1 for Toy Story and Contact. Its largest regret is taken over
seven grid points, ν among them, and over λ, each regret computed exactly. On Fargo and Contact at ξ = 0.01, the pair
(Nb(50), Nb(T )) is propagated to T = 1,000. On Gaussian one-armed reductions with unit variance, a⋆ is known at 0
and arm b has mean−∆b/

√
µb(1− µb), a gap of 0.150 to 0.392. Gaussian UCB pulls arm b while its empirical mean

plus
√
2 log t/Nb is at least 0. Gaussian Thompson sampling, after one pull, draws arm b’s mean from the Gaussian law

centered at its empirical mean with variance 1/Nb. Each algorithm runs 2,000 times at each of seven instances of the
neighborhoodU(ν). The bound of Corollary A.8 is evaluated with ΓT p replaced by the largest measured regret over these
instances, at ξ∆ ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 1} and on a grid of 1,000margins in (0, 1].

Validation. The relative entropy between the two laws of (Nb, Sb) equalsDT , as Theorem 4.1 requires. The remaining
controls pass: agreement with the quantities of Appendix B.2 at its rounds, with simulated runs of each algorithm, and
with an independent recomputation of every read-out that depends only on the two laws ofNb(T ).
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Figure 7: On exact one-armed reductions at ξ = 0.01, the law of the pull count keeps at least 82% of DT at

T = 3,000, while the regret form of the finite-horizon regret bound certifies none of it. (a, b) Lower bounds
onDT = Eν [Nb(T )]KL(νb ∥λb), divided byDT , at ξ = 0.01. Each color is one bound, named in the key below the
panels. The three regret-bound curves are the error-sum and regret forms of Proposition A.7 and its class-level form.
The markers showNb(t) together with the round of the last pull of arm b. Lines and markers are medians over the four
arms, and the bars right of the last round give the range at T = 3,000. The dotted line is the asymptotic requirement
log tKL(νb ∥λb)/d(µb, µ⋆), which is not a bound at a finite horizon. A value below zero certifies nothing. (c) Four
of the same bounds at ξ = 0.03, as medians, with KL-UCB solid and Thompson sampling dashed. (d) The bound of
Corollary A.8 at the best of ξ∆ ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 1}, with ΓT p replaced by the largest measured regret over seven instances of
the neighborhood, over the measured regret on Gaussian reductions with the same standardized gaps. Gaussian UCB is
solid and Gaussian Thompson sampling dashed. Lines are medians and bands ranges over the four arms. Markers give
each arm’s value at T = 3,000 with its 95% percentile bootstrap interval, which is narrower than the marker. Values in (a)
to (c) are exact.
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Readings. Figure 7 shows the read-outs. At T = 3,000 and ξ = 0.01, the law ofNb(T ) keeps 0.947 to 0.997 ofDT

under KL-UCB. Under Thompson sampling it keeps 0.825 to 0.872. Jointly with the round of the last pull of arm b, it
keeps 0.997 to 1.000 under KL-UCB and 0.900 to 0.917 under Thompson sampling. The best event of the history keeps
0.843 to 0.940. So processing the history to a single event discards 6% to 16% ofDT for these arms and algorithms. The
classical statistics keep less. Under KL-UCB the event {Nb(T ) > T/2} keeps 0.667 to 0.803 and the normalized count
0.425 to 0.657. Under Thompson sampling they keep 0.256 to 0.371 and 0.201 to 0.239. The law ofNb(T ) thus recovers
77% to 99% of the process defect of the normalized count.

The best tail event {Nb(T ) ≤ x} keeps at least 0.851 of the count’s share for seven of the eight pairs of arm and
algorithm at ξ = 0.01. Under KL-UCB on Fargo it keeps 0.706. Under KL-UCB the likelihood ratio between the two
laws of the count is not monotone in the count. Its increments change sign about 1,800 times over the 2,820 counts with
positive mass under both laws, against at most 3 times under Thompson sampling. So no tail event selects the counts at
which the two laws differ most. The best event of the count, a likelihood-ratio level set, keeps 0.867 of the count’s share on
Fargo. At ξ = 0.03 the tail events of KL-UCB keep between 0.474 and 0.828 of the count’s share.

At the smaller margin, the error-sum form of Proposition A.7 keeps 0.393 to 0.725 ofDT under KL-UCB and 0.133
to 0.193 under Thompson sampling. Its regret form is negative for every arm and both algorithms, between−1.50 and
−0.57 nats. Over the same pairsDT lies between 2.80 and 10.65 nats. The class-level form lies between−2.66 and−1.20
nats. It cannot exceed the regret form, since its largest regret is taken over a set that holds ν and λ. The regret form is
positive only whenRT (ν) +RT (λ) < T∆/4. At T = 3,000 and ξ = 0.01 that threshold is 7.5, against measured sums
of 13.3 to 33.7. Under KL-UCB the markov step bounds Pν(Nb(T ) > T/2), at most 0.007, by 2Eν [Nb(T )]/T , at least
0.048. With the matching step under λ, it removes 3.9 to 5.1 nats. Bounding both gaps below by∆ removes another 1.8
to 2.8 nats. Together these exceed the error-sum form, which is 4.2 to 6.5 nats. Under Thompson sampling the error-sum
form is 0.54 nats for every arm, because Pλ(Nb(T ) ≤ T/2) = 0.354 at T = 3,000. At ξ = 0.03 the regret form is
positive for seven of the eight pairs and keeps at most 0.045 ofDT . The class-level form stays negative for all eight. Since
RT (λ) ≥ 0 at every alternative that raises arm b alone, the regret form at margin ξ is at most log(T (∆b ∧ ξ)/(4RT (ν))).
Over all margins it certifies at most 7% of the expected pulls of arm b under KL-UCB and at most 27% under Thompson
sampling. The asymptotic requirement log T KL(νb ∥λb)/d(µb, µ⋆) lies aboveDT for every arm and both algorithms. It
exceedsDT by a factor of 1.03 to 1.06 under KL-UCB and of 2.3 to 4.0 under Thompson sampling.

On the Gaussian reductions at T = 3,000, the bound of Corollary A.8 is 0 for Gaussian UCB on three of the four
arms and 0.008 of the measured regret on Contact. For Gaussian Thompson sampling it reaches 0.047 to 0.125 of the
measured regret. Over the grid of margins it reaches at most 0.131. The bound is positive only when the largest regret
over the neighborhood is below ξ∆T∆b/8, with ∆b now the gap of the Gaussian reduction. For Gaussian UCB that
largest regret exceeds T∆b/8 on three of the arms.

AddingNb(50) toNb(T ) raises the share kept at T = 1,000 by 0.002 to 0.026 ofDT on Fargo and Contact.

Scope. The reductions know a⋆, so the shares describe one perturbed arm against a known mean. None of them is
transferred to the instance with 10 arms. The largest regret over the neighborhood is taken over eight of its instances, so
each class-level form reported is an upper bound on its value over the whole neighborhood. For the Gaussian bound it is
taken over seven instances, so each Gaussian value is, up to Monte Carlo error, an upper bound on the share certified by
Corollary A.8. The read-outs stop at T = 3,000, and the pair (Nb(50), Nb(T )) at T = 1,000. The Gaussian reductions
are constructed with standardized gaps matched to the four arms. Their regrets are Monte Carlo estimates.

B.4 Best-arm identification among trained models

Instances. An arm is a trained model. A pull scores it on one test item drawn uniformly, so the arm is Bernoulli with the
model’s accuracy as its mean. The first instance takes the accuracies of 34 image classifiers on the reproduced CIFAR-10
test set, all evaluated by one team [57]. Its two best models differ by 1.6 points of accuracy. Its characteristic time is
T ⋆(ν) = 3,481. The second takes the five-shot MMLU accuracies of 11 language models collected by Touvron et al. [66],
which come from several sources. Its characteristic time is T ⋆(ν) = 5,602.

Algorithms. Track-and-Stop [23] uses D-tracking with forced exploration and recomputes its target weights whenever
t grows by 5%. T3C [63] draws a leader from the posterior, takes as challenger the arm of least transportation cost from
the leader, and pulls the leader with probability 1/2. Round-robin sampling cycles through the arms. Every algorithm
stops by the generalized likelihood ratio rule, at a threshold that depends on t and δ. Two thresholds are δ-correct:
log(2t(K − 1)/δ) [23, Theorem 10] and the threshold of Kaufmann and Koolen [35, (25)]. The third, log((log t+ 1)/δ),
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is a common practical choice that is not proved δ-correct [23, Section 6]. Track-and-Stop runs with all three thresholds,
and T3C and round-robin sampling run with the first. The risks are δ ∈ {10−1, 10−2, 10−3, 10−4, 10−6}, which gives
50 configurations over the two instances. Each configuration runs 400 times.

Split. Let E be the event that the recommendation is the best arm of ν , and let λ⋆ be the alternative that attains
infλ∈Alt(ν)

∑
a w̄a d(µa, µa(λ)) at the algorithm’s average allocation w̄ (Appendix A.11). In λ⋆ the best arm and one

challenger move to their allocation-weighted mean (Proposition 9.1). Then

Eν [τ ]
T ⋆(ν)

= kl(δ, 1− δ) + uniform+ process+ allocation

Here allocation = Eν [τ ]/T ⋆(ν)−
∑
a Eν [Na(τ)] d(µa, µa(λ⋆)), process is that summinus kl(Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)), and

uniform is the rest. The probability Pλ⋆(E) = Eν [1E e−Lτ ] is computed from the per-run counts and reward sums at
the stopping time, since for these arms Lτ =

∑
a

[
(θa − ηa)Sa(τ) − Na(τ)(ψ(θa) − ψ(ηa))

]
. The alternative λ⋆ is

chosen on half of the runs and evaluated on the other half, and the halves then swap. Choosing it on the runs that evaluate
it would favor a challenger whose realized rewards fell short, which biases the likelihood ratio upward. The logarithm of
each half’s estimate of Pλ⋆(E) from its 200 runs is biased low. In an exact two-arm control at the same thresholds and
risks, the bias is 0.07 to 2.39 nats (Appendix B.5). The bias makes the drawn uniform term too large, and the process
term too small, by the same number of nats. Their sum needs no estimate of Pλ⋆(E).

Readings. The ledger identity Eν [Lτ ] =
∑
a Eν [Na(τ)] d(µa, µa(λ⋆)) holds within sampling error in all 49 config-

urations with a measured mean, with the largest deviation 2.0 standard errors. Under the threshold of Garivier and
Kaufmann, the algorithm’s error probability at λ⋆ is 3× 10−8 to 2× 10−6 times δ. Under that of Kaufmann and Koolen
it is below 10−15 δ. Under the heuristic threshold it is 2% to 14% of δ. Of the 19,999 runs that stop, one errs: with
the heuristic threshold at δ = 0.1 on the MMLU instance. Round-robin sampling’s uniform term is within 1.1 nats of
Track-and-Stop’s under the same threshold.

On the CIFAR-10 instance the stopping time of Track-and-Stop has a heavy tail. Its longest run lasts up to 7 times the
configuration’s mean under the first threshold and up to 15 times under the heuristic one. On that instance the longest run
of T3C lasts at most 1.9 times its mean. One run reached its step cap. It used the heuristic threshold at δ = 10−4 and had
not stopped after 237T ⋆(ν) pulls. Counting that run at the cap gives its configuration a ratio of at least 1.95 to the limit.

B.5 Bounds at the algorithms’ own error rates

At the algorithm’s own error rates the expected sample size is bounded by the chain of Proposition A.20, stopped before
its uniform step (Proposition A.23),

Eν [τ ] ≥ T ⋆(ν) kl
(
Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)

)
HereE is the event of a correct recommendation andλ⋆ themost confusing alternative at the algorithm’s average allocation
(Appendix B.4). Under λ⋆ a run seldom stops, so Pλ⋆(E) is estimated by a change of measure, as the mean of 1E e−Lτ

over runs under ν . That estimate had to pass a check against an exact control and on the instances before the bound was
read. For Wald’s SPRT and the mixture SPRT the bound is read at error rates computed exactly or simulated directly.

Control. Four two-arm reductions reproduce the geometry of the instances’ most confusing alternatives. In the first
two the arms alternate, so λ⋆ moves both means to their midpoint, as for round-robin sampling. The means of the
leader and the challenger are 0.75 and 0.45 in the first reduction and 0.95 and 0.80 in the second. In the other two the
challenger takes the fixed share 0.1 or 0.05 of the pulls, so λ⋆ raises it nearly to the leader’s mean. The means are 0.80 and
0.40 in the third reduction and 0.95 and 0.75 in the fourth. At 77 of the 78 cross-fitted alternatives of Track-and-Stop
and T3C in Appendix B.4, the challenger is moved at least 95% of the way to the leader. Each reduction stops by the
generalized likelihood ratio rule at the three thresholds of Appendix B.4. The number of arms in the union term is 11 for
the first and third reductions and 34 for the other two, as on the MMLU and CIFAR-10 instances. The risks are those of
Appendix B.4, except that the fourth reduction runs the threshold of Garivier and Kaufmann and the heuristic threshold
at δ ∈ {10−1, 10−3, 10−6}. This gives 51 combinations of reduction, threshold and risk. A dynamic program over the
reward sums of the two arms propagates the laws of the continuing paths under λ⋆, under ν and under each proposal
below. The probability Pλ⋆(E, τ ≤ T ) at the program’s horizon T is computed by two routes, by absorption under λ⋆
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and by reweighting the law under ν with e−Lτ . Under the rule fixed before the runs, T is grown until this probability
moves by less than 10−4 relative over the last fifth of the steps. That criterion was out of reach at a usable cost. Under λ⋆

at least 84% of the paths are still running at the horizon, so the probability still grows there, by 6× 10−4 to 4× 10−2

relative over the last fifth of the steps. Each program therefore stops at twice the step at which the continuing mass under
ν falls below 10−12. Every estimate below is compared with Pλ⋆(E, τ ≤ T ) at that horizon, from runs capped there.

Estimates. Under each proposal the leader and the challenger are moved along the line through their means under
ν and under λ⋆. The proposals lie a quarter and a half of the way from ν toward λ⋆, or on the far side of ν at one half,
one and one and a half times the distance from ν to λ⋆. The proposals on the far side widen the gap between the two
arms. Proposal means are clamped to [0.01, 0.99]. Three proposals of the control were clamped, the two widest of the
second reduction and the widest of the third. No proposal on the instances was clamped. Under every proposal except the
halfway one the recommendation is correct with probability at least 0.99, and under the halfway one with probability at
least 0.93. Every estimate was fixed before the runs. The estimate of Appendix B.4 averages 1E e−Lτ over 200 runs under
ν . A second average uses 4,000 runs. A mixture draws its runs in equal shares from several proposals and weights each
run by the likelihood ratio of λ⋆ to the mixture. Three mixtures are formed, each with 1,000 runs in all: from ν and the
two nearest widening proposals, from these three with the quarter-way proposal added, and from the three widening
proposals. The second mixture is also formed with 4,000 runs. The halfway proposal is used alone with 1,000 runs. The
sampling law of each estimate is drawn by resampling from the program’s laws of the stopped paths, with 4,000 replicates,
or 1,000 at 4,000 runs. An estimate P̂ meets the tolerance when, for every reduction, threshold and risk, the mean error
of log P̂ lies within 0.2 nats of zero and | log P̂ − logPλ⋆(E, τ ≤ T )| exceeds 0.5 nats in at most 10% of the replicates.
The estimate must also agree with a second family on the instances below.

Validation. Throughout the control the program meets every tolerance fixed before the runs, on the agreement of its
two routes to Pλ⋆(E, τ ≤ T ) and on the conservation of mass. The program’s Pν(E), mean stopping time and Eν [Lτ ]
are reproduced within 3 standard errors by 4,000 simulated runs for each combination, in 152 of the 153 comparisons.
The simulation uses the stopping statistic and the thresholds of Appendix B.4. The laws of the stopping times pass a
Kolmogorov–Smirnov test against the program throughout, with smallest p-value 0.17 after a Bonferroni correction.
The exception is Eν [Lτ ] in the fourth reduction under the threshold of Garivier and Kaufmann at δ = 10−6, at 3.38
standard errors. There Lτ splits into a part fixed by τ and a mean-zero martingale part, whose sample means sit at+1.00
and−0.65 of their standard errors, with correlation−0.994. The standard error of their sum is about a ninth of either
part’s, so two ordinary draws read as 3.38 standard errors in the sum. The divergence decomposition of Theorem 3.1
holds on the program’s laws throughout. Five further sets of 40,000 runs at that combination give z-values from−0.37 to
1.67. The check, as fixed before the runs, has no correction for multiplicity, so a correct program fails it somewhere with
probability about one third. The verdict below holds without this check.

Readings. No estimate meets the tolerance throughout the control. The second mixture at 4,000 runs fails at 7
of the 51 combinations, the fewest, while the estimate of Appendix B.4 fails at 45. The decisive case is the fourth
reduction under the threshold of Garivier and Kaufmann at δ = 10−6, where the challenger takes 5% of the pulls and
logPλ⋆(E, τ ≤ T ) = −22.43. There every estimate misses by more than half a nat in at least 43% of its replicates,
against the 10% allowed, an excess of at least 26 standard errors of the resampling. The estimate of Appendix B.4 reads
1.98 nats low there on average. By threshold and risk, no estimate passes every reduction under the threshold of Kaufmann
and Koolen at any risk, or under that of Garivier and Kaufmann at δ = 10−6. The weights in the decisive case lie within
the range met on the instances: its median effective sample size at 200 runs, 10.5, is above that of 12 of the 78 halves of
Appendix B.4 and below their median of 32.7. The misses do not come from stops later than any reached by the runs
under ν . Where the second mixture at 4,000 runs fails, less than 4% of Pλ⋆(E, τ ≤ T ) accrues after the continuing
mass under ν falls below 1/200. Relative to | logPλ⋆(E, τ ≤ T )|, the mean error of that mixture is at most 2.6%. The
tolerance is set in nats.

Instances. Three configurations of Appendix B.4 with uneven weights were rerun, all at δ = 10−6. They are T3C on the
CIFAR-10 instance and Track-and-Stop on the MMLU instance, both under the threshold of Garivier and Kaufmann, and
Track-and-Stop on the CIFAR-10 instance under the heuristic threshold. The alternative λ⋆ is held at the two cross-fitted
alternatives recorded for each configuration. Every run is fresh, so each alternative is evaluated on runs that played no
part in its choice. Each configuration has 4,500 runs under ν and 500 under each proposal other than the halfway one,
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Table 3: The sum of the uniform and process terms of Figure 3 needs no estimate, while the estimate that

splits them reads low in the exact control. Each row gives ranges in nats over the instances and risks at one stopping
threshold. Track-and-Stop runs with all three thresholds; T3C with the threshold of Garivier and Kaufmann only. The
columns give the sum of the two terms and the amount by which the estimate of logPλ⋆(E) reads low in the control
reductions with an under-sampled challenger, at the same threshold and risks. At the heuristic threshold the sum covers
nine configurations, since one run of the omitted configuration did not stop.

threshold sum of the two terms low reading in the control

Garivier and Kaufmann 14.6–20.8 0.07–1.98
Kaufmann and Koolen 38.6–45.0 1.07–1.32
heuristic 4.0–6.5 0.15–0.64

along the segment to each alternative. The mean of the estimates from 20 disjoint blocks of 200 runs lies 0.01 to 0.23 nats
below the estimate from the same 4,000 runs. That is within the tolerance of 0.2 nats plus two bootstrap standard errors
at all six alternatives. The bootstrap standard errors of these differences are 0.01 to 0.12 nats, so a drift below about twice
these values would go undetected. The expected logarithm of a mean of independent copies does not decrease with the
number of copies and never exceeds the logarithm of the expectation. The difference therefore bounds the bias of the
200-run estimate from below, in expectation. A comparison between run counts cannot detect a bias shared by both. The
estimate from 4,000 runs under ν agrees with every mixture within 0.2 nats plus two combined standard errors at every
alternative but one. At one alternative on the MMLU instance the mixture of the three widening proposals lies 1.79 nats
lower, against a tolerance of 1.07. On the instances the second mixture at 4,000 runs is formed from 2,000 runs, 500 per
proposal. Agreement is weak evidence where the weights are uneven. At one alternative of the first configuration the
second mixture at 1,000 runs has an effective sample size of 2.9 and lies 1.0 nats from the 4,000-run estimate, within a
tolerance of 1.41.

One of the 4,500 runs at the third configuration reached the step cap at 951,851 pulls, with the best arm leading.
That run enters every estimate there with weight zero. Because e−Lt is a nonnegative martingale under ν and the run’s
log-likelihood ratio was 62 nats at the cap against both alternatives, its eventual weight has conditional expectation below
10−23 of the sum of the weights. Counting that run at the cap, the mean stopping time of the 4,500 runs is 82,424± 596
(one standard error), against 79,774± 1,028 from the 400 runs of Appendix B.4, a difference of 2.2 standard errors. At
the other two configurations the two means agree within 1.5 standard errors.

Consequence. Since no estimate meets the tolerance, the bound at the algorithms’ own error rates is not reported for
identification. The estimate of Appendix B.4 is also used to divide

∑
a Eν [Na(τ)] d(µa, µa(λ⋆))− kl(δ, 1− δ) between

the uniform and process terms of Figure 3. The two reductions with an under-sampled challenger have the geometry
of the alternatives of Track-and-Stop and T3C. In those reductions the estimate reads logPλ⋆(E, τ ≤ T ) low by 0.07
to 1.98 nats over the three thresholds (Table 3). With Pν(E) near 1, a reading low by b nats moves about b nats from
the process term to the uniform term. The sum of the two terms needs no estimate of Pλ⋆(E). The size of the bias
on the instances is not determined. At the three configurations rerun above, the bias is at least the drift found there, in
expectation.

Tests. For Wald’s SPRT the bound at the test’s own error rates is that of Proposition A.13, at the realized error rates α′

and β′,

Eν [τ ] ≥ kl(1− β′, α′)

kl(p1, p0)

The test is computed exactly on both metrics of Appendix B.8, at α = β ∈ {10−1, 0.05, 10−2, 10−3, 10−4}. Under
each hypothesis the law of the continuing paths is propagated over the success count of the treatment stream until less
than 10−15 of its mass remains. The divergence decomposition of Theorem 3.1, Eν [Lτ ] = Eν [τ ] kl(p1, p0), holds in
the program. The 20,000 runs per level and hypothesis of Appendix B.8 agree with the program’s expected sample sizes
within 1.6 standard errors. At the realized rates the expected sample size exceeds the bound by 0.10% to 0.79%, against
2.2% to 13.8% above Wald’s bound at the nominal levels, kl(1− α, α)/kl(p1, p0). Under the null the expected sample
size exceeds the symmetric bound of Proposition A.13 by at most 0.07%. The defect of Proposition A.13, which measures
the spread of the overshoot, is 0.009 to 0.018 nats.
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Figure 8: At the tests’ own error rates the expected sample size exceeds the bound by at most 0.8% for Wald’s

SPRT and 9.1% for the mixture SPRT, against up to 14% and 62% over their limits. Each marker divides the
expected sample size Eν [τ ] on one metric of the Hillstrom experiment by one of two lower bounds: the bound at the
test’s own error rates (blue) or the limit at the nominal level (vermillion). Filled markers and solid lines show the purchase
rate, and open markers and dashed lines the site-visit rate. (a) Wald’s SPRT, with the bound kl(1− β′, α′)/kl(p1, p0) of
Proposition A.13 at the exact realized error rates and the limit kl(1− α, α)/kl(p1, p0). All values are exact. The inset
magnifies the ratios to the bound at the realized error rates over the same five levels. (b) The mixture SPRT, with the bound
kl(Pν(E+), α

′
+,cap)/Kinf(ν,H0) at its one-sided rejection rate before the cap, α′

+,cap, at the barycentre null, and the
limit log(1/α)/Kinf(ν,H0). Bars give 95% intervals. At α = 10−4 on the purchase metric no direct value of α′

+,cap

exists, and the bound is not drawn.

For the mixture SPRT the bound

Eν [τ ] ≥
kl(Pν(E+), α

′
+)

Kinf(ν,H0)

follows from Lemma A.1(a) at the barycentre null. Here E+ is the event of rejecting with the treatment ahead and α′
+

its probability at the barycentre null (Appendix B.8). The probability α′
+,cap of rejecting ahead before a cap is simulated

directly at the barycentre null, with 100,000 runs at α = 10−2 and 200,000 at 10−3 on both metrics, and 2,000,000 at
10−4 on the site-visit metric. At α ∈ {0.1, 0.05} the 10,000 direct runs of Appendix B.8 are used. Every run is capped at
10 times the limit plus 100 pairs, as in Appendix B.8. A run that reaches the cap counts as not rejecting. The bound is
then evaluated at the event of rejecting ahead before the cap, with α′

+,cap in place of α′
+. Lemma A.1(a) applies to that

event, whose probability under the truth is estimated from the 10,000 runs under the truth, all of which stop before
the cap. No direct simulation was run at α = 10−4 on the purchase metric, so the ranges below leave that level out. At
the other nine levels the test draws 4.7% to 9.1%more pairs than this bound, against 18% to 62%more than its limit
log(1/α)/Kinf(ν,H0) of Section 12.4. The upper ends of the 95% intervals, from a parametric bootstrap over the mean
stopping time and the binomial count of null rejections, are at most 1.13 times the bound and exceed 1.10 at four levels.
Figure 8 shows both tests.

Recomputed at the same caps, the change-of-measure estimate of Appendix B.8 lies 2% to 29% below the direct
frequencies at eight of the nine levels and 5% above at the ninth, jointly 3.6 standard errors. Counted only up to the
stopping time of the slowest of the 10,000 runs under the truth, the direct and the change-of-measure values agree, jointly
within 0.6 standard errors and within 1.93 at every level. No run under the truth reaches the null’s later rejections, which
are 2% to 21% of its rejections ahead, so the change of measure gives them no weight. With the change-of-measure values,
the expected sample size would exceed the bound by 2.9% to 6.9%.
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B.6 Top-m identification among trained models

Instances. The instances are those of Appendix B.4. A recommendation is now a set ofm models. On the MMLU
instance m ∈ {2, 3, 5}. On the CIFAR-10 instance m = 3. Its top-4 set is not unique, since two models score 93.0.
At m = 3 its third model scores 93.7, and the next three score 93.0, 93.0 and 92.9. The limit is T ⋆m(ν)kl(δ, 1 − δ)
(Proposition A.22). Its characteristic time is the value of a convex program over them(K −m) swap pairs. Each value is
certified by a duality bracket of relative width at most 3× 10−12. On the MMLU instance T ⋆m(ν) = 1,451.9, 2,070.6 and
1,529.1 form = 2, 3, 5, and on the CIFAR-10 instance T ⋆3 (ν) = 23,008.0. These are 1.65 to 1.72 times the explicit sums
of Proposition A.21.

Algorithms. Top-m Track-and-Stop recomputes the optimal top-m weights at the empirical means whenever t grows
by 5% and tracks them by D-tracking with forced exploration [23, 35]. In each round KL-LUCB [34] and LUCB [33] pull
two critical models: the empirical top-m model with the lowest lower confidence bound and the model outside with
the highest upper one. KL-LUCB bounds each mean by the Bernoulli relative entropy. LUCB uses Hoeffding bounds.
Each uses the exploration rate of its source. Round-robin sampling cycles through the models. Every algorithm runs
with the generalized likelihood ratio stopping rule. Its statistic is the minimum over the empirical swap pairs of the
pairwise statistic. The statistic is compared with a threshold. A wrong recommendation reverses the order of at least
one of them(K −m) swap pairs, so two thresholds take a union over them. The first is log(2tm(K −m)/δ), from
the pairwise bound in the proof of [23, Theorem 10]. The second is the threshold of Kaufmann and Koolen [35, (25)]
with the same union. The third, log((log t + 1)/δ), is not proved δ-correct. LUCB and KL-LUCB also run with their
own stopping rules, which stop when the two critical confidence intervals separate. On the MMLU instance withm = 3
the risks are δ ∈ {10−1, 10−2, 10−3, 10−4, 10−6}. Track-and-Stop runs there under all three thresholds, KL-LUCB
under the first and the third, and LUCB and round-robin sampling under the first. Form = 2 andm = 5 the risks are
δ ∈ {10−1, 10−3, 10−6}, with Track-and-Stop under the first and the third threshold and KL-LUCB under the first. On
the CIFAR-10 instance the risks are δ ∈ {10−1, 10−6}, with Track-and-Stop and KL-LUCB under the first threshold.
The own stopping rules run at δ = 0.1 on the MMLU instance withm = 3. This gives 59 configurations. Each runs 400
times, or 200 times on the CIFAR-10 instance. Each run has a step cap, set from the instance’s characteristic time and the
run’s threshold. A run that reaches the cap is kept.

Split. LetE be the event that the recommendation is S⋆. Let λ⋆ attain infλ∈Altm(ν)⟨w̄, k(λ)⟩ at the algorithm’s average
allocation w̄. By Proposition A.22(i), λ⋆ moves one model of S⋆ and one model outside it to their w̄-weighted mean. As in
Appendix B.4,

Eν [τ ]
T ⋆m(ν)

= kl(δ, 1− δ) + uniform+ process+ allocation

with allocation = Eν [τ ]
(
T ⋆m(ν)−1 − ⟨w̄, k(λ⋆)⟩

)
. The sum uniform+ process = ⟨Eν [N(τ)], k(λ⋆)⟩ − kl(δ, 1− δ)

is computed from the pull counts alone. It is the information collected at λ⋆ beyond kl(δ, 1− δ) before the algorithm
stops. Its split into the two terms needs an estimate of Pλ⋆(E). No such estimate passed the exact control of Appendix B.5,
so the two terms are reported together. The alternative is chosen on half of the runs and evaluated on the other half, and
the halves then swap. Write T (w) for the characteristic time of an allocation w, the reciprocal of infλ∈Altm(ν)⟨w, k(λ)⟩.
The ratio T (w̄)/T ⋆m(ν) is reported for every configuration. The ledger identity Eν [Lτ ] = ⟨Eν [N(τ)], k(λ⋆)⟩ is checked
on the same runs. Each expected sample size is reported with a 95% BCa bootstrap interval over runs, and each term with
a 95% percentile bootstrap interval.

Readings. Of the 22,800 runs, 22,786 stop. Three of them err, all under the heuristic threshold at δ = 0.1 on the
MMLU instance: one of 400 withm = 2 and two of 400 withm = 3. No run errs under the union thresholds or under
the own stopping rules. The ledger identity holds within 2.1 standard errors in 56 of the 57 configurations without capped
runs. In the last, Track-and-Stop under the first threshold withm = 5 at δ = 0.1, the deviation is 3.51 standard errors.
The largest of 57 independent deviations reaches that size with probability 0.025. The deviation of 3.51 sits in the Wald
martingale Sa(τ)− µaNa(τ) of one model, whose mean over the 55 configurations on that instance is 0.16 standard
errors.

On the MMLU instance every algorithm sits above the limit at every risk (Figure 9). At δ = 0.1 Track-and-Stop,
KL-LUCB and LUCB draw 9.7 to 11.8 times the limit under the first union threshold. At δ = 10−6 they draw 2.2 to 2.4
times the limit. Their excess is mostly the uniform-plus-process term, 13.3 to 17.3 nats at every risk. Their allocation
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term is at most 4.9 nats. Under the second union threshold the uniform-plus-process term of Track-and-Stop is 38.3 to
43.5 nats. Track-and-Stop then draws 24.7 times the limit at δ = 0.1 and 4.3 times at δ = 10−6. Under the heuristic
threshold the term is 1.6 to 4.8 nats. Under it Track-and-Stop and KL-LUCB draw 1.35 to 1.46 times the limit at δ = 10−6.
The explicit bound sits 1.65 to 1.72 times below the limit. Every measured expected sample size is at least 2.3 times the
explicit bound.

On the MMLU instance under the first threshold the average allocations of Track-and-Stop and KL-LUCB have
characteristic times within 13% of T ⋆m(ν). That of LUCB is within 23%. Withm = 5 at δ ≤ 10−3 the ratio T (w̄)/T ⋆m(ν)
of Track-and-Stop is the lower, by 0.04 and 0.07. In the other nine comparisons on the MMLU instance the bootstrap
interval of the difference contains 0 and lies within ±0.08. The average allocation of round-robin sampling has the
characteristic time of uniform weights, 4.34 times T ⋆3 (ν). Its allocation term is 58 to 99 nats. Its expected sample
size is 3.65 to 3.93 times that of Track-and-Stop, below the ratio 4.34 of the two characteristic times. Each algorithm’s
information is measured at its own λ⋆. There the average allocation of Track-and-Stop collects 0.91 to 0.96 of the
information per pull of the optimal one. Track-and-Stop also stops after 1.05 to 1.08 times the information collected by
round-robin sampling.

The own stopping rules of LUCB and KL-LUCB stop later than GLR stopping with the same sampling. At δ = 0.1
they cost 5.0 and 2.7 times as much as GLR stopping. The allocation term accounts for 48% and 62% of the extra cost.
Their runs last 5.0 and 2.7 times as long, while the pulls of the seven weakest models grow only 2.6 and 1.7 times. Those
models then hold 11% of the pulls, against 21% and 18% under GLR stopping. Under these rules the most confusing
alternative pairs the third model with one of the three weakest models.

On the CIFAR-10 instance KL-LUCB stops every run, at 13.6 times the limit at δ = 0.1 and 2.7 times at δ = 10−6.
Of the 200 runs of Track-and-Stop at each risk, 7 reach the cap, so its ratios, 24.6 and 4.45, are lower bounds. Its runs that
stop draw 21.6 and 3.9 times the limit. The average allocation of those runs has 1.51 and 1.43 times the characteristic
time T ⋆3 (ν), against 1.16 and 1.14 for KL-LUCB. The 95% intervals of these ratios, from 200 runs per configuration, are
disjoint at both risks. At the average allocation of the stopped runs the swap pairs with the least information join the top
models to models scoring 86.5 to 89.7. The 11models scoring 87.6 to 91.4 hold 77% and 83% of their optimal share of
the pulls. The weights tracked by Track-and-Stop also move more on this instance. After the first 104 pulls, they move by
a median ℓ1 distance of 0.051 to 0.055 per recomputation. On the MMLU instance under the first threshold the median is
0.023 to 0.030. The largest difference |t wa −Na(t)| between a model’s pulls and its tracked target is a median 5.3% to
5.8% of t. On the MMLU instance it is 0.4% to 1.1%. The 14 runs at the cap show the same deficit in its extreme form.
In each of them 22 to 25 of the 25 weakest models sit at the forced-exploration floor of

√
t−K/2 pulls. In 7 of them a

top model has dropped below the two models tied at 93.0. The empirical top-3 set then holds one model of that pair. The
weights at the empirical means put 96% to 99.9% of their mass on the tied pair. In 10 of the 14 runs the tied pair holds
81% to 98% of all pulls, against 37% under the optimal weights. Counting the capped runs at their state at the cap, the
allocation term of Track-and-Stop is 17.6 and 22.6 nats, against 3.3 and 4.5 for KL-LUCB. Its uniform-plus-process
term is 23.9 and 25.1 nats, against 18.8 and 18.6.

Tie tests. Two variants of the CIFAR-10 problem withm = 3 test the two models tied at 93.0 and the schedule of the
tracked weights. For each variant the prediction specified before the run was that Track-and-Stop stops every run, with
an average allocation of less than 1.25 times the characteristic time. In each, Track-and-Stop runs 200 times at δ = 0.1
and δ = 10−6 under the first union threshold, with the same step caps. In the first variant the second model at 93.0
scores 92.8. Three models, at 93.0, 92.9 and 92.8, still lie within 0.2 points of each other. This counterfactual instance
has T ⋆3 (ν) = 20,703.1, certified by a duality bracket of relative width 2× 10−12, and its ratios are read against it. On
it 2 and 3 of the 200 runs reach the cap, against 7 and 7 on the published accuracies. Over both risks the change from
14 to 5 capped runs has a two-sided Fisher exact p-value of 0.06. At δ = 0.1 the average allocation of the runs that stop
has 1.53 times the characteristic time, with a 95% BCa interval of 1.42 to 1.64. At δ = 10−6 it has 1.37 times, with
1.27 to 1.48. Counting the capped runs at the cap, Track-and-Stop costs at least 21.5 and 3.97 times the limit, with 95%
intervals reaching 8% below and 13% above. KL-LUCB stops every run, at 13.7 and 2.72 times the limit, each within 3%
at 95%. In the second variant Track-and-Stop recomputes its weights whenever t grows by 1%, so a cell makes about
1,100 recomputations against about 240. On the published accuracies 4 and 6 of its 200 runs then reach the cap. Counting
them at the cap, it costs at least 24.0 and 4.52 times the limit, with 95% intervals reaching 10% below and 13% above. At
δ = 0.1 the average allocation of its runs that stop has 1.63 times T ⋆3 (ν), with 1.50 to 1.82. At δ = 10−6 it has 1.42 times,
with 1.23 to 1.54. The duality bracket of the tracking solver is checked at one recomputation in 10. Under the faster
schedule its relative width exceeds the target of 10−5 at 25 of 182 checks at δ = 0.1 and at 43 of 190 at δ = 10−6. The
largest relative width is 0.038, small beside the 63% and 42% by which the characteristic time of the average allocation
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Figure 9: The exact top-m limit is 1.65 to 1.72 times the explicit bound. Under the union threshold of Garivier and
Kaufmann the adaptive algorithms that stop every run cost 2.2 to 2.7 times the limit at δ = 10−6. Expected sample sizes
relative to the limit T ⋆m(ν)kl(δ, 1− δ), with 95% intervals, most of them narrower than the markers. Dashed lines mark
the explicit bound of Proposition A.21. GK and KK are the thresholds of Garivier and Kaufmann and of Kaufmann and
Koolen with a union over the swap pairs. (a) The MMLU instance withm = 3; diamonds mark the own stopping rules of
LUCB and KL-LUCB at δ = 0.1. (b) The four problems at δ = 10−1 (open markers) and 10−6 (filled). On the CIFAR-10
instance some runs of Track-and-Stop reach the step cap at each risk, so its markers are lower bounds. (c) At δ = 0.1
on the MMLU instance withm = 3, the expected sample size split into the limit, the uniform-plus-process term and
the allocation term, which add up to the measured ratio. In (c) TaS is Track-and-Stop. Every bar except the two own
stopping rules uses the GK threshold.

exceeds T ⋆3 (ν). No run errs in either variant. The lag of the pulls behind the tracked weights is as large under the faster
schedule. After the first 104 pulls, the largest difference |t wa − Na(t)| just before a recomputation is a median 7.0%
and 5.7% of t, against 5.3% and 5.8% under the 5% schedule. Of the 15 runs at the cap in the two variants, 5 have a top
model below the models just under the boundary. The weights at the empirical means then put more than 97% of their
mass on two of those models. Neither prediction holds. The deficit therefore persists without the exact tie and with about
five times as many recomputations.

B.7 Gaussian arms from an oat variety trial

Instance. For the 2024 oat variety trial at Minot, North Dakota, the grain yields of 22 varieties are reported, with
a trial mean of 121.8 bushels per acre and a coefficient of variation of 8.9% [9]. An arm is a variety and a pull is one
plot. The reward of a pull is Gaussian, with the published mean of the variety and the common standard deviation
σ = 0.089 × 121.8 = 10.84 bushels per acre. The published least significant differences, 17.6 at level 0.05 and 14.7
at level 0.10, agree with three replicates and about 80 residual degrees of freedom. ND Spilde has the highest mean,
µ⋆ = 157.0. SD Titan follows at 152.2, so the top gap is 4.8 bushels per acre, or 0.44σ. Deon, Killdeer and AAC Douglas
follow at 145.7, 142.4 and 136.6. Each published mean averages three plots and has standard error 6.3, so the order of
the top varieties is itself uncertain. The readings are statements about the Gaussian instance at the published means. A
field season is not run plot by plot, so a sequential pull is a stylization.
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Characteristic times. By the scalar program of Proposition 9.2, T ⋆(ν) = 48.21 plots. Round-robin sampling has
characteristic time 9.31T ⋆(ν). For top-m identification the characteristic timeT ⋆m(ν) of Proposition A.22 is 34.23, 105.00
and 62.01 plots form = 2, 3, 4. Each value is certified by two duality brackets of relative width at most 1.2× 10−12. At
m = 1 the same solver returns T ⋆(ν). The explicit sum of Proposition A.21 is smaller by factors of 1.58, 1.72 and 1.56.
The casem = 5 is left out, since its boundary gap is 0.8 bushels per acre and T ⋆5 (ν) is about 1,800 plots.

Identification. The algorithms follow Appendix B.4, written for Gaussian arms. Track-and-Stop uses D-tracking toward
the weights of the scalar program, recomputed whenever t grows by 5%. It forces every arm with fewer than

√
t−K/2

pulls [23]. T3C draws its leader from the Gaussian posterior and takes as challenger the arm of least transportation cost [63].
For top-m identification, Track-and-Stop tracks the weights of T ⋆m(ν). KL-LUCB pulls in turn the arm of the empirical
topm with the smallest lower confidence bound and the arm outside it with the largest upper confidence bound [34].
Every algorithm stops by the generalized likelihood ratio rule. Write P for the number of arm pairs a wrong answer must
reverse,K − 1 for best-arm andm(K −m) for top-m identification. Two thresholds are δ-correct. The first applies the
Gaussian calibration of Kaufmann and Koolen to each pair at level δ/P [35]. The second is the threshold of Kaufmann and
Koolen used in Appendix B.4, with P in its union term. The third, log((log t+ 1)/δ), is the heuristic of Appendix B.4.
Best-arm Track-and-Stop runs with all three thresholds. T3C, KL-LUCB and round-robin sampling run with the first.
Top-m Track-and-Stop runs with the first and the heuristic. The risks are δ ∈ {10−1, 10−2, 10−3, 10−4, 10−6}, 85
configurations in all, each run 1,000 times. No run reached its step cap.

Split. LetE be the event that the recommendation is correct. Letλ⋆ attain the infimum of ⟨w̄, k(λ)⟩ over the alternatives,
at the algorithm’s average allocation w̄. It moves one arm of the correct answer and one arm outside it to their w̄-weighted
mean. As in Appendix B.4,

Eν [τ ]
T ⋆m(ν)

= kl(δ, 1− δ) + uniform+ process+ allocation

with T ⋆1 (ν) := T ⋆(ν) and allocation = Eν [τ ]/T ⋆m(ν) − Dτ , where Dτ = ⟨n, k(λ⋆)⟩ is taken at λ⋆ (Theorem 3.1).
The sum uniform + process is Eν [Lτ ] − kl(δ, 1 − δ). By Theorem 3.1 it equals Dτ − kl(δ, 1 − δ), the information
collected at λ⋆ beyond kl(δ, 1− δ). For Gaussian arms Lτ is a function of the per-run counts and reward sums. The sum
is drawn in Figure 4 asDτ − kl(δ, 1− δ) and is given in the identification readings below as Eν [Lτ ]− kl(δ, 1− δ). The
two estimates differ by the sampling error of the ledger identity, which is checked below. The alternative is chosen on one
half of the runs and evaluated on the other, and the halves then swap. Intervals are 95% percentile bootstrap intervals
over runs, with each half resampled on its own and its alternative held fixed.

Splitting the sum needs Pλ⋆(E). No estimate of that probability passed the exact control of Appendix B.5, so the
two terms are reported together. Two bounds on the split need no estimate. By Lemma A.1(a), process is nonnegative.
Each δ-correct threshold caps at δ/P the chance that, for a given pair of arms i, j, the sum

∑
a∈{i,j}Na(t) d(µ̂a(t), µa)

ever crosses the pair’s threshold. Under λ⋆ the two moved arms share one mean. A run that stops in E has their
generalized likelihood ratio statistic above the pair’s threshold. That statistic is at most the sum above at the shared mean,
so Pλ⋆(E) ≤ δ/P and uniform ≥ kl(Pν(E), δ/P ) − kl(δ, 1 − δ). With Pν(E) at its one-sided 95% exact binomial
lower bound, this floor is 3.0 to 3.6 nats for best-arm and 3.6 to 4.8 nats for top-m identification. Between the floor and
the sum either term can be the larger.

Identification readings. The ledger identityEν [Lτ ] =
∑
a Eν [Na(τ)] d(µa, µa(λ⋆)) holds within 2.5 standard errors

in 84 of the 85 configurations. The exception is best-arm Track-and-Stop with the first threshold at δ = 10−6, at 2.95
standard errors. Over 85 independent configurations a deviation at least that large has probability 0.23. No run with a
δ-correct threshold recommended a wrong answer. The heuristic threshold erred in 1, 1 and 3 of 1,000 runs at δ = 0.1,
form = 1, 2 and 3.

For T3C the expected sample size is 2.2 to 10.2 times the limit T ⋆(ν)kl(δ, 1− δ). The information it collects at λ⋆

beyond kl(δ, 1−δ) is 15.3 to 16.0 nats, 95% to 98% of the excess. Its allocation term is 0.14 to 0.65 nats. For KL-LUCB
the sum uniform+process is 15.8 to 17.1 nats. Its allocation term is 1.3 to 5.3 nats, with every interval above zero, and
7% to 24% of the excess. For round-robin sampling allocation is 81% to 94% of the excess. For best-arm identification
its expected sample size is 9.29 to 9.30 times T ⋆(ν)Dτ , which matches its characteristic time, 9.31T ⋆(ν).

For best-arm Track-and-Stop with a δ-correct threshold the allocation term is 22 to 49 nats under the first threshold
and 67 to 88 nats under the second. At every risk it exceeds uniform+ process, which is 16.1 to 16.5 and 35.8 to 41.7
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nats, and the interval of the difference lies above zero. Both of those terms are nonnegative, so allocation is the largest
term with no estimate of Pλ⋆(E). The same holds for top-3 Track-and-Stop at every risk, with allocation at 21 to
35 nats against 20.2 to 22.3. For top-2 Track-and-Stop allocation exceeds the sum at δ = 10−6 and falls below it at
δ ≥ 10−2. At δ = 10−3 and 10−4 the interval of their difference contains zero. For top-4 Track-and-Stop allocation,
12.3 to 18.0 nats, falls below the sum, 19.3 to 20.8 nats, at every risk.

The forced exploration of Track-and-Stop holds every arm at
√
t − K/2 pulls or more. With 22 arms, best-arm

Track-and-Stop puts 20% to 35% of its pulls on the 19 to 20 varieties at that floor. Their optimal weights total 12% to
15%. D-tracking pulls whichever arm is furthest below its target in absolute count. The tracked arms therefore fall short
of their targets by one common count. The two best varieties receive 0.33 to 0.39 of the pulls, against optimal weights of
0.42. Deon receives 0.014 to 0.018 of the pulls, against an optimal weight of 0.042. The most confusing pair becomes
ND Spilde and Deon. The characteristic time of the average allocation is 2.2 to 2.8 times T ⋆(ν). The two rules alone,
applied at the optimal weights over the measured stopping times, predict this allocation. The allocation term of the
prediction exceeds the measured one by 2% to 7% for best-arm and by 2% to 21% for top-m identification. The instances
of Appendix B.4 have characteristic times 72 and 116 times larger. There the forced floor holds 0.8% to 3.6% of the pulls
of Track-and-Stop. Its allocation term on those instances is 3.1 to 10.6 nats.

The bound at the algorithm’s own error rates. Before its uniform step the chain gives a bound at the algorithm’s
own error rates:

Eν [τ ] ≥ T ⋆m(ν)Dτ ≥ T ⋆m(ν) kl
(
Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)

)
Write T (w) for the characteristic time of an allocation w, the reciprocal of the infimum of ⟨w, k(λ)⟩ over the alternatives.
At λ⋆, Dτ = Eν [τ ]/T (w̄), and T (w̄) ≥ T ⋆m(ν) gives the first inequality. The second is Lemma A.1(a). The right side
needs Pλ⋆(E) and is not reported. The ratio of Eν [τ ] to it is still bounded from both sides. By the first inequality it is at
least T (w̄)/T ⋆m(ν). By Pλ⋆(E) ≤ δ/P it is at most Eν [τ ]/(T ⋆m(ν)kl(Pν(E), δ/P )). For T3C these bounds are 1.03 to
1.04 and 1.8 to 3.4. For KL-LUCB they are 1.06 to 1.17 and 1.8 to 3.4. The first inequality is tight for both algorithms:
the upper ends of the intervals of T (w̄)/T ⋆m(ν) are at most 1.06 and 1.19. For Track-and-Stop with a δ-correct threshold
the lower bound is 1.49 to 2.81. Its interval lies above 1.5 in 24 of the 25 configurations. In those 24 the expected sample
size exceeds the bound at the algorithm’s own error rates by more than half of the bound.

The factor of two. The instances are one-armed reductions of the trial, as in Appendix B.2. The arm a⋆ is ND Spilde,
known at µ⋆ = 157.0. The perturbed arm b is SD Titan, Deon, Killdeer or AAC Douglas. The alternative λ raises arm b
to µ⋆ + ξ, with margin ξ ∈ {0.1σ, 0.3σ}. KL-UCB pulls arm b whileNb = 0, while its empirical mean is at least µ⋆,
or while Nb d(µ̂b, µ⋆) ≤ log t [13]. Thompson sampling with a flat prior pulls arm b when a draw from the Gaussian
posterior exceeds µ⋆ [65]. By Proposition 6.1 the per-pull factor is 2 at every separation. Each of the 16 combinations of
arm, margin and algorithm runs 200,000 times under ν . It runs as many times under the tilted lawQ1/2 of Proposition 7.4,
and is read at 14 horizons from 25 to 3,000. UnderQ1/2 arm b draws fromN(µb + g/2, σ2), the normalized geometric
mixture of its two laws. Write UT :=

∑
aNa(T ) ca(1/2). By the proof of Proposition 7.4, eLT /2 =MT (1/2) e

−UT , so
CT (1/2) = − logEQ1/2

[e−UT ], with a bounded integrand. Sincemin(eLT , 1) = eLT /2e−|LT |/2, the same step yields

1− TV(Pν , Pλ) = Eλ
[
min(eLT , 1)

]
= EQ1/2

[
e−UT−|LT |/2

]
Plain Monte Carlo under ν estimates both quantities a second time. Its estimate of CT (1/2) averages the heavy-tailed
weight e−LT /2, whose relative variance under ν is e2CT (1/2) − 1. Six fixed allocations of 10, 100 and 1,000 pulls to arm b
serve as positive controls, since there the path factor is exactly 2. Intervals are±1.96 delta-method standard errors.

Readings on the reductions. At a fixed allocation the tilted estimator returns the path factor 2 exactly. Its value of
1− TV lies within 0.8% of the exact value. Plain Monte Carlo reads path factors of 1.63 and 1.45 at 1,000 pulls, so the
tilted estimator is the one reported. Under adaptive play the two estimators of CT (1/2) agree within 2 standard errors at
220 of the 224 combinations of reduction and horizon. The two estimators of 1− TV agree at 217 of the 224.

By Proposition 7.3 the path factor exceeds 1 by the Jensen defectKL(Pν ∥P (1/2)) over CT (1/2). For a Gaussian LT
the defect is Varν(LT )/8. At a fixed allocation Varν(LT ) = 2DT . Over the 16 combinations the path factor follows
the ratioVarν(LT )/(2DT ), with rank correlation 0.93 at T = 25 and 0.86 at T = 3,000. At T = 25 the path factor of
KL-UCB on SD Titan is 1.64 and 1.60 at the two margins, where the ratio is 0.57 and 0.54. At the same horizon the path
factor is 1.07 to 1.45 on the other 14 combinations, where the ratio is 0.11 to 0.47. Deon, Killdeer and AAC Douglas lie
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1.0σ to 1.9σ below µ⋆. Under KL-UCB their transported fractions already exceed 1 by T = 25. SD Titan’s is 0.54 at that
horizon. At T = 3,000 the path factor is 1.03 to 1.11 on 14 of the 16 combinations. On SD Titan at ξ = 0.3σ it is 1.18
under Thompson sampling. Under KL-UCB it is 1.44, with interval [1.41, 1.46]. For that combinationVarν(LT ) is 52%
of 2DT . On the other combinations it is 6% to 29%. Under Pν , LT = Nb(T ) kb − (g/σ2)Sb, with kb := KL(νb ∥λb)
and Sb the sum of arm b’s centered rewards. Since Eν [S2

b ] = σ2 Eν [Nb(T )],

Varν(LT )

2DT
= 1 +

kbVarν(Nb(T ))

2Eν [Nb(T )]
− g

σ2

Covν(Nb(T ), Sb)

Eν [Nb(T )]

The law of the runs under Pν does not depend on the margin. So the second term scales as g2 and the third as g. Both
scalings hold for the measured terms to within 1.2%. On SD Titan under KL-UCB the count has standard deviation 40
around a mean of 79 pulls at T = 3,000. Between the two margins its term rises from 1.49 to 2.80. The covariance term
rises from 2.39 to 3.28.

At T = 3,000 the tilted law pulls the perturbed arm 3.3 to 7.3 times as often as Pν does on 14 combinations. On
SD Titan at ξ = 0.3σ the multiple is 10.5 under Thompson sampling and 29.2 under KL-UCB. UnderQ1/2 arm b sits
(∆b − ξ)/2 below µ⋆, which is 0.77 bushels per acre for SD Titan at that margin. With pull counts growing as log T over
the per-pull divergence to µ⋆, the multiple is about (2∆b/(∆b − ξ))2. For SD Titan at ξ = 0.3σ under KL-UCB this
gives 38.5, a count above the horizon. There the tilted law pulls SD Titan in 2,310 of the 3,000 rounds. On the other
KL-UCB combinations it gives 4.5 to 7.9, which exceeds the measured multiple by 3% to 14%.

At T = 3,000 the affinity bound of Theorem 7.1 lies a factor of 3.2 to 9.2 below 1−TV on 13 of the 16 combinations.
On the other three, all under KL-UCB, it lies a factor of 13, 12 and 170 below. For a Gaussian LT with the measured
mean and variance the factor would be 2.7 to 9.2 on 15 combinations and about 300 on SD Titan at ξ = 0.3σ under
KL-UCB. Under KL-UCB on SD Titan at ξ = 0.1σ and on Deon at ξ = 0.3σ, the measured 1− TV is 5.2 and 3.5 times
its Gaussian value. The Bretagnolle–Huber bound lies below the affinity bound on every combination, by a factor of 1.4 to
750.

Regret. All 22 arms are in play. KL-UCB uses the Gaussian index with exploration log t and Thompson sampling
uses flat priors. IMED uses its Gaussian index [30]. Each algorithm runs 1,000 times to T = 10,000 on ν and on each
alternative λ(b,ξ∆) of Corollary A.8. The alternative raises one suboptimal arm b to µb+(1+ ξ∆)∆b, with ξ∆ ∈ {1/2, 1},
which gives 42 alternatives. Counts are read at T = 100, 300, 1,000, 3,000 and 10,000. For arm b the measured cost
is DT = Eν [Nb(T )]KL(νb ∥λb). The error-sum form of Proposition A.7 is log(1/(εT (2 − εT ))). Its regret form is
log(T∆/(4(RT (ν) +RT (λ)))), with∆ = ξ∆∆b and the measured regrets. Corollary A.8 is evaluated in units of σ with
p = 1/2 and ΓT p replaced by the largest measured regret over the 43 instances. A maximum over 43 instances of the
neighborhood can only fall below the maximum over all of it. So the computed bound can only exceed the bound licensed
by the corollary. In a long-horizon simulation each algorithm runs 106 times on ν and on λ(b,1/2) for SD Titan and Deon,
with fresh seeds. It keepsNb(T ) for those two arms at T = 1,000, 3,000 and 10,000. It covers the margin ξ∆ = 1/2 only.

Regret readings. The regret form is negative at every horizon up to T = 1,000 on the two closest arms, SD Titan
and Deon. It turns positive at T = 3,000 on Deon, and on SD Titan at ξ∆ = 1 under Thompson sampling and IMED. It
turns positive at T = 10,000 on the four remaining combinations of arm, margin and algorithm. It is positive at 20 of
the 60 combinations of algorithm, arm, margin and horizon, all at T ≥ 3,000 and each with its interval above zero. It is
positive exactly when (RT (ν) +RT (λ))/T < ξ∆∆b/4. The measured sum per round falls from between 1.05 and 1.34
bushels per acre at T = 3,000 to between 0.35 and 0.47 at T = 10,000. The thresholds ξ∆∆b/4 are 0.60 and 1.20 on
SD Titan and 1.41 and 2.83 on Deon. Where positive, the regret form keeps at most 9% ofDT . On these armsDT is
11.6 to 35.4 nats at T = 10,000. The count of Corollary A.8 is at most 8.8% of the measured count. It is zero at 324 of
the 630 combinations of algorithm, arm, margin and horizon. Its regret bound is at most 6.6% of the measured regret at
T = 10,000.

The error-sum form needs the event probabilities Pν(Nb(T ) > T/2) and Pλ(Nb(T ) ≤ T/2). With 1,000 runs per
instance, some run crossed T/2 in one of the two worlds at only 62 of the 630 combinations. Elsewhere the form is
bounded below by 4.43 nats, its value with each probability at its one-sided 95% exact binomial upper bound. On the two
closest armsDT grows to 35 nats. There the share ofDT kept by the form grows over the short horizons. On 9 of the
12 combinations of algorithm, arm and margin its interval at T = 300 lies above the one at T = 100. On SD Titan at
ξ∆ = 1/2 the interval at T = 1,000 also lies above the one at T = 300, under all three algorithms. There the share rises
from 0.04 to 0.08 at T = 100 to 0.41 to 0.55 at T = 1,000.
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The long-horizon simulation resolves the alternatives with ξ∆ = 1/2 to T = 10,000. With 106 runs per instance,
between 2 and 20,733 runs cross T/2 in the two worlds together at each combination of algorithm, arm and horizon. The
interval of the share then has half-width at most 0.017 at T = 1,000, 0.036 at T = 3,000 and 0.096 at T = 10,000. At
each horizon its values lie within the intervals from the runs of 1,000 per instance. Between T = 1,000 and T = 3,000
the interval at the later horizon lies above the earlier one on 4 of the 6 combinations of algorithm and arm: SD Titan
under all three algorithms, and Deon under Thompson sampling. Between T = 3,000 and T = 10,000 this holds only
for Thompson sampling on SD Titan, whose share rises from 0.495 to 0.535. At T = 10,000 the form keeps 0.54 to 0.71
ofDT . ThereDT is 11.8 to 19.8 nats. The two horizons share their runs, so the change between them can also be read
from paired resamples. On SD Titan from T = 3,000 to T = 10,000 the share falls by 0.023 under KL-UCB, with paired
95% interval [−0.038,−0.005]. Under IMED it rises by 0.003, with interval [−0.008, 0.015]. On Deon only 2 to 48 runs
cross T/2 at T = 10,000. There the share moves by−0.003 to 0.015 between the two horizons.

On SD Titan the error sum falls more slowly at the larger horizons, whileDT keeps its rate of growth. The error sum
falls like T−a. Over T = 1,000 to 3,000 the local exponent a is 1.6 to 2.2. Over T = 3,000 to 10,000 it is 1.2 to 1.5.
Over both spansDT grows by 1.6 to 3.2 nats per unit of log T , with a change of at most 7% between the spans. Between
T = 3,000 and 10,000 the slower decay stops the growth of the share under KL-UCB and IMED. At these error sums the
affinity route adds at most 0.002 nats to the Bretagnolle–Huber form log(1/(2εT )) at T ≥ 3,000.

The slack along the chain. The identification ratios, the split at δ = 10−2, the testing step and the regret bounds are
drawn in Figure 10. For T3C and KL-LUCB most of the excess over the identification limit is the information collected at
λ⋆ beyond kl(δ, 1− δ), 15 to 17 nats. For best-arm and top-3 Track-and-Stop most of the excess is the allocation term,
set by its forced exploration on 22 arms. At the testing step the affinity bound comes within a factor of 3.2 to 9.2 of the
minimum error sum on 13 of 16 reductions. On the regret chain the regret form and the count of the corollary keep at
most 9% ofDT . Where measured at T ≥ 300 on the two closest arms with 1,000 runs per instance, the error-sum form
keeps 23% to 65% ofDT . Between T = 3,000 and 10,000 its share grows measurably only under Thompson sampling
on SD Titan.

Scope. The statements are about the Gaussian law at the published means and the common standard deviation of one
trial, at one site in one year. The standard deviation comes from the trial’s coefficient of variation, which pools entries the
report does not list. The listed means average 120.8, against the trial mean of 121.8. The one-armed reductions know a⋆,
so the path factors describe one perturbed arm against a known mean. At eight interior alternatives with the heuristic
threshold at δ ∈ {0.05, 0.1}, the change-of-measure estimate of the error probability agrees with 20,000 direct runs
within 0.21 nats in the log. There the probabilities are 0.002 to 0.021, large enough for direct runs.

B.8 Sequential A/B tests

Instance. Radcliffe’s report of the Hillstrom e-mail experiment gives, for the customers who received an e-mail featuring
men’s merchandise (21,307) and for the control group (21,306), a purchase rate of 1.25% against 0.57% and a site-visit
rate of 18.28% against 10.62% [55, Tables 1–2]. Each metric is one instance with control rate p0 and treatment rate p1.

Tests. Wald’s SPRT observes the treatment stream and tests the rate p0 against the rate p1, with Wald’s thresholds
(1−β)/α and β/(1−α) on the likelihood ratio and β = α. It runs 20,000 times under each hypothesis at each level. The
mixture SPRT observes (control, treatment) pairs and uses the statistic of Johari, Koomen, Pekelis and Walsh [31, (12)]. Its
mixing variance is (p1 − p0)

2, the squared true effect, which tunes the test in its favor. It rejects when the statistic reaches
1/α and runs 10,000 times under the truth; every run rejects. The levels are α ∈ {10−1, 0.05, 10−2, 10−3, 10−4}.

Error probabilities. The SPRT’s error probabilities are computed by change of measure. The type-I error is α′ =
Eν [1{accept p1} e−Lτ ] over the runs under p1. The type-II error is β′ = Eλ[1{accept p0} eLτ ] over the runs under
p0, with λ the instance of rate p0. Both lie below Wald’s bounds α/(1 − β) and β/(1 − α) at every level and on both
metrics. The direct error frequencies agree with them within sampling error. For the mixture test, the nullH0 of equal
rates is evaluated at (q⋆, q⋆), where q⋆ = (p0 + p1)/2 is the barycentre of the two rates. This null is exchangeable and the
statistic is symmetric in the two arms, so the null rejects equally often with the treatment ahead and behind. The runs
under the truth almost never reject behind (3 of 100,000). By the change of measure, the probability of the event E+ of
rejecting ahead is α′

+ = Eν [1E+e
−Lτ ], and the null’s rejection probability is α′ = 2α′

+. Averaged over the runs under
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Figure 10: On an oat variety trial, allocation accounts for most of Track-and-Stop’s excess over the identification

limit and for at most 4% of T3C’s. (a) Best-arm identification under the first δ-correct threshold. The expected sample
size of T3C and of Track-and-Stop is divided by the limit T ⋆(ν)kl(δ, 1− δ) (filled markers, solid) and by T ⋆(ν)Dτ , with
Dτ taken at λ⋆ (open, dashed). The second ratio equals T (w̄)/T ⋆(ν). Neither ratio uses an estimate of Pλ⋆(E). (b) At
δ = 10−2, the excess over the limit in nats, split into uniform+ process (open) and allocation (filled). Every row uses
the first threshold except the one marked as using the second. Round-robin sampling, whose allocation term is 87 to 170
nats at this risk, is omitted. (c) The affinity bound of Theorem 7.1 (filled) and the Bretagnolle–Huber bound (open) against
the minimum error sum 1− TV(Pν , Pλ), on the 16 one-armed reductions at T = 3,000 and on four fixed allocations
(black). (d) On SD Titan at ξ∆ = 1, four lower bounds as a share ofDT : the error-sum form of Proposition A.7 (circles), its
value with both probabilities at their one-sided 95% upper bounds where no run crossed T/2 (open triangles), the regret
form (dashed) and the count of Corollary A.8 (dotted). Colors in (d) follow (c). Intervals are 95% bootstrap intervals in (a,
b), delta-method intervals in (c) and exact binomial intervals in (d).
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the truth, 1E+e
−Lτ falls 26% to 50% below α′

+, because the importance weights have a heavy tail. The two probabilities
are therefore computed by a program that is exact up to a horizon. The law of the two success counts under (q⋆, q⋆) is
propagated by dynamic programming, with the mass at which the test rejects removed at each step, up to 30 times the
limit for the purchase rate and 60 times for the site-visit rate. The two halves are equal, as exchangeability requires. The
probability of rejecting after that horizon, 0.11α to 0.16α, is extrapolated from the first-passage density of the rejection
boundary, fitted to the last horizons. When the extrapolation is fitted at two thirds of the horizon, the program’s rejection
probability between the two horizons is predicted to within 1%. The same total, within 0.003α, is given by the martingale
mass left at the horizon. At α ∈ {0.1, 0.05}, 10,000 direct runs under (q⋆, q⋆) up to 10 times the limit agree with the
program at that horizon.

Split. Under the truth, Eν [τ ] times the divergence per observation equals Eν [Lτ ] by Theorem 3.1. For the SPRT that
divergence is kl(p1, p0). For the mixture test it is the per-pair divergenceKinf(ν,H0) = kl(p0, q

⋆) + kl(p1, q
⋆). For the

SPRT,Eν [Lτ ] is kl(1−α, α) plus a uniform term and a process term. The uniform term is kl(1−β′, α′)−kl(1−α, α).
It equals the defect of the uniform relaxation of Section 11 wherever both realized error rates are at most nominal. On
the purchase metric at α = 0.1 and 0.05 the type-II error is 2.1% and 0.8% above nominal. The uniform term is positive
in every setting. The defect of data processing to the decision is process = Eν [Lτ ] − kl(1 − β′, α′). For the mixture
test, Eν [Lτ ] is log(1/α) + log 2 plus a uniform term and a process term. At α = 0.1 the sum misses by at most 0.003
nats, because a few runs under the truth do not reject ahead. Its uniform term is log(α/α′), the defect of the uniform
relaxation at the barycentre null, and process = Eν [Lτ ]− kl(Pν(E+), α

′
+). The ledger identity holds within sampling

error in all 20 configurations, with the largest deviation 1.9 standard errors.

B.9 Sequential design on test items

Instance. An adaptive test places a grade-8 student in an achievement level of the 2019 NAEP science assessment [48].
The items are the experiments of Appendix A.10. Abilities on a grid are the states. The 268 dichotomous items of the
univariate scale enter with their published parameters. These are treated as the true law. Their standard errors are not
propagated. For 239 of them the success probability µe(ν) of item e at state ν follows the three-parameter logistic model,
and for 29 the two-parameter model, both with the scaling constant 1.7. The 101 partial-credit items are left out. The cut
scores of the 2009 framework, 141 for Basic and 170 for Proficient on the reporting scale, sit at abilities−0.32 and 0.46.
In the two-level design the hypotheses are Proficient or not, with 15 states at distances 0.25, 0.5, . . . from the cut within
[−2, 2]. In the three-level design they are below Basic, Basic, and Proficient or above, with 14 states. The Basic level holds
the two states 0.25 and 0.5 below the Proficient cut. The indifference half-width 0.25 is that of Bartroff, Finkelman and
Lai [7]. An item given again yields a fresh response, independent of the others given the state, as in Chernoff’s setting. Real
items that share a stimulus may break that independence. At every state T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1 and the maximin allocation are solved
by linear programming. At the 28 states whose allocation uses one item, the value of the program equals that of the best
single item. A search over all 35,778 pairs of items confirms the one mixed state, the Basic state at ability 0.21 and scale
score 161. There two items share the allocation with weights 0.35 and 0.65, and T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1 = 0.182 against 0.155 for the
best single item.

Procedures. Chernoff’s rule takes the maximum-likelihood state over the grid and draws an item from that state’s
maximin allocation [16, 47]. Maximum Fisher information at the estimate, the standard adaptive test, gives the most
informative item at the maximum-likelihood state. Maximum Fisher information at the cut gives the most informative
item at the cut nearest that state, as in computerized mastery testing [7]. Random selection draws an item uniformly from
the bank. A use-once variant of maximum information at the estimate never repeats an item. A use-once test that exhausts
the bank decides the maximum-likelihood level. Every rule stops by the generalized likelihood ratio over the grid. The test
stops when the best state of the leading level exceeds every state outside that level by a threshold in log-likelihood. It then
decides the leading level. With the threshold log(M/δ), whereM is the size of the largest alternative set (9 and 12), the
stopping rule is δ-correct for every selection rule, by Corollary 5.4 at s = 1 and a union bound over the states outside
the true level. The common threshold log(1/δ) is not proved δ-correct. In the two-level design Wald’s SPRT between
the two states next to the cut also runs. The risks are δ ∈ {10−1, 0.05, 10−2, 10−3, 10−4}, with the use-once variant at
δ ≥ 10−2 only. Each of the 1,679 configurations runs 2,000 times.
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Split. Let E be the event that the test decides the level of ν , and let λ⋆ minimize
∑
e w̄eKL(νe ∥λe) overAltΘ(ν) at

the average allocation w̄. By the chain of Proposition A.19,

Eν [τ ]T ⋆Θ(ν)−1 = kl(δ, 1− δ) + uniform+ process+ allocation

Here allocation = Eν [τ ]T ⋆Θ(ν)−1 −
∑
e Eν [Ne(τ)] KL(νe ∥λ⋆e), process is that sum minus kl(Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)), and

uniform is the rest. The alternative λ⋆ is chosen on half of the runs and evaluated on the other half, and the halves
then swap, as in Appendix B.4. At every state next to a cut both choices coincide with the minimizer over all runs. The
probability Pλ⋆(E) = Eν [1E e−Lτ ] is computed from the log-likelihood of each run at every grid state. The allocation
term and the joint term uniform + process need no estimate of Pλ⋆(E). The bound at the rule’s own error rates,
T ⋆Θ(ν) kl(Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)), is evaluated at the realized error probabilities, so it belongs to the rule.

Instrument. At the states next to a cut, for Chernoff’s rule and maximum information at the estimate under both
thresholds at δ ∈ {0.1, 0.05, 0.01}, the probability Pλ⋆(E)was also counted directly from 100,000 runs under λ⋆. These
are 72 configurations. Agreement within 0.2 nats or two combined standard errors was required at every configuration,
with no drift over nested subsamples of 250, 1,000 and 2,000 runs. A drift is a monotone sequence whose total movement
exceeds two standard errors of the nested difference. No configuration drifts. In the two-level design all 24 configurations
agree. In the three-level design 1 of 48 does not. The exception is Chernoff’s rule with the δ-correct threshold at δ = 0.01
and the state 0.71. There the change of measure gives logPλ⋆(E) = −6.55 against−6.79 from 112 direct events. The
difference is 0.25 nats, or 2.2 standard errors. The requirement allows no exception among the 72 configurations. The
check was therefore repeated with fresh seeds and 10 times as many runs. In the repeat the change of measure is computed
from 20,000 runs under ν . The direct count is taken from 106 runs under λ⋆. The alternative λ⋆ chosen on the new
runs is the original one at all 72 configurations. The reading of the repeat was fixed before any of its results were read. It
keeps the requirement and allows at most 4 of the 48 three-level configurations to drift. All 72 configurations agree. No
difference exceeds 0.08 nats. At the exception the difference is 0.04 nats, or 1.3 standard errors, from 1,276 direct events.
One three-level configuration drifts, within the allowance. The three-level design therefore reports the uniform and
process terms and the bound at the rules’ own error rates, as the two-level design does. Beyond these 72 configurations,
each alternative λ⋆ is itself a state of the grid, run with the same rule, threshold and risk. The main runs therefore also
count Pλ⋆(E) directly, for every rule. At the 15 configurations where the effective sample size of the weights is below
150 of 2,000, 13 of them for the use-once variant, the differences have standard deviation 1.42 and no consistent sign.
There the change of measure varies more than its standard error states. Against the repeat, the main runs’ estimates at the
72 configurations also vary more than their standard errors state. Their standardized differences from the repeat have
standard deviation 1.17. At these configurations the bound at Chernoff’s own error rates was also computed from the
repeat alone, with the direct count in place of the change of measure. For the use-once variant at δ = 0.01 the process
term is therefore also reported from the direct count.

Exact control. In the two-level design maximum information at the cut gives the same item at every step, the most
informative item at the one cut. That test is a walk on the numbers of responses and successes. Its law is computed exactly.
Over the 225 configurations of the rule, the standardized differences between the simulated and the exact expected lengths
have mean 0.01 and standard deviation 1.09. The largest,−4.2 at the far state−0.79, appears again in Wald’s identity on
the same runs. At the two states next to the cut the change-of-measure estimates of logPλ⋆(E) lie within 0.08 nats of the
exact values. At 1,000 runs that estimate has a mean error below 0.005 nats at every risk, down to δ = 10−4, where no
direct count is possible. The exact law also gives the rule’s largest error probability over the states under each stopping
rule. It is 0.20 δ for the δ-correct threshold, 0.93 δ for Wald’s SPRT and 1.88 δ for the common threshold.

Readings. At δ = 10−4 Chernoff’s rule with the δ-correct threshold needs 1.29 to 1.68 times the limitT ⋆Θ(ν) kl(δ, 1−δ)
at the six states next to a cut. At δ = 0.1 it needs 2.59 to 3.98 times the limit. The ratio falls at every state as δ shrinks
(Figures 5(c) and 11). No configuration of the δ-correct threshold falls below the limit; over all 667 of them the smallest
ratio is 1.23. Six configurations of the common threshold fall below the limit, all for maximum information at the cut in
the two-level design. The lowest of them is 0.93 [0.91, 0.96]. The exact law places five of the six below the limit and the
sixth at 1.008. That threshold is not δ-correct on this bank, so Proposition A.19 does not bind it.

In the two-level design uniform is the largest term at every risk, 64% to 81% of Chernoff’s excess over the limit. The
δ-correct threshold holds the error probability at λ⋆ to 0.11 δ to 0.19 δ. The bound at the rule’s own error rates is tight
there. Chernoff’s rule sits 8% to 15% above that bound at every risk. The upper ends of its 95% intervals are at most 1.18.
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Figure 11: At the Basic state where the maximin allocation mixes two items, Chernoff’s rule sits 25% to 31%
above the bound at its own error rates, while maximum information at the cut sits 70% to 74% above its

bound. Three achievement levels, the Basic state just below the Proficient cut (scale score 161). The expected test length is
drawn relative to the limit T ⋆Θ(ν) kl(δ, 1− δ) (solid) and relative to the bound at the rule’s own error rates (dashed), for
three item-selection rules at the δ-correct threshold. The three rules need 1.7 to 4.6 times the limit. Chernoff’s rule and
maximum information at the cut keep their colors of Figure 5(c). Error bars are 95% bootstrap intervals over runs; where
none shows, the interval is narrower than the marker.

Maximum information at the cut sits 1.5% to 6.2% above its bound. By the exact law its excess is 2.3% to 5.5%. In the
three-level design uniform is also the largest term at every state and risk, 50% to 80% of Chernoff’s excess. There the
δ-correct threshold holds the error probability at λ⋆ to 0.04 δ to 0.19 δ. Chernoff’s rule sits 9% to 31% above the bound
at its own error rates. That bound is tight at 15 of the 20 configurations. At the Basic state 0.21 the ratio is 1.25 to 1.31 at
the five risks. The upper ends of its 95% intervals there are at most 1.33. Maximum information at the cut sits 8% to 15%
above its bound at the outer states−0.57 and 0.71, where that bound is tight. At the two Basic states its excess is 33%
to 74%. The ratio to the bound is the allocation factor Eν [τ ]T ⋆Θ(ν)−1/

∑
e Eν [Ne(τ)] KL(νe ∥λ⋆e) times the ratio to

the bound over the rule’s own allocation. The second factor is at least 1 by data processing. At the Basic states the cut
rule’s allocation factor, which needs no change of measure, is 1.29 to 1.60. The rule’s draws follow the cut nearest the
maximum-likelihood state. The item of the Proficient cut separates a Basic state little from the binding alternative, the
below-Basic state−0.57. At 0.21 its divergence from that state is 0.08 nats per response, against T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1 = 0.18. There
the item takes 60% to 71% of the draws. At−0.04 its divergence is 0.02 nats, against 0.12. There the item takes 20% to
24% of the draws, those made while the maximum-likelihood state is 0.21 or above. At 0.21maximum information at the
estimate sits 36% to 45% above its bound. Under the common threshold the ratios grow at δ = 0.1, to 1.51 for Chernoff’s
rule and 2.05 for the cut rule. The ratio to the limit is the product of three factors: the threshold over kl(δ, 1− δ), the
expected evidence against λ⋆ at stopping over the threshold, and the allocation factor. At δ = 0.1 the first is 2.72 in the
three-level design. At the Basic state 0.21 the other two are 1.24 and 1.18. The ratio there reaches 3.98 [3.91, 4.04]. That
is above the range specified before the run, 1.2 to 3.5.

The allocation term measures how far a rule’s average allocation falls short of the maximin allocation of the true
state. Chernoff’s rule and maximum information at the estimate fall short while the maximum-likelihood state is wrong.
The cut rule follows only the cut nearest the maximum-likelihood state, so in the two-level design it gives the same item
throughout. That item is the maximin item at both states next to the cut. The cut rule’s allocation term is therefore
zero there, while Chernoff’s term is 0.21 to 0.52 nats over the three stopping rules, from its early wrong states. At the
four lowest two-level states the same item reaches only 0.28 to 0.45 of T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1. There the cut rule’s allocation term
is 0.55 to 0.72 of Eν [τ ]T ⋆Θ(ν)−1, its design-time share to within 10−6. It is larger there than the term of either other
information rule. The order specified before the run put Chernoff’s term at or below the cut rule’s, the cut rule’s at or
below the estimate rule’s, and the estimate rule’s below random selection’s. It holds in 11 of the 70 configurations at the
states next to a cut: all 10 at the below-Basic state−0.57 and 1 of 10 at the Basic state 0.21. At a second configuration at
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0.21 the order fails by a margin not resolved by its interval. The cut rule has the smallest term in every configuration at the
two two-level states and at the three-level state 0.71. The estimate rule has it in 9 of 10 at the Basic state−0.04, where the
maximin allocation is that rule’s own single item. Chernoff’s rule has it at the states−0.57 and 0.21. At−0.04 a search
over item pairs confirms that single item. There the estimate rule’s term at δ = 10−4 is 0.99 [0.96, 1.02] nats. Chernoff’s
term is 1.24 [1.19, 1.29] nats. At the Basic state 0.21 the cut rule’s item reaches 0.44 of T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1. Its test runs 5.6 to 25.7
items longer than Chernoff’s under the δ-correct threshold. Chernoff’s rule spends 66% to 75% of its draws there on the
two items of the mixed allocation. Random selection reaches 0.16 to 0.27 of T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1 over the grid. Its allocation factor
is 4.1 to 5.7 at the states next to a cut.

Chernoff’s allocation term stays below 1 nat at δ ≤ 10−3 at four of the six states next to a cut. At the two Basic
states it reaches 1.11 to 1.75 nats. There its share of Eν [τ ]T ⋆Θ(ν)−1 falls as δ shrinks, while Eν [τ ] grows. At−0.04 the
share falls from 0.14 to 0.095. At 0.21 it falls from 0.15 to 0.11. First-order asymptotic optimality drives that share to
zero and leaves the term in nats free to grow.

Near the cuts only 6 to 27 items reach half the best item’s information. The whole bank holds 7.7 to 10.9 nats against
the binding alternative. At δ = 0.01 the δ-correct threshold asks for 6.8 to 7.1 nats, so 238 to 681 of the 2,000 use-once
tests exhaust the bank. They decide correctly 90% to 97% of the time. At the three-level Basic state−0.04 these forced
decisions raise the error rate to 0.032, against δ = 0.01. At the below-Basic state−0.57 they raise it to 0.035. The tests
that stop at the threshold err at rates 0.0005 and 0 at these two states. The use-once variant’s allocation term exceeds
that of maximum information at the estimate by 1.4 to 16.4 nats at every state next to a cut, stopping rule and risk. At
the two-level states next to the cut the process term stays below 1.4 nats for every rule but the use-once variant, under
all three stopping rules. By the change of measure the use-once variant exceeds 2 nats there only at the state 0.71 and
δ = 0.01. Its process term is 2.09 [1.80, 2.34]. There the 314 tests that exhaust the bank stop with a mean 3.5 nats of
evidence against λ⋆, below the threshold of 6.8. They supply 84% of Pλ⋆(E). With the direct count in place of the change
of measure the term is 1.94 [1.51, 2.32] there. At the state 0.21 the change of measure gives 1.47 [1.16, 1.74]. The direct
count gives 2.04 [1.64, 2.41] there. At the three-level states next to a cut the process term is at most 1.32 nats for every
rule but the use-once variant. With the δ-correct threshold at δ = 0.01 that variant’s term is 2.2 to 3.3 nats at the four
states next to a cut. Its interval lies above 2 nats at three of them. At the four states the tests that exhaust the bank stop
with a mean 3.5 to 4.6 nats of evidence against λ⋆, below the threshold of 7.1. Their forced decisions supply 88% to 98%
of Pλ⋆(E). A direct count of Pλ⋆(E) in the use-once runs at λ⋆ also puts the term above 2 nats at those three states.

Where the limit is below three items, at states far from the cuts and large risks, the excess over it is item granularity.
The limit asks for 0.80 to 2.99 items there. At T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1 per item the δ-correct threshold needs 1.5 to 2.7 times as many.
Chernoff’s shortest test there lasts 2 to 4 items. Chernoff’s rule needs 2.2 to 6.0 times the limit at these configurations.

The ledger identity Eν [Lτ ] =
∑
e Eν [Ne(τ)] KL(νe ∥λe) is checked at every alternative in each half and in the full

sample. Of the 12,972 full-sample tests 1.3% exceed 2.5 standard errors, against 1.2% for a normal law. No configuration
of the δ-correct threshold has an unforced error rate whose 95% Clopper–Pearson interval lies above δ. The common
threshold has an error rate whose interval lies above δ at 46 configurations. At none of them does the interval lie above
that threshold’s union bound |AltΘ(ν)| δ. Wald’s SPRT has an error rate whose interval lies above δ at two configurations,
both of the use-once variant at δ = 0.01. Of their 41 and 30 errors, 19 and 17 are made by tests that exhaust the bank. The
unforced error rates there, 0.011 and 0.0065, have intervals that contain δ. In the risk form of Proposition A.17 with unit
loss at κ = δ, the risk of Chernoff’s rule at κ = 10−4 is 1.29 to 1.68 times κ log(1/κ)T ⋆Θ(ν). That bound is asymptotic
and is read here at a finite cost.

Off the grid the abilities lie outside Chernoff’s finite-state model. No bound is claimed there. The ability law of grade-8
students is the normal law that matches the 2019 percentages below Basic and at or above Proficient. Averaged over it,
Chernoff’s rule needs 18.3 items in the two-level design and 45.2 in the three-level design. It places 97.5% and 95.1%
of students correctly. In the two-level design the cut rule needs 0.70 [0.55, 0.85] items fewer. It places 0.15 [0.03, 0.27]
percentage points fewer correctly. In the three-level design it needs 0.90 [0.56, 1.25] items fewer. There it places 0.02
[−0.15, 0.18] percentage points fewer correctly. That difference is not resolved.

B.10 Regret on a maintenance Markov decision process

Instance. The Markov decision process is the machine-maintenance example of Hillier and Lieberman [28]. Its four
states are good as new, minor deterioration, major deterioration and inoperable. The operator may do nothing in every
state but inoperable, overhaul in major deterioration, and replace the machine in every state but good as new, so there
are seven state-action pairs. Costs are known to the learner. The learner estimates the transition laws, including their
supports. Exact rational arithmetic reproduces the four published average costs of the deterministic policies considered
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there (25/13, 5/3, 19/11 and 3) and the stationary law (2/21, 5/7, 2/21, 2/21) of the optimal policy. The optimal gain
is g⋆ = −5/3 and the bias is h⋆ = (0,−4/3,−11/3,−13/3). Three state-action pairs are suboptimal. Replacing in
minor deterioration (∆x,a = 3) and in major deterioration (∆x,a = 2/3) already leads to the state of largest bias, so no
transition law makes them optimal andKinf(x, a) = +∞. Doing nothing in major deterioration has∆x,a = 5/3 and
Kinf(x, a) =

1
2 log(143/49) = 0.5355, the infimum of the relative entropy from its transition law to one that makes the

pair optimal; three independent computations confirm it. Hence c⋆Φ(ν) = ∆x,a/Kinf(x, a) = 3.112 for the class Φ of all
transition laws (Proposition A.32).

Algorithms. IMED-RL [53] uses Dirichlet pseudo-counts 1/|X| and exact policy iteration. PSRL [51] uses uniform
Dirichlet priors and the doubling episodes of UCRL2. UCRL2 [3] uses confidence parameter 0.05. Each algorithm runs
1,000 times for T = 105 steps from the state good as new. Counts are read at 16 log-spaced checkpoints from t = 100 to
105.

Alternatives. Write (x, a) for doing nothing inmajor deterioration, so thatKinf(x, a) = 0.5355. For eachmargin ξ∆ ∈
{0.02, 0.05, 0.1} the alternative λ(ξ∆) agrees with ν except at (x, a). There its transition law minimizesKL(νx,a ∥λ(ξ∆)

x,a )
subject to

r(x, a) + λ(ξ∆)(· | x, a) · h⋆ = g⋆ + h⋆(x) + ξ∆ ∆x,a

with g⋆ and h⋆ of ν and r(x, a) = −3 the reward of the pair. The minimizer moves mass from major deterioration
and inoperable to good as new. ThenKL(νx,a ∥λ(ξ∆)

x,a )−Kinf(x, a) = log 7
7−5ξ∆

, which is 0.0144, 0.0364 and 0.0741.
Every deterministic policy is irreducible under λ(ξ∆), and ν ≪ λ(ξ∆) at every pair. The unique optimal policy of λ(ξ∆)

does nothing in every state but inoperable. Its gain exceeds g⋆ by 0.0041, 0.0102 and 0.0201. Overhauling in major
deterioration then has a Bellman gap of 0.04 to 0.21. ItsKinf , computed under λ(ξ∆), is 0.03 to 0.17. Each algorithm
runs 1,000 further times under ν and under each λ(ξ∆), with the parameters and checkpoints above.

Read-outs. The regret in count form is
∑
x,a Eν [Nx,a(t)]∆x,a. It equals the pathwise regret plus the bias of the initial

state minus that of the state after round t, a term between 0 and 13/3, plus a martingale. The martingale has mean
zero within sampling error at every checkpoint. The information transported through the pair with finite Kinf(x, a)
is Ix,a(t) = Eν [Nx,a(t)]Kinf(x, a). The identity of Theorem 3.1 with state-action pairs as arms, the relative-entropy
endpoint of Theorem 10.1, was checked at T = 2,000with 400 runs per algorithm against two alternatives. The first is the
most confusing single-pair alternative. The second differs from ν at every pair. The identity holds within sampling error
for IMED-RL and PSRL against both alternatives. UCRL2’s first draw of 400 runs deviated by 2.4 and 2.8 standard errors
against the two alternatives. Two fresh batches of 3,200 and 9,600 runs give pooled deviations within 1.7 standard errors,
so the deviation does not persist. A negative control acts on the next transition before it is drawn in major deterioration,
so its action law given Ft−1 depends on the instance, and it fails the identity against the first alternative by 209 standard
errors. Against the second the deviation is 0.13 standard errors, since there every transition out of major deterioration has
a log-likelihood ratio equal to its pair’s relative entropy, whatever the next state, so acting on the next transition changes
nothing.

The count-form regret ratio splits exactly. The statistic is Zt := Nx,a(t)/Nx(t), the fraction of visits to major
deterioration at which nothing is done, with Zt := 0 when Nx(t) = 0. The normalized count Nx,a(t)/t would lose
the log t scale, since its mean under λ(ξ∆) tends to the stationary probability of major deterioration, about 0.12. Write
nx,a := Eν [Nx,a(t)], zν := Eν [Zt], zλ := Eλ(ξ∆) [Zt] and kl := (1− zν) log

1
1−zλ − log 2. Then

nx,aKinf(x, a)− log t =
(
nx,aKL(νx,a ∥λ(ξ∆)

x,a )− kl(zν , zλ)
)
+

(
kl(zν , zλ)− kl

)
+
(
kl− log t

)
− nx,a

(
KL(νx,a ∥λ(ξ∆)

x,a )−Kinf(x, a)
)

The four terms are the process, binary, joint uniform-and-asymptotic and boundary terms. The two replacing pairs,
whoseKinf is infinite, add the allocation term: their expected visit counts weighted by their Bellman gaps. The count-
form regret ratio minus one equals the left side divided by log t plus the allocation term divided by c⋆Φ(ν) log t. The
split is exact wherever zλ < 1. Standard errors come from the delta method over runs. At t = 105, estimates from 10
blocks of 100 runs agree with them within a factor of 1.6. Over all checkpoints they agree within a factor of 3.1.

58



Readings. AtT = 105 the regret is 29.0 for IMED-RL, 14.9 for PSRL and 2,981 for UCRL2, against c⋆Φ(ν) log T = 35.8.
IMED-RL’s transported fraction rises over the whole range. Both pairs with infiniteKinf receive about one visit under
IMED-RL and fewer under PSRL.

With the closest alternative at T = 105, UCRL2’s regret ratio of 84.3 comes almost all from the process term, which
adds 86.4 times the limit. Under ν it transports about 1,000 nats through doing nothing in major deterioration, of which
the statistic retains 1.9. At the farther alternatives IMED-RL’s mean overhaul fraction falls to 7% and 2%, its joint term
rises to −0.83 and −0.70, and its process term falls to 0.52 and 0.44. PSRL’s overhaul fraction falls to 22% and 17%,
and its terms move less. IMED-RL’s joint term rises with t at every alternative. At the checkpoints before t = 25,119,
and before t = 39,811 at ξ∆ = 0.1, every run of UCRL2 under the alternative does nothing at every visit to major
deterioration, so zλ = 1 and its split is undefined there. The further runs under ν reproduce the ratios of the first set within
1.9 standard errors at every checkpoint. The identity Eν [Lt] = nx,aKL(νx,a ∥λ(ξ∆)

x,a ) is checked as well, in one check
that covers the three alternatives, because the log-likelihood ratio of a transition out of (x, a)minusKL(νx,a ∥λ(ξ∆)

x,a )
does not depend on ξ∆. For PSRL and UCRL2 the deviation is within 1.7 standard errors at every checkpoint, and for
IMED-RL within 0.9 at t = 105. From t = 100 to 10,000 IMED-RL drew 1.6 to 3.0 standard errors, all negative and
correlated across checkpoints because Lt accumulates. With 3,200 fresh runs its deviation at t = 100 to 398 is at most
0.8 standard errors.

B.11 Regret on an engine-replacement model fitted to fleet data

Instance. The Markov decision process is Rust’s model of engine replacement for a fleet of city buses [60]. Its mileage
law and costs are Rust’s estimates for the 4,292 bus-months of his fourth group of buses, as restated in a replication by
Ferrall [20]. In Rust’s coding the mileage since the last replacement falls in bins of 5,000miles. In a month it rises by 0, 1
or 2 of these bins with probabilities 0.3919, 0.5953 and 0.0128. Maintenance costs 0.002293x a month in bin x, and a
replacement costs 10.08, in the units of Rust’s estimated utility. Here the mileage is grouped in 18 bins of 25,000miles,
with the position inside a bin taken as uniform. In a month, keeping the engine moves it up one bin with probability
0.1242, the mean monthly increment of 0.6209 fine bins divided by 5. Otherwise it stays in its bin. Replacing the engine
leads to bin 0. Keeping in bin x costs the maintenance cost at the bin’s mean fine index 5x+ 2. Costs are divided by the
replacement cost, so rewards lie in [−1, 0]. They are known to the learner. The learner estimates the transition laws,
including their supports. Rust’s extreme-value shocks are dropped. The criterion is the average reward.

Replacement is forced in bin 17, at 425,000miles and above, as in the inoperable state of the machine of Hillier and
Lieberman [28]. With this change alone the model is not ergodic, since a policy that replaces below bin 17 never reaches
the bins above its threshold. Replacement is therefore unavailable in bin 0, where keeping moves the engine to a uniformly
drawn bin with probability 0.01 a month, as their good-as-new machine reaches every condition in one period. Under
these changes each of the 65,536 deterministic policies makes the bins one irreducible chain. None of them alters the law
of a suboptimal pair.

The unique optimal policy keeps the engine in bins 0 to 14 and replaces it from bin 15, at 375,000miles. Rational
arithmetic, policy iteration, relative value iteration and the enumeration of all deterministic policies agree on it. Its gain
is g⋆ = −0.01700. The second-best policy is 4.8 × 10−7 a month worse. The optimal policy is not a model of the
replacement decisions in Rust’s data; the instance takes his estimated costs and mileage law as given. Replacing in bins 1
to 14 already leads to bin 0, the bin of largest bias, so no transition law makes these pairs optimal and theirKinf(x, a)
is infinite. Among the suboptimal pairs, only keeping in bin 15 and keeping in bin 16 have finiteKinf(x, a). Keeping in
bin 15 has∆x,a = 5.270 × 10−4 and Kinf(x, a) = 5.363 × 10−4. Keeping in bin 16 has∆x,a = 1.665 × 10−3 and
Kinf(x, a) = 1.695× 10−3. Both next states of keeping in these bins have the same bias, h⋆(15) = h⋆(16) = h⋆(17) =
−0.9830, so Kinf(x, a) = − log(1 −∆x,a/|h⋆(15)|). The dual, two closed forms and a direct minimization give the
same value. On this ergodic instance the program of Proposition A.31 reduces to one constraint per pair [50, Theorem 2].
For the class Φ of all transition laws, c⋆Φ(ν) =

∑
x,a∆x,a/Kinf(x, a) = 1.965.

Each of the two pairs contributes close to 0.983 to the constant. The constant thus counts the bins between the optimal
threshold and the forced bin. It changes with the grouping. On Rust’s own bins, replacing just below the threshold also has
finiteKinf(x, a), since a replacement there lands in one of three fine bins of different bias. The grouping removes those
pairs. The gap at the threshold, 5.27× 10−4, is 46% of the increase in the cost of keeping from one bin to the next.

Horizon. A policy that never learns has linear regret. The policy that replaces from bin 16 has regret 3.4 at t = 105 and
33.7 at t = 106, against c⋆Φ(ν) log t = 22.6 and 27.1. It crosses the limit at t = 7.9 × 105. Before that round a regret
ratio below 1 does not show learning, so the readings are taken at T = 106. There every threshold policy except the
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optimal one lies above the limit. The limit asks for log T/Kinf(x, a) = 25,760 samples of keeping in bin 15 by T = 106,
three times the 8,490 visits made to that bin by the optimal policy. The readings describe this fitted, grouped and ergodic
model at T = 106 and are not extrapolated.

Algorithms and alternatives. IMED-RL, PSRL and UCRL2 use the parameters of Appendix B.10. PSRL plans by policy
iteration, which returns the policy of relative value iteration on 1,000 sampled bus kernels. Each algorithm runs 500 times
for T = 106 steps from bin 0. Counts are read at 21 log-spaced checkpoints from t = 100. For each pair (x, a)with finite
Kinf(x, a) and each margin ξ∆ ∈ {0.02, 1}, the alternative λ(x,a,ξ∆) is built as in Appendix B.10. It agrees with ν except
at (x, a), where its law minimizes the relative entropy from νx,a subject to a margin of ξ∆ ∆x,a. The minimizer moves
mass to bin 0: 5.5× 10−4 at bin 15 and 1.7× 10−3 at bin 16 when ξ∆ = 0.02. Every deterministic policy is irreducible
under each alternative. The unique optimal policy of each alternative keeps the engine at (x, a). Under the alternatives
with ξ∆ = 0.02, IMED-RL and PSRL run 500 times and UCRL2 200 times. Under those with ξ∆ = 1, IMED-RL and
PSRL run 300 times. IMED-RL and PSRL also run 300 times at the wear-shock rates 0.005 and 0.02. These rates move
the gap at the threshold to 7.42× 10−4 and 1.11× 10−4, while c⋆Φ(ν) stays between 1.964 and 1.966.

Read-outs. The regret in count form is
∑
x,a Eν [Nx,a(t)]∆x,a. It equals the pathwise regret plus the bias of the initial

state minus that of the state after round t, a term between 0 and 0.983, plus a martingale. For six of the seven combinations
of algorithm and wear-shock rate under ν , the martingale has mean zero within 2.8 standard errors at every checkpoint.
For PSRL at the rate 0.01 it reaches 3.6 standard errors at t = 2.5×105. A Brownian path read at the same 21 checkpoints
reaches this level with probability 0.005, and one of seven such paths with probability 0.04. The information transported
through each pair with finite Kinf(x, a) is Ix,a(t) = Eν [Nx,a(t)]Kinf(x, a). Its transported fraction is Ix,a(t)/ log t.
The divergence decomposition, with state-action pairs as arms, was checked at T = 2,000 with 400 runs per algorithm
against two alternatives at which the log-likelihood ratio of a transition varies with the next state. The alternatives λ(x,a,ξ∆)

give no such check, since the two next states of keeping in bins 15 and 16 have the same bias and each transition there
has a log-likelihood ratio equal to its pair’s relative entropy. The deviations lie within 1.41 standard errors for the three
algorithms and both alternatives, while a control that keeps in bin 14 exactly when the next state would be bin 14 fails the
identity by 79 standard errors.

The count-form regret ratio splits along the chain of Proposition A.31, one pair at a time. Write nx,a := Eν [Nx,a(t)].
Then ∑

x,a nx,a∆x,a

c⋆Φ(ν) log t
− 1 =

∑
(x,a)

∆x,a

Kinf(x, a) c⋆Φ(ν)
· nx,aKinf(x, a)− log t

log t
+

allocation
c⋆Φ(ν) log t

where the sum on the right runs over the two pairs with finiteKinf(x, a). Their weights∆x,a/(Kinf(x, a) c
⋆
Φ(ν)), which

sum to one, are 0.5001 and 0.4999. The allocation term is
∑
x,a nx,a∆x,a over the pairs with infiniteKinf(x, a). Each

numerator nx,aKinf(x, a)− log t splits into the process, binary, joint uniform-and-asymptotic and boundary terms
of Appendix B.10. The split of a pair uses its own alternative and the statistic Zt := Nx,a(t)/Nx(t) of its own bin, with
Zt := 0 when Nx(t) = 0. Under ν , 59% of IMED-RL’s runs have not visited bin 16 by t = 1,000, but every run has
visited both bins by t = 1,585. The split holds wherever zλ < 1 at both pairs. Standard errors come from the delta
method over runs. At T = 106 block estimates from 100 runs agree with them within a factor of 1.8 at ξ∆ = 0.02 and
2.2 at ξ∆ = 1, where the largest discrepancy is the boundary term. From t = 104 on, the checkpoints at which the two
differ by more than a factor of two are as frequent as chance gives for the five and three blocks available.

Readings. At T = 106 IMED-RL’s regret is 7.62, with a 95% interval from 7.51 to 7.73. This is 0.281 of c⋆Φ(ν) log T =
27.15. Every run replaces from bin 15 at T . The regret lies 467 standard errors below the 33.7 of the policy that replaces
from bin 16. With the closest alternatives the process term adds 0.056 of the limit, the binary term 0.021 and the
allocation term 0.220. The boundary term subtracts 0.001. The joint uniform-and-asymptotic term subtracts 1.015,
more than the regret ratio falls short of one. Each of these has a delta-method standard error of at most 0.0021. Against
those alternatives the two pairs transport 1.28 and 0.44 nats, of which the statistic retains 0.14 and 0.03. At both pairs the
binary bound kl at IMED-RL’s own behavior is negative, against an asymptotic requirement of 13.8 nats. Of IMED-RL’s
regret of 7.62, 5.97 is the allocation term. Of that, 4.66 is the one replacement IMED-RL tries in each of bins 1 to
12, a cost that does not grow with t. Its transported fractions are 0.091 at bin 15 and 0.031 at bin 16, up from 0.020
and 0.007 at t = 105. Over that decade its regret grew by 1.35, which is 0.30 of the growth of the limit. The joint term
rises with the margin, by 0.035± 0.002 from ξ∆ = 0.02 to ξ∆ = 1. From t = 105 to 106 it rises by 0.011± 0.001 at
ξ∆ = 0.02. At ξ∆ = 1 it rises by 0.041± 0.002 over the same decade. At ξ∆ = 1 the process term adds 0.088 and the
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binary term 0.013. The boundary term subtracts 0.061 and the joint term 0.980. IMED-RL visits bin 16 a total of 546
times by T = 106, 15 times as often as the optimal policy. Of these visits, about 290 follow a keep in bin 15.

PSRL and UCRL2 never replace below bin 17. At every checkpoint their regrets lie within 1.3 and 1.8 standard errors
of the regret of keeping until forced, which is 132.2 at T = 106. Both incur 4.87 times the limit. Under both closest
alternatives PSRL and UCRL2 also keep at every visit to bins 15 and 16, so zλ = 1 and their split is undefined from
t = 251 on. For PSRL the two pair terms nx,aKinf(x, a)− log t are 18.4 and 88.5 nats. The allocation term is zero, so
the regret ratio minus one, 3.87, is their weighted sum divided by log t. For UCRL2 the two pair terms are 18.4 and 88.6
nats. UCRL2’s regret grows by 1.323× 10−4 a step for t ≥ 104, against 1.322× 10−4 for keeping until forced. It crosses
the limit near t = 1.8× 105. Its confidence radius lets its optimistic model move more mass to bin 0 than the shift that
makes keeping optimal. At the counts produced by keeping until forced, its own planner first replaces before bin 17 after
about 109 rounds.

PSRL never tries replacing below bin 17, so the laws of those pairs stay at the uniform Dirichlet prior over the 18 bins.
Under the laws of keeping of ν , a sampled replacement improves on keeping only if almost all of its mass falls on bin 0.
This has probability 7.6× 10−28 for each planning step. PSRL plans with sampled laws of keeping, whose Dirichlet prior
adds a pseudo-count of one to every bin. In a re-simulation of 4,000 runs to t = 12,000 the probability that a planning
step replaces is zero before t = 1,000. After that its largest value is 5.1× 10−7. These probabilities have a heavy upper
tail. A second stream of 500 runs, drawn on the seeds of the batch in which an earlier version of this simulation found its
largest value, holds one step at t = 3,555 that replaces with probability 0.023. There the sampled law of keeping in bin
0 puts 13% of its mass above bin 1, against 0.9% under ν; with that law set to its value under ν the probability falls to
3.2× 10−8. A sampled replacement at bin 15 beats keeping in 40% of draws only after 700 observed replacements there.

At the wear-shock rates 0.005 and 0.02, IMED-RL’s regret ratios are 0.319 and 0.242. Every run replaces from bin 15
at T . The fraction at bin 15 falls as the gap at the threshold closes, from 0.100 at the rate 0.005 to 0.041 at the rate 0.02.
At the rate 0.02 the fraction at bin 16, 0.045, exceeds that at bin 15 by 0.0035± 0.0004, in both halves of the runs. The
ratio of the two fractions is the ratio of the two keep counts times the ratio of the two values ofKinf(x, a). The count at
bin 15 stays near 10 times that at bin 16 at the three rates. The ratio of the values ofKinf(x, a) rises from 2.5 and 3.2 to
11.3 as the gap at bin 15 closes. At the rate 0.02 the policy that replaces from bin 16 has regret 7.28 at T = 106 and lies
below the limit until t = 4.1× 106, so the regret ratio does not show learning there. IMED-RL’s regret of 6.57 lies 19
standard errors below that policy’s. PSRL keeps until forced at both rates as well, with regret ratios 5.74 and 3.12. Under
ν the first and the second 250 runs agree within 1.4 standard errors on every reading at T , for all three algorithms. Over
all 21 checkpoints the largest difference is 3.2 standard errors, in PSRL’s transported fraction at bin 15 at t = 2.5× 105.

A lighter prior. PSRL was run again with a Dirichlet weight of 1/18 on every next state, the pseudo-count of IMED-RL,
and with nothing else changed. It ran 500 times for T = 106 steps under ν and under each closest alternative with
ξ∆ = 0.02. Policy iteration again returns the policy of relative value iteration on 1,000 bus kernels sampled under the
new prior. No planner reached its iteration cap. The divergence decomposition was not checked again, since the simulator
is the one checked above. Uncertainties below are one standard error over runs. Under ν , 374 of the 500 runs replace
the engine below bin 17 at least once by T , against none of the 2,700 runs with weight 1. Under the three environments
together the count is 1,169 of 1,500. Of the 263 runs under ν that replace in bins 14 to 16, 225 first do so by t = 1,000,
when the sampled laws of keeping rest on few observations. In 88 of the 374 runs the replacements lie only in bins 1 to 12.
At T the allocation term is 0.237± 0.019. Of the runs that do not replace in bins 14 to 16 by t = 104, 22 of 686 over
the three environments first replace there later, a share of 3.2% with a 95% Clopper–Pearson interval of 2.0% to 4.8%.
This comparison was not specified before the run. Its predicted share is 3.3%, from the 7.4 planning steps that follow
t = 104 on the line of keeping until forced, at a probability of 4.5× 10−3 a step under the laws of keeping of ν .

At T = 106 the regret under ν is 126.3± 1.1 in count form, 4.65± 0.04 times c⋆Φ(ν) log T . Without the allocation
term it is 4.645± 0.039 times the limit, 4.6% below the 4.871 of keeping until forced. The reading specified before the
run put this ratio at 4.82 or above. In that reading a run replaces only in an unbroken chain of replacing steps, which
ends at the first step that keeps. The whole shortfall comes from 34 runs. Each of them replaces at bins 15 and 16 at least
1,000 times by T and ends with a policy that replaces before bin 17. Without the allocation term their regret averages
1.53 ± 0.15 times the limit, with a range of 0.10 to 4.33. The other 466 runs stay on the line of keeping until forced,
within 0.7 standard errors of its count form of 132.2. A sampled law of replacing keeps its observations through the
planning steps that keep, and each later step samples it again. A run that has replaced once at a bin can therefore replace
there again at any later step. At the laws of keeping of ν a law of replacing at bin 15 beats keeping in 3.3% of draws after
one observed replacement, in 20% after eight and in 78% after 64. Under ν , 50 runs replace at least 16 times at one of
bins 14 to 16, and in 41 of them an interval of at least 1,000 steps without such a replacement lies between two intervals
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with one. By T = 106, 7% of the runs have left keeping until forced.

C Proofs

C.1 Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Theorem 3.1. The policy factors cancel in the likelihood ratio, so the increment of L at time t is ℓAt
(Xt), where

At is drawn given Ft−1 with probabilities that do not depend on the instance. Its Pν-conditional mean given Ft−1 and
At isKL(νAt

∥λAt
), soWt := Lt −

∑
aNa(t)KL(νa ∥λa) is a Pν-martingale withW0 = 0. Using log y ≤ y − 1,

Eνa
[
(−ℓa)+

]
≤ Eνa

[(
dλa

dνa
− 1

)+]
≤ Eνa

[
dλa

dνa

]
≤ 1

fromwhichEνa |ℓa| = KL(νa ∥λa)+2Eνa [(−ℓa)+] ≤ KL(νa ∥λa)+2. The conditional increments ofW are therefore
bounded in L1 by 2maxaKL(νa ∥λa) + 2. Optional stopping at a time with Eν [τ ] < ∞ gives Eν [Wτ ] = 0. The left
side of (1) is Eν [Lτ ], which the same bound renders absolutely convergent.

C.2 Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Theorem 4.1. With ψ the log-partition function and θa, ηa the natural parameters of νa, λa, the policy factors
cancel and Lτ =

∑
a

[
(θa − ηa)Sa(τ)−Na(τ) (ψ(θa)− ψ(ηa))

]
, a function of Y ⋆ alone; the factorization criterion

gives sufficiency. Equation (2) is the chain rule for relative entropy. Because τ is finite almost surely under both laws
and the arms’ laws under ν and λ have the same support, Pν and Pλ are mutually absolutely continuous on Fτ , and a
statement that holds Pν-almost surely holds Pλ-almost surely. For the equivalence, suppose first that Lτ is a function of
Y . Then dPν/dPλ = eLτ is a function of Y on Fτ , so for every E ∈ Fτ ,

Pν(E | Y ) =
Eλ

[
1Ee

Lτ | Y
]

Eλ[eLτ | Y ]
= Pλ(E | Y )

and the conditional divergences vanish. Conversely, if the conditional laws agree Pν-almost surely then disintegrating
both measures against the law of Y gives dPν/dPλ = (dPYν /dP

Y
λ )(Y ), which is a function of Y . Since the second term

of (2) is a Pν-average of non-negative quantities, it vanishes exactly when those conditional laws agree.

C.3 Proofs for Section 5

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Conditionally on Ft−1 and the chosen arm a, the increment of sL is s ℓa(Xt) and the increment of∑
aNaca(s) is ca(s). Since Eλa

[esℓa ] =
∫
ν sa λ

1−s
a = e−ca(s), this gives

Eλ[Mt(s) | Ft−1] =Mt−1(s) · e−ca(s)eca(s) =Mt−1(s)

The action’s conditional law given Ft−1 does not depend on the instance, so averaging over it leaves Mt−1(s), and
M0(s) = 1.

Proof of Corollary 5.2. M(s) is a martingale, so the stopped processMτ∧t(s) is a martingale with the same initial value,
which gives the first claim and, for bounded τ , the second. For general τ ,Mτ∧t(s) →Mτ (s) almost surely on {τ <∞}
andM(s) ≥ 0, so Fatou’s lemma gives Eλ[Mτ (s)] ≤ lim inft Eλ[Mτ∧t(s)] = 1.

Proof of Corollary 5.3. The integral defining ca(s) equals 1 at s = 0 and at s = 1, which gives the endpoint values. On
the interval where it is finite, the integrand’s s-derivative νsaλ1−sa log(νa/λa) is dominated, locally uniformly in s, by an
integrable envelope built from the integrand at two interior points. So differentiation under the integral is legitimate and
c′a(s) = −

∫
νsaλ

1−s
a log(νa/λa)

/ ∫
νsaλ

1−s
a , which at s = 0 is −Eλa [log(νa/λa)] = KL(λa ∥ νa), finite because the

integral defining ca(s) is finite at some s < 0, and at s = 1 is−Eνa [log(νa/λa)] = −KL(νa ∥λa). The same domination
licenses interchanging the derivative with Eλ in (3); using Eν [ · ] = Eλ[eLT · ] then returns (1) at T . At a stopping time
τ ≤ T the same computation applies to Eλ[Mτ (s)] = 1 (Corollary 5.2).

Proof of Corollary 5.4. Ville’s inequality [56] applied to the nonnegative mean-one martingaleMt(s) of Theorem 5.1, at
threshold 1/α; the inequality bounds the supremum over the whole trajectory, so no horizon is needed.
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C.4 Proofs for Section 6

Proof of Proposition 6.1. With F (y) := kl(µb, y) we have F (µb) = F ′(µb) = 0, F ′′(µb) = 1/v and F ′′′(µb) = 2(1 −
µb)

−2−2µ−2
b , so kl(µb, µb+g) = g2/2v+ g3

3

(
(1−µb)−2−µ−2

b

)
+O(g4). WithJ(y) := √

µby+
√

(1− µb)(1− y)we
have J(µb) = 1, J ′(µb) = 0, J ′′(µb) = −1/4v and J ′′′(µb) =

3
8

(
µ−2
b − (1−µb)−2

)
, so cb(1/2) = − log J(µb+g) =

g2/8v + g3

16

(
(1 − µb)

−2 − µ−2
b

)
+ O(g4). Dividing the two expansions gives (4). In the Gaussian case

∫
νsbλ

1−s
b is a

Gaussian integral evaluating to exp{−s(1− s)g2/2σ2}, andKL(νb ∥λb) = g2/2σ2.

C.5 Proofs for Section 7

Proof of Theorem 7.1. The infimum of Pν(Ec) + Pλ(E) over E ∈ FT is 1− TV(Pν , Pλ). Writing fν , fλ for densities
against a common dominating measure, so that ρT =

∫ √
fνfλ,

TV2 = 1
4

(∫
|
√
fν −

√
fλ| |

√
fν +

√
fλ|

)2
≤ 1

4

∫
(
√
fν −

√
fλ)

2

∫
(
√
fν +

√
fλ)

2 = 1− ρ2T

by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, so 1 − TV ≥ 1 −
√
1− ρ2T ; substituting ρT = e−CT (1/2) gives (5). For ε ≤ 1,

rearranging 1 −
√
1− ρ2T ≤ ε gives ρ2T ≤ ε(2 − ε), which is the stated requirement. For the two-point pair, ρT =

2
√
q(1− q) and TV = |2q − 1| =

√
1− ρ2T .

Proof of Proposition 7.2. Let fν , fλ be densities against a common dominating measure. Pointwise fsνf
1−s
λ ≤ (fν ∧

fλ)
s(fν ∨ fλ)1−s, so Hölder gives e−CT (s) ≤ (

∫
fν ∧ fλ)s(

∫
fν ∨ fλ)1−s ≤ 21−s(

∫
fν ∧ fλ)s, using

∫
fν ∨ fλ =

2 −
∫
fν ∧ fλ ≤ 2; rearranging and using infE(Pν(Ec) + Pλ(E)) =

∫
fν ∧ fλ gives (6). The map s 7→

∫
fsνf

1−s
λ is

log-convex by Hölder, so CT is concave, and CT (0) = CT (1) = 0. Concavity with CT (0) = 0 makes s 7→ CT (s)/s
non-increasing on (0, 1], and concavity with CT (1) = 0 makes u 7→ CT (1 − u)/u non-increasing on (0, 1]; hence
CT (s)/s is minimized over (0, 1) at s = 1/2, where it equals 2CT (1/2). The prefactor 21−1/s is increasing in s and so
is also maximized at s = 1/2.

Proof of Proposition 7.3. The measure P (1/2) is a probability measure because eCT (1/2) is by definition the reciprocal of∫ √
dPν dPλ. Therefore

KL
(
Pν

∥∥P (1/2)
)
= Eν

[
log

dPν√
dPν dPλ

]
− CT (1/2) =

1
2 Eν

[
log

dPν
dPλ

]
− CT (1/2) =

1
2DT − CT (1/2)

which is (7); non-negativity of relative entropy gives the inequality. The per-arm statement is the same computation on a
single observation.

Proof of Proposition 7.4. Write U :=
∑
aNa(T ) ca(1/2). By Theorem 5.1, ρT = Eλ[eLT /2] = Eλ[MT (1/2) e

−U ] =

EQ1/2
[e−U ], so CT (1/2) = − logEQ1/2

[e−U ]. Let Q̃ have dQ̃/dQ1/2 = e−U/EQ1/2
[e−U ]; then

KL
(
Q1/2

∥∥ Q̃)
= EQ1/2

[
U + logEQ1/2

[e−U ]
]
= EQ1/2

[U ]− CT (1/2)

which is the left side of (8). Finally dQ̃/dPλ =MT (1/2) e
−U/ρT = eLT /2/ρT , so Q̃ = P (1/2).

C.6 Proofs for Section 8

Proof of Proposition 8.1. Substitute Eν [Nb(T )] = Ib(T )/db intoRT =
∑
b∆bEν [Nb(T )] and divide. Equal gaps make

every ∆b and every db equal, so the weights coincide; a mean equals each of its arguments exactly when they are all
equal.
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C.7 Proofs for Section 9

Proof of Proposition 9.1. For an exponential family, d(µ, µ′) = ψ⋆(µ)−ψ⋆(µ′)−(ψ⋆)′(µ′)(µ−µ′). Write µ̄ :=
∑
i wiµi.

Since the means of the family form an interval and w is a probability vector, µ̄ is again a mean of the family. Summing
against w and subtracting d(µ̄, µ′) cancels every term that involves µ′, because

∑
i wi(µi − µ′) = µ̄ − µ′. Hence, for

every µ′, ∑
i

wi d(µi, µ
′) =

∑
i

wiψ
⋆(µi)− ψ⋆(µ̄) + d(µ̄, µ′)

The last term is a relative entropy, so it is non-negative. It vanishes at µ′ = µ̄. The minimum over µ′ is therefore attained
at µ̄, where it equals the right side of (11).

Proof of Proposition 9.2. On the half-space in which arm b is at least as good as a⋆, the arms other than a⋆ and b keep their
laws at no cost. Each d(µ, ·) decreases below µ and increases above it, and µb < µa⋆ . So a pair of means with arm b strictly
ahead can be moved to a common mean at no greater cost. By Proposition 9.1 the best common mean is the w-weighted
mean of µa⋆ and µb. For Gaussian arms the infimum is thenwa⋆wbdb/(wa⋆ +wb), read as 0whenwa⋆ = wb = 0. Hence

T ⋆(ν)−1 = sup
w

min
b̸=a⋆

wa⋆wbdb
wa⋆ + wb

Each term is continuous on the simplex, since uv/(u+ v) ≤ u ∧ v, so the supremum is attained. Every term is positive
at the allocation with every wa = 1/K , so the supremum is positive. Every term vanishes at wa⋆ = 0, so a maximizer
has wa⋆ > 0. There each term is strictly increasing in its wb and involves no other wb′ . So at a maximizer all K − 1
terms are equal: were they not all equal, moving a little mass from an arm whose term exceeds the minimum to the
arms attaining it, in equal parts, would raise the minimum. Write V for the common value and γ := V/wa⋆ . Then
V (wa⋆ + wb) = wa⋆wbdb gives wb/wa⋆ = γ/(db − γ), so γ < minb db. With F (γ) := 1/γ +

∑
b̸=a⋆ 1/(db − γ),

the condition
∑
a wa = 1 gives 1/V = F (γ). Conversely, every γ ∈ (0,minb db) gives the allocation w(γ) with

wa⋆ = 1/
(
γF (γ)

)
and wb = 1/

(
F (γ)(db − γ)

)
. It sums to one. Every term at w(γ) equals 1/F (γ), so T ⋆(ν) ≤ F (γ).

A maximizer attains this bound at its own γ, so T ⋆(ν) = minγ F (γ), which is (12). Each summand of F is strictly
convex on (0,minb db), and F diverges at both ends, so its minimizer γ⋆ is unique. The maximizer is therefore w(γ⋆).
Differentiating gives γ−2 =

∑
b(db − γ)−2 at γ⋆, and substituting the weights turns this into w2

a⋆ =
∑
b w

2
b .

Proof of Proposition 9.3. Normalizing the weights (1, r) by their sum puts Proposition 9.1 in force. So the minimization
defining Gb is attained at µ̄b(r) := (µa⋆ + rµb)/(1 + r), and Gb(r) = ψ⋆(µa⋆) + rψ⋆(µb) − (1 + r)ψ⋆

(
µ̄b(r)

)
.

Since (1 + r) µ̄′
b(r) = µb − µ̄b(r), differentiating gives G′

b(r) = d
(
µb, µ̄b(r)

)
> 0. As r → ∞, µ̄b(r) → µb

and Gb(r) → d(µa⋆ , µb). So Gb is continuous and strictly increasing with the stated supremum. Its inverse G−1
b is

continuous on [0, d(µa⋆ , µb)). The objective is homogeneous of degree one in the weights, so its value at (wa⋆ , wb) is
wa⋆Gb(wb/wa⋆) when wa⋆ > 0. That value is at most wa⋆ d(µa⋆ , µb), so it extends continuously by 0 to wa⋆ = 0.
The proof of Proposition 9.2 then applies with Gb in place of r 7→ rdb/(1 + r). The minimum of the K − 1 terms
attains its maximum, at an allocation with wa⋆ > 0, and the terms are equal there. Writing γ for the common value
divided by wa⋆ gives wb/wa⋆ = G−1

b (γ). Imposing
∑
a wa = 1 gives T ⋆(ν) =

(
1 +

∑
b̸=a⋆ G

−1
b (γ)

)
/γ. Conversely,

every γ ∈ (0,minb d(µa⋆ , µb)) gives the allocation with wb/wa⋆ = G−1
b (γ) and

∑
a wa = 1. ItsK − 1 terms all equal

γ/
(
1+

∑
b̸=a⋆ G

−1
b (γ)

)
, so T ⋆(ν) ≤

(
1+

∑
b̸=a⋆ G

−1
b (γ)

)
/γ. Hence T ⋆(ν) is the minimum over γ, which is (13), and

the minimizers are the values of γ at the optimal allocations. The minimizer is unique [23, Theorem 5]. For Gaussian arms
Gb(r) = rdb/(1 + r), soG−1

b (γ) = γ/(db − γ) and (13) reduces to (12).

Proof of Proposition 9.4. An infimum over a union is the minimum of the infima over its parts. An intersection is contained
in each part, and an infimum is non-increasing in its domain.

C.8 Proofs for Appendix A

Proof of Lemma A.1. (a) By Theorem 3.1 the left side is Dτ . The chain rule for relative entropy, which is (2) and needs
no assumption on the arms’ families or on τ , splitsDτ with Y = 1E into KL(PYν ∥PYλ ) and the conditional term. A
{0, 1}-valued statistic has Bernoulli laws, so the first term is kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)).

(b) Given the history up to τ , drawB ∈ {0, 1} with P (B = 1 | Fτ ) = Z , by the same kernel under both instances.
The kernel cancels in the density ratio, so the joint laws of the history andB have relative entropyDτ . The chain rule on
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the history enlarged byB, with Y = B, then givesDτ ≥ KL(PBν ∥PBλ ) = kl(Eν [Z],Eλ[Z]). The discarded term is the
conditional divergence of the history givenB.

(c)Write kl(u, v) = (1−u) log 1
1−v+u log

1
v−H(u)withH(u) := −u log u−(1−u) log(1−u) ≤ log 2; themiddle

term is non-negative. The second inequality is the first applied to (1−u, 1−v). For the third, ∂v
[
kl(u, v)−2(u−v)2

]
=

(v − u)
(
1/(v(1 − v)) − 4

)
has the sign of v − u, and the bracket vanishes at v = u. The monotonicity follows from

∂ukl(u, v) = log u(1−v)
v(1−u) and ∂vkl(u, v) =

v−u
v(1−v) .

(d) As a function of its first argument, kl(·, v) vanishes with its derivative at v and has second derivative y 7→
1/(y(1 − y)). Taylor’s formula with integral remainder therefore gives the identity, at u = 0 by continuity. On [u, v],
y(1 − y) ≤ y ≤ v, so the integrand is at least (y − u)/v, whose integral is (v − u)2/(2v). The bound discards∫ v
u
(y − u)

(
1/(y(1− y))− 1/v

)
dy ≥ 0. On {u ≤ v} the partial derivative above in u is non-positive and the one in v

is non-negative.

Proof of Proposition A.2. The first bound is Theorem 7.1. Its proof processes the history to 1E in total variation (process)
and then applies the Cauchy–Schwarz step (test). The defect of that step is the term in parentheses of Lemma A.3. When
Pλ(E) > Pν(E) the first step also discards 2(Pλ(E)− Pν(E)). The error sum then exceeds 1. The second follows from√
1− u ≤ 1− u/2 on [0, 1] (test). It discards 1−

√
1− ρ2T − ρ2T /2. For the third (test), Proposition 7.3 gives

ρ2T = e−2CT (1/2) = e−DT e2KL(Pν∥P (1/2)) ≥ e−DT

The discarded factor is e2KL(Pν∥P (1/2)). For Pinsker’s bound let ETV := {fν > fλ}, with the densities fν and fλ of the
proof of Theorem 7.1, so that TV(Pν , Pλ) = Pν(ETV)− Pλ(ETV). Lemma A.1(a) (process) and Lemma A.1(c) (binary)
giveDT ≥ kl(Pν(ETV), Pλ(ETV)) ≥ 2TV(Pν , Pλ)

2.

Proof of Lemma A.3. Since νa ≪ λa for every arm and the action probabilities cancel, Pν ≪ Pλ on FT with density eLT ,
and LT is finite Pν-almost surely. Hence ρT =

∫ √
dPν dPλ = Eν [e−LT /2] and TV(Pν , Pλ) =

∫
(dPν − dPλ)

+ =
Eν [(1−e−LT )+]. The infimumof the error sum is 1−TV(Pν , Pλ), as in the proof of Theorem 7.1, which gives the identity.
For the sign, let P̄ := 1

2 (Pν +Pλ), let Z be the density of Pν with respect to Pν +Pλ, and letW := 2
√
Z(1− Z). Then

dPν/dP̄ = 2Z and dPλ/dP̄ = 2(1 − Z), so ρT = EP̄ [W ] and TV(Pν , Pλ) = EP̄ |2Z − 1| = EP̄ [
√
1−W 2], since

(2Z − 1)2 = 1−W 2. The map y 7→
√
1− y2 is strictly concave on [0, 1], so Jensen’s inequality gives EP̄ [

√
1−W 2] ≤√

1− ρ2T (test). The term in parentheses is the defect of this step. It vanishes exactly whenW is constant P̄ -almost surely,
that is, when Z ∈ {z, 1− z} almost surely for some z ∈ [0, 1/2]. Since Pν ≪ Pλ, the null sets of P̄ are those of Pλ, and
Z < 1 almost surely. Since Pν(Z > 0) = 1, z = 0 is excluded. Then Z ∈ (0, 1) and LT = log(Z/(1 − Z)) almost
surely, so the condition reads |LT | = log((1−z)/z) almost surely under Pλ. Conversely, if |LT | is almost surely constant
under Pλ, the constant is finite because Pν ≪ Pλ, so Z = eLT /(1 + eLT ) lies in a set {z, 1− z} almost surely.

Proof of Proposition A.4. For ε ∈ (0, 1] the map u 7→ kl(1− u, ε− u) is convex on [0, ε], because kl is jointly convex and
both arguments are affine in u. It is finite on [0, ε). For ε < 1 it tends to∞ as u → ε. The minimum definingD(ε) is
therefore attained, at some u⋆ ∈ [0, ε) when ε < 1.

(i) Let ε ≤ ε′ ≤ 1. The point u⋆ of ε is admissible for ε′, and ε− u⋆ ≤ ε′ − u⋆ ≤ 1− u⋆. On {u ≥ v}, kl(u, v) is
non-increasing in v (Lemma A.1(c)), soD(ε′) ≤ kl(1−u⋆, ε′−u⋆) ≤ D(ε). At ε = 1 every u gives kl(1−u, 1−u) = 0.
The choice u = 0 givesD(ε) ≤ kl(1, ε) = log(1/ε). For the lower bounds let ε < 1, and letBν andBλ be the Bernoulli
laws with means 1 − u⋆ and ε − u⋆. Then TV(Bν , Bλ) = 1 − ε and KL(Bν ∥Bλ) = D(ε). Their Bhattacharyya
coefficient is ρ⋆ :=

√
(1− u⋆)(ε− u⋆) +

√
u⋆(1− ε+ u⋆). Proposition 7.3, applied to this pair with one observation,

givesD(ε) = −2 log ρ⋆ + 2KL(Bν ∥B(1/2)), withB(1/2) the normalized geometric mixture of the two laws, and the
last term is non-negative (test). On the two-point space the loss of the Cauchy–Schwarz step in the proof of Theorem 7.1
is given by the Lagrange identity,

1− ρ2⋆ − (1− ε)2 =
(√

u⋆(1− u⋆)−
√

(ε− u⋆)(1− ε+ u⋆)
)2

So −2 log ρ⋆ = log 1
ε(2−ε) + log ε(2−ε)

ρ2⋆
, and the last term is non-negative (test). The two test defects do not vanish

together. Since (ε− u⋆)(1− ε+ u⋆)− u⋆(1− u⋆) = (1− ε)(ε− 2u⋆), the Lagrange identity shows that the second
vanishes only at u⋆ = ε/2. ThereBν andBλ charge both points and differ, soB(1/2) ̸= Bν andKL(Bν ∥B(1/2)) > 0.
This gives the strict inequality. Finally log 1

ε(2−ε) = log 1
2ε + log 2

2−ε , and the last term is non-negative (test).
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(ii) Let TV(P,Q) = 1 − ε, let p and q be densities of P and Q against a common dominating measure, and let
A := {p > q}, so that P (A)−Q(A) = 1− ε. Data processing to 1A givesKL(P ∥Q) ≥ kl(P (A), Q(A)) (process).
With u := P (Ac) ∈ [0, ε] the right side is kl(1−u, ε−u) ≥ D(ε) (binary). The pair (Bν , Bλ) of (i) attains the infimum.
At ε = 1 the pair P = Q attains it.

(iii) By Theorem 3.1,Dτ is finite, soPν ≪ Pλ onFτ . Were ε = 0, the eventE would havePν(E) = 1 andPλ(E) = 0,
which Pν ≪ Pλ excludes. Lemma A.1(a) splitsDτ into kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) and the conditional divergence, the process
defect. With u := Pν(E

c) ∈ [0, ε], kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) = kl(1 − u, ε − u) ≥ D(ε) (binary), with the difference as its
defect. The last claim follows from (i).

Proof of Lemma A.5. The standing assumption νa ≪ λa makes ca(s) finite for s ∈ [0, 1], so Qs is defined. Write
U :=

∑
aNa(T ) ca(s). By Theorem 5.1, dQs/dPλ = esLT+U on FT , so dPλ/dQs = e−sLT−U and dPν/dQs =

e(1−s)LT−U . Hence (dPν ∧ dPλ)/dQs = e−U−((sLT )∨(−(1−s)LT )), and integrating gives the identity, since 1 −
TV(Pν , Pλ) =

∫
dPν ∧dPλ. For the upper bound, x∧y ≤ xsy1−s gives 1−TV(Pν , Pλ) ≤ e−CT (s) at every s ∈ [0, 1].

UnderQs each pull of arm a yields an observation with law ν(s)a given the past, becauseMT (s) is the product over rounds
of (dν(s)At

/dλAt)(Xt). So the increments of LT have conditional means E
ν
(s)
a

[ℓa] = −c′a(s) and conditional variances
Var

ν
(s)
a

(ℓa) on a pull of arm a. With deterministic counts U is deterministic, and e−CT (s) = Eλ[esLT ] = EQs
[e−U ] =

e−U , so U =
∑
a naca(s) = CT (s). The conditional means then sum to−

∑
a nac

′
a(s) = −C ′

T (s), also deterministic.
SoLT +C ′

T (s) is a sum of martingale differences underQs. Their orthogonality givesVarQs(LT ) =
∑
a naVarν(s)

a
(ℓa),

whatever the order of the pulls. Mutual absolute continuity gives CT (0) = CT (1) = 0; if CT ≡ 0 then Pν = Pλ
and the bounds are trivial. Otherwise the concave function CT attains its maximum at some s⋆ ∈ (0, 1), where
EQs⋆

[LT ] = −C ′
T (s

⋆) = 0. By Jensen’s inequality (test),

1− TV(Pν , Pλ) ≥ e−CT (s⋆) e−EQs⋆
[(s⋆LT )∨(−(1−s⋆)LT )]

Then (sx)∨ (−(1−s)x) ≤ (s∨ (1−s))|x| (test) andEQs⋆
|LT | ≤ (VarQs⋆

LT )
1/2, by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality

and EQs⋆
[LT ] = 0 (test), give the lower bound. These moments are finite, because the moment generating function

of ℓa under ν
(s⋆)
a is eca(s

⋆)−ca(s⋆+r), finite for r ∈ [−s⋆, 1 − s⋆]. For the comparison after the lemma, concavity and
CT (0), CT (1) ≥ 0 giveCT (1/2) ≥ 1

2CT (s
⋆), bywriting 1/2 as a convex combination of s⋆ and the farther endpoint.

Proof of Proposition A.6. IfKinf(νb, µ
⋆) = ∞ there is nothing to prove. Otherwise fix ξ > 0 and choose λb ∈ Mb with

mean above µ⋆ and KL(νb ∥λb) ≤ Kinf(νb, µ
⋆) + ξ. Let λ equal ν except at arm b, whose law is λb. Each arm’s law

under λ lies in that arm’s class, so λ is an instance ofM1 × · · · ×MK and consistency applies at λ. Under λ, arm b is the
unique optimal arm, and every other arm has gap at least g −∆b > 0, where g := µb(λ)− µb is the separation of arm b.
Let E := {Nb(T ) > T/2}.

1. Identity (Theorem 3.1): Eν [Nb(T )]KL(νb ∥λb) = DT .

2. process (Lemma A.1(a)): DT ≥ kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)).

3. binary (Lemma A.1(c)): kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) ≥ (1− Pν(E)) log(1/Pλ(E
c))− log 2.

4. markov: Pν(E) ≤ 2Eν [Nb(T )]/T ≤ 2RT (ν)/(T∆b), and Pλ(Ec) = Pλ
(∑

a̸=bNa(T ) ≥ T/2
)
, which is at

most 2RT (λ)/(T (g −∆b)).

5. uniform: consistency at ν and at λ givesRT (ν) = o(T p) andRT (λ) = o(T p) for every p > 0.

6. asymptotic: by steps 4 and 5, Pν(E) → 0 and log(1/Pλ(Ec)) ≥ (1− p) log T + log((g −∆b)/2) for all large
T . Dividing steps 1 to 3 by log T gives lim infT Eν [Nb(T )]/ log T ≥ (1− p)/(Kinf(νb, µ

⋆) + ξ) for every p > 0.

7. boundary: let ξ → 0.

The regret bound follows from the identityRT =
∑
b∆b Eν [Nb(T )].

Proof of Proposition A.7. Let E := {Nb(T ) > T/2}, so that εT − 1 = Pν(E) − Pλ(E). The identity of Theorem 3.1
gives Eν [Nb(T )] KL(νb ∥λb) = DT . Proposition 7.3 givesDT ≥ 2CT (1/2) (test). The Cauchy–Schwarz step in the
proof of Theorem 7.1 gives TV(Pν , Pλ)

2 ≤ 1 − e−2CT (1/2) (test). Its defect, 1 − e−2CT (1/2) − TV(Pν , Pλ)
2, is the

term in parentheses of Lemma A.3 times
√
1− e−2CT (1/2) +TV(Pν , Pλ). Data processing to 1E in total variation gives
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TV(Pν , Pλ) ≥ |Pν(E)−Pλ(E)| = |εT −1| (process). Together these give e−2CT (1/2) ≤ 1− (εT −1)2 = εT (2−εT ),
which is the first inequality. For the second, εT (2 − εT ) ≤ 2εT (test) discards log(2/(2 − εT )) from the bound.
Markov’s inequality gives RT (ν) ≥ T

2∆bPν(E) (markov). Under λ every arm other than b has gap at least g − ∆b,
so Markov’s inequality also gives RT (λ) ≥ T

2 (g − ∆b)Pλ(E
c) (markov). Bounding both gaps below by ∆ gives

εT ≤ 2(RT (ν) +RT (λ))/(T∆) (markov).

Proof of Corollary A.8. For each suboptimal b let λ equal ν except that arm b has mean µb + (1 + ξ∆)∆b (boundary).
Then λ ∈ U(ν),∆ = ξ∆∆b andKL(νb ∥λb) = (1 + ξ∆)

2∆2
b/2. The factor (1 + ξ∆)

2 is the ratio ofKL(νb ∥λb) to its
boundary value∆2

b/2. The margin ξ∆ is not sent to 0, since log(ξ∆∆b/8Γ) → −∞ as ξ∆ → 0. Since ν ∈ U(ν) as well,
RT (ν)+RT (λ) ≤ 2ΓT p (uniform). Proposition A.7 then givesEν [Nb(T )] ≥ 2

(
(1−p) log T +log(ξ∆∆b/8Γ)

)
/
(
(1+

ξ∆)
2∆2

b

)
. Counts are non-negative, which gives the positive part, andRT (ν) =

∑
b∆b Eν [Nb(T )].

Proof of Proposition A.9. For an arm a with ∆a = 0 the hypothesis at ν gives Eν [Na(T )] ≥ T/K , which is at least
both right sides. Let a be suboptimal, fix λa ∈ M with mean above µ⋆ and KL(νa ∥λa) < ∞, which exists because
Kinf(νa, µ

⋆) < ∞, and let λ equal ν except at arm a, whose law is λa. Under λ, arm a is the unique optimal arm. Let
Z := Na(T )/T , with means zν under ν and zλ under λ. If zν ≥ 1/K both bounds hold, since their right sides are at
most T/K . Let zν < 1/K .

1. Identity (Theorem 3.1): Tzν KL(νa ∥λa) = DT .

2. process (Lemma A.1(b)): DT = kl(zν , zλ) plus the conditional divergence of the history given the coin of the proof
of Lemma A.1(b).

3. uniform: the hypothesis at λ gives zλ ≥ 1/K > zν , so kl(zν , zλ) = kl(zν , 1/K) plus the defect kl(zν , zλ) −
kl(zν , 1/K), which is non-negative by Lemma A.1(d).

4. binary (Lemma A.1(d)): kl(zν , 1/K) = K
2 (1/K − zν)

2 plus the defect
∫ 1/K

zν
(y− zν)

(
1/(y(1− y))−K

)
dy ≥ 0.

Steps 1 to 4 write Tzν KL(νa ∥λa) as K
2 (1/K − zν)

2 plus three non-negative defects. On [0, 1/K) the resulting
inequality holds exactly when zν ≥ 1

K

(
1 + TKL(νa ∥λa) −

√
T 2KL(νa ∥λa)2 + 2TKL(νa ∥λa)

)
, a decreasing

function ofKL(νa ∥λa).

5. boundary: letting λa range over the laws inM with mean above µ⋆ and finite relative entropy from νa gives the
first bound.

Bounding Tzν above by T/K on the left of the inequality discards the non-negative term T (1/K − zν)KL(νa ∥λa) and
gives (1/K− zν)2 ≤ 2TKL(νa ∥λa)/K2. The same supremum then gives the second bound. If T ≤ 1/(8Kinf(νa, µ

⋆))
then

√
2TKinf(νa, µ⋆) ≤ 1/2.

Proof of Proposition A.10. Write u1, u2 and u3 for the three terms subtracted from 1 in the statement. IfKinf(νb, µ
⋆) = ∞

or the right side is negative there is nothing to prove. Let Kinf(νb, µ
⋆) < ∞ and the right side be non-negative, so

that u1 + u2 + u3 < 1. Let ξ := (log T )−4. Since Kinf(νb, µ
⋆ + ξ) ≤ Kinf(νb, µ

⋆) + ξ LipM(νb, µ
⋆) < ∞, there

is λb ∈ M with mean above µ⋆ + ξ and KL(νb ∥λb) < ∞. Fix one, and let λ equal ν except at arm b, whose law is
λb. Under λ every optimal arm of ν has gap at least ξ. Let Z := T−1

∑
a:∆a=0Na(T ), with means zν and zλ, and let

H(u) := −u log u− (1− u) log(1− u).

1. Identity (Theorem 3.1): Eν [Nb(T )]KL(νb ∥λb) = DT .

2. process (Lemma A.1(b)): DT = kl(zν , zλ) plus the conditional divergence of the history given the coin of the proof
of Lemma A.1(b).

3. binary (second bound of Lemma A.1(c)): kl(zν , zλ) = zν log(1/zλ)− log 2 plus the defect (1− zν) log
1

1−zλ +

log 2−H(zν) ≥ 0.

4. uniform: the count guarantee at ν gives zν ≥ 1−u2. Atλ it gives zλ ≤ Υ log T/(ξ2T ) times the number of optimal
arms of ν , which is at mostK , so log(1/zλ) ≥ log T − log

(
KΥ(log T )9

)
= (1− u3) log T . Hence zν log(1/zλ)

equals (1 − u2)(1 − u3) log T plus a non-negative defect. Steps 1 to 4 then give Eν [Nb(T )] KL(νb ∥λb) ≥
(1− u2)(1− u3) log T − log 2.
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5. boundary: since u2u3 ≥ 0, the right side of step 4 is at least (1−u1−u2−u3) log T − log 2 ≥ 0. Letting λb range
over these laws therefore putsKinf(νb, µ

⋆ + ξ) in place ofKL(νb ∥λb). The margin ξ is kept. Since ξ < ξM(µ⋆),
its defectKinf(νb, µ

⋆ + ξ)−Kinf(νb, µ
⋆) is at most ξ LipM(νb, µ

⋆) = u1Kinf(νb, µ
⋆).

HenceEν [Nb(T )] ≥
(
(1−u2)(1−u3) log T−log 2

)
/
(
(1+u1)Kinf(νb, µ

⋆)
)
. The statement follows from 1/(1+u1) ≥

1− u1, (1− u1)(1− u2)(1− u3) ≥ 1− u1 − u2 − u3 and (1− u1) log 2 ≤ log 2. They discard the non-negative terms
u21/(1 + u1), u1u2 + u2u3 + u3u1 − u1u2u3 and u1 log 2, the second because u1, u2, u3 ∈ [0, 1].

Proof of Proposition A.11. Let a⋆ and b be the optimal and the suboptimal arm of ν . Each part uses one alternative λ in the
class of its hypothesis, under which b is the unique optimal arm. In (i), λ gives arm b the mean µ⋆+∆ and keeps arm a⋆, so
KL(νb ∥λb) = 2∆2 andKL(νa⋆ ∥λa⋆) = 0. In (ii), λ exchanges the two laws, so both per-pull divergences are∆2/2. In
(iii), for a margin ξ > 0, λ gives arm a⋆ the mean (µ⋆ + µb − ξ)/2 and arm b the mean (µ⋆ + µb + ξ)/2, so both per-pull
divergences are (∆+ ξ)2/8. Under λ the gap of arm a⋆ is∆ in (i) and (ii) and ξ in (iii). Let τ ′ := T in (i) and τ ′ := τ ∧ T
in (ii) and (iii), and let Z := Nb(T )/T , with means zν and zλ. In (ii) and (iii), Z is Fτ ′-measurable, because after round
τ ∧T the algorithm pulls â, which is Fτ -measurable, at every round up to T . LetH(u) := −u log u− (1−u) log(1−u).

1. Identity (Theorem 3.1 at τ ′): in (i),DT = 2∆2 Eν [Nb(T )]. In (ii) and (iii) the two per-pull divergences are equal
andNa⋆(τ ′) +Nb(τ

′) = τ ′, soDτ ′ is Eν [τ ∧ T ] times their common value.

2. process (Lemma A.1(b) at τ ′): Dτ ′ = kl(zν , zλ) plus the conditional divergence of the history given the coin of the
proof of Lemma A.1(b).

3. binary (first bound of Lemma A.1(c)): kl(zν , zλ) = (1−zν) log 1
1−zλ − log 2 plus the defect zν log(1/zλ)+log 2−

H(zν) ≥ 0.

4. uniform: consistency at ν and at λmakes both zν = RT (ν)/(∆T ) and 1− zλ = RT (λ)/(∆a⋆(λ)T ) of order
o(T p−1) for every p > 0.

5. asymptotic: by step 4, zν → 0 and log(1/(1 − zλ)) ≥ (1 − p) log T for all large T , so steps 1 to 3 give
lim infT→∞Dτ ′/ log T ≥ 1− p for every p > 0, hence at least 1.

In (i),RT = ∆Eν [Nb(T )] = DT /(2∆), which gives 1/(2∆). In (ii) and (iii),Nb(T ) = Nb(τ ∧T )+ (T − τ ∧T )1{â =
b}, and the alternation gives Nb(τ ∧ T ) ≥ (τ ∧ T − 1)/2, so RT ≥ ∆

2 (Eν [τ ∧ T ] − 1). This discards the non-
negative commit term ∆Eν [(T − τ ∧ T )1{â = b}] and a rounding term between 0 and ∆. Steps 1 and 5 then give
lim infT→∞RT / log T ≥ (∆/2)/(∆2/2) = 1/∆ in (ii) and at least 4∆/(∆ + ξ)2 in (iii). In (iii), letting ξ → 0 gives
4/∆ (boundary).

Proof of Proposition A.12. Let b be the suboptimal arm of ν; under λ it is optimal, and arm a⋆ has gap∆. (i) With 2n ≤ T ,
each arm is pulledn times in the first 2n rounds, and the arm â at the otherT−2n. HenceRT (ν) = ∆

(
n+(T−2n)Pν(â =

b)
)
and RT (λ) = ∆

(
n + (T − 2n)Pλ(â = a⋆)

)
, whose sum is the identity. Let E := {â = a⋆}, an event of F2n.

process: on F2n, Pν(Ec) + Pλ(E) equals 1 − TV(Pν , Pλ) plus the defect TV(Pν , Pλ) −
(
Pν(E) − Pλ(E)

)
≥ 0.

The log-likelihood ratio on F2n is L2n = ∆
(
Sa⋆(2n)− Sb(2n)

)
, Gaussian with variance 2n∆2 and mean n∆2 under

ν and −n∆2 under λ. The event {L2n > 0} attains the total variation, which is therefore 1 − erfc(∆
√
n/2), and

C2n(1/2) = − logEν [e−L2n/2] = n∆2/4. On {L2n > 0} the arm with the larger sample mean is a⋆, so for that arm
the process defect vanishes, and by symmetry its two error probabilities are equal, which gives its regret.

(ii) By (i), RT (ν) ≥ ∆n when 2n ≤ T . Otherwise the algorithm alternates up to T and RT (ν) ≥ ∆(T − 1)/2.
Consistency at ν therefore gives 4n ≤ T for all large T . For such T , T − 2n ≥ T/2, and (i) gives RT (ν) + RT (λ) ≥
∆T
2 erfc(∆

√
n/2). The step discards 2∆n, ∆(T − 2n) times the process defect, and ∆(T/2 − 2n) erfc(∆

√
n/2).

uniform: consistency on M2
∆ at ν and at λ makes the left side o(T p) for every p > 0, so erfc(∆

√
n/2) = o(T p−1).

asymptotic: then ∆
√
n/2 → ∞, and − log erfc(z) = z2 + log z + O(1) as z → ∞. With n = o(T p) this gives

n∆2/4 ≥ (1 − 2p) log T for all large T . Hence lim infT→∞RT / log T ≥ lim infT→∞ ∆n/ log T ≥ 4(1 − 2p)/∆
for every p > 0. With Theorem 7.1 and the second bound of Proposition A.2 in place of the exact value (test), the
error sum is at least 1

2e
−2C2n(1/2). The same steps then give n∆2/2 ≥ (1− 2p) log T and the constant 2/∆. With the

Bretagnolle–Huber bound 1
2e

−D2n they give n∆2 ≥ (1− 2p) log T and 1/∆.

Proof of Proposition A.13. With one stream, Theorem 3.1 reads Eν [τ ] KL(ν ∥λ) = Dτ . Lemma A.1(a) with the decision
event (process) gives Dτ = kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) plus the conditional term, and Pν(E) = 1 − β′, Pλ(E) = α′. For
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E′ ∈ {E,Ec}, change of measure on Fτ gives Pλ(E′) = Eν [1E′e−Lτ ]. Hence KL(Pν(· | E′) ∥Pλ(· | E′)) =
Eν [Lτ | E′] − log(Pν(E

′)/Pλ(E
′)) = Eν [Lτ | E′] + logEν [e−Lτ | E′]. Each such term is a Jensen defect and is

non-negative.

Proof of Proposition A.14. Under each law the steps Lt − Lt−1 are independent and identically distributed. Since ν ̸= λ
and the two laws are mutually absolutely continuous, the steps are not almost surely zero. So under each law there is
h > 0 such that a step exceeds h with positive probability, or falls below −h with positive probability. Let J be an
integer with Jh larger than the length of the interval. From any point of the interval, J such steps in a row take Lt out
of it. Each block of J consecutive rounds is such a run with the same positive probability, independently of the earlier
blocks. So P (τ⋆ > kJ) decays geometrically in k under each law. Hence Eν [τ⋆] and Eλ[τ⋆] are finite. In particular τ⋆ is
finite almost surely under both laws, so the test is a sequential test. On E⋆, Lτ⋆ > 0, so change of measure on Fτ⋆ gives
α = Eν [1E⋆e−Lτ⋆ ] ≤ Pν(E

⋆) = 1− β. Fix a sequential test with α′ ≤ α and β′ ≤ β, and letE be its event of deciding
for ν . If Eν [τ ] = ∞ there is nothing to prove.

1. Identity (Theorem 3.1 with one stream, and Lemma A.1(a) at E⋆): Eν [τ⋆] KL(ν ∥λ) is kl(1 − β, α) plus the
numerator of the bound.

2. Identity (Theorem 3.1 with one stream): Eν [τ ] KL(ν ∥λ) = Dτ .

3. process (Lemma A.1(a)): Dτ = kl(1 − β′, α′) + Eν [KL(Pν(· | 1E) ∥Pλ(· | 1E))], and the second term is the
defect.

4. uniform: α′ ≤ α ≤ 1− β ≤ 1− β′, so the monotonicity in Lemma A.1(c) gives kl(1− β′, α′) ≥ kl(1− β, α),
with the difference as the defect.

By steps 1 to 4, (Eν [τ⋆]− Eν [τ ]) KL(ν ∥λ) equals the numerator of the bound minus the defects of steps 3 and 4. These
defects are non-negative, andKL(ν ∥λ) > 0 since ν ̸= λ, which gives the bound. By the proof of Proposition A.13, the
numerator is the sum over E′ ∈ {E⋆, (E⋆)c} of Pν(E′)

(
Eν [Lτ⋆ | E′] + logEν [e−Lτ⋆ | E′]

)
. By Jensen’s inequality

for the strictly convex exponential, the term of E′ is zero exactly when Lτ⋆ is Pν-almost surely constant on E′. If Lτ⋆

is Pν-almost surely constant on both events, the numerator is zero, and step 1 gives Eν [τ⋆] KL(ν ∥λ) = kl(1− β, α).
Under λ the same steps hold with ν and λ exchanged and with E⋆ and E replaced by their complements, the events of
deciding for λ, since 1− α′ ≥ 1− α ≥ β ≥ β′. On Fτ⋆ the laws Pν and Pλ are mutually absolutely continuous, so the
condition for a zero defect is the same under both.

Proof of Proposition A.15. Fix j ̸= i with αi + αj ≤ 1 and λ ∈ Hj withKL(ν ∥λ) <∞, and let E be the event that the
test decidesHi.

1. Identity (Theorem 3.1 with one stream): Eν [τ ] KL(ν ∥λ) = Dτ .

2. process (Lemma A.1(a)): Dτ = kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) + Eν [KL(Pν(· | 1E) ∥Pλ(· | 1E))], and the second term is
the defect.

3. uniform: under ν every decision other thanHi is an error, so Pν(E) ≥ 1− αi, and under λ the decisionHi is an
error, so Pλ(E) ≤ αj ≤ 1− αi. The monotonicity in Lemma A.1(c) gives kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) ≥ kl(1− αi, αj),
with the difference as the defect.

4. boundary: steps 1 to 3 hold for every λ ∈ Hj withKL(ν ∥λ) <∞, and the infimum ofKL(ν ∥λ) over these λ is
Kinf(ν,Hj), which gives (i). At a fixed λ the defect is Eν [τ ] (KL(ν ∥λ)−Kinf(ν,Hj)).

5. binary (second bound of Lemma A.1(c)): kl(1− αi, αj) ≥ (1− αi) log(1/αj)− log 2.

6. asymptotic: dividing by log(1/αj) and letting αi, αj → 0 gives (ii).

Proof of Proposition A.16. Fix λ ∈ H0 withKL(ν ∥λ) <∞, and let E := {τ <∞}, an event in Fτ . Since Eν [τ ] <∞,
Pν(E) = 1.

1. Identity (Theorem 3.1 with one stream): Eν [τ ] KL(ν ∥λ) = Dτ .
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2. process (Lemma A.1(a)): Dτ = kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) + Eν [KL(Pν(· | 1E) ∥Pλ(· | 1E))]. Since Pν(E) = 1, the
first term is kl(1, Pλ(E)) = log(1/Pλ(E)) with no binary step, and the second is KL(Pν ∥Pλ(· | E)). This is
the identity of (i), with its second term as the defect.

3. uniform: the level gives Pλ(E) ≤ α, so log(1/Pλ(E)) = log(1/α) + log(α/Pλ(E)), and the second term is the
defect.

4. boundary: steps 1 to 3 hold for every λ ∈ H0 withKL(ν ∥λ) <∞, and the infimum ofKL(ν ∥λ) over these λ
isKinf(ν,H0). At a fixed λ the defect is Eν [τ ] (KL(ν ∥λ) −Kinf(ν,H0)). If no such λ exists, the bound holds
because Eν [τ ] > 0: for λ ∈ H0, Pν(τ = 0) = Pλ(τ = 0) ≤ α < 1.

For (ii), Y isFτ -measurable and takes the values±1 almost surely underPν and underPλ(· | E). The chain rule for relative
entropy, applied to these two laws with the statistic Y , splitsKL(Pν ∥Pλ(· | E)) into the relative entropy between the
laws of Y , which is kl(Pν(E+), Pλ(E+ | E)), and a conditional term. The events {Y = 1} = E+ and {Y = −1} = E−
lie inE, so conditioning Pλ(· | E) on Y gives Pλ(· | Y ), and the conditional term isEν [KL(Pν(· | Y ) ∥Pλ(· | Y ))].

Proof of Proposition A.17. Fix κ small enough that every risk is finite, and let τ and the decision be those of the pro-
cedure for κ. Then Eν [τ ] < ∞. Fix λ ∈ AltΘ(ν) and let E be the event of deciding the hypothesis that contains
ν . Theorem 3.1, with experiments as arms, gives

∑
e Eν [Ne(τ)] KL(νe ∥λe) = Dτ . Lemma A.1(a) (process) and the

second bound of Lemma A.1(c) (binary) give Dτ ≥ (1 − Pν(E
c)) log(1/Pλ(E)) − log 2. Markov’s inequality on

the terminal loss gives Pλ(E) ≤ Rκ(λ)/rmin and Pν(Ec) ≤ Rκ(ν)/rmin (markov), after the sampling cost is added
to the terminal loss. Both bounds are O(κ log(1/κ)) (uniform). With w̄ := Eν [N(τ)]/Eν [τ ], the left side equals
Eν [τ ]

∑
e w̄eKL(νe ∥λe), andminλ

∑
e w̄eKL(νe ∥λe) ≤ T ⋆Θ(ν)

−1 (allocation). Taking the minimum over λ gives
Eν [τ ] ≥ (1 − o(1))T ⋆Θ(ν) log(1/κ) as κ → 0 (asymptotic). Finally Rκ(ν) ≥ κEν [τ ], which discards the expected
terminal loss.

Proof of Corollary A.18. Every risk is non-negative, so πλRκ(λ) ≤
∑
ν πνRκ(ν) for every λ ∈ Θ, which drops the other

states’ risks. Since πλ > 0, Rκ(λ) = O(κ log(1/κ)) for every λ ∈ Θ, which is the hypothesis of Proposition A.17. That
proposition holds with finitely many hypotheses. Its chain gives Rκ(ν) ≥ (1− o(1))κ log(1/κ)T ⋆Θ(ν) at each ν ∈ Θ.
Weighting by πν and summing over the finite setΘ gives the claim.

Proof of Proposition A.19. IfAltΘ(ν) is empty, then T ⋆Θ(ν) = 0 and there is nothing to prove. Otherwise let ν ∈ Θi, fix
λ ∈ AltΘ(ν), and let E be the event that the procedure stops and decidesΘi.

1. Identity (Theorem 3.1, with experiments as arms):
∑
e Eν [Ne(τ)] KL(νe ∥λe) = Dτ .

2. process (Lemma A.1(a)): Dτ = kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) + Eν [KL(Pν(· | 1E) ∥Pλ(· | 1E))], and the second term is
the defect.

3. uniform: δ-correctness at ν gives Pν(E) ≥ 1 − δ, and at λ, whose hypothesis is not Θi, it gives Pλ(E) ≤ δ.
So Pν(E) ≥ 1 − δ ≥ 1/2 ≥ δ ≥ Pλ(E), and the monotonicity in Lemma A.1(c) gives kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) ≥
kl(1− δ, δ) = kl(δ, 1− δ), with the difference as the defect.

4. boundary: if Eν [τ ] = 0, steps 1 to 3 give kl(δ, 1 − δ) ≤ 0, and the bound holds. Otherwise write w̄ :=
Eν [N(τ)]/Eν [τ ], so that the left side of step 1 isEν [τ ]

∑
e w̄eKL(νe ∥λe). Steps 1 to 3 hold at every λ ∈ AltΘ(ν),

so
Eν [τ ] inf

λ∈AltΘ(ν)

∑
e

w̄eKL(νe ∥λe) ≥ kl(δ, 1− δ)

At a fixed λ the defect is Eν [τ ] times the difference between its sum and the infimum.

5. allocation: the infimum is at most T ⋆Θ(ν)
−1, with Eν [τ ] times the difference as the defect. So Eν [τ ]T ⋆Θ(ν)−1 ≥

kl(δ, 1− δ), and T ⋆Θ(ν) <∞ gives the bound.
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Proof of Proposition A.20. Let λ ∈ Alt(ν) have a unique optimal arm, and let E := {â = a⋆(ν)}. The identity of
Theorem 3.1 gives

∑
a Eν [Na(τ)] d(µa, µa(λ)) = Dτ , and Lemma A.1(a) gives Dτ ≥ kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) (process).

By δ-correctness at ν and at λ, Pν(E) ≥ 1 − δ ≥ 1/2 ≥ δ ≥ Pλ(E), so Lemma A.1(c) gives kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) ≥
kl(1− δ, δ) = kl(δ, 1− δ) (uniform). With w̄ := Eν [N(τ)]/Eν [τ ] this reads Eν [τ ]

∑
a w̄a d(µa, µa(λ)) ≥ kl(δ, 1− δ).

The instances with a unique optimal arm are dense in Alt(ν) and the sum is continuous in λ, so the bound holds with the
infimum overAlt(ν) (boundary). That infimum is at most T ⋆(ν)−1 (allocation).

Proof of Proposition A.21. Fix an arm a and ξ > 0. Let λ(a) equal ν except at arm a, whose mean becomes µ[m+1] − ξ if
a ∈ S⋆ and µ[m]+ ξ otherwise; no top-m set of λ(a) is S⋆. If λ(a) has no unique top-m set, several arms of ν tie at the new
boundary: at µ[m+1] if a ∈ S⋆ and at µ[m] otherwise. Moving one of them by ξ′ > 0, up in the first case and down in the
second, gives an instance λ(a,ξ

′) with a unique top-m set other than S⋆. If λ(a) has a unique top-m set, let λ(a,ξ
′) := λ(a).

Theorem 3.1 givesDτ as Eν [Na(τ)] d(µa, µa(λ(a))) plus the moved arm’s term, which is at most Eν [τ ] times that arm’s
per-pull divergence. Lemma A.1(a) with E := {the recommendation is S⋆} (process), δ-correctness at ν and at λ(a,ξ′)
(uniform) and Lemma A.1(c) giveDτ ≥ kl(δ, 1− δ). Since Eν [τ ] <∞, the moved arm’s term vanishes as ξ′ → 0. Letting
ξ′ → 0 and then ξ → 0 (boundary), and summingEν [Na(τ)] over a, gives the bound, since

∑
a Eν [Na(τ)] = Eν [τ ].

Proof of Proposition A.22. (i) The setAltm(ν) is the union over a ∈ S⋆ and b /∈ S⋆ of the half-spaces {λ : µb(λ) ≥ µa(λ)},
so Proposition 9.4 reduces the infimum to a minimum over the pairs (a, b). On the half-space of (a, b) the other arms
can keep their laws, so only the terms of arms a and b remain. Let µa(λ) ≤ µb(λ) and x := µa ∧ (µa(λ) ∨ µb). Since
µb < µa, the point x lies in the closed interval between µa and µa(λ) and in the one between µb and µb(λ). Since
∂µ′d(µ, µ′) = (ψ⋆)′′(µ′)(µ′ − µ), the function d(µ, ·) is non-increasing below µ and non-decreasing above it. So
d(µa, x) ≤ d(µa, µa(λ)) and d(µb, x) ≤ d(µb, µb(λ)), and moving both arms to x stays in the half-space. The infimum
over the half-space is therefore the minimum over µ′ ofwa d(µa, µ′)+wb d(µb, µ

′). Whenwa+wb > 0, Proposition 9.1
with the weights normalized by their sum places the minimum at the weighted mean.

(ii) The proof of Proposition A.20 applies with E := {the recommendation is S⋆}, Altm(ν) in place of Alt(ν) and
T ⋆m(ν) in place of T ⋆(ν). For λ ∈ Altm(ν) with a unique top-m set, δ-correctness at λ gives Pλ(E) ≤ δ, because S⋆ is
not that set. The steps are the identity, process, uniform, boundary and allocation. For boundary, the instances in
Altm(ν) with a unique top-m set are dense in it. Raising µb(λ) slightly and separating the remaining ties gives such an
instance, with an arm outside S⋆ above an arm of S⋆.

(iii) Moving arm a ∈ S⋆ to µ[m+1], or arm a /∈ S⋆ to µ[m], gives an instance in Altm(ν). Write da for the per-pull
divergence of that move. Then infλ∈Altm(ν)⟨w, k(λ)⟩ ≤ mina wada for every allocation w, and supwmina wada =
(
∑
a 1/da)

−1, attained at wa ∝ 1/da.

Proof of Proposition A.23. (i) Theorem 3.1 at λ⋆ gives Eν [τ ] ⟨w̄, k(λ⋆)⟩ = Dτ , the divergence of Pν from Pλ⋆ on Fτ .
Lemma A.1(a) splitsDτ into kl(Pν(E), Pλ⋆(E)) and the conditional divergence (process), which is the first display. By
the choice of λ⋆, ⟨w̄, k(λ⋆)⟩ = infλ∈Alt(ν)⟨w̄, k(λ)⟩ ≤ supw infλ∈Alt(ν)⟨w, k(λ)⟩ = T ⋆(ν)−1 (allocation). Adding
Eν [τ ]

(
T ⋆(ν)−1 − ⟨w̄, k(λ⋆)⟩

)
to both sides of the first display gives the second. Its first two terms are a relative entropy

and an average of relative entropies. The third is non-negative by the inequality just shown. (ii) The same steps apply with
Altm(ν) and T ⋆m(ν). (iii) The laws of an exponential family are mutually absolutely continuous, so on {τ = t} the density
of Pλ⋆ with respect to Pν on Ft is e−Lt . Summing over t on E ⊆ {τ <∞} gives the formula.

Proof of Proposition A.24. Alt(ν) is the union over b ̸= a⋆ of the sets on which arm b is at least as good as a⋆, so
Proposition 9.4 reduces the infimum to a minimum over b. On each such set the other arms keep their laws. By the
monotonicity argument in the proof of Proposition 9.2, arms a⋆ and bmove to a common mean. Proposition 9.1 places
it at their weighted mean, which gives wa⋆Gb(wb/wa⋆) by homogeneity. The objective of (i) is an infimum of linear
functions of w, so it is upper semicontinuous on the simplex and attains its maximum. That maximum is positive, since
the objective is positive at the allocation with every wa = 1/K . The objective vanishes at wa⋆ = 0, so every optimal
allocation has wa⋆ > 0 and (i) applies there. Items (ii) and (iii) are then the proofs of Propositions 9.2 and 9.3.

Proof of Lemma A.25. Write ψk := ψ(k)(θa), u := ηa− θa and µ̄ := sµa+(1− s)µa(λ), and let θ̃ solve ψ′(θ̃) = µ̄. For
exponential-family laws ca(s) = sψ(θa)+(1−s)ψ(ηa)−ψ(sθa+(1−s)ηa). (i) On the interior of the natural parameter
space ψ is analytic and ψ′′ > 0, so θ̃ is analytic in u. Taylor expansion of ca(s) = sψ(θa) + (1− s)ψ(θa + u)− ψ(θa +
(1−s)u) gives ca(s) = 1

2s(1−s)ψ2u
2+ 1

6s(1−s)(2−s)ψ3u
3+O(u4). By Proposition 9.1, Ja(s) = s d(µa, µ̄)+(1−

s) d(µa(λ), µ̄), and d(ψ′(t), ψ′(θ̃)) = ψ(θ̃)− ψ(t)− (θ̃ − t)ψ′(t). Matching powers of u in ψ′(θ̃) = µ̄ gives θ̃ − θa =
(1−s)u+ 1

2s(1−s)(ψ3/ψ2)u
2+O(u3). Substituting gives Ja(s) = 1

2s(1−s)ψ2u
2+ 1

6s(1−s)(1+s)ψ3u
3+O(u4).
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Subtracting the two expansions gives (i). (ii) With ψ(t) = σ2t2/2 and ψ⋆(µ) = µ2/2σ2, both ca(s) and Ja(s) equal
s(1 − s)σ2u2/2, which is s(1 − s)g2/2σ2 since g = σ2u. (iii) For exponential laws ψ(t) = − log(−t) on t < 0, the
means are−1/θa and−1/ηa, and ψ⋆(µ) = −1− logµ. Then ca(s) = log(−sθa − (1− s)ηa)− s log(−θa)− (1−
s) log(−ηa) and Ja(1−s) = log

(
(1−s)/(−θa)+s/(−ηa)

)
+(1−s) log(−θa)+s log(−ηa). The two agree because

(1− s)/(−θa)+ s/(−ηa) = (−sθa− (1− s)ηa)/(θaηa). (iv) For Bernoulli laws ψ⋆(µ) = µ log µ+(1−µ) log(1−µ)
is the negative entropy. So Ja(s) is the mutual information between a Bernoulli label of mean s and an observation drawn
from νa when the label is 1 and from λa when it is 0. It is at most the entropy of the label, which is at most log 2. With
µa = q and µa(λ) = 1− q, e−ca(s) = qs(1− q)1−s + (1− q)sq1−s. Each term is at most qs. The term whose exponent
on q is s is at least qs(1− q). These two estimates give the two bounds.

Proof of Proposition A.26. Fix an arm a and letE := {â ̸= a}. Under λ(a) every arm other than a has gap at least∆tol, so
(∆tol, δ)-correctness at λ(a) gives Pλ(a)(E) ≤ δ. Only arm a differs, so Theorem 3.1 gives Eν [Na(τ)] ka(λ(a)) = Dτ .
Lemma A.1(a) boundsDτ below by the binary divergence kl(Pν(E), Pλ(a)(E)) (process).

(i) Correctness at ν gives Pν(E) ≥ 1 − δ, since a /∈ Stol. As 1 − δ ≥ 1/2 ≥ δ, Lemma A.1(c) bounds the binary
divergence below by kl(1− δ, δ) = kl(δ, 1− δ) (uniform).

(ii) If Pν(E) ≥ δ, Lemma A.1(c) bounds the binary divergence below by kl(Pν(E), δ) (uniform). Its second bound
gives kl(Pν(E), δ) ≥ Pν(E) log(1/δ)− log 2 (binary). Here Pν(E) = 1− Pν(â = a). If Pν(E) < δ, the right side of
(ii) is below δ log(1/δ)− log 2, which is negative.

(iii) The expected sample size is the sum of the expected pull counts. By (i) the arms outside Stol contribute at least the
first term. By (ii), and since pull counts are non-negative, the arms of Stol contribute at least the positive part of

log
1

δ

∑
a∈Stol

1− Pν(â = a)

ka(λ(a))
− log 2

∑
a∈Stol

1

ka(λ(a))

The probabilities Pν(â = a) sum to at most one. So the sum of Pν(â = a)/ka(λ
(a)) over Stol is at most the largest

1/ka(λ
(a)) there, which drops a non-negative term.

Proof of Proposition A.27. (i) Let E := {ŜT = S⋆(ν)}. Let Z be its conditional probability given FT , which is the same
under both instances. Since S⋆(λ) ̸= S⋆(ν), the error probability under λ is Pλ(E) + Pλ(ŜT /∈ {S⋆(ν), S⋆(λ)}). As
max(u, v) = 1

2 (u+ v) + 1
2 |u− v|, the maximum of the two error probabilities is 1

2

(
Pν(E

c) + Pλ(E)
)
plus two non-

negative terms, which are dropped. Then Pν(Ec) + Pλ(E) = 1−
(
Eν [Z]− Eλ[Z]

)
, which is at least 1− TV(Pν , Pλ)

on FT (process). The proofs of Theorem 7.1 and Proposition A.2 bound 1− TV(Pν , Pλ) below by 1−
√
1− ρ2T , by

1
2ρ

2
T and by 1

2e
−DT (test). Here ρ2T = e−2CT (1/2).

(ii) Proposition 7.4 gives CT (1/2) =
∑
a EQ1/2

[Na(T )] ca(1/2)−KL(Q1/2 ∥P (1/2)). Since
∑
aNa(T ) = T , the

sum equals T maxa ca(1/2)−
∑
a EQ1/2

[Na(T )]
(
maxa′ ca′(1/2)− ca(1/2)

)
.

Proof of Proposition A.28. For Gaussian laws with a common variance, moving a mean by twice a distance multiplies
its divergence by four. (i) Arm b of λ(b) has mean µ⋆ + ∆b, so b is its unique optimal arm. Its per-pull divergence
is kb(λ(b)) = 4db. Since

∑
b̸=a⋆ Eν [Nb(T )] ≤ T , some suboptimal arm b has Eν [Nb(T )] ≤ Td−1

b /
∑
b′ ̸=a⋆ d

−1
b′

(allocation). Only arm b differs, so Theorem 3.1 givesDT = 4db Eν [Nb(T )] ≤ 4T/
∑
b′ d

−1
b′ . Proposition A.27(i) with

m = 1 gives the bound. The boundary defect is the difference 3db Eν [Nb(T )] betweenDT and its value at the boundary
µb(λ) = µ⋆ ofAlt(ν), beyond which λ(b) keeps the margin∆b.

(ii) In λ(a,b) arm a falls below µ[m+1]. Arm b rises above µ[m]. Every other arm of S⋆ keeps a mean of at least
µ[m]. Every other arm outside it keeps a mean of at most µ[m+1]. So the top-m set of λ(a,b) is unique and equals S(a,b).
Write U :=

∑
c∈[K] 1/d

(m)
c , U+ :=

∑
c∈S⋆ 1/d

(m)
c and U− := U − U+. Since

∑
c Eν [Nc(T )] = T , some arm c

has Eν [Nc(T )] ≤ T (d
(m)
c )−1/U (allocation). If c ∈ S⋆, let a := c. The arms outside S⋆ receive at most T pulls,

so some b /∈ S⋆ has Eν [Nb(T )] ≤ T (d
(m)
b )−1/U− (allocation). If c /∈ S⋆, let b := c and choose a ∈ S⋆ with

Eν [Na(T )] ≤ T (d
(m)
a )−1/U+ in the same way. Arms a and b move by twice their distances to the boundary means

µ[m+1] and µ[m]. So ka(λ(a,b)) = 4d
(m)
a and kb(λ(a,b)) = 4d

(m)
b . Theorem 3.1 then gives

DT = 4d(m)
a Eν [Na(T )] + 4d

(m)
b Eν [Nb(T )] ≤ 4T

U
+

4T

min(U+, U−)
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Proposition A.27(i) gives the bound. The boundary defect is the difference 3d(m)
a Eν [Na(T )]+3d

(m)
b Eν [Nb(T )] between

DT and its value with arms a and b at the boundary means.

Proof of Proposition A.29. (i) Fix λ ∈ Alt(ν) with a unique optimal arm, and let E := {âT = a⋆}. In a one-parameter
exponential familyKL(λa ∥ νa) is finite at every arm. Theorem 3.1 with the roles of ν and λ exchanged gives, on FT ,∑

a

Eλ[Na(T )]KL(λa ∥ νa) = KL(Pλ ∥Pν)

Lemma A.1(a) with the roles exchanged (process) and the first bound of Lemma A.1(c) (binary) give

KL(Pλ ∥Pν) ≥ kl
(
Pλ(E), Pν(E)

)
≥

(
1− Pλ(E)

)
log

1

Pν(âT ̸= a⋆)
− log 2

Since a⋆(λ) ̸= a⋆, Pλ(E) ≤ Pλ(âT ̸= a⋆(λ)), which tends to 0 (uniform). Dividing by T (1 − Pλ(E)) and letting
T → ∞ (asymptotic) bounds the left side of (i) by lim supT→∞

∑
a

(
Eλ[Na(T )]/T

)
KL(λa ∥ νa). This is at most

maxaKL(λa ∥ νa) (allocation). With deterministic counts it equals
∑
a waKL(λa ∥ νa). The instances with a unique

optimal arm are dense in Alt(ν). OnAlt(ν),KL(λa ∥ νa) = d(µa(λ), µa) is continuous in µa(λ), so both bounds hold
with the infimum overAlt(ν) (boundary).

(ii) Write θ′ for the natural parameter of the mean µ′ and θ̄ := sθa⋆ +(1− s)θb. For a mean µwith natural parameter
θ, d(µ′, µ) = (θ′ − θ)µ′ − ψ(θ′) + ψ(θ). So the left side of (ii) minus d(µ′, ψ′(θ̄)) is sψ(θa⋆) + (1− s)ψ(θb)− ψ(θ̄).
That is cνa⋆ ,νb(s), since

∫
ν sa⋆ν

1−s
b = eψ(θ̄)−sψ(θa⋆ )−(1−s)ψ(θb).

(iii)Alt(ν) is the union over b ̸= a⋆ of the sets on which arm b is at least as good as a⋆. An infimum over a union is
the minimum of the infima over its parts, as in the proof of Proposition 9.4, so each infimum is a minimum over b. On the
set of b the other arms keep their laws at no cost. Each d(·, µ) decreases below µ and increases above it, and µb < µa⋆ . So
means of arms a⋆ and b with arm b ahead can be moved to a common point between µb and µa⋆ at no greater cost. For
the first infimum, (ii) with s := wa⋆/(wa⋆ + wb) gives

wa⋆ d(µ
′, µa⋆) + wb d(µ

′, µb) = (wa⋆ + wb)
(
cνa⋆ ,νb(s) + d

(
µ′, ψ′(θ̄)

))
Its minimum over µ′ is attained at µ′ = ψ′(θ̄), which lies between µb and µa⋆ . For the second infimum, (ii) gives, for
every µ′ and every s,

max
(
d(µ′, µa⋆), d(µ

′, µb)
)

≥ s d(µ′, µa⋆) + (1− s) d(µ′, µb) ≥ cνa⋆ ,νb(s)

As s runs from 0 to 1, the pointψ′(θ̄)moves continuously fromµb toµa⋆ . So for some s the two divergences d(ψ′(θ̄), µa⋆)
and d(ψ′(θ̄), µb) are equal. There (ii) makes both equal to cνa⋆ ,νb(s). So the minimum over µ′ of the maximum is at most
maxs cνa⋆ ,νb(s). By the displayed bound it is also at least that value.

Proof of Proposition A.30. Write ℓx,a := log(dνx,a/dλx,a), a function of the reward and the next state. The initial-state
laws are equal. The action probabilities given Ft−1 do not depend on the instance. Both therefore cancel in the likelihood
ratio. So the increment of L at round t is ℓx,a at the reward and the next state of that round, where (x, a) is its state-action
pair. GivenFt−1 and the action of round t, that pair is fixed. The reward and the next state then have the law νx,a underPν .
The conditional mean of the increment is thereforeKL(νx,a ∥λx,a). HenceWt := Lt −

∑
x,aNx,a(t)KL(νx,a ∥λx,a)

is a Pν-martingale withW0 = 0. As in the proof of Theorem 3.1, Eνx,a
|ℓx,a| ≤ KL(νx,a ∥λx,a) + 2 at every pair. The

conditional increments ofW are therefore bounded in L1 by twice the largest of these finitely many relative entropies,
plus 2. Optional stopping at a time with Eν [τ ] <∞ gives Eν [Wτ ] = 0. The left side of the identity is Eν [Lτ ], which the
same bound renders absolutely convergent.

Proof of Proposition A.31. Fix λ ∈ AltΦ(ν) withKL(νx,a ∥λx,a) <∞ at every pair; step 5 returns to the other alterna-
tives. It is ergodic, because ν ≪ λ only adds transitions to those of ν . If every state x had an action inA⋆x ∩A⋆x(λ), the
stationary policy choosing such actions would lie in Π⋆ ∩ Π⋆(λ). So some state x has every action of A⋆x suboptimal
under λ. By the count form at λ and uniform goodness, Eλ

[∑
a∈A⋆

x
Nx,a(T )

]
= o(T p) for every p > 0 (uniform). Let

E := {Nx(T ) ≥ χT,
∑
a/∈A⋆

x
Nx,a(T ) ≤

√
T}.
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1. Identity: the two instances start from the same initial state, so Proposition A.30 at the fixed time T gives

Eν [LT ] =
∑
x,a

Eν [Nx,a(T )]KL(νx,a ∥λx,a)

Pairs with a ∈ A⋆x contribute nothing.

2. process: Eν [LT ] ≥ kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)), as in Lemma A.1(a).

3. markov: by Markov’s inequality and the visit bound, 1−Pν(E) ≤ O(e−χT/2)+Eν
[∑

a/∈A⋆
x
Nx,a(T )

]
/
√
T . The

expectation is o(T p) by the count form at ν and uniform goodness (uniform), so Pν(E) → 1. On E the optimal
actions at x are taken at least χT −

√
T times, so Pλ(E) ≤ Eλ

[∑
a∈A⋆

x
Nx,a(T )

]
/(χT −

√
T ).

4. binary and asymptotic: Lemma A.1(c) gives kl(Pν(E), Pλ(E)) ≥ Pν(E) log(1/Pλ(E)) − log 2, so for every
p > 0

lim inf
T→∞

1

log T

∑
x,a

Eν [Nx,a(T )]KL(νx,a ∥λx,a) ≥ 1− p

5. asymptotic and allocation: the constraint holds for every alternative in AltΦ(ν) with finite divergences at every
pair. Take Tk → ∞ realizing lim infT RT / log T , which may be assumed finite. Pass to a subsequence along
which ζk := Eν [N(Tk)]/ log Tk converges in [0,∞]X×A, to ζ . By the count form at ν its infinite coordinates
lie at optimal pairs, where the Bellman gap and the relative entropyKL(νx,a ∥λx,a) both vanish, so setting them
to zero changes neither sum. The other coordinates converge to finite values, so for every alternative with finite
divergences, letting k → ∞ in its constraint gives

∑
x,a ζ(x, a)KL(νx,a ∥λx,a) ≥ 1. An alternative in AltΦ(ν)

with an infinite divergence has it at a suboptimal pair, since divergences vanish at optimal pairs. Its constraint holds
for every point that is positive at that pair. So adding the same positive constant to every coordinate of ζ gives a
feasible point of the program defining c⋆Φ(ν). Letting the constant tend to 0 gives c

⋆
Φ(ν) ≤

∑
x,a ζ(x, a)∆x,a. By

the count form at ν ,RTk
/ log Tk →

∑
x,a ζ(x, a)∆x,a, which is therefore at least c⋆Φ(ν).

Proof of Proposition A.32. Write Σ for the right side and rλ(x, a) for the mean reward of an instance λ at (x, a), and let

Jλ(x, a) := rλ(x, a) +
∑
y

λ(y | x, a)h⋆(y)

so that Jν(x, a) = g⋆ + h⋆(x)−∆x,a. In an ergodic instance an optimal stationary policy takes only optimal actions [50,
Section 3].

For the inequality, fix a suboptimal pair (x, a) and an instance λ ∈ Φ that differs from ν only at (x, a), with finite
relative entropy there and with Jλ(x, a) > g⋆ + h⋆(x). Then ν ≪ λ. The instance λ agrees with ν at the optimal pairs.
It is ergodic, because ν ≪ λ only adds transitions to those of ν . Let f ∈ Π⋆. It takes only optimal actions, so its chain and
its rewards are the same under λ as under ν . Its gain under λ is therefore g⋆. Let f ′ equal f except that f ′(x) := a, and let
π′ be the stationary law of f ′ under λ, which charges every state because λ is ergodic. Then Jλ(x′, f ′(x′)) ≥ g⋆+ h⋆(x′)
at every state x′, with equality at x′ ̸= x and strict inequality at x. Averaging against π′ gives the gain of f ′ under λ as∑
x′ π′(x′)

(
Jλ(x

′, f ′(x′))− h⋆(x′)
)
> g⋆, so f /∈ Π⋆(λ). Since f was arbitrary, λ ∈ AltΦ(ν). Every ζ feasible for the

program defining c⋆Φ(ν) therefore has ζ(x, a)KL(νx,a ∥λx,a) ≥ 1, the only nonzero term of its constraint at λ. The
infimum of this relative entropy over such λ isKinf(x, a), so ζ(x, a) ≥ 1/Kinf(x, a). Hence

∑
x,a ζ(x, a)∆x,a ≥ Σ for

every feasible ζ , which is the inequality.
For the equality let Φ be a product class and suppose Σ < ∞. Then Kinf(x, a) > 0 at every suboptimal pair. Let

ζ⋆(x, a) := 1/Kinf(x, a) at the suboptimal pairs and ζ⋆(x, a) := 0 at the optimal ones, and fix ξ > 0 and λ ∈ AltΦ(ν).
Some pair (x, a) has Jλ(x, a) > g⋆ + h⋆(x), by display (18) of the proof of Theorem 2 of Ok, Proutière and Tranos [50,
Appendix D]. Indeed, otherwise rλ(x′, a′) ≤ g⋆ + h⋆(x′)−

∑
y λ(y | x′, a′)h⋆(y) at every pair (x′, a′), with equality at

the pairs of any f ∈ Π⋆, at which λ agrees with ν . Summing along any history under λ bounds the expected total reward
of every algorithm over T rounds by Tg⋆ plus the span of h⋆. The policy f attains the gain g⋆, so f ∈ Π⋆(λ), which
contradictsλ ∈ AltΦ(ν). The pair (x, a) is suboptimal, since at an optimal pairλ agrees with ν andJλ(x, a) = g⋆+h⋆(x).
The instance equal to ν except that its law at (x, a) is λx,a lies in Φ, because Φ is a product class, so it enters the infimum
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definingKinf(x, a). IfKL(νx,a ∥λx,a) <∞, it is at leastKinf(x, a). Then
∑
x′,a′(ζ

⋆(x′, a′)+ ξ)KL(νx′,a′ ∥λx′,a′) ≥
ζ⋆(x, a)Kinf(x, a) = 1. If it is infinite, the same sum is infinite, because ξ > 0. So ζ⋆ plus ξ at every pair is a feasible
point. Hence c⋆Φ(ν) ≤ Σ+ ξ

∑
x,a∆x,a. Letting ξ → 0 gives c⋆Φ(ν) ≤ Σ.

Proof of Corollary A.33. View each instance as a Markov decision process with one state, whose actions are the arms. At
the pair formed by that state and arm a, the next state is the one state and the reward has the law νa, so the relative
entropy at the pair isKL(νa ∥λa). Every stationary deterministic policy plays one arm, under which the one state forms
an irreducible chain. So every instance is ergodic. The optimal gain is µ⋆, the bias is constant, the Bellman gap of arm a is
∆a, and the optimal stationary policies are the optimal arms. The alternative set of Proposition A.31 is therefore AltΦ(ν).
The constant of Proposition A.31 is then c⋆Φ(ν). The regret in Proposition A.31 is that of Section 2.1, so an algorithm
consistent on Φ is uniformly good. The one state is visited in every round. The count form therefore holds with noO(1)
term. The visit bound holds for every χ < 1. Proposition A.31 then gives the bound. Its proof applies process, binary,
markov, uniform, asymptotic and allocation.

Proof of Corollary A.34. Corollary A.33 gives the bound with c⋆Φ(ν) as defined there. It remains to evaluate its constraint.
Write ω for the parameter of ν and ω + u for that of λ ∈ Φ. ThenKL(νa ∥λa) = ⟨φa, u⟩2/2 at every arm, so the sum
in the constraint at λ is 1

2u
⊤V (ζ)u, and ν ≪ λ always. When ⟨φa⋆ , u⟩ = 0, the mean of arm b under λ exceeds that

of a⋆ by ⟨φb, u⟩ −∆b. So AltΦ(ν) is the union over b ̸= a⋆ of the sets of u with ⟨φa⋆ , u⟩ = 0 and ⟨φb, u⟩ > ∆b. By
Proposition 9.4 and the continuity of the quadratic form, the constraint of c⋆Φ(ν) reads qb(ζ) ≥ 1 for every b ̸= a⋆, where

qb(ζ) := inf
{

1
2u

⊤V (ζ)u : ⟨φa⋆ , u⟩ = 0, ⟨φb, u⟩ ≥ ∆b

}
with inf ∅ := ∞. Two facts compare it with the stated condition. First, forM positive definite and∆ > 0, the Cauchy–
Schwarz inequality gives inf{ 1

2u
⊤Mu : ⟨φ, u⟩ ≥ ∆} = ∆2/(2φ⊤M−1φ), attained at a multiple ofM−1φ. Second,

the infimum q̃b(c) of 1
2u

⊤(V (ζ) + c φa⋆φ
⊤
a⋆
)
u over ⟨φb, u⟩ ≥ ∆b increases to qb(ζ) as c → ∞. Indeed q̃b(c) is non-

decreasing in c and at most qb(ζ). Scaling a point down to the hyperplane ⟨φb, u⟩ = ∆b only lowers the form. Let q∞ be
the supremum of q̃b(c) over c, and suppose q∞ < qb(ζ). Points uc on that hyperplane with form at most q∞ + 1/c keep
V (ζ)1/2uc bounded and send ⟨φa⋆ , uc⟩ to 0. The image of u 7→

(
V (ζ)1/2u, ⟨φa⋆ , u⟩, ⟨φb, u⟩

)
is a closed subspace, so

an accumulation point of these images is the image of a point u with ⟨φa⋆ , u⟩ = 0, ⟨φb, u⟩ = ∆b and 1
2u

⊤V (ζ)u ≤ q∞,
a contradiction. Now let ζ meet the stated condition. The first fact withM = V (ζ) gives q̃b(0) ≥ 1. Since qb(ζ) ≥ q̃b(0),
the point ζ is feasible for c⋆Φ(ν). Conversely let ζ be feasible for c

⋆
Φ(ν), fix ξ > 0, and let ζ ′ add ξ at every arm. Then V (ζ ′)

is positive definite, because the vectors φa spanRd. Added weight can only raise each infimum, so qb(ζ ′) ≥ qb(ζ) ≥ 1. By
the second fact, applied to ζ ′, there is c with q̃b(c) ≥ 1/(1 + ξ) for every b ̸= a⋆. Let ζ ′′ add c to ζ ′ at a⋆. The vector
(1 + ξ)ζ ′′ has the positive definite matrix (1 + ξ)

(
V (ζ ′) + c φa⋆φ

⊤
a⋆
)
, so by the first fact it meets the stated condition. Its

value is (1 + ξ)
(∑

b̸=a⋆ ζb∆b + ξ
∑
b∆b

)
. Letting ξ → 0 shows that the two infima are equal.

Proof of Corollary A.35. Corollary A.33 gives the bound with c⋆Φ(ν) as defined there. It remains to evaluate its constraint.
For b ̸= a⋆ let Bb hold the λ ∈ AltΦ(ν) with µb(λ) > µ⋆. An alternative keeps the mean µ⋆ at a⋆, which is not
optimal under it, soAltΦ(ν) =

⋃
b̸=a⋆ Bb. Proposition 9.4 then reduces the constraint to one infimum for each b. Write

mb(a) := µa∨(µ⋆−dist(a, b)). Everyλ ∈ Bb hasµa(λ) ≥ µb(λ)−dist(a, b) > µ⋆−dist(a, b) at every arm a. Themap
v 7→ kl(µa, v) is non-decreasing on [µa, 1], since its derivative is (v−µa)/(v(1−v)). So kl(µa, µa(λ)) ≥ kl(µa,mb(a))
wherevermb(a) > µa. Wherevermb(a) = µa the right side is 0. Hence

∑
a ζakl(µa, µa(λ)) ≥

∑
a ζakl(µa,mb(a))

onBb. Conversely, for 0 < ξ < (1−µ⋆)∧dist(a⋆, b) let λ(b,ξ) have Bernoulli laws with means µa∨(µ⋆+ξ−dist(a, b)).
These means lie in (0, 1) and satisfy the Lipschitz condition, as the maximum of two functions that do, the second by
the triangle inequality. The mean at a⋆ is µ⋆, because ξ < dist(a⋆, b). The mean at b is µ⋆ + ξ. So λ(b,ξ) ∈ Bb, with
ν ≪ λ(b,ξ) because every mean lies in (0, 1). As ξ → 0 its sum tends to

∑
a ζakl(µa,mb(a)), by the continuity of kl on

(0, 1)2. The infimum overBb is therefore that sum. So the constraint is the stated one.

Acknowledgments

We acknowledge the use of large language models in preparing this work.

75



References

[1] Shubhada Agrawal, Ashwin Ram, and Aaditya Ramdas. On stopping times of power-one sequential tests: Tight lower
and upper bounds. arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.19952, 2025.

[2] Peter Auer, Nicolo Cesa-Bianchi, and Paul Fischer. Finite-time analysis of the multiarmed bandit problem. Machine
learning, 47(2):235–256, 2002. doi: 10.1023/a:1013689704352.

[3] Peter Auer, Thomas Jaksch, and Ronald Ortner. Near-optimal regret bounds for reinforcement learning. Advances in
neural information processing systems, 21, 2008.

[4] Akshay Balsubramani. Information from coincidences. arXiv preprint arXiv:2606.25042, 2026.

[5] Arindam Banerjee, Srujana Merugu, Inderjit S. Dhillon, and Joydeep Ghosh. Clustering with Bregman divergences.
Journal of Machine Learning Research, 6:1705–1749, 2005.

[6] Antoine Barrier, Aurélien Garivier, and Tomáš Kocák. A non-asymptotic approach to best-arm identification for
Gaussian bandits. In Proceedings of The 25th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume
151 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 10078–10109. PMLR, 2022.

[7] Jay Bartroff, Matthew Finkelman, and Tze Leung Lai. Modern sequential analysis and its applications to computerized
adaptive testing. Psychometrika, 73(3):473–486, 2008.

[8] Daniel Berend, Peter Harremoës, and Aryeh Kontorovich. Minimum KL-divergence on complements of L1 balls.
IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 60(6):3172–3177, 2014. doi: 10.1109/tit.2014.2301446.

[9] Leandro Bortolon. 2024 variety trial results - oat - minot - ncrec. Variety trial report, North Central Research
Extension Center, North Dakota State University, Minot, North Dakota, 2024.

[10] Jean Bretagnolle and Catherine Huber. Estimation des densités: risque minimax. Zeitschrift für Wahrscheinlichkeits-
theorie und verwandte Gebiete, 47(2):119–137, 1979. doi: 10.1007/BF00535278.

[11] Apostolos N Burnetas and Michael N Katehakis. Optimal adaptive policies for sequential allocation problems.
Advances in Applied Mathematics, 17(2):122–142, 1996.

[12] ApostolosNBurnetas andMichael NKatehakis. Optimal adaptive policies formarkov decision processes.Mathematics
of operations research, 22(1):222–255, 1997. doi: 10.1287/moor.22.1.222.

[13] Olivier Cappé, Aurélien Garivier, Odalric-Ambrym Maillard, Rémi Munos, and Gilles Stoltz. Kullback-Leibler upper
confidence bounds for optimal sequential allocation. Annals of Statistics, 41(3):1516–1541, 2013. doi: 10.1214/
13-AOS1119.

[14] Fan Chen, Dylan J. Foster, Yanjun Han, Jian Qian, Alexander Rakhlin, and Yunbei Xu. Assouad, Fano, and Le Cam
with interaction: A unifying lower bound framework and characterization for bandit learnability. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems 37 (NeurIPS 2024), 2024. arXiv:2410.05117.

[15] Herman Chernoff. A measure of asymptotic efficiency for tests of a hypothesis based on the sum of observations.
Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 23(4):493–507, 1952. doi: 10.1214/aoms/1177729330.

[16] Herman Chernoff. Sequential design of experiments. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 30(3):755–770, 1959. doi:
10.1214/aoms/1177706205.

[17] Richard Combes, Stefan Magureanu, and Alexandre Proutiere. Minimal exploration in structured stochastic bandits.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30, 2017.

[18] I. Csiszár and F. Matus. Information projections revisited. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 49(6):1474–1490,
2003. ISSN 0018-9448. doi: 10.1109/isit.2000.866788.

[19] Alexei A Fedotov, Peter Harremoës, and Flemming Topsoe. Refinements of pinsker’s inequality. IEEE Transactions on
Information Theory, 49(6):1491–1498, 2003.

76



[20] Christopher Ferrall. Was harold zurcher myopic after all? replicating rust’s engine replacement estimates. Journal of
Applied Econometrics, 38(7):1093–1100, 2023.

[21] Lasse Fischer and Aaditya Ramdas. Improving wald’s (approximate) sequential probability ratio test by avoiding
overshoot. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 72:2457–2471, 2026. doi: 10.1109/tit.2026.3658855.

[22] A. Garivier, T. Lattimore, and E. Kaufmann. On explore-then-commit strategies. In Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, pages 784–792, 2016.

[23] Aurélien Garivier and Emilie Kaufmann. Optimal best arm identification with fixed confidence. In Conference on
Learning Theory (COLT), volume 49 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 998–1027. PMLR, 2016.

[24] Aurélien Garivier, Pierre Ménard, and Gilles Stoltz. Explore first, exploit next: The true shape of regret in bandit
problems. Mathematics of Operations Research, 44(2):377–399, 2019. doi: 10.1287/moor.2017.0928.

[25] Peter Glynn and Sandeep Juneja. A large deviations perspective on ordinal optimization. In Proceedings of the 2004
Winter Simulation Conference, volume 1, pages 565–573, 2004. doi: 10.1109/WSC.2004.1371364.

[26] Todd L Graves and Tze Leung Lai. Asymptotically efficient adaptive choice of control laws in controlled Markov
chains. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 35(3):715–743, 1997. doi: 10.1137/S0363012994275440.

[27] F Maxwell Harper and Joseph A Konstan. The movielens datasets: History and context. Acm transactions on interactive
intelligent systems (tiis), 5(4):1–19, 2015. doi: 10.1145/2827872.

[28] Frederick S. Hillier and Gerald J. Lieberman. Introduction to Operations Research. McGraw-Hill, seventh edition, 2001.

[29] Wassily Hoeffding. Lower bounds for the expected sample size and the average risk of a sequential procedure. The
Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 31(2):352–368, 1960. doi: 10.1214/aoms/1177705898.

[30] Junya Honda and Akimichi Takemura. Non-asymptotic analysis of a new bandit algorithm for semi-bounded rewards.
Journal of Machine Learning Research, 16(113):3721–3756, 2015.

[31] Ramesh Johari, Pete Koomen, Leonid Pekelis, and David Walsh. Peeking at A/B tests: Why it matters, and what to do
about it. In Proceedings of the 23rd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining,
pages 1517–1525, 2017.

[32] Marc Jourdan, Rémy Degenne, Dorian Baudry, Rianne de Heide, and Emilie Kaufmann. Top two algorithms revisited.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:26791–26803, 2022.

[33] ShivaramKalyanakrishnan, Ambuj Tewari, Peter Auer, and Peter Stone. PAC subset selection in stochasticmulti-armed
bandits. In ICML, volume 12, pages 655–662, 2012.

[34] Emilie Kaufmann and Shivaram Kalyanakrishnan. Information complexity in bandit subset selection. In Proceedings
of the 26th Annual Conference on Learning Theory (COLT), volume 30 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research,
pages 228–251. PMLR, 2013.

[35] Emilie Kaufmann and Wouter M. Koolen. Mixture martingales revisited with applications to sequential tests and
confidence intervals. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 22(246):1–44, 2021.

[36] Emilie Kaufmann, Nathaniel Korda, and Rémi Munos. Thompson sampling: An asymptotically optimal finite-time
analysis. In Algorithmic Learning Theory, pages 199–213. Springer, 2012. doi: 10.1007/978-3-642-34106-9_18.

[37] Emilie Kaufmann, Olivier Cappé, and Aurélien Garivier. On the complexity of best-arm identification in multi-armed
bandit models. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 17(1):1–42, 2016.

[38] S. Kullback and R. A. Leibler. On information and sufficiency. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 22(1):79–86,
1951. doi: 10.1214/aoms/1177729694.

[39] Tze Leung Lai. Nearly optimal sequential tests of composite hypotheses. The Annals of Statistics, 16(2):856–886, 1988.
doi: 10.1214/aos/1176350840.

77



[40] Tze Leung Lai andHerbert Robbins. Asymptotically efficient adaptive allocation rules. Advances in AppliedMathematics,
6(1):4–22, 1985. doi: 10.1016/0196-8858(85)90002-8.

[41] Tor Lattimore and Csaba Szepesvári. The end of optimism? an asymptotic analysis of finite-armed linear bandits. In
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 54, pages 728–737. PMLR, 2017.

[42] Tor Lattimore and Csaba Szepesvári. Bandit Algorithms. Cambridge University Press, 2020. doi: 10.1017/
9781108571401.

[43] Gary Lorden. Nearly-optimal sequential tests for finitely many parameter values. The Annals of Statistics, 5(1):1–21,
1977.

[44] Josep Lumbreras, Erkka Haapasalo, and Marco Tomamichel. Multi-armed quantum bandits: Exploration versus
exploitation when learning properties of quantum states. Quantum, 6:749, 2022. doi: 10.22331/q-2022-06-29-749.

[45] Stefan Magureanu, Richard Combes, and Alexandre Proutiere. Lipschitz bandits: Regret lower bound and optimal
algorithms. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 975–999. PMLR, 2014.

[46] Shie Mannor and John N Tsitsiklis. The sample complexity of exploration in the multi-armed bandit problem. Journal
of Machine Learning Research, 5( Jun):623–648, 2004.

[47] Mohammad Naghshvar and Tara Javidi. Active sequential hypothesis testing. The Annals of Statistics, 41(6):2703–2738,
2013. doi: 10.1214/13-AOS1144.

[48] National Center for Education Statistics. IRT Parameters for Items in the Univariate Scale, Grade 8 Science National
Assessment, by Block and Item: 2019. NAEP Technical Documentation, U.S. Department of Education, Institute of
Education Sciences, 2019.

[49] Frank Nielsen and Sylvain Boltz. The Burbea-Rao and Bhattacharyya centroids. IEEE Transactions on Information
Theory, 57(8):5455–5466, 2011. doi: 10.1109/TIT.2011.2159046.

[50] Jungseul Ok, Alexandre Proutiere, and Damianos Tranos. Exploration in structured reinforcement learning. Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31, 2018.

[51] Ian Osband, Daniel Russo, and Benjamin Van Roy. (more) efficient reinforcement learning via posterior sampling.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 26, 2013.

[52] Chirag Pabbaraju, Gregory Valiant, and Rishi Verma. A simple geometric proof of the optimality of the sequential
probability ratio test for symmetric bernoulli hypotheses. In 2026 SIAM Symposium on Simplicity in Algorithms (SOSA),
pages 365–384. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2026. doi: 10.1137/1.9781611978964.29.

[53] Fabien Pesquerel and Odalric-AmbrymMaillard. IMED-RL: Regret optimal learning of ergodic Markov decision
processes. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 35, 2022.

[54] Yury Polyanskiy and Yihong Wu. Information theory: From coding to learning. Cambridge University Press, 2025. doi:
10.1017/9781108966351.

[55] Nicholas J. Radcliffe. Hillstrom’s MineThatData email analytics challenge: An approach using uplift modelling.
Technical report, Stochastic Solutions Limited, 2008.

[56] Aaditya Ramdas, Peter Grünwald, Vladimir Vovk, and Glenn Shafer. Game-theoretic statistics and safe anytime-valid
inference. Statistical Science, 38(4):576–601, 2023. doi: 10.1214/23-STS894.

[57] Benjamin Recht, Rebecca Roelofs, Ludwig Schmidt, and Vaishaal Shankar. Do ImageNet classifiers generalize to
ImageNet? In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 5389–5400. PMLR, 2019.

[58] Clémence Réda, Andrea Tirinzoni, and Rémy Degenne. Dealing with misspecification in fixed-confidence linear
top-m identification. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:25489–25501, 2021.

[59] Charles Riou and Junya Honda. Bandit algorithms based on thompson sampling for bounded reward distributions.
In Algorithmic Learning Theory, pages 777–826. PMLR, 2020.

78



[60] John Rust. Optimal replacement of GMC bus engines: An empirical model of Harold Zurcher. Econometrica, 55(5):
999–1033, 1987. doi: 10.2307/1911259.

[61] Igal Sason and Sergio Verdú. f-divergence inequalities. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 62(11):5973–6006,
2016. doi: 10.1109/TIT.2016.2603151. cite key retains 2018 label, verified publication year 2016.

[62] Alhad Sethi, Kavali Sofia Sagar, Shubhada Agrawal, Debabrota Basu, and P. N. Karthik. Asymptotically optimal
sequential testing with Markovian data. arXiv preprint arXiv:2602.17587, 2026.

[63] Xuedong Shang, Rianne de Heide, Emilie Kaufmann, Pierre Ménard, and Michal Valko. Fixed-confidence guarantees
for Bayesian best-arm identification. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 108,
pages 1823–1832. PMLR, 2020.

[64] Alexander G. Tartakovsky, Jay Bartroff, Cheng-Der Fuh, and Haipeng Xing. Change, dependence, and discovery:
celebrating the work of t. l. lai. Sequential Analysis, 2026. doi: 10.1080/07474946.2026.2636108.

[65] William R. Thompson. On the likelihood that one unknown probability exceeds another in view of the evidence of
two samples. Biometrika, 25(3–4):285–294, 1933. doi: 10.2307/2332286.

[66] Hugo Touvron, Thibaut Lavril, Gautier Izacard, Xavier Martinet, Marie-Anne Lachaux, Timothée Lacroix, Baptiste
Rozière, NamanGoyal, Eric Hambro, Faisal Azhar, Aurelien Rodriguez, Armand Joulin, EdouardGrave, andGuillaume
Lample. LLaMA: Open and efficient foundation language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.13971, 2023.

[67] Tim van Erven and Peter Harremoës. Rényi divergence and Kullback–Leibler divergence. IEEE Transactions on
Information Theory, 60(7):3797–3820, 2014. doi: 10.1109/TIT.2014.2320500.

[68] Andrew J. Wagenmaker and Dylan J. Foster. Instance-optimality in interactive decision making: Toward a non-
asymptotic theory. In Conference on Learning Theory, volume 195, pages 1322–1472. PMLR, 2023.

[69] Abraham Wald. On cumulative sums of random variables. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 15(3):283–296, 1944.

[70] Abraham Wald. Sequential tests of statistical hypotheses. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 16(2):117–186, 1945.
doi: 10.1214/aoms/1177731118.

[71] Abraham Wald and Jacob Wolfowitz. Optimum character of the sequential probability ratio test. The Annals of
Mathematical Statistics, 19(3):326–339, 1948. doi: 10.1214/aoms/1177730197.

[72] Wei You, Chao Qin, Zihao Wang, and Shuoguang Yang. Information-directed selection for top-two algorithms. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2205.12086, 2022.

79


	Introduction
	Setting
	Notation

	The divergence decomposition
	Sufficiency and the data-processing step
	The coincidence ledger
	Per-pull divergences at the Bhattacharyya point
	The finite-horizon limit
	Per-arm transported fractions
	The alternative set and the allocation supremum
	Markov decision processes
	Classical limits as relaxations of the ledger
	Evaluation on realistic instances
	Regret on movie ratings
	The factor of two under adaptive play
	Identification on model accuracies and an oat variety trial
	Sequential A/B tests
	Sequential design on test items
	Regret on two Markov decision processes

	Prior work
	Classical results recovered from the ledger
	Event, mean and binary forms of the ledger
	Divergence decomposition and the fundamental inequality
	Two-point testing
	Lai–Robbins and Burnetas–Katehakis
	A finite-horizon regret bound
	The normalized count at a finite horizon
	Explore-then-commit
	Wald's bound for sequential tests
	Tests of several or composite hypotheses
	Sequential design of experiments
	Best-arm and top-m identification
	Characteristic time and optimal weights
	Coincidence divergence and Bregman information
	Identification within a tolerance
	Fixed-budget identification
	Regret in ergodic Markov decision processes
	Structured, linear and Lipschitz bandits

	Evaluation protocols
	Regret on movie ratings
	The factor of two under adaptive play
	Statistics and finite-horizon regret bounds on the exact reductions
	Best-arm identification among trained models
	Bounds at the algorithms' own error rates
	Top-m identification among trained models
	Gaussian arms from an oat variety trial
	Sequential A/B tests
	Sequential design on test items
	Regret on a maintenance Markov decision process
	Regret on an engine-replacement model fitted to fleet data

	Proofs
	Proofs for Section 3
	Proofs for Section 4
	Proofs for Section 5
	Proofs for Section 6
	Proofs for Section 7
	Proofs for Section 8
	Proofs for Section 9
	Proofs for Appendix A


