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Abstract

The pure-exploration problem in stochastic multi-armed bandits aims to find one
or more arms with the largest (or near largest) means. Examples include finding
an e-good arm, best-arm identification, top-k arm identification, and finding all
arms with means above a specified threshold. However, the problem of finding all
e-good arms has been overlooked in past work, although arguably this may be the
most natural objective in many applications. For example, a virologist may conduct
preliminary laboratory experiments on a large candidate set of treatments and
move all e-good treatments into more expensive clinical trials. Since the ultimate
clinical efficacy is uncertain, it is important to identify all e-good candidates.
Mathematically, the all-e-good arm identification problem presents significant new
challenges and surprises that do not arise in the pure-exploration objectives studied
in the past. We introduce two algorithms to overcome these and demonstrate their
great empirical performance on a large-scale crowd-sourced dataset of 2.2M ratings
collected by the New Yorker Caption Contest as well as a dataset testing hundreds
of possible cancer drugs.

1 Introduction

We propose a new multi-armed bandit problem where the objective is to return all arms that are e-good
relative to the best-arm. Concretely, if the arms have means p1, - - -, fy,, With 11 = maxi<;<y, i,
then the goal is to return the set {i : u; > py — €} in the additive case, and {é : p; > (1 — €)u1 } in
the multiplicative case. The ALL-¢ problem is a novel setting in the bandits literature, adjacent to two
other methods for finding many good arms: TOP-k where the goal is to return the arms with the k
highest means, and threshold bandits where the goal is to identify all arms above a fixed threshold.
Building on a metaphor given by [1], if TOP-k is a “contest” and thresholding bandits is an “exam”,
ALL-€ organically decides which arms are “above the bar" relative to the highest score. We argue
that the ALL-¢ problem formulation is more appropriate in many applications, and we show that it
presents some unique challenges that make its solution distinct from TOP-k and threshold bandits.

A Natural and Robust Objective. A motivating example is drug discovery, where pharmacologists
want to identify a set of highly-potent drug candidates from potentially millions of compounds using
various in vitro and in silico assays, and only the selected undergo more expansive testing [2]. Since
performing the assays can be costly, one would like to use an adaptive, sequential experiment design
that requires fewer experiments than a fixed experiment design. In sequential experiment design, it
is important to fix the objective at the beginning as that choice affects the experimentation process.
Both the objectives of finding the top-k performing drugs, or all drugs above a threshold can result
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in failure. In TOP-k, choosing k too small may miss potent compounds, and choosing k too large
may yield many ineffective compounds and require an excessively large number of experiments.
Setting a threshold suffers from the same issues - with the additional concern that if it is set too high,
potentially no drug discoveries are made. In contrast, the ALL-¢ objective of finding all arms whose
potency is withing 20% of the best avoids these concerns by giving a robust and natural guarantee:
no significantly suboptimal arms will be returned and it will make discoveries.

We emphasize that unlike top-k or thresholding which require some prior knowledge about the
distribution of arms to guarantee a good set of returned arms, choosing the arms relative to the
best is a natural, distribution-free metric for finding good arms. As an example, we consider the
New Yorker Cartoon Caption Contest (NYCCC). Each week, contestants submit thousands of
supposedly funny captions for a cartoon (see Appendix A), which are rated from 1 (unfunny)
to 3 (funny) through a crowdsourcing process. The New Yorker editors select final winners
from a set with the highest average crowd-ratings (typically over 1 million ratings per contest).
The number of truly funny captions varies from week to week,
and this makes setting a choice of k or fixed threshold difficult.

In Figure 1, we plot the distribution of ratings from 3 different 200 T s
contests. Horizontal lines depict a reasonable threshold of — _175| ===-=C —= 690: 0.8u1
0.8141 in each and vertical lines show the number of arms that 150/ ------- T

exceed this threshold. Both of these quantities vary over weeks 125 : \
and these differences can be stark. In contest 627, only k = 27 100 i

arms are within 20% of uq, but k& = 748 are in contest 651. 100 100 102 10° 10°

Arm

Additionally, a fixed threshold of 7 = 1.5, admits captions
within 30% of the best in contest 627, but only those within Figure 1: Mean ratings from con-
15% of the best in contest 651. These examples show that it tests 627, 651, 690

would be imprudent, and indeed, incorrect to choose a value

of k or a threshold based on past contests— the far more principled decision is to optimize for the
objective of finding the captions that are within a percentage of the best every week.

Though the ALL-€ objective is natural and easy to state, it has not been studied in the literature.
As we will show, admitting arms relative to the best makes the ALL-¢ problem inherently more
challenging than either TOP-k or thresholding. In particular, it is not easily possible to adapt TOP-k
or thresholding algorithms to achieve the instance dependent lower bound for ALL-¢. In this work, we
provide a careful investigation of the ALL-¢ problem including theoretical and empirical guarantees.

1.1 Problem Statement and Notation

Fix € > 0 and a failure probability 6 > 0. Let v := {py,- - , pn } be an instance of n distributions (or
arms) with 1-sub-Gaussian distributions having unknown means p1 > - - - > u,. We now formally
define our notions of additive and multiplicative e-good arms.

Definition 1 (additive e-good). For a given € > 0, arm 1 is additive e-good if p; > p1 — €.

Definition 2 (multiplicative e-good). For a given € > 0, arm i is multiplicative e-good if p; >
(I =€)y
Additionally, we define the sets

G(w)={i:pi>pu —etand M (v) :={i:p; > (1 — €)1} ()
to be the sets of additive and multiplicative e-good arms respectively. Where clear, we take G, =
G¢(v) and M, = M. (v). Consider an algorithm that at each time s selects an arm I, € [n] based on

the history Fs_1 = o(I1, X3, -+ ,Is_1,Xs_1), and observes a reward X S p1,- The objective of
the algorithm is to return G or M, using as few total samples as possible.

Definition 3. (ALL-€ problem). An algorithm for the ALL-¢ problem is 6-PAC if (a) the algorithm
has a finite stopping time T with respect to JFi, (b) at time T it recommends a set G such that with
probability at least 1 — 6, G = G, in the additive case, or G = M in the multiplicative case.

Notation: For any arm ¢ € [n], let {i;(¢) denote the empirical mean after ¢ pulls. For all ¢ € [n],
define the suboptimality gap A; := p; — p;. Without loss of generality, we denote k = |G| (resp.
k = |M.|). Throughout, we will keep track of the quantity c. := min;cq, u; — (11 — €) which is the
distance from the smallest additive e-good arm, denoted piz, to the threshold p; — €. Additionally, if
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G¢ is non empty, we consider 5, = minege (11 — €) — p;, the distance of the largest arm that is not
additive e-good, denoted fix+ 1, to the threshold. Equivalently, in the case of returning multiplicative
€ arms, we define & := mingens, s — (1 — €)p1, Be := mingenre (1 — €)1 — s, pig, and pp 1
to be the smallest differences of arms in M, and M¢ to (1 — €)u; respectively. For our sample
complexity results, we also consider a relaxed version of the ALL-¢ problem, where for a user-given

slack v > 0, we allow our algorithm to return G that satisfies G. C GcC G4~ in the additive case,

or M, C Gc M., in the multiplicative case. As we will see, this prevents large or potentially
unbounded sample complexities when arms are very close or on 1 — €.

1.2 Contributions and Summary of Main Results

In this paper we propose the new problem of finding all e-good B0 o
arms and give a precise characterization of its complexity. Our
contribution is threefold: S Uk Ge
0 " Fa
e Information-theoretic lower bounds for the ALL-€ = % s Be
problem. =€ * . G
e A novel algorithm, (ST)?, that is nearly optimal, is
easy to implement, and has excellent empirical perfor- Arm
mance on real-world data.
e An instance optimal algorithm, FAREAST. Figure 2: An example instance

We now summarize our results in the additive setting (the multiplicative setting is analogous).

Lower Bound and Algorithms. As a preview of our results, we highlight the impact of three key
quantities that affect the sample complexity: the user provided € and the instance dependent quantities
a. and [, (see Figure 2). In this case, Theorem 2.1 implies that any §-PAC algorithm requires an
expected number of samples exceeding

n 1 1 1
;max { (b1 —e—pi)?’ (pa + e — pi)? } o (5> . 2

We provide two algorithms, (ST)? and FAREAST for the ALL-¢ problem. Our starting point, (ST)? is
a novel combination of UCB [3] and LUCB [4] and is easier to implement and has good empirical
performance. (ST)? is nearly optimal, however in some instances does not achieve the lower bound.
To overcome this gap, we provide an instance optimal algorithm FAREAST which achieves the lower
bound, however suffers from larger constants and is not always better in practical applications.

To highlight the difficulty of developing optimal algorithms for the ALL-¢ problem, we quickly
discuss a naive elimination approach that uniformly samples all arms and eliminates arms once they
are known to be above or below p; — € and not the best arm. Intuitively, such an algorithm would
keep pulling arms until p; — € is estimated to an accuracy of O(min(a., §¢)) to resolve the arms
around the threshold (see Figure 2). An elimination algorithm pays a high cost of exploration -
potentially over pulling arms close to p; compared to the lower bound until a time when p; — €
is estimated sufficiently well. Our algorithm FAREAST provides a novel approach to overcome the
issues with this approach. However, as we will show in Section 4, in certain instances a dependence
on > (p1 + Be — p;)~? is present in moderate confidence, i.e. it is not multiplied by log(1/4),
unlike the lower bound in equation (2) and becomes negligible compared to other terms as § — 0.

Empirical results. We demonstrate the empirical success of (ST)? on a real world dataset of 9250
captions from the NYCCC. In Fig. 4a, we compare (ST)? to other methods that have been used to run
this contest. We show that (ST)? is better able to detect which arms have means within 10% of the
best. The plot demonstrates the sub-optimality of using existing sampling scheme such as UCB or
LUCB with an incorrect k for the ALL-¢ problem, providing an additional empirical validation for
the study of this paper.

1.3 Connections to prior Bandit art

Our problem is related to several prior pure-exploration settings in the multi-armed bandit literature,
including TOP-k bandits, and threshold bandits.



Tor-K. In the TOP-k problem, the goal is to identify the set {p1, - - - , g } with probability greater
than 1 — § [4-9]. The ALL-¢ problem reduces to the setting of the TOP-k problem with k = |G|
when |G| is known. In particular, lower bounds for the TOP-k problem apply to our setting. A

lower bound (with precise logarithmic factors) given in [9] is Zle(,u,; — pikr1) "2 log((n —k)/8) +
> i o (i — pu) 2 log(k/6). In general, this is smaller than our lower bound in Theorem 2.1 since
i > p1 — € > ppy1- A particular case of this problem is best-arm identification when k£ = 1.

Approximate versions of the TOP-K problem have also been considered where the goal is to return a
set of arms S with |S| = k and such that with probability greater than 1 — 4, each i € S satisfies
i > p — € [4,10]. In the case where & = 1, this is also known as the problem of identifying
an (single) e-good arm [4,7,9—-17] which has received a large amount of interest. If |G| = k, [6],
demonstrate a lower bound of O((ke™ + 377", . (11 — i)~ %) log(1/8)) samples in expectation
to find such an arm and [10] provide an algorithm that matches this to doubly logarithmic factors,
though methods such as [4,9, 18, 19] achieve better empirical performance. A particular instance
of interest is when it is known that one arm is at mean ¢, and the rest are at mean zero. In this
setting, [ 1 1] show a lower bound on the sample complexity of O(n/e? + 1/e?log(1/4)) highlighting
that the dependence on n only occurs in moderate confidence, i.e. for a fixed value of §. They also
provide a matching upper bound that motivates our procedure in FAREAST. Finally [15] considers the
unverifiable regime where there are potentially many e-good arms. In such cases, sample-efficient
algorithms exist that return an e-good arm with high probability, but verifying it is e-good requires far
more samples. Extending these ideas to the setting of ALL-€ is a goal of future work.

Threshold Bandits. In the threshold bandit problem, we are given a threshold 7 and the goal is
to identify the set of arms whose means are greater than the threshold [1,20]. If the value of
were known, then ALL-¢ problem would reduce to a threshold bandit with 7 = p; — €. A naive
sequential sampling scheme that stops sampling an arm when its upper or lower confidence bound
clears the threshold has sample complexity O(> ", (1; — 7) "2 log(n/é)). Up to factors of log(n),
this can be shown to be a lower bound for threshold bandits as well, and as a result is bounded above
by the result Theorem 2.1. Hence, ALL-€ is intrinsically more difficult than threshold bandits. A
naive approach to the ALL-€ problem is to first identify the index and mean of the best arm using
a best-arm identification algorithm and then utilize it to build an estimate of the threshold p; — e.
In general, this two-step procedure is sub-optimal if there are many arms close to the best-arm in
which case identifying the best-arm is both unnecessary and expends unnecessary samples. In the
fixed confidence setting, threshold bandits is closely related to that of multiple hypothesis testing, and
recent work [21] achieves tight upper and lower bounds for this problem including tighter logarithmic
factors similar to those for TOP-k. If uq is known, then the additive ALL-¢ problem reduces to the
FWER (family-wise error rate) and FWPD (family-wise probability of detection) setting in [21].
Finally, in the fixed budget setting, [1] proposes an optimal anytime method APT whose sampling
strategy we use as a comparison in Section 5.

2 Lower Bound

Theorem 2.1. (additive and multiplicative lower bounds) Fix 6,e > 0. Consider n arms, such that
the i is distributed according to N'(u;,1). Any 6-PAC algorithm for the additive setting satisfies

n 1 1 )
Elr] =2 max ) lo —
= ; { (1 —€— ui)2 (p1 + e — pi)? } & <2.45)

and if u1 > 0, any 0-PAC algorithm for the multiplicative algorithm satisfies,

n 1 1 1
E[r] > 2;max { (1 =e)py — /li)27 (11 + 1012 = 1)? } o8 (245> .

The bounds are different but share a common interpretation. Consider the additive case. First, every
arm must be sampled inversely proportional to its squared distance to 11 — €. In a manner similar
to thresholding [1], even if ;11 — € was known, these number of samples are necessary to decide if
an arm’s mean is above or below that quantity. This leads to the first term in the max{-,-}. The
second term in the max{-,-} states that every arm must be sampled inversely proportional to its
squared distance to p; + .. Recall that oo = pg, — (p1 — €) is the margin by which arm k& is good.




Hence, to verify that k € G, it is also necessary to confirm that all means are below p1 + ., as
w1 + ae — € > ug which would imply that & is bad. This represents the necessity of estimating
the threshold, and leads to the second term. For arms in G¢, comparing against p; — € is always
more difficult, but for arms in G, either constraint may be more challenging to ensure. Lastly, we
note that it is possible to prove bounds with tighter logarithmic terms. For an instance where O(n?)
arms have mean 2¢ for ¢ € (0, 1), and the remaining have mean 0, Theorem 1 of [22] suggests that
O(n/e*1og(n/d)) samples are necessary, exceeding the above bounds by a factor of log(n).

3 An Optimism Algorithm for ALL-¢

We propose algorithm 1 called (ST)?, (Sample the Threshold, Split the Threshold) to return a set
containing all e-good arms and none worse than (e 4 7)-good with probability 1 — 4. Intuitively,
(ST)? runs UCB and LUCB1 in parallel. At all times, (ST)? pulls three arms. We pull the arm with
the highest upper confidence bound, similar to the UCB algorithm, [3], to refine an estimate of the
threshold using the highest empirical mean (Sample the Threshold). Using the empirical estimate of
the threshold, we pull an arm above it and an arm below it whose confidence bounds cross it, similar
to LUCB1, [4] (Split the Threshold). Using these bounds, (ST)? forms upper and lower bounds on
the true threshold, i.e. u1 — € (resp. (1 — €)p1) and terminates when it can declare that all arms are
either in G4, or G¢. To do so, (ST)? maintains anytime confidence widths, Cs ,, (t) such that for

an empirical mean [i;(t) of ¢ samples, we have P(UJ;~; |7i(t) — pi| > Cs/n(t)) < §/n. For this

work, we take Cj(t) = 4/ M for a constant c4. It suffices to take ¢ = 4, though tighter
bounds are known and should be used in practice, e.g. [0,23,24].

Algorithm 1 (ST)2: Sample the Threshold, Split the Threshold
Require: ¢, > 0,~ > 0, instance v

1 Pull each arm once, initialize T; < 1, update fi; foreach i € {1,2,...,n}

2: Empirically good arms: G = {i : [i; > max; i, — e}, G = {i:1: > (1 —€)max; 1}
3: Ur = max; i (1) + Cs/n (1) — € — vand Ly = max; ji;(Ty) — Cs/n (1) — €

4 U = (1 — e — ) (max; i;(t) + Csn(1y)) and Ly = (1 — €) (max; 15 (t) — Cs/n(T}))
5: Known arms: K = {3 : [i5(T;) + Cs/n (T ) < Lyor fis(T;) — Csyn(Ti) > Uy}

6: while K # [n] d

7: Pull arm il(t) = argmin, g\ ;¢ i (Ti) — Cs/n(T3), update T, i,

8: Pull arm i3 (t) = arg max; . ge\ g i (T3) + Cs/n(73), update T, , [ii,

9: Pull arm ¢*(t) = arg max; ,uz( i) + Cs/n(T3), update T, i

10: Update bounds L, U, sets G K

return The set of good arms {3 : ul( T:) — Csyn(T3) > U}

3.1 Theoretical guarantees

Next we present a pair of theorems on the sample complexity of (ST)?. For clarity, we omit doubly
logarithmic terms and defer such statements to Appendix B. Below we denote a A b := min{a, b}.

Theorem 3.1 (Additive Case). Fixe > 0, 0 < § < 1/2, v < 16 and an instance v such that
max(A;, e — A;|) < 8 for all i. With probability at least 1 — 8, there is a constant ¢y such that (ST)?

returns a set G such that G, C G C G (1) in at most the following number of samples.

n 1 1 1 1
log ( = a , , N — 3
“ g(a@“{(m_e_wz (i + e — po)? <u1+5€—m>2} 2 9

Given a positive slack -y, we are allowed to return an arm that is (e + 7)-good. Thus a confidence
width less than Q(v) on any arm is not needed, resulting in the 1/4? term in the Theorem 3.1. In
particular this prevents unbounded sample complexities if there is an arm at the threshold p; — €. For
~v = 0, the first two terms inside the max are also present in the lower bound (Theorem 2.1). When
Qe is within a constant factor of 3, the second and third term in the max have the same order, and
the upper bound matches the lower bound up to a log(n) factor.



If 8. < a, (3) has a different scaling than the lower bound. In such restrictive settings the upper
bound above can be significantly larger than the lower bound. In the next section, we provide an
algorithm that overcomes these issues and is optimal over all parameter regimes. The multiplicative
case has different terms but follows the same intuition.

Theorem 3.2 (Multiplicative Case). Fix e € (0,1/2], v € [0, min(16/11,1/2)] and 0 < § < 1/2
and an instance v such that p; > 0 and max(A;, |epn — A;]) < 2 for all i. With probability at least
1 — 6, for a constant cy (ST)? returns a set G such that M, C G C M) with sample complexity:

c1 log (n) En max 1 1 1 A 1
! 5 ’ e ’ S .
0 i=1 (L—e)p — /M)2 (1 + 125 — pa)? (11 + ;Lﬁ_ﬁ6 — 1i)? Y23

4 Surprising Complexity of Finding All e-Good arms

When o, and B, are not of the same order, (ST)? is not optimal. In this section we present an
algorithm that is optimal for all parameter regimes. We focus on the additive case here, and defer the
multiplicative case to Appendix E. We first state an improved sample complexity lower bound for a
family of problem instances that makes explicit the moderate confidence terms.

Theorem 4.1. Fix 6 < 1/16, n > 2/6, and € > 0. Let v be an instance of n arms such that the i" is
distributed as N (i, 1), |Gag,.| = 1, and B < €/2. Select a permutation w : [n] — [n] uniformly
Sfrom the set of n! permutations, and consider the permuted instance 7(v). Any algorithm that returns
G (n(v)) on m(v) correctly with probability at least 1 — 0 requires at least the following number of
samples in expectation over randomness in v and T for a universal constant cs.

Co max s log < )
[ ; { (1 —€— ui)z (11 + ae — Mi)z } 2.46

Theorem 4.1 states that an additional O(}_;-_ (1 + B — 1) ~2) samples are necessary for instances

where no arm is within 23, of ;11 compared to the lower bound Theorem 2.1. Somewhat surprisingly,
these samples are necessary in moderate confidence, independent of ¢ and negligible as § — 0.
For non-asymptotic values of 4, such as the common choice of § = .05 in scientific applications,
this term is present and can even dominate the sample complexity when . < «.. As an extreme
example, if u3 = > 0, pa--- ,n—1 = —B,n, = —e¢, the first term in 4 scales like ((n —
1)/e? + 1/5%)log(1/4) but the second term scales like n/3%, which is O(n) larger than the first
term for small 3 and fixed J. Furthermore, we point out that Theorem 4.1 highlights that (ST)? is
optimal on isolated instances up to a log factor! The algorithm we present next, FAREAST, improves
(ST)?’s dependence on ¢ and matches the lower bound in Theorem 4.1 for certain instances. Though
moderate confidence terms can dominate the sample complexity in practice, few works have focused
on understanding their effect. To prove this theorem we apply the Simulator technique from [9], other
works that prove strong lower bounds in moderate confidence include [25]. We extend the simulator
technique via a novel reduction to composite hypothesis testing to prove this bound.

= 1
— 4
”2;(;“%57#2-)2 )

4.1 FAREAST

We focus on the additive case with v = 0 in Algorithm 4.1, FAREAST, and defer the more general case
(multiplicative and y > 0) to Algorithm E.1 in the supplementary. FAREAST matches the instance
dependent lower bound in Theorem 2.1 as 6 — 0. At a high level, FAREAST (Fast Arm Removal
Elimination Algorithm for a Sampled Threshold) proceeds in rounds r and maintains sets G, and ET
of arms thus far declared to be good or bad. It sorts unknown arms into either set through use of a
good filter to detect arms in G and a bad filter to detect arms in G¢.

Good Filter: The good filter is a simple elimination scheme. It maintains an upper bound U, and
lower bound L; on p1 —e€. If an arm’s upper bound drops below L; (line 20), the good filter eliminates
that arm, otherwise, if an arm’s lower bound rises above U, (19), the good filter adds the arm to ér,
but only eliminates this arm if its upper bound falls below the highest lower bound. This ensures
that 11 is never eliminated and Uy and L, are always valid bounds '. As the sampling is split across

'This scheme works as an independent algorithm, we analyze it in Appendix E.5.
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rounds, the good filter always samples the least sampled arm, breaking ties arbitrarily. The number
of samples given to the good filter in each round is such that both filters receive identically many
samples. This prevents the good filter from over-sampling bad arms and vice versa. In our proof we
show that in an unknown round, @T = (., ie all good arms have been found, having used fewer than
O (X0 max { (1 —e—p;) 2, (1+ae—p;) =2} log(n/6)) samples, matching the lower bound.

FAREAST cannot yet terminate, however, as it must also verify that any remaining arms are in G¢.

Bad Filter: The bad filter removes arms that are not e-good. To show an arm ¢ is in G, it suffices
to find any j such that y1; — p; > €. To motivate the idea of lines 9-12, consider the following
procedure in the special case where 3; = pu; — € — p; is known. In each round we first run
Median-Elimination, [12], with failure probability 1/16, to find an arm i that is B:/2-good in
O(n/32) samples?. We then pull both i and 7 roughly O(1/32 log(1/6)) times and can check whether
{; — ft; > € with probability greater than 1 — §. This procedure relies on Median-Elimination
succeeding, which happens with probability 15/16. In the case that it fails and we declare iz — j1; < €,
we merely repeat this process until it succeeds— on average O(1) times. This gives an expected sample
complexity of O(n/3? + 1/5%1og(1/4)) for any i € G€. Of course, 3; is unknown to the algorithm.
Instead, in each round r, the bad filter guesses that 5; > 2~" for all unknown arms i ¢ ér U §T and
performs the above procedure. The following theorem demonstrates that this algorithm matches our
lower bounds asymptotically as § — 0.

Theorem 4.2. Fix0 < ¢, 0 < § < 1/8, and an instance v of n arms such that max(A;, |e—A;]) < 8
for all i. There exists an event E such that P(E) > 1 — § and on E, FAREAST terminates and returns
G.. Letting T denote the number of samples taken, for a constant c3

1 1
CSZmaX{ i —e—m2 (m +Oée—,ui)2}10g( )

Additionally for v < 16 FAREAST terminates on I and returns a set G such that G C Gc Geyryin
a number of samples no more than a constant times (3), the complexity of (ST)2.

E[1T] <

+ng

i€GE

m—e—uz) '

Algorithm 4.1: additive FAREAST with y =0
Inplﬂ;: €, 0, instance v ~
Let Go = ( be the set of arms declared as good and By = () the set of arms declared as bad.
Let A = [n] be the active set, N; = 0 track the total number of samples of arm ¢ by the Good Filter.
Let ¢ = 0 denote the total number of times that line 16 is true in the Good Filter.
forr=1,2,---
Let 6, = §/2r%, 7, = [22”3 log (%—’:)-‘, Tnitialize Gy = G,—1 and B, = B, _1
/I Bad Filter: find bad arms in G¢
Let i, = MedianElimination(v,27",1/16), sample ¢, 7, times and compute fi;,.
fori¢ G, 1 UB, 1:
Sample p; 7 times and compute /i;
I, —fii>e+2 "t Addito B, //Bad arm detected
// Good Filter: find good arms in G5,
fors=1,--- , Hue(n,27"7,1/16) + (|(Gr—1 U Br—1)¢| + 1)7»
Pull arm I, € arg minje4{N;} and set N;, < Ny, + 1.
if minjc 4{NV;} = max;jca{N;}:
Update t = ¢ + 1. Let Uy = maxjea [1i(t) + Cs/2n(t) — eand Ly = maxjea is(t) — Csjon(t) — €

fori e A: .
if [i5(t) — Cs/2n(t) > Us: Add i to G // Good arm detected
if (¢ ) + Cs/2n(t) < Li: Remove ¢ from A and add i to B, /IBad arms removed
ifi € G, and Bi(t) + Csjan(t) < maxjea i(t) — Csjon(t): /l Good arms removed

Remove ¢ from A _ R
if A C G, or G, U B, = [n]: Return the set G-

S Empirical Performance

We begin by comparing (ST)? and FAREAST on simulated data. FAREAST is asymptotically optimal,
but suffers worse constant factors compared to (ST)2. (ST)? is optimal except when (. < a.. We

’Median-Elimination is used for ease of analysis. One can use LUCB [4] or another method instead.
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Figure 4: F1 scores averaged over 600 trials with 95% confidence widths for each dataset.

compare (ST)? and FAREAST on two instances in the additive case, shown in Figure 3. All arms
are Gaussian with o = 1. In the first example on the left, § = 0.1, ac = 3. = 0.05. Both (ST)?
and FAREAST are optimal in this setting; we show the scaling of their sample complexity as the
number of arms increases while keeping the threshold, «., and 5. constant. In the second example,
a. =€ =0.99,and 8 = 0.01. When 1/3? > n/e?, Theorem 2.1 suggests that O(1/32 log(1/9))
samples are necessary, independent of n. Indeed, in Figure 3, for § = 0.01, the average complexity
of FAREAST is constant, but (ST)? scales linearly with n as Theorem 3.1 suggests. Finally, a naive
uniform sampling strategy performed very poorly - additional experiments including the uniform
sampling method and with v > 0 are in the Appendix A.

5.1 Finding all e-good arms in real world data — fast

As discussed in the introduction, in many applications such as the New Yorker Cartoon Caption
Contest (NYCCC), the ALL-¢ objective returns a set of good arms which can then be screened further
to choose a favorite. We considered Contest 651, which had 9250 captions whose means we estimated
from a total of 2.2 million ratings. We set € = 0.1 and focus on the multiplicative setting, i.e., the
objective of recovering all captions within 10% of the funniest one. In this experiment, we contrast
(ST)? with several other methods including two oracle methods (marked with A): LUCB1 [4] with
k set to the number of e-good arms (here it was 46), and a threshold-bandit, APT [1] given the
value of 0.9u1. We focus on a common practical requirement, each algorithm’s ability to balance
precision and recall as it samples. With every new sample, each method recommends an empirical
set of e-good arms based on the empirical means, and we consider the F1 score of this set®. As can be
seen in Figure 4a, (ST)? outperforms all baselines including the oracle APT, and almost matches the
performance of the TOP-k oracle! To illustrate the importance of knowing the correct value of k, we
also plot LUCB1 given k = 46/2 = 23 and k = 46 x 2 = 92, settings where the experimenter under
or over estimates the number of € good arms by as little as a factor of 2. Both cases result in a poor
performance. We have also included UCB, currently being used for the contest [26]; the plot shows
that UCB is not able to estimate the e-good set. APT’s poor performance is a consequence of allowing
many false positives (within the time horizon that is typical for the NYCCC). In the Supplementary
we show plots of additional plots of precision vs recall as well as more values of e.

3F1 is the harmonic mean of precision (fraction of captions returned that are actually good) and recall
(fraction of all good captions that are actually returned).



Additionally, motivated by drug discovery, we performed an experiment on a dataset [27] of 189 in-
hibitors whose activities were tested against ACVRL1, a kinase associated with cancer [28]. In this
experiment, we use the multiplicative case of ALL-¢ with ¢ = 0.8 and § = 0.001, to promote high
precision. In this experiment as well, (ST)? performs best (Figure 4b), with only the oracle methods
are competitive with it. We plot on a log-scale to emphasize the early regime.



6 Broader Impacts

The application of machine learning (ML) in domains such as advertising, biology, or medicine
brings the possibility of utilizing large computational power and large datasets to solve new problems.
It is tempting to use powerful, if not fully understood, ML tools to maximize scientific discovery.
However, at times the gap between a tool’s theoretical guarantees and its practical performance can
lead to sub-optimal behavior. This is especially true in adaptive data collection where misspecifying
the model or desired output (e.g., “return the top &k performing compounds” vs. “return all compounds
with a potency about a given threshold”) may bias data collection and hinder post-hoc consideration
of different objectives. In this paper we highlight several such instances in real-life data collection
using multi-armed bandits where such a phenomenon occurs. We believe that the objective studied
in this work, that of returning all arms whose mean is quantifiably near-best, more naturally aligns
with practical objectives as diverse as finding funny captions to performing medical tests. We point
out that methods from adaptive data collection and multi-armed bandits can also be used on content-
recommendation platforms such as social media or news aggregator sites. In these scenarios, time
and again, we have seen that recommendation systems can be greedy, attempting purely to maximize
clickthrough with a long term effect of a less informed public. Adjacent to one of the main themes of
this paper, we recommend that practitioners not just focus on the objective of recommendation for
immediate profit maximization but rather keep track of a more holistic set of metrics. We are excited
to see our work used in practical applications and believe it can have a major impact on driving the
process of scientific discovery.
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A Additional Experimental Results

Practical change made to FAREAST for simulations: We make one change to FAREAST that we
recommend for practitioners wishing to use FAREAST that improve its empirical performance. In
particular, Median-Elimination may instead be replaced by another method, such as LUCB1, [4],
to find e-good arms. LUCB1, for instance, has better constant factors and enjoys improved empirical
performance versus Median-Elimination. The use of Median-Elimination in this algorithm
serves to ease both notation and analysis since it’s sample complexity is deterministic. To modify the
algorithm, simply track the number of samples given to the bad filter in total, which can be a random
variable, and give the good filter the same number in that round. The proof then follows identically,
with only the moderate confidence term changing in the result.

Additional Simulations Results As mentioned in the Experiments, Section 5, we omitted curves
comparing against uniform sampling as they make the plots hard to read with uniform performing
much more poorly. For completeness, we include them in Figure 5. Clearly, uniform sampling
performs much more poorly than either active method, as expected.

Additionally, we include experiments with v > 0 here. For small -, the only valid solution is G,
(resp. M.) itself. However, for larger -y, there are many valid solutions. Indeed, any G such that
Ge C G C Geys is valid. To analyze the effect of v on both (ST)? and FAREAST, we consider the
same type of instances studied in Figure 3b. Here, n — 1 arms have means equal to y1, and a single
arm is in G¢. Again, we take ¢ = 0.99 and 8. = 0.01, and additionally, set n = 150 arms. Recall that
in this setting, FAREAST outperforms (ST)?, as shown in Figure 3b. As we increase -, the problem
becomes easier. We increase  on an exponential scale, beginning with « ~ ¢/100 and ending with
v = €/2. Indeed, for smaller values of ~, FAREAST is superior as it finds the exact solution fastest.
For larger v, (ST)? is able to terminated more quickly. In Figure 6 we plot these results.
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Metrics we consider for real data experiments: For all methods, we track their precision, recall
and F1 score with respect to the true set of e-good arms. To compute these metrics, at each time, the
algorithm outputs a set that it guesses are the e-good arms based on the data it has gathered thus far. For
UCB, Uniform, and (ST)?, this is based directly on empirical means, i.e., G= {i: [i; > max; [i; —€}
orG={i:pi;> max;(1—e)fi;} in the multiplicative case. Oracle methods may use their additional
information to return the set. In particular, APT returns all arms whose empirical means exceed
(1—€)pq (using knowledge of 1) and LUCB1 returns the & largest empirical means (using knowledge
that |M,| = k. Let TP (true positives) denote the number of arms that an algorithm declares as
e-good that truly are. Let F'N (false negatives denote) the number of arms that an algorithm declares
as not e-good when in fact they are. Recall, r € [0, 1], is computed as r = Tﬁ_ﬁ. Intuitively,
recall is the total number of e-good arms that the algorithm detects. Precision, p € [0, 1], by contrast
is the the fraction of the arms that an algorithm predicts as e-good that truly are. It is computed as

p = max(TP/|G|, 1) where the max() is necessary to avoid the trivial case that G = {). Finally, the

F1 is the harmonic mean of precision and recall: F'1 = jﬁ’r It balances how precise an algorithm
is with how many discoveries it makes. In many cases, F1 may a more relevant metric than the
others, as it avoids trivial edge cases. For instance, an algorithm that always declare every arm as
e-good independent of the data, achieves perfect recall because it has 0 false negatives. Similarly,
an algorithm that never declares any arms as e-good, again independent of data, achieves perfect
precision. Both methods, despite seemingly good performance with respect to their individual metrics,

are undesirable in practice. In particular, both would achieve low F1 scores.

The New Yorker Caption Contest: In this section we provide additional experimental results
adjoining those in Section 5. The data can be downloaded at https://github.com/nextml/caption-
contest-data. We chose contest 651 for our experiments, but hundreds of others are available.
Captions are rated on a scale of 1 to 3 (“unfunny”, “somewhat funny”, or “funny”). It is desirable to
find all captions that are nearly as good as the best. However, setting a fixed number of captions or
fraction of captions to accept is undesirable as the number of truly funny captions varies from week
to week and represents a small fraction of the submissions. For instance, in the contest that ran the
week of 3/14/16, only 8 captions were rated within 20% of the funniest caption. In the following
week, by contrast, 187 captions were. Similarly, a choosing a fixed threshold of what it means for a
caption to be funny is unrealistic. In the same two contests, first week saw 3% of captions be rated
at least 1.5 out of 3 whereas the second saw < 0.1%. For this reason, finding all e-good arms is
more natural. We consider finding all multiplicative e-good arms with € = 0.1,0.15,0.2. To keep
the comparison fair, all methods use the same confidence widths from [24]. In Figure 8b we plot the
average rating of each caption in sorted order with horizontal lines corresponding to (1 — 0.2) 1,
(1 —0.15)u1, and (1 — 0.1). The arms with means above this line are 0.2, 0.15, and 0.1 e-good.
The oracle methods tend to achieve high recall, but low precision, and this is especially true for the
threshold oracle, APT. In Figures 9, 10, 11 we plot F1, Precision, and Recall curves for all methods
tested on € = 0.2,0.15, 0.1 respectively. As before, all curves are averaged over 600 independent
repetitions and plotted with 95% confidence intervals. It is evident from these curves, that (ST)?
performs especially well with regard to precision, though it achieves lower recall than some other
baselines.

Protein Kinase Inhibitors for Cancer Drug Discovery

Additionally, we consider a second, medically focused experiment. In 2013, researchers at Glaxo-
SmithKline published a dataset of protein kinase inhibitors different kinases (PKIS1), primarily from
humans [29]. Kinases are a family of enzymes present in many cells and researchers are interested
in developing targeted kinase inhibitors to as a new way to treat cancer [2]. The dataset contains
numerous measures of how strongly each inhibitor reacts with each kinase. A second, larger dataset
(PKIS2) was expanded on by [27]*. For the purpose of our experiment, we selected a single Kinase in
the dataset, ACVRLI, which researchers have linked to numerous types of cancer, most prominently
bladder and prostate cancers [28]. PKIS2 contains 641 different compounds that were tested as
being potential kinase inhibitors, though not every compound was tested against every kinase. In
particular, 189 were tested against ACVRLI1. For each compound, there is an associated average
“percent inhibition” that is reported. All numbers are between 0 and 1 and averaged across multiple
trials in a single assay. We subtract each number from 1 to compute the percent control, representing
how effective any method is relative to a control, an important metric for estimating how effective

“The dataset can be downloaded at the following link: https:/doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0181585.5004.
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Figure 11: F1, Precision, and Recall scores on the New Yorker Caption Contest with ¢ = 0.1

that compound is against the target, ACRVLI. A meta-analysis, done by [2], reported that these
values have log-normal distributions with variance less than 1. Therefore, we compute the log of
each percent control and may sample from a normal distribution with that mean and variance 1. As
before, we plot F1, precision, and recall for all methods. To simulate being in a medical research
regime where a higher level of precision is often desired, we take § = 0.001. We test each method
on returning all multiplicative e-good arms with e = 0.8 and plot the results in Figure 12. Note
that these curves are plotted on a log-scale to emphasize the early regime of this experiment. It is
likewise true here that the oracle baselines perform better on recall than they do on precision. (ST)?
again performs well with respect to precision, and is more competitive with respect to recall in this
experiment. Finally, (ST)? is competitive versus oracle methods on F1 score and greatly outperforms
UCB and uniform sampling.
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B (ST)?, An optimism based algorithm for all-¢

Algorithm 2 The (ST)? Algorithm

Require: Instance v,e > 0,0 € (0,1/2],7>0(e € (0,1/2],and v € [O min(16/p1,1/2)])
1: Pull each arm once, initialize T; <+ 1, update fi; foreach i € {1,2,...,n}

2: Empirically good arms: G = {i : ju; > max; fij — €} or G={i:p;>1—e¢ max; [i;}
3: Uy = max; i (1) + Cs/p (1) — € =y or Uy = (1 — € — ) (max; () + Cs/n(T}))
4: Ly = max; [i;(T}) — Csn(T;) — € or Ly = (1 — €) (max; 1 (t) — Cs/n(T}))
5: Known arms: K = {7 : i;(T; )+05/n( i) < Ly or f1;(T;) — Cs 0 (T3) > Ut}
6: while K # [n] do

7: Pull arm il(t) = argmin, a, x fi(T;) — Csn(T5), update T, fi;,
8: Pull arm i5(t) = arg max, ieGe\K f1i(T;) + Cs/n(T}), update T, , i,
9: Pull arm ¢*(t) = arg max; /l,( i) + Cs/n(T5), update Ti-, i
10: Update bounds L;, Uz, sets G K

return The set of good arms {7 : ,ul( T;) — Cs/n(T3) > Ut}

B.1 Optimism with additive v

Theorem B.1. Fixe > 0,0 < 6 < 1/2, v € [0, 16] and an instance v such that max(A;, |[e—A;]) <
8 for all i. In the case that G. = [n], let e = min(a, B.). With probability at least 1 — 6, (ST)?
correctly returns a set G such that G. C G C G4 in at most

. 1024 2n 3072n
. ;mm {max { (b1 — €= pi)? o (5 o2 (5(M1 —€— /M)2>> ’
4096 log <2n log, ( 12288n )>
(p1 + e — p1i)? d O +ae—pi)?) )’
4096 log (271 log, ( 12288n )) }
(1 + Be — pi)? o O + Be — pi)? ’
1 log <2n log, (3072n)) }
2 5 52
Proof. Throughout the proof, recall that A; = p1q — y; for all 4, o = min;eq, p; — (11 — €), and

fe = min;ege (1 — €) — pi. Additionally, at any time ¢, we will take T (t) to denote the number of
samples of arm j up to time ¢.

samples.

Define the event

=< )at) — pil < Cspnlt)

i€[n] teN

Using standard anytime confidence bound results, and recalling that that C5(t) := 4/ w,
we have

PE) =P | | J I — il > Csnlt)

i€[n] teN

SiP(Um pil > Cynlt ) <Z

teN

Hence, P (£) > 1 — §. Throughout, we will make use of a function h(x, §) such that if ¢ > h(x, d),
then Cs(t) < |z|. We bound A(+,-) in Lemma F.2. h(,-) is assumed to decrease monotonically in
both arguments and is symmetric in its first argument.
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B.1.1 Step 0: Correctness

We begin by showing that on &, if (ST)? terminates, it returns a set G such that G C G C G
Since P (€) > 1 — 4, this implies that (ST)? is correct with high probability.

Claim 0: On Event &, at all times t, Uy > p1 — € — 7.
Proof.

Ur = max j1;(T;(t)) + Co/n(T5(t) — € =7 2 fn(Ta(t)) + Co/n (T2 (1)) — € =y

£
> pH1 —€—
O
Claim 1: On Event &, at all times ¢, L; < p1 — €.
Proof.
&
Ly = mjaxﬂj(Tj(t)) = Cs/n(Tj(t)) —€e < max (i — € = jiy — ¢
O

Claim 2: On event &, if there is a time ¢ such that f1;(T;(t)) — Cs/n (Ti(t)) > Uy, theni € Gy
Proof. Assume for some ¢, fi;(T;(t)) — Cs/n(Ti(t)) > U;. Then

Claim 0

i = a(Ti(0) = Copn(Ti(t) 2 U 2 iy — e —
which implies ¢ € Gy, O
Claim 3: On event &, if there is a time ¢ such that fi;(T;(t)) + Cs/, (Ti(t)) < Ly, theni € G¢.
Proof. Assume that is a ¢ for which fi;(T;(t)) + Cs/n(Ti(t)) < L. Then

Claim 1

£
pi < i (Ti(t) + Csn(Ti(t)) < Ly < py—€
which implies i € G¢.

v O

(ST)? terminates at any time ¢ such that simultaneously for all arms 4, either j1;(7;(t))+Cj /n(TZ(t))
Ug or f1;(T(t)) — Cs/n(Ti(t)) < Ly. On &, by Claim 3, G C {i : f1;(Ti(t)) + Cs/n(Ti(t)) > U,
On &, by Claim 2, {i : ;(T;(t)) + Cs/,(T5(t)) > Us} C Geyr. Hence, on the event €. (
returns a set G such that Ge C G C Geyy

w“v—/

ST)

B.1.2 Step 1: Complexity of estimating the threshold, ;1; — ¢

Let STOP denote the termination event that for all arms 4, either f1;(T;(t)) + Cs/,, (T3(t)) > Uy or
i (T(t)) — Cs/n(T3(t)) < Ly¢. Let w denote the quantity

= max{vy, min(ae, f)}.

Let T denote the random variable of the total number of rounds before (ST)? terminates. At most
3 samples are drawn in any round. Hence, the total sample complexity is bounded by 37". We may
write T' as

= |{t : =STOP}| = |{¢ : =STOP and i* ¢ G, }| + |{t : =STOP and i* € G, }|
Next, we bound the first event in this decomposition.
Claim 0: On &,

[{t: ~STOP and i* & Gu}| < Yicqe min{h (2,4), min [h (&, 8) . n (W %” }

Proof. If for each i € G, p; + 2C5,,(Ti(t)) < pa is true, which is ensured when T;(t) >
h(Ai/2,2) foralli € G, then

i (Ti(t) + Coyn(Ti(1)) < pi +2Cs n (T5(t)) < pa < i (Ta(t) + Coyn (T (1))
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which implies that ¢ # ¢*. Additionally, since ¢ € G¢, by assumption, we have that gy —w — p; > 0,
which reduces to A; > w. Since w = max(~y, min(ae, 5¢)), it is likewise true that

() (G ) (50) (55

Summing over all ¢ € G¢, achieves the result. 0

We may decompose the set {¢ : =STOP and i* € G, } as
{t:-STOPand i* € Gy and C/n(Ti- (1)) > 1= }

w
- > (D) < 2
U {t STOP and i* € G, and Cy,, (T} (t)) < 16}

IA

Claim 1: |{t : =STOP and i* € G, and Cy (T~ (t)) > & }|
Sice, min {h (5. &) min [h (4. 8) (M ik

Proof. Cs, (T;(t)) < + is true when T;(t) > h (12, 2). Since i* € G, p1; — (11 —w) > 0, which
implies A; < w. By definition, w = mm(’y, mm(as, B¢)). Hence, by monotonicity of A(-,-),

h ivé = min |h &,é h i’é
16" n 16’ n 16’ n
=min< h l’§ ,min |h &,g h M7é
16" n 16" n 16 n
Summing over all ¢ € G, achieves the desired result. O

B.1.3 Step 2: Controlling ‘“crossing” events

Recall that we sample i1 (¢) € G and i»(t) € G°. In this section, we control the number of times that
Zl(t) S Gngl and Zz(t) € Ge+%'
2

To do so, we first decompose the set {t : =STOP and i* € G, and C,, (T}~ (t)) < 1%} as
{t : ~STOP and i* € G,, and Cj ,, (T (t)) < % and iy (t) € G;%}

- w .
U {t : =STOP and i* € G, and Cj,, (T (t)) < T and iy () € G€+%}

Claim 0: Ht . ~STOP and i* € G,, and Cs/(T3- (1)) < % and iy (£) € G;%H <
: Aife 6 5
ZieGg+7 min [o (S5, 0) 0 (F.0)]-

2

Proof. Recall that G is the set of all arms whose empirical means exceed max; fi;(T}(t)) — €, and
i1(t) € G by definition. Note that max; j1;(T;(t)) — € > max; fi;(T;(t)) — Cs5(T5(t)) — € = L.
Hence, if an arm’s upper bound is below L;, then the arm cannot be in G and thus not be i1(t). By
the above event, C5/,, (T3 (t)) < 15. Hence,

* w * £ ~ % ~ £
pi + g 2 15+ 26T (8) 2 5 (Ti- (8)) + Copn(Tix (1)) 2 i (Ta(1)) + Con(T1(2)) = pa.
Therefore, p;« > py — § or equivalently, i* € G,,/g. Using this,

Ly = max f1;(Ti(t)) = Co/a(Ti(1)) = € > f1i= (T3 (£)) = Coyn(Ti= (1)) — €

£ w

ZMz*—g—
w

ZMI_Z_G
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Next, we bound the number of times an arm ¢ € G¢ _, is sampled before its upper bound
2

is below p1 — £ — €. Note that Cs,,,(T;(t)) < 2 (1 — % —e— p;), true when T;(t) >

h(:(p—%—e—p;),2) implies that

u(L(0) + o (T1)) S gt +2Cs0 (Ti1)) < — & — e < L.

Finally, we turn our attention to the difference 11, — § — € — p;. Recall that w = max(~y, min(a., 3c)).

1

T = (=)~
H1 4 € Hi = (H1 € Hi 4W

1 .
= (1 —€) — i — 1 max (7, min(ae, B¢)).
By definition, 5 = min;ege (1 — €) — p;. Hence, min(ae, Be) < (u1 —€) — p; forall i € Gelq.
: €T3
Similarly, since i € G‘;r% by assumption, (11 —€—3)—p; > 0, which rearranges to 3 < (11 —€)—pu;.
Therefore,

1 . 1 A, — €
(k1 =€) = pi — 7 max(y, min(ae, fe)) = 5 ((n1 —€) — pi) = —
Hence, by monotonicity of A(-, -),

1 w 1) A, —€ 6
— 2 _e—qu) 2 )< e
h<2(:u1 4 € IU/Z)an)_h( 4 777,

Lastly, as above, since ¢ € G§+1, we have that A; — e = (u1 —€) — pu; > %7. Hence,

2

A, —¢€ 6 . A;—¢€ 6 Y
2 < e 22
n(B0 ) s (35 0) 1 (7))

Putting this together, if T;(t) > min [h (A"*6 2) h(%,2)]. theni # i1(t) forall i € G¢

8 ’'n 8'n e+3-
Summing over all such 7 bounds the size of set stated in the claim. 0

We decompose the remaining event
{t:-STOPand i* € Gu and Cy o (T (1)) < 1% and i1 (t) € Gy }
as
. w ) .
{t : =STOP and i* € G, and Cj,, (T (t)) < 6 and i1(t) € Geyz andis(t) € G€+%}

U {t : ~STOP and i* € G,, and Cj ,, (T- (1)) < % and i1 (1) € Gy 3 and is(t) € G;%} :
We proceed by bounding the size of the first set.
Claim 1:

- w . .
Ht : =STOP and i* € G, and Cj,, (Ti+(t)) < 16 and i1(t) € Geyz andis(t) € GH%H

L (3900

iEGH_%

Proof. Recall that K = {i : i(Ti(t)) + Cs/n(Ti(t)) < Lg or u(T5(t)) — Cs/pn(T5(t)) > Ly} and 4z
is sampled from the set GC\K ,ie all arms in G who have not been declared as above U; or below
L;. Hence, if an arm’s lower bound exceeds Uy = max; ji(T5(t)) 4+ Cs/,,(T3(t)) — € — vy, it must be
in K an thus cannot be 7. Recall that i* () = arg max fi;(T;(t)) + Cs/,(T3(t)). By the above event,
i*(t) € Gy, and Cs/, (T3 (1)) < 15. Hence,

Uy = ml?lXﬂi(Ti(t)) + Cs/n(Ti(t)) — € =y = fii= ) (T 1) (1)) + Csyn(Tiw () (t)) —€ =y
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&
< i () + 265 (T 1y (1)) — € =
w
Spirm g e
w
<pr+ g ¢

Next, we bound the number of times an arm ¢ € G€+% is sampled before its lower bound is
above iy + % — ¢ — . Note that Cs,,,(Ti(t)) < 5 (i — (11 + % — € — 7)), true when T;(t) >
h(5(pi—(ui+%—e—7)) ,%) implies that

f1i(T5(t)) — Csyn(Ti(t)) é ti — 2050 (Ti(t)) > pa + % —€e—.

Finally, we turn our attention to the difference y; — (u1 + § — € — 7). Recall that w =
max(7y, min(ae, B¢)).

w 1
ui—(u1+§—€—v) =pi— (=€) +y - g

Case 1a, w = min(a., ) and i € G.:.

By definition, a,e = min;eq, ;i — (u1 — €) . Hence, min(ae, 8c) < p; — (u1 —€) forall i € G..
Therefore,

1 I
pi— (=€) +7 = qw=p; — (1 — €) +v — gminfac, f)

> max (M7 — (/Ll — 6) - émin(aevﬂe)vv)

> max (;(Mz’ — (1 — 6))77)

Case 1b, w = min(ae, Bc) and i € GEN Gy 1

Since w = max(y, min(ae, B¢ )), if w = min(ae, B¢ ), then %’y < min(c, B¢). Since min(ae, B¢) =
min [p; — (1 — €)|, the set GE N Gy 3 is empty and there is nothing to prove.

Case 2a, w =yand : € G,:
1 7 7
pi = (p =€)+ = qw =y = (p1 — ) + gy 2 max { p; — (41— €), 27
Case2b,w =vandi € G NGyt

Fori € G¢ N Geyy, wehave that p; — (u1 — € —/2) > 0. Hence p1; — (11 — €) > . Therefore,

1
pi— (=€) +y—qw= gvzmax (Z((ul —€) —ui)év) :

Applying the above cases and using monotonicity of i(-, -), we see that for i € Geyzs

(b3 -0).8) o (52 2) (3 )]

Hence, if any i € G 3 has received this many samples, then its lower bound exceeds U, and thus
the arm must be in G. Putting this together, if T;(¢) > min [h (<522, 8) 2 (2, 2)], then i # i (t)
O

8 ' 81 m
forall i € Gy 3. Summing over all such ¢ bounds the size of set stated in the claim.
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B.1.4 Step 3: Controlling the complexity until stopping occurs

In this step, we turn our attention to the final event to control:
. w ) . c
S = {t : =STOP and i* € G, and Cj,, (T3 (t)) < 6 and i1 (t) € Gy g andia(t) € G€+%} .

For brevity, we will refer to this set as S for this step. The objective will be to bound the time before
each arms lower bound either clears U, or its upper bound clears L; which implies the stopping
condition. To do so, we introduce, two events:

Er(t) := {0 (Tiy () (1) = Coyn(Thy 1y (1) > U} (5)
and

Ey(t) := {ftiyt)(Tin 1) (1)) + Cs/n(Tiyy (1)) < Li} 6)
If By(t) is true, then i;(T;) — Cs/,,(T3(t)) > Ly forall i € G. If Ey(t) is true, then fi;(T}) +
Cs/n(Ti(t)) < Uy foralli € G*. Hence, by line 6 of (ST)2, if both F; (£) and Ex(t) are true, then
(ST)? terminates.

Claim 0: [S N {t : =E1(t)} < Y, min [h (=24, 8) h (2, 2)].

) 8'n

Proof. Recall that by the set S, we have that i (t) € Gy 7. Furthermore, by the set S, we have that
i*(t) € Gy, and Cys/,, (T3 (t)) < w/16. Hence,

U, = m?xﬂl(Tz(t)) + C&/n(Tz(t)) —e—7

i+ (t) T 205/ (Tie 1y (1)) — € — 7y

w
z’*(t)"‘g_e_’)’

w
1+§—€—7

If  Cs/m(T3) < % (/li - (,u1 +5 —€e— ’y)) which is true when T; >
h(z(wi=(m+§—ec=9)),7) then

N w
Ai(T3) = Csyn(Ti) 2 1i = 2Csn(Ti) 2 u + g —e =7 2 Vs

INIA™ |
T T T

IA

The remainder of the proof of this claim focuses on controlling the difference: p; — (pl +8 —€e— w)
in the case that w = min(a., 8¢) and w = . Recall that w = max(y, min(a., S¢)). Hence, if any
possible i € G 1 has received sufficiently many samples, since i1 (t) € G, 7, this implies Ey (t).

Case 1a, w = min(a, ) and i € G,

We focus on the difference y1; — (11 + £ — e — 7).

w min (., B
Mi—(/l1+8—6—7>:/li—</ll+(8)—6—7>

1 .
=pi— (1 —€) +v— gmln(aeﬁe)

(20) 1 e— A,
> 2wy — (g —€)) =
2 ki —(u—e) 5

where the final step follows since min(a, 8.) < a. < p; — (u1 — €) by definition for all ¢ € G..
Then by monotonicity of A(-, ),

h(;(ui—(er:—e—v)),i) Sh(elAi,i).

Lastly, in this setting, v < min(a., 8¢) < ¢ — A; since w = min(«., B¢). Hence, it is trivially true

that A; b A; 6 )
€E— 8¢ 0 . €— 82 0 7o
n(5) e (570) 2 (50)
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Case 1b, w = min(a, B) and i € GE NGy 1

Since w = max(v, min(a, B)), if w = min(c, ), then 2y < min(a, B¢). Since min(a., B) =
min [p; — (1 — €)|, the set GE N Gy 3 is empty and there is nothing to prove.

Case2a,w =~vandi € G,
Again, we bound the difference p; — (#1 +5—e— fy).

w 7
Ui_(/ﬂ"'*_e_'Y):Mi_(ﬂl_e)“"*’}’
8 8

Since i € G, u; — (u1 — €) > 0. Hence,

7 7
pi = (1 =€)+ g7 = max { 5 — (1 — €), 27

> 5 max (€ — Ay, 7)

DO | =

Therefore, we have that

(o5 2 =0 (529)
(b os 3= £ = (39)
(b)) o (2. 8) (3]

Case2b,w =vandi € GNGeyy
As before,

and

N =

Hence,

w 7
Ni_(ﬂl+§_€_7>:Mi_(ﬂl_e)""g"/

Since i € G¢N G,y 3, we have that p; — (1 — € — ) > 0. Rearranging implies that y1; — (1 —€) >
7. Hence,

pi — (p1 —€) +

(o - 2) =0 ()

Additionally, as above, if i € GE N GE+% , we have that y1; — (1 — € — %) > 0 which implies that
(11 — €) — pi <. Hence

n(Fa) = (5550) 0 (R2))
8'n 8 n 8'n

Therefore, if T; exceeds the above, then E'(t) is true for an i; € G¢N GH_%. Combining all cases,
and noting that h(z, d) > h(z/2,6) Vo, we see that for iy € Gy 3, if

. e—A; 9§ v 6
T; t h —),h{=,—
ll(t)()>mln|: < ] 7n>a <87n>:|7

Then FE (t) is true. Summing over all possible i; € G, +7 proves the claim. O

Claim 1: [SN{t: Ey(t)} N {t: ~Ea(t)}] <D icqe _ min [h (EfsAi ), h(%,2)].

n

ool

Hence,
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Proof. By the events in set S, Cj,,, (T3 (t)) < {%. Hence,
£

Wi + % > pi +2Cs /0 (Tix (1)) = fi; (Tix () + Copn(Tix (t)) > 01 (T1(2)) + Csyn(T1(2)) > 1.

Therefore, p;« > pp — % or equivalently, i* € G, /8- Using this,
L, = mZaXﬂi(Ti(t)) — Cs/n(Ti(t)) — € > f1g=(Tix (1)) — Csn(Ti= (1)) — €

£
> i — 206/7L(Ti* (t)) —€

€ w

STy
w

S

For i e G o, if Cyu(Ti) < 1((m1—%—€)—p;), true when T;
h(z((m =4 =€) =), 2), then

~ w
i(T3) + Cospn (i) < pi + 2C5 0 (1;) < pn — 7 €L

v

As before, we seek a lower bound for the difference (ul -9- e) — .

Case 1: w = min(a,, ;)

(,ul — % — E) — i = (,Ul — 6) — M — %min(asvﬂe)
> 2 ()~ )

since (1 — €) — p; > min(a., B.). Therefore, we have that

(b5 -w) £) n (522

Lastly, in this setting, v < min(a., 8¢) < € — A; since w = min(«,, B¢). Hence, it is trivially true
that
JAVIESN N} A;i—¢€ 0 v 0
— | = min |h — ) h{=,—=]].
n(Be ) = (5752) (53]

Assume that v > min(c«., B¢ ), as equality is covered by the previous case. Hence,

-3~ -mtu -0
M1 1 € i = (H1 € i 47

Case2: w =1~

(& C

Recall that we seek to control i2 € G¢, . Forany i € G we have that p1; —e — 3 — p; > 0.

e+3 e+3° =
Rearranging, we see that (y; — €) — y; > 1~ which implies that
1 1
(1 =€) = pi = 77 2 5 (1 —€) = i)

Therefore, we have that

(S5 D) (20

is this setting as well. Similarly, since A; — ¢ > %7, we likewise have that

A;—¢€ . Ai—¢€ 0 o)
n(Be) s [ (55 0) 0 G
Hence, if T; exceeds the right-hand side of the preceding inequality, then for any i € G¢ +30 its upper
bound is below L;. Hence for i3(t) € G¢ 3 this implies event E3(¢). Summing over all possible
values of i5(t) € G¢ 47 proves the claim. O
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Claim 2: The cardinality of S is bounded as |S| < 3°7 min [h (255, 2) /h (2, 2)].
Proof. First, S may be decomposed as
SI=ISn{t: =B} + SN {t: Ex()} N {t: ~Ex()} +[SN{t: Ex(t)} N {t: Ea(t)}|

Note that |[S N {t : Ex(t)} N {t : E2(t)} = O because we have assumed in set S that

(ST)? has not stopped, and {t : E;(t)} N {t : E»(t)} implies termination. By Claim 0,

|Sﬁ{t:ﬂE1(t)}|gziecﬂmin[ (=£1,2) h(%,2)]. By Claim 1, |[SN {t: Ey(t)} N {¢:
‘T2

-Ey(t)} < ZieG;l min [h (524, 2) 7 (2, 2)]. Recalling that h is assumed to be symmetric
2

A

n

in its first argument proves the claim. [

B.1.5 Step 4: Putting it all together

Recall that the total number of rounds 7" that (ST)? runs for is given by 7" = |{t : =STOP}|. To
bound this quantity, we have decomposed the set {¢ : “STOP} into many subsets. Below, we show
this decomposition.

{t : =STOP} =

{t: —-STOP and i* ¢ G}
t : ~STOP and i* € G, and Cj/,,(Ti- (£)) > %}

: °STOP and i* € G, and Cj,, (T} (t)) < 1—6 and i1(t) € G§+%}
(

: °STOP and i* € G, and Cj,,, (T;-(t)) < 1—6 and i1(t) € Gy 3 andia(t) € Ge+%}

t: =STOP and i* € G, and Cs/,, (Ti-(t)) < 1—6 and i1(t) € Geyz andia(t) € G;%}.

Hence, by a union bound and plugging in the results of the above steps,
|{t : =STOP}| <
|{t : =STOP and i* ¢ G,,}|

t:~STOP and i* € Gy, and Ji € G, : Cs/(Ti- (£)) > 136})

U

U

~+

U

C
It W anten W et W e
~~

+

- w .
t: =STOP and i* € G, and Cys/, (T3 (1)) < E and i1(t) € G§+%H

16
t: =STOP and i* € G, and Cy,,(T;- (1)) < — andzl( ) € Geypq andiz(t) € GEJF%H

S mm[ (5)- (e )
(

()

{
|
+ {t : =STOP and i* € G, and Cj/,, (T} (t)) < — “ and i1(t) € Gy andis(t) € G€+%H
+[f

AN
(]
=
=)

. ;i —€ 0 vy 6
+4Z m1n[h< 3 ’n>’h<8’n)]
1€G°
e+3
. e—/NA; 6 Y
+Z mln|:h< 8 ,n>,h<87n>:|
ZEGéJr;Qz
G A;—€e 6 v 6
#Somin o (25 0) 0 (37)

(e<1/2) ) v 6 ) A; 6 min(a., Be) 9
L 9 4 minfce, Be) 9
< ZE_lmln{h (16,n>,mm [h <16’n>’h< 16 '



A;—€e 6 v é
+2Zmln {h( n>7h(8’n>}
§4ZInin{maX{h<Ai_6,5>,min [h (Ai,5>7h(m1n(ae,ﬂe),5>}}’
= 16 'n 16 n 16 n
(53]
16" n
Next, by Lemma F.3, we may bound the minimum of (-, -) functions.
4Zmin{max{h<Aie,5>,min {h (Ai’5>’h<nm1(oz€,[3€)76)]},
p 16 'n 16 ' n 16 n
(53]
16" n
- Ai—é )
i_zlmm{max{h( 16 ’n)’
. A; 0 Qe 6 Be 6
min o (505w (55:2) o (B )1
)
Ml L =
(G2)}

max |h A + é h 2 + B é
32 'n)’ 32 'n ’

:42111111 max 4 h Ai7€7é ,h Ai+a57é ,h Al+657é 7
; 16 n 32 n 32 n

Finally, we use Lemma F.2 to bound the function h( -). Since & < 1/2,8/n < 2e~¢/2. Further,
le — A;| < 8foralliand e < 1/2implies that £|e — A;[ < 2 and § mln(ae,ﬁe) 2. A; < 16 for
all 4, gives 0.125A, < 2. Lastly, v < 16 unphes that 3 < 2. Therefore

A —€ 0 AZ‘+0¢5 § Ai+ﬁe o
4 Z Z
me{max{ ( 16 n)h( 32 n)h( 32 n)}




log, ( 3072n ))
O —e—pi)?) )’
12288n
(5 (11 + e — p17)? >)
4096 < ( 12288n ))}
log )
(1 + Be — )2 O(p1 + Be — pi)?
o (e ()}
v2 5 2

The above bounds the number of rounds 7". Therefore, the total number of samples is at most 37". [J

p1 — € — f1;)?
4096
(,ul + Qe — 7

l\D
%\S’ >

log

i (2
(5

°ﬂ\§

B.2 Optimism with multiplicative v

Theorem B.2. Fixe € (0,1/2], 0 < 6 < 1/2, v € [0,min(16/u1,1/2)] and an instance v such
that max(A;, leur — A;|) < 8 for all i. In the case that M. = [n], let & = min(Ge, Be). With
probability at least 1 — 6, (ST)? correctly returns a set G such that M. C G C M in at most

- 1024 n 3072n
12§ mi log [ =1
e {ma"{«l — s — i) Og( 5% <6<<1 — - W)) ’

4096 log 2—nlog 12288n
(,ul + 1 c Mz) 4 ? 6(/1 1()/;66)2 7

4096 7n 12288n
(/1'1 + 1,866 - :ul)

5
1024 (2 3072n
75 s

Proof. Throughout the proof, recall that A; = p; — p; for all 4, & = min;epr, pi — (1 — €)1, and

Be = min;ere (1 — €)1 — p1;. Additionally, at any time ¢, we will take T () to denote the number
of samples of arm j up to time ¢.

samples.

Define the event

€= ﬂ ﬂ |f1:(t) — pil < Csyn(t)
i€[n] teN
Using standard anytime confidence bound results, and recalling that that C5(t) := w,
we have

P(E) = U U i — il > Cspn(t)

i€[n] teN

< P(Uuz pi| > Csyn(t) ><Z
=1 \ten

Hence, P (£) > 1 — §. Throughout, we will make use of a function h(x, §) such that if ¢ > h(z, ),
then Cs(t) < |z|. We bound A(-,-) in Lemma F.2. h(,-) is assumed to decrease monotonically in
both arguments and is symmetric in its first argument.

-
I

B.2.1 Step 0: Correctness

We begin by showing that on &, if (ST)? terminates, it returns a set G' such that M, C G C M, (e47)-
Since P (€) > 1 — 4, this implies that (ST)? is correct with high probability.
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Claim 0: On Event &, at all times ¢, Uy > (1 — € — y) 1.
Proof.
U=(1-¢€— 7)(m;tXﬂj(Tj(t)) + Cs/n(T5(t))) > (1 =€ =) (1 (T1(1) + Co/n(T1(1)))

(AVAY

(I—e=7)m

Claim 1: On Event &, at all times ¢, L; < (1 — €)py
Proof.

£
o= (1= 9 (i (15(0)) = Can(T30) ) £ (1= ey = (1= s
O

Claim 2: On event &, if there is a time ¢ such that /1;(T;(t)) — Cs/n(T;(t)) > Uy, theni € M.
Proof. Assume for some ¢, fi;(T;(t)) — Cs/n(Ti(t)) > U;. Then

& Claim 0
pi > i(Ti(t) — Cspn(Ti(t) 2 Up > (1 —e—=7)m

which implies ¢ € M~ O
Claim 3: On event &, if there is a time ¢ such that fi;(T;(t)) + Cs/, (Ti(t)) < Ly, theni € M.
Proof. Assume that is a ¢ for which /i;(T;(t)) + Cs/n(Ti(t)) < L. Then

£ Claim 1
pi < fi(Ti(t) + Cspn(Ti(t)) < Ly < (1 =€)

which implies 7 € M¢.

Vo

(ST)? terminates at any time ¢ such that simultaneously for all arms 4, either /i; (T} (¢ ))—&-C’(;/n(Tl(t))
Uy or f1i(T(t)) — Cs/n(Ti(t)) < Ly. On &, by Claim 3, M, C {i : 4i(T;(t)) + Cs/n(T3(t)) > U
On &, by Claim 2, {i : 3;(T;(t)) + C(;/n( i(t)) > U} C Mct. Hence, on the event &. (
returns a set G such that M, C G C M.

MW—/

ST)

B.2.2 Step 1: Complexity of estimating the threshold, (1 — ¢)u4

Let STOP denote the termination event that for all arms i, either ji;(T3(t)) + Cs/,,(T;(t)) > Uy or
:(T(t)) — Cs/n(T3(t)) < L¢. Let w denote the quantity

w 1= max{yp1, min(éc, Bc)}.
Let T denote the random variable of the total number of rounds before (ST)? terminates. At most

3 samples are drawn in any round. Hence, the total sample complexity is bounded by 37". We may
write 1" as

= [{t : -STOP}| = |{t : =STOP and i* ¢ M,,,,,, }| + |{t : =STOP and i* € M, }|
Next, we bound the first event in this decomposition.
Claim 0: On €&, |t : ~STOP and i* ¢ M/, | <
- ) ; A; 8 min(&e,fe) 6
Siene,, min{h (%2 2) min b (5, 8) b (m2Gel) 2)[1,

Proof. Foreachi € Mg, . pi +2Cs/,(Ti(t)) < pa, true when T;(t) > h (Ai/2,2) implies that

£
fii(Ti(t)) + Csyn(Ti(1)) < <t 2Cs/n(T5(t)) < pr < pa(T1(t)) + Coyn(T1(2))
which implies that i # i*. Additionally, since ¢ € M¢ o/t by assumption, we have that (1 —

w/ 1)1 — p; > 0, which reduces to A; > w. Since w = max(yu1, min(a., 66)), it is likewise true
that

(5 ) (25.2) mnfo (3.2) o (22.)])
2'n 2 'n 2 ' n 2 n
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Summing over all i € M¢, —achieves the result. O

/p1
We may decompose the event {¢ : =STOP and i* € M,,,, } as

{t : =STOP and ¢* € MW/HI and 3i € Mw/ul : C(;/n(Ti* (t)) > OJ}

U {t : =STOP and i* € M,,/,,, and Cs/, (T (1)) < w}

= 16(1—¢)
Claim  1: |{#: ~STOPand i* € M., and Csn (T (1)) = 18 }| <

. 5 . A; S min(a.,B.) &
2iem,,,, min {h (%5 %), min {h (T 7) b (716((1175) ﬁ)”

Proof. Cs/,(Ti(t)) < T67i—q 18 true when T;(t) > h (ﬁ_g), %) Since i* € M/, fi —

(1 —w/p1)p1 > 0, which implies A; < w. By definition, w = min(vys;, min(é,, 5)). Hence, by
monotonicity of h(-, -),

(i) = (s )+ (i) |
i (gt ) o () (e

<min< h M,g ,min |h &7é . h M,ﬁ )
16 "n 16" n 16(1—¢€) 'n

Summing over all ¢ € M,,,,, achieves the desired result. O

B.2.3 Step 2: Controlling ‘““crossing” events

Recall that we sample i1 (t) € G and i5(t) € G°. In this section, we control the number of times that
Zl(t) S MECJrl and ’Lg(t) S M6+%.
2

To do so, we first decompose the set {t : =STOP and i* € M,,;,,, and Cs/, (T (t)) < ﬁ} as

{t : =STOP and i* € M, ,,, and Cs,, (Ti~(t)) and i, (t) € Mf+g}

«_ v
~ 16(1 —¢)

U {t : =STOP and i* € M., and Cs/,(Ti-(t)) and i, () € M€+g}

«_ v
~ 16(1 —¢)

IN

Claim 0: Ht : ~STOP and i* € My, and C o (Ti- (1)) < gy and i (f) € M;%H
. A;—epq 11
ZieM;l in {h (Tﬂv %) h (% %)]
2

Proof. Recall that G is the set of all arms whose empirical means exceed (1 —
€)max; ;(T;(t)), and i1(t) € G by definition. Note that (1 — €) max; 4 (T;(t)) > (1 —
€) (max; fi;(T;(t)) — Cs/n(T;(t))) = Ly. Hence, if an arm’s upper bound is below L,, then the arm
cannot be in G and thus not be i1 (t). By the above event, Cs/n(Ti (1)) <

ﬁ_e). Therefore,

i + > e +2Cs /0 (Tix (1)) g fii= (Ti= () + Csyn(Ti+ () = pa(T1(2)) + Coyn(T1(2))

w
8(1—¢)
> 1.

Hence, pj« > p1 — ﬁ. Rearranging this, we see that pi;« — (1 - m) p1 > 0 which

implies that ¢* € M__« . Hence,

Sy (1—e)

Li=(1-¢) (miaxﬂi(Ti(t)) - Cé/n(Ti(t))) (1 =€) (fusr (T3 () = Coyn(Ti (1))
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(AVAY

(1 =€) (i — 2C5n (T (1))
1-0(n-115)

Next, we bound the number of times an arm ¢ € M, , is sampled before its upper bound is
2

below (1 — ¢) (m - ﬁ) Note that Cj/,(Ti(t)) < ((1 —e) (m - ﬁ) - u) true

when T;(t) > h (% ((1 —¢) (ul - ﬁ) - ,ui) , %) implies that

Y

i (Ti(t)) + Csyn(Ti(t)) ; i +2Cs/n (Ti(t)) < (1 —¢) (Ml - 4(1w_6)> < L;.

Finally, we turn our attention to the difference (1 — ) (,ul - ﬁ) — pi- Recall that w =

max(yuy, min(de, Be)).

(1-¢) <u1—4(1w_6)>—m=(1—6)m—m—iw

1 s
= (]. — E)/ll — i — Z maX(vulvmln(amﬁe))'
By definition, 8. = min;epse(1 — €)us — p;. Hence, min(&e, Be) < (1 — €)uy — p; for all
1€ MC“’JF%. Similarly, since @ € M;% by assumption, (1 — € — 2)u1 — p1; > 0, which rearranges to
1L < (1 — €)py — 4. Therefore,

1 . ~ Ai — €
(1= 1 — i — 7 max(ypuy, min(a, B) > Sz

(L =e)pr — i) = 5

DN | =

Hence, by monotonicity of A(-, -),

(00 i) ) ) on(258)

Lastly, as above, since ¢ € M:’+1,
2

A;—epyp 0 . A;—epuy 0 Y1 9
ST D) < =z Rt I
h( 4 ’n)—mm{h< 8 ’n>’h<8’n

Putting this together, if T;(¢) > min [h (% é) Jh (282, 2)], thend # i1 (¢) forall i € M;%.

we have that A; — epy = (1 — €)pu1 — p; > 2yp1. Hence,

' 8 n
Summing over all such 7 bounds the size of set stated in the claim.

We decompose the remaining event

{t : =STOP and i* € M,,;,,, and C;,,(T;-(t)) and i, (¢t) € M€+;}

v
~ 16(1 —¢)

as

{t : =STOP and i* € M., and Cs/, (Ti-(1)) and i1(t) € My 2

«_ Y
=16(1—o
and i (t) € ME+%}

U {t : =STOP and i* € M,,;,,, and Cj,,,(T;~(t)) and i1 (t) € My oy

<Y
~ 16(1 —¢)
and i5(t) € Mf+%} .

We proceed by bounding the cardinality of the first set.
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Claim 1:

Ht : °STOP and i* € M,,,,,, and Cs,,, (Tj-(t)) < - and i1(t) € M,y

= 16(1—¢)
and ig(t) S Me_,_%}‘

. €Hl_Ai6 ’}//,615
< e =z ez
< 3 () (5]

Proof. Recall that K = {i : 1;(T3(t)) 4+ Cs/n(T3(t)) < Ly or fi;(T5(t)) — Csn(Ti(t)) > Uy} is the

set of known arms and 5 is sampled from @C\K . Hence, if an arm’s lower bound exceeds U, it
must be in K and therefore cannot be i5. Recall that i*(t) = arg max f1;(T5(t)) + Cs,,,(T3(t)). By
the above event, i*(t) € M,,/,,, and Cs,,, (T (t)) < T6(i—oy- Hence,

Ur = (1= ¢ =) (max iu(Ti(1) + Cs/n(Ti(1)) )

= (1— =) (1= t)(Ti= (1) () 4 Cs /0 (Ti= 1) (1))
(1= €= %) (0 + 2Csn (Thv ) (1))
S ]-_6_ (Nz (t)+ E))

<s(l—e=7) (ul M) 6))
Next, we bound the number of times an arm ¢ € M. 3 is sampled before its lower bound is above
(1—e—7) (ul + ﬁ) Note that Cy,, (T;(t)) < 3 (ui —(1—e—7) (ul + ﬁ)), true
when T;(t) > h (% (Hi —(1—e—v) (#1 + ﬁ)) ,%) implies that

f1:(T;(t)) — Csn(Ti(t)) ; pi = 2Csn(Ti(t)) > (1 — e =) (m + 8(1w—e)> > Uy.

Finally, we turn our attention to the difference p; — (1 — ¢) (,u1 + %) Recall that w =
max(yp1, min(ée, B¢ )). Additionally, recall € + v < 1.

w 1 /1—€e—7
pi —(L—e=1) <u1+8(1_6)> pi = (L= €)p1 + v 8( T, )w

1
2 pi = (1= €u +yp — qw

Case 1a, w = min(a., BE) andi € M,:
By definition, &, = min;eps, 1i — (1 — €)p1. Hence, min(a., BE) < i — (1 —¢e)u; foralli € M.

Therefore,

1 r . =
pi = (L= — qw=pi — (L= )+ — g min(Ge, )

Y

EN|

> max

oo

max (Ni —(1—e)m — ;min(deﬁe)mm)
( (pi — (1—6)u1),wl>

Case 1b, w = min(d, Bc) and i € ME N M., 5

Since w = max(yu1, min(a., Be)), if w = min(a., Be) then %7#1 < min(&, Be) Since
min (e, Bc) = min |p; — (1 — €) ], the set M N M., 1 is empty and there is nothing to prove.
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Case 2a, w = yu; and ¢ € M,

1 7 7
pi = (L =€) +yp — g = pi = (1= )pr + gyp > max (ui -1 =em, 87#1) :

Case 2b, w =y and i € MSN M€+%

Fori € MM Mgz, pi — (1 —€e—3)p1 > 0. Hence, p; — (1 — €)1 > —5#+. Therefore,

1 7 3 1 1— €)1 — i
pi — (L —€)pr +ypr — QW= Hi— (1—e)p + gk 2 gk 2 max (4wl,()4M> :

Combining all cases, by monotonicity of h(, -) and symmetry in its first argument, we see that

(oo o)) b (2 (2525))

Putting this together, if T;(t) > min [h (% 5 ) (2 é)] ,then i # is(t) forall i € M, , 5.

' 8 'n
Summing over all such 7 bounds the size of set stated in the claim. O

B.2.4 Step 3: Controlling the complexity until stopping occurs

In this step, we turn our attention to the final event to control:

Y
= 16(1—e)

and i1 (t) € M., 3 and is(t) € M;%} .

S = {t : =STOP and i* € M,,,,, and Cs,,,(Ti-(t)) (7)

For brevity, we will refer to this set as S for this step. The objective will be to bound the time before
each arms lower bound either clears U, or its upper bound clears L; which implies the stopping
condition. To do so, we introduce, two events:

Er(t) := {ftis () (Tin(6y () = Co/m(Tin () (1)) > Ut} ®)
and

Ea(t) := {1y 1) (Tio 1)) + Csn(Tin1) (t)) < Li}- 9)
If Ey(t) is true, then [1;(T;) — Cs/n(Ti(t)) > Ly forall i € G. If Ey(t) is true, then fi;(T}) +
Cs/n(Ti(t)) < Uy foralli € G*. Hence, by line 6 of (ST)2, if both E; (¢) and Es(t) are true, then
(ST)? terminates.

Claim 0: SN {t: ~Ei(t)}] < ZieM€+% min [h (WIT*Ai é) Jho(2 %)]

‘n

Proof. Recall that by the set S, we have that i1 (¢) € MEJF%. Furthermore, by the set S, we have that
i*(t) € M,

/uy and Cs (T3 (t)) < w/16(1 — €). Hence,
Ui = (1= =) (maxju(Ti(t) + Co/n(Ti(1)))
= (1 —€=7) (fuir &) (Ti= 1) () + Cs yn (Ti= (1) (1))
% (L =€ =) (b= ey + 2Cs (T 1) (1))
<SA—e=) (@ + 8(1w_ 6))
S A
f Cyn(T) < 1 (ui S (1—e—n) (m + ﬁ)) true when T, >

h(% (ui—(l—e—’y) (ul-i-ﬁ)),%),then

1i(Ti) = Copn(Ti) > pi — 2Cs5/n(T) > (1 — € =) (ul + 8(1ai 6)> > Us.
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The remainder of the proof of this claim focuses on controlling the difference: p; — (1 —
€ — ) (ul + ﬁ) in the case that w = min(a., () and w = ~yu;. Recall that w =

max(yuy, min(ae, B )). Hence, if any possible i € M, 1 has received sufficiently many sam-
ples, since i1 (t) € M, , this implies F (¢).

Case 1a, w = min(&., Be) and i € M,

We focus on the difference pu; — (1 — € — ) (ul + ﬁ) Recall that e + v < 1.

wm o) (g ) = mem (“*W)

1/1—€e— L =
=i — (L —€)pr +yp — 3 (1_67) min(de, Be)

>0 and e+v<1 1 P
> pi = (L= @ — g min(ae, 5

1 € _Ai
> 5(%‘ —(1=em) = MT

where the final step follows since min(c., BE) < @ < pi — (1 — €)py by definition for all ¢ € M,.
Then by monotonicity of h(, -),

(oo o i)} D) (2728)

Lastly, in this setting, y1 < min(d., Be) < euy — A, since w = min(&., Be) Hence, it is trivially

true that A s A s 5
[ e A R o e JH1 9
n( 25 E) = (20 0) 0 (5 2)

Case 1b, w = min(d, 5c) and i € ME N M., 5

Since w = max(yu1, min(ae, B.)), if w = min(ae, fc), then Ty < min(de, Bc). Since
min (&, Be) = min |p; — (1 — €)uq|, the set MEN M., 7 is empty and there is nothing to prove.

Case 2a, w = yu1 and ¢ € M,

Next, we bound the difference p; — (1 — € — =) (pl + ﬁ)

1/1—€e—7y
—/Li—l— m1+ypr— < | ——— (L
) ( it m 8< 1—e¢ >’Y1

1/1—-€e—7v
> — (1— 1—-(———1
> i — ( €)u1+wl< 8( T >>

Since i € M., p; — (1 — €)uq > 0. Using this and the fact thate,y > Oand e + v < 1,

1/(1—ec—n 7
pi = (1= €)1 +vm (1 ~3 <>) > pi = (1= €eJu + gym

pi = (1 —e=) </~L1 + 8(1w_ 3

1—¢€

7
> max <m - (1 =€), 87#1)

> S max (€1 — Ay, yp)

DN | =

Therefore, we have that

(e 0o gzg)) &) <o (252
(o0 o)) &)= (22)

and




Hence,

(oo o i) ) b (252 8) (2:5)]

Case 2b,w =y and i € M N M, oy
As before,

w 1/1—-—€e—7v
i—(1—e— =pi—(1- - (=
pi — (1 —e 7)<u1+8(1_6)) pi — (1= €)pa + v 8( - >wl

Sincei € MSNM. 3, we have that p; — (1—e—3)u1 > 0. Rearranging implies that 1; —(1—€) 1 >
Sty Hence,

(1 m + 1/1—e—~ Sl 1(l-e—ny 23
4i Yy = g g Jym z gy — g | ) = g

(o i) £) o0 (222):

Additionally, as above, if i € M¢ N M.y, we have that 1; — (1 — € — 3)u1 > 0 which implies that
(1 —€)p1 — s < 37yp. Hence

(520) 2wl (25 ) (2]
8 'n 4 n 4 'n

Therefore, if T; exceeds the above, then Fj (t) is true for an iy, € M N ME+%. Combining all cases,
we see that for i1 € ME+%, if

. € —Ai ) 1)
o (2 2) 1 (.5)]

Then FE (t) is true. Summing over all possible i1 € M.y proves the claim. O

Hence,

‘n

Claim 1: S 1 {t: Ey(0)} N {t: =Ea()}] < Ticppe min [h (% é) (2 g)]

Proof. By the events in set S, C,, (T3 (t)) < T6(i—cy- Therefore,

> pii= + 2C5 /(T3 (t)) S i (T (1) + Csm(Ti- (1)) = fn(Ta (1) + Csyn(T1(1))

pir 8(1—¢)

Hence, pj« > p1 — ﬁ. Rearranging this, we see that fi;« — (1 — m) w1 > 0 which

implies that+* € M__« . Hence,

8ui(I—e€)

As before, we seek a lower bound for the difference (1 — €) (,u1 — ﬁ) — i
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Case 1: w = min(a., 3)

w

(1—¢) (Ml - 4(1_6)> —pi = (1= €)1 — pi — imin(&s,ﬂe)

> 5 (- — )

since (1 — €)1y — pi > min(d, B¢ ). Therefore, we have that

(oo qitg) w) D n(258)
(I—¢)

Lastly, in this setting, v, < min(a., Be) < euy — A, since w = min(&., Be) Hence, it is trivially

true that A 5 A 5 5
i €1 O i i €l O TH1 O
(B e (B 0) o (1))

Case 2: w = v

Assume that yuq > min(a., 8e), as equality is covered by the previous case. Hence,

(1—¢) (M1—4(1w_6)>—m=(1—6)u1—ui—iwl

Recall that we seek to control io € M, . Foranyi € M¢
2

e+3

Rearranging, we see that (1 — €)1 — p1; > 374 which implies that

we have that (1 — € — )1 — p; > 0.

1 1
(L= e)pr = pi = gy 2 S (1 = p — pi)-

Therefore, we have that

(3 (00 f-mag) =) 1) = (2520)

is this setting as well. Similarly, since A; — ey > %7/11, we likewise have that

p(Bim 0N o [ (B O g (2 O]
4 n 8 n 8 'n

Hence, if T; exceeds the right-hand side of the preceding inequality, then for any ¢ € M, -,
2
bound is below L;. Hence, for i(t) € M, ,, this implies event E»(t). Summing over all possible
2

values of i5(t) € M¢,  proves the claim. O
2

its upper

Claim 2: The cardinality of S is bounded as |S| < >_" | min [h (% é) Jho(B %)}

Proof. First, S may be decomposed as
IS|=|SN{t:=Ei(t)} +|SN{t: Ex(t)}n{t: ~Ex(t)} +|SN{t: E1(t)} N {t: Ext)
2

Note that [S N {t : E1(t)} N {t : Ez(t)}| = 0 because we have assumed in set S that (ST)
not stopped, and {t : F1(¢)} N {¢: E5(t)} implies termination. By Claim 0, |S N {t : =F1(t)

H<
Sicu,,, min [h (%é) b (2 g)] By Claim 1, |SN {t : Ey()} N {t : ~Ex(t)}| <

}
has
|

n 4
’n

Y iepe . min {h (““T_Ai 5) Jh (8 é)] . Recalling that & is assumed to be symmetric in its
+3 !

first argument and summing the two terms proves the claim. O

B.2.5 Step 4: Putting it all together

Recall that the total number of rounds 7" that (ST)? runs for is given by T = |{t : =STOP}|. To
bound this quantity, we have decomposed the set {t : =STOP} into many subsets. Below, we show
this decomposition.

{t : ~STOP} =
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{t: ~STOP and i* ¢ M,,,, }
w

N 16(1—¢)

: =STOP and * € Mw/ul and C(;/n(Ti* (t)) >

-

- w
t: -STOP and i* € Mw/ﬂl and C&/n(Tz* (t)) < m

Uqt:-STOPandi* € M,,,, and Cs/, (T;-(t

T
and ig(t) S Me—i—%}

U : =STOP and * € Mw/ul and Cg/n(Ti* (t)) <

= 16(1—¢)

£
{
{
¢

and i (t) € Méﬂr%}

|

and i (t) € M

)

and i1 (t) € My

and il(t) S Me—i—%

Hence, by a union bound and plugging in the results of the above steps,

|{t : =STOP}| <
|{t : =STOP and i* ¢ M,,,, }|

+

+ |qt: ~STOP and i* € M,,,,,, and Cs,, (T} (t

. w
t: =STOP and i* € M,,/,,, and C;s,,,(T;-(t)) < 61-0

and i2(t) € M€+%H

t: =STOP and i* € M,,/,,, and Cs,,,(T;-

andig()e 5+“’}’

I
=
=
—N—
>
N
‘Q
N =
\

w/p
Ai—eul 1) YH1 ]
p> mm{"( 3 n) (gvn
zeM:%
=B 03 (im0
¢ 3 (D) (550
’LE]WS+%

nL A, —eup 0 Yup 0
h{ ——,— ) ,h| —,—
+;m1n{ ( 8 ’n)7 (8’71
€<é/2) 7#1 6
me , |y min
S Aj—em 0 Y1 O
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Next, by Lemma F.3, we may bound the minimum of (-, -) functions.
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Finally, we use Lemma F.2 to bound the function h( )). Since § < 1/2, §/n < 2e~°/2. Further,

lers — A;] < 8foralliande < 1/2implies that (1 3 \eul A;] <2and ﬁ min(d, Be) < 2.
A; < 16 for all 4, gives 0.125A; < 2. Lastly, v < 16/ implies that *6* < 2. Therefore,
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The above bounds the number of rounds 7'. Therefore, the total number of samples is at most 37". [

C Proof of instance dependent lower bounds, Theorem 2.1

First we restate and prove the lower bound.

Theorem C.1. (additive and multiplicative lower bound) Fix §, € > 0. Consider n arms, such that
the i is distributed according to N'(u;, 1). Any 6-PAC algorithm for the additive setting satisfies

n 1 1 1
E[r] > 2 ) max , log (>
v ; { (1 — € — pi)®" (1 + e — pi)? } 2.46

and if p1 > 0 any 6-PAC algorithm for the multiplicative algorithm satisfies,

2 1 1 1
T]ZQZ;maX{((l—e)m—m) (M1+1 E—Mz) }log(m>

Proof of Theorem 2.1 in the additive case. Recall that v denotes the given instance, and without loss
of generality we have assumed that p1q > po > -+ > uy,. Then Ge(v) = {1,--- | k}. Consider the
event E that an algorithm returns {1, - - - , k}. For any §-PAC algorithm, F occurs with probability at
least 1 — 4. For each arm ¢ € [n] we consider two alternative instances

Vz{:{:u’lv"' 7/”'27"' 7/”"n}

and

= {:ulv"' 7/~‘L/i/7"' ,,Un}
such that only the mean of arm ¢ differs compared to v but G¢(v) # G.(v}) and G.(v) # G(V}").
Therefore, on these alternate instances, F occurs with probability at most J.

For v}, if i < k,let u; = u3 —e—n. Theni € G.(v)buti ¢ G.(v}). If k <nandi >k + 1, let
i =p1 —e+mn. Theni ¢ G.(v) buti € G.(v)).

More subtly, for v/}, for any i € [n]\{k}, let )/ = py + ¢ + 1. In particular, arm ¢ is now the best
arm. Under this definition, u; — € > uy. Therefore, k ¢ G.(v)') but k € G(v).

The above holds for all n > 0. Let N; denote the random variable of the number of samples of arm
i and [E,, denote expectation with respect to instance v. Using the fact that we have assumed the
distributions are Gaussian, considering v, by Lemma 1 of [6], taking 7 — 0 we have that for any
0-PAC algorithm,

2log(1/2.40)
(i = (11 —€))?
Furthermore, considering v’, and again taking 7 — 0, we have by the same lemma that for i # k

2log(1/2.46)  2log(1/2.49)

(e +e—p)? (1 + e — )’

where the later equahty holds since px + € = py + «, by definition of .. For i = k, note that
1

E,[N;] >

)

m a2 Z 62 = m since Qe = mlnLeG i — (llll - 6) = mlnzeG € — AZ
Putting these pieces together, we see that for any 1,
1 1
E,[N;] > max 55 5 | 2log(1/2.46).
(i = (1 — €)™ (ke + € — i)
Summing over all ¢ establishes a lower bound in the additive case. O
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Proof of Theorem 2.1 in the multiplicative case. Recall that v denotes the given instance, and with-
out loss of generality we have assumed that p; > ps > -+ > p,. Let M (v) = {1,---  k}.
Consider the event E that an algorithm returns {1, - - - , k}. For any 6-PAC algorithm, E occurs with
probability at least 1 — 0. For each arm ¢ € [n] we consider two alternative instances

Vz{ = {,U’lv"' 7#27"' 7/J“7L}
and
Vz{/ = {/1“17" : 7#2/7"' nun}
such that only the mean of arm ¢ differs compared to v but M, (v) # M.(v}) and M. (v) # M.(v}).
Therefore, E occurs with probability at most ¢ on these alternate instances.
For v}, if i < k,let u; = (1 — e —n)u1. Theni € M (v)buti ¢ M.(v)). f k <nandi >k + 1,
let u, = (1 —e+mn)u1. Theni ¢ M.(v) buti € M.(v}).
More subtly, for v/, for any i € [n]\{k}, let i’ = . In particular, arm ¢ is now the best arm.
Under this definition, ! — € > py. Therefore, k ¢ M (v)') but k € M,(v).
The above holds for all n > 0. Let N; denote the random variable of the number of samples of arm
1 and E,, denote expectation with respect to instance v. Using the fact that we have assumed the
distributions are Gaussian, considering v/, by Lemma 1 of [6], taking n — 0, we have that for any
0-PAC algorithm,
2log(1/2.46 2log(1/2.46
oy > 2o8(1/240) _ 2log(1/249)
(i = (A =e)m)*  (ep — Ay)
Additionally, by the same Lemma, considering v/’ and again taking 7 — 0 we have that for i # k

- 2log(1/2.40) 2log(1/2.49)

— o
_Mi)

- 2 ~
(/’Li - 1llfe> (,u'l + 1(156
where the later equality holds since £ = ji; + 9 by definition of .. Next recall that G, :=

22—

E,[N;]

1— 1—e
mingepr, pti—(1—€)pr = pr—(1—€)pa, we have that pip = @+ (1—€)pu1. Hence, 25 = iy 4-1%<.
Then, fori = k

which is always true since € > (. Therefore,

1 1 1
= max ,
(e — (1 = €)p1)? (e — (1 = €)p1)? ( e )2
1—e¢ Kk
Hence, for all arms 7,
E,[Ni] > 2 ! ! log(1/2.45)
v[{iVi] 2 4Mmax s og 40).
= =) (1 )’
M1 1—e¢ 1223
Summing over all ¢ gives a lower bound for this problem in the multiplicative case. O

D Theorem 4.1: Lower bounds in the moderate confidence regime

In this section, we prove a tighter lower bound that includes moderate confidence terms independent
of the value of § similar to those that appear in the upper bound on the sample complexity of FAREAST,
Theorem 4.2.
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Figure 13: Example of an isolated and non-isolated instance

Outline. To give a tight lower bound in the isolated setting, we break our argument into pieces
performing a series of reductions that link the all-e problem to a hypothesis test, and then the
hypothesis test to the problem of identifying the best-arm.

Step 1. Finding an isolated arm. We first consider the following problem. Imagine that you are
given an isolated instance, depicted in Figure 13b where there are n distributions, with one of them at
mean [ and the rest with mean — /3. Theorem D.3, captures the sample complexity of any algorithm
that can return ¢* with probability greater than 1 — 4.

Step 2. Deciding if an instance is isolated. We then consider a composite hypothesis test on n
distributions where the null hypothesis, Hy, is that the mean of each distribution is less that —3 and
the alternate hypothesis, H, is that there exists single distribution ¢* with mean 8 and the remainder
have mean less than —f (i.e. the instance is isolated). In Figure 13, we show a picture of an instance
where the null is true and where the alternate is true. In Theorem D.6 we lower bound the complexity
of performing this test. To link this to Step 1, we show that if you can solve this composite hypothesis
test then you can find ¢*, hence the lower bound of step 1 is a lower bound for the hypothesis test.

Step 3: Reducing ALL-¢ to Step 2 Finally in step 3 we link this to the all-e problem. Using the
above, we lower bound the complexity of ALL-¢ in Theorem 4.1 when |Gag, | = 1. The key insight of
our proof is that any algorithm that can solve the ALL-¢ problem can be used to solve the hypothesis
test in Step 2.

D.1 Step 1: Finding an Isolated Arm

Fixn € N, 0 < 8, and 6 > 0. We refer to a S-isolated instance v = {p1,--- , pn}, as a collection
of n, Gaussian distributions with variance one satisfying two properties. Firstly, there exists a
single arm * € [n] with p;x = AN(B,1). We refer to this as the isolated arm. Secondly, for
i # 1%, pi = N(ui, 1) Vi € [n]\{i*} have means p; < —f3. We introduce the additional notation
Aij = i — 1.

Lemma D.1. Fix n, 0 < 3 and consider a set v of n Gaussian random variables such that for a
uniformly random chosen i* € [n), p;~ = N(8,1) and p; = N (i, 1) for p; < =8 for all i # i*.
Any algorithm that correctly returns i* with probability at least 1 — 5, pulls arm i* at least

1
25 log(1/2.49)

times in expectation.

Proof. Consider the oracle setting where the value of ¢* is known and the algorithm only seeks
to confirm that pu;«+ > —(3. Lemma 1 of [6] implies that any §-PAC algorithm requires at least
ﬁ log(1/2.46) samples in expectation. O
The above bound controls the number of samples that any algorithm must gather from ¢*, and is
independent of n. The proof considered an oracle setting where the value of ¢* is known, and
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one only wishes to confirm that p;« > —/ with probability at least 1 — §. To lower bound the
number of samples drawn from [n]\{i*}, we need significantly more powerful tools. In particular,
to rule out trivial algorithms that always output a fixed index, we consider a permutation model,
asin [9,11,15,25]. Informally, we consider an additional expectation in the lower bound over a
random permutation 7 of the arms where 7 is sampled uniformly from the set of all permutations. In
particular, we with use a Simulator argument, as in [9, 15]. In what follows, we will let 7 : [n] — [n]
denote a permutation selected uniformly at random from the set of n! permutations. For instance
v, let () denote the permuted instance such that the i distribution is mapped to (i), by a slight
overloading of the definition of 7r(-). In what follows, we proceed similarly to the proof of Theorem
Lin[15].

Theorem D.2. Fixn, 0 < 3, and § < 1/16 and consider a set v of n Gaussian random variables
with variance 1 such that for i* € [n], p;x = N(B,1) and p; = N (w;, 1) for p; < —f for all i # i*.
Let 7 be a uniformly chosen permutation of [n| and w(v) be the permutation applied to instance v.
Let T be the random variable denoting the total number of samples at termination by an algorithm.
Any 0-PAC algorithm to detect 7(i*) on w(v) requires

1 1
ErEr) T] > — 5
62 A2

k#£ix v

samples in expectation from arms in [n]\{i*}.

Proof. Fix a permutation 7. Let 7(v) be the permutation applied to v and 7 (%) be the index of i
under the permuted instance, 7(v). Let A be any algorithm that detects and returns 7 (3*) on 7 (v)
with probability at least 1 — 6. We will take P4 and [E 4 to denote probability and expectation with
respect any internal randomness in .A. Throughout, we will take p; = N (y;, 1) to denote the 7™
distribution of v. p;+ > 0 and p; < 0 for all ¢ # ¢*. Additionally, let A;; = p; — p;

Fix k # i*. To bound the necessary number of samples for arm k, we turn to the Simulator [9]. We

begin by defining an alternate instance v, = {p}, -, p, } as
Pixs .] =k

Note that v, is identical to v except that the distributions of ¢* and k are swapped.

Let F be the event that A returns 7(i*). We may bound the total variation distance between the joint
distribution on A x m(v) and A x 7(v;,) as

TV(Paxr(): Paxx@y) = Slip‘PAXﬂ(u)(A)—PAXW(V;)(A)‘

v

‘IP).AX‘IT(I/)(E) - ]P’Axﬁ(y,;)(E)‘
> 1-—26.

Let €; denote the multiset of the transcript of samples up to time ¢.
QO ={is €[n]forl <s <t}
and define the events

W;(§2) = { > i =) < T}

i1 €04

for a 7 to be defined later. With the definitions of W;(£2;), we define a simulator Sim(v, ;) with
respect to v. Let Sim(v, §2;); denote the distribution of arm ¢ on Sim(v, ).

Pjs lf] ¢ {i*a k}
Sim(zz, Qt)j =49 Pj, lfj € {Z*, k} and W« (Qt) N Wk(ﬂt)
pir, ifj € {i*, k} and (Wi () N Wi (Q4))¢
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Furthermore, we define Sim(v},, €2;) with respect to v}, as

Py, ifj ¢ {it, k}
Sim(vy, Qt); = 0, ifj € {&*, k} and Wi- () N Wi (%)
pir, ifj e {i* k} and (Wi () N Wi (Q4))¢
For ease of notation, let Sim(7(v), {2;) be the same simulator defined on 7(v) and with respect to
events Wi (;+)(€2¢) and Wy ()(£2;). Note that in the simulator of vy, if (Wi« (2;) N W3 (€2;))¢ is true,
then ¢* and k draw samples according to instance v not v},.

Definition 4. (Truthfulness of an event W, [15]) For an algorithm A, we say that an event W is
truthful on a simulator Sim(n) with respect to an instance 1 if for all events E in the filtration Fr
generated by playing algorithm A on instance 7

P, (ENW) = PSim(n) (ENW)

By our definition of both simulators, if (W;-(£2;) N W;.({))¢ is true, then Sim(v,); =
Sim(v;,); Vi € [n]. Contrarily, if W;-(Q;) N Wi(Q,) is true, then S1m(u, ¢) = VU
and Sim(v;, ;) = vy, Similarly, on Wi +)(Q:) N Wey(€2), Sim(w(v), Q) = 7(v) and
Sim(r(v},),€) = m(v},). Therefore, by the proof of Theorem 1 of [15], Wy (€2;) is truthful
on Sim(7(v),€2;) and W+ (€2;) is truthful on Sim(7(27,), ).

Let i, be the arm queried at time ¢t € N by .A. Following the proof of Theorem 1 of [15], we may
bound the KL-Divergence between Sim(w(v), Q) and Sim(w(vy},), ;) as

max Z KL (Sim(m(v), {is}o—q), Sim(m (1), {is}oo1)

i1, i
< TKL(ﬂ'(I/)Tr(i*),W(V,'C)ﬁ(i*))+TKL(7T(1/)7,(;C),7T(V,'§)7T(,€))

A2, Az,

2 T3

= TAZ?*,IC'

For any instance 7, an algorithm A is defined to be symmetric if
Pan((iv, - yir) = (I, I1)) = Paaey(n(in), -+ wlir)) = (v(L1), -, 7(Ir))).

Semantically, this implies that the proportion of times .4 pulls any arm 4 on the non-permuted instance
7 is the same as the proportion of times it pulls 7 (i) on the permuted instance, 7 (7).

In particular, the expected complexity of a symmetric algorithm is independent of the permutation 7.
By Lemma 1 of [9], if any algorithm B (not necessarily symmetric) achieves an expected stopping
time 7 where the expectation is taken over all the randomness in the permutation and in the instance,
then there is a symmetric algorithm that achieves the same expected stopping time. Hence, we
may assume that .4 is symmetric and capture the same set of possible stopping times. If A is not
symmetric, we may form an algorithm A’ by permuting the input, passing it to .A, getting the output
of A on the permuted input, and then undoing the permutation before return an answer.

Since Wik (€2¢) and W (;+)(£2;) are truthful on Sim(7(v), ;) and Sim(7(v},), €2, ) respectively, by
Lemma 2 of [9], we have that
P ) W) () + P m (o) Waan) (€2))
> TV(]P)_AJ(,,), P.A,ﬂ‘(l/;g)) — Q (K L(Sim(7(v), ), Sim(w(v,’c), 2)))

for Q(x) = min{l — 1/2e~*, \/x/2}. Since A is symmetric, for any permutation 7, we have that
P A () Wy () FP () (War(io) (%)) = P (Wi (926))+P a0 (Wi (S2)) = 2P 4,0 (Wi ().

The first equality holds since event IW; depend only on the number of times that arm ¢ is pulled.
Since A is symmetric, the probability that 4 pulls arm ¢ at most 7 times on instance v is equal to
the probability that A pulls 7(4) at most 7 times on instance 7(v). The second equality is true using
symmetry as well since instances v and v}, are themselves equal up to a permutation.
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Combining the above with the previous bounds on the total variation and KL divergence, we have that

2
TAL &

Paxy(Ne > 7) = P (We(§2)) > 5

1—-2—

l\D\H

Plugging in 7 = 1/(2A%. ;), we see that P s, (N, > 1/(2A% ;) > 1/2(1/2 — 26). Since k
was arbitrary, we may repeat this argument for each & in [n]\{i*}. Combining this with Markov’s
inequality, we see that

k

Eaxy | > Ni| > 1/2—252 21
75 ’L

ki
> 16 Z AQ
k#i*

where the final inequality follows from ¢ < 1/16. The above holds for any J-PAC algorithm A. [

We now state our strong lower bound on the expected number of samples for any algorithm that can
find an isolated arm.

Theorem D.3. Fixn, 0 < 8, and 6 < 1/16 and consider a set v of n Gaussian random variables
with variance 1 such that for a uniformly random chosen i* € [n], p;» = N(B,1) and p; = N (u;,1)
Sfor w; < —p forall i # i*. Let  be a uniformly chosen permutation of [n] and w(v) be the
permutation applied to instance v. Any 0- PAC algorithm to detect w(i*) on (V) requires

Z AQ 252 log(1/2.48)

k;é *

samples in expectation, where the expectation is taken both over the randomness in the permutation,
the randomness in 7w(v), and any internal randomness to the algorithm.

Proof. By Lemma D.1, arm ¢* must be sampled 252 log(1/2.46) times. By Theorem D.2, arms in

[n]\{i*} must collectively be sampled & 3=, i~ 2z times. Joining these two results gives the
i* sk

stated result. ]

D.2 Step 2. Deciding if an instance is isolated

Next, we consider a composite hypothesis test that is related to the question of finding an isolated arm.
As we will show, this test has the interesting property that the alternate hypothesis may be declared in
significantly fewer samples than the null.

Definition 5 (3-Isolated Hypothesis Test). Fix 0 < € and 0 < (. Consider an instance v =
{p1, -+, pn} where p; = N(u;, 1). By sampling individual distributions p;, one wishes to perform
the following composite hypothesis test:

Null Hypothesis Hy: j1; < —f for all i € [n)].
Alternate Composite Hypothesis Hy: 3i* : p;« = 8 > 0 and p; < —p for all i # i*.

For any instance v, we say “H is true on v” if 3i* : p;» = 8 > 0 and otherwise we say “H is true
on v.” Next, we bound the sample complexity of any algorithm to perform the $-isolated hypothesis
test with probability at least 1 — § in the case that H| is true.

Figure 2 shows an two example instance. One where H|) is true and one where H; is true.

Lemma D.4. Fix n, 8, and 6 and consider a set v of n standard normal random variables where
Hy is true. Any algorithm to correctly declare Hy in the B-isolated hypothesis test problem with
probability at least 1 — § requires

n

> i ()

i=1
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samples in expectation.

Proof. Notice that for each ¢ € [n]|, we may construct an alternate instance »; by changing the
distribution of p; to be N'(3,1) and leaving others unchanged. On v;, H; is instead true. To
distinguish between v and v;, necessary to declare Hy versus Hy, by Lemma 1 of [6], any §-PAC
algorithm requires E, [N;] > ﬁ log(1/2.46) where E,, denotes expectation with respect to the

instance v and N; denotes the number of samples of arm 7. Repeating this argument for each i € [n]
gives the desired result.

To lower bound the expected sample complexity of any algorithm to perform the 3-isolated hypothesis
test in the setting where H; is true, we consider a reduction to the problem studied in Step 1,

Section D.1. For the reduction to an algorithm that can find an isolated arm, we show that if there

is an algorithm to declare H; in fewer than O (Z?:l A%) samples, then one can design an
i*,k

algorithm akin to binary search that returns ¢* in fewer than O (2?21 ﬁ) samples, contradicting
i*,k

Lemma D.2.

Lemma D.5. Fixn, 8, and § < 1/16. Let w be a random permutation. Consider an instance v where
Hy is true. In this setting, any algorithm to correctly declare Hy in the -Isolated Hypothesis Testing
problem on 7w(v) with probability at least 1 — 0 requires 3—12 > it A;Qk samples in expectation.

Proof. Fix § > 0 and let ¢* denote the single distribution such that p;« = N(3,1) where 3 > 0.
In particular, only ¢* has a positive mean. Assume for contradiction that there is an algorithm
A(m(v), d, 8) that correctly declares H; on 7(v) in at most 3% D kbt Ai_*?k samples in expectation
with probability at least 1 — ¢ on any instance 7 () of n distributions if H; is true. Otherwise, if
Hy is true, assume that A correctly declares Hy in an arbitrary number of samples in expectation,
N, (v) lower bounded by Lemma D.4. As in the proof of Theorem D.2, if any algorithm 3 (not
necessarily symmetric) achieves an expected stopping time 7 where the expectation is taken over
all the randomness in the permutation and in the instance, by Lemma 1 of [©], there is a symmetric
algorithm that achieves the same expected stopping time. Hence, we may assume that .4 is symmetric
and capture the same set of possible stopping times. For the remainder of this proof, we assume A is
symmetric. Therefore, its expected complexity is independent of the permutation 7. Without loss
of generality, assume that n = 2¥ for some k € N. Otherwise, we may hallucinate (2/1°82(")1 — p)
normal distributions, A/(—23, 1), and form an instance v’ comprised of these additional distribution
and those in v. If so, anytime A requests a sample from a distribution in v/\v, draw a sample from
N(—f,1) and pass it to A, only tracking the number of samples drawn from v.

Step a). In what follows, we use A to develop a method for isolated-arm identification. To do so, we
show that one may use A to perform binary search for the distribution ¢* such that p;» = N (3,1)
and this leads to a contradiction of Theorem D.2. For ease of exposition, for a set S C [n], let
v(S) = {i € S : p;}, the subset of instance v of distributions whose indices are in S.

If H; is true on v(S), by assumption, with probability at least 1 — 4, A correctly declares Hy on v(S)
in at most 55 > S\{i*} A:Zk samples in expectation. Similarly, if Hy is true on v(S), the sample
complexity is Ny, (v(S)) in expectation.
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Algorithm 3 Binary search for Isolated Arm Identification

Require: § > 0, 5 > 0, instance v such that H; is true, algorithm A
1: Let Low = 1 and High =n
2: fori=1,--- ,logy(n) do
3: 1) Choose sets Sy, Sy uniformly at random such that S U S, = S, S NSy = 0, and
P(i € S;) =P(i € Sy) foralli € S

4: 2) In parallel, run A; = A(v(S81), 8,9/21logy(n)) and Ay = A(v(S2), 8,9/2logy(n))
5: 3) If either terminates, terminate the other

6: if A, declares H; or A- declares Hy then

7. S = 81

8: else

9: S = 82

return i* € S (note: |S| = 1 at this point)

In step 1, we choose 2 random subsets of S, S; and S, that partition S such that each arm is assigned
with equal probability to either S; or S; independently.

In step 2) if the loop, we separately run A in parallel on (S ) and v(S5), each with failure probability
d/2log(n). We alternate between passing a sample to .A; and to As.

In Step 3), we terminate A; if A, terminates and vice versa. If, for instance, .4; terminates and
declares H, we may infer H; on S,. Alternately, if A; declares H; on S;, we may infer Hy on Sy
as there is a single positive mean, y;~. This process continues until |S1| = |Sz| = 1, when there is a
single distribution remaining in each. At this point, if A; declares H;, then the single arm i € S is
the positive mean ¢*. Otherwise, the single arm j € Sy is.

First, we show that this algorithm is correct with probability at least 1 — §. The algorithm errs if and
only if in any round 4, either A; or Az errs, each with occurs with probability at most §/2 log,(n).
Union bounding over the log,(n) rounds, we see that the algorithm errs with probability at most 6.
For the remainder of the proof, we will assume that in no round does either A; or A, incorrectly
declare Hy or H; if the reverse is true for the given instances v(S1) and v(Sz).

Now we introduce some notation for the remainder of this proof. As the set S, S1, and S change in
each round, let S(r), S1(r), and Sa(r) denote their values in round r forr = 1, - - - | log,(n). Define
A;(r) and Ay(r) similarly. We stop A, (1) if Ax(r) terminates and vice versa.

Let 7T’ denote the random variable of the total number of samples of drawn in round r. Let T}. ; be
the number of samples drawn by A; (r), and 7. 5 be the number of samples drawn by Az ().

Next, define S*(r) be the set in {S1(r),S2(r)} that contains ¢*, i.e. let S*(r) denote Sy (r) if
i* € 81(r) and Sa(r) otherwise for all . Similarly, let A*(r) denote A; (r) if i* € Sy (r) and As(r)
otherwise. Define T). 4+ to be the random number of samples given to A*(r). Hence, T, 4+ = T;.1
or Tn.A* = 4r2.

By Step 2, A;(r) and Ay(r) are run in parallel. Hence, T, ; = T 5 deterministically. Furthermore,
T, =T, + T’ deterministically. Therefore,

T o Tr,l +Tr,2 o T’r‘
AT Ty Ty

Therefore, the expected number of samples in round r, taken over the randomness in the set S*(r),
the randomness in the instance v(S*(r)), and any randomness in A*(r) is

Es«(1),..,8+(r),w(s* () [ Tr] = 2Es+(1),... 8% (r),0(8*(r)) [Tr,.4%]

= ZES*(I),m ,S"(T) []EV(S*(T)) [TT,.A* S*(T)H

jes*(M\{i*}

A2 NHO (V(S*(T)C))

5]

. 1
= QES*(D’.A.,S*(T) min 3
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Therefore, we may bound the expected total number of samples for the above binary search algorithm
to return ¢* as

log, (n) logy (n) log, (n) < 1

" 1 1
E ZT :;E[T_MZAQ_Z ) 6;?

i I =1
However, this contradicts Theorem D.2 for § < 1/16. Hence no such algorithm A exists and any
algorithm to declare H; on instance v requires at least = 35 0. jtix 1 - samples in expectation. [

\J

Theorem D.6. Fix n, 3, and 6 < 1/16 and consider an instance v. If Hy is true on v, any algorithm

requires at least
JZZI /3 )2 2.45

samples in expectation to perform the 3-isolated Hypothesis Test. If Hy is true on v, any algorithm

requires at least
1
1
152 8 <2 45> 64 Z

samples in expectation to perform the B-isolated Hypothesis Test.

Proof. If Hy is true for v, the result follows immediately from Lemma D.4. Otherwise, assume
H; is true for v and let ¢* be the single distribution such that p;« = A(8,1). Similar to the proof
of Lemma D.1, one may consider an alternate instance v’ where p; = N (—£,1) and all other
distributions are unchanged. Therefore, on v/, Hy is true and any algorithm that is correct with
probability at least 1 — § must be able to distinguish between these two instances. By Lemma 1 of [ 1,
any algorithm that is correct with probability at least 1 — § must therefore sample i* 62 log (2 T 5)
times in expectation. Combining this with the result of Lemma D.5, any algorithm that is correct
with probability at least 1 — § must collect at least

1
Hax 322A2 ’7 (245) 45210g(245) 64ZA2

JF

samples in expectation. O
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D.3 Step 3: Reducing ALL-¢ to isolated instance detection

In this section, we prove that for any instance v for ALL-€ such that |Gg_(v)| = 1 requires at least
O (23:1 ﬁ) samples in expectation. To do so, we prove a reduction from finding all e-good arms

to the B-Isolated Hypothesis Testing. In particular, we show that if one has a generic method to
find all e-good arms (with slack v = 0), then one may use this to develop a method to perform the
[B-Isolated Hypothesis Test. Therefore, lower bounds on the this test apply to the problem of finding
all e-good arms as well.

LemmaD.7. Fix§ <1/16,n >2/5, ¢ >0, 8 € (0,¢/2). Let v be an instance of n arms such that
the i™ is distributed as N (j1;, 1), |Gap, | = 1, and there exists an arm in G€ such that py — e — p; = B.
Select a permutation 7 : [n] — [n] uniformly from the set of n! permutations, and consider the
permuted instance 7(v). Any algorithm that returns G.(n(v)) on 7w(v) with correctly probability at

least 1 — § requires at least
1 1 1 1
il i T | =
64 z:: Az g8 (2.45)

samples in expectation, where the expectation is taken jointly over the randomness in v and .

Proof. Fix0< 4§ <1/16,n > 2/0,€ > 0,0 < 8 < €/2, and an arbitrary constant ¢ € R. Consider
a given instance v = {p1, -, pn} such that u; € {—3,5}, and po, -+, p, < —5. We wish to
perform the -isolated hypothesis test on (/). Assume for contradiction that there exists a generic
algorithm A(v', €, §) such that if given a generic instance v’ where |Gap_(v')| = 1, it returns G (v')
with probability at least 1 — § in at most 6%1 S, é samples where p} is the largest mean in /.

Consider the following procedure that uses A to perform the hypothesis test:

Algorithm 4 Using All-¢ for S-isolated hypothesis test

Require: § > 0, ¢ > 0,0 < S, instance 7(v), constant ¢, and algorithm A
1: Step 1: Choose an index ¢ € [n] uniformly
2: Step 2: Let o/ be the instance
Pyt if i # i
 Wi(e—¢e1) ifi=1
: Step 3: G = A(V,¢,0/2)
if 7 € G then:
Declare H, and terminate

else
Declare H; and terminate

AN A

Note that as n > 2/8, P(i = 7(1)) < §/2. The method replaces p; with N'(c — ¢,1). All other
means j; are shifted up by c. The test then runs .A on this new instance v’ with failure probability
§/2. If Hy is true on 7(v), all distributions have means less than — 3, and i therefore is e-good on
instance v/. If H\ is true on 7(v), then pr(1) = N(B,1) and i is not e-good on instance /. This

method correctly performs the test if 7 (1) and A does not fail, the joint event of which occurs
with probability at most 24. Therefore, this test is correct with probability at least 1 — 4.

Let 74(v") denote the random variable of the number of samples drawn by .4 on instance v/ and
let T" denote the random variable of the total number of samples drawn by this procedure before it
terminates and declares Hy or Hy on v/, Therefore, E. ,[T] = E . [TA(V)].

By Lemma 1 of [9], averaging over all permutations is equivalent to first permuting the instance v and
then passing it to .4 and undoing the permutation when returning the answer. We therefore assume
that A is symmetric in that its expected sample complexity of .4 is invariant to the permutation 7.
Otherwise, we may use A to form a symmetric algorithm. Therefore, E ,[T] = E, ,[T4(V")] =
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E,[TA(v')]. By Theorem D.6, if Hj is true,

11 1 1
Ery[T]> — S 5 + —log [ —— ).
wIT] 64;A$+452 °g<2.45)

Hence,

E[Talv _64ZA2 72 (215)

Lastly, as the constant ¢ was chosen arbitrarily, and /3 is an number in (0, €/2) this argument applies
to any ALL-¢ instance v’ such that 8. € (0,€/2) and |Gog,| = 1 for n appropriate choice of c. [

With the above proof, we restate the following moderate confidence lower bound on the sample
complexity of returning all e-good stated in Section 4. In particular, this bound highlights moderate
confidence terms that are independent of . Moderate confidence terms have been studied in works
such as [9,25]. Despite being independent of J, these terms can have important effects in real world
scenarios. The following bound demonstrates that there are instances for which moderate confidence
terms are necessary for finding all e-good arms. Moderate confidence terms likewise appear in the
upper bound of the complexity of FAREAST, Theorem 4.2.

Theorem D.8. Fixd < 1/16, n > 2/6, and € > 0. Let v be an instance of n arms such that the i" is
distributed as N (u;, 1), < €/2. Select a permutation 7 : [n] — [n] uniformly
from the set of n! permutations, and consider the permuted instance 7(v). Any algorithm that returns
G(m(v)) on 7(v) with correctly probability at least 1 — ¢ requires at least

C2 max , log ( > + ey L
; ((Ml —€— ,uz')2 (1 + e — M¢)2> 2.49 ; (1 + Be — pi)?

samples in expectation over the randomness in v and w for a universal constant ca.

Proof. We may equivalently consider the same instance with all means shifted down by ¢ — 23
since a method for that instance could be used to return all € good arms in the stated instance. By
Lemma D.7, co [52 samples are necessary in expectation. By Theorem 2.1,

- 1 1 1
2 ) max , log ( )
; ((M1—€—Mi)2 (M1+Oée—ui)2> 249

samples are necessary in expectation. By Lemma D.7,
1 1 < 1 1 1
> 4 log | —
64ZA2 t s (2 45) = 64Z(u1+ﬂg a)? R (2.45)

1
S - -
- 64;@1 + Be — p1i)?

samples are necessary in expectation taken over the randomness in the permutation and in the instance.
In particular, the maximum and therefore the average is a valid bound. Therefore, any algorithm
requires

i 1 1 log ( 1 ) N 1 Z 1
max , 0 R - - @@
i=1 (/’(‘1 —€— /’[’1)2 (/’('1 + ae — z) 2.44 128 i=1 (1“‘1 + ﬂﬁ - /~Ll)2

samples in expectation. O

E An optimal method for finding all additive and multiplicative ¢-good arms

E.1 The FAREAST Algorithm

Below, we present an algorithm called FAREAST (Fast Arm Removal Elimination Algorithm for
a Sampled Threshold) that achieves the lower bound when v = 0. Similar to (ST)?, it relies on
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anytime-correct confidence widths, Cj(t) := 1/ w. The algorithm proceeds in rounds,

and creates a filter for good arms and a filter for bad arms. The good filter detects arms in G of
M, and adds them to a set G, Similarly, the bad filter detects arms in G¢ or M¢ and adds them
to a set By. At any given time, we may represent the set of arms that have not been declared as
either in G /M, or G¢/M¢E as (G, U By)°. In either the additive or multiplicative case, the algorithm
terminates when it can certify that G, C G, and G, N G§+,y =0or M, C Gyand G N Mg, = 0,
respectively—i.e., when G, contains all additive or multiplicative e-good arms and none worse than
(e + 7)-good.

In each round, the bad filter uses MedianElimination [12] which given an instance v, a value of e,
and a failure probability , returns an e-good arm with probability at least 1 — &. In the k™ round,
for an arm ¢ in (G, U By,)¢, the bad filter uses MedianElimination to find a 2k good arm i with
failure probability x = O(1) and then samples both arms i and i O(2%* log(1/6)) times. Let fi; and
it;, denote the empirical means. For instance, in the additive case, if fi;, — fi; > €+ 2741 we may
declare that i € G¢, and the bad filter adds i to the set By,. This allows the bad filter to commit to a
single arm and sample it sufficiently to remove arms in G¢.

The good filter is a simple elimination scheme. It maintains an upper bound U, and lower bound L; on
(1 —e. If an arm’s upper bound drops below L; (line 20), the good filter eliminates that arm, otherwise,
if an arm’s lower bound rises above U; (19), the good filter adds the arm to G, but only eliminates
this arm if its upper bound falls below the highest lower bound. This ensures that p; is never
eliminated and U; and L, are always valid bounds This scheme works as an independent algorithm
and achieves the sample complexity as (ST)2, though worse empirical performance. We analyze this
method in Appendix E.5. Indeed, this gives an additional high probability guarantee on the number of
samples drawn by FAREAST in both the additive and multiplicative regimes. As the sampling is split
across rounds, the good filter always samples the least sampled arm, breaking ties arbitrarily. The
number of samples given to the good filter in each round is such that both filters receive identically
many samples. Note that this is a random quantity since the number of arms in (G U By)€ in round
k is random. Despite this, we prove a lower bound on the number of samples drawn per round which
ensures the Good Filter always receives a positive number of samples in each round. Note that by
design elimination only occurs when all arms in the active set have received equal numbers of samples.
This is crucial as it prevents the good filter from over-sampling bad arms and vice versa. In our
proof, we show that in some round, unknown to the algorithm, G}, = G, ie all good arms have been
found, and this takes no more than O (37" ; max { (w1 — € — ;) 2, (11 + e — i) 2} log(n/é))
samples, matching the lower bound.

The algorithm stops on either of three conditions. First, if G, U By = [n], every arm has been
declared as either in G, or G¢ (or M, or M¢F). Second, if A C G, the Good Filter has found
every arm in G, and FAREAST can terminate. This is the same stopping condition as EAST itself. In
either case, FAREAST returns the set G, = G exactly. The third condition allows for  slack. The
good filter maintains upper and lower bounds U; and L; on the threshold in both the additive an
multiplicative cases. In the additive case, if Uy — L; < 7/2, then all arms in G¢ oy have been added
to By, and FAREAST may return G U A. The condition for the multiplicative case is similar, though
slightly more complicated. Throughout, we will use red text to denote pieces specific to the additive
case and blue text to denote pieces specific to the multiplicative case.
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© N o oA W N =

FAREAST

Input: €, d, Instance v, slack v > 0. If multiplicative, € € (0, 1/2]

Let Go = ( be the set of arms declared as good and By = () the set of arms declared as bad.

Let A = [n] be the active set, N; = 0 track the total number of samples of arm ¢ by the Good Filter.
Let t = 0 denote the total number of times that line 19 is true in the Good Filter.

Let Cs /2, (t) be an anytime § /2n-correct confidence width on ¢ samples.

Let Hve(n, €, k) = [¢' % log(1/k)] be the complexity of MedianElimination.

fork=1,2,---

Let 0 = 6/2k:2, T = [22’”3 log (2—:)-‘ , Initialize G, = G_1 and By, = Br_1

// Bad Filter: find bad arms in G¢ or MS
Let i, = MedianElimination(v, 27k 1/16), sample i), 75 times, and compute fi;,
fori ¢ Gr_1UBp_1:
Sample p; 7 times and compute [i;
If i, — i > e+ 27" or (1= e)juy, — i > 27 FHD (2 —¢):
Add i to By
// Good Filter: find good arms in ;. or M.
fors =1,---, Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 71, - (|(Gr—1 U Br_1)°| + 1):
Pull arm I, € argminje4{N;} and set Ny, < Ny, + 1.
if minje 4{N;} = max;jca{N;}:
t=t+1
For i € A denote i;(t) the average of the first ¢ samples of arm 1.
Let Uy = maxjea 1i(t) + Cs/on(t) —eor U = (1 —€) (maijA fi(t) + C(;/gn(t))
Let L; = maxjea fii(t) — Cs 2, (t) — cor Ly = (1 — €) (maxjea fui(t) — Cs/2n(t))
fori € A:
lfﬂl(t) — C(;/gn(t) > Uy
Addito Gy,
if 15 (t) + Cs/2n(t) < Lt
Remove 7 from A
ifi € G and f1;(t) 4+ Cs/2,(t) < maxjea fi(t) — Cs/2,(t): // Good arms removed
Remove 7 from 4
IfACGrorGrUBy = [n]
Output: the set G // Stopping condition for returning G exactly.
ItU;, — L; < %ﬂ or Uy — Ly < 52— Ly
Output: the set A U G}, // Stopping condition for v > 0.

: // Bad arms are removed from A

Remark 1. Note that the active set A defined in line 4 of FAREAST is only used and updated internally
by the Good Filter. In particular, it is not necessarily true that (G, U By)¢ = A. Furthermore, a bad
arm i € G¢ maybe removed from A even though it is not in By, and vice versa as the Good Filter
only seeks to detect good arms in G. and the Bad Filter only seeks to detect arms in G¢. The same is
true in the multiplicative case.

Remark 2. It is possible that when the loop in line 17 finishes in any given round, some arms in A
have received more samples than others. Because I, € argmin;c A{N,} in line 18, this difference is
no more than 1, and the arms with fewer samples are the first to be sampled in the next round. The
condition on line 19 ensures that all arms have equal numbers of samples by the Good Filter (e.g.,
the N;’s) when the Good Filter identifies good arms or eliminates arms from A.

Now, we restate Theorem 4.2 for reference.

Theorem E.1. Fix 0 < ¢, 0 < § < 1/8, slack v € [0,8] and an instance v of n arms such that
max(A;, |e—A;|) < 8 foralli. There exists an event E such that P(E) > 1—6, and on E, FAREAST
terminates and returns G such that G. C G C G4 in at most

- ;min {max { (1 — 61— 11:)? o <Z 82 <5(M1 —72 - Mz‘)2>) ’
v log (n log, (n )) ,
(1 + e — ;)2 5 (1 + e — p1i)?
i (5 (i) ) )
(1 + Be — p1s)? g O(p1 + Be — pi)?

(e (e
72 0og 6Og2 6’}/2
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samples for a constant c4. Furthermore

1 n
E[1gT] <c max log(log < ))
[15T] 3; {(ul—e—ui)Q 5 5(#1—6—/%2

n
—— s log | < lo
(H’l + ae — ,U/i)2 & <6 &2 (5(M1 + e — ) }
n 1
+c + lo lo —_—
' 2 e e g(é g2(6<m—e—m>2))

for a sufficiently large constant cs where T' denotes the number of samples.

Next, we present a theorem bounding the sample complexity of FAREAST for returning multiplicative
e-good arms. Recall that & := minens, pi — (1 — €)p1 and fe := mingepre (1 — €)1 — pg, the
distance for the smallest good arm and best arm that is not good to the threshold (1 — ¢)u.

Theorem E.2. Fixe € (0,1/2], v € [0, min(1,6/p1)), 0 < § < 1/8 and an instance v of n arms
such that max(A;, ey — A;|) < 6. Assume that the highest mean is non-negative, i.e., pi; > 0.

There exists an event E such that P(E) > 1 — 4, and on E, FAREAST terminates and returns G such
that M. C G C My~ in at most

o (" tom, [
(/’I/l + 1“66 - :u’l> 5 ? 6(”1 + 16165)2 7

1 n n

(1 + £ — pi)? *
1—e+7)? n 1—€e+7)%n
7( =3 ) log ((slog2 <( 5 2)

I 0y pg

samples for a sufficiently large constant cs. Furthermore

E[1gT] <cs imax { (= 6);1 — )2 log (Z log, (5((1 - 6)21 - Mi)2)> 7

1 n n
5 log 3 log,

- - 2
(ul + i M 0 (m + 15— ui)

e 3 o

ieMe 1—e)pur — pq)?

for a sufficiently large constant cg, where T' denotes the number of samples.

E.2 Key ideas of the proof

The proof revolves around a central idea: there is an event in unknown round Kgeoq in Which the
final arm from G, or M, is added to G;,. We may split the total number of samples drawn as the
number taken through round Kgeoq and the number taken from Kgooq + 1 until termination if the
algorithm does not terminate in round Kge.q. Note that the Good filter and Bad filter are given the
same number of samples in each round. The proof of FAREAST in the multiplicative regime is similar
and deferred to Appendix E.4.

We begin by bounding the number of samples given to the Good filter when this event occurs that
G, = G.. Next, since this happens at a random time within round Kge04, We bound the total number
of additional samples in this round. Collectively, this gives us control over the number of samples
drawn through round Kgooq-
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Next, we bound the number of samples from Kgooq + 1 until termination. To do so, we analyze the
expected number of samples drawn by the Bad filter before all arms in G¢ have been added to By,.
The total number of samples from Kgooq + 1 until termination is no worse than twice this value. The
proof is split into 12 steps and logically are organized as follows:

1. Step 0: We show that G, C G and By, C G¢. In particular, this is implies that G U By, =
[n] = Gy = G. so FAREAST terminates correctly.

2. Step 1: We split the total number of samples drawn by FAREAST into two sums that we will
control individually.

3. Steps 2-4: We control the number of samples given to the Good filter before G, = G..

4. Steps 5-6: Using the result of steps 2-4, we bound the total number of samples through
round Kgood

5. Steps 7-8: We use the result of step 6 to bound the total expected number of samples drawn
by FAREAST, simplifying slightly in the process.

6. Step 9: We bound the number of samples that the Bad filter draws in adding a single bad
arm to By,.

7. Step 10: Repeating the argument in step 9, for every ¢ € G, we bound the total number of
samples from round Kgooq + 1 until termination. We finish by combining the bound on the
number of samples drawn through Kgooq With the bound from Kgooq + 1 until termination.
This controls the expected sample complexity of FAREAST.

8. Step 11: We provide a high probability bound on the sample complexity of FAREAST.

E.3 Proof of Theorem 4.2, FAREAST in the additive regime

Proof. Notation for the proof: Throughout, recall A; = 1 — p;. Recall that ¢ counts the number
of times the conditional in line 19 is true. By Line 19 of FAREAST, all arms in .A have received ¢
samples when the loop in line 23 is executed for the t time. Within any round k, let A(¢) and
Gr(t) denote the sets A and G}, at this time since both sets can change in lines 27 and 29 and 25
respectively. Let ¢;, denote the maximum value of ¢ in round k. By Lines 18 and 19 of FAREAST, the
total number of samples given to the good filter when the conditional in line 19 is true for the ¢™ time
is oy [A(S)]-

For i € GG, let T; denote the random variable of the number of times arm ¢ is sampled by the good
filter before it is added to G, in Line 25. For ¢ € G¥¢, let T; denote the random variable of the number
of times arm i is sampled by the good filter before it is removed from A in Line 27. For any arm
i, let T/ denote the random variable of the of the number of times ¢ is sampled by the good filter
before [1;(t) + Cs /2, (t) < maxje f1j(t) — Cs/2,(t). Lastly, let T, denote the random variable of
the number of times any arm is sampled by the good filter before Uy — L; < /2.

Define the event

Er=3 () () 1A(t) = il < Cs)2n(t)

i€[n] teN

Using standard anytime confidence bound results, and recalling that that C5(t) := / M,
we have

Beg) =P | |J Ul — il > Csjanlt)

i€[n] teN

n . n 6 6
<3-p (Ui > Com) <320 -
i=1 teN i=1
Next, recall that /i;(¢) denotes the empirical average of ¢ samples of p;. Consider the event,

E= () [ 1y () = fri (7&)) = (s, — pi)| < 27F

i€Ge keN
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By Hoeffding’s inequality,

P (|(75 (k) = fui (1)) = (15 — pa)| > 27 F i = j) <
Then
P(1(f (7h) = fui (78)) = (5 — pa)| > 27%)

n

) ) .
= Ank? JE:P(Z’“ =J)

7

0
 4nk?

Therefore, union bounding over the rounds & € N, P(£5) < Zie& Yooy ﬁ < g Hence,
P& NE)>1-4.

E.3.1 Step 0: Correctness.

On &; N &, first we prove that if there exists a random round & at which Gy, U By = [n] then
G, = G.. Additionally, we prove that on £; N &, if A C Gy, then G, = G.. Therefore, for either
stopping condition for FAREAST in line 31, on the event & N &, FAREAST correctly returns the set

Claim 0: On &1 N &y, forall k € N, Gy, C G..

Proof. Firstly we show 1 € A for all ¢ € N, namely the best arm is never removed from .A. Note for
any ¢
fir + Csran(t) > pa > pi > f1i(t) — Csyan(t) > f1i(t) — Csan(t) — €.
In particular this shows, ji; + Cg/Qn(t) > max;ea fi;(t) — 05/2n (t)—e= L and fi; + 05/2n (t) >
max;e 4 f1;(t) — Cs /2, (t) showing that 1 will never exit A in line 28.
Secondly, we show that at all times ¢, i1 — € € [Ly, Uy]. By the above, since 11 never leaves A,
Uy = Ii%%i(ﬂi(t) + Csjon(t) — € > i1(t) + Csran(t) —€ > 1 — €

and for any ¢,

p—€> i —€ > f1;(t) — Csyan(t) — €
Hence p11 — € > max; fi;(t) — Cs/on(t) — € = Ly.

Next, we show that G, C G forallk > 1,¢ > 1. Suppose not. Then 3, k,t € N and Fi € GENG(t)
such that,

pi 2> i(t) — Csjan(t) > Uy > 1 — € > pi,
with the last inequality following from the previous assertion, giving a contradiction. O
Claim 1: On & N &y, forallk € N, B, C G¢.

Proof. Next, we show By, C G¢. Suppose not. Either a good arm was added to the bad set by the
bad filter or by the good filter. First, consider the case, that the bad filter added an arm in G, to By,
for some k. By definition, By = () and B_1 C By, for all k. Then there must exist ¥ € N and an
1 € Gesuchthat i € By, and i ¢ Bj_;. Following line 14 of the algorithm, this occurs if and only if

fliy, — fri > 427
On the event &, the above implies
Miy, — Hs + 27k Z €+ 27k+17

and simplifying, we see that ¢ + 2% < u;, — p; < py — u; which contradicts the assertion that
1 € Gle.
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Next, consider the case that the good filter incorrectly adds a good arm ¢ € G to By, in some round
k. Then there must be a ¢t € N such that.

51 N 81
pi < fii + Csjon(t) < Ly < pyp — ¢

which contradicts ¢ € G. Hence, in both cases By, C G¢ for all k. [JCombining
the above claims, we see that & N &, implies (G U By = [n]) and G, N B, = = Gy = G..
Since P(&; N &) > 1 — 4, if FAREAST terminates, with probability at least 1 — ¢, it correctly returns
the set G..

Claim 2: Next, we show thaton &, G, C A(t) UG(t) forall t € N.

In particular this implies that if A C G, then G, C G. Combining this with the previous claim gives
G C G, C G, hence G = G.. On this condition, FAREAST terminates by line 33 and returns the set
AUG = G. Note that by definition, Gc C G/ for all ¥ > 0. Therefore FAREAST terminates
correctly on this condition.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that there exists ¢ € G, such that i ¢ A(t
only if ¢ is eliminated in line 28. Hence, there exists a ¢’ < ¢ such that g, (
Therefore, on the event &1,

) U G(¢). This occurs
t') + Csn(t') < Ly

&1

&
i —€> Ly = masx iy (1) = Coyn(t) = € > fis(t) + Copn(t) =

which contradicts 7 € G.. O
Claim 3: Finally, we show thaton &, if Uy — Ly < /2, then AUG C Gegr)-

Combining with Claim 3 that G. C A U G, if FAREAST terminates on this condition by line 33, it
does so correctly and returns all arms in G..

Proof. Assume U; — L; < /2. Since all arms in A(t) have received exactly ¢ samples, this implies
that
max [1;(t) + Cs/n(t) — €) — (max f1;(t) — Cs/n(t) — €) = 2C5,, (1) < 7v/2.
(e is(t) + Cipn(t) = €) = (mie u(t) = Con(t) = ) = 2C/a(t) </
Suppose for contradiction that there exists ¢ € Gfe 4 such that i € AU G. Since G, N Gfe ) = U
and we have previously shown than G(t) C G, for all ¢, we have that i € A\G. Therefore, by the

£
condition in line 27, fi;(t) + Cs/,(t) > L. Hence, p; + 2C5/, (1) > f1i(t) + Csn(t) > Ly By
assumption, we have that U; — v/2 < L,, and the event &; implies that U; > p1 — e. Therefore,
i +2Cs /() > Uy — /2 > py — € — /2. Combining this with the inequality 2C5/,, < v/2, we

have that
: c
1€G (4

722C6/71,(t)+7/22:u’1_6_1u’i > v
which is a contradiction. O

E.3.2 Step 1: An expression for the total number of samples drawn and introducing several
helper random variables

Next, we write an expression for the total number of samples drawn by FAREAST. In particular, we
introduce two sums that we will spend the remainder of the proof controlling. Additionally, we show
that the conditional in line 19 in the good filter is true at least once in each round. Based on this, we
more precisely define the random variables T; and 77 introduces in the notation section in subsection
E.3. Additionally, we introduce the time 7', at which U; — L; < %'y.

Recall that the largest value of ¢ in round k is denoted t;. Let E) be the event that Uy — L; > /2
for all £ in round k:
E]Z = {Ut — Lt > ’}//2 1t e (tk_l,tk]}.

Note that if E,Zfl is false, then FAREAST terminates in round £ — 1 by line 33. We may write the
total number of samples drawn by the algorithm as

T= ZQIL [A ¢ Gr—1 and G_1 U Bg_1 # [n] and E,Z_l]
k=1
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(Hwie(n,27%,1/16) + 71 + 74| (Gr—1 U B—1)])

Deterministically, 1 [A ¢ Gi—1 and G_1 U Bi_1 # [n] and Eg_l] < 1[Gg—1 U Bg_1 # [n]]
Applying this,

T

IN

> 21 [Gro1 U By # [n]] (Hue(n,27%,1/16) + i + 7| (Gh—1 U Bi—1)°|)

=
Il
—

M

21 [Gy—1 # Ge] 1 [Gr—1 U By_1 # [n]] (Hue(n, 27%,1/16) + 75, + 73| (Gr—1 U Br—1)“])

=
I
—

(10
+ Z 21 [Gy—1 = Ge] 1 [Gr—1 U By—1 # [n]] (Hme(n, 277, 1/16) + 7 + 73| (Gr—1 U Bi—1)“|)
k=1
(1T)
In round £, line 18 of the Good Filter, whereby an arm is sampled, is evaluated
(HME(TL, 2_k7 1/16) + Tk + Tk|(Gk,1 @] Bk,1)0|) > (HME(n, 2_k, 1/16) + 2Tk) >n

times since Hyg(n,27%,1/16)) > n for all k and |(G_1 U B_1)¢| > 1 unless Gj_1 U By =
[n] which implies termination in round k& — 1. Each time line 18 is called, N;, + Np, + 1.
Since |argminje 4{N;}| < |A| < n, line 18 is called at most n times before min;c 4{N,} =
max;jeA{N;}. When this occurs, the conditional in line 19 is true and ¢ «— ¢ + 1.

If minge 4 {Ni} = max;c 4(4){Vs}, then N; = ¢ for any i € A(t). By Step 0, only arms in G are
added to GGi,. Therefore, T; is defined as

i€ G(t+1) ifieGe}gl {t.ﬂica/zn(t)ZUt ifiGGe} .

= min
fii + Csy2n(t) < Ly ifi € GE

Tizmm{t'igé.A(t—&-l) ifi e Ge

Define T; = oo if this never occurs. Note that this may happen if FAREAST terminates due to the
conditition in line 32 that U; — L; < /2. Similarly, recall T} denotes the random variable of the of
the number of times i is sampled before f1;(t) + Cs /2, (t) < maxeca fi;(t) — Cs/2n (). Hence,

7= min { £ 6) + Coyanlt) < ma 15(0)~ Caynalt)} (13
JEA()

Define T! = oo if this never occurs. Note that this may happen if FAREAST terminates due to the
conditition in line 32 that U; — L; < -y/2. Finally, we define the time 7', such that U; — L; < %fy.

1
T, = min {t U — Ly < 2'7} (14)

By design, no arm is sampled more that 7', times by the good filter, controlling the cases that T; or
T/ are infinite.

E.3.3 Step 2: Bounding T; and T} for i € G,

Step 2a: For i € G, we have that T; < h(0.25(e — A;),0/2n).

Proof. Note that, 4C; /2, (t) < p1; — (11 — €), true when t > h (0.25(¢ — A;), 2%) implies that for
all 7,

&

fi(t) = Cs/an(t) > pi — 2Cs 20 (1)
> 1+ 2C5 )2, (t) — €
> pj +2Cs/20(t) — €

&1
> 15 (t) + Csan(t) — €
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so in particular, fi;(t) — Cs /2 (t) > max;e 4 f1;(t) + Cs2n(t) — € = Us. O
Additionally, we define a time Ty,,,, when all good arms have entered GJ.

Step 2b: Defining Ty = min{t : Gi(t) = G.} = max;cq, T;, we also have that Tpay <
h(0.25c,d/2n) (in other words, if ¢ > h(0.25a, §/2n) (i.e. line 23 has been run ¢ times), then we
have that G, (t) = G.).

Proof. Recall that o = minjeq i — p1 + € = mineg. € — A;. By Step la,

T, < h(0.25(e—A;),<). Furthermore, h(-,-) is monotonic in its first argument,

)
such that if 0 < a' < x, then h(z/,6) > h(z,d) for any § > 0. Therefore
Tiax = Mmax;eq, T; < max;eq, h (0.25(6 —Ay), %) =h (0.25a67 %) O
Step 2c: For i € G, we have that T < h(0.25A;,5/2n).
Proof. Note that 4C; /9, () < p1 — ju;, true whent > h (O 250, 2 5 ) implies that
N 1
fui(t) + 05/271(t) < i+ 205/2n(t)
< 1 — 2C52,(1)
&1
< (t) = Csan(t).
As shown in Step 0, 1 € A(t) for all ¢ € N, and in particular /i1 (t) < max;e 4(+) f1:(t). Hence,
f1i(t) + Cs 20 (t) < maxjeac fij(t) — Csan(t). 0
E.3.4 Step 3: Bounding T; for i € G¢
Next, we bound T for i € G¢. ¢ € G¢ is eliminated from A if it has received at least T; samples.
Claim: T; < h (0.25(e — A;), &) fori € G¢
Proof. Note that, 4C5 /5, (t) < 11 — € — 14, true when t > h (0.25(6 —A;), %), implies that

&1
i (t) + Csjan(t) < pi +2C5 20 (t)
<y —2C5)95(t) — €

&

< 1 (t) — Cspan(t) — €
As shown in Step 0, 1 € A(t) for all ¢ € N, and in particular /1, () < max;e 44 f2:(t). Therefore
fi(t) + Cs o (t) < maxjea f1j(t) — Csjon(t) — € = Ly. O

E.3.5 Step 4: bounding the total number of samples given to the good filter at time ¢ = T,,,,«

Note that for a time ¢ = T, the total number of samples given to the good filter is Zstl |A(s)].
Therefore, the total number of samples up to time Tpyay iS ZT‘““ |A(%)].

Let S; = min{t : ¢ ¢ A(t + 1)}. Hence,

Timax Tmax n N Tmax
Z\A \—ZZHZGA ZZ [i € A(t Zmln{Tmax, S}
t=1 i=1 =1 t=1

For arms i € G¢, S; = T; by definition. For i € G, S; = max(T;,T}) by line 28 of the algorithm.
Then

n
> min {Tnax, Si} = D min {Tawax, max(T3, 7))} + Y min {Tinax, T}

i=1 i€G. ieGe
< Z min { Thax, max (T, 7))} + |GE N Geva, | Tmax + Z T;
1€Ge i€GE

etae
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= Z max {7}, min(7T}, Tmax)} + |GE N Gera, | Tmax + Z T;

1€Ge 16G2+%

(a) § 5 5
< . —Bdi)y 5 ) i . 16 | . € o
_g; max{h <o 25(e — A;) 2n> min {h <025A 2n> h(O 250 2n)”
+ Z 0256—A)i +1G N Geya, b (0.250 LR
2n € erae 2n

1EG“
Equality (a) follows from me <h (0.25a€, 2) by Step 1b, T; < h (0.25(e — A;), =) in Steps
2aand 3,and 7] < h (0.25A;, ) in Step 2c.

E.3.6 Step 5: Bounding the number of samples in round % versus k — 1

Now we show that the total number of samples taken in round % is no more than 9 times the number
taken in the previous round.

Claim: For k > 1

(Hwe(n,27%,1/16) + 71 + 74| (Gr—1 U B—1)])
<9 (Hwe(n, 27", 1/16) + 7h—1 + Th—1|(Gr—2 U By_2)“|)

Proof. In round k, (Hwge(n,27%,1/16) 4+ 7% + 7|(Gr—1 U Bj—1)°|) samples are drawn. Since
Gi—1 C Gg and By C By Vk deterministically, we see that |(Gg—1 UBk_1)¢| > [(GxUBg)¢| Vk.
By definition,

HME(n, 27]671, 1/16) = 4HME(n, 271{, 1/16)

Next, recall 7, = [22’“*3 log (%)—‘ We bound 7y /71,1 as

L ()] [ ()

Th—1 {22k+1 log( 8 1)} B szﬂlog (Mﬂ
92k+3 10 (16nl~c ) 41 4log (IGnk )
T 92K+ og (w log (M)

log (167 + 21og (k) .
= log (4§) +2log(k — 1) T1=0)

< +1

If k=2, (x) <14 4xlog(32)/log(8) < 9. Otherwise,

4(log (182) + 21log(k))

log (182) + 2log(k — 1)
4log(k)

~ log(k —1)

<4-2+1=9

(%) =

Putting these pieces together,

(Hwme(n, 27%.1/16) + 1 + 71| (Gr_1 U Bi_1)°))
< (4Hwg(n, 275 1/16) + 9731 + 974—1|(Gr—2 U By_2)‘|)
< 9 (Huge(n, 27", 1/16) + 7—1 + 7—1](Gr—2 U Bj—2)°|)
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E.3.7 Step 6: Bounding Equation (10)

Here, we introduce the round Kgood, When G'g,,, = G at some point within the round. Using
the result of the previous step, we may bound the total number of samples taken though this round,
controlling Equation (10).

With the result of Step 5, we prove the following inequality.
Claim:

Z 21 [Gk—l 75 Ge] 1 [Gk—l UBr_1 75 [nH (HME(n, 27]6, 1/16) + Tk + Tk|(Gk_1 U Bk_l)cD
k=1

4 . b) 5
< CiEZG max {h <0.25(e —A;), 2n> , min {h <0.25A¢, 271) ,h (0.250[6, 271)] }

b 5
h (0.25% 2n> +e Y h (0.25(e —A)), 2n>

’€G§+u5

5)

+ C|G§ N G5+a€

for a constant c.

Proof. Recall ¢, = max{t : t € k} denotes the maximum value of ¢ in round k and T}, =
maxeg, T; denotes the minimum ¢ such that G (t) = G.. Define the random round

KGood := min{k : G = G} = min{k : t;; > Thax}

By definition of Kgood,

> 21[Gro1 # Ge1[Gro1 U Bi_y # [n]] (Hye(n,27%,1/16) + 7 + 7| (Gh—1 U Bi—1)°|)

KGood
= Z 21 [G—1 U By—1 # [n]] (Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 74 + 74| (Gr—1 U Be—1)“) -
k=1
Next, applying Step 5, if Kgood > 1,
KGood
Z 21 [Gk—l UBg_1# [nﬂ (HME(W,, 27]6, 1/16) + 7 + Tk‘(Gk_l U Bk_l)c|)
k=1
KGood 1
<18 Z [Gr—1U By—1 # [n]] (Hug(n,27%,1/16) + 7% + 7| (Ge—1 U Br—1)‘]) -

Observe that by hnes 17 and 20 of FAREAST, for any round r and for any ¢ > ¢,_1,

> 1[G U Bi1 # [n]] (Hye(n, 27%,1/16) + 75 + 7 (Gr—1 U B—_1) Z |A(s)

k=1
By definition, for the round Kgooa — 1, we see that ¢ (g —1) < Tmax. Applying the above inequality
with the inequality proven in Step 4,

KGooa—1 Tmax

18 Z [Gr—1 U By_1 # [n]] (Hvg(n,27%,1/16) + 7% + 73, (Gr—1 U Bx—_1) <18Z\A )|

) ) )
<18 g max{ <O.25(e —A;), ) , min {h <O.25Ai, ) Jh (0.25a5, )] }
e 2n 2n 2n
h <0.25a€, ;) .

n

Otherwise, if Kgooa = 1, exactly 4¢'n log(16) + 32nlog(16n/d) samples are given to the good filter
in round 1. One may use Lemma F.2 to invert A(-, -) and show that the summation on the right had
side of the above inequality is within a constant of this and the claim holds in this case as well for a
different constant, potentially larger than 18. O

5
+18 > (0 25(c — A;), 2n> +18|G° N Geqa,

1€GEL .
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E.3.8 Step 7: Bounding Equation (11)

Next, we bound Zzozl 21 [Gk,1 = Ge} 1 [Gk,1 UBp_1 # [n]] (HME(TL, 2_k7 1/16) + 7% + Tk|(Gk,1 @] Bk,1)0|).

221 [Gk,1 = GE] 1 [Gk,1 U Br_1 75 [TLH (HME(n,2_k, 1/16) + T -I-Tk‘(Gk,l U Bk,1)0|)
k=1

M

21 [Gk—l = Ge] 1 [Gk—l UBr_1 7& [n]} (I‘[ME(N7 27]6, 1/16) —+ T + 7']¢|(G’6 U Bk_1)8|)

>
Il
—

M

21 [Gy-1 = G] 1 [Gr—1 U Bi_1 # [n]] (Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 73, + 75| G\ Bi_1])

k=1
= Z 21 [Gr—1 U Bi—1 # [n]] (HME(H, 2_k, 1/16) + 7 + Tk|G§\Bk,1|)
k=KGood+1
Ente > 21[Bioy # G (Hye(n,27%,1/16) + 74 + 7| GE\By_1])
k=KGgooa+1
= Y 21[Br #GY (Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 7)) + Y 21 [Bi_y # G¢] (7| GE\Bi-1|)
k=Kgooa+1 k=Kgooa+1
(oo} o0
= Y 21[Bra #G (Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 7)) + Y 27|GA\By_|
k=Kgooda+1 k=Kgood+1
= ) 20[Bi #G (Hue(n, 27, 1/16) + )+ > > 2ml[i ¢ B
k=Kgooa+1 k=Kgooa+1i€GE
< Y 206ABea| (He(n, 275, 1/16) + 1)+ > > 27l[i ¢ B
k=Kgooat+1 k=Kgooa+1i€GE
(oo} (oo}
= > D 21 ¢ Bea] (Hue(n,275,1/16) + 7))+ > Y 2n1[i ¢ Br]
k=Kgooa+11€G¢ k=Kgooa+11€G¢

— S Y 2fi ¢ B (27 4 Hye(n. 27, 1/16)

k=Kgooa+11€G¢

= Z f: 21[i ¢ By_1] (27x + Hyvg(n,27%,1/16))

1€GE k=Kgooa+1

< > > 21i ¢ By ] (27 + Hus(n,27",1/16)) (16)
i€GE k=1
E.3.9 Step 8: Bounding the expected total number of samples drawn by FAREAST
Now we take expectations over the number of samples drawn. These expectations are conditional on

the high probability event £ N €. The bound in step 5 holds deterministically conditioned on this
event.

Note 74 and Hyg(n,27%,1/16) are deterministic constants for any k. Let all expectations are be
jointly over the random instance v and the randomness in FAREAST.

E[T1[& N&] =1] <

Z 2F (1[G, U By, # [n]]|1[€1 N &) = 1] (75 + Hyme(n, 27, 1/16) + 74 |(Gr—1 U Bi—1)°|)
k=1
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Z 1[Gro1 # G| 1[Gr—1 UBg_1 # [n ’151052]—1]

k=1
(Tk + Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 72| (Gr—1 U By—1)°])
+22E [Gr—1 = G| 1[Gr—1 U Byt # [n]]|1[E1 N & = 1]
(Tk + Hyge(n, 27k, 1/16) + Tk)’(Gk)_l U Bk_l)cy)
StepG

§ . ) §
Clezc max{ (0.25(6 —Ay), %) ,min [h <O.25A2, 2n> h (0.25% %)] }

+c Z h (0.25(e —A)), ;n) + |G N Geya, b (0.25% 2(;)

iGGC
+ZQE Gk 1—G] [Gk 1 UByj_ 17é |1€1ﬂ52} }

(Tk + HME(TL, 271@, 1/16) + Tk|(Gk71 U Bk,1)0|)

Step? 5 ' 5 5
< clEZG: max {h (0.25(6 —A), 2n) , min {h <O.25Ai, 2n> h (0-25045, %)] }

§ 5
+e Y h (0.25(6 —A), %) +¢|GS N Geya,lh (0.25% 2n)

1€GE .
—|—ZZQE [i ¢ Bip_1]|1[E N &) = 1] (275 + Hue(n,27,1/16))
1€Ge k=1

@ .3 max {h <0.25(e A, 5) _min [h (0.25Ai, 5) h <0.25oz€, 5)} }
e 2n 2n 2n

5 5
+e Y h (0.25(e — A, %) +¢|GE N Gega, |1 (0.25% 2n)

1€GC
+ Y ZZJE [i ¢ Br]|&1] (27 + Hwie(n,27%,1/16))

et+ae
1€GE k=1

where (a) follows from E,, [1[i ¢ Bi—_1]|&1 N &) = K, [1[i ¢ Br_1]|&1] for i € G¢, since the
event {7 € Bj_1} is independent of & for all ¢ € GC. This can be observed since £, deals only with
independent samples taken of arms in G..

E.3.10 Step 9: Bounding " | E, [1[i ¢ Bj_1]|&1] (27 + Hue(n,27%,1/16)) for i € G¢

Next, we bound the expectation remaining from step 8. In particular, this is the number of samples
drawn by the bad filter to add arm ¢ € G¢ to By,.

First, we bound the probability that for a given ¢ € G¢ and a given k i ¢ Byj. Note that by
Borel-Cantelli, this implies that the probability that ¢ is never added to any By, is 0.

ﬂ = E, [1[i ¢ Bi]|&:] < (g)k*[logz(ﬁ)]

Proof. © € By, if either the good filter or the bad filter added it. Note that the behavior of the bad
filter is independent of the event & . Hence,

4
i—€

Claim 1: Fori € G¢, k > [log2 (A

E, [1[i ¢ Bl|&1] = By [1[fii + Csan(ts) > L[, — i < €+ 271[&)]
<E, []].[[Lik — [LZ <€+ 27k+1”(€1]
=E, [1[f;, — fu < e+2""].
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Intuitively, the time at which an arm in G¢ enters By, which occurs if either the good filter adds it
or the bad filter does, in expectation is at most the time at which the bad filter does on its own in
expectation.

If i € By,_1 theni € By, by definition. Otherwise, if ¢ ¢ Bj_1, by Hoeffding’s Inequality conditional
on the value of 7, and a sum over conditional probabilities as in step 0, with probability at least

o)
1 - 4nk?2

|(friy, — fus) — (i, — ps)| < 27F
If MedianElimination also succeeds, the joint event of which occurs with probability
% (1 - W) by independence’,
friy, — fii > iy — pi — 27 > g — g — 278 = A — 27k
Then for k > [ng (ﬁﬂ

Py — i > Ay = 27F > (A ) > e+ 27

N | =

which implies that < € By by line 15 of FAREAST. In particular,
E [IL[,&“ —f; > e+ 2’k+1]|i ¢ Bk,l] > (1 — 4nk2) Furthermore, ¢ ¢ By by defini-
tion. Additionally, recall that 1[fi;, — fi < € + 2751 is independent of £. Then for

i o (51)|

E [L[f, — i < e+ 27" = E [L[f, — i < e+27")(1[i € By_1] + 1[i € By_1])|&1]
=E [1[fs, — fui < e+27"1[i ¢ By_1]|&1]
+E [1[fs, — fui < e+ 27" 1[i € By_1]|&1]

Deterministically, 1[i ¢ By]1[i € By_1] = 0. Therefore,
E [1[f, — fi < e+27"1[i ¢ By_1]|&]
+E 1[5, — i < e+ 2 "1 € Bp_1]|&1]
=E [1[;, — fu < e+27"1[i ¢ By_1]|&1]
E ([, — fu < e+27"1[i ¢ By_1]|i ¢ Bu_1E1] P(i ¢ Br—1]€1)

+ E [L[f, — fui < e+27¥1[i ¢ By_1]]i € By_1,&1] P(i € By_1|&1)
[1lfis, — fis < e+ 27 "1 & By_1]li € Br—1,&1| P(i & Bi—1|&1)
(L[a, — 1 < e+ 27]”1”1' ¢ Br_1,& ] E[1[i ¢ kangl]

[Llf1s, — fis < e+27%1|i ¢ Br_1| E[1[i ¢ Br—1]|&1]
§

iﬁ 4nk2) E [L[i ¢ Bi_i]|E1]
c(Ee )b

where the final inequality follows by the same argument upper bounding E [Il[z ¢ By ’51]. For
k< [log2 ( )_‘ trivially, E [1[¢ ¢ Bg]] < 1. Recall § < 1/8. For k > [log2 (Af_e)_‘,

E[1[i ¢ Byl|&:] < ﬁ <116 + 2352) < (;)k [to: (52 | |

s= (loga ( &= )1

IN

E
E
E

O

>Note that the success of MedianElimination and the concentration of (fi;, — f;) around (j;, — p;) are
independent of the events £; and &> conditioned on in Step 8.
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Claim 2: For j € G¢, 507 2B, [1[i ¢ Be_1]|&1] (27 + Huge(n,27%,1
"h (0.25(A; —€), )

’ 2n

Proof. This sum decomposes into two terms.

ZE ¢ By ’51] (2Tk+HME( k,1/16))

[0z (=)

/16)) <

= E, []l[z ¢ Bk_1]|51] (HME(n,Qk, 1/16) + 2 [22’”3 log (

k=1

+ > E, [1[i ¢ Be_1]|&1] (HME(n, 27%1/16) + 2 {22’“3 log (

k=log, (52 ) |

We begin by bounding the first term.

[loe2 (=7)

E, [1[i & By—1]] (HME(TL 2k ,1/16) + 2 ’722k+3 log (16nk2

)

< Z E (HME(H’2]€71/16) +2 {22“3 log (16?{2>—‘>

‘ 16nk?
< > 'n2%% log(16) 4 2 + 22k +4]
< (c n2°%log(16) + 2 + og 5
llogQ(

< 2log, <A44— e) + (c’nlog(lG) + 161log (1?:)) Z

si=<) |

k=1

[roz2 (572)

+32 Y 2%log(k)
k=1

4
§210g2 (A

i —

16

16n
) + (c nlog(16) + 1610g( 2 > + 32log log, (A

16nk?

]

22k

)

)

)

4 16n
< / —
< 2log, (Ai_€> + TNpE (c nlog(16)—|—3210g< 5 log, (Ai _6)>>

Next, we plug in the bound from claim 1 controlling the probability that i ¢ Bj.

Using Claim 1, we bound the second sum as follows:

> E, [1[i ¢ By_1]|&1] (HME(n, 27%.1/16) + 2 [22’”3 log <
r=los (52)

< Y
tefos (52|

= ¢'nlog(16 i< ) g2 (et lora (= )+QZ(

k=1

o0

16nk?
)

)

)

k—|log % -1
<;) { 2(A )“ <C/n22k lOg(16)+2+22k+4 log(

0

log, (—Af_e

)

)

+ 162 (;)k_l 22(k+[1og2(ﬁﬂ) log 16n (k + [

k=1
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< 3+ 'nlog(16) Z o3k +3g2(htloss () +1)
k=1

+ 16%2_3k+322<k+10g2($>+1) log 16n (k + [bgz (ﬁ)—‘)Z

k=1
29¢/nlog(16) 213 161\ o= ._x
= log | — 2
3*( oo a5 )2

(e )

29¢'nlog(16) 213 16n
< 1
ST Taer

= (k)
We may bound the final summand, Z/ii1 2 % log (k‘ + {log2 (ﬁ)—‘) as follows:

gz—klog (k + {log2 (A;l E)D < log (Z log, ((A%Ge)z))

Plugging this back into (**), we have that

(xx) <3+ 2enlog(16) + 2" log 16n + 7214 log ¢ log _ 256
- (A; —€)? (A; —€)? ] (A; —€)? 222\ (A —€)?

Combining the above with the bound on the first sum, we have that

iEV [1[i ¢ Bi—1]|&1] (275 + Hue(n,27%,1/16))
k=1

< (@t w oo (5 o (m )

d'n ” )
= —— h{0.25(A; —¢€), —
for a sufficiently large, universal constant ¢’ and ¢ from the definition of h(-, -). O

E.3.11 Step 10: Applying the result of Step 9 to the result of Step 8

We may repeat the result of step 9 for every ¢+ € G¢ and plug this into the result of Step 8. From this
point, we simplify to return the final result.

By Step 8, the total number of samples " drawn by FAREAST is bounded in expectation by

1) ) 1)
< . - i)y | i . 5 | . €9 5
E[T|E N&s) < clgG max {h <O 25(e — A;) 2n> min {h (0 25A Qn) h <O 25c 2n)] }
0

+2> Y B, [1[i ¢ Bral|€1] (27 + Hue(n,27%,1/16)) .
i€Ge k=1

+e Y h (0.25(e —A)), ;n) +¢|G° N Geta,

i€GT, .

Applying the bound from Step 9 to each i € G¢, we have that

<3 e (- 80.2) s 128, £) 4 (o0, 2]

i€G.
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)
2 —
h (0 5ae, 2n>

]
25(e — Ay), — ¢
+ec G; h (O 5(e i)s Zn) +¢|GEN Getan,
i etae

J
2y 25(Ai =€), o ) .
o i€Ge (Ai€)2+h<0 oA 6)’2”)

Fori € GENGeqq,, e = minjeq, € —Aj > A; — e. By monotonicity of (-, -), h (0'25%’ %) =
(Ail%ne)? +"h (A; — €, £ ). Therefore,

e 3 e (- 80,2 o 028, £) 4 (s, )]

i€Ge
+ 24 0) Y s (0250 — o) 9
, (A; —€)? ' ’ "2n )"
i€GE
Next, we use Lemma F.3 to bound the minimum of A(-, - - - ) functions.

c Z max {h (0.25(6 —A;), ;) ,min {h (0.25Ai, ;) Jh (0.25a67 25)] }
, n n n

1€Ge
+ 2 +0) Y g+ h (0.25(4; —¢) 9
(Al — 6)2 ¢ ’ 2n

i€Ge
) Ai+a. 6
chmaX{h (0.25(€—Ai),),h< ,)}
el 2n 8 2n
” n )
ieGe V!

Finally, we use Lemma F.2 to bound the function h(-,-). Since § < 1/2, §/n < 2¢~¢/2, Further,
max (A, [e—A;|) < 8forall 7, we have that 0.25A,; < 2,0.25|e — A;| < 2, and 0.25 min(«., B¢) <
2. Therefore,

E[T|EiN&] <c Z max{h <0.25(e - A), 2(;> h (Ai ‘81‘016,% }

i€G.

+2 o) Y M+h<025(A ), 2‘5)

i€Ge

64 384n
< -
<c g maX{(e—Ai)210g<5 1og2< 2))

5
1€Ge
256 (4n 768n
(Dt 8 5 82 A—l—ae)?
n

) . 4 384n
+ (2¢ +C)Z(Ai—e)2+( A) log 50g2(w)>

i€GE

n
<03Zmax{ A log 510g2< B >

&)
vy (5o (5}
(e=xp

n 1
] ]
+CSZ B = T eCAy °g< 82 \ 5(e >)
i€GS
CgiEZGEmaX{(Nl_E_Ih) log<5log2 (5(u1—e—m) >)



G (5 (rra—e ) )
<u1+ae—ui>2 E\5 2 6(m + ac — )2

1 n n
+c + lo —1lo -~
32 ulfefuz) (1 — € = pi)? g(5 g2<5(u16u¢)2))

i€GE

for a sufficiently large constant cy.

E.3.12 Step 11: High probability sample complexity bound

Finally, the Good Filter is equivalent to EAST, Algorithm 5, except split across rounds. Note that the
Good Filter is union bounded over 2n events whereas the bounds in EAST are union bounded over n
events. The Good Filter and Bad Filter are given the same number of samples in each round, and
the Good Filter can terminate within a round, conditioned on £&; N &y. Therefore, we can bound the
complexity of FAREAST in terms of that of EAST run at failure probability § /2. If FAREAST terminates
in the second round or later, the arguments in Steps 4 and 5 can be used to show that FAREAST draws
no more than a factor of 18 more samples than EAST, though this estimate is highly pessimistic.
If FAREAST terminates in round 1 (when gaps are large), we may still show that this is within a
constant factor of the complexity of EAST, but the story is more complicated. In the first round, the
bad filter draws at most ¢'n log(16) + 32n log(8n/d) samples where ¢’ is the constant from Median
Elimination. Since we have assumed that max(A;, |e — A;|) < 8, this sum is likewise within a
constant factor of the complexity of EAST. Hence, by Theorem E.3,

” 1 n n
T< i - m _n
_04;mln{max{(ﬂl_€_ui)2 og<5 o2 (5(,“1_6—/14)2)),
FPPETAY) — lo - ,
(i +ac = "\5 2 o + o= pu)?

(mﬂt ) log(a g2<5(u1+ge 1i)? ))}
SAEIES))

samples. O

E.4 Proof of Theorem E.2, FAREAST in the multiplicative regime

Proof. Notation for the proof: Throughout, recall A; = 1 — p;. Recall that ¢ counts the number
of times the conditional in line 19 is true. By Line 19 of FAREAST, all arms in A have received ¢
samples when the loop in line 23 is executed for the # time. Within any round k, let A(¢) and
G(t) denote the sets A and G, at this time since both sets can change in lines 27 and 29 and 25
respectively. Let ¢; denote the maximum value of ¢ in round k. By Lines 18 and 19 of FAREAST, the
total number of samples given to the good filter when the conditional in line 19 is true for the #" time

. t

is 30, ()]

For i € M., let T; denote the random variable of the number of times arm ¢ is sampled before it is
added to G, in Line 25. For i € M¢, let T; denote the random variable of the number of times arm ¢

is sampled before it is removed from A in Line 27. For any arm ¢, let 7 denote the random variable
of the of the number of times 7 is sampled before /i;(t) + Cs/2,(t) < maxje f1j(t) — Cs /2, (t).

Define the event

E1=3 () () 1f(t) = il < Cs)2n(t)
i€[n] teN
Using standard anytime confidence bound results, and recalling that that C5(t) := w,

we have

PE) =P | |J I — il > Cspan(t)

i€[n] teN
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n

- § 1)
< ;P (U i — pui| > CzS/Qn(t)) < Z% = 5

teN i=1

Next, recall that /i;(¢) denotes the empirical average of ¢ samples of p;. Consider the event,

& = ﬂ ﬂ (1= ) s, (k) — i (1r)) — (1 = )i, — )| < 27TV (2 —¢)

i€M. keN

By Hoeffding’s inequality,

P (11 = s, (70) = i (7)) = (L= oy — )] <2 D@ = i = j) <

=1

Therefore, union bounding over the rounds k£ € N, P(£5) < Zie M, 21?;1 ﬁ <
P& N&)>1-0.

[[S9)

. Hence,

E.4.1 Step 0: Correctness.

On & N &,, first we prove that if there exists a random round % at which Gy, U By, = [n] then
G, = M,.. Additionally, we prove that on & N &, if A C Gy, then Gy, = M.. Therefore, for either
stopping condition for FAREAST in line 31, on the event & N &, FAREAST correctly returns the set
Claim 0: On & N &y, forallk € N, Gy, C M..
Proof. Firstly we show 1 € A for all ¢ € N, namely the best arm is never removed from .A. Note for
any i such that fi;(t) — Cs/2,,(t) > 0,

i1+ Csyan(t) > p1 > pi > f1i(t) — Cspan(t) > (1 —€)(f1i(t) — Cs/2n(1)).
For i such that fi;(t) — Cj/2,(t) < 0, if fiy + Cs/2,,(t) > 0, then

i+ Csran(t) 20> (1 —€)(f1i(t) — Cs /20 (1))

Note that ji; + Cj/2,(t) < 0 implies on the event &; that 1, < 0, which contradicts the assumption
that 111 > 0 made in the theorem. In particular this shows, (i1 + Cs /2, (t) > (1 — €)(max;e 4 f1i(t) —
Cs/an(t)) = Ly and f13 4 Cs 25, (t) > maxe 4 f1i(t) — Cs /2, (t) showing that 1 will never exit A in
line 28.

Secondly, we show that at all times ¢, (1 — €)u1 € [Ls, Uy]. By the above, since 1 never leaves A,
Ue = (1 = e)(max ii(t) + Cs/2n(t)) = (1 = €)(fa(t) + Csyan(t)) = (1 — €

and for any ¢,
(=€ = (1 —e)p; = (1 —€)(i(t) — Csan(t))
Hence (1 — €)1 > (1 — €)(max; f1;(t) — C5/2,(t)) = Ly.

Next, we show that Gy, C M, for all k > 1,¢ > 1. Suppose not. Then 3,k,¢t € N and &t €
M¢E N G (t) such that,

pi > i(t) = Cspon(t) > Up > (1 =€) > i,
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with the last inequality following from the previous assertion, giving a contradiction. O
Claim 1: On & N &y, forallk € N, B, C M£.

Proof. Next, we show B, C M¢. Suppose not. Then either the good filter or the bad filter added an
arm in M, to By. Take ¢ € M,. In the former, this implies that

51 .
pi < f1i(t) + Csjan(t) < Lt C(1-)m
which contradicts ¢ € M. Consider the alternate case that the bad filter adds ¢ to By, for some k. By

definition, By = () and Bj,_; C By, for all k. Then there must exist ¥ € N and an ¢ € M, such that
i € By and i ¢ By_1. Following line 14 of the algorithm, this occurs if and only if

(1= )i, — s > 27"V (2 ).
On the event &, the above implies
(1= iy — pi + 2752 =) > 27D (2 — ),

and simplifying, we see that 0 < (1 —¢)u;, — s < (1—€)pq — p; which contradicts the assertion that
i € M.. Combining the above claims, we see that £; N & implies (G U By, = [n]) and G, N By, =
) = Gr = M.. Since P(€; N &) > 1 — 4, if FAREAST terminates, with probability at least 1 — 4,
it correctly returns the set M. [
Claim 2: Next, we show that on &1, M, C A(t) U G(¢) forall t € N.

In particular this implies that if A C G, then M, C G. Combining this with the previous claim gives
G C M. C G, hence G = M,. On this condition, FAREAST terminates by line 33 and returns the set
AUG = G. Note that by definition, Mc C M. for all v > 0. Therefore FAREAST terminates
correctly on this condition.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that there exists i € M, such that ¢ ¢ A(¢) U G(t). This occurs
only if i is eliminated in line 28. Hence, there exists a t' < t such that £i;(t") + Cs/n(t) < Ly,
Therefore, on the event £,

51 . . 51
(1= 2 Lo = (1= 9 (magit) = Cajalt)) > (0 + Co(®) =
which contradicts ¢ € M.. O
Claim 3: Finally, we show that on &, if U; — L; < ﬁLt, then AUG C Mcy).
Combining with Claim 3 that M, C AU G, if FAREAST terminates on this condition by line 33, it
does so correctly and returns all arms in M, and none in M ° (et)°

Proof. By Claim 0, G C M, C M4~. Hence, G N M (c ) = = (). Therefore, we wish to show that

AN M(c€+7) = () which implies that G N A C Mc,.,. Assume Uy — L; < 57— L;. Recall that

U= (1= 0 (maygin(t) + Coyantt))
" L= (1= ) (e st) = Coyan(s))

All arms in A(t) have received exactly ¢ samples. Hence, U; — L; = 2(1 — €)Cj/2,(t). On &,
L; < (1 — €)p1 This implies that

2(1 — €)Cs/2n(t) <

1-—
Lf < rvuu

and in particular,
YH1

2—¢
Therefore, we wish to show that when the above is true, then for any i € M¢, ., Ly — (fui(t) +
Cs/n(t)) > 0, implying that i ¢ A.

e Glt) + Cayn) = (1= ) (s = Cin)) = (ia(0) + Can(t)

206/271 (t> <
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(1= ) (g = 2Caynl)) = (s + 2Cs7n(e)

1—6) (,ul _206/71 ) - ((1 _6_7)M1+205/n(t))
(

=1 —2(2 = €)Csp(t)
> ypr — (2 —€) 27#1 .
=0

which implies that ¢ ¢ A. Inequality (a) follows jointly from the fact that 1 € A and the fact that all
arms in A have received ¢ samples implies maxje 4 ptj — 2C5/,, (t) = p1 — 2Cs /5, (t). Additionally,
inequality (a) follows from p1; < (1 — € —y)uq since i € Mg, . O

E.4.2 Step 1: An expression for the total number of samples drawn and introducing several
helper random variables

Next, we write an expression for the total number of samples drawn by FAREAST. In particular, we
introduce two sums that we will spend the remainder of the proof controlling. Additionally, we show
that the conditional in line 19 in the good filter is true at least once in each round. Based on this, we
more precisely define the random variables T; and 77 introduced in the notation section in section
E.4. Additionally, we introduce the time 7', at which U; — L; < ﬁLt.

Recall that the largest value of ¢ in round & is denoted ¢. Let E,Z be the event that U, — L; > 216 L
for all £ in round k:

EIZ = {Ut—Lt> t:te(tkhtk]}.

Note that if E,Zfl is false, then FAREAST terminates in round k& — 1 by line 33. We may write the

total number of samples drawn by the algorithm as

T =) 21[A¢ Gy1and Gy UBj_1 # [n] and E}_,]
k=1

(HME(TL, 2_k, 1/16) + 7 + T]g‘(Gk_l U Bk_l)c|)

Deterministically, 1 [.A ¢ Gi—1 and G_1 U Bi_1 # [n] and Eg_l] < 1[Gg—1 U Bk_1 # [n]].
Applying this,

T 1[Gr—1 U By_1 # [n]] (Hme(n,27%,1/16) + 74 + 7 (Gr—1 U Byx—1)“|)

IN
WK
[\

b
Il
—_

1 [Gk—l 7/: Me] 1 [Gk—l UBr_1 75 [nﬂ (HME(TL, 27]6, 1/16) + 7 + Tk‘(Gk—l U Bk_l)cD

M

>
Il
—_

a7

+ Z 21 [Gk—l = Me] 1 [Gk—l UBL_1 7& [’Il” (.H‘ME(TL7 27]“, 1/16) —+ T + Tk|(Gk_1 U Bk_l)c|)

(18)

In round £, line 18 of the Good Filter, whereby an arm is sampled, is evaluated
(I’IME(’I?,7 Q_k, 1/16) + Tk + Tkl(kal @] Bk,1)0|) Z (2Tk + ]’11\/[]5(’17,7 Q_k, 1/16)) Z n

times since Hyg(n,27%,1/16)) > n for all k and [(Gy_1 U Bi_1)°| > 1 unless
Gr—1 U Bi_1 = [n] which implies termination in round & — 1. Each time line 18 is called,
Ny, < Ny, + 1. Since |argminje 4{N;}| < |A| < n, line 18 is called at most n times before
min e 4{N;} = max;c 4{N;}. When this occurs, the conditional in line 19 is true and ¢ < t + 1.
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If min;e 4(¢){Ni} = max;e 44){Ni}. then N; = t for any i € A(t). By Step 0, only arms in M, are
added to GGi,. Therefore, T; is defined as

i€ GRt+1) ifie M) & . fi = Csjan(t) 2 Up - ifi € M,
. =minq?t: (19)
fli + Csjon(t) < Ly ifi € MY

i Alt+1)  ifie MC
Define T; = oo if this never occurs. Note that this may happen if FAREAST terminates due to the
conditition in line 32 that U; — L; < 5 L. Similarly, recall T} denotes the random variable of the
of the number of times i is sampled before f1;(t) + Cs /2, (t) < maxeca fi;(t) — Cs/2n(t). Hence,

T; = min {t

Ti/ = min {t s (t) + C5/2n (t) < max ﬂj (t) — C5/2n (t)} (20)
JEA()
Define T] = oo if this never occurs. Note that this may happen if FAREAST terminates due to the

conditition in line 32 that Uy — L; < QL_ELt. Finally, we define the time 7T’, such that U, —L; < 216 Ly.

T,Ymin{t:UtL,g<2py

Lt} 1)

By design, no arm is sampled more that T’, times by the good filter, controlling the cases that T; or
T/ are infinite.

E.4.3 Step 2: Bounding 7; and 7 for i € M,

. . € 1—Ai )
Step 2a: For i € M, we have that T; < h ( Bt %)

Proof. Note that y1; —2Cjs /2, (t) > (1—¢€)(p1+2Cs /2, (t)) may be rearranged as (4 —2€)Cs /25, (1) <

ep1—A;  §
4—2e¢ 7 2n

ep1 — Ay, and this is true when t > h ( ) This condition implies that for all j,

f1i(t) — Cs jan(t) % i — 2C5 2, (t)
> (1 —e)(p1 + 2C5/2,(t))
> (1—€)(py +2Cs/2,(t))

81 N

> (1= e)(f1;(t) + Csy2n(t))
so in particular, 1;(t) — Cs/2n(t) > (1 — €)(maxje 4 f1j(t) + Cs/2,(t)) = Us. O
Additionally, we define a time Ty,,,x when all good arms have entered G.

Step 2b: Defining Tyax = min{t : Gx(t) = M.} = max;ecp, T;, we also have that Ty <
h(ae/(4 —2€),6/2n) (in other words, if ¢ > h(a&./(4 — 2¢€),6/2n) (i.e. line 23 has been run ¢ times,
then we have that G, (t) = M,).

Proof. Recall that &, = minjep, i — 1 + € = mingen, eun — A, By Step
la, T, < h(“jﬁ:ﬁi,%). Furthermore, h(-,-) is monotonic in its first argument,
such that if 0 < a' < x, then h(2’,6) > h(x,§) for any § > 0. Therefore
T = maxiens, Ti < maxicar, b (G525, 2 ) = h (Gc/(4 - 26), ). O

Step 2c: For i € M., we have that T/ < h(0.25A;,5/2n).
Proof. Note that 4C; /9, () < 11 — ju;, true whent > h (0.25A o ), implies that

i O
&1
fi(t) + Csjon(t) < pi +2C5 )20 (t)
<y — 2Cs 95 (1)
(

&1 R

< (t) — Csjan(t).
As shown in Step 0, 1 € A(t) for all ¢ € N, and in particular /i1 (t) < max;e a(4) f1s(t). Hence,
f1i(t) + Cs 20 (t) < maxjeace) fij(t) — Csan(t). 0
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E.4.4 Step 3: Bounding 7’ for : € M’

Next, we bound T; fori € M¢. i € M is eliminated from A if it has received at least 7; samples.

Claim: T; < h (47551’ 2n> fori e M¢

Proof. Note that 1; +2Cj /2, (t) < (1—¢€) (1 —205/2n( )) may be rearranged as (4—2¢)Cj /o, (1) <

€1 —A;
—2¢ ’2

A; — €, and this is true when t > h ( . This condition implies that

‘[Lz(t) -+ C(S/27L(t) 2 Hi + 2C5/27l (t)
< (1 =€)(p — 20520 (1))
2 (1= () — Csam(®))

As shown in Step 0, 1 € A(t) for all ¢ € N, and in particular /1, () < max;e 4(s) f2:(t). Therefore
f1i(t) + Cs /20 (t) < (1 — €)(maxjea fi;(t) — Cs/2n(t)) = Lt O

E.4.5 Step 4: bounding the total number of samples given to the good filter at time ¢ = T,,,,«

Note that for a time ¢ = T, the total number of samples given to the good filter is 23:1 |A(s)].
Therefore, the total number of samples up to time Tpay iS Ef:f" |A(t)].

Let S; = min{t : 4 & A(t + 1)}. Hence,

Timax Tmax n N Tmax
Z\A \—ZZ [i € A(t ZZ [i € A(t Zmln{TInax, Si}
t=1 i=1 i=1 t=1

For arms i € M¢, S; = T; by definition. For i € M., S; = max(T;, Ti) by line 28 of the algorithm.
Then

Z min {Tiax, Si } = Z min { Toax, max(T;, T )} + Z min {Tax, T; }
i=1

i€ M. ieMe
> min {Tax, max(T3, T))} + |ME O Moy, Tax + >, T
i€ M. ieMe o

= > max {T;, min(T}, Tmax)} + IMEN Meia,jp | Twax + >, T

i€M. EME o

(a) €EQ1 — A 5 . 4 Qe g
< JE— A P -
l; max{ ( 2% '92 ),mln |:h (025A1,2n>7h<] 2%’ 9 ):|}

epr — A 0 Ge 6
W= S ) M Meya b [ ——, — ).
Y <4—2e ’2n>+ e M Meta/ml (4—26’2n)

c
Z€M€+C¥e/#"1

IN

Equality (a) follows from Ty < h (
3,and T} < h (0.25A;

) by Step 16, T; < h ( fl, 2n) in Steps 2a and

4— 25’ 2n

i» o) in Step 2c.
E.4.6 Step 5: Bounding the number of samples in round % versus k — 1

Now we show that the total number of samples taken in round % is no more than 9 times the number
taken in the previous round.

Claim: For k > 1
(HME(TL, 27]9, 1/16) + 7+ Tk|(Gk71 U kal)cD <9 (HME(TL, 27k+1, 1/16) + 71+ Tk71|(Gk72 U Bk,2)6|)

Proof. In round k, (Hwg(n,27%,1/16) + 7) 4+ 74|(Gr—1 U Bj—1)¢|) samples are drawn. Since
Gi—1 C Gg and B_1 C By Vk deterministically, we see that |(Gx—1 UBk_1)¢| > [(GxUBg)¢| Vk.
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By definition,
Hyg(n, 2—k-1 1/16) = 4Hyg(n, 27k, 1/16).

Next, recall 73, = [22’“3 log (%)—‘ We bound 7y /75,1 as

o [P ()] ()
Too1 Pgmlog (Lﬂ - P%“l g(mn(k 1) )1

92k+3 g (16nk ) + 1 4log (16nk )
< +1
92k+11, (16n(k 1) ) log (16n(k 1)2)
log (T") + 2log(k) — ()
log (18%) + 2log(k — 1)

If k=2, (x) <14 4xlog(32)/log(8) < 9. Otherwise,

4(log (282) + 2log(k))
log (182) + 2log(k — 1)
4log(k)
~ log(k —1)
<4.241=09

() = +1

+1

Putting these pieces together,

(Hwie(n,27%,1/16) + 71 + 7| (Gr—1 U By_1))
< (4Hwe(n, 275 1/16) + 9751 + 974—1|(G—2 U Bj—2)“)
<9 (Hmg(n, 277, 1/16) + 71 + 7—1](Gr—2 U By_2)‘|)

E.4.7 Step 6: Bounding Equation (17)

Here, we introduce the round Kgood, When Gk, = M. at some point within the round. Using
the result of the previous step, we may bound the total number of samples taken though this round,
controlling Equation (17).

With the result of Step 5, we prove the following inequality.

Claim:

22]]. [Gk,1 #* ME} ]].[Gk,1 UBgp_1 # [TL]] (.E[]\/[E(’TL,Q_k7 1/16) + 7, + Tk|(Gk,1 @] Bk,1)0|)
k=1

ey —A; 6 . 1) Qe 0
< _ 250, — 2 —
_clgM max{h( 1_2¢ ,2n>,m1n {h (0 5 “2n)7h<0 54—26’271

c g d G[LlfAi )
+C|Me ﬂME"F(:Ye/Ml‘h <42€, m ) +c Z h <4_2€, 2’[’7,)

c
ZEJ\/IeJrae/M

(22)

Proof. Recall t, = max{t : t € k} denotes the maximum value of ¢ in round k and Ti,ax =
maxe s, T; denotes the minimum ¢ such that Gy (¢t) = M.. Define the random round

KGood := min{k : Gy, = M.} = min{k : tx > Tmax}
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By definition of Kgeod,

oo
Z 21[Gr—1 # MJ1[Gy—1 U Bx_1 # [n]] (Hmp(n,27%,1/16) + 75, + 7% |(Gr—1 U Bj_1)°])
k=1
Koo
= Z 2]1[ka1 UBg_1 # [n]] (HME(TL, 2_k7 1/16) + 7, + T}C‘(Gk,1 U Bk,1)0|) .
k=1
Next, applying Step 5, if Kgooq > 1
KGood

Z 2]1[Gk_1 UBr_1 7é [nH (HME(TL, 2716, 1/16) + 7 + Tk|(Gk_1 U Bk_l)c|)

KGood 1
<18 Z Gk o UBL_o 7é [ H (HME(n,kaH, 1/16) + Tr—1 + Tk—ll(Gk—Q U Bk_Q)CD .

Observe that by lines 17 and 20 of FAREAST, for any round r and for any ¢ > ¢,_1,

z_: ]l[Gk_1 UBr_1 79 [n]] (HME(n, Z_k, 1/16) + T + Tk|(Gk_1 U Bk_l)c|) < Z |A(S)|
k=1 s=1

By definition, for the round Kgooa — 1, we see that (g, ,—1) < Tmax- Applying the above inequality
with the inequality proven in Step 4,

KGooa—1 Tmax

18 > [(Geo1UBr_1)°| (27 + Hyue(n, 27,1/16)) <18 > | A(s)

eny —A; 0 . ) P 1)
< a_ . o | 1 o o
18165 max{ ( o 2n> , min {h (0 25A 2n> h (4 — 2’

e —A; 6 ST
1 Y e — 18| ME N M, h .
T8 D, ( 4-2 '2n )+ | i/ ( —2¢’ 2n>

p
PEME s/

Otherwise, if Kgooq = 1, exactly 4¢'n log(16) + 32n log(16n/d) samples are given to the good filter
in round 1. One may use Lemma F.2 to invert i(-, ) and show that the summation on the right had
side of the above inequality is within a constant of this and the claim holds in this case as well for a
different constant, potentially larger than 18. O

E.4.8 Step 7: Bounding Equation (18)
Next, we bound 220:1 21 [Gk_1 = Me] 1 [Gk_1 UBg_1# [n]] (HME(TL, 2_k, 1/16) + Tk + Tk|(Gk_1 U Bk_1)c|).

22]1 [Gk,1 = ME] 1 [Gk,1 U Bk,1 75 [n]] (HME(n,Q_k, 1/16) + T + Tk|(Gk,1 U kal)cl)

[
gl
[N}

1[Gr_1 = M 1[Gr—1 U Bj_1 # [n]] (Hme(n,27%,1/16) + 7 + 7| (Me U Bx_1)“|)

=
Il
—

M

1 [Gk’—l = ME] 1 [Gk’—l U Bk—l 7& [Tl“ (HME(TL, 27k, 1/16) + T+ Tk‘Mf\Bk_lD

k=1
(oo}

= Z 21 [Gk—l UBp_1# [n]] (111\/[]5(’11,27k,1/16)—|—77€ +Tk|M€C\Bk_1D

k=Kgooda+1
81782 = C — C

=2 N 21 [By_y # MY (Hys(n,27%,1/16) + 7 + 74 M\ By_1)
k=KGgooa+1

= Y 20[Byy # M (Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 1) + > 21 By # MS] (e MO\ By-1])

k=Kgooa+1 k=Kgood+1

73



o0 o0

= > 2L[Br_y £ M (Hve(n, 275, 1/16) + 7)) + > 27| MO\ By
k=Kgooa+1 k=Kgooa+1
(oo} oo

= Y 21[Br1 # M (Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 7)) + > > 27 1[i ¢ By 1]
k=Kgood+1 k=Kgood+1 iEMec

o0 o0

Z 2| ME\By,—1| (Hue(n,27%,1/16) + 73,) + Z Zmﬂ[mBk,l]
k=Kgooa+1 k=Kgooa+1i€ME

oo oo

> > 20[i ¢ Beoa] (Hwe(n,27%,1/16) +7) + Y. > 2nlfi ¢ Bii]

k=Kgooa+1i€ME k=KGgooa+1i€M?

IN

oo

> > 21[i ¢ Bra] (27 + Hue(n, 27%,1/16))

k=Kgooa+1i€ME

> > 21[i ¢ Bia] (27 + Hue(n,27,1/16))

1EME k=Kgooa+1

>N 21 ¢ Bioa] (27 + Hye(n,27%,1/16)) (23)

ieMe k=1

IN

E.4.9 Step 8: Bounding the expected total number of samples drawn by FAREAST

Now we take expectations over the number of samples drawn. These expectations are conditional on
the high probability event £ N &. The bound in step 5 holds deterministically conditioned on this
event.

Note 7 and Hyg(n,27%,1/16) are deterministic constants for any k. Let all expectations are be
jointly over the random instance v and the randomness in FAREAST.

[T|1[51 N&]=1]=
ZQE (G, U By, # [n]]|1[€1 N &) = 1] (Hup(n, 277, 1/16) + 75, + 73| (Gr—1 U Bi—1)°|)
= 2 [1[Gr_1 # M 1[Gy U By # [n]]|1[E1 N &) = 1]
k=1
(Hug(n,27%,1/16) + 71 + 71| (Gr—1 U By1)°|)

+22E [Gr—1 = M 1[G}, U By # [n]]|1[61 N &) = 1]

(HME(na Q_kv 1/16) + 7k + Tk:’(Gk:—l U Bk—l)c’)

sepo qu-A 5\ 5 .
< clEZM max{ (4 5 ,2n>7m1n[h(0.25A“2n),h<426,2”>}}

6,u1—A,’ 1) de 6
B2 0 MO Moy, R 2
te ) (4—2e ’2n>+c| e N Metac/ml (4—2e’zn>

c
ZGMe+ae/u1

+Z2E [Gr—1 = M 1[Gy U By, # [n]]|1[E1 N &) = 1]

(HME(n,Q_k, 1/16) + Tk +Tk’(Gk71 U Bk,1)6|)

Slep? €l — A K ) 5 de S
< chax{ ( 1% ’Qn)’mm[h(o'%Ai’Qn)’h<4—2e’2n>}}

1€EMe
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e,u1—Ai 1) ONéE 6
B2 0 b MO Mo, | [ e,
te o ) (4—2e ’2n>+c| e N Metae/ml (4—26’271)

e
PEME, & sy

+ >0 Y 2R, [1fi ¢ Bea]|L[E1 N E] = 1] (27 + Hyg(n, 27, 1/16))
i€EMe k=1

(a) G/.ll—Ai 6 . ) Qe 1)
o p(Hr— 2 0 h(0.250,, 2 ) h L2
cieM max{ < 4—2¢ 72n>’mm{ ( 2n) (426 o

E,U,l—Ai ) 5[6/#1 0
b2 2 4 M Mya, |h =
+CiEMCZ ( 41— 2 ’2n>+c| e N Meta| (4—2e on

etéae/p1

£ SO0R, (1 ¢ Bl (2 + Hus(n, 2, 1/16)
ieMe k=1

where (a) follows from E,, [1[i ¢ By_1]|1[&1 N &]] = E, [1[i ¢ By_1]|1[&1]] for i € M, since
the event {¢ € Bj_1} is independent of & for all i € M¢. This can be observed since £, deals only
with independent samples taken of arms in M.

E.4.10 Step 9: Bounding >_;" | E, [1[i ¢ Bj_1]|1[&1]] (27 + Hme(n,27%,1/16)) for i € M¢

Next, we bound the expectation remaining from step 8. In particular, this is the number of samples
drawn by the bad filter to add arm ¢ € M to By,.

First, we bound the probability that for a given ¢« € M¢ and a given k ¢ ¢ Bj. Note that by
Borel-Cantelli, this implies that the probability that 7 is never added to any By, is 0.

Claim 1: For i € M¢, k > [bgz ( Afj;l)—‘ — E, [1[i ¢ By]|1[&]] < (%)k—[logg(rg—:;rlﬂ

Proof. If i € By, either the good or the bad filter may have added it. The behavior of the bad filter on
arms inn M¢ is independent of £;. Hence.
E, 1 ¢ Bul[1&:]] = By [1ji + Cojan(t) = LuJLlf, — i < 27402 = o) 1E1]]
< B, (1, — s < 2702 - j1(2)]

=E, (1, —ju <2 5+(2 - o)

If i € Bg_1 then i € By, by definition. Otherwise, if i ¢ Bj_1, by Hoeffding’s Inequality conditional
on the value of ¢;, and a sum over conditional probabilities as in step 0, with probability at least

5
1 - Ank?

(1 = iy, — 1) = (L= paiy, — pa)| < 27FFY
If MedianElimination also succeeds, the joint event of which occurs with probability
15 (1 — £2-) by independence®,
(1 — €)frg, — fui = (1 — €)pg, — pg — 2~ FFY
> (1= —pi—2*(2—¢)
=A; — ey — 27BN (@2 —¢).
Then for k > {log2 (AQ;EH s

i €M

(1= €)fig, — fri > Ay — ey — 27 FFD (2 — ) > 27D (2 — ¢),

®Note that the success of MedianElimination and the concentration of (fi;, — j;) around (p;, — p;) are
independent of the events £; and &> conditioned on in Step 8.
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which implies that ¢ € By, by line 15 of FAREAST. In particular,

15 J
E [1[i € Bi]|i ¢ Br—11[&1]] > E [uzk — ;> 27D (2 —€)|i ¢ Bi-1, ]1[81]} 6 (1 _

Furthermore, i ¢ By by definition. Then for k& > {log2 (A?::ul ﬂ,

E[1i ¢ Bel|1[&1]] = E[1[i ¢ Bi|(1[i ¢ By—1] + 1[i € Bi—1])[1[&1]]
=E(1[i ¢ Be]1li ¢ Be—1]|1[&1]] + E[1[i ¢ Bi]1[i € Br—1]|1[&1]]
Deterministically, 1[i ¢ By|1[i € Bj_1] = 0. Therefore,
E[1[i ¢ Bp]1[i ¢ Be—1]|1[&1]] + E[1[i ¢ Bi]1[i € Br—1]|1[€1]]
=E[1[i ¢ Billi ¢ Br—1][1[&4]]
=E[1[i ¢ Billi ¢ Br-1]li ¢ Br—1, 1[E&]]P(i € Be—1]1[&1])
+E [1[i ¢ Bi]1[i ¢ By—1]|i € Br—1,1[€1]] P(i € Bp_1|1[£1])
[1i ¢ By]1[i ¢ Be-1]li € Bo—1, L[E4]]P(i ¢ Bj—1|1[E1])
[10i & Bil|i ¢ Bie—1, 1{EI] E[1[i ¢ By_1][1[E1]]

E

E

g(16 47;2) (1 ¢ BeoaJ1En]).
( 2

lgs|
o
=
o~
VAN
—
—
o
09
)
D
o
"‘;
\_/
—
=g
=.
<
.
o
=
<
ﬁ
\ﬁl
o)
Z,
=
On
=
AN
—_
)
o
(€]
o
=1
(=9
N
—_
~
oo
T
]
=
o~
v

’VIOgg (A?::Ml )—‘ 5

i k— {logz(ﬁ)“
saigniels 11 (5+mm) < (5) |
s=[10g2(ﬁ)‘|

Claim 2: For j € M¢ Y° 2K, [1[i ¢ By 1)[1[61]] (2% + Hye(n, 2%, 1/16))

! (2(726;))2 +d'h ( ;l;l 2671)

Proof. This sum decomposes into two terms.

IN

ZE i ¢ Br_1]|1[&1]] (275 + Hwe(n, 27", 1/16))

) 108, (52557 | E, (1 ¢ Bei]1[E)] (HME(n72k,1/16) +2 [22’%3 log <16gk2ﬂ>

k=1

b B Bl (Husln 2 1/10) 2 254710 (125 )
k=[log, (x5 ) |

We begin by bounding the first term.

- <¥)JE [1[i ¢ Bi-a][1[E1] (HMEW 275,1/16) +2 PM o8 (IGZH)D
< " (:zj;n” (HME(n,Q_k, 1/16) + 2 [22’”3 log (16Zk2>D

o (s25)] o
< Z <c’n22k log(16) + 2 4 2%k 1og < 3 )>

k=1
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- oy Loz
< 2log, (A) + (c/nlog(lfi) + 161og (5>> Z 22k
k=1

i — €M1
1082 (257 |
+32 > 2% Jog (k)
k=1

2—¢€ [IOgQ ( Az‘2::l‘1 )J

_ 16m 2—¢ 2k
< 2log, <A6m) + (c nlog(16) + 16 log ( 5 ) + 32log log, (w)) > 2

k=1
2—¢ (2—¢)? , 16n 2—¢

<21 log(1 21 —1 -

< og2<Ai_€M1)+(Ai_%)2 <cnog( 6) + 32log | —~ log, A —an

Next, we plug in the bound from claim 1 controlling the probability that i ¢ Bj.

Using Claim 1, we bound the second sum as follows:

oo

S EJUfi ¢ Beall1[a)] (HME(”’ 27%,1/16) +2 PZM o (161;1412)})
r=[oss (52557 |

i 1\ e (=55) [0 oria, [ 160k>
< > (8) (cn2 log(16) + 2+ 2 1og( 5 ))

e ()
+16§:(;>k_ 92 (4 [1oe (52557) 1) 10 1on <k+[log2(A3—fm)D2

J

= 162 o—3k+392 (kHlozs (x2557 ) +1) log ton (k " POgZ (A?—_:ltl )DQ

=1
(P P (1)),
=3t ( : g(16)(Ai—€,u1)2 * (Ai — ep)? < >)§2

. (2:(2—6;12 ZQ‘klOg ((k + {logz (AQ_:;“)DZ)

, 25(2 — €)? 29(2 —¢)? 16n
§3+cnlog(16)<A‘_Em)2 + & =)’ log( 5 )

N (2:)(2;;2 22 *log <k+ {10552 (Az_:ulﬂ)
— (x#)

We may bound the final summand, Z,fil 2% log (k + {log2 (A?__6 )—‘) as follows:

€

iQk log (k + [logg <A12_:M1)—‘> <log <; log, (M))

Plugging this back into (x*), we have that

25(2 —¢)? 29(2 — ¢)? 16n
(Ai —epr)? - (A; —eun)? to ( )

(xx) < 3+ 'nlog(16)
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e (3 (@500

Combining the above with the bound on the first sum, we have that

iEV []1[’& ¢ kal]]l[gl]] (27’19 + Hug(n, 2_k7 1/16))
k=1

< an(2 —¢€)? n 4e(2 — €)? ) 2£1 4—2¢
=@ —an)? T (A —an)? B\s e (A; —epr)?
_4Ad'm(2-€)?  , (Di—eur 0

o (Ai—eul)Q te h 4 — 2¢ 7%

for a sufficiently large, universal constant ¢’ and ¢ from the definition of A(-, -). O

E.4.11 Step 10: Applying the result of Step 9 to the result of Step 8

We may repeat the result of step 9 for every ¢ € M¢ and plug this into the result of Step 8. From this
point, we simplify to return the final result.

By Step 8, the total number of samples 7' drawn by FAREAST is bounded in expectation by

—A; ~
wireined e 30w (gt g ) i 1 (00 5,) 0 (1505,
S/
Qe )
c h <4 — 26, 277/>
etde/pmy

€p — Az 1) c ~

+C' Z h<4—2672’n> +C|M€ ﬁMe—',—ozf
€M

+2 3 3 K, [1fi ¢ Bea)[1[&]] (27 + Hye(n, 27,1/16)) .

i€EMe k=1

Applying the bound from Step 9 to each 7 € M, we have that

E[T|&N&E) <e Z max {h (0.25(6 —A), ;;) ,min [h (0.25Ai7 2(;) h <4 3625’ 2(;)} }

i€M.
+e Y h 0.25(6—Ai)i + o MEN Meya, b G 0
, "2n ¢ e/t 4 — 2¢’ 2n
ZEM:-%—&g/ltl
4n(2 — €)? A —e€ur 0
2¢" —+h|—/——, = ).
e ieXM:c (A; —epq)? * ( 4—2¢ '2n

Fori € MS N Mcia, jp,> Ge = minjens, €1 — Aj > Ay — epy. By monotonicity of A(, ),

Gie 5 c'n(4—2¢) 1 Ai—epy  §
h (47257 %> S G TR ( i ﬂ) Therefore,

Aj—eur 6 : 1) Ge 6
< - . L —
E[T|E&iN&) <c E max{h( . ,2n>7mln [h (0 25A1,2n) ,h<4 26,271)}}

i€ M.

4 — 2¢) A;—€pp 0
2¢" TL( ? — .
e +C)iezjt;c(Ai_6M1)2+h( 4—2e¢ )27”‘)

Lastly, note that ﬁ < 51 for < 1/2. By monotonicity of h, we may lower bound the

2—x

. 1 1 1 1 : : 1
denominators ;=5 and 5=ty 88 =9 and EE—— respectively. Since € € (0,1/2], ;=5 <

1/4. Plugging this in, we see that

Ay —epr 6 . 5 e 5
< - . PR -
E[T|E1N&) <c E max{h( 1 ,2n>,mm [h (0 25A“2n)’h<6(1—6)’2n>}}

i€ M.

1" 4n Aj — ey i
+ (2¢ +C)27(A +h(4 o)

S (B = €pn)?
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Next, we use Lemma F.3 to bound the minimum of A(-, -) functions.

Aj—ep 6 . ) a0
cieZM max {h <4, 2n> ,min {h <0.25A1, 2n> Jh (6(1—6)’ 271)] }

+ (2" +¢) Z (A; sk )2 +h(

iepe VT

Ai — €U 1) A + ae 5
:chax h(,),h( >}
Py { 4 2n

4dn i—€up 0
90 o
+(2¢ +C)_Z.(A; +h( ’2n)

Finally, we use Lemma F.2 to bound the function h(-,-). Since § < 1/2, ¢/ n < 2e~¢/2. Further,
les — A;] < 6foralliand e < 1/2implies that ﬁ\em A;| < 2and 6(1 mln(oze, Be) <2

A; < 8forall 4, gives 0.25A; < 2. Lastly, v < 6/u; implies that # < 2. Therefore,

Ai — €U ) Al =+ 1d_E£ )
< - -
E[T|E1n&) <c g max {h ( 1 , Qn) Jh ( THRE™

i€M.

4n Al — €l )
2 /! o h e
e +C)ieZMc (A; —€p1)? - ( 4 72”)

64 4n 384n
< g v
<e 3 mox{ i Ston (5 o (e 25

i€EM.
576 4n 1728n
3 log ? 10g2 - 2
(Ai + 10‘_1) ) (Az + 1(1‘6)
g 4n 64 4£ 384n
HO0 2 e T A T - A
n 1 n n
< — 1 —1 S
=6 ;max { (1 — A;)? o8 <5 082 (5(€N1 - Ai)2>) 7
1 5 log L log o
< 1089 N
(Ai + 1a—€e) ’ 0 (Ai + 10:(5)
n
+ ¢
2 By

o imax (e (5 (o))

1 n n
- 5 log 3 log, - 5
<,u1 + f“e - m) J (Ml + 75— ,ui)
+ Cg
zezlv;c - € Ml ’ui)Q

for a sufficiently large constant cg.
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E.4.12 Step 11: High probability sample complexity bound

Finally, the Good Filter is equivalent to EAST, Algorithm 5, except split across rounds. EAST is an
elimination algorithm. Note that the Good Filter is union bounded over 2n events whereas the bounds
in EAST are union bounded over n events. The Good Filter and Bad Filter are given the same number
of samples in each round, and the Good Filter can terminate within a round, conditioned on & N &,.
Therefore, we can bound the complexity of FAREAST in terms of that of EAST run at failure probability
/2. If FAREAST terminates in the second round or later, the arguments in Steps 4 and 5 can be used to
show that FAREAST draws no more than a factor of 18 more samples than EAST, though this estimate
is highly pessimistic. If FAREAST terminates in round 1 (when gaps are large), we may still show that
this is within a constant factor of the complexity of EAST, but the story is more complicated. In the first
round, the bad filter draws at most ¢'n log(16)+16(n+1) log(8n/§) samples where ¢’ is the constant
from Median Elimination. Since we have assumed that max(A;, |epu; — A;]) < 6(1 —¢) < 6,
this sum is likewise within a constant factor of the complexity of EAST. Hence with probability at
least 1 — §, by Theorem E .4,

7 < ex min fmon { 1t o (e (s =)

a 3 log EIOgQ #&2 )
(1 + = — ) d 6(p + <)

1 n n
3 log 5 log,
(/~‘L1 + 1:5 - Mi)Q

(=t (. ((l—cty)’
A P | 1 sLmer R
T R N ST

samples for a sufficiently large constant cs.

E.5 An elimination algorithm for all ¢

First, we state an elimination algorithm EAST (Elimination Algorithm for a Sampled Threshold)
and bound its sample complexity. EAST is equivalent to the good filter in FAREAST. At all times,
EAST maintains an active set A and samples all arms ¢ € A, progressively eliminating arms from
A until termination occurs. Additionally, EAST maintains upper and lower bounds, denoted U, and
Ly, on the the threshold, ;11 — € in the additive case and (1 — €)u in the multiplicative case. If
f1i(t) + Cs/n(t) < Ly, EAST may infer that i ¢ G (resp. i ¢ M,) and accordingly removes i from
A.If f1;(t) — Cs/n(t) > U, EAST may infer thati € G (resp. @ € M) and adds i to a set G of
good arms it has found so far. However, a good arm ¢ € G is only removed from A, if EAST can
also certify that it is not the best arm, namely if /i;(t) + Cs/,(t) < max; fi1;(t) — Cs/,(t). This
ensures that ;11 — € € [Ly, U] at all times in the additive case, and similarly, (1 — €)pu; € [L¢, Uz] in
the multiplicative case. If A C G, EAST may declare that G = G, (resp. G = M) and terminates.
Otherwise, the algorithm terminates when U; — Ly < /2 and returns A U G in the additive case
or when U; — Ly < 5L, in the multiplicative case. This limits the number of samples of any
arm and ensures that no arm worse than (e + ~)-good is returned. We give pseudocode for EAST
in Algorithm 5. Pieces specific to the additive case are shown in red, and pieces specific to the
multiplicative case are shown in blue.

Recall that arc = min;eg, € — A; and e = min;ege A; — €.

Theorem E.3. Fixe > 0,0 < 0 < 1/2, v € [0, 8] and an instance v such that max(A;, |e—A;]) < 8
for all i. In the case that G. = [n], let ac = min(a, Bc). With probability at least 1 — 6, EAST
returns a set G such that G, C G C G (1) in at most

i min {max {64 log (Qn log, (76871))
po (b1 — €= pq)? 5 oy —e—p)*) )"
256 log <2n log, ( 768n ))
(k1 + e — pi)? 6 O+ ac—p)? ) )’
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Algorithm 5 EAST : Elimination Algorithm for a Sampled Threshold

Require: ¢,0 > 0, slack v > 0, (if multiplicative, 0 < ¢ < 1/2)
1: Let A < [n] be the active set, and G < 0 be the set of e-good arms found so far, Let ¢ < 0
2: while A ¢ GandUL *L// > ’)’/QOI'Ut *Lt > %Lt do
3: Pull each arm i € A and update its empirical mean fi;(¢) , Update ¢ + ¢ + 1

4 Update U, < max;; 1;(t) + Cs/,,(t) — e or Uy = (1 — €) (max; fi;(t) + Cs/n(t))
5 Update L; < max; 1;(t) — Cs/,,(t) — e or Ly (1 — €) (max; fi;(t) — Cs/n(t))
6: fori € A do
7: if /ZZ (t) — Cg/n(t) > U, then
8: addito G > Arm ¢ is good
9 if () + C(;/n(t) < L; then
10 Remove 7 from A > Arms in G¢ or M are removed
11: ifi € G and ﬂz(t) + C(;/,,L(t) < max; pjj (t) — C(;/n(t) then
12: Remove 7 from A > Arms in G, or M, are removed
return G U A
256 log <2n log ( 768n )) }
(11 + Be — i)? 5 P\ + Be— )2 ) ) S
6 lo n lo 192n
72 g (5 g2 (5’)’2
samples.

Additionally, in the multiplicative case, recall that & = min,;eg, € — A; and Be = min;ege A; — €.
Next, we a theorem bounding the complexity of EAST in the multiplicative regime.

Theorem E4. Fix ¢,6 € (0,1/2], v € [0,min(1,6/u1)) and an instance v such that
max(A;, lepn — A;|) < 6 for all i. Assume that iy > 0. In the case that M. = [n), let

& = min(de, fBc). With probability at least 1 — 6, EAST returns a set G such that M. C G C M)
in at most

imin s { e o (5 o (i)

576 log 2£ log 1728n
(1 + f‘_‘e — p;)? 0 ? S + 16:)2 7

576 2n 1728n
7 log sl log, 7 )
(1 + 125 — pi)? O(p1 + 12 — pe)?

144(1 — e+ ) o 2210 432(1 —e+v)n
72 S\a 07243

samples.

E.6 Proof of Theorem E.3 EAST in the additive regime

Proof. Notation for the proof: Throughout, recall A; = u; — p;. Recall that ¢ counts the number of
times each arm in .4 has been sampled and thus the number of times that the conditionals in Lines 10
and 11 have been evaluated. Let A(t) denote the state A at this time before the arms have been
eliminated from A in lines 10 and 11. Let G(¢) be defined similarly. Therefore, the total number of

samples drawn by EAST up to time ¢ is S '_, [.A(s)].
For i € G, let T; denote the random variable of the number of times arm ¢ is sampled before it
is added to G in Line 8. For ¢ € G¢, let T; denote the random variable of the number of times

arm ¢ is sampled before it is removed from A in Line 10. For any arm ¢, let 7/ denote the random
variable of the of the number of times ¢ is sampled before f1;(t)+-Cj,, (t) < maxje 4 f1;(t) —Cis/n(t).
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Define the event

=3 ()at) = pil < Cspnlt)

i€[n] teN

Using standard anytime confidence bound results, and recalling that that Cs(t) := 4/ w,
we have

PE) =P | | J I — il > Csnlt)

i€[n] teN
n A n 6
< ZP (U i — il > O5/n(t)> < Zﬁ =9
1=1 teN =1

Hence, P(£) > 1 — 6.

E.6.1 Step 0: Correctness
Claim 0: On &, first we prove that G(¢) C G forall t € N.

In particular, this shows that EAST never incorrectly add arms in G¢ to the set G.

Proof. We begin by showing that on £ the best arm is never removed from .4 for all ¢. Note for any ¢
fir + Con(t) > 1 > pi > f1i(t) — Con(t) > f1i(t) — Cs/n(t) — €.

In particular this shows, fiy + Cj/y, (t) > maxje 4 f1i(t) — Cs/n(t) — € = Ly and ji; + Cs,(t) >

max;e A fii(t) — Cs;y,, (t) showing that 1 will never exit A in line 11.

Secondly, we show that at all times ¢, 1 — € € [Ly, U;]. By the above, since p; never leaves A,
Ur = max ii(t) + Cs/n(t) — € = [u(t) + Cs/n(t) — €= pn — ¢

and for any ¢,
p—€ > p;— e > fi;(t) = Cs/p(t) — €

Hence p1; — € > max; fi;(t) — Cs/,(t) — € = Ly.
Next, we show that G(t) C G, for all t > 1. Suppose not. Then 3,¢ € N and 3i € G¢ N G(t) such
that,

pi > f1i(t) = Cs/n(t) > Up > py — € > py,
with the last inequality following from the previous assertion, giving a contradiction. O
Claim 1: Next, we show thaton &£, G. C A(t) UG(t) forall ¢ € N.

In particular this implies that if A C G, then G, C G. Combining this with the previous claim
gives G C G C G, hence G = G,. On this condition, EAST terminates by line 2 and returns the
set A UG = G. Note that by definition, G, C G(EJW) for all v > 0. Therefore EAST terminates
correctly on this condition.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that there exists i € G, such that i ¢ A(t
only if ¢ is eliminated in line 10. Hence, there exists a ¢’ < ¢ such that i, (
Therefore, on the event &£,

) U G(t). This occurs
t') + Csn(t') < Ly.

£ £
pn — e Ly = max fij(t) = Csn(t') — € > fii(t") + Cs/n(t’) > i

which contradicts 7 € G.. O
Claim 2: Finally, we show thatif U; — L; < v/2, then AUG C Getr)-

Combining with the previous that G. C AU G, if EAST terminates on this condition by line 2, it does
so correctly.
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Proof. Assume U; — L; < 7/2. This implies that

0: (1) + Cs /(1) — €) — 0:(t) — Cs/m (1) — €) = 205/, (1) < /2.
(irgjgg)u()Jr s/n(t) —¢€) (z-gfé{)“() s/n(t) —¢€) s/m(t) <7/

Suppose for contradiction that there exists i € G{_) such thati € AUG. Since G NG, ) = 0
and we have previously shown than G(t) C G, for all ¢, we have that ¢ € A\G. Therefore, by the

£
condition in line 10, fi;(t) + Cs/y(t) > L. Hence, p; + 2C5,,(t) > j1;(t) + Cs/p(t) > Lt. By
assumption, we have that U; — v/2 < L, and the event £ implies that U; > p; — €. Therefore,
i +2Cs /() > Uy — /2 > py — € — /2. Combining this with the inequality 2C5/,, < v/2, we

have that
. c
1€G (4

72> 205/(t) +7/22 1 —€e—pi > Y
which is a contradiction. O

Therefore, on the event £, if EAST terminates due to either condition in line 2, it returns A U G such
that Gc C AU G C G(cq). Since P(E) > 1 — 0, EAST terminates correctly with probability at least
1-9.

E.6.2 Step 1: Controlling the total number of samples given by EAST to arms in G,

To keep track of the number of samples that arms are given by EAST, we introduce random variables
T; and T} for all i € [n]. When arm ¢ has been given max (7}, T}) samples it is removed from A in
line 11.

By Step 0, only arms in G, are added to G. Therefore, T; is defined as

Ti:min{tzl,e wE 1) dfie C}i indt: / (24)
i¢g Alt+1) ifieGe fii + Cs/n(t) < Ly ifi€ G

Similarly, recall T} denotes the random variable of the of the number of times i is sampled before
i (t) + C(;/n(t) < maxjeA fi (t) — Cg/n(t). Hence,

7= min {1 ul0) + Coynlt) < max 35(0)~ Coal0)} 23

Claim 0: For i € G, we have that T; < h(0.25(c — A;),d/n).
Proof. Note that, 4Cs /(1) < pi — (1 — €), true when ¢ > h (0.25(¢ — A;), %), implies that for all
Js
falt) = Cogalt) = pi — 20571
> p1 4 2Csn(t) — €
> i + 205, (t) — €
> ig(8) + Capnlt) — ¢
so in particular, 1;(t) — Cs/n(t) > max;jea f1j(t) + Cs/p(t) — € = Us. O
Claim 1: For i € G, we have that T} < h(0.25A;,6/n).
Proof. Note that 4C,,(t) < pu1 — pu;, true when t > h (0.25A;, 2), implies that

£
< — ZCé/n(t)

£

< (t) = Cspnlt).
As shown in Step 0, 1 € A(t) for all ¢ € N, and in particular fi; () < max;e 4 f1i(t). Hence,
fii(t) + Cn(t) < maxjeacr) i1 (1) — Csn(t). O
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E.6.3 Step 2: Controlling the total number of samples given by EAST to arms in G¢
Claim: Next, we show that T; < h (0.25( — A;), 2) fori € G¢
Proof. Note that, 4C5/,,(t) < pu1 — € — p;, true whent > h (0.25(6 —A;), %), implies that

€
fi(t) + Csn(t) < pi +2Cs /(1)
< M1 — Qcé/n(t) — €

£

< () = Csyn(t) — €
As shown in Step 0, 1 € A(t) for all ¢ € N, and in particular /i, () < max;e 4(s) f2:(t). Therefore
f1i(t) + Cs/n(t) < maxjea f1;(t) — Csyn(t) — € = Ly O

E.6.4 Step 3: Bounding the total number of samples drawn by EAST

With the results of Steps 1 and 2, we may bound the total sample complexity of EAST. Note that
independently of the event £, EAST terminates if Uy — L; < /2. Let the random variable of the
maximum number of samples given to any arm before this occurs be T,. Additionally, EAST may
terminate if A C G. Let the random variable of maximum number of samples given to any arm

before this occurs be T,,_g_. Note that due to the sampling procedure, the total number of samples
min(Ty,Tx, 8. )

drawn by EAST at termination may be written as » ,_; A(t)].

Now we bound Zzn:i?(T”’Ta‘ﬁ‘*) A(t)|. Let S; = min{¢t : ¢ € A(¢t + 1)}. Hence,

min(Ty,Ta s, ) min(Ty,Tacp) n n min(Ty,Ta.g.) n
Smi= Y Stiean =Y Ui € AW®)] = 3 min {7y, T s, )
t=1 t=1 i=1 i=1 t=1 i=1

For arms i € G¢, S; = T; by definition. For i € G, S; = max(T;,T/) by line 11 of the algorithm.
Then

Y_min{Ty, To, 8} = Y min {Ty, Top. max(T, T))} + Y min {Ty, T p.. Ti}
i=1 i€G. i€Ge

= Z min {T'Y7min {Taeﬁf7maX(TZ7H)}} + Z min {T’Y7T(X€BE7E}

i€G. 1€GE
= Z min {T"N max {75, min(Tilv Taeﬁe)}} + Z min {T’Yv To.p. T}
i€G. ieGe

We may define 7', := min{t : Uy — Ly < ~/2}. Note that 4C;,,,(t) < =, true when ¢t >
h(0.257, d/n) implies that

_ — 0 _ — m — — = < .
Ut Lt (Zgi‘)‘(}t() i (t) + C&/n(t) 6) (1212()5) i (t) C&/n (t) 6) 206/n(t) = ’7/2

Therefore, we have that T", < h(0.25v,6/n).

Next, we may define T, s, = min{t : A(t) C G.}. By step 0, on the event £, A C G implies that
G = G.. Therefore, T, 3. may be equivalently defined as T,,_g, = min{t : G(t) = G. and G¢ N
A = (}. Recalling the definition of T}, we see that T,,_g. = max;(T;).

Recall that by steps 1 and 2, T; < h (0.25(e — A;), %) and T/ < h (0.254,, %) Furthermore, by
monotonicity of h(, ), this implies that Ty, _g. = h(0.25 min(c, 5¢),d/n). Plugging this in, we see
that

Z min {T’vaax {Tivmin(ﬂaTaeﬁe)}} + Z min {TW7Taeﬁgaﬂ}

i€G. ieGe
= Z min {7, max {73, min(77}, Tu, 5, ) }} + Z min {7, T;}
i€G. ieGe
. 1 . 1 ) 1)
< Z min { max< h [ 0.25(e — A;), — | ,min |h { 0.254;, — | , A | 0.25 min(c,, SB.), — ,
1€G. n K n
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o)

S (T ()

i€Ge
= ;min {max {h <0.25(e - A), z> , min { (0 257, 5) (0 25 min(a, B.), 5)} } ,
h (0.257, 2)}

where the final equality holds by definition for arms in G. Next, by Lemma F.3, we may bound the
minimum of A(-, -) functions.

i o[ (S5 7)o 1 (7)o (52 )]
n(3:2))
=S e {n (27,
win [ (55 ma 1 (5 2) 1 (5 2) ]
(1))
< Smin s {1 (%75 7),
e [ (B2, 0) o (520
n(3:2))
i a1 (S5 2) (B2 ) (B D)
n(3:2))

Finally, we use Lemma F.2 to bound the function A(-,-). Since § < 1/2, §/n < 2¢~¢/2, Further,

max(A;, |e—A;|) < 8forall 4, we have that 0.25A; < 2,0.25|e — A;| < 2, and 0.25 min(«., B)
2. Therefore,

{ { (A € 5> (Ai—i-ae 5) <Ai+ﬁ€ 5)}
me max Jh = s h | ————, )
4 n 8 n 8 n

I

Il
-

?




o om ()
v J 62
= imin {max {64 log <2n log, <768n)> ,
i1 (11 —€— pi)? (11 —€— pi)?

1)
256 o <2n o < 768n ))
(p1 + e — pu1)? B\5 8 O(ur +ac—pi)?) )’
(2

(o)

256 o 2n o < 768n ))}
(1 + Be — pi)? B\5 8 O(p1 + Be — pi)? 7

64 2n 192n
? lOg 7 10g2 W .

E.7 Proof of Theorem E.4, EAST in the multiplicative regime

Proof. Notation for the proof: Throughout, recall A; = p; — p;. Recall that ¢ counts the number of
times each arm in A has been sampled and thus the number of times that the conditionals in Lines 10
and 11 have been evaluated. Let .A(¢) denote the state A at this time before the arms have been
eliminated from A in lines 10 and 11. Let G(¢) be defined similarly. Therefore, the total number of

samples drawn by EAST up to time ¢ is 22:1 |A(s)].

For i € M., let T; denote the random variable of the number of times arm ¢ is sampled before it
is added to GG in Line 8. For ¢ € M¢, let T; denote the random variable of the number of times
arm 7 is sampled before it is removed from A in Line 10. For any arm 4, let T} denote the random
variable of the of the number of times 7 is sampled before fi;(t)+Cjy, (t) < maxje 4 j1;(t) —Cis/n (t).

Define the event

€= () () 1ait) = pal < Conlt)
i€[n] teN
Using standard anytime confidence bound results, and recalling that that C5(t) := 4/ w,

we have

PE) =P U U i — p1i] > Csyn(t)

i€[n] teN
n . n 6
< ZP (U i — il > O5/n(t)> < ZH =9
=1 teN =1

Hence, P () > 1 — 4.

E.7.1 Step 0: Correctness
Claim 0: On &, first we prove that G(¢) C M, forall ¢t € N.
In particular, this shows that EAST never incorrectly add arms in M ¢ to the set G.

Proof. Firstly we show 1 € A for all ¢ € N, namely the best arm is never removed from .A. Note for
any i such that j1;(t) — Cs/,(t) > 0,

fn+ Csyn(t) > 1 > pi > f1i(t) = Cs/n(t) > (1 = €)(1:(t) — Csn(t))-
For i such that fi;(t) — C5/,,(t) < 0, if iy + Cj/,,(t) > 0, then
fir + Csyn(t) 2 0> (1= €)(s(t) — Cy/n(t)).

Note that fi; + Cs,,,(t) < 0 implies on the event £ that ;1 < 0, which contradicts the assumption
that 117 > 0 made in the theorem. In particular this shows, fi1 + Cs/r (t) > (1 — €)(max;e4 f1;(t) —
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Cs/n(t)) = Ly and i1 + Cs/,(t) > maxie 4 f15(t) — Cs)y,(t) showing that 1 will never exit A in
line 28.

Secondly, we show that at all times ¢, (1 — €)u1 € [L¢, Uy]. By the above, since 1 never leaves A,
s = (1= ) mag fu(t) + Coyu0)) > (1= in (1) + Coyu(t)) > (1~ )

and for any ¢,
(I=e)p > (1= e)pi > (1 —e)(fui(t) — Csn(t))
Hence (1 — €)p1 > (1 — €)(max; f1;(t) — Cs/p(t)) = Ly.

Next, we show that G C M, forall k > 1,¢ > 1. Suppose not. Then 3, k,t € N and Fi € MENG(t)
such that,

pi > i (t) — Csn(t) > Uy > (1 — €)1 > i,
with the last inequality following from the previous assertion, giving a contradiction. O
Claim 1: Next, we show thaton &, M. C A(t) U G(t) forall t € N.

In particular this implies that if A C G, then M, C G. Combining this with the previous claim gives
G C M, C G, hence G = M,. On this condition, EAST terminates and returns the set AU G = G.
Note that by definition, M, C M (e4) for all v > 0. Therefore EAST terminates correctly on this
condition.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that there exists ¢ € M, such thati ¢ A(t) U G(¢). This occurs
only if i is eliminated in line 10. Hence, there exists a ' < ¢ such that /i;(t') + Cs/,(t') < Ly.
Therefore, on the event £,

& &
(1= = L = (1= 0) (mag i) = Capalt)) > ) + Carnld) =

which contradicts i € M,. O
Claim 2: Finally, we show that on &, if U; — L; < 57— Ly, then AU G C M.

Combining with Claim 1 that M. C AU G, if EAST terminates on this condition, it does so correctly
and returns all arms in M, and none in M (Ce )

Proof. By Claim 0, G C M, C M.,~. Hence, G N M (CE . (). Therefore, we wish to show that
AN M(Ceﬂ) = () which implies that G N A C M. Assume U; — L; < 5= L;. Recall that

U = (1= ) (maet) + o0
and
L= (1= 9 (mags(6) ~ Coya(0)

All arms in A(t) have received exactly ¢ samples. Hence, U; — L; = 2(1 — €)Cs/,(t). On €&,
L; < (1 — €)p1 This implies that

gl

— €

1—e€
2(1 —€)Cs /(1) < L < ——~vuq,
(1= €)Csn(t) < 5 tS 5 Im
and in particular,

TH1
2 t .
Cé/n( ) < 2 _ ¢

Therefore, we wish to show that when the above is true, then for any ¢ € Mg, |, Ly — (i (t) +
Cs/n(t)) > 0, implying that i ¢ A.

Lo lt) + Cayn) = (1= ) (gt = Ciyn)) = (ia(0) + Can(t)

> (1—¢) (?giiuj — QCg/n(t)> — (s +2C5 /(1))
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W) (11— 205m(1) — (1 — € — s +2Cs (1)
= yp1 — 2(2 = €)Cs/n(t)

N
> — (2 - 7
=0

which implies that ¢ ¢ A. Inequality (a) follows jointly from the fact that 1 € A and the fact that all
arms in A have received ¢ samples implies max ;e 4 pt; — 2C5/y, (t) = p1 — 2Cs /5, (t). Additionally,

inequality (a) follows from p; < (1 — € —)uq since i € M¢, .. O
Therefore, on the event &£, if EAST terminates due to either condition in line 2, it returns A U G such
that M. C AUG C M. Since P(€) > 1 — 6, EAST terminates correctly with probability at

least 1 — 4.

E.7.2 Step 1: Controlling the total number of samples given by EAST to arms in M

To keep track of the number of samples that arms are given by EAST, we introduce random variables
T; and T for all i € [n]. When arm ¢ has been given max(7T;, T}) samples it is removed from A in
line 11.

By Step 0, only arms in M, are added to GG. Therefore, 7T; is defined as

, ieGt+1) ifie M) ¢ . fri = Csm(t) 2 Uy ifi € Me

T, =min<t: e cf =min<t: (26)
ig Alt+1) ifie M fii + Cs/n(t) < Ly ifi € M?

Similarly, recall 7] denotes the random variable of the of the number of times 7 is sampled before
f1i(t) + Cs /() < maxjea fij(t) — Cs/p(t). Hence,

T! = min {t i (t) + Csyn(t) < max fi;(t) — C’(;/n(t)} (27)
JEA()

Claim 0: For i € M., we have that T; < h (qff__ﬁia %)

Proof. Note that y; — 2C5,,,(t) > (1 — €)(p1 +2C5 /5, (1)) may be rearranged as (4 — 2¢)Cs /(1) <

epi—=A; 6

€1 — A4, and this is true when t > h ( T oo

) . This condition implies that for all 7,

=

f1i(t) = Csn(t) > pi — 2Cs (1)
— €)(p1 + 205/ (1))
— €)(pj +2Cs5/n(t))
1—€)(f1;(t) + Cs/n(t))
so in particular, f1;(t) — Cs/n(t) > (1 — €)(maxjca f1;(t) + Cs/n(t)) = Us. O
Claim 1: For i € M., we have that T} < h(0.25A;,4/n).

(AVAS RN AV AVAR AVAQ

e e
— =

Proof. Note that 4C5/,,(t) < p1 — p4, true whent > h (0.25A é), implies that

i

£
fi(t) + Csn(t) < pi +2Cs (1)
< 1 —2Cs/,(1)

13
< ﬂl(t) - C&/n(t)'

As shown in Step 0, 1 € A(t) for all ¢ € N, and in particular fi; () < max;e 4 f1i(t). Hence,
fii(t) + Cn(t) < maxjeacr) i1 (1) — Csn(t). O
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E.7.3 Step 2: Controlling the total number of samples given by EAST to arms in M’
Next, we bound T; fori € M¢. i € M¢ is eliminated from A if it has received at least 7; samples.

Claim: T; <h(‘7€”1 7> fori e M¢

2¢ 'n

Proof. Note that 1; +2Cj,, (t) < (1 —€)(p1 — 2C5/,, (1)) may be rearranged as (4 — 2€)Cs /(1) <

A; — €y, and this is true when t > h (A4 —e 5). This condition implies that

5(t) + Csym(t) < iz +2C5m(t)
< (T =€)(pr —2Cs/n(1))

< (- ut) - Cs/n(t))
As shown in Step 0, 1 € A(t) for all t € N, and in particular /i1 (t) < max;ec 4(¢) 2:(t). Therefore
15(8) + Cayu(t) < (1 €)(max;ea iy (£) — Coyult)) = Ly, 0

E.7.4 Step 3: Bounding the total number of samples drawn by EAST

With the results of Steps 1 and 2, we may bound the total sample complexity of EAST. Note that
independently of the event £, EAST terminates if U, — L; < ﬁLt. Let the random variable of the
maximum number of samples given to any arm before this occurs be T, := min{t : - L, <
}. Additionally, EAST may terminate if A C G. Let the random variable of max1mum number
of samples given to any arm before this occurs be T}, ; . Note that due to the sampling procedure,

(T, T,
the total number of samples drawn by EAST at termination may be written as Zinull ehe)

Now we bound me( v Tacs) |A(t)]. Let S; = min{t : i &€ A(t + 1)}. Hence,

min(Ty, Ty _5.) min(Ty,T5 5.) p n min(Ty, Ty 5.)

A()].

Z |A®)| = Z Z [i e A(t Z Z 1[i € A(t) me{T Ty 5.

t=1

For arms i € M¢, S; = T; by definition. For i € M., S; = max(T;,T}) by line 11 of the algorithm.

Then
émin{T 15 4. ,S'} ZiGZM‘min{T T, 5. 7maX(Ti7Ti/)} +i§cmin{T T 5. ’T}

€M, ieM¢g

i€ M. ieMe

Next we bound T’,.

Claim: On &, T, < h (%, %)

Proof: Cs/,,(t) < m is true whent > h (%, n) Note that

O (e —
Csn(t) < 22— c+7) > 20s/(t) < S (111 = 2Cs /(1)) .

This implies that
Ut — Lt = 2(1 — E)Cg/n(t)

1 —
< QfEV (11 = 2C5 /(1))

2
v (Hi1(t) = Cs /(1))

<

Y min {T,Y,min {Tde max(Tz,Tl)}} 3" min {T T, s, ,T}
Z min{TW,maX{Ti,min(T’ T, Bf)}} + Z min {T T,.5. ,T}

5.



1—c¢€ .
<S5 (I}gui - Cé/n(t))
Y
= L
2 ¢t

O

Next, we may define T}, 5 = min{t : A(t) C M}. By step 0, on the event £, A C G implies that
G = M.. Therefore, T; 5 may be equivalently defined as T}, 5 = min{t : G(t) = M. and M N
A = (}. Recalling the deﬁmtlon of T;, we see that T, 5 = maxZ(Tl)

Recall that by steps 1 and 2, T; < h (6’“ Ai é) and T < h(0.25A, %) Furthermore, by

2¢ 'n

monotonicity of h(-,-), this implies that T; ; = h (%Qf), %

3" min {Tﬁf,max {Ti,min(Tl’,T& m)}} + Y min {TW,T& M ,T}

i€ M. i€M¢

Z min {Ty,max {Ti7min(Ti’,Td€Be)}} + Z min {7, T,

i€ M. ieMe

Zmln{max{ (6‘“ A,5>,min h<0.25A1;,5>,h<Hm1(0‘5’66),5>]}7
4—2 n n 4 — 2¢ n
€M
p(__om 9
22—€e+7)'n
Jerln{ (Elul 2A76)5h<227ul a5>}
iEMe T n 2-e+7)'n
:Zmln max €lt1—A,§ ,min | h O.25Ai,é Jh M,é ,
4—2¢ 'n n 4 — 2e¢ n

e}

where the final equality holds by definition for arms in M,. Lastly, note that 3(1 ) < ﬁ for

). Plugging this in, we see that

I A

2 < 1/2. By monotonicity of h, we may lower bound the denominators 4%26 and (2_16 T a8 6(11_6)
and m respectively. Since € € (0,1/2],
this in, we see that

Zmln max i = A ,é ,min | h [ 0.25A;, § Jh M, é ,
4—2¢ 'n n 4 — 2e n
h TH1 é
22—€e+7v)'n
ey — Ay 6 , B) min(de, Be) 6
< . i? - b YR )
me{max{ ( 1 ,n),mm [h<025A n) h( 60—e) 'n
(9
6(l—€e+7v) ' n
Next, by Lemma F.3, we may bound the minimum of (-, -) functions.
A —epy 6 , AV min(de, ) 6
Zmln max —— —|),min |h{ —,— | A | ————=, — ,
4 n 4’ n 6(1—¢€) 'n
p(_m 9
6(l—e+v)'n
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_me {0 (222, 2)).
(2 o2
h(aljf+wyz)}

min

" A; —e; 6 A+ 2= 5 A+ L= 5
— i p( 2K plZili=e 2 5| 1= ¢
;mm e ( 4 n)( 12 'n)’ 12 nf(’

P )
6(l—€e+7v) ' n
Finally, we use Lemma F.2 to bound the function h( -). Since 6 < 1/2, §/n < 2e~¢/2. Further,

lepr — Aq| < 6foralliand e < 1/2 implies that 1 3 \eul A;l < 2and 6(1 min(de,ﬁe) <2

A; < 8forall 4, gives 0.25A; < 2. Lastly, v < 6/ w1 implies that W < 2. Therefore

"o Ai—ep & A+ 2= 5 At £ 5
Z;mln max h(47n>ah<127n 7h T77 )

n

<imin max Llo 2—nlo &

T4 7 (6[11 — A1)2 & ) 82 6(6#1 — Al)Q ’
576 o 2£10 1728n

(A2 T o =2 ) )

576 2n 1728n
————log | —logy | ———— )
(Ai+ 2 T\ 0 B+ )

144(1;624-’)/) 1og<2”1 (432(1—6+7)2n>>}

V2l ) 6723

()}

576 log 2£ log 1728n
(11 + 2= — ;)2 § P\ +2=)2) )’

576 2n 1728n

log 710g2 )
(1 + £ — )’ O + 1 = i)’

144(1 — e +7)? log 2n1 432(1 — e +7v)%n
72 J 572t '
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F Technical Lemmas
Lemma F.1l. Ifa > 1, b > e, and t > max(alog(2blog(ab)), e), then w <1

Proof. Step 1: Plug in t = alog(2blog(ab)) to the expression w.

alog(blog(alog(2blog(ab))) _ log(blog(alog(2blog(ab)))
alog(2blog(ab)) log(2blog(ab))

Since log(+) increases monotonically, the above is less than 1 if blog(a log(2blog(ab)) < 2blog(ab).

blog(alog(2blog(ab))) < 2blog(ab)

9 log(alog(2blog(ab))) < 2log(ab)

<= alog(2blog(ab)) < (ab)?
<= log(2blog(ab)) < ab?
< 2blog(ab) <

which is true if a, b > 1.

Step 2: Next, for t > alog(2blog(ab)), we wish to show that the inequality w < 1 still

holds. To do so, it suffices to show that f(t) = w is decreasing for ¢ > alog(2blog(ab)).
To see this, take the derivative.

a_  alog(blog(t)) a (

70 = gy — O & (s~ ostotion() )

log(t)

This is negative when @ < log(b(log(t)). Let u = blog(t). The previous is equivalent to the
condition b < wlog(u). Fort > e, u > band b > e. Hence b < ulog(u) completing the proof. [

Lemma F2. Ford < 2e=¢/2 A <9,

4 2 12 41og(log,(2t)/6)
2 s (B (22)) - TR

Proof.

<1

[oslossi) 1Bl (st Yos(20)
¢ B t

If A <2, then 8/A% > 2 > 1. Similarly, if § < 2¢/% < Lo, then 5oy > e. Hence, by

Lemma F.1, setting a = % and b = m%«;(z)’ the above is true if

2t > max i10 Llo 8 e
= A2 %\ Glog(2) \5A%10g(2) ) ) ¢)
Trivially, 0 log(2) < 2. Hence, § < 2¢=¢/? and A < 2 implies

St (v (s ) = 21 (2t (52 )) 2 2o >

Therefore, we may simplify the maximum as

v o (Zrom (22 )) 5 % o (Zromy (B
= A2 % \579%2\5A2 ) ) = A2 %%\ 5982 \ 5AZ10g(2)

which implies the desired result. O
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Lemma F.3. For any function h(-,-) : RT x R™ — RY that decreases monotonically in its first
argument, we have that for any a,b,c,§ € RT

min (h(a, ), h(b,0)) < h (a;ba)

and

min{h(a, 5), max{h(b, 8), h(c, 5)]} < max {h (“ : b 5) h (“‘;C 5) } .

Proof. First, we bound the expression min (h(a, ¢), h(b, ¢)).
min (h(a, ), h(b,d)) = h(max(a,d),d) < h((a+b)/2,9)
Next, we bound, expressions of the form min{h(a, ¢), max[h(b, ), h(c, §)]} using the above inequal-
ity.
min{h(a, ), max[h(b,d), h(c,d)]} = max {min [h(a, ), h(b,d)], min [h(a

(a,6), hle, 6]}
<max{h((a+b)/2,0),h((a+c)/2,0)

)
V.
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